
117

* First published in Encyclopedia of Islam, 2nd edn., vol. 5 (1980), pp. 339–44.

Chapter VI

Al-Kuds, Monuments*

The Islamic monuments of Jerusalem reflect at the same time the unique
character of the Holy City itself with its complex memories translated into
major works of architecture or into mystical and liturgical associations and
the pecularities of the Muslim rule of the city. With the Dome of the Rock,
Jerusalem possesses the first consciously created masterpiece of Islamic art,
while the city remains unique among almost all Muslim cities in the manner
in which its Muslim monuments are almost entirely concentrated in one
part of the city, on or near the Haram al-Sharif. The first feature reflects the
singular position of Jerusalem in early Umayyad times, while the second one
is a direct result of the city’s unique character. Any understanding of
Jerusalem’s monumental history requires, therefore, both an awareness of
the city’s archaeology, i.e. of its own peculiar relationship between a
complicated topography and remains from former civilizations, and a
knowledge of the types of official, religious, emotional and financial
investments which Muslim culture put into it at various times. The latter
changed considerably over the centuries and the changes affected the growth
and the meaning of monuments in a way which is unique in Islamic history.
While the presentation which follows is primarily historical, it should be
borne in mind that eventually a similar survey could and should be made
quarter by quarter, or else from the point of view of the type of political or
pietistic associations which have surrounded the Muslim monuments of
Jerusalem.

There is no complete study of Jerusalem’s Islamic monuments as a whole.
The most thorough investigation is that of Max van Berchem, which utilizes
simultaneously inscriptions, architectural remains and written sources,
especially the invaluable guide-book of Mujir al-Din. Since his time a number
of monographs have modified our understanding of the two main buildings
on the Haram (we will use the term for convenience’s sake, even though it
did not become common until the Ottomans), the Dome of the Rock and
the Aqsa Mosque, while recent and still unfinished excavations to the south
and southwest of the Haram have introduced a large number of new elements
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in any understanding of the city in early Islamic times. A survey of Jerusalem’s
Ayyubid and Mamluk remains has only recently been initiated and very
little has been published so far. We possess a considerable amount of
information about Jerusalem, but this very abundance identifies the main
problem faced by the investigator of the city’s monuments, which is to
determine what in them is typical of Islamic culture as a whole and what is
unique to a unique city. We shall return to this question at the end of our
survey. In the meantime, it has seemed preferable to describe the city’s
growth chronologically and to identify in it four major periods of
development: (1) early Islamic up to the middle of the fourth/tenth century;
(2) from the middle of the fourth/tenth century to the Crusades (492/1099);
(3) Ayyubid and Mamluk periods, from the time of the reconquest at the
end of the sixth/twelfth century to c. 1500; (4) Ottoman period. No mention
is made of the city’s development after its awakening to the modern world in
the nineteenth century, for by then we are no longer dealing with an Islamic
city in the traditional sense but with a modern town searching for ways to
accommodate its own unique spiritual and emotional values with the pressures
of contemporary life. Much thought has been given to these problems in
Jerusalem since the first reports sponsored by British mandatory authorities
and by various ecclesiastical groups. Their investigation and discussion
belongs, however, to modern urbanism rather than to the understanding of
a Muslim city.

