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Introduction 

The plural forms in Gen. 1.26 (בצלמנו ,נעשה and כדמותנו), (ידעי) 3.5 and 3.22 

( ממנו כאחד ), which might appertain to the Divine, were discussed by both 

Jewish expositors and by Christian theologians. In fact, the interpretation of 

these forms coincided with the process by which Christianity emerged from 

Judaism as a distinct theological phenomenon. It appears that while dissent-

ing from the traditional Jewish explanation of the plural forms, early Chris-

tian thinkers, such as Justin, reworked and utilized some of the Jewish con-

cepts with which they were acquainted. Although the Christian Scriptures put 

no trinitarian construction upon the plural forms, the interpretation of these 

forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22 became a litmus test of Christian orthodoxy and 

it was regarded as an integral part of the Christian identity in the ancient and 

mediaeval church. 

In the narrative, Gen. 3.5 and Gen. 3.22 were interrelated because in the 

former passage the serpent enticed Eve to eat the fruit by saying that in conse-

quence she and Adam would be like (כ) אלהים knowing (ידעי) good and evil, 

whereas in the latter passage God (ײ אלהים) concluded that human beings be-

came ‘like (כ) one (אחד) of us (ממנו)’. In both verses there are plural forms 

 .potentially pertinent to the Divine (כאחד ממנו) or phrases (ידעי)
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The literature on the Christian interpretation of the plural forms is vast
1
 

and the same is true of the historical-critical commentaries
2
 on and studies

3
 

of Gen. 1.26, 3.5 and 3.22. Furthermore, the topic of the plural forms and the 

understanding of the image in which human beings were created dovetailed 

together.
4
 The present paper focuses on the Christian trajectory of interpreta-

tion in antiquity and in the Middle Ages, while this trajectory is examined in 

the light of the classic Jewish exposition of the plural forms as recorded in 

the Targumim and in the Midrashic and Talmudic literature. The mediaeval 

Jewish interpretation of these phenomena rested on these early strata of the 

Jewish tradition.  
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Ancient Jewish Translations 

The Hebrew text of Gen. 1.26, 3.5 and 3.22 was uniform in the Masoretic 

version as far as the plural forms are concerned. From a literary perspective, 

in Gen. 1.26-27 singular and plural forms of both verbs (נעשה versus ויברא 
and ברא) and pronominal suffixes (בצלמנו and וכדמותנ  versus בצלמו) are used 

interchangeably. In view of parallelism, בצלמנו from Gen. 1.26 should be 

explicated in the light of אלהים בצלם  from Gen. 1.27. Thus, ‘our image’, in 

which human beings were created, was that of אלהים. In the narrative there is 

also a natural transition from the singular to the plural concerning אדם that 

could denote either the individual person distinct from Eve and called Adam 

or both male (זכר) and female (נקבה) as indicated by Gen. 1.27. Therefore, in 

Gen. 1.26a God said ‘let us make אדם [ ... ]’ but in Gen. 1.26b God said with 

reference to אדם ‘let them rule (וירדו) [ ... ]’.  
Targum Onkelos

5
 upheld the plural form of the verb in Gen. 1.26a, render-

ing Hebrew נעשה by means of Aramaic נעביד. Actually, in Hebrew the verbs 

 .could be synonyms. Furthermore, in Targum Onkelos to Gen עבד and עשה

1.26 the plural pronominal suffixes on צלם and דמות were retained, while the 

Aramaic equivalents of both nouns were used with the same prepositions (ב 

and כ, respectively). Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
6
 followed the interpretation 

found in Targum Onkelos, yet it elucidated Gen. 1.26 in theological terms by 

adding that God said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to the angels that were created by 

him and that were ministering in front of him. Moreover, Targum Pseudo-

Jonathan used the Aramaic noun (דיוקננא) of Greek origin (δύο + εἰκών)
7
 in 

place of דמות which could function both in Hebrew and in Aramaic and which 

 
5. Abraham Berliner (ed.), Targum Onkelos (2 vols.; Berlin: Kauffmann, 

1884), I, p. 2 (Gen. 1.26). 

6. ‘Targum [Pseudo-]Jonathan’, in Brian Walton (ed.), Biblia sacra polyglotta 

(6 vols.; London: Roycroft, 1653–1657), IV, p. 3 (Gen. 1.26). 

7. Nathan Jehiel, Rabbinisch-aramäisch-deutsches Wörterbuch zur Kenntnis 

des Talmuds, der Targumim und Midraschim (ed. Moses Israel Landau; 5 vols.; 

Prague: Scholl, 1819–1824), II, pp. 461-62 (s.v. דיוקן); Jacob Levy, Chaldäisches 

Wörterbuch über die Targumim und einen grossen Teil des rabbinischen Schrifttums 

(2 vols.; Leipzig: Baumgärtner, 1867–1868), I, p. 170 (s.v. דיוקנא). 
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was employed by Targum Onkelos. Besides, the Targum to Ps 39.7a translat-

ed צלם as דיוקנא.
8
  

Although no Jerusalem Targum to Gen. 1.26 is extant, the Jerusalem Tar-

gum to Gen. 1.27 casts light upon the preceding verse.
9
 Accordingly, the act 

of creating human beings was attributed to the Word of the LORD (מימרא 
 of the Word of (דמות) while human beings were created in the likeness ,(דײ

the LORD, namely, in the ‘likeness from before the LORD’. Such an interpre-

tation articulated that the LORD used his Word as the instrument mediating 

between the intangible and the tangible, while creating the world and while 

acting in the created realm. This approach coincided with the Philonic con-

cept of λόγος and it could be traced back to the biblical literature (e.g. Jer. 

10.12; Ps. 33.6; Prov. 3.19, ch. 8 or Job 28) which recorded the idea of God’s 

Wisdom (חכמה, σοφία) or God’s Word prominent in Hellenistic Judaism.  

