


First, does the timing of umlaut placement shed any light on the antiquity of the
umlauts? The most likely answer is, “no.” The preponderance of the evidence to date
points to the fact that all of the umlauts should be considered original. Umlauts that bear
the later, chocolate-colored ink of the retracer most likely have original umlauts
underneath them. Even the one, possibly two umlauts in the Hebrews and Revelation
supplement portion of Vaticanus represent original umlauts restored to the text during the
repair process. 2 This is a conclusion with which Payne generally agrees. In his most
recent line of inquiry, he states, “Various factors support the likelihood that dark

chocolate brown color umlauts were overtraced in the Middle Ages.” an argument for



their antiquity and originality.” If this evidence holds true, the sporadic placement of
umlauts, if any, would most likely not mean some umlauts were placed in the fourth
century and some were placed in the twelfth century, but rather “sporadic” would mean
they were placed during multiple passes through the manuscript, most likely by the same

scribe or during the very early life of the codex.





































































When this is also measured against the strong. primarv mechanical evidence for the

antiquitv of the umlauts. the case for the originalitv of all the umlauts is auite strong.




































Metzger lists forty-five places of “noteworthy agreements” and “peculiar” and
“distinctive” readings among the Curetonian and Siniatic manuscripts, demonstrating
their relationship to the major uncials, especially X and B.! If the scribe of Vaticanus
was using manuscripts in the Old Siniatic tradition, umlaut placement should bear this
out. It, however, does not. There are, in fact, over 500 umlauts in Vaticanus at lines
where Vaticanus is in complete agreement with the entire Syriac tradition. This may
confirm a general alignment of Vaticanus with the Syriac in those places, but it does not
suggest that in the majority of places it was a Syriac manuscript that was the source for
the umlaut. In the remaining 300 places marked by umlauts that do contain a Syriac
variant, all but three of those locations also contain non-Syriac variants. Thus it is

" Metzger, Early Versions, 61.

% Ibid., 67.

8 Ibid., 82.

88 1bid., 39ff.
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impossible to tell if it was a Syriac manuscript that inspired the umiaut in those places. At
Mt 3:15-16 (1237.C.30.R), Lk 2:14 (1307.B.4.L), and John 2:24 (1352.A.40.L),
however, the only NA27 variant at those lines is Syriac, and all three of those lines do
contain an Old Syriac variant.

What does it all likely mean? The data is far from conclusive. It may be
significant that of the 808 umlauts over 300 contain Syriac variants; but with only three
that are exclusively Syriac, it is impossible to tell. It may also be significant that all three
of the exclusively Syriac readings are Old Syriac variants. The Old Syriac manuscripts

would be the members of the Syriac family that date most closely to the time of the

0

Arguments from



It seems rather that
prevailing theories in textual criticism from Tischendorf forward base their estimation of
Vaticanus’ textual quality not on assumptions that its text is the product of textual
criticism, but rather its antiquity.”! In other words, it is the ancient nature of the codex
and its unconflated text—a sign to many of its antiquity—that has led so many textual
critics to pronounce it reliable. It would certainly be problematic and circular to argue
that the umlauts are proof of a text-critical composition of Vaticanus and then to justify
the antiquity of the umlauts based on arguments that the scribe of Vaticanus was already
engaged in textual criticism. As a kind of proof for the text-critical nature and antiquity of
the umlauts, the argument ultimately fails at this point. That is not to say, however, that
the umlauts and their purpose, established apart from this argument, could not suggest
that the scribe of Codex Vaticanus was indeed engaged in a kind of textual criticism, but
that claim is best made with the umlauts and not for them.

Payne is correct, however, when he argues that the scribe of Vaticanus did clearly

employ other sigla in the production of the text of the New Testament in that codex. .