1. Early Islamic, until the Middle of the Fourth/Tenth Century

All later developments in the monumental history of Jerusalem were affected
by the manner of the [340] city’s conquest and by the circumstances
surrounding its first Muslim settlements. However uncertainly known the
actual events of the conquest may have been, one key archaeological point is
clear: the huge Herodian setting for the Jewish Temple on the eastern side of
the city was standing in ruins; many courses of its magnificent masonry,
most of its gates, possible fragments of its towers could still be recognized,
and its surface as well as the surrounding areas were littered with easily
accessible stones from its constructions. For scriptural reasons, the Christians
had left the Herodian space unused except for a small and comparatively late
memorial church to St James in the southwestern comer. South of the
Temple area there were Christian hostels and monasteries, but apparently no
major living areas, for the Christian city was concentrated in the western
side of the town, around the hills of Zion and Golgotha, with the Holy
Sepulcher and its attendant constructions as focal points. Whether or not
there was a Byzantine wall enclosing the whole of Zion hill and the spur of
Mount Moriah which overlooks Siloam from the north (the so-called wall of
Eudocia) is still a moot question, but seems likely.
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Almost as soon as the formal takeover had been completed, the Muslims
appropriated for themselves the Herodian Temple area for their own
administrative and religious purposes. The reasons for this act were many. It
was a large empty space in a city in which by treaty the conquerors were not
allowed to expropriate Christian buildings; the early Muslims were under
the influence of Jewish converts with presumed knowledge of the area’s holy
significance; the Muslims may have wanted to show their opposition to the
Christian belief that the area must stay empty; and, finally, the Muslims
themselves may have had a spiritual attachment to Jerusalem before
conquering it, though the possibility is difficult to demonstrate. But regardless
of the reasons, the key point is that a huge space became available to the new
culture in a striking location overlooking most of the city. It can furthermore
be deduced from a variety of later developments that the earliest settlements
by Muslims took place in the sparsely populated area south and southwest of
the Temple.

There began then a monumental and ideological Islamization of an ancient
site, for which we possess a rather remarkable series of documents, even
though all of its concrete modalities are still far from being clear. What
occurred in effect is that the Muslims provided new and highly individual
meanings to an existing space with different meanings. The following
chronological scheme can be provided for this unusual development, although,
as will be seen, much in it is still hypothetical.

First a small “rudely built … quadrangular place of prayer” (as described
by the western pilgrim Arculfus c. 680) was erected. It was mostly in wood
and set somewhere in the midst of the Herodian ruins. Nothing is known of
its internal arrangements, but it was probably a typically early Islamic
hypostyle mosque. Its exact location is also unknown, although it is likely
but by no means certain that it was not far from the place of the present
Aqsa Mosque. This building probably remained until the first decade of the
eighth century, but, as will be seen below, there is a possibility that already
under ‘Abd al-Malik a new building was begun. There is no textual or
archaeological information as to whether any of the newly found buildings
south and southwest of the Haram belong to this very first period, but the
possibility cannot be excluded.

The second step in the development of the Herodian site coincides with
the rule of ‘Abd al-Malik. Its most remarkable monument is the Dome of
the Rock, completed in 71/691. Often described and often studied, it consists
of two octagonal ambulatories around a dome-covered cylinder 30.30 m
high and 20.30 m in diameter. The dome is set over a huge rocky outcrop
with an underground chamber. The building is provided with four axial
gates preceded by often redone porches. The building is a remarkably thought-
out composition whose every detail in plan and in evaluation has been most
accurately measured so as to create the most impressive effect. Its conception,
and almost every architectural detail in its interior arrangement (piers,
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columns, capitals, arches, etc.), belong to the architectural repertory of
Byzantine art and more specifically to the tradition of Jerusalem buildings
like the Holy Sepulcher or the Church of the Ascension. It is from the same
tradition that derives its internal decoration of marble paneling and especially
of mosaics covering almost all wall surfaces above the capitals and cornices
of piers and columns. There is both literary and archaeological evidence that
the early building was also covered with mosaics on the outside. The subject
matter of these mosaics is also derived from earlier artistic traditions, mostly
Mediterranean, but also with a few themes of Iranian origin. These mosaics
are often considered as typical examples of a pre-Islamic way of decorating
the interior of major buildings. This is true to the extent that a rich variety
of vegetal and occasionally geometric motifs, superbly adapted to the shapes
provided by the architecture, have any number of models in earlier buildings,
even though rarely preserved in such spectacular fashion. But there is quite a
bit of originality in these mosaics as well. In subject matter two points are of
importance. One is the presence of an imperial jewelry of Byzantine and
Iranian origin on all wall faces directed toward the center of the building.
The other one is the absence of any representation of living beings several
decades before we become aware of a partial Muslim prohibition of images.
A long inscription, however, comprising primarily qur’anic quotations, has
been shown to fulfill an iconographic purpose by its choice of passages, as
will be discussed below. Stylistically, the mosaics are perhaps less unusual,
although their effect as a sort of sheath over the architecture rather than as a
series of independent panels emphasizing each part of the building may be
understood as prefiguring the later use in Islamic art of decoration
overwhelming the architectonic values of a monument.

