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Note to readers: The Scripture was read earlydrsémvice.

Please listen carefully to the Word of God as foumdiohn 9:1-34. | will be reading from the NIV ghi
morning because | love the way it tells the story.

As he went along, he saw a man blind from birtts. ¢isciples asked him, "Rabbi, who
sinned, this man or his parents, that he was bdndB”

"Neither this man nor his parents sinned,” saidukgs'but this happened so that the work
of God might be displayed in his life. As longtas day, we must do the work of him who sent me.
Night is coming, when no one can work. While | arthe world, | am the light of the world.”

Having said this, he spit on the ground, made some with the saliva, and put it on the
man's eyes. "Go,” he told him, "wash in the Poobtdbam” (this word means Sent). So the man
went and washed, and came home seeing.

His neighbors and those who had formerly seen lEggimg asked, "Isn't this the same
man who used to sit and beg?” Some claimed thatdse

Others said, "No, he only looks like him.”

But he himself insisted, "I am the man.”

"How then were your eyes opened?” they demanded.

He replied, "The man they call Jesus made someamdgbut it on my eyes. He told me to
go to Siloam and wash. So | went and washed, ardIthould see.”

"Where is this man?” they asked him.

"l don't know,” he said.

They brought to the Pharisees the man who had bkesh Now the day on which Jesus
had made the mud and opened the man's eyes wdsbatBaTherefore the Pharisees also asked
him how he had received his sight. "He put mud greyes," the man replied, "and | washed, and
now | see.”

Some of the Pharisees said, "This man is not frah @&r he does not keep the Sabbath.”

But others asked, "How can a sinner do such mi@aesikigns?” So they were divided.

Finally they turned again to the blind man, "What/a you to say about him? It was your
eyes he opened.”

The man replied, "He is a prophet.”

The Jews still did not believe that he had beemdidind had received his sight until they
sent for the man's parents. "Is this your son?'ythasked. "Is this the one you say was born blind?
How is it that now he can see?”

"We know he is our son,” the parents answered, "aadknow he was born blind.
But how he can see now, or who opened his eyedomieknow. Ask him. He is of age;
he will speak for himself.” His parents said thisdause they were afraid of the Jews, for
already the Jews had decided that anyone who adkdged that Jesus was the Christ



would be put out of the synagogue. That was whydrsnts said, "He is of age; ask
him.”

A second time they summoned the man who had bedn'i&ive glory to God,”
they said. "We know this man is a sinner.”

He replied, "Whether he is a sinner or not, | ddmow. One thing | do know. |
was blind but now | see!”

Then they asked him, "What did he do to you? Hovihdiopen your eyes?”

He answered, "I have told you already and you ditllisten. Why do you want to
hear it again? Do you want to become his discipies?”

Then they hurled insults at him and said, "Youtare fellow's disciple! We are
disciples of Moses! We know that God spoke to Masgss for this fellow, we don't
even know where he comes from.”

The man answered, "Now that is remarkable! Youtdo@w where he comes
from, yet he opened my eyes. We know that Godndbédisten to sinners. He listens to
the godly man who does his will. Nobody has evarchef opening the eyes of a man
born blind. If this man were not from God, he coditdnothing.”

To this they replied, "You were steeped in siniréhjohow dare you lecture us!”
And they threw him out.

I'll never forget Leo. Back in the early ‘50s h&eatled the church my father pastored in Webster
Groves, MO. He carried a great big, thick Bible &edalways brought his dog with him to
church. Leo was born totally blind. He could reaalilke and even sang solos from braille song
sheets. | was so fascinated by Leo that | usetbszany eyes and walk around trying to
understand what his world was like. Of course, tead impossible. We can try as we might to
imitate what it is like to be blind; we can evert pa blindfolds, but it's still a world of

difference from experiencing blindness, becauséitsietime we run into a piece of furniture we
can take off the blindfold and open our eyes. Ladadn't do that.

