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This article considers afresh the origin of the pericope of the adulteress, which is
absent from some important manuscripts. Comparison of the witnesses to the text
reveals that it has been preserved in two distinct forms, one (attested by Codex
Bezae and the minuscules 2722 and 1071) that is Markan in style, and the other
(attested by f3) that reproduces the style of Luke. The conclusion drawn is that the
account was first composed by Mark (and placed after Mark 12.12) and subse-
quently adopted by Luke (after Luke 20.19). Because of the apparent moral leniency
displayed by Jesus, the story would have been removed at an early date from both
Gospels, and then later reinserted by some manuscripts but at different places.

This study of the pericope of the adulteress develops the discussion pub-
lished by the author in an earlier article ‘Origen lucano de la pericopa de la mujer
addltera (Jn 7,53-8,11)".! The question of the authorship and authenticity of the
pericope is reconsidered here, bringing in some new perspectives.

The first three points summarize the hypothesis formulated in the earlier arti-
cle:

1. The Pericope of the Adulteress (PA) is found today at John 7.53-8.12 in the
middle of teaching Jesus gave in the Temple of Jerusalem (cf. 7.14, 28), in particu-
lar his teaching on the last day, the most solemn, of the Feast of the Tabernacles

* This article was first given as a paper in the Textual Criticism seminar of the SNTS General
Meeting in Aberdeen, 2006.

1 ‘The Lukan Origin of the Pericope of the Adulteress’, Filologia Neotestamentaria 6 (1993)
149-76.

2 The following MSS preserves the PA either in the Gospel of John or in the Gospel of Luke
(specific details will be provided later): D EF GHK (L) MSU VT (A) A T1129Q 0233 £ £
28. (565). 579. 700. 892. 1071. 2722 M35 aur b* ¢ d e ff2 j I™8 ' vg sy"™spal hoPt armPt geo™ss,;
Didasc Ambr Ambst Pacian Apost. Const. Did Jer™s Aug Faustus Rufinus Chrysologus
Sedulius Vic Vig Gelasius Cass Gregor the Great. Omit the PA: P%¥75 X AYMBCMLNTWXY
A © W 070" 0141. 0211. 22. 33. 157. 209. 565. 788. 120. 1241. 1242. 1253. 1333%". 1424*. 2193. 2768
pm3°° a be f1q sy>sP sa ac® pbo boPt arm™s* geo™ss aeth goth; Diat CIVd Tert Or Cyp Chr Nonus
Cyr Cosmas Theoph!-comm Jermss Aygmss,
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(cf. 7.37). There are many exegetes who maintain that the vocabulary and style of
the PA do not correspond to the vocabulary and the style of the Gospel of John,
although some continue to defend John’s authorship.? In the article mentioned
above,* reasons were put forward to justify the author’s conviction that, on the
one hand, it could not originally have been a text of John and, on the other hand,
it should be attributed with some certainty to Luke. It was suggested that the
appropriate place for the pericope was the context of the great debate between
the Jewish leaders and Jesus, immediately after the first attack launched by the
High Priests, scribes and elders when Jesus was teaching the people in the Temple
(Luke 20.1-19). It was probably excised from Luke’s work at the end of the first cen-
tury as a result of the growing moral strictness of the official Church (itself a
Judaizing reaction to the disembodied spirituality of the Docetists).5 By being
placed at John 7.53-8.1, it would have maintained its connection with the original
context in Luke, namely the challenge to the authority of Jesus.

2. A transitional statement (John 7.53-8.1), attested by almost all the different
types of text that have preserved the PA, does not, as can be easily verified, belong
to the PA itself. The information of the two verses is highly suggestive for they
demonstrate that:

a) the PA, although at some point it circulated independently, was originally
attached to a gospel text: these first two verses are clearly the close of a preceding
pericope to which the PA was linked before it was removed;®

3 See, for example, J. P. Heil, ‘The Story of the Adulteress (John 7,53-8,11) Reconsidered’, Bib 72
(1991) 182-92, and more recently M. A. Robinson, ‘Preliminary Observations Regarding the
Pericope Adulterae Based upon Fresh Collation of Nearly All Continuous-text Manuscripts
and over One Hundred Lectionaries’, Filologia Neotestamentaria 13 (2000) 35-59: ‘The pres-
ent writer holds to the theory of Byzantine-priority and considers the PA original to John on
internal, structural, and external text-critical grounds’ (36 n. 2).

4 Not referred to by Robinson, ‘Preliminary Observations’.

5 The conflict between the Judaizers and the Docetists in the Church can be dated to the end of
the first century by the letter of Ignatius to the Romans. Writing as the bishop of Syria (Ignatius
Rom. 2.2), he wished to make it quite clear to all the churches that he was dying of his own free
will CEyo ypdoo nooalg toig EkkAnclalg kol eviéAlopatl Taoty, 6Tl £Ym KOV VEP B0V
anobvnoke, Ignatius Rom. 4.1). What prompted this declaration was that when the imperial
authorities, in view of the serious quarrels sustained by the Judaizers, on the one side, as
defenders of the Law and by the Docetists, on the other side, as advocates of a disembodied
spirituality, demanded to know who was the representative of the Church, he found himself
obliged as thelocal bishop to give himselfup even though he knew that this would mean for him
certain death, without knowing exactly what type of death awaited him (cf. t{ 8¢ xoi €novtov
8€dwKa @ OovaTe TPOG THP, TPOG U yaLpay, Tpog Onpla; ‘Why did I give myselfup to death,
by the fire, by the sword, by the beasts?’ Ignatius Sm. 4.2). The separation of the Docetist com-
munities which, according to Ignatius, was then taking place (see Ignatius Sm. 7.1) would have
contributed to the Christian communities closing their ranks and imposinga strict moral code.

6 W. Willker (A Textual Commentary on the Gospels. Vol. 4b. ‘The Pericope de Adultera: Jo 7.53 —
8.11 [Jesus and the Adulteress)]’ [http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/index.html,
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b) the characters of the preceding pericope are different from those in the PA
— those who bring the woman caught in adultery to Jesus are ‘the scribes and the
Pharisees’ (John 8.3) and ‘the elders’ (8.9), whereas, in the current location of
John, the instigators of the first attack had been the ‘the High Priests and the
Pharisees’ (7.45), and in the proposed location following Luke 20.19, they were ‘the
High Priests and the scribes’ (Luke 20.1, 19);

¢) in the proposed location following Luke 20.19, when the Jewish leaders real-
ized that the parable of the wicked vineyard workers was addressed to them but
were too afraid of the people to arrest Jesus (20.19), ‘everyone went to his own
home’ (John 7.53), while ‘Jesus went to the Mount of Olives’ (8.1).

3. From the transitional statement it further emerges that:

a) the second attack also took place in the Temple but on the following day
when Jesus ‘early the next morning went to the Temple’ (John 8.2a) ‘and all the
people went to him’ (John 8.2b D d 1071. 2722 + U A rell; om. f3);

b) once the PA was removed with its corresponding transitional statement, the
second attack (the third one if the PA is included) would have taken place on the
same day as the previous one according to what is read now in Luke: at Luke 20.20,
the Jewish leaders ‘watched him’ (tapompnoovteg B X rell) or ‘they went away’
(dmoyopnoovteg D, recedentes d © W) and immediately afterwards ‘they sent out
spies who pretended to be honest in order to trap him by what he said so as to
hand him over to the jurisdiction and authority of the governor’ (Luke 20.20 B X
rell) or simply ‘to the governor’ (D d). With the removal of the pericope together
with the transitional statement, the information at the beginning of the overall
section 20.1-21.37, Kol €yéveto €v uid tedv uepdv 8186.6K0vTog 00TV TOV AaOV
£v 10 1ep® (20.1) and the summary at the end of the same section, fiv 8& T0¢
NUEPOG €v T 1lep@ dddokmv (21.37), is out of place, since in the present state of
the text everything happens in one single day. If the pericope is reinserted, then
the first attack would have taken place the first day, whereas the second (PA) and
the following ones would have occurred on the second day, thus explaining both
the év a t@v fuepov of the beginning, and the plural tog Nuépag at the end of
the section. Disturbances in a text always leave traces which the researcher, like a
good detective, can detect and use them to construct a hypothesis.

4. The above points re-state the earlier conclusions. The starting point for a
reconsideration of the hypothesis is the recent examination of the text of the PA
by Robinson,” which has identified at least ten distinct forms of its text. One of
these forms is attested by three MSS, namely Codex Bezae (Dos/dos, copied
around 400 cg) and two minuscules, 2722 (tenth century) and 1071 (twelfth cen-

consulted Aug. 2006] 14), maintains the opposite: ‘... these three verses are a nice creation.
They are similar to Lk 21.37-38’.
7 See n. 3 above.
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tury). The almost total agreement of these three witnesses is most striking because
itis only in the PA that the two minuscules support Codex Bezae — elsewhere, they
diverge. A further remarkable factor is that there are details in the Greek of this
form of the text that indicate it is unlikely to be Lukan. In the three first verses of
the PA, Codex Bezae contains 3 so-called ‘historic presents’: mopayivetat (v. 2a D,
venitd),? dyovowv (v. 3a D, adducuntd 1071. 2722 + KM SUT ATIQ f28. 118. 579.
700 M) and Aé¢yovowv (v. 4a D, dicunt d 1071. 2722 + KM ST1 Q f 2. 28. 579 M).
Now, Luke hardly ever uses this literary form (in Codex Bezae, the author has
counted only 17 in the Gospel, 5 of which are in passages parallel to Mark, and 4
more within parables; Codex Vaticanus only reads 6 of the 17 and has 5 more of its
own, 4 of them within parables). In contrast, in the Gospel of Mark as many as 140
historic presents can be counted in Codex Bezae, and 149 according to the Codex
Vaticanus (not all identical occurrences; Codex Sinaiticus follows Vaticanus very
closely). In view of this discrepancy, it becomes very difficult to assign the text of
the PA attested by Codex Bezae unreservedly to Luke. However, further textual
examination reveals that 9 MSS of the Ferrar group (f3: 13. 69. 124. 346. 543. 788.
826. 828. 983) instead of the 3 historic presents read 3 aorists: YA0ev (% + U A 118.
700), Tpochveykov () and eimov (3 + U A 118. 700). Furthermore, these 9 MSS
of the Ferrar group have preserved the PA not after John 7.529 but after Luke 21.38.
These two factors together would seem to confirm that the text attested by the 9
MSS of f3is indeed Lukan but suggests at the same time that a variant text had its
origin somewhere else. The variety of locations in which the PA is found in the dif-
ferent MSS reinforces the idea that there is something uncertain about its original
location. Apart from being found after John 7.52 and Luke 21.38, it is also found in:

e 2 MSS of f' (1. 1582) after John 21.25

¢ the minuscules 225 and 1128 after John 7.36

e 17 MSSafter John 8.12

e minuscule 2691 after John 8.14a

e minuscule 981 after John 8.20

e minuscule 1333 at the end of Luke (Robinson)