Conclusion

There have been a number of arguments both for and against the antiquity of the umlauts,
but the evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of a date for the umlauts close to the time of
the construction of the codex. A number of the umlauts have been expertly deemed to
match the ink of the original scribe. The probability that a later scribe would discover the
umlauts, decode their meaning, and then continue making text-critical observations using
the same siglum seems highly unlikely. There is also good evidence that some of the
umlauts precede some of the earliest marginalia in the codex; marginalia which, in a few
cases, should be dated to the time of the manuscript’s construction. There are a handful of
cases where umlaut placement is difficult to explain, but in only two cases is a
convincing and probable explanatory theory entirely absent. Given the sporadic nature of
umlaut placement in many cases, these anomalies are best explained as a coincidence. It
is, therefore, best to conclude, based on primary and secondary observations, that all of
the umlauts are as old as the oldest marginalia in Vaticanus and probably date to the time

of. if not the hand of. the original scribe.

96



Summary
The umlauts do mark places of textual variation between Vaticanus and another
manuscript or manuscripts. Of this, all scholars appear to be in agreement. The statistical
evidence is clear that lines marked by umlauts were considerably more likely to contain
textual variants than unmarked lines. Additional tests performed by multiple scholars also
confirm that the umlauts do mark places of textual variation.

Though it is possible that some of the umlauts were placed in the manuscript later,
all of the evidence points to the fact that the umlauts are made very early, close to the
time of the manuscript’s production, possibly by the original scribe of Vaticanus. Canart,
a paleographer at the Vatican, is certain that the unretraced umlauts match the ink of the
original scribe and gives good evidence that other original ink umlauts have been retraced
by ink matching the rest of the retracer’s work. Additionally, it is difficult to imagine a
plausible scenario whereby two scribes, separated by as many as a thousand years, placed
umlauts in the text of Vaticanus independent of one another, or that any reasonably
modern scribe would make such marks in such an ancient text.

There is some “crowding” that occurs regarding umlaut placement that could
suggest the umlauts were placed in the text after the Vaticanus canon numbers were
added to the manuscript. If true, this could mean that it was not the original scribe who
placed the umlauts, though such a conclusion would not demand a date for the umlauts
much later than the fourth century. Additionally there are two difficult instances of
nonstandard umlaut placement that appear be the result of crowding by considerably later

marginalia. Given the overwhelming evidence to support the antiquity of the umlauts,
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these two instances of unusual umlaut placement are most likely coincidental, since a
significant number of the umlauts are placed in nonstandard locations.

Third, there is no good mechanical evidence to suggest whether the umlauts were
placed sequentially or sporadically, but very little hinges on the timing of umlaut
placement. Given that all of the evidence, text-critical, paleographical, and logical, points
to a very early date for the umlauts, the question of timing is little more than a curiosity.
The existence of umlaut imprints, ink from an umlaut (retraced or not) that bled over onto
the opposite page when the pages of the codex were closed, could be an indication that
the umlauts were made after the text was transcribed and that they were made
sporadically. In other words, it is possible that some umlauts were placed throughout the
text during a first pass through the manuscript and that some umlauts were then placed
during a second pass, etc. It is possible, but the evidence is inconclusive. It is also
possible that the umlauts were placed sequentially in a single pass through the

manuscript. The evidence here is equally inconclusive.
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What makes this the most natural suggestion is that Vaticanus is visibly missing
the PA. The text moves seamlessly from John 7:52 to John 8:12. Both Payne and Miller
have commented on this omission in articles on the umlauts, solely because there is an
umlaut at (1361.C.3.R), the line above where the PA would have begun had it been
included after John 7:52. Payne argues that the umlaut at (1361.C.3.R) is marking the
omission of the PA.'® Miller responds that there is insufficient evidence to conclude that
it was the PA that inspired the umlaut. He demonstrates by offering evidence that the
umlaut normally marks the line where the variant begins and not the line preceding.'® The
presence of a variant on the actual line marked by the 7:52 umlaut supports Miller’s
claim. Payne, however, offers a rebuttal which—though part of a larger argument
between Payne and Miller over an alleged interpolation in 1 Cor 14—is germane to this
study and the question of sources for the Vaticanus umlauts.

