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ON THE HISTORY OF MUSLIM WORSHIP* 

C.H. Becker 
 
 
[374] THE MORE THOROUGHLY we study the beginnings of Islam the more clearly we see how 
unfinished Muḥammad's work was at the time of his death and how mistaken Islamic tradition is 
whenever it tries to trace back present-day ideas and practices as far as possible to the Prophet 
himself. This is particularly true in the field of public religious services, where so far only little 
research has been done. Everything appears so simple and clear that we could be tempted to believe 
that we are dealing with one instance of a tradition that really does date back to Muḥammad 
himself. It is true that Islam did not have a history of worship like that of Christianity, but Islamic 
worship has its own history. The Prophet's innovation had to undergo the fundamental influence of 
the existing environment in the field of worship as well. The actions and formula of the practice of 
divine worship are simple, and the implements used in the mosque are few . However, it is possible 
to use them as starting points for historical research that will help us to lift, if only slightly, the veil 
of tradition from the beginnings of Islam. Let us recall the definitive studies by Leone Caetani on 
the subject of the mosque in Medina1 and by Henri Lammens on the masjid.2 Furthermore, the 
present speaker has worked on the minbar,3 and Rhodokanakis has researched the origins of the 
miḥrāb.4 The following study is devoted to the history of the Friday service. 
 

I 
 
[375] The Friday service is one of only three occasions of community worship in the Islamic 
ecclesiastical year, the other two being, respectively, the feasts of fastbreaking and sacrifice. 
Muḥammad himself removed the feast of 'Ashūrā from its original meaning,5 and other festivals, 
such as the mawlid and mi'rāj, are not genuinely sharī'a-based festivals,6 but only asserted 
themselves in practice after long struggles and were accepted reluctantly by the ijmā'. 
The Friday celebration and the two feasts all have in common the combination of a sermon (khuṭbā) 
in two parts with one of the obligatory ṣalāts. Apart from this, however, the ritual is by no means 
similar. The main differences can be summarized in the following formula: 
 
1. On. Fridays the khuṭbā is linked to the midday prayer, on the feasts with the morning prayer. 
2. On Fridays the khuṭbā takes place before the ṣalāt, on the feasts after the ṣalāt 
3.On Fridays adhān and iqāma are linked to the service, whereas this is not so on the feasts, when 
there is a shortened adhān. 
4. The Friday service is held in the mosque, the service on the feasts originally at least-outside on 
the muṣalla. All the implements of worship, such as the minbar, from which the Friday khuṭbā is 
delivered, are missing on the muṣalla. 
 
If we take all these points together, it is obvious even without further historical proof that the ritual 
of the feast days is the primitive and true tradition, whereas the ritual of Friday celebration is no 
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primitive creation in any of its aspects. On the contrary, it betrays a tendency towards organised 
worship, which takes into account not only the needs of town-dwellers but also their experience in 
the field of worship, which took place in later centuries, replaces the muṣalla with the mosque in 
nearly all instances. Indeed, scholars nowadays prefer the mosque,7 although we can read clearly in 
the sources that Muḥammad used the muṣalla. Tradition shows clearly8 that the call to prayer 
developed out of a ritual need [376] in imitation of the Christian and Jewish example. Allegedly the 
Umayyads had already found that it is very impractical to conduct the prayer before the khuṭbā9 and 
Snouck Hurgronje has confirmed this from present practice in Mecca.10 Choosing midday rather 
than morning might be incidental, but is probably an expression of polemic against an existing 
cultic institution that remains to be determined.11 Thus we may be permitted to state: the Friday 
ritual comprises experience of religious services and imitation as well as rejection of examples of 
other forms of worship, whereas the ritual on the feast days is ancient religious practice. 
This may be the reason why the development shows an unmistakable tendency to transfer the form 
of the Friday ritual onto that of the feasts as well. This is the only explanation for the well-known 
measures taken by the Umayyads. They are accused of having introduced the following ungodly 
innovations of feast-day worship: 
 
1. As during the Friday service, they wanted to have the khuṭbā before the ṣalāt.12 
2. They wanted to introduce their minbar, 13 which they used in the mosque on Fridays. 
3. They wanted to introduce the adhān, which was customary on Fridays.14 
 
They failed in these three innovations. There must have been an established and old tradition 
against which even the all-mighty caliphate was powerless. Therefore these innovations were 
considered ungodly, while many other changes in worship that were certainly introduced by the 
Umayyads, such as the introduction of the miḥrāb, are silently overlooked because they have been 
received into the ijmā'. It must, however, be emphasised that these three unsuccessful innovations 
are essential parts of the Friday service. 
In other cases, where traditional resistance must have been considerably less, the transfer of Friday 
practice was carried out more successfully. Moving the feast-day service into the mosque must be 
regarded as an instance of this tendency, as is the introduction of the double [377] khuṭbā. But, one 
may well ask, has the double khuṭbā necessarily been taken from the Friday service? Could the 
transfer not have been the other way round?15 We find the answer in the fiqh concept16 of all double 
sermons known to Islamic ritual: if a double sermon is preached by mistake as a single sermon, the 
legal action of which it is a part is not invalidated. A Friday service, however, is invalidated if only 
one sermon is preached instead of two. This proves that the practice of double sermons must of 
necessity have been transferred from the Friday service to all other acts of worship involving 
sermons. This point will prove to be very important for us later on. 
The result of this introductory consideration is therefore: 1. As opposed to the feast-day ritual, the 
Friday ritual presents an advanced form of worship, which makes it unlikely that it dates back to 
Muḥammad; 2. The Friday ritual strongly influenced the feast-day ritual; 3. In very few, probably 
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ancient, institutions, the Feast ritual withstood all attempts at harmonization. These results shall 
now be confirmed by a critical assessment of historical tradition. 
 

