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KOL NIDRE PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE

RICHARD C. STEINER*
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In memory of my beloved aunt, Irene Horowitz, whgsefound
love for the synagogue service continues to insglireeho knew her

1. Introduction

Kol Nidre, so beloved today, was once a highly problemaiti¢ tor
many’ R. Zedekiah b. Abraham Anaw could find nothingifies to
say abouKol Nidre in its traditional formss( p1 mpn 0w 1 Pr).

R. Isaac b. Mordecai Qimdeclared that the recitation Kbl Nidre in
any version was not a custom but an errop xox 1 wr).2 R.
Nissim b. Reuben of Gerona (Ran) felt that it waproper to say it
(12 99 " pr),* and his student, R. Isaac b. Sheshet Perfet (Rivas
encouraged a colleague to abolish it in his commgupromising that
all the rabbis would thank him if he did+»> »»50am 75N w» X

* Bernard Revel Graduate School, Yeshiva Univerditgm very grateful to
Professors David Berger, Simcha Emanuel, ShamnealiRan, S. Z. Leiman,
Leib Moscovitz, Rabbi Menachem Jacobowitz and tm®ngmous JSIJ
reviewers for helping me to improve this articlewould particularly like to
thank Prof. B. Septimus for his painstaking readargl many corrections.
None of these very generous colleagues bears appnsibility for the errors
that remain.

1 See Y. Goldhaberym»5n Dy 992 11N 190 IRIM 7T Y NPHN N §IP
UNYwN 9N ma 17/1 (2001), 93-99; Yitzchak Stessmamity Y5 490
(Jerusalem, 2008), 764 n. 10. | am indebted to .SLefman for the latter
reference.

2 vpyn r*vaw, Ms. Zurich Braginsky 250, p. 396 1. 1.

% Israel Levi, “Un recueil de consultations inéditds rabbins de la France
méridionale,”"REJ39 (1989) 84.

4 wrNam D29 1 MOTIM KW VIS By B3 naon (Venice: Bomberg,
1523), 46 (Ned. 23b).
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2 Richard C. Steiner

NINA mON 95 v).° The opposition of these and many other
authorities outside of Northern France and Gernfaany roots in the
geonic period.

The Babylonian Geonim were uncomfortable with thetire
practice of annulling vows. They asserted that “migmoramuses go
astray through this, believing that all vows anddgles incumbent
upon them are void, and treating vows and pledggsly ( o»nm
MmN o111 wxy mvp)”° and that, in any case, “we do not study
Nedarimand we don’t know how to make binding or to releage's
and oaths.” They did not permit the annulment of vows in thmin
circles, and they urged Jews throughout the Diaspmrabandon the
practice. Pirqoi b. Baboi included a discussiontloé practice of
annulling vows in his polemic against Palestiniarstoms (ca. 812
C.E.)® He reports that a group of people came to R. YahGaon
(757-61 C.E.), requesting that he release them filoeir vows and

> Responsum §394 cited in Naphtali Wiederm 557 nowa oy qay in

977 OPIN T 290 PIAT 190 MY onan (ed. Y. D. Gilat and E. Stern; Ramat-
Gan: Bar-llan University, 1978), 192 = Naphtali \dée, n929nn non myainn
9NN NP 299N N (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Ben Zvi Institute, 1998),
1:371. | am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for calling atyention to the reprint,
which has two pages of corrections and additioriseaend.
® Benjamin M. Lewin,ooan aox (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1928-
1962), 11:22 860. The concern is expressed alréadyed. 23b. Cf. the
promiscuous use of oaths described by Ibn Ezraigndmg commentary to
Exod 20:6:

951,990 PR MYV TAN DM YaYd ,NXIYD ¥avwn 198y 9990 IUN)

NNY NN NN DN YIAVIY YT ROY NNIN N2V DN NN T

1I2TOW MAT DI 9D 5,712 INDT 2170 YAW) KOV ¥aY) IN,NNY NYaV)

INY PYO OND XIM ,NVIAVN TP

He is apparently referring to the rhetorical usethed Arabic oath particle
wallzhi, used for emphasis to this day.
" Lewin, omxan AN, 11:23 §63; cf. p. 20 §56. For the conjecture that
Geonim abandoned both the study of Nedarim andpthetice of annulling
vows (even the annulment by an expert of a singéeified vow) as a reaction
against the widespread use of vows and oaths incisge Moshe David Herr,
DINNN NPADY WAV TPWYN NIRNI INIWNIND N0 vy, Tarbiz 49
(1979/80), 64-65; and Neil Danzigavn oyown oy MmpIve Mavn 9909 Nan
mpwoo (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of Amerid®93), 426-27.
Neither presentation of the conjecture explains wig/ Geonim would have
expected their alleged reaction to reduce the figeves and oaths in magic.
8 Shraga Abramsomiyyavy o7 nnn N7 Yy, Sinai 50 (1961-62), 185; as
corrected and completed Maagarim (the online Historical Dictionary of the
Hebrew Language)ypas mawn, ll. 30-33.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 3

oaths. The Gaon refused to do so, telling them, fi@gfll your oaths
and pay your vows.” When asked his opinion of “thegho release
vows and oaths on the eve of Rosh Hashanah andvihef Yom
Kippur,” presumably a reference to the recitatiérkKol Nidre (or its
Hebrew counterparkol Nedarin), the Gaon replied that such people
“utter falsehoods and make themselves a laughimgkst ypnwn
onsya)? in the Academy (Sura), since no one in the woddsdthat—
not even ignoramusesy&kn »my).” R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yar
cites a geonic responsum that labeled the reaqitatid Kol
Nidre/Nedarima “foolish custom” (Mmvw v NUYTPN 721NN TV
»1) 93 1mY). 10

The geonic rejection of the practice of annullingwg at the
beginning of the year was not restricted to anycsigetext or
formula. It extended even to the brief declarafi@nannullingfuture
vows recorded in the Mishnah (m.Ned. 3:1). Accogdim the Talmud
(Ned. 23b), this declaration was to be made atbdéginning of the
year:

95 9NN MV YRIA TINY MIYN 9D PITIINIPN ROV N8I
TN DYV NOT XY 7292 DDA RN NTY TNY INY T

And he who wants the vows that he makes duringtiiee

(coming) year not to be valid should stand at tégitning

of the year and say, “every vow that | may makdl dte

void,” (and it shall be so)—provided that he remensb
this at the time of the vow.

Despite the impeccable credentials of this textodt was rejected
by the Geonim. The most vehement rejection is fanra responsum
attributed either to R. Hai b. Sherira Gaon or toHai b. Nahshon
Gaon (881-91 C.E.):

® Abramson’s interpretation, “they pretend to be sdgeloes not fit the
context. For my interpretation, see pnv> nx1 “he wanted to mock her” (Gi
66a). The spellingonv> (rather thanpnsb) appears to be original there,
according to the manuscripts and editions in thémiid Text Databank
(JTSA). If so, Pirqoi b. Baboi’s spelling comesrfrohe Bavli, as expected.

19 R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yay »nmn 490 (2 vols.; ed. Y. Raphael;
Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1978), 344.
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4 Richard C. Steiner

D957 DA 99V 1PMIA0 IUN (DY HN) DINYN DN
N2 Mo muyn AT (ImINY 978) ImINY T 9

In the nations around us, there is a practice pingakol
Nidre on Yom Kippur, reciting a verbal evasion for the
coming year.

This reference is explained more fully in anothmirse:

MYAYY DI NINNT OIMXD OMNX DY YN OXN NI
MIYN D3 NDY TNY MIRY T3 5 MMINN MY UNIA OTR TINYY
PRY N IIN D) ITIN NYYA NOT XY TA52) D02 NN N
¥ VN LRI PROANY NONN TIVNN PIYA KDY TO2 H3NINND 1D
PIY DTN 2 DOWTY PN ITN VI MY I XY NXID YU XIN DX N

29K DM 991 999 DIYN P NY AW P AT

Rabbenu Hai answered those who say that the retdase
vows and oaths is (prescribed in the emended miistirad
states) that a person “should stand at the begnoirthe
year and say ‘every vow that | may make duringwhele
year is hereby void,” (and it shall be so)—providkdt he
remembers this at the time of the vow, etc.” Hedsai
“Heaven forbid, for we should not behave in thisyyvaot
(even) according to the mishnah that they adduce as
proof.... Heaven forbid, for He is not a God whaides
wickedness, nor can evil abide with Him (cf. Ps)5i6
people only knew the meaning of vows and the megoin
oaths, they would not practice evasion at all. Amdryone
who practices evasion is as if....

An earlier but less conspicuous rejection of thent@ic practice is
found in a responsum of R. Natronai Gaon (857-@)C.

1 Lewin, ooanan anx, 11:24 8§67 (emends twrayn instead ofoonya); Herr,
noon H>»Y, 75 n. 70; and Ch. Merchaviaynb mya pa—n»1m 9 in Y2y 990
PYNMN0 NYN 297 O 229 PNIN M NMasY (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook,
1984), 2:1088. Heridc. cit) attributes this passage to R. Hai b. Sheriralevhi
Merchavia [oc. cit) and (by implication) Danzigefan, 427) attribute it to R.
Hai b. Nahshon.

12 Lewin, ooaan 9, 11:24 §66.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 5

D5 DXNAON DY MWD YNRIL PNND NIAND PO DNIRVY)
INNR YD MIVN PITHY DT

,07 {2 }NND ©IPN D32 KDY NDWIA RD PINN PR ... : NIVN
MNIN INYIY NYNY KON ,0°71950 DM XYY MVYN URID KD
NYNY XY IAXY XY NN {DaAN]} pIoN) T YD DININ
B ay»mamn

And (concerning) that which you asked: Can the
community release, on Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur,
all vows that they vow from this year to next yéar?

Reply: ... And it is not the practice in the Acadeior
anywhere else (in our land) to release vows—noRosh
Hashanah and not on Yom Kippur. We have heardithat
other lands they sagol Nidre we-Esare but we have not
seen this (ourselves) or heard this from our Rabbis

The question deals with the use of a prospectivcadeion—no
doubt that of the Talmud. The reply is slightly swva, avoiding an
explicit rejection of amoraic practice: the annuimef vows is not
practiced in Babylonia (in any form—prospective retrospective),
but retrospectiv&ol Nidreis reportedly in use in other lands.

The banning oKol Nidre could not have been easy. Evidence of a
psychological void on Yom Kippur can be seen in fbBowing
report:

MY IPNN MYV PNNDY DT 19NY DMION WMWY DYN)
NY9) NN 12N DY NIYNI DXDON DI MW DMNNNIA
DR MWT 1YY T 9999 19 11957 TP

And from the day that the sages stopped annullimgsv
and releasing oaths, they instituted (the praaig¢esaying
in the laments in the Academies on Yom Kippur amel t
public fasts: “O Merciful One, it is evident to Ydhat we
have no one to annul vows and (that) there is reowimo
releases resolutions....”

13 9183 ox9n 93 'x090 29 mawn (ed. Y. [R.] Brody; Jerusalem: Ofeq, 1994),
311.

14 Cf. manxn mwa “next year” (Gen 17:21).
15 Lewin, o>amxan a9x, 11:8-9 and 20 §56.
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6 Richard C. Steiner

The recitation of this lament was presumably a Edrstitute for
the recitation oKol Nidre itself. At the end of the geonic period, R.
Hai b. Sherira Gaon “seems to have yielded to @opolessure, that
wanted to assure itself of a clear record on thg @faAtonement.*®
He revised the text, converting it from a quasiigiad declaration into
a plea for forgiveness:

918) NIYANY NTY NIVTOT ONAWI DI 200P) MION) T 95
D 719790 DIY¥ DPN NINWD) HY KITONT) NIDINNTY (KIYIANUNT
NDINA IN 1WA PAOYY NIYAY NN DNDON DIN DY TY 1YV
ND NIITY )9 79aWIHT 19 29WIDT NNIY 2910 07D 119 91IN9 YA
NINYAYY PAA SVNMY MTDIN XY NITDON INYY 29909195 7T

17931 N9D31 M99 P 1p9IY (1AW H7Y) SPIY NY

All vows, resolutiong® promises, pledges, and oaths that
we have vowed, sworn, pledged, and imposed upon
ourselves from the last Yom Kippur fast to this Yom
Kippur fastand violated through error or force majeure,
we seek mercy from the Lord of Heaven that He may
forgive us and absolve #sour vows not vowsfor
incurring quilt, our resolutions not resolutiongor
incurring sin and our oaths not oath®r incurring
punishmentas it is written, “Forgiveness shall be granted,
etc.” (Num 15:26).

