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In two brief but characteristically incisive articles Professor Barthélemy has 
focused his attention on a recently discovered manuscript of the Greek Psalms, 
which in importance ranks with the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri for other 
books of the Septuagint and the New Testament. I refer here to Papyrus Bodmer 
XXIV, Rahlfs 2110, which contains approximately two thirds of the Greek 
Psalter.1  

 
In the earlier article “Le Psautier Grec et le Papyrus XXIV,” 2 Barthélemy, on 

the authority of C. H. Roberts, suggests a II AD rather than a III/IV century AD  
date (as assigned by its editor) and proposes a number of desiderata for Psalter 
research, among them an analysis of Rahlfs’ Upper-Egyptian text, of which the 
new papyrus is now its foremost representative. Such an analysis, according to 
Barthélemy, would constitute a major step toward recovering the pristine text of 
the Greek Psalter behind the popular Constantinopolitan text, which from the 
fourth century onward eclipsed all others. 

 
His second article “Le Papyrus Bodmer 24 jugé par Origène,” 3 furnishes 

evidence (some of it additional to Rahlfs) that Origen was acquainted with the 
Upper-Egyptian text and, more particularly, knew a reading now attested 
uniquely by the Bodmer papyrus. He then goes on to argue that, in fact, the  

                                                
1R. Kasser and M. Testuz, Papyrus Bodmer XXIV. Cologny-Geneva, 1967. For corrections to this 
edition see my “The Edited Text of P. Bodmer XXIV,” Bulletin of the American Society of 
Papyrologists 17 (1980), 67–79. The papyrus comprises Ps 17:45–118:44 with lacunae of varying 
sizes. 
2 Revue de Théologie et de Philosophie 3rd series (1969), 106–10. 
3 Wort, Lied und Gottesspruch 1.  Festschrift für Joseph Ziegler. Ed. Josef Schreiner. Würzburg, 
1972), 11–19. 
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reading in question, known to but rejected by Origen, constitutes the OG text: In 
Ps 18:11, for Rahlfs’ e0piqumhta/ the Bodmer papyrus reads ta\ e0piqumh/mata, 
with partial support from Bohairic, Sahidic and 2035. But since the Hebrew text 
has Mydmxnh, an arthrous niphal participle of dmx, and since the common text can 
be readily explained as a contextual adjustment, the reading of 2110 must be 
original. 
 

In a recent article for the Hanhart Festschrift4 I took a first step in the analysis 
of the Upper-Egyptian text which Professor Barthélemy proposed in his first 
article but which to date has not been undertaken in earnest. My initial study 
aimed to demonstrate that the Bodmer papyrus, uniquely as well as in company 
with other witnesses, has on many occasions preserved for us the original text of 
the Greek Psalter, which differs from the text of Rahlfs. Barthélemy’s second 
article has provided the stimulus for the present study, namely, the problem of 
articulation in the Greek Psalms in the light of the Bodmer papyrus. The thesis 
we will attempt to prove is that the Old Greek text of Psalms in its use of the 
definite article reflects the Hebrew more closely than appears from the text of 
Rahlfs.5 

 
At the outset a word of caution is perhaps in order. When one investigates the 

question of articulation in the Greek Psalms, one needs to bear in mind not only 
differences between Hebrew usage, on the one hand, and Greek, on the other, but 
one must also allow for variations between standard practice in Greek prose 
versus that in poetic literature. Within the Greek biblical corpus, one may 
usefully contrast, for example, the books of the Pentateuch with Job and 
Proverbs, but also an original Greek composition such as Wisdom of Solomon. In 
what follows, however, we will restrict ourselves as much as possible to the 
existence per se of linguistic patterns rather than indulge in trying to pinpoint the 
reason for their existence. 

 
We begin our investigation with a single example illustrating the translator’s 

general approach to articulation.6 Taking the Hebrew text as the point of 
departure, we will group the various uses under four headings: 1. free forms, i.e., 
forms which can show the presence of the article in a consonantal text, 2. 
indeterminate forms, i.e., free forms with inseparable prepositions, which, 
therefore, do not show the presence of an article in a consonantal text, 3. 
disagreements between Rahlfs’ text and the Hebrew, all of which by definition 
belong to group 1., namely, free forms which can show articulation, 4. bound 
forms, suffixed or within a bound phrase, which are not articulated in Hebrew.  

                                                
4“Ra 2110 (P. Bodmer XXIV) and the Text of the Greek Psalter,” in Studien zur Septuaginta—
Robert Hanhart zu Ehren (MSU 20.) Göttingen, 1990, 262–86. 
5Cf. J. W. Wevers, “Evidence of the Text of the John H. Scheide Papyri for the Translation of the 
Status Constructus in Ezekiel,” JBL 70 (1951), 211–16. 
6Psalms will be numbered according to the Septuagint with the Hebrew equivalent added in 
parentheses when appropriate. 
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Our example is e1qnoj7 which normally translates Hebrew ywg but also M( and M)l 
on occasion. The breakdown is as follows: 

 
Total number:   72 
1. Free forms:   39 
2. Indeterminate:  17 
3. Disagreements:  15 
4. Bound forms:     1 

 
Of the free forms ten are arthrous in MT and all of these are arthrous in Greek as 
well. 29 of the anarthrous free forms are also anarthrous in Greek. In the 
indeterminate category we have 17, all of which are arthrous in Greek, with the 
exception of e0n e1qnesin in 17(18):50 and 56(57):10.8 Both of these are 
uncontested. We note in passing that all 17 are pointed arthrous in MT, 
suggesting that the Masoretic reading tradition is an ancient one. Ps 105(106):5 
gives us the only bound (suffixed) form, which is translated into Greek by an 
arthrous substantive plus possessive pronoun. We now turn to the instances of 
disagreement between MT and Rahlfs. 
 

Of the 15 cases in question 9 are with pa/nta, suggesting that the presence of 
the latter normally triggered articulation with or without explicit warrant in the 
Hebrew. One should compare 58(59):6, 81(82):8, both of which are arthrous in 
the Hebrew, with 9:18, 46(47):2, 48(49):2, 58(59):9, 71(72):11, 85(86):9, 
112(113):4, 116(117):1, 117(118):10, all of which are anarthrous in the Hebrew. 
The only exception to this pattern is e0n pa=sin e1qnesin of 66(67):3, to be 
contrasted with e0n pa=sin toi=j e1qnesin of 81(82):8. It should be stressed, 
however, that both of these exactly reflect MT. Understandably, 2110 adds toi=j 
in 66:3 but it seems unlikely that this is original. In 21(22):28 and 95(96):7 Mywg 
twxp#m lk and Mym( twxp#m respectively are translated by pa=sai ai9 patriai\ 
tw~n e0qnw~n and ai9 patriai\ tw~n e0qnw~n, and in 46(47):9 e0pi\ ta\ e1qnh (cf. 65:7 
where the same phrase represents Mywgb9) renders Mywg l(.  Before we look at the 
three remaining cases, all of which are contested by 2110, let us summarize our 
findings. First, all articles in the Hebrew are reproduced in the Greek. Second, at 
the rate of approximately 2 to 1 the translator leaves anarthrous Hebrew nouns 
anarthrous in the Greek. Third, when he does add articles he does so almost 
totally in definable contexts. All three facts need to be borne in mind when we 
assess the three instances in question. In two 2110 lacks an article present in 
Rahlfs, and in one case it supports one against Rahlfs.  

