JSI1J 12 (2013) 1-46

KOL NIDRE: PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE

RICHARD C. STEINER*

YPOY 9YTIMYY NN DN NA 7PN NN 99D

In memory of my beloved aunt, Irene Horowitz, whose profound
love for the synagogue service continues to inspire all who knew her

1. Introduction

Kol Nidre, so beloved today, was once a highly problematic text for
many.! R. Zedekiah b. Abraham Anaw could find nothing positive to
say about Kol Nidre in its traditional forms (y7 p7 mpn o 1 Pr).2
R. Isaac b. Mordecai Qimhi declared that the recitation of Kol Nidre in
any version was not a custom but an error (myv xOx 3mn WN).2 R.
Nissim b. Reuben of Gerona (Ran) felt that it was improper to say it
(1o 1m9 " pu),* and his student, R. Isaac b. Sheshet Perfet (Rivash),
encouraged a colleague to abolish it in his community, promising that
all the rabbis would thank him if he did (> »»50am 7950 W» "N

* Bernard Revel Graduate School, Yeshiva University. | am very grateful to
Professors David Berger, Simcha Emanuel, Shamma Friedman, S. Z. Leiman,
Leib Moscovitz, Rabbi Menachem Jacobowitz and the anonymous JSIJ
reviewers for helping me to improve this article. |1 would particularly like to
thank Prof. B. Septimus for his painstaking reading and many corrections.
None of these very generous colleagues bears any responsibility for the errors
that remain.

1 See Y. Goldhaber, 71991 01 %52 1710 190 NRHM PIT Y NPHN IN §IP
ONYW” 9N mva 17/1 (2001), 93-99; Yitzchak Stessman, 973 Y95 990
(Jerusalem, 2008), 764 n. 10. | am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for the latter
reference.

2 vpYn svaw, Ms. Zurich Braginsky 250, p. 396 1. 1.

% TIsrael Levi, “Un recueil de consultations inédites de rabbins de la France
méridionale,” REJ 39 (1989) 84.

4 urNem D203 1937 MaTI SwA WIS by %91 mavn (Venice: Bomberg,
1523), 46 (Ned. 23b).
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2 Richard C. Steiner

NIND Oon 95 ). The opposition of these and many other
authorities outside of Northern France and Germany had roots in the
geonic period.

The Babylonian Geonim were uncomfortable with the entire
practice of annulling vows. They asserted that “many ignoramuses go
astray through this, believing that all vows and pledges incumbent
upon them are void, and treating vows and pledges lightly ( o»nm
MNINDY O WNI MYP)”° and that, in any case, “we do not study
Nedarim and we don’t know how to make binding or to release vows
and oaths.”” They did not permit the annulment of vows in their own
circles, and they urged Jews throughout the Diaspora to abandon the
practice. Pirqoi b. Baboi included a discussion of the practice of
annulling vows in his polemic against Palestinian customs (ca. 812
C.E.).2 He reports that a group of people came to R. Yehudai Gaon
(757-61 C.E.), requesting that he release them from their vows and

> Responsum §394 cited in Naphtali Wieder, /97 Y57 nowa nyy 12y in
977 OPIN T 290 PIaT 190 MY onan (ed. Y. D. Gilat and E. Stern; Ramat-
Gan: Bar-llan University, 1978), 192 = Naphtali Wieder, n%%amnn non mwyann
9NN NP 29912 Na (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Ben Zvi Institute, 1998),
1:371. | am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for calling my attention to the reprint,
which has two pages of corrections and additions at the end.
¢ Benjamin M. Lewin, o»83n 98 (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1928-
1962), 11:22 860. The concern is expressed already in Ned. 23b. Cf. the
promiscuous use of oaths described by Ibn Ezra in his long commentary to
Exod 20:6:

95119901 PR MY THN DY YA ,NIWY YaWnD 1NI8Y 9391 TUN)

Y NN NN ONY .YAWIW YT ROW NNID 12Y2 90 N0 T

1I2TY NAT DI 297 53 ,N2 NI 1IN YIW) NOY YaY IN,NNY NYaV)

N NPYS ONY NI, INAYN TP

He is apparently referring to the rhetorical use of the Arabic oath particle
wallahi, used for emphasis to this day.
T Lewin, oan a9, 11:23 §63; cf. p. 20 §56. For the conjecture that the
Geonim abandoned both the study of Nedarim and the practice of annulling
vows (even the annulment by an expert of a single specified vow) as a reaction
against the widespread use of vows and oaths in magic, see Moshe David Herr,
DMINNN NPADY TOWIAYM TOVWN NINNA OXIWNIND 199N iy, Tarbiz 49
(1979/80), 64-65; and Neil Danzig, ma%n oyywn oy M»Moa Mavn 9905 Nan
mpyoa (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1993), 426-27.
Neither presentation of the conjecture explains why the Geonim would have
expected their alleged reaction to reduce the use of vows and oaths in magic.
& Shraga Abramson, myaw 0™ NINN N2 Yy, Sinai 50 (1961-62), 185; as
corrected and completed in Maagarim (the online Historical Dictionary of the
Hebrew Language), »p19 mawn, |l. 30-33.
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Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 3

oaths. The Gaon refused to do so, telling them, “Go fulfill your oaths
and pay your vows.” When asked his opinion of “those who release
vows and oaths on the eve of Rosh Hashanah and the eve of Yom
Kippur,” presumably a reference to the recitation of Kol Nidre (or its
Hebrew counterpart, Kol Nedarim), the Gaon replied that such people
“utter falsechoods and make themselves a laughing-stock ( ypnwn
onsya)® in the Academy (Sura), since no one in the world does that—
not even ignoramuses (YN »my).” R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yarhi
cites a geonic responsum that labeled the recitation of Kol
Nidre/Nedarim a “foolish custom” ( MVLY XNV NWVITPN 7NNN 1TV
"7 99 1Y) 10

The geonic rejection of the practice of annulling vows at the
beginning of the year was not restricted to any specific text or
formula. It extended even to the brief declaration for annulling future
vows recorded in the Mishnah (m.Ned. 3:1). According to the Talmud
(Ned. 23Db), this declaration was to be made at the beginning of the
year:

95 AN MV YXI TINY MIYN DD PITI PPN OV NI
TN NYWA 0T KOV TAH2) HVA N T TNY NINY I

And he who wants the vows that he makes during the entire
(coming) year not to be valid should stand at the beginning
of the year and say, “every vow that | may make shall be
void,” (and it shall be so)—provided that he remembers
this at the time of the vow.

Despite the impeccable credentials of this text, it too was rejected
by the Geonim. The most vehement rejection is found in a responsum
attributed either to R. Hai b. Sherira Gaon or to R. Hai b. Nahshon
Gaon (881-91 C.E.):

® Abramson’s interpretation, “they pretend to be sages,” does not fit the

context. For my interpretation, see na pnwd NxA “he wanted to mock her” (Git.
66a). The spelling pnwo (rather than pnxb) appears to be original there,
according to the manuscripts and editions in the Talmud Text Databank
(JTSA). If so, Pirqoi b. Baboi’s spelling comes from the Bavli, as expected.

10 R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yarhi, »nmn 499 (2 vols.; ed. Y. Raphael;
Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1978), 344.
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4 Richard C. Steiner

DYMAON DY MY IPMDIAD TUN (DY H7Y) DMIYN DM
11 ANan MWD NNIYN 2T (FIINY 978) N T 9O

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

This reference is explained more fully in another source:

MY 0T NINNT DIMND DMNX DY YN ONN 1MIA)
MIVN DI N TNY IRV T DI 0N MYN YXIL DTN TINYY
PRY N DN D) TN NYY NOT RPY T257) SV NI N
VN PRI PROANY NONN MIVHND PIYA KDY TI2 HMINND DD
PIY DTN 2 DT PN IIN YT INY NN KXI) NXIN YW XON ON N

12, A9ND DN D) 595 DMIYN PN KD NIV P 1T

Rabbenu Hai answered those who say that the release of
vows and oaths is (prescribed in the emended mishnah that
states) that a person “should stand at the beginning of the
year and say ‘every vow that | may make during the whole
year is hereby void,” (and it shall be so)—provided that he
remembers this at the time of the vow, etc.” He said
“Heaven forbid, for we should not behave in this way, not
(even) according to the mishnah that they adduce as
proof.... Heaven forbid, for He is not a God who desires
wickedness, nor can evil abide with Him (cf. Ps 5:5). If
people only knew the meaning of vows and the meaning of
oaths, they would not practice evasion at all. And everyone
who practices evasion is as if....

An earlier but less conspicuous rejection of the talmudic practice is
found in a responsum of R. Natronai Gaon (857-65 C.E.):

11 Lewin, ooNan 99N, 11:24 8§67 (emends to oAyn instead of onya); Herr,
n25n »»y, 75 n. 70; and Ch. Merchavia, nTon> mya a—1773 Y7 in Yay» 490
PYNMNI0 NYN 297 O 229 PNIN N NMasy (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook,
1984), 2:1088. Herr (loc. cit.) attributes this passage to R. Hai b. Sherira, while
Merchavia (loc. cit.) and (by implication) Danzig (xvan, 427) attribute it to R.
Hai b. Nahshon.

12 | ewin, ooanan 99N, 11:24 §66.
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The question deals with the use of a prospective declaration—no
doubt that of the Talmud. The reply is slightly evasive, avoiding an
explicit rejection of amoraic practice: the annulment of vows is not
practiced in Babylonia (in any form—prospective or retrospective),

Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future

D5 DYMOON DY MY URIA PNNY NIANND PO DNIRWWY)
JINN MY N MIYN PAITHY O

, 0T }NN5 01PN HI2 XD NI RD PINN PN ... : NIVN
MSIN INYIAY NDYNY RON ,DINON DY NI MY UNID ND
NYNY XD IOXT NY NN {DAN]} paoNy T DO DMI!DIN
13ymamn

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 year?*

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

but retrospective Kol Nidre is reportedly in use in other lands.

The banning of Kol Nidre could not have been easy. Evidence of a
psychological void on Yom Kippur can be seen in the following

report:

M2 IPPNN MMV PNNDY DT 191D DMION WINIY DPNI)
NI NINNT NN HY NMHYNAY DMIDDN DA M DMINNNI
15 090X MWT 1D T 1990 )0 YT TP

And from the day that the sages stopped annulling vows
and releasing oaths, they instituted (the practice of) saying
in the laments in the Academies on Yom Kippur and the
public fasts: “O Merciful One, it is evident to You that we
have no one to annul vows and (that) there is no one who
releases resolutions....”

