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HEAR NO EVIL, SPEAK NO EVIL, SEE NO EVIL
THE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED IN THE MISHNAH



This essay will examine how redactors of the Mishnah, in their utopian world, the both express and view the visibly physically handicapped. Let us first turn to the theoretical framework necessary for a proper understanding of the world of the Mishnah, and of the treatment of the physically handicapped within the texts. Edited in approximately 2 AD, the Mishnah For a understanding and analysis of the Mishnah, its structure and form see Neusner 1988b and 1991., a document devoted primarily to topics related to the Jerusalem Temple destroyed in 70 CE, serves as the foundation of rabbinic literature. Although the razing of this center of Judaism occurred a century and a half prior to the appearance of the Mishnah, two of its six divisions – the fifth and sixth (Holy Things and Purities) – are devoted almost entirely to Temple matters. Even a cursory examination of the remaining four divisions reveals large sections concerned with behavior and rituals directly related to the Temple and its Priests. Neusner (1991 pp. 56 - 58 ) in his discussion of Mishnah expounds on this issue writing that the Mishnah is a document, one congruent whole. Thus even the divisions devoted to daily life are a reflection of the Temple society, the holy society of the Lord.
Why the redactors chose to make a destroyed Temple the central and focal point of their document is not the concern of this essay. They may have believed that through the grace of the Lord of Israel they would soon return to this society. Since the Rabbis had now replaced the Priests, the Sages could establish their documents – and thus their authority – by directly identifying with the Jerusalem Temple. Schmidt, who elaborates on this assertion that the world of Mishnah is the symbolic representation of the Temple, puts it well: “The institution of the Temple, in spite of the fact that this society finds itself dispossessed of political power, confronted with Hellenism then Roman imperialism, succeeded in transforming and adapting itself to the new realities. When Hasmonaean Judea loses its political autonomy, this adaptation takes place owing to the extension of the world of thought proper to the Temple to all Jewish society. With the passage from the old to the new system, a new structure is introduced, owing to which the destruction of the Temple does not mark the end of Judaism.” (p. 251) “Put in writing in the late second century CE," he continues, "the Mishnah in its oldest strata resembles the oldest traditions… There you have recorded the whole body of laws, the great works of the Sages from the end of the Second Temple, who extended to all of Israel the prescriptions until then centered on the Sanctuary alone, its priestly personnel, its pilgrims. There is codified and transmitted ‘the new system’ that makes the thinking of the Temple go out beyond the very boundaries of the Temple. After 70, from being sacrificial Jewish society is transformed into a non-sacrificial society. But the thinking of the Temple inscribed in the Mishnah, normative, commented on in the Talmuds, studied in the House of Study, applied to all the actions of daily life, has at the same time the power to ensure the everlastingness of Judaism from the time before to the hereafter of the Temple”. (pp 265-266)
Our issue here, however, is the Mishnah document. This work is Temple oriented not only in content but also in structural organization. The Temple is the paradigm for the Mishnah’s society. Even in its architecture, it is an image of the Mishnah’s community. Israel continues without the physical Temple structure, but with a symbolic representation. 
 Just like the Temple, the new Jewish society, as manifested through the Mishnah has clearly defined physical borders and boundaries, courtyards and inner courtyards, categories and sub-categories of individuals who may enter at specific times and through specific locations, its own hierarchical system, classifications, procedures for rites of passage and rituals. And therefore in seeking to understand how the Mishnah views the physically handicapped, we must be concerned with the same issue as was the case for the Temple. 
The primary issue for the Temple concerning handicapped persons is the Priests. Our focus is not upon animals for sacrifice, or the first born, for these are very different issues. The Mishnah is very clear in its instructions. It does not have to inform its readers of a new law Although the Mishnah is based upon the Five Books of Moses it scarcely quotes the Torah sources and passages.. Leviticus 21:16-23 is explicit here: “And the Lord said to Moses, Say to Aaron, None of your descendents throughout their generations who has a blemish may approach to offer the bread of his God. For no one who has a blemish shall draw near, a blind man or lame, or one who has a mutilated face or limb too long, or a man who has an injured foot or an injured hand, or a hunchback, or dwarf, or man with a defect in his sight or an itching disease or scabs or crushed testicles; no man of the descendents of Aaron the preist who has a blemish shall come near to offer the Lord’s offering by fire, since he has a blemish, he shall not come near to offer the bread of his God. He may eat the bread of his God, both of the most holy and of the holy things, but he shall not come near the veil or approach the altar, because he has a blemish, that he may not profane my sanctuaries; for I am your Lord who sanctify them.” 