                                                
7Since the question of original text is often at issue, no difference in accentuation is made 
between lemma and variant, contrary to standard practice in the Göttingen Septuagint. 
8In 21(22):29 the preposition in b l#m is, as elsewhere in Psalms, represented by a Greek article 
(58:14, 65:7, 88:10). 
9According to Kasser’s edition 2110 omits ta/ in 65:7 but the reconstruction is very uncertain. 
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We take the last named first. 
 

78(79):6 (e0pi\) e1qnh (ta\ mh\ ginw&skonta/ se)] pr. ta 2110 2149 R L' 55 = 
MT 

The support for the variant is clearly impressive both in terms of number of 
witnesses and the age of some of them. Especially noteworthy is 2149 a fourth 
century Chester Beatty papyrus which is not a member of UE and therefore can 
be relied upon to give evidence independent from 2110.10 In accordance with the 
translator’s established practice, we would expect Mywgh to have been rendered by 
ta\ e1qnh—unless, of course, we posit that his Vorlage was at variance with MT. 
Such a conclusion becomes improbable, however, in view of the likelihood that a 
rather infelicitous phrase like e0pi\ ta\ e1qnh ta/, reflecting a fairly literal 
translation of r#) Mywgh l( would undergo change in transmission. Moreover, 
the parallel phrase in 62, e0pi\ basilei/aj ai(/ which, however, reflects an 
anarthrous Hebrew noun, would probably exert additional influence. 
Consequently, the text of OG is clearly what 2110 has. Now the two omissions: 

 
64(65):8 (taraxqh/sontai) ta\ (e1qnh)] om. 2110 = MT 
101(102):16 (fobhqh/sontai) ta\ (e1qnh)] om. 2110 = MT 

The fact that 2110 stands all alone in these verses naturally gives one reason for 
caution. But we should consider the following: 1. nowhere else in Psalms did the 
translator articulate e1qnh as grammatical subject (except with pa/nta) and 2. in 
both verses the parallels to e1qnh are arthrous. As a result, it is well-nigh certain 
that 2110 has uniquely preserved the text of OG. 
 

From what we have seen in this introductory example, a number of points are 
clear. First, when the translator found an article in his Hebrew text, he was 
careful to reproduce it. That this is so might not only be expected a priori, given 
the rather literal translation of the Psalms, but it is also amply borne out by 
further research. Second, the translator often left anarthrous Hebrew substantives 
without article in the Greek. Third, on many occasions the translator apparently 
introduced articles which have no explicit basis in the Hebrew. For the text-critic 
the question then becomes: How many of these were contributed by the translator 
himself and how many found their way into the text during the process of 
transmission in a Greek speaking environment? Naturally, when all witnesses 
agree, one has no realistic option but to count them as original, no matter how 
suspicious one may be. But when witnesses diverge, the question cannot be 
avoided. 

 
The remaining evidence from 2110 we will discuss under a number of 

grammatical headings. I have counted a total of 91 agreements between 2110 and 
MT against Rahlfs; 83 are omissions and eight additions. A few of these were 
already discussed in the Hanhart volume and will be included here without 
discussion. With proper nouns I argued for a subtraction in 93:7 (tou= Iakwb) and 
two additions in 105:16 (to\n Mwush=n, to\n Aarwn). With infinitives,  

                                                
10Albert Pietersma, Two Manuscripts of the Greek Psalter in the Chester Beatty Library Dublin  
(AnBib77, Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1978). The list on pages 6–15 of this volume should be 
consulted for all early witnesses to Psalms not included in Rahlfs. 
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additions were proposed in 32:19 (tou= r9u/sasqai) and 49:4 (tou= diakri=nai). On 
the basis of the same argumentation, involving Hebrew l, we should now include 
subtractions for 64:10 tou= (plouti/sai), 76:10 tou= (oi0ktirh=sai), and 108:16 
tou= (poih=sai). For ku/rioj we argued that the absence of the article in 2110 for 
18:8, 24:15, 26:4, and 36:20 is demonstrably OG. To be added to this number are 
the following: 

67:17 o9 (ku/rioj kataskhnw&sei)] om. 2110 = MT 
92:1 o9 (ku/rioj e0basi/leusen)] om. 2110vid B = MT 
109:1 (ei]pen) o9 (ku/rioj)] om. 2110 2068 R Barn. 12:10 Matt 22:44par = MT 
114:6 (fula/sswn ta\ nh/pia) o9 (ku/rioj)] om. 2110 = MT 
117:18 (e0pai/deuse/n me) o9 (ku/rioj)] om. 2110 S = MT 
117:24 (e0poi/hsen) o9 (ku/rioj)] om. 2110 S = MT 

At first glance the claim that in all six cases 2110 has preserved OG seems rather 
exaggerated. However, when one studies how the translator treated ku/rioj as 
subject of a finite verb (which it is in five of our verses), one finds ample support 
for such a claim. The picture looks as follows: 

Total number counted: 129 
1. Unarticulated:   105 

a. Uncontested:   94 
b. Contested:      11 

2. Articulated:     23 
a. Uncontested:   12 
b. Contested:      11 

For ku/rioj in nominal clauses (see 114:6 above) the statistics are similar: 
Total number counted:   59 

1. Unarticulated:    47 
a. Uncontested:   42 
b. Contested:        5 

2. Articulated:    12 
a. Uncontested:   10 
b. Contested:      2 

In both cases it is patently obvious that, according to our present evidence, the 
translator at the rate of approximately five to one left ku/rioj anarthrous. Equally 
clear is that in the process of transmission articles were frequently added. The 
combination of these two factors inevitably makes one wonder whether the text 
of the Psalter, when it left the translator’s hands, did not perhaps feature an even 
higher proportion of anarthrous instances than is now in evidence. In any case, 
there is good reason to believe that, in the six cases we have cited, 2110 has 
preserved the OG text. Probably to be added as well are 67:27 and 102:20 in both 
of which 2110 lacks an article before ku/rion as direct object of a finite verb. 
Neither article has a basis in MT, and in 67:27, 2110 receives widespread  
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support. Though the statistics based on Rahlfs’ text are approximately two to one 
in favour of articulation, in addition to the general trend toward articulation 
already noted, another important factor must be borne in mind: wherever hwhy t) 
occurred (25x), it was translated by arthrous ku/rioj, and since 25 constitute the 
majority of instances in which ku/rioj functions as direct object, the Old Greek 
text already featured more arthrous than anarthrous cases. In light of this, it was 
virtually assured that, in transmission, ku/rioj as direct object would be supplied 
with an article, where it did not already have one in the OG text. 

In sum, for ku/rioj one can indeed formulate the following rule: articles 
without basis in the Hebrew and contested in the Greek are in principle 
secondary. 

