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| nt roducti on

This article exam nes deafness in Jew sh antiquity as
expressed in the Mshnah,® the foundati on document of rabbinic
Judai sm Ancient Greek and Roman attitudes towards disability
and deafness are surveyed in order to establish the context
wi thin which the M shnah was fornul ated, and to assess
whet her, and to what extent, G eco-Roman beliefs nmay have
i nfluenced the rabbis and Jewi sh aw on natters pertaining to
deaf ness.

Particular focus is given to (a) infanticide and
gratitude as two opposing responses to disability in
antiquity; and (b) the conmmon belief that hearing and speech
are precursors to intelligence. The major findings of this
article are that while the rabbis of the M shnah did not adopt
the Greco-Roman practice of infanticide in response to the
birth of a child with a disability, they did incorporate
Greco- Roman beliefs about the connections between hearing,
speech, and intelligence into Jewish law. This article surveys
the M shnah in order to el aborate on these points and di scuss
their inplications for the participation of deaf people in
Jewi sh life.

Disability: Atine to kill, a tinme to bl ess

This section explores two distinct responses to
disability in ancient tines: nmurder, and gratitude.

Anci ent Greece and Rone

I n ancient Greece, infanticide was an accepted response
to the birth of a child with a disability. Hi ppocrates raised
t he question, "which children should be raised?'? The
responses of Plato (c. 427-347 B.C.E.) and Aristotle (c.
384-322 B.C.E.) make clear that people with disabilities were
not anmong those slated to live. Plato stated, for exanple:

This then is the kind of nedical and judicial provision
for which you will legislate in your state. It wll
provide treatment for those of your citizens whose
physi cal and psychol ogi cal constitution is good; as for



the others, it will |eave the unhealthy to die, and those
whose psychol ogi cal constitution is incurably corrupt it
will put to death. That seens to be the best thing for
both the individual sufferer and for society.?

Aristotle was in full agreenment: "Wth regard to the choice
bet ween abandoning an infant or rearing it, let there be a | aw
that no crippled child be reared."?

Plato and Plutarch go so far as to provide detail on the
process of making the decision about who should Iive and who
should die. Plato stated: "...we nmust | ook at our offspring
fromevery angle to nake sure we are not taken in by a
lifel ess phantom not worth the rearing."® Plutarch naintained
that the decision lay with the tribal elders rather than with
the father.® The nother, apparently, was not part of the
deci si on- maki ng process.

In Rome (c. 450-449 BCE), contenporary Roman custom was
codified in a | egal docunent known as the Twel ve Tabl es.

Al t hough certain parts of the Twel ve Tabl es becane anti quat ed,
t hey never were repealed. They remined, at l|least in theory,

t he foundati on of Roman |aw for the next 1000 years.’ The
Twel ve Tabl es granted the nale head of the famly (the
paterfam |lias) exclusive power over his sons and daughters,

i ncl udi ng power over life and death.® Table |V of the Twel ve
Tabl es states: "kill quickly... a dreadfully deformed child.
The |ife and death power of the paterfam | as di sappeared by
the second century C.E., and by the third century C E.
abandoning a child was considered nurder. ™

n9

Anci ent Judai sm

In contrast to the evidence of infanticide as a response
to disability in ancient Greece and Ronme, the M shnah records
no debates on whet her people with disabilities should be
allowed to live; infanticide is never even raised as a
possibility. Quite the contrary - the rabbis cherish life and
see human variety as evidence of God's greatness. This is
evident in the Mshnah and later rabbinic literature. For
exanple, M Sanhedrin 4:5 states:

... whoever destroys a single soul.., Scripture accounts
it as if he had destroyed a full world; and whoever saves
one soul.., Scripture accounts it as if he had saved a
full world...... decl are the greatness of the Holy

One...for man stanps out many coins with one die, and
they are all alike, but the King of Kings, the Holy
One... stanped each man with the seal of Adam and not
one of themis like his fellow

