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Madrasa  - EI2

, in modern usage, the name of an institution of learning where the Islamic sciences are taught, i.e. a college for higher studies, as opposed to an elementary school of traditional type ( kuttāb ); in mediaeval usage, essentially a college of law in which the other Islamic sciences, including literary and philosophical ones, were ancillary subjects only. 

1. The institution in the Arabic, Persian and Turkish lands 

1. Children's schools.

The subject of Islamic education in general is treated under tarbiya . Here it should merely be noted that the earliest, informal institutions of learning in the Islamic world were probably children's schools, such arrangements doubtless going back to the pre-Islamic period. In Medina, the teachers were often Jews (see al-Balād̲h̲urī, 473 below; cf. the name rabbānī for the teacher: Ḳurʾān, III, 79; V, 44, 63; Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 10; Yaʿḳūbī, ii, 243); but ability to write was not so common here as in Mecca. After the battle of Badr, several captured Meccans were released to teach writing in Medina (al-Mubarrad, Kāmil , ed. Wright, 171). A contemporary of ʿUmar's, Ḏj̲ubayr b. Ḥayya, who was later an official and governor, was a teacher (muʿallim kuttāb ) in a school in Ṭāʾif (Ibn Ḥad̲j̲ar, Iṣāba, Cairo 1325, i, 235). Muʿāwiya, who had acted as the Prophet's amanuensis, took a great interest in the education of the young. They learned reading, writing, counting, swimming and a little of the Ḳurʾān and the necessary observances of religion. Famous men like al-Ḥad̲j̲d̲j̲ād̲j̲ and the poets al-Kumayt and al-Ṭirimmāḥ are said to have been schoolmasters. (Lammens, Moʿâwia, 329 ff., 360 ff.). The main subject taught was adab , so that the schools of the children were called mad̲j̲lis al-adab ( Ag̲h̲ānī 2, xviii, 101), and the teacher was called muʾaddib, also muʿallim or mukattib (al-Makkī, Ḳūt al-ḳulūb, i, 158, l. 8), in modern times fiḳīh (see Lane, Manners and customs, 61). The teacher was as a rule held in little esteem, perhaps a relic of the times when he was a slave, but we also find distinguished scholars teaching in schools; thus Daḥḥāk b. Muzāḥim, the exegist, traditionist and grammarian, who died in 105/723 or 106/724 had a school in Kūfa, said to have been attended by 3,000 children, where he used to ride up and down among his pupils on an ass (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, iv, 272-3). As language was of the utmost importance, we find a Bedouin being appointed and paid as a teacher of the youth in Baṣra (ibid., ii, 239). School spread during the Umayyad period, and instruction was also given at home in the houses (see Haneberg, Schul- und Lehrwesen, 4 f.). 

For the subsequent development of children's schools, see kuttāb .

2. Islamic studies in the mosque: the early period.

The madrasa is the product of three stages in the development of the college in Islam. The mosque or masd̲j̲id , particularly in its designation as the non-congregational mosque, was the first stage, and it functioned in this as an instructional centre. The second stage was the masd̲j̲id-k̲h̲ān complex, in which the k̲h̲ān or hostelry served as a lodging for out-of-town students. The third stage was the¶ madrasa proper, in which the functions of both masd̲j̲id and k̲h̲ān were combined in an institution based on a single waḳf [q.v.] deed. 

The masd̲j̲id [q.v.] appears early in Islam as a centre for instruction, above all for the inculcation of the sacred texts and scriptures. Within the masd̲j̲id , the focus of learning was the mad̲j̲lis [q.v.], from d̲j̲alasa “to sit up” in contradistinction to the near-synonymous verb ḳaʿada, which means “to sit down”. Learning took place in the masd̲j̲id , a place of worship, specifically a place of prostration (from sad̲j̲ada, “to prostrate oneself”) in prayer before God. From the prostrate position of the prayer, the teacher and his students would then “sit up”, and the class, or mad̲j̲lis , would begin. (From the near-synonymous verb ḳaʿada, the ism makān, sc. maḳʿad, is a bench, upon which one sits from a standing position). 

In the new studies associated with the mosque, the learning by heart and the understanding of the Ḳurʾān formed the starting-point and next came the study of ḥadīt̲h̲ , by which the proper conduct for a Muslim had to be ascertained. The Prophet was often questioned on matters of belief and conduct, in or outside the mosque (Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 6, 52; 23, 24, 26, 46). After the death of the Prophet, his Companions were consulted in the same way and scientific study began with the collection and arrangements of ḥadīt̲h̲ s. This process is reflected in the ḥadīt̲h̲ s themselves. According to them, even the Prophet in his lifetime was asked about ḥadīt̲h̲ s (ibid., bāb 4, 14, 33, 50, 51, 53); the Prophet sits in a mosque surrounded by a ḥalḳa and instructs this hearers; the latter repeat the ḥadīt̲h̲ s three times until they have learned them (ibid., bāb 8, 30, 35, 42). The Prophet sent teachers of the Ḳurʾān to the tribes, and so did ʿUmar in the year 17 (ibid., bāb 25). The necessity of ʿilm is strongly emphasised. Jewish influence is perhaps to be recognised when learning is compared with the drinking of water (Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 20; cf. Proverbs, xviii, 4; Pirḳē Abot̲h̲, i, 4, 11) and the teachers are called rabbāniyyūn (Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 10). A special class of students, ahl al-ʿilm , was formed who spread the knowledge of traditions throughout Muslim lands (ibid., bāb 7, 12). They collected people around them to instruct them in the most necessary principles of the demands of Islam. In this simple form of instruction, which was indistinguishable from edifying admonitions, lay the germ of Islamic studies. The knowledge imparted was ʿilm or ḥikma (ibid., bāb 15). 

It was from the study of the Ḳurʾān and of ḥadīt̲h̲ that a science of jurisprudence began to develop, since the principles which were to be followed by the faithful did not always come ready-made from the mere reading of scripture. Although the early religious scholars, the ʿulamāʾ [q.v.] (sing. ʿālim ), were usually the experts on the Ḳurʾān and were called al-ḳurrāʾ (sing. ḳāriʾ) [see ḳurʾān . 3 and ḳurrāʾ ], on the ḥadīt̲h̲ [q.v.], and were called al-muḥaddit̲h̲ūn (sing. muḥaddit̲h̲ ), and on Ḳurʾānic exegesis and were called al-mufassirūn (sing. mufassir) [see tafsīr ], yet the 1st century of Islam saw the development of the jurisconsult-doctor of the law, the muftī-faḳīh. The turn of the century was later commemorated as “the Year of the Juris-consults”, sanat al-fuḳahāʾ, because of a number, generally considered to be seven, who died in and around that time (J. Schacht, Origins, 243, and see al-fuḳahāʾ al-sabʿa in Suppl.). 

We hear of a mad̲j̲lis for studies in the Medina ¶ mosque in the 1st century A.H. (Ag̲h̲ānï, i, 48; iv, 162-3). Yazīd b. Abī Ḥabīb, sent by ʿUmar b. ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz as muftī to Egypt, is said to have been the first to teach in Egypt (Suyūṭī, Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, i, 131); he is mentioned along with another as teacher of Layt̲h̲ (al-Kindī, Wulāt, 89) and the latter, upon whose pronouncements fatwā s were issued, had his ḥalḳa in the mosque ( Ḥusn , i, 134). ʿUmar II had before this sent al-Nāfiʿ, the mawlā of Ibn ʿUmar, to Egypt to bring them the sunan (ibid., 130). He also sent an able reciter of the Ḳurʾān to the Mag̲h̲rib as ḳāḍī to teach the people ḳirāʾa (ibid., 131). Education was arranged for by the government by allowing suitable people to give instruction in addition to their regular office. The first teachers in the mosques were the ḳuṣṣāṣ , as a rule ḳāḍī s, whose discourses dealt with the interpretation of the Ḳurʾān and the proper conduct of divine service. Their mawʿiẓa was the direct continuation of the moral instruction given by the old Companions (cf. Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 12). The instruction started in the mosque of ʿAmr was continued for centuries. In the 2nd/8th century, al-S̲h̲afīʿī taught various subjects here every morning till his death (204/820) (al-Suyūṭī, Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, i, 134; Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vi, 383). It was after this time that the study of fiḳh came markedly to the front and the great teachers used at the same time to give fatwā s (cf. Ḥusn , i, 182-3). 

Arabic philological studies were ardently prosecuted in the mosques. The interest of the early Arabs in rhetoric survived under Islam; the faḳīh Saʿīd b. al-Musayyab (d. 95/713-4; cf. al-Ṭabarī, ii, 1266) discussed Arabic poetry in his mad̲j̲lis in the mosque in Médina; but it was still thought remarkable that poems should be dealt with in a mosque ( Ag̲h̲ānī , i, 48; iv, 162-3). In the year 256/870, al-Ṭabarī by request dictated the poems of al-Ṭirimmāḥ beside the Bayt al-Māl in the Mosque of ʿAmr (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vi, 432). In the chief mosque of Baṣra, the aṣḥāb ʿarabiyya sat together (ibid., iv, 135). In Bag̲h̲dād, al-Kisāʾī gave his lectures in the mosque which bears his name. At quite an early date we read of special apartments (which were certainly also lecture-rooms) for authorities on the Ḳurʾān, for, according to al-Wāḳidī, ʿAbd Allāh b. Umm Maktūm lived in Medina in the dār al-ḳurrāʾ ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 142). 

As is evident from the examples quoted, studies were not only prosecuted in the chief mosques but also in other mosques. In Egypt, not only the Mosque of ʿAmr but also the chief mosques of later date were important centres of study. As soon as the Mosque of Ibn Ṭūlūn was founded, a pupil of al-S̲h̲āfiʿfī began to lecture in it on ḥadīt̲h̲ ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 139). During the Fāṭimid period this was continued. In the year 361/972, the Azhar [q.v.] Mosque was finished. Soon afterwards, the new S̲h̲īʿī ḳāḍī , ʿAlī b. al-Nuʿmān, lectured in it on fiḳh according to his school; in 378/988 al-ʿAzīz and his vizier Yaʿḳūb b. Killis founded 35 lectureships, and in addition to their salaries the lecturers were given quarters in a large house built beside the mosque (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 49; Sulaymān Raṣad al-Ḥanafī, Kanz d̲j̲awhar fī taʾrīk̲h̲ al-Azhar, 32 ff.). 

Thus the masd̲j̲id continued to be used for the teaching of one or more of the Islamic sciences, or their ancillaries among the literary arts, well into the 3rd/9th century of Islam. The turning-point in its use came after the miḥna [q.v.] or Great Inquisition. Begun in the last year of al-Maʾmūn's caliphate, 218/833, the miḥna extended across the¶ caliphates of al-Muʿtaṣim and al-Wāt̲h̲iḳ to the second year of al-Mutawakkil's caliphate, 234/848, a period of fifteen years. The upshot of the miḥna was the political bankruptcy of its authors, the rationalist forces represented by the philosophical theologians, and the correlative triumph of the traditionalist forces, its victims, the doctors of the law, a triumph due in great measure to the heroic endurance of Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal [q.v.]. 

After the miḥna , more and more masd̲j̲id s came to be founded for legal studies, i.e. as colleges of law. Since the masd̲j̲id could not serve as a lodging place for teaching staff and students—the exceptions being the wayfarer ( ibn al-sabīl ) and ascetic, pious men who had given up all wordly goods (zuhhād, sing. zāhid )— k̲h̲ān s were founded next to the masd̲j̲id s to serve as lodging for students from out-of-town. The outstanding example of this type of arrangement was the extensive network of masd̲j̲id-k̲h̲ān complexes founded in the lands of the eastern caliphate during the 4th/10th century by Badr b. Ḥasanawayh (d. 405/1014), governor of several provinces under the Buwayhids [see ḥasanwayh ]. Such men of power and influence needed the good offices of the ʿulamāʾ , their sole sure link with the masses of the faithful. To establish this connection, such men founded for the ʿulamāʾ institutions wherein they could teach the Islamic sciences. Besides currying favour with the ʿulamāʾ , the powerful founders were performing highly meritorious acts of charity endearing them to the masses and the ʿulamāʾ alike. 

The terminology for legal studies developed before the flourishing of the madrasa in the 5th/11th century. It derived from the radicals d-r-s. The second form of the verb, darrasa, used without a complement, meant “to teach law”; tadrīs , its verbal noun (maṣdar), meant “the teaching of law”, the function as well as the post of professor of law; the plural, tadārīs, or “professorships of law”, was of later development, when the holding of several professorships by one doctor of the law became a common practice. The term dars, meant “a lesson or lecture on law”; mudarris, the active participle, meant “the professor of law”. It must be kept in mind that these terms had these significations in reference to law, especially when used in the absolute, without a complement. The verb faḳḳaha is of rare occurrence, and was not commonly used to designate the teaching of law. The term faḳīh was used in the sense of “doctor of the law”, or “student of law”, particularly “a graduate student”, in contradistinction to mutafaḳḳih, used to designate “the undergraduate”. The accomplished faḳīh was eligible to become a mudarris and a muftī ; for as a faḳīh who had successfully defended his theses in disputations ( munāẓara ), he obtained his licence to teach and to issue legal opinions ( id̲j̲āza li 'l-tadrīs wa 'l-iftāʾ). 

The college of law therefore began as a masd̲j̲id and was soon joined by the k̲h̲ān or hostel for out-of-town students. The lodging place next to the masd̲j̲id was especially necessary for the student of law as distinguished, for instance, from the student of the ḥadīt̲h̲ . Jurisprudence was by now a science whose rudiments had to be learned in a period of years, usually four, and these usually under the direction of one master. After this basic undergraduate training, if he was successful and chosen by his master as a ṣāḥib or fellow, he went on to graduate studies that lasted an indefinite period of time, some follows working as repetitors ( muʿīd ) under their masters for as many as twenty years before¶ acquiring their own professorial chair. In contrast, the student of ḥadīt̲h̲ travelled from one place to another, acquiring rare ḥadīt̲h̲ s, and collections of ḥadīt̲h̲ s, from ḥadīt̲h̲ -masters who often were the last link in the chain of transmitters, holding alone the authorisation to pass on their collections authoritatively to others. The ḥadīt̲h̲ student travelled therefore from place to place and collected as many authorisations, id̲j̲āza s, as possible from as many masters as he could reach. The law student was interested in an authorisation covering a field of knowledge, that of law, in one id̲j̲āza ; the license to teach law and issue legal opinions, id̲j̲āzat al-tadrīs wa 'l-fatwā, which he obtained from one master-jurisconsult. The k̲h̲ān , founded near the masd̲j̲id , was therefore necessary as a lodging-place for law students away from home.

3. The library as an adjunct to the mosque and other institutions of higher learning.

In the descriptions of the larger mosques the libraries are often mentioned. These collections were gradually brought together from gifts and bequests, and it was a common thing for a scholar to give his books for the use of the muslimūn or ahl al-ʿilm (e.g. al-Ḵh̲aṭīb al-Bag̲h̲dādī: Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 252; cf. iv, 287). Many other libraries were semi-public. These often supplemented the libraries of the mosques, because they contained books in which the mosques were not much interested, notably on logic, falsafa , geometry, astronomy, music, medicine and alchemy; the latter were called al-ʿulūm al-ḳadīma or ʿulūm al-awāʾil (cf. Goldziher, in Abh. Pr. Ak. W. [1915], phil. hist. Kl. no. 8, Berlin 1916). The academy, bayt al-ḥikma [q.v.], founded by al-Maʾmūn (198-218/813-33) in Bag̲h̲dād, deserves first mention. It recalls the older academy founded in Gundes̲h̲āpūr to which Manṣūr had invited Georgios b. Gabrīʾēl as head of the hospital; he also translated works from the Greek (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa, i, 123-4). In the new academy there was a large library, and it was extended by the translations which were made by men qualified in the above-mentioned fields; there was also an astronomical observatory attached to the institution, in which there were also apartments for the scholars attached to it ( Fihrist , ed. Flügel, 243; cf. Ibn al-Ḳifṭī, Taʾrīk̲h̲ al-Ḥuḳamāʾ, 98). When the caliph al-Muʿtaḍid (279-89/892-902) built himself a new palace, he had apartments and lecture-rooms in an adjoining building for men learned in every science, who received salaries to teach others (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 192 ff.; Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 142). 

Private individuals of wealth continued benefactions on these lines. ʿAlī b. Yaḥyā, who died in 275/888 and was known as al-Munad̲j̲d̲j̲im, had a palace with a library, which was visited by those in search of knowledge from all lands; they were able to study all branches of learning in this institution, called k̲h̲izānat al-ḥikma , without fee; astronomy was especially cultivated (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, v, 467). In Mawṣil, Ḏj̲aʿfar b. Muḥammad al-Mawṣilī (d. 323/935) founded a dār al-ʿilm with a library in which students worked daily at all branches of knowledge and were even supplied with free paper. The founder lectured on poetry in it (ibid., ii, 420). In the 4th/10th century, al-Maḳdisī visited in S̲h̲īrāz a large library founded by ʿAḍud al-Dawla (367-72/977-83) to which people of standing had access. The books were arranged in cases and listed in catalogues and the library (k̲h̲izānat al-kutub) was administered by a director ( wakīl ), an assistant ( k̲h̲āzin ) and an inspector¶ ( mus̲h̲rif (al-Muḳaddasī, 449). Similar institutions are known in Baṣra, Rām-Hurmuz, Rayy and Kark̲h̲ (ibid., 413; Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, ii, 3-5; Ibn Tag̲h̲rībirdī, ed. Popper, ii, 51-2). 

In Cairo, they were well-known under the Fāṭimids. In their palace, they had a library which was said to be the largest in Islam. It had about 40 rooms full of books and all branches of knowledge were represented; they had for example 1,200 copies of al-Ṭabarī's History and 18,000 books on the “old learning” (al-Maḳrīzī, ii, 253-5). The vizier Yaʿḳūb b. Killis founded an academy with stipends for scholars and spent 1,000 dīnār s a month on it (Yaḥyā b. Saʿīd, ed. Tallquist, fol. 108a; Ibn Ḵh̲allikān, Wafayāt, Cairo 1310/1892-3, ii, 334; cf. al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 192). It was overshadowed by the “House of Knowledge” ( dār al-ʿilm or dār al-ḥikma ) founded by Ḥākim in 395/1005. It contained a library and reading-room as well as rooms for meetings and for classes. Librarians and assistants, with their servants, administered it, and scholars were given allowances to study there; all branches of learning were represented—astronomy, medicine, etc., in addition to the specifically Islamic subjects. Ḥākim built similar institutions in al-Fusṭāṭ (al-Maḳrīzī, ii, 334 ff.). The whole institution was closely associated with S̲h̲īʿa propaganda, which is obvious from the fact that it was administered by the dāʿī 'l-duʿāt, who held conferences with the learned men there every Monday and Thursday (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 226; al-Ḳalḳas̲h̲andī, Ṣubḥ al-aʿs̲h̲āʾ, iii, 487; see also mad̲j̲lis . 2. In Ismāʿīlī usage). A similar missionary institute ( dār al-daʿwa ) was built in Aleppo in 507/1113-14 by the amīr Fak̲h̲r al-Mulk ( Ibn Tag̲h̲rībirdī , ed. Popper, ii, 360). We may assume that these buildings were also arranged for the performance of the ṣalāt . 

With the dār al-ḥikma , Islam was undoubtedly continuing Hellenistic traditions. Al-Maḳrīzī mentions a dār al-ḥikma of the pre-Islamic period, where the learned men of Egypt used to work (iv, 377); Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa also mentions pre-Islamic seminaries in Egypt where Hellenistic learning was cultivated ( dār al-ʿilm , i, 104), and the similarity with the Alexandrine Museion, which was imitated in Pergamon and Antioch, for example, is apparent (J. W. H. Walden, The universities of ancient Greece, New York 1919, 48-50). Al-Ḥākim's institution was finally closed with the end of the Fāṭimid dynasty (567/1171). Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn had all the treasures of the palace, including the books, sold over a period of ten years. Many were burned, thrown into the Nile, or thrown into a great heap, which was covered with sand so that a regular “hill of books” was formed. The number of books said to have disposed of varies from 120,000 to 2,000.000, but many were saved for new libraries (al-Maḳrīzī, ii, 253-5; Abū S̲h̲āma, Kitāb al-Rawḍatayn, Cairo 1287/1870, i, 200, 268). 

4. The origin and spread of the madrasa proper.

Although the madrasa proper now began to evolve, there was for a long time much overlapping between¶ the mosque and the madrasa , for even after the appearance of madrasas, the regular mosques remained school as before. 

Ibn Baṭṭūṭa , who travelled in the 8th/14th century, in the period when madrasas flourished most, attended lectures on ḥadīt̲h̲ in the Ḏj̲āmiʿ of S̲h̲īrāz and in the Ḏj̲āmiʿ of Manṣūr in Bag̲h̲dād (ii, 83, 110). In Damascus in 580/1184, Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr refers to rooms in the Umayyad Mosque, which were used for S̲h̲āfiʿī and Mālikī students, who received considerable stipends (id̲j̲rāʾ, maʿlūm) ( Riḥla , 272, above). In Egypt in the time of al-Maḳrīzī (9th/15th century), there were 8 rooms for fiḳh studies in the Mosque of ʿAmr (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 20, 21). In al-Azhar in the 7th/14th century, and later, after the earthquake of 702, many lecture-rooms with paid teachers were built (ibid., 52), likewise in the Mosque of Ḥākim (ibid., 57). 

When a particular room was set apart for teaching purposes in a mosque, this was often called a madrasa ; for example six of the Damascus madrasas were in the Umayyad Mosque ( JA , ser. 9, iii, 410, 432, 437; iv, 262, 270, 481; others: vii, 230). The madrasas were often also built close beside the large mosques so that they practically belonged to them. This was the case in Mecca (Chron. Mekka, ii, 104 ff., cf. Ibn Baṭṭūṭa , i, 324). 

Though the madrasa was an independent institution, the distinction between the madrasa and ordinary mosque was very slight, all the less as sermons were also preached in the madrasa . In the Niẓāmiyya in Naysābūr, services were held as soon as it was finished (by ʿAbd al-Raḥīm: Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, iii, 285) and the Niẓāmiyya in Bag̲h̲dād had a minbar (Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr, 219). In Egypt from 569/1174 to 665/1267 there was only one Friday k̲h̲uṭba , but after this time there was usually a minbar in the larger madrasas. 

It was only natural that the madrasas should also be called masd̲j̲id (cf. Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr, 48). Ibn al-Hād̲j̲d̲j̲ in the 8th/14th century still wants to distinguish between masd̲j̲id and madrasa and to give more importance to the former (Madk̲h̲al, ii, 3, 48). The distinction remained, however, quite an artificial one, and this is also true of the distinction between madrasa and d̲j̲āmiʿ . The name madrasa was decided by the main object of the institution and the special style of the building. The name d̲j̲āmiʿ was only given if the Friday service was held in it. 

The connection between mausoleum and mosque was also found with the madrasa . The tomb of the founder was placed in Nūr al-Dīn's madrasa in Damascus (Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr, 284-5), and during the Mamlūk period it was the regular custom for the founders of a madrasa to be buried under a ḳubba [q.v.] in it. 

On education and the madrasa in general, cf. also F. Wüstenfeld, Die Akademien der Araber und ihre Lehrer, Göttingen 1837; von Kremer, Cultur-geschichte, Vienna 1877, ii, 479 ff.; Haneberg, Abhandlung über das Schul- und Lehrwesen der Muhammedaner im Mittelalter, 1850; van Berchem, Corpus inscr. arab., i, 252-69; G. Gabrieli, Manuale di bibliografia musulmana, i, 1916, 109 ff.; Johs. Pedersen, in IC , iii (1929), 525-37; A. Talas, La Madrasa Nizamiyya et son histoire, Paris 1939. 

While the institutions called the dār al-ʿilm developed in Fāṭimid countries into centres of S̲h̲īʿī propaganda, the madrasa grew up in the east out of similar Sunnī institutions. It is interesting to note that in 395/1005 Ḥākim built a Sunnī dār-al-ʿilm in Cairo ( Ibn Tag̲h̲rībirdī , ed. Popper, ii, 64, 105,¶ 106). But after these years, this institution was abolished and its two learned teachers executed. With the growing strength of the Sunna, especially in the S̲h̲āfiʿī and Ḥanafī forms, many educational institutions arose in the east which had a pronounced Sunnī character (al-Muḳaddasī, 232, 365, 415). Many teachers built houses of their own, where they dictated ḥadīt̲h̲ s and held lectures on fiḳh , e.g. a teacher who died in Marw in 420/1029 (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 232). Abū Hāṭim al-Bustī, born in 277/890, founded in his native town a school with a library with apartments and allowances for the maintenance of foreign students (ibid., 163; cf. 204, 245). 

In Naysābūr especially, where studies were vigorously prosecuted in the mosque (e.g. Wüstenfeld, op. cit., 236), many such institutions arose. Thus a special school was built for the S̲h̲āfiʿī fiḳh -scholar al-Ṣāʾig̲h̲ al-Naysābūrī (d. 349/960; ibid., 156; cf. 160). Abū ʿAlī Ḥusaynī (d. 393/1003) himself founded a school in which to teach ḥadīt̲h̲ , and it was attended by 1,000 scholars (ibid., 203). Ibn Fūrak (d. 406/1015-6; ibid., 216) did the same, likewise Abu 'l-Ḳāsim al-Ḳus̲h̲ayrī in 437/1045-6 (ibid., 284); and for Rukn al-Dīn al-Isfarāʾinī (d. 418/1027) a school was built which surpassed all others (ibid., 229). As early as the 4th/10th century, we find al-Muḳaddasī praising the very fine madāris of Īrān-s̲h̲ahr ( BGA , iii, 315). In the first half of the 5th/11th century, there were four especially famous madrasas in Naysābūr: al-Madrasa al-Bayhaḳiyya, founded by al-Bayhaḳī (d. 458/1066), when he became a teacher in Naysābūr in 441/1049-50 (Wüstenfeld, op. cit., iii, 270); al-Saʿīdiyya founded by the amīr Naṣr b. Sebüktigin (governor of Naysābūr in 389/999); one built by Abū Saʿd Ismāʿīl al-Astarābādī; and another built for the teacher Abū Is̲h̲āḳ al-Isfarāʾinī. A Niẓāmiyya was also built here by Niẓām al-Mulk for the Imām al-Ḥaramayn Ḏj̲uwaynī (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 192; Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 141-2). It was an event of great importance when Niẓām al-Mulk (456-85/1064-92 vizier of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ sulṭāns Alp Arslān and Malik S̲h̲āh) founded the celebrated Madrasa Niẓāmiyya in Bag̲h̲dād; the building was begun in 457/1065 and on 10 Ḏh̲u 'l-Ḳaʿda 459/22 September 1067 it was consecrated. It was founded for the S̲h̲āfiʿī teacher Abū Isḥāḳ S̲h̲īrāzī. 

