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ARABIC MANUSCRIPTS: TEXT DENSITY AND ITS COI{VERTTBILITY
NS COPIES OF THE SAME WORK*

The copyist of manuscrip| C 2114 from the collection of
the St. PetersburgBranch of the Institute of Oriental Studres[1] has made a mistake. Being probably dishactedfor a
u,hile from his rn'orkhe then resumedcopying of a passage
alreadydone by him earlier.Due to this mistakewe, for the
tlrst time, get some definite material and an opporlunity to
discussthe regularity of individual handwriting in medieval
.\rabic manuscripts.
,Fig. 1 shows fwo neighbouring pages of the abovenrentionedmanuscript. The right one (foi. 250b), starting
tiom the last word of the thirteenth line and to the end of
the page, contains the text repeated on the next page
rlo1.251a)- it is crossedout by the scribe.Both passages
take the samenumber of lines
22, which makes our find
significantas the first and so far the only evidencetestifyrng to the stability and balanced density of handwriting
s ithin a srngleArabic manuscript.
It is true, of course,that the voiume of the text revealrng this quality of handwriting is too small to make any far:oing conclusions.Still, however, it is much more reprefentative than it may appear[2], and we do not overesti:nate the proofing value of the discoveredtwin-texts. It is
:nough at least to presume that the density of handwriting
:n Arabic manuscriptswas well-balanced.As for the re.lurred full-scale system of arguments,one should admit
:hat any search for longer twin-texts in manuscriptsdoes
r(rt promise much. We may ffy therefore to test the reli'brliry of our suggestion"from the opposite". Let us make
-r-r'erêlfirst stepsin this direction.
VanuscnptsC 958 and C 711 from the samecollection
'i the St. PetersburgBranch of the Institute of Oriental
irudies presenttwo copies of the same work - Durar al'::rkkamfi sharh Ghurar al-ahkam by Mullá Khusraw
. r S 8 5 i1 4 8 0 )[ 3 ] . O n e o f t h e m ( C 7 1 1 )i s i n c o m p l e t e
atthe
^:,illrning.but the remaining text appearsin the second
:,.p) (C 958) already from the 15th line of its first folio
-,rnrpàre.fiSt 2 andJ), which means that in manuscript
-

C 711 only one leaf is missing, with not more than 23 lines
of the text l4l.
Estimating by codicological methods the maximum
possible size of the lacuna in manuscript C111 (not more
than 23 lines) we may verify the reliability of our suggestion on the even density of the manuscripttext by calculating the size of the samelacuna arithmetically.
If the density of handwriting is really a constantvalue
for each manuscript,then the density of fwo copies of the
same text may be compared through linear (line by line)
extensionof theserecords- these last can be expectedto
be proportional in the same way as the proportion of their
correspondingdensity. Let us verify this by calculations.
The text taking the first 23 lines in manuscript C 711 (see
fig. 4) occupiesapproximaïely22.2 lines in C 958, running
from line 15 of folio 2b to line 20 of folio 3a (seeÍigs 2
and 3), which means that the handwriting of C958
is slightly more dense (1.036times) than in CTll
( 2 3 : 2 2 . 2 : 1 . 0 3 6 ) . T h i s v a l u e p r e s e n t i n gt h e r e l a t i o no f
two densitiesis the instrumentfor the further conversionof
linear text voiumes (lines, pages, folios), known by one
manuscript (in our case C 958), into corresponding
volumes of a different copy of the samework (C 71 1).
The comparison of the rnitial parts of manuscripts
C 958 and C 711 (seelgs. 2 and 4) showsthat the missing
part of the text in C711 takes 14 full lines and approximately three quartersof the l5thline in C958. In all, it
makes 14.75iines. In C 711 it should have taken
1.036times more space, namely i 5 or 16 lines
( 1 4 . 15 x 1 . 0 3 6: 1 5 . 2 8l i n e s ) .