13 93 ox9rn 93 sx9v) 29 maywn (ed. VY. [R.] Brody; Jerusalem: Ofeq, 1994),

311

14 Cf. nanxn mwa “next year” (Gen 17:21).
15 Lewin, ooxan a¥x, 11:8-9 and 20 §56.
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6 Richard C. Steiner

The recitation of this lament was presumably a poor substitute for
the recitation of Kol Nidre itself. At the end of the geonic period, R.
Hai b. Sherira Gaon “seems to have yielded to popular pressure, that
wanted to assure itself of a clear record on the Day of Atonement.”
He revised the text, converting it from a quasi-judicial declaration into
a plea for forgiveness:

978) NIYANY NTY NITTHT SN2 399N MINP) MION) T D5
D191 DI¥ DPN XINYA) DY RITONTI NININKTY (NIVIANWUNT
NDIND IN 1YW PAYTY NI92¥ NN DINDON DIN DY TY 1YY
ND NIITY )9 71aWrHT 19 29WIDT NIV 2919 07D 119 9DN9 IYa
NINVIAYY 1IN2 SONMNY MIDIN KD NITOIN INMHY 29NMNY 1T

17931 N1 1199 1NYTa spYIAY (V1AW YY) YP1aY NY

All vows, resolutions,'® promises, pledges, and oaths that
we have vowed, sworn, pledged, and imposed upon
ourselves from the last Yom Kippur fast to this Yom
Kippur fast and violated through error or force majeure,
we seek mercy from the Lord of Heaven that He may
forgive us and absolve us—our vows not vows for
incurring guilt, our resolutions not resolutions for
incurring sin, and our oaths not oaths for incurring
punishment, as it is written, “Forgiveness shall be granted,
etc.” (Num 15:26).

This text, known from Shibbole ha-Leqez, is the only complete
Aramaic (more precisely: bilingual) version of Kol Nidre that is
explicitly attributed to a Babylonian source. The passages that turn the
declaration into a prayer are in bold print. If we change 1> »wb7
P PrawhT to ppravy v N and take out the rest of those passages,
we get a text that is close to the familiar Ashkenazic version, albeit a
bit shorter:

16 Jacob Mann, Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature (Cincinnati:
Hebrew Union College Press, 1931-35), 2:52 n. 99. If there was popular
pressure, it may have stemmed from the belief that oonn o»a o7 wa
“children die from the sin of (a parent not fulfilling) vows” (Shab. 32b, Ketub.
72a). | am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for this insight.

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

18 This rendering and the ones that follow are only approximate.
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NIVANUNRTY NITHT OMIAY) ONINY MDNPY MIONY M1 DO
DY TY 72YY DINDON DIN DN NINWA DY NITONTI NININXT
ND NITDON T XD NITITY PP2av) IV N NN DNON DY

J1Y NYDIY MDD MY KD NINYIAV) DN

It will be noted that this text is a retrospective declaration for
annulling past vows and oaths. It appears to be a revision and (partial)
translation of a longer Hebrew text, Kol Nedarim, known from geonic
responsa and the Genizah. The latter text, composed in Palestine
before 650 C.E., was also a retrospective declaration.®

R. Hai Gaon was not the only authority who felt a need to revise
the bilingual version of Kol Nidre. A far more influential revision
stems from the family of Rashi. In Sefer ha-Yashar, Rabbenu Tam
writes:

DYN DY I NIAN 7N 090N DY D2 WINNT T DD
N2 NIVINNKT PINDID NIV VDY XAN DN O TY N DI NAD
MDY XAN 220771195 DY TY H2YY DINAD OPH IR .IPY 1)
PNND IYAN IRY NIV RINX PN /NN RIVINK NN NIVD
MOPTN DI NNV TN RO, NIPIYNT NOIN KDY INNY NN
TANY V) NJWNA IIRT ININT NINT NI 29D NIONY TN
DY O TY NT DN DPN” NIN .M YO TN VI
NXIN O 1T HINNT 2T THOY ,IPY ’NIVD DY RIN
99 NN NIVN YURIA TN 191D MIVN DY PIT PPN XOY
2L 730 nywa MO NPY 72927 PHVA N NTIY PRY SINY DT

19 See my forthcoming article on the origin of Kol Nidre and, in the interim,
Jacob Mann, Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature (Cincinnati:
Hebrew Union College Press, 1931-35), 2:51-53 (with literature); and
Goldhaber, "1 9> nnx, 96.

20 Note the absence of the word nt here, just as in Tosafot, Ned. 23b s.v. TN
(see below) and in two of the four early witnesses to this section of Kol
Nedarim that are recorded in Maagarim. In the version of Rashi’s student, R.
Joseph Kara (as quoted by R. Ephraim of Bonn), the word nt appears here; see
Wieder, mny 72y, 190 = Wieder, n%onn non myainn, 1:369. That word is
not necessary, however, since, for halakhic reasons, Kol Nidre is recited before
the holiday begins. Thus, n2Y Wby Xan 0¥ N8> OV Originally meant “Yom
Kippur which is (now) coming favorably upon us”; it referred to the one about
to begin.

2L R. Jacob b. Meir Tam, owrypnn PN :0n 1399 9wsn 490 (ed. S. S.
Schlesinger; Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1959), 70 §100.
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8 Richard C. Steiner

My lord father corrected Kol Nidre, which we say on Yom
Kippur night, (to read): “from this Yom Kippur to (next)
Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us—all of
them that we (shall have) regretted?? (shall be released),”
and that is the true (version). He who says “from last Yom
Kippur to (this) Yom Kippur coming (we pray) favorably
upon us—all of them we have regretted” is committing an
error, because it is not possible to release oneself (from a
vow) or (to release someone other than oneself from a
vow) without ab initio regret?® and either an expert (judge)
or three ordinary ones, and also because the halakhah is in
accordance with (the view of) R. Papa, the final authority,
who said in “The Sender of a Bill of Divorce” (= chapter 4
of Gittin) that one must specify the vow (that he wishes to
release)—and that is (indeed) our practice. Thus, “from this
Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray)
favorably upon us” is the true (version), and support for
this (comes from) what they say in “Four Vows” (= chapter
3 of Nedarim): “He who wants the vows that he makes
during the entire (coming) year not to be valid should stand
at the beginning of the year and say, ‘all vows that [ may
make shall be void,” (and it shall be so)—provided that he
remembers this at the time of the vow.”

In this passage, Rabbenu Tam puts his seal of approval on the
revision of Kol Nidre proposed by his father, R. Meir b. Samuel of
Ramerupt. The latter, we are told, replaced the temporal phrase of the
traditional version, N2VY WYY NIN ONAD DY TY 71IYY DM DN,
with a phrase that made more halakhic sense, oy Ty N ©*195 DN
N2VY WYY XaN o> NS, This is a remarkably economical and elegant
revision, affecting only a single word of the original: ayw.?* The
latter is replaced by nx, thereby automatically changing the referent of
the phrase n21vY WYY Nan 0195 oY to the following Yom Kippur,
the one that is a year away.?

22 This is a translation of xyv N7, the reading of the standard edition. For a
more likely reading, see section 3 below.

23 For a detailed discussion of ab initio regret, see 97 NInN in N>1MYPILIN
mnvn, 11:351-52.

24 See n. 20 above.

> The other emendation noted in the passage is less relevant to this study:
NIVINRT NV “all of them that we (shall have) regretted” in place of Y5
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http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JSIJ/12-2013/Steiner.pdf

Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 9

Rabbenu Tam is not the only member of the family known to have

accepted R. Meir’s revision. R. Ephraim of Bonn informs us that
Rabbenu Tam’s brothers, Rashbam and R. Isaac, accepted it as well:

Y2 PRN 20 PN TWRD MNY R ODIY VP 29D N DIAN
PN 9 29 2PY 1227 OXINY 12T P NN YR 1IN
26,1209 199y X2 ©>119 DY Ty NY DD DK WM PINN

But I, in accordance with my meager intelligence, find
proper the practice instituted by R. Meir of Ramerupt and
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) favorably upon

2

us. ...

And one of Rashi’s disciples, cited in Ligqute ha-Pardes, reports that
Rashi too lent his prestige to this version:

25 DN N19ON DY 29Y2 : R8N NYNRVY 172 APY 17N DWN)
NYITIT OMIAWY NN MNNPY DN OITY DD /MINY NDION
2[199] NwY HY NIDKX OTY BENININNOTY Z[1]0] NIANWIT
NN NIV WYY NAN DN DY TY 13 DN DN OV
NOY PPV XD PHDIM PHLA PIPAY YW PN 0] VIR
NO 3[179] NOYIAWY DIDIN KD NITDINY OITI RD NIVTY PP
22 OIX 2[175] vTP N9 NYNY T NI DY NYDN OYaY
IV PN RDY T 92V DXNDD DN MIN 7PN XD NANN MY

33, 0o0Y9 73 TY UKD TN NYDI) N2 N

VN “all of them we have regretted.” This emendation appears to be based
on the principle xIpyNT NVIN KY2 ... PPN Iwar >rw. The emendation is
apparently designed to stress that the feelings of remorse postdate the vow and
predate the recitation of Kol Nidre; see also after n. 102 below.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Wieder, mnyy 12y, 190 = Wieder, n%ann non mvainn, 1:369.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI: myanwxT; Venice edition of 1539: nyanwx.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI: xannx >1; Venice edition of 1539: npannom.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1539: xywa3.

So too in Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1539.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1539: xynyyawn.

Ms. Jerusalem NLI and Venice edition of 1539: vyv1p.