The Muslim historians are in some doubt about the history of the madrasa . Niẓām al-Mulk is given the credit of having founded it, but al-Maḳrīzī and al-Suyūṭī point out that madrasas were already in existence before him and mention the four above-named ones; but, as we have seen, even they were not innovations. Al-Subkī thinks (says al-Suyūṭī) that the new feature was that Niẓām al-Mulk endowed scholarship for the students. This again, however, was nothing new. But the enthusiasm and energy of Niẓām al-Mulk marked the beginning of a new period of brilliance for the madrasa (cf. G. Makdisi, Muslim institutions of learning in eleventh century Baghdad, in BSOAS, xxiv [1961], 1-56; A. L. Tibawi, Origin and character of al-Madrasah, in BSOAS, xxv [1962], 225-38; H. Halm, Die Anfänge der Madrasa , in ZDMG , Suppl. III, 1, XIX, Deutsche Orientalistentag [1977], 438-48). The sultan and men of high rank were now interested in it, and the type evolved by Niẓām al-Mulk, a school in which the students were boarded, became the prevailing one after his time. We may presume that the older schools also had a place for prayer in them, i.e. they were a kind of mosques. The type of school¶ known to us is built as a complete mosque. Since even the older mosques contained living-rooms which were frequently used by students, there is no difference in principle between the school and the ordinary mosque; only the schools were especially arranged for study and the maintenance of students. This character is expressed by the name madrasa , plural madāris; it is a genuine Arabic formation from the word darasa, “to read”, “to study”, taken from Hebrew or Aramaic. 

In the time of Niẓām al-Mulk and immediately afterwards, the madrasa spread in ʿIrāḳ, Ḵh̲urāsān, al-Ḏj̲azīra, etc. He was not content with the two he founded in Naysābūr and Bag̲h̲dād. There was also a Madrasa Niẓāmiyya in Balk̲h̲ (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 240); in Mawṣil (ibid., 319); in Harāt, to which al-S̲h̲ās̲h̲ī (d. 485/1092) was called from G̲h̲azna (ibid., 310); and in Marw (Yāḳūt, iv, 509). The great vizier's rival Tād̲j̲ al-Mulk (d. 486/1093) founded a Madrasa Tād̲j̲iyya in Bag̲h̲dād (ibid., 311). In Naysābūr, other madrasas were founded at the same time, for example one by al-Manīʿī (d. 463/1070-1; ibid., 277) and a S̲h̲aṭbiyya (ibid., 327). 

The prosperity of the madrasas stimulated by Niẓām al-Mulk in the 5th/11th century survived for a long time in the east. In the 6th/12th century Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr (580/1184) mentions some thirty madrasas in Bag̲h̲dād, all in the eastern part of the town, the most notable being the Niẓāmiyya, renovated in 504/1110-11 ( Riḥla , 229). In 631/1234, the caliph al-Mustanṣir founded the magnificent Mustanṣiriyya as a school for the four rites, each with a teacher and seventy-five students and a teacher for Ḳurʾān and one for ḥadīt̲h̲ , as well as a physician. Attached to it were a library, baths, hospital and kitchens; there was a clock at the entrance; beside it was a garden where the caliph had a pavilion (manẓara) from which he could survey the whole building (cf. Le Strange, Baghdad, 266-7; Wüstenfeld, Akademien der Araber, p. iv and 29). 

The Niẓāmiyya and the Mustanṣiriyya survived the destruction of Bag̲h̲dād by Hūlāgū; both are mentioned at the beginning of the 8th/14th century by Ibn Baṭṭūṭa (ii, 108-9), and the building of the latter still exists. Ten others are known of the 8th-9th/14th-15th century, all of which were founded for S̲h̲āfiʿīs, Ḥanafīs and for the study of Ḳurʾān and ḥadīt̲h̲ (L. Massignon, Les Medresehs de Bagdâd, in BIFAO , vii [1909], 77-86; the inscriptions, idem, in MIFAO , xxxi [1912]). Although the Tatars in 699/1300 destroyed many madrasas (Quatremère, Hist. des sult. maml., ii/2, 163-4). Ibn Baṭṭūṭa shows that in the 8th/14th century there were still flourishing schools in the east. The Mongols also built madrasas; Hūlāgū's mother built two madrasas in Buk̲h̲ārā where 1,000 students studied daily in each ( JA , ser. 4, xx, 389; Quatremère, Hist. sult. maml., i/1, 56). The period of greatest prosperity of the madrasas in Central Asia was under the Tīmūrids, notably in Samarḳand, where Tīmūr built a d̲j̲āmiʿ “in the Indian style”, and his wife a madrasa (Ibn ʿArabs̲h̲āh, Vita Timuri, ed. Manger, 1767, 444 ff.; see also Diez, Kunst der islam. Völker, 99-100). 

In the towns of Mesopotamia and Syria, the movement spread from the 5th/11th century onwards. 

In Damascus the two rulers Nūr Dīn b. Zangī (541-69/1146-63) and Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn (570-89/1174-93) displayed a munificent activity in this direction, as did their amīr s and relatives. This activity was continued into the 7th/13th to 9th/15h centuries, so that al-Nuʿaymī (d. 927/1521; JA ,¶ ser. 9, iii-vii) can give the following totals: seven dār al-Ḳurʾān , sixteen dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ , three for both Ḳurʾān and ḥadīt̲h̲ , 60 S̲h̲āfiʿī, 52 Ḥanafī, four Mālikī and ten Ḥanbalī madrasas, also three madāris al-ṭibb , all of which belong to the 7th/13th century. The founders were mainly rulers and amīr s, but also included merchants and quite a number of men of learning, and a few women also. 

Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn introduced the madrasa into Jerusalem . According to Mud̲j̲īr al-Dīn (d. 927/1521), there were 31 madrasas and monasteries (which were in part used in the same ways as madrasas) in direct connection with the Ḥaram area, 29 near it, and 16 at some distance. Of these, some 40 are especially called madrasa , one a dār al-Ḳurʾān and one a dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ (Sauvaire, Hist. Jérus. et Hébr., Paris 1876, 139 ff.; van Berchem, Corpus, ii, 1; cf. for Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn: Ibn Ḵh̲allikān, Wafayāt, ii, Cairo 1310/1892-3, 402-3). 

Next to Niẓām al-Mulk, Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn has the greatest reputation as a builder of madrasas. He owes this mainly to the fact that his great activity as a builder lay in countries which became of great importance in the Muslim world, Syria with Palestine, and Egypt. Even before the fall of the Fāṭimids, in the year 566/1171: he had founded in Cairo the Nāṣiriyya for S̲h̲āfiʿīs and the Kambiyya for Mālikīs; for S̲h̲āfiʿīs also the S̲h̲arīfiyya and notably the great Ṣalāḥiyya or Nāṣiriyya (for the identity of the two, cf. al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 251, with Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 142-3), beside al-S̲h̲āfiʿī's mausoleum ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 141-2; al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 192 ff.; Ibn Ḵh̲allikān, ii, 402-3). Those around him emulated this activity. 

During the period of the Ayyūbids and Mamlūks, the number of madrasas increased to an extraordinary degree. In the street called Bayn al-Ḳaṣrayn there were two long rows of madrasas on the site of the old Fāṭimid palace in Cairo (cf. P. Ravaisse, in MMAF , i, 1889, 409 ff., pl. 3). Al-Maḳrīzī (d. 845/1442) mentions 73 madrasas, 14 for S̲h̲āfiʿīs, four for Mālikīs, ten for Ḥanafīs, three for S̲h̲āfiʿīs and Mālikīs, six for S̲h̲āfiʿīs and Ḥanafīs, one for Mālikīs and Ḥanafīs, four for all four rites, two exclusively used as dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ , while the rite of 25 is not mentioned and four remained unfinished. Of these madrasas, according to him, about 13 were founded before 600, 20 in the 7th century, 29 in the 8th century and two after 800. 

In Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn's time, the madrasa was also introduced into the Ḥid̲j̲āz . In the year 579/1183-4 the governor of Aden built in Mecca a madrasa for the Ḥanafīs, and in the following year a S̲h̲āfiʿī madrasa was also founded there (Chron. Mekka, ii, 104). Up to the beginning of the 9th/15th century, 11 madrasas are mentioned (ibid., 104-7), but others were added (ibid., iii, 177-8, 211-12, 225-6, 351 ff., 417). In the 12th/18th century, they ceased entirely to be used for their original purpose (see Snouck Hurgronje, Mekka, ii, 229 ff.). Madrasas were also built in Medina (Wüstenfeld, Medina , 58, 98, 112). 

In Asia Minor, madrasas spread under the Sald̲j̲ūḳs; the oldest known date from the 7th/13th century (Cl. Huart, Konia, 1897, 156, 160, 178; Fr. Sarre, Reise in Kleinasien, 1896, 48-9, 51-2; R. Hartmann, Im neuen Anatolien, 1928, 106 ff.). 

In Tunis, many madrasas were erected under the Ḥafṣids (625-941/1228-1534), the oldest being the Madrasat al-Maʿraḍ in about 650/1252. In the Chronicle of Tunis (al-Zarkas̲h̲ī, Chronique des Almohades et des Hafsides, tr. E. Fagnan, in Rec. Not. et Mém. Soc. Arch. Const., xxi [1895], see index)¶ 11 are mentioned. The first madrasa in the Mag̲h̲rib was, according to Ibn Marzūḳ's Musnad , the Madrasat al-Ṣaffārīn built by the Marīnīd Abū Yūsuf Yaʿḳūb b. ʿAbd al-Ḥaḳḳ (656-85/1258-86) in Fās in 684/1285 (also called al-Ḥalfāʾiyyīn; see the edition by Lévi-Provençal, in Hespéris, v [1925], 34 [Arabic] = 44 [French]). Other Marīnids and their successors continued the building of madrasas in Fās, Tilimsān and other cities (cf. Bel, Inscriptions de Fès, in JA , ser. 11, x [1917], xii [1918]; G. Marçais, Manuel d'art musulman, ii, 1927, 465 ff.). 

In Spain, according to Ibn Saʿīd (7th/13th century), there were no madrasas; instruction was given in the mosques (al-Maḳḳarī, Analectes, i, 136); in the following century, however, a large madrasa was founded in Granada by the Naṣrid Yūsuf Abu 'l-Ḥād̲j̲d̲j̲ād̲j̲ in 750/1349 (Almagro Cardenas, in Boletin de la Real Acad. de la Hist., xxvii, 490; Marçais, op. cit., 516-17). 

Ibn Ḵh̲aldūn (808/1406) testifies to the spread of madrasas in Tunis and the Mag̲h̲rib but laments the decline in education. In al-Andalus, Muslim culture was dying out and after the decline of Ḳurtuba and al-Ḳayrawān, education in the Mag̲h̲rib was on a low level, while the old schools in ʿIrāḳ were no longer of importance. Cairo was a centre of learning to which all made their way, and studies also flourished in Persia ( Muḳaddima , faṣl 6, no. 2). This decline in interest in learning soon became general. The learning of the time lacked vitality, and international scholarship was affected by political conditions. In 1517 A.D., Leo Africanus [q.v.] says that the lecture-rooms in Cairo were large and pleasant but the numbers who attended them were small. Some still studied fiḳh , but very few the arts (Desc. de l'Afr.; iii, 372, in Rec. de Voy. et de Doc., ed. Schefer, Paris 1896-8).

5. The constitution of the madrasa.

We have seen that, already in the 4th/10th century, there were a number of madrasas outside Bag̲h̲dād, the cultural centre of the Islamic world, but we have also noted the impetus to madrasa-building which took place in the next century and is associated especially with Niẓām al-Mulk. Even so, as further noted, earlier types of educational institution continued to flourish. 

The madrasa , combining the functions of the masd̲j̲id and its nearby k̲h̲ān in one architectural unit, brought nothing new to legal studies as such. Nor was the student body more numerous in the madrasa than it was in its predecessor; the number in either type of college of law was usually twenty. Nor did the new madrasa put an end to the masd̲j̲id as a college; these last continued to be established as charitable foundations. Indeed, many ʿulamāʾ deplored the innovation of the madrasa which provided for all the needs of the student, including room and board, and encouraged, according to the ʿulamāʾ 's complaints, the worthy and unworthy alike to pursue knowledge for the wrong kind of motivation, a parasitic life of ease, instead of learning for the greater glory of God. Thus the masd̲j̲id-k̲h̲ān type of college continued to be founded, and many professors of law continued to teach there, as for instance, within the Ḥanbalī mad̲h̲hab, whose first madrasa was founded only in the first part of the 6th/12th century. This lingering preference for the masd̲j̲id is not surprising, given the place of the mosque in the Muslim community and the encouragement of the faithful to build mosques: “The Apostle of God ordered ... that masd̲j̲id s be built” (amara rasūl ¶ Allāh ... bi-bināʾ al-masād̲j̲id, Abū Dāwūd, Sunan , ṣalāt , 13; Tirmid̲h̲ī, Ḏj̲āmiʿ , d̲j̲umuʿa, 65; see also Muslim, Ṣaḥīh, masād̲j̲id 288; Tirmid̲h̲ī, op. cit., daʿawāt, 82; al-Dārimī, Sunan , ṣalāt , 60). 

One should not attach undue importance to the fact that the madrasa developed especially in the eastern lands of the caliphate, in ʿIrāḳ, Persia and Transoxania; this does not imply a cultural swing away from Arab Bag̲h̲dād towards Persian Ḵh̲urāsān, especially towards Naysābūr, which would be a mis-reading of cultural history due to anachronistic nationalist sentiment. Since there was no change in the curriculum, or in the teaching staff or students, and since the final product of the two types of colleges was exactly the same, that is, the muftī-faḳīh, the reason for the change in institutional typology must be sought elsewhere and may be found in the legal status of the two institutions concerned, the masd̲j̲id and the madrasa . 

Relevant here is the fact that the legal status of the madrasa allowed the founder to retain complete control over the administrative and instructional staff of the institution, and therefore the retention of the power of patronage. For government officials, such as a wazīr , it permitted him to attract the support of the rank and file through their religious leaders employed by the founder. For these men, as well as for men of lesser power, the law of waḳf permitted them to place their wealth where it could be secured against confiscation. 

Moreover, the masd̲j̲id and the madrasa were charitable foundations based on waḳf. The founder, the wāḳif, was free to found the one or the other type of institution. He could, in his deed of foundation, make any stipulations he wished regarding any aspect of his foundation, whether it be a masd̲j̲id or a madrasa , with only one limitation to his freedom of choice: none of his stipulations were to contravene the tenets of Islam. Legally speaking, he could not appoint the imām of the masd̲j̲id . If the masd̲j̲id had a professor in addition to the imām , the founder could appoint the professor. The imām , or the professor- imām , was appointed by the caliph alone, or by the caliph with the consent of the people of the quarter where the masd̲j̲id was located. A madrasa , as such, had no imām , unless the foundation was a complex including a madrasa and masd̲j̲id . The fundamental difference between the two institutions was that the masd̲j̲id , once the waḳf deed was signed, became a waḳf taḥrīr ; that is to say, a foundation whose legal status is assimilated to the manumission of a slave. As the master, once he freed his slave, had no further rights over him, the founder, once the deed of his masd̲j̲id was signed, had no further rights over it, other than those legally-valid stipulations in his deed pertaining to the instructional aspects of his foundation. 

Thus between the two great patrons of learning mentioned previously, Badr and Niẓām al-Mulk, the difference is that, while the former founded masd̲j̲id s over which he had limited control, the latter founded madrasas over which his control was complete. Niẓām al-Mulk retained for himself and his progeny complete control over his network of madrasas. In Bag̲h̲dād, where professorial tenure was usually for life in the masd̲j̲id -college of law, Niẓām al-Mulk hired and fired professors, some after a tenure of a month or even of a day. The introduction of madrasas in Bag̲h̲dād may therefore be viewed as an encroachment upon the patronage of the caliph, whose control over masd̲j̲id- and d̲j̲āmiʿ -mosques did not extent to the madrasa . ¶ 

After the masd̲j̲id and madrasa , other institutions came into existence, especially the dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ [q.v.], the first of which was, as already noted above, founded by Nūr Dīn b. Zangī in Damascus. In this institution, the muḥaddit̲h̲ was raised to the level of the mudarris in the madrasa . The madrasa founded for one mad̲h̲hab tended to be divisive, since only those students who chose to belong to that mad̲h̲hab were admitted for the study of law and the ancillary sciences. The dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ served to bring together students of all mad̲h̲habs, and may thus be seen as a further manifestation of the triumph of traditionalism over the forces of rationalism represented by the dār al-ʿilm [q.v.] institutions, which soon disappeared from the scene. The dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ must not be confused with either dār al-tadrīs or dār al-sunna , occasional terms that referred not to the study of ḥadīt̲h̲ but of fiḳh , and were used as terms of traditionalism opposing the rationalism of dār al-ʿilm . 

Education in Islam was religious in nature and an obligation incumbent upon the ʿulamāʾ , the men of religious science. The caliph as the successor to the Prophet made it possible for teachers to teach in the Friday mosques where ḥalḳa s [q.v.], study-circles, provided instruction in the various religious sciences and their ancillaries. Private individuals endowed institutions of learning, masd̲j̲id s and madrasas, which they specified for one or the other of the mad̲h̲habs as they chose. Muslim institutions of learning, based on the law of waḳf, were endowments made by individual Muslims, of their own free will, without interference from the governing power. Even when the founder was a caliph, a sulṭān , a wāzir, or other official, he endowed his foundation as a Muslim individual, instituting his own private property as waḳf for a public purpose. These institutions were not public in the sense that anyone was entitled to attend them. They were set aside for restricted use in accordance with the waḳf stipulations of the founder, restricting admission to one or the other mad̲h̲hab. 

Founded at first for only one mad̲h̲hab, madrasas were later founded for more than one. In the latter case, the students of each mad̲h̲hab were taught separately. The system was as individualistic as the law itself: one madrasa , one mad̲h̲hab. There were double, triple and quadruple madrasas, meaning that two, three or four mad̲h̲habs were involved; but the students of each madrasa within the compound were kept separate, each student body following the mad̲h̲hab of its choice. 

Madrasas were usually Ḥanafī, S̲h̲āfiʿī or Ḥanbalī, with very few for the Mālikīs. Spain, predominantly Mālikī, had no madrasas as late as the 7th/13th century; as noted above, the earliest madrasa , said to be that of Granada, was not founded till the following century. Their sparseness throughout the Islamic world can be explained by the Mālikī law of waḳf, which prohibits Mālikī founders to retain control of the trusteeship of their institution. This discouraged founders from endowing madrasas as means of sheltering their wealth against confiscation, by retaining control of their institution for themselves and their progeny to the end of their line. Mālikī madrasas were founded in North Africa by the sovereigns, whose motives differed from those of private individuals; they were motivated by the prestige brought by their foundations to themselves and to their realms. 

Besides the d̲j̲āmiʿ and its study-circles, the masd̲j̲id , the madrasa , the dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ , there were¶ also the dār al-Ḳurʾān , the ribāṭ [q.v.] and other conventional establishments ( k̲h̲ānḳāh , zāwiya [q.vv.]), in which learning took place in the Islamic sciences. ʿAbd Laṭīf (d. 629/1231) lectured in a ribāṭ in Bag̲h̲dād on usūl, ḥadīt̲h̲ , etc. (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa, ii, 203) and a Ribāṭ al-Ḵh̲ātūnī is mentioned here, which had a library (Ibn al-Ḳifṭī, ed. Lippert, 269). There are other references to libraries in monasteries (see for Marw: Yāḳūt, iv, 509). In the Ḵh̲ānaḳāh S̲h̲ayk̲h̲ū founded in 756/1355, an extensive course of lectures, fiḳh according to all four mad̲h̲āhib, ḥadīt̲h̲ and iḳrāʾ (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 283) was given. In the Ribāṭ al-Āt̲h̲ār in the 8th/14th century, instruction was given in S̲h̲āfiʿī fiḳh (ibid., 296); the Ḥanafī madrasa al-Ḏj̲amāliyya (730/1430) was also a k̲h̲ānaḳāh (ibid., 238 above); they had a common director. There were also institutions of learning consisting of a combination of two or three of the institutions mentioned; as, for instance, a madrasa-ribāṭ-dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ . In the 8th/14th and 9th/15th centuries, this combination of the two institutions became quite frequent, for example in the Niẓāmiyya in Cairo of the year 757/1356 (Van Berchem, Corpus, i, 242 ff.) and in the mausoleums of Barsbāy, 835 (ibid., 365-6; cf. Ibn Iyās, ii, 21, 22, 41), of al-Malik al-As̲h̲raf Ināl, 855-60/1451-6 (ibid., no. 271 ff.) and of Ḳāʾit Bāy, 879 (ibid., 431 ff.). In the east, Ibn Baṭṭūṭa found the same relationship, for example in S̲h̲īrāz and in Ḳarbalāʾ (ii, 78-9, 88, 99), and this is what he means when he says the Persians call the zāwiya the madrasa (ii, 30, 32). In the west, he lauds his own sovereign, who had built a splendid zāwiya in Fās (i, 84); here also learning and Ṣūfism were associated (see the quotation in Dozy, Supplément, s.v. zāwiya ) and the zāwiya still plays an important part in North Africa. 

Learning further took place in the hospitals ( māristān , from the Persian bīmāristān [q.v.]) which were also used as schools of medicine, as well as in the private homes of scholars and elsewhere.

6. Courses of instruction and personnel.

As already explained, in the earliest period the principal subjects studied in the mosque were Ḳurʾān and ḥadīt̲h̲ , to which was added the study of the Arabic language. In Buk̲h̲ārī ( Kitāb al-ʿIlm ), ʿilm still means ḥadīt̲h̲ but, with the development of the systems of law and theology, these were also taught in the mosques. In the mosque of Manṣūr in Baṣra, As̲h̲ʿarī heard al-Ḏj̲ubbāʾi expound the Muʿtazilī kalām (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 131); closely connected with this was methodology (al-mud̲h̲ākara wa 'l-naẓar: cf. Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vi, 383). But many different subjects could also be taught. Al-Ḵh̲aṭīb al-Bag̲h̲dādī, who taught in al-Manṣūr's Ḏj̲āmiʿ in Bag̲h̲dād, lectured on his history of Bag̲h̲dād (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 246-7). Philosophy proper, however, disappeared from the mosques. In Spain, we are told, falsafa and tand̲j̲īm were only cultivated in secret, as those who studied them were branded as zindīḳ s, and even stoned or burned (al-Maḳḳarī, Analectes, i, 236). The madrasas were mainly established to teach the systems of fiḳḥ, and originally each school was intended to represent only one mad̲h̲hab. Where the four mad̲h̲hāhib are represented in one school, one can speak of four madrasas, e.g. al-Madāris ṣāliḥiyya (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 209, 282). 

The ordinary madrasas, however, included other subjects beside the study of fiḳh alone. Special mention is made of naḥw (al-Ṣāḥibiyya; al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 205). In the Niẓāmiyya in Bag̲h̲dād and in other¶ madrasas in the east, philological studies were prosecuted (cf. Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, v, 423-4; vi, 409). The custom, often occurring before Niẓām al-Mulk's time, of founding a dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ was continued after him, e.g. in Cairo and Damascus. In 604/1207 al-Malik al-Muʿaẓẓam built beside the Ṣak̲h̲ra mosque a Madrasa naḥwiyya, exclusively for Arabic linguistic studies (Sauvaire, Hist. Jér. et Hébr., 86, 140), and schools for special subjects were not rare (cf. al-Subkī, Muʿīd al-niʿam, ed. Myhrmann, 153). Al-Subkī mentions, in addition to the special ḥadīt̲h̲ schools, also madāris al-tafsīr and madāris al-naḥw . 

In his Muḳaddima ( faṣl 6, nos. 4 ff.), Ibn Ḵh̲aldūn gives a survey of the divisions of Islamic studies. They are divided into ʿulūm ṭabīʿiyya and naḳliyya. The former are based on observation by the senses and deduction and are therefore also called falsafiyya or ʿaḳliyya; the latter are dependent on revelation by the lawgiver (al-wāḍiʿ al-s̲h̲arʿī), and are therefore based on special transmission. The ʿulūm naḳliyya therefore comprise all branches of knowledge which owe their existence to Islam, namely Ḳurʾān, i.e. tafsīr and the seven ḳirāʾāt (no. 5), ḥadīt̲h̲ with the sciences auxiliary to it, including al-nāsik̲h̲ wa 'l-mansūk̲h̲ , muṣṭalaḥ al-ḥadīt̲h̲ (no. 6), fiḳh with special emphasis on al-farāʾiḍ , the law of inheritance (nos. 7-8), uṣūl al-fiḳh with the principles of law including methods of deduction and the differences between the mad̲h̲hāhib (no. 9), kalām , theology, which is naḳliyya in as much as it is really a further development of īmān which comes under the head of religious duties, but is ʿaḳliyya in its nature since it is entirely based on abstract proofs (no. 10), al-taṣawwuf , something like practical theology (no. 11) and taʿbīr al-ruʾyā , interpretations of visions (no. 12). 