But even though we can never experience blindmess lbirth, we can perhaps imagine how
some of life’s most pleasurable experiences wobi&hge if the visual aspect were eliminated.
What would mountain climbing be like if you couldsée the mountain? Who would endure the
pain if there were no reward in the beauty seem filee top? And how could a blind person
comprehend the rainbow in this picture? What wguld miss from a child’s laugh if you
couldn't see the expression on his or her face?

Consider other sights you would have little apm@on of: an art gallery, a coral reef, fireworks,
a beautiful woman, the Grand Canyon, a fireplaedeTthat fireplace. A blind person can gain a
certain perception of some things by feeling theuat,he can’t touch fire. There would simply be
no way to comprehend the beauty of a fire. | ledrihes week that 85% of the information our
brain receives from our five senses comes througjbrv Ten percent comes from hearing. Five
percent comes from the other senses combined.dsiiébelieve a case can be made for the fact
that blindness from birth is physical disabilityitstworst.



Physical disability at itsworst (1-5)

Oh, I know it isn’t as painful as some disabilitiésd | know that many blind people have
excelled in music, the arts, science, and writigereas some other disabilities by their very
nature prevent success in these areas. But frostdhedpoint of sheer deprivation of enjoyment
of the beauty God has created, | think blindness fbirth may be the worst. Perhaps that is why
Jesus noticed the man in John 9 and had compassibm.

This encounter is one of the most moving storiesfthe life of Christ, and it reveals better than
perhaps any other biblical passage the hopelessh#ss human condition, the bankruptcy of
religious traditionalism, and the power of faithGiod.

The story opens with this observation: “As He walohg, He saw a man blind from birth.”
When Jesus passed through an area it was alwadysiigiteyes open, looking for people in need.
I must confess that even though | enjoy ministettngeople, | prefer to schedule them. | don't
even mind the long hours it takes to deal with peapneed, but | find myself wishing they
would plan their crises so that not too many fallhie same week.

Furthermore, when I'm just passing through on my Wwam here to there, | tend to be focused
on the destination—no interruptions, no stops,gesthere. Isn’t it ironic that we can even be on
our way to help someone and pass right by someeadimg help even more? Not Jesus.

It must have been the way He looked at the yoummgl lshan that caused His disciples to take
note. They had been in training for about threesyaaw, and to me they are rather like 3rd year
seminary students. Anxious to show off their thgalal acumen they ask Jesus a profound
guestion about this “case” they have come acrosd.tAat is the problem—they see this man as a
case to be analyzed and to be theologically categghrrather than as a person in need.

It was common in those days to view any and evesyamune as a direct result of personal sin.
In fact, the Rabbis of Jesus’ day believed a pecsoid commit sin while still in the womb. And
that's what's behind their question, “Who sinnki man or his parents, that he was born
blind?” It's a logical question, if you believe tieas always a direct one-on-one correlation
between sin and sickness. And of course, sometineesis. The crack babies born in our
hospitals, those killed by drunk driving, and tlestvymajority of AIDS victims suffer because of
disobedience to God's commands—either their ovaowreone else’s.

But the disciples don’'t seem to be in any doubualias case, for they don't agkanyone

sinned, justvhd? And Jesus responds, “Neither. Neither this marhisoparents sinned.” He
doesn't mean, of course, that the man and his {sases sinless, for no one is. Nor does He mean
that sin hadothingto do with this man's blindness, for the Bible nsmakeslear that the world

we live in is a broken world, full of hurt and dagesand injury and tragedy, due to the Fall.
Rather what Jesus means is that there is no dogacsal relationship between this man’s

physical disability and personal sin on the pamtitdier him or his parents.