 
1. VOCATIVE: 
 Only a single example presents itself here—and one in which 2110 will turn 
out to be secondary. 
 

61(62):6 h9 (yuxh/ mou)] om. 2110 B = MT 
Since on the question of articulation the shorter text is often the lectio preferenda, 
we might be tempted to argue the same here. One soon discovers, however, that, 
in spite of standard Greek usage, the translator’s approach to articulation of 
vocatives (in a functional sense) mirrors his approach to articulation in general. 
To begin with, it may be noted that, with vocatives as with other items, Hebrew 
articles are but rarely left without equivalent in the Greek. We have found only 
four such instances: 56(57):9 = 107(108):3 where yalth/rion (lbnh) is brought 
into line with kiqa/ra (rwnk) and 113(114):5 where qa/lassa (Myh) and Iorda/nh 
(Ndryh) are left anarthrous, the former possibly reflecting a Vorlage different 
from MT and the latter due to its being understood as a proper noun (no proper 
noun as vocative is ever arthrous in the Greek Psalter). A similar reason may 
account for oi]koj Leui of 134(135):20, even though MT has here a rare 
occurrence of an articulated proper noun (ywlh). Whatever the precise reason for 
the absence of articles in the Greek of these verses, the failure to represent 
Hebrew articles is clearly a rare phenomenon. Even more rare with vocatives is 
the failure to represent Hebrew suffixes. The only example we have found is 
54(55):14 where the rare Hebrew expression ykr(k #wn) (BDB “man according 
to my valuation” hence “my equal”) is rendered by a1nqrwpe i0so/yuxe 
(“soulmate”). Formally, though scarcely semantically, the 1 sg. suffix of MT 
lacks a Greek equivalent. According to Rahlfs’ text, however, yuxh/ of 41:6, 12, 
42:5 should be added at this point, since in all three verses yuxh/ represents 
Hebrew y#pn. Rahlfs’ choice in these verses brings us face to face with 61:6, the 
variant with which we began the present discussion, since its Hebrew text 
likewise reads y#pn. In fact, this expression occurs a total of 11 times in Psalms: 
41(42):6,12, 42(43):5, 61(62):6, 102(103):1, 2, 22, 103(104):1, 35, 114(116):7, 
145(146):1, and in all but the first three Rahlfs accepted h9 yuxh/ mou as original. 
Consequently, if Rahlfs is correct in the first three, we must conclude either that 
the translator was inconsistent in his rendering of y#pn or that his Hebrew text 
read #pn. We will attempt to show that neither was the  
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case, and we begin by presenting the manuscript evidence in the three aberrant 
verses. 
 

41:6 yuxh/ 2013 2110vid Orig.] pr. h9 B, anima LaG; h9 yuxh/ mou rell = MT 
41:12 yuxh/ Bc 2013 2110] pr. h9 B*', anima LaG;...xh/ 1219; h9 yuxh/ mou rell 

= MT 
42:5 yuxh/ B'  2013 2110, anima LaG] h9 yuxh/ mou rell = MT 

Clearly, Rahlfs’ choice has been significantly vindicated by 2110 in all three 
cases. That the reading is nonetheless unlikely as OG begins to emerge when, 
beyond noting the translator’s other renderings of y#pn and his remarkable 
faithfulness in representing Hebrew articles and suffixes, we survey his way of 
translating Hebrew bound forms functioning as vocatives. In at least 100 cases 
Hebrew bound forms are translated by an arthrous nominal plus attributive 
genitive (usually a possessive pronoun). On some 20 occasions no articulation 
was evidently used, only nine of which involve a possessive pronoun: 18(19):15 
(ku/rie,) bohqe/ mou kai\ lutrwta/ mou, 49(50):7, 77(78):1, 80(81):9 lao/j mou, 
54(55):14 (a1nqrwpe i0so/yuxe,) h9gemw&n mou kai\ gnwste/ mou, 83(84):10 
u9peraspista\ h9mw~n, 102(103):21 (pa=sai ai9 duna/meij au0tou=,) leitourgoi\ 
au0tou=. Be it noted, however, that in all of these cases the Hebrew suffix is duly 
represented. Applied to 41:6, 12, 42:5 this means that one might possibly 
entertain yuxh/ mou as original—but no witness reads this. Alternatively, one 
might posit a Vorlage with #pn, but in that case h9 yuxh/ mou must be a Hebraizing 
correction, since its distinctly un-Greek flavour would scarcely have arisen in the 
natural course of transmission. Moreover, this Hebraizing correction would then 
have achieved almost universal sway. A far more likely scenario is that h9 yuxh/ 
mou is OG and that yuxh/ is an accommodation to standard Greek usage, which, 
as is well known, eschews arthrous nominatives in direct address. 
 

We can now return to where we started, namely, 61(62):6. Here too h9 yuxh/ 
mou is original and yuxh/ mou of 2110 B an accommodation to Greek usage. 

 
In all four instances, then, 41:6, 12, 42:5, and 61:6, 2110 turned out to be 

secondary rather than original, a useful reminder that, even though this 
manuscript, as we will see increasingly, is an extremely valuable witness to OG, 
its secondary elements are nonetheless many. 
 
2. PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE: 
 We begin here with simplex phrases (containing head word plus attributive 
genitive) and then proceed to complex phrases (head word plus two genitives). 
 

36(37):15 (ei0j) th\n kardi/an (au0tw~n)] om. thn Lpau ZHe*; sg. Bo Sa La Ga 
Sy = MT; taj kardiaj La' 55; kardiaj 2110 Lpau Hec; pl. Uulg 

77(78):18 (e0n) tai=j (kardi/aij au0tw~n)] om. 2110 = MT 
Two distinct issues present themselves in the verses above; one is the question of 
singular versus plural, the other that of articulation. We begin with the former and 
restrict our survey to kardi/a in prepositional phrases. Of the eight instances with 
plural referent, five are given in Rahlfs as plural, 4:5, 27:3, 34:25,  
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45:3, 77:18, though in 34:25 and 45:3 the plural is contested. In the remaining 
three cases, 36:15, 44:6 and 73:8, the singular is uncontested. The consonantal 
text of MT nowhere demands a plural. One suspects that, in transmitting the 
Greek text, scribes would tend to introduce plurals in contexts with plural 
referents. If this is correct, the singular deserves preference as OG—unless a 
Hebraizing correction can be adduced to explain it. Such may be the case in 45:3 
where the reading of 1098 Ga (but see also La Aug) possibly points to Origen’s 
activity. In 34:25 the singular is read by 2110vid LpauThtpHe La and consequently 
merits close consideration as OG. But since it is assured in any case that the 
translator himself, as best we can tell, made use of both the singular and the 
plural, there is no compelling reason to deviate from Rahlfs on the question of 
number in the two instances under discussion. 
 

On the matter of articulating kardi/a in prepositional phrases, the translator 
was likewise not consistent, judging from our evidence at hand. We restrict 
ourselves here to instances of kardi/a plus possessive pronoun. With o(/lh 
articulation is uniformly avoided: 9:2, 85:12, 110:1, 118:10, 34, 58, 69, 145, 
137:1. In the absence of an adjectival modifier, kardi/a is 12 times anarthrous: 
9:27, 32, 34, 12:3, 13:1, 14:2, 34:25, 36:31, 44:6, 45:3, 52:2, 65:18, though an 
article was sometimes slipped in secondarily. In ten cases Rahlfs’ text has an 
arthrous construction: 4:5, 8, 27:3, 36:15, 39:11, 73:8, 77:18, 83:6, 93:19, 118:11. 
In the light of our evidence there can be little doubt that the shorter text is the 
lectio preferenda as the reading of OG. With arthrous parallels in both 36:15 and 
77:18, it is perhaps not surprising that the OG text was modified in transmission. 

 
50(51):13 (a0po\) tou= (prosw&pou sou)] om. 2110 2013 = MT 

On 30 occasions the translator employs a0po\ prosw&pou plus attributive genitive 
and for 28 of these prosw&pou is anarthrous. The exception is 138:72 where a0po\ 
tou= prosw&pou sou parallels a0po\ tou= pneu/mato/j sou of 71 and means “face.” 
Since no variants are available we must assume that the symmetry of this verse 
goes back to the translator himself. Consequently, it is not impossible that in 
50:13 we have a similar deviation from his standard rendering. But it is difficult 
to see how a0p’ e0mou=, the parallel to our phrase in 132, could have exerted any 
influence in 131 toward articulation, thus creating the kind of original symmetry 
we have in 138:7, though the presence of to\ pneu=ma to\ a(/gio/n sou could well 
have reminded later scribes of 138:7. 
 