Payne suggests that the umlaut at (1361.C.3.R) must be marking the omission of
the PA because, “The variants [Miller] proposes for 1 Cor 14:34-35 and for John 7:52 are
so minor that neither is listed in the NA27.”* Payne then deals extensively with the issue
at 1 Cor 14:34-35, but does not deal any further with John 7:52. Presumably, Payne’s.
argument is that the variants actually found at line (1362.C.3.R) are so insignificant that
they would likely be unnoticed or considered too insubstantial by the scribe making the
umlauts as evidenced by the fact that they do not occur in NA27. This claim must be

examined more closely. The variant data at that line is as follows:

'8 Payne and Canart, “Originality,” 112,
1% Miller, “Observations,” 232.

& Payne, “Response,” 110.
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gK TG yalihatag Tpo | $MTNG OLK EYELPETAL | TAALY OLV AVTOLE EAGAN

€K TNG YaMAaiag TpodnTNg ) TPodn NG €K TNG yahlAaiag
PERDWO /S P33 M lat

EYELPETON ) EYEPTOL U
EYELPETAL ) EYELYEPTAL EGHMI1 285651071 1424 1I»
EYELPETOL ) EYNYEPTAL Loz P usrosv v

It is most natural to assume that the longer interpolation listed first is not the variant
intended by the umlaut, because the variant would have been noticed first, and
presumably marked, on the line above. There is, however, no way to be sure. Even if the
longer interpolation is excluded as well as the itacism and the singular reading of U, there
is a remaining variant unit: gygipeton vs. gyeryeptal. It is true that this variant is not
listed in NA27, but it would hardly be so insignificant as to escape the notice of a Greek-
speaking scribe who was making the umlauts. The larger apparatus in the appendix of
this dissertation has numerous examples of umlauts marking variants characterized solely
by changes in tense, person, or mood or even orthographic peculiari_ties.21 Given this, it
seems most likely that the scribe who placed the umlauts in Vaticanus did »not use an
umlaut to mark the missing PA in John 7, but rather was marking a change in verb tense-
on the line before.

Payne, however, is ultimately correct that the scribe of Vaticanus did know about
the PA and marked it with an umlaut, just perhaps not at John 7. At least one of the
manuscripts that were used to produce the umlauts most likely did not have the PA at

John 7:52 since there is no umlaut there, but the manuscript did have some text that



varied from Vaticanus added to the end of John. The existence of the umlaut in the empty
column at (1382.A.~33.L), therefore, raises the question of whether the scribe of
Vaticanus who placed the umlauts had a knowledge of manuscripts or readings reflecting
the Family 1 tradition, since the primary manuscripts of this tradition lack the Pericope
de Adultera after John 7 and have that additional text located at the end of John. Further
investigation, therefore, is warranted. In order to successfully claim a connection between
the Vaticanus umlauts and Family 1, the data must be examined in two key areas.

First, one would have to find a significantly high number of Family 1 variants
present on lines marked by umlauts in Vaticanus. The number of Family 1 variants at
umlaut locations would also have to be significantly higher than the normal incidence of
Family 1 variants on non-umlauted lines. This can only be checked by compiling a
special apparatus in which umlauted lines are checked against all primary Family 1
manuscripts with some justification given as to which Family 1 manuscripts are sufficient
to constitute a Vaticanus umlaut/Family 1 alignment. For example, if the only Family 1
variant on an umlauted line occurs in manuscript 872, it seems unlikely that such would
be significant for this study; nor should such an occurrence serve to demonstrate a
connection between the Vaticanus umlauts and Family 1, given 872’s propensity to lean
toward the Byzantine, as well as the apparent age of the umlauts over against 872’s
chronological location on anv likely Family 1 stemma.?? Individual Family 1 manuscripts
should be included in such a Vaticanus umlaut/Familv 1 apparatus where the individual
manuscrints devart from the text of Vaticanus: a unanimitv of the tradition at a variant

location is not reauired to suggest a nossible Vaticanus umlaut/Familv 1 connection. But



any single manuscript’s variation with Vaticanus at an umlaut location should be weighed
carefully before it is counted as evidence. Also, since umlauted lines are more likely to
contain a variant than non-umlauted lines, it would be important to know whether a
Family 1 variant occurring on an umlauted line was more likely than of any non-Family 1
variant occurring on such an umlauted line, and if so, by how much.