The passage is transcribed from Ms. Frankfurt Oct 81 fol. 6r (dated 14th

cent.); | have added a few notes from Ms. Jerusalem NLI 6655=28 fol. 71r
(dated 1535) and the Venice edition: 127 51N 9N 92N WX D190 YOIPO
orsy v (Venice: Daniel Bomberg, 1539), [22-23]. Both of the manuscripts
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In the name of R. Jacob b. Simeon,** (the following) is
found: On Yom Kippur eve, they (= the people) come to
the synagogue and say: “All vows, resolutions, promises,
pledges, and oaths that we have vowed, sworn, pledged,
and imposed upon the self [sic!]®* by oath from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably
upon us—all of them I shall regret [sic!].*® (May they be)
released, cancelled, rendered null and void, not in force,
not valid—our vows not vows, our resolutions not
resolutions, and the [sic!]®" oaths not oaths. ‘Forgiveness
shall be granted to all, etc.” (Num 15:26).” So I heard the
holy mouth (of Rashi) say when he went (and stood) in
front of the ark (to lead the service). He would say neither
“from last Yom Kippur to ...” nor “may they be released”
nor “as it is written, ‘Forgiveness shall be granted....”” And
he would return to the beginning until (he had recited it)
three times.

According to one source, the idea that Kol Nidre should be
prospective goes back even further in the family, to Rashi’s father-in-
law!38

But how is it possible to leave the tense of the verbs xT17
NIONTY NIDINNTY NayanwN Ty unchanged after changing the reference
of their temporal adverbial from past to future? In the version cited in
Ligqute ha-Pardes, most of the verbs seem to remain in the past tense,
creating an internal contradiction. Moreover, varox “I shall regret” is
a singular imperfect verb, appropriate to the prospective version but

are available online; 1 am indebted to Yisrael Dubitsky of the Institute for
Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, National Library of Israel, for providing the
links and folio numbers for both. Wieder (n>snn now mwann, 1:389) notes
that this report is not cited elsewhere, but his conjecture that opponents of the
revised version suppressed the report does not explain why even the many
proponents of the emendation (see below) fail to cite it.

3 This should read “Jacob b. Samson” according to Avraham Grossman, sman
DININ ONPY ,MYN MNIND 097 , 009N :0IYNIN Novy (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 2001), 417. For his relationship to Rashi, his reported role as the
teacher of Rabbenu Tam, etc., see ibid., 411-26.

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

% TInstead of “we have regretted.”

37 Instead of “our.”

8 Grossman, nass »an, 124 n. 9. Grossman doubts that the source is reliable.

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JS1J/12-2013/Steiner.pdf



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

Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 11

inconsistent in both number and tense with all the other verbs. The
problem raised by the tense of those verbs is addressed briefly in Sefer
ha-Yashar, but the passage in question, like much of the work, has
come down to us in a corrupt form. After examining the later sources,
I shall attempt to reconstruct the original form of both Rashi’s version
and Rabbenu Tam’s comment.

It should be noted that the same internal contradiction is found in
most Ashkenazic®® editions of the mahzor—from medieval
manuscripts*® and early printed editions** to the editions in use
today.*> Some editors discuss the contradiction and offer solutions—

% Not surprisingly, most Sephardic editions of the mahzor retain the old
retrospective version of Kol Nidre/Nedarim; see Toviya Fraind, osyn 990
arnwy (Jerusalem: Otzar Haposkim, 1998), 1:304. | am indebted to S. Z.
Leiman for this reference.

0 onnn oy mnn (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; 2 vols.; Jerusalem: Koren,
1970), vol. 2, opposite p. 1. For a description of the manuscripts, see ibid., vol.
1, pp. n3-3. See also the Worms Mahzor, part II, from ca. 1280 C.E. (NLI
website, f. 61a); the Esslingen Mahzor from 1290 C.E. (JTSA library website,
f. 64a); and the Nuremburg Mahzor from 1331 C.E. (NLI website, f. 349a). All
three of these manuscripts have N)IONTY NIINNTY NyAN R N)1T)T (three
perfects followed by a participle) modified by 115y 1y ©>195 ovn. Only the
participle has a temporal interpretation that does not clash with the adverbial
modifier (see below).

41 See, for example, »w PN 19UR WP MYDP 313 NIwn Yan Mnn (Venice,
1568), 131b and »w p5n ,0ot9uN 7 anma Mnn (Venice, 1600), 144a. Both
of these editions have NOXTY NYINKTY NWINWNTY KITTYT (three perfects
followed by a participle) modified by "> Ny ©M95 ovn. The oM YW NN
oox) (Prague, 1613) is similar, but it has )77 instead of 83777 (see n. 139
and at n. 137 below) and xyyenT (with dagesh in samekh) instead of xyyoxT.
By contrast, osmawn ynn (Constantinople, 1530) is perfectly consistent:
(N¥MP T1ID) KITON YT RIDIN T) NWARYN >T) 81T (four perfects) modified
by 1191 92yw 0> N80 DN,

42 The contradiction is found in its purest form in the High Holiday Prayer
Book (ed. Philip Birnbaum; New York: Hebrew Publishing Company, 1951),
489. It has N)ONT) NIINNTY NwanwnT N 17 (four perfects; cf. the
Constantinople mahzor in the preceding footnote) modified by Nt 0195 ovn
. Other modern editions exhibit a hodgepodge of forms. For example, 9%nn
990 NoYN ,0N95n By 839 (Jerusalem: Eshkol, n.d.), 27, has n»57) 17
NYJOXTY NIDINKTY NYINWNTY (1993 nwnT (three perfects followed by a
participle) modified by 15y Ny o195 ovn. Almost the same version is found in
1990 ,795 0 :wnn 13 b5 Mminn (Brooklyn: Atereth, 1971), 39-40, and in
YN NP2 Dva V7Y Ve oy Mnn (Jerusalem: Miller, n.d.), 34; however,
these two editions substitute xyy1axT (pointed in different ways) for xyy1y7 (cf.
the Prague mahzor in the preceding footnote and see at n. 137 below). The
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but only in an introduction or an appendix. Thus, the editor of an
Ashkenazic mahzor (Venice, 1717) adds a brief discussion of Kol
Nidre at the very end of his edition:

IUND RNDIN NYIANWY 2PYY NYNN 71PH DNOHWN 21 19D HaN
D Y7y DOWIAON DY NP 290 WON NI OPMNIWY NYT
TY TN DN9D DY WY DTN PNNY NN NINDIN NN
NIDINNTY NITONTY NIWANYNTY NIITITY , 010D 1Dy Nan o7
DY OV LLTNYN MMM KXY DNIN WO DN 72N MNYY 05
NIAYM NIIT NIYN DIAN ,MNNDIT IMY IYN NN JPNY DNYT
NP DN NINNX NMVAIVNH MXNDIN DOV 1PV 01D NNN
NPON DY PN IND NNXINA JON N2 PINIDN DO IR IYNY
MYvY NNIM ....NND) NNDIN 222N LIRN 9D WSND 1N
NTOY NMPHRI PTY NIYOIN DNDI D D) DNY NNIN ,NYY?

43wy PYYI N 9 YN

However, as the years multiplied,* the straight became
(increasingly) crooked, and the text (of Kol Nidre) became
(increasingly) corrupt, as stated clearly by the lips of R.
Caro and the author of the Levushim, for the correct
version (serves) to release vows that will be made “from
this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray)
peaceably upon us,” whereas NYITYT, NIWINWUNT, NITONT,
and zm>nxT are all past-tense expressions in Aramaic,
and do not refer to the future.... And it occurred to us to
correct that which had become corrupt in the (published)
versions, but after considering this course we decided to
retreat, because, inasmuch as all the (published) versions
are corrupt, the reader will surely say that our eyesight is

same is true of YN NN 91995 MY HINIYW? N NN (Jerusalem: Moreshet,
1981), 40, and the Complete ArtScroll Machzor: Yom Kippur (ed. Nosson
Scherman, et al.; New York: Mesorah Publications, 1986), 59 (Ashkenaz
edition) = 67 (Sefard edition); however, the contradiction is less blatant in these
more recent editions since they offer a compromise version that combines the
prospective adverbial and the retrospective one: oym ... 7ayw ©™9d DYN
... M ©>9>. For the origin and spread of this compromise, see ©>»T RN in
MNvn 19NN, 11:392; Wieder, oy 12y, 196-202 = Wieder, mwann
nY%ann nomn, 1:375-381; Fraind, nnnwd or1win 990, 1:309-314.

43 Abraham Meir Habermann, mmxnom m 1) 997 nt1on in nym vyn s99n
(Jerusalem: R. Mass, 1981), 184-85.

% The expression from Lev 25:16 is given a new meaning here.
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faulty® and pin the blame on us. Nevertheless, having
found here a blank page, we wish to present the correct
version to discerning people.... And as for those who wish
to err, let them err. We have left them their old version, still
standing in its place, so everyone can do what is right in his
OWn eyes.

Similarly, Wolf Heidenheim does not dare to eliminate the
contradiction in the makhzor of which he was both the editor and the
printer, despite the fact that only a few pages earlier he prints a
lengthy discussion of the grammatical aspects of Kol Nidre,
concluding with a revised version.*

The present article is the latest attempt to deal with the problem. I
became involved with it some decades ago, when a distinguished
rabbinic authority called me before Yom Kippur and asked me if it
was possible to eliminate the tense contradiction in an inconspicuous
way that would not provoke controversy. Clearly the verbs needed to
be emended, but the obvious emendations—the ones that came first to
mind—were not adequate to the task. Take, for example, some of the
Aramaic expressions for “we shall vow” offered as emendations in
past centuries. R. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel, for example,
writes:

YT OV MIPPIY MNP MIDINY MNIINY YT D 2T DD NNDI NN
D951 DN NINWA) DY MNVPPIY 10D 9915 RININ P1INY
47.... )02 VINYT PNNYI NAIVY WDY NN DINAIN O TY N

This is the text of Kol Nidre: “All vows, pledges,
resolutions, promises, affirmations, and oaths that we shall
vow, resolve, and impose upon ourselves from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably
upon us—all of them that we shall have regretted....”

%5 The expression from Isa 28:7 is given a new meaning here.

46 4995 oY NXaqyy Mrn (ed. W. Heidenheim; Roedelheim: Buchdruckerey
von W. Heidenheim, 1832), 6b-8b, 10a.