76(77):16 (e0n) tw~| (braxi/oni/ sou)] om. 2110; (wrzb MT 
Evidently, the Hebrew Vorlage differed from MT at this point. No direct parallels 
(e0n braxi/oni plus possessive pron.) to the reading of 2110 exist. The closest 
approximation is e0n tw~| braxi/oni th=j duna/mew&j sou of 88:11 where, however, 
tw~| is supported by all witnesses. Nevertheless, indirect parallels, that is to say, 
prepositional phrases structurally identical to the one in question (prep.+head-
word+poss. pron.) are not difficult to find throughout the Psalter.11 Beginning 
with e0n o0rgh=| au0tou= of 2:5 I have counted no fewer than 77 of  

                                                
11Cf. the preceding entry. 
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these: 2:5, 4:8, 5:8, 6:7, 7:4, 7, 17(2x), 9:4, 26, 27, 32, 34, 35, 12:3, 13:1, 14:2, 3, 
15:4, 8, 16:2, 17:9(2x), 16, 18, 49, 18:6, 20:10, 25:1, 11, 26:6, 27:7, 30:6, 33:16, 
34:2, 13, 25, 36:31, 38:2, 4, 43:18, 44:3, 10, 45:6, 49:16, 21, 52:2, 56:7, 58:5, 
65:18, 67:2, 22, 68:2, 70:17, 75:7, 77:55, 87:16, 88:15, 24, 89:4, 90:7, 95:9, 
100:3, 103:7, 11, 108:6, 109:1, 5, 117:23, 128:1, 2, 134:7, 137:3, 138:4, 140:10, 
145:2, 149:4.12  

Clearly, the reading of 2110 in all four instances we have cited under the 
present heading reflects a well-attested, though minority, phenomenon in the 
Greek Psalter. When we then apply to these the principle lectio brevior 
preferenda est, which duly recognizes that articulation tended to be added in the 
transmissional process, our conclusion becomes inescapable: 2110 has preserved 
the text of OG. We now turn to complex prepositional phrases. 

 
20(21):10 (ei0j kairo\n) tou= (prosw&pou sou)] om. 2110 = MT 
21(22):10 (a0po\ mastw~n) th=j (mhtro/j mou)] om. 2110vid U-1221 = MT 
35(36):9 (a0po\ pio/thtoj) tou= (oi1kou sou)] om. 2110 2013 L Thtp A’ = 

MT 
65(66):3 (e0n tw~| plh/qei) th=j (duna/mewj sou)] om. 2110 = MT 

Structurally the four phrases represent a grammatical pattern which is readily 
documented elsewhere in the Psalms, namely, an anarthrous attributive genitive 
plus possessive pronoun. We begin with 20:10 which, however, provides at first 
glance the least convincing demonstration, since in four of the direct parallels 
(with prosw&pou as attributive genitive) prosw&pou is articulated: 30:21 (e0n 
a0pokru/fw| tou= prosw&pou sou), 54:22 (a0po\ o0rgh=j tou= prosw&pou au0tou=), 
79:17 (a0po\ e0pitimh/sewj tou= prosw&pou sou), 89:8 (ei0j fwtismo\n tou= 
prosw&pou sou); and in 88:16 (e0n tw~| fwti\ tou= prosw&pou sou) both nouns 
are articulated in all witnesses. On the other hand, it is not without interest that in 
54:22 (where 2110 is not extant) 2013, a fourth century congener of 2110, lacks 
the article.  For the phrase in 21:10 we have three direct parallels: 21:11 and 70:6 
(e0k koili/aj mhtro/j mou), and 138:13 (e0k gastro\j mhtro/j mou). (MS R 
articulates mhtro/j in both 70:6 and 138:13.) All three, it will be noticed, have an 
anarthrous attributive genitive, exactly as we find in the variant reading to 21:10. 
As a direct parallel to the variant in 35:9 we can cite 131:3 (ei0j skh/nwma oi1kou 
mou) and compare further 115:10 (e0n au0lai=j oi1kou kuri/ou) as well as 133:1 and 
134:2 (e0n au0lai=j oi1kou qeou= h9mw~n). Our fourth example illustrates what we 
already saw in 88:16, namely, an arthrous head term, supported along with all 
other witnesses by 2110. The text of 65:3 is virtually identical to 32:17 (e0n de\ 
plh/qei duna/mewj au0tou=) where, however, both nouns are anarthrous (but 
supplied with articles in U, though not in 2110). A further direct parallel is 
provided by 150:1 (e0n sterew&mati duna/mewj au0tou=) where again some 
witnesses add articulation, namely, 2058 for the first noun and Lpau for the 
second. 

                                                
12This list and similar ones in what follows are illustrative and not necessarily exhaustive. 
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Though the evidence we have presented does not create a uniform picture, the 
point to be reiterated is that the readings of 2110 in 20:10, 21:10, 35:9, and 65:3 
are precisely of the kind we find scattered throughout the Psalter but which 
tended to be altered in the process of transmission. In other words, the usage of 
2110 in these instances is firmly rooted in the text of OG and for that reason, as 
in the case of the simplex phrases, merits preference as the original reading. We 
provide here again a sampling of the grammatical phenomenon in question: 4:8, 
17:16, 19, 19:6, 21:11, 26:5, 30:16, 32:16, 34:10, 40:3, 4, 48:20, 58:17, 76:3, 
77:54, 79:18, 80:4, 84:4, 85:7, 93:22, 100:2, 101:24, 25, 106:30, 109:5, 112:8, 
118:54, 131:3(2x),137:7, 147:6, 150:1. 

 
That anarthrous phrases of the kind we have discussed here can be paralleled 

from non-biblical Greek13 may shift the focus somewhat away from Hebrew 
interference as being the sole cause. It does not, however, undermine the 
argument that where they are attested in some witnesses they are likely original. 
 

3. DIRECT OBJECT: 
 Several readings attested by 2110, which fall in this grammatical category, 
attract our attention. 
 

21(22):14 (h1noican …) to\ (sto/ma au0tw~n] om. 2110 U = MT 
34(35):21 (e0pla/tunan e0p’ e0me\) to\ (sto/ma au0tw~n)] om. 211014 = MT 
106(107):42 (e0mfra/cei) to\ (sto/ma au0th=j)] om. 2110 A'’ He = MT 

Though no direct parallel can be cited from Rahlfs’ text, it is of interest that in 
37:14 (ou0k anoi/gwn to\ sto/ma au0tou=) the article is absent from 2013, though 
present in 2110, and in 68:16 (susxe/tw  … to\ sto/ma au0tou=) B omits it, while 
2110, again, supports it. It is not improbable, therefore, that in all of these 
instances, and not just in 21:14, 34:21, and 106:42, the shorter text should be 
reckoned as OG. 
 

24(25):10 (toi=j e0kzhtou=sin) th\n (diaqh/khn au0tou=] om. 2110 = MT 
As direct parallels we may cite here 104:8 (e0mnh/sqh … diaqh/khj au0tou=), 110:5 
(mnhsqh/setai … diaqh/khj au0tou=) and 110:9 (e0netei/lato … diaqh/khn 
au0tou=). At first glance one may wonder whether lack of articulation was 
somehow occasioned by what intervenes between verb and object, but such a 
conclusion is not sustained by the general evidence in Psalms for the 
phenomenon in question. 
 