The Jerusalem Targum
10

 to Gen. 1.1 and the tractate Sanhedrin
11

 main-

tained that God created the universe through (ב) the Wisdom (חכמה), whereas 

the grand Midrash on the Book of Genesis
12

 announced that (רבה בראשית) 

while looking at the Torah ( בתורה מביט ), God created the universe because 

-God was said to create the world, was identi (ב) by means of which ,ראשית

fied with the Torah. Similarly, the Pirke attributed to Rabbi Eliezer
13

 asserted 

that God said ‘let us make [ ... ]’, conversing with the Torah about his antici-

pated act of creating human beings. Consequently, the divine Wisdom (iden-

tical with the Torah) was construed as the LORD’s instrument ( כלי דקב״ה   
של אומנותו ), as the agency which emanated from God and which represented 

God, yet without being independent of God in ontological terms. The Yalkut 

 
8. ‘Targum’, in Brian Walton (ed.), Biblia sacra polyglotta (6 vols.; London: 

Roycroft, 1653–1657), III, p. 144 (Ps. 39.7). 

9. ‘Targum Hierosolymitanum’, in Brian Walton (ed.), Biblia sacra polyglotta 

(6 vols.; London: Roycroft, 1653–1657), IV, p. 3 (Gen. 1.27). 

10. ‘Targum Hierosolymitanum’, p. 2 (Gen. 1.1). See the reference to Prov. 

תנחומא מדרש ספר in ,’בראשית‘ :3.19  (Petrikau: 1913 ,צעדערבוים), p. 1 (Gen. 1.1). 

בבלי תלמוד in ,’סנהדרין‘ .11  (Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1862), XIII, p. 38r (No. 38a). 

12. ‘ בראשית ספר ’, in התורה על רבה מדרש  (Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1890), p. 1r 

(I, 2 [Gen. 1.1]). 

אליעזר רבי פרקי ספר .13  (Vilnius: Romm, 1838), p. 15 (XI, 6). 
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Shimoni
14

 suggested that God might say ‘let us make [ ... ]’ either to the Torah 

or to the angels serving in front of him.  

The ancient Greek versions of Gen. 1.26 preserved all plural features of 

the Hebrew original.
15

 The Septuagint translated both prepositions (i.e. ב and 

 as κατά. It is notable that a parallelism found in the book of Sirach, which (כ

was a part of the Septuagint, illustrated how the image was understood in that 

Hellenistic Jewish text. In the light of Sir. 17.3,
16

 the statement that God cre-

ated (ἐποίησεν) human beings according to his image (κατ᾿ εἰκόνα αὐτοῦ) 

meant that God clothed (ἐνέδυσεν), namely, endowed human beings with 

power (ἰσχὺν) according to himself (καθ᾿ ἑαυτὸν). Thus, the creation in ac-

cordance with God’s image was the creation on the pattern of God himself, 

while this pattern conveyed a sense of divine power.  

Targum Onkelos
17

 and Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
18

 reworked Gen. 3.5 in 

order to streamline the narrative from a theological point of view. The explicit 

statement that ‘God knows [ ... ]’ ( אלהים ידע ), which in the original was attrib-

uted to the serpent, was rephrased to ensure the serpent’s distance from God. 

Thus, the Targumim read that the serpent said to Eve: ‘it was evident in front 

of the LORD that [ ... ]’. Moreover, according to Targum Onkelos, the serpent 

encouraged Eve to eat the fruit so that she and Adam would be like (כ) ‘the 

mighty’ (רברבין) who knew the difference between (בין) good and evil. Tar-

gum Pseudo-Jonathan coincided with the Targum Onkelos, yet specified that 

‘the mighty’ (רברבין) were the mighty angels (מלאכין) because the appellation 

 was so generic that it might refer to any kind of human or angelic רברבין

beings vested with authority and power. Additionally, both Targumim stated 

 
14. ‘ בראשית ילקוט ’, in שמעוני ילקוט ספר  (Vilnius: Romm, 1863), pp. 6r-6v (no. 

12-14 [Gen. 1.26]). 

15. Henry Barclay Swete (ed.), The Old Testament in Greek according to the 

Septuagint (3 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1887–1907), I, p. 2 

(Gen. 1.26); Frederick Field (ed.), Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt: Sive 

veterum interpretum Graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum fragmenta (2 vols.; 

Oxford: Clarendon, 1875), I, p. 10 (Gen. 1.26 [Aquila, Symmachus and 

Theodotion]). 

16. Robert Holmes and James Parsons, ed., Vetus Testamentum Graecum cum 

variis lectionibus (5 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1798–1827), V, [s.p.] (Sir. 17.3). καθ᾿ 
ἑαυτὸν is the only reasonable reading. 

17. Berliner (ed.), Targum, I, p. 3 (Gen. 3.5). 

18. ‘Targum [Pseudo-]Jonathan’, p. 5 (Gen. 3.5). 
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that ‘the mighty/angels’ knew the difference between (בין) good and evil in-

stead of saying that they simply knew good and evil because the direct knowl-

edge of good and evil was reserved for God.  

The Septuagint
19

 translated Gen. 3.5 literally, asserting that by eating the 

fruit, Adam and Eve were supposed to be ‘like gods’ (ὡς θεοί) who knew 

(γινώσκοντες) good and evil. Consequently, it appears that the plural form of 

the participle (ידעי) in the Hebrew original of Gen. 3.5b impelled the LXX 

translators to parse אלהים in that verse as plural. 

The Masoretic text of Gen. 3.22 and the Septuagint
20

 dovetailed together. 

The LXX imitated literally both the plural phrasing (ὡς εἷς ἐξ ἡµῶν) [כאחד 
 To the contrary, the LXX .[לדעת] and the purpose clause (τοῦ γινώσκειν) [ממנו

revision by Symmachus,
21

 Targum Onkelos,
22

 Targum Pseudo-Jonathan
23

 

and the Jerusalem Targum
24

 proposed complex interpretations which can be 

visualized as follows: 

 

Symmachus Onkelos Pseudo-Jonathan Jerusalem 

ואמר ײ  -

 אלהים

ואמר  ואמר ײ אלהים

מימרא דײ 

 אלהים

and God said and the 

LORD God 

said 

and the LORD God 

said 

and the Word 

of the 

LORD-God 

said 

 
19. Swete (ed.), The Old Testament, I, p. 4 (Gen. 3.5). 

20. Swete (ed.), The Old Testament, I, p. 5 (Gen. 3.22). 

21. Field (ed.), Origenis Hexaplorum, I, p. 17 (Gen. 3.22 [Symmachus]). 

22. Berliner (ed.), Targum, I, p. 4 (Gen. 3.22). 

23. ‘Targum [Pseudo-]Jonathan’, p. 7 (Gen. 3.22); ‘Targum of Palestine’, in The 

Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan ben Uzziel on the Pentateuch with the Fragments 

of the Jerusalem Targum: Genesis and Exodus (trans. John Wesley Etheridge; 

London: Longman, 1862), p. 168 (Gen. 3.22). 