Following its literary pattern, the Mishnah does not quote scripture but elaborates upon the stated list of physical deformities. The theme is discussed in Tractate Bekhorot, found in the fifth division of Purities, primarily in chapters six and seven. It is obviously not possible within the confines of this essay to cite the two complete chapters dealing with blemishes, and a full classification is not necessary here. A few examples will suffice. An ear that is damaged (6:1), an eyelid which is damaged (6:2), a nose which is damaged (6:3), a sexual organ which is broken (6:5,6), a broken leg, dislocated or deformed hip (6:8). Chapter six speaks about first-born animals, and Chapter seven clarifies the issue  “These blemishes (referring to chapter six) whether permanent or transient, disqualify man [priests from serving in the Temple].”(7:1) “In addition to them in the case of man…”(7:1) The Mishnah continues to list cases concerning various deformed heads, humpbacks (7:1), baldhead ness, eyebrow problems (7:2), eye and nose problems including bleary eyes (7:3), mis proportionate limbs (7:4,5) no teeth (7:5). 7:6 concludes the list of invalid deformities: “He who knocks together his ankles or his knees, and one who has swellings [in his feet], and one who is bowlegged. Who is bowlegged? Any who puts together his soles and whose knees do not touch one another…”. 
These priestly blemishes, defects and abnormalities referred to in the Mishnah are divided into three categories: a. Those that disqualify the priest from sacrificing and the animal from being sacrificed; b. those blemishes which are unique to the priest but do not disqualify the animal; c. Those that disqualify the priest because of a negative outward appearance, such as baldness. The first two categories are deduced from the Torah and are considered as biblically prohibited; the last category is rabbinically prohibited. 
These handicapped, deformed Priests can be classified within the category of persons who cannot participate in the Temple ritual of sacrifice. Yet they are stilled considered priests with all the obligations and rights attributed to the priesthood, except for the fact that they are restricted from offering sacrifices in the Jerusalem Temple. For example, they are required to keep the specified laws of purity and are permitted to receive and eat the priestly presents For an extensive discussion of this topic see Abrams 1998 p. 38. They also have responsibilities in the Temple other than sacrifices. For example, the Mishnah states in Midot Chapter 2 paragraph 5, in discussing the structure and purpose of different courtyards and offices of the Temple, “That in the southeastern corner was the office of the Nazirites, in which the Nazarites cook their peace offerings, shave off their hair which they throw under the pot [Num. 6:18, M. Nazir 6:8]. That in the northeastern corner was the office in charge of the wood supply, in which the priests who are blemished examine the wood [for worms]. And any piece of wood in which a worm is found is invalid for use on the altar” Translations of the Mishnah in this essay have been adapted from Neusner1988. .Following the same structural literary pattern, we turn to the Israelite (in contrast to the priest) in the Mishnah world. The Rabbis of the Mishnah formed a different type of grouping than did the Temple priests. For while the culture of the rabbis displays an extension of the priestly ideal that encompasses the lay (or Israelite) Jew, the sages felt compelled to introduce changes into the priestly rules and classifications. See Abrams 1998 p. 49 and pp 56-59 and Eilberg-Schwartz 1986, 196.. Since the Sages' society was part of late antiquity, it must be taken into consideration although it is not directly reflected in the Mishnah’s ideal society. Studies have shown that in earlier societies handicapped or deformed persons were social outcastes, or at least to some extent were stigmatized as second-class citizens, See Garland 1995 pg.31. inherently repulsive to the people of the ancient world. The body played an significant role, often serving an important function as a ubiquitous target for public ritual and symbolism. If a child was born with a visible physical disability, the Greeks and especially the Spartans and Athenians practiced infanticide, disposing of them on a regular basis. For a discussion of this topic and additional sources see Edards Martha , 1996. Whether, as Edwards argues (1998, 3) attitudes towards physical disability in the ancient world were considered as a social construct, defined by any given community’s understanding of people's roles, or as a political or medical liability See Garland 1995 pg. 31., the fact is that persons with physical deformities were liminal individuals often living on the social borders of their societies.