This text, known fromShibbole ha-Leqe is the only complete
Aramaic (more precisely: bilingual) version &l Nidre that is
explicitly attributed to a Babylonian source. Thesgages that turn the
declaration into a prayer are in bold print. If wlBangey> »wb1
P P1awdT to pprawy yw P and take out the rest of those passages,
we get a text that is close to the familiar Ashkaeoaersion, albeit a
bit shorter:

16" Jacob MannTexts and Studies in Jewish History and Litera{@wmcinnati:
Hebrew Union College Press, 1931-35), 2:52 n. 9%hére was popular
pressure, it may have stemmed from the belief that o0»a o1 ywa
“children die from the sin of (a parent not fulfig) vows” (Shab. 32b, Ketub.
72a). | am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for this insigh

17 R. Zedekiah b. Abraham Anawjpbn svaw, cited according to Ms. Zurich
Braginsky 250, p. 396 II. 2-6.

8 This rendering and the ones that follow are onlyragimate.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 7

NIVANUNRTY NIITHT OMIAY) NN dNNPY MIONY T DD
DY TY DAYV DINDON DI¥ DN NINWA) DY NITONTI NININNT
ND NITDON T XD NITY PPav) YW N M DMI9ON DN

J1 NDDIY NDD MY KD NINYIAVI DN

It will be noted that this text is a retrospectideclaration for
annulling past vows and oaths. It appears to @¥igion and (partial)
translation of a longer Hebrew tekipl Nedarim known from geonic
responsa and the Genizah. The latter text, compose@alestine
before 650 C.E., was also a retrospective dectarati

R. Hai Gaon was not the only authority who felteed to revise
the bilingual version oKol Nidre. A far more influential revision
stems from the family of Rashi. I8efer ha-YasharRabbenu Tam
writes:

DYN DT N NRIN 7N 09I DY D02 IWINNT T DD
N2 NIVINRT PNDID NAIVY WDY RN DYNTD O TY N DM
WYY X2 071195 DY TY 92YY 09 DN AN .APY 1)
PNNY IWIN INY NYIV XIN PN 7NN NIVINOK PND NWD
OPTN IR DINNM TN RIDY,XIPIWNT NVIN XD INNY NN
TISY VY NDIVND IINT IXINT NINT X9 290 NOONIY TN
D190 O TY NY OXNAD DY NIN )M I TN VI
NNIN : OMTY T2 HMIINT HATY THDY APV 7N2I0Y DY RIAN
D5 NN MY YKID TN N21D MVYN DY PITI IDPPN ROV
2L 3730 nywa Mo XYW 7251 POV NTID TNY NINY D)

19 See my forthcoming article on the origin K6l Nidre and, in the interim,
Jacob MannTexts and Studies in Jewish History and Literat(@encinnati:
Hebrew Union College Press, 1931-35), 2:51-53 (wiitlerature); and
Goldhaber»m Y5 nmnx, 96.

20 Note the absence of the wand here, just as iffosafof Ned. 23b s.vnx
(see below) and in two of the four early witnessesthis section ofkol
Nedarimthat are recorded iNaagarim In the version of Rashi’s student, R.
Joseph Kara (as quoted by R. Ephraim of Bonn)witwel ny appears here; see
Wieder, mnyy 72y, 190 = Wiedernbsann non myann, 1:369. That word is
not necessary, however, since, for halakhic reasarisNidre is recited before
the holiday begins. Thusinwb wby xan o> 95 oy originally meant “Yom
Kippur which is (now) coming favorably upon us”yréferred to the one about
to begin.

2L R. Jacob b. Meir Tamp erPnn pon :on wasy wn 190 (ed. S. S.
Schlesinger; Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1959), 700810
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8 Richard C. Steiner

My lord father correcte&ol Nidre, which we say on Yom
Kippur night, (to read): “from this Yom Kippur tan¢xt)
Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us—atl
them that weishall have regrette@ (shall be released),”
and that is the true (version). He who says “frast IYom
Kippur to (this) Yom Kippur coming (we pray) favdns
upon us—all of them we have regretted” is comngttam
error, because it is not possible to releaseself(from a
vow) or (to release someone other than oneself feom
vow) withoutab initio regret® and either an expert (judge)
or three ordinary ones, and also because the hatlakhin
accordance with (the view of) R. Papa, the findhatrity,
who said in “The Sender of a Bill of Divorce” (=ater 4
of Gittin) that one must specify the vow (that he wisltes t
release)—and that is (indeed) our practice. Thiusni' this
Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray)
favorably upon us” is the true (version), and supor
this (comes from) what they say in “Four Vows” (wapter

3 of Nedarim): “He who wants the vows that he makes
during the entire (coming) year not to be valididdastand
at the beginning of the year and say, ‘all vowd thaay
make shall be void,” (and it shall be so)—providedt he
remembers this at the time of the vow.”

In this passage, Rabbenu Tam puts his seal of aglpmn the
revision of Kol Nidre proposed by his father, R. Meir b. Samuel of
Ramerupt. The latter, we are told, replaced thegteal phrase of the
traditional version;n72105 1Y%y Nan D™D DY TY J2YY DINIAD OPN,
with a phrase that made more halakhic senseyy Nt 0195 DN
N210Y WYY XaN 091, This is a remarkably economical and elegant
revision, affecting only a single word of the onigi: 1ayw.?* The
latter is replaced by, thereby automatically changing the referent of
the phrasen2yvb 1wy xan oM9d oy to thefollowing Yom Kippur,
the one that is a year away.

2 This is a translation atyoronT, the reading of the standard edition. For a
more likely reading, see section 3 below.

3 For a detailed discussion ab initio regret, se@> 1 nnn in M19YPININ
mndn, 11:351-52.

24 See n. 20 above.

%5 The other emendation noted in the passage is édsgant to this study:
NVINKRT PYo “all of them that we (shall have) regretted” iragd of ynb>
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 9

Rabbenu Tam is not the only member of the familgvian to have
accepted R. Meir’s revision. R. Ephraim of Bonnomfs us that
Rabbenu Tam’s brothers, Rashbam and R. Isaac,tadagjps well:

VA PRND M 2D PMIN TYNRD MY /R ODOV VP 29D NN DN
PNNY 9 29 2PY MM TNINY 12T 1M NI YR 1M
26 m2109 199y N2 ©1199 DY TY 1T DN OPR MY PINN

But I, in accordance with my meager intelligencedf
proper the practice instituted by R. Meir of Ranpgrand
adopted by his sons, Rabbenu Samuel, Rabbenu Jawbb,
R. Isaac after him, viz., to say “from this Yom Kigr to
(next) Yom Kippur coming (we pray) favorably upon
us.”...

And one of Rashi’s disciples, cited limgqque ha-Pardesreports that
Rashi too lent his prestige to this version:

25 DONA N9ON DY 2IY2 : N8O )WHY 972 APy 17D DY)
NYTITYT OV ONINT MNNPY DN I DD /MINY NOION
P[179] xway Sy NOX ST NN 7] Nyanws
NNDID NIVY DY NXAN DN O TY NT 09D DN MNIVWA
N9Y PPIY N9 PHLIIM PYVA PIAY W PN 7o) vVIPN
*179] RO YDON KD NIDKY T KD KT L PROP
M2y2 1IN F[170] WP N9 MYnY 1o mm 939 YD OY1av
1Y NN XD TV 12 DXNDD OPN MNP NI NN MO
33 Doy 3 7Y WRAY 1IN NI N3 N9

»vor “all of them we have regretted.” This emendatippears to be based
on the principlexipynT NvIN XY ... PNNY IWaKr Orw. The emendation is
apparently designed to stress that the feelingerabrse postdate the vow and
predate the recitation #&fol Nidre; see also after n. 102 below.

® Wieder,ny 712y, 190 = Wiedernyann non mwainn, 1:369.

Ms. Jerusalem NLEnyanwxm; Venice edition of 1539yanex.

Ms. Jerusalem NLkmInx »1; Venice edition of 15393nynxom.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1589¢9).

So too in Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition 539

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1588w,

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 158%1p.

% The passage is transcribed from Ms. Frankfurt Qcfd. 6r (dated 14th
cent.); | have added a few notes from Ms. Jerusdiin6655=28 fol. 71r
(dated 1535) and the Venice editiomay Sy 9win 9320 IWR DTION YOIPY
o8y nadw (Venice: Daniel Bomberg, 1539), [22-23]. Both b&tmanuscripts

27
28
29
30
31
32
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10 Richard C. Steiner

In the name of R. Jacob b. SimeBn(the following) is
found: On Yom Kippur eve, they (= the people) coime
the synagogue and say: “All vows, resolutions, pses)
pledges, and oaths that we have vowed, sworn, @tedg
and imposed upon the self [sit!py oath from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) faaily
upon us—all of them | shall regret [si¢f|(May they be)
released, cancelled, rendered null and void, ndbioe,
not valid—our vows not vows, our resolutions not
resolutions, and the [sié!] oaths not oaths. ‘Forgiveness
shall be granted to all, etc.” (Num 15:26).” Sodalhd the
holy mouth (of Rashi) say when he went (and staod)
front of the ark (to lead the service). He woulg saither
“from last Yom Kippur to ...” nor iay they beeleased”
nor “as it is written ‘Forgiveness shall be granted....” And
he would return to the beginning until (he had testiit)
three times.

According to one source, the idea thbl Nidre should be
prossgective goes back even further in the famdyRashi’s father-in-
law!

But how is it possible to leave the tense of thebsew 1T
NITORTY NIDINNTY MIYANWNTY unchanged after changing the reference
of their temporal adverbial from past to futureHhe version cited in
Liggure ha-Pardesmost of the verbs seem to remain in the pasetens
creating an internal contradiction. Moreovenpx “I shall regret” is
a singular imperfect verb, appropriate to the pecfipe version but

are available online; | am indebted to Yisrael sl of the Institute for
Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, National Library ksirael, for providing the
links and folio numbers for both. Wiederofann now mwann, 1:389) notes
that this report is not cited elsewhere, but higjecture that opponents of the
revised version suppressed the report does notiexpthy even the many
proponentof the emendation (see below) fail to cite it.

3 This should read “Jacob b. Samson” according tAam Grossmarpan
DININ ONPY KN MNIND 0297 ,0MNP :0MMUNIN Na9e (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 2001), 417. For his relationship to Rahls, reported role as the
teacher of Rabbenu Tam, etc., ged., 411-26.

% Or: “and self-imposed”; instead of “and imposed mpaorselves.”

% Instead of “we have regretted.”

37 Instead of “our.”

%8 Grossmannaa san, 124 n. 9. Grossman doubts that the source abieli
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 11

inconsistent in both number and tense with all abieer verbs. The
problem raised by the tense of those verbs is adddebriefly inSefer
ha-Yashay but the passage in question, like much of thekwbas
come down to us in a corrupt form. After examinthg later sources,
| shall attempt to reconstruct the original formbofth Rashi’s version
and Rabbenu Tam’s comment.

It should be noted that the same internal conttadids found in
most Ashkenazi? editions of the mahzo—from medieval
manuscript® and early printed editioffs to the editions in use
today?*? Some editors discuss the contradiction and offértions—

%9 Not surprisingly, most Sephardic editions of thmhzor retain the old
retrospective version okol Nidre/Nedarim see Toviya Fraindpsyn 4990
vy (Jerusalem: Otzar Haposkim, 1998), 1:304. | anelwed to S. Z.
Leiman for this reference.

0 goxann oy M (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; 2 vols.; Jerusalem: Koren
1970), vol. 2, opposite p. 1. For a descriptionhaf manuscripts, sekid., vol.

1, pp. -1, See also the Worms Mzor, part I, from ca. 1280 C.E. (NLI
website, f. 61a); the Esslingen Mar from 1290 C.E. (JTSA library website,
f. 64a); and the Nuremburg Mzor from 1331 C.E. (NLI website, f. 349a). All
three of these manuscripts haveoxT XINRT NYANRT NDT (three
perfects followed by a participle) modified byy nv o195 ovn. Only the
participle has a temporal interpretation that doesclash with the adverbial
modifier (see below).