II 
 
The most urgent question is now: which is the most ancient, though still historically tangible form 
of the Friday service? Of no interest whatsoever are all those traditions according to which the 
Prophet celebrates the Friday service adhering exactly to the ritual as it is in use nowadays. Much 
more important. are those reports that deviate from the customary form, and we have an invaluable 
source of legal-historical criticism in the ikhtilāf literature [concerned with differences of doctrine 
between early Muslim jurisprudents]. While in the standard traditions Muḥammad always preaches 
a double sermon before the ṣalāt, a few deviating repost shows that the ṣalāt, took place before the 
sermon during the Friday service as well, if we can assume that there was a sermon at all in the very 
early days. The ikhtilāf literature shows clearly that the two-part nature of the sermon was not 
customary in the earliest times. Let us now look at evidence for both these statements. 
The ṣalāt, rather than the khuṭbā, is the central act of worship of the Friday service, an observation 
that will be very important for us later. This is obvious from the name of the Friday service, ṣalāt 
al-jumu'a. Furthermore, someone who only enters the mosque after the khuṭbā and only takes part 
in the ṣalāt is still considered to have completed a valid Friday service. [378] He does not have to 
pray the four rak’as of the midday prayer later, as long as he has prayed the two rak’as of the ṣalāt 
after the khuṭbā.17 While the sermon makes up for two rak’as and is considered obligatory,18 it is 
really only the prelude to the main act of worship on Friday, which is then introduced solemnly 
again by the iqāma. 
The Friday prayer was introduced by Sūrat al-Jumu'a (62), v. 9, and does consequently date back to 
Muḥammad, unless the verse is an interpolation. "Believers, when you are called to the Friday ṣalāt, 
hasten to the remembrance of God (dhikr Allāh) and cease your trading. This is better for you, if 
you understand. And when the ṣalāt is ended, disperse all over the country .... " No khuṭbā is 
mentioned here, though exegesis has tried to locate it in the dhikr Allāh ( al-Baydawi). The ṣalāt is 
the central act of worship. 
The most recent scholar to research the genesis of this institution is A.J. Wensinck in his excellent 
doctoral thesis Mohammed en de Joden te Medina.19 He also adduces the various traditions that 
name not the Prophet, but rather either As'ad ibn Zurara or Muṣ'ab ibn 'Umayr, as the first to have 
organised a Friday service. These two are alleged to have held the jumu 'a at the Prophet's request 
even before his arrival in Medina. Unfortunately there are very specific tendencies connected with 
these two names. Muṣ’ab was a Medinan [read "Meccan"] and a disciple of Muḥammad's, while 
As'ad was one of the Anṣār. Thus Meccans and Medinans were arguing about the honour of having 
produced the first celebrant of Friday service, and consequently the situation is not quite clear. 
Unfortunately there is another tendency hidden in both traditions. They are testimony for the 
smallest number of participants needed for a valid Friday ṣalāt. The As'ad tradition suggests the 
number 40, which has been accepted by Shāfi'ī fiqh,20 and the Muṣ’ab tradition mentions 12 and 
is therefore the chief witness for Mālikī and Ḥanafī fiqh.21 [379] If any one of these traditions 
were historical at all, it would be the Muṣ’ab version, as it possesses a greater inner probability. In 
the most detailed. version, which is found in Ibn Sa'd,22 we read: 
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Muṣ’ab wrote to the Prophet and asked for his permission to hold a community service for the 
Medinans. Muḥammad gave him permission and wrote to him: "Choose the day on which the 
Jews prepare their Sabbath.23 Once the sun has passed its zenith on this day, turn to God with 
two rak’as and preach among them (ukhṭub fīhim)". So Muṣ’ab held the community service in the 
house of Sa'd ibn Khaythama. Twelve men were present, and he only slaughtered one sheep on 
that day. He was the first to hold Friday service in the time of Islam. 
Wensinck stresses this tradition particularly because it shows· clearly that Friday service was 
dependent on the institution of the Sabbath. In the present context it is even more interesting that 
the two rak’as appear first, and then the khuṭbā, and that a sacrifice appears to have been part of 
the ritual, while the only sacrifice modern worship knows of is during the Great Feast. We should 
probably assume that the Muṣ’ab version is an invention as well, b ut it dates from a time when the 
later regulation of Friday worship had not yet taken place. The As'ad version, on the other hand, 
bears all the signs of having been invented later to suit a certain tendency, and it lacks ancient 
features. 
Qur'ān and tradition show features missing from the later Friday service. If we read objectively 
the verse from the Qur’ān and the aforementioned traditions in their numerous versions, we cannot 
but get the impression that the ṣalāt al-jumu'a is nothing but the expression of the ṣalāt jamā'atan 
in a fixed form. In that case it is not important whether it really dates back to Muḥammad 
or whether it was only instituted after his death. In the context of the present train of 
thought it is more important to state that it is not possible to derive a fixed ritual from these 
earliest reports. 
Now that the historical material has failed to provide an answer, perhaps the ijmā' and 
ikhtilāf of the schools of fiqh can give us a clue. All the rites follow the same practice in their 
main points, constituting a solemn celebration with a very skilful liturgical structure. 
After a first adhān has called the community together, there is a second adhān during 
which the preacher is already on the minbar. [380] When the call is over, the preacher rises 
and preaches the khuṭbā, after which he sits down again. After a short solemn silence, he rises 
again and preaches a second khuṭbā. He then leaves the minbar, while the mu’adhdhin sounds 
the final call to prayer, the iqāma . Meanwhile the congregation have formed rows for 
prayer and the celebration culminates in a communal act of worship, a ṣalāt consisting of 
two rak’as. 
While this is general practice, the individual actions are valued in different ways. Let me give 
just one characteristic example. According to Shāfi’ī law, the two khuṭbās and their division 
by the act of sitting down on the part of the preacher are a religious duty (farīda) and 
consequently an indispensable part of the service.24 According to Ḥanafī law, however, they 
are only customary practice (sunna), because the Qur’ānic instance on which they are 
based mentions neither the preacher sitting down nor the number of the sermons.25 A well-
known Ḥanafī work gives an explanation for the development of the double sermon, namely 
that the Prophet had at first preached one sermon only, but that, as he got older, he had sat 
down during the sermon.26 Thus the preacher was to rest while sitting down. The position of 
Ibadi fiqh on this question is quite similar. The Kitāb al-nil states: 
 