Linguistic sciences are related to the study of Ḳurʾān and ḥadīt̲h̲ (cf. nos. 4, 37 beginning), which are divided into 4 parts; al-naḥw, al-lug̲h̲a, al-bayān and al-adab (no. 37), and in the last named category comes the whole study of Arabic literature. 

The ʿulūm ʿaḳliyya are variously classified, usually into 7 main sections (no. 13), and are al-manṭiḳ , logic which is the foundation of all others (no. 17), al-arit̲h̲māṭīḳī, arithmetic, including ḥisāb etc. (no. 14), al-handasa , geometry (no. 15), hayʾa , astronomy (no. 16), al-mūsīḳī , the theory of tones and their definition by number etc. (see no. 13); then there is al-ṭabīʿiyyāt, the theory of bodies at rest and in motion—heavenly, human, animal, plant and mineral; among its subdivisions, special mention is made of al-ṭibb , medicine, and al-falāḥa, agriculture (nos. 18-20; cf. no. 29). The seventh main head is ʿilm al-ilāhiyyāt , metaphysics (no. 21). Magic, talismans, mysterious properties of numbers, etc., also form branches of Muslim learning (nos. 22 ff.). 

Medicine was not only taught in special schools but also in the mosques and the madrasas; about 600/1203-4, ʿAbd Laṭīf lectured in the Azhar Mosque, but it is not quite clear whether his instruction in ṭibb was also given there (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa, ii, 207) and in any case the “philosophical sciences” were cultivated outside the mosques. 

The method of teaching was by lecturing and learning by heart (talḳīn). The first task was to learn the Ḳurʾān by heart and then to acquire as many traditions as possible. The ḥadīt̲h̲ was repeated three times so that the student could remember it (Buk̲h̲arī, ʿIlm , bāb 30). Lecturing soon became dictation (imlāʾ), when the student wrote down what was said, except in the case of the Ḳurʾān (approved:¶ al-Buk̲h̲arī, ʿIlm , bāb s 34, 36). The method was the same for linguistic or literary subjects as for ḥadīt̲h̲, tafsīr , etc. The philologists not only used to dictate their grammatical works, as for example Ibn Durayd (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 127) or Muḥammad b. ʿAbd Wāḥid (d. 345/957), who dictated from memory 30,000 folios on lug̲h̲a (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vii, 26), but also the text of the poets, like al-Ṭabarī, who lectured on al-Ṭirimmāḥ in the Mosque of ʿAmr in 256/870 (ibid., vi, 432). Dictation was especially important in the case of ḥadīt̲h̲ , as the exact establishment of the text was the first necessity. It is therefore always said “he dictated ḥadīt̲h̲ ” ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, ii, 139; Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 246). The class of a teacher is therefore mad̲j̲lis al-imlāʾ (ibid., ii, 243; vii, 74), and his famulus among the students is al-mustamlī (cf. ibid., vi, 282; vii,74). Problems of fiḳh were also dictated (so Abū Yūsuf, Ibn Ḳuṭlū-bug̲h̲ā, ed. Flügel, no. 249). 

All this meant that reliance on the memory, for the learning above all of the Ḳurʾān and ḥadīt̲h̲ , was highly prized, and repetition much cultivated. Jurisconsults were quoted as saying that in their student days they used to repeat each law lecture fifty times or more in order to imbed it in the memory. A school exercise was developed, whereby students quizzed one another as an aid to learning their lesson and as a contest to see who knew more than the other. The term used for the exercise was mud̲h̲ākara (“a calling something to mind with another, conferring with another”). However, the importance of understanding was also recognised, above all as legal studies developed, and this is the lexical meaning of the term fiḳh [q.v.], which comes to have the technical meaning of “positive law”. This shift of emphasis to both memorisation and comprehension is illustrated by the saying that “learning is a city, one of whose gates is memory and the other is understanding” ( al-ʿilm madīna, aḥad bābayhā al-riwāya, wa 'l-āk̲h̲ar al-dirāya). 

But the most important method developed for legal studies was the method of disputation ( munāẓara, ṭarīḳat al-naẓar ), the legal school exercise par excellence. It consisted of (1) a thorough knowledge of k̲h̲ilāf, that is, the divergent legal opinions of jurisconsults; (2) a thorough knowledge of d̲j̲adal, dialectic; and (3) munāẓara , disputation. The disputant had to know by heart as extensive a list as possible of the disputed questions of law (al-masāʾil al-k̲h̲ilāfiyya) and have ready answers for them. It was his skill at disputation which earned for him the licence to teach law and to issue legal opinions (id̲j̲āzat al-tadrīs wa 'l-fatwā). The licence he obtained after a long period of study, usually four years of basic studies of law, followed by an indeterminate period of fellowship (ṣuḥba) during which he was apprenticed as muʿīd or repetitor of his master or otherwise made himself useful to the younger students, sometimes called mufīd (“one who imparts useful knowledge”) and holding the post of ifāda. 

During the ṣuḥba stage of his learning, the graduate student wrote a taʿlīḳa, which was a compilation of notes from the lectures of his master, often including notes taken from the latter's writings. When such a compilation was original in nature, as to its arrangement and the treatment of the subject-matter, it came to be known by the name of its compiler. The term taʿlīḳa is also applied to a compilation of the master, a syllabus on law, from which the master taught his disciples. Some of these taʿlīḳas consisted of many volumes, as many¶ as fifty in one case. Masters who had no taʿlīḳas used those of others. 

The class (dars) began with the recitation of the Ḳurʾān by a ḳāriʾ, with blessings on the Prophet, and other religious formulae (Madk̲h̲al, i, 56; cf. Mez, Renaissance des Islams, 172-3). At the present day, the teacher as a rule simply pronounces the basmala himself. Dictation alone was not everywhere the custom. In time, there came to be so many copies of the chief texts that the students were able to get copies for themselves. The text was in this case read aloud and the teacher gave his comments and emendations on the text (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 255). It was only natural that the dictation of texts was first abandoned in philology; it is said to have been dropped as early as the 4th/10th century (Mez, Renaissance, 171). This does not mean that dictation was completely abandoned, for the teacher still made his pupils write down his comments; for example, Muḥammad b. ʿAbd Raḥmān (d. 584/1188) dictated his lessons (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vii, 20) and the method of having a text read aloud, while the lecturer explained only any remarkable phrases, was used as early as by the teacher of ḥadīt̲h̲ , Ibn Kaysān (d. 299/912; ibid., vi, 282). 

Ibn Ḵh̲aldūn laments that so few teachers in his time understand the correct methods of teaching (ṭuruḳ al-taʿlīm). They put difficult questions at once to the pupil instead of arranging the talḳīn so that it is always combined with explanations, and it is a fundamental principle that the pupil should not mix the different subjects. They laid too much stress on learning by heart ( ḥifẓ ) ( Muḳaddima , faṣl 6, no. 2, 29, 30; cf. al-Subkī, Muʿīd al-niʿam, 151-2). Mechanical learning by heart is recognised for the Ḳurʾān. When the above-mentioned Ibn Ḳaysān expounded ḥadīt̲h̲ s, he also asked his hearers about their, meaning. Conversely the class was at liberty to ask questions of the teacher. Al-S̲h̲āfiʿī used to sit in his great ḥalḳa in Mecca and say: “Ask me what you want, and I will then give you information on the Ḳurʾān and sunna ” (ibid., vi, 391; cf. al-Muḳaddasī, in BGA , iii, 379). The teacher was sometimes overwhelmed with questions (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, v, 272). Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr saw written questions being handed to a teacher in the Niẓāmiyya in Bag̲h̲dād (219-20). Both practices are still in vogue, and even in large classes the student may interrupt with questions.

7. The scholastic community: the teachers.

The general designation for master was s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ . When used with a complement, the term designated the master of various fields; as, for instance, s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ al-ḥadīt̲h̲, s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ ḳirāʾa , for the professor of ḥadīt̲h̲ and the professor of Ḳurʾānic studies respectively. The term ustād̲h̲ was a kind of honorary title (see Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 113, 209, ii, 271, v, 353, 354, 358, 448); it has continued in use till the present day, and in contemporary Arabic usage is the equivalent of the Western term “professor”, “holder of a professorial chair”. But in distinction from these more general terms, the professor of law had a designation all his own, a term used without a complement, sc. mudarris. He was not referred to as s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ fiḳh . The term mudarris with a complement was sometimes used to designate other professors. S̲h̲ayk̲h̲ al-ribāṭ was used to designate the director, or abbot, of a monastery. The mudarris, like the ḳāḍī , was entitled to have a deputy, a nāʾib mudarris, who taught during his absence, The mudarris could, in fact, have several nāʾib s. This happened¶ when the professor of law held several poets ( tadrīs , pl. tadārīs); he would teach in one or the other of these posts and hire deputies to teach in the others. Thus, as the chair for the professorship of law could be divisible, the professorships could be multiple. 

The term raʾīs was applied to any scholar who had reached the summit of his field in his locality. It was used especially in the field of law; biographical notices often express it by saying that “leadership in the school of law ended up with him” (intahat ilayhī riyāsat al-mad̲h̲hab). The terminology used in these notices is indicative of the competition that existed among the jurisconsults: baraʿa fi 'l-fiḳh (“he excelled in the field of law”; la yus̲h̲aḳḳu g̲h̲ubāruh (“his dust cannot be penetrated”—comparing the legal scholar to a thoroughbred so swift that other horses in the race fail to keep him in sight, the dust of his hoofs having settled by the time they get to where he was); kāna ḳāṭiʿ al-nuẓarāʾ (“he was the annihilator of his peers”); etc. The titulature is also indicative of this competition to gain the heights, not only in learning but also in the military and in government: amīr al-umarāʾ (“prince of princes”), malik al-mulūk (“king of kings”), sulṭān al-salāṭīn (“sultan of sultans”), ḳāḍī 'l-ḳuḍāt (“judge of judges”), ʿālim al-ʿulamāʾ (“scholar of scholars”), and even of the term raʾīs itself, raʾīs al-ruʾasāʾ (“leader of leaders”). 

In places where the term raʾīs designated a post, as for instance in Naysābūr, where there was also a nāʾib raʾīs , a sub-leader, or deputy-leader, the post appears as one requiring, besides the qualification of leadership, that of non-partisanship, someone capable of acting as peace-maker, a moderator between opposing factions among the scholars. This, however, was not the head of a guild of masters. Such an organisation was unlikely in a system highly individualistic in character. The concept of a guild or corporation based on juristic personality was unknown to mediaeval Islam, where juristic personality belonged to the natural physical person alone. 

It has often been said that teachers were organised into a guild, and the usual argument advanced for this assertion is an anecdote cited in Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 246 ff., according to which al-Ḵh̲aṭīb al-Bag̲h̲dādī (d. 463/1071 [q.v.]) had to have the permission of naḳīb al-nuḳabāʾ in order to teach ḥadīt̲h̲ s in Bag̲h̲dād's Mosque of Manṣūr. The function of the naḳīb al-naḳabāʾ was also confused with the term raʾīs , further adding to the concept of a head of a guild of masters. No one has claimed to know how the guild worked, which is no surprise, since there was none. The naḳīb was the marshal of the nobility, the as̲h̲rāf . His function was to investigate all claims to descent from the Prophet's family and to keep rolls of the legitimate descendants of the Prophet, for they were entitled to a lifetime pension. There were two naḳīb s: one for the Sunnīs, naḳīb al-hās̲h̲imiyyīn; and one for the S̲h̲īʿīs, naḳīb al-ṭālibiyyin. 

The above-mentioned anecdote has to do with the naḳīb al-hās̲h̲imiyyīn. The Mosque of Manṣūr was located in the quarter of Bāb Baṣra, on the west side of the city, the stronghold of the constituency of the naḳīb . This constituency was made up of traditionalist as̲h̲rāf and an overwhelming majority of Ḥanbalīs. Bag̲h̲dādī had been a Ḥanbalī, had changed over to the S̲h̲āfiʿī school of law, but was suspected of As̲h̲ʿarism, to which the Ḥanbalīs were highly hostile. Al-Bāg̲h̲dādī asked the caliph's permission to lecture in the Mosque, for¶ it was his declared, lifelong ambition to do so, the Mosque being known as the institution with the highest reputation for the science of ḥadīt̲h̲ . The caliph, aware of the hostility of the people of the Bāb Baṣra to the lecturer, called on the naḳīb , as the Marshal of the S̲h̲arīfs of the Bāb Baṣra quarter, to see to it that the event would not produce a riot. The naḳīb agreed to do so, but reluctantly, since he felt that he did not have enough men to control the assembly if it should get out of hand. An incident did occur, bricks were thrown at the speaker, and turbans were snatched, but the naḳīb succeeded in limiting the damage. 

Thus permission to lecture in the Great Mosque was sought from the caliph, who alone made appointments to the teaching posts, the ḥalḳa s, of the great mosques (there were, at the time, six of these) in Bag̲h̲dād. The naḳīb was not the head of a guild of masters, such as the universitas magistrorum of the Latin West; there was no such guild in mediaeval Islam. 

In spite of all flexibility, a certain stability developed in the teaching staff of the mosques. This was connected with the question of pay. It was for long in dispute whether it was permitted to accept payment for giving instruction. In the collections of ḥadīt̲h̲ the practice is both supported and condemned, and it is said that the teacher may accept money, but not demand it, and avaricious teachers are strongly condemned. There are continual references to people who gave lecturers without payment (Buk̲h̲ārī, Id̲j̲āza , bāb 16; Abū Dāwūd, Buyūʿ, bāb 36; Ibn Mād̲j̲a, Tid̲j̲ārāt, bāb 8). The custom of the older Jewish scholars of exercising a handicraft was not common among the Muslims, but was found occasionally. Among men of learning we find shoe-makers, locksmiths and sandal-makers (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 227, 231, 267; cf. also Mez, Renaissance des Islam , 179). It was the rule, however, for the teacher to be paid for his work. This might be a wholly personal donation from a prince or other rich man: for example al-Ṭabarī was given a sum of money when he taught in the Mosque of ʿAmr (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vi, 428; cf. the remarks above on wandering scholars). It was as a rule, however, a regular salary which was paid out of endowment, so that the position was a regular professorial chair; this was especially the case in the madrasas. The salaries of the teachers (maʿlūm, also d̲j̲awāmik, d̲j̲āmakiyya ; see Dozy, Supplément, s.v.) varied considerably, according to the endowment. According to al-Maḳrīzī, learned men might have 50 dīnār s a month in all in addition to allowances in kind (iii, 364). On ceremonial occasions, they often were given special marks of distinction, such as gifts in money and robes of honour. 

There were a very large number of teachers in the great mosques. In the madrasa at first only one was appointed. A madrasa frequently took its name from a distinguished teacher (e.g. the G̲h̲aznawiyya in Cairo; al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 235; S̲h̲arīfiyya, originally the Nāṣiriyya; ibid., 193; cf. the Masd̲j̲id al-Kisāʾī in Bag̲h̲dād). In the larger madrasas, however, several teachers were appointed; Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn appointed 4 lectures to the Ḳamḥiyya in Cairo (ibid., 193); in this case a definite number (20) of students was allotted to each teacher (cf. Chron. Mekka, ii, 105-6). 

It is easily understood that the conditions in the older mosques, where every one could come and go, were freer than in the madrasas, which were built for particular teachers and students. There¶ was probably as a rule no official recognition of the teachers in the earliest period. After textbooks had come into use, the certificate of qualification was the id̲j̲āza , and so it has remained to modern times. Anyone who had studied with a teacher could get permission from him to teach from the book, which he had copied out and studied from his dictation; the teacher wrote this permission ( id̲j̲āza ) in the book (e.g. Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, i, 253; ii, 272). A teacher could also give an id̲j̲āza ʿāmma, which permitted the individual concerned to teach from all his works ( Ibn Baṭṭūṭa , i, 251). It was the usual thing for a travelling scholar to collect numerous id̲j̲āzāt; thus ʿAbd Laṭīf had certificates of this kind from teachers in Bag̲h̲dād, Ḵh̲urāsān, Egypt and Syria (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa, ii, 202). There were special formulae for the id̲j̲āza for tadrīs and futyā (al-Ḳalḳas̲h̲āndī, Ṣubḥ al-aʿs̲h̲āʾ, xiv, 322 ff.). Some scholars only gave occasional lectures, and others only dealt with a very limited subject; thus one was appointed to the Niẓāmiyya to lecture in al-Buk̲h̲ārī's Ṣaḥīḥ because he had attended lectures on this from a celebrated teacher. There were however many learned men who devoted themselves mainly to teaching and taught several subjects; often they taught many hours every day (e.g. Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vi, 282, 383; vii, 176), and pious teachers even spent the night in the mosque in prayer (Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿi, 258). Sometimes a young teacher began by dictating ḥadīt̲h̲ and later received a post with a wider scope in a mosque (ibid., 239). 

The distinction between teacher and taught was not absolute; any one could have an id̲j̲āza in one subject while he was still a student in others, and even men of ripe scholarship attended the lectures of notable teachers. This led students to travel from one seat of learning to another, just as they used to travel in early days to collect ḥadīt̲h̲ s (Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 7, 19, 26). All the biographies of learned men give examples of this; the old Hellenistic custom was thus continued (cf. Walden, The universities of ancient Greece), and royal courts still played the same part; at them learned guests received donations, which enabled them to appear as teachers in the mosques (e.g. Ibn Baṭṭūṭa , ii, 75 ff.; Ibn Ḵh̲aldūn, Kitāb al-ʿIbar, Būlāḳ 1284, vii, 452; Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿa, ii, 205; cf. Mommsen, Römische Geschichte, vi, 589). Distinguished scholars were of course much visited by lovers of learning; of one of the latter, it is said ruḥila ilayhi or ilayhi kānat al-riḥla “they used to travel to him” (Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, vii, 174; Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, i, 207; cf. 141). 

The blurring of the distinction between the teachers and the taught only really applied to fields were the authoritative transmission of a text was involved. This occurred especially in ḥadīt̲h̲ . In this field one remained, in a sense, a student all one's life, collecting authorisations ( id̲j̲āza ) from the transmission of one or more ḥadīt̲h̲ s. There were many instances where an accomplished scholar of ḥadīt̲h̲ would seek the authoritative transmission of a collection of ḥadīt̲h̲ s, or even of a single ḥadīt̲h̲ , from one many years younger than he but who had the id̲j̲āza to transmit the ḥadīt̲h̲ (s), and was, most likely, the last to receive that authority from its last holder. This situation was due to the oral character of authoritative transmission. The perennial preoccupation of the conscientious ḥadīt̲h̲ scholar was to travel in search of those rare ḥadīt̲h̲ s, whose rarity was due to the ever-decreasing number of transmitters duly authorised to transmit them. Biographical notices sometimes tell of the authorised transmitter¶ who had made a collection of such ḥadīt̲h̲ s and had waited until he had survived all other authorised transmitters before making them available, at which time he could exact his own price for them. This practice was, of course, condemned. There are well-known ḥadīt̲h̲ s not only encouraging the gathering and spreading of knowledge but also condemning those who would gather and conceal it. 

On the other hand, the distinction between teacher and taught in the field of law was quite clear. To obtain the licence to teach law, one had to study many years under a professor of law, become proficient in the scholastic method of disputation and build up as vast a répertoire of disputed questions of law as possible, together with solutions to these questions; then one had successfully to defend one's thesis or theses against the adversary, often one's own master. This long process could take place under one master alone; but it sometimes took place under two, one for the basic four years, another for the graduate, apprentice, period. More rarely, a law student could study under as many as five professors, but the process was always the same: the defence of a thesis or theses which learned him the licence to teach and to issue legal opinions, a licence attesting to his competence in the law as a field of knowledge. 

Islamic law is individualistic; this may be seen in the function of the ḳāḍī , the muftī and the mudarris, or professor of law, as well as in the madrasa , the college of law. The ḳāḍī was alone responsible for his legal decision; the muftī was alone responsible for his legal opinion, based on id̲j̲tihād , and individual, personal activity of research in the sources of the law. Likewise, every madrasa represented one mad̲h̲hab; a double madrasa represented two mad̲h̲habs where students were kept separate; so also with the triple, and quadruple madrasa ; and every mad̲h̲hab was represented by one professor of law, who might have under his direction one or several muʿīd s and mufīds. Some instances in history illustrate this unicity of the professorial chair in the college of law. In 483/1090, a few months after the appointment of Abū ʿAbd Allāh al-Ṭabarī to the Niẓāmiyya's chair of law in Bag̲h̲dād, Abū Muḥammad al-Fāmī arrived with orders to occupy the chair. Both professors were made to share the chair, and taught law according to an alternating schedule, one teaching one day, the other, the next. A variation on this solution later became standard procedure in some colleges of Damascus, where the professorial chair was assigned to two, three and four professors of law, each retaining a half ( niṣf ), a third (t̲h̲ult̲h̲) or a fourth ( rubʿ ) of the post and being paid accordingly. 

The teacher had his particular place in the mosque, often beside a pillar: this was his mad̲j̲lis , which was inherited by his successors ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, i, 135; cf. 181 below, 182; al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 5; Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, iv, 135; Wüstenfeld, Schâfiʿî, 239). The outward appearance of the class did not alter through the centuries. His hearers sat in a circle ( ḥalḳa : the listeners taḥallaḳū; al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 49, ll. 17-50; cf. on the word, Quatremère, Hist. sult. maml., i/2, 197 ff.) on the ground before the lecturer. The teacher sat on a carpet ( sad̲j̲d̲j̲āda ; cf. Yāḳūt, Udabaʾ, i, 254) or skin (farwa). This was described as a symbol of his dignity in his waṣiyya (al-ʿUmarī, Taʿrīf , 134). We often find in large audiences that the teacher had a raised seat (for the older period, see Ibn Baṭṭūṭa , i, 212). 

It was not the custom for teachers to live in¶ the mosque. Of course, a teacher, like any other pious individual, could stay in the mosque and even have a room there; G̲h̲azālī for example lived in the mosque of the Umayyads, where Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr saw his room. But these were exceptions; al-ʿAzīz built a dwelling-house for the teachers in the Azhar near the mosque (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 49). The earlier madrasas founded by Niẓām al-Mulk often had lodgings for the teacher, especially as the teacher sometimes made his lodging his classroom, and this is also found later. Thus in the Salāḥiyya, the head of the college had his home within the buildings (Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr, 48). 

Of the teachers, many were also ḳāḍī s (as in their day were the kuṣṣāṣ, who were in a way the predecessors of the teachers). The ḳāḍī s frequently were able to accumulate a considerable number of offices. The chief ḳāḍī Ibn Bint al-Aʿazz (ca. 700/1300-1) had 17 offices (Quatremère, Hist. Sult. Maml., ii/1, 137-8). The teacher could also be a muftī (e.g. Yāḳūt, Udabāʾ, iv, 136). 

The professor of law was assisted by the “repetitor”, muʿīd , as drill-master. The professor of law was also assisted by the mufīd, a sort of “scholar in residence” who imparted “useful information”, fāʾida, pl. fawāʾid, to the students of the institution. The post of mufīd was also used in the field of ḥadīt̲h̲ , for the same general purpose. There were usually two muʿīd s for each teacher. The muʿīd 's duty was to read over with the students the lecture after the class and explain it to the less gifted students. The celebrated faḳīh al-Bulḳīnī began as a repeater with his father-in-law in the Ḵh̲arrūbiyya (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 202); it was also possible to be an independent teacher in one school and a repeater in another (al-Naṣīr, d. 669/1270-1; Huṣn al-muḥāḍara, i, 189). The Ṣalāḥiyya, which ought to have had 4 teachers with 2 repeaters, was run for 30 years by 10 repeaters and no teachers (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 251; cf. also 210; al-Subkī, Muʿīd al-niʿam, 154-5; al-Ḳalḳas̲h̲āndī, Ṣubḥ al-ʿs̲h̲āʾ, v, 464, and Haneberg, Schul- und Lehrwesen der Muhammedaner, 25; Wüstenfeld, Die Akademien der Araber und ihre Lehrer, 1837). As noted above, the counterpart of the muʿīd in law was the mustamlī in ḥadīt̲h̲ , whose function it was to repeat the ḥadīt̲h̲ dictated by the professor of ḥadīt̲h̲ to a class that could often run into the hundreds and thousands. In the case of such large classes, several mustamlī s relayed the ḥadīt̲h̲ to those who were not within earshot of the professor. 

Other posts in the various institutions included the grammarian or naḥwī, who taught grammar and the other literary arts generally, and the various preachers. These comprised al-k̲h̲aṭīb [q.v.], who preached the Friday sermon in the d̲j̲āmiʿ ; al-wāʿiẓ [q.v.], who preached the academic sermon and taught the art of the sermon; and the popular preachers called al-ḳāṣṣ [q.v.] and ḳāriʾ al-kursī . Other holders of posts included al-imām , who led the five daily prayers in the mosques; the elementary school teacher of the maktab and kuttāb , called variously al-muʿallim, al-muʿaddib and al-faḳih (colloquially, in Egypt, esp., al-fiḳī); the monitors, al-ʿarīf, kātib al-g̲h̲ayba ; the copyists of manuscripts, al-nāsik̲h̲ and al-warrāk (the latter term was also used for the bookseller; it would seem that the warrāḳ copied books for sale and hired the nāsik̲h̲ , pl. nussāk̲h̲, to copy for him); the corrector of copied manuscripts, al-muṣaḥḥiḥ; the collator of copied manuscripts, al-muḳābil or al-muʿāriḍ; and the servitor, al-k̲h̲ādim , a manservant who worked for a professor or a rich student while pursuing his own¶ studies. Most of these functions were performed by students working their way through college.

