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The copyist of manuscript C 2114 from the collection of
the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental Stud-
ies [1] has made a mistake. Being probably distracted for a
while from his work he then resumed copying of a passage
already done by him earlier. Due to this mistake we, for the
first time, get some definite material and an opportunity to
discuss the regularity of individual handwriting in medieval
Arabic manuscripts.

Fig. I shows two neighbouring pages of the above-
mentioned manuscript. The right one (fol. 250b), starting
from the last word of the thirteenth line and to the end of
the page, contains the text repeated on the next page
(fol. 251a) — it is crossed out by the scribe. Both passages
take the same number of lines — 22, which makes our find
significant as the first and so far the only evidence testify-
ing to the stability and balanced density of handwriting
within a single Arabic manuscript.

It is true, of course, that the volume of the text reveal-
ing this quality of handwriting is too small to make any far-
going conclusions. Still, however, it is much more repre-
sentative than it may appear [2], and we do not overesti-
mate the proofing value of the discovered twin-texts. It is
enough at least to presume that the density of handwriting
in Arabic manuscripts was well-balanced. As for the re-
quired full-scale system of arguments, one should admit
that any search for longer twin-texts in manuscripts does
not promise much. We may try therefore to test the reli-
ability of our suggestion “from the opposite”. Let us make
several first steps in this direction.

Manuscripts C 958 and C 711 from the same collection
of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental
Studies present two copies of the same work — Durar al-
hukkam fi sharh Ghurar al-ahkam by Mulla Khusraw
(d. 885/1480) [3]. One of them (C 711) is incomplete at the
beginning, but the remaining text appears in the second
copy (C 958) already from the 15thline of its first folio
(compare figs. 2 and 3), which means that in manuscript

C 711 only one leaf is missing, with not more than 23 lines
of the text [4].

Estimating by codicological methods the maximum
possible size of the lacuna in manuscript C 711 (not more
than 23 lines) we may verify the reliability of our sugges-
tion on the even density of the manuscript text by calculat-
ing the size of the same lacuna arithmetically.

If the density of handwriting is really a constant value
for each manuscript, then the density of two copies of the
same text may be compared through linear (line by line)
extension of these records — these last can be expected to
be proportional in the same way as the proportion of their
corresponding density. Let us verify this by calculations.
The text taking the first 23 lines in manuscript C 711 (see
fig. 4) occupies approximately 22.2 lines in C 958, running
from line 15 of folio 2b to line 20 of folio 3a (see figs. 2
and 3), which means that the handwriting of C 958
is slightly more dense (1.036times) than in C711
(23:22.2=1.036). This value presenting the relation of
two densities is the instrument for the further conversion of
linear text volumes (lines, pages, folios), known by one
manuscript (in our case — C 958), into corresponding
volumes of a different copy of the same work (C 711).

The comparison of the initial parts of manuscripts
C 958 and C 711 (see figs. 2 and 4) shows that the missing
part of the text in C 711 takes 14 full lines and approxi-
mately three quarters of the 15th line in C 958. In all, it
makes 14.75lines. In C711 it should have taken
1.036 times more space, namely 15 or 16 lines
(14.75X1.036 = 15.28 lines).

It is less than the normative volume for one page, for
which the standard in C 711 is 23 lines, as the preliminary
ruling of the MS proposed. The difference between the re-
sults of our calculations and the ruling requirements of the
manuscript should not, however, undermine our trust in the
validity of these calculations. It was evident from the start
that the missing text could not occupy a whole page. The
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