41 See, for exampleyw pon 1aWN WP MNP Anna Mwn Yan Mnn (Venice,
1568), 131b ancw pon ,0om9uN p7p anma Mnn (Venice, 1600), 144a. Both
of these editions haveyoxT X¥INKT NWINWNT NX)DT (three perfects
followed by a participle) modified by> nv o195 ovn. Theoms Sv Mnn
o'x (Prague, 1613) is similar, but it has)1)xT instead ofky17y7 (see n. 139
and at n. 137 below) andqox7 (with dageshin samekh instead ofxyyox.
By contrast,otawx Mminn (Constantinople, 1530) is perfectly consistent:
(N¥MP TID) RITON YT XIDIN T NyINWYN >T) 83117 (four perfects) modified
by 151 72yw D195 DN,

“2 The contradiction is found in its purest form iretHigh Holiday Prayer
Book (ed. Philip Birnbaum; New York: Hebrew PublishiG@mpany, 1951),
489. It hasnyoxT NINRT NwanwnT x)1T (four perfects; cf. the
Constantinoplena:zor in the preceding footnote) modified bys 0195 o»n»
n2)1. Other modern editions exhibit a hodgepodge ah&rFor exampleyninn
999 noN ,00Na5n 0y 839 (Jerusalem: Eshkol, n.d.), 27, hasb1) N1
NITONTY NIDINKTY NWINWRT (1991 nwnt (three perfects followed by a
participle) modified byy» nt o195 o»n. Almost the same version is found in
1990 95 0 :wINN 13 Y5 Mnn (Brooklyn: Atereth, 1971), 39-40, and in
INYYY Y2 owa v’y Ve oy Mmnn (Jerusalem: Miller, n.d.), 34; however,
these two editions substitutermxT (pointed in different ways) far)y 7y (cf.
the Praguemaikzor in the preceding footnote and see at n. 137 beldg
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12 Richard C. Steiner

but only in an introduction or an appendix. Thuse editor of an
Ashkenazicmahzor (Venice, 1717) adds a brief discussion Kijl
Nidre at the very end of his edition:

JUND RNDIN NYINWN 1IPYY NN 7PN DNWN 210 19D DN
D 97 DOWIAON DY NP 290 WON NN OIMNIY NYT
TY TN 0XN9D DYN WY DTN PNNY NI NINDIN NOMN
NIDINNTY NITONT) NIYINUNTY XIITITY , DDV 1YY NI o
DY oYY LLLTNYN MMM XY ONIN WO DN 72N MNYY 095
NIV NOIT NIYN YAN ,MNNDIA INY IWYNX DX JPND NNyT
NMIPN DN NN NMIVAIVNH MXRNDIN DOV 1PV DO NNN
NPON DY PN IR NRXINA JON .12 PNIDN NYNN NN INYNY
MYLY NN ... NNDIN 220N YWIND 9D WSND 1N
NTY NMPNRI P NIYN DNDI D D) ONY NNIN ,NYY?

43wy PPV 1N 93 YN

However, as the years multipliétithe straight became
(increasingly) crooked, and the text (bl Nidre) became
(increasingly) corrupt, as stated clearly by thes lof R.
Caro and the author of theevushim for the correct
version (serves) to release vows that will be mdoEm
this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (wegy)
peaceably upon us,” whereasimT, NIWINWUNT, NIIONT,
and xy>nxT are all past-tense expressions in Aramaic,
and do not refer to the future.... And it occurtedus to
correct that which had become corrupt in the (had)
versions, but after considering this course we dztito
retreat, because, inasmuch as all the (publishedjions
are corrupt, the reader will surely say that ouesgyht is

same is true ofdwx NN 7923 BNY HNIY? N Minn (Jerusalem: Moreshet,
1981), 40, and th€Complete ArtScroll Machzor: Yom Kippied. Nosson
Scherman, et al.; New York: Mesorah Publication886), 59 (Ashkenaz
edition) = 67 (Sefard edition); however, the coditton is less blatant in these
more recent editions since they offer a compromesion that combines the
prospective adverbial and the retrospective an@y ... 7ayw 0195 OYN
... M 09>, For the origin and spread of this compromise,see nnn in
mNIvN Nr1avp N, 11:392; Wiederpnyy nay, 196-202 = Wieder mwarnn
nYann non, 1:375-381; Fraindynnw) or1yn 990, 1:309-314.

43 Abraham Meir Habermannpmxnom 711 Y37 m1on in nym vyn s99m
(Jerusalem: R. Mass, 1981), 184-85.

4 The expression from Lev 25:16 is given a new meghgre.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 13

faulty” and pin the blame on us. Nevertheless, having
found here a blank page, we wish to present theecor
version to discerning people.... And as for thos® wish

to err, let them err. We have left them their oddlsion, still
standing in its place, so everyone can do whagg m his
own eyes.

Similarly, Wolf Heidenheim does not dare to elintmathe
contradiction in thanakzor of which he was both the editor and the
printer, despite the fact that only a few pagediegahe prints a
lengthy discussion of the grammatical aspects Kail Nidre,
concluding with a revised versidh.

The present article is the latest attempt to detil the problem. |
became involved with it some decades ago, whensanduished
rabbinic authority called me before Yom Kippur asmsked me if it
was possible to eliminate the tense contradictioan inconspicuous
way that would not provoke controversy. Clearly teebs needed to
be emended, but the obvious emendations—the oaesdme first to
mind—were not adequate to the task. Take, for el@anspme of the
Aramaic expressions for “we shall vow” offered amemdations in
past centuries. R. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Luioelexample,
writes:

YT OMY MIPPY IINPI MIDINI MNP DI 1977 DD NNDI NN
D951 DN NINVA) DY MIPPI DM 9915 NININ PPNy
¥ .2 0INT PNY NIV WYY KA DI DY TY NN

This is the text ofKol Nidre “All vows, pledges,
resolutions, promises, affirmations, and oaths wWeatshall

vow, resolve, and impose upon ourselves from thosnY
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) faaiy

upon us—all of them that we shall have regrettéd...

4> The expression from Isa 28:7 is given a new mealnéng.

46 9995 o1y Masyy Mnn (ed. W. Heidenheim; Roedelheim: Buchdruckerey
von W. Heidenheim, 1832), 6b-8b, 10a.

47 Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunebyn mnax 990 (Florence: Stamperia di
Isach di Moise di Pas, 1750), 105b §28-fs5n o» madn). Cf. the Hebrew
version attributed to Rabbenu Tam by R. Isaiah &li Bf Trani, maoin >wyn
4794 (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Yerid ha-Sefarim, 1995), 64n 1902 n7v »;XA
DXTNY NRY NOX MITIV WDV D) ... 37N D01 DININ NDRY DT DD DYV NN
NTH.

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JSI1J/12-2013/Steiner.pdf




14 Richard C. Steiner

Ralbag and R. Jacob Emden have a different expressi

Y2 PN 979 INIXOY /MDD TNY WO (0TI 9I) 1INNOY YAYN)
* 900 YPY 2WNY NONINN

Even if they recite Kol Nidre) in the future tense, saying
77 “we shall vow,” it does not have the benefit tioae
might think would come from it.

TNIYY NN DY NX PN N7 NYT 97yYW DDA PID PR DIN
YT 79T NPYIN 1) 9797 IN 99937 D78 211900 WO NOMN
112 557 .NINWA DY 0T YANWIT 0215 19) .NIDNN DIPN

“ yrroNn

But there is no doubt in the world that, accordingthe
opinion of Rabbenu Tam, we must necessarily chdnge
old text completely and we have to sayT “that we shall
vow” or 17 (with Zireq, and dageshin place of the
missingnun). And so all of themyanwy1 “that we shall
swear” andxanvoy Yy 10271 “that we shall impose upon
ourselves”—all with first person plural preformatinun

R. Isaac b. Mordecai Qimhas a third expression:

DYNAON O TY NT DD 0PN P97 RININT OOXNINNDI MM
50
.N2D

And he corrected thenakzorim (to read) “that we shall
vow from this Yom Kippur to next Yom Kippur.”

All of these emendations eb~7) eliminate the contradiction, but they
are hardly inconspicuous.

After giving some thought to the rabbi’'s requestame to the
conclusion that the solution had to be based ofests:

8 Charles Touati, “Le probléme déol Nidrey et le responsuminédit de
Gersonide (Lévi ben GershomREJ154 (1995), 337.

49 R. Jacob Emdernyays nyxw (Altona, 1738), 134a §145.

0 Levi, “Un recueil,” 82.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 15

(1) The Aramaic active participle, the countergdrtebrewanis,
normally takes the formns (Biblical Aramaic) oranas/a»nxo
(Jewish Babylonian Aramaic).

(2) In Aramaicreshlowers a preceding shdaderédhireq to patai,
as though it were a laryngeal. This rule is usudbigcribed as
operating in word-final positior, but it is attested in other
positions as well, e.gapay (Ezr 4:19, 6:1) andh1ay ... MNNN
(Dan 4:11). The following examples are all activartiiples
with word-final resh o (in the phrasenmx) my; Dan 2:15,
3:19, etc.);9v (Ezr 7:12, 21 = Hebrewsv in Ezr 7:6, 11)*
Jon (Palestinian Targum toyox in Gen 49:1152 41y (Targum
Ongelos tan1> in Exod 34:10 and Deut 29:11, 13)» (Targum
Jonathan toav in Jer 49:35 and Ezek 4:18)and-vxe (in the
phrasep>axe ora; geonic responsumy.

(3) The pronoumon/nix sometimes follows a participle that serves
as its predicate, e.gyx y1 (Dan 2:8),mx mx (Dan 4:4).

(4) The pronoumox has an enclitic fornxs- attached to participles
in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, e.giyT < Nax vy “l know”
(Ongelos to Gen 12:11, 48:19, Exod 9:30, 18:11, tCr=(9,
31:27, 29)5,6 SUMN YNNI P NYNN RPIPN) RNNDD NIPIODI
ANPINY NIVTNT TY N RN PITO NIPY P RIPY NOIND)
“and | would go up to a place (where Torah wasdten), and |
would teach five children to recite the Five Bog&kthe Torah),
and | would teach six children to recite the Sixd€s (of the
Mishnah), and | would say to them: ‘(Recite withcleaother)

°l See, for example, Gustaf Dalma@rammatik des judisch-paléstinischen
Aramaéisch(2nd ed.; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1905), 92 §81RBtaus BeyerDie
aramaischen Texte vom Toten Md&ottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1984-1994), 1:107-108; and Elisha Qimromypn monax (2nd ed.; Jerusalem:
Bialik, 2002), 30 §2.6.1.

°2 Cf. vp2> (Ezr 4:15),7 (Ezr 6:12),710n (Dan 4:34),y1nvn (Dan 6:15),
and-a (passim).

3 Genizah Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to thetReuch(ed. Michael

L. Klein; 2 vols.; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union Collederess, 1986), 1:169 I. 3
(recto).

> The Bible in Aramaided. Alexander Sperber; Leiden: Brill, 1959-1962),
1:150, 341 (bis); 3:249, 272.

% J. N. Epsteinmyaa mnax my1p1 (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1960), 39 (citing
from »a59n 70, omNan mawn, 134 §260).

° Bible in Aramaig 1:17, 84, 104, 119, 295, 346 (bis).
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16 Richard C. Steiner

until I come back™ (B.M&. 85b). The most relevant example is
N1 89 “I do/shall not vow” (Ned. 9a)’

(5) Encliticx- does not normally reverse/block the lowering @& th
vowel in the preceding (previously final) syllabla.the Talmud
(manuscripts as well as printed editions), we fothx, X770,
N)VY, N7, etc. regularly written withoutyod in the
penultimate syllablé® There a few exceptions, however, so we
may be dealing with a “variable rulg®”

(6) In Late Aramaic (including Jewish BabyloniAramaic), the
participle is regularly used for the indicativeutd in addition to
the present? e.g.,x»Ta MY xyan P “tomorrow | shall sue
him” (Git. 55b, B.Bat. 39a 72 ymx yanx in Sefer ha-Starot
of R. Hai Gaon §23%*

Based on these six facts, | came up with what igho was a clever
new way of eliminating the contradiction that mkid Nidre in many
makzorim | telephoned the rabbi and suggested that hegeh#re
vocalization ofxyy1 “we have vowed” andyox “we have bound”
to n72 “I shall vow” andxyyox “l shall bind” (with gametzin the
first syllable of each). For the other two verb€mnx and

7 With the creation of these and other contracteth$prithe participle finally
came to be inflected for person, much like thegmraind imperfect. This was
the culmination of a long process through which (beginally nominal)
participle gradually infiltrated the verbal systeamd eventually came to
dominate it. For the inflection derived from thentacted forms in modern
Aramaic, see Otto Jastrow, “The Neo-Aramaic Langsdgin The Semitic
Languageged. Robert Hetzron; London: Routledge, 1997),, 3&2-63.For
the corresponding Hebrew development, see M. HalSé&g Grammar of
Mishnaic Hebrew(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1927), 164 n. 1.

%8 See the preceding paragraph and nn. 119 and 18d.bel

¥ The formxywva “l divorce” appears in two unpublished Aramaic ricag
bowls alongsidexvs in five published ones; see n. 119 below.

® E. Y. Kutscher, “Aramaic,” inEncyclopaedia Judaiga3:269. For the
corresponding Hebrew development, see Richard €&ne&t “The History of
the Ancient Hebrew Modal System and Labov’'s Rule Gdmpensatory
Structural Change,Towards a Social Science of Language: Papers inafon
of William Labov(ed. Gregory R. Guy, Crawford Feagin, Deborah f&ami
and John Baugh; Amsterdam, 1996), 1:257-58, 25B4nFormidrashimthat
project this development back into Biblical Hebresge Aaron Koller,
“Diachronic Change and Synchronic Readings: Midrasbn Stative Verbs
and Participles,JSS57 (2012), 268-78.