8. The scholastic community: the students.

Every one was absolutely free to join a ḥalḳa in the mosque in order to hear a teacher. Al-Muḳaddasī for example tells us that the learned men of al-Fārs used to sit from early morning till mid-day and from ʿaṣr to mag̲h̲rib for the common people (li 'l-ʿawāmm) ( BGA , iii, 439). But as soon as the teachers developed into a regular class of society, the students (ṭalaba, tullāb, sing. ṭālib ) who were systematically training in the Muslim sciences also became a recognised section of the community. Together with the teachers, they formed the guild of the educated, aṣḥāb al-ʿimāma (now ahl al-ʿimme in Egypt). They were able to select their teachers as they pleased; the most celebrated teachers had therefore large numbers of students. Many never finished studying, for they could always find new teachers to study under up to their old age, even if they themselves also taught. The ambitious would only study under (darasa ʿalā) great teachers and therefore travelled about the Muslim world a great deal (cf. al-Muḳaddasī, 237). This travelling, partly as teacher and partly as student, for the sake of ṭalab al-ʿilm was long kept up in Islam. 

When the student had completed his teacher's course, the teacher declared his knowledge mature in the particular subject and the student was able to regard himself as perfect in it (tak̲h̲arrad̲j̲a ʿalayhi). The relation of student to teacher is patriarchal and the student kisses his hands. This does not prevent quarrels breaking out, and in such cases the teachers might be treated very disrespectfully (cf. Sulaymān Raṣad, Kanz d̲j̲awhar , 141 ff., 192 ff.). 

The madrasas introduced an innovation into the relationship of teacher to student, when a definite number of students (as a rule, twenty) was allotted to a particular teacher. Instruction was thus organised on more systematic lines. But even then irregular students were also admitted. It is only in quite modern times that the instruction has been really properly organised. 

We hear exceptionally of women students; one was a member of al-S̲h̲āfiʿī's mad̲j̲lis ( Ḥusn al-muḥāḍara, i, 181, below). In the early centuries it cannot have been unusual, for it is several times mentioned in ḥadīt̲h̲ s, which reserve special days for women (Buk̲h̲ārī, ʿIlm , bāb 32, 36, 50). 

In the madrasas and some mosques, students were offered lodging and certain allowances in addition, food, bread (d̲j̲arāya) and money. 

A student living in a mosque is called mud̲j̲āwir (al-Maḳrīzī, iv, 54), a word which is also applied to Meccan pilgrims (Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr, 122) and to anyone living in a mosque. The students' apartments are divided into arwiḳa, usually according to nations, a word which is derived from the fact that they originally lived in the colonnades. Each riwāḳ is under a s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ . Many students live in k̲h̲ānaḳāhs, other in private houses.

9. Conclusion.

The Muslim system of education in the Middle Ages was based on the waḳf, which, as already mentioned, gave the founder a free hand in determining the course of his foundation, as long as his stipulations were in keeping with the tenets of Islam. The historian must be circumspect about generalising for one institution on the basis of the particulars of another. The history of Muslim education must¶ therefore be written on the basis of the deeds of waḳf, of which few are extant, and are in any case mostly late in date, as well as on the basis of biographical literature and the chapters on waḳf in the fatwā -works. These are the main sources to be consulted for the history of institutionalised education; that is, that education which took place in the d̲j̲āmiʿ , the masd̲j̲id , the madrasa , the dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ , the dār al-Ḳurʾān , the ribāṭ , the k̲h̲ānḳāh , the zāwiya and the various combinations of these. 

For the relation between Muslim institutions of learning and those of the mediaeval Latin West, see the Bibl. 

· (J. Pedersen

· [G. Makdisi])
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II. In Muslim India 
The madrasas in Muslim India were institutions of higher learning similar to those in other parts of the Islamic world. Their principal function was to train personnel for government service, more particularly, for the administration of justice. They were either founded and subsidised by the state or established by private individuals. The education provided in them dealt mainly with religious subjects, and was offered by well-qualified teachers. 

The real foundations of Muslim education in India may be traced back to the establishment of the Dihlī Sultanate in 1206 and the emergence of Dihlī as an important seat of Islamic learning. Evidence points to the existence of two major madrasas in Dihlī in the early years of Muslim rule. One of them was the Muʿizziyya, an institution probably founded by Iltutmis̲h̲ (607-33/1211-36), and named after Muḥammad G̲h̲ūrī's title Muʿizz al-Dīn. The other¶ madrasa , known as Nāṣiriyya, was built by Balban while he was working as chief minister to Nāṣir al-Dīn Maḥmūd (644-64/1246-66), from whom the madrasa took its name. As the Mongols overran the heartlands of Islam, many refugee scholars from Central Asia and Persia took shelter in Dihlī, and their presence gave further momentum to educational activities in the capital. Early Muslim education found a strong champion in Fīrūz-S̲h̲āh Tug̲h̲luḳ (752-90/1351-88) who, according to Firis̲h̲ta, built no less than 30 colleges in various parts of his kingdom. The sultan is also noted for having restored a large number of madrasas which had fallen into disrepair. Among the institutions founded by him the most outstanding was the Madrasa-yi Fīrūz-S̲h̲āhī, constructed in Dihlī in 753/1352-3. It was the biggest madrasa in the capital, with residential facilities for both teachers and students. It stood on the southern bank of the Ḥawḍ-i Ḵh̲āṣṣ, an enormous tank built by ʿAlāʾ al-Dīn Ḵh̲ald̲j̲ī in 695/1296. It was a double-storeyed building with arched galleries on all sides and projecting windows overlooking the tank, and its façade presented an impressive mixture of Hindū and Muslim architectural elements. 

Other important educational centres, besides Dihlī, included Badāʾūn [q.v.], a city approximately 150 miles east of the capital. Under the Sayyid dynasty (817-55/1414-51), it rose into prominence as a seat of learning with many schools and colleges. In Āgra [q.v.], which acquired importance during Sikandar Lodī's reign (894-923/1489-1517), the latter founded a madrasa famous throughout northern India. In addition, he established non-religious schools where Hindūs also could enroll themselves to learn Persian, which now replaced Hindī as the language of lower administration. This, in turn, led to the growth of a parallel school system distinct from the regular madrasas. 

Education received encouragement in the regional kingdoms which sprang up in different parts of the country during the 8th/14th and 9th/15th centuries. Under the rule of Sultan Ibrāhīm S̲h̲arḳī (804-44/1402-40), Ḏj̲awnpūr [q.v.] acquired distinction as an intellectual centre of considerable importance having many educational institutions. Likewise, the Bahmanī kingdom of Deccan was known for its patronage of learning and learned men. Some of its kings, such as Tād̲j̲ al-Dīn Fīrūz (800-25/1397-1422) and Muḥammad S̲h̲āh III Las̲h̲karī (867-87/1463-82), were great benefactors of education. Maḥmūd Gāwān (d. 886/1481 [q.v.]), minister of Muḥammad S̲h̲āh, founded in 877/1472 a madrasa in Bīdar [q.v.] which acquired fame as a great institution. It was a magnificent building equipped with living quarters for students and teachers, and had an attached library containing a large number of books. Though severely damaged during Awrangzīb's campaign against Bīd̲j̲āpūr towards the later part of the 11th/17th century, its surviving remains bear sufficient witness to its superb architecture. 

Under the Mug̲h̲als, educational activities continued to find an important place in the policies of the government. Bābur (932-7/1526-30 [q.v.]), during his brief reign, founded a madrasa in Dihlī where, in addition to traditional subjects, special provision was made for the teaching of mathematics, astronomy and geography. He also charged the Department of Public Affairs (S̲h̲uhrat-i ʿĀmm) with the task of establishing schools and colleges in the kingdom. The vicissitudes of Humāyūn's (937-47, 962-3/1530-40, 1555-6) fortunes were, no doubt, responsible for the paucity of educational activities¶ seen during his reign. But under his successor, Akbar (963-1014/1556-1605), numerous madrasas were founded by the state as well as by private individuals. Akbar built a big college in his new capital Fatḥpūr Sīkrī [q.v.], and, in Dihlī, his wet-nurse, Māham Anga, founded a madrasa in 969/1561-2, which was noted for its architecture. Akbar also laid down that the curriculum of the madrasas should include subjects such as ethics, mathematics, agriculture, geometry, astronomy, physics, logic, natural philosophy, theology and history. In response to Akbar's policy of religious accommodation, non-sectarian institutions increased in number, providing common education to Hindūs and Muslims alike. 

During Ḏj̲ahāngīr's reign (1014-37/1605-1627), many madrasas which had ceased to function or had fallen into decay were restored and revived. The ruler issued an ordinance which required that if a wealthy person or a traveller died without an heir, his property should revert to the state and be utilised for the building and maintenance of the madrasas. S̲h̲āhd̲j̲ahān's (1037-68/1628-57) name is associated with the imperial madrasa attached to the congregational mosque built by him at Dihlī in 1060/1650. Under Awrangzīb (1068-1118/1658-1707), special emphasis was placed of the diffusion of Islamic learning. The foundations of the famous seminary in Lucknow, known as Farangī Maḥall [q.v. in Suppl.], were laid during this time. The name actually referred to the building granted by Awrangzīb, towards the end of the 11th/17th century, to a family of scholars who made Farangī Maḥall a leading centre of Islamic learning. Mullā Niẓām Dīn, author of Dars-i Niẓāmī , the syllabus named after him, used to teach at this place. Another well-known institution, opened in Dihlī during Awrangzīb's reign, was the Madrasa-yi Raḥīmiyya. Founded by the noted divine and father of S̲h̲āh Walī Allāh (1115-75/1703-62), S̲h̲āh ʿAbd al-Raḥīm, this madrasa specialised in the teaching of exegesis and traditions, and was the forerunner of the modern seminary of Deoband [q.v.]. 

Little is known about the organisation and working of the madrasas. The emphasis on religious subjects in their curriculum seems to have remained consistent throughout their history. An attempt was made during Akbar's time to give importance to the instruction of mediaeval rational sciences such as logic, mathematics, medicine and astronomy, but it is doubtful whether this was followed by every madrasa . The Dars-i Niẓāmī , after its introduction in the mid-12th/18th century, was adopted by the madrasas all over the country, thus standardising the syllabus for traditional education. It included Arabic grammar and syntax, logic, philosophy, mathematics, rhetoric, jurisprudence, principles of jurisprudence, scholastics and dialectics exegesis and traditions. 

The cause of traditional Muslim education received a setback in the years following the decline of the Mug̲h̲al rule. It suffered further reversal with the expansion of English education and spread of Western knowledge and ideas. Nevertheless, many madrasas continued to flourish in later times. The oldest among these was the madrasa at Farangī Maḥall; another important madrasa was that of Deoband, a small town north of Dihlī. It was founded in 1867 by Mawlānā Muḥammad Ḳāsim Nānotawī (d. 1879) in conjunction with other ʿulamāʾ . The last of the traditional institutions to be mentioned is the Nadwat al-ʿUlamāʾ of Lucknow established¶ in 1894. Among its founders was the reputed scholar S̲h̲iblī Nuʿmānī (1857-1914), who remained actively associated with it from 1904 to 1913. All the above madrasas have survived up to the present time, despite their limited financial resources and meagre enrolments. 

(Munibur Rahman)
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III. Architecture 
The madrasa was a response to the specific needs of the Muslim community; it was a custom-built structure tailored to serve an institution which was itself a deliberate innovation. Moreover, the madrasa was the creation of a self-confident, well-established civilisation near the peak of its achievement: the earliest madrasas recorded are those of eastern Iran in the early 4th/10th century, and evidence unearthed by modern historians working on the pre-Sald̲j̲ūḳ period in eastern Iran suggests that the “prehistory” of the madrasa can be traced for at least one and a half centuries before the official Sald̲j̲ūḳ adoption of the institution. It is, however, highly unlikely that these earlier madrasas were substantial public buildings. Their very number argues against it. By 416/1025-6 there were twenty madrasas in the modest provincial region of Ḵh̲uttal [q.v.], and each was fully endowed with awḳāf . The missionary Karrāmiyya movement [q.v.] which was so strong in eastern Iran in the 4th/10th and 5th/11th centuries had a strong educational and polemical bias, and both k̲h̲ānaḳāhs [q.v.] and madrasas were built in quantity by the adherents of this sect. The G̲h̲aznavids also used madrasas endowed with awḳāf in order to establish Islam in the stubbornly pagan territory of G̲h̲ūr, possibly through the intermediary of missionaries from the Karrāmiyya. 

Above all, such foundations should be seen within the context of a well-established tradition of building madrasas in the large cities of the eastern Iranian world. The best documented case in Nīs̲h̲āpūr, where no less than 38 madrasas predating the great Niẓāmiyya of that city (founded ca. 450/1058) are recorded, though none of them survive; for further details, see above, section i, 4. 

The apparently eastern Iranian origin of the madrasa makes that the obvious area in which to¶ seek the architectural origins of the institution. Two major possibilities present themselves, and these are not mutually exclusive. The first, espoused by Bartold over sixty years ago, would link the madrasa with the Buddhist vihāra as attested in Central Asia and Afg̲h̲ānistān. This area had been saturated in Buddhism in the centuries immediately preceding the Muslim conquest and it seems not surprising that a Buddhist institution combining the functions of worship, education, communal life and burial should have flourished in the almost very area associated with the earliest madrasas. Bartold's prescience was confirmed by the discovery of one such site at Adzhina-Tepe just across the Oxus to the north-east of Balk̲h̲. This consisted of a monastery and stupa complex, the whole comprising two equal halves joined by a gangway and each measuring some 50 m square. Both elements use a four- īwān plan focused on a central courtyard. The monastery element consisted of temple structures, cells for the monks, and large assembly hall, plus various ancillary rooms. All this was linked by corridors. In its essentials, and even more in its four- īwān plan, this 7th-8th century monument comes remarkably close in spirit to a madrasa , though the Muslim emphasis on education is somewhat more marked. Numerous other Buddhist sites have been excavated in Soviet Central Asia over the last two decades, among them Ak-Beshim, Airtam, Kalai-Kafirnigan and Kuba, while perhaps the most important Buddhist site in the Iranian world was just south of the Oxus—the Nawbahār of Balk̲h̲. 

The other architectural source which has been proposed for the Iranian madrasa is the typical Ḵh̲urāsānī house. Godard, the champion of this theory, was forced at the outset to assume an unbroken continuity of tradition between the mediaeval and the modern houses of the area. He then compared this domestic form with that of later madrasas and concluded that it was the private structure that had generated the public one. While the literary evidence gives ample warrant for the functions of a madrasa being carried out in private houses, no such houses which can be shown to have served this function have survived. Neat as Godard's theory is, it cannot be more than speculative. 

The formal, as distinct from the informal, history of the madrasa is commonly taken to begin in 460/1067 when the great Niẓāmiyya madrasa was inaugurated in Bag̲h̲dad. In short succession a whole series of state-sponsored and largely state-financed madrasas sprang up throughout the Sald̲j̲ūḳ empire (see above, section i, 4). Two related factors deserve special emphasis here. One is the whole-hearted state support for these buildings, which is reflected in the name Nizāmiyya which they bore. They represent, in short, a state investment of the first magnitude. The other is their carefully calculated location in the major cities of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ realm. From this one may deduce that each was designed to serve as a provincial centre with a wide catchment area embracing the smaller towns and villages of the region. Such a function presupposes buildings of considerable scale and capacity. 

The reasons behind this sudden spate of building activity, which significantly enough was confined to the Sald̲j̲ūḳ empire, are probably to be connected with the resurgence of Sunnī orthodoxy, spearheaded by the Sald̲j̲ūḳs after their entry into Bag̲h̲dād in 447/1055, as a counter to the propaganda efforts of militant Ismāʿīlī S̲h̲īʿism organised by the Fāṭimids from al-Azhar (founded in 359/970) [q.v.] and other¶ centres (see above, section i, 3). In fact, the Sunnī orthodox madrasa-building activity soon stimulated a Twelver S̲h̲īʿī counterpart movement, for according to the Kitāb al-Naḳd the later 6th/12th century saw S̲h̲īʿī madrasas appear in Ray, Ḳum, Kās̲h̲ān, Āba, Warāmīn, Sabzawār and elsewhere. One of the madrasas at Sāwa had indeed been found as early as the mid-5th/11th century. The form of these madrasas is as obscure as that of their Sunnī counterparts, but to judge by the later consonance between Sunnī and S̲h̲īʿī madrasas in the Iranian world, there was probably no formal distinction between them. 

The number of madrasas erected within a short space of time throughout the Sald̲j̲ūḳ empire at the order of Niẓām al-Mulk and by others is itself a clear indication that some kind of blueprint had been developed for this purpose. Unfortunately, none of these early Iranian madrasas has survived; in fact, the earliest extant Iranian building of this type is the Madrasa-yi Imāmī of 725/1325 in Iṣfahān. It is a compact structure (some 92 m × 72 m at its widest extent) employing the standard Iranian 4- īwān plan, but the modifications to the traditional layout are significant. The īwān s no longer rear above their flanking arcades; the roof-line is now unbroken. This simple change entirely reverses the traditional pattern, in which the īwān was the dominant feature and dwarfed the flanking arcades. Two stories of continuously niched façades, behind which the cells for student accommodation were located, form the principal accent of the elevation and engulf the central īwān on each side. The question is, of course, whether such massy, cliff-like façades also characterised the elevations of the first Niẓāmiyyas. The example of the Madrasa Imāmī, the known Sald̲j̲ūḳ predilection for the 4- īwān plan, and the need to accommodate substantial numbers of students living in the building as distinct from visiting it, all combine to suggest that the first official Iranian madrasas were indeed fairly similar to their Ilk̲h̲ānid descendant. 

So far the discussion has assumed that the more important of these early madrasas were purpose-built structures intended solely for the students accommodated in them. Other possibilities have, however, been aired. Perhaps the most extreme is that the buildings generally accepted as the major urban mosques of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ period—those of Ardistān, Qazwīn, Gulpāyagān and so on—were actually madrasas. This theory runs counter to common sense, for it does not account for the resultant absence of Friday mosques in these centres. More intrinsically likely is the proposition that the larger mosques contained an inbuilt madrasa element in the provision of a second storey around the courtyard. On occasion, the niched façades of these upper storeys could indeed lead to separate chambers, but the extremely diverse functions discharged by a Friday mosque in a large city means that a wide range of other purposes can be suggested for such rooms. Elsewhere in the Islamic world such joint foundations were labelled as such; cases of mosque-madrasas (see above, section i, 2) or mosque-mausolea and various other combinations abound in Mamlūk Cairo. A further argument against the madrasa function of the upper storeys of large urban mosques in the Iranian world is provided by the well-documented practice of adding self-contained madrasas to established mosques (e.g. Iṣfahān and Mas̲h̲had). There would have been little need for such new foundations if the mosques in question were already serving inter alia as madrasas. If one bears in mind¶ the noted imprecision of the Arabic terminology of building types, and also the virtual interchangeability of these types, it will be clear that no firm conclusion as to the form of the pre-Mongol madrasa in Iran is warranted. Rather does the evidence suggest that the forms of the madrasa were scarcely less varied than those of the mosque itself. But the sad lack of standing buildings hangs like a cloud over any discussion of these early madrasas. Their organisation, personnel, curricula and financial arrangements can be followed up in minute detail in the literary sources; but the all-important question for the student of architecture, namely the precise material form which they took, remains obscure. 

With such a plethora of literary evidence available, it is ironic that Iran should retain not one pre-Mongol madrasa that is universally accepted as such. Two Sald̲j̲ūḳ buildings have been identified by some as madrasas, but others deny this. The more controversial of them is a mud-brick ruin at Ḵh̲ārgird [q.v.] whose damaged inscription specifically identifies it as a foundation of Niẓām al-Mulk. Its principal surviving feature is a broad and deep ḳibla īwān with at least one room of comparable depth flanking it on either side. Little sense can be made of any other part of the structure, but the dimensions of the courtyard in front of the īwān might well be about 22 × 28 m. In favour of the identification as a madrasa may be cited the very fact that Niẓām al-Mulk is cited in the inscription as the official founder, although a mere s̲h̲ayk̲h̲ actually carried out the work of supervising construction. Why should this august personage, the pivot of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ state, take an interest in Ḵh̲ārgird? The family of Niẓām al-Mulk hailed from Sabzawār, and he himself was born in Ṭūs, so there can be no question of explaining his connection with this monument by his desire to erect a public building in his native town. Ḵh̲ārgird was a small town of secondary importance. Moreover, this structure is, as Herzfeld noted, very small for a courtyard mosque of its period, and the row of windows high up in the ḳibla īwān would make much better sense in the context of the cells on the first floor of a madrasa than as an element of mosque architecture. These various factors suggest that the most natural interpretation of the ruins is to see them as the sole surviving trace of Niẓām al-Mulk's extensive programme of building madrasas, though against this it must be admitted that the presence of supplementary miḥrāb s does suggest a mosque rather than a madrasa . The flanking halls have also been cited as evidence that this is a mosque, but this feature occurs consistently in Anatolian Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas. To summarise, the evidence seems to incline towards interpreting the Ḵh̲ārgird structure as a madrasa , but without fresh evidence there is no clinching the matter. 

The other putative madrasa is a shoddily-published structure found in excavations at Ray in the late 1930s. Godard himself, the source of all the information available, at first expressed himself with reserve as to its function but eventually shed such caution and treated the identification as a certainty. Nevertheless, he produced no arguments to offset his earlier qualms about the eccentric orientation of the structure and its equally atypical emphasis—by means of the differential size of the īwān s—on the east-west rather than the north-south axis. It must also be admitted that the 16 habitable spaces which together parcel out the ground plan do not correspond in their layout to any known madrasa . All this being¶ admitted, it would be still more accurate to say that no mediaeval house of this kind is known either; that 10 of the ground floor spaces could well have functioned as cells accommodating one or several students, to say nothing of the capacity of an upper floor; and that cases of the faulty orientation of religious buildings are legion in mediaeval Islam and that the difficulties of that kind presented by this building disappear if one assumes that the west īwān is intended to function as if it faced south-west, the direction of the ḳibla . Finally, and most significantly of all, the presence of a miḥrāb is not easily explained away. Unfortunately, Godard's plan does not mark it, so that to identify it as a miḥrāb is itself somewhat hazardous. Nevertheless, despite the fact that in its present form, on display in the Tehran Museum, it is largely a figment of the restorer's imagination, the published photograph of it in situ shows clearly enough the Ḳurʾānic Kūfic inscription which it bore. The presence of a miḥrāb with a Ḳurʾānic inscription in a private house takes somewhat more explaining than does the eccentric orientation of a madrasa . Even so, it may be felt that the building at Ray presents rather more problems of identification than does its counterpart at Ḵh̲ārgird. Whatever conclusion is reached, it is regrettable that the undoubtedly seminal role of Iran in the early development of the madrasa is so unjustly obscured by the lack of early surviving specimens whose claims to be madrasas are not disputed. 

It is with some relief, therefore, that one turns to an examination of the surviving madrasas whose identification as such is incontrovertible. The earliest of these, the madrasa of Gümüs̲h̲tigīn in Boṣrā, bears a disappointingly late date—530/1136—and is located in Syria, an area which has not yet entered the discussion. It is followed in brisk succession by some fourteen surviving madrasas in Syria all dated or datable before 700/1300, and the literary evidence confirms that these are only a fraction of what was built in this period and has since vanished—82 madrasas are mentioned in the detailed chronicle of mediaeval Damascus, for example, and 46 in the more summary account of mediaeval Aleppo (see above, section i, 4). 

These numbers, impressive though they are, need not, however, be interpreted as confirmation of the primacy of Syria in the architectural development of the madrasa . Nor, pace Creswell, can this honour be claimed by Egypt without further ado. He lists some 29 madrasas in Cairo dated before 700/1300, and of these a scant four have remained. From the undoubted fact that the latter group includes the first cruciform four-rite madrasa to survive he has built an elaborate edifice of argument designed to establish the innovatory role of the Egyptian madrasa . 

As will shortly be apparent, however, the area with the largest number of surviving madrasas datable before 1300 is Sald̲j̲ūḳ Anatolia, which boasts no less than 50 examples, 9 of them datable to the 6th/12th century. Egypt and Syria together cannot match the latter tally, and indeed have only a third as many madrasas datable before 700/1300. Yet these buildings figure not at all in Creswell's history of this architectural type. Common sense dictates that the Anatolian madrasas, built in an area culturally dependent on Iran and geographically close to it by patrons who themselves sprang from Great Sald̲j̲ūḳ stock would be likely to reflect the Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas of Iran, whose decisive role in the¶ formation of the genre has never seriously been questioned. Iranian influence may in any case readily be detected in the plan types, brickwork and tile decoration of much of Rūm Sald̲j̲ūḳ architecture. The historical background outlined above encourages the assumption that it is precisely in these unfortunately vanished Iranian Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas that the essential original lineaments of the official madrasa are to be sought. Hence the paramount historical importance of the Anatolian Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas as the closest surviving relatives of the Iranian type. Many of their features are duplicated in contemporary Syrian madrasas, which may be seen as a parallel and coeval group. 

Returning to the Boṣrā madrasa , one notes that, like most Syrian madrasas, it is diminutive; for all that its patron was a senior amīr serving the Atabegs of Damascus, its external dimensions do not exceed 20 × 17 m. On this tiny scale, there is scarcely room for a proper courtyard, and the space which would normally be designated as such is domed, a feature which was to recur a century later in some of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas in Konya and elsewhere. Two lateral īwān s open off this space, while a prayer hall and a kind of narthex to the south, the latter reached by narrow entrance vestibules to east and west, fill up most of the remaining area. In this single-storey building, the only space left over is the area flanking the prayer hall, which yields two rooms per side. Since these each average less than 4 m square, the total number of students accommodated in this madrasa can scarcely have exceeded a dozen. Such a building will simply not fit the popular image of officially sponsored madrasas located strategically throughout the Sald̲j̲ūḳ empire and serving, at least in part, significant political ends. 