Instead this man’s suffering “happened,” accordmgesus, “so that the work of God might be
displayed in his life.” Some are immediately traedby the thought that God is “using” this
poor man, depriving him of sight for years so Gad make a point. I find it interesting that
Jesus avoids identifying the immediate cause oblinelness—He doesn’t say God struck him
blind, or that Satan did it, or even that it wae ¢lo natural causes. Still God was at least aware
that this man would be born blind, and furtherméte allowed it. So the charge of “using” the
man is still something we have to wrestle with. Btitme ask you a personal question:
Would you rather be one of the nameless millions ndve been born, lived, and
died on this planet with their eyesight intact bate never met Jesus or even heard of
Him? Or would you prefer to be this young man, dlimtil perhaps his late teen years
but then confronted by Jesus Christ, healed inatsetusly, and, as frosting on the cake,
known by his testimony to hundreds of millions tigto20 centuries of church history?
I wouldn't even hesitate—I'd rather be this man.

By the way, we all have disabilities—some more obsithan others, some more serious than
others—and they all have the potential to eithstrdg or display. They can destroy if we feel
sorry for ourselves, get angry at God, and ventiterness at those we deem responsible for
our misfortune. | know a woman who was born seyeatedabled who has been abusing the
people close to her for years because of her argkbitterness. She has allowed her disability to
destroy.

But disabilities can also display the work of Gadir lives if we seize the day, compensate for
our weaknesses, and become all we can possiblythé&Sed's help. When you look at what
some disabled believers have accomplished in tbridwthe likes of Fanny Crosby, Joni
Eareckson Tada, Ken Medema, and Nick Vuijicic coonaind (if you don’t know that last

name, Google “man with no arms or legs” and watehYou Tube video)—you begin to
understand that even without divine healing, digas can become incredible opportunities for
the glory of God to be displayed in a person’'s life

To take just one of the examples just mentionedn¥&rosby, who wrote hundreds of our
hymns, was blind from her earliest childhood assult of an accident. When she was only eight
years old she wrote this little rhyme,

Oh, what a happy child | am,

Although | cannot see.

| am resolved that in this world,

Contented | will be.

How many blessings | enjoy

That other people don't.

To weep and sigh

Because I'm blind,

| cannot and | won't!
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She lived for 82 more years, and that same spiatacterized her whole life, despite the fact she
was never healed.

In the case of this blind man, however, God chos#idplay His work through . . .

Divine power at itsbest (6-12)

Jesus heals the man immediately and completelyntautnost unexpected manner. Have you
given some thought as to why Jesus might have thosieniracle the way He did? | wonder if
perhaps He used the clay to draw attention to Higtive powers. Just as God created man from
the dust of the ground, so Jesus uses the dusé girbund to create eyesight for this man. Others
have suggested the mud pack was designed to digbilrtensity of the blindness in order to
magnify the cure, not unlike Elijah's pouring ofteraover the altar on Mount Carmel before
calling for fire from heaven.

Whatever other reasons Jesus had for doing thise@ejuite a contrast between the blind man's

response to Jesus' command to go and wash in the@fpSiloam and the response of another

person in the Bible ordered to go wash in orddretdnealed. When the prophet Elisha refused to

see Naaman but sent a messenger saying he wohkhlesl of leprosgnly if he would wash

seven times in the Jordan River, he turned and oféim a rage. But the Scripture tells us:
"Naaman's servants went to him and said, 'My fatti¢he prophet had told you to do
some great thing, would you not have done it? Hawhmimore, then, when he tells you,
‘Wash and be cleansed"!" So he went down and dibjesklf in the Jordan seven times,
as the man of God had told him, and his flesh weatored and became clean like that of
a young boy.(2 Kings 5:13-14)

| believe this OT account reveals a lot about humatnre. We are far more inclined to perform
great religious deeds than we are to humble owrsddefore God and simply obey. But the blind
man in our story is not too proud to follow Jesnstructions. It says, “So the man went and
washed, and came home seeing.”

| sent a rough draft of this sermon earlier inwlezk to a good friend of mine—one who knows a
lot more about blindness than | will ever know. Wl a fascinating conversation about it, and
there’s one thing | would like to have him comeamgl share with you—something | had never
thought of—about the nature of this miracle. It iamsmore amazing than | had realized. Sanford
Alexander, will you come up and bring your littkeehd, Ringer, with you.