We have no empirical historical evidence as to what was the reality of how the Rabbis and communities viewed and treated the deformed and disabled in their world. We do know that they did not have the same philosophical outlook towards the human body as did the Greeks, for whom the ideal of symmetry and balance was central See for example Fullan 1998 pg. 1, Garland 1995 and Edwards 1966.. That view was crucial for an understanding of the Greek Gods and the idea of perfection; it also had implications for the religious life and practice of the community See Garland 1995 pp 63-67.. Whether or not religious belief influenced the community's attitude towards the disabled is unclear. The fact is that Greek and Roman societies liminalized the physically disabled individual. 
In every society the body provided a problem for social relativism. See Turner 1990 p2-3. Mary Douglas (1970, 1973) goes even further, explaining that the body in all social structures as a classificatory system. For her the body is metaphor, a readymade source of allegories of order and disorder. It is the central metaphor of political and social order. See Turner 1990 p 5. Thus the handicapped form part of the disorder, and this disorder is a part of the systematic classification which creates ordered categories that explain both disorder and order. I believe that this concept of the deformed or physically handicapped as part of disorder is not true of the Mishnah’s world. For here they are not considered as “disorder,” and thus not as a separate category.  
The Mishnah, after all, is not a book of social history, but a book of rules. Even when the Mishnah editors inform us of laws and cases that reflect a social reality we are not sure if they are writing of their society or that of the Temple. What we can construe is that these rules expressed in the Mishnah reflect the ideological and philosophical (as well as legal) stance of the Rabbis. 
The Mishnah classifies two categories of deformities or handicaps.. The first is related to mental disorders. They are the “Heresh” – the deaf-mute person who is grouped with the fool (mentally disabled [shoteh]) and the minor [katan] A katan is considered by rabbinic sources as one who has two pubic hairs and in later documents boys who have reached the age of 13 and girls 12.. Abrams (1998, p 168) places them in what she calls a master status, stigmatized by the Rabbis in almost every situation. “They have not been able to receive the sages’ cultural gnosis.” Any and all qualifications whatever which these individuals may possess do not have any consequences or bearing upon their active participant role in the rabbinical society, for they are considered as mentally incompetent to fulfill the laws and participate in the holy nation. For that reason I do not in fact consider them as part of the group that the Mishnah identifies as physically disabled, for it is not their physical handicap that limits or categorizes them but the mental result of their problem. The Mishnah in Yebamot chapter 14 which is concerned with the marriage and levirate marriage of a deaf-mute and a mate of “good sense” (pikeach) underscores this point. Throughout the chapter the Mishnah is contrasting the two, leaving no doubt that the deaf-mute is a psychologically limited individual Although the Torah does deem the marriage of a person with psychological deficiencies with a person of good sense valid the Rabbis permitted it.. For example, M. 13:1 states: “A deaf-mute who married a woman of good senses – or a man who of good senses who married a deaf-mute- if he wanted, he puts her away Give her a divorce.. And if he wanted, he confirms the marriage. Just as he marries her by means of sign language, so he puts her away by signs of sign language.” 
The second category are the visibly disabled Jews. These include such disabilities as those of the blind (sumah), lame, (either in one leg or two- kitah or chigger) or dumb cheresh. In discussing these handicaps the Mishnah presents different categories. The first category is that in which the Mishnah recognizes the fact that having a physical, visual handicap is an inadequacy. In Peah 8:9 the Mishnah writes: “And any man who is not lame in one foot, or in both feet, or blind, but pretends to be will not die of old age before he actually has had such [an injury]”. The Mishnah editors are thus not ignoring the fact that being handicapped is a severe inadequacy.  
Throughout the Mishnah we find that its redactors also use the handicapped person as an actor in a scenario, or make use of the disability itself to clarify a halakhic situation.. This scenario is a legal situation in which the handicapped is the actor who emphasizes a specific issue. These cases have little bearing upon the Mishnah editors' perception of these disabled individuals aside from the fact that they are disabled and may not always be able to function without assistance. The cases in the Mishnah are part of the following situation: 
The Mishnah is discussing specific types of oaths relating to financial penalties. M. Shabuot 5:5 “You stole my ox,”- and he says, “I did not steal it” “I impose an oath on you,” and he said, “Amen”- he is liable. “I stole it, but I did not slaughter it and I did not sell it” “I impose an oath on you” and he said, “Amen” – he is exempt. “Your ox killed my ox” – and he said, “It did not kill” and he says, “I impose an oath on you:- and he said, “Amen” – he is liable. “Your ox killed my slave” – and he says, “It did not kill” – “ I impose an oath on your” – and he said, “Amen, “ he is exempt. [If] he said to him, “you injured me and made a wound on me,” and he said, “ I did not injure you and I did not make a mark on you.” “I impose an oath on you” – and he said, “Amen” – he is liable. [If] his slave said to him, “You knocked out my tooth and you blinded my eye,” and he said, “I did not knock out your tooth or blind your eye,” and he said to him, “I impose an oath on you,” he is exempt. This is the governing principle: Whoever pays compensation on the basis of his own testimony is liable. And whoever does not pay compensation on the basis of his own testimony is exempt [in the case of these oaths]”. While the Sages are explicit on the laws of oaths there is no evidence from the above text regarding how they viewed the disabled in their ideal society.