The M shnah also states: "One is obliged to bless for the
evil - just as one blesses for the good...Watever treatnent
God netes out to you, thank Himvery, very nuch."'® Mdses
Mai noni des (1135-1204) later explains (in his comentary on
this Mshnah): "There are many things that seem good
initially, but turn out evil in the end. Hence the w se man
is not confounded when great troubles befall him since he



does not know what will eventuate."?®

But how does all of this relate to disability? O her
than not killing children with disabilities, how is society to
respond, according to the Tannain? They are to respond with
gratitude and blessing. This is evident in two bl essings of
rabbinic origin: the "True Judge" blessing and the "vari ed
creatures” blessing. M Brachot 9:2 directs: "On hearing bad
tidingsi (one) says: 'Blessed is the True Judge.'" The
Tosefta™ clarifies the application of this blessing to
disability: "[One who sees] an anputee, or a |ane person, or a
bl i nd person, or a person afflicted with boils, says, "Bl essed
[are you Lord our God, Ruler of the Universe], the True
Judge."* As for varied creatures, the Tosefta also directs:

One who sees an Ethiopian, or an albino, or a [man] red-
spotted in the face, or [a man] white spotted in the
face, or a hunchback, or a dwarf (or a cheresh or a
shoteh or a drunk person) says, "Blessed [are you Lord
our God, Ruler of the Universe who creates such] varied
creatures. '®

The Jerusalem Tal mud, a | ater rabbinic elaboration on the
M shnah,, discusses the differences between the "True Judge"
and "varied creatures" bl essings:

This teaching [to say the blessing, 'the True Judge']
applies [to those who see persons with disabilities who
were born] whole and | ater were changed. But if [one
sees a person who] was born that way he says, 'Blessed
[are you Lord our God, Ruler of the Universe who creates
such] varied creatures."?"

Judith Abrams concludes, "If one is born w thout
disabilities and they |l ater develop, then the disabilities are
a judgenent from God. Those born with disabilities, however,
are sinply anmpng God's varied creatures."' In either case, it
is evident that both the Tannaimand the | ater rabbis
consi dered encountering persons with disabilities as occasions
to bless and thank God, not as occasions to kill

Speech, Hearing, and Intelligence

Oral debate and di al ogue were core activities at the
heart of the ancient world. |In the Greco-Roman world, this
was mani fest, for exanple, in Plato's Socratic Dial ogues (and
the Socratic method of teaching by questioning), in the
enphasi s on both tragic and conmic plays,' and in the speeches,
debat e and discussion in the Roman Senate. In ancient
Judai sm rabbinic | aw was passed down from one generation to
t he next by means of oral and aural transm ssion of know edge.

| ndeed, "Torah sh'be-al peh" - Torah fromthe nmouth, or Oral
Torah?® - transfornmed Judaismfroma biblical to a rabbinic
religion.

Wrds were critical to ancient society.? Wat, then, did



t he anci ents understand about deafness and deaf people?

Anci ent Greece and Rone
Mart ha Edwards, in her extensive discussion of disability
in anci ent G eece, notes:

Language was the hall mark of human achi evenent, so

mut eness went beyond a physical condition. An inability
to speak went hand-in-hand with an inability to reason,
hand-in-hand with stupidity. Plato (Theaetetus 206d) has
Socrates say that anyone can show what he thinks about
anyt hing, unless he is speechless or deaf frombirth.#

Aristotle nmade profound connections between heari ng,
speech, intelligence.® In a statement that was to have
profound inplications for the education of deaf individuals
henceforth, Aristotle stated:

...it is hearing that contributes nost to the growth of
intelligence. For rational discourse is a cause of
instruction in virtue of its being audible...

Accordi ngly, of persons destitute frombirth of either

geﬂisje,[24 the blind are nore intelligent than the deaf and
unb.

Aristotle also asserted that "Men that are born deaf are in
all cases al so durrb'é25 that is, they can make vocal sounds, but
t hey cannot speak."“® Benderly, describing this statenent as
"widely mstranslated,” notes that: " Because nany took
'speechl ess' to mean 'stupid,' the authority whose word rul ed
Western thought for over a thousand years appeared to state
that the congenitally deaf were necessarily congenital

mor ons. "%’

The passionate enotion in Benderly's witing is compn in
the history of deafness - and no wonder. The |ink between
heari ng, speech, intelligence, and the ability to | earn has
had staggering educati onal consequences.?® Radutsky reports,
for exanpl e,

...the Romans did not consi der deafness a separate
phenonmenon from mutism and... consequently, nmany believed
all deaf people were incapable of being educated.