47 Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel, &9n mnax 9av (Florence: Stamperia di
Isach di Moise di Pas, 1750), 105b §28 (o>195n oy m>aon). Cf. the Hebrew
version attributed to Rabbenu Tam by R. Isaiah b. Mali of Trani, maomn svyn
4794 (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Yerid ha-Sefarim, 1995), 64: qvn 7902 n7qw >N
DYTNY NRY RIN MTIV YDV DN ... 27N MDD DMININ DRY DT Y DYV NN
NTY.
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Ralbag and R. Jacob Emden have a different expression:

Y2 PR 9793 ININOY /MDD TNY NYUIA (077 5I) 1ININOY YIYN)Y
300 YPY DWW NOVIND

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

TNYS NNID DY NN PN N7 NYT 97YY DY PID PN JIN
VYT N7OTNY DPYIN 170 9797 IN 97937 D78) 99900 WO NONN
1712 55N .NINW) DY ADNTY YANWIT OO 19) .NI0NN OIPN

#_IRN

But there is no doubt in the world that, according to the
opinion of Rabbenu Tam, we must necessarily change the
old text completely and we have to say 977 “that we shall
vow” or 1371 (with hireq, and dagesh in place of the
missing nun). And so all of them: yanwy7t “that we shall
swear” and Nynwa) Yy 10771 “that we shall impose upon
ourselves”—all with first person plural preformative nun.

R. Isaac b. Mordecai Qimhi has a third expression:

D950 DY TY NT D>N9D DY P97 RININT DXNINNDI NI
50
N2

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

All of these emendations of xy77) eliminate the contradiction, but they
are hardly inconspicuous.

After giving some thought to the rabbi’s request, I came to the
conclusion that the solution had to be based on six facts:

8 Charles Touati, “Le probléme de Kol Nidrey et le responsum inédit de
Gersonide (Lévi ben Gershom),” REJ 154 (1995), 337.

49 R. Jacob Emden, y7ay> nosnw (Altona, 1738), 134a §145.

%0 Levi, “Un recueil,” 82.
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(1) The Aramaic active participle, the counterpart of Hebrew anis,
normally takes the form an» (Biblical Aramaic) or ana/a>nxo
(Jewish Babylonian Aramaic).

(2) In Aramaic, resh lowers a preceding short tsere/hireq to0 patah,
as though it were a laryngeal. This rule is usually described as
operating in word-final position,® but it is attested in other
positions as well, e.g., mp2y (Ezr 4:19, 6:1) and »M712) ... AN
(Dan 4:11). The following examples are all active participles
with word-final resh: ax (in the phrase Ny my; Dan 2:15,
3:19, etc.); 19v (Ezr 7:12, 21 = Hebrew 190 in Ezr 7:6, 11);>
qox (Palestinian Targum to »ypix in Gen 49:11);% vy (Targum
Ongelos to m7> in Exod 34:10 and Deut 29:11, 13); Han (Targum
Jonathan to 72 in Jer 49:35 and Ezek 4:16);°* and qvnoa (in the
phrase p>anw) 9VN9; geonic responsum).>

(3) The pronoun xan/nax sometimes follows a participle that serves
as its predicate, e.g., mx y1 (Dan 2:8), mx x (Dan 4:4).

(4) The pronoun xox has an enclitic form xo- attached to participles
in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, e.g., N1 < XN y7 “T know”
(Ongelos to Gen 12:11, 48:19, Exod 9:30, 18:11, Deut 3:19,
31:27, 29);% pumin Nwnna > NWNN X1PIPN XNNY NIPIID)
ARPANY NIVTNT TY N NN POITO RIOPY OPd RIPY RMIND)
“and I would go up to a place (where Torah was forgotten), and I
would teach five children to recite the Five Books (of the Torah),
and | would teach six children to recite the Six Orders (of the
Mishnah), and I would say to them: ‘(Recite with each other)

1 See, for example, Gustaf Dalman, Grammatik des jldisch-palastinischen
Aramaisch (2nd ed.; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1905), 92 8§13c; Klaus Beyer, Die
aramaischen Texte vom Toten Meer (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1984-1994), 1:107-108; and Elisha Qimron, »x3pn mnax (2nd ed.; Jerusalem:
Bialik, 2002), 30 §2.6.1.

%2 Cf. qp2> (Ezr 4:15), W (Ezr 6:12), 4100 (Dan 4:34), 1v1nvn (Dan 6:15),
and a2 (passim).

53 Genizah Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (ed. Michael
L. Klein; 2 vols.; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1986), 1:169 |. 3
(recto).

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

% J. N. Epstein, mYaa mnax pyrpr (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1960), 39 (citing
from »a5n 70 0N maywn, 134 §260).

% Bible in Aramaic, 1:17, 84, 104, 119, 295, 346 (bis).
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until I come back’” (B.Mes. 85b). The most relevant example is
N> N9 “I do/shall not vow” (Ned. 9a).>’

(5) Enclitic x- does not normally reverse/block the lowering of the
vowel in the preceding (previously final) syllable. In the Talmud
(manuscripts as well as printed editions), we find XK, X770,
N)VY, N7, etc. regularly written without yod in the
penultimate syllable.>® There a few exceptions, however, so we
may be dealing with a “variable rule.”>®

(6) In Late Aramaic (including Jewish Babylonian Aramaic), the
participle is regularly used for the indicative future in addition to
the present,% e.g., x»>72 MY Noyan annd “tomorrow I shall sue
him” (Git. 55b, B.Bat. 39a = y72 ymx yanx in Sefer ha-Shtarot
of R. Hai Gaon §23).%!

Based on these six facts, | came up with what | thought was a clever
new way of eliminating the contradiction that mars Kol Nidre in many
mahzorim. | telephoned the rabbi and suggested that he change the
vocalization of 877 “we have vowed” and NN “we have bound”
to X377 “I shall vow” and nyqox “T shall bind” (with gametz in the
first syllable of each). For the other two verbs, xy»nx and

5" With the creation of these and other contracted forms, the participle finally
came to be inflected for person, much like the perfect and imperfect. This was
the culmination of a long process through which the (originally nominal)
participle gradually infiltrated the verbal system and eventually came to
dominate it. For the inflection derived from the contracted forms in modern
Aramaic, see Otto Jastrow, “The Neo-Aramaic Languages,” in The Semitic
Languages (ed. Robert Hetzron; London: Routledge, 1997), 360, 362-63. For
the corresponding Hebrew development, see M. H. Segal, A Grammar of
Mishnaic Hebrew (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1927), 164 n. 1.

%8 See the preceding paragraph and nn. 119 and 121 below.

% The form ny»vs “I divorce” appears in two unpublished Aramaic magic
bowls alongside ny7v9 in five published ones; see n. 119 below.

0 E. Y. Kutscher, “Aramaic,” in Encyclopaedia Judaica, 3:269. For the
corresponding Hebrew development, see Richard C. Steiner, “The History of
the Ancient Hebrew Modal System and Labov’s Rule of Compensatory
Structural Change,” Towards a Social Science of Language: Papers in Honor
of William Labov (ed. Gregory R. Guy, Crawford Feagin, Deborah Schiffrin,
and John Baugh; Amsterdam, 1996), 1:257-58, 259 n. 14. For midrashim that
project this development back into Biblical Hebrew, see Aaron Koller,
“Diachronic Change and Synchronic Readings: Midrashim on Stative Verbs
and Participles,” JSS 57 (2012), 268-78.

61 See also at n. 72 below.
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Nyanvx,% | recommended not revocalization but replacement of
aleph with mem, vyielding xy»nn and Nyanvn. These four
emendations, | told him, would change the tense of the four verbs
from past to future by converting them to participles. It was not until
years later that I learned that none of this was new. The form n)qox
(rather than xyyow) is found in many Ashkenazic mahzorim from the
Middle Ages down to the present day.%® And the evidence adduced
below suggests that most of my emendations recapitulated changes
made already by Rabbenu Tam or his father.

2. Rabbenu Tam’s Version of Kol Nidre: The First Four Verbs
The tense of the Aramaic verbs in Kol Nidre has received extensive
treatment in halakhic literature. However, the quality of the treatment
Is uneven. The source of the problem is obvious. In the words of R.
Mordecai Jaffe:

64,02 MNP NN PRY DNIN NI NYNNN 'OV NOX ...

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

The problem is particularly acute in sources from the 16th century
onwards. The earlier sources exhibit a better command of Aramaic
grammar, and many of the errors found in them are attributable to

62 This is the vocalization in all manuscripts and old printed editions,
according to Wolf Heidenheim in his 02931 139w %2 9195 099 5%29¥Y 91NN
8> @anm (Roedelheim: W. Heidenheim: 1832), 7b and 10a. My cursory check
confirms his claim. For example, in the Esslingen Mahzor from 1290 C.E.
(JTSA library website, f. 64a) and the Nuremburg Mahzor from 1331 C.E.
(NLI website, f. 349a), we find xyanyony with a rafeh-sign over the bet (not
to mention the dalet) and a shewa under the taw; see also n. 41 above. As noted
by Heidenheim, this form is also found in the targumim, e.g., yanwx in Genizah
Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (ed. Michael L. Klein; 2
vols.; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1986), 1:63, 2: plate 11 (Gen
31:53); cf. Ongelos to Lev 5:22, 24. As explained by Heidenheim, it is an
itpe ‘el form, not itpa ‘al.

63 See the examples in nn. 40-42 above (where N)773, by contrast, is not to be
found). Having grown up with the Birnbaum mahzor, | was not fully aware of
the form nyyox.

% R. Mordecai Jaffe, 9nn wyay (Venice, 1620), 178c §619.
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copyists.®® Indeed, at times the medievals seem to compare favorably
with modern scholars in their knowledge of Aramaic.

Let us begin with a modern study of this question by Charles
Touati:

In place of nedarna, nadarnad—an Aramaic participle with
future meaning followed by the agglutinating pronominal
affix nd— “the vows that we shall pronounce.”