®1 See also at n. 72 below.
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xoyanwn,® | recommended not revocalization but replacement o
aleph with mem vyielding xy»nn and xyanvn. These four
emendations, | told him, would change the tenseheffour verbs
from past to future by converting them to partiegl It was not until
years later that | learned that none of this was. riéhe formnyqox
(rather thamyyow) is found in many Ashkenazimahzorim from the
Middle Ages down to the present ddyAnd the evidence adduced
below suggests that most of my emendations redafatl changes
made already by Rabbenu Tam or his father.

2. Rabbenu Tam’s Version ool Nidre: The First Four Verbs

The tense of the Aramaic verbs Kol Nidre has received extensive
treatment in halakhic literature. However, the dualf the treatment
is uneven. The source of the problem is obviougshénwords of R.
Mordecai Jaffe:

% .1 PRIPI NN PRY DNIN NYIA NONNN 'OV NON ...

but it (= Kol Nidre) was composed originally in
Aramaic, in which we are not well-versed.

The problem is particularly acute in sources frém 16th century
onwards. The earlier sources exhibit a better conthat Aramaic
grammar, and many of the errors found in them #&mbatable to

®2 This is the vocalization in all manuscripts and gidnted editions,
according to Wolf Heidenheim in hieanmm 19w 23aY 9195 019 nvayy Mminn
8> oynm (Roedelheim: W. Heidenheim: 1832), 7b and 10achMigory check
confirms his claim. For example, in the Esslingeahkbr from 1290 C.E.
(JTSA library website, f. 64a) and the Nuremburghkta from 1331 C.E.
(NLI website, f. 349a), we finsyinyxt with arafeh-sign over thebet (not
to mention thelale) and ashewaunder theaw; see also n. 41 above. As noted
by Heidenheim, this form is also found in the tangm, e.g.yanvx in Genizah
Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to the Pentate(ezh Michael L. Klein; 2
vols.; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 198663, 2: plate 11 (Gen
31:53); cf. Ongelos to Lev 5:22, 24. As explained Heidenheim, it is an
itpe ‘el form, notitpa ‘al.

%3 See the examples in nn. 40-42 above (whene), by contrast, is not to be
found). Having grown up with the Birnbaumahzor, | was not fully aware of
the formxyox.

%4 R. Mordecai Jaffeynn wiay (Venice, 1620), 178c §619.
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18 Richard C. Steiner

copyists® Indeed, at times the medievals seem to comparedhly
with modern scholars in their knowledge of Aramaic.

Let us begin with a modern study of this questign Gharles
Touati:

In place ofnedarng nadarnd—an Aramaic participle with
future meaning followed by the agglutinating proroah
affix na4— “the vows that we shall pronounc®.”

In this description of the revised version &bl Nidre, the
vocalization is correct but the translation, withe” instead of “l,” is
not. Touati compounds his error by adding:

Let us observe that in Aramaic the participle does$
generally have, as in Biblical Hebrew, future megniand
that the pronominal affix of the first person plucan only
be nan and notn& in this case, it should have said
nadrinan (cf. J. N. Epstein,Diqduq aramit bablit ...
Jerusalem 1960 p. 41)°"..

Both of these observations are problemdial Nidre is composed
at least partially in Late Aramaic, and one of bast-known features
of Late Aramaic is the use of the participle withiture (as well as
present) referend®. As for the second observation, it is true that
Epstein’s grammar deals with forms likeans on p. 41, but there is
no reason to limit our inquiry to that page. Surfelyms likexya>ns on
p. 40 (cf. p. 21) should also be considered imgtteng to make sense
of the prospective version &fol Nidre. The point, which Touati has
missed, is that the unvocalized forme-T) and x»ox were
homographs in Babylonian Aramaic. Moreover, in giienunciation
of Rashi’'s family,x»ox was probably a honphoneas well, since

® | have used the earliest printed editions availablene. Unless otherwise
mentioned, | used copies from HebrewBooks.org nraifew cases) Otzar
HaHochmah. Where necessary (or readily availableneyy | have used
manuscripts as well.

® Touati, “Le probléme,” 331.

®” Touati, “Le probléme,” 331.

% See n. 60 above.
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everything that we know about that pronunciatioggasts that it did
not distinguislgametz(xyox) from patah or haraf pata: (x7ox).%°

The sensitivity of Franco-German scholars to thdigmity of xo-
is evident from several glosses in the commentarBavli Taanit
attributed to Rashi. At Tan. 21b, for example, we finebn - NN
N NN OIN Y NN, Here the author provides»»n with a double
gloss to ensure that the reader takes it as alaingarticiple fx »n
= »Nx Mmiv) rather than a plural perfectyfyn = »3v). Rabbenu Tam,
too, was intimately familiar with the singulax>- appended to
participles. In his famous Aramaieshutpoem for theurgeman 2>y
oxno, he uses the phrasemmym zoxps> “when | stand and
translate.”

Many sources point to the homography xofh7) as one of the
foundations of the revised, prospective version Kibl Nidre.
However, it is not clear who it was that first peidd out this
homography. According to most of the later sours=e below), it
was Rabbenu Tam who adjusted the tense of the forst verbs,
which could explain why he fails to mention thenSiefer ha-Yashar
in discussing his father’s revision #&fol Nidre. However, the later
sources are contradicted by the report of Rabbemu’'S own disciple,
R. Eliezer b. Samuel of Metz, Befer Yerém (betw. 1171 and 1179):

S5V PAN DT PN A VYR 53 1WA OINYNIY 9O DY YD)
NITONTY NIVTYT HPI0N) OIT) DD /0D ¥ Tov Y77 apyd Han
NIDONT YOINY )9 (WA DN) NAINO MMINTO MMHUN NaNY

T opwn

%9 Henoch Yalony inxoy mmTa) »wa 5w 1T N9¥N N9I¥A THTI90 710 in
PYY 239y ;%9330 PWHN Y oreqvnp (Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1963),
section 1ll, 16-31; llan Eldar (Adleryamnn :motowuxotpn Anpn non
1990 NHoN NY oramwnn mmorm (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Hebrew University
Language Traditions Project, 1978), 1:57 (many glamofqametzreplacing
hagaf patd:); Le Glossaire de Leipzi(ed. Menahem Banitt; 3 vols.; Jerusalem:
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 200817F (Dan 2:8gx = MT
N)x), 1483 (Dan 2:24w = MT %), 1501 (Dan 4:24pmy) = MT qmmw),
1529 (Ezr 4:11x7m H2y = MT x7m 12y), and other examples afametz
replacingharaf patas.

0 myaw mnn (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; Jerusalem: Koren, 2000p, b 15;
noa Mnn (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; Jerusalem: Koren, 19934 b 15. Note,
however, that the second participler{>n) is missing a prefixechem

L Paris, BN 1309, f. 121r. | am indebted to Yisraelbidsky (Institute for
Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, National Library ofsrael) for this
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20 Richard C. Steiner

And on the night of Yom Kippur, | have heard in tiame

of Rabbenu Meir, the father of Rabbenu Jacob, omat
should say as follows: “All vows and resolutionsievh
N7 and x)on,” referring to the future, as they say in
Shebuot chapter 3 (19b, cf. Ned. 16a) “(the Hebrew oath)
ooRY means (in Aramaiciyvont ‘(I swear) that | will
eat.”

In support of the idea thadyT) andxyon can refer to the future,
this source cites an excellent proof texiwn X)o7 — Y9INY MYV
“(I swear) an oattoxy means ‘I will eat” (Sheb. 19b, Ned. 163)In
this proof text, we find Abaye glossing the Hebréwst person
singular imperfector with the Aramaic participle (+ first person
singular enclitic pronounyyyox.

The choice of verbs irSefer Yerém may point in the same
direction; it is possible thabym andx)ox are cited because they are
the only two verbs irKol Nidre that are always homographs when
unvocalized® Although the only surviving manuscript dbefer
Yereim (from around the 15th century) has no vocalizatioithese
words, the original must have been vocalizedkas) and xyjon or
the like; otherwise, it would have been incomprediide, since
without vocalization the text attributed here tobBanu Meir is
identical to the traditional text.

The changes to the verbs of vowing are reportelhtar sources
with varying degrees of accuracy. The fullest arabihaccurate report
is the one cited by R. Bezalel b. Abraham Ashkenazi

YT IND NP NP MWD NN INDIDT D73 N7 ININ PN TN
PN NIV MYNPUNT RIYIANYN T NITON OT) RININ OTY NIIT)
TY NN OTY NN OTY NIITY OT NIVA PP NI

manuscript reading. As he points out, the aposasphy»~n indicate that it

IS to be deleted—presumably together with the Yalhg 2.

2 mxnon M»w oy o991 maon (3 vols.; ed. Moshe Hershler; Jerusalem:
Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1985-199.: pp.nop-vop.

3 Alternatively, one could claim that the selectiomasainfluenced by Num
30:4, but this claim is undercut somewhat by thet fhat Num 30:3 also has
the verbyayn > Noyanwn.
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T D3OV NN HVIAT DNNDY IIYYD DNMYNYNY NIYINWN
74 .07 NI YD WAWN DX 1IN

And for that reason Rabbenu Tam used to say: ‘U edh
these expressions with gametz— >»1 NypIn T KINT) T
Nwyanwn > Nox—since the reference of all these
expressions is to the future. Those who read (theit) a
shewa—Niyanwx > NIDN T NIIIN T X1 T—Wwith
reference to the past and with the intention ofudlimy
what they have already vowed, pledged, resolved, an
sworn are committing an error.”

This passage purports to be a direct quote, ifitsieperson, from
Rabbenu Tam himself. It cleverly uses a form+?) that exemplifies
the point of the statement. The number of impreossiis remarkably
small. Two of them concern the last example on liste x)yanwn,
which is (1) incorrectly vocalized withatak instead ofshewaunder
the taw, and (2) correctly vocalized with ngametzin the stem,
thereby contradicting the plain sense of the assethat “l read all
these expressions withgametz' In addition, we may note thadnan
is misvocalized withpatak instead ofkireq under theresh This
appears to be a careless mistake made by a copyist the influence
of X791 andnyyow; there is no reason to believe that it goes back t
Rabbenu Tam or his father. The apparent accuradieofjuotation
and its first-person formulation seem to point t@lgable source close
to Rabbenu Tam—someone like R. Eliezer b. Samuélietlz. The
latter is cited as the source of numerous passegdise Nedarim
volume of R. Bezalel Ashkenazi's compilatibhand although our
passage is cited in the name»af)y (R. Nathan b. Joseph, a disciple
of Ramban), it has been demonstrated that thareich confusion in
the attributions given in this volunf&.

" R. Bezalel b. Abraham Ashkenampa1s navn Yy nyaypn now (ed. Ephraim
Hertz; Berlin, 1860), 28a.

> His name appears twice on the preceding pager{navn Yy n¥pn now,
27a ll. 20 and 41), both times in connection witatters relevant to Rabbenu
Tam'’s discussion dfol Nidre in Sefer ha-YashaOne of the occurrences is at
the end of a section, the other in the middle.

® E. E. Urbach, anvow ,0mmam ,000m19n :mavinn soya (4th ed.;
Jerusalem: Bialik, 1980), 163 with n. 74. For tleenenentary of R. Nathan b.
Joseph on Rambants>n maon and its use by R. Bezalel Ashkenazi, see
Shlomo Toledanown? 999 »m99090 1oyan ,YINN I1UN INYNa »39 (Hebrew
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Many aspects of this report are confirmed by oHfmeirces, sources
which in some instances became corrupted over time:

R. Moses b. Jacob of Coucy:

5191 DY O TY DT DIV DPN ITI YO IMY OYIVN INN
NIDINT DOINY MIMAYT 1792 IIINTI YHvN NaNY NITIT
7 ywn

The general practice is to sayKil Nidre “from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) faaiy
upon us,” withxy1 referring to the future, as we say in
chapter 3 of Shebat (19b, cf. Ned. 16a) “(the Hebrew
oath) Yoy means (in Aramaicky>»onT ‘(I swear) that |
will eat.”

R. Meir ha-Kohen:

7195 DY TY N3 9D DN MY PTM AN 5719 APY 127 DINDN
NYON NYPN ONY ....ANIN MY DY DT PNND N2 MDY XIN
DOINYY MINAYT M9 UTPINTD /DU NINY D) NIV NI

8 nypwn 89INT

It is true that Rabbenu Jacob wrote and instituieel
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (nextom
Kippur, coming upon us” intending to release thevsmf
the coming year.... (It is also true that) one #thowt raise
an objection (to that practice) from the expresswmm,
because that can also refer to the future, as mekifi the
chapter 3 of Shebat (19b) “(the Hebrew oathyoxy
means (in Aramaicyyz>onT ‘(I swear) that | will eat.”™

R. Asher b. Jehiel (Rosh):

University doctoral dissertation; Jerusalem, 20A24-55. | am indebted to
Simcha Emanuel for this reference.

" R. Moses b. Jacob of Coucyymn msn 490 (Venice: Daniel Bomberg,
1547), 71d.