Anci ent Roman law, in fact, classified deaf people as
"mentecatti furiosi' - which nmay be translated roughly as
ravi ng mani acs - and cl ai ned them uneducabl e. *®

The Roman writer Pliny the Elder (23-79 C.E.), in Natural

Hi story, wites: "there are no persons born deaf who are not
al so dunmb."*® As Benderly has noted, confusion over the terns
"dunb, " "stupid,” and "nmute" has had serious repercussions for
deaf peopl e throughout history.

Anci ent Judai sm



The Tannai m appear to have incorporated Aristotelian
connecti ons between hearing, speech, and intelligence into
Jewi sh tradition. The M shnah sets forth two types of
cat egories through which to exam ne deafness. The first is a
| arger category, into which deaf people fit, and the second is
a series of smaller, nore deafness-specific categories. The

| arger category is grouped as "cheresh, shoteh ve-katan" "a
deaf-nmute, a nentally defective person, and a mnor." This
category is noteworthy in its apparent |inking of deafness and

mut eness® with cognitive abilities and noral reasoning. The
more specific categories include: "deaf nute";3®* "deaf and can
speak"; * one who has "beconme a deaf-nute";3?* a "deaf-nute who
recovered his senses";>* a "deaf-nute" who "recovered his
speech"; % and "deaf."?

These categories are noteworthy in two respects. First,
their focus on "senses" and speech suggests parallels to
Aristotelian thought and denonstrates the inportance of
heari ng and speech to the Tannaim Second, the categories
denonstrate a recognition of human difference - including
differing abilities and nodes of conmunication in deaf people.

The maj or concern of the rabbis seens to have been
whet her a deaf person (cheresh) could devel op da'at -
know edge, intelligence, norality, reasoning abilities.®® It
is here that Aristotle's pronouncenents regarding the
connecti ons between speech, hearing, and intelligence seemto
be paralleled: voice is connected to soul and i mgination;
audition is connected to rational discourse; hearing is
connected to intelligence.

Both with respect to participation in society and
responsi bility for wrongdoing, these beliefs had serious,
real -1ife consequences. On the one hand, social and religious
opportunities were limted for deaf people. M Arachin 1:1
states, for exanmple, "...a deaf-nmute, a nentally defective
person, and a mnor" may not vow or dedicate the worth of
anot her, because they possess no understanding (da'at) (to
formul ate vows nor to make assessnents). On the other hand,
deaf peopl e appear to have been treated leniently with respect
to crimnal justice situations. For exanple, the M shnah
descri bes situations where abl e-bodi ed persons were held
responsi bl e and puni shed for damage or wrongdoi ng, but deaf
persons were not. M Baba Kanma 8:4 states, "It is a bad thing
[for anyone] to knock against a deaf-nute, a nentally
def ective person, or a mnor, since he that wounds themis
i able, whereas if they wound others they are not |iable."
And according to M Baba Kanma 4: 4,

If an ox of a person of sound senses gored an ox of a
deaf-nute, or a nentally-defective person, or a mnor, he is
l'iable; but if one belonging to a deaf-nute, or a
ment al | y-defective person, or a m nor gored an ox of one of
sound senses, he is exenpt.

Deaf people, it seenms, could injure others (or let their
animals injure others) and get away with it.%* Wiy? The
rabbis, like Aristotle, seemto have |inked deafness with sone
sort of noral or cognitive deficiency. Rabbinic pedagogy



relied heavily on verbal comunication. Prime activities
i ncluded verbal arguing, discussing, and questioning. Wthout
the ability to participate in the discussions and argunents,
deaf people may have been seen as having no way to devel op or
conmuni cat e hal achic or other reasoning skills.

The |ink between deaf ness (cherish) and intelligence-
understanding (da'at) for the rabbis, as for Aristotle,
appears to have been speech. M Terunoth 1:1 and 1:2, when

exam ned together, illum nate this point. M Terunoth 1:1
st at es,
There are five who may not separate the priest's share of the
produce, and if they do so their separation is not valid... a
deaf - nmut e (cheresh) an i nsane person (shoteh), and a m nor
(katan) ....
Conpare this to M Terunoth 1:2:
A deaf person -- such as can speak but can not hear
(cheresh ha-m daber v'aino shomayah |10) -- should not
separate... but if he did so his separated priest's share
i s valid.