In this description of the revised version of Kol Nidre, the
vocalization is correct but the translation, with “we” instead of “I,” is
not. Touati compounds his error by adding:

Let us observe that in Aramaic the participle does not
generally have, as in Biblical Hebrew, future meaning, and
that the pronominal affix of the first person plural can only
be nan and not n&; in this case, it should have said
nadrinan (cf. J. N. Epstein, Diqdug aramit bablit ...
Jerusalem 1960 p. 41)....%7

Both of these observations are problematic. Kol Nidre is composed
at least partially in Late Aramaic, and one of the best-known features
of Late Aramaic is the use of the participle with future (as well as
present) reference.®® As for the second observation, it is true that
Epstein’s grammar deals with forms like yan on p. 41, but there is
no reason to limit our inquiry to that page. Surely forms like xy2>n2 on
p. 40 (cf. p. 21) should also be considered in attempting to make sense
of the prospective version of Kol Nidre. The point, which Touati has
missed, is that the unvocalized forms n)v7) and »NON  were
homographs in Babylonian Aramaic. Moreover, in the pronunciation
of Rashi’s family, o~ was probably a homophone as well, since

% | have used the earliest printed editions available to me. Unless otherwise
mentioned, | used copies from HebrewBooks.org or (in a few cases) Otzar
HaHochmah. Where necessary (or readily available online), I have used
manuscripts as well.

% Touati, “Le probléme,” 331.

7 Touati, “Le probléme,” 331.

68 See n. 60 above.
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everything that we know about that pronunciation suggests that it did
not distinguish gametz (xyon) from patah or hataf patah (X319N).%

The sensitivity of Franco-German scholars to the ambiguity of -
is evident from several glosses in the commentary to Bavli Ta‘anit
attributed to Rashi. At Ta‘an. 21b, for example, we find: »n - XN
N NN IN NN NN, Here the author provides xyan with a double
gloss to ensure that the reader takes it as a singular participle (XN »n
= N Miv) rather than a plural perfect (xpy» = 13¥). Rabbenu Tam,
too, was intimately familiar with the singular x>- appended to
participles. In his famous Aramaic reshut-poem for the turgeman, 2>%>
o9, he uses the phrase Ny M NyNp> “when [ stand and
translate.”’®

Many sources point to the homography of x»y7) as one of the
foundations of the revised, prospective version of Kol Nidre.
However, it is not clear who it was that first pointed out this
homography. According to most of the later sources (see below), it
was Rabbenu Tam who adjusted the tense of the first four verbs,
which could explain why he fails to mention them in Sefer ha-Yashar,
in discussing his father’s revision of Kol Nidre. However, the later
sources are contradicted by the report of Rabbenu Tam’s own disciple,
R. Eliezer b. Samuel of Metz, in Sefer Yere im (betw. 1171 and 1179):

S5Y PAN DT PRND A VYR 52T 1WA SNYNIY NN DY IDHI)
NITONTY NIVTYT MION) P91 DD /D v oV Y77 apyd My
NIDONT YOINY )79 (WHav DY) NN MINTO MYN NanY

1. mwn

8 Henoch Yalon, »anxow mmTa) »/wA) H¥ Y1172 1N98N N9I¥A TTIN0 7N N
PYUY 2393y ;55990 PWHN Y oroqvMH» (Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1963),
section 111, 16-31; Ilan Eldar (Adler), nmnn :mawux-o1pn ANIPH NN
1990 NN 1Y oramwnn MMorm (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Hebrew University
Language Traditions Project, 1978), 1:57 (many examples of gametz replacing
hataf patah); Le Glossaire de Leipzig (ed. Menahem Banitt; 3 vols.; Jerusalem:
Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 2005), 3:1477 (Dan 2:8 xyx = MT
NIN), 1483 (Dan 2:24 5w = MT Yix), 1501 (Dan 4:24 qpmyy = MT g0w)),
1529 (Ezr 4:11 nxam 52y = MT x7m Hay), and other examples of gametz
replacing hataf patah.

0 myaw Mo (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; Jerusalem: Koren, 2000), 572 I. 15;
noa Mnn (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt; Jerusalem: Koren, 1993), 634 |. 15. Note,
however, that the second participle (x32°71) is missing a prefixed mem.

™ Paris, BN 1309, f. 121r. | am indebted to Yisrael Dubitsky (Institute for
Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, National Library of Israel) for this
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And on the night of Yom Kippur, | have heard in the name
of Rabbenu Meir, the father of Rabbenu Jacob, that one
should say as follows: “All vows and resolutions which
N31T) and N)oNr,” referring to the future, as they say in
Shebu ‘ot chapter 3 (19b, cf. Ned. 16a) “(the Hebrew oath)
9oNY means (in Aramaic) x39ox7 ‘(I swear) that I will
eat.””

In support of the idea that xy77) and xyyox can refer to the future,
this source cites an excellent proof text: ynwn XYINT — HIINY N1V
“(I swear) an oath 99Ny means ‘I will eat” (Sheb. 19b, Ned. 16a).”% In
this proof text, we find Abaye glossing the Hebrew first person
singular imperfect box with the Aramaic participle (+ first person
singular enclitic pronoun) xyoox.

The choice of verbs in Sefer Yere’im may point in the same
direction; it is possible that 377y and x)7ox are cited because they are
the only two verbs in Kol Nidre that are always homographs when
unvocalized.” Although the only surviving manuscript of Sefer
Yere’im (from around the 15th century) has no vocalization in these
words, the original must have been vocalized as xy77) and Ny ox or
the like; otherwise, it would have been incomprehensible, since
without vocalization the text attributed here to Rabbenu Meir is
identical to the traditional text.

The changes to the verbs of vowing are reported in later sources
with varying degrees of accuracy. The fullest and most accurate report
is the one cited by R. Bezalel b. Abraham Ashkenazi:

YT IND RPIP NDPA MWD N INNDT DY 1177 AN 7PN TN
PN NMNYD MYNWUNT XIYINWN >T) RITON YT XININ OT) NIT)
MTY NION OTY NN OTY NI T NIVA PPN .NXIND

manuscript reading. As he points out, the apostrophes in 7~ indicate that it
is to be deleted—presumably together with the following ~a.

2 mxnomn m»y oy 091 naon (3 vols.; ed. Moshe Hershler; Jerusalem:
Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1985-1991), 1: pp. nop-vop.

7 Alternatively, one could claim that the selection was influenced by Num
30:4, but this claim is undercut somewhat by the fact that Num 30:3 also has
the verb yayn > Noyanen.
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19T D320V NN DVIAD DN YYD DNMYNYHY NIYINYN
4 .07 NN MYV WAWN DN N

And for that reason Rabbenu Tam used to say: “I read all
these expressions with a gametz— >m N9 > XINT) T
Nyanwn o7 NyYon—since the reference of all these
expressions is to the future. Those who read (them) with a
Shewa—Nyanwx 11 NITON T XININ T XIIT) »T—Wwith
reference to the past and with the intention of annulling
what they have already vowed, pledged, resolved, and
sworn are committing an error.”

This passage purports to be a direct quote, in the first person, from
Rabbenu Tam himself. It cleverly uses a form (xyp) that exemplifies
the point of the statement. The number of imprecisions is remarkably
small. Two of them concern the last example on the list, xyyanwn,
which is (1) incorrectly vocalized with patah instead of shewa under
the taw, and (2) correctly vocalized with no gametz in the stem,
thereby contradicting the plain sense of the assertion that “I read all
these expressions with a gametz.” In addition, we may note that xynan
is misvocalized with patah instead of hireq under the resh. This
appears to be a careless mistake made by a copyist under the influence
of )77 and nyqou; there is no reason to believe that it goes back to
Rabbenu Tam or his father. The apparent accuracy of the quotation
and its first-person formulation seem to point to a reliable source close
to Rabbenu Tam—someone like R. Eliezer b. Samuel of Metz. The
latter is cited as the source of numerous passages in the Nedarim
volume of R. Bezalel Ashkenazi’s compilation,” and although our
passage is cited in the name of »»a»y (R. Nathan b. Joseph, a disciple
of Ramban), it has been demonstrated that there is much confusion in
the attributions given in this volume.’®

* R. Bezalel b. Abraham Ashkenazi, 039+ navn Yy n¥aypn nvw (ed. Ephraim
Hertz; Berlin, 1860), 28a.

> His name appears twice on the preceding page (9943 N0 Yy N¥2PN HOY,
27a ll. 20 and 41), both times in connection with matters relevant to Rabbenu
Tam’s discussion of Kol Nidre in Sefer ha-Yashar. One of the occurrences is at
the end of a section, the other in the middle.

® E. E. Urbach, onvsw om0 ,0mm1nn :maomn soya (4th ed.;
Jerusalem: Bialik, 1980), 163 with n. 74. For the commentary of R. Nathan b.
Joseph on Ramban’s o> maon and its use by R. Bezalel Ashkenazi, see
Shlomo Toledano, 199991 *mM9200 Y9yan ,WIND :P19WUN HNONa a4 (Hebrew
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Many aspects of this report are confirmed by other sources, sources
which in some instances became corrupted over time:

R. Moses b. Jacob of Coucy:

511 DY DY TY DT DIV OPN YT Y2 IMH DDIWYN INN

NIDONT UOINY MINAYT 1792 1PIINTI YHRWN NINY NIVTIT
77

INUN

The general practice is to say in Kol Nidre “from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably
upon us,” with 877 referring to the future, as we say in
chapter 3 of Shebu‘ot (19b, cf. Ned. 16a) “(the Hebrew
oath) boxy means (in Aramaic) N32°on7 ‘(I swear) that I
will eat.””

R. Meir ha-Kohen:

9195 O TY N3 9D DN I 1M AN 571D APY> 127 DINN
NYON NYPN DN ... ININD MY DY DT PNND NI DY NI
DOINYY MINAYT M9 JTPNTD HWN NAND D) NIV NI

8 nynpwn XI9INT

It is true that Rabbenu Jacob wrote and instituted the
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom
Kippur, coming upon us” intending to release the vows of
the coming year.... (It is also true that) one should not raise
an objection (to that practice) from the expression Xy,
because that can also refer to the future, as we find in the
chapter 3 of Shebu‘ot (19b) “(the Hebrew oath) SoNY
means (in Aramaic) N)2>on7 ‘(I swear) that I will eat.””

R. Asher b. Jehiel (Rosh):

University doctoral dissertation; Jerusalem, 2002), 154-55. | am indebted to
Simcha Emanuel for this reference.

" R. Moses b. Jacob of Coucy, 5vn mym 190 (Venice: Daniel Bomberg,
1547), 71d.