8 R. Meir ha-Kohennyam»n mmn, in nmn nswn (Venice: Marco Antonio
Justinian, 1550), 151a (followingwy nn>aw moon).
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NI D990 DY 1Y 1T 090N DPH : D NNNI I NN
DY TY 7YY DX NN OPH DXNNN 1IN MAY M K9 A5y
MNY NN DT RIWIANWN T KT T 9 DN ... DN9IN

9 yawr9 Y PNy

Rabbenu Tam corrected thekzorim (to read) “from this
Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming upon us”dan
not as had (previously) been written in theshzorim
“from last Yom Kippur to this Yom Kippur.”... Andre
should also sayoyanwn »1 873 O™, i.e., that which |
shall vow and swear.

The vocalization ofxy11® is faulty but significant nevertheless,
becausexwyanwn is left unvocalized. The contrast seems to reféect
recognition thatyanwn can only be a participle, whitl@~7 can be a
participle or perfect depending on its vocalization

Tosafot

251 ©MNINNA (INDY 7)) ANIY NN NI PRI PNYNRY TINN
e VY DY XN OYNAON DY TY WYY DINIIN OPN OIT
DXNNOIN DY TY NT DNDIN OY MY [173] Y NN 15
N ..0WT NI [170] Nan M DY 9T 120D Dy Nan
PPN PRT YOWNT NONR 1YW YRYWNT D7TIT T DO2 INNT

8L yayw5) XaNY yown ... MW SNY YNUN NINTIT 9 173V

Based on our talmudic discussion, Rabbenu Tam gqsun
that which is written inKol Nidre in the makzorim, i.e.,
“from last Yom Kippur to (this) Yom Kippur comingve
pray) favorably upon us” ... Accordingly, it seeprsper to
me to correct (it to read) “from this Yom Kippur (oext)
Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon  us
(according to which) it is the vows of the followjiryear
that we are releasing.... And as for the fact thad says
717 In Kol Nidre referring to the past, thereby implying

9 R. Asher b. Jehielprwn Yy w”xan maomn (ed. Betsalel Deblitsky;
Jerusalem: Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 2004), tal.

8 According to the edition (colxa, n. 34), the vocalization is in the
manuscript.

81 wrnam £29% 13227 MoDIM SwA Wi By 041 Naon, 203 (Ned. 23b s.v.
nNY).
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that we are releasing (vows) in the past, it magdid that
(the written form) x»m7 represents two (distinct)
expressions ... it represents (one in) the futack (@ne in)
the past.

R. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ishbili (Ritva):

D NPIP YOPA NITON NITITY NINDIN MWD 2N INDD 1O
82 N2 MOWY yWNT

Therefore, all these expressions»snn, X717, NXION—I
read with agametz since the language refers to the future.

R. Jacob b. Asher:

PN T30 MAYY DN DY PNND DN DN DY 11D DYIM
YTY NYITY YT MY 1NN ON MDY NAD 1Y TY DY N Y
8 Nyanwn

Rabbenu Tam found it difficult (to understand) whae it

Is to release (vows) that have already been vid)ard so
he instituted the practice of saying “from this Y &tppur

to (next) Yom Kippur, coming upon us,” and he also
instituted the practice of saying “that | shall vawd that |
shall swear.”

R. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel:

NYTON OTY RIDIN OTY NHPA NIVTY 2T 977 DMNINID 27 IPOI D)
YT NIVA PNPN .NXIND VR NN MYHYNT NYINwn N

8 R. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ishbilip1 noon 7 ©7wn Yy 8720390 >wrPn
(Jerusalem: Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 1977), zal.

8 R. Jacob b. Asheg»n nmx 10 §619 (Pieve di Sacco, 1475) §614 (= §619
in our editions). | would like to thank Rabbi Je®ghwarzbard, Librarian for
Special Collections, JTSA, for providing a scantloé relevant page. Later
editions, beginning with Mantua 1476 (see n. 11ibwE have a nonsensical
reading here.
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ITIV N D02 DNIMNDI I2YWD INMYNYND NI XINDIN OTY XIIT)
%....0T2 NIN MY WIWN 1IN

And that is what most of the early authorities dule
N7 with agametz andxyanwn > NION YT NN O,
for the reference of these expressions is to theduThose
who read (them) with ahewa—xy17) >7, N0 >N, etc.—
their reference is to the past, and their intentsoto annul
what they have (already) vowed, resolved, and swidney
are committing an error.

R. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

PIM 92D Y NN DY PN 9N NN DN WIAD DYPDIM
D .NAIVY DY NAN DNDIN DY T[Y] NT DMNDOHN DN IMD
85 . NIWYANWRTY NITIT MY PN

Rabbenu Tam found it difficult (to understand) whae it
Is to release (vows) that have already been vid)ard so
he instituted the practice of saying “from this Y &tppur
to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably arp
us” and he also instituted the practice of sayitgt’l shall
vow and that | shall swear.”

R. Nissim b. Reuben of Gerona (Ran):
N0 IMYNVYN RW ST NYON 1PN 7N 7T AP 72V NON
NW YT NINP 121D XININ Y KITON T MOON) 3T 9 Im)

86 xano N

However, R. Jacob [Tam] used to correct the languag
refer to the future: all vows and resolutions x»ox >7

8 Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunebsn mnax 2av (Florence: Stamperia di
Isach di Moise di Pas, 1750), 105b 8§23 {vo5n oy mabn). | have reproduced
the vocalization of the edition, including the figukiyanwn.

8 R. David b. Joseph Abudarhampmax oyywn oy nywn 0AINAR 190
(Jerusalem: Machon Even Yisey 1995), po.

8 wrxam 9931329 MovIN YwA VI By B3 Naon, 46 (Ned. 23b).
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N, each (verb) withgametz(instead ofshewa in the
first syllable}’ so that it looks like the future.

It seems clear from these sources that RabbenusTdmtiples
reported that he reagbmeof the verbs irkol Nidre (the ones in the
gal stem, possibly including»in)®® with gametz(instead ofshewa
in the first syllable. This revocalization converteal perfects
referring to the past intqal participles referring to the future. In some
sources, the tradition became garbled, and the lizatan with
gametzwas incorrectly extended tall of the verbs inKol Nidre,
including ®yanwn.

The testimony of several of the above sources comg the
correcting ofmakzorimis supported by the version k&bl Nidre found
in 18th century manuscripts from the Jewish commmesmiof Asti,
Fossano and Moncalvo (Piedmont, Italyj1 xowsTpn »1 83T 71
NIWD) 9y NIPDN T Myanwn > XN 1 xmpn.®® None of the
othermahzorimexamined by Goldschmidt, including two manuscripts

87 The phrasepnp 1911 is taken here as a Hebrew paraphrase of the Acamai
statement attributed to Rabbenu Tan: x»1p \npa »wb »n nva. However,
we cannot rule out the possibility that it meansthwgametzin all syllables.”
That is the meaning of the expressipnp 115 in Radag’s commentaries to 2
Sam 19:7, Isa 5:24, 32:19, and Hos 6:1. This atera interpretation is
supported by the faulty vocalization of the Arampaaticiplesyr (Dan 2:22 =
MT y1) andna (Dan 6:17 = MTnY9) in Le Glossaire de Leipzig3:1481
819130 and 1511 819578. So too Rashi, in his cortaneto Job 14:9 s.yv),
shows that his text of Job had the faulty forwa when he writesnp 9315 1.

8 A number of authorities cited above haweqn, in thegal stem: R. Bezalel
b. Abraham Ashkenazi, R. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ish{iitva), R. Aaron b.
Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel, and R. Nissim b. ReubeGeafona (Ran). For the
use of this Aramaic verb in tlgal participle > n “he bans” in a magic bowl),
see Michael SokoloffA Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the
Talmudic and Geonic Period®kamat-Gan: Bar llan University Press, 2002),
483b. Moreover, the Hebrew versiokpl Nedarim also has thegal form
(»nan) according to a half dozen early manuscripts (diclg Genizah
fragments) recorded iMaagarim This is significant because, as mentioned
above, there are good reasons to believe that ¢heed version is older. For
the gal form ym n in Pirge de-Rabbi Eliezemoted by Meir Wallenstein 4%y
VDXIN 1ITIDNT NMIFDIAY PP NI HOYOPN DMV, Sinai4s [1959], 307 note to
line 27), se@”79n N2 0y ... NYYN *a4 2999 990 (Warsaw, 1852), 90b §122.

8 poxn oy ammn (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt), 2:opposite p. 1. The
participle nym»pn appears to be a denominative created as a coarttep
»np at the beginning dfol Nidre.
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from medieval Franc® have anything similar. Since the Jews of
these communities came there in the 14th centum fFrance and
preserved the Northern Frengiyywim of the high holiday liturgy
until modern times, it seems likely that they preed a Northern
French version oKol Nidre reflecting the influence of Rabbenu Tam.

3. The Fifth Verb in Kol Nidre

As noted above, the tense of one of the verbsdandhised version of
Kol Nidre is mentioned briefly already in Rabbenu Tar8&fer ha-

Yashar The passage is corrupt, but it can be reconsuaith the

help of the citations and paraphrases by the &aittftors given below:

Rabbenu Tam:

DY D78 N NAX N OXN9ON DY Y2 IPINNT T DD
NIDINONRT PNDID NAVY MDY NXAN DN O Ty MY 0N
(NIOVINONT D7) NIVINTOINT .... 9% 19) N2 (RIVINOINT DY)
MIINT YHWN 29 INN NIXID 1PNP()) MDD HINNTI YHWN NIND
9ONY MY (NIVINONRT 978) NIVIRT P91 TLNPHINT yowm

92 4m XM LINTIN [1TIN] INNY [MIWN] YR SV ININA

Kol Nidre, which we say on Yom Kippur night—my lord
father corrected (it to read): “from this Yom Kippto
(next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upos—
all of those, if | shall regret them (shall be eded),” and
that is the true (version).... The fosmon~nT refers to the
future as we say in Berakhot (9b): “Let the woxfsmy
mouth be acceptable’ (Ps 19:15)—it means ‘whatid’ sa
and it means ‘what | shall say.” And as for theammg of

% For a description of the two manuscripts, one imfgaand the other in
Geneva, seanan 0’Y Minn, 1.

L The point of this talmudic proof text is not enyrelear. It may be cited to
show that a single phrase can refer either to &t or the future. Or it may
cited to show that a first person singular parteipuch asw»nx can refer to
the future. It should be noted, however, that gegling ynwn » »nx 1879 P
NNNT YRwMm »MNRT IS not attested in the surviving manuscripts of. Bé. The
closest match 5195 N»Y2T YWY MINNT yRwn 9 NN NI¥IY i, attested in
three manuscripts in the Talmud Text Databank $F&#1L, Florence I1I-I1-7, and
Oxford - Bodl. heb. b. 10 (2833) 6-7). Another threanuscripts havens v
MDY YyRum NIPOYN ¥Iwn 9 »INK, a reading very close to that of our printed
edition &IPIYN YPWUNI NDIY YHWN 29 NN NI ).

%2 R. Jacob b. Meir Tamw»n 599, 70-71 §100.
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MvINNT, it tells us that, after (making) the vow, we
should remember the condition (we announced) aNte
Year, and we should regret (making the vow) soithagy
be released.

R. Ephraim of Bonn:

P2 VNN 290 PN UKD MY /NI DO VP 9D MNIN YN
PNYY 9 29 2PY> 1T INIY 12T P2 NN IWNRD 1M
. 112IVY MDY NAN DY DY TY N DN DPN MY PINN
YRYN (RIVININT D78 NIVDINNT : DIPIN) NIVINNKT NIV
(NYD 1 DIINT) NP NITAY NPHIN 2 ND NAND M)
NXID P NIDI2 PININTN NN XOXAN APY’ 12N . TINONIY
:DIDINT) NIVINONT 7Y .NDNNT YAV MINNT YIWN 19 NN
MIVN WK DY ONIND ONVY DD (NIVINONT D78 NIVINNT

93 4mn XY LININ ITIN NN

But I, in accordance with my meager intelligenced f
proper the practice instituted by R. Meir of Ranpgrand
adopted by his sons—Rabbenu Samuel, Rabbenu Jacob,
and R. Isaac—after him, viz., to say “from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur coming (we pray) favbig
upon us.”... The expressiamwvinonT also refers to the
future like many (occurrences af)»x, )72y, andx

in the Talmud. And Rabbenu Jacob adduced proof from
what we say in Berakhot (9b): “Let the words of my
mouth be acceptable’ (Ps 19:15)—it means ‘whatid’ sa
and it means ‘what | shall say.” And as for theamig of
MVINONT, it tells us that, after (making) the vow, we
should remember the condition (we announced) aNte
Year, and we should regret (making the vow) soithaty

be released.