As to whether the preacher should sit for a little while between the two khuṭbās, although 
that cannot be traced back to Abū Bakr or 'Umar, or not, and whether he should sit down at 
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26 Al-Kasani, Bada'i' al-sana'i', I, 263:14; the same thought can be detected in the mustarah of one tradition in the Kitab al-umm, I, 177:23; al-Bajuri, I, 
235:31. 



all, there are two opinions. The practice was introduced by Mu'āwiya, according to others 
by 'Uthman when he grew old.27 
 
Consequently the two-part sermon is a question of ikhtilāf. While nowadays it is 
admitted by fiqh everywhere, it is still seen as an innovation of post­ Prophetic times. Thus 
we can see that the Friday ritual was not fixed even at a comparatively late date. 
All of the schools of fiqh are of the opinion that the ṣalāt must take place after the khuṭbā on 
Fridays. Even the Ḥanafī school recognises this [381] as farīda,28 although it is not stated in 
the Qur’ān. This is, however, just the point in which the oldest tradition diverges, which is 
why it is generally assumed that originally the ṣalāt took place before the khuṭbā.29 The 
change originated with the Banū Umayya. This may be true, although tradition only 
mentions this Umayyad practice for the muṣalla.30 Still, the Umayyads introduced other 
innovations into the practice of worship, such as the third adhān,31 the miḥrāb, the minaret 
and others, of which we will speak later. Considering how uncertain tradition is, how can 
we explain the fact that the Friday ritual, as it finally asserts itself, is a well-structured 
whole, whose meaning we do not quite comprehend as yet, but whose example was so 
vigorous that even the ancient feast-day rite was to be modeled on it, and indeed was modeled 
on it in numerous points? Why this insistence on the sermon before the ṣalāt? Tradition has 
it that the later generations would have run off after the end of the ṣalāt, while the Umayyads 
were still preaching.32 Is it possible to imagine a sillier explanation? Nobody would run off 
while the caliph was speaking, as this would have had dire consequences indeed. Still, why was 
the ṣalāt moved to the end of the service to such effect? This might be explained by 
suggesting that the ṣalāt had always been the central act of worship on Fridays and that the 
sermon should be interpreted as a prelude to the ṣalāt. However, there would still be the 
complete mystery of why two sermons were introduced. According to all fiqh books, the 
sermons should be short, so why have two? Is not the Prophet's weariness a reason as equally 
silly as the suggestion that the congregation might run off during the caliph's sermon? Indeed, 
every rite of this kind has much deeper reasons. We will find the solution of the whole 
complicated problem quite easily once we have come to the bottom of the question of why there 
were two khuṭbās. 
 
 

III 
 
 
So why were there two khuṭbās? Perhaps because the two khuṭbās took the place of two rak’as, 
which, together with the two rak’as of the ṣalāt al- jumu'a, would make up the number of four 
rak’as which are otherwise obligatory for the midday ṣalāt? [382] Some remarks hint that these 
thoughts may have played a part.33 
In order to comprehend the real reason it is advisable to study the conditions or pillars of the 
khuṭbā: that is, the obligatory rules for preaching it during one of the main rites. I shall choose the 
Shāfi’ī school because it includes a most lively discussion of the questions of particular interest to 
us, which is why I would like to assume that these circles have had a most lasting influence on the 
development of worship. The whole Shāfi’ī school from al-Ghazali34 downwards - I have 
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compared al-Nawawi,35 Ibn Hajar,36 al-Ramli,37 al-Shirazi,38 Ibn Qasim39 and al-Bajuri40 - knows 
five arkan al­khuṭbā: 
 
1) The hamd Allāh 
2) the ṣalāt 'ala l-nabi 
3) the exhortation to piety ( al-wasiya bi-l-taqwa) 
4) the prayer for the believers (al-du'a li-l-mu'minin) 
5) recitation from the Qur’ān (al-qira'a) 
 
How are these pillars distributed among the two sermons? Nos. l to 3, namely praise of God, prayer 
for the Prophet and exhortation should occur in both sermons. The du'a, no. 4, should only occur 
in the second sermon. Al-Ghazali says clearly: "It only belongs in the second sermon" (la tajib illa 
fi l-thaniya) .41 The position of the du'a is thus absolutely determined. 
 
As we know, the du'a ends the second khuṭbā even today. The qira'a (no. 5) is different. Its position 
is a question of internal ikhtilāf among the Shāfi’īs. Al-Ghazali says about it in this very place: 
"According to one view, it belongs specifically in the first khuṭbā". According to Ibn Hajar42 and al-
Bajuri,43 it ought to be incorporated in the first khuṭbā because there it corresponds to the du'a in the 
second. Al-Shirazi explains: "In the first sermon, something from the Qur’ān should be recited, and 
it is also said that reciting from the Qur’ān is obligatory in both sermons".44 Al-Nawawi says: "The 
fourth pillar is recitation of a verse from the Qur’ān in one of the two [383] sermons, and it is also 
said - i.e. views that are less well attested - in the first, or in both, or it is not a duty at all".45 Al-
Ramli adds here: "but a sunna, and those who hold this view are silent on when the recitation 
should be".46 Ibn Hajar al-Haytami himself, however, is of the opinion that recitation during the 
first khuṭbā is a sunna.47 Al-Bajuri concludes thus: it is sufficient to hold the qira'a during the first 
or the second sermon, but it is better to have it in the first one (fa-l-ula awla).48 
There is discussion about the length of the qira'a as well as its position, and I do not think it 
necessary for me to go into greater detail· about that. According to the reigning opinion nowadays, 
one verse is sufficient.49 The oldest Shāfi’ī law book known to us, the invaluable Kitabb al-umm of 
the master himself, however, informs us that in old times the Qur’ān recitation was extensive.50 
Thus the Prophet is said to have recited Sūrat Qaf, i.e. the fiftieth Sura, on a regular basis. (I am 
assuming that the reason for this can be found in the last verse, in which the Prophet is called upon 
to exhort 
the congregation through the Qur’ān.) Al-Shāfi’ī himself also reflects on the position of the qira'a. 
He says: 
I should like the preacher to hold the address (kalam) first and recite the Qur’ān afterwards, because 
this is how it was handed down to us. If, however, he puts the recitation first and then holds the 
address: that is not terrible either. I should like his recitation to take place as described (i.e. in an 
extensive form) during the first khuṭbā, and then he should recite one or more verses during the 
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second khuṭbā. Then he shall say: "I am asking God's forgiveness for you and for myself .... " And 
wherever the preacher shall recite the Qur’ān during the first or the second khuṭbā, whether he starts 
with the qira'a or with the khuṭbā or whether he has the qira'a in the middle of the khuṭbā or at its 
end, as long as he does a qira'a at all, God will reward him.51 
 