The Dome of the Rock, as it appears today, is not entirely in its original
shape. Beyond numerous repairs and restorations carried out over the centuries
on basically original elements (particularly under the Fatimids and after the
Crusades), there are two areas where later changes have completely obliterated
earlier features. Inside, all the ceilings, including the dome, appear in Mamluk
or Ottoman garb and the whole exterior has been redone with superb
coloured tiles in the tenth/sixteenth and eleventh/seventeenth centuries. In
the 1950s and 1960s the building was virtually taken apart by a team of
Egyptian architects and engineers supported with contributions from the
whole Muslim world and then put back together and restored in a particularly
successful manner. Every part of the building was put back in the manner
which reflects the earliest information we possess about it.

The most frequently raised question about the [341] Dome of the Rock is
that of its original purpose. Three explanations are available. One is that it is
a building commemorating the Prophet’s Night Journey and Ascension (isra’
and mi‘raj); the second one is that it sought to replace the Meccan Ka‘ba for
Muslim pilgrimage; the third one is that it was a monument celebrating the
new faith’s presence in the city of Judaism and Christianity and its belonging
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to the same monotheistic tradition. Too many arguments exist against the
second explanation to maintain its possibility. The first one has the advantage
of corresponding to the eventual association which was and still is made by
Muslim piety, but there is much doubt about the likelihood of its existence
at the time of ‘Abd al-Malik. The third explanation agrees with the political
and psychological circumstances of the times and with the internal evidence
of the decoration (with its royal symbols strung like trophies around the
center of the building) and especially of the inscriptions (which contain the
whole Christology of the Qur’an). For the history of art, the Dome of the
Rock would then appear as an extraordinary monument which succeeded in
providing new meanings to traditional forms.

But the construction of the Dome of the Rock raises a number of additional
problems which pertain to the archaeological history of the city of Jerusalem.
It is on an artificial platform situated excentrically to any other part of the
former Temple area. The platform was reached through a series of stairs,
some of which must have been there at the time of ‘Abd al-Malik. Since we
know otherwise that at the time of the Muslim conquest the Temple area
was in ruins, we must conclude that by 71/691 a considerable amount of
work had already been accomplished on the walls and pavements of the area
as well as on its gates. The nature and extent of this work cannot be
determined but, if it is true, as H. Stern believes (contra Creswell and
Hamilton) that the earliest Aqsa mosque may have been begun at the time
of ‘Abd al-Malik, then we must also assume that much of the south walls of
the Haram and the Double and Triple Gates had been rebuilt, for, as
Corbett and Monneret de Villard have suggested, their plans and location
may be Herodian but their construction and completion are early Islamic.

Be this as it may, the third step in the transformation of the Temple area
by the Muslims can be dated to the time of al-Walid (86–96/705–15). It is to
him that we owe the first clearly documented Aqsa Mosque (see, however,
the controversies between Stern, Hamilton and Creswell). It was a building
consisting of an uncertain number of naves perpendicular to the qibla wall
with a central nave provided with a dome (following here Stern contra
Creswell). The plan was an unusual one for its time, and should probably be
explained by the fact that the substructures of the Haram platform which
had to be restored by this time consisted of north–south arcades serving as
supports for the building above. The Aqsa Mosque was decorated with
mosaics and with marble and was also provided with remarkable carved and
painted woodwork, now kept in the Palestine Archaeological Museum and
in the Aqsa Museum. One last point should be made about the Aqsa
Mosque. Although its internal organization was but a modification of the
hypostyle tradition prevalent at the time, it was quite consciously located on
the same axis as the earlier Dome of the Rock and thus was part of an
architecturally thought-out ensemble comprising a congregational and a
commemorative building, just as in the complex of the Holy Sepulcher in
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the western part of Jerusalem. Although their exact chronology is still difficult
to establish with any sort of precision, we may also assume that the group of
large buildings with courts and with long rooms recently excavated to the
south and to the southwest of the Haram had been completed by the time of
al-Walid. Whether they were the palaces and administrative buildings (dar
al-imara) mentioned in papyri, whether they were commercial establishments
or more simply the residence of whatever Arab families and clans moved
into the city in early Islamic times, they form a striking monumental ensemble
of large constructions along streets and stairs (partly Herodian) leading up
to the Double Gate, at the time the main entrance into the Haram al-Sharif,
or, as we probably must call it, the masjid bait al-maqdis, the mosque of
Jerusalem. It is at this time that we begin to have the first indications of
specifically Muslim associations with the Haram, whether strictly new ones
pertaining to the life of the Prophet or Muslim versions of the lives of earlier
prophets. These developments are, however, very difficult to date properly.
What can be ascertained is that by the middle Umayyad period a uniquely
original architectural composition had been created: two major buildings on
a partly refurbished enormous space inherited from earlier times which,
unlike the Roman temple in Damascus, was too large to be transformed into
a single building for new Muslim functions, but which therefore ended up
by acquiring particularly original ones.