R. Eliezer b. Joel ha-Levi:

% Shelomoh Y. Spitzerxyan 0™ox 11719 0950 M) MAYN, In NIP
2995 0 ,MYn YN :01wnn (ed. Y. Buxbaum; Jerusalem: Moriah, 2002),
288 (plate), 290.
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DN OP TY DT DN OPN Y MY KRNI YN
,NIVMIMIN PNNDIA 1) 7)) NIVINMKT PNYI DWVYWY DY NXIN
% N2 (IVANOR PN YN

There are some among the great rabbis who ingtitine
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (nextom
Kippur, coming (we pray) peaceably upon us—allhafse,
if | shall regret them, (shall be released).”...

R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yar

7N MON D02 !NINY I78) /MINNY 27T D52 AN APY> HAN
120D DY NAN NDDN OP TY NT HNIN DPN D77 1IN NIAN
% 9poy 191 15 11N NIVAN ONT P

Rabbenu Jacob wrote concernkgl Nidre which one says
on Yom Kippur night: “My lord father corrected (ib
read): ‘from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur,
coming (we pray) favorably upon us—all of thosd,shall
regret them, (shall be released),’ and that is tiue
(version).”

R. Mordecai b. Hillel ha-Kohen:

D90 O TY NT DN DPN I WMNY KRNN2INI RIPN)
9% N2 (ROVINOR H7¥) NILANIN 1N NIVY DY NN

There are some among the great rabbis who ingtitine
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (nextom
Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us—all bbse,
if | shall regret them, (shall be released).”...

Tosefot Yeshanim

TV NT DXNDN 0PN 11D IONI 2T D32 PRND 127 7D NI
DYNON OPN DMINMIX PV ,DIVYD DY XN DNDON DY

% R. Eliezer b. Joel ha-Levistyn sax 5 n79ax 190 (ed. David Deblitsky; 4
vols.; Bene Berak: David Deblitsky, 2004), 2:12657a including n. 23, 811.
% R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-¥ay »»nann 299, 346.

% R. Mordecai b. Hillel ha-Kohem o xmy 179 mnaon Yy ,05wn 53791 190
(Jerusalem: Machon Yerushalayim, 1989), 72.
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(RYDINONT DY) NIV N D) ... DI NYON DY TY IIYV
0 VNN NINWI XON DIV ONIND PRY XIAND PV yHwn
7 y1915 151019 HNINN HYM TN

Based on this, Rabbenu Meir correstd Nidre we-Esare
(to read) “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippu
coming (we pray) peaceably upon us,” for they useshy
“from last Yom Kippur to this Yom Kippur.”... And
2vnRT “if | shall regret” refers correctly to the futyre
because the condition helps only if he regrets=itt{e
vow), and then the condition helps, annulling it
retroactively.

R. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

NN NNYN TR NDYN DX DIV 1IN NIVINDT I TIN TI9
% 6mYy vVINNN

Thus one must sayvynT “that | regret,” i.e., if | forget
and make vows, | regret them from this very moment.

R. Nethanel Weil:

VIDY PRI NIVINDON 1D D) NAND MHNNT JTTOT DX NI
9 MM >NV S8, NNN N9 1N DR TN ,DI90

And from this it appears that—according to our vienz.,
that he is making a condition for the future—it@rect to
say xvonon “if | shall regret,” and there is no textual
error, but the printer combined them into one wwlgkreas
they should be two words.

As noted above, Rabbenu Tam, in his written pregiemt of the
new version, chose to discuss only one of the fems inKol Nidre:

%7 @yy1 NavnY DY Mavin 190 (ed. Alter Halpern; London, 1966), 101.

% David b. Joseph Abudarhamgnamax oibwn oy odwn ©H9MAN 190
(Jerusalem: Machon Even Yised 1995), po.

% R. Nethanel Weiloxsn ya9p (Karlsruhe: L. J. Held, 1755), 66b §28 s.v.
ox.
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N0 w120 His reading breaks up the waraoan»xT or (according to
Abudarham)x»o o1 or (according to R. Nethanel Weikpvoanox
into two words, one of which can be vocalized gsdiciple {yvan).
Abudarham takes the latter as referring to theguig&? but Rabbenu
Tam, R. Ephraim of Bonn, anibsefot Yeshanitake it as referring to
the future, on the theory that regret can only l&ospective.
According to the latter readingol Nidre can be translated as follows:

All vows, resolutions, promises, pledges, and odllas |
shall vow, swear, pledge, and impose upon thé’&om
this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (wegy)
favorably upon us—all of those, if | shall regre¢m, shall
be released: th% vows not vows, the resolutions not
resolutions, and the oaths not oaths.

Finally, we should mention the treatmentrxobarox attributed to
Rabbenu Tam by the abridged versiorSbibbole ha-Legeprepared
by an unknown successor of R. Zedekiah b. AbrahaawA

D>N95N DPN VD 1M NNV D73 DN 127 DY SNINRNND TIY

ano N2 NILINNN N9 WYY XIN DM9ON DY TY M

108 A0 NON 19N 12YW §19971 DN AN POV 1OV

Further, | found in the name of Rabbenu Tam that he
corrected (themakzorim) and instituted the practice of

190 His ideas about the other four seem to have beededaadown orally; see at
n. 74 above.

191 This is derived fromxvoanonT through elision ofleph see n. 148 below.
192 Does he takevn to be a speech act rather than a feeling?

193 Or: “self-impose.” See at n. 35 above.

194 See at n. 37 above.

195 350 in the Venice edition of 1546 (45a §102) and Saonika edition of
1796 (90b 8102), both of which represent the aleddgersion (as | learned
from Simcha Emanuel). Ms. Zurich Braginsky 250 (39@0) and the Vilna
edition of 1887 (293 §317) by Buber (both repreisgnthe original unabridged
version) havexyvannx. As for London BL Or 13705, formerly Sassoon 539
(dated 1260 C.E.), Yisrael Dubitsky kindly informee that it “skips (i.e., is
missing) probably about 3 leaves between ff 686-68mprisingsimanim312-
322. | believe this is what Sassoon himself meaherwhe wrote in his
catalogue ©hel David Oxford 1932, vol. 1, p. 160) that ‘the whole sectNo.
34 ... is missing from the MS.”

198 R. Zedekiah b. Abraham Anawpbn svaw (Venice,1546), 45a §102.
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saying “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur,
coming upon us—all of them | shall/hereby regréf,and
(that) he wrote that that is the true (version)y] &hat) he
who says “from last Yom Kippur’ is committing an
error....

Here, too, the word for “regret” is expressed byaaticiple, but in
this case the stem of the patrticipletpa ‘al rather thargal.

In short, it seems that the prospective readinglaf Nidre gave
rise to three different emendations afonn/xvannx: (1) vaneN
(attributed to Rashi), (2&wo0enonT (attributed to Rabbenu Meir),
and (3)xvnnn (attributed to Rabbenu Tam, by analogy with his
emendation oRyyanvx to Nyanwn).

4. Why Singular Participles?

The emendations attributed to Rabbenu Tam raiseraleguestions.
Why did he not emend the perfectsy{n, Nwainvx, etc.) to
imperfects {1, yanv) etc.)? And even if he had some reason to
prefer participles, why did he decide to s&egular participles &11

“I shall vow,” xyyanvn “I shall swear,” etc.) instead of the expected
plural participles {» 1) “we shall vow,” yyanvn “we shall swear,”
etc.)? One obvious answer to both questions isgtiorHe may have
wanted the emended verb forms to sound as muchssibfe like the
traditional forms ofKol Nidre. The change fromyanvx »1 8717 7
to Nyyanvn >7) N7 7 involves only the first vowel or the first
consonant of each verb and, hence, is far lessstically salient than
a change toyyanvn »11 773 >7 would be. But why would Rabbenu
Tam have wanted the emended forms to sound liketrtubtional
ones? One possibility is that he felt that suchimmal change would
be less likely to provoke controversy. Another [plmbs/, perhaps
more likely given what we know of Rabbenu Tamhigtthe believed
that the oral reading tradition d¢fol Nidre had become corrupted
before his time through auditory error$idffehler; hence, in
attempting to reconstruct the original verb fortns,was obligated to
assume that they sounded like the corrupt formeentiin his time"2®

197 The participlexovinnn may refer either to futurab initio regret or, as B.

Septimus suggests (oral communication), to a ptegeeiaration of regret (cf.

Abudarham at n. 98 above).

198 | owe this second explanation to B. Septimus, witesithat Rabbenu Tam
did not shy away from controversy.
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A second possible reason for the change from ptoraingular is
halakhic. According to R. Mordecai Jaff€pl Nidre is not legally
effective in the plural:

IINY N 7R YPAN TY2 NNNNY 91D TAR PRY NINNX 929)
ND IINY DY ONIN HANY DI NVIY IPNX D27 DY DMV MDD
1995451 891 ¥7WN KXY D95 1IN XYY N

And we have already said that a person cannot raake
condition on behalf of his fellow, and if so, (argen)
using plural expressions at the end Kol Nidre) does not
accomplish anything—he has not even stated dvis
condition. He has made no condition at all, whethers
the cantor or a member of the congregation.

This claim has been disput&d but even if it is exaggerated, it may
contain a kernel of truth. Rabbenu Tam himselfstels that his
father’s revision ofKol Nidre was inspired in part by the talmudic
formula in Ned. 23b cited abovebva > MY TNy NRY 0T Y
“all vows that | may make shall be voif:* Since that formula is in
the first persorsingular, it is possible that Rabbenu Tam believed that
the original, uncorrupted version &fl Nidre was also in the first
person singular.

5. Dubious Grammatical Assumptions in Later Times

We have seen that Rabbenu Tam or his father chathgederbs of
Kol Nidre from perfects to participles. Many later halakfiatcepted
this idea in principle but had their own ideas alwow to put it into
practice.

One dubious idea that eventually took root was thasculine
singular Aramaic participles with encliti®y- always haverkireq
preceding the last consonant of the root—even at ttonsonant is
reshor ‘ayin. Already in printed editions of the 16th centumge find

199 99 w2y, 178c §619.

110 see R. Yom-Tov Lipmann Hellenyo £ maon to m.Ned. 3:1:1 >nym X
L PDVAN 2YPY P TN JnowNY W Pan; and R. Elijah Spiranas 7N 990
(Sulzbach: Meshullam Zalman b. Aaron, 1757), 200818: 5 >ny™ &Y
....m. For an intermediate position, see R. Joseph Kosfyw jxsa an) 999
(Tel-Aviv, 1969), 279-80.

111t is cited here according to the versiorSiefer ha-Yashar

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JSI1J/12-2013/Steiner.pdf




34 Richard C. Steiner

NPT, NN, and evernoyanwn, instead ofxyT, oK, and
Nyanvn. Prominent examples that appeared in print in testtury
(irrespective of their date of composition) include

R. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

PN 923 MYV NN DY PNNY DOYIN NN DN AN DYPIM
D) .N2IVY NYY NAN DYNHON DY TY NT DMNDOIN DYN NP

113 ayanwnT NPT !9 PN

It will be noted that this edition defer AbudarhaniConstantinople,
1513) contradicts the modern edition based on nupis cited

above!!*

R. Jeroham b. Meshullam:

DN MYY NAD 172 TY DD 7770 HNTNNA NN DN 13D AN
578) PTNY TNY NINY NN NIV NIWIANWN YTy NPT T D

1S Ly (1Y

Rabbenu Tam wrote, correcting tmeaszorim (to read)
“from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming
upon us.” And one should also say>anwn >y 371 >,
i.e., what | shall vow and swear....

R. Joseph Caro:

DNN NI T NIYANYINDTY XIVTI T 1D 1NN ON ANOY NI
OO NNN NN 531 XITTIT /NIN NNYIY 1910 DYV NNDIN
NIV 72D YNITIV YOWN NDPA NOTM NMOLN JVIOM PINA
MY NN NPT INX NN T MDD SNV NIVTI T ININ
TONY MIRY NN YOWN PN THID7TM NNVN XD NXRIPI JVIM
YNYN NIINN YSNNI 977K NIYINYIRT IDIN XINYWI 19) NTY

112 We have already encountered these two forms abov&8th century
manuscripts of thenakzor from the Jewish communities of Asti, Fossano and
Moncalvo; see at n. 89 above.

13 David b. Joseph Abudarhammamax 9o (Constantinople, 1513), 75b-c.

114 For the text and translation, see at n. 85 above.

115 R, Jeroham b. Meshullarmm 18 m19n 90 (Constantinople, 1516),
46h
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PPN NTIPY MM 997N DIPNI D702 KINWD) 123 SNYIVIV 1N
118 yaunh omy snw nn yown

As for what he (= R. Jacob b. Asher) writes: “He (=
Rabbenu Tam) also instituted the practice of saymyg
NIWANWNHTY NIPT.” This (= NyanwnT N7 >7) is the
correct reading (ifur Oras Hayyim §619)1*" and that is
because when it saygq1y7—o0ne word,dalet with kireq,
nun with shewa dalet with gametz[sic!])—it means “that
which | [sic!] have already vowed,” but when it sayt

Ny pP7—two words, one of themr, the othenyyT, nun
without shewa dalet with Ziregq—it means “that which |
shall vow.” Similarly, when it sayswyanwxm—with
medial aleph—it means “that which | (sic!) have already
sworn,” but when it hasneminstead ofaleph and it is
vocalized withkireq (under thebed), it means “that which |
shall swear.”