It is less than the normative volume for one page, for
which the standardin C711 is 23 lines, as the preliminary
ruling of the MS proposed.The difference betweenthe results of our calculationsand the ruling requirementsof the
manuscriptshould not, however, undermineour trust in the
vaiidiry of these calculations.It was evident from the star-t
that the missing text could not occupy a whole page. The
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lacuna should be taken into account.Making thesecorrections we find that the text missing in C2114 is equivalent
to 1327lines of C2023. Now, using the conversion coefficient, we can estimatethe size of the lacuna in its own
measureunits: 1,327x 1.06:1,406.6 lines. With the normative of 70 lines per folio (35 x 2) for manuscriprC 2114
we find the right and, what is impor-tant, the expected
a n s w e r2: 0 f o l i o s( 1 , 4 0 6: 7 0 : 2 0 . 0 8 f o l i o s ) .
In this way the suggestionof the loss of 20 folios by
manuscript C 2114 has been confirmed. It is absolute,if
speakingof the number of the leaves of paper beanng the
text, or relative, taking into account the text itself - actually, the value estimatedwas the volume of the text. The
matter is that, accordingto the generalrule, the first page of
the manuscript could not bear any text, so we could have
expectedour calculationsto show not 20 but 19.5 leaves.It
means that, when converting the text, the mistake made
around2.5oÁof lts volume.
Is this error acceptable,or is it too big? In our case,
when we actually analysethe contentsof the manuscriptby
blocks, it makes no problem at all. A text wrltten on
39 pagesor on 40 pageswould equallyrequire20 leavesof
paper.It is, moreover,too early now to discusserrorsnatural when calculating the volume of a non-typed (handwritten) text. Taking into accountthe parl of psychosomatic
factors in the processof writing, one can foreseethat the
very presenceof these errors and their distribution by size
following some definite pattern are inevitable. One may
happento comparetexts made by scribesof different skill.
experience,and even temperament.It is difficult, on the
other hand, to estimatethe part played by the curslvenafure
of the Arabic script which is able to be compressedand decompressedwithout loosing its nafural appearance,1.e.
these changesare practically undetectableby human eye.
At the same time, there are definitely factors maintaining
the density of the script within certain limits, especially
when it conceÍls the work done by a professionalscribe.
One of the most important factors was ustng of a ruled pattern for the future text, which made the scribeswork out
a habit for a standardline.
The pattem for ruling Arabic manuscripts(mistara) has
been describedas early as the last century, in particularby
"Paperis ruled
EnglishArabist E. W. Lane (1801-1876):
by putting underneathit a piece of cardboard paper with
cords(mistara) glued acrossit and pressingit slightly" [7].
This primitive but effective device, once widespreadover
the Muslim East,is directly relatedto the subjectof the presentarlicle.

explanationis very simple and obvious: probably there was
a coloured pattern ('unwan) above the text occupying the
soacereservedfor the first 7 or 8 lines. The beginning of
'unwan
tÀesecondcopy of the samework is decoratedwith
( s e e y ' g2 ) [ 5 ] .
The case consideredhere in confirmation of the convertibility of manuscripttexts is, of course,elementary.i. e.
it could have been interpretedwith the sameresultswithout
any calculations. We selected it to enable the common
senseof the reader-specialistto follow the mathematical
converstonof the text from one volume into anotherwhen
drscussingthe method suggestedhere. Let us considernow
a moÍe complicatedcase, also, however, with a quite predictable size of the lacuna. Another pair of manuscripts
from the samecollection- C 2114 and C 2023 (seefgs 5
and ó) [6] - can be taken for this purpose.
The first of thesemanuscripts(C 2114) is defective
folios
missing
of
the
number
The
missing.
the beginning is
may bè estimatedby its pagination, which has been done
twice at different periods. One is quite recent, probably
done when describingthe manuscriptfor the catalogue,the
earherone had been made either by the scribe or by one of
its former Muslim owners, obviously before the beginning
of the manuscriptwas lost. A sampleof the two paginations
can be seen on fig. t aÍ the upper ieft hand corner, where
the presentfolio 251 of the manuscriptis numberedas folio
271 in Arabic. The difference in numbersallows to suggest
that 20 folios at the beginning of the manuscript are missing, i. e. two fu1l blocks (kurrasa) of 10 folios each' This
suggestionbasing upon the old foliation we are gomg to
u.itfv Uy calculations,once more testing the practicability
of the method.
Like in the former case,to estimatethe conversioncoefficient of denstty,we are taking a fragment of text common for the fwo manuscripts.The fragment selectedthis
trme is shown o1 rtg.5 (C2023' fol.22b, 1ine26
comThe
1a).