Second, the nature of the Family 1 variants on umlauted lines would need to be
compared with what is known of the textual relationship between Family 1 and
Vaticanus. If, for example, the majority of Family 1 variants found on umlauted lines are
mostly spelling variations of proper names and minor changes in inflection, but it can be
demonstrated that Family 1 has frequent and sizeable insertions of text when compared
with Vaticanus, then it becomes increasingly less likely that it was a manuscript or
manuscripts in the Family 1 tradition that were the source for the umlauts. The existence
of variants between Familyl and Vaticanus that are not marked by umlauts would not
necessarily discount the possibility of a relationship between the Vaticanus umlauts and
Family 1; however, if a relationship existed, parity between the nature of variation among
the two traditions and the nature of variation found in the umlauts could be expected.
Only after this test is passed, can an evaluation of relationship between Vaticanus and
Family 1 be suggested.

Given all of the above considerations, the examination of the Vaticanus umlauts

relative to Family 1 will proceed as follows:



1. On the basis of the history of Family 1, determine which Family 1
manuscripts should be considered in connection with Vaticanus umlauts based on the
nature of their texts, their age, and their place in any likely Family 1 stemma.

2. Produce an apparatus for all four Gospels, noting the location and type of
variation as well as the Family 1 manuscripts which contain the variant(s).

3. Evaluate the apparatus, comparing the findings with regard to Family 1 against
the larger findings relating to the entirety of the Vaticanus umlauts to see if a statistically
significant pattern emerges.

4. Draw final conclusions.

The Make-up and Textual History of Family 1

Family 1 is a collection of manuscripts, cited in most text-critical apparatuses with the
siglum /. According to modern apparatuses, Family 1 typically consists of manuscripts
1, 118, 131, 209, and 1582,* but this roster of manuscripts has developed over time.
Lake was the first to postulate such a family in the early 20" century. With the
publication of Codex 1 of the Gospels and its Allies, 1ake presented five manuscripts
which he claimed to belong to this text family, though only four are dealt with in detail.
Of these manuscripts, Lake argues that Codex 1 is the most faithful to an ancient

24 The list given here is that which is assigned to the symbol /! in NA27. Other
manuscripts in the Family 1 tradition are not consistently cited, though the primary
manuscripts (1, 118, 131, 209, and 1582) are cited individually in NA27 if they disagree
with the family reading and with . A similar list of manuscripts and procedures is
followed by the UBS 4™ ed.

Kirsopp Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels and its Allies in Texts and Studies:

Contributions to Biblical and Patristic Literature (vol. 7 no. 3, ed. Armitage Robinson;
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1902).
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The findings for all four Gospels are summarized on the table below. Locations
marked with “*” indicate places where a single umlaut marks a line of text with more
than one distinct Family 1 variant extant. The column entitled “Variant Type” uses a very
abbreviated set of text critical symbols: “+” indicating an insertion, “—” indicating an
omission, “)” indicating a replacement, and “)+” indicating a replacement that is
significantly longer than the text replaced. The column labeled “NA27” gives the variant
notation listed in that edition’s apparatus. In this column, a “—" indicates that the variant
is not listed in NA27, and a notation of “B is unique” indicates that B and often a handful
of other manuscripts have a unique reading that differs from Family 1 as well as many
other manuscripts. The column labeled “LAS” indicates the findings of a collation of

umlaut lines using the apparatuses in Lake and Swanson as well as the helpful correction