The following Mishnah in discussing the monetary compensation for causing a person physical injury tells us in M. Baba Kamma 8:1 “He who injures his fellow is liable to [compensate] him on five counts: 1. injury 2. pain 3. medical costs 4. loss of income [lit. loss of time] and 5. indignity. For injury: how so? [If] one has blinded his eye, cut off his hand, broken his leg, they regard him as a slave up for sale in the market and make an estimate of how much he was worth beforehand (when whole), and how much he is now worth. Pain: [If] he burned him with a spit or a nail, and even on his fingernail, a place in which [the injury] does not leave a lasting wound, they assess how much a man in his status is willing to take to suffer pain of that sort. Medical costs: [If] he hit him, he is liable to provide for his medical care. [If] sores arise on him, if [they are] on account of the blow, he is liable; [but if] they are not on account of the blow, he is exempt. [If] the wound got better and opened up again, got better and opened up again, he remains liable to provide for his medical care. [If the wound] properly healed, he is no longer liable to provide medical care for him. Loss of income: They regard him [in estimating income] as if he is a keeper of a cucumber field, for [the defendant] already has paid off the value of his hand or his leg. Indignity: All [is assessed] in accord with the status of the one who inflicts the indignity and the one who suffers the indignity. He who inflicts indignity on one who is naked, he who inflicts indignity on one who is blind, or he who inflicts indignity on one who is asleep is liable. But one who is sleeping who inflicted indignity is exempt (on that count). [If] he fell from the roof and did injury and also inflicted indignity, he is liable for the injury [he has inflicted] but exempt from the indignity, as it is said, And she puts forth her hand and grabs him by the private parts (Dt. 25:11). One is liable on the count of indignity only if he intended [to inflict indignity].” The above laws which are emphasized are linked with the financial compensation for injuries to a fellow Jew. While this situation might be be compared to that of a slave, suggesting a social shortcoming, in our case it is only related to financial issues. In other words, this is an economic and not a social issue. 
The Mishnah in Baba Qamma continues to discuss payment for injuries. M. Baba Qamma 8:7 states; “Even though [the defendant] pays off [the plaintiff], he is not forgiven until he seeks [forgiveness] from [the plaintiff]’since it is said Now restore the man’s wife… and he will pray for you (Gen. 20:7).
He who says blind my eye, cut off my hand, break my leg [the one who does so] is liable. [If he added], on condition of being exempt, [the one who does so] is liable [anyhow].
Do it to Mr. So-and-so, on condition of being exempt, he [who does so] is liable, whether this is to his person or to his property.” The discussion here and above in Baba Qamma does not shed any light on how the world of Mishnah perceives the disabled other as a Jew like any other. The law of payment is the issue here, and not the status of an individual who is now handicapped. Although one can argue the payment of indignity would suggest the status of the handicapped the Mishnah does not say this but rather reflects the individuals embarrassment rather than the communities. 
The M. Nedarim 3:7 discusses the continuation of the previous Mishnah (M. Nedarin 3:6) that begins to present the laws in which a person vows not to receive any enjoyment from various types of persons, and specifies whom it does or does not include under the prohibition imposed by the vow. One of these types is called those who “see the sun”. The Mishnah discusses whether a blind person is included, since he cannot “see the sun”. “He who vows [not to enjoy benefit] from those who see the sun is prohibited even [to enjoy benefit] even from the blind, for he intended [to separate himself] only from the one whom the sun sees.” The blind person is not the one with whom the Mishnah editors are concerned, for he is only an actor in the scenario. Rather, the concern is that of legal issues concerning vows. This specific impairment is one of contrast in a long list of the “enjoyments” and their opposites under discussion. 
