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A Response to Myers and Scanzoni, What God Has Joined Together? Robert a. j. gagnon. Why is the debate in the church about
homosexual practice so difficult to talk about, to do scholarship about, and, for some, to decide about? Why have we reached a seeming
impasse?Â To make this point, we will examine the attempt to circumvent the biblical witness in the 2005 book by David G. Myers and
Letha Dawson Scanzoni, What God Has Joined Together? A Christian Case for Gay Marriage.1 Before we do that, however, we will
explore how proponents and opponents of homosexual unions have different hermeneutical â€œgraduated scales,â€ or ranked
interests, for their views. I. Inverted Hermeneutical Scales2. This has been interpreted as a reference to homosexuality by some and to
the sexual lust of mortals after angels by others.[5] Jewish writers Philo (d. A.D. 50) and Josephus (37 â€“ c. 100) were the first reported
individuals to assert unambiguously that homosexuality was among the sins of Sodom.[10] By the end of the 1st century A.D., Jews.
commonly identified the sin of Sodom with homosexual practices.[12].Â Scholars, noting that Romans 1:18â€“32 represents an
exception in the book of Romans as a whole and uses vocabulary elsewhere not seen in Paul's letters, have for decades puzzled over
the passage.[24][25]Â homosexual activity.[41] Particulars of Boswell's arguments are rejected by severalÂ Therefore what God has
joined together, let no one separate." Homosexuals will say that they are born the way they are, that it is a genetic orientation, and since
they didn't choose it, it cannot be wrong. If that is the case, then why do identical twins, with identical genetics, not have uniformity of
sexual orientation? This proves it is not just genetic.5 But let's not stop there.Â If not, then why the double standard? Would it then be
okay for such a person to want laws passed to protect his "homosexuality aversion orientation"? Or, is only the homosexual orientation
worthy of protection?Â What should be the Christian's response to the Homosexual? Just because someone is a homosexual, does not
mean that we persecute them, call them names, sue them for not agreeing with us, or get laws passed to silence them.