Matthew

There are 94 umlauts in Matthew’s gospel in Vaticanus, 49 of which certainly mark the
location of a Family 1 variant. Of those 48 Family 1 variant umlauts, 30 mark lines of
text containing a variant extant in all primary Family 1 manuscripts,*’ though two of
these are locations where Vaticanus and a handful of other manuscripts have a unique
reading. Six of the 49 Family 1 variant umlauts mark lines of text which contain a variant
extant in only a single primary manuscript of Family 1. The remaining 13 umlauts mark
lines of text containing a variant extant in multiple manuscripts of Family 1. Typically
manuscripts 118 and 209 or manuscripts 1 and 131 are paired together. In these locations,
manuscript 1582 is more likely to be associated with 1 and 131 than with 118 or 209
unless, however, 1582 has been corrected at that location. In Matthew’s Gospel, on
umlauted lines that mark places of variation with manuscript 1582, in places where 1582
has been corrected, 1582 has always been corrected to read with 118 and/or 209. There
are no places in Matthew’s Gospel where an uncorrected 1582 reads with 1 except in
places where the entire Family 1 tradition agrees.

Additionally, there are two umlauts, included in the totals above, which mark
lines of text that each have two variants extant in Family 1 manuscripts. The first, the
umlaut at Matt 15:8 (1255.A.39.L) has Family 1 divided between the two variants. The
first variant, a lengthy replacement, is extant in manuscripts 118 and 209. The second
variant has a two-word addition extant in manuscripts 1 and 131. In the second case, the

umlaut at Matt 16:13 (1256.C.31.L), also has two variants extant in Family 1 on that line.

As noted above, the manuscripts that will be considered primary are 1, 118, 209
and 1582. Codex 131 will also be cited because its readings are readily accessible, though
its inclusion will be properly weighted in any conclusions drawn.



Mark

The umlaut locations in Mark, with regard to their relationship to Family 1 variants, are
not nearly as varied as they are in Matthew. There are 56 umlauts in Mark’s gospel in
Vaticanus, 34 of which mark the location of a Family 1 variant. In one of those 34
locations Vaticanus and a handful of other manuscripts have a unique reading, and all but
three of those 34 locations contain variants extant in the entire Family 1 tradition.” Six of
the umlauts mark lines of text that contain two distinct variants as represented in the
Family 1 tradition. The umlauts at (1286.A.37.1), (1288.A.41.L), (1288.B.9.1),
(1297.C.33.R), and (1302.C.5.1) all contain two Family 1 variants on the line marked.
Both variants on all three of the lines are found in the entire Family 1 tradition. The
umlaut at (1280.C.10.1L) also contains two variants extant in Family 1 manuscripts, a text
addition found only in 118 and 1582°and a text addition found only in 131. These

corrections appear to reflect Byzantine influence.

Luke

There are 78 lines of text marked by umlauts in Luke. Of those, 36 contain lines of text
with a Family 1 variant present. At least 22 of these mark lines where the entire Family 1
tradition varies from Vaticanus. At least seven of the 36 lines contain a variant extant

only in a single Family 1 manuscript, and in at least three of the 36 lines which contain a



Family 1 variant, the variant is extant in two or three manuscripts from the Family 1
tradition.”’ The umlauts at (1329.A.17.L), (1330.C. 1.L), and (1332.B.10.L) each contain
two Family 1 variants on the line marked. The umlaut at (1334.A.15.L) contains three
distinct variants on the line marked, one found only in Codex 131, the other two

representing a variant with all the primary Family 1 manuscripts.

John

John’s Gospel in Vaticanus contains 52 umlauts marking 51 lines of text.’> Twenty-six of
the 52 umlauts mark lines of text containing variants extant in Family 1 manuscripts. Of
those, at least 19 contain variants representing the entire Family 1 tradition. At least one
is represented by only a single manuscript, and at least two are represented by multiple
manuscripts in the Family 1 tradition.>* The umlauts at (1361.A.40.L), (1361.C.3.R),
(1367.B.7.L), (1372.A.31.L), and (1381.B.28.L) each contain two distinct Family 1
variants on the line marked. At three of the 26 Family 1 umlaut locations, Vaticanus and

a handful of other manuscripts contain a unique reading.