This Mishnah is a part of a group of Mishnayot that discuss witnesses who saw an individual disappear. The concern is whether the husband will be deemed dead and his wife permitted to remarry. M. Yebamot 16:4 “[If] he fell into a body of a water, whether within sight of shore or not within sight of shore- his wife is prohibited [until the corpse turns up]. Said R. Meir M”SH B Translated a story of …: A certain person fell into a large cistern, and came up [alive] after three days. Said R. Yose MS’h B; A blind man went down to immerse in a cave, and his guide went down after him, and they stayed [in the water[ long enough to drown, and they [the sages] permitted their wives to marry.
WSWB M’SH B: A certain man in Asya was let down by a rope into the sea, and they drew back up only his leg. Sages said, [if the recovered part included] from the knee and above [his wife] may remarry. [If] the recovered part included only from the knee and below she may not remarry”. Why the Mishnah chose to tell of a blind man’s account is unclear. It would seem irrelevant to the law of the Mishnah whether he was blind or deaf or healthy The Toseftah cites the same law using other examples..
The topic of this chapter in tractate Makot is the question of who goes into exile for killing someone unintentionally. M. Makkot 2:3 reads;“The father goes into exile because of the son, and the son goes into exile because of the father. All go into exile because of an Israelite, and an Israelite goes into exile on their account, except on account of a resident alien. A resident alien goes into exile only on account of another resident alien. “A blind person does not go into exile,” the words of R. Judah. R. Meir says, “he goes into exile.” One who bears enmity (for his victim) does not go into exile. R. Yose B. R. Judah says, “one who bears enmity (for his victim) is put to death, “for he is in the status of one who is an attested danger.” R. Simeon says, “There is one who bears enmity (for the victim) who goes into exile, and there is one who bears enmity who does not go into exile. “This is the governing principle: In any case in which one has the power to say, ‘He killed knowingly,’ he does not go into exile. “And if he has the power to say, ‘He did not kill knowingly,’ lo, this one goes into exile.” Rabbi Judah argues that the blind person goes into exile because the passage in Numbers 35:23 that states “or used a stone, by which a man may die, and without seeing him cast it upon him so that he died…”. From this passage he concluded that to be sent to exile the slayer must be capable of seeing his victim. Rabbi Meir adheres strictly to the governing principle at the conclusion of our Mishnah: if the murder was committed unintentionally, regardless of his physical status, the killer goes to exile.
This Mishnah is a continuation of the chapter discussing the laws that determine if a child is considered a rebellious son. The Rabbis in M. Sanhedrin 8:4 are averse to the idea that the parents will easily be able to testify to their son’s death. The Mishnah states:  “[If] his father wanted [to put him to judgment as a rebellious and incorrigible son] but his mother did not want to do so, [if] his father did not want and his mother did want [to put him to judgment], he is not declared a rebellious and incorrigible son – until both of them want [to put him to judgment]. R. Judah says, “ If his mother was unworthy of his father, he is not declared to be a rebellious and incorrigible son.” [If ] one of them was (1) maimed in the hand, (2) lame, (3) dumb, (4) blind, or (5) deaf, he is not declared a rebellious and incorrigible son, since it is said, Then his father and his mother will lay hold of him (Dt. 21:20) – so they are not (1) maimed in their hands; and bring him out – (2) so they are not lame; and they shall say – (3) so they are not dumb; “This is our son” – (4)so they are not blind “He will not obey our voice” – (5) so they are not deaf. They warn him before three [judges] and flog him. [If] he misbehaved again, he is judged before twenty-three [judges]. He is stoned only if there will be present the first three [judges], since it is said, “This, our son – this one who was flogged before you.”[If] he fled before his trial was over, and afterward [while he was a fugitive,] the lower ‘beard’ became full, he is exempt. If after his trial was done he fled, and afterward the lower beard became full, he is liable.” Abrams (1988, 66) points out that the editors of Mishnah made the requirements for the parents' testimony almost as stringent as the laws pertaining to the Priest’s qualifications to officiate in the Temple. She also suggests that there is a possible parallel between the priests' right to bring sacrifices and the act of offering testimony in a case of life and death. Both must be in the most perfectly functioning state possible so that the rite is performed correctly. 
Discussing who is permitted to write and transfer a writ of divorce the M. Gittin 2:5 writes: “All are valid for the writing of a writ of divorce, even a deaf-mute, an idiot, or a minor. A woman may write her own writ of divorce, and a man may write his quittance [a receipt for the payment of the marriage contract], for the confirmation of the writ of divorce is solely though its signatures [of the witnesses].