When Mike said: "In the case of this blind man, @bdse to display His work
through... Divine power at its best,” and that "dssheals the man immediately and
completely, but in a most unexpected manner,” s¢tkoughts occurred to me.

First of all, as a blind person, | realize that Godn choose to heal one individual
and not another. | am still blind, even after giyimy life to Jesus and relying upon Him
for my salvation. That's OK.
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Second, although Mike has presented several inglyedisightful observations
related to the futility or at least the limitationsf trying to "imagine” what it is like to be
blind, he overlooked one of the most profound aspefche miracle reported.

There is a tremendous difference between the dgsamiolved with a person
recovering from a recent onset of a disability @pased to those experienced by a
person who has possessed the disability from biitiis is where the miracle within the
miracle or the full scope of the miracle is found.

An individual who regains vision has an entire stayuse of visual memories
from which to draw. This information is used in thbabilitation process. Memories
from the time when one could see assist in acquithie tools to move forward. A certain
level of shock is inevitable when a person's sgjhegained.

Many years ago, 1969 to be precise, | was workiily aBraille student who
had lost his sight and was scheduled for cataraogery. In those days, the surgery was
not quite experimental but not far removed fromitiher, the procedure was done on an
inpatient basis, and it was not even attempted afitof a person's vision was gone. So,
my student was totally blind when he had the syrger

It was successful, but his brain was so shockdtidgeluge of data that
overwhelmed him that he literally tried to jump ofita hospital window. It took time for
him to regain mastery of the data he was once agaigiving. This is normal for those
who recover their sight most need considerablelpsipgical counseling to enable them
to return to normal living.

But our blind man in the miracle was blind fromthirCan you even imagine the
shock his brain experienced when he was suddentipaaed with information that was
totally foreign to his experience? Yet, we are:td&b the blind man went and washed,
and came home seeing."

We often hear that God can do anything, but thiale goes much further than
the restoration of sight. What is clearly recounied deeper miracle that enabled this
blind man to receive his sight and simultaneousliyst to the incredible shock it
presented to his system. He didn't try to jumpodat window, he didn't go mad, he
wasn't confused by the data that was new to hisa@ounsness and totally foreign to his
experience: No, it says in essence, the man wehtlianwhat Jesus told him to do. Then
he went home and apparently began functioning reermally sighted person. God did
the whole job! He fixed the outside, the man's igaysight, and He fixed the inside, the
man's mental and spiritual components which enabiedto use his newly gained sight
immediately and to come back and stand up to tlagiges whose spiritual blindness
prevented them from acknowledging what was befaie wworking human eyes.

There are other components of this story that exoié but the demonstration that
God doesn't provide partial fixes is the one elentieat truly touched my soul.

Thank you so much, Sanford. Sanford had otherlmsigyhich | appreciated so much. | will
include some of that in the footnotes to this sermo
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The healing miracle is followed, naturally enoulgi,a rather vigorous discussion on the part of
the man's neighbors regarding this unbelievablateVdey askvho, what, how, whe®eBut all

of that is incidental to what thelp in verse 13. It says, “They brought to the Phaggbe man
who had been blind.” If you don't know what to dibhasomething you can’t explain, you take it
to the guys who are paid the big bucks to proviteneers, and that brings us to the third
movement in our text:

Religioustraditionalism at itswor st (13-34)

It would be difficult to understand the confrontetibetween the healed man and the Pharisees
were it not for an editorial comment made by Jahudrse 14: “Now the day on which Jesus had
made the mud and opened the man's eyes was a IBalithatno accident that Jesus did this
miracle on the Sabbath; He chose that day for amlinate number of his miracles.

The Pharisees, as you well know, were shallow istgahnd traditionalists. They didn't have a
personal relationship with God, but only an insi@inal relationship with Him, which, in effect,
is no relationship at all. Form was everything,stahce nothing. Rite, ritual, and liturgy was the
essence of their religious faith. And the only i@y50d, in their opinion, was to keep a list of
rules a mile long and to do it their way.