3 The numbers given here (22 of 36, 7 of 36, and 3 of 36) could each be higher
by as many as two or three because, as discussed above, four of the umlauts in Luke
contain multiple variants on the line that are extant in the Family 1 tradition. At each of
these, at least one of the variant units is extant in all Family 1 manuscripts; two are extant
only in manuscripts 1, 118, and 209; and three are only extant in manuscript 1 or 131.

The final umlaut at (1382.A.~33.L) is marking the middle of almost an entire
column of empty space. As will be demonstrated above, this is most likely a Family 1
variant, marking the location of the Pericope de Adultera.

53 These numbers (19 of 26, 1 of 26, and 2 of 26) could be as many as two or three
higher because five of the umlauts in John contain multiple variants on the line that are
extant in the Family 1 tradition. At each of these, at least one of the variant units is extant
in all Family 1 manuscripts, two are extant only in a single manuscript, and two are
extant in multiple manuscripts.



Establishing a Connection between Vaticanus and Family 1
What is abundantly clear is that data resulting from an examination of the umlauts for
Family 1 variants passes the test set out above. There is a significantly high number of
Family 1 variants found at umlaut locations in the Gospels. In total, 145 umlauts in the
Gospels mark locations that contain Family 1 variants. These locations make up 51.8% of
the 280 total umlauts in the Gospels. This percentage is noticeably high, with half the
lines of text marked by umlauts containing a Family 1 variant.

It should be noted, however, that a number of these 145 Family 1 variant locations
are probably not indicative of a Family 1 variant known to the scribe of Vaticanus who
made the umlauts. The vast majority of the umlauted lines contain variants from other
text families as well, and it is impossible to know which variant the scribe intended to
mark with the umlaut. Also, many of the umlauts listed above mark a line with a variant
found in only a single manuscript in the Family 1 tradition. This does not exclude, but
does cast doubt on, the likelihood that the scribe placing the umlauts was aware of a
Family 1 variant. Additionally, a few of the umlauts listed above represent corrected
manuscripts from the Family 1 tradition where the original text agreed with Vaticanus but
was later corrected to a different reading. There is also a number of locations noted in
Table 16 where a Family 1 variant is extant at that location because Vaticanus and a
handful of other manuscripts have a unique reading. In other words, Vaticanus disagrees
with Familv 1 as well as with the vast majority of other Greek manuscripts. Again. this
does not exclude the possibility that it was an ancient Familv 1 reading that was the
impetus for the umlaut. but since an umlaut at that location could have resulted from a

variant in manv text-tvpes. these umlauts should be viewed skenticallv with reeard to a



Family 1/Vaticanus relationship. It should also be noted that, though cited consistently in
the apparatus, Codex 131 is problematic for determining an ancient Family 1 reading. As
discussed above, 131 is not a consistent witness for the Family 1 tradition.

If Family 1 umlaut locations that have only a single manuscript witness (e.g., the
only variant from Family 1 extant on an umlauted line is found exclusively in Codex 209)
are dropped from the tally, the number of Family 1 umlauts drops from 145 to 126 or
45.0% of the umlauts which is still a high total.>* If Family 1 umlaut locations that only
have variants found in corrected manuscripts are dropped, the tally is further reduced
from 126 to 124 of 280 or 44.2%. If the Family 1 umlaut locations that are the result of a
mostly unique reading of Vaticanus are excluded, the tally drops to 118 or 42.1% of the
total umlauts in the Gospels. If the tally of Family 1 umlauts is reduced to only include
those locations containing a variant representing all of the primary manuscripts in the
Family 1 tradition, the tally drops to 94 of 280 or 33.2%. This means that the number of
umlauts in the Vaticanus Gospels that most likely represent locations where the scribe
who placed the umlauts could have been aware of a Family 1 variant is somewhere
between 33.2% and 44.2%., though it could be as high as 51.8%. This appears to be a
significantly high number. Without a control group, however, with which to compare
these figures. it would be overly hasty to declare a Vaticanus umlaut/Family 1
connection.