All are valid for delivering a writ of divorce, except for a deaf-mute, an idiot, and a minor, a blind man, and a gentile.” The blind man is included in this list because he lacks the basic qualification to transfer the writ. He must be able to say that the writ that he is delivering was written and signed in his presence, and if he cannot see he cannot testify to this obligation.
The above Mishnayot cited reflect the majority of the discussions in the Mishnah referring to visible physical deformities. It is clear that they shed little light upon how the society in which the Mishnah editors lived perceived these handicapped persons, on whether or not they stigmatized them or even on how the ideal world of the Mishnah accepted them. Alternatively, it can be concluded that the Mishnah perceives these people as rabbinic Jews whose impairment generates specific laws. 
While the following Mishnayot are primarily concerned with legal issues, there is an implicit recognition of concern for or protection of the disabled. While the Mishnah in the following case is involved with technical halakhic aspects of the laws of Shabbat, we do find a concern for handicapped as a person. Following a discussion of different classes of persons such as a woman, a child, and men wearing different types of ornaments, the M. Shabbat 6:8: discusses the disabled. “A cripple [lacking one leg] goes forth with his wooden stump, according to [the view] of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yose prohibits. And if has a receptacle for pads, it is susceptible to the uncleanness. His kneepads are susceptible to uncleanness imparted by pressure [to something upon which a Zab may lie or sit on] they go forth with them on the Sabbath, and they go into a courtyard [Temple courtyard]with them. 
His chair and its pads are susceptible to uncleanness imparted by pressure, they do not go out with them on the Sabbath, and they do not go in with them into a courtyard Temple courtyard].
An artificial arm There are different translations and interpretations for the word used in Mishnah. The majority of commentators based upon the Babylonian Talmud explain it to be a mask or another form of entertaining object. It would seem that Neusner, preceded by Albek preceded by Rabbi Hananel felt the flow of the Mishanh would suggest an artificial arm. The problem with translating it an artificial arm is that it should not be pure as the artificial leg unless it was flat without a receptacle which is unlikely.  is insusceptible to uncleanness, and they do not go out in it.” 
	Although the discussion revolves around both the laws and prohibitions of carrying in a public place on the Sabbath and the laws of purity, the choice of topic (the disabled) to exemplify this issue would suggest an implicit concern for their welfare.
	M. Ketubot 3:5 is based upon a the passage in Deuteronomy 22:28-29 The passage reads “If a man meets a virgin who is not betrothed and seizes her and lies with her and they are found, then the man who lay with her shall give to the father of the young woman fifty shekels of silver and she shall be his wife because he has violated her; he may not put her away all his days”. that deals with a raped woman and the rapist's obligation to marry her and pay a fine. . The Rabbis write; “How does he ‘drink from his earthen pot”? This is referring to a case when one seduces a woman and he then is obligated to marry her irrelevant of her physical being. Even if she is lame, even if she is blind and even is she is afflicted with boils [he must be married to her].
[If] a matter of unchastity turned out to pertain to her, or if she is not appropriate to enter into the Israelite congregation, he is not permitted to confirm her as his wife [but, if he has married her, he must divorce her], since it is said, And she will be a wife to him (Dt. 22:29) – a wife appropriate for him”.
	It may be implicitly concluded that the disabled woman discussed in this Mishnah is stigmatized by this society. I suggest that these woman can find husbands only with great difficulty even though they are part of the Israelite congregation, and are morally proper. Alternatively, the conclusion of the Mishnah emphasizes that deformities and blemishes do not exclude them from being an appropriate wife. Reality might suggest one thing, but the ideal society of Mishnah another. They members of the society no different from other women in good standing.
Although in certain aspects this follows the above Mishnah (Ketubot 3:5) showing concern for handicapped, the central issue for us here and through Mishnah 10 is blemishes. M. Ketubot 7:7 This Mishnah is also found in Kiddushin 2:5. “He who betroths a woman on condition that she is not encumbered by vows, and she turns out to be encumbered by vows – she is not betrothed.
[If] he married her without specifying and she turned out to be encumbered by vows, she goes forth without collecting her marriage contract.
[If he betroth red her] on condition that there are no blemishes on her, and she turns out to have blemishes, she is not betrothed If he married her without specifying and she turned out to have blemishes, she goes forth without collecting her marriage contract.