The following two centuries are the least documented in the monumental
history of Jerusalem. Yet their importance is considerable, not so much by
their contribution to the architecture of the city (consisting mostly of repairs
and restorations, including major reconstructions of the Aqsa Mosque under
al-Mansur and al-Mahdi) as by the indications they provide of the continuing
concern of the Muslim community at large for its sanctuary in Jerusalem.
Part of this concern is purely practical: walls are built up or repaired after
earthquakes; the area of the Haram is officially measured and apparently
surveyed, as appears from inscriptions which are our main source for this
aspect of Muslim activities on the Haram. Each gate was provided with a
wooden porch ordered by the mother of al-Muqtadir, who also paid for the
repairs of the Dome of the Rock’s cupola. A portico was built on the western
and northern sides of the Haram, thus providing a formal frame to the
sanctuary; some of the minarets may be of that time.

But another concern is far more interesting. It consists in the growth of
pious associations. The latter were certainly translated into buildings, although
none of the latter are known to have survived and our information is
entirely through the testimony of geographers like Ibn al-Faqih or al-Maqdisi
or through littérateurs like Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih. Three themes appear in these
associations which will remain constantly in the religious and architectural
history of the Haram: the Night Journey of the Prophet commemorated
through a score of maqams and of qubbas, ancient prophets commemorated
either through gates or through mihrabs, and eschatology commemorated by



al-kuds, monuments 123

the new interpretations given to the strange Qubba al-Silsila (Dome of the
Chain, probably the Treasury of Umayyad times, see van Berchem) as the
place of Judgment, by a qubba of [342] the Trumpet, or by the appearance of
a new name to the Golden Gate, the Gate of Mercy. The theme of eschatology
should probably be related to the development of the Muslim cemetery to
the east of the Haram into something more than just a local cemetery, for
even the rulers of Ikhshidid Egypt wanted to be buried there. But it is also
true that funerary cults grew at that time in many parts of the Muslim
world, although Jerusalem, as the town of the Prophets and of Resurrection,
played a unique part in this growth.

Altogether, then, if one takes the time of al-Maqdisi (c. 385/985) as the
terminal point of the first period in the monumental history of Jerusalem,
one can clearly see that its most remarkable achievement was the
transformation of Herod’s ruined Temple into a unique Muslim sanctuary,
by then already accepted as the third most important sanctuary of the
faith. Dominated by the Dome of the Rock, high above the whole city,
comprising a large mosque with a cupola, full of new commemorative
buildings of varying sizes, partly surrounded by a portico, with almost all
of its gates underground leading to the Muslim quarters to the south and
possibly also to the west, the Haram must have been a very impressive
sight, a fitting tribute to the Umayyad princes who initiated the
transformation of an empty space full of memories into a Muslim holy
place. But beyond such conclusions as can be drawn from the buildings of
Jerusalem in early Islamic times for religious and cultural history, they also
lead to a number of important conclusions for the historian of art. For, on
the one hand, they illustrate the ways in which pre-Islamic themes have
been transformed into Islamic ones and, on the other, they are our best
examples of what may be called an imperial Islamic style initiated by the
Umayyad dynasty.