(C2114,
fol'
6
fol.23a,lines1-27) arrdfig
oanson of the two records of this fragment (35 lines in
C2114 and 33 lines in C2023) gives the conversioncoefficient- 35 :33: 1.06.We can notice also that C2023
has a more densetext. Now we can approachthe estimation
of the volumeof the missingtext in C 2114'
The text missing in C2114 ends on the 26thline of
folio 22b of C 2023 taking in the last one approximately
22 folios. It makes 1364lines (44 pages,31 lines on each
page). The first page of the manuscript (fol. 1a), however,
On the last
t.átt no text. i. e. 31 lines shouldbe subtracted.
to the
corresponding
lines
31
25
of
only
(fol.22b)
page

II
The application of místara introduced an important
feature rnto the shaping of a manuscript. It ensured the
samelength of lines, their equal number and the same distance betrveenthem on all pages of the book. It createda
number of practical conveniencesand possibilities doubtless used by medieval scribes. Let us consider some of
them.
Frrst of all. it is the estimationof the volume of text in
collectionsof verse(díwans).The length of the line is of no
significancehere,becauseeachverse (bayr) occupiesa single tine, never going to the next one. What is variable and
iienificant in different copies is only the number of lines

per page. In this way a manuscript of 250 folios with
a25-line mistara will give w 25 bayts per page, 50 bayts
for a single folio and 12,500bayts fot the whole manuscript
(in fact,up to 12,500ócyrs)[8].
Since every bayt takes only one line in the manuscript.
hence from follows the rule: the number of bayrs in the
manuscript corresponds to the number of lines, and, vice
verse, the number of lines corresponds to the number of
áoyls. This simple relation turns collections of verse into
a special category of manuscripts:calculationsover them
produce results freely convertible from one místara Ío another with no additional information required.For this rea-
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son, versified text in a 21-1ine manuscript, as compared
rvith the above-mentionedversified text of 250 folios with
a 25-linemistara,will occupynot 250 folios but 596 pages,
i . e . 2 9 8f o l i o s ( i 2 , 5 0 0 : 2 1 : 5 9 5 . 2 3p a g e s ; 1 2 , 5 0 0 : 4 2 :
:291 .6 folios). In a l9-line manuscript the same text will
take 329 folios (658 pages),etc.
The convefiibility of the formula "the given number of
folios by the given number of lines each" from one mistara
to anotheris applicableonly for versified texts. In this very
field we are going to provide an example of its real use.
It is the fourth/tenth-century bibliographic work Fihrist
by Ibn al-Nadrm(d. 380/990).
In the foreword to one of the chapters of Fihrist,
which, crting its title, "contains the names of new, as well
as early Muslim poets,also evidenceon the number of their
verse that were introduced into circulation", Ibn al-Nadr-m
wntes: "We ourselvesaim to presentthe namesof the poets
and the amountof poehy written by eachpoet among them,
especiallyby the more recent ones, and also the variations
occurring in their poems, so that whoever desiresto collect
books and poems can have this information and an insight
into the matter. If we say that the poetry of a certian man
fills ten leaves, we mean Sulaymánïyah ones, holding
twenfy lines, I mean on eachside of the leaf" [9]. After this
rntroductionthe authornamesa great number of Arabic poets. giving in the account system mentioned above, i. e.
rn sulaymant folios, exact or approximate figures representing the amount of verse written by them, though one
should think that the anthologiesactually circulated could
have different number of lines on their pages[10].
One of the practical consequencesof this connection
bet'"veenthe contentsof Arabic manuscript (i. e. text) and
its material embodiment (manuscript folio) was the possibilrty to adjust the volume of a new manuscript when
to estimate beforehand the required
making a copy
amount of paper and ink and in that way to affect the expensesof production. Though, one of the principal factors
making the price is still not quite clear, we mean the
scribe'slabour. Was it estimateddirectly from the executed
copy (considering the length of its lines, the number of
lines per page, and the total number of folios) or by converling it to the price of a conventional folio, like the
:trla,v-màní
folio which appearsin Fihrist by Ibn al-Nadrm?
Prosaic texts can not be converted in the same way.
fhe reason for this is the very characteristicof mistara
ri hich in the former case was of no significance - the
lengthof the line.