Thus the question held interest even in al-Shāfi’ī's time. Still, why was there such a lively ikhtilāf 
concerning such an indifferent subject as the correct place for Qur’ān recitation during a sermon, 
and why was this recitation reduced to one verse? Is there a polemic intention hidden here? Is 
something being veiled?  
[384] Al-Shāfi’ī himself suggests52 the structure of a sermon, which obviously shows the practice of 
his time and clearly shows the example on which the ritual has been modeled. He says: 
 
In order for something to deserve the name of a sermon during the two-part sermon ritual, the 
preacher at least has to recite during the first sermon: 1) the praise of God, 2) the ṣalāt al-nabi and 
3) a piece of the Qur’ān. During the second sermon he has to recite: 1) the praise of God, 2) the 
ṣalāt al-nabi 3) the exhortation to fear God and 4) the du'a. 
 
We can see here in complete clarity the structure of the Christian service. The first khuṭbā 
corresponds to the reading of scripture, the second to the Christian sermon. This idea behind the 
whole structure has been lost quite early on in Islamic times, or perhaps it was intentionally blurred. 
Without the precondition that the first khuṭbā corresponds to the reading of scripture, the whole 
discussion concerning the position of the qira'a is incomprehensible. The need to put scripture at the 
beginning, which is obligatory in the Christian church, was obliterated by polemical tendencies, but 
the notion of summa, that which is recommended, contains to this day an historical reminiscence of 
the original idea behind the first khuṭbā. 
This, however, does not exhaust the parallels. We will see that the framework of the Christian 
service is present in all its main features. Consequently, we have to start by reconstructing this 
framework for the seventh and eighth centuries. 
It is not easy to picture the Christian service at the time of the Arab expansion.53 Also, we of course 
do not know which particular mass ritual influenced Muslim worship. It is probable that the 
influence of sectarian churches was stronger than that of the Byzantine church, as the Muslim 
government everywhere played off the sects against the orthodox central church. On the other hand, 
we must not imagine that one particular rite was adopted in all its details. Considering the 
difference of the dogma and the non-sacramental nature of Muslim service, this would have been 
completely out of the question. However, the basic structure-the general framework of' the Sunday 
service-was used as a model, and this structure was more or less the same in all churches, as it had 
developed from the same roots. Anton Baumstark has shown [385] the oriental Mass in its historical 
structures in his little book Die Messe im Morgenlande (Kempten and Munich, 1906).. There the 
pre-eucharist part of the Mass is divided in 1) the pre-Mass (έναρξις), 2) reading from scripture, 3) 
the sermon and 4) the general prayer of the congregation. Then follows, as the actual act of worship, 
the Mass itself. Muslim worship is completely similar to this schema. The first khuṭbā is, as we 
have seen, equivalent to the reading from scripture, and, as proof for our theory, the communal 
prayer appears in the same place in Christian and Muslim worship. It is the Islamic du'a that, as we 
know, until today the place to pray for the community of Muslims and then in particular for the 
authorities and possibly the caliph. In Christian liturgy the prayer for the community of the 
believers and the authorities is in exactly the same place, i.e. at the end of the sermon.54 In the 
Christian church, too, it is a communal prayer for all believers, and it is only later that a ruler is 
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mentioned as well.55 In Islam it is also supposed to be a general prayer for the mu'minin and the 
mu'minat, and mentioning a particular ruler is considered to be an Abūse. Ibn Hajar56 and al-
Ramli57 have expressed themselves in detail on this subject. Mentioning the prince is a very old 
custom and is undoubtedly connected with the genesis of the whole institution. In the present 
context this parallel is the decisive piece of proof that our train of thought was correct. In addition, 
the Christian congregation used to remember heretics and persecutors of the Church.58 Similarly, 
the du 'a against the 'Alids appears at the time of the Umayyads. This du 'a took place on the 
minbar59 and, in particular, at the end of the khuṭbā,60 and was consequently an act of worship. Its 
place in the liturgical structure was more or less that which is occupied by the du 'a today. This 
whole episode, which has frequently been discussed,61 appears in a different light and therefore 
further supports our theory. 
[386] The equivalent of the Mass itself in Islam is the ṣalāt, the central position of which in Friday 
worship we have stressed above. Just by looking for Friday service in a fiqh or hadith work one will 
recognise that the importance of the ṣalāt is far higher than that of the sermon, i.e. that the relation 
of the khuṭbās to the ṣalāt is similar to that of the pre-eucharistic part of the Christian Sunday 
service to the Eucharist. The service of reading and sermon has withered away in Islam as in 
Christianity,62 and is nowadays only a fixed ritual with little variation. The only reason it has not 
achieved the structural importance of the Mass is that Islam decides these questions by means of an 
independent ijmā', which is often ambiguous and changeable, whereas Christianity has an 
authoritative ecclesiastical administration to deal with them. 
 