Little is known about Islamic constructions outside the Haram area.
From an inscription analyzed by van Berchem and from a passage in the
Christian chronicler Eutychius (Matériaux, Ville, no. 24), it appears that in
the early fourth/tenth century a mosque was built within the compound of
the Holy Sepulcher in contradiction to the early treaties between Muslims
and Christians. Nothing is known of its shape.

2. From c. 338/950 to the Crusaders

In many ways, the second period is nothing but a continuation of the first
one. Repairs and restorations are recorded in texts and in inscriptions as
buildings deteriorated or as they were damaged by man or by nature. But
two phenomena identified primarily with the Fatimid dynasty appear to
indicate more significant changes.
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The first of these affected the whole city of Jerusalem. It is that under the
caliph al-Zahir, probably around 421–4/1030–33, the walls of the city were
rebuilt and, more importantly, shortened on the south side of the city to
approximately their present position. What this meant is that the traditional
Muslim quarter to the south of the Haram was abandoned and that the
underground gates found there were blocked. The main entrances into the
sanctuary were shifted to the west and possibly to the north. This involved
certain changes in the names of gates (cf. Haram), but it also involved a
major building up of the western gate, the present Bab al-Silsila, and Nasir-i
Khosro, who was there in 438/1047, describes the brilliance of its mosaics,
apparently similar to those of the Aqsa Mosque which are Fatimid (cf.
below). It is also from the Persian traveler that we can infer that the
commercial center of the city had by then shifted to the area west of the
sanctuaries, probably to where it is now.

The second phenomenon is the rebuilding of the Aqsa Mosque, also
under al-Zahir. Probably as a reflection of a depopulation in the city, the
mosque diminished in size to approximately its present dimensions, but the
most remarkable feature of the Fatimid mosque consists in its mosaic
decoration studied by Henri Stern who showed, among other things, that
the Fatimids used Umayyad models in their decoration. If one considers
that a number of additional buildings were built on the Haram – for
instance a mosque near the Golden Gate – and that the imperial mosaic
inscription on the triumphal arch of the Aqsa is the first one in Jerusalem to
begin with Qur’an, xvii, 1, the isra’ verse, one may propose the hypothesis
that there had been a formal attempt by the dynasty to build up the holiness
of Jerusalem’s sanctuaries. This development, which was cut short in the
second half of the fifth/eleventh century by political difficulties, must probably
be connected with other Fatimid activities in Palestine, as exemplified for
instance in the celebrated minbar now in Hebron (G. Wiet, “Notes
d’épigraphie arabe,” in Syria, pp. 217 ff.) and even with the earlier destruction
of the Holy Sepulcher under al-Hakim. All these matters still require fuller
investigation. What is important at this stage is that, even though the city
had diminished in size, the Fatimids, probably for religious and political
reasons of their own, sought to increase both the splendor and the meaning
of the main sanctuaries of Jerusalem.

It should also be pointed out that it is under the Fatimids that we have
our first evidence for the use of the citadel on the western side of the city.
The evidence is primarily archaeological.

3. The Ayyubids and Mamluks

As is well known, the Crusaders took over the Haram area and transformed
it into a palace and eventually into the military and religious center of the
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Knights Templar. Since the earlier underground gates had been blocked, the
Crusaders made a new gate, the so-called Single Gate leading directly into
the Stables of Solomon in the northeastern part of the sanctuary. In addition,
the Crusaders modified the Holy Sepulcher and built many new churches,
some of which, like the Church of St Anne, still survive, even though in a
slightly romanticized nineteenth-century garb. Much in the city’s topography
during the time of the Latin Kingdom is not clear, but it does seem that they
initiated many buildings in the valley immediately east of the Haram and
thus began the process of partial leveling of the Haram’s platform with its
western surroundings which has continued from that moment onwards.
Finally, it should be noted that the Crusaders were very active builders and,
even though much of their work was destroyed, it provided an enormous
supply of already-carved stones with the result that, in addition to remaining
completed units such as the transept of the Aqsa Mosque, a large number of
subsequent Muslim buildings, especially in the area of the Bab al-Silsila or
in adjoining streets, contain decorative units taken from Latin constructions.