24. ‘Targum Hierosolymitanum’, p. 7 (Gen. 3.22); ‘Jerusalem’, in The Targums 

of Onkelos and Jonathan ben Uzziel on the Pentateuch with the Fragments of the 

Jerusalem Targum: Genesis and Exodus (trans. John Wesley Etheridge; London: 

Longman, 1862), p. 169 (Gen. 3.22). 
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למלאכיא די  - -

 משמשין קדמוי

- 

- - to the angels minis-

tering in front of 

him 

- 

ἴδε ὁ ᾿Αδὰµ 

γέγονεν 

הא אדם 

 הוה

הא אדם  הא אדם הוה

 דברית יתיה

Behold,  

Adam 

became 

Behold,  

Adam 

became 

Behold,  

Adam became 

Behold,  

Adam whom 

I created 

ὁµοῦ ἀφ᾽ 

ἑαυτοῦ 

יחידי 

 בעלמא מיניה

יחידיי בארעא 

  היכמא

יחידי בגו 

  עלמי היך מה

just by 

himself 

unique in the 

world  

by himself/ 

on his own 

unique on earth as unique in my 

world just as 

דאנא יחידי בשמי  - -

  מרומא

דאנא יחידי 

 בשמי מרומא

- - I am unique in the 

heaven above 

I am unique 

in the heaven 

above 

 ועתידין ועתידין - -

- - and in the future and in the fu-

ture 

אומין   למיקום מניה - -

סגיאין למקם 

  מניה

- - arise from him arise from 

him the 
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numerous 

people 

מניה תקום  - - -

 אומה

- - - from him a-

rise the peo-

ple 

γινώσκειν 

καλόν 

דידעין למפרשא  למידע טב

 בין טב

דידעה 

למפרשא בין 

 טב

to know 

good 

to know good those who know  

how to discern bet-

ween good 

who know  

how to dis-

cern between 

good 

καὶ πονηρόν לביש לביש וביש 

and evil and evil and evil and evil 

- - ‘Had he kept the 

commandments 

which I appointed 

to him, he would 

have lived and sub-

sisted as the tree of 

life forever [ ... ]’ 

‘And now it 

is good that 

we keep 

 him [דנטרוד]

from the 

garden of 

Eden [ ... ]’ 

 

In principle, the interpretations cited above were seamless from a theo-

logical perspective because God did not say that Adam became ממנו כאחד  

but rather depicted Adam as unique (יחידי) in the world due to his ability to 

discern between good and evil. From Gen. 3.5 it appears that Adam acquired 

this ability by eating the fruit. Consequently, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan and 

the Jerusalem Targum compared this unique position of Adam in the world 

to God’s unique position in the heaven. 
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It seems that all the Targumim relied on the same grammatical presupposi-

tions concerning the original text of Gen. 3.22 which might be reconstructed 

as follows. First, אחד was construed as the absolute state and it was said to 

denote ‘unique’. Secondly, אחד was linked to the infinitive (לדעת). Thus, 

Adam either individually (as Adam) or collectively (as Adam’s posterity)
25

 

became like the one who was to know good and evil. Thirdly, the preposition 

with the pronominal suffix (ממנו) was parsed as singular (‘from him’, ‘on his 

own’, ‘by himself’)
26

 and it modified either the infinitive (לדעת) or the verb 

 Consequently, Adam became like the one who was to know good and .(היה)

evil, and either in this condition (היה) or in this knowledge (לדעת) Adam was 

self-reliant (ממנו) in the world. In other words, either Adam became by him-

self like the one who was to know good and evil, or Adam became like the 

one who was to know by himself good and evil. It should be noted that in 

Symmachus’ revision (ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ) ממנו was interpreted in the same way as 

in the Targumim, while the Greek ὁµοῦ might imply that Symmachus’ 

revision took כאחד for the adverbial phrase. Indeed, כאחד, if vocalized ְּכֶאָחד, 

not ְּכַאַחד (as it was in the received Masoretic vocalization in Gen. 3.22), 

could act as the adverbial phrase denoting ‘together, totally or at once’ in the 

Tanakh (2 Chron. 5.13; Ezra 2.64; 3.9; 6.20; Neh. 7.66; Qoh. 11.6; Isa. 65.25) 

and this acceptation was mirrored in the Septuagint
27

 and in the Targum.
28

 

Furthermore, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan and the Jerusalem Targum men-

tioned that Adam as a prototype of humankind would originate countless fu-

ture generations of human beings who could discern between good and evil. 

To emphasize that the direct knowledge of good and evil was reserved for 

God, both Targumim preferred to speak of ‘knowing how to discern between 

good and evil’ which indicated that human beings could discern between 

these two but not necessarily penetrate into them. Although the Jerusalem 

 
25. This position additionally explicated ממנו in terms of the source (‘from / out 

of Adam’). 

26. Grammatically speaking, ממנו could be parsed either as singular (‘from 

him’) or as plural (‘from us’), depending on the context. 

27. Swete (ed.), The Old Testament, II, pp. 67 (2 Chron. 5.13), 165 (Ezra 2.64), 

166 (Ezra 3.9), 172 (Ezra 6.20), 196 (Neh. 7.66), 503 (Qoh. 11.6); Swete (ed.), The 

Old Testament, III, p. 220 (Isa. 65.25). 

הימים מקראות גדולות ספר דברי in ,’תרגום‘ .28  (Lublin: שניידמעסער, [s. a.]), p. 

213 (2 Chron. 5.13); ‘Targum’, III, p. 424 (Qoh. 11.6); Paul de Lagarde (ed.), 

Prophetae chaldaice (Leipzig: Teubner, 1872), p. 290 (Isa. 65.25). 
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Targum facilitated the exposition of Gen. 3.22, it also attributed a new plural 

form (נטרוד) to God who referred to his own action in the plural (‘we keep/let 

us keep’). Given that this new plural form was not attested in the Hebrew 

original, it might be an imitation of נעשה from Gen. 1.26. Thus, in the act of 

creation God said ‘let us make human [ ... ]’, while in response to Adam’s 

action, God said ‘let us keep human away from the garden [ ... ]’. 

