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The Book of Genesis, has aroused the attention of the interpreters of the Holy Scriptures 

beginning with the antiquity. They were all preoccupied by the beginning of the world and 

implicitly, by anthropogeny. Without  a correct understanding of the lecture of creation, it is 

impossible to identify the target the man goes to, but also the creature. For this reason, the most 

certified specialists in the exegesis of the holy text, try to clarify God’s  secret work through 

which be brought the world from non-existence, to existence, man’s primordial condition, his fall 

into the state  of grace and the way this reality influenced, their life and their descendants. Their 

reflection and conclusion were conveyed to us through their works some of, which have been 

translated into Romanian too. 

The reading of much works made me wish to study thoroughly  this topic and achieve, 

under the guidance of priest Ioan Chirila, a doctoral project of research. Initially, I considered 

that the patristic vision would be enough, but gradually  I came to the conclusion that in order to 

perceive in a holist perspective the mystery  of creation, it is  necessary to appeal to writings 

from Judaic tradition. Thus, I started to familiarize  with the way in which  the Rabbi relate to 

these unique events in the history ok mankind, episodes which have profoundly marked 

humanity. 

Following the recommendation of priest Chirila, I decided to focus our attention on some 

exegetes who individualize through their way of interpretation. The first Jewish author we refer 

to is Philo of Alexandria. He lived at the beginning of the first Christian millennium and was the 

precursor of the allegoric interpretation, which later was to be assumed also by Christian writers 

who studied or taught in the school from Alexandria. The work we focused on is his allegoric 

commentary upon the texts from the book of creation which precede the first chapter. His 

reflection on man and the way he tackles the Scriptures fragments, through the allegoric method, 

individualize him in the whole Judaic tradition. None of his predecessors really reached his level 

of understanding the thesis of genesis. 

The second Judaic author whom  we will use in Rashi, one of the Rabbis who, signifier 

influenced the Judaic interpretation in the Middle Ages. His commentary on Tora is one of the 

best  known in the Judaic environment ant the authors who followed him, were to relate to his 

ideas pretty often, even if they are mostly some schools in which they frequently refer to Talmud 

and Midrash. 

The third and the lost representative of the Judaic interpretation tradition we focus on is 

Maimonide , also known under the acronym of Ramban. He made a new exegesis which 

revolutionized the Judaic traditional one. His critical interpretation was received which 

skepticism by his contemporaries, but not by his descendants. Like Philo, he is one of the most 

daring interpreters who also made a complete commentary on the Tora books, like Rashi. 

I also made a selection in the patristic writings which analyzes the lecture of creation. 

The first we dealt with is Saint Vasile the Great, famous for his balanced exegesis in which the 
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literal aspect of the texts of the Holy Scriptures was the most important. His masterpiece that we 

used in our research is the “Hexaemeron” but we also used other two writings “About the origins 

of Man” and “ Homily about Heaven”. An interesting patristic view upon which we reflected in 

the doctoral work, was the interpretation of Saint Grigory of Nyssa, physical brother of Saint 

Basil, who is famous for his mystical and allegorical exegesis. The works we used were “Man’s 

Creation” and “Apologetic Word at Hexaemeron”. To complete  this interpretative scale, we 

used “Homilies to Creation”, by Saint John Chrysostom. The formative dimension of his 

exegesis was to offer an obvious opening to the contemporary assumption of the lecture of 

creation. Last but not least, we wished to use on author from the west to complete our exegesis. 

Although, initially, we opted for the Happy Augustin, we considered that the interpretation made 

by Saint Ambrose the Great is much more appropriate for our  goal. The writings we used are 

“Homilies on Hexaemeron” and “Homilies about Heaven”. 

The comparative approach of these two traditions, gave our work a unique character in 

the Romanian research space. If we had an important contribution in our literature of specialty, 

because, a few years ago, a work of monk Serafim Rose was translated.  The work mixes the 

parent’s opinion in their effort of offering on orthodox answer to the theory of evolution which 

had been assumed, under a certain form, by some theologians from Greece. Thus, our approach 

individualizes in the Romanian biblical apace, through its varied approach  of the lecture of 

creation, both in the aspect of traditions (Judaic and Christian), but also in the different way of 

interpretation (allegorical, mystical, literal, critical, pastoral, etc.). This approach in unique in our 

literature. There isn’t a more detailed research to deal with the lecture of creation from patristic 

and rabbinic perspective. On the other hand, except for Philo, the other two authors are not very 

well known in our environment. That is why we had to use their works in English. 

We mention the fact that in our literature have been made some attempts  of analyzing the 

patristic works mentioned above, but most of them were analyzed individually, with a few 

exception. A bigger attention was given to Philo’s work. Besides two volumes and some studies 

specifying Philo’s interpretation, priest Ioan Chirila makes an obvious approach to the parent’s 

thinking, especially through his learning about Logos. As for as we are concerned, the priest’s 

writings are of real help to understand Philo’s exegesis about creation.  

In the international space, as it was expected, it has been written a lot on this topic of 

creation, but the researches didn’t mean a comparative and complementary analysis, according to 

the model that we propose. The only writing which intends to achieve such an approach, was 

written by Emmanouela Grypeon and Helen Spurling. The authors of this book intended to 

present  the way in which the book of creation is regarded, in the Judaic and Christian exegesis 

of late antiquity. But the sources used by these researchers are different from those used by us. 