It is possible to discuss as one entity the monuments built in Jerusalem
between 1200 and 1500 for two main reasons. One is that the nearly ninety
original monuments which remain (not to speak of those mentioned in
Mujir al-Din’s chronicle) have [343] not been studied with as much attention
as the earlier ones, and stylistic or functional differentiations which doubtless
occurred cannot therefore be identified as precisely. The second reason is
that, partly because of their number and partly because they are functionally
and even stylistically relatable to monuments found in Cairo, Damascus, or
Aleppo, these monuments lend themselves more readily than the earlier
ones to typological rather than to chronological definition.

One kind of architectural activity which followed the Crusades does,
however, escape this general rule. It consisted in the task of re-Islamizing the
city. Churches were destroyed or transformed into mosques and the two
main sanctuaries on the Haram were systematically cleansed of as many
traces of Christian occupation as possible. This activity was particularly
notable in the Aqsa Mosque, where Saladin put up a new mihrab with a rare
mosaic decoration and to which he transported Nur al-Din’s celebrated
minbar made especially for Jerusalem and which was tragically destroyed in
1969. In addition, Saladin and his immediate followers sought to repair,
rebuild and resanctify all the holy places which had existed on the Haram.
As van Berchem showed on several occasions, this task was carried out in
some confusion and led to any number of misunderstandings. On the
whole, however, it seems that the old sanctuary was returned quite rapidly to
its former shape but not necessarily splendor, for, as will be shown presently,
a totally new taste affected its western and northern sides.

One can put into the same category of refurbishing the city of Jerusalem
the rebuilding of its walls. Inscriptions, texts and masonries are for the time
being quite confusing for the establishment of a coherent chronology of the
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fortifications from the seventh/thirteenth century until the Ottomans. It is
not even certain whether the present walls coincide with those rebuilt under
the Ayyubids, although what differences may have existed were probably
minimal. The citadel on the western side of the city, whose use by the
Muslims before the Crusades is still uncertainly documented either
archaeologically or through literary sources, was entirely redone and remained
in use as a typical late medieval qal‘a until very recent times.

Within a walled city with its restored ancient sanctuary and with a
diminished Christian population, an enormous building activity took place
over three centuries. Its first characteristic is that it was almost entirely
concentrated on the Haram proper and on its western and northern sides,
either alongside the sanctuary itself or along the streets leading to it. Only
two Muslim buildings are known with certainty in the whole western half of
the city. Its second characteristic is that it was a continuous activity. It is true
of course that one can recognize and identify certain particularly active
moments, such as the twenties and thirties of the eighth/fourteenth century,
during the times of the remarkable governor Tenkiz, or else the times of
Qa’itbay in the ninth/fifteenth century. But these clusters of activity, which
deserve individual monographs, should not hide the fact that buildings were
erected all the time and by an extraordinarily broad social spectrum of sponsors.

The functions of the buildings are typical of any place in the Mamluk
period: schools, orphanages, libraries, madrasas, baths, khanakahs, ribats,
hospitals, commercial establishments, caravanserais, public latrines, fountains.
The only apparent peculiarity of Jerusalem when compared to Cairo or to
Aleppo is the preponderance of purely charitable institutions over private
mosques, madrasas and mausoleums, the last being quite scarce. This latter
point obviously reflects the practicality of Muslim piety as well as the fact
that, as a politically provincial city, Jerusalem did not lend itself to the
conspicuous consumption inherent in the construction of mausoleums.

Few plans and elevations are available for these buildings but, when they
do exist, the plans appear to be variations of the ubiquitous central plan
(often covered, either because of the small size of the buildings or because of
the impact of another tradition of construction than Cairo’s) with one to
four iwans. The most visible feature of each building was always its façade,
and Jerusalem is provided with an unusually wide range of Mamluk portals.
There are few variations in their plans, but many in their elevation, especially
in the types of vaults used. Superb muqarnas series coexist with simple barrel
vaults and the zone of transition of the Bab al-Silsila’s domes exhibits the
remarkable range of models available to local masons and architects. Of all
the buildings the most remarkable ones are the Tankiziyya, the Arghuniyya,
and the Suk al-Qattanin for the eighth/fourteenth century and the Ashrafiyya
or the jewel-like fountain of Qa’itbay on the Haram for the ninth/fifteenth
one. The construction is throughout of stone and all monuments exhibit the
superb technique of Palestinian masonry: closely jointed courses often of
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stone of alternating colour, joggled voussoirs, sobriety of decoration consisting
usually of moldings around openings or of inscriptions. While it will
eventually be possible to determine a number of stylistic details which will
identify a Jerusalem style of architecture, the main impression given by most
of these monuments is that they exemplify the consistently high standards of
Mamluk architecture all over Syria and Egypt.