 

IV 
 
 
To complete the parallel, the pre-Mass, which precedes the reading from Scripture, can be found in 
Islamic worship as well, albeit in an understandably rudimentary form. Some of its parts survive in 
the obligatory and non-obligatory practices of the Friday service. 
The external form of the pre-Mass is a rite of response between the officiating priest and the 
deacon. The latter invites the congregation to pray.63 At least in the early days of Islam, the khuṭbā 
was preceded by a rite of response. This rite of response is the adhān. The khatib corresponds to the 
officiating priest, and the mu’adhdhin to the deacon. This statement is so contrary to the accepted 
idea of adhān that detailed reasons have to be given for it. 
There are two terms for the call to prayer used in hadith, which are randomly interchangeable. In 
the commentaries, the one not used in the text is invariably used to explain the one used in the text: 
adhān and nida'.The mu’adhdhin is contrasted with the munadi. Two words for the same thing are 
always suspicious. [387] Originally they denoted two different things. The Qur’ān does not use the 
terms adhān and mu’adhdhin with the meaning "call to prayer", but rather only to mean 
"exhortation". The call to prayer is always described by the third form of the verb nada: idha 
nudiya li-l-ṣalāt min yawm al-jumu 'a, "when the nida', the call to Friday prayer sounds", we read in 
Sūrat al-Jumu'a (62), v. 9. Nada has another, purely secular meaning, and is used in the historical 
sources as well as the Qur’ān to mean "to call" in general. I do not think that, after the Qur’ānic 
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56 Tuhfa, A, 449; it is felt to be makruh, but one is allowed to do it (la ba'sa fihi) as long as one keeps aloof of exaggeration. 
57 Nihaya, A, 52, and similarly al-Bajuri and others. 
58 Baumstark, DieMesse im Morgenlande, 102. 
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instance given, there can be any doubt that the call to prayer, as introduced by Muḥammad, was also 
called nida'. Bilal was the Prophet's munadi. 
In post-Qur’ānic times the words adhān and mu 'adhdhin, all of a sudden, replace nida' and munadi 
in-and this is important-a technical sense as opposed to Qur’ānic usage. What did the ritual now 
denoted by adhān originally look like? 
Firstly, when should the adhān take place? The main adhān, which was originally the only one, 
takes place when the imam enters the mosque and takes his seat on the minbar. It is consequently 
not a call to prayer, but in a way the beginning of the service. Al-Shāfi’ī does, however, state quite 
clearly that the adhān is not a part of the ṣalāt.64 In addition, we have an Abūndance of tendentious 
traditions, according to which even the conversations among the congregation continue even though 
the khatib has taken his seat and the mu'adhdhin sounds the call to prayer. Only when the 
mu'adhdhin is silent does the congregation turn towards the preacher and the conversation ends.65 
An opinion on the question of whether the adhān is a part of worship pr just the call to prayer is 
obviously hidden in this practice, which, incidentally, is not uniform, as the Mālikī s forbid talking 
during the adhān. On the other hand, it is clear that in later times it corresponds to the nida' of the 
Prophet's time and thus is just a call to prayer. However, it is perfectly obvious in al-Bukhari and 
other collections of traditions that the original form of the adhān was a rite of response and 
therefore most likely modeled on a Christian example. To give a few instances: al-Bukhari in al-
Qastallani has the following tradition: "When you hear the call to prayer (nida'), you should repeat 
the [388] words of the mu'adhdhin".66 'lsa ibn Talha heard one day how Mu’āwiya repeated the mu 
'adhdhin's words until the phrase: "I testify that Muḥammad is God's messenger". The following 
tradition adds: "To the mu'adhdhin's words: havy ‘ala l-ṣalāt, 'Come to prayer', Mu’āwiya replied: 
la hawla wa-la qawata illa bi-llah, ['There is no capacity or power save through God']. Then he 
added: 'This is how we saw your Prophet do it'". The same Mu’āwiya tradition is varied slightly in a 
version in which it is reported with particular reference to the Friday ritual.67 Standing on the 
minbar, Mu’āwiya repeats only the takbir, while he replies to the shahada, wa-ana, "and I" .68 Al-
Shafi 'f's attitude concerning these traditions can be found in the Kitab al-umm: 
It is the duty of every individual who is not in the course of performing the ṣalāt, whether he recite 
the Qur’ān, call God's name, be contemplating silently or reporting tradition, to repeat the words of 
the mu'adhdhin. To the formula havy ‘ala l-ṣalāt, havy ‘ala l-falah, he should reply: la hawla wa-la 
quwata illa bi-llah. However, I would prefer that those who are praying a ṣalāt, either because they 
have been ordered or because they wish to do so, should continue .... 69 
It will have to be admitted that a memory of the Christian response ritual may live on in the 
traditions and customs quoted.70 Suggesting an atmosphere of polemic, we find that it is forbidden 
to sing the adhān.71 In any case, the mu'adhdhin appears as the imam's assistant. Further proof that 
the adhān is part of the ritual is found in the fact that the mu 'adhdhinhas to face the direction of the 
qibla and should fulfill the requirement of ritual purity for prayer.72 The order of the formulae of the 
adhān is also consideredto be obligatory.73 The entire content of the adhān, the numerous takbirs, 
the solemn shahada and the fact that the actual call to prayer completely lacks prominence [389] 
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show that the adhān was originally a part of the liturgy and not a replacement for wooden clappers 
or trumpet. In the course of the early development, it did, however, become one. 
It is difficult to reconstruct this development, but I imagine it to have occurred as follows. The call 
to prayer originated with the Prophet and was originally called nida '. Separate from this, the 
liturgical act of adhān with its response character was an essential part of the Friday service and 
possibly or even probably connected with the development of the ṣalāt ritual, which is likely to 
have developed under Christian influence. Nida' and adhān were then used beside one another, their 
ranges of meaning were assimilated, and finally the two terms were used indiscriminately. This is 
all the more understandable as the Christian deacon begins the liturgy with the invitation to prayer. 
Nowaday’s the Prophet's ancient call to prayer survives as the first adhān, the liturgical act as the 
second (the iqāma). One reminder of this is the strange difference between iqāma and adhān, 
namely that the adhān is called from the minaret, while the iqāma is spoken in the mosque even 
today.74 While we do not have any decisive proof for this early development, there is an important 
analogy in the introduction of the so-called third - i.e.in this order: the first adhān in the Friday 
service. This third adhān, which is said to have been introduced by 'Uthman or Mu’āwiya "when 
people became numerous”,75 is in my view nothing but putting the call to prayer as introduced by 
Muḥammad before the structure of the Friday service . 
Al-Maqrizi has quite an interesting history of the adhān in Egypt,76 from which it is obvious how 
much the actual call to prayer has varied. He also quotes some traditions from al-Waqidi and al-
Baladhuri that convey the impression that in old times the call to prayer was mainly an invitation to 
the Prophet or the caliph to start the prayer now; thus it would have been an announcement of 
prayer rather than a call to prayer. In a different place we hear that 'Uthman performed the adhān in 
front of the Prophet (bayna yaday rasal Allāh) near the minbar.77 According to this tradition the 
mu'adhdhin's position is surprisingly [390] similar to that of the deacon. In any case, this adhān is 
different from the call that replaces the ringing of bells. 
There are several other small features that refer to the pre-Mass. Taken individually these do not 
carry much weight, but together with everything else they heighten the probability of connections 
between Christian and. Muslim liturgies. There is, for instance, the khatib's salam before the service 
begins, which has given rise to many a discussion in the tradition and fiqh78 and is likely to 
correspond to the greeting of peace of the officiating priest.79 Also there are the praise of God and 
the ṣalāt 'ala l-nabi that, as we have seen, immediately precede the khuṭbā and appear to be 
essentially self-explanatory. These are likely to correspond to the praise of God and the prayer to 
Jesus in the pre-Mass,80 as we know exactly that khuṭbās during Umayyad times were frequently 
preached without any of these forms that are now obligatory. There is even a technical term for 
these: khuṭbā batra.81 
These were most likely purely secular addresses. In any case, we can see that the hamd Allāh and 
the ṣalāt 'ala l-nabi only made their appearance once the khuṭbā became part of the act of worship. 
They are already characterized as independent parts of the khuṭbā by the fact that hadith 
recommends an amma ba'du following them.82 This allows us to conclude that the position of this 
formula within the service gave rise to discussion. The asking of God’s forgiveness for preacher and 
congregation at the end of the khuṭbā, which is recommended or even obligatory,83 could remind us 
of the ϰυριε έλέησον [Kyrie Elieson]. There may well be a Christian archetype for the imam's 
raising his hands during the du'a.84 The tasliya,85 which is expected of the congregation at any 
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mention of the Prophet's name during the sermon, could correspond to a Christian hallelujah. So far 
it has not been possible to determine whether there is also a Christian ritual hidden in the greeting to 
the mosque in the rak’a li-tahiyat al- masjid after the khuṭbā86 has started. Another instance that 
seems to me to be suspect is the insistent admonition to the imam to face the congregation during 
the khuṭbā. While this appears to be a matter of course at first sight, it is also possible that it is a 
warning to the imam not to turn his back on the congregation as the officiating priest does. 
[391] As we have seen, it is possible to find quite a number of features that lead us to assume that 
not only the overall structure of Christian Sunday service was transferred, but possibly also - at least 
from the point of view of the question - several little individual features. Furthermore, a comparison 
·between tajwid and the rules for the medieval litany should produce astonishing results. However, 
this would require detailed knowledge of the technicalities of music, which I do not possess. In the 
future it will be necessary to devote much study to all the problems. In particular the rite of prayer 
itself will have to be examined in all possible detail. The genesis of the mosque is inseparably 
bound up with the history of worship, and this will prove to be an important link in our chain of 
evidence. 
 