The establishment of a control group is the next logical step in determining if the

percentage of Vaticanus umlauts in the Gospels that contain a Family 1 variant is

>4 Note that dropping from the tally singular manuscripts in the Family 1 tradition
also eliminates manuscript 131, except for those locations where 131 agrees with another
manuscript in the Family 1 tradition.
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In the Gospel of Matthew there are 94 umlauts, 50 of which contain a Family 1
variant of some type or 53.2%. As noted above, this figure is congruous with the
percentage of Family 1 variants to umlauted lines throughout the Gospels. When the
twenty lines following each of the 94 umlauted lines are checked for Family 1 variants,
Table 17 above demonstrates that the percentages drop dramatically. The highest
incidence of Family 1 variants occurs on the sixth line following umlauted lines, with 24
Family 1 variants. The lowest incident of Family 1 variants occurs on the seventh line
following the umlauted lines, with only 10 Family 1 variants. The twenty lines following -
umlauted lines average 17.4 Family 1 variants out of 94 lines examined or roughly 18%.

This demonstrates that there is a statistically significant number of Family 1
variants found on umlauted lines. An umlauted line is somewhere between two and three
times more likely to contain a Family 1 variant than a non-umlauted line. Depending on
how n'gorou's the standard, somewhere between 33.2% and 51.8% of the umlauts contain
a likely known and umlauted Family 1 variant. In the control group (a sample of non-

umlauted lines in Matthew), however, only 17.4% of non-umlauted lines had a Family 1
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variant, and this 17.4% was achieved by counting every possible Family 1 variant (in
single manuscripts, in corrected manuscripts, and in Codex 131). This is a strong
indication that the scribe who placed the umlauts in Codex Vaticanus used a manuscript
or manuscripts that contained Family 1 readings as a source for some of the umlauts.

The data also indicate that there clearly is parity between the kind of variation
expected between Family 1 and Codex Vaticanus and the kinds of variants found on lines
marked by the umlauts. As with any umlauted line, it is impossible to tell which variant is
being marked if more than one variant is extant on the line, and it is impossible to tell
which manuscript or manuscript type was the source for the umlaut when a variant
appears in more than one manuscript type on a single line. There are a few notable places,
however, where the Family 1 variant appears more likely to be the variant that the scribe
intended to mark with the umlaut. Also, it is worth noting that the Family 1 variants
tound on lines marked by umlauts are substantial. The entire apparatus is found in the
appendix, but a few examples will serve to illustrate these points.

Below are six umlaut locations where it is the Family 1 variant that appears to be
the most likely candidate for the variant being marked by the umlaut. Only two of these
are exclusively Family 1. The rest of these examples, like the majority of the 144
umlauted lines which contain Family 1 variants, also contain non-Family 1 variants or the
line contains multiple variants that are attested to by other texts and text types along with
Family 1. With each of the examples below, after the location is given, the relevant text
from the line of Vaticanus is provided. The bold text surrounded by “| |” is the line in
Vaticanus: anv additional text is from the line above or the line below and is provided

because some of the variant extends to that text.



1. Matt 15:19 (1255.C.1.R): | hoyicpor movnpot o | vot uorysion

dovor ) $Bovor 1131 1582°

dovo1l poryelal ) pory el povol L
Note: It is possible that the variant marked here is the interpolation found in Codex L.
The rest of Family 1 reads with B.

2. Matt 20:15 (1262.A.2.1): &v 101G | epoig 1 0 0$pBaApog |

EV TOLG ENOIG ) — b fff g’ °1
no)el 11582
n) el E 118 1424

Note: It seems more likely that if the omission was the variant intended by the umlaut,
the umlaut would have been placed one line above, next to the line where the scribe

would have first noticed the omitted text (line 1261). This leaves the &t variant with a
substantial Family 1 attestation.

3. Matt 26:53 (1273.B.4.L): | pov kol TapOGTNGEL MOt |

Lot ) + mde RO 1! (1844) (bo)
Note: R has been corrected to read with B. The only other continuous text Greek
manuscript with a variant at this location is ©.