In fact, when a series of controls is carried out, to be explained below, there
emerges the strong possibility that the PA was already in the Gospel of Mark,

8 But mapeyéveto 1071. 2722 + KM I I1 f1 2. 28. 579 M.
9 Ddi1o71. 2722 + E°EFGM° S° U VI A°TI° Q° 04771, g23glunreadablel 58 (374/13, 2030713, 565/1).
579. 700. 892. (16897/13) M350 MSS [271°] (° = with obelus).

10 Two observations by Willker tend to confirm a Markan origin: ‘there are also some un-Lukan
phrases, e.g.: mdg 0 L0.0G 1ipYeTO TPOG 0'VTOV. Also longer sentences with relative clauses etc.
are missing. The simple style can be compared with that of Mark’ (‘Pericope De Adultera’, 14).
In point of fact, the /3 MSS omit the non-Lukan phrase Willker cites, although it does appear
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from where Luke would have taken it and adapted it with the relevant stylistic
changes and the modifications required by the particular purposes of his own
writing.

5. In view of the above considerations, the initial hypothesis (that the PA was
originally part of Luke’s Gospel) now needs to be qualified as follows:

a) In the beginning, the PA would have been a creation of Mark as an integral
part of the fierce debate the Jewish leaders engaged in with Jesus, following on
from the first attack undertaken by ‘the High Priests, the scribes and the elders of
the people’, in other words after Mark 12.12a.*

b) Luke would have taken it from the Gospel of Mark and would have included
it in his Gospel, in the same place as Mark but with necessary modifications.

¢) As the moral strictness of the Church developed, the Church leaders would
have removed the PA both from Mark and Luke, considering it to transmit a teach-
ing that was both too lax and too tolerant. As a result, the PA, in its Markan form
(PAMY) as well as its Lukan form (PA'), went on to enjoy a free existence inde-
pendent of its original setting.

d) The removal of the PA would have taken place at a very early stage in the for-
mation of the Gospels, towards the end of the first century at a time when they still
circulated separately.

e) During the relatively short period when both PAM* and PA'™ were copied in
the more liberal circles independently of their respective Gospels, the presence of
two divergent versions would have caused a series of transfers of readings from
the two types of text as well as minor stylistic alterations or additions which help
to facilitate its reading, as will be seen. According to Willker, there are more than
80 vll. in 183 words, the greatest density of variants in the whole of the NT.*

f) The 10 or more types of text (identified by Robinson) resulting from the
interaction between the two primitive archetypes would have originated long
before it is commonly assumed, at the end of the first century or beginning of the
second century.

g) About 20 to 30 years after the erasure of the PA for ethical motives, the com-
munities belonging to the official Church, constrained by the Gnostic communi-
ties who had created their own gospels, would have gathered together from

in Codex Bezae and in the supporting witnesses which, as we will see, have a Markan form of
the PA text.

1 The final clause of 12.12b, Kol Go€vteg aOTOV anfAbov [- W], would have been used to refill
in some way the void left at the moment the PA was eradicated, as will be seen later.

12 Willker, ‘Pericope De Adultera’, 18, ‘Plummer (1893, in his commentary) notes 8o variants in
183 words (and there are probably more), which makes the PA that portion of the New
Testament with the most variants’; cf. Robinson (‘Preliminary Observations’, 37, 59), . . . this
particular pericope probably presents more variation than any other segment within the
Gospels or anywhere else in the NT".
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among the different gospels circulating among them the four present Gospels,
although in a slightly different order (Matt — John — Luke — Mark: Codex Bezae is a
clear exponent of this earliest order).

h) Gradually, as the churches grouped together the four canonical gospels, the
PA would have been inserted in different places of the Gospel of John or the
Gospel of Luke. The changes arising from the independent existence enjoyed by
the two PA archetypes were reflected in the 10 or more types of text that had trans-
mitted it.

i) Most of the communities that decided to reinsert PA would have incorpo-
rated it in the Gospel of John as an illustration of the answer of Nicodemus to the
Pharisees: ‘Surely our Law does not judge/condemn (kpivel) a man before listen-
ing to his defence and finding out what he has done, does it?’ John 7.51). Thus,
Jesus asked the adulteress, ‘Has no one condemned you (kotéxpivev)?’, and
added: ‘Neither do I condemn you (xatokpive)’ (the compound xatokpive does
not appear in the Gospel of John, but it does in Mark and Luke).

j) The type of text attested by Codex Bezae (Dos and dos) and the minuscules
2722 and 1071 seems also to preserve in the PAM¥ a text that has been scarcely
affected by scribal transmission and is, in consequence, very early: there is no
doubt that the three MSS come from a same archetype, from an uncial manu-
script that contained, perhaps with some small changes, the type of text presented
today by Codex Bezae.s Although it is not possible to affirm that the PA in Codex
Bezae enjoys the same reliability as the other documents contained in this codex,
the striking fact that in the PA Codex Bezae is supported by two independent MSS
(and only here) is a reason for thinking that the text common to all three MSS is
very early and that it has scarcely undergone any changes. The slight changes that
can be detected were not due to its transmission once already incorporated to the
Gospel of John or Luke, but to its independent transmission during the time it was
copied as a loose pericope.

k) As for the PA'* that is today preserved in the Ferrar group (f3), some com-
munities that used Luke as their gospel would have reinserted it in the Gospel of
Luke, but not in the place it originally occupied, after the first attack, but at the
end of the long debate between the Jewish leaders against Jesus, after Luke 21.38.

1) With respect to the numerous and important MSS that do not attest the PA
either in the Gospel of John or in the Gospel of Luke, Robinson proposes the
hypothesis that the PA, being originally part of the Gospel of John, would have
been omitted by the liturgical lectionaries because it interrupted readings for the

13 ‘Both MSS [2722 and 1071] therefore likely have descended from a now-lost uncial archetype
which contained the original Bezan corrections [...] Bezae itself must have derived from
earlier MSS which contained forms of the PA more closely aligned to those found in the later
uncial or minuscule MSS’ (Robinson, ‘Preliminary Observations’, 53-4).

14 See above, n. 2.
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feast of Pentecost.'> This then would have caused it to be omitted from subse-
quent continuous text MSS. The difficulty with this suggestion is that the devel-
opment of the lectionary system occurred only after the seventh century.® Rather
than describing as an omission its absence in the Gospel of John in so many MSS,
it would be more accurate to speak about the non-reception of the itinerant PA on
the part of these numerous MSS."”

It is time to move on to a more detailed analysis of the elements that comprise
both the transitional statement and the pericope, as well as the vll. they contain.
In each section, the text presented by Codex Bezae as the main representative of
the PAMX (in bold type) will be presented first and, immediately afterwards, the
text preserved by 3 as the representative of the PA™ (also in bold type).

1. The Transitional Statement

A number of observations may be made regarding the transitional state-
ment that connected the PA with the precedent pericope. The structure shown
(b’-a’) indicates that these two sentences are interpreted as being the concluding
elements of the preceding pericope:

1. The transitional statement consists of two elements:

i) one refers to the three ranks of ‘the High Priests, the scribes and the elders’
who had questioned the authority of Jesus (Mark 11.27-33, par. Luke 20.1-8) and
who, realizing that the parable of the wicked vineyard workers was addressed to
them, tried to arrest him but were afraid of the crowd (Mark 12.1-12, par. Luke
20.9-19): ‘And they went home (kol €mopevbnoov Dos = PAMK) / and they
returned (ko oniAOev £3 = PALK) each to his own home’ (John 7.53)

ii) the other one refers to Jesus who, in view of the evil intentions of the lead-
ers of the people, took refuge once more in a safe place: ‘But Jesus (Incotg 8¢ Dos

15 ‘The standard practice of the Lectionary system omitted the PA at its normal location
[namely 7.53-8.11] because it would have interfered with the flow of the lesson for Pentecost
[namely John 7.37-52 + 8.12] and its content was not pertinent to the theme of that day’s
lesson. [...] The PA must predate the introduction of the lectionary system [. . .] Since the lec-
tionary lessons for (at least) the major feasts and Sundays may have had a mid-second-cen-
tury origin, this factor would be of great significance in regard to those early witnesses which
omit the PA’ (‘Preliminary Obervations’, 43).

16 ‘The time of the creation of the final lectionary system is generally put around the 7th to g9th
century ck. It therefore seems probable that at the time of the creation of the lectionary
system, or at least at the time of the fixation of the Pentecost lesson, the PA was not present
in John’ (Willker, ‘Pericope De Adultera’, 12).