36(37):12 (bru/cei … ) tou\j (o0do/ntaj au0tou=)] om. 2110 2013 2064 = MT 
The support for the absence of tou\j has clearly increased dramatically since 
Rahlfs made his edition. All three are early witnesses no later than the fourth 
century. The closest direct parallel to what the papyri read is 3:8 o0do/ntaj 
a9martwlw~n sune/triyaj. 
 

57(58):8 (e0ntenei=) to\ (to/con au0tou=)] om. 2110 = MT 
 

                                                
13Cf. E. C. Maloney, Semitic Interference In Marcan Syntax. Chico, 1981, 110 (with reference to 
Blass-Debrunner-Funk §259). 
14On what precedes to\ in 2110 see  A. Pietersma, “The Edited Text” 71. 
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Clearly, the article could readily be added or omitted through dittography or 
haplography. We have, however, a direct parallel to what 2110 reads in 36:14 
(e0ne/teinan to/con au0tw~n) where all witnesses, including 2110, testify to the 
absence of the article. 
 

63(64):2 (ei0sa/kouson  … ) th=j (fwnh=j mou)] om. 2110 L' 55 = MT 
Several direct parallels can be cited: 17:7 (h1kousen … fwnh=j mou), 17:14 and 
45:7 (e1dwken fwnh\n au0tou=), 92:3 (e0ph=ran … fwna\j au0tw~n). In the first of 
these, which uses the same verb as the verse under discussion, U and R add an 
article. 
 

77(78):43 (e1qeto e0n Ai0gu/ptw|) ta\  (shmei=a au0tou=)] om. 2110 = MT 
shmei=on appears only eight times in Psalms and no direct parallel can be adduced.  
Though an accidental omission in 2110 can not be excluded, not impossibly 
precipitated by preceding -tw, an addition seems more likely, encouraged by ta\ 
te/rata au0tou= of 432 which is supported by all witnesses, including 2110. 
 

Anarthrous direct objects plus possessive pronoun, instances of which we 
have noted above, occur throughout the Psalter.  The following 35 instances will 
again illustrate that the construction under discussion is firmly rooted in the 
Greek Psalter: 16:13, 17:7, 14, 29, 35, 18:6, 21:17, 24:7, 9, 27:2, 33:14, 36:14, 
24, 43:21, 48:8, 60:7, 8, 63:4, 64:3, 67:32, 72:6, 75:6, 88:26(2x), 92:3, 104:8, 
108:25, 110:5, 9, 124:3, 137:7, 139:4, 143:5, 146:9, 147:6. 

 
Two additional instances deserve discussion at this point. 
 

93(94):9 (o9 pla/saj) to\n (o0fqalmo\n ou0 katanoei=)] om. 2110 55 = MT, 
ofqalmouj B'  

Since the reading of B' clearly supports the absence of the article, we now have a 
total of four witnesses that do so. No direct parallel can be cited since no other 
generic use of o0fqalmo/j in Psalms can be adduced. An anarthrous instance of a 
clearly definite use is 17:28: o0fqalmou\j u9perhfa/nwn tapeinw&seij. That to/n 
was added in 93:9 seems more likely than that it was omitted, since Greek usage 
favours generic articles with concrete nouns.15 The parallel in 91, to\ ou]j, which 
similarly reflects an anarthrous Hebrew substantive, is supported by all witnesses, 
including 2110, and therefore must be counted as OG. In any case, it may well 
have exerted an influence on o0fqalmo\n. 
 

104(105):35 (pa/nta) to\n (xo/rton)] om. 2110 L' A = MT 
In Psalms the plural of pa=j appears but rarely (9x) with an anarthrous 
substantive. The singular, however, due to its distributive sense, one meets more 
often in this construction. Rahlfs’ text features 36 instances. On two occasions 
(115:2 pa=j a1nqrwpoj and 150:6 pa=sa pnoh/) the translator had to ignore the 
Hebrew article in order to transmit the appropriate meaning. One could, of 
course, posit a Vorlage different from MT, but since the translator would have 
had little choice no matter what his Hebrew text read, such a  

                                                
15Cf. H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar. Revised by G. M. Messing. Cambridge MA, 1959, §1126 
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conclusion seems out of place. With the addition of 2110 in our verse in support 
of pa/nta xo/rton (“every blade of grass”) instead of pa/nta to\n xo/rton (“all 
the grass”), the former deserves renewed attention as the reading of OG, 
especially since to\n karpo/n in 352 may easily have encouraged the introduction 
of to\n in 351, during the process of transmission. Moreover, though either 
reading makes sense, pa/nta xo/rton is the lectio difficilior. Consequently, the 
latter is likely OG. 
 

Additional possibilities are 61:5 th\n (timh/n mou), 84:5 to\n (qumo/n sou), and 
96:7 toi=j (gluptoi=j). 
 
4. PREDICATE NOMINATIVE: 
 

90(91):9 h9 (e0lpi/j mou)] om. 2110 = MT 
When one surveys the use of e0lpi/j in Psalms (translating five Hebrew lexemes), 
one finds confirmation for what we have already noted in our introductory 
example, namely, that articulation was often introduced by the translator against 
its formal attestation in the Hebrew text. Under free forms we find no arthrous 
instances at all and for anarthrous and indeterminate combined less than ten. The 
majority of cases in the Greek (13) represent bound constructions in the Hebrew. 
Of these, in Rahlfs’ text, three are anarthrous: 13:6, 39:5, 93:22. The first two of 
these are predicate nominatives, as is the reading under discussion.  (In 93:22 [ei0j 
bohqo\n e0lpi/doj mou] e0lpi/j stands in a complex prepositional phrase of the kind 
we have discussed under 2. above.) Before we look at the larger picture of 
predicate nominatives in the Psalter, we should note that in 60(61):4, where the 
Hebrew has a free form with l, the Greek text reads an anarthrous pred. 
nom.+possessive pronoun.16 In a further three instances, 70:5, 90:9, and 141:6, 
Rahlfs has arthrous instances of e0lpi/j plus possessive pronoun, but some 
witnesses lack the article. Consequently, on the question at issue, namely, 
whether e0lpi/j plus poss. pronoun as pred. nom. is arthrous or anarthrous, Rahlfs’ 
text is split evenly: 13:6, 39:5, and 60:4 are anarthrous; 70:5, 90:9, 141:6 are 
arthrous, though all three of the latter are contested.  
 

13:6 e0lpi/j mou 
39:5 e0lpi/j au0tou= 
60:4 e0lpi/j mou 
70:5 h9 (e0lpi/j mou) 2110] om. 2042 
90:9 h9 (e0lpi/j mou)] om. 2110 
141:6 h9 (e0lpi/j mou)] om. Ld 55 

 
When one studies this type of pred. nom. in the Psalter as a whole, an interesting 
picture emerges. I have counted nearly a hundred instances of the e0lpi/j mou  

                                                
16For the same phenomenon with words other than e0lpi/j cf. e.g., 45(46):2 and 61(62):9. 
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type versus less than 20 of the h9 e0lpi/j mou type, six of which are contested17. 
Quite clearly, therefore, the standard pattern in Psalms is anarthrous nominal plus 
possessive. Equally clear is that in the process of transmission articles tended to 
be added. That this happened should not come as a surprise in light of common 
Greek practice to articulate predicate nominatives when determined by possessive 
pronouns. Accordingly, there is good reason to believe not only that in 90:9 2110 
is the sole witness to the OG text but also that in the following additional 
instances OG was probably anarthrous: 44:12 o9 (ku/rio/j sou)] om. L'; 70:5 h9 
(u9pomonh/ mou)] om. 2042, h9 (e0lpi/j mou)] om. 2042; 141:6 h9 (e0lpi/j mou)] om. 
Ld 55. 
 