In M Terunmoth 1:1, the cheresh has no chance of his
separation being valid. In M Terunoth 1:2, he does. The
cheresh in 1:1 "may not" separate. The cheresh in 1:2 "should
not" separate. Legally, this my have been a mj or
distinction. 1In 1:1, if a cheresh separated anyway the
separation still was not valid. In 1:2 it was. And what was
the only difference between the deaf people in the two

M shnaic traditions? Speech. As if to answer any renmining
gquestion, M Terunmoth 1:2 continues: "The cheresh of whomthe
Sages have spoken in all cases is one who can neither hear nor
speak. "

Even wi thout the linking of hearing and intelligence, the
sinple ability to hear and speak clearly had inportant
inplications for participation and | eadership in rabbinic
society. Take, for exanple, the religious obligation to
recite the "Shemn," a defining prayer in the Jewi sh liturgy.
The Hebrew word "Shema" typically is translated as "hear.™
The first line of the prayer reads: "Hear O Israel, the Lord
is our God, the Lord is One."* The M shnah records the
foll owi ng debat e:

| f someone read the Shema but did not hear it, he
fulfills his obligation. Rabbi Yose said, He has not
fulfilled his obligation.?*

Pi nchas Kehati (a recent commentator), noting that "R
Yose's ruling is the norm" explains: "[He has not fulfilled
his obligation].. to read the Shemn, since the verse reads,
"Hear..." make audi ble to your ear what your nmouth has to say
(Gemara)." However, it is worth noting that an alternate
translation of the word "shemn" is "understand.” The first
Tanna, Kehati explains, "interprets Shema to nean "understand”
(as in Il Kings 18:26-tr), hence, 'Shema - In any |anguage



that you understand.' It is perm ssible, then, for one to
recite the Shema in any | anguage he understands."* The
m shnah conti nues:

| f one read the Shema w t hout enunci
properly, R Yose says, He has fulfi

Rabbi Yehudah says, He has not fulf
obl i gation.*

ating the letters
Il ed his obligation.
illed his

In this instance R Yose's ruling also prevails.

However, Kehati notes that "..ab initio one is required to
pronounce the letters precisely and to take care not to run
two identical or simlar letters into one..."* Wile people
with hearing and/ or speech inmpairnents are not explicitly

di scussed in this m shnah, questions certainly arise: can a
deaf person who cannot hear or speak clearly fulfill the
obligation to recite the Shema? Coul d the anonynous M shnah's
interpretation of "shemn" as "understand"” rather than "hear”
mean a deaf person could fulfill the obligation by reciting
the prayer in sign |anguage, if that is a | anguage he or she
under st ands?

These are guestions of Jewi sh | aw best exam ned in a
separate venue;? for now, it is worthwhile sinply to note the
i nportance of hearing and speech to the rabbis of the M shnah.
Simlarly, the Rosh Hashanah |iturgy requires Jews to "hear
the sound of the shofar."*® The Mshnaic tractate on Rosh
Hashanah states, " A deaf-nute, an inbecile, and a m nor

cannot fulfill an obligation on behalf of the many. This is
t he general rule: whoever is not |liable to an obligation,
cannot fulfill that obligation on behalf of the many."*

Kehati offers the follow ng comrentary:

Resum ng the discussion of fulfilling the obligation of
bl owi ng the shofar on behalf of others, the m shnah
teaches that a person can do so only if he hinmself is
liable to that obligation. A deaf-nute, an inbecile...

and a mnor... are not liable to the commandnent of the
shofar, and therefore they cannot fulfill an obligation
on behalf of the many... According to one opinion, a

person who is deaf but can speak may also not fulfill
this obligation on behalf of others, for the essence of
the commandment is "to hear the sound of the shofar", and
since he does not hear, he is exenpt.>

Finally, Tannatic rulings denonstrate an inpressive
awar eness of deafness-specific issues. For exanple, the
exi stence of a separate category for an individual who had
"becone a deaf-nute" suggests an understandi ng of age- of -
onset (of deafness) as a critical factor in speech and
| anguage devel opment. And it is clear that the Tannaim
under st ood that deaf people communi cated both manual |y and
orally. For exanple, M Gttin (5:7) states, "A deaf-nute
(cheresh) may transact business by signs and be communi cat ed
with by signs” - and then continues, "Ben Bathyra says, he nay



transact business and be communi cated with by |ip novenents in
matters concerni ng novabl e property.” And M Yevanot (14:1)
states, "Just as he marries by gesture so he nmay divorce by
gesture."® The nature of these activities (marriage, divorce,
busi ness dealings) require intelligence, reason, and know edge
-- da'at. So perhaps the rabbis (at |east sone of them sone
of the time) understood that neaningful, abstract concepts (as
well as detail) could be comuni cated nmanually, and that deaf
peopl e m ght have sonme access to da' at.