17 The importance of considering the manuscripts in order to trace the history of the NT text is
underlined in the important work by D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1997), where he devotes a chapter to the story of the woman taken in
adultery (95-102).

385
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= PAMY) / and Jesus (kai 6 'Incodg £ = PAX) went (€nopefn) to the Mount of
Olives’ (John 8.1)

2. With respect to the vl. of 7.53, €nopevOncav D 1071 2722 £ 1 drnAbev f2 U (A),
expressing the outcome at the end of a pericope, it looks as if PA™, in good Greek
style, prefers to use two verbs which are at first sight synonymous,
annABev/emopevbn, instead of repeating the same verb £€ropevOncov/eropein
as PAMK does, though the variation is not simply stylistic since the verb anépyopo
connotates separation and mopgvouat does not. Thus, according to PA™, each one
of the Jewish leaders ‘returned (annABev) home’, while Jesus ‘went (€topeon) to
the Mount of Olives’. When the two sentences are examined in their context, it
becomes clear that in PAMK (D 1071 2722) the disjunctive particle 8¢ separates the
two sentences and contrasts the two actions (kal €mopevbnoov €KooTog ...
‘Incodg 8¢ £nopevibn); in PAM (3 U A), it is not the particle that expresses the con-
trast but rather the two different verbs — the action of the leaders itself denotes
separation to a place that is familiar to them (xol GTAABev £k06T0G £1¢ TOV O1KOV
00100 [note the sg. which agrees with £kaoctoc]), whereas Jesus is forced to go
back to a distant place that was not his home, ‘he went to the Mount of Olives (ko
0 'Incovg €mopetbn eig 10 6pog v Elorav)’, from where he had started out (cf.
Luke 19.29). These slight stylistic variations of the PA'* with respect to the PAMk
often appear in the rewriting Luke makes of the Markan model.

3. With respect to the conclusion of the two actions common to both types of
text of the PA, gig 10v oixov 00100 and gig 10 8pog 1@v 'EAaidv, both Mark and
Luke refer to these two locations by name: thus, for €i¢ 10v oikov (+ oikiav), see
Mark 2.11, 26; 3.20; 5.19, 38; 7.17, 30 (AmnABovoa); 8.3, 26a, 26b D; 9.28; and Luke 1.23
(AmnABEeV), 40, 56; 5.24, 25 (ATNAOEV); 6.4; 7.10, 36; 8.39. 41 B; 9.61; 10.38 D; 11.24; 14.1;
15.6; 16.4, 27; 18.14; 22.54 D; and for €1¢ 10 6pog t@v EAoidv, see Mark 11.1; 13.3; 14.26
ent; and Luke 19.29, 37; 21.37; 22.39.

4. The return of the leaders to their own house is strikingly echoed in two par-
allel expressions of Acts:

i) In Codex Bezae only: ‘And everyone went each to their own house’ (koi
£nopedn eig xootog i 10 1810), Acts 518 D d

ii) In the Alexandrian text and the Latin page of Codex Bezae (D lac.): ‘They,
however, went back each one (+ quisque d) to their own homes’ (€keilvol &¢
VIEGTPEYAY E1¢ 10, 1810), 21.6.

5. The reaction of Jesus to take refuge in the Mount of Olives also closely recalls
two similar references, one in Mark and one in Luke: ‘When evening was come he
went out [in sing., Jesus, Dos] / they went out [in pl., Bo3] of the city’ (Mark 11.19);
‘and every night he went out, and lodged on the mount that is called Olivet’ (Luke
21.37).
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2. The Pericope

The textual examination continues with the pericope itself, following its
narrative structure, which has an ascending section (a—e) that builds up to the
climax of the narrative and a corresponding descending section (e’—a’) in which
the outcome of the narrative unfolds:

1. In the first element [a] of the ascending section (John 8.2) are found indica-
tions of time, location and characters.

- PAMK; in the reading preserved by Codex Bezae, the first historic present
appears: ‘But early in the morning ("Op6pov 6¢ D, Mane autem d 2722 | "Op. xoi
1071), he again comes near (nrapayivetot D, venit d | topeyéveto 1071. 2722 + KM
I'IT £ 2. 28. 579 M) to the Temple’. As can be observed, the two MSS that usually
support Dos, 2722 and 1071, read an aorist for the present tense, just as do a series
of Byzantine MSS. The pericope starts off with a temporal marker ("Op6pov)
which, to a Jew familiar with the Scriptures, will be a reminder of a temporal
phrase repeated in different grammatical forms several times in the context of the
giving of the Law in the book of Exodus (Exod 19.16; 0pBpicog 8¢ Mwvotiig 10 npwt,
24.4; x01 0pBpicog Movong GveRn €ig 10 0pog 10 Ziva, 34.4; cf. "OpOploov 10
PO, 8.20 [16 MT]; 9.13; YEVEDEVTOC TTPOG OpBpOV ... €T dpoug X1va;).® A whole
day has gone by since the first conflict with the religious leaders, when early in the
morning Jesus returns to the Temple to continue teaching the people. The pres-
ent mopoyivetal emphasizes the action of ‘coming near to’.

- PA™: according to the f reading, Luke would have used a different verb and
altered the tense to the aorist: ‘But early in the morning ("Op6pov 8¢ /3 + rell), he
again went (MABev /3 + U A 118. 700) to the Temple’, thus creating a more direct
repetition of the mention of his first visit there according to Codex Bezae (cf. 19.45
D: éABov d¢ €1¢g 10 1epdv). The change is made even though Luke uses the verb
nopaylvopol more than other writers.'

—As can be appreciated from the table of readings, between the text of Dos in
the present tense, and that of /3 in the aorist tense, a series of conflations has
taken place in the other MSS.

2.— PAMk: Mark mentions the presence of the people of Israel who returned to
the Temple to listen to Jesus the next morning: ‘and all the people started coming
to him’ (xot wag 0 Aaog [OxAog 2722] pxeTO TPOG 0VTOV D, et omnis populus
veniebat ad eum d 1071. 2722 + (A1 =) 1571. 1699. 2463). This is confirmed, with
slight variants by a series of MSS,2° although they add: ‘and having sat down, he

18 6pBpog appears in Luke 24.1; Acts 5.21; 0pBpilo, in Luke 21.38; 0pOpivog, in Luke 24.22. In
Mark they do not appear at all.

19 Mark X 1, Matthew X 3, Luke X 8 (+ X 3 Dos) + Acts X 19 (+ X 6 Dos).

20 EGHKMSU [TT A IT Q f£1 2. 28. 118. 579. 700. 892 M lat syP? bo™ss,
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began to teach them’ (xot koBicog £8idackev 0vToVC),? an expansion that does
not agree with what will immediately follow in the PA. The former is without a
doubt inspired in the parallel text of Mark 2.13: ka1 w0,¢ 0 (— D) OxAog px€TO TPOG
00TOV, Kol €318a6KEV ADTOVC.

- PA'k: Luke omits any mention of the people of Israel in order to focus atten-
tion on the woman caught in adultery. The reason for this omission would be part
of the way he wanted to present this theme to Theophilus, as will be seen below.

3. In the second element [b] (John 8.3—6a) new characters appear and a second
attack on the part of the Jewish leaders against Jesus is crudely described, from
which there is no possible escape. He had come out victorious from the first attack
made by the High Priests and the Pharisees thanks to a counter-question they
could not answer. Now it is ‘the scribes and the Pharisees’, the defenders of the
Law, who take the initiative (John 8.3).

-PAMK; ‘The scribes and the Pharisees bring (Gyovoiv 8¢ D, adducunt autem d
1071.2722 + EGHKM S U [T A IT Q £ 28. 118. 579. [- 8¢ 700] | 0€povoiy 3¢ 2) a
woman surprised in sin’ (€l Guaptig YVVOlKO [1071. 2722] €lAnuuévny [Kat-
2722] D, in peccato [muliere] mulierem conpraehensam d 1071. 2722 + syPd |
yovolka €nt poryeto kotednuuévny M SU T A Q £ 28. 118. 700 | yuv. €v poiy.
xat. E G [H] KIT 2. 579).

In Codex Bezae there appears a second historic present accompanied by the
particle 8¢, a separation marker. As Willker quite rightly points out,?? the reading
of auoptiq is significant, since in most primitive references of the Church Fathers
to the PA they also talk about ‘sin’: Papias (?);? Didascalia (uoptkvlav, Didasc.
Il.24.3 = Ap. Const. 11.24.6); and Didymus the Blind (€nt opoptig) in his
Commentary to the Ecclesiastes found in the Tura papyri where, referring to the
PA, he says that it is found €v Tio1y gvoyyeiiong (!).2

- PAX: ‘And the scribes and the Pharisees brought to him (xol TpochveyKav
ovt®) a woman who had been caught in adultery (yuvoilko €ml HOUXELQ
KoTeElANUUEVNY)'. f3 has substituted the present tense with an aorist, and by

21 For details of the minor vll, see Willker, ‘Pericope De Adultera’, 26.

22 ‘Pericope De Adultera’, 27.

23 The question mark is mine, since the information given by Eusebius needs to be treated with
caution. According to HE1IL.39.15, Papias €xté0e1tot 8¢ kol dAANV LoTtopiay TEPL YOVOLKOG
€nl ToAaig auoptiolg dtopindeiong £nt 1o kvplov, fiv 10 kad ‘EPpaiovg evayyéiiov
neptéyet. However, Papias does not seem to refer to the adulterous woman since he talks of
‘many sins’, but to a different story contained in the Gospel of the Hebrews. This could be the
story which Luke himself used for the scene of the yvvn €v 1) ToAetl dpopTOAdg (Luke 7.37)
whom Simon the Pharisee considers 6Tt apoptolog €0ty (7.39) and whom Jesus forgives
TOAAG . . . ol auoptial (7.48-49).