4. Luke 4:7 (1310.C.21.L): | ov ovv gav TpockLVN |
EQV ) + TECGOV f’ 124 157 700
Note: The entire Family 1 tradition reads necwv with a few related miniscules.

5. Luke 9:44 (1323.A.4.1): | vpELC €1C TAL OTO LUOV |

0T ) — 131
Note: In Luke 9, Codex 131 is widely regarded to reflect the Family 1 tradition. The rest
of Family 1 reads with Vaticanus.

6. (1382.A.~33.L)
Include Pericope de Adulterae f!

Note: As stated above this is the most notable of the umlauts for determining a Family
1/umlaut alignment. It represents a uniform and exclusive marker for a Family 1 variant.

Like so much work concerning the umlauts, the conclusions here must be
considered cautiously, but the evidence does appear to point toward a connection
between the Vaticanus umlauts in the Gospels and the Family 1 tradition. More than half
of the umlauted lines in the Gospels mark the location of a Family 1 variant, and an

umlauted line of text in the Vatican us Gospels is almost three times more likely to



contain a Family 1 variant than a non-umlauted line. The statistical difference between
the probability of finding a Family 1 variant on an umlauted line versus a non-umlauted
line is also considerably greater than the statistical difference between finding any variant
on an umlauted line versus a non-umlauted line. There are clear examples of umlaut
locations where the most likely variant marked by the umlaut is a Family 1 variant.
Additionally, the evidence seems to be clear that it was not an extant Family 1
manuscript or direct earlier predecessor that produced the umlauts in the Gospels.
Although the apparent age of the umlauts would preclude this is obvious, a cursory
survey of any modern apparatus to the Greek New Testament and Table 17 reveals that
there are many Family 1 variants, some of them quite notable, that go unmarked by
umlauts. There are more than 300 unmarked Family 1 variants in the Gospel of Matthew
alone. It could be that the scribe who produced the umlauts had a manuscript or
manuscripts that looked substantially like the text of Vaticanus and the scribe marked
every place where the two manuscripts disagreed. It is probably more likely, however,
given the wide assortment of variant types found at umlauted lines that the scribe who
produced the umlauts had access to more than one manuscript, one of which was a
manuscript that did not contain the PA after John 7:52 and which had additional text
added to the end of John. The statistical evidence points to this manuscript being related
to an ancestor of Family 1. It is also quite possible that the umlauts only reflect places of
interest for the scribe umlauting lines. and do not reflect the totality of variation between

a manuscript or manuscripts and Vaticanus.



More than one manuscript was most likely employed in the making of the umlauts even
within separate textual units (Gospels, Acts/Catholics, Pauline Epistles). Given the nature
of the variation marked and the nature of the texts suggested by the umlauts, it also seems
possible that the scribe of Vaticanus making the umlauts was not marking every place of

variation in the manuscripts he possessed, or even always the most notable places of



vdriation, but rather was marking “places of interest.” This makes identifying the sources
for the umlauts difficult, but candidates can be suggested. There is no discernable
connection between. the umlauts in Vaticanus and any extant papyri, though such a
connection is not impossible. There is, however, a noticeable connection between the
umlauts and the Syriac text. And there is a clearly demonstrable connection between the
umlauts in the Vaticanus Gospels and the manuscripts in the Family 1 tradition. It seems,
therefore, highly unlikely that the scribe of Vaticanus had a single manuscript with a
mixed text sufficient to produce all of the umlauts. It also appears highly unlikely that the
Syriac text and Family 1 are sufficient to explain all of the umlauts. Other texts were
likely employed.

Additionally, Vaticanus does not contain the Pericope de Adultera, and there is no
umlaut at 7:52 marking the PA’s omission. There is, however, an umlaut in the column of
empty space following the end of John. The most likely explanation for this is that the
scribe of Vaticanus who placed the umlauts had access to a manuscript that did not
contain the PA after John 7:52, but did have some additional text amended to the end of
John. The most likely candidate for this manuscript is an ancestor of Family 1. Statistical

analysis of the frequency of Family 1 variants at umlauted lines confirms this.