Concl usi on

The Jewi sh Bi ble, known in Hebrew as the Torah, was the
basis of the rabbinic discussion and exegesis that led to the
devel opnent of the M shnah and |ater Jewish law. And so it is
perhaps fitting to end this article with a story from Torah -
the story of the great |eader and prophet Mses, who had a
speech i npairnent.

According to the Book of Exodus, God commanded Moses to
free the Israelites fromslavery in Egypt. Mses, however,
hesitated: "Please, O Lord, | have never been a man of words.
| am sl ow of speech and sl ow of tongue."” God responded, "Who
gi ves man speech? Who nmakes hi m dunb or deaf or seeing or
blind? 1Is it not I, the Lord? Now go, and | will be with you
as you speak..." Still Moses protested: "Please, O Lord, nake
soneone el se Your agent."® And then, in what | can describe
only as the first reasonabl e accommodation in the Torah, God
assured Moses that Aaron, his brother who "speaks readily”
woul d join himand speak for him?> And with that, Mses
hel ped form a band of former slaves into a new nation,
wi t nessed revel ation, and delivered to the world the Ten
Commandnent s. °> What ever one believes about the origin, truth,
or veracity of the biblical text, the Torah denonstrates,

t hrough the story of Mdses, the enornous potential of each
human being. Mses should have been killed when he was an

i nfant -- Pharaoh had decreed the nurder of all newborn Hebrew
boys, and Moses was one. |magine the inplications.

G ven the central role of Torah in Mshnaic and | ater
Jewi sh law and tradition, it is not surprising that the
M shnah credits a person who saves a single soul with having
saved a whole world.®® It is not surprising that the M shnah
does not decree (or even contenplate) the nurder of children
with (or without) disabilities. It makes sense that the
M shnah is able to envision alternative means of communi cation
for people who are deaf or who have speech i npairnents.

At the sane tinme, the ancient Jews did |live anongst the
anci ent Greeks and Romans. It is therefore not surprising
that the rabbis, as evidenced in the M shnaic canon,

i ncorporated into Jewi sh | aw Greco- Roman beliefs |inking
heari ng, speech, intelligence, and norality. It is clear,
however, that the rabbis viewed all people, including deaf
peopl e, as unique individuals. The M shnaic delineation of
mul ti pl e categories of deafness resulted in not every deaf
person being "categorically" disqualified or exenpt fromthe



performance of specific mitzvot.® The rabbis observed deaf
peopl e, paid enough attention to notice detail, and deened
deaf people worthy of life, legal rulings, and protections.
From t he standpoi nt of deaf history, these are all extrenely
positive devel opnents.

Aut hor's note: The research for this article began in
partial fulfillment of the requirenents for nmy master's degree
in Jewi sh Studies, with an enphasis on Anci ent Judai sm at
Bal ti nore Hebrew University. The author gratefully
acknow edges and t hanks Professor Steven Fine, then of
Bal ti nore Hebrew University, now at the University of
Cincinnati, Professor Cheryl Wil ker of Brandeis University,
the | ate Professor Irving Kenneth Zola (z"l) of Brandeis
Uni versity, and Rabbi Jonat han Kraus of Bel nont, Massachusetts
for their teaching, inspiration, and assistance. All honor is
due them All errors are m ne.

Comments and feedback on this article are wel coned and
may be sent to: gracerbon@irbridge. net.