24 See EcclT 223.7-13, in J. Kramer and B. Krebber, Didymus der Blinde. Kommentar zum
Ecclesiastes 4 (PTA 16; Bonn: Rudolf Habelt, 1972) 88. Could Didymus have perhaps found the
PA in some copies of Mark and Luke?
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exchanging 8¢ for kol considers the sentence to be part of the preliminary infor-
mation rather than the start of the main action. Instead of placing the emphasis,
as Mark did, on ‘sin’ as a general term, Luke specifies that it is a question of ‘adul-
tery’ and further intensifies the action with the perfective verb katolopdvo.

- The Lukan reading would have given rise to most of vil. noted with PAMX (see
above).

4. PAMK: ‘And when they had placed her in the centre (€v uéc@ D d 1071. 2722 +
rell), the priests (tepelc D | apyLepelc1071. 2722) say to him (A&yovowv D, dicunt d
1071. 2722 + KM STT Q £ 2. 28. 346. 579 M) —to test him (€kneipalovtec) so that
they might have some charge to bring against him (katyopiov 00100 D | -pelv
00toV accusare eum d 1071. 2722)—:* “Teacher, this woman has been caught
(koteiintot D 1071. 2722 + £11 koteAnoOn K11 2. 579 M) in the act of adultery. Now
Moses in the Law (+ mulv 1071. 2722) ordained (€kéAievoev D, praecepit d 2722 |
Stoxelevel 1071) such women to be stoned. But now (8¢ vov D, autem nuncd | 8¢
2722 ¢ ff2 r' bo™s | om. 1071) what do you say?”’ (John 8.4-5). Up to here, this is the
text of Codex Bezae and those MSS close to it. It may be noticed that many other
MSS also retain the historic present tense in spite of presenting a very different
version afterwards. The leaders have placed the adulterous woman in the centre
of the assembly of the people of Israel who had gathered to listen to Jesus. The
placing of the parenthetic clause between ‘they say to him’ and the beginning of
the saying is a well-known literary device (cf., e.g., Acts 1.15b, between ginev, v. 153,
and the initial greeting of the discourse, v. 16; also in 1.18-19, principally Dos,
between tnv ypoonv tavty, v. 16, and y€ypamtal ydp, v. 20): it serves to draw
attention to a comment which is made from the point of view of the scribes and
Pharisees rather than that of the narrator. The verb used by Mark, éknelpdalovteg,
compared with the simple telpdlovtec of Luke which reflects the narrator’s point
of view (see below), suggests the duration of the action (pr. part.) and the effort of
the leaders to put Jesus to a decisive test.?® The singular reading ot iepeic of Dos
(1071 and 2722 read ot dpyLepelq) is the lectio difficilior; it refers to the priestly
body as a whole, but obviously mainly to ‘the High Priests’ (see, for example, ot
iepeigActs 4.1 D [0l dpylepeig B Cl; 0 1epeng 5.27 D* [0 apyiepeie B DE rell]) who
were already in the Temple and who are the ones who were determined to take
their revenge (cf. Mark 11.27). It may be noticed, finally, that the scribes put the
accent on ‘Moses’ (fronting the clause) as law-giver and on the written orders in
the book of the Law which ‘ordained such persons to be stoned to death’ (cf. Deut
22.21, 23-24), in contrast to the way Luke will present it.

25 Instead of the parenthetic clause, K I 2*. 346. 579 M simply read neipdlovteg (see below).

26 “Exnelpalm (tov Oedv or equiv.) might suggest the daring of the act, or we might find in it
the effort to put to a decisive test’ (J. H. Moulton and W. F. Howard, A Grammar of New
Testament Greek. Vol. 2. Accidence and Word-Formation [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1929] 509).
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- PA'X: ‘And having placed her in the centre (€v 1@ puéo® f3 + A), they said to
him (eimov £ + U A 118. 700): “Teacher, this woman has been surprised (€{Anntot
3+ M S A Q 28) in the act of adultery; in the Law Moses commanded us (Nuiv
Moot eveteiloto B+ A A Il-NuvHI 23 EGKMII215231U 700 | iudv M.
€vet. S Q 28. 118) to stone?” such women; so (0Ov 3 + KM SU A ITQ 2. 28. 118.
579. 700 M) you, what do you say about her (rept avtig 2 + M SU A Q 28. 264.
700. 1342. 1424™8 MP! ¢ ff2arm)?” This they said (tovto 8¢ éleyov 3+ KU ATl f2.
118. 579. 700 M | t0V710 8¢ €imov S Q 28) fo test him (nelpdlovieg ovTOV 3+ U A
2. 28. 118. 579. 700 M | €k- aOtoV S Q), so that they might have some charge to
bring against him (xotnyopiov kot 00100 3+ S A Q U 28. 18. 579. 700 pm c ff2
bo | -€1v avtod KIT A M)’. Luke, in the version preserved by £, would again have
changed the present tense for a global aorist and would have placed the adulter-
ess at the centre of the assembly, deliberately saying nothing about the presence
of the people of Israel. Consequently, the phrase ‘in the centre’ (with the article in
Greek) places the woman between the leaders of the Jews and Jesus, at the very
heart of the debate. The question of the leaders reported in direct speech attenu-
ates the expression used by the narrator by saying ‘surprised’ instead of ‘caught’
so as to tone down the harshness of their intentions. Furthermore, with a change
in the word order, they put the accent on ‘the Law’ and stress that Moses ‘com-
manded us' using the verb €évtéA\Aopat (Exod-Deut passim), which characterizes
the commandments of the Law. Next, they invite him to make his own statement
(‘soyou’), without leaving him any possible escape (‘what do you say about her’).
Luke, finally, has displaced the parenthetic clause that Mark had put in the begin-
ning between ‘they say to him’ and the question of the leaders, by placing it at the
end of the saying, thus stressing here, with the imperfect €\eyov, the repeated
attempt of the scribes and the Pharisees to put Jesus to the test.

—Most of secondary vll. can be explained by the interchange of the archetypes
of Mark and Luke.

5. Lets now move on to the third element [c ] John 8.6b).

— PAMk: ‘But Jesus having bent down (xdto xOyog D, inclinatus d | x6to
KEKVOMG 1071. 2722), with his finger started inscribing on the ground (1@ dokTOA®
Koteypodev ig v ynv D, digito suo scribebat in terram d 1071. 2722)’. Jesus does
not respond directly to the trap of the leaders but instead enacts a reversal of an
action carried out by Moses — to whom they had just made a reference: Moses, at
the request of Yahweh (cf. Exod 24.12), ‘went up (Gvépn) to the mountain’ (24.18)
where he received ‘the two stone tablets’ of the Law ‘inscribed with the finger of
God’ (tag 800 TAdKOG . . . MBivog YEYpOoUUEVOS Td dakTUA® TV B0V, Exod 31.18;
cf. 32.15: TAdxeg ABvor katayeypouuévar); Jesus, in contrast, acts on his own

27 The vl. MBoBorelcbat E G H K I1 2. 579; Did, instead of A1Bdlelv PAMKIK is secondary.
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initiative as he ‘bent down’ and ‘with his finger’, the same one with which Yahweh
wrote, ‘started inscribing’ not on stone tablets, but ‘on the ground’.

— PA'k: ‘But Jesus, having bent down, with his finger wrote (€ypayev 73 pc |
ypogev KU A f28. 118. 700. 1424™8 pm) on the ground’. It looks like Luke has
adopted the same phrasing as Mark, although changing the imperfect koté-
ypooev for the aorist of the simple verb.

—Some MSS add the comment ‘taking no notice’ (un ntpocnototpevog E G HK
2*.346. 579 M), clearly a secondary lesson.

6. The story continues in the fourth element [d] (John 8.7).

— PAMK: ‘But, as they kept on asking (€pot@viec D pcl Eénepotdvieg 2722, inter-
rogantes d | avepmtdvteg 1071), he straightened up and (Gvékvyev kot D erexit se
etd1071. 2722 + M S Q £ 28, K 2. 579 M | avoxvyog KT 579 pm) said to them: “He
among you who is without sin (Gvoudptroc), let him be the first to throw a stone
at her (€n’ o0tV Porétm Aibov)”’
of Moses who, in response to Yahweh’s command (Exod 32.7), ‘came down (xat-
£Bn) from the mountain’ (32.15) and, on seeing ‘the great sin’ (Gpoptiov peydAny)
of the people of Israel (32.21, 30-31) who had prostituted themselves with the
golden calf (Ekmopvevomoyv 34.15-16), ‘hurled the tablets from his hands and shat-

. Once more there is a contrast with the attitude

tered them at the foot of the mountain’ (32.19). Jesus ‘straightened up’ and invited
those who had committed no sin to throw the first stone. The play on words is
striking: ‘came down/straightened up’, ‘sin/without sin’, ‘stone tablets/stone’.

— PALk: ‘But, as they kept on asking him (€patdvieg o010V 3 + U A rell),
having looked up (avapréyog 3 + U A 118. 700. 1424™8 al), he said to them: “He
among you who is without sin, let him be the first to throw a stone at her (M 6ov
Borétm €m’ ovtv 34+ U A)”. Luke has, as previously, introduced some changes:
instead of the Markan correlatives, kdto KOyoc/avéxkvyev, based on the verb
KkVmt®, he has preferred to vary the verbs and insist on Jesus’ looking at his ques-
tioners, kdto kOyoc/dvapréyag additionally, by a change in the word order that
is impossible to translate, he has inverted the emphasis that Mark put on the
woman (€7’ aOthv Baiétm AiBov) to place it now on the ‘stone’.