8 R. Meir ha-Kohen, nvmm»n mmn, in n7m mawn (Venice: Marco Antonio
Justinian, 1550), 151a (following 7wy nnraw maon).
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NIN D997 DY TY N3 DXN9IN DY : DANRNNA NN NN
DY 7Y VWYY D NOIN OPN DX NINNI IND MPIY N K9 IPHY
NNRY N MAT NIYIANWN T K37 0T 97 BN ...A% 0¥99N

9 yawH NPY PNy

Rabbenu Tam corrected the mahzorim (to read) “from this
Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming upon us” and
not as had (previously) been written in the mahzorim
“from last Yom Kippur to this Yom Kippur.”... And one
should also say Nyanwn > X372 >N, i.e., that which |
shall vow and swear.

23

The vocalization of xy772% is faulty but significant nevertheless,
because nyvanwn is left unvocalized. The contrast seems to reflect a
recognition that nayanwn can only be a participle, while xy37) can be a
participle or perfect depending on its vocalization.

Tosafot:

952 DITNNA (INDY D7) ANOYW NN NI PO PHYHIY TINN
e TDIVD WDY NIAN DNAON DY TY I2YY DXNIIN DN T
DNYIN DY TY M ONDIN 0PN INY [175] P9 NN 7Y
N ...WT NN [179] Xan mv YW AT D20 DY NN
PYNN PRT YOWNT NION 92YWD YRWNRT HDITIT OIT) D01 INT

8L 42ywH) NaNY YHWN ... NMINYY SNV YRWN XTTIT I 11aYY

Based on our talmudic discussion, Rabbenu Tam expunges
that which is written in Kol Nidre in the mahzorim, i.e.,
“from last Yom Kippur to (this) Yom Kippur coming (we
pray) favorably upon us” ... Accordingly, it seems proper to
me to correct (it to read) “from this Yom Kippur to (next)
Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us,”
(according to which) it is the vows of the following year
that we are releasing.... And as for the fact that one says
x17y7 in Kol Nidre referring to the past, thereby implying

" R. Asher b. Jehiel, v7wn 9y w”xan mavn (ed. Betsalel Deblitsky;
Jerusalem: Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 2004), col. 79.
8 According to the edition (col. 79, n. 34), the vocalization is in the
manuscript.

81

nNy).
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that we are releasing (vows) in the past, it may be said that
(the written form) o777 represents two (distinct)
expressions ... it represents (one in) the future and (one in)
the past.

. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ishbili (Ritva):

D NP NP NITON NITITY NIDIN MWD 2N DD 1o
82 NANY NIWY ypwNT

Therefore, all these expressions—xanan, X7, NION—I
read with a gametz, since the language refers to the future.

. Jacob b. Asher:

PN T30 MAYY DN DY PNND DIV DN DY N0 DYpIm
YTY NIITY YT MY PN ON WY XN T TY DY YO Y
8 . .Nyanwn

Rabbenu Tam found it difficult (to understand) what use it
is to release (vows) that have already been violated, and so
he instituted the practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur
to (next) Yom Kippur, coming upon us,” and he also
instituted the practice of saying “that I shall vow and that I
shall swear.”

. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel:

NIION 7Y NIDIN T YIPA NITTY T 97T DNININ 27 1P 19)
YT NIVA PP .NXIAND DN DMWY MYHWYNT NYanvn N

8 R. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ishbili, 07 noon /7 ©7Yn Yy N7aLN SWITPN

(Jerusalem: Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 1977), col. 1.

8 R. Jacob b. Asher, on nmx 90 8619 (Pieve di Sacco, 1475) §614 (= §619
in our editions). | would like to thank Rabbi Jerry Schwarzbard, Librarian for
Special Collections, JTSA, for providing a scan of the relevant page. Later
editions, beginning with Mantua 1476 (see n. 117 below), have a nonsensical

reading here.
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IV NN 502 DMINII 1YY IMYNYN 1D NININ PTY NI
8. ...0T NIN MYLY WY 1IDN)

And that is what most of the early authorities ruled: »7
NI1T) With @ gametz, and xyanwn »11 NION YT NN MY,
for the reference of these expressions is to the future. Those
who read (them) with a shewa—ny77) 7, N0 >, etc.—
their reference is to the past, and their intention is to annul
what they have (already) vowed, resolved, and sworn. They
are committing an error.

. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

MM 92D Y DN DY PNNY DY NN 0N WA AYIM
DY .NIVY WYY NAN DINDON DY T[Y] NY DXNDON DN IMYD
85 NIVANWHTY NIVTIT A0 PN

Rabbenu Tam found it difficult (to understand) what use it
is to release (vows) that have already been violated, and so
he instituted the practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur
to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon
us” and he also instituted the practice of saying “that I shall
vow and that I shall swear.”

. Nissim b. Reuben of Gerona (Ran):

AN IMYNYN RMY YT PNYON PN 1PN D7 APy M2 RON
NIW YTD NIIP 121D NININ T NITON T MOIN) 1) DD 0D
8 N2 NN

However, R. Jacob [Tam] used to correct the language to
refer to the future: all vows and resolutions >1) Xy ON »T

25

8 Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel, ©9n mnax 9av (Florence: Stamperia di
Isach di Moise di Pas, 1750), 105b 828 (o>195n oy ma5n). | have reproduced
the vocalization of the edition, including the faulty xoyanwn.
8 R. David b. Joseph Abudarham, onamax own oy o5wn DHIMAR 190
(Jerusalem: Machon Even Yisra’el, 1995), p. o.

86

YR D202 1229 MADIM YWY W11 DY 0297 naon, 46 (Ned. 23b).
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N, each (verb) with gametz (instead of shewa, in the
first syllable)®’ so that it looks like the future.

It seems clear from these sources that Rabbenu Tam’s disciples
reported that he read some of the verbs in Kol Nidre (the ones in the
gal stem, possibly including xn9n)8 with gametz (instead of shewa)
in the first syllable. This revocalization converted gal perfects
referring to the past into gal participles referring to the future. In some
sources, the tradition became garbled, and the vocalization with
gametz was incorrectly extended to all of the verbs in Kol Nidre,
including xyanwn.

The testimony of several of the above sources concerning the
correcting of mahzorim is supported by the version of Kol Nidre found
in 18th century manuscripts from the Jewish communities of Asti,
Fossano and Moncalvo (Piedmont, Italy): >1v Naw>Tpn 1) N1 7T
NIWO) By NYPON Y NIwanwn 1 NmAnn 1 Nnnpn.8 None of the
other mahzorim examined by Goldschmidt, including two manuscripts

87 The phrase ywp 1912 is taken here as a Hebrew paraphrase of the Aramaic
statement attributed to Rabbenu Tam: 115 x»p ¥nP2a »wY %N N5, However,
we cannot rule out the possibility that it means “with gametz in all syllables.”
That is the meaning of the expression \»mp 15 in Radaq’s commentaries to 2
Sam 19:7, Isa 5:24, 32:19, and Hos 6:1. This alternative interpretation is
supported by the faulty vocalization of the Aramaic participles y1> (Dan 2:22 =
MT y1) and n2s (Dan 6:17 = MT n9) in Le Glossaire de Leipzig, 3:1481
819130 and 1511 819578. So too Rashi, in his commentary to Job 14:9 s.v. yvy,
shows that his text of Job had the faulty form yv) when he writes xnp 1915 7pn.
8 A number of authorities cited above have xyAn, in the gal stem: R. Bezalel
b. Abraham Ashkenazi, R. Yom Tov b. Abraham Ishbili (Ritva), R. Aaron b.
Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel, and R. Nissim b. Reuben of Gerona (Ran). For the
use of this Aramaic verb in the gal participle (o> n “he bans” in a magic bowl),
see Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the
Talmudic and Geonic Periods (Ramat-Gan: Bar llan University Press, 2002),
483b. Moreover, the Hebrew version, Kol Nedarim, also has the gal form
(»wnn) according to a half dozen early manuscripts (including Genizah
fragments) recorded in Maagarim. This is significant because, as mentioned
above, there are good reasons to believe that the Hebrew version is older. For
the gal form w1 n in Pirge de-Rabbi Eliezer, noted by Meir Wallenstein ( by
VDNIN MITHZNT NI’V PP NHNHOYLPN DMWY, Sinai 45 [1959], 307 note to
line 27), see 97990 932 DY ... 9WHN a4 *p99 999 (Warsaw, 1852), 90b §122.
8 oxn o9y e (ed. Daniel Goldschmidt), 2:opposite p. 1. The
participle 3P appears to be a denominative created as a counterpart of
»nNp at the beginning of Kol Nidre.
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from medieval France,®® have anything similar. Since the Jews of
these communities came there in the 14th century from France and
preserved the Northern French piyyutim of the high holiday liturgy
until modern times, it seems likely that they preserved a Northern
French version of Kol Nidre reflecting the influence of Rabbenu Tam.

3. The Fifth Verb in Kol Nidre

As noted above, the tense of one of the verbs in the revised version of
Kol Nidre is mentioned briefly already in Rabbenu Tam’s Sefer ha-
Yashar. The passage is corrupt, but it can be reconstructed with the
help of the citations and paraphrases by the later authors given below:

Rabbenu Tam:

DY D78Y ) NIN MO DXNAON O 151 1PINNRT T 9O
NIDININT PNDID NAIVY WY NXAN DN 0P TY 1T DM NYD
(NILINONT D78) NIVINTPNT ....9P%Y 19) INA (NIVINONT DY)
MIINT YNVYN 9 IR NNID PM() MDD HINNRTI YHWN NIND
TOMY Y (KIVINONT 9778) NIVIMNT 19) L NPINRT ynwn)

92 210 N LINNN [ATIN] INNY [MIWN] YR SV NN

Kol Nidre, which we say on Yom Kippur night—my lord
father corrected (it to read): “from this Yom Kippur to
(next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us—
all of those, if I shall regret them (shall be released),” and
that is the true (version).... The form xyv N~ N7 refers to the
future as we say in Berakhot (9b): “‘Let the words of my
mouth be acceptable’ (Ps 19:15)—it means ‘what I said’
and it means ‘what I shall say.”” And as for the meaning of

% For a description of the two manuscripts, one in Parma and the other in
Geneva, see B8990 0% MNn, 1.

