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FIRST ARTICLE - GENESIS 2 
Estes (2016) argued from the standpoint of disability by using Creamer (2009, cited in Estes, 2016, p. 4) theory of limits to interpret Genesis 2.

Estes (2016) challenges the definition of the term “disability” and encourages theologians to avoid limiting the definition of “disability” to only medical perspectives and consider cultural, political, and environmental factors of what makes somebody disabled. Estes (2016) asserts that such a broader perception of disability interprets Genesis 2 more clearer. It becomes understandable that although Adam and Eve did not have an apparent physical disability as it was in the case of Paul’s affliction and Mephibosheth, that did not necessarily mean they were not limited in some aspects of their lives (Estes 2016, p. 2). 

Therefore defining “disability” from the broader point of view would help avoid ableism, labelling or differentiating humans as “disabled or abled” (Estes 2016, p. 3).

Estes (2016, p. 19) summarises Genesis 2 into three themes: “Embodiment, Imperfection and Relationship.” Under the theme “embodiment,” Estes (2016) argued by referring to the book of Genesis and said God moulded man out of the dust like a porter and did breathe into humans’ nostrils the breath of life for humans’ bodies to become a living soul (Gen. 2:7). Because humans are bodies, with different types, subject to change, grow, develop, and age, these attributes of the body make every human experience limitation or become “disabled” at some in their lives – The theory of limits by Creamer (2009, cited in Estes, 2016, p. 4).

Under the theme “perfection,” Estes (2016) disputes the long-standing interpretation of Genesis 2 by theologians that have been arguing that Adam and Eve were perfect humans, never experienced any limits or having any disability until they disobeyed God. Estes (2016) explained why the creation of humans was not perfect even before the fall of Adam and Eve by quoting from the book of Genesis - “Then the Lord God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper as his partner” (Gen. 2:18).

Estes (2016) points out that God Himself, at some point, declared from His lips that His creation “was not good,” meaning God acknowledged something had fallen short for not creating Eve and that needed to be fixed. After God evaluated His actions, He decided to create Eve as Adam’s companion to ensure what He considered as “not good” became “good” (Estes 2016, p. 11). Besides this reason, there is no evidence anywhere in Genesis 2 that God described His creation as “perfect” (Estes 2016, p. 10).

Under the theme “Relationship,” Estes (2016) argues that humans do not need only God in their lives, but most importantly, their fellow humans as the most fundamental desire of humans are to be in companionship with each other and live interdependently (Estes 2016, p. 17). 

Estes (2016) concluded that through the lens of disability, all three themes (Embodiments, Imperfection, and Relationship) bear fruits to limitations. Therefore, disability should be seen as ordinary, a fundamental aspect of God’s divine plan in creation. 

Although I was trained and continue working in a health sector environment for a more extended period and read the Bible, I have never read Genesis 2 from the disability point of view. 

I now understand that God was aware of the possibility of humans loving or rejecting Him before the fall as He created humans with free will to choose evil or good. Therefore, the tree of knowledge of good and evil God put in Eden to warn humans not to eat from it was a sign of this possibility (Gen. 2:17). The implications of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, the ability of humans to make a free will choice, seems to mean, as argued by Estes (2016), that God’s creation, in general, is an “unfinished product,” remains changeable and opened to so many possibilities.
 
SECOND ARTICLE - GENESIS 1-2
Murphy (2017, p. 1) points out that same-sex marriage has become so common in this modern society that one cannot simply say it a sin and justify it with few biblical texts – “clobber passages.” Morden society believes that once same-sex marriage is legalised and approved by the government, it is no longer considered a sin. The book of Romans is commonly referred to as the basis of the argument for people that are in same-sex relationships - “Let every person be subject to the governing authorities; for there is no authority except from God, and those authorities that exist have been instituted by God …” (Rom. 13:1-7).

However, Murphy (2017) argues that it does not matter what and how society would do, but what matters is how God defines marriage as instituted in Genesis 1-2. Murphy (2017) asserted that God created males and females in His likeness (Gen. 2:7) to have dominion over the creation of the earth and procreate so that God’s creation could be multiplied and fill the earth (Gen 1:28). Moreover, it is this purpose of procreation that was why God did not create two men in the garden of Eden but instead created a woman, a “distinctive gender” instead of the “same-gender.” This is unmistakably an original purpose of marriage God intended for humans. 

Murphy (2017) concluded that any marriage contrary to the union between a man and a woman could not be classified as a biblical marriage as it considers all other forms of marriage as a sin. Murphy (2017) referred to numerous Bible texts to support the argument that carries a similar meaning of Genesis 1-2 to point out that same-sex marriage physical relation is a sin, a perversion of God’s original intentions for marriage (Matt: 19:6-6; I Cor. 6:9; Gen. 19:1-9; Lev. 18). 

I had not heard the term “clobber” passage as pointed out by Murphy (2017, p. 1). These passages in the Bible include Gen. 19:1-38; Lev. 18:22; Lev. 20:13, Rom. 1:26-27; 1 cor. 6:9-11; 1Tim. 1:9-10, other theologians commonly refer to oppose same-sex marriages. 
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