The matter is that in prosaic texts, unlike in verse,
tlie length of the line is not an account unit indifferent to
the length of the textual fragment.In this casethe length of
the line is no longer a self-standing unit measuring the
;ompleteness or incompleteness (defectiveness) of the
u hole text, the instrument of getting the quantitative estintation of the text in question as a sum of units-lines.Prosaictext, of course,is also divided into mistara lines. It has,
however,no internal measurelike the metrical unit which
in the first casedeterminedboth the length of the line and
rhe equal total number of lines in all copies of the poetic
'.rork in question.Prosaictext is divided into lines after the
i\temal, and for this reasonirregular measure- the length
,rt-the line in this or that mistara. Versified text always
irves the same total number of lines, no matter what kind
ti mistttrais used. Prosaictext gives a different number of
.rnes,dependingon different místarasllll.

Prosaiclines, however, can also be converted,as it has
been demonstratedabove.
In spite of the different width of different lefters of the
Arabic alphabetthe text of Arabic manuscriptsrevealsthe
ability to maintain approximately the same number of letters in all lines of a whole codex. This number is only
slightly shifting around some numeral presentingan average value for the lines of the given codex [12]. This quality,
so far as I know never mentioned in literature. allows to
convertprosaictexts from one mistara to another.
The method of finding the averagedensity for one line
of the text is the usual one. As for the conversion coefficient also required in this case,it presentsa proportion expressingthe relationbetweenthe averagedensity of the text
in the lines of two manuscripts,juxtaposed copies of one
and the same work. The way of obtaining this value could
be either abstractor relevant. When applying the abstract
method we first find (by characters-letters)the average
density of the text (handwriting) in the lines of two juxtaposedmanuscripts,then we calcuiatethe conversioncoefficient itself by dividing, say, the greater value of density
into the smaller one. The relevant method omits the first
stage (working out the averagedensity), namely: one and
the samefragment of text is selectedin two copies(its volume is taken at random, but with a whole number of lines,
pagesor folios in one of the manuscripts,acceptedas a unit
of measure);then, like in the first case,the greatervalue is
divided into the smaller one; the figure obtainedis the conversion coefficientwe were looking for.
It is impossible,unfortunately,to demonstratethe convertibility of prosaic texts using published,i. e. availableto
everyone,materials.The matter is that facsimile reproductions of manuscripts,of which there are many now, and
which could have been used to aÍrangea public demonstration of the method, all these are pubiications of unique
manuscripts. To demonstrate the method and the way
it works we need at least two copies of one and the same
work. That is why the mistake made by the copyist and reproducedat the beginning of this article was so fitting.
It is possibleto presumethat medieval scribesused the
convertibility of prosaictexts, like in the casewith versified
texts, also mainly to estimatethe amount of paper required
for making a copy with a different mistara. We do not
know how it actually worked in those times, but now specialists can use the convefiibilify of texts to achieve other
aims, for example, to locate quickly selected fragments
from some work in any manuscript or printed edition.
Textologists and those who work on literary sourcesconstantly encountersuch problems, and a conversioncoefficient for each pair of manuscriptsmay be used, if necessary, as a concordanceof their pagination.A searchfor the
same fragments by looking through numerous pages of
"blind"
text (with no paragraphs,etc.) in many caseswould
be lessproductive.
The best way to develop the method of convertingtext
from one mistard to anotheris to work on a scholarlypublication of Arabic sources involving several manuscripts
at once. In this casethe problem can be studied indirectly,
not distractingone's attentionfrom other tasksbut ensuring
a more profound study of current materials along separate
lines, within the frame of the standard set of operations
forming the technique of preparing a critical text.
Not all manuscripts and all texts within them are
equally convenientfor the study and practical application
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fr [onuscr ipto
of the text convefiibility effect. The two most impofiant
manuscriptsof Fíhríst by Ibn al-Nadrm (Paris, No. 4457
"inconvenient".The matter is
and Dublin, No.3315) are
is uneven on different and
text
in
them
of
that the density
sometimeson the samepages- againstthe rule of proportionalify declaredabove. The entire blame for that should
not be laid on the copyists. It happensmainly due to the
uneven character of the textual materials: usually condensedrecordsof the lives of Arabic authorsor deliberately
expanded long lists of their works, Besides, one of the
manuscriptscontains here and there vast free spacesreservedfor supplementsby the author of Fihrist himself and
preservedin the copy made directly from the autograph.