— The existence of the two archetypes has favoured the frequent word order
changes (with all the possible combinations) detected in the rest of MSS.

7. The first of the central elements [e] (John 8.8) brings the story to a head.

- PAMK; ‘And again, having bent down (xotoxOyog D, inclinatus d 1071 + f 892
po), with his finger (1@ daxtore D, digito suo d 1071. 2722 + pc ff?) he began to
inscribe on the ground (kotéypadev eig v yiv D, scribebat in terram d 1071. 2722
+ 28 pc)’. Once more there is a comparison with Moses who, again at the request
of Yahweh (Exod 34.1), ‘early in the morning went up (¢vin) on Mount Sinai’
(34.4b) to receive ‘the two tablets of stone that he (Moses) himself had carved, like
the first ones’ (34.4a); Jesus, for his part, also repeats his first gesture. From now
on, the will of God that the Law of Moses was intended to set out will no longer be
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inscribed on small stone tablets by the finger of Yahweh, but rather with the finger
of Jesus who has started to write it on the ground, bowing down before the arro-
gant attitude of his adversaries.

—PA™: ‘And again, having bent down (xdt® kOyog 3 + KM U A 2. 28. 118. 579.
700.1582 M | kOyog H T po), he began to write (Eypogev f3 + HKM [Swanson]?®
U f 2. 18. 579. 700. 1582 M | €ypoyev M pc) on the ground’. Luke again has
changed the compound verb for the simple €ypogev and this second time has
omitted the detail that he wrote ‘with his finger’ (om. 1@ doktOro 3 + KHM U
A f'2.28.118. 579. 700. 1582 M).

— Some MSS add that ‘he wrote on the ground the sins of every one of them’
(€vOg €KdoTOV QVTAV T0G apaptiog U 7oo T alf?arm™ss; Jer [264 at the end of v.
6]), clearly a secondary addition.

8. In the second of the central elements [e'] (John 8.9a) the outcome of the story
begins to unfold in the descending section.

- PAMk; ‘However, each one of the Jews started going away (€kaotog 8& TOV
Tovdatav €Enpyeto D, unusquisque autem Iudaeorum exiebant d 1071. 2722),
beginning with the elders, until all had left (dote ndvtag €elOelv D, uti omnes
exire d 1071. 2722)’. On the basis of the will of a merciful and benign God that Jesus
had inscribed on the ground and that went contrary to the legalism of the accus-
ers, all those present began to walk away, beginning with the elders or political
leaders in charge of the people. In accordance with the mention of ‘all the people’
in the first element of the pericope, now, at the beginning of the outcome, the nar-
rator underlines that ‘each one of the Jews” was walking away, beginning with the
leaders of the people. In Mark 7.3 a similar expression appears: ‘For the Pharisees,
and all the Jews ...’ to designate globally all the members of the people of Israel.
According to the Markan expression, after the elders there would have followed
the Pharisees, the scribes and the High Priests; the people would have been the
last to ‘go away’, emphasizing with the third person singular and the repetition of
the verb (€€npyeto ... €éEeABely) that each and every one of the Jews had to start
at this moment their own personal ‘exodus’.

— PA'X: ‘And they went away one by one (ol £EqABov [-0ev A 1424™¢] £1¢ €00’
€1¢ /M pc + A 1424™8 pc syP? | o1 8¢ dxovoavteg ENpyovto eig k. e1gSU T Q 28.
700. 892 MPtlat arm | 01 8€ GK. KOl VIO THG cLVELSNOEMG EAEYYXOUEVOL EENPYOVTO
eic k. €i¢ E G H K 2. 118. 346. 579 MP' boPt| ot 8¢ dx. £i¢ k. €i¢ [ndvteg ¢ ff2 bo™s]
aveydpnoav M 264 pec 2 bo™s | dx. 8¢ £€npyovo £lg £xactog avTdv f), begin-
ning with the elders, until the last ones (Eog t@v £€oydtav 3+ SU A Q 28. 118. 700.
1424™8, 1582 MPt syPd | om. E* KM f* 2. 579 MPY)’. Luke, after omitting any mention
of the presence of the people of Israel at the beginning, again says nothing of

28 R. Swanson, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal
Lines against Codex Vaticanus. The Gospel of Luke (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995).
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them. The leaving of the leaders from the scene ‘one by one’ is linked to the pre-
vious element with a simple ‘And’ (xot). Nothing is said of the people.

— As can be seen, there are numerous attempts to improve the text of /3 with
a reference to ‘those who heard it’, whereas in fact Jesus had limited himself to
‘writing on the ground’ (the addition should have been ‘those who read it’);
another explanatory gloss specifies that, in addition to having heard it, they were
‘rebuked by their conscience’. All these vll. can be explained by the brevity of the
original Lukan pericope.

9. In the seventh element [d'], the second of the descending section (John 8.9b),
the result of the previous action is stated.

- PAMK: ‘And (kai) he was left alone (uévog D, solus d 1071. 2722 + #), with the
woman standing (0voa) in the midst'.

— PAM; Luke mentions explicitly the name of Jesus (udvog 6 Tncodg /2 + KM
S A Q2. 28.118. 579. M I'Incovg povog U 700).

10. In the eighth element [c’'] John 8.10) Jesus repeats the action of standing up.

- PAMK; ‘But, having straightened up (GvaxOyog 8¢ D, erigens autem se d 1071.
2722), Jesus said to the woman (girnev tf| yovouki D, dixit mulieri d 1071. 2722 + pc
c): “Where are they (ITod elowv; D, Ubi sunt?d1071. 2722 + HMT A f1124. 892. 1342.
1424™% gl ¢ e vg*'""W syPd bo™s arm | om. 118. 205. 209 pc)? Has no one condemned
you?”’ As already pointed out, Mark appears to be updating the paradigm of Sinai
using a midrash. In the book of Exodus it is narrated that Moses had to ‘go up’ and
‘come down’ twice from Mount of Sinai (t0 6pog 10 Xivd) with the two stone
tablets of the Law ‘inscribed by the finger of God’, since he had broken the first
ones when he saw how the people of Israel had committed a great sin of collective
adultery with their worship of the golden calf. Mark has transported the scene to
the Temple (10 1epdv) which stands for Sinai in Judaism, where the woman caught
in adultery becomes the figure of the golden calf that Aaron and the people of
Israel had made for themselves; the religious and political leaders thus represent
the role of Aaron and ‘all the people’ are the same as the people of Israel in the
original story. What Mark’s re-enactment amounts to is a demonstration that
Jesus, by repeating the physical action, ‘he bent down’ and ‘he straightened up’,
and by persevering in ‘writing with his finger on the ground’, also twice, contrasts
the all-embracing mercy of God to the harshness of the Law as interpreted by the
Pharisees and the scribes, which ordered the adulteress to be stoned to death.

- PAk: ‘But having looked up (dvapréyag £3 + U A 18. 700 al) Jesus saw her
(eldev ovThyv Kot f3 + U A 118. 700. 1342. 1424™8 al | kol undévo, Oeacduevog TAny
g yuvoikdg EF G H K 2. 346. 579. 1582 MPY) and said: “Woman (xol einev: TOvor
3+ U A 118. 124. 700. 1342. 1424™" gl | einev o0ty Tovar M ST Q f* 28. 346. 892
Mpt]at sy arm | elmev o0t EF G HK 2. 346. 579 MPY), where are your accusers (ITov
€low ol katyopol cov; £3 + H S U 28. 700 MP! aur ff2 ' vg® bo™s; Jer | ITob eiov
€xelvol ol kot. cov; E F G K 2. 346. 579 MPY)? Has no one condemned you?”’ £
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focuses attention, as previously, on the look Jesus fixes on the woman. In Luke
13.12, there is a surprising parallel (i8dv 8¢ o0ty O Incodg . . . einev avty Tovor
...); likewise in 7.50 Do5 (einev 8& mpog v yvvaika: Tovar .. .); also in 22.57 Dos
specifies the vocative yOvat. With respect to ‘your accusers’ (01 katyopoi 6ov),
see Acts 23.30, 35; 25.16, 18 (only found in Luke). The verb kotokpive appears both
in Mark 10.33; 14.64 and in Luke 11.31, 32; 12.58 Doj5 as well as in Matt. 12.41, 42; 20.18;
27.3 (never elsewhere in John!). When transcribing the pericope, Luke would have
adapted it to the situation of his own addressee, the ‘most excellent Theophilus’.
Now there is every reason to believe that this Theophilus was the son of the High
Priest Annas and brother-in-law of Caiaphas, who was himself High Priest
between the years 37 and 41 cg. According to his Prologue, Luke wrote to him in
order that he could verify the soundness of the information that he had received
concerning Jesus as the Messiah. He is writing to him as one Jew to another, both
of them with a first-hand and detailed knowledge of the Jewish Scriptures and a
sophisticated understanding of Jewish methods of exegesis which included the
rewriting of the Torah paradigms in order to interpret a current event. In Luke’s
adaptation of Mark’s story, then, he takes it for granted that his reader perfectly
knew the symbolism of this adulteress as a figure of the people of Israel who had
prevaricated. It is not so much that he softens the Markan narrative but rather that
he gives it his own distinctive mark. On the one hand, he does not mention the
presence of the people of Israel in order to keep the spotlight on the religious lead-
ers; and on the other hand, he highlights the figure of the woman, speaking of a
‘woman caught in the act of adultery’.