We list here 95 instances of the construction under discussion: 2:7, 3:4(2x), 
13:6, 15:2, 17:3(6x), 19, 21:11, 26:1(2x), 9, 27:7(2x), 29:11, 30:4(2x), 32:20, 
34:3, 36:39, 39:5, 18(2x), 41:10, 42:2, 45:8, 12, 48:12(2x), 55:10, 58:10, 17, 18, 
59:9, 60:4, 61:3(3x), 7(3x), 9, 62:8, 67:28, 69:6(2x), 70:3(2x), 73:12, 77:35(2x), 
78:13, 88:27(2x), 90:2(2x), 99:3, 104:6(2x), 113:2(2x), 17(2x), 18(2x), 19(2x), 
117:14(2x), 28(2x), 118:24, 57, 77, 92, 97, 99, 114(2x), 125, 143, 174, 120:5, 
139:7, 141:6, 142:12, 143:2(5x). 
 
5. SUBJECT: 
 
 A variety of readings in 2110 belongs to the category of grammatical subject, 
and for the sake of convenience we will discuss them in three groups, beginning 
with the type o9 oi]koj, i.e., an arthrous nominal in Rahlfs, equivalent to an 
anarthrous free form in Hebrew. (Ra art+noun = Heb  noun.) 
 

45(46):4 (e0tara/xqhsan) ta\ (o1rh)] om. 2110 = MT 
67(68):3 (a0po/lointo) oi9 (a9martwloi\)] om. 2110 = MT 
67(68):9 (gh= e0sei/sqh, kai\ ga\r) oi9 (ou0ranoi\ e1stacan)] om. 2110 = MT 
71(72):7 (a0ntanaireqh=|) h9 (selh/nh)] om. 2110 = MT 
71(72):10 (kai\) ai9 (nh=soi)] om. 2110 R L' 1219 = MT 
76(77):18 (fwnh\n e1dwkan) ai9 (nefe/lai)] om. 2110 = MT 
91(92):8 (e0n tw~| a0natei=lai) tou\j (a9martwlou\j)] om. 2110 L' A = MT 
103(104):19 o9 (h(/lioj e1gnw)] om. 2110 = MT 
118(119):9 (katorqw&sei) o9 (new&teroj)] om. 2110 L' A' = MT 
 
As the Greek now stands in 45:4, we must conclude that ta\ u(/data au0tw~n of 

41 (reflecting a suffixed form in Hebrew) is original, since all witnesses support 
it. If this is correct, it would likely have exerted an influence on o1rh in 42. 
Moreover, the presence of anarthrous o1rh in v. 3 would further enhance the 
introduction of an anaphoric article in v. 4. 

                                                
17Most of the 20 are with qeo/j which in Rahlfs’ text is evenly split between qeo/j mou and o9 qeo/j 
mou types. This is not surprising since qeo/j is rarely left anarthrous except in prepositional 
phrases (23:5, 30:2=70:3, 83:3, 85:8) or as attributive genitive (13:3, 18:1, 19:6, 8, 28:1, 35:2, 7, 
88:7, 133:1=134:2). Even as vocative it is consistently arthrous. The pressure toward articulation 
would, therefore, have been considerable. 
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We take 67:3 and 91:8 together since they feature the same word. In Psalms, 
a9martwloi/ occurs 15 times as grammatical subject, all of them anarthrous in 
MT. In nine of these, Rahlfs’ text, like MT, is anarthrous (1:5, 36:34, 72:12, 
93:3[2x], 103:35, 118:95, 110, 140:10), four of which (1:5, 36:34, 103:35, 
140:10) are arthrous in some witnesses (including 2110 in 103:35). Six times 
Rahlfs’ text has articulation (36:14, 20, 57:4, 67:3, 74:9, 91:8) but in the verses 
under discussion 2110, with extensive support in one of them, challenges Rahlfs’ 
choice.18  

 
The evidence we have delineated on a9martwloi/ confirms a by now familiar 

story, namely, that the translator often left anarthrous Hebrew nominals without 
article in the Greek but also that he was not averse to introducing articulation in 
the Greek without any formal basis in the Hebrew. The trend in transmission was 
clearly to add rather than to subtract. In both verses under discussion, the 
introduction of articles with generic nouns represents well-established usage.19 
Moreover, since the shorter text of 2110 finds parallels elsewhere in the Psalter, it 
should be counted as OG. 

 
In the Hebrew of 67(68):9 neither noun in the line in question is arthrous, but 

if Rahlfs is correct OG articulated the second though not the first. Since such 
imbalance is not difficult to document in the Psalms, he may be correct. As an 
example with ou0rano/j one might cite 72:9 e1qento ei0j ou0rano\n to\ sto/ma 
au0tw~n kai\ h9 glw~ssa au0tw~n dih=lqen e0pi\ th=j gh=j. One might, of course, 
point out that elsewhere in Psalms ou0ranoi/ (as subject) is arthrous even when the 
Hebrew equivalent is anarthrous (32:6, 49:6, 68:35, 88:6, 12, 95:11, 101:26)—
but the same is true for gh=, with the exception of our verse. On balance it is 
easier to account for the addition of oi9 than its secondary omission. 

 
In 71:7 lack of articulation in 2110 with selh/nh may, of course, be a simple 

case of haplography, though dittography could equally well have been a factor in 
adding the article. On the semantic level, however, there was good reason to 
make the word arthrous, since the text speaks clearly of a definite entity. 
Elsewhere in Psalms selh/nh is arthrous in 135:9, following the Hebrew, but 
anarthrous in 8:4, 103:19 and 148:3, again in harmony with the Hebrew. On three 
occasions, including 71:7, we find articulation in the Greek where it is absent in 
the Hebrew. Thus, in 120:6 h9 selh/nh parallels o9 h(/lioj, the former anarthrous in 
MT, the latter arthrous. Since all Greek evidence supports articulation for both, h9 
is presumably original. In 71:5 all witnesses read pro\ th=j selh/nhj for xry 
ynpl, parallel to tw~| h9li/w| for #m# M(.20 But if th=j is original in v. 5, there is 
even more reason to doubt its originality in v. 7. 

 
In our next verse, 76:18, we are not able to achieve the same level of 

certainty. The Hebrew consonantal text features no arthrous equivalents of  

                                                
18 For a direct structural parallel to 91:8 see 36:34 where 2013, however, added an article. 
19See Smyth §1122 and Maloney p. 106. 
20That tw~| rather than sum- quantitatively represents M( is confirmed by 82(83):9, 93(94):16 and 
100(101):6. 
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nefe/lh (or ne/foj in 103:3) and no doubt as a direct result articulation in the 
Greek is more often absent than present. In fact, the proportion is ten to six, 
counting our verse. With inseparable preposition b, the Greek text articulates 
once (67:35), but fails to do so three times (77:14, 88:7, 146:8). The closest 
parallel to our verse is 17:13 where, however, MT reads a suffixed form (wyb() 
for ai9 nefe/lai, though some witnesses, including the Hexapla, add au0tou=. Two 
factors in 76:18 would tend to introduce the article, the first being articulation of 
the parallel phrase in 182, ta\ be/lh sou, the second the evident definiteness of 
nefe/lai. On the other hand, unless we posit that the scribe of 2110 committed an 
inexplicable mistake, an omission is difficult to account for. 
 