But even in similar cases it is possible, within certain
frames,to apply conversion coefficients.I shall Íy to demonstrateit by solving one peculiar problem which arose
when preparing a new scholarly publication of the above
mentionedFihrist by lbn al-Nadtm.
Nine folios (fols. 10a-18b) of the Paris manuscript
No. 4457 show a handwriting different from that of the rest
of the book. It means definitely that the correspondingfohos had been lost and the missing part was restored by
a different scribe. What atfracts our attention is the number
of leaveslost and restoredlater. It is sufficient to presume
that a whole block (kurrasa), i. e. having an even number
of folios, fell out of the manuscript.But what was its original volume? Blocks, as we know, could be of 8, 10 and
l2 folios.
After some analysis it becomes clear that a kuwasa
of 8 fohos should be omitted. The amount of text on the
"restored" folios is too huge to be set on the original
nine
eight. It can be proved in the following way.
The field occupiedby the text is practicaliy equal both
in the original and the restored part of the manuscript
(though there are some slight differences we are going
to considerbelow). Though the actual size of the text field
is not indicated in the published description of the Paris
manuscript, and the manuscript itself is not, unfortunately,
availabie to me, it is possible to see from the photocopy
I have due to the courtesyof Bibliothèqe Nationale in Paris
that the text fields are of the samesize.The manuscriptwas
photographedin the Library by two pages per one frame,
so there are two cases when the original and the restored
pages appearwithin one frame of the field (fols. 9b-10a
and 18b-19a). It means that they were photographedsimultaneously from the same distance. Prints from the film
were made frame by frame in the laboratory of the
St. PetersburgBranch of the Institute of Oriental Studies,
which ensuredequal scale for neighbouring pages on the
prints. It is possiblethereforeto comparethe dimensionsof
the text fields, using only a ruler and not taking the actual
scaleinto account.That was what we did for coming to the
conclusionmentionedabove.
The dimensionsof the ffio mistarasturned to be almost
equal.The number of lines is the same- 16 lines per page.
Taking into account these equal parameters,it becomes
evident from the starl that the copyist of the Íestored part
has failed to arrangethe text within 8 folios. Even though
his handwriting is more dense, he had to use one more
folio, i. e. 32 lines (following the místara),plus 4 additional
lines which he added to the last folio disturbing its original
ruling. That was what actually took place. Eight 16-line
mistara folios make 256 lines, 9 folios make 288 lines,
while the actualrecord took292lines - 36 lines more than
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it could have been in a kurrasa of 8 folios. Four extra lines
were added exactly to the last folio of the restoration
(fol. 18a-b), which demonstratesthat the copyist of the restored part was striving to set the text not within 8 but
within 9 folios. He succeeded,miscalculating oniy by
four lines.
The sameis confirmed by the analysisof the density of
the text of the restoredpart, which is evidently higher than
in the restof the manuscript.
Since the method of a similar analysishas never been
demonstrated anywhere, and the volume of the text
in questionis comparativelysmall (9 leaves),we would like
to demonsfratethe density of the text in detail, which
in other caseswill be doubtless omitted, being dissolved
in generalformulas (see Table).
The Table is presenting all possible characteristics
of the text density of the restoredpart: the number of characters-leftersfor each line of its 18 pages,averagedensity
for each particular page (horizontal rows); for a more precise tracing of the dynamics of handwriting the same is
done for groups of correspondinglines (columns) [13]; finally, it is marked how often and where the scribe was going beyond the borders of his own ruling-mistara (column
"Notes", also columnsfor the 17th and the 18th line).
It is evident from the Table that the density of the text
is fluctuating, reaching its maximum on folios 12a, 15b,
then on the last 4 pagesof the restoredpart (fols. 11a, 17b,
18a and 18b) [14]. The increaseof densiry is achieved,
especially on the last folio (18a-18b) also by extending
lines (i. e. by going beyond Íhe mistara frame) and by increasingthe number of lines on the last page from 16 to 18
(i. e. also by breaking the frame in the vertical direction).
Finally, it should be taken into account that the mistara
frame of the restoredpaÍt was overloadedwith text: 41.8
charactersper line (see Table) against3J.75 charactersper
line [15] in the main part of the Parismanuscript.