They are generally focused on Talmud and Midrash and, as far as the christian authors are 

concerned, especially the capadocian parents and John Chrysostom, their opinions are extremely 

rarely mentioned. Taking into account the period taken as guide mark by the authors of the book, 

it is self understood that Philo, who lived in the first christian millennium ant the two rabbins 
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from the Middle Ages are not used. Thus, we can confirm that the work can have a degree of 

newness for the western life, too. 

As methods of research, in our approach, we will appeal to the diachronic or historical-

critical exegesis, using its scientific elements. Firstly, using the historical dimension of this 

method, we will interpret the biblical text in its historic dimension, taking into account the 

context and the linguistic, cultural, religious, political and social conditions, in which the text 

analysis was written. Then, using the method of historical-critical exegesis, we will make a 

critical interpretation of the text, trying to analyze as objectively as possible, the syntaymes and 

the sentences  analysed. 

In the exegetic analysis, we will assume, as it is normal  for a researcher from the 

orthodox class, the rigors of interpretation used by the christian east. After the exegetic 

historical-critical interpretation of the text, we will try to identify the pastoral perspective which 

appears from the texts writings. 

Besides the eastern exegetic rigors, we will appeal to the Judaic interpretations, referring 

to the texts approached, as, taking into account the fact that the jews were the first addressees of 

the Scripture texts, generally and of the book of Creation, especially, we cannot neglect the 

contribution that they had for enriching  the understanding of the text through the interpretations 

and the explanation offered from the perspective of Judaic tradition. 

Our doctoral thesis will  be structured in three chapters. The first (The reception of the 

Book of Creation in the work of some rabbis and parents) is meant to introduce the reader in the 

biography of the authors whom we mostly use in our exegetic approach: Philo, Rashi, 

Maimonide, Saint Basil of Great, Saint Gregory of Nyssa, Saint John Chrysostom and Saint 

Ambrose of Mediolana. After highlighting the principal events of their lives, we presented their 

writing activity and we described the works we use in our project.  

  In the second chapter (The narration of creation – exegetic approach), which is the 

lougest, we analysis from an exegetic point of view, the main events from work of creation: the 

Providence of God, the Garden of Eden, the sophistry snake, people’s dialogue with God, 

immediately after the fall, the consequences of disobedience and the people’s leaving from Eden. 

In our approach  we exposed the position of the interpreters mentioned in an exegetic exercise 

which   used the critical instrument of interpretation. A new element was given by the analysis of 

the verbal structure, of the work of creation. In the first subchapter  we pointed out the way in 

which this exegetic procedure can be capitalized during the interpretation. In the footnotes  we 

look advantage not only of other parents and famous christian writers (Origen, Saint Athanase 

the Great, Saint Maximus the Confessor), but also the contribution that the Romanian researchers 

had for clearing up these texts from the book of Creation. 

           In the third chapter (The specificity of rabbinic and patristic interpretation of the 

project of creation) we tried to emphasize, first of all, the contribution that the three rabbis  had 

for clarifying some problems from the project of creation. As for the parents, we chose a more 

special analysis in which we showed the way through which the patristic speech can offer the 
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necessary steps for understanding and implicitly solving a problem that involves the human 

body. 

In the conclusions, we made a short analysis of the way in which the two traditions 

contribute  to the solving of some problems from the work of creation, also underling the 

elements which individualize them  but also the ones that unite them. 

After our research approach we came to the moment in which it is necessary to expose 

some conclusion which reveal the manner in which we achieved the goals we had in our 

research. 

As it was expected, each interpretative tradition has its specificity. Both the jews  and 

christian apt for on exegesis to point out both their faithful learning and the way of assuming the 

holy text. Even if they use allegory, both Philo and Saint Gregory  of Nyssa (and Origen who is 

mentioned in the footnotes), don’t break the francs of the thinking and living according to the 

community  they belong to. Although they use the same method, their final approach is different. 

When they use allegory, the christian writers refer, most of the times, to christian and the 

Church. 

The dogmatic element is more obvious in the writings of the two rabbis than in Philo’s 

approach who had  another purpose. They have completely different position as compared to 

those preferred by parents especially about two texts: Gen 1,1-2, Gen 1,26-27 and Gen 3,15. It is 

likely that there interpretation may be influenced  by the Christian option of interpreting in a 

Trinitarian way the two texts. In the first case, the Christian authors identify in the name Elohim 

and in ruah Elohim two person of the Holy Trinity. In the last case no parents ignores the explicit 

sending to our Saviour, Jesus Christ. 

In exchange, the rabbis don’t leave space for interpretation. They affirm that God 

cooperates with His angels, or the earth with he had talked before. They claim that their 

interpretation is correct, because the man is made after God’s face, but also after the face of the 

earth, because as we will see, the man is made from dust. 

Therefore, we cannot expect an interpretation from the rabbi to be identical with that of 

the parents. Their resemblances can be identified in other parts. In this project, especially in the 

footnotes, we indicated in a visible way the interpretations which belong to the act of creation, 

when somebody  affirms that the world was created from a preexistent matter, when the face of 

God is insulted, the counterarguments are extremely similar. 

Thus, the approach of the two traditions (Judaic and Christian) in an attempt of 

understanding a Scripture text, is beneficial. This helps us understand the biblical message, 

showing us the resemblances and difference of interpretation. 

This  approach, accomplished during our research, can be a model for other researchers, 

also. This type of analysis can be applied to other episodes or texts from the Old Testament. In  

this   way, we hope the readers will realize that the Judaic tradition has a significant importance 

in the understanding of a Scripture text.  Additionally, we think that in the actual context, it is 

better to be closer to the Judaic interpretation with which   we have more things in common than 

with the historical-critical interpretation. 
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