Christian Interpretation in Antiquity and in the Middle Ages 

The ancient Christian thinkers, who could be divided into the Latin
29

 and  

 
29. Tertullianus, ‘Liber adversus Praxeam’, in PL, II, pp. 191-92; idem, 

‘Adversus Marcionem’, in PL, II, p. 520; idem, ‘De resurrectione carnis’, in PL, II, 

p. 848; Novatianus, ‘Liber de Trinitate’, in PL, III, pp. 945-46, 964-65; Marcellus, 

‘Epistola prima ad Salomonem episcopum’, in PL, VII, p. 1087; Victorinus Afrus, 

‘Adversus Arium’, in PL, VIII, pp. 1053-54; Hilarius, ‘De Trinitate’, in PL, X, pp. 

110-13, 134-35; idem, ‘Liber de synodis seu fide orientalium’, in PL, X, pp. 510-11, 

517; idem, ‘Liber contra Constantium’, in PL, X, p. 596; Philastrius, ‘Liber de 

haeresibus’, in PL, XII, p. 1227; Faustinus, ‘De Trinitate’, in PL, XIII, pp. 41-42; 

Ambrosius, ‘Hexaemeron’, in PL, XIV, pp. 169, 257; idem, ‘De fide’, in PL, XVI, 

pp. 562-63, 577, 609; idem, ‘De Spiritu sancto’, in PL, XVI, pp. 773, 795-96; idem, 

‘Epistola XXI (37)’, in PL, XVI, p. 1060; idem, ‘De dignitate conditionis humanae’, 

PL, XVII, p. 1015; Zacchaeus, ‘Consultationum libri’, in PL, XX, p. 1115; Rufinus, 

‘De fide’, in PL, XXI, p. 1127; Hieronymus Stridonensis, ‘Epistola XVIII’, in PL, 

XXII, p. 374; Augustinus, ‘Confessionum libri’, in PL, XXXII, p. 858; idem, ‘De 

Genesi ad litteram imperfectus liber’, in PL, XXXIV, pp. 241-44; idem, ‘De Genesi 

ad litteram’, in PL, XXXIV, pp. 291-92, 451; idem, ‘Quaestiones Veteris et Novi 

Testamenti’, in PL, XXXV, pp. 2246, 2273, 2295, 2319-2320; idem, ‘Sermo I’, in 

PL, XXXVIII, pp. 25-26; idem, ‘Sermo LII’, in PL, XXXVIII, pp. 361-62; idem, 

‘Sermo CXXVI’, in PL, XXXVIII, p. 703; idem, ‘De cantico novo’, in PL, XL, pp. 

684-85; idem, ‘Liber de fide ad Petrum’, in PL, XL, p. 755; idem, ‘Sermo XV’, in 

PL, XL, pp. 1260-61; idem, ‘De civitate Dei’, in PL, XLI, pp. 484-85; idem, ‘Contra 

sermonem Arianorum’, in PL, XLII, p. 695; idem, ‘Collatio cum Maximino 

Arianorum episcopo’, in PL, XLII, p. 739; idem, ‘Contra Maximinum Arianorum 

episcopum’, in PL, XLII, pp. 804-805; idem, ‘De Trinitate’, in PL, XLII, pp. 829, 

945-46, 1001-1002, 1055-56; idem, ‘De essentia divinitatis’, in PL, XLII, p. 1207. 
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Greek
30

 fathers, unanimously put a trinitarian construction on the plural 

forms found in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22. Consequently, the church fathers alleged 

that in Gen. 1.26 God the Father said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ either to the Son or 

both to the Son and to the Spirit as to the other person(s) of the Trinity coeter-

nal with him (i.e. with the Father). Thus, in their opinion, by saying ‘let us 

make [ ... ]’, the Father invited either the Son or the Son and the Spirit to join 

him in the work of creation and therefore, human beings were created in line 

with the image of God as the Father, the Son and the Spirit. The same ap-

proach was adopted by the Oriental Christian theologians in antiquity.
31
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The ancient Christian theologians maintained that humankind was created 

in the image of the Godhead, which included the Son, who was said to preex-

ist, namely, to exist prior to his incarnation (the concept of the preincarnate 

Logos). In their view, there was a particular connexion between the Son as 

one of the persons of the Trinity and humankind because God was said to 

create the world through the Son and human beings were created in the image 

of the Trinity inclusive of the Son who, according to the Christian Scriptures, 

was predestined to become a specific human being in due time. Thus, the an-

cient church fathers worked on the assumption that the image, in which hu-

man beings were created, was present within the Trinity in the sense that the 

Son was meant to become one of the creatures which were fashioned after his 

image. 

Justin’s
32

 treatment of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22 is an impor-

tant testimony to the early Christian interpretation of these phenomena. More-

over, Justin’s account is relevant because it accurately presented the main-

stream Jewish positions circulating in the second century.
33

 Consequently, 

Justin recapitulated and disapproved of several interpretations which did not 

support Christian claims.  

Justin could not accept that God would say ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to himself, 

while deliberating and getting down to work. The proposition, that God said 

‘let us make [ ... ]’ to the angels, engaging them in the work of creation as his 

agents, was also rebutted by Justin who asserted that even a human body 

could not be produced by the angels. Actually, the idea, that the angels, who 

were defined as God’s proxies and who could be conceptualized as λόγος, 
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created the material world including human corporeality, would be accept-

able to Philo and could be argued from his writings.
34

  

Furthermore, Justin fended off the interpretation according to which God 

addressed classical elements (στοιχεῖα), such as earth, out of which human 

body was created, when he said ‘let us make [ ... ]’. This interpretation im-

plied that God referred to the basic material elements, which had already been 

created by him, and that God used them to fashion the corporeal dimension 

of human beings.  

Thus, Justin epitomized the fundamental Jewish interpretations which 

must be known and widespread in his lifetime. In fact, his own distinctively 

Christian exposition rested on the Jewish tradition though clearly contravened 

the tenets of Judaism. Justin exploited the concept of divine σοφία (as typified 

by the LXX version of Prov. 3.19) with which God conversed in the act of 

creation and through which God created the universe, according to the Jewish 

tradition. Contrary to the rabbinic consensus, Justin invested this divine σοφία 

with independent ontological status and claimed that σοφία manifested itself 

in and through Jesus to such an extent that God’s wisdom could be embodied 

in Jesus and identified with Jesus. 