Interestingly, their favorite rules were SabbatlesuGod had told them in the Ten
Commandments to honor the Sabbath by worshipingestohg rather than working, so they
decided to help God out by developing a vast systeregulations that spelled out what
constituted work on the Sabbdth.

To the Pharisees Jesus had broken several SabhbathYou certainly weren’t supposed to make
mud on the Sabbath, and you weren't even allowéédabon the Sabbath. Interestingly, it was
considered OK to keep a patient from getting wamsenot to help him get better. But clearly,
since this man couldn’t get any blinder than heady was, and since he isn’'t in any immediate
danger of dying from blindness, they conclude Jésoke the Sabbath laws in healing him.

With that as background we can better understamévbnts that follow. The Pharisees begin
innocently enough by questioning the man aboufdbis of the case, to which he answers in a
very terse manner in verse 15: “He put mud on n@gegind | washed, and now | see.” But then
the Pharisees show their hand for the first tifiétis man,” speaking of Jesus, “is not from God,
for he does not keep the Sabbath.” But the versli@r from unanimous, for others of their
number ask, “How can a sinner do such miraculogrsssi"

Interestingly both groups of Pharisees have sicgmii gaps in their logic. As a former logic
professor | see unsound hypothetical syllogisnisoith their arguments. The first group uses an
argument that might be expressed this way:

If this man were from God, he would observe théb&éib

This man does not observe the Sabbath.



Therefore, this man is not God's mfn.
But is it true that Jesus has violated the Foudlm@andment, or has He only violated the
Pharisaical interpretation of it? They seem to Havgotten that the Sabbath was made for man
and not man for the Sabbath. | would say that ¢versd premise of their argument is false, and
therefore the conclusion doesn’t follow.

But the other group of Pharisees is in error, Td®y also have a syllogism in mind:

If a man is a sinner, then he can’t do miracles.

This man is a sinner.

Therefore, this man can’t do miracles.
But the premise that a sinner can’t do miraclgsmiently false, for the magicians of Pharaoh
duplicated many of the miracles of Moses—not bypiver of God but by the power of Satan.
The second premise, too, is false, for Jesus wiaa sioner. Once again the conclusion does not
follow.

Somebody in the crowd finally gets the brilliantina to ask the healed man what he thinks of
Jesus, but then they wish they hadn't, for the demtares without a moment's hesitation, “He is
a prophet.” That is the one thing they don’t wanhear.

| find it fascinating that in verse 18 we are tthdt the Jews doubted that the man was even
blind. Do you grasp this? They would rather belithet he is a fraud who has spent his whole
life faking blindness and choosing to live as agaeghan to believe Jesus has healed him,
resulting in Him being recognized as a prophet.

When they call the man’s parents, they clearly tifiethe man as their son and confirm that he
was indeed born blind, but the parents refuse tongent further because they don't want to incur
the wrath of the religious leaders—they don't wariie excommunicated, which had social and
economic repercussions as well as religious oriese$heir son is of age, his parents suggest
that the Pharisees ask him. So in verse 24 thétheahealed man in again.

The Pharisees exhort the man, “Give glory to Gtddther words, quit giving glory to this
Jesus. Besides, they say, “We know this man isreesi” Again they use fallacious logic, as their
charge begs the question. They don’t give any exeé¢hat Jesus is a sinner, nor could they.
They just assume it.

But then the man born blind uses this accusationtabesus as his platform for what is one of
the simplest and yet most profound testimonies ettered by human lips, which brings us to
the fourth movement of our story.