V 
 
Among the most valuable results of Caetani's Annali is the destruction of the myth of the Prophet's 
mosque in Medina. Muḥammad's place for prayer and receiving was the open courtyard in front of 
his house. A projecting roof on one side of this courtyard formed an open arcade, which was shady 
and safe from rain. This seems to have been the type of reception courtyards of distinguished 
houses. In these courtyards, the family and tribal life of the Arab community took place. A specific 
room for worship is not mentioned at all, even though it is obvious that it was here that the 
communal ṣalāt was held after Muḥammad's appearance. This room may even have been used for 
ritual purposes during pagan times.87 In a very important study, Henri Lammens88 researched the 
nature of these community courtyards, these majalis or - as they were called apparently even before, 
and certainly after Muḥammad - masajid, and has found them to be widespread in the early years of 
the Umayyad era. Early mosques within and without Arabia are furnished after the manner of these 
masajid. I am not thinking of art-historical relations here, but of the spreading of the idea of a 
separated room where the tribe and the community would meet for religious as well as secular 
meetings, which did not possess any architectural indication that it was a place of worship. The 
mosque is not so much built as rather staked off, and only later was it surrounded with walls. 
Building mosques and places of worship only begins with 'Abd al-Malik and al-Walid. To my mind 
the most typical [392] contrast between the architecture of the patriarchal period on the one hand 
and the Marwanids on the other is expressed in a legend preserved by al-Samhudi. Al-Walid 
inspects the construction of the Prophet's mosque in Medina commissioned by him. The Prophet's 
primitive reception courtyard had already been expanded by his early successors, in particular 
'Uthman. Al-Walid meets one of 'Uthman's sons and says to him: "See how superior our 
architecture is to yours!" And 'Uthman's heir replies: "Most certainly, but then our buildings were in 
the style of (ancient Arabian) masajid; yours, however, in the style of Christian churches".89 And 
what were the innovations that al-Walid's style introduced? The miḥrāb, the minaret and maybe the 
maqsara. 
In the context of the institution of the miḥrāb we have to distinguish 
clearly between two things: the history of the term miḥrāb on the one hand, and the history of the 
role of the prayer niche in worship. The history or the word can only be dealt with briefly in the 
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present context, but much more information will be found in the valuable and convincing studies of 
Rhodokanakis.90 The miḥrāb must have been the raised place, usually n the shape of a niche, 
occupied by the prince on the occasion of formal receptions. The name is likely to be a nomen loci 
and is associated with the spear that was carried before the prince, as it was later before the Prophet 
and the caliphs (southern Arabian and Ethiopian culture group, possibly also Persian). The name of 
this niche was then transferred onto the whole palace. The original idea of this niche must still have 
been alive in Umayyad days, as it could not have been transferred onto the niche in the mosque. 
After all, in the beginning the mosque was the meeting hall for affairs of state as well. The caliph 
appeared on his throne, the minbar. In pre-Islamic times this throne was situated on the dais 
reserved for the prince, the miḥrāb. 
Consequently it is perfectly understandable that with the transition from minbar the throne to 
minbar the pulpit the niche next to the minbar would be called miḥrāb, not with a secular meaning, 
but referring its use in worship. 
In its use in worship the miḥrāb does not, however, emerge from ancient Arab tradition but out of 
Christian practice. As we have seen, its earliest introduction was accompanied by the idea that a 
building to which a miḥrāb is added is characterized as a Christian church. In addition there is the 
information produced by Henri Lammens91 showing the miḥrāb clearly as an imitation from 
Christianity [393] that was established with difficulties and only during the second century AH. The 
purpose of the prayer niche is one of worship only. The development of this transfer of a Christian 
form is exactly the same as in all other similar cases. The item or form is transferred, but at the 
same time there is polemic against its specifically Christian use.92 As we know, the apse was the 
most important part of a church; about the miḥrāb, however, tradition says that it is the least holy 
place in the whole mosque.93 Furthermore, the imam is warned most urgently against standing in the 
miḥrāb.94 Thus we can see that transferring the miḥrāb was not restricted to a neutral architectural 
form, but included the cultic institution. Consequently people have to be warned lest they transfer 
this in its entirety. 
Recently there has also been some discussion of the introduction and origins of the minaret.95 
Again, as in the ca.se of the miḥrāb, we have to distinguish between discussion from the point of 
view of art history and that of history of worship. Only after the introduction of prayer towers96 did 
the announcer of prayer become a caller to prayer who replaced the bells. 
Wherever in art history we may look for the predecessors of the minaret, its model in worship is the 
Christian bell tower, which, as I hear from Herzfeld, is attested as early as the fourth and fifth 
centuries. 
The prototype of the maqsura are the imperial lodges of the Byzantine 
church. Justinian's lodge survives in the Hagia Sofia until this day.97 And in conclusion a brief word 
concerning the minbar. When the mosque developed into a place for religious meetings only, the 
minbar, the throne of the ruler in a theocracy, developed into the pulpit.98 The seat above two steps, 
whose existence in Ethiopia Littmann established,99 and which was used by the early caliphs,100 
developed into the pulpit at the top of several steps,101 as it was in use in Christian churches at the 
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time. Indeed, information that [394] Abū l-Mahasin probably found in an older source states that in 
Egypt, for example, the minbar was taken directly from a Christian church.102 
Thus the history of the implements of worship in the mosques confirms our thesis of a Christian 
model for Muslim worship as such. 
 