1. In the penultimate element [b'] (John 8.11a) the woman confirms that
nobody has condemned her.

— PAMK: ‘And the woman said to him (icdixeivn einev o0to D, at illa dixit illi d
| kékeivn einev 1071. 2722): “No one, Lord.” With the conjunction xai, Codex
Bezae closely ties the answer of the woman to the double question of Jesus. Mark
uses here €xeivn not to designate the furthermost interlocutor, as is usually the
case, but the closest (to differentiate it from the Lukan text, I have translated it by
‘the woman’).

— PALk: ‘Byt, she said (M 8¢ einev /3 + KM U A £ 2. 28. 118. 124. 579. 700. 788
M): “No one, Lord”. Luke always uses the particle 8¢ in question-answer
exchanges to introduce the response when it is the expected one.

12. The last element [a’] (John 8.11b) contains the final outcome of the pericope.

— PAMk: ‘But he said (0 8¢ einev D, at ille dixit d): “Neither do I condemn you.
Go away (Unaye D, Vade d | topevov 1071 | - 2722), and from now on (46 100 vov
D pc ff2boP| xoi Omo T. v. 1071. 2722, et ex hocd + M SUT" Q £ 700. 892 pm aur ¢
r'bo™ | ano t. v. kol 118 | kot K 579. 1424™8 pm lat) do not sin again!”’ Now it is Mark
who separates (8¢€) the last sentence of Jesus. The imperative Uroye is very fre-
quent in Mark (1.44; 2.9 D, 11; 5.19, 34; 6.38 pl.; 7.29; 8.26 D, 33; 10.21, 52; 11.2 pl.; 14.13
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pl.; 16.7) but is rarely used by Luke except twice in the plural (Luke 10.3; 19.30, par.
Mark). The locution drd 100 viv is found elsewhere only in Luke and almost
always in the mouth of Jesus (Luke 1.48; 5.10 B; 12.52; 22.18, 69; Acts 18.6 B).
However, since outside the NT it is a common time phrase that cannot be associ-
ated with any particular writer (in the Lxx it appears X 29 [X 15 in the Apocryphal),
its presence here in Codex Bezae and its absence in /3 cannot be taken as a typi-
cally Lukan mark.

—PA: ‘And Jesus said to her (xol 6 Incodc einev avth 31 kai 6 L. elnev 1071
272216 1. elnev 0011 788 | elnev 001 6 1. U 700 [Swanson] | 6 82 1. einev adth
A 124. 1424™¢ al | €inev 8¢ ovth 0 L. T 18 al it vg™s | einev 8¢ 6 1. KM f2.28 M
vg): “Neither do I condemn you. Go! (mopgbov [ropgvouévou 3 Swanson] 69. 124.
346.788 + KM S U A Q 2. 28.118. 579. 700 M) Do not sin again!”’ Luke joins with a
kol the last sentence of Jesus, O08¢ €y® o€ xotoKpive, to the question he had
just asked the woman, Ovdeig oe kotépLvev, the one echoing the other with the
repetition of the same verb. The imperative mopevov is very frequent in Luke,
instead of the imperative Vroye of Mark (Luke 5.24 [Uroye, par. Mark-Matt]; 7.8
Dos [-Ontt Bog and par. Matt], 50 [no par.]; 8.39 Dos [Uroye, par. Mark], 48 [Unaye,
par. Mark]; 10.37 [no par.]; 13.31 [no par.]; 17.19 [no par.]; Acts 5.20 pl.; 8.26 [-Ont];
9.11 [-Onti], 15; 10.20; 22.19, 21; 28.26 [-Ont1]). Luke, moreover, gives much empha-
sis to the two imperatives which are juxtaposed asyndetically, as in Codex Bezae,
but without softening the second one with the time phrase &6 100 vov, which is
in a way pleonastic since the negation of the present imperative, punkétt
oudprove, already implies that the adulteress must stop sinning from the present
onwards and in the future.

3. Conclusion

The new hypothesis explored here may be stated as follows: the PA origi-
nally would have been part of the Gospel of Mark and would have been situated
after the first attack by the High Priests, the scribes and the elders, questioning the
authority of Jesus (Mark 11.27-12.12). Luke would have adopted it in his own work
and would likewise have placed it after the first conflict of Jesus with the same
Jewish leaders mentioned in Mark (Luke 20.1-19). Because of the moral strictness
that prevailed at the end of the first century, the PA would have been eradicated
together with the end of the preceding pericope both from the Gospel of Mark and
the work of Luke. For 20 or 30 years, the PA would have been freely transmitted,
with the two primitive archetypes mutually influencing each other and giving rise
to more textual variants than any other document in the NT. Gradually, as the
churches collected together the four canonical gospels, the PA would have been
inserted in different places of the Gospel of John or the Gospel of Luke. Most of the
communities that decided to reinsert it, would have done so in the Gospel of John.

395
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Codex Bezae and the minuscules 2722 and 1071, on reinserting it, would have pre-
served a text very close to the Markan archetype; to these 3 MSS could be added
the uncials A U for the most part. The MSS that make up /3 would have incorpo-
rated in the Gospel of Luke a text very close to the original of Luke but, rather than
in its original place, at the end of the great controversy (after Luke 21.38). However,
a good number of the MSS, among them B X and other uncials and minuscules,
would not have inserted it at all. Following the reinsertion of the PA, Codex Bezae
would have undergone very few changes, if any at all, whereas its two compan-
ions, 2722 and 1071, possibly would have undergone some small changes. The
same could be said of the MSS that support f5.

This new hypothesis would explain the very numerous vll. that originated
mainly during the period in which it was freely transmitted as an isolated story,
without yet having been reinserted in any gospel. The numerous MSS that pres-
ent the pericope with an obelus (°) would have added the obelus later on, when
the first liturgical lectionaries, which omitted the pericope, were formed.

The trials and tribulations suffered by the PA, especially if the hypothesis
raised here is considered, would confirm Robinson’s suggestion that ‘the text of
the PA is probably the key to understanding the history of gospel MS transmis-
sion’.?

4. Confirmation

The twofold saying on adultery at Luke 16.18 is a later gloss.

An interesting confirmation of the hypothesis that the pericope de adultera
was removed from Luke’s Gospel is found in another reference to adultery at Luke
16.18 which is completely out of place and which, it may be suggested, was added
when the pericope was removed so as to leave some kind of teaching by Jesus on
the matter of adultery.

Jesus’ declaration concerning adultery at Luke 16.18, at the point when he
affirms the validity of the Law, is out of place. The context is as follows: at the end
of the parable of the prudent steward which Jesus addressed to the disciples (Luke
16.1-13), the Pharisees who had been listening to his story intervened and began to
ridicule him (Luke 16.14). In his response to them, Jesus rebuked the Pharisees,
first, for their attempt to appear righteous before people (Luke 16.15) and secondly,
he insists that the kingdom of Heaven that has been proclaimed since John (and
that they oppose) in no way goes against the Law and the Prophets (of which they
are supposed to be masters; 16.16-17).

It is the mention of the Law and the notion that nothing of it will be lost in the
proclamation of the Kingdom (1} 100 vopov piov xepaiov tecelv) that leads into
the third saying:

29 Robinson, ‘Preliminary Observations’, 49.
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T16g 6 GroAV®Y TNV YUVOLKO 0OTOD KOl YOUAV ETEPAY LOLYEVEL,
Kol O amoleAvpévny (4 amo avdpog Bo3) yauav potxevet (Luke 16.18)

It is useful to compare this saying with the Synoptic parallels, which need to be
considered in the text of both Codex Bezae (Dos) and Codex Vaticanus (Bo3). In
the table, Luke in the third column can be compared with the two occurrences of
the saying in Matthew (cols. 1-2, 4-5), and the texts of Matthew and Luke can be
compared with those of Mark (cols. 6-7).

It can be deduced from the table that the saying in Luke is derived from
Matthew but from the Bo3 text not Dos! Two features peculiar to Matthew in
Codex Vaticanus that appear in the Luke text are no.g of Matt 5.32 Bo3 and the per-
fect kot 0 amoleivpévny of 19.9 Bo3. Codex Bezae (or rather its archetype) would
have introduced the saying in Luke’s Gospel only after the Alexandrian form of the
Matthew saying had established itself, for the Bezan form in Luke resembles the
Alexandrian reading of Matthew rather than its own.

Matthew himself would have taken the saying from Mark 10.11-12 though
anticipated it in an earlier context that is quite different. In both Mark 10.11-12 and
Matt 19.9 it is a matter of the question put by the Pharisees to test Jesus: ‘Is it per-
missible to divorce one’s wife?’” (Mark 10.1-9, par. Matt 19.1-8). He answers them
first, by appealing to Moses but then qualifying Moses’ law by stating that it was
not like this from the beginning (&6 8¢ dpync).