Actually, some ancient church fathers
35

 and Byzantine mediaeval
36
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theologians
37

 epitomized non-trinitarian interpretations of the plural forms in 

Gen. 1.26 and 3.22. Naturally, they labelled such interpretations as Jewish 

and refuted them accordingly. As regards Gen. 1.26, Christian thinkers men-

tioned and rejected the explanation according to which God was speaking to 

himself about his plan to create humankind (self-deliberation) when he de-

clared ‘let us make [ ... ]’. From the patristic point of view, in Gen. 1.26 God 

neither envisaged himself creating human beings nor resorted to the plural of 

majesty typical of earthly rulers because such actions would be unworthy of 

the almighty Creator of the universe and in God’s case, they would also be 

completely unnecessary, redundant and inexplicable. 

Furthermore, the ancient
38

 and mediaeval
39

 Christian theologians denied 

that God could say ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to his angels for two principal reasons. 
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First, the angelic interpretation would not allow them to make trinitarian 

claims. Secondly, the ancient Christian exegetes were convinced that if God 

said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to the angels, human beings would have to be created 

in the angels’ image which was unacceptable to them. Accordingly, the an-

cient Christian interpreters argued that angels, as God’s creatures could nei-

ther cooperate with the Creator of the universe, when he crafted human be-

ings, nor set the pattern for the creation of humankind. From a Christian 

perspective, God simply could not use angels as his deputies or proxies, while 

creating human beings, without making their features a part of the image in 

which human race was created. 

The church fathers’ interpretation of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 deter-

mined their trinitarian reading of ‘one of us’ in Gen. 3.22. In their opinion, 

God was speaking of himself in the plural because he was the Trinity. Thus, 

‘one of us’ was supposed to mean ‘one of the three divine persons’. In princi-

ple, the church fathers realized that the angelic interpretation of ‘let us make 

[ ... ]’ (Gen. 1.26) would entail the angelic explanation of ‘one of us’ (Gen. 

3.22) as ‘one of the spiritual beings such as God and his angels’. Obviously, 

the angelic reference was repudiated by the ancient Christian expositors in 

both instances because it would undo their trinitarian argumentation.  

The Western
40

 Christian theologians in the Middle Ages interpreted the 

plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22 according to the patristic consensus, as 
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did their Byzantine
41

 counterparts. It appears that the trinitarian interpretation 

of the aforementioned plural forms was inherent in the ancient and mediaeval 

concept of the Christian identity, albeit the Christian Scriptures never inter-

preted these passages in trinitarian terms.  

Since most of the Christian expositors prior to the age of the Reformation 

relied on the LXX version of Gen. 3.5 (ἔσεσθε ὡς θεοί, γινώσκοντες καλὸν καὶ 
πονηρόν) or on the Vulgate (eritis sicut dii scientes bonum et malum), the fact 

that the plural form of the participle (ידעי) modified אלהים, was unknown to 

them. Generally speaking, the ancient
42

 and mediaeval
43

 Christian 
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theologians explicated the phrase ‘like אלהים’ in Gen. 3.5 as a figure of 

speech by means of which the serpent intended not only to highlight but even 

to exaggerate the benefits, which Eva could reap by eating fruit from the tree, 

in order to deceive her more effectively. Although the ancient and mediaeval 

Christian expositors
44

 sporadically embraced the angelic interpretation of 

in Gen. 3.5, Procopius of Gaza אלהים
45

 noticed that in Hebrew אלהים might 

denote either God or gods, and in his view, both readings could make sense 

in the context of Gen. 3.5. 

As a matter of fact, some of the ancient and mediaeval Christian theolo-

gians were cognizant of the lexical and grammatical features of God’s generic 
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to the ancient Christian theologians.
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(Gen. 6.1-2). 

49. Aphraates, ‘Demonstratio XVII’, in Patrologia Syriaca (ed. Rene Graffin; 

2 vols.; Paris: Didot, 1894–1907), I, pp. 787-96; Augustinus, ‘In Psalmum LXXXI 

enarratio’, in PL, XXXVII, pp. 1046-51 (Psalm 82/LXX 81); Eusebius Caesariensis, 

‘Commentaria in Psalmos’, in PG, XXIII, pp. 981-90 (Psalm 82/LXX 81); 

Theodoretus Cyrensis, ‘Quaestiones in Exodum’, in PG, LXXX, pp. 243-44 (Exodus 



46 Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism 14  

Furthermore, in the Middle Ages Peter Abelard
50

 argued that in Hebrew 

 אלהים and he maintained that אל or of אלוה was the plural form either of אלהים

could denote true or false God(s) or the judge(s), depending on the context. 

For Abelard, the plural ending of אלהים was an indication of the plurality 

within the Godhead. Consequently, he reasoned that since אלהים occurred 

with both singular and plural grammatical forms, the singular forms connect-

ed with אלהים safeguarded God’s unity, while the plural forms demonstrated 

the plurality of persons within the Godhead. 

Additionally, the pseudo-Clementine literature
51

 is the evidence of the an-

cient Christian perspective on the generic name of God and an account of the 

ancient Christian reception of the plural forms (Gen. 1.26; 3.5; 3.22; 11.7; 

Exod. 22.27, 28) based on the Septuagint. In the pseudo-Clementine dia-

logues the passages cited above were adduced by the heterodox interlocutor 

as proof of polytheism and refuted accordingly by the orthodox
52

 party. The 

orthodox party vanquished the polytheistic reading of these passages in two 

ways. First, it argued that the appellation ‘God’ communicated varying de-

grees of power and authority. Consequently, true God was the almighty Crea-

tor and Ruler of the universe, while false gods (idols) purported to be agents 

of divine power and they were perceived this way by their worshippers. 

Moreover, Moses (Exod. 7.1), judges (Exod. 22.27, 28) or angels could be 

called ‘gods’ because they represented the LORD in the world, stood proxy 

for him and acted on his behalf. Actually, believers might also be called 

 
7), 273-74 (Exodus 22); idem, ‘Interpretatio in Psalmos’, in PG, LXXX, pp. 1527-30 

(Ps. 82.1-6/LXX 81.1-6). 