Later Syrian madrasas rejected many of the solutions found in the example at Boṣrā. Perhaps the most distinctive local characteristic was to be the laterally developed prayer hall entered by a triple archway and vaulted in a variety of ways ( Dār al-Ḥadīt̲h̲ [q.v.], Damascus, between 549/1154 and 569/1174; Madrasa Ḵh̲ān al-Tutun, Aleppo, 564/1168-9; Madrasa of Nūr Dīn, Damascus, 567/1172; and Madrasa of S̲h̲ādbak̲h̲t, Aleppo, 589/1193 among others). Sometimes the central bay of the muṣallā is domed, with groin vaults covering the flanking bays (S̲h̲āfiʿī Madrasa, Maʿarrat al-Nuʿmān, 595/1199) though tunnel vaults for these bays are commoner; but in other examples all three bays are groin-vaulted (ʿĀdiliyya Madrasa, Damascus, completed 619/1222-3) or domed (Ẓāhiriyya Madrasa, Aleppo, 616/1219-20; Ḏj̲āmiʿ and Madrasa of al-Firdaws, Aleppo 633/1235-6). Recurrent features of these buildings include a miḥrāb which projects on the exterior of the ḳibla wall, a mausoleum or on occasion even two, occupying an angle of the building, a tank in the centre of the courtyard, and utilitarian accessories like wells and air-shafts. Most of these madrasas have one īwān but only one—the example at Boṣrā—has a pair of iwāns facing each other across an empty space. Altogether exceptional is a joint foundation: the d̲j̲āmīʿ-cum-madrasa of al-Firdaws, Aleppo, which not only has two large īwān s—back-to-back but also two small but self-contained courtyard units, each with a pair of īwān s facing each other across the court, an intimately domestic arrangement encountered earlier in palaces and caravanserais. 

The emphasis on one rather than several īwān s may reflect the fact that the great majority of these buildings—all but seven of the 128 madrasas¶ in Damascus and Aleppo which pre-date 700/1300 and are recorded in the literary sources—were erected to serve a single mad̲h̲hab and therefore required only one location for teaching. But this is purely supposition, for the two- īwān madrasa at Boṣrā was built to serve the Ḥanafī mad̲h̲hab alone, while the two-rite Sulṭāniyya madrasa at Aleppo (620/1223-4) has no iwāns at all. It therefore seems equally possible that any causal connection between the number of īwān s in a Syrian madrasa and the number of mad̲h̲habs which it served is more apparent than real. This conclusion seems all the more appropriate when it is remembered that neither Anatolian nor Iranian madrasas attest any consistent connection between the number of iwāns in a madrasa and the number of mad̲h̲habs which it serves. Against this wider perspective the Egyptian cruciform four-rite madrasa is nothing short of freakish, reflecting perhaps a conciliatory religious policy on the part of the founder. Not surprisingly it remained very rare; the overwhelming majority of mediaeval madrasas throughout the Islamic world were built to serve a single mad̲h̲hab. 

A cursory examination of the Syrian madrasas is enough to establish that the provision of student accommodation was not a major priority. The information available on this score is unfortunately not very precise, for most of these buildings are long since disaffected and modern houses have encroached on them. But the Boṣrā madrasa , as noted above, suggests in the gross disproportion between public and private space that the structure was purpose-built to accommodate no more than a handful of students, and that its catchment area was probably no wider than Boṣrā itself. Nūr al-Dīn's Dār al-Ḥadīt̲h̲ in Damascus also seems to have had no more than four rooms, and although the other surviving Syrian madrasas are more generously provided with student cells, not one of them approaches the larger Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas, let alone those of Iran, for capacity. The Ḵh̲ān al-Tutun madrasa in Aleppo probably had ten cells, while the Nūr Dīn madrasa in Damascus, and the Ẓāhiriyya madrasa in Aleppo, had 16 disposed in two stories. If so, they had the most generous housing capacity to be found in surviving contemporary Syrian madrasas. The most unusual solution of all, however, as noted above, was the introduction of two minute courtyard houses, each one complete with several irregularly shaped cells, on either side of the great double īwān of the d̲j̲āmiʿ-cum-madrasa of al-Firdaws, Aleppo. But even this very carefully designed building leaves inexplicably little space in the layout for student cells. One is driven to the conclusion, therefore, that the patronage directed towards the building of madrasas in Syria was deliberately kept on a small scale, possibly because nearly all of them were built to serve (exclusively?) a single mad̲h̲hab, or else, they might have been meant more as oratories for the daily use of the local population than as madrasas tout court, a practice recorded in Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas. 

Some or all of these factors may well have been operative in Ayyūbid Syria. But they are scarcely enough to account for the phenomenon of such large numbers of small madrasas. The answer seems rather to lie in local circumstances. To begin with, the topography of these madrasas is itself revealing. They are crammed into the nooks and crannies of ancient, densely populated cities, where building space was at a premium. There could be no question here of a state-inspired blueprint imposed regardless¶ of local conditions. Sociologically, too, the picture differs from that presented by Iran, ʿIrāḳ or Anatolia. The patrons are not the sultans themselves but lesser amīr s, their wives or mothers, or local notables. Such people were well-to-do but not necessarily rich or with free access to public funds. Thus the buildings had, so to speak, a wider social base than their equivalents elsewhere in the Islamic world. Sometimes the endowment even specified the conditions of use: for example, that the teacher appointed was forbidden to teach anywhere else. This individual approach is reflected in the very varied layout of these madrasas which show the architect grappling with a unique site. For Ayyūbid patrons, it seems, small was beautiful. Small was also functional. Since madrasas were built by the score in the larger cities it would have been wasteful to give them a large capacity, just as it would have been wasteful to decorate them lavishly. What decoration there is, however, maintains a high level of quality and is set off by the consistently fine stereotomy of Syrian tradition. The stone vaulting of the time deserves particular commendation. Thus these madrasas were firmly rooted in a topographical, sociological and artistic context which depended little on external influence. 

Perhaps the main distinguishing feature of these Syrian madrasas is the inclusion of a mausoleum ( ḳubba [q.v.] or turba ). Indeed, it is doubtful whether the connection between the madrasa and the mausoleum was ever closer than it was in Ayyūbid Syria. Once again, epigraphy provides a clue for this, for inscriptions in the Sulṭāniyya and Atābakiya madrasas, located in Aleppo and Damascus respectively, refer to the recitation of the Ḳurʾān there. Provision was made for this recitation to be unceasing—an Islamic parallel for the Christian custom of paying for masses to be said for the souls of the dead. Burial in a madrasa , then, was—like burial in the neighbourhood of a saint—intended at least in part to confer baraka upon the dead. It was in Syria rather than in Egypt that the exaltation of the mausoleum at the expense of the madrasa proper can first be traced; time and again it is the mausoleum which has the favoured site of the street façade, with the madrasa modestly tucked away virtually out of sight. In sheer surface area, the mausoleum is apt to rival, if not exceed, the madrasa . Small wonder, then, that it has even been suggested that the terms turba (“mausoleum”) and madrasa were interchangeable in this period. On the other hand, the notion of ensemble which underlies a modern term like “funerary madrasa” is belied by the epigraphic evidence, which suggests that the turba element and the madrasa element both had their own foundation inscriptions. This practice has often obscured the original intention of the founder, for it has resulted in many now free-standing turba s being identified as simple mausolea rather than as part of a funerary madrasa (e.g. Farruk̲h̲-S̲h̲āhiyya and Amd̲j̲adiyya turba s, Damascus). Conversely, it sometimes happens that the inscription of a turba may mention the madrasa of which the mausoleum was part, and may indeed be the only surviving evidence that such a madrasa ever existed (ʿIzziyya madrasa , Damascus). 

The intimate symbiosis of turba and madrasa is epitomised by a curious joint foundation in Damascus. The Farruk̲h̲-S̲h̲āhiyya madrasa , with the mausoleum of ʿIzz al-Dīn Farruk̲h̲-S̲h̲āh attached, dates from 578 or 579/1182-3. A generation later, in 628/1230, another madrasa was built beside it and this¶ too was provided with a mausoleum, which housed the son of ʿIzz al-Dīn, al-Malik al-Amd̲j̲ad. Father and son, then, are buried in adjacent turba s; the turba of the former is, perhaps appropriately, the larger of the two. Similar pairs of tombs survive in Damascus and later in Mamlūk madrasas. If the madrasas of Ayyūbid Syria were analysed from the purely formal point of view, with no backward glance at their eastern origins, the obvious conclusion would be that a major, if not indeed the primary, purpose of the institution was to contain a monumental mausoleum. Is it fair to assume, then, that the term madrasa did not have a consistent meaning throughout the mediaeval Islamic world? Certainly, Ayyūbid Syria provides evidence suggesting that the term did not connote one single type of building. Thus the Dār al-Ḥadīt̲h̲ or al-As̲h̲rafiyya in Damascus (634/1237) is called a madrasa in its foundation inscription, and in its sequence of entrance vestibule, prayer hall and turba conforms to the standard type of contemporary madrasa as illustrated by the Murs̲h̲idiyya madrasa in Damascus. Conversely, the Ḳilid̲j̲iyya, also in Damascus, is defined in its foundation inscription as an institution for teaching ḥadīt̲h̲ , but is identical in form to the Murs̲h̲idiyya. As in Iran and Egypt, it was common for a private house to be converted into a madrasa , but more ambitious conversions are also recorded and it is these that testify yet again to the loose boundaries between mediaeval Islamic building types. Thus the Ḥalāwiyya madrasa in Aleppo was successively a church and a mosque before it became a madrasa , while the Marīdāniyya served in turn as a madrasa , burial ground and mosque. Thus the mere fact that a structure was founded with a given purpose in mind was no guarantee that it would continue to function as such, especially if the value of its endowment fell; it might easily shed some functions or acquire additional ones. The absence of any sign of student cells in many of these admittedly half-ruined Ayyūbid madrasas invites speculation that at least some of these foundations were never intended to be residential. 

If the Syrian madrasa tradition, as it developed during the scant century of its heyday, is analysed as a whole, the sheer variety of types encountered cannot fail to make an impression. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that these differences are not casual or contingent on the local topography, but rather reflect a basic uncertainty about the ideal form such buildings should take. For a long time, Syrian architects were sidetracked by the influence exerted by the mosque. The prestige of that long-established model helps to explain why ideas derived from mosque design permeate these madrasas. They were after all religious buildings. The S̲h̲ādbak̲h̲tiyya madrasa in Aleppo (589/1193) is essentially a mosque writ small, especially in its laterally developed domed muṣallā , and to judge by the plan alone, the teaching function of the building is plainly secondary. 

Since Fāṭimid Egypt was officially S̲h̲īʿī, it was impossible for the explicitly Sunnī madrasa movement to establish itself there, or for that matter anywhere else in the Fāṭimid domains, before the fall of that dynasty in 565/1170. Within five years of that date, however, under the militant orthodoxy of Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn there were already as many madrasas in Cairo, swiftly to be followed, no doubt at least partly for propaganda reasons, by examples at Mecca and Medina. However, the long start which Syria had enjoyed in building madrasas seems to have resulted in a more lavish provision of these¶ buildings in that area than in Egypt, where the total recorded before 700/1300 is only 31, about a third of the comparable figure in Anatolia or in Damascus alone. These figures are enough in themselves to cast doubt on the supposed primacy of Egypt in the architectural development of the madrasa . 

The building of madrasas in Cairo gathered new momentum with the coming of the Mamlūks. The largely vanished Ẓāhiriyya madrasa (660-2/1262-3) of Sultan Baybars was a gigantic 4- īwān structure with a stalactite portal probably of Syrian inspiration, a theme repeated in the deep niches with muḳarnas hoods which articulated its façade. This building inaugurates, if indeed it was not preceded by some comparably magnificent earlier madrasa , the distinguished tradition of Cairene madrasas with splendid façades and interiors to match. Anatolia was about a generation earlier in this development, so far as surviving evidence indicates, while Syria lagged behind. 

This notable degree of splendour can be explained on both political and economic grounds. Mamlūk madrasas in Cairo are overwhelmingly the product of royal or high official patronage, a fact consistently reflected in the names they bear and in their lavish decoration. Outward splendour would be the natural corollary of such patronage. But it would be inaccurate simply to treat these buildings as instances of conspicuous consumption, even though the lengths to which an amīr or sultan would go to secure a fashionable site with ample street frontage do suggest such a conclusion. Many of them were endowed far more generously than their size and therefore the scope of their activities dictated, and while these endowments ( awḳāf ) were inalienable under Islamic law, that same law permitted any surplus from an endowment to be applied to the benefit of the descendants of the original endower. The more lavish the endowment, therefore, the more such a foundation would approximate to an investment. Not surprisingly it was among the first concerns of an amīr , upon reaching power, to found some charitable institution, nor was there any bar to his adding piecemeal to its endowment over the years. 

Perhaps the most ambitious of these multi-purpose Mamlūk foundations, and the one which seems to have set the fashion for such institutions, is the māristān tomb and madrasa of Sultan Ḳalāwūn, the whole built in a mere thirteen months (683-4/1284-5). As in the case of the Ṣāliḥiyya (639/1242), its internal arrangements are at odds with its façade, which at nearly 70 m is exceptionally long and to which in a sense the whole building is subordinated. Mausoleum and madrasa are sundered by a long corridor which led to the now largely-vanished hospital. It is no doubt significant that the Mausoleum, now enlarged by a functionally dispensable courtyard, occupies a far larger proportion of the combined tomb and madrasa portion of the ensemble than it did in the Ṣāliḥiyya. The madrasa itself has a generous courtyard with two īwān s on the longitudinal axis and cells disposed laterally. Its most notable feature is without doubt the ḳibla īwān which is divided into three naves and therefore explicitly associated with the traditional architecture of the mosque. Interestingly enough, Ḳalāwūn's son, al-Nāṣir Muḥammad, himself built a mausoleum-cum-madrasa cheek by jowl with his father's great foundation, and in this later ensemble (695-703/1295-1303), the mausoleum is relegated to a subsidiary role beside a substantial 4- īwān madrasa .¶ This latter building has the peculiar distinction of being the first known cruciform madrasa intended to serve all four mad̲h̲habs. 

By common consent, the masterpiece among these Mamlūk ensembles, (150 × 68 m.), and certainly the largest of them was the mosque, madrasa and mausoleum of Sulṭān Ḥasan (757-64/1356-63). Its lofty portal, originally designed to have flanking minarets, and with a spacious vestibule behind it, bears the unmistakable imprint of Anatolian Sald̲j̲ūḳ architecture, but most of the detailing within is typically Cairene. At first sight, the layout seems familiar enough, focussed as it is on an ample 4- īwān plan. But—and here again foreign influence, this time from Iran, must be taken into account—this cruciform plan is employed, exceptionally in the case of Egypt, for a mosque, while each mad̲h̲hab has its own madrasa in one of the corners between the arms of the cross. The sultan's own mausoleum, a gigantic dome chamber, extends the full width of the ḳibla īwān and is placed (emphatically not in Iranian fashion) directly behind the ḳibla wall. It therefore usurps the position of the domed sanctuary in the classical Iranian mosque. The building thus epitomises the vitality and versatility of the traditional 4- īwān formula. 

Several prestigious Mamlūk buildings in Cairo, such as the various funerary madrasas of Sulṭān S̲h̲aʿbān and his family, followed the lead of the Sulṭān Ḥasan ensemble. But its principal impact on later buildings was through its 4- īwān schema, which henceforth was to be repeatedly used for mosque architecture until the Ottoman conquest. In other words, the architecture of the madrasa had now come to influence that of the mosque; indeed, the unprecedented expansion of the ḳibla īwān into a full-scale muṣallā in later Mamlūk buildings (e.g. the Ḳāʾit Bay complex) can only be explained by such a process. Presumably the decisive factor was that the mosque thereby gained a large unbroken space for the muṣallā , which—unlike mosques with arcaded or columned muṣallā s—allowed all the congregation to see the imām . This inherent advantage of the īwān schema had not been seized at the time that the Ḳalāwūn ensemble was built, and thus the ḳibla īwān there is treated like a traditional muṣallā and parcelled up by arcades, a device continued in the mosque- madrasa of Barḳūḳ (786-8/1384-6). Moreover, even as late as the funerary madrasa of Barḳūḳ (801-15/1399-1412), a set of domed bays forming miniature compartments take up the areas normally reserved for īwān s. The liturgical distinction between the ḳibla īwān and the subsidiary ones was expressed in architectural terms too. The former was vaulted, and thereby given the illusion of still greater spaciousness, while the scale of the latter was reduced and their ceilings were now flat. 

For the madrasa to influence mosque design was indeed a momentous change; it signalled a new relationship between the two buildings. Earlier, the dependent status of the madrasa had been vividly expressed by the way it had been tacked on, very much in the manner of an afterthought, to the parent structure. Examples abound; they include the madrasa of 507/1113-14 beside the Great Mosque of Urfa and a trio of madrasas—those of the amīr s Ṭaybars (709/1309-10), Aḳbug̲h̲a (740/1340) and Ḏj̲awhar (before 844/1440)—attached to the Azhar mosque in Cairo. Henceforth, however, these two institutions could combine their functions within a single building (which was highly desirable given¶ the chronic shortage of space in Cairo) and with minimum trespass of one upon the other. For it is noticeable that in the Sulṭān Ḥasan complex a novel solution for the madrasa has been devised: not only does each mad̲h̲hab occupy a corner of the building, but certain aspects of the traditional full-scale madrasa are retained even on this miniature scale. The cells for students are clustered on two sides of a diminutive courtyard, except in the case of the Mālikī madrasa situated in the western corner, where the exigencies of the site bisected the space available. Since the Mālikī rite enjoyed relatively less popularity than the other three (though the Mālikī professor was allotted the prestigious ḳibla īwān in the funerary madrasa of al-Malik al-Nāṣir), this solution was not as unjust to that mad̲h̲hab as might at first appear. Furthermore, the small size of the student cells meant that their numbers and dimensions could be readily adjusted to fill the space available, thereby obviating the need to encroach on the mosque proper. Presumably, however, the four īwān s were used for teaching purposes outside the hours of prayer; the association between īwān s and teaching had been rooted for a good two centuries in Syria and thence Egypt; thus the Mamlūk historian al-Maḳrīzī, in his description of the mausoleum and madrasa of al-Nāṣir Muḥammad, lists the four lecturers—one from each mad̲h̲hab—who were first appointed to teach there, and specifies the īwān allotted to each one. The lack of subsidiary miḥrāb s in the lateral īwān s is sufficient indication that their role as places for prayer was not paramount. 

At the mosque- madrasa of Barḳūḳ, built a generation later (786-8/1384-6) the emphasis is reversed in favour of the madrasa without any fundamental change in plan. Thereafter, while true 4- īwān mosques or madrasas remained the exception rather than the rule in Egypt (e.g. the foundations of Ḏj̲amāl Dīn of 811/1408 and Sulṭān Ināl of 860/1465), the principle that the same building could serve both functions was unassailable. It is not surprising, therefore, to discover in 7th/13th and 8th/14th century Mamlūk architecture a marked propensity to use īwān s, though the combinations varies widely—one, two or three īwān s may be used in conjunction with courtyards, halls, mausolea or sets of smaller chambers; acute shortage of space was no doubt a contributory factor in these developments. 

The diminutive scale of many Circassian Mamlūk foundations necessarily excluded ample accommodation for students, but to make up for the difficulties inherent in lateral expansion many of these foundations extended upwards instead, comprising two or even—in the case of the 4- īwān funerary madrasa of Amīr Surg̲h̲atmis̲h̲ (757/1356)—three stories which, in the latter example, all contain cells for students. The case of the tiny but elegant madrasa of the Amīr Mit̲h̲ḳāl, datable to the period between 762/1361 and 776/1374, and measuring a mere 20 m per side, shows that the practice of allocating separate stories to the functions of worship and to those of teaching and/or accommodation had already established itself in pre-Circassian times. Relieved of the requirement to fit student cells into the ground floor of a cramped, awkward site, the architect could create an ordered and even ample layout by expanding the 4- īwān plan to take up virtually all the available space, with special emphasis on a laterally placed muṣallā which stretches the full width of the building. Without a comparably bold solution such a building would be undesirably cloistered, indeed claustrophobic. An airshaft¶ (malḳaf) is another means of countering the unduly inward-looking quality of such buildings. In the Mit̲h̲ḳāliyya, store-rooms take up what little area remains on the ground floor, while the two upper floors are reserved for living and lecture rooms and a library. The mezzanine floor is not continuous but is confined to the lateral īwān s which have wooden ceilings at their springing and above this are closed by mas̲h̲rabiyya grilles giving into the rooms behind. Thus was created the so-called “hanging madrasa”, a natural development from earlier “hanging” or “suspended” mosques in the same city. The funerary madrasa of Zayn al-Dīn (697/1298) may have been a forerunner of this type. Like many other Mamlūk madrasas, the Mit̲h̲ḳāliyya was sited close to the private quarters of its patron—indeed, as at Nīs̲h̲āpūr centuries earlier, a private house (ḳāʿa) was frequently turned into a madrasa after its owner's death and named after him (e.g. the still-surviving Madrasa al-Ghannāmiyya in Cairo, dated 774/1372-3, and this case can be supplemented by a dozen literary references). In both types of building, the two- īwān plan is normal though not mandatory. The interdependence of private house and madrasa is highlighted by the absence of staircases between ground and first floor in the original composition. It seems, therefore, that the madrasa proper can only have been reached via such private quarters as adjoined it, presumably those of the amīr himself. The madrasa in turn would have provided access for buildings behind it. 

Among the surviving madrasas in Cairo one type is clearly predominant—the funerary madrasa . So traditional was this kind of building in Cairo that (to judge by surviving structures) it was the madrasa tout court that remained exceptional. In the earlier funerary madrasas, the mausoleum occupied such a significant portion of the ensemble that it is appropriate to describe such structures as joint foundations. Five such monuments survive dated between 697/1298 and 715/1315 alone, and they were only gradually superseded by foundations of still wider scope. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the madrasa was a convenient means of justifying the mausoleum—for the latter building type of course flouted Islamic orthodoxy. An early example of this process is the vanished madrasa built in conjunction with a magnificent mausoleum near the grave of the Imām al-S̲h̲āfiʿī (d. 204/820) in 572-5/1176-80. This ensemble conferred an implied legal recognition on the cult of mausolea; after all, if a funerary madrasa could be erected in honour of the founder of one of the four major mad̲h̲habs, the practice could henceforth safely be regarded as unimpeachable. Nevertheless, the mausoleum continued to provide the true raison d'être of such monuments, and visually it almost invariably usurps pride of place. This is particularly evident when the ensemble includes two mausolea instead of one (funerary madrasa of Sālār and Sand̲j̲ar al-Ḏj̲āwulī, 703/1303-4), although later in the century such double mausolea appropriately enough take second place to the madrasa itself ( madrasa of Ḵh̲wānd al-Baraka, also known as that of S̲h̲aʿbān, 770/1368-9). The inclusion of minarets, which by this time were too common in the city for fresh ones to be anything but redundant, may also have been designed to ward off pious disapproval. Even so, it was the minaret and the mausoleum, not the madrasa itself, which gave these buildings their distinctive stamp externally. Perhaps the competition of these already well-established building types was one of the factors which prevented¶ the madrasa from developing its own instantly recognisable form. A modest edifice in the name of al-Malik al-Ḏj̲akandār (719/1319), described as a masd̲j̲id in its inscription, even though the now demolished rooms on the roof, the striking resemblance to the slightly later Mit̲h̲ḳāliyya and the historical evidence all point to its being a madrasa , epitomises the simplicity and austerity of the madrasa once shorn of such parasitic structures. It is the first Cairena madrasa to have the saḥn roofed in the Anatolian manner. This feature continues in later madrasas and results in the courtyard shrinking to the level of a large room ( madrasa of Ḳāʾit Bay, 880/1475). 

These remarks should not be construed to suggest that Cairene madrasas served exclusively educational, religious or funerary proposes. A casual reminiscence set down by al-Maḳrīzī indicated that the madrasa-mausoleum of the Amīr Ḳarasunḳur was used as a hostel by couriers of the barīd service preparing for their return journey to Syria and elsewhere. The same source mentions a ribāṭ for women attached to the madrasa and mausoleum of the Amīr Sunḳur Saʿdī (715/1315). But above all, the madrasa provided a focus both for the relentless emulation of the Mamlūk amīr s in architectural projects and for their desire to make financial provision for their descendants. 

Just as the madrasas of Syria in the 6th/12th and early 7th/13th centuries yield valuable data not available from Egypt as monuments, so reciprocally do Mamlūk Egyptian madrasas fill the information gap in Syria. The sudden decline in madrasa building in Syria after 648/1250 can safely be associated with the fall of the Ayyūbid dynasty, whose power was centred there. 

This decline is not reflected solely in madrasas; it is a widespread characteristic of later mediaeval architecture in Syria, and is only to be expected given the henceforth provincial status of the area. After the death of Baybars, whose own early career adequately explains his interest in Syria, it was very rare for a Mamlūk sultan to undertake an important building project in the province. Jerusalem, on the other hand, by virtue of its exalted status in the Islamic world, continued to benefit from the architectural patronage of the Mamlūk sultans right up to the death of Ḳāʾit Bay. 