%1 The point of this talmudic proof text is not entirely clear. It may be cited to
show that a single phrase can refer either to the past or the future. Or it may
cited to show that a first person singular participle such as x»nx can refer to
the future. It should be noted, however, that the reading ynwn 9 >N 8D P
NOINT YW MINNT IS not attested in the surviving manuscripts of Ber. 9b. The
closest match is 91905 NXPYAT YWD MINNT YIWN 9 NN 181D P, attested in
three manuscripts in the Talmud Text Databank (Paris 671, Florence I1-1-7, and
Oxford - Bodl. heb. b. 10 (2833) 6-7). Another three manuscripts have 815 v
MDY YNWN XIPIYN ¥Iwn 29 N, a reading very close to that of our printed
edition (XAPYN YRWN 910D YHOWN 39 MINN NS0 P).

%2 R. Jacob b. Meir Tam, qwsn 499, 70-71 §100.
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2vNNT, it tells us that, after (making) the vow, we
should remember the condition (we announced) at the New
Year, and we should regret (making the vow) so that it may
be released.

R. Ephraim of Bonn:

P PRI 290 PTIN AYNRD MY NI DOV VP 9D NN HAN
PONY 9 29 APY 1AM HNINY 129 1M NN YR 1INI
...112I0D MDY NXAN D9 DY TY NT DN OPN I PINN
YRYN (RIVININRT D78 RIVINKRT : DIDIN) NIVINORT NIWD
()27 :DIPN) NP2 NITIAY NXPHN 2 IND NINY 0
NNIT PP MDD PINXRTN NONRI NN APY 1IN . TINONIY
:DIDIN) NIVINMNKT M) .NININXT YNYUN) MINNT YHIWN 29 NN
MIYN YR DY ONINT MODY DI (RIVINONRT DY NIVINNT

9 911 MY VINNN TN NN

But I, in accordance with my meager intelligence, find
proper the practice instituted by R. Meir of Ramerupt and
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) favorably
upon us.”... The expression Ny N N7 also refers to the
future like many (occurrences of) 0N, Xyay, and Ny
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 ‘what I said’
and it means ‘what I shall say.”” And as for the meaning of
2vNONT, it tells us that, after (making) the vow, we
should remember the condition (we announced) at the New
Year, and we should regret (making the vow) so that it may
be released.

R. Eliezer b. Joel ha-Levi:

% Shelomoh Y. Spitzer, X321 09X 1179 OO P MY, i §MP
2995 0 ,Mvn YNNI :o7wnn (ed. Y. Buxbaum; Jerusalem: Moriah, 2002),
288 (plate), 290.
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DNPD OP TY DT DN DPN INY INTMNY KRNI W)
,NIVMIMMN NNYIA 1) ) NIVINRT PN DIVWY DY NIN
% M2 (ILINON P9 YN

There are some among the great rabbis who instituted the
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom
Kippur, coming (we pray) peaceably upon us—all of those,
if 1 shall regret them, (shall be released).”...

R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yarhi:

XN NN D02 PMINY H7S) MINAY 2T DDA AND APY’ HAN
210V 1OY NIAN NDN DY TY NT HNDIN OPN DY N NIN
% 92y 191 19 PN NIVIN ONRT P

Rabbenu Jacob wrote concerning Kol Nidre which one says
on Yom Kippur night: “My lord father corrected (it to
read): ‘from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur,
coming (we pray) favorably upon us—all of those, if | shall
regret them, (shall be released),” and that is the true
(version).”

R. Mordecai b. Hillel ha-Kohen:

DXN9 DY TY MY DX N9 DPR INY WMNY NN KIIN)
%12 (NdOVLINON H78) NIVINON INDIFA N2IVY 1YY NN

There are some among the great rabbis who instituted the
practice of saying “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom
Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us—all of those,
if 1 shall regret them, (shall be released).”...

Tosefot Yeshanim:

TY NT DXNON OPN NI MON) T DI PRN M7 7D NI
DNYON OYN DMIMX PV ,DIYVWDO DY XaN DN9ON O

% R. Eliezer b. Joel ha-Levi, styn sax 80 n77%ax9 990 (ed. David Deblitsky; 4
vols.; Bene Berak: David Deblitsky, 2004), 2:126b-127a including n. 23, §11.
% R. Abraham b. Nathan ha-Yarhi, »nn 999, 346.

% R. Mordecai b. Hillel ha-Kohen, n2y0 x1m9 779 mnaon by ,09wn 55791 999
(Jerusalem: Machon Yerushalayim, 1989), 72.
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(NIYVINONT D78) NIV N D) ... DMNNON O TY YW
DY DINNN NINWI XON DOV ONIND PRY NIAND POV YyHwun
97 11919 1912 NN DN IN)

Based on this, Rabbenu Meir corrects Kol Nidre we- Esare
(to read) “from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur,
coming (we pray) peaceably upon us,” for they used to say
“from last Yom Kippur to this Yom Kippur.”... And
NVNONRT “if 1 shall regret” refers correctly to the future,
because the condition helps only if he regrets it (= the
vow), and then the condition helps, annulling it
retroactively.

R. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

NN DNYN NTRY NOYR DX IV 1N RIVINDT I TN TIN
%8 omdy LINNN

Thus one must say xvn»T “that I regret,” i.e., if I forget
and make vows, | regret them from this very moment.

R. Nethanel Weil:

VIDY PRI NIDINDON DD 11D XAND NHNNT YHIOT NN 1Y)
% maon >nw Y78, NNN N2NY 122N D9THN TN ,D7190

And from this it appears that—according to our view, viz.,
that he is making a condition for the future—it is correct to
say NN “if T shall regret,” and there is no textual
error, but the printer combined them into one word whereas
they should be two words.

As noted above, Rabbenu Tam, in his written presentation of the
new version, chose to discuss only one of the five verbs in Kol Nidre:

% 913 navny 02w Mavin 19v (ed. Alter Halpern; London, 1966), 101.

% David b. Joseph Abudarham, ohamax obwn by DSwn BHINAN 190
(Jerusalem: Machon Even Yisra’el, 1995), p. 9.

% R. Nethanel Weil, %30y ya9p (Karlsruhe: L. J. Held, 1755), 66b §28 s.v.
on.
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VN1 His reading breaks up the word xyvamoxT or (according to
Abudarham) v 7% or (according to R. Nethanel Weil) 0 mox
into two words, one of which can be vocalized as a participle (xv7n).
Abudarham takes the latter as referring to the present,'%? but Rabbenu
Tam, R. Ephraim of Bonn, and Tosefot Yeshanim take it as referring to
the future, on the theory that regret can only be retrospective.
According to the latter reading, Kol Nidre can be translated as follows:

All vows, resolutions, promises, pledges, and oaths that |
shall vow, swear, pledge, and impose upon the self'% from
this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray)
favorably upon us—all of those, if | shall regret them, shall
be released: thel®® vows not vows, the resolutions not
resolutions, and the oaths not oaths.

Finally, we should mention the treatment of xyv N attributed to
Rabbenu Tam by the abridged version of Shibbole ha-Leqgez, prepared
by an unknown successor of R. Zedekiah b. Abraham Anaw:

D>11997 DPH TN PN MINY 971 DN 1927 DY ONRSD Ty
anNo) N2 OXIVINNN INDID DY NAN OIXNON DY TY M
106 n3nv NON PN Y2YW DXN9IN DN MNPV 1OV

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

100 His ideas about the other four seem to have been handed down orally; see at
n. 74 above.

101 This is derived from nyvanoxT through elision of aleph; see n. 148 below.
102 Does he take nv N to be a speech act rather than a feeling?

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

104 See at n. 37 above.

105 50 in the Venice edition of 1546 (45a §102) and the Salonika edition of
1796 (90b 8102), both of which represent the abridged version (as | learned
from Simcha Emanuel). Ms. Zurich Braginsky 250 (396 |. 20) and the Vilna
edition of 1887 (293 §317) by Buber (both representing the original unabridged
version) have o nnx. As for London BL Or 13705, formerly Sassoon 539
(dated 1260 C.E.), Yisrael Dubitsky kindly informs me that it “skips (i.e., is
missing) probably about 3 leaves between ff 686-687, comprising simanim 312-
322. | believe this is what Sassoon himself meant when he wrote in his
catalogue (Ohel David, Oxford 1932, vol. 1, p. 160) that ‘the whole section No.
34 ... is missing from the MS.””

106 R, Zedekiah b. Abraham Anaw, v s9aw (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 regret,”'°” and
(that) he wrote that that is the true (version), and (that) he
who says “from last Yom Kippur” is committing an
error....

Here, too, the word for “regret” is expressed by a participle, but in
this case the stem of the participle is itpa ‘al rather than gal.

In short, it seems that the prospective reading of Kol Nidre gave
rise to three different emendations of xyvaR/MVAINDHN: (1) VININ
(attributed to Rashi), (2) o0 nT (attributed to Rabbenu Meir),
and (3) xvnnn (attributed to Rabbenu Tam, by analogy with his
emendation of xyyanwx to Xyyanwvn).

4. Why Singular Participles?

The emendations attributed to Rabbenu Tam raise several questions.
Why did he not emend the perfects (N7, Nwanvwx, etc.) to
imperfects (11, yanv) etc.)? And even if he had some reason to
prefer participles, why did he decide to use singular participles (%77
“I shall vow,” Nyyanvn “I shall swear,” etc.) instead of the expected
plural participles ()»773 “we shall vow,” yyanvn “we shall swear,”
etc.)? One obvious answer to both questions is phonetic. He may have
wanted the emended verb forms to sound as much as possible like the
traditional forms of Kol Nidre. The change from xyanwx 1) )77 1
to Nwanwn 7 8717 >7 involves only the first vowel or the first
consonant of each verb and, hence, is far less acoustically salient than
a change to yyanvn »1) 1773 >7 would be. But why would Rabbenu
Tam have wanted the emended forms to sound like the traditional
ones? One possibility is that he felt that such a minimal change would
be less likely to provoke controversy. Another possibility, perhaps
more likely given what we know of Rabbenu Tam, is that he believed
that the oral reading tradition of Kol Nidre had become corrupted
before his time through auditory errors (Hd6rfehler); hence, in
attempting to reconstruct the original verb forms, he was obligated to
assume that they sounded like the corrupt forms current in his time.108

107 The participle xo0nnn may refer either to future ab initio regret or, as B.
Septimus suggests (oral communication), to a present declaration of regret (cf.
Abudarham at n. 98 above).