The formxyv>1y would ordinarily be interpreted as a passive form.
Passive participles takeyad because, unlike active participles, they
have along kireq, and longhireq is not affected by finalesh Thus,
the active participlesy»ox (= xyon) “l forbid” and Vs (= 8YV9)

“I exempt” contrast with the passive participtes»ox (= xypox) “l
am forbidden” andxyvs (= 8)PVY) “I am exempt(ed).” In other
words, the addition ofodto x77 normally converts it to the passive
voice—a voice that makes no sense in our contéievertheless, it
may be going too far to brand~>1 as a misspelling when it is used
in the active voice. It can be compared to thevactorm xyvs “I

116 R. Joseph Caroyoy ma in 9503y 78 1N 1900 X0 820 nax (Venice,
1550), 398c 8619. | am indebted to Dr. Bruce Nmlsgenter for Advanced
Jewish Studies, University of Pennsylvania, forvatimg photographs of this
passage.

17 Contrast the readings found in the two earliesti@i of 7ur Orak
Hayyim xyanvmn »m 8717 »7 (Pieve di Sacco 1475, §8614vanunT NTIT
(Mantua 1476, 8603). | am indebted to Leah Adled &achel Berliner for
providing a photograph of the latter. For the fornsee n. 83 above.

18 Cf. also the fictitious formxypm cited instead ofx»m “l am
excommunicated” (Ned. 7a) in printed editions ofimas halakhic works
(NN MY oy oY1 noon, 1 p.w n. 50); it too would be a passive
participle if it were genuine.
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divorce,” attested in two unpublished Aramaic magpevis*® It can
also be compared to the formpnx) “and he caused to rain” (Exod
9:23) found in a vocalized Genizah fragment of tRalestinian
Targum*?° In these forms, a shaftreq or tsereappears to have been
preserved or restored (by analogy) bef@gh by native speakers. On
the other hand, it must be noted that the foxmwT itself is not
attested in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic; the onlynfattested in the
Talmud isxnm “I do/shall vow” (Ned. 9af** Theyod that represents
shorthireq™??in x3>13 is not found i, suggesting (although not
proving conclusively) that the shofireq of the latter has been
lowered topatai by the followingresh In short, the formxyym that
appears in 16th-century printed versionskal Nidre was probably
created on the analogy of regular forms suchvasns rather than
handed down by tradition.

The rise of this non-standard form should not gsepus, since no
treatises on Aramaic grammar were available to Jviise time (and
because similar forms are attested passive participles)*** Even
today, when such treatisase available, the rule is unknown to many
Semitists. Thus, a standard handbook of Semitiguistics has the
following to say about the vocalization of the papie in one of the

119 | am indebted to an anonymoiSIJreviewer for this information. Contrast
Jon9 at n. 55 above anshvs “I shall divorce” in Qid. 64b. For the latter,
according to the Talmud Text Databank (JTS&nva/»vs is the spelling in
all witnesses: Oxford Opp. 248 (367), Munich 95tid@n 111, JTS Rab. 2394,
Spanish Print (ca. 1480), and Venice Print (1520}, to mention the Vilna
edition. Shamma Friedman informs me tRaivs is the standard spelling in the
magic bowls as well, occurring five times in thenggtic chart of five magic
bowls published by Avigail Bambergeizn> ny531an nyawnn mayp Sv ynman
mapm 1mvnn (Hebrew University master's thesis; Jerusalem,220B0.
Three of Bamberger’s five attestations appear & shinoptic chart of four
magic bowls published by Dan LevereCorpus of Magic Bowls: Incantation
Texts in Jewish Aramaic from Late Antiguitpndon: Kegan Paul, 2003), 37.
120 steven E. Fassberg, Grammar of the Palestinian Targum Fragments from
the Cairo Genizal{Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 1990. This foont@asts
with many forms that haveata: beforeresh such asia1 andypwm. For other,
more ancient examples of shefit before finalresh etc. in Aramaic, see Beyer,
Die aramaischen Textel:108. According to Beyer, his examples are not
exceptions; they simply predate the vowel shift traated the rule.

121 According to the Talmud Text Databank (JTSA), ikishe spelling in the
Venice edition of 1522 and the only extant manysdiVatican 487.1), not to
mention the Vilna edition.

122 30 in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, rieere

123 See at n. 118 above.
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Late Aramaic dialects: “Syriac hagber....”*?* In his review of the
book, E. Y. Kutscher points out the error: “Thisai$aulty form. As is
well known, Syriac (and other Aramaic dialects)ntan e beforer
into ana. Therefore, the root ‘gbr’ for the paradigms tums to be
ill-chosen.*#°

The readingxyn>13 is probably not original isefer Abudarhagpbut
it is original in Bet Yosefas is clear from the discussion there. R.
Joseph Caro may have taken that reading from timéedredition of
Sefer Abudarhamand/or the printed edition ofoledot Adam we-
Hawwah both of which were published decades before the
completion ofBet Yose{1542)*?° The readingw1>7 is probably best
viewed as a hypercorrection—an overreaction tonthesensical past-
tense readingyyane T NMITT I »MN oy, that was current at
the time. R. Abraham Abele Gombiner attributesftren X371 to R.
Jeroham b. MeshullamT¢ledot Adam weéfawwal), rejecting it in
favor of the formxynT used earlier by R. Meir ha-KoheHgggahot
Maimuniyyo}.'?’

In the passage quoted above, R. Joseph Caro &lsdunes a new
distinction into the discussiomt vs.-7. As noted by a few authorities,
this distinction is totally irrelevartt® a blatant red herring:

R. Abraham b. Mordecai ha-Levi:

N NN DAY (ITNYN 278) 92YN DY NN MDA ONYT N9
70 MYVY 012) WN DMI2T PN (192YN D78) TRYN DY NN

124 gabatino Moscati, et alAn Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of
the Semitic Languag€®Viesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1964), 146.

125 £ Y. Kutscher, review of Sabatino Moscati, et Ah, Introduction to the
Comparative Grammar of the Semitic LanguageAsian and African Studies
2 (1966), 200 = E. Y. Kutschelfebrew and Aramaic Studi€ed. Zeev Ben-
Hayyim et al.; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1977), 182.

126 Both of those works are cited Bet Yosefbut | am unable to say whether
they were cited from the printed editions or froramascripts.

127 R. Abraham Abele Gombinenpiax 11, in 9y 7N M22N NI YIN 5331 990
orn NN Mo y7un (Dyrenfurth: Shabbetai Meshorer Bass, 1692), JH3®.
For the forms infoledot Adam wéfawwahandHaggahot Maimuniyyotsee at
nn. 78 and 115 above.

128 The form-7 is a proclitic form ob7 that developed in ancient colloquial
Aramaic; see Richard C. Steiner, “Papyrus AmheBst"6New Source for the
Language, Literature, Religion, and History of tAgameans,” Studia
Aramaica: New Sources and New Approacl{ed. M. J. Geller, J. C.
Greenfield, and M. P. Weitzman; Oxford, 1995), 20
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T2 P2 72 P2 M2PN /2 DNYPNY NNX NN ONPNA MY TOW DN
PRY 1D RYD DONIND PIYOL PTRTHM ....02y0 DY DN DN
DY) MLN Y DT NYO DY TMOM ....590 MY IY P wIan

2% 0710

And he explained that (the version with) two wdrfls
refers to the past (sic, for future?), whereas wihexy are
one word*! it refers to the future (sic, for past?), but this
statement is not correct and it is completely exows,
because it is the same whether they are one wotda@r
words, and either way they refer to the past..d Aa who
examines the language of the Targum carefully finidl
that there is no difference at all between one #ral
other.... And those who rely on this language & Thr
stumble in (the laws of) vows.

R. Jacob Emden:

YW NT DD 57D .MMM 2 RIPTI OT D NNX NN XITIT 7]
PRV T2YD P2 DTIAIND TIT DY XD LY DYV VN PN
IN DNN NN NITTIT ININ DX P2 .WI9N DWW PR D) .7ININA

132 ooy npIn

Bet Yosef“n17 one word, etcxyT 7 two words.”
With all due respect, all of this is a distorti@nd there is
no substance in this explanation, and this is hetway
that the past (tense) is distinguished from their&utin
Aramaic. Furthermore, there is no difference abativeen
sayingny1mT as one word and dividing it into two.

We turn now to R. Wolf Heidenheim. He agrees thablsenu
Tam’s version ofKol Nidre was based on participles, but the
participles that he reconstructs are different frehose of his
predecessors:

129 R. Abraham b. Mordecai ha-Lexty1m m (2 vols.; Constantinople: Jonah
b. Jacob, 1716-1717), 1:120d (Y.D. part 2, §9).

130 e, n011 0.

131 e, N,

132 R. Jacob Emdemsp am (2 vols.; Altona: Jacob Emden, 1761-1769),
2:68c (8619).
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NI (D N 2-7NT) NORN NARM (DI 97Y) DTN MINN)
NDPIONTY RPPINNDTY XPYIANVNTY XPIT) ¥T XDIPHN OY M3
NOON 97y ... D7D DN MN 'Y NIRN NMYON D D 1)
PV NN PO YR XD IMDN DY DD RNODNND MY NN

133 >ny19 nrn nov

Pursuant to all of these valid considerations, rhiutted
myself to the versior»nINDT XPYINWNTY NPT T
N»IONTY, because all of these expressions are the pléiral o
the present tense ... and according to this vergienentire
text will be on a solid foundation and not difficwlt all,
and this is the true version of Rabbenu Tam in my
opinion....

This reconstruction is intended as a solution fwablem inherent
in the standard reconstruction of Rabbenu Tam’sigrrofKol Nidre.

In that reconstruction, the enclitisubject pronouns attached to
participles aresingular but thepossessiv@ronouns attached to nouns
areplural. This inconsistency, pointed out by R. Mordecdiels* is
most blatant in the phrasemwa Sy xyox “I shall impose upon
ourselves.” Heidenheim tried to fix the problem byaking the
participles plural, instead of making the suffigg@dnouns singular as
R. Jaffe had done.

Here again, however, we have a suggestion thabutts faulty
Aramaic grammar to Rabbenu Tam. In Babylonian Anamérst
person plural participles take the plural enclpionouny- derived
from PN “we,” not x- derived fromaox “I.” *° Thus, the plural of
NJION IS oK, not xyqox. The latter form appears to exhibit an
internal inconsistency that is, if anything, evearenblatant than the
one inNy(Mwa Yy Ny, and there is no good reason to assume that
Rabbenu Tam was unaware of this.

Most of the authorities quoted above believe thabllenu Tam
changed the verbs &fol Nidre from perfects to participles; however,
this is not the only possible way of making therereo the future. A
number of alternatives have been proposed, somehmh we have
already noted. Ralbag and R. Jacob Emden claimed the

133 5195 oY nvaayy N, 8b.

134 mnn vy, 178c §6109.

135 3. N. Epsteing»yaa mm9x py1pv, 41. Forms ending iry»- do occur in our
printed editions, but, according to Epsteibid., 40), they are singular and
textually dubious.
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prospective reading oKol Nidre presupposed the replacement of
perfects {713 “we have vowed,” etc.) with imperfects¥§y/~1) “we
shall vow,” etc.). R. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen ohé&luemended to
70D NIMIN PPNY, a compromise between the traditional version and
Ned. 23b {15 Pny »xw 97 9d).

R. Mordecai Jaffe felt that these emendations—awaieed all of
the emendations discussed above—were unnecessdrgvlish ha-
Hur, he makes the startling claim that most of thebsein the
traditional version oKol Nidre were already in the imperfect without
any need for change:

PINRY YITD NIDMINKXT 12) DN YIAURY M9 NIVINWNT D) ...
NIVINN DNN IINY NI 12) ... 2IN TNONKRY 9 NITONT) 101 2N
92THN TN PYD DD I PYOYN MIN VININ NS PNA

136 y1yva

And similarly xyanwxT means “that | shall swear,” and
similarly »mnxT means “that | shall pledge,” and
similarly xyyoxm means “that | shall impose,” ... and
similarly the expressiomyvinx later on means “l shall
regret from this very moment,” and all of them déirst
person singular....

He then goes on to explain that tkee ending of these verbs “is in
place of xox whose meaning is ‘I' except that the firateph is
missing.” In his eyes, the only obstacle to thituson is the form
N1, which, lacking an initiakleph cannot be reinterpreted as an
imperfect plus the ending-. As a result he is forced to emend it:

NP TONRND 979N NITOINT JND2 NYND MRV D7) 29D

137 538 TRY W9

Therefore, it seems to me that it would be propehadve
here (the form}yTynT with prefixedalephand with the
meaning “that | shall vow.”