Syrian madrasas of the Mamlūk period, then, are significantly below the level of contemporary work in Cairo. Moreover, they were built in significantly smaller numbers than under the Ayyūbids, for under the Mamlūks the emphasis of patronage shifted to mausolea and funerary mosques. Even so, it is well-nigh impossible to draw a clear line of demarcation between either of these categories and the madrasa ; there is no significant difference in layout between the tomb of S̲h̲ayk̲h̲ Nak̲h̲lawī (730/1330), the funerary mosque of Sīdī S̲h̲uʿayb (ca. 800/ca. 1400) and the funerary madrasa of S̲h̲ayk̲h̲ Ḥasan Rāʿī al-Himma, all in the same city (863/1459). Single-tomb structures combined with a much larger laterally developed muṣallā , sometimes with a vestibule, continued to be built, and these could equally well bear the name mosque (Turuziyya, Damascus, 825/1423) or madrasa (Ḏj̲aḳmaḳiyya, Damascus, rebuilt and enlarged 822/1419). Thus in Mamlūk as in Ayyūbid times, the term madrasa did not connote exclusively one kind of building or one particular function. Other continuities may readily be noted. The Ẓāhiriyya madrasa in Damascus, for example, dated 767/1277-8 and containing the¶ mausoleum of Baybars, is essentially still in the Ayyūbid architectural tradition. Its steep narrow portal, focussed on a muḳarnas vault ending in a scallop-shaped niche, does however find its natural parallels in other Baḥrī Mamlūk buildings in Cairo. Some madrasas, such as the Turūntāʾiyya in Aleppo (794/1392) had two such portals, neither in any way integrated with the principal features of the building. This madrasa , incidentally, combines in a new way many of the standard features of earlier Syrian madrasas: around its spacious central courtyard are disposed a muṣallā extending the entire width of the ḳibla side, arched colonnades with rooms above on the two long sides and a huge īwān , presumably for teaching, occupying all the north side. The role of mosque played by many Mamlūk madrasas in Syria is advertised by the addition of a minaret (Madrasa Saffāḥiyya built by the ḳāḍī Ibn al-Saffāḥ in 869/1464 and Madrasa Anṣāriyya, both in Aleppo). 

Attention so far has been focussed on the Mamlūk madrasas of Damascus and Aleppo, and the evidence cited makes it clear enough that these buildings fall substantially below the standards set by contemporary Cairene madrasas. Another local school flourished in Tripoli (madrasas of al-ʿAd̲j̲amiyya (766/1365) and al-Ḵh̲ātūniyya (774/1373-4), but this too could not rival Cairo. As noted above, it is in Jerusalem that most of the best provincial Mamlūk architecture is to be found, and this is as true of madrasas as of any other building type. Particularly worthy of note is the sparse but exquisite applied and architectonic decoration of these buildings, including stellar vaulting (Madrasa al-Dawādāriyya, ca. 697/1297), niches with radial or muḳarnas vaulting (Ḵh̲ātūniyya, 784/1383 and Salamiyya, ca. 700/ca. 1300 respectively) and entrance recesses with trefoil heads (Tas̲h̲tīmūriyya, ca. 785/ca. 1384; Muẓhiriyya, 885/1480-1). These and other Jerusalem madrasas (e.g. the Ḏj̲awhariyya, 844/1440 and even the early Ottoman Risāsiyya, 947/1540) concentrate attention upon the entrance. This feature is easily explained. Streets were very narrow and the buildings bordering them constituted a succession of cliff-like façades. No one building, however, had a street frontage of any substantial length. Thus the custom developed of leaving most of the façade plain and confining applied and architectonic ornament to the entrance and perhaps the windows. The doorway itself tended to be much smaller than the slender, lofty entrance recess into which it was set, and was normally crowned by a muḳarnas composition enclosing the inevitable epigraphic panel trumpeting the name and titles of the founder. 

The self-same shortage of space which had conditioned the characteristic local exterior façade ensured that in residential madrasas the cells were disposed on two or even three stories. There is even a case of a madrasa being extended over the roof of an adjoining ribāṭ (Ḏj̲awhariyya madrasa , 844/1440). In such cramped conditions it is not surprising to find that the 4- īwān plan used on more spacious sites in contemporary Cairo is apt to be reduced, for example by the suppression of lateral īwān s as in the Muẓhiriyya madrasa . Here the portal gives on to a vestibule which leads into an īwān facing a courtyard, probably once covered, with a ḳibla īwān opposite. 

There can be little question that the most important of these Mamlūk madrasas built outside Cairo is the As̲h̲rafiyya erected in Jerusalem by Ḳāʾit Bāy in 887/1482. This was the third extension and¶ rebuilding of the monument, which was already a major institution staffed by an indefinite number of s̲h̲ayk̲h̲s, fuḳahāʾ and 60 Ṣūfīs, all salaried. Several reasons combine to lend it special distinction. To begin with, it attests the patronage of the sultan himself, a rare occurrence—as already noted—in provincial Mamlūk madrasas. Secondly, its location in a favoured site along the inner façade of the Ḥaram al-S̲h̲arīf would confer baraka on it to an unusual degree. Earlier in the Mamlūk period, several madrasas had been erected along the Ḥaram, but the visual impact of the As̲h̲rafiyya is much greater. Ḳāʾit Bay's patronage must however be assessed against a wider context than the purely local ambience of the Ḥaram, or indeed of Jerusalem itself. A short time previously, he had erected madrasas within the precinct of the Ḥaram in Mecca (882-4/1477-9) and the Mosque of the Prophet in Medina. Like his foundation in Jerusalem, these buildings are so designed that their windows look out upon the sacred enclosures in each case. Thus the As̲h̲rafiyya falls into place as one component in a religio-political master plan expressing imperial Mamlūk involvement in the holy places of Islam. The foundations of al-Walīd I nearly eight centuries before provide an obvious parallel. Finally, the As̲h̲rafiyya possesses intrinsic distinction on account of its architecture alone. Seen as a whole, the inner façade of the Ḥaram emphasises the motif of arcading above all others. The architect of the As̲h̲rafiyya was therefore constrained to reject the model presented by earlier Mamlūk madrasas in the city, with their emphasis on high blank façades and block-like design. An open-arcaded façade had no functional justification in a madrasa . But this device did permit the As̲h̲rafiyya to blend fairly naturally with its surroundings; not content with the prime site which the madrasa already occupied, as close as practicable to the Dome of the Rock, Ḳāʾit Bāy took the major step of sanctioning the extension of the madrasa façade, which until then had remained flush with the open arcade fronting the inner side of the Ḥaram enclosure, so that it projected well beyond the arcade. It was a brutally simple way of drawing attention to his new foundation. Earlier madrasas bordering the Ḥaram enclosure and indeed forming with the As̲h̲rafiyya a continuous band of monuments, such as the Tankiziyya (729/1328), the Baladiyya (782/1380) and the ʿUt̲h̲māniyya (840/1437), had by contrast all respected the extant portico. The As̲h̲rafiyya was regarded in its time as one of the three jewels of the Ḥaram al-S̲h̲arīf, with the Dome of the Rock and the Aḳṣā mosque, a distinction expressed in symbolic fashion in 882/1477 when, like these other two buildings, it was specially illuminated to celebrate the visit of a Mamlūk amīr to Jerusalem. Nor is this all. A detailed analysis of the building shows that its silhouette was very carefully designed to make an impact from a few selected viewpoints; it would be interesting to look for comparable evidence of sensitivity to the urban skyline on the part of Islamic architects elsewhere. The immediate source for this unwonted emphasis on the skyline, as for the presence of a minaret which is exceptional in the Syrian context, is likely to be Cairo. Cairo, too, as will be shown below, provides the fullest context for the recast, not to say deformed, cruciform īwān schema encountered at the As̲h̲rafiyya. 

The ensemble takes an unusual form which is due only in part to the exigencies of the site. At ground floor level it comprises three elements. The most important of these is a large assembly hall ( mad̲j̲maʿ )¶ whose capacity and spatial extent are much reduced by the architect's decision to retain in his remodelling (the original piers of) the arcade enclosing the Ḥaram. Here congregated the judges, fuḳahāʾ and other notables connected with the madrasa . Behind the hall is a series of three adjoining square or rectangular rooms whose western walls abut the Baladiyya madrasa ; they neatly subdivide an awkward lateral corridor of space. The third component of the ground floor layout is the entrance complex, which comprises a vaulted porch open on all four sides and leading to the entrance itself flanked by stone benches (maṣṭabas), which opens into a tripartite vestibule within. The first floor is ingeniously and tightly planned to serve as a self-contained madrasa . As such it immediately recalls, for example, the Ḏj̲awhariyya madrasa in Jerusalem itself, which like the As̲h̲rafiyya is intimately dovetailed with a pre-existing structure, or the Mit̲h̲ḳāliyya madrasa in Cairo. The first-floor unit divides naturally into two areas, one north of the minaret above the staircase and the other west of it. The latter area consists of an L-shaped open-air terrace (sāḥa) with twenty rooms, disposed roughly as uneven pairs, to the south and five identical rooms plus a washroom (mutawaḍḍaʾ) to the west. Even if the larger rooms are excluded and only symmetrically repetitive chambers are identified as student cells, the number of resident students which were catered for here can scarcely have been less than twenty. Its sister foundation in Mecca had (according to one account) forty students attended by four lecturers (mudarrisūn) plus a jurisconsult ( faḳīh ), Ḳurʾān reciters ( ḳurrāʾ ) and, somewhat surprisingly, muezzins. The area north of the minaret comprises another open-air terrace to the west, lavatories with a reservoir, and a remarkably compact cruciform madrasa adjoining the terrace to the east and thus placed directly above the mad̲j̲maʿ , comprising a rectangular hall some 22.7 × 12.1 m. in area. The east īwān of this takes pride of place among the others since it is the one which looks out on to the Ḥaram. It has in effect been transformed into an open loggia offering spectacular views over the Ḥaram. This architectural form, known as maḳʿad or ṭārima, has a wide distribution in domestic architecture throughout the Near East, and may parenthetically be compared with similar forms in contemporary Renaissance architecture; it underlines yet again the deep roots of the madrasa in domestic prototypes. But this development, for all its domestic flavour, also had religious implications, for the view from this loggia was over one of the holiest sites in the Islamic world. A note of luxury is struck by a huge stained glass window and is echoed throughout the complex—in the two-tone (ablaḳ) masonry, the polychrome marble flooring of the īwān s and inner courtyard (a practice frequently encountered in late Mamlūk Cairene madrasas), the veneered wooden ceilings of the īwān s, the lead sheeting of the roof and in its carpets and lamps, whose beauty, in the words of a contemporary historian, was “unequalled elsewhere”. In short, there is ample evidence that the As̲h̲rafiyya was a metropolitan import into the local architecture of Jerusalem. 

In the earlier part of this section the discussion focussed on literary references to the earliest madrasas. This emphasis was dictated by the lack of surviving structures. It is unlikely that future excavations will substantially illuminate this crucial early period. After all, the written sources indicate¶ clearly enough that the early, pre-Sald̲j̲ūḳ, madrasas, in keeping with their private and non-official character, were of a domestic nature. Frequently a house became a madrasa without, it seems, any structural alteration, or served impartially as house and madrasa by turns. It follows that excavated ground plans will not be enough in themselves to prove that a given pre-Sald̲j̲ūḳ structure functioned as a madrasa . Even in the Sald̲j̲ūḳ period itself, the two Iranian buildings identified by some as madrasas (the ruined structures at Ḵh̲ārgird and Ray) have aroused a controversy still not laid to rest. In this situation it seems sensible to accept that the architectural history of the madrasa before 530/1136 (the date of the example at Boṣrā) is irretrievably lost, no matter how rich the documentation of its character as an institution may be. 

Such a conclusion inevitably confers particular evidential value on the earliest considerable group of madrasas to survive, namely the examples in Sald̲j̲ūḳ Anatolia, where 50 surviving examples permit a more searching and reliable analysis of trends than do 15 Syrian ones. These Anatolian buildings have been quite unjustifiably neglected in the history of the genre; Creswell's obsession with absolute chronology and his bias towards material from Syria, Palestine and Egypt led him to over-estimate the role of this area in the development of the madrasa , and his views have dominated subsequent discussion. However, the Anatolian madrasas are the best available guide to the nature of the building in Sald̲j̲ūḳ Iran; thanks to the work of Kuran and Sozën, they are much better known as a group than any others in the Islamic world. Some 80 of them datable before 905/1500 survive, and this figure can be supplemented by a further 58 vanished buildings of the same period recorded in the literary sources. In both categories, incidentally, the numerous Ottoman buildings, which form a separate study, are excluded; the grand total of Anatolian madrasas surviving or recorded in this period is probably about 200. The preponderance of surviving over vanished buildings is highly unusual in the mediaeval Islamic world and is unlikely to reflect the true state of affairs. But the two sets of figures do complement each other significantly. They confirm what may be deduced from other sources—that building activity was most concentrated in the 7th/13th century, that is, under the Sald̲j̲ūḳs of Rūm. Forty-one surviving and 27 vanished madrasas, that is almost half of the entire recorded output of Anatolia in the period 1100-1500, date from this century. The comparable figures for the 8th/14th century, are 22 and 15, comprising about a quarter of the output of the period as a whole. The Ḳaramānids [q.v.] were the principal patrons responsible for new madrasas in this period. In the 9th/15th century the rate of construction declined still more sharply by a further 70%. Even the 6th/12th century saw more construction than this, with nine surviving buildings and a further six so far recorded in the literary sources; but of course the decline of Beylik madrasas in the 9th/15th century directly mirrors the growth of Ottoman power. Indeed, the earliest Ottoman madrasa to survive, that of Sulaymān Pas̲h̲a at Iznik, predates 759/1358 and was itself preceded by a now vanished madrasa at Bursa. With the 9th/15th century, Ottoman madrasas began to be erected over much of Anatolia. 

The turbulent political history of 6th/12th century Anatolia is perhaps sufficient explanation for the¶ slow spread of the madrasa in this area and period. But with the consolidation of Rūm Sald̲j̲ūḳ power, the movement gathered such momentum that it long outlasted the disintegration of the Sald̲j̲ūḳ state. Clearly, it had deep roots in the society which it served. 

Not surprisingly, therefore, and in contrast to the situation in Egypt, Palestine and Syria, and for that matter in the Mag̲h̲rib, these mediaeval Anatolian madrasas were not confined to a few large cities. The surviving examples alone are distributed among 39 cities, towns and villages throughout the length and breadth of the land, while the literary sources add a further dozen localities. In the fullest sense, therefore, this was a popular movement. Naturally this did not exclude a concentration of madrasas in a few key centres. Konya, as the Sald̲j̲ūḳ capital, obviously took pride of place, though only seven of its 24 madrasas have survived. Next comes Mardin, the Artuḳid capital, where surprisingly enough 11 of the recorded 13 madrasas remain; similarly, Kayseri retains 9 of its 11 recorded madrasas. These are without doubt the three major centres of the time. However, quite a number of towns had between four and six madrasas erected in this period—Sivas, Sivrihisar, Akşehir, Tire, Aksaray, Erzurum, Diyarbakir and Karaman. Thus there is ample evidence to indicate that the intensive building activity of a few centres was complemented by provision in depth at a good many more. Finally, seven sites are recorded with two or three madrasas apiece. Such a remarkably even spread of facilities throughout the land may best be explained by the interaction of two complementary trends: a centralised building programme and—though probably to a lesser degree—a popular fashion for the madrasa as an institution, or at any rate as a suitable object of modest architectural patronage. 

It is in fact these Anatolian buildings which provide the best evidence of the multi-functional nature of the mediaeval madrasa . In so doing, they are a reminder that the form of these buildings is not an infallible guide to their function. Many a building now conventionally termed madrasa/medrese (and subsumed in the present discussion) was actually intended to serve as a medical school, a mental hospital, an ʿimāret or an observatory, and it frequently allotted substantial space to a mausoleum. The two former functions may be combined in the sense that each is discharged in separate but adjoining premises, as in the Čifte Mināre madrasa at Kayseri or the Kaykāwūsiyya at Sivas, though the mental hospital (bīmārk̲h̲āne) of Melike Yi̊ldi̊z Ḵh̲ātūn at Amasya is a single self-contained foundation. Nothing in its layout would exclude its identification as a madrasa . In the case of long-disaffected, anepigraphic buildings, therefore, a madrasa-type layout should not automatically be taken to signify that the building really was a madrasa . 

The rich quantity of Anatolian material available prompts a variety of conclusions. The most important of these is perhaps that no single type of arrangement was dominant. This in turn invites speculation that the evolution of the genre was by no means complete. In some madrasas (Tokat, Karahisar), a whole cluster of rooms of varying shapes and sizes mirror the uncertainties of the architect. In many of these buildings, too, the notional purpose of a madrasa—to house students seeking a theological education as a first step to joining the ʿulamāʾ —obviously comes a poor last to such other functions as providing¶ a place of prayer, an elaborate façade, a mausoleum (or even two, as at the Boyalıköy madrasa ), a minaret, a bath, a fountain or halls for public gatherings. Not surprisingly, the cells are usually tiny, a scant three paces per side. But it is their paucity that is most striking. Even the most splendid of all domed Anatolian Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas, that built in Konya in 611/1215 by the vizier Ḏj̲alāl Dīn Ḳaratay and bearing his name, has no more than a dozen cells. The most capacious madrasa of the period, on the other hand—the Čifte Mināre in Erzurum, which at 35 × 48 m is the largest Anatolian madrasa of the period—still has a mere 19 cells on each of its two stories and therefore lags far behind the larger madrasas of the Mag̲h̲rib or ʿIrāḳ. In the 8th/14th century, the capacity of the average Anatolian madrasa declined still further. Sald̲j̲ūḳ Anatolia shows just as clearly as do Syria, Egypt or Iran the growth of the multi-purpose foundation, and several Anatolian madrasas were built in conjunction with structures serving another purpose altogether. Thus the madrasa at Čay bears the same date (677/1278) as the caravansarai which adjoins it. Presumably as in the case of similar though later joint foundations (those of Amīr Mird̲j̲ān in Bag̲h̲dād, 756-9/1356-9 and S̲h̲āh Sulṭān Ḥusayn in Iṣfahān, 1105-35/1694-1722), the revenues of the commercial establishment were intended to finance the running costs of the madrasa . It was common enough, too, for a madrasa to adjoin a mosque (Zind̲j̲iriyya madrasa , Diyarbakir, 595/1198; Ḥād̲j̲d̲j̲ī Ḳi̊li̊č madrasa , Kayseri, 647/1249-50). This fact is not necessarily mirrored in the plan of the madrasa , however, for the Ḵh̲wānd Khātūn madrasa , Kayseri (635/1237-8) provides the usual facilities for prayer even though there is a mosque right next door. Perhaps the most diverse group of buildings erected by a single Anatolian patron in one building campaign is the complex of Ibrāhīm Beg at Ḳaramān (836/1433) comprising mosque, ʿimāret , dār al-ḳurrāʾ, madrasa, tābk̲h̲āne and mausoleum, though the complex of Ismāʿīl Beg at Kastamonu (ca. 880/1475) runs it close comprising as it does a madrasa , mosque, tomb, ʿimāret , caravansarai and bath. Such buildings make most sense in an Ottoman context. 

Any attempt to characterise the mediaeval Anatolian madrasa must therefore reckon with this very varied background, but encompassing and overriding all these no doubt individually significant variants are two broad categories into which the entire body of mediaeval Anatolian madrasas may be fitted. These are the open type, with a courtyard; and the closed type with a domed area replacing that courtyard. Of the 53 surviving madrasas in good repair, 38 are of the open type and 15 are domed. The 28 ruined madrasas are deliberately excluded from these calculations because most of them are too fragmentary to be placed with confidence in either category. Even so, here too the predominance of the open plan is unmistakable, for of the ruined madrasas whose original layout can indeed be established, eight are open and only two are closed. That the open plan should dominate is only to be expected, given the popularity of this form in non-Anatolian madrasas and the fashion for courtyard houses in the mediaeval Iranian world which produced the earliest madrasas. The closed, domed madrasa—which may have anything from one to four īwān s, very occasionally has two stories (Ḳaramān, madrasa of Ibrāhīm Bey), and may or may not have a portico around the central space—is not so easily explained. Its raison d'être, incidentally¶ a more rewarding subject than its architecture, therefore deserves separate consideration. 

The most convenient explanations—that the form is dictated by function or by climate—will obviously not do. After all it is the domed, not the open, madrasa that is exceptional in Anatolia. Nor can regional preferences be invoked, for the type occurs with tolerable consistency throughout the country. An important factor in its genesis may well have been that interchangeability of building types so typical of mediaeval Islamic architecture. The association of the madrasa with burial and worship would make it natural for the forms of mausoleum and mosque to be integrated into the structure of the madrasa—as indeed happens—and eventually to exert influence upon its form. Moreover, it can scarcely be coincidence that it is precisely the madrasas of smaller surface area which attest the domed type. If very few students were to be accommodated in the building, the need for a substantial courtyard would diminish. In such a situation, the building would gain extra dignity and monumentality by the placing of a dome over the central space, while the memory of the courtyard would be retained by means of a skylight and/or a fountain. This ablutions fountain or s̲h̲ādirwān readily brings to mind the impluvium of the atrium in a Roman house, and thus underlines yet again the domestic origins of the madrasa . The integrating power of a central dome may also have been a relevant factor in the growing popularity of the domed madrasa . Two further considerations, which are perhaps only at first sight mutually exclusive, may be borne in mind. First, the compact madrasa with large central dome and smaller domed or vaulted areas surrounding it cannot fail to recall the standard type of mid-Byzantine church which was widespread in Anatolia at the time of the Turkish conquest. Nor is this resemblance simply a matter of external silhouette; the rear īwān flanked by dome chambers in the domical madrasas of Konya brings to mind a Byzantine church apse flanked by diaconicon and prothesis. Secondly, when these domed madrasas are seen not simply in their contemporary context but against the later background of Ottoman architecture, especially mosques, their emphasis on an integrated multi-domed and -vaulted space may be recognised as prophetic. Indeed, some of these domed madrasas, such as the Inče Mināreli madrasa in Konya or the Ṭās̲h̲ madrasa in Akşehir, actually incorporate earlier mosques in their structure. This close link with mosque architecture is incidentally not to be seen in the courtyard madrasa , which in Anatolia at least developed quite separately; but whatever the origins of the idea, its development was formidably consistent right up to the Ottoman culmination. 

Anatolian courtyard madrasas, like those of domed type, do not readily fall into formal sub-categories, although attempts have been made to analyse the buildings on the basis. 

Certain generalisations about these buildings may be made. It is clear, for example, that the typical rectangular madrasa kept the façade short in relation to the sides. This had the advantage of concentrating student cells on the long sides and separating them physically from the rooms serving other functions. Most cells had a fireplace and a cupboard, but sanitary facilities were communal and there was usually no provision for meals to be cooked on the premises. Equally characteristic is a tripartite division of the building parallel with the major, that is the longitudinal, axis, as in contemporary caravansarais.¶ At the far end of that axis, marking the ḳibla and continuing the major chord first sounded by the portal, is a wide īwān or dome chamber serving as the mosque and frequently flanked by a subsidiary vaulted or domed room on either side. Evidently some honorific intent lies behind this placing, though it must be conceded that the mosque was sometimes located elsewhere in the madrasa (for example, next to the entrance vestibule at the Čifte Mināre madrasa , Erzurum). When the madrasa form was used for an observatory (Wād̲j̲idiyya madrasa , Kütahya, 714/1314), a small opening in each of the lateral dome chambers served for star-gazing. In a true madrasa , these two chambers most likely functioned as classrooms and for the library; smaller rooms flanking the entrance perhaps accommodated the professors. In 4- īwān plans the ḳibla īwān is typically the broadest and the most richly decorated of all, and it has a similar pre-eminence in two- īwān madrasas, in which the īwān s, as in Iranian Sald̲j̲ūḳ building of that type, are confined to the longitudinal axis. However, the form of the īwān within these buildings—as distinct from their exteriors—does not follow Iranian precedent, in that its façade comprises the arch alone without a framing pīs̲h̲ṭāḳ . 

The discussion so far has by implication highlighted the originality of these Anatolian madrasas, but the dearth of contemporary comparative material from elsewhere forbids any very positive statement on this score. Even so, one may set against the occasional echo of Syrian madrasas or of Iranian buildings, a growing sense of confidence in forging a local style. Imported ideas are rapidly given Anatolian garb, as the fate of Persian elements shows. Minarets become stumpier and stockier than in Iran, with tiers of well-articulated balconies; in 4- īwān plans, the īwān s are diminished and subordinated to the emphasis on continuous arcades surrounding the courtyard, and a pronounced longitudinal axis—at odds with the centralising function of the 4- īwān plan—makes itself felt. It should also be pointed out that the first four-rite madrasa to survive is in all probability not, as is often thought, the Mustanṣiriyya in Bag̲h̲dād but the Masʿūdiyya in Diyarbakir, founded in 590/1193-4. Such a detail symbolises the central importance of mediaeval Anatolia to an understanding of madrasa architecture. 

Ottoman madrasas inevitably look somewhat tame when measured against the output of the preceding centuries, but what they lost in unpredictability they amply made up for in symmetry and scale, characteristics hitherto undervalued. Long, uncluttered façades are preferred, and this change is symptomatic of the severity which was to replace the luxuriant idiom of Sald̲j̲ūḳ and Beylik architectural ornament. But it is more than a matter of stylistic preference. The typical Anatolian Sald̲j̲ūḳ and even Beylik madrasa was a self-contained foundation, even if its raison d'être was as often funerary as educational. Exceptions are not hard to find, but they are distinctly recognisable as such. With the advent of the Ottomans to supreme power, the joint foundation—typically a mosque-cum-madrasa, but frequently a still larger complex—becomes commonplace, and sometimes several madrasas cluster around a mosque; such an ensemble is conceived as an architectural unity and often executed in a single building campaign. 

These changes left their mark on the madrasa . Its function as a place of prayer was now positively subordinated to its role as an educational institution, and this change is swiftly mirrored in its architecture.¶ The īwān is demoted and by degrees removed, and in its place appears the dominant dome chamber; the Čelebi Meḥmed madrasa , Merzifon (817/1414), illustrates an intermediate stage of this process, with its compact, square layout focussed on a central courtyard, ideally adapted to a cruciform īwān plan; but the īwān s no longer dominate the arrangement, for behind each of them rises a powerful, foursquare domed unit. 