Without the gloss of Luke 16.18, Jesus goes on from his declaration concerning
the Law to tell the parable of the rich man and Lazarus which is a means to show
the Pharisees their own fate because they have not taken account of either the Law
or the Prophets (cf. vv. 29, 31). What appears to have happened is that Jesus’ saying
on adultery was added to Luke 16.18 once the pericope on the woman taken in
adultery was removed in order to have some statement in Luke’s Gospel concern-
ing adultery — one that expresses a moral strictness apparently absent from the
original pericope.
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Table 2: John 7.53-8.11
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Dos = PAMK
f5 = PALK
John 7.53-8.11
[b'17.53 Dos Kat enopevbnoay K06T0G £1¢ TOV OIKOV GVTOV" PAMKN-A
2722 Kot emopevbncov £K006T0G £1G TOV OLKOV QVTOV =D
1071 Kat emopevbncov £K06T0¢ €£1G TOV OLKOV 0VTOV! =D
8] Kot omnABov E£K0OOTOG €1 TOV OLKOV 0VTOV" =fn
A Kot anniBov £K00TOG €1 TOV OLKOV 0VTOV” ~ 13 (amnABov > -Bev)
e Kot omnABev £K00TOG €1 TOV OLKOV 0VTOV” PAIK
TR Kot emopevbn £K0,0TOG €1G TOV OLKOV OVTOV" ~ D (emopevbn > -Bnoav)
[a'] 81 Dos Incoug de emopevdn £1¢ 10 opog tv Elotav. PAMKN-A
2722 Incovg de emopevdn £1¢ 10 opog tav Elotav. =D
1071 Incovg de emopevdn £1¢ 10 opog tv Elotav. =D
U Kot o Incovg emopevdn £1¢ 10 opog tav Elotav. =fs
A xat  Incovg enopevdn €1g 10 opog v Edatov. ~fB3 (=)
Mo Kot 0 Incovg enopevdn €1g 10 opog v Edarov. PAlk
TR  Incovg de emopevdn e1¢ 10 Opog twv Elotmv. =D
A Woman Taken in the Act of Adultery Brought to Jesus
John 8.2-11
[a] 8.2 Dos Opbpov de moAv TopayLveTaL €1 10 1epov, PAMK
2722 OpBpov 8¢  TOAV TOPEYEVETO €16 10 1epov, ~ D (ko1 > 3¢ | TapeyeveETO > -ayLVeTaL)
1071 OpBpov KOl TOALV TOPEYEVETO €16 10 1epov, ~ D (kot > 8¢ | mopeyeveto > -ayvetol)
U OpBpov de  moiwv Babemg nABev o Incovg €1¢ 10 tepov, ~ f13 (+ Bobeng | + o Incovg)
A OpBpov de  moiwv n\bev €1G 10 lepov. = 18
f® Opbpov de  moAwv nibev €1G T0 1lEPOV. PAMk
TR  OpBpov de  moiwv TOPEYEVETO €1¢ 10 1epov, ~ D (mopeyeveto > -aywvetar) N-A
Do5 KOl TG 0 A00G NPYETO TPOG CVTOV. PAMKN-A
2722 KO TOG O AOOG NPYETO TPOG OVTOV. =D
1071 KO TTOG O ACOG NPYETO TPOG OVTOV. =D
U KOl TOG 0 A00G PYETO OYOUSLY, ~ D (ayovolv > mpog ovTov)
KOl TOG 0 OYAOG NPYETO TPOG QLVTOV, ~ D (oyAog > Aoog)
B e PALk
TR  KOL TOG O ACOG NPYETO TPOG OVTOV, =D
Dos PAMK
2722 =D/f»
1071 =D/
U Katl k0OLe0g £81800KEV OVTOVG. + plus
A Kol k0OL60G £81800KEV 0VTOVG. + plus
B e PAL
TR kot KaOlo0g E518AGKEV QVTOVC. + plus N-A
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[b] 8.3 Dos ayovolv e ol ypapupotelg kot ot Papioatot PAMKN-A
2722 OYOUGLV dg ot ypappotelg kot ot Papioatot =D
1071 ayovouv de ot ypappotelg kot ot Papioatot =D
0] oyouolv de ol ypappotelg kot ot Papioatot =D
A 0youoLv de ol ypappotelg kot ot apisatot =D
M KOl TPOGTVEYKOV QUTO Ol Ypopuatels kot ot Papisotot PAM
TR  ayouvcuv de ol ypoppatels kot ot Paploorot mpog ovtov  ~ D (+ mpog ovtov)
Do5 €Wl QUOPTLO YUVOLKO! ELANUUEVV PAMK
2722  YUVOLKO ETL QUOPTLO KOTELANUUEVIV ~D (¢l kat- > glknuuevnv)
1071 YUVOLKO €L CUOPTLO. ELANUULEVTV ~D ()
U YUVOLKO €L LOTYELO. KOTELANUUEVIV =fs
A YUVOLKO €L LOTYELO. KOTELANUUEVIV =fs
fm YUVOLKO €T LOLYELO KOTELANUUEVIV PAX N-A
TR yuvOolKO €V HOLXELO  KOTELANUUEVIV ~f13(ev > emy
Dos k01 6TNOOVIEG VTNV £V UECH PAMKN-A
2722 KOL GTNOOVTIEG QUTNV EV  LECH =D
1071 KOL GTNOOVTIEG QUTNV EV  LECH =D
U KOl GTNCOVTEG QUTNV €V UECH =D
A KOl GTNOCOVTEG QLT EV TM UECH =f1
f¥ KOl GTNGOVIEG VTNV EV TO LECO PALK

TR KOl GTNGOVTIEC QVTNV EV  UECH =

8.4 Dos Aeyovolv ovT® PAMKN-A
2722 AEYOLGLV OVTO =D
1071  AEYOLGLV QUTO =D
0] £1mov oV =fu
A £1mov VT =fs
f®  ewmov ot PAX
TR Aeyovotv oVt =D
Dos exmelpalovieg 0VToV Ol LEPELG, PAMK
2722  €KTELPALOVIEG OVTOV OL OPYLEPELG, ~ D (apy- > 1epetg)
1071  €KTELPALOVTEG OVTOV OL OPYLEPELG, ~ D (opy- > 1epetg)
U oo =fu
A =fu
IO PALK N-A
TR oot =fu
Dos  1vo €XmG1V KOTNYOPLOV 0VTOL” PAME
2722 VO, EYOOLV KOTNYOPELV OVTOV ~ D (xotmyopev > -pLav)
1071 VO, EXWOLV KOTYOPELV OLTOV ~ D (kotmyopev > -pLawv)
U e =fu
A =fs
11 PAMN-A
TR =f1
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Dos  Al30.GKOAE, OLTN 1) YLVN KOTELANTTOL T QVTOHOP® potygvopevn: PAMKN-A
2722° AL30.GKOAE, OVTN 1) YLVN KOTELANTTOL T QVTOHOP® povxevopevn” =D
1071 AL30GKOAE, OLTN 1) YLVN KOTELANTTOL €T QVTOHOP® potyevopevn =D
U Atdockolde, TOVTV EVPOUEV ET QVTOHOP® potygvopevny: vil
A AL30GKOAE, VTN T YLV EIANTTOL €T 0VTOHOP® UHOLXEVOUEVN” ~ f13(— T0)
3 Aldackade, ovtn n yuvn ELMNTTTOL £ GVTO TO YOPO LOLXEVOUEVT PAIK
TR Al3aGKOAE, QLN 1| YOVN KOTEAN0ON €T 0VTOHOP® potxevopevn® ~ D (koteAnddn > -eiknmron)
8.5 Dos Maoiongde ev 0 VoL EKEAEVCEV togTotovtag MBalety.  PAMK
2722 Mobong de nuiv v @ voum kekerevoey tag totovtogbalev.  ~D (+ nuvike- > ekeAevcev)
1071 Mebong de vty v o vope dtokelevoet tog totovtag AMbalety.  ~D (+ vyl Stokelevoel > ekeAeVoEV)
U ev 8¢ 10 vop® Moongevetetlatonuy  togtotavtag MBolewy.  ~f3()
A ev 8 10 vopo nuy Moong evetethoto  togtotautag Mboley. =8
/™ evdetovoum nuv Meongevetellato  togtotovtag MBaletv. PAKN-A
TR  &v8e 1o vopo Moongnuy evetetkato oG totoutog Atboporetcbot. ~ 3 ((1ABoforercbot > -alewy)
Dos GU de Vuv TL AeYeLg PAMK
2722 GV Og TLAEYELG ~D (= vov)
1071 GV TLAEYELG ~D (— 8g vuv)
8] GLOVV  TL AEYELG TTEPL OVTNG =fn
A GLOLV  TL AEYELG TTEPL OVTNG =fu
f3 oLOULV  TLAEYELS MEPL OLTNG PAK
TR ovouv  TLAEYELS ~ fB3(— mept avtng) N-A
8.6 D05 .eviiiieieiiiiiiiee e PAMK
2722 i =D
4 N =D
u T0VT0 O€ eAEYOV TELPALOVTEG QUTOV, =fs
A T0VT0 de eleYOV TELPALOVTEG QUTOV, =fs
f3  1ovuto de eleyov meLpaloVTEG QUVTOV, PA*N-A
TR  1tovt0 8¢ eleyov MeLPpalOVIEG QUTOV, =fs
DO5 i PAMK
2722 iieiieiii =D
(072 PN =D
U WO EXOCL  KOTNYOPLOV KAT 0/VTOV. =fm
A o €00l KOTNYOpLay KOT OUTOV. =f»
fB o exmot  Kotnyoplav KOT oUTov. PAlK
TR Vo €Ol  KOTNYOPELY CUTOV. ~ 1 (koTnyopety > -1av | — xat)
[c] 8.6b Dos 0 8 NGOG KATO KLYOG PAMKN-A
2722 0 € MOOLG KOTM KEKVHOG ~DI/fs
1071 0 d€ MOOLG KOTM KEKVHOG ~D/fs
U 0 d€ 1NGOLG KOT® KLYOG =D/f1
A 0 d€ 1NGOLG KOT® KLYOG =D/f1
[ 0 d€ 1NGOLG KOT® KLYOG PAk N-A
TR 0 3€ MGOVG KOT® KVWYOG =D/fs
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Do5 0 30KTLVA® KOTEYPONHEY E1G TV YNV. PAMKN-A

2722 TM JAKTUA® KATEYPOYEV ELG TNV YNV. =D

1071 T® SOKTLA® KOTEYPADEV E1G TNV YNV. =D

o) T® S0KTLAM EYPAOEV E1G TV YNV. ~ [ (eypogev > -yev)