The problem with this solution, of course, is thatlitic X3- < NN
is used in Babylonian Aramaic only with participlesot with

136 sy wiay, 178c §619.
137 sy wiay, 178d §619.
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imperfects:®® It follows that the vertxn o, found in many modern
editions of themahzor, is a fictitious form, created as au hoc

solution to the problems dfol Nidre'* It is difficult to disagree with
the assessment of R. Jacob Emden:

55 NDYN WY DT DININND INYI DAIN IPON NIV DN DI ...
YTV DN TANX NI 5712 NIV ¥HI2WY MYV 5ON N7 T7Y N

140 15932 5y N PYY oM

... all of the efforts made by these rabbis (= Rordé&cai
Jaffe and R. David ha-Levi Segal) and the othdedatay
authorities to explain Rabbenu Tam’s versiorkKof Nidre
were, with all due respect, an error and a digiorof the
language. (There was) not (a single) one among ftimnein
was fully knowledgeable in, and acquainted withafaic.

R. Jaffe’s ideas about Aramaic morphology were iaip) rejected
even by the editor of an Ashkenazwaizor (Venice, 1717) who
claimed to be following in his paffi’ At the very end of his edition,
he adds a brief discussion Kbl Nidre based on the views of R.
Joseph Caro and R. Mordecai Jaffe—including thev\oé the latter
that “a man can (petition the court to) annul omlyown vows” (px
XY 37T O 3 519 9190 07R).1*? He concludes with a revised version
of Kol Nidre “according to the opinion of the aforementioned
geonini:

YTY ATIN DT MIPNAWY 21ID) YONPI dNDNP) MDIM MION) M) 9O
DY TY NT D19 DI DN ONXWI) DY TON YT) DXINN YT YINWUN
N2 ONITY ... N2 VIMN T PNYI NIVY WOY NN DN DI

2191 NYoN MY XY INNYIIYY T

138 Cf. Heidenheimm9a 0% ma9yY Mtnn, 8a:1D M1y /93 1IN Y2 KW 10
AN MNIN D2 D92ND HIN NI 12 NHNYN /MY DOIN KY 7D /9102 /212NN WRIA 210N
MIIN 92 D) 92Y /D2 D2 WNI NOND MDD MINONNI,NITTOIN IN NINNYN.

139 According to the Bar-llan Judaic Library and thdrifad Text Databank
(JTSA), it is completely unknown in ancient Rabbititerature. The form
NYTON appears only as a noun. The earliest occurrehe@d found iS¢ )TN
in o8 oM YW Mnn (Prague, 1613), 56a. R. Jaffe died in 1612, araund
year before the printing of threakzor.

140 R. Jacob Emdernyay» nyoxw, 133b §145.

141 See at n. 43 above.

142 Habermanny» 1 957 nv1on, 184.

143 Habermanny» 7 957 nv1on, 185.
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This consistently singular version clearly reflettte influence of R.
Jaffe, especially in the formsway “myself,” »sv7 “my vows,” and
wnyiaw  “my  oaths,” but it ignores his views concerninge th
distribution of encliticxs-.

Having said all that, it must be admitted that &feJs solution is
remarkably ingenious. Indeed, it is so clever thany have failed to
grasp the point. Take, for example, the followingten from the
ArtScroll makzor for Yom Kippur:

The literal translation okyy1xT is we have voweth the
past tense. Since most communities have addpabtbeinu
Tam’sversion thaol Nidrei refers to future vows, many
authorities have changednmnT to the future tense fr
NypT)], but this change has not gained common
acceptance. Our translation in tlure tense, therefore, is
not literal...**

In this note, the editors adopt the verb form @ddiy R. Jaffe, and
they even vocalize its middle radical widhgesh(xyymx, with 7, like
imperfectymyn and unlike perfeatyy1)), but they fail to realize that he
intended it as duture form. They wind up subverting his ingenious
solution, claiming that they are ignoring the l#lemeaning of his
(fictitious!) form when they translate it in thetfwe.

6. Rashi’'s Version ofKol Nidre

The suggestion put forth inevush hakur may help us to reconstruct
Rashi’s version oKol Nidre, which seems to have been somewhat
different from that of Rabbenu Tam. We recall thatcording to
Liggure ha-Pardegqat least in its present form), Rashi was heard to
say N21vY WHY NI DN DY TY M 0NPD ovn “from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) fawatly upon us,”
while leaving X70x 1) XPINNTY Nyanw T NTYT “that we have
vowed, sworn, pledged, and imposed” in the perféchccording to
the same report, however, he was also heard toosay “l shall

144 The Complete ArtScroll Machzor: Yom Kipp&® (Ashkenaz edition) = 67
(Sefard edition).

145 | assume here that the aforementioned homographwmfof the verbal
forms is resolved by the other two verbal forms.
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regret™*® instead ofvanx “we have regretted.” This emendation, if

that is what it is, is reminiscent of Rabbenu Tamfsendations; it
results in a singular verb that refers to the witilowever, it makes
no sense in isolation, contradicting the number t@nde of the other
verbs. The same might be said of two other dewatiom the
traditional text found in the oldest surviving maotpt of the work
(14th century):xway by NOX “we have imposed upon the self, we
have self-imposed” instead mfwa by N»ox “we have imposed upon
ourselves”; andknyyavy “and the oaths” instead abnyyavy “and our
oaths” (as expected fromoaT “our vows” and x»Mox “our
resolutions”)**” Another noteworthy form in the manuscript is
NIWANYT < NIyanw RT Or Nyanw T+, exhibiting elision ofaleph
(see below). This is a legitimate colloquial spgjlifor a native
speaker of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic in late ariygtf® but its
appearance in medieval France is far from routine.

In sum, the text oKol Nidre in Ligque ha-Pardegqaccording to
the oldest extant manuscript) contains several afiema It is
tempting to dismiss them as scribal errors, batust be kept in mind
that not every anomalous form in a text is the pobaf miscopying,
mishearing, or the like. Sometimes forms that semmmalous in a
text were originally unproblematic, and became amooms not
because they were altered, but because theywetedtered when the
forms around them were changed. In other word#$yeautic forms can
give the appearance of being corrupt when incorapletribal
alteration leaves them isolated—when copyists ef tdxt eliminate
(“correct”) all forms with a given characteristigagpt for one. Such
survivals from an earlier textual stage may be echll'vestigial
readings.**

Can the anomalous forms cited above from (the olaéagsant
manuscript of)Liqque ha-Pardede considered “vestigial readings,”
relics of a prospective version Bbl Nidre used by Rashi before the

146 50 in both manuscripts consulted and in the Veeitiéon of 1539. The
form could also mean “he has regretted,” but tlo&schot fit the context.

147 Did the original version ofiqque ha-Pardesiave similar emendations for
NI andxNoN, Viz., X7 andxoon?

1498 Cf. vam1 < vo1onT* “that it was mentioned,” cited by Matthew
Morgenstern, “On Some Non-Standard Spellings inAtemaic Magic Bowls
and Their Linguistic Significance JSS52 (2007), 254. | am indebted to an
anonymouslSlJreviewer for this reference.

149 vestigial readings must be distinguished from listja relic forms, which
are vestiges of an earlier form ofemguagerather than gext
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time of Rabbenu Tam? What would such a text lode?i The
following is a very speculative suggestion:

DINNDT) YANYIT) TTIT MW O0INY MDD MIDIN) T DI*
NIN DD DY TY NT DN DN NIV NYI) DY TDNOT)
NJ NYIDN) 07T XD NITY ...PNA LUPN PO NIVY VLY

YAV ND RDYIAYI ON

All vows, resolutions, promises, pledges, and odtlas |
shall vow, swear, pledge, and impose thie selfby oath
from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, comingvé
pray) favorably upon us—all of theimshall regret. (May
they be) released, cancelled, rendered null and, vt in
force, not valid—he vows not vowsthe resolutions not
resolutions, anthe oaths not oaths.

This highly conjectural reconstruction is basedtlo® assumption
that Rashi changed the tense of the four verbselstidg the finalx)-
from each of them—just as he did withoanx—and making some
additional minor adjustments. Take, for examples trerfect form
NIyaneT < NYINYOIRT OF Nyanw ot “that we have sworn” found
in the manuscript. This can be converted to an ifepe meaning
“that | shall swear” by deleting the suffix, yiehdj yany>7+, an elided
form of yanvnT* or yanvwno1+. The same goes fony1»7 “that we
have vowed.” Deleting the suffix yieldsy7*, which, when changed
to 717+, can be understood as an elided formmfxT* or H7NT*
meaning “that | shall vow.”

It is worth noting that very little revocalizatiaa required by this
solution. In my view, it is a solution worthy of &a. It is easy to see
how an early copyist dfigguwe ha-Pardesould have failed to grasp
the idea and felt the need to adgleseshafter each of the verbsi»
MON YTY/DINN TY 7YANYIT).

7. Conclusions

The annual annulment of vows and oaths throughetigation ofKol
Nidre (or its older and longer Hebrew counterp&n) Nedarin) has
been a controversial practice since R. Yehudai Gaod his
successors attempted to abolish it in the eighth r@nth centuries.
Their efforts had mixed results in Spain and Proeeensome
communities recited it and some did not. In Nonmhé&rance, the
reaction to the geonic campaign was different. &lite controversy
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was about which version &fol Nidre to recite—not about whether to
recite it at all.

The halakhic problems inherentkwol Nidre led R. Meir b. Samuel
of Ramerupt, the father of Rabbenu Tam, to rewisetéxt so that it
referred to the vows of the coming year insteathefvows of the past
year. The revision (inspired by the Talmud and fdgne or two
geonic responsa as well) was accomplished thrdugsubstitution of
a single word, replacingpyw (“from last Yom Kippur to the one that
iIs coming”) with nv (“from this Yom Kippur to the one that is
coming”). This change, however, created a lingaigtoblem that
survives in many editions of thmakzor down to the present day. The
emended temporal phrase refers to the future,tbnodifies verbs in
the past tensex{ioxTY NIPINNTY NWANYNRTY NTIT)—a blatant
internal contradiction.

According to many reports, Rabbenu Tam (if notfatker) solved
the problem in a remarkably elegant and inconspisunanner. In the
revised version, the subtle replacement vy with Ny was
accompanied by an even more subtle replacemestieaaand saraf
patah (8772 “we have vowed,’hyyox “we have bound”) witlgametz
(7 “I shall vow,” xyyox “I shall bind”) in two of the verbs. The
treatment of the other two verbs was equally subde>nx/xinan
“we have pledged” andhyanvx “we have sworn” appear to have
been replaced witkyn> nn/xynn™° ¢l shall pledge” andkyyanyn “I
shall swear,” respectively. In all four cases, peefect is replaced not
with the expected imperfect but with the participhich often refers
to the future in Late Aramaic) plus enclite- < NN “I.”

For the fifth verb inKol Nidre, nvinn/mvInnx “we have
regretted,” three different emendations are reabrdeur sources: (1)
vIn “I shall regret” (attributed to Rashi), (Ryoe)nonT “if | shall
regret” (attributed to Rabbenu Meir), and 8pnnn “I shall/hereby
regret” (attributed to Rabbenu Tam, based on tha&logy of his
emendation ofyanvx). The formvanx, preserved in the earliest
extant manuscript ofiqqure ha-Pardesis of great interest. It raises
the possibility that Rashi had his own prospectwegsion of Kol
Nidre that was lost to posterity, supplanted by theigarsf his son-
in-law and grandson. Although copyists have tentedbliterate
revisions ofKol Nidre, a few clues remain in the manuscript—enough
to allow for a conjectural reconstruction.

10 For nynn andxymn, thegal perfect and participle respectively, see n. 88
above.
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All of the emendations of the verbs change botir tease (past to
future) and their number (plural to singular). T¢teange of number
has the effect of minimizing the acoustic salieat¢he emendations.
It appears that the idea was to make the new feousd as much as
possible like the traditional ones, based on (¥ desire to avoid
provoking controversy and/or (2) the assumption tha oral reading
tradition of Kol Nidre had become corrupted through auditory errors
(Horfehler). The change of number may have had a halakhis bas
well. It may have been intended to eliminate alledpgection later to
be raised by R. Mordecai Jaffe, and/or to miké Nidre agree with
the legal formula cited by Rabbenu Tam from thenitad (Ned. 23b)
as the basis of his father’s revision.

These emendations exhibit remarkable mastery ofjtaexmar of
Biblical and Talmudic Aramaic. Indeed, beginning the 16th
century, even leading halakhic authorities did goasp all of the
linguistic subtleties of the emendations, and soofiethem felt
compelled to make “improvements.” The level of gepbation is so
high that it would be almost unimaginable outsidl®ashi’'s family—
a family that produced commentaries on the Biblas{i®, Rashbam,
and Rabbenu Tam), commentaries &shfoton the Talmud (Rashi,
Rashbam, and Rabbenu Tam), Aramaic poetry (Rabbéam),
halakhic responsa (Rashi and Rabbenu Tam), andeatis& on
Hebrew grammar (Rashbam).
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