So, we once more come to the following conclusion:
the scribe was striving hard, manipulating with the density
of handwriting,to arrangethe text within the given 9 folios.
There was no way to fit the text into 8 folios having the
samemistara as the rest of the Paris manuscript.It was not
possible even to aÍïange it within 9 fohos, if he had followed the místara strictly.
Evidently, the initial text replacedby the presentrestoration occupied 10 folios (following the rule of the even
number of folios in one block)?
Now let us reckon the volume of the restored
part of the manuscript in the characters of the Arabic
alphabet (the total sum of lines multiplied by average
:
density):(18 pagesx 16 lines+4 lines)x 41.8 characters
:12,205.6 characters.Taking the density of the original.
which is equal to 37.75 characters(see above,note 15), we
find that this volume is equal to 323.3 lines of the lost
original part (12,205.6:37.75) or to 20.2 of its pages
(323.3:16), i. e. around 10 folios. The extra 0.2 of a page.
the inevitableerror in reckoning,make only 3 lines of text.
In the caseof the Parismanuscriptthe demonstrationof
convertibility does not possibly require such a detaiied
analysis.The question of the size of the lacuna restored
in the manuscript is important, however, in a different context - the study of Fihrist, filiation of its copies and the
authenticity of its text. The matter is that to establish the
critical text covered by the restored lacuna we have onl1
two manuscripts- Paris No. 4457 and Dublin No. 3315
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The first one, as it is known, contains 9 restored folios of
unknown origin. Only a part of this text can be collated
with the second,Dublin manuscript- there also, as if on
purpose,the text is intemrpted by a lacuna. The two overlapping lacunae place several pages of the text of Fihrist
beyond the reach of textological criticism, they are represented now only by one anonymous restoration. The
authenticcharacterof this fragment can be confirmed only
betweenthe
by quantitativearguments:the correspondence
size of the lacuna and the division of the manuscript by
blocks and folios.
Taking this last into account, we can put the obtained
results to a test in one more way - through the Dublin
First let us find conversioncoefficientsfor the
n-ranuscript.
two setsof texts: 1) the original text of the Paris manuscript
and Dublin manuscript; 2) the restored part of the Paris
manuscriptand the Dublin manuscript. In the first case it
will be 44 lines of the Paris manuscript(fol. 8b, line 4-9b,
line 16) and 30.5 lines of the Dublin manuscript(fols. 4b5a) giving the conversioncoefficientof 1.44 (44 : 30.5).In
the second case these are 16 lines of the restoration
(fol. 10a) and the coresponding text of 12.5lines in the
Dublin manuscript (9.5 lines of fol. 5a and 3 lines of
fo1.5b), which gives the conversioncoefficient of 1.28
(16: 12.5).Now we converl the text of the restoredfragment (18 pagesof 16 lines each)to the mistaraof the Dublin manuscnpt, u,hich has 25 lines: 18 x 16 : 1.28:
- 225 lines (or 9 full pages),and then convert this result to
Lhe mistara of the Paris manuscript: 225 x |.44 : 16:
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:20.28 pages. In this way, reckoning the text of the restoredfragmentthrough the second(Dublin) manuscriptwe
get the same result - 10 folios and 4.5 lines (reckoning
error).
What attractsour attention in these last calculationsis
"restoration- Dublin
the conversioncoefficient in the pair
"unwrapped"
form it appearsas
manuscript" (1 28). In its
the proportion 32:25, which reminds the ruling of the
same texts - 32 lines make 2 pages of the restoredfragment,25 lines - a full page of the Dublin copy of Fíhrist.
It is more than evident that this relation is not just occasional.The scribeof the restoredpart was probably looking
for the easiestway to fill the lacuna exactly, fitting it to the
surroundingtext. Finding that the 225 lines he was expecting to copy made 9 full pages, he decided to accept the
closestexactnumber of pagesmultiple by 9, i. e. 18. Now
he had only to check that every 25th line of the original was
going to correspondthe very last line on the reverseside of
each folio of the copy he was making (i.e. the
32nd line) [16]. The comparison of the restoredpart with
the Dublin manuscriptshows that that was exactly the way
of adjustingthe density of handwriting, after each 25th iine
of the Dublin copy, This last one was most probably the
protographfrom which the restoredpart was copied.