VI 
 
Proving a certain dependence in the field of liturgy does not make a history of worship, for such a 
history will require much more research. However in conclusion of the preceding thoughts it may 
still be advisable to attempt a sketch of the outlines of the development as it appears from 
Lammens’ research as well as from my own studies. The borrowings and relations described will 
thus be arranged, albeit hypothetically, in a unified picture of the historical development, and 
consequently their chronological and factual probability will increase. 
It is safe to assume that the history of Muslim worship developed in four phases: 
FIRST PHASE: The primitive state of the patriarchal period. The community life of the Arab tribes 
takes place in the reception courtyards (majalis) of the leaders. Muḥammad takes over this role with 
his position in his congregation. The courtyard of his house is the scene of the community life of the 
ummat al-muslimin. As he lays more emphasis on religion than earlier leaders did, his counsel 
meetings are begun with a communal ṣalāt. The munadi, a caller or announcer, who may represent 
an ancient Arab institution, calls people to this prayer. At any rate the majlis is also called nadi and, 
according to Lammens, even  masjid. An invitation to the communal service is issued whenever 
there is a need of taking counsel. The times of the later five prayers do not appear to be fixed at this 
stage. The first step towards organised worship is the decision to make Friday the main day for 
meetings. This practice was probably developed after. a Jewish example. We can assume that, as in 
all meetings of this kind, the prayer preceded the address and business dealings. This primitive 
period is likely to have lasted until the reign of 'Uthman. 
SECOND PHASE: Building of major mosques in great army camps based on primarily political 
motives. The practice as it was in Medina is naturally transferred to the conquered provinces. The 
meeting place for the whole army camp is linked to the governor's tent, and later his rooms.103 [395] 
It was here that the negotiations, often difficult, between the commander-in-chief and the Arab 
tribes would take place; here that the nominal confessors of Islam, who had no religious discipline 
whatsoever, became accustomed to taking part in religious practice before the negotiations. 
Individual tribes would have their own masajid just like the tribes in Medina. Hence the question in 
fiqh whether it is permissible to speak of the  masjid of a particular tribe,  masjid bani fulan.104 The 
whole period is characterized by the struggle between the  masjid al-jama'a, which served the 
centralist interests of the Umayyads on the one hand, and the masajid al-qaba'il, which were 
inspired with the particularistic spirit of the Arab tribes, on the other. Lammens collected 
remarkable instances of this from the time of Ziyad.105 Some of the issues debated so heatedly in the 
later fiqh, and resolved differently by different. madhahib, date from this time: whether the valid 
Friday ṣalāt, being a major communal prayer, could only be held in one mosque in an army camp, 
whether a second service would be against the law, and whether the presence of the imam or his 
deputy would be obligatory.106 
This is also the period when the Umayyads and their governors endeavoured to appear at these 
meetings with all the regalia of their office. The ancient Arab minbar is adapted to resemble a 
princely throne, which the caliph takes with him on his travels.107 The use of the ṣalāt to furnish 
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these meetings with a religious guise, which Muḥammad inaugurated, is continued and possibly 
regulated slightly. As the prayer is only an introductory act while the lecture, in which the caliph 
discusses current politics, is the main part of the meeting, it is only natural that the prince in person 
should lead the whole proceedings. The khuṭbā was at that time still a debate with the leaders of the 
most powerful tribal groups. It is understandable that at this time there was no such thing as formal 
worship or fixed liturgy. This second phase is approximately contemporary with the era of the 
Sufyanids. 
THIRD PHASE: The beginning of conscious structures of worship. We would not be doing justice 
to the Umayyad era if we [396] believed the government of that time to have been purely secular. 
The Umayyads most certainly considered themselves to be religious rulers, too; at least they knew 
full well what an instrument of power the religious idea meant for them. There were no politics, no 
political or economic life without the religious cloak.108 It must have been a matter of course for the 
later Umayyads to surround their public appearances with all the impressive ceremony or religious 
functions. What did they have to match the splendor of Christian places of worship, the imposing 
structure of Christian services in Syria?109 
There were Sasanid models in Iraq, but the style of the caliph's residence would of course have been 
decisive.110 It was the inspiration for building work in the provinces, as we have seen in the case of 
the mosque in Medina. Al-Walid's time marked the introduction of the miḥrāb, the minbar and, 
probably only as late as this, the maqsura. Adopting Christian ideas in the field of religious 
buildings could not remain without consequence for the form of the worship itself. The introduction 
of a maqsura, a "royal box", appears to exclude the caliph from officiating at the service. In later 
years the Umayyads and in particular the 'Abbasids followed the example of the Khusraws and the 
Caesars in that they became increasingly invisible and removed themselves from everyday life. 
Once the empire was stable, the need to influence tribal chieftains with personal lectures of 
religious interest vanished completely. In the long run, the state was governed by the bureaucracy. 
The social function of the mosque gave way to the religious one. Officiating at the Friday service 
was at that time still an honorary office from which the provincial governors withdrew only 