Personal faith at its best (35-38)

In verse 25 the healed man speaks: “Whether Jssusinner or not, | don't know. One thing |
do know, | was blind but now | see!” | love the giigity and honesty of those words. This man



doesn't claim to be a theologian or a logician, laagrobably isn’t equipped to debate
philosophical issues. But he does know what happeméim and he knows Who did it, and
that's all that matters to him. Friends, thereasnore powerful display of the work of God than
the simple testimony of a changed life. | doularfone in this audience can say, "l was blind
but now | see.” But we can say,
“l was a greedy business man, but | have learngoutioGod first in my business.
| had a terrible relationship with my wife, but n@wod has healed my marriage. | was a
druggie, but now I don't need drugs to fill the wam in my life because God has filled it.
Or simply, | was a self-centered, self-righteousgdoder, but now I have something
greater than myself to live for.”

The Pharisees seem at a loss to know what to dothétman’s testimony, so in verse 26 they
resort to further interrogation. The man respondis mone of the timidity and cowardice his
parents have shown. “I have told you already,”dess“and you didn't listen. Why do you want

to hear it again? Do you want to become his dissiioo?” I've wondered where he got his
courage to chide these religious traditionalistemvhveryone else cowered in fear before them.
More than likely he had never been treated witheesby them, for the Pharisees were notorious
for treating the disabled contemptibly. So whatlitdhave to lose?

The Pharisees respond by insulting him. “You aigfédlow’s disciple! We are disciples of
Moses! We know that God spoke to Moses, but athfsrfellow Jesus, we don't even know
where he comes from.” At that the man combinestgpirinsight beyond his years with a
charming touch of sardonic humor. “Now that is rekaale! You don't know where he comes
from, yet he opened my eyes!”

And once again the religious traditionalists folltdveir procedural manual, which states, “If you
can't argue with a guy's logic, slander him!” Amdiis verse 34 they use a vicioad hominem
argument on him: “You were steeped in sin at binthy dare you lecture us!” In other words,
“You illegitimate upstart!” Or ad’he Messag#anslates it, “You're nothing but dirt!”

The last words of verse 34 are these: “And thegwthiim out;” they excommunicated him. It's
not that unusual, by the way, to see violence ¥ollthen reason is abandoned. Sad? In a way,
but not entirely. He lost his religion but he fouresus. Or as an ancient writer put it, “The Jews
cast him out from the Temple, and the Lord of teenple found him.” Friend, that's not a bad
exchange any day of the week.

Thankfully Jesus is just as concerned about théssgiritual condition as his physical
condition. He has already healed his body; now ldeta/to heal his soul. Let’s read verses 35-
38:
Jesus heard that they had thrown him out, and wigefound him, he said, "Do
you believe in the Son of Man?”
"Who is he, sir?” the man asked. "Tell me so thaaly believe in him.”
Jesus said, "You have now seen him; in fact, teeisne speaking with you.”
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Then the man said, "Lord, | believe,” and he wopsld him.

Can you see the progression of this man's faitefted back in verse 11, where he refers to
Christ simply as “Thenanthey call Jesus.” By verse 17 he has advanceckingdesus as “a
prophet,”—still inadequate but a step in the riginection. By verse 38 he sees Him as the Lord to
be worshiped.

We conclude with . . .
A profound postscript on incurable blindness (39-41)

Let’s read the last three verses of the chapter:
Jesus said, "For judgment | have come into thisldy@o that the blind will see
and those who see will become blind.”
Some Pharisees who were with him heard him saatidsasked, "What? Are we
blind too?”
Jesus said, "If you were blind, you would not bitgof sin; but now that you
claim you can see, your guilt remains”.

| believe this miracle constitutes an acted-ouéblar about sight and blindness in the spiritual
realm. You know, two things can happen when a btight shines in a dark place. Turn over a
board that has been lying on the ground and yowbaarve both. The bugs and insects will
scurry for cover, blinded, as it were, by the ligBuit the yellow grass will almost immediately
begin to respond to the light by drinking in tha'surays and within a few days it will green up.

Jesus' coming into the world as the light alsoexsay two-fold purpose: (1) so that the proud
who think they see can be shown for the blind petpty really are, and (2) so that those who
admit they are blind can see the truth for the firse.