All blemishes which invalidate priests [from serving in the Temple] invalidate women”.
7:8 “If there were blemishes on her while she was yet in her father’s house, the father must bring proof that after she was betrothed these blemishes made their appearance on her, so that his [the husband’s] field has been flooded. 
[If] she had entered the domain of her husband, then the husband has to bring proof that before she was betrothed those blemishes were on her body so that his purchase was a purchase made in error, the words of R. Meir.
And the Sages say, under what circumstances? In the case of blemishes on the hidden parts of her body to be seen by the naked eye, he has no such claim.
And if there is a bathhouse in that town. Then even blemishes which are on the hidden parts of her body are not subject to his claim, for he has her examined by his kinswomen.”.
7:9 “A man who suffered blemishes, they do not force him to put her away If the wife demands a divorce.. Said Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel, under what circumstances? In the case of small blemishes, but in the case of major blemishes, they do not force him to put her away.”
7:10 And these are the ones whom they force to put away: he who is afflicted with boils, or who has polypus, or who collects [dog excrement], or a coppersmith or a tanner – whether these [blemishes] where present before they were married or whether after they were married they made their appearance.
And concerning all of them did R. Meir say, even he made a condition with her [that the marriage is valid despite these blemishes], she still can claim, ‘I thought that I could take it, but now I find I cannot take it’. 
And the sages say, She takes it despite herself, except in the case of the one afflicted by boils, because [in that case] she enervates him. 
M’SH B: In Sidon there was a tanner who died, and he had a brother who was a tanner. Sages ruled, She can claim, your brother I could take, but I cannot take you [as my levir]”. Although the above are halakhic discussions, it is interesting to observe the humane side to these Mishnayot. It is clear that the Rabbis show concern for the disabled or blemished woman. This concern suggests that disabled or blemished women might have problems establishing their place in society. But they are not stigmatized and made second class or liminal aside from the limitations involved in not being married or divorced. The are part of the community with all inherent obligations. The protective concern for the woman is also recognized in the fact that if the man is blemished she has specific rights.
A final category which I would single out is that in which the impairment has direct bearing upon performing mitzvoth. 
The Mishnah discusses the obligation for a woman to check her self during her menstrual period to know when she will be permitted to have sexual intercourse with her husband.  M. Niddah 2:1, “Any hand which makes many examinations – in the case of women is to be praised and in the case of men is to be cut off.
The deaf-mute, and the imbecile, and the blind and the unconscious woman- if there are women of sound sense, they care for them, and they eat heave offerings.
It is the way of the Israelite women to make use of two test rags, one for him and one for her.
The pious prepare yet a third, to take care of the house.” It would seem the blind woman is included with other woman who are not capable of tending to their needs. In the blind lady’s situation she cannot see the result of the examination and thus not fulfill the mitzvah of have sexual relations with her husband. It is interesting to note that the Rabbis' adjudications in this case state that she is permitted to check herself and then show the result to a seeing friend.
The M. Menahot 9:8 is a continuation of the previous Mishnah which instructs that this act is a step in the mitzvah (ritual) of offering a sacrifice. “All lay on hands, except for the deaf-mute, the idiot, and the minor, the blind person and the gentile, the slave and the agent and the woman. And laying on of the hands constitutes the residue of the requirement [which may, in fact, be omitted without affecting the efficacy of the atonement]. And in the place in which they lay on hands [there do] they slaughter [the animal]. And forthwith after laying on of hands is the act of slaughter”. Each of the above individuals restricted from laying hands is derived from a biblical passage. In the case of the blind person the passage and its interpretation is found in B. Sanhedrin 36b. 
The issue of our concern in M. Megillah 4:6 is the reciting of the Shema prayer that includes the prayer “creates the lights (luminaries). Is a blind man permitted to say this prayer since he cannot see the lights? “A minor reads in the Torah and translates. But he does not recite the Shema, pass before the ark, or raise his hands [in the priestly benediction]. He who is wearing ragged clothing recites the Shema and translates, but he does not read in the Torah, pass before the ark, or raise his hands. A blind man recites the Shema and translates. R. Judah says , "whoever in his entire life has never seen light does not recite the Shema.” Rabbi Judah’s concern is not the person but his handicap. How can you relate to something you have never seen?