gradually. It is difficult to put an exact date on this process of "clericalisation" of the Friday service, 
but it is completed at the beginning of the 'Abbasid era. In the year AH 132 minbars first appeared 
in the provincial towns in Egypt.111 This is certain proof that they were places of worship that 
celebrated a Friday service, because political negotiations did not take place in provincial towns. 
However, the custom of announcing political decrees, appointments, etc., [397] in provincial towns 
on the occasion of the Friday service survived for a while longer, until the Fatimid era and possibly 
even later .112 In fact, there is a similar custom in Christian ritual. The political mosque is part of the 
Umayyad era. Of course its existence was only justified in the capital cities, the amsar. There is a 
reminder of this age in the fiqh where the ṣalāt al-jumu'a is repeatedly prefixed with the condition 
that it must only be held in amsar.113 Under pressure of reality, this condition then referred to the 
town in general. In a small village, where no 40 praying men can be found, the celebration is 
inadmissible according to Shāfi’ī law. There does not seem to be any reason why there should be 
this restriction when it refers to a matter of worship pure and simple. It recalls the practice of the 
Umayyad era, which is not understood by later masters of fiqh. Hence the otherwise nonsensical 
speculation concerning the smallest number of attendees that renders a ṣalāt al-jumu'a legal.114 This 
example gives us a deep insight into the development and the nature of fiqh. Thus in the later part of 
the Umayyad era we find a strong tendency towards formalizing worship. It is probable that this 
tendency did not originate exclusively with the rulers but, as we have hinted above, that it also came 
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from the circles of unworldly orthodoxy, which was composed in the longer term more and more of 
previously Christian mawali. These circles originated the polemic against sitting on the minbar;115 
workmen should only be allowed there for prayer,116 and all the other traditions that criticize any 
use of the mosque that is not worship. I would also locate the transfer of the structure of the 
Christian Mass liturgy in this period of transition, which coincides mainly with the era of the 
Marwanids. 
FOURTH PHASE: The definite fixing of the form of worship, the mosque as exclusively the house 
of God. The tendency to structure worship achieves dominance with the 'Abbasids. The miḥrāb and 
the minbar are tried and proved, they have been adapted to the forms of worship and are now a 
matter of course. The min bar is the pulpit and no other meaning is understood. 
A professional preacher officiates in the place of the caliph and his representatives. [398] Only on 
very special occasions, in particular the two holidays, which are now slowly moved to the mosque, 
does the caliph still officiates as imam.117 In the case of Egypt we know the exact year - 242/856 – 
when the amir led the Friday prayer for the last time.118 Of course, this development will have to be 
studied in more detail. The form of worship itself is fixed. During the time of the founders of the 
great schools of law there are still debates on whether there should be two khuṭbās or one, whether 
sitting before and between these is obligatory or just recommended, but this ikhtilāf is the only 
reminder of a time when these questions were still problems. The ijmā' had come to a consensus 
concerning the major issues. It is already unthinkable in al-Shāfi’ī's day that a mosque could have 
any other purpose aside from serving as a place of worship. Now religious reasons are put forward 
to justify the practice. Those who are reluctant to exert themselves simply call on the Prophet to 
authenticate the practice in use in their time. More scrupulous speculators attempt to harmonise the 
strangely different information of the old days with the practice of the present. In cases where that is 
not successful - well, then the godless Umayyads are to blame for the practice, and they may now 
be cursed to everyone's heart's content. If it should be that the ijmā' accepted an Umayyad practice 
against the practice of patriarchal times, it is glossed over, or else 'Umar ibn 'Abd al-'Aziz receives a 
further laurel wreath. Thus the traditions about the history of worship appear after the development 
of the structures of worship is complete. 
While it is possible that the four phases described may have to undergo revisions on particular 
points, it is fairly certain that the development as such did place along these lines. The decisive 
influences occurred in Umayyad times, and are therefore Christian. In the Prophet’s lifetime 
themain influence came from Judaism, under the Umayyads out of Christianity and under the 
'Abbasids out of the domain of Sasanid culture. This is perfectly obvious from the geographical 
circumstances. The Christian influence on Muslim worship is all the less wondrous as the 
dependence of Islam on Christianity is apparent even in dogma,119 to say nothing of the secular 
sphere. Even in later times the strong influence of Christianity caused innovations in Muslim 
worship – I have in mind here the celebrations of Muḥammad's birthday, which are [399] obviously 
modeled on celebrations of Jesus' birthday - and influenced ancient institutions. Thus the later 
practice regarding the Prophet's birthday in Egypt shows clearly that the m'adhdhin's solemn 
invitation to the imam and a candlelight procession are attempts to take into consideration popular 
sentiments, which were accustomed to Christian practice of worship.120 Thus we can see that 
Christian influences do not end with the formalization of the Friday ritual. 
After all· from where else could the Friday ritual have been taken? Fixed liturgy is not simply 
invented. This is proved by the history of Christian liturgy, which grew from pagan and Jewish 
models; indeed, it is proved by the history of all liturgy.  
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