Not es

1. The M shnah docunents the debates, rulings, and
sayi ngs of the Tannaim five generations of rabbis who |ived
c. 50 B.C.E. through 200 C.E. A whole body of literature and
| egi sl ation devel oped fromthe text of the M shnah.
CGenerations of rabbis (known as the Anmorai m and Savoraim c.
200- 700 CE), debated and anal yzed the M shnaic canon and from
it, further devel oped Jewi sh | aw. The debates and di scussions
of the Anoraimand Savorai mare enbodied in the Babyl oni an
Tal mud. Judai sm conti nued to develop, with each successive
generation studying the M shnah, Tal nud, and ensuing rabbinic
wor ks, and applying themto the issues of their day. The
M shnah consists of 63 tractates, or sections, and covers a
broad array of topics such as ethics, civil |aw, danages,
agriculture, holidays, wonen, children, marriage, divorce,
religious ritual, and Jewi sh |iturgy. Discussions of
disability and deafness are scattered throughout; therefore,
the exanples in this article are given in the context of a
variety of issues. For a survey of Rabbinic literature and
i ntroduction of its constituent docunents, see Strack and
St enberger, 1996. On the M shnah, pp. 108-148.

2. As quoted in Wnzer (1997:82).

3. The Republic, Book 111, 409e-410a.

4. Politics, 7, 1335b.19-21.

5. Theaetetus (160E-161A), as quoted in Martha L. Edwards
(1996: 82) .

6. Plutarch's Lives, Vol. |., Lycurgus, 16.

7. Lewis and Rei nhold (1990:107-8) also note that Cicero
(106 B.C.E.- 43 C.E.) reported that in his tine, boys were



required to nenorize the Twel ve Tables (Laws Il. xxiii. 59).
8. Casson (1998:10-11), noting that infanticide was
practiced throughout ancient tinmes, adds that the decisions of
the paterfamlias were made "not necessarily in consultation

with the nother."” Casson (1998: 10-11) al so notes other
reasons for infanticide, such as poverty (on the one hand),
and the division of property anongst too nmany heirs (on the
other). Carcopino (1968:77) adds that girl babies and
"bastards" were victinms of exposure.

9. Lewis and Reinhold (1990: 110). The Twel ve Tabl es
were instituted as a neans of plebian protection agai nst
patrician magi strates, and as a nmeans of equality before the
I aw.

10. Carcopino (1968:77).

11. Individual sayings, |laws, and discussions within the
M shnah al so are called m shnahs, and are cited according to
Tractate. For exanple, the m shnah quoted above is | ocated
in chapter four of Tractate Sanhedrin. [Its citation reads
"M Sanhedrin 4:5" because it is the fifth m shnah in chapter
four of Tractate Sanhedri n.

12. M Berakhot 9:5.

13. Kehati comrentary to M Berakhot 9:5.

14. The Tosefta is a conpilation of Tannaitic sayi ngs not
included in the M shnaic canon. See Strack and Stenberger,

pp. 149-163.
15. T. Berakhot 6: 3. Transl ation follows Judith Abrans
(1998:118).

16. T. Berakhot 6:3. Translation follows Judith Abrans
(1998:118-19).

17. Y. Berakhot 9:1. Translation follows Judith Abrans
(1998:119). On the Jerusal em Tal nud, Strack and Stemnberger,
164- 189.

18. Judith Abranms (1998:119).

19. E.g. Euripides, Aristophanes, Sophocles, Aeschyl us

20. "Oral Torah" refers to the belief that Mses received

two Torahs on M. Sinai -- one witten, one oral. The basis
for this belief is in M Avot 1:1, and is extrapolated in part
fromthe appearance of the plural "Torot" in Leviticus 26:46.

The phrase in Leviticus reads, "These are the decrees, the
ordi nances, and the teachings (Torot) that God gave, between
Hi msel f and the Children of Israel, at Mount Sinai, through
Moses. " "Torot" is plural of the word "Torah," suggesting that
two Torahs were given to Moses. The rabbis explained that the
first Torah was the witten one (Torah she-bi-ktav), and the
second was the oral one. For further discussion, see Elon
(1994: 190-227), Safrai (1987:35-120), and Shiffman
(1991:177-200).

21. Boman, discussing the origins of the Greek "l ogos"
(word), notes, "Logos, word, canme from.. "to speak". The
basi c neaning of the root leg- is, wthout doubt, 'to gather’
...to put together in order, to arrange... The deepest |evel

of meaning in the term " word" is thus nothing which has to do
with the function of speaking - neither dynam c spokeness..
nor the articul ateness of utterance - but the neaning, the



ordered and reasonable content... Logos expresses the nmenta
function that is highest according to G eek understandi ng”
Boman (1970: 67).