With this discovery we approach a new for textology
and study of sourcescategory of direct evidenceand arguments provided by the methods of quantitative analysis
of manuscripts,which are also new in Arabic studies.

Notes
l. On manuscript C 2114, seeArabskie rukopisí Instituta vostokovedeniia.Kratkií katalog (Arabic Manuscriptsof the Institute of
, . 1 8 9 .N o . 3 8 4 9 .
O r i e n t aS
l t u d i e sC. o n c i s eC a t a l o g u e e) ,d .A . B . K h a l i d o v ,P t . I ( M o s c o w ,1 9 8 6 ) p
2. Two folios once openingthe 26th kurrása of the manuscript,precedingfol.25 1, are cut out (without any lossto the text).This
kurràsa.previouslyhaving 10 folios like the rest,now has only 8 (3 in the first hall five - in the second).Fol. 25 I is its first leaf. The
rrissingfolios probablyalsocontainedrepeatedlycopiedtext.
p. 224, No. 473 I (C 958) andp. 223, No. 4717 (C 7 11).
3. On both manuscripts,seeArabskientkopisiInsÍiIutavosÍokovedeniia,
4. In Arabic manuscriptstext usuallystartsfrom the verso side of the first folio, the recto side eitherperformsprotectrvefunctions
The ruling of 23 linesper pagers maintainedthroughthe whole manuor rs reservedfor the title of the work or for their owners'records.

i

script.
5. The suggcstionof the prescnceof an'unwárt on this pagemakesus hope that the first leaf missing in the manuscriptstill cxtsts
Formerlytherervas a fashionamong collectorsand thosetrading in manuscriptsto collect illuminatedleaves,cutting thenr
someu,hcrc.
from manuscripts.Some of these leaveshave alreadyconle to museumsand libraries,some still wander from aucttonto auction;see
E. J. Grube.PersianPainÍing in :he FottrteenthCentury.A ResearchReporl (Napoli, 1978),p. 12, n.30). If our leaf has survivcd,thcrc
errst numerousfeaturesavailableto identrfyit: its size,width of the text (line),the numberof lines,the last word on the page,as well as
the rvholetext on it, the width of the main frame of the'unwàn (conespondingto that of the text), and even that gold and blue are the
dominatingcoloursof the pattern(the coloursof the framesurroundingthe text of C 711).
p. 189,No. 3849 (C2114) and No. 3850 (C 2023).
seeArabskierukopisiInsÍiÍuíovostokovedeniia,
6. On thesemanuscripts,
7. E. W. Lane,An Accoutttof the Mannersand Customsof the Modern Egyptians(London, 1871),i, p.265.\t is noteworthythat a
mLstara-likernstrumentperforming the same function was discoveredcomparativelyrecently among the Old Believers(Starovers)in St"O
rukopisnoitraditsiiu staroverovSibiri" ("On Old Russranmanuscnpttraditionamongthe
berialseeN. N. Pokrovskii, drevnerusskoí
Srbcria Starovers"), Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoílileratury QnstituÍa russkoí lileratury lN SSSR),XXIV (1969), pp.396-7, with a
"Westem Siberianscriptoriaand binderies:anctenttraditions
drawrng.This article was translatedinto English, see N. N. Pokrovsky,
The
Book
Russian
J.
G.
Simmons,
Collector,XX/Spring 1971(1971),pp. 20-1 and pl. 1.
trans.
from
by
S.
amongthe Old Believers",
8. In some casespieces of poetry in Oriental dïwàns are preceded by a brief prosaic introduction of one or two lines. Thrs
"admrxture" taking a number of lines in a manuscript rurns the complete coincidenceof the two account units we declarehere. In even
"admixture"shouldbe estimatedindividually.
casethis
9. The Fihrist of al-Nadïm. A Tenth Century Survey of Muslim Culture, ed. and trans. by Bayard Dodge (New York-London.
1970),r, p, 351; for the Arabic text, seeKirAb aLFihrisl. Mit Anmerkungenhrsg.von G. Fliigel,nachdessenTode besorgtvon J. Rocdivon. J. Roediger(Leipzig, I 871),p. 159: I 8-20.
ger und A. Mueller.Bd. l, den Text enthaltend,
throughaccountunits of paper(iolior
of the volume of manuscripts
10. It is possiblethat a far echoof this most simplecharacteristic
and tert (line) is thc never explatncdbut sometimesappearingin descnptionsof Arabic manuscnptsmanner to expressthe r,olunrt
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"48 folios (...) of 21 lines per page"; see I. Iu. Krachkovskii, Izbrannye sochineniia
through two rather far related features,for instance:
(SelectedWorks) (Moscow-Leningrad, 1960),vi, p. 507.