50. Petrus Abaelardus, ‘Introductio ad theologiam’, pp. 998-99; idem, 

‘Theologia Christiana’, pp. 1126-28; idem, ‘Epitome theologiae Christianae’, pp. 

1701, 1705-1707; Garnerius Lingonensis, Martinus Legionensis, Peter Lombard, 

Petrus Blesensis, Alanus de Insulis and Bandinus Theologus reasoned likewise. 
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Alanus de Insulis, ‘De fide catholica contra haereticos libri IV’, pp. 403-404; 

Bandinus Theologus, ‘Sententiarum libri quatuor’, pp. 973-74. 
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‘Recognitiones’, pp. 1266-69; idem, ‘Homilia XVI’, pp. 369-70, 373-78. 
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‘gods’ as God’s children. Secondly, the orthodox party contended that in Gen. 

1.26 God said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to his Wisdom (σοφία) which could be 

equated with the Logos. Although the pseudo-Clementine writings were not 

explicit on this point, Christians naturally identified the aforementioned 

Logos with Jesus. Thus, the ancient and mediaeval Christian interpreters pur-

sued the trinitarian interpretation of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22, 

knowing the classic Jewish exposition thereof and being mindful of the pos-

sible non-divine aspects of the meaning of אלהים which played a significant 

part in the Jewish exegesis of Gen. 3.5. 

Classic Jewish Exposition 

Expounding Gen. 1.1, the grand Midrash on the Book of Genesis
53

 safe-

guarded the unity of God and pointed out that אלהים, which could be parsed 

either as singular or as plural and which might denote either true/false God(s) 

or human/angelic agent(s) of power, depending on the context, referred to the 

one and only God in Gen. 1.1 because אלהים acted as the subject of the singu-

lar verb (ברא), not the plural one (בראו). Likewise, the grand Midrash
54

 re-

called that Gen. 1.27 read that God created ( אלהים ויברא ), not that gods 

created ( אלהים ויבראו ), humankind. Thus, there was only one divine authority 

/power (רשות), not many ( יותרשו ), creating the universe. This hermeneutical 

presupposition determined the Midrashic interpretation of the plural forms 

which in Genesis 1–3 might refer to the Divine. 

Commenting upon Gen. 1.26, the grand Midrash
55

 contended that the plu-

ral form ‘let us make [ ... ]’ signalled that God consulted (נמלך) someone or 

something, while creating human race. Several answers to the question, 

whom God consulted, were recorded in the grand Midrash. According to the 

first interpretation, God consulted (נמלך) the works of heaven and earth, 

namely, the intangible and tangible
56

 creatures which were created prior to 

the creation of humankind. The grand Midrash mentioned that God either 

could consult all prehuman creatures at once or could consult creatures made 

 
53. ‘ בראשית ספר ’, in מדרש רבה על התורה, p. 2v (Gen. 1.1). 

 .p. 16r (Gen. 1.26) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .54

 .pp. 15r-16r (Gen. 1.26), 29v (Gen ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .55

2.7). 

56. Animate and inanimate. 
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on every single day prior to the creation of human beings. This process of 

consultation was compared to a political situation in which a king would not 

act without seeking advice from his counsellors. 

According to the second interpretation, God consulted his own heart, 

namely, consulted himself while creating humankind because when human 

conduct disappointed God, in Gen. 6.6 God did not blame any proxy or con-

tractor engaged in the work of creation but rather the LORD himself regretted 

creating human beings and the LORD himself held his own heart ( לבו אל ) ac-

countable for the act of creation. According to the third interpretation, which 

was tinged with Platonizing color, God consulted the preexisting souls of the 

righteous. 

According to the fourth interpretation, God consulted the angels minister-

ing in front of him, while creating human beings. Furthermore, the grand 

Midrash
57

 considered how to explicate God’s consultation with angels in the 

light of the LORD’s sovereignty because God was said to seek advice from 

beings (angels, to be precise) that were created by him and that were inferior 

and subordinate to him, albeit it would not be customary for superiors to seek 

advice from their inferiors. Therefore, the grand Midrash viewed God’s con-

sultation with angels as a token of the LORD’s benevolence and humility, 

and clarified that while consulting angels, God did not ask for their permis-

sion to create humankind but rather requested their opinion without compro-

mising his own authority and power to do whatever would please him. 

As regards the creation of human beings in God’s image, the grand Mid-

rash
58

 registered that the human race was created as a bridge between ‘upper’ 

beings and ‘lower’ beings, namely, between spiritual beings (i.e. God along 

with his angels)
59

 and animals. Consequently, humankind would embrace 

both intellectual and physical attributes, and would be torn between immor-

tality characteristic of the spiritual sphere and mortality intrinsic to the physi-

cal sphere. Thus, human beings were created, on the one hand, in the image 

and likeness coming from the upper realm ( העליונים מן ), on the other hand, in 

the image and likeness arising from the lower realm ( התחתונים מן ). In short, 

 
 .pp. 15v-16r (Gen. 1.26) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .57

 .pp. 16r-16v (Gen. 1.27), 30r (Gen ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .58

2.7). 

59. Therefore, the ancient Jewish tradition occasionally spoke of humankind as 

created in the image of angels but this was a mental shortcut. ‘שמות מדרש רבה ספר’, 

in ספר מדרש רבות על התורה (Leipzig: Wienbrack, 1864), p. 251 (Exod. 22.1)]. 



 OSEKA  Christian Patristic and Mediaeval Interpretation 49 

they were created as both intangible and tangible beings. The upper sphere, 

which might be called spiritual, intellectual or celestial, knew neither repro-

duction nor death, while the lower sphere, which could be denominated as 

physical, animal or earthly, harbored both of these phenomena.
60

  

Therefore, it could be argued that according to the grand Midrash, the im-

age, which God imprinted on human beings, consisted in both intangible and 

tangible features by virtue of which humankind could act as a bridge between 

heaven and earth. Thus, the image referred to in Gen. 1.26-27 was God’s in 

the sense that God was the One who imprinted the image, namely, the intangi-

ble and tangible features, on human beings. In other words, the image, in 

which human beings were created, was that of God because God intentionally 

designed human identity to bridge both dimensions. This idea was adopted 

by the subsequent Jewish literature.
61

 

Moreover, the grand Midrash made other references to God’s image/like-

ness. Explaining Gen. 2.18, the Midrash
62

 stated that without female the like-

ness (הדמות) would be reduced which implies that the likeness referred to in 

Gen. 1.26-27 posited that humanity was created as male and female. Conse-

quently, the full likeness could be predicated only of humankind defined as 

both male and female.
63

 Besides, it transpires that in the Midrash the terms 

‘image’ (צלם) and ‘likeness’ (דמות) were employed as synonyms. 