Apparently some of the Pharisees overhear thisersation between Jesus and the healed man.
Their reaction is an incredulous question: "Is ldiireg us blind? He can't be serious! We're the
religious teachers of the Law. We're the experts!ddn't be calling us blind, can he?" Notice
that Jesus doesn’t respond as we might expectoklend say, “Yes, you are as blind as bats!”
His approach is more subtle and in the processeéiehes a critical spiritual lesson: “If you were
blind, you would not be guilty of sin; but now thattu claim you can see, your guilt remains.” In
essence what He is saying is that there are twaskah blindness—the blindness of the ignorant
and the blindness of those who should know better.

If their blindness were a result of real ignoratiey could not be blamed for acting as they did.
But since they know the teachings of Scripture @atn to have much spiritual knowledge

and are even proud of their knowledge, they aréoprally guilty for acting as they have. The
worst blindness in all the world (in fact, tbely blindness that is incurable) is the blindness of
unbelief in the face of clear evidence that JedussCis Lord.
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Do you know Him today as a mere man? Even a graafrihat is not enough! Maybe you
know Him as a prophet. There are many prophetsoaifse, but He is no mere prophet. You
must know Him as Lord. He died for you that you htigave forgiveness of your sins and
eternal life.

Prayer: Father, the Lord Jesus once said, “I praise father, Lord of heaven and earth,
because you have hidden these things from theamddearned, and revealed them to little
children.” We pray that You will open our eyes thet who so often pride ourselves on our
education and knowledge and competence and acgim@nts might humble ourselves, might
have the faith of a little child. Help us to ackrdedge our own inadequacy and sin. Help us to
come, like this man who was born blind, and worsttigour feet, recognizing that you have
come into the world to give us light in our darksies

i. Sanford Alexandefilt occurred to me that we have two levels of sightl two processes of
healing. The miracle addressed physical blindnesssaght restoration but we should recognize
that it also can as easily refer to spiritual blimess and the more critical healing of salvation.
The first may last for our life but the latter ladbr eternity.

| would point out that in rehabilitation one of theime goals is to assist an individual in
identifying and understanding the limitations im@od$y the iliness or disability being
addressed. As this process progresses, there arleohtendency for the individual to become
more "comfortable” with their situation. In factsaehabilitation reaches its resolution, and the
tools that will enable a person to regain indepammeare mastered, there is often an embracing
of the disability. As a consequence of this, otheabilities seem far more challenging and a
person would decline surrendering the one thatlheen mastered in exchange for something
else. Put simply, | have learned how to cope wlitidbhess and can hardly imagine how | would
be able to function without my hearing upon whitfave come to heavily depend. Conversely, a
deaf individual will likely find it hard to imagineow a blind person can survive without being
able to see the beautiful, full world around them.”

ii. Let me comment on just one. The Pharisees rilatlyou couldn't carry anything outside your
home on the Sabbath, but if you tied a rope to yxmunt door you could carry something as far as
the rope reached, because the rope extended yowe. ho

We may laugh at the absurdity of it, but did yoaliee that this kind of ruse is still
carried on today? | lived in St. Louis for a tav&l35 years—15 as a kid and 20 as a pastor. There
is a very active Orthodox Jewish community theng] they have created a symbolic boundary,
called areruv, made largely from a world of fences, utility paleable wires, power lines and
plastic rope. This eruv is 15 miles long and create area in which Orthodox Jews are allowed
to perform tasks as basic as pushing a strolle¢mtieaotherwise banned outside on the Sabbath, a
day intended for rest. Without an eruv, transpgrtbjects on the Sabbath would not be allowed
by the Orthodox rabbis. No pushing or carrying.Kégs in pockets. All of this was published in
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an article in the St. Louis Post Dispatch on ABriR005, in case you want to read the whole
story.

iii. This happens to be a valid argument form, \arsamply means that if the premises were true,
the conclusion could not be false. But the secarthse is not true, thus the argument, while
valid, is unsound.