A EYPOOEV E1C TNV YNV. ~ 13 (— 1o daKT. | -pev > -yev)

f® 1o S0KTLA® EYPAYEV ELG TNV YNV. PAIk

TR o dakTulo EYPOYEV E1G TNV YNV. ~ 13 (eypadev > -yev)
[d] 8.7 Dos gJe ENEUEVOV  EPOTOVTEG, PAMK

2722 G O€ EMEUEVOV EMEPOTOVIEGS, ~ D (en- > epOTOVTES)

1071 ©G O€ EMEUEVOV OVEPMOTMOVTEG, ~ D (av- > epOTOVTES)

) G 8 EMEUEVOV  EPOTOVIEG OVTOV, =f1

A G € EMELUEVOV  EPOTOVIEG OVTOV, =fu

f g de emMEUEVOV  EPOTOVIEG OVTOV, PA'N-A

TR G de EMEUEVOV  EPOTOVIEG QLVTOV, =fm

Dos avekvyev KOl EUTEV OVTOLE PAMKN-A

2722 OVEKLYE KOl EME  OVTOLS =D

1071 OVEKUWEV KOl ELMEV QVTOLG =D

18] avofieyog ELMEV QVTOLS =fu

A avopreyog ELMEV QVTOLS =fu

s avofieyog EIMEV QVTOLS PAlk

TR  avokvyog E1TTE TPOG OLTOVG' ~ D (ovaxvyog > avekvyev | — kot | Tp. -0vg =>-01¢)

Dos O ovoueptnTog VUGV TPOTOG e’ avtnv Poietm Abov. PAMKN-A

2722 O OVOUOPTNTOG VUGV TPOTOG en’ avtnv Poietm Abov. =D

1071 O avOopOpTNTOS VIOV TPOTOG en’ avtnv Poietm Abov. =D

U O ovouepTNTOG VUGV TPOTOG MBov BoreTm €T ovTNV. =fms

A O ovouepTNTOG VUGV TPOTOG MBov Boreto T qvTnyv. =fs

f* O avopapTTOC VUGV TPOTOS MBov BoAeTm €T ovTNV. PAIk

TR O ovoueptTog VUGV TPOTOG ToV ABov €T ovtn PoleTo. ~fB(+ tovIsl-n>-mv)
[e] 8.8 Dos KOl TOAY KOTOKVYOG PAMKN-A

2722 KOL TOALV KOTO KUWOG =D

1071 KO TOALV KOTOKVYOG =D

U KOl TOALV KOT® KOYOG =fn

A KOU TOALV KOT® KOYOG =fs

fB Kol oA KaTe Kuyog PAlk

TR KOl TOALV KOTO KLWOG =fs

Dos 0 0KTLA® KOTEYPOHEV E1G TV YNV. PAMK

2722 10 J0KTLA® KOTEYPOYEV E1G TNV YNV. =D

1071 TO 0KTLA® KOTEYPOHEV E1G TNV YNV. =D

U EYPOYEV E1G TV YNV EVOG EKOGTOV QUTMOV TOG CUOPTLOGC. = f3 + plus

A EYPOOEV E1C TNV YNV. =fu

e E£YPOYEV E1G TNV YNV. A N-A

TR EYPAOEV E1G TV YNV. =
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le'] 8.9a Dos ekaoctog 8¢ t0v lovdatav e&npyeto PAMK
2722 €x0070G € TV lovdatov e&npyeto =D
1071 €x0070G O Tov lovdatov e&npyeto =D

u 0l 8€ 0KOVGOVTEG e€npyovio e1g kab e1g  ~ f (vil) N-A

A Ko eEnibev  elgkab e1g  ~ B3 (-ev > -0v)
e xou eEnhBov  elg ko e1g  PAMK

TR Ol 3 GKOVOOVTEG KOL VIO TNG GCUVELINCEMG EAEYYXOUEVOL EXNPYOVTO €1C KaB e1g  ~ f13 (vil| + plus)

Dos  ap&OUEVOL OO TOV TPESPLTEPOV WOTE TtovTog eEeABely.  PAMK

2722 apEOUEVOL OO TOV TPESPLTEPOV WOTE TtovToG eEeBely. = D
1071 ap&OUEVOL OO TOV TPESPUTEPOV WoTE TtovTag eéelbey. = D
U opEAUEVOL OO TV TPECPUTEPOY EOG  TOV ECYATOV. =f1
A opEAUEVOL OO TV TPECPLTEPMY EOG  TOV ECYATOV. =f1
[ ap&opEVOL OO TOV TPECPUTEPOV EOG TV ECYOTMOV. PAlk
TR op&opevol ano Tev TPECPUTEPOV EOG  TOV ECYOTOV. =fs
[d']18.9b Dos Kol KOTEAELOON Hovog, PAMKN-A
2722 KOl KOTEAELHOM Hovog, =D
1071 KOl KOTEAELHON Hovog, =D

U Kat koteAelddn Incovg povog, ~D (+ Incovg)

A KOl KOTEAELHOM povog o Incovg, confl. D + f1
B xou kotelerdpon o Inocovg, PAK
TR kot KatererpOn novog o Incovg, confl. D + f1
Do5 Kot M yuvn €v LEGK OVGO. PAMKN-A
2722 KOL T YUV €V LEGK OVGO. =D/fs
1071 KOl T YUV €V LEGH OVGO. =D/fs
U KOL T YUVI] EV LECH OVGOL. =D/fs
A KOL 1] YUVN €V LECH OVGO. =D/fs
I KOL 1] YUVN] €V HECH EGTOCAL. ~D/f (ect- > 0v60)
[ KO yuvn €V LEG® OVLGAL. PAIk
TR K011 YUV €V HECH EGTOCO. ~D/f(ect- > 0voQ)
[c'] 810 Dos avakvyog e o Incovg PAMK N-A
2722 avokvyog O o Incovg =D
1071 avokvyag g o Incoug =D
U avokvyag  de o Incovg e1dev ovtyv confl. D + f1
A avofieyog e o Incovg e1dev ovtnv =fm
[ avaPreyog 8¢ o Incovg e1dev vty PALK
TR  avokvyog  de o Inoovg kot undevo BeacopeEVOg TANV NG YUVOLKOG =D + plus
Dos EMEV TN YUVOLKL PAMK
2722 ELTEV T YUVOLKL =D
1071 ELTEV T YUVOLKL =D
U KOl EMEV” =f1
A KO ELMEV =fs
8 xou ewmev PAIK
TR ELTEV OUTN" ~D (ot > 1 yuvorkl) N-A
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Dos ITov elowy; PAMK
2722 TTov elowy; =D
1071 TTov ewowy; =D

U  Tvvat, mov oy 0l KQTNYopol 6ov; =fms

A T'uval, mov elowy; ~ f13(— ot Kat. 6ov) N-A

f3 Tuvor, mov elcy 0l KOTNYOpPOl GOV; PAX
TR H yvvn, mov €161V EKELVOL OL KATIYOPOL GOL; ~ f13(H yovn > T'vvan | + ex.)
Do5 0UVJELG OE KOTEKPLVEV; PAMKN-A
2722  OVOELG OE KATEKPLVEV; =D/f
1071 OVJELG OE KATEKPLVEV; = D/fs
8] 0VOELG OE KOTEKPLVEV; =D/fs
A 0VOELG OE KOTEKPLVEV; = D/fs
f¥  ovdelc o€ KOTEKPLVEV; PA'N-A
TR 0Vdelg OE KATEKPLVEV; = D/fs
[b'] 811a Do5 KOKELVN EMEV OVTO" PAMK
2722 KOKELVI EEV” ~D (— avtw)
1071  KOKELVN ELMEV” ~D (— avtw)
o) n de emev =fms
A n de emev =fus
s noe ewmev PAXN-A
TR nde emev’ =fms
Dos Owvdetg, Kuple. PAMKN-A
2722 OVdELG, KVPLE. = D/fs
1071 Ovderg, Kupte. = D/fs
U Ovdetg, KupLe. = D/fs
A Ovdetg, KvpLe. =D/fs
f® Ovdetg, Kupte. PA'kN-A
TR Ovdelg, KupLe. = D/fs
[a'] 81b Dos o 8¢ eunev: PAMK
2722 ko1 0 Incovg ewnev: ~ f13(— avn)
1071 kot 0 Incovg ewnev: ~ f13(— avn)
o) ewmev ovt o Incovg’ ~fB(— xo I%)
A o d¢e Incovg ewnev avty ~ [ (3 > xon)
fB¥  xot o Incovg ewnev ovtn PAlk
TR  ewe de avtn o Incovg’ ~ f13(3e > k.1°1-0av.)
Dos Ovde eym 6 KOTOKPLVO PAMKN-A
2722 Ovde €Y® GE KOTOKPLVO' =D/f»
1071 Ovde €ym GE KOTOKPLVO =D/fs
U Ovde eym 68 KOTAKPLVD' =D/fs
A Ovde eym 68 KOTAKPLVD' =D/fs
f3 Ovde €Yo o€ KOTOKPLVO PAIkN-A
TR  Ovde eY® 6€ KOTAKPLVD' = D/fs
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Dos vroye, PAMk

2722

1071 TOPELVOVD, =f1

U TOPEVOV, =fB

A TOPEVOV, =fB

[ mopevov, PAk N-A

TR  mopegvov, =fs

Dos OO TOV VUV UNKETL GUOPTOVE. PAMK

2722 KO OO TOV VUV UNKETL OUOPTOVE. ~D (+ xou)

1071 KOl OO TOV VUV UNKETL OUOPTOVE. ~D (+ xou) N-A ([kot])

U KOL OO TOV VUV UNKETL GUOPTAVE ~D (+ xou)
Ko UNKETL QUOPTOVE. ~ f13(+ ko)

[ UNKETL OLOPTOVE. PA

TR  xot UNKETL OUOPTOVE. ~ f13(+ xou)