The more important aspect of all these constructions lies in the manner in
which they have transformed the Haram. For instead of being simply an area
surrounded by a portico and reached through a number of more or less
monumental gates, the northern and western sides of the Haram became a
show place of façades to buildings whose function was no longer connected to
the Haram but received a certain value or grace from it. Thus the most
magnificent gateway on the Haram is not an entrance to it but to the bazaar of
cloth merchants. The older, traditional gates with their consecrated names lost
their importance. The Haram itself became cluttered with all sorts of new
buildings which detract by their very multiplicity from the main sanctuaries,
inasmuch as many of them were for private or restricted use as places of prayer
or for public charity rather than for the formal expression of the faith’s beliefs.
What seems to be involved is at the same time a different, far more practical
and more pluralistic piety, and also a different taste, no longer the imperial
taste of the Umayyads nor probably that of the Fatimids, but the taste of a
wider social order which sought individual salvation through works rather
than through the monumental glorification of the faith.

4. The Ottomans

During the first years of Ottoman rule, earlier practices continued and a
madrasa like the Risasiyya (947/1540) still follows Mamluk practice and
Mamluk ideals. A large number of fountains are even later. [344] But the
main effort of the Ottoman dynasty in its heyday was once again an imperial
one, and it is therefore not an accident that its two most spectacular
achievements are still among the most impressive monuments of the city.
One is the tile revetment of the Dome of the Rock and the other one is in
the walls and gates of Jerusalem. Both are essentially tenth-/sixteenth-century
achievements attributed to Suleyman the Magnificent, and it is important
to note that neither one sought to be functionally or spiritually original. For
regardless of their effectiveness, which is striking indeed, their main point is
that they have managed to capture two consistent themes in the monumental
history of Jerusalem: the creation of a new Muslim holy place and the
symbolic as well as physical separation of the Holy City from the rest of the
world.

After this century, the main activity of the Ottomans consisted in constant
repairs of the main sanctuaries of the Haram. The quality of these repairs



128 jerusalem

1 Jerusalem, east
city gate known
as St Stephen’s
Gate, Mamluk
and Ottoman

decreased with the centuries as Ottoman wealth decreased and as Jerusalem
declined in population and importance, until the second half of the nineteenth
century brought a new, European-centered significance and architecture
into the city.

In the most recent years, two different types of investigations have been
carried out in Islamic Jerusalem. The first one is the continuation and
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partial publication of excavations to the south and southwest of the Haram.
These have by now fully demonstrated that the Umayyads utilized and
probably rebuilt the staircases of Herodian origin leading to the sanctuary.
See N. Avigad, Archaeological discoveries in the Jewish quarter of Jerusalem,
Second Temple Period (Jerusalem 1976), and Mayer Ben-Dov, “Hashiridim
min hatikufa hamuslamit hakaduma beazor har habayit,” in Qadmoniot
(Jerusalem, 1972).

The second group of investigations are the studies of Mamluk monuments
by A. Walls and M. Burgoyne, published in vols iii (1971) onwards of Levant,
Journal of the British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem, and with a checklist
by Burgoyne, The architecture of Islamic Jerusalem (British School of
Archaeology in Jerusalem, 1976). In addition to providing accurate plans
and elevations of buildings to the west of the Haram, these studies have at
times dealt with broader issues, and a particularly original note by A. Walls
in Levant, 8 (1976), pp. 159–61, suggests that the construction of the minarets
of Afdal ‘Ali (1465–6) and of the Salahiyya (1417) in the western and primarily
Christian part of the city served to frame symbolically the domes of the
Holy Sepulcher with prototypical Muslim monuments.