Commenting upon Gen. 9.6, the grand Midrash
64

 presented the idea which 

was also reflected in the Babylonian Talmud.
65

 The image (identical with the 

likeness) was understood as God’s collective representation in the world 

assigned to humankind. Thus, God created the human race to serve as his 

image in the world, namely, to represent him in the world. Therefore, by tak-

ing human life or by refusing to procreate, the image would decrease. Conse-

quently, actions which expand or facilitate life enhance the image, whereas 

actions which terminate or suppress life diminish the image. Clearly, the early 

 
60. Philo of Alexandria also noted that the human body, which belonged to the 

material, visible world, was mortal, while the incorporeal dimension of human beings 

(called rational soul or mind), which reflected the ideal, invisible world, was im-

mortal. Philo Alexandrinus, ‘De opificio mundi’, pp. 46-47. 

 .pp. 6r-6v (Gen. 1.26) ,’ילקוט בראשית‘ .61

 .p. 35r (Gen. 2.18) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .62

 .[pp. 16r (Gen. 1.26), 46r (Gen. 4.1) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית .63

 .pp. 70r-70v (Gen. 9.6) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית .64

 .VII (Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1860), p. 63v (no. 63b) .תלמוד בבלי in ,’יבמות‘ .65
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rabbinic tradition affirmed human body as a part of God’s design and recog-

nized it as belonging to the image of God.
66

 In the early rabbinic tradition this 

image denoted, on the one hand, the tangible and intangible features which 

God imprinted on human beings, on the other hand, the status and function 

of humankind that in its material (body) and immaterial (soul/spirit) aspects 

represented God in the world, namely, acted as the image of God in the world. 

Such an approach to the image as to the intangible and tangible imprint 

left by God on humankind in its entirety corresponded to the Talmudic asser-

tion
67

 that the value of individual life ought to be the same as that of the com-

munity or even the same as that of whole humankind. Discussing this issue, 

the Babylonian Talmud
68

 noticed that although the same image, which was 

imprinted by God on Adam, was also imprinted upon all subsequent genera-

tions of human beings, every single human being was unique and should be 

treated this way. Thus, both the unity and the diversity of human race were 

duly acknowledged as a part of God’s perfect design. 

The ancient Jewish tradition treated Gen. 1.26 with caution and ventured 

to bring together two propositions which otherwise might be set against one 

another. On the one hand, God created the world through his Wisdom (iden-

tical with his Word/Torah) and God could consult his heavenly court, more 

specifically, his angels, while creating humankind and he might engage them 

as his proxies and agents, while creating human beings. On the other hand, 

God was the sole Creator of the universe so that the act of creation was his 

work, not the angels’. Therefore, any independent non-divine activity in or 

contribution to the act of creation was denied. God was to be affirmed as the 

only Maker of the world with no partner (שותף) in the work of creation.
69

 

Actually, the idea of more than one divine power or authority (רשות) involved 

in the act of creation was condemned in ancient Jewish literature
70

 and it was 

 
 p. 354 (Lev. 25.39). Alon ,ספר מדרש רבות על התורה in ,’מדרש רבה ויקרא‘ .66

Goshen Gottstein, ‘The Body as Image of God in Rabbinic Literature’, HTR 87 
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 .p. 37r [no. 37a] ,’סנהדרין‘ .67

 .pp. 37r (no. 37a), 38r [No. 38a] ,’סנהדרין‘ .68
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characteristic of the Gnostic tendencies penetrating both Judaism and Chris-

tianity in that period.
71

 

Balancing these two propositions was not an easy task. For instance, the 

grand Midrash
72

 reported that in Gen. 1.26 God might consult the preexisting 

souls of the righteous and the possibility of such a consultation was illustrated 

with 1 Chron. 4.23, which described workers (היוצרים) staying with a king 

and working for him. These workers acted as the king’s agents and assistants. 

Moreover, the Midrash juxtaposed Hebrew היוצרים, which was derived from 

the root יצר, with the statement, that God made (וייצר) human beings, from 

Gen. 2.7. Since such an illustration, in which God was compared to an earthly 

king, while God’s counsellors were compared to the king’s workers, might 

imply that the souls of the righteous were not only God's counsellors but also 

‘makers’ (היוצרים) of humankind, the Midrash clarified that God (הקב״ה) only 

consulted them (נמלך) and that he himself created the world ( העולם וברא את ). 

Thus, theological limitations were placed on the comparison, which was em-

ployed in the Midrash, in order to uphold both propositions simultaneously. 

The grand Midrash
73

 interpreted the plural form (ידעי) in Gen. 3.5 in the 

light of the singular form (ידע), of which אלהים was the subject in the same 

verse, in order to rule out any interpretation undermining God's absolute 

unity. The Pirke attributed to Rabbi Eliezer
74

 offered an interesting exposition 

of the phrase כאלהים ידעי טוב ורע in Gen. 3.5. Accordingly, אלהים in that 

phrase denoted true God, while the knowledge of good and evil was construed 

as the ability to do good and evil. Thus, the Pirke argued that the serpent tried 
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to convince Eve that by eating the fruit, she could ‘be like God’, namely, 

could acquire God’s power to create and to destroy, to bring to life and to ter-

minate life. 