The closer relationship between mosque and madrasa in this period was to have still more far-reaching results. There was less need to provide ample facilities for prayer, so the masd̲j̲īd or muṣallā occupies a smaller proportion of the surface area. Innovations in mosque design are swiftly reflected in the planning of madrasas—for example, in the provision of a mediating cloister, each bay domed, between courtyard and cells. Above all, the madrasa was now readily conceived as a mosque writ small with proportions reserved. Thus the domed muṣallā shrinks to a few metres square, although it is symbolically singled out by virtue of its isolation at the far end of the courtyard or even by its projection from the rest of the madrasa , as at the madrasa of Bāyazīd II at Edirne and, still earlier, the Murādiyya and Yes̲h̲il madrasas in Bursa. Instead, the courtyard enclosed by cells on three sides takes pride of place. The resultant U (or reversed U) shape soon became standard in the Ottoman madrasa 
Perhaps the most important change of emphasis in Ottoman madrasas vis-à-vis their predecessors lies in the hugely increased numbers of student cells. The designer had a free hand and did not have to tailor his plan to an awkward and immutable site, so that as a result, perhaps, space is used quite prodigally; the cells are now domed, and often have two windows apiece. The courtyard has not only a central pool or fountain but is also planted with trees, possibly in an attempt to minimise the sense of regimentation which the plan exudes ( madrasa of Bāyazīd II, Istanbul). In their size, their internal logic, their simple square or rectangular silhouettes, these Ottoman madrasas bear the unmistakeable imprint of imperial patronage; hence their architects had no need to grapple with the intractable sites that had put earlier architects on their mettle. 

The recognition that the form of the Ottoman madrasas gradually stagnated should not blind one to their visual impact. It is a truism that an instinctive feeling for space permeates the buildings of the period, and madrasas are no exception. This explains why they are so often sited so that they can be viewed from all sides, and why the domed masd̲j̲id is set apart from the rest of the building by some device or other. It also explains why in so many madrasas at least half the surface area is wasted—from the narrowly utilitarian point of view—by a vast empty courtyard, why the cells are placed only on the ground floor, and why domed cloisters lead from cells to courtyard. Clearly it was less important to cram the madrasa full of students than to ensure that those who lived there had room to breathe. Consequently, when an Ottoman sultan, such as Meḥemmed Fātiḥ, wished to accommodate students on the grand scale, he built no less than 16 madrasas, even though the total number of rooms was only 230. This can fairly claim to be the first Turkish university. Architecturally speaking, the culmination of this trend may be seen in the Sulaymāniyya complex, whose 18 buildings are conceived as a single entity and, perched on one of the city's highest hills, command a matchless view. ¶ 

The sheer size of these Ottoman madrasas departs decisively from the Arab tradition. It finds its natural counterpart, however, in the later madrasas of the eastern Islamic world. Their origins pose insoluble problems. In the early part of this section, the remarkable dearth of Iranian madrasas datable before 751/1350 was emphasised. Their absence from the tally of surviving monuments is all the more puzzling since representatives of nearly all the other major building types have survived in abundance, and since madrasas are plentiful among the standing monuments of Syria and Anatolia from the 6th/12th century onwards. This situation suggests that Iranian madrasas may indeed have survived—but not under that name. It is well known that throughout the mediaeval period and throughout the Islamic world the function of teaching was frequently discharged within the mosque (see above, section I, 2). This is not to say, of course, that many of the Iranian mosques of this period were madrasas; and even those which might have been centres of religious instruction could clearly never have functioned as residential madrasas because their design did not include cells for that purpose. Perhaps, then, it is a mistake to assume that a madrasa must connote a residential as well as an educational function. Indeed, since madrasas were apparently built all over the country in large numbers, the majority of them might be expected to cater for local students who would not require accommodation within the building. Only the largest and most prestigious institutions, whose reputation would attract students from far afield—like the Bag̲h̲dād Niẓāmiyya or the Mustanṣiriyya—would need to make ample provision for students in residence. 

The difficulty, of course, lies in identifying such “hidden” madrasas. Inscriptions might provide the requisite clues; in fact, Sauvaget interpreted the Ardistān d̲j̲āmiʿ as a madrasa on the strength of a Ḳurʾānic inscription in the ḳibla īwān mentioning the ways (mad̲h̲āhib) of reaching God. But this is to go too fast. Rather would it be justifiable to infer from that inscription that at least the ḳibla īwān of this mosque may have been used for teaching purposes in the Sald̲j̲ūḳ period. Such Iranian mosques as have rooms of various kinds on the first floor might be regarded as prima facie candidates for residential madrasa status, in addition to their primary role as communal places of worship; but unfortunately, published plans are virtually without exception confined to the ground floor and give no hint as to the disposition of the upper level. The lack of formality which characterised mediaeval Islamic teaching methods enabled virtually any mosque to perform the teaching and religious functions of a madrasa ; special lecture rooms were not required. This close functional correspondence between mosque and madrasa clearly favoured composite foundations, or at any rate the use of one building for several distinct purposes, and such a concept was of course widespread in other categories of Islamic architecture. 

Enough has been said to highlight the difficulties of matching the physical and literary evidence about the early history of the madrasa in the Iranian world. In this area the earliest madrasa identified as such by inscription is the example dated 571/1175-6 at S̲h̲āh-i Mas̲h̲had in north-western Afg̲h̲ānistān. Ruined as it is, it nevertheless yields much useful information. To begin with, its splendid ornament proclaims it to be a monument of the very first importance, and in size alone, the building is re-¶ markable for its time, measuring as it does some 44 m. per side. This far exceeds the dimensions of 6th/12th century madrasas further west, but it was to find many subsequent parallels in the Iranian world. Nothing on such an ambitious scale survives from the following two centuries, and the obvious question is why this exceptionally large and expensive building was erected in an area which was always remote. The minaret of Ḏj̲am [see g̲h̲ūrids ] may provide the necessary clue. The role of that tower as a beacon of Islam in a context which until recently had been pagan goes far to explain its site, size and epigraphy; and the madrasa of S̲h̲āh-i Mas̲h̲had, with its fifteen inscriptions, may have been intended in similar vein to stamp an Islamic presence on a stubbornly pagan countryside. 

Ilk̲h̲ānid madrasas are on an altogether smaller scale, but before they are considered, one building from an area hitherto neglected—ʿIrāḳ—deserves notice. Already in the late 6th/12th century, Ibn Ḏj̲ubayr [q.v.] had recorded some thirty madrasas in Bag̲h̲dād alone, all of them in the eastern sector of the city. All of them, however, were eclipsed by the Mustanṣiriyya madrasa there, widely regarded in its own time and subsequently as the exemplar of the genre and its fullest, finest expression. Its endowments ( awḳāf ), too, exceeded those of other madrasas. To a later age, it is the obvious symbol of the rejuvenated late ʿAbbāsid caliphate, and several factors suggest that this symbolism was deliberately intended at the time. The madrasa was built in Bag̲h̲dād, which for six centuries had been the spiritual and intermittently the political centre of the Islamic world. It proclaimed the essential unity of orthodox Islam. Its patron was the caliph himself, who lent his name to the building. It was the first madrasa specifically designed to serve each of the four major mad̲h̲habs, as well as containing facilities for the two fundamental ancillary disciplines taught in a dār al-ḥadīt̲h̲ and a dār al-Ḳurʾān . Each mad̲h̲hab had its own place of worship. Thus the building explicitly claimed universal status. The long band of foundation text, inscribed in letters a foot high, that unfolds, in defiance of Islamic custom, across its exterior façade, advertises this claim for all to see. In size alone the building was unprecedented: an oblong of ca. 105 × 44 × 49 m. The solemn festivities of its inauguration in 630/1233 after six years of construction set the seal on its pre-eminent status among the madrasas of the Islamic world, whilst architecturally speaking, the monument is a triumph of technique. It is built according to a complex system of proportional relationships and modular units. Both the ground plan—a modified four- īwān layout—and the elevation were based on a grid of 10 and 30 Byzantine feet respectively. Thus the unit of measurement (one Byzantine foot = 31.23 cm.) used for Hagia Sophia was still employed seven centuries later in the heart of the Islamic world, an astonishing tribute to the tenacity of Hellenistic influence in Muslim science. In addition to providing accommodation on two floors for a large staff and for some 300 students, the madrasa included a celebrated library (as did several Sald̲j̲ūḳ madrasas in Marw), a kitchen, a ḥammām and a hospital. 

The original layout of the Mustansiriyya was increasingly obscured in later centuries by numerous modifications, but the study of a closely related building has clarified most of these problems. The building in question, the so-called “ʿAbbāsid palace”, is in all probability the Bis̲h̲riyya madrasa of 653/1255¶ and seems—to judge by the manifold improvements of detail which it incorporates—to be the work of the same architect as was responsible for the Mustanṣiriyya. The fragmentary state of this later building is all the more regrettable in view of the ambitious scale of what survives. 

The variety of forms attested by the few surviving Ilk̲h̲ānid madrasas suggests that no one type predominated in this period. To judge by Tīmūrid and Ṣafawid buildings, it was the Madrasa-yi Imāmī (already discussed) and the custom-built madrasa added to the Friday Mosque of Iṣfahān from 768/1366-7 that best expressed the officially approved layout of such buildings, the latter being a two- īwān courtyard structure. The madrasa of Ḍiyāʾ al-Dīn in Yazd, otherwise known as the Zindān-i Iskandar and datable to the 8th/14th century, is of substantially lower quality than the two Iṣfahān madrasas; indeed, it is constructed of mud brick. Despite subsequent modifications, enough survives of the original layout to suggest that the īwān s on two adjoining sides of the courtyard were complemented by another pair opposite. Apart from this, there is little observable regularity in the plan; its rooms are indiscriminately oblong or square, broad or narrow, multi-recessed or with unbroken walls, and are bundled together with outright carelessness. The S̲h̲amsiyya madrasa of ca. 766/1365, also in Yazd—indeed, the literary sources record the names of about a score of 8th/14th century madrasas built in that city—is an incomparably more soigné variation on the same theme. Here the design is tauter and fully integrated, each half a mirror reflection of the other: the portal īwān announces the major axis, which continues without interruption until it terminates in the square mausoleum which adjoins the madrasa proper but projects well beyond it; and long lateral halls flank the portal īwān in a foretaste of Tīmūrid buildings at Ḵh̲ārgird and Gāzur Gāh in Harāt. 

The Tīmūrid period was unquestionably the golden age of the Iranian madrasa . Ḵh̲urāsān and Transoxiana were the forcing-ground for new developments, though competently-designed madrasas were also built in southern Iran, and features from that area are sometimes incorporated into the monuments of the north-east, like the bādgīr [q.v. in Suppl.] at Ḵh̲ārgird. The four- īwān type predominated and was executed on a scale consistently more spacious than had earlier been the norm anywhere in Islam. This ambitious scale often generated comparably ambitious decoration; the finer madrasas of the period yield nothing in the quality of their ornament to contemporary mosques, and occasionally even strike out in new directions, as in the murals with trees, streams and birds in the madrasa of Tūmān Āg̲h̲ā at Kihsan (844/1440-1). Such was the prestige acquired by this kind of madrasa that it became the model for nearly all the notable madrasas erected in the Iranian world in subsequent centuries; numerous madrasas in Ṣafawid Iṣfahān, S̲h̲aybānid Buk̲h̲ārā and even Mug̲h̲al India, illustrate this dictum. 

It was in the Tīmūrid period, then, that the consonance between mosque and madrasa became so marked that there is little to distinguish them so far as external and internal façades are concerned. What goes on behind the façades, however, is very different in the two cases. Within the general format of the four- īwān plan, there was ample room for experiment in the placing of mosques, mausolea, lecture halls and residential accommodation. A side-¶ effect of the greatly expanded size of these foundations was that room could now be found for a wide range of ancillary units, such as libraries and k̲h̲ānaḳāhs for example, and for differentiated summer and winter chambers. Sometimes-as at G̲h̲ud̲j̲duwān, Ḵh̲ārgird and in the Ulug̲h̲ Beg madrasa at Buk̲h̲ārā—the complex contained a mosque, and often a lecture-hall as well. Sometimes both units were mosques (as at Turbat-i Ḏj̲ām) or lecture halls. In other madrasas, such as that of Ulug̲h̲ Beg at Samarḳand, dated 820-3/1417-20, the mosque extended the full length of the ḳibla side opposite the portal īwān . By contrast, a trio of madrasas in the Mas̲h̲had shrine (Dū Dar, Parīzād and Bālā Sar) have the mosque situated in one of the courtyard īwān s—indeed, the Dū Dar madrasa even has a second mosque in a corner of the building. There was no general rule governing the siting of the mausoleum in these royal Tīmūrid madrasas, but the examples of the Gawhar S̲h̲ād and Sulṭān Ḥusayn Bayḳarā madrasas in Harāt, and that of Fīrūzs̲h̲āh at Turbat-i Ḏj̲ām, show that they could be the single dominant feature of the entire complex. Indeed, the fashion of the time firmly favoured the incorporation of mausolea into madrasas, and free-standing mausolea of high quality are exceptional. As a curiosity, the siting of a diminutive madrasa in the entrance complex of the Ziyāratgāh Ḏj̲āmiʿ is noteworthy. In smaller madrasas, such as those of Mas̲h̲had, the incorporation of mosques and mausolea seriously over-balanced the ensemble and cut down the space available for student cells. But these cases are somewhat unusual, since the architects had to make do with a site which was already heavily built up and therefore had to sacrifice symmetry to expediency. 

The new emphasis on scale implied almost by definition a corresponding emphasis on external façades. Minarets are used to mark the corners—e.g. the Ulug̲h̲ Beg madrasa at Samarḳand and numerous later examples such as the Mīr-i ʿArab madrasa at Buk̲h̲ārā, 942/1535-6; and the portal is now apt to be recessed and thus streamlined with the curtain walls of the façade rather than projecting from it. Sensitivity to the setting of the monument made it natural to group such buildings together, notably in the Rīgistān at Samarḳand (Ulug̲h̲ Beg, S̲h̲īr Dar and Tilla Kari madrasas) or the Lab-i Ḥawḍ complex at Buk̲h̲ārā. 

As in Ottoman times, again, there was a tendency for these very large madrasas, all endowed by royal patrons or high officials of state, to cluster together in the major cities. Thus the original plan conceived by Niẓām al-Mulk, whereby madrasas would be built in large numbers but distributed evenly over a wide geographical area, was reversed. In Iran proper, Ḳum, Mas̲h̲had and Iṣfahān account for nearly all the significant post-Ilk̲h̲ānid madrasas, while similar concentrations may be observed in Samarḳand, Buk̲h̲ārā, Harāt and Ḵh̲īwa. The latter city, with its quartet of highly traditional madrasas erected between 1810 and 1910 (Pahlawān Maḥmūd, Allāh Ḳulī Ḵh̲ān, Amīn Ḵh̲ān and Islām Ḵh̲wād̲j̲a) shows how fossilised the Tīmūrid manner had become. 

A more appropriate envoi to the madrasa , however, is provided by the buildings of Ṣafawid Iṣfahān. Several madrasas of medium size were erected there in the course of the 11th/17th century, such as the Madrasa-yi Nadda Kūčik, built in 1058/1648 by the grandmother of S̲h̲āh ʿAbbās II and with accommodation for 67 students, the Madrasa-yi Ṣadr, and those of Mullā ʿAbd Allāh (1088/1677)¶ and Kasangarān (1104/1693). But these are only of secondary interest when set beside the two madrasas, which flank the great dome chamber of the Masd̲j̲id-i S̲h̲āh, let alone the great Madrasa-yi Mādar-i S̲h̲āh (1118-26/1706-14). The two madrasas in the Masd̲j̲id-i S̲h̲āh are longitudinally conceived, and with their miniature garden courtyards make a delightfully bijou impression; and they exploit the available space to the full for student cells. The Madrasa-yi Mādar-i S̲h̲āh, sited in an originally idyllic environment fronting the Čahār Bāg̲h̲, injects a new dynamism into the traditional four- īwān layout by means of a large extra dome chamber in each of the diagonals, and the cells, too, are unusual in their tripartite division: a vestibule and a terminal recess bracket the cell itself. The main prayer chamber here is not easily distinguishable from that of the Masd̲j̲id-i S̲h̲āh, and the continued intermingling of the two forms in Iran is attested by several joint foundations in Ḳād̲j̲ār times. 

Although dependence on Andalusia is a constant of Mag̲h̲ribī architecture, little trace of Spanish influence can be detected in the ground plans of the local madrasas. Indeed, since the madrasa movement was primarily an eastern Iranian one which by degrees moved westwards, it would be only logical to assume that in this particular genre of building it was atypically the Mag̲h̲rib that influenced Andalusia. The only surviving physical evidence of the Andalusian madrasa confirms this supposition. This is the structure built by the Naṣrid monarch Yūsuf I in 750/1349, sc. in the golden age of the Marīnid madrasa . Though largely demolished in the 18th century, the prayer hall was excavated and restored from 1893 onwards; it has nothing to differentiate it from its Marīnid contemporaries in Morocco. Of the madrasas built by the Almohad ruler Yaʿḳūb Manṣūr (580-95/1184-99) in Spain as elsewhere in his dominions, nothing survives, nor is there any record of further Naṣrid madrasas, so the question of reciprocal influences between Andalusia and the Mag̲h̲rib in this genre cannot be regarded as finally settled. Valuable as this literary evidence is, its very paucity is instructive, for it suggests the virtual absence of one of the major Islamic building types in Muslim Spain. Yet that area was unquestionably the foremost centre of Islamic art west of Egypt. In fact, however, this dearth can easily be explained. By the time that the madrasa had established itself in the eastern Islamic world, the great days of the Cordovan caliphate were long over, and the fate of Muslim Spain sealed. The cities of the north, Toledo, and even Cordova itself, had been lost. With the splendid exception of the Alhambra, significantly a secular rather than a religious monument, little architecture of note was erected in the Iberian peninsula in the last three centuries of the Muslim presence there. 

Although, as already noted, the madrasa genre is first recorded in the eastern Islamic world in the late 3rd/9th century, it was not for another 150 years and more that the full weight of official backing had resulted in madrasas being erected in most major towns of the area. Theoretically, the fashion could have spread to the Mag̲h̲rib around that time. Yet it is doubtful whether the Almoravids had at their disposal the necessary administrative expertise to launch and execute a programme comparable to that of Niẓām al-Mulk. It seems that the Mag̲h̲rib in any case produced only a tithe of the buildings erected in Iran during the same period, and in the¶ context of such limited building, madrasas would obviously have claimed less priority than mosques. Moreover, the Almoravids—as their name itself indicates—were noted primarily for building ribāṭ s [q.v.]. Not only is there no mention of their building madrasas; it seems, rather, that it was precisely in these ribāṭ s that some of the teaching functions later performed by the madrasa were carried out. The consonance of plan between the two institutions leaps to the eye. Moreover, the early and marked association of the madrasa with the S̲h̲āfiʿī mad̲h̲hab, and to an only slighter lesser extent with the Ḥanafī and Ḥanbalī ones, would perhaps not immediately have struck a chord in the predominantly Mālikī Mag̲h̲rib. Ironically enough, the first recorded madrasa (in late 3rd/9th century Nīs̲h̲āpūr) was in fact Mālikī, but in subsequent centuries that mad̲h̲hab noticeably lagged behind the others in the number of madrasas allotted to it. It is perhaps relevant that the religious message preached by Ibn Tūmart, the ideological founder of the Almohad dynasty, was disseminated in mosques rather than in special educational institutions. Hostile as he was to the prevailing orthodoxy of his time, it is not surprising that he did not use the madrasa as an instrument for his preaching, since that institution was itself the very emblem of orthodoxy by his time. Finally, one may perhaps adduce the generally conservatism of Mag̲h̲ribī society as a reason for the late spread of the madrasa movement to this area. 

Thus the fashion for building madrasas probably reached the Mag̲h̲rib late—too late, for example, to make an impact on Andalusia. The references to the late 6th/12th century madrasas built by the Almohad ruler Manṣūr are somewhat unspecific—indeed, the statement of Ibn Saʿīd that there was no madrasa in 7th/13th century Spain partially contradicts them—and the first securely dated madrasa in the Mag̲h̲rib, the S̲h̲ammāʿiyya, was built in Tunis by the Ḥafṣid Abū Zakariyyāʾ in 647/1249, and within a decade was followed by the Maʿriḍiyya madrasa built by his widow. Neither has survived, and thus the Ṣaffārīn madrasa in Fās, founded by the Marīnid sultan Abū Yūsuf in 670/1271, is the earliest Mag̲h̲ribī example to survive. Its location may be seen as prophetic, since for some reason the institution of the madrasa took deepest root in Morocco, and specifically in Fās, where most of the round dozen Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas predating 1700 are situated. Moreover, the majority of these madrasas are the work of the Marīnid sultans and were erected between 670/1271 and 757/1356. Several Algerian madrasas belong to the same group. This sudden efflorescence of a building type which had hitherto been virtually unknown in the area demands some explanation. Perhaps the answer lies in the fact that the Marīnids, unlike their more illustrious predecessors the Almoravids and Almohads, were not swept to power by a wave of religious fervour. Their uncomfortable consciousness of this deficiency may have led them to make restitution of a kind by providing the patronage for religious buildings. Madrasas fitted the bill admirably. They were much less expensive than mosques, a very relevant factor since the Marīnid empire was much smaller than that of their predecessors. Marīnid mosques would have suffered by comparison with those of the Almohads; Marīnid madrasas, being effectively a new genre, were safer from such unwelcome comparisons. Moreover, they underlined the orthodoxy of their patrons and thus provided a counterweight not only to S̲h̲īʿism and to the Almohad movement but also¶ to the increasingly popular Ṣūfism. Indeed, a crucial epigraphic document indicates that the Marīnid sultans were actuated by motives which had much in common with those of Niẓām al-Mulk over two centuries earlier. The very first surviving madrasa in Morocco, the Ṣaffārīn madrasa in Fās (670/1271) mentions in its foundation inscription the need to resurrect the forgotten religious sciences, a clear attack on Almohad heterodoxy: 

“Praise be to God, Master of the Two Worlds! Who exalts the status of men of learning, Who recompenses with a generous hand those who devote themselves to acts of piety; Who by means of madrasas revives the vanished traces of fiḳh and of religion, using as His instrument those of His good servants whom He has specially singled out for His guidance and ennobled by His solicitude and by His care ...” Finally, the desire to make Fās an intellectual centre—the sultans Abu 'l-Ḥasan and Abū ʿInān both prided themselves on being men of learning—may help to explain not only the concentration of madrasas in that city during the Marīnid period but also the endowment of several madrasas with fine libraries in the 7th/13th and 8th/14th centuries (Ṣaffārīn, Fās; BūʿInāniyya, Fās). 

These madrasas all obey a well-defined schema. Their dimensions are smaller than those of any other groups of madrasas elsewhere in the Islamic world, ranging from 35 × 36 m. (115 × 118 ft.) to 14 × 14.5 m. (46 × 47.5 ft.). Perhaps their exclusive use by a single mad̲h̲hab made larger buildings unnecessary. Around a central courtyard are grouped on the ground floor a mosque, galleries facing each other along the lateral axis and an entrance vestibule which is frequently open onto the courtyard along its entire length. Unlike the universal practice elsewhere in the Islamic world, the courtyard façades of these various halls are not marked by colonnades or īwān s but are fenced off by an unbroken surface of wooden panels. On the first floor, a narrow gallery overlooking the courtyard gives on to the cells in which the students lived; sometimes in the earlier madrasas these cells are also ranged behind the galleries on the ground floor. 

No madrasas with facilities for all four mad̲h̲habs incorporated into their ground plans are known in the Mag̲h̲rib. One legal school—the Mālikī—maintained a virtually unchallenged dominion over the Mag̲h̲rib throughout the mediaeval period. Perhaps this exclusiveness, which made it unnecessary for architects to provide separate teaching areas reserved for other mad̲h̲habs, was the factor which kept the madrasas of this area small. 

This diminutive size gives such buildings an essentially human scale which well expresses the informality of teaching in the mediaeval Islamic world. They are made even more inward-looking and cloistered by the downward pitch of their roofs as seen from the courtyard. Yet the organisation of space within the building is by turns ingenious and dramatic. On the first floor the needs of circulation and accommodation are admirably dovetailed; the corridor which encircles the courtyard and gives access both to individual cells and to the corner staircases is kept so narrow that two people can barely squeeze past each other in it. This frees extra space for accommodation. At the same time, it is no mere walkway but has some aesthetic distinction. The openings at regular intervals along its shaded length allow the viewer to catch partial glimpes of a courtyard bathed in sunlight. Most Moroccan madrasas have a central pool with a¶ fountain. Given the somewhat cramped dimensions of these courtyards, the presence of rippling water sets space into motion to a degree that would not be possible in larger expanses. This introduction of nature into the ordered, man-made world of architecture is typically Islamic. These fountains serve a further, more directly scenic, function too. For anyone within the halls bordering on the courtyard, the view into that courtyard is firmly directed by the act that the only entrance to these halls is a single arch. On the major axes of the madrasa this arch frames the fountain, which thus becomes the centrepiece of a carefully calculated composition. 

Most Moroccan madrasas were produced either under the Marīnids in the 8th/14th century or under the Saʿdian or Filālī sultans in the 11th/17th century. Since these two periods also saw a much greater production of mosques and mausolea than other periods, it is unlikely that the building campaigns of the two periods in question themselves constitute evidence that a specific penchant for madrasas can be attributed to the patrons of the time. But the political background outlined above provides the missing explanation. Given the role of the madrasa in training the politically influential Mālikī ʿulamāʾ it is not surprising that the patrons of these buildings—when their names are recorded—should include the sultans themselves (e.g. the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasas in Fās, Salé, Meknès and Algiers) and their high officials, and that they should have been lavishly endowed, as their luxurious decoration indicates. 

More often, however, their names reflect their relative size (al-Kubrā, “the greater”, or al-Ṣug̲h̲rā, “the lesser”); their location in a quarter dedicated to a certain trade (al-ʿAṭṭārin, “the perfumers, or as in Fās and Meknès, al-Ṣaffārīn, ”the metalworkers“), and occasionally even those who taught there (al-Miṣbāḥiyya is named after its first professor, Miṣbāḥ b. ʿAbd Allāh al-Yalsūtī) or the subjects in which the madrasa specialised (thus the Sbāʿiyyīn madrasa derives its name from the study of the methods of reading the Ḳurʾān). Like so much religious architecture in Islam, these madrasas are often sited in the midst of bazaars—though there seems to be no connection between the presence of a madrasa in a particular quarter of the bazaar area and its endowment. Thus, while certain trades or crafts might singly or in concert put up the money for a mosque, the foundation of madrasas seems to have been the result of official patronage. 