22. Martha Edwards (1995). Physical Disability in the
Anci ent Greek World. UM Dissertation Services, p. 101

23. In On the Soul, Book Il, 420b.5, and 420b. 29-421a. 1,
Aristotle also said that the soul resides in the w ndpi pe and
the areas of the body that create speech, and that "voice is
sound with a neaning."

24. Sense and Sensibilia, 436b.16-437a.15.

25. Benderly (1980: 107) transl ates "dumb" as
"speechl ess. ™

26. History of Animals, Book IV, 9, 536b. 4.

27. Benderly (1980:107).

28. Ancient ideas of speech as an indicator of
intelligence set the stage for what |ater becane a

conmuni cati ons debate so passionate that Benderly called it "a
holy war... a conflict as fierce as any that ever sundered a
party cell or shattered a religious denom nation.”™ Known

initially as the "War of Methods" and |ater as the
"oral / manual controversy," the debate focused on whet her deaf
peopl e shoul d comuni cate by speaking or signing (Brill

1984: 17, Benderly, 1980:vii-8, Lane, 1984, Lane and Phillips
(1984), Spradley and Spradley (1978), Wnefield, 1987).

29. Radutsky, 1993:239. Pliny (Natural History 35, 21),
however, does record a cel ebrated debate when the grandson of
Qui ntus Pedius, a former consul who was appointed by Caesar as
his joint heir with Augustus, was born nutus. Both Augustus
and the orator Messala agreed that the grandson, also naned
Qui ntus Pedi us, should have | essons in painting. Apparently
the child made great progress before he died at an early age.

30. As cited in Wight, 1969: 136, and Benderly, 1980:107.

31. The cochlea, inner ear and nechani snms of hearing
actually have no direct bearing on the vocal chords or the
ability to speak. The reason "deaf speech"” sounds different
is that deaf people cannot hear how sounds are pronounced.

32. M Terunoth 1:1.

33. M Terunpth 1:2.

34. M Yevanpth 14:1; M Sotah 4:5.
35. M Gttin 2:6

36. M Baba Kamm 4: 4.

37. M Sanhedrin 8:4.

38. Abrans, 1998.

39. See also M Sanhedrin 8:4, in which hearing children
of deaf adults also appear to be treated |eniently.

40. "Hal achah" neans Jew sh | aw.

41. The "separation" under discussion is the
Heave-offering (terumah) -- the portion of one's harvest that
must be given to the priests in the Tenple before one can eat
fromone's harvest. The remaining two who nay not separate are
"he who separates the priest's-due fromthat which is not his
own, and a non-Jew who separated fromthat of a Jew even by
perm ssion."

42. This prayer conmes from Deuteronony 6:4, and



articulates the Jewi sh belief in one God.

43. M Berakhot 2:3.

44. Kehati on M Berakhot 2:3. "Tanna" is the singular
form of the Hebrew word "Tannaim"

45. M Berakhot 2:3.

46. Kehati on M Berakhot 2:3.

47. For a nore current discussion of Jew sh | aw and
deaf ness, for exanple, see Mdirdechai Shuchatowi tz's "Hal acha
Concerni ng Jew sh Deaf and Hard of Hearing"” published by the
Ort hodox Uni on (undat ed).

48. A shofar is a ram's horn. Wen blown, it creates a
| oud sound. For a survey of the Jew sh holidays, including
Rosh Hashana, see Greenberg (1988).

49. M Rosh Hashanah 3: 8.

50. Kehati commentary on M Rosh Hashana 3: 8.

51. M Yevanoth 14:1, M Sotah 4:5.

52. Blackman (1963) alternately translates "sign" (M
Gttin 5:7), and "gesture"” (M Yevanot 14:1). The Hebrew in
both instances stens fromthe root letters reish, nem zayin.

Al cal ay (1996:2462) defines this, in part, as "hint, inply,
sign, gesture."” Blackman defines it as "sign, deaf and dunb
| anguage" (see footnote to M Yevanot 14:1).

53. Exodus 4:10-13.

54. Exodus 4:14-16.

55. The Book of Exodus details the |life of Moses.

56. M Sanhedrin 4:5.

57. "Mtzvot" is plural of "mtzvah," a Hebrew word
meani ng "conmandnent . "
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