As regards Gen. 3.22 (כאחד ממנו), the grand Midrash
75

 listed three possi-

ble interpretations of that phrase. First, אחד ממנו could refer to God along 

with his holy retinue. Secondly, in defiance of the received (Masoretic) voca-

lization (ְּכַאַחד), אחד was parsed as the absolute state, while ממנו was parsed 

as singular (literally: ‘from him’). Consequently, אחד was harnessed to the 

infinitive (לדעת) which was said to be modified by ממנו. All of this was sup-

posed to produce the following meaning: ‘Adam became like the one who 

would know, namely, choose between good and evil by himself’. Although 

the final rendition made sense in the context of the narrative, this reasoning 

was untenable in grammatical terms because אחד ממנו must be viewed as the 

partitive phrase (‘one of us’) and the syntax of Gen. 3.22 would not allow the 

preposition with the pronominal suffix (ממנו) to modify the infinitive (לדעת) 

instead of אחד. Thirdly, the grand Midrash epitomized the interpretation re-

corded in Targum Onkelos and in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan. According to 

this reading, owing to his knowledge of good and evil, Adam became unique 

in the world in the same way as God was unique in heaven. In other words, 

by acquiring the knowledge of good and evil, Adam became God-like be-

cause he ultimately possessed the knowledge which was previously reserved 

for God. In addition, the Yalkut Shimoni
76

 maintained that according to Gen. 

3.22, Adam became like one of the angels, ministering in front of God and 

being endowed with the knowledge of good and evil. 

The plural forms attested in Gen. 1.26, 3.5 and 3.22 were examined in the 

Babylonian Talmud. In the case of Gen. 1.26, the tractate Sanhedrin
77

 sug-

gested that God said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to his heavenly court, and it high-

lighted God’s unity based on the fact that in Gen. 1.27 אלהים was the subject 

of the singular form of the verb (ויברא). Thus, in Gen. 1.26 God contemplated 

and announced his intention of creating humankind in the presence of his an-

gels, whereas Gen. 1.27 reported that God’s action was accomplished. Since 

God said ‘let us make [ ... ]’ to the angels, ‘our image’, in which humankind 

was created according to Genesis 1.26, was interpreted as the image both of 

 
 .pp. 44r-44v (Gen. 3.22) ,מדרש רבה על התורה in ,’ספר בראשית‘ .75
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God and of his angels. Consequently, the image denoted the features which 

were shared both by God and by the angels. 

The tractate Megillah
78

 and the minor tractate of the Babylonian Talmud 

called Sofrim
79

 implied that in Gen. 1.26 נעשה (let us make) should be inter-

preted as if God was the sole Maker (אעשה) [I will make]. In the case of Gen. 

3.5, Sofrim
80

 stated that the first (ידע אלהים) occurrence of אלהים was divine, 

namely, denoted true God, whereas the second one (כאלהים ידעי) was non-di-

vine, yet no further specification was provided. 

The Midrashic and Talmudic exposition of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26, 

3.5 and 3.22 laid the foundations for the Jewish interpretation of these phe-

nomena in the Middle Ages
81

 and it could be traced back, at least, to the se-

cond century because Justin,
82

 one of the early Christian church fathers, reca-

pitulated and rejected several interpretations of these plural forms which were 

attested in the Targumim and Midrashim. 

 
 .V (Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1860), p. 9r (no. 9a) .תלמוד בבלי in ,’מגילה‘ .78

 .XIII, p. 48v ,תלמוד בבלי in ,’סופרים‘ .79

 .XIII, p. 50v ,תלמוד בבלי in ,’סופרים‘ .80
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Conclusion 

The ancient and mediaeval Christian thinkers advocated the trinitarian inter-

pretation of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22, not necessarily in Gen. 

3.5, because the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22 were evident from the 

Septuagint and from the Vulgate on which they relied in their exegesis. More-

over, the Christian expositors knew the mainstream Jewish interpretations of 

these forms and some of the Christian theologians were also familiar with the 

lexical and grammatical features of אלהים. 

Thus, the church fathers intentionally embarked on the trinitarian reading 

of the plural forms in Gen. 1.26 and 3.22, and decided to dismiss the Jewish 

approach to such phenomena. Actually, Christian theology expanded and re-

worked the Jewish concept of mediation (the divine Wisdom or Word) in the 

work of creation and preservation of the world. While the proposition, that 

God created the world through the Wisdom/Word which emanated from God 

and which was absolutely dependent on God and entirely intrinsic to him, 

was known and acceptable to Judaism, the Christian identification of the di-

vine Wisdom/Word with Jesus and the Christian insistence on the indepen-

dent, or at least, distinct ontological status thereof could not be absorbed by 

the Jewish tradition. 

Patristic theology stressed the connection between the preincarnate Logos 

(equated with the Son, thought of as the second person of the Trinity) and the 

image of the Trinity, particularly, of the Son, in which humankind was said 

to be created. Consequently, the Logos became a specific human being, which 

like the whole human race, was created in the image of the preincarnate 

Logos. Therefore, in contradistinction to the Jewish interpreters, the church 

fathers did not elaborate upon the content of the image which was intuitively 

perceived by them as the divine dimension of human beings.  

For instance, John of Damascus
83

 offered a perspective on the content of 

the image, which was typical of patristic theology, and he identified the image 

with νοῦς. In his view, this νοῦς was associated both with the Divine and with 

human body, mediating between God and human corporeality. Figuratively 

speaking, νοῦς as God’s image in human beings, could be depicted as a win-

dow on the spiritual world, as the intellectual (νοερὸνδῆλον) and moral 

(αὐτεξούσιον [endowed with free will]) disposition of divine origin which 

 
83. Joannes Damascenus, ‘De fide orthodoxa’, in PG, XCIV, pp. 919-22, 1071-

74. 
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allowed human beings to participate in the higher, spiritual knowledge. In 

fact, the patristic identification of the image with νοῦς or with the rational soul 

could be traced back to Philo of Alexandria.
84

 Furthermore, John of 

Damascus explicated the likeness, in which humankind was created, as virtue 

(ἀρετή). Ultimately, the history of the interpretation of the plural forms in 

Gen. 1.26 and 3.22 can serve as a hermeneutical model for Judaism and early 

Christianity parting ways in theological terms. 

 

 

 

 
84. Philo, ‘De opificio mundi’, pp. 23, 48; idem, ‘Quis rerum divinarum heres 

sit’, p. 52; idem, ‘De mutatione nominum’, p. 195; idem, ‘Legum allegoriarum liber 

I’, in Opera quae supersunt, I, p. 71; idem, ‘De plantatione’, in Opera quae 

supersunt, II, pp. 137-38; idem, ‘De sominiis liber II’, in Opera quae supersunt, III, 

p. 294; idem, ‘De specialibus legibus (III)’, in Opera quae supersunt, V, p. 207. 