That the teaching function of these madrasas was paramount is suggested by the almost total absence of the patron's tomb in them. One may note as exceptions the case of the 18th century Sulaymāniyya madrasa in Tunis, founded by one ʿAlī Pas̲h̲a and containing the tomb of his son Sulaymān and earlier the case of the vizier Ibn Tafragīn who was buried in the madrasa he had founded in 765/1364. But this official had significantly enough spent some time in Egypt, where this practice was widespread. 

Such oriental influences, though rare, are of crucial importance. A later Tunisian madrasa , the Muntaṣiriyya (837-40/1434-7) again demonstrates Egyptian influence in the unusual feature of a rectangular bastion or salient placed in the middle of each of the courtyard façades. These projections do duty as portals to significant parts of the building and are thus explicable as interpretations—though in a different idiom—of the īwān s in cruciform disposition found in madrasas further east. The¶ lateral lecture halls of the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa in Fās also seem to be a local interpretation of the īwān scheme. Yet another derivation from eastern models may be the use of the madrasa as one element in a larger complex. A typical example of this fashion is the madrasa built in Tlemcen in ca. 754/1354 by Sultan Abū ʿInān in association with the mosque, tomb and zāwiya of Sīdī al-Halwī, or the mosque, tomb and madrasa of Sīdī Ibrāhīm built in Tlemʿen by the Zayānid Abū Ḥammū II. The Ṣahrīd̲j̲ madrasa in Fās (721-3/1321-3) is situated right next to the mosque of the Andalusians; but as if this juxtaposition were not enough, it was by 750/1350 given dependencies significantly larger than itself. These included a now-vanished guesthouse, the Dār Abī Habasa with 21 rooms, a large ablutions hall and—most important of all—another madrasa , that of al-Sbāʿiyyīn, which still survives. This latter phenomenon of paired madrasas linked by a passage cannot but recall the Ṣāliḥiyya complex in Cairo. Also relevant in this connection was the Ḳadīma madrasa built by Abū Ḥammū I in Tlemcen in ca. 710/1310 for two pious brothers, for it comprised two halls, each with a house attached. Thus it seems that the principle of separate premises for separate courses was accepted even when there was no question of different mad̲h̲habs being accommodated within a single building. For all their strong local character, then, these Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas attest the strength of eastern Islamic influences in this genre of building. 

In many cases, the connection between a mosque and a madrasa is so close that the obvious conclusion to draw is that the mosque served inter alia as the oratory for the madrasa (e.g. the Walad al-Imām mosque, Tlemcen, erected in ca. 710/1310 next to the Ḳadīma madrasa ). Conversely, the oratory of many a Mag̲h̲ribī madrasa served as the mosque for the quarter where it was built. Accordingly, many of these madrasas have minarets, and one even has a minbar , thereby qualifying it to be a d̲j̲āmiʿ . It has even been suggested that the madrasa , by dint of becoming the most typical and widespread structure of the later mediaeval Mag̲h̲rib, began in its turn to influence the layout of the mosque itself, specifically in its preference for square rather than rectangular courtyards, shallow rather than deep prayer halls and monumental portals on the major axis of the building. Something of the same process has been noted in Mamlūk Egypt, where the cruciform plan developed in the madrasa was subsequently adopted quite widely for mosques. 

Although the casual visitor to these Moroccan madrasas is apt to believe, after walking around half a dozen of them, that they follow a standard pattern, such an impression is quickly modified on closer examination. Their layouts suggest that while the architects in question had a firm grasp of the essential constituent elements of a madrasa , they were unable to impose a preconceived solution on the sites allotted to them. These madrasas are located within an extremely cluttered urban setting, and so they commonly betray the various shifts of their designers to make the most of a difficult site. In these circumstances, it would be idle to expect to find a model which was more or less faithfully copied, or even a consistent, rational development of plan in these madrasas. Even so, all the Moroccan buildings of the genre share an emphasis on interior rather than exterior façades in that they focus on a central courtyard; and their decoration is extraordinarily consistent in medium and orna-¶ mental repertoire alike. In these respects, then, it is justifiable to point to their marked generic similarity, which easily asserts itself over such contingent factors as site and size. Moreover, most of the Moroccan madrasas were erected—as noted above—in less than a century, from 670/1271 to 757/1356, a period which also encompasses the surviving work in Algeria and Spain. 

Externally, their most striking characteristic is a negative one: they lack a monumental façade. This is no novelty in Islamic architecture, but it is a feature which recurs so consistently in these buildings that it seems justified to regard it as a deliberate principle. The only exception is itself so consistent that it proves the rule: virtually every madrasa has an elaborate portal, usually a densely carved overhang or hood on brackets, a kind of awning executed in wood. By its marked projection—sometimes as much as two metres—and its commanding height above the bustle of the street, it signals the entrance of the madrasa from a distance. The tortuous alleyways of these Moroccan towns would discourage any more marked emphasis on the façade; there is simply no point of vantage from which a general view of the building could be enjoyed. In addition, one or two madrasas have a porch in front of the main entrance (e.g. the Bū ʿInāniyya, Fās, where the vault is crowned by a pyramidal roof). This is more in the nature of the čahār-sū of eastern Islamic bazars than a monumental enclosed construction like the porch of mediaeval parish church, for it is simply a vault or dome spanning the street and supported by the walls which define that street. Most of these madrasas abutted on to the principal streets of the town, streets that were nonetheless so narrow that even a slightly projecting porch would have created an obstacle to traffic. 

In common with contemporary local domestic architecture, these madrasas nearly always contain a bent entrance, partly to ensure that the interior of the building is sundered from the outside world—a matter of noise as well as proximity. Corridors leading off the entrance passage from left to right respectively give access to the latrine area and a staircase leading to the upper storey (ʿAṭṭārīn and Miṣbāḥiyya madrasas, Fās), though other locations for the latrines do occur. The standard practice is to provide a series of cubicles around a subsidiary courtyard with a central fountain. This latter feature means that the area can serve for ablutions as well, and it is doubly proper therefore that it should be physically separated from the rest of the madrasa . 

Several madrasas have minarets (Ṣaffārīn, Fās; madrasa of Fās al-Ḏj̲adīd; Bū ʿInāniyya, Fās) and this may serve as a reminder that the institution often served as an independent place of prayer. Often enough it was located very close to a mosque so that there was no need for a separate minaret. Indeed, the interplay between mosque and madrasa was close and continuous. Just as the madrasa functioned as an oratory, so too did the mosque function as a place of teaching. This is especially relevant when it is remembered that most Moroccan madrasas are in Fās, which boasted in the Ḳarawiyyīn mosque [q.v.] the foremost centre of learning in the western Mag̲h̲rib. Lectures in the Ḳarawiyyīn would therefore supplement the teaching of the madrasas. Indeed, in some sense the madrasas acted as an overflow facility for the earlier and more prestiguous institution. This was clearly part of the function of the Miṣbāḥiyya madrasa , which was situated very close to the Ḳarawiyyīn and whose¶ students, mostly drawn from southern Morocco until recently, were enrolled in studies in the mosque. The Ṣaḥrīd̲j̲ and Sbāʿiyyīn madrasas illustrate the same phenomenon. Similarly, most Tunisian madrasas are found in Tunis itself, where the students could benefit from the teaching offered in the other great Mag̲h̲ribī university-mosque, the Zaytūna. To concentrate the teaching function in a single urban centre in this way obviously made good sense from the economic point of view, and it meant also—since in both cases the centre in question was also the capital city—that the educational activity of mosque and madrasa alike would be directly under the eye of the sovereign. Once again, then, the inherently political nature of the madrasa asserts itself. 

In view of the diminutive size of these Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas vis-à-vis equivalent institutions further east in the Islamic world, the emphasis laid on the prayer hall—which functioned concurrently as a lecture hall, as indeed did many mosques outside the regular hours of prayer—is noticeable, and is especially relevant in the context of the preceding remarks. It seems, in short, that these madrasas functioned quite widely as neighbourhood mosques. The case of the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa in Fās, though admittedly exceptional, offers supporting evidence for this theory. It is placed midway between the old city, clustered around the Ḳarawiyyin mosque, and the new foundation of Fās al-Ḏj̲adīd, which at that time (751/1350) had not yet been given a Friday mosque. Thus the minaret of the Bū ʿInāniyya could pass on the ad̲h̲ān given in the Ḳarawiyyīn mosque which was too far away to be audible in Fās al-Ḏj̲adīd, and the Friday prayer could accordingly begin there at the ordained hour. The foundation inscription of the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa (originally named al-Mutawakkiliyya after one of the titles of its founder) specifically states that the building has the advantage of serving as a d̲j̲āmiʿ . This madrasa has many of the appurtenances normally reserved for Friday mosques—a minbar , a maḳṣūra , a mortuary and a Ḳurʾān school, plus a unique external clock with a set of songs presumably intended to mark the divisions of the daily prayers. It even has a subsidiary entrance to the rear of the building, as well as an unusual division of the main entrance into two sections, one of which is intended for those with bare feet and is accordingly provided with a treshold of running water. The same idea is applied within the building, for a water-channel runs laterally across the façade of the prayer hall and is crossed by a slab of marble at each side. The building is raised above the level of the bazaar and is reached by a staircase provided with benches; but its roots in everyday life are aptly emphasised by the shops which line its main façade. It is precisely in its flexibility and in its multiple functions that the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa approximates most closely not to other madrasas but to the classical type of mediaeval Friday mosque, as much a community centre as a place of worship. 

Although the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa is unique in the Mag̲h̲rib in its comprehensive range of functions, it is typical in that it is a royal foundation. In this particular case the ruler bore not only the expense of building but also financed the provision of water and endowed the salaries of the staff, the board and other expenses of the students and the upkeep of the building by making over to the institution a formidable list of properties. 

Various methods are employed to emphasise¶ the role of the prayer hall in the Mag̲h̲ribī madrasas. It was the constant concern of the architects to give this hall pride of place in the overall layout, and the majority of them achieved that aim by means of axiality. Sometimes, as in the Ṣaḥrid̲j̲ and Bū ʿInāniyya madrasas, Fās, the entrance, courtyard and mosque were all disposed on the major chord of the building, and in the former case even the elongated rectangular pool played a spatial role. More often, the exigencies of the site and the pre-dilection for a bent entrance meant that this axial emphasis could assert itself only at the entrance to the courtyard (al-ʿUbbād madrasa , Tlemcen; Miṣbaḥiyya madrasa , Fās). So firmly did this axial arrangement establish itself that it was even maintained when it ran counter to the correct orientation of the prayer chamber, as in the ʿAṭṭārīn madrasa , Fās, where in order to mark the ḳibla accurately, the miḥrab has to be placed to the right of the entrance instead of opposite it as the internal logic of the layout demands. 

The placing of the chambers for students varies quite markedly. In the earlier madrasas, all the living accommodation was confined to the ground floor (Ṣaffārīn madrasa ; madrasa of Fās al-Ḏj̲adīd). In the following decades, it continued to be standard practice for the more commodious madrasas to provide, in addition to the main accommodation at first-floor level, at least some student accommodation on the ground floor. It is here that the ornate wooden lattice-work screens known as mas̲h̲rabiyya s come into their own. Placed between the arcades or other openings of the court, they close off from the public gaze the sections of the madrasa which serve for student accommodation. The bleakness of the latter area is therefore masked by a lavish exterior. Symbolically enough it is only the outer, namely courtyard, face of these mas̲h̲rabiyya s that is richly carved; the inner face is plain as perhaps befits the sparse facilities offered to the students. Between these screens and the cells runs a corridor, for all the world like the cloister of some mediaeval western monastery. These screens continue on the upper storeys where their principal function is obviously to decorate the interior façade rather than to seal off the student cells. Sometimes the corridors or galleries are located only along the lateral walls of the courtyard (ʿAṭṭārīn madrasa , Fās; Taza madrasa ), but they often extend to three sides, especially in the later examples of the genre, and there is even an isolated case of a madrasa with student cells arranged unevenly but on all four sides of the ground floor (Sabʿīn madrasa , Fās). The extra height required for a suitably imposing prayer hall meant that there was frequently no room for student cells above it, and there is even a case of a prayer and assembly hall located on the first floor (Miṣbaḥiyya, Fās). 

Nothing testifies more forcibly to the inadequate publication of these buildings than the widely divergent figures given for the number of student cells which they contain. Often enough these statistics are confused with the number of students which the madrasa could accommodate. This figure is in itself wide open to discussion. According to some estimates, a typical cell can hold as many as seven or eight students. However, this is clearly an inaccurate guide for rooms at the smaller end of the scale; indeed, cells measuring no more than 1.50 × 2 m. are quite frequently encountered and it would clearly be difficult to accommodate more than one or at the most two persons in such a room.¶ That many cells were intended to house only a single occupant is clearly indicated by the custom that the student “paid” for his room by buying the key for it from his predecessor. Besides, in many cells the floor space was reserved for living as distinct from sleeping accommodation—a feature which will be discussed in more detail shortly. Within a given madrasa , moreover the size and layout of individual cells will often fluctuate quite markedly. This is especially apt to occur when the madrasa has walls built at acute angles because of the spatial constraints of the site. While windowless cells are known, it was standard practice to provide tiny windows, often with metalwork grilles, opening on to the corridor, the main courtyard, a subsidiary courtyard (especially in post-Marīnid madrasas), or even—though rarely—on to the street. 

The spartan fittings of these cells do suggest that the provision of maximum sleeping space was a priority of the designer. There was no bedding to clutter up valuable space. Students slept under a blanket on a mat. Often projecting shelves below the ceiling function as bunk beds; they are reached by wooden bars mortared diagonally across the corners of the rooms so as to form a simple ladder. Sometimes a small table is provided—the students were, after all, issued with paper, pen and ink. A narrow slot beside the door permitted the daily ration of flat bread to be distributed with maximum speed. Since that ration was fixed at one piece per student, the amount of bread set aside per day for the madrasa provides the necessary clue in calculating the maximum occupancy for which the building was designed. This quantity of bread was made available daily, according to the requirements of the waḳf which financed the institution, irrespective of whether the building was fully occupied or not; in practice, therefore, it often happened that at least some students would have extra rations. 

The largest of the mediaeval madrasas in Morocco is the Miṣbaḥiyya, for which a tally of 117 rooms has been proposed, with 23 on the ground floor alone and the balance in the two upper storeys. A two-storey design is commoner, however, and therefore the ʿAṭṭārīn madrasa , in which Bel counted 34 cells, or the Bū ʿInāniyya madrasa , whose capacity has been estimated at 100 students, are more representative. These are large numbers for buildings designed on such an intimate scale, especially when it is remembered that the prayer hall of such a madrasa could serve as the masd̲j̲id not only for the students and staff but also for the people of the area. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the students lived a hard life—frequently cold, cramped and underfed. 

With the fall of the Marīnids, the golden age of the Mag̲h̲ribī madrasa was over. Not only are there comparatively few surviving madrasas of later date, but the majority of them are either attached to mosques or shrines, and dominated by them, or they are intrinsically of very little interest (Rabat, Ceuta, Tangiers and Ksar el Kebir/Alcazarquivir). Only two deserve closer inspection—the Ben Yūsuf or Yūsufiyya madrasa in Marrakesh, dating to 972/1564-5, and the S̲h̲arrāṭīn madrasa in Fās, dating to 1081/1670, both royal foundations. Their interest lies in their plans rather than in their decoration or structural techniques, for in these latter respects they are disappointingly derivative. 

Although the Ben Yūsuf madrasa is traditionally believed to have a plan based on that of the Marīnid madrasa whose site it occupies, it has a degree of¶ integration and symmetry foreign to its predecessors. Externally, it forms an almost perfect square but for the projecting polygonal miḥrāb . The internal disposition is admirable in its clarity and economy. Broadly speaking, the arrangement is tripartite, with a large porticoed courtyard—containing a substantial pool instead of the usual fountain—acting as the focus of the design and the student cells relegated to the flanking tracts. The oratory, placed as usual along the main axis, is also divided into three parts, a device already encountered in Marīnid madrasas. The arrangement of the cells, however, is novel; for instead of lining a long corridor they are clustered symmetrically in sixes or sevens around a series of seven small courtyards or duwayras. These are accessible via a cloister-like corridor which encloses the courtyard on three sides and also leads into the patio for ablutions. A similar arrangement is followed on the first floor, so that the madrasa contains about a hundred rooms. 

A comparable lucidity of planning informs the S̲h̲arrāṭīn madrasa . Here too the polygonal miḥrāb projects forcibly, breaking the even tenor of the perimeter wall. This wall is stepped in three places but is otherwise straight. Exceptionally, three separate entrances give access to the corridors which debouch into the courtyard. Each of the three lesser courtyard façades is broken by three bays, and the whole elevation rises to an unprecedented three stories. Student cells, mostly arranged around somewhat noisome duwayras more like pits than courtyards, occupy three of the four sides on the ground floor; traditionally, students from various parts of the country—the Tafilalt, the Rīf and eastern Morocco—congregate around the appropriate duwayra so that each courtyard becomes in some sense a local microcosm. The oratory on the fourth side is similar to that of the Ben Yūsuf madrasa . Despite the proximity of the building to the Ḳarawiyyīn, the miḥrāb is seriously out of true, facing as it does the north-east. The high walls, cramped courtyard and blank spaces of the building give it a somewhat oppressive atmosphere. Its history does not belie this impression, for the madrasa was erected on the site of a Marīnid foundation, the Madrasa al-Labbādīn, which Mawlāy al-Ras̲h̲īd had ordered to be demolished because its students had brought women there and given themselves over to debauch. Despite the radial symmetry of its plan, the building falls far below Marīnid standards so far as its decoration is concerned. The large capacity of these two later madrasas and their eminently logical layout put them in a category of their own among Moroccan madrasas and make them a worthy coda to a distinguished tradition.

(R. Hillenbrand)

^ Back to top
Bibliography

1. The institution in the Arabic, Persian and Turkish lands 

A. Mez, Die Renaissance des Islâms, 1922

M. Meyerhof, in SB Pr. Ak. W., phil.-hist. Kl., xxiii (1930), 388-429

idem, in BIE , xv (1933), 109-23

idem, in The legacy of Islam , Oxford 1931, 311-55

J. Schacht and N. Meyerhof, The medicophilosophical controversy between Ibn Butlan of Baghdad and Ibn Ridwan of Cairo , Cairo 1937

Olga Pinto, Le biblioteche degli Arabi nell' età degl' Abbasidi, Florence 1928.

(in addition to references given in the article): A. S. Tritton, Materials on Muslim education in the Middle Ages, London 1957, and the bibl. cited there on pp. ix-xii

G. Makdisi, Madrasa and university in the Middle Ages, in SI (Memorial issue dedicated to J. Schacht), xxxii (1970), 255-64

idem, Madrasa as a charitable trust and the University as a corporation in the Middle Ages, in Correspondance d'Orient, 11, Actes du V e Congrès International d'Arabisants et d'Islamisants, Bruxelles 1970, 329-37

idem, Law and traditionalism in the institutions of learning of Mediaeval Islam , in Theology and law in Islam , ed. G. E. von Grunebaum, Wiesbaden 1971, 75-88

idem, The Madrasa in Spain: some remarks, in Revue de l'Occident Musulman et de la Méditerranée, extraits des Mélanges Le Tourneau, Aixen-Provence 1973, 153-8

idem, The scholastic method in mediaeval education : an enquiry into its origins in law and theology, in Speculum, xlix (1974), 640-61

idem, Interaction between Islam and the West, in Mediaeval education in Islam and the West, ed. G. Makdisi, D. Sourdel and J. Sourdel-Thomine, The International colloquia of La Napoule. I, Paris 1977, 287-309

idem, Ṣuḥba et Riyāsa dans l'enseignement médiéval, in Recherches d'Islamologie: recueil d'articles offert à Georges C. Anawati et Louis Gardet par leurs collègues et amis, Louvain-Louvain-La Neuve 1978, 207-21

idem, An Islamic element in the early Spanish university, in Islam : past influence and present challenge, ed. A. T. Welch and P. Cachia, Edinburgh 1979, 126-37

idem, On the origin of the college in Islam and the West, in Islam and the mediaeval West: aspects of intercultural relations, ed. K. I. H. Semaan, Albany 1980, 26-49

idem, The rise of colleges, institutions of learning in Islam and the West, Edinburgh 1981. 

Nicole Grandin and M. Gaborieau (eds.), Madrasa. La transmission du savoir dans le monde musulman, Paris 1997.

II. In Muslim India 
Ḍiyāʾ al-Dīn Baranī, Taʾrīk̲h̲-i Fīrūz-S̲h̲āhī, Calcutta 1862

J. Briggs, History of the rise of Mohammedan power in India (= Eng. tr. of Abu 'l-Ḳāsim Firis̲h̲ta's Guls̲h̲ān-i Ibrāhīmī or Taʾrīk̲h̲-i Firis̲h̲ta ), 4 vols., Calcutta 1908-10

Abu 'l-Faḍl, Āʾīn-i Akbarī, i, tr. H. Blochmann, Calcutta 1873

N. N. Law, Promotion of learning in India during Muhammadan rule (by Muhammadans), London 1916

F. E. Keay, Ancient Indian education , London 1918

idem, Indian education in ancient and later times, London 1938

Abu 'l-Ḥasanāt Nadwī, Hindustān kī ḳadīm Islāmī darsgāheṅ, Aʿẓamgaŕh 1936

S. M. Jaffar, Education in Muslim India , Hyderabad 1936

S. M. Edwards and H. L. O. Garrett, Mug̲h̲al rule in India , repr. Dehli 1962

Yusuf Hussain, Glimpses of medieval Indian culture, Bombay 1962

S. M. Ikram, Muslim civilization in India , New York 1964

idem, Rūd-i Kawt̲h̲ar, Lahore 1958

A. L. Srivastava, Medieval Indian culture, Agra 1964

Khaliq Ahmad Nizami, Studies in medieval Indian history and culture, Allahabad 1966

Aziz Ahmad, Islamic modernism in India and Pakistan, 1857-1964, London 1967

idem, An intellectual history of Islam in India , Edinburgh 1969

Muḥammad Ṭayyib, Taʾrīk̲h̲-i Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband , Lahore 1972; 

R. Brunschvig, Quelques remarques sur les médersas de Tunisie, in RT, new ser., vi (1931), 261-85.

III. Architecture 
G. Awad, The Mustansiriyah College, Baghdad, in Sumer (1945)

M. van Berchem, Matériaux pour un CIA, i. Égypte, Paris 1894-1903, 254 ff.

D. Brandenburg, Die Madrasa. Ursprung, Entwicklung, Ausbreitung und künstlerische Gestaltung der islamischen Moschee-Hochschule, Graz 1978

R. W. Bulliet, The patricians of Nishapur, Cambridge, Mass. 1972, 249-55

K. A. C. Creswell, The origin of the cruciform plan of Cairene Madrasas, in BIFAO , xxi (1922), 1-54 (summarised and revised in the same author's The Muslim architecture of Egypt. II. Ayyūbids and early Baḥrite Mamlūks A.D. 1171-1326, Oxford 1959, 104-33

E. Diez, EI 1 art. Madrasa 
K. Erdmann, Vorosmanischen Medresen und Imarets vom Medresentyp, in Studies in Islamic art and architecture in honour of Professor K. A. C. Creswell, Cairo 1965,¶ 49-62

A. Godard, L'origine de la madrasa, de la mosquée et du caravansérail à quatre īwān s, in Ars Islamica, xv-xvi (1951), 1-9

E. Herzfeld, review of Creswell's article in Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1926, no. 9, cols. 417-23

idem, Damascus : Studies in architecture. II, in AI , x (1943), 13-30

G. Makdisi, The rise of colleges. Institutions of learning in Islam and the West, Edinburgh 1981

idem, Madrasa and university in the Middle Ages, in SI, xxxii (1970), 255-64

idem, Muslim institutions of learning in eleventh-century Baghdad, in BSOAS, xxiv (1961), 1-56

idem, The Madrasa in Spain: some remarks, in Revue de l'Occident Musulman et de la Mediterranée. Mélanges Le Tourneau (1970), 153-8

L. Massignon, Les Medresehs de Bagdâd, in BIFAO , vii (1909), 77-86

J. Pedersen, Some aspects of the history of the Madrasa , in IC , iii (1929), 525-37

A. Péretié, Médersas de Fèz , in AM, xviii (1912), 257-372

A. Sayılı, Higher education in medieval Islam : the Madrasa , in Annales de l'Université d'Ankara, ii (1947-8), 30-69

H. Schmid, Die Madrasa des Kalifen al-Mustansir in Baghdad. Eine baugeschichtliche Untersuchung der ersten universalen Rechtshochschule des Islam , Mainz 1980

J. Sourdel-Thomine, La Mosquée et la Madrasa. Types monumentaux caractéristiques de l'art islamique médiéval, in Cahiers de civilisation médiévale, Xe-XIIe siècles, Université de Poitiers, Centre d'Études Supérieures de Civilisation Médiévale, xiii/2 (1970), 97-115

C. Terrasse, Médersas du Maroc, Paris 1927

A. L. Tibawi, Origin and character of al-Madrasah, BSOAS, xxv (1962), 225-38

A. S. Tritton, Materials on Muslim education in the Middle Ages, London 1957

L.Hunarfar, Gand̲j̲īna-yi āt̲h̲ār-i Taʾrīk̲h̲-yi Iṣfahān , Iṣfahān 1344/1965-6

A. Kuran, Anadolu medreseleri, Ankara 1969

M. Sözen, Anadolu medreseleri. Selçuklular ve Beylikler devri, 2 vols., Istanbul 1970. 