In 71:10 haplography is again adequate explanation for 2110, though here its 
reading has widespread support. No leverage can be obtained from nh=soj 
elsewhere in Psalms, since it occurs only here and in 96:1 with pollai/. Since in 
71:10 both occurrences of basilei=j, though definite, are nonetheless left 
anarthrous in conformity with the Hebrew, it would not seem unlikely that the 
translator left nh=soi anarthrous as well.  In support of his choice Rahlfs cites only 
B' 55. 

 
The textual situation in 103:19 resembles that of 71:7 in several respects. To 

begin, the lack of article in 2110 could be a plain mistake due to preceding sigma. 
Semantically, however, here as well as in 71:7 there was good reason to supply 
articulation secondarily, since h(/lioj is clearly definite. Four times elsewhere 
(71:5, 103:22, 120:6, 135:8) h(/lioj is arthrous, accurately reflecting the Hebrew, 
and on four occasions (49:1, 73:16, 112:3, 148:3) it was left anarthrous, again in 
agreement with the Hebrew. Three times, including 103:19, the Greek articulates 
where the Hebrew does not. Thus in 57:9 we have ei]don to\n h(/lion, a clearly 
definite use evidently so marked by the translator himself, and in 71:17 all 
witnesses read pro\ tou= h9li/ou for #m# ynpl (cf. pro\ th=j selh/nhj in v. 5). In 
103:191 the translator left selh/nhn anarthrous and it now seems likely that he did 
the same for h(/lioj in 192. 

 
Our second group is of the o9 oi]ko/j mou type, i.e., an arthrous nominal plus 

possessive pronoun, equivalent in Rahlfs’ text to a suffixed form in the Hebrew. 
(Ra art+noun+poss = Heb noun+suffix.) 

21(22):16 (kai\) h9 (glw~ssa/ mou)] om. 2110 = MT 
61(62):8 (kai\) h9 (e0lpi/j mou e0pi\ tw~| qew~|)] om. 211021 = MT 
67(68):35 h9 (megalopre/peia au0tou=)] om. 2110 = MT 
71(72):9 (kai\) oi9 (e0xqroi\ au0tou=) ] om. 2110 = MT 
79(80):11 (kai\) ai9 (a0nadendra/dej au0th=j)] om. 2110 = MT 
83(84):6 (ou[ e0stin) h9 (a0nti/lhmyij au0tou=)] om. 2110 S L' A’ = MT 
88(89):9 (kai\) h9 (a0lh/qeia/ sou)] om. 2110 = MT 
104(105):38 o9 (fo/boj au0tw~n)] om. 2110 R = MT 
Since in Egyptian papyri ai and h are often homophonous, five of the above 

readings in 2110 could be no more than mistakes due to haplography (but, again, 
dittography could have played a role in other witnesses). Interestingly, 

                                                
212110 transposes the two phrases. 
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examples of the oi]ko/j mou type are rare in the Psalter. In fact, I have found only 
w}ta au0tou= in 33:16 as an exact structural parallel and po/daj mou (subj. of 
infin.) of 37:17 as a less exact one. Nevertheless, once one casts the net a little 
wider to include genitives other than personal pronouns, the numbers increase. 
Thus for example in 33:16 along with w}ta au0tou= we have o0fqalmoi\ kuri/ou, 
and pro/swpon kuri/ou in the next verse. In fact this anarthrous construction in a 
clearly definite phrase can be found throughout the Psalter. We give a sample of 
references here: 25:10, 28:3ff., 33:22, 35:7, 12, 36:17, 30, 39, 44:13, 47:8, 62:12, 
67:16, 28(3x), 71:10(2x), 76:19, 77:9, 98:4, 104:3, 20, 107:13, 108:2, 110:7, 10, 
111:10, 113:17, 18, 117:2, 3, 15, 16(2x), 118:16, 121:4, 122:2(2x), 139:10, 140:2, 
143:3, 144:19, 149:2. 
 

Our third group under the present heading is comprised of only two instances, 
both of them additions to Rahlfs’ text. (Ra noun = Heb art+noun.) 

 
77(78):53 (tou\j e0xqrou\j au0tw~n e0ka/luyen) qa/lassa 2149] pr h9 2110 Sc-

1046 1219 = MT 
Rahlfs’ text has now found added support in a fourth century papyrus, 2149, and 
it is difficult not to regard it as original. To conclude otherwise would force one 
to account for the omission of the article from a patently definite use. But if 
Rahlfs is correct, it follows that the Vorlage probably differed from MT, as it 
apparently did in 32:7 (u(/data qala/sshj - Myh ym) and 113:5 (qa/lassa - Myh). 
The addition of h9 in 2110+ may be a Hebraizing correction but is more 
convincingly ascribed to Greek usage. 
 

103(104):21 sku/mnoi (w)ruo/menoi)] pr oi 2110 = MT 
Kasser incorrectly read ai.22 Since the context calls for an indefinite use (even 
though the Hebrew has an article23), there is good reason to posit an omission 
during the transmissional process. The reverse is difficult to entertain, unless one 
resort to a Hebraizing correction. 
 
6. MISCELLANEOUS 
We conclude our discussion with an assortment of grammatical uses not covered 
above. 
 

35(36):5 th=| de\ kaki/a|] kakia de 2110 R L' A; (r MT 
Although de/ has no basis in MT, it must be counted as original since all witnesses 
support it. Anarthrous instances of generic uses occur in great plenty in Psalms 
and no useful purpose would be served by giving a list. Admittedly, the article 
could go back to the translator himself, but more probably it represents an 
addition. Interestingly, 2013 (a congener of 2110) reads th=| kaki/a| de/, suggesting 
perhaps that, in part, th was due to preceding (aga)qh. Then again it may reflex 
an intermediate stage between OG and the reading of Rahlfs. Whatever the cause, 
the shorter text should prevail. 
 

Since 67:25 and 91:13 have an identical structure, we lump them together. 
 

                                                
22Cf. Pietersma, “The Edited Text,” 78. 
23Though traditional Hebrew Grammars link such articles to determination, see now on this 
question J. Barr, “Determination in Biblical Hebrew,” JSS 34 (1989): 307–35 here 312ff.. 
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67(68):25 (tou= basile/wj) tou= (e0n tw~| a9gi/w|)] om. 2110 = MT 
91(92):13 (ke/droj) h9 (e0n tw~| Liba/nw|)] om. 2110 Aug = MT 

The article nominalizing an adverbial phrase, without basis in the Hebrew, can be 
paralleled from elsewhere in Psalms. One can cite, for example, 73:22 tw~n u9po\ 
a1fronoj, which is supported by all witnesses. The important point to be made is, 
however, that items, which limit grammatical options and hence bring about 
greater precision, though easily explained as intrusions, are difficult to account 
for as original elements that were subsequently eliminated. From such a 
perspective 2110 is best regarded as having preserved OG. 
 

57(58):9 (khro\j) o9 (takei\j)] om. 2110 R L' = MT 
Rahlfs cites B' 55 in support of his text, but with the added witness of 2110 it 
now seems more likely that the shorter text is original and that o9 is a stylistic 
intrusion. 
 

77(78):68 (to\ o1roj) to\ (Siwn)] om. 2110 S R Lpau 55; Nwyc rh t) MT 
 

Since in 50:20, 131:13, and 136:1 Siwn is marked as feminine, to/ must 
introduce a genitive here. The phrase Nwyc rh appears five times in Psalms, and 
three times o1roj (as well as Siwn in all five) is anarthrous: 47:3, 73:2, 124:1. In 
the second of these, 73:2, it is anarthrous despite the presence of demonstrative 
tou=to (i.e., o1roj Siwn tou=to). In 47:12 Rahlfs reads to\ o1roj Siwn but L', 
which omits to/, has almost certainly preserved OG.24 In our verse OG read to\ 
(o1roj) to represent Hebrew t), and there is little doubt that the first to\ 
encouraged a second one. 
 