11. Exclusionsfromthis rule arevery rare,but still they do exist.One of them is Ismá'Il b. al-Muqrls work'Unwdn al-sharafal-*-àfi
Lrtqh
wa'l-tArtkhwa'l-nahw etc.(GAL II, 190, $ 10, 1; SBlI,254, $ 10, 1, 1). It is a prosaictext with a fixed length of lines, like in
íï
"Arabskoe srednevekovoesochinenie-krossvord"("The Arabic medieval compositionverse.On this unusualliterary work, seemy paper
crossword"), Rossiiai arabskií mir. Nauchnyei kul'turnyesviazi, fasc.2 (St. Petersburg,19961,pp. 41-55, especiallypp. 50-4.
12. It is more evident here than in versified texts that the real text unit is not the line of a manuscriptbut the number of characterslettersit contarns.Line is just a particularform in which this unit is realisedin this or that manuscript.To some extent,possrbly,with the
feeling of this measureof text the absenceof spansbetweenwords in manuscriptsis connected.The introduction of spanscould have posofthe conversioneffect to which this article is dedicated.
sibly led to disappearance
13. Folio 13b containing verse,which should be counted by line, and folio 16a with samplesof Old Persianwriting different from
Arabic are excludedfrom reckoning by letter inthe Table. Also excludedare 9lines reservedfor samplesof other non-Arabic alphabets
but left blank (zero mark rn ihe Table). All thesepassageswere not taken into accountwhen working out averagecharacteristics.Later,
however,when convertrng,for example,the whole text of the restoredpart, all theseomissionswere replenishedaccordingto the average
text density; it possibly affectedthe errorswhich every time occur in calculations.
14. It is enoughto look at the cycled fluctuationswhich are specially underlinedin the Table.Theseextremitiesand other lesspromiofthe scribe's handwriting but by the specific characterof
nent fluctuationsofdensity can be explainednot by somenatural unstableness
just
it
within
the framesset not by himself but by the size of the /ainserting
like
in
other
cases,
but
the
text,
not
copying
his task. He was
cuna.In this way he had to keep watch on the gradually diminishing paper spacemaintaining the balancebetween rt and the remaining
porttonofthe text. In this positioncorrectionsofthe densityofhandwritingare inevitable.
15.The densrtyof handwritingof the principalscribeof the Pans manuscriptis reckonedin the following way: on fol.9b (pagebeper line).On fol. l9a (afterthe restored
(ó00: l6 = 37.5 characters
fore the restoÍedpart)thereare 16 linescontarnrngin all 600 characters
i s - 1 , 2 0 8: 3 2 = 3 1 . 5 )
e )h.e a v e r a g e
p a r r )t h e r ea r ea l s o1 6 l i n e s c o n t a i n i n g 6 0c8h a r a c t e r(s6 0 8 : l 6 : 3 8 c h a r a c t e r s p e r p a g T
16. If he selecteda different ntistara, say of 21 lines, the calculationswould be the same. The converstoncoefficient
2
2
5
x
2
2
5
x 1 . 6 8 ;t h e n u m b e ro f p a g e si n t h e c o p y
1 . 6 8 : 2 1, t h e n u m b e ro f f o | o s J 2 : 2 5 - 1 , 6 8 ;t h e n u m b e ro f l i n e si n t h e c o p y
225 x I .68.42. the number of charactersin one line of the copy rs 1,68times lessthan in the original.Not to go beyond the limit of
1E pages,rvhenmaking a copy, the scribewas striving every 25th line of the original to correspondto the last, i, e. to the 42nd line of
eachfolio ofthe copy.
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collection of the St. PetersburgBranch of the Instituteof Oriental Studies,vol. I, fols. 250b-251a.
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Branchof the Instituteof OrientalStudies,vol. I, fols. 22b-23a.
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