The M. Terumot 1:6 discusses who may not offer heave offerings, but states that if such are made they are accepted after the fact. “Five [sorts of people] may not separate heave offering, but if they separate heave offering, that which they have separated is [valid] heave offering. Mute, a drunkard, a naked person, a blind person, and a person who has had a nocturnal emission may not separate heave offering. But if [any of these individuals] separated heave offering, that which they separated is [valid] have offering”. The explanation for the mute is the same as for the drunkard and the naked person. Since they cannot or are not permitted to recite the required blessing, they should refrain from offering the offering, but if they have done so is acceptable. The blind person is grouped together with the drunkard who cannot choose from the choice of his crop, a requirement for the heave offering.
The tractate Hagigah commences with the discussion of who is obligated and who is exempt from the mitzvah of going up to the Jerusalem temple on the three festivals of Passover, Shavuot and Succot. M. Hagigah 1:1 “All are liable for an appearance offering [before the Lord] (Ex. 23:14, Dt. 16:16) except for deaf-mute, and idiot, a minor, one without pronounced sexual characteristics, one who exhibits the sexual trait of both sexes, woman, slaves who have not been freed, the lame, the blind, the sick, the old, and one who cannot go up on foot.”  The exemption for the lame is based upon a homiletic interpretation of the biblical word regalim (times) (Exodus 23:14) modifying it to read raglayim (feet). From this the Rabbis conclude that the pilgrimage from Jerusalem to the Temple Mount was to be made on foot, which could not be done by a lame person. The blind man’s exemption is derived from the passage in Deuteronomy 31:11 “When all Israel comes to appear [to be seen] (leraot)”. Just as they are coming to be seen, so too they must have the capability to see the Temple and its grandeur.  
Based upon Turner (1967), Judith Abrams (1988, pp126-130) suggests that in Rabbinic literature the disabled could be categorized as an (using Turner’s terminology) “interstructural situation”. This means that due to their handicap they at times are precluded from full participation in specific rituals, at other times they are considered only liminal (not in and not out or, in Turner's words, "betwixt and between") and, lastly, there are instances when they are stigmatized and totally excluded from participation in the community. If the total body of early Rabbinic literature is examined, Abrams' assertion is correct. The disabled are in a interstructural situation. But our issue is Mishnah ∫ one highly structured and systematic document, with a message its redactors either implicitly or explicitly wish to convey. Thus, as Eilberg –Schwartz (1986, 193) points out, they have a need to place their laws into neat categories or to classify things. If we were discussing the deaf-mute, fool and minor who because of the inability to comprehend the mitzvoth are precluded from ritual and law, this would be a category. But the cases of visibly physically disabled persons who are obligated by all the laws and are no different from other members of the rabbinic community do not represent an issue of comprehension or understanding of the laws, rituals, and intent. Their physical problems, whether blindness, lameness or any other disability, only compromised their participation a very specific ritual which their physical disability prevented them from performing. This is virtually tantamount to an individual suffering from diarrhea who could not pray because of constantly being physically unclean. The disabled are full and fully included members of the rabbinic society, not liminal individuals, and not stigmatized by the community. It is interesting to point out how radically the utopian society of the Rabbis differs from societies of antiquity, such as Plato’s ideal world which ordains death He writes in his Republic (1987, 173), “This then is the kind of medical and judicial provisions for which you will legislate in your state. It will provide treatment for those of your citizens whose physical and psychological constitution is good; as for the others, it will leave the unhealthy to die, and those whose psychological constitution is incurably corrupt it will put to death. That seems to be the best thing for both the individual sufferer and for society”.. for the unhealthy. In fact, as we have discussed in one classification of the handicapped in the Mishnah, even though stigmatization may be considered – as in the case of marriage – here, too, the rabbis show their concern and protection for these individuals. 
Abrams 1988, p. 153) correctly summarizes the Mishnah editors' view of the of the handicapped when she writes, “In this way, the Mishnah innovatively considered disabilities and redefined perfection. Perfection no longer means ‘zero defects’, as it did in the priestly literature (although traces of that attitude can still be found). Instead, perfection is identified with intellectual functioning and communicative abilities. In rabbinic literature, these concepts are often related to the term da’at (comprehension). There is almost no action that one can validly perform in the Mishnah’s system without da’at”. 
To the Rabbis of the Mishnah, a physical disability would be considered more as a Priest’s blemish than as an abnormality. Thus the redactors of the Mishnah continue to conform to their literary structure and to their agenda of creating an ideal world so that its members could identify with the Jerusalem Temple and its Priests.  
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