94(95):1 (a0lala/cwmen tw~| qew~|) tw~| (swth=ri h9mw~n)] om. 2110 = MT 
At first glance it seems highly questionable that 2110 has uniquely preserved OG. 
Yet this becomes more likely in light of the following considerations. First, in 
23:5 we have the similar phrase para\ qeou= swth=roj au0tou=. Second, whereas 
in 23(24):5 t)m was rendered by a preposition, in 94(95):1 Hebrew l predictably 
produced an article,25 hence giving rise to the rather unbalanced tw~| qew~| swth=ri 
h9mw~n—on the assumption that 2110 equals OG. That tradition would introduce a 
second article is scarcely surprising. Alternatively, the scribe of 2110 mistakenly 
omitted tw between qw and sw-. 
 

96(97):9 (ku/rioj) o9 (u(/yistoj)] om. 2110 S L' A’ = MT 
Rahlfs cites only B R in support of his text. Twice elsewhere in Psalms is 
u(/yistoj ( = Nwyl() used with ku/rioj, namely, 7:18 kuri/ou tou= u9yi/stou and 
46:3 ku/rioj u(/yistoj. When one notes in addition that, both alone and with 
qeo/j, u(/yistoj is regularly (14x) articulated in Psalms,26 it becomes likely that 
the article in our verse was originally absent but was later added under influence 
of other passages. Original articulation in the presence of o9 qeo/j is, of course, 
what one would expect. 
                                                
24Note inter alia preceding (eu0franqh/)tw and the arthrous parallel in 122. 
25Even apart from l qeo/j would likely have been articulated. See note 17 above. 
26Exceptions are 9:3(voc.), 91:2(voc.), 81:6, 82:19. 
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99(100):3 (pro/bata) th=j (nomh=j au0tou=)] om. 2110 R L' A’ = MT 

In my analysis of 214927 I already argued that the article in this phrase both here 
and in 78:13 is secondary. 
 

105(106):7 (e0n) th=| (e0ruqra=| qala/ssh|)] om. 2110; Pws Myb MT 
In the Hebrew bible this proper noun is never articulated and, perhaps as a direct 
result, the Greek equivalent is without article (Ex 15:4, 22, Num 21:4, 33:10, 11, 
Deut 2:1, Jud 11:16 [AB], 2 Esdr 19:9 [Neh 9:9]) more often than not (Ex 10:19, 
13:18, 23:31, Jos 4:23, 24:6 [2x]). In Psalms the picture looks as follows: 
 

105:7 e0n th=| e0ruqra=| qala/ssh| 
105:9 th=| e0ruqra=| qala/ssh| 
105:22 e0pi\ qala/sshj e0ruqra=j 
135:13 th\n e0ruqra\n qa/lassan 
135:15 ei0j qa/lassan e0ruqra\n 

 
In 135:13 the phrase functions as a direct object with arthrous parallels in 
preceding and following verses, many of them against the Hebrew. Since all 
witnesses support it, th/n is likely original. In 105:9, however, th=| 
is in lieu of Hebrew l and this article more than likely helped insert one 
secondarily two verses earlier. Moreover, as we have already seen, the lack of 
articles in prepositional phrases is well known in Psalms. 
 

Further but less likely original cases are: 78:11 tw~n (pepedhme/nwn)] om. 
2110; 82:7 oi9 (Agarhnoi/)] om. 2110; 97:1 o9 (a(/gioj au0tou=)] om. 2110; 103:16 
tou= (Liba/nou)] om. 2110; 105:21 tou= (qeou=)] om. 2110 LpauTSc A’. 
 
7. CONCLUSION: 
 
 Of the 91 agreements between 2110 and MT against Rahlfs at least 65, or 
more than two thirds, can be convincingly counted as OG. Therefore, the thesis 
with which we began our investigation must be considered proven: on the 
question of the definite article, the Old Greek text of Psalms reflected the Hebrew 
more closely than we recognized before the discovery of 2110. To be sure, it is 
not entirely out of the question that some of the agreements between the Bodmer 
papyrus and MT are Hebraizing corrections, but as an explanation of the 
phenomenon as a whole, it simply will not do. We have shown that, in many 
cases, the lack of an article in 2110 agrees with well- established usage in the 
Greek Psalms and is, therefore, firmly rooted in the original text. Moreover, not 
only is it patently obvious from the Milan fragments of Origen’s Hexapla28 
(Rahlfs 1098) that Origen himself (not unexpectedly) showed no interest in 
omitting Greek articles which lacked a formal equivalent in the Hebrew; 
Symmachus and the Quinta reviser were not interested either. The sole exception 
is Aquila, who systematically represented Hebrew bound forms by anarthrous 
Greek nominals. How Theodotion handled the issue we do not know  

                                                
27See Pietersma, Two Manuscripts, 49. 
28G. Mercati, Psalterii Hexapli Reliquiae (Rome: Biblioteca Vaticana, 1958). 
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for certain. Venetz has suggested that q / and e / are both members of the so-called 
kaige group but that e / represents the more advanced Hebraizing stage.29 If this is 
correct, one would hardly expect q / to have omitted articles which e / retained, and 
such a conclusion is confirmed by what evidence we have in Field.30 Evidently, 
most Psalter revisers regarded the definite article as a structural item, without real 
textual significance. If that is so, the absence of the article should not in the first 
instance be viewed as an indication that a given text has been revised towards the 
Hebrew but rather as a yardstick of its proximity to the original translation. 
 

I believe two factors in particular contributed to an ever increasing number of 
articles in the text of the Psalms: 1. Greek usage, which induced copyists to 
introduce articles not supplied by the translator in deference to Hebrew usage (or 
poetic fancy), and 2. the translator’s quantitative literalism, which ensured not 
only that Hebrew articles were rendered by Greek articles but, more importantly, 
that literally hundreds of Greek articles were introduced to equal t), l, b and 
other particles. As a result, there already existed in the text of the OG Psalter 
countless examples for copyists to follow in subsequent centuries. 

 
But if 2110 is as reliable a witness to OG as our previous study suggested31 

and the present one has confirmed, it follows that in many other cases, apart from 
absent articles, where its shorter text accords with the Hebrew, 2110 deserves to 
be regarded, until the contrary be proven, as the text of OG. Concretely this 
means that items such as th=j mia=j sabba/twn, ui9w~n Iwnadab kai\ tw~n 
prw&twn ai0xmalwtisqe/ntwn and u9pe\r tou=  )Assuri/ou in the titles of Pss 23; 
70, and 79 respectively are of doubtful originality, since 2110 does not support 
them.32 Similarly, it becomes highly questionable that 113:112, e0n toi=j 
ou0ranoi=j kai\ th=| gh=|,33 can lay serious claim to being OG. Indeed, in many other 
cases throughout the Psalter the witness of 2110 coupled with the rule lectio 
brevior preferenda est will bring OG and MT into closer agreement than is 
evident from Rahlfs’ edition. 
 
 

                                                
29H.- J. Venetz, Die Quinta des Psalteriums. Hildesheim, 1974. 
30F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersun.t Reprint Hildesheim, 1964. 
31See note 4 above. 
32Cf. my Two Manuscripts, 52f. 
33Already excised by P. Katz, Philo's Bible.  (Cambridge, 1950, 143. 