108 1 owe this second explanation to B. Septimus, who notes that Rabbenu Tam
did not shy away from controversy.
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A second possible reason for the change from plural to singular is
halakhic. According to R. Mordecai Jaffe, Kol Nidre is not legally
effective in the plural:

IMINY N DRI 1IN TY2 NNNND 51D TAXR PRY NINNX 72D)
ND MINY DY ONIN NANY DIV NVIY IPNX DI DY MINYD 91020
109 57PN X9 Y7 wn KD D192 MINM N9Y IIN

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

This claim has been disputed,'° but even if it is exaggerated, it may
contain a kernel of truth. Rabbenu Tam himself tells us that his
father’s revision of Kol Nidre was inspired in part by the talmudic
formula in Ned. 23b cited above: p5va > MY TNy NRY 0T Y
“all vows that I may make shall be void.”*!! Since that formula is in
the first person singular, it is possible that Rabbenu Tam believed that
the original, uncorrupted version of Kol Nidre was also in the first
person singular.

5. Dubious Grammatical Assumptions in Later Times

We have seen that Rabbenu Tam or his father changed the verbs of
Kol Nidre from perfects to participles. Many later halakhists accepted
this idea in principle but had their own ideas about how to put it into
practice.

One dubious idea that eventually took root was that masculine
singular Aramaic participles with enclitic x)- always have hireg
preceding the last consonant of the root—even if that consonant is
resh or ‘ayin. Already in printed editions of the 16th century, we find

109 53 wrab, 178¢ §619.

110 See R. Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller, 250 £ maoin to m.Ned. 3:1: 13 >ny N9
L P2wAN 2YPY PIYD TN JNOWNY W Pan; and R. Elijah Spira, na% 79N 990
(Sulzbach: Meshullam Zalman b. Aaron, 1757), 200c § 619: Y7 >ny™ NO
....n%. For an intermediate position, see R. Joseph Kosman, 9oy jxg5 29 999
(Tel-Aviv, 1969), 279-80.

111 1t is cited here according to the version in Sefer ha-Yashar.
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NPT, NPON,2 and even moyanwn, instead of N7y, NON, and
Nyanwn. Prominent examples that appeared in print in that century
(irrespective of their date of composition) include:

R. David b. Joseph Abudarham:

MMM 92D YW NN DY PNND VN NN DN 1A DYPIM
DY) .N2IVY WYY NAN DYNHON DY TY DT DXN9ON DYN MY
113 NayanwnTY X3PTIT 0I5 1N

It will be noted that this edition of Sefer Abudarham (Constantinople,
1513) contradicts the modern edition based on manuscripts cited
above.!

R. Jeroham b. Meshullam:

DN IHY NN DM TY TN 179 HIINNA DN DN I AN
518) PTNY TPNY INRY NN NIV NIWIANWN YTy VT T Y
115 yawsHy (1Y

Rabbenu Tam wrote, correcting the mahzorim (to read)
“from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming
upon us.” And one should also say Nwanwn > HP1 >,
i.e., what | shall vow and swear....

R. Joseph Caro:

MO NN T NIYANWIHTI NIPTI T 9D PN DI ANOW NI
P9I NN NN 99N NIITIT DIN NIWIY 90 DY NNDIN
NINWYI) 720 NIV YW XHPa NOYTM NN YHM PNa
TV NN AP NNX NN T MDD ONY NPT T IDIN
TNY NINY NN YAWN PPN P97 T NMVN XY ANIPI VI
VRN NNN YSNNI 997N NIYINLOINTI IIN NINWI 191 NPY

112 \We have already encountered these two forms above in 18th century
manuscripts of the mahzor from the Jewish communities of Asti, Fossano and
Moncalvo; see at n. 89 above.

113 David b. Joseph Abudarham, an91ax 19 (Constantinople, 1513), 75b-c.
114 For the text and translation, see at n. 85 above.

115 R. Jeroham b. Meshullam, mm o8 m79n 990 (Constantinople, 1516),
46b.
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PPN NTIPI XXM 997K DIPN D7NH2 NINWI) 12 SNYIAWIV NN
116 yaunh PRy NY NN YHWN

As for what he (= R. Jacob b. Asher) writes: “He (=
Rabbenu Tam) also instituted the practice of saying »>7
NYANWINHT NXPN.” This (= NyanwnT 81 1) s the
correct reading (in Tur Orah Hayyim 8619),!'7 and that is
because when it says x)17)7—0ne word, dalet with Aireq,
nun with shewa, dalet with gametz [sic!])—it means “that
which I [sic!] have already vowed,” but when it says 7
NyPT)—two words, one of them »7, the other xy7T), nun
without shewa, dalet with fireg—it means “that which I
shall vow.” Similarly, when it says xiyane xm—with
medial aleph—it means “that which I (sic!) have already
sworn,” but when it has mem instead of aleph and it is
vocalized with hireqg (under the bet), it means “that which I
shall swear.”

The form xy7>13 would ordinarily be interpreted as a passive form.
Passive participles take a yod, because, unlike active participles, they
have a long hireq, and long hireq is not affected by final resh. Thus,
the active participles 7o (= 8yjo8) “I forbid” and NyVa (= X)VY)
“I exempt” contrast with the passive participles xox (= Xy PON) “1
am forbidden” and Nyvo (= NyPVY) “I am exempt(ed).” In other
words, the addition of yod to xy37) normally converts it to the passive
voice—a voice that makes no sense in our context.!® Nevertheless, it
may be going too far to brand xy7>7) as a misspelling when it is used
in the active voice. It can be compared to the active form xyyvs “I

118 R, Joseph Caro, qoy m>a in 9n3) 9t 1hxA Mon N0 o»n nax (Venice,
1550), 398c 8619. | am indebted to Dr. Bruce Nielsen, Center for Advanced
Jewish Studies, University of Pennsylvania, for providing photographs of this
passage.

117 Contrast the readings found in the two earliest editions of Tur Orah
Hayyim: xyanwn »1 877 »7 (Pieve di Sacco 1475, §614); NyanwnT NITIT
(Mantua 1476, 8603). | am indebted to Leah Adler and Rachel Berliner for
providing a photograph of the latter. For the former, see n. 83 above.

118 Cf. also the fictitious form w7 cited instead of xy»7 “I am
excommunicated” (Ned. 7a) in printed editions of various halakhic works
(MNNDN MY oy 291 naon, 1. p. 1w n. 50); it too would be a passive
participle if it were genuine.
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divorce,” attested in two unpublished Aramaic magic bowls.!® It can
also be compared to the form qvnx) “and he caused to rain” (Exod
9:23) found in a vocalized Genizah fragment of the Palestinian
Targum.*?® In these forms, a short hireq or tsere appears to have been
preserved or restored (by analogy) before resh by native speakers. On
the other hand, it must be noted that the form o7 itself is not
attested in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic; the only form attested in the
Talmud is 877 “I do/shall vow” (Ned. 9a).1?* The yod that represents
short hireg?? in xy2>m3 is not found in x377y, suggesting (although not
proving conclusively) that the short hireq of the latter has been
lowered to patah by the following resh. In short, the form x>~>7) that
appears in 16th-century printed versions of Kol Nidre was probably
created on the analogy of regular forms such as x32°n5 rather than
handed down by tradition.

The rise of this non-standard form should not surprise us, since no
treatises on Aramaic grammar were available to Jews at the time (and
because similar forms are attested as passive participles).!?® Even
today, when such treatises are available, the rule is unknown to many
Semitists. Thus, a standard handbook of Semitic linguistics has the
following to say about the vocalization of the participle in one of the

119 | am indebted to an anonymous JSIJ reviewer for this information. Contrast
qon9 at n. 55 above and xvs “T shall divorce” in Qid. 64b. For the latter,
according to the Talmud Text Databank (JTSA), x»va/i7va is the spelling in
all witnesses: Oxford Opp. 248 (367), Munich 95, Vatican 111, JTS Rab. 2394,
Spanish Print (ca. 1480), and Venice Print (1520), not to mention the Vilna
edition. Shamma Friedman informs me that xy7v9 is the standard spelling in the
magic bowls as well, occurring five times in the synoptic chart of five magic
bowls published by Avigail Bamberger, 9pn> n»baan nyawnn mayp v ynman
mnpm monn (Hebrew University master’s thesis; Jerusalem, 2012), 30.
Three of Bamberger’s five attestations appear in the synoptic chart of four
magic bowls published by Dan Levene, A Corpus of Magic Bowls: Incantation
Texts in Jewish Aramaic from Late Antiquity (London: Kegan Paul, 2003), 37.
120 Steven E. Fassberg, A Grammar of the Palestinian Targum Fragments from
the Cairo Genizah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 1990. This form contrasts
with many forms that have pata/ before resh, such as va1 and “2pwm. For other,
more ancient examples of short e/i before final resh, etc. in Aramaic, see Beyer,
Die aramaischen Texte, 1:108. According to Beyer, his examples are not
exceptions; they simply predate the vowel shift that created the rule.

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

12250 in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, not tsere.

123 See at n. 118 above.

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JS1J/12-2013/Steiner.pdf



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

Kol Nidre: Past, Present and Future 37

Late Aramaic dialects: “Syriac has gaber....”*?* In his review of the
book, E. Y. Kutscher points out the error: “This is a faulty form. As is
well known, Syriac (and other Aramaic dialects) turn an e before r
into an a. Therefore, the root ‘qbr’ for the paradigms turns out to be
ill-chosen.”*?

The reading 713 is probably not original in Sefer Abudarham, but
it is original in Bet Yosef, as is clear from the discussion there. R.
Joseph Caro may have taken that reading from the printed edition of
Sefer Abudarham and/or the printed edition of Toledot Adam we-
Hawwah, both of which were published decades before the
completion of Bet Yosef (1542).1%6 The reading xy7>13 is probably best
viewed as a hypercorrection—an overreaction to the nonsensical past-
tense reading, NayanwINTY NXITYT 9D »MN ON, that was current at
the time. R. Abraham Abele Gombiner attributes the form x> to R.
Jeroham b. Meshullam (Toledot Adam we-Hawwah), rejecting it in
favor of the form xy1 used earlier by R. Meir ha-Kohen (Haggahot
Maimuniyyot).t?’

In the passage quoted above, R. Joseph Caro also introduces a new
distinction into the discussion: »7 vs. -7. As noted by a few authorities,
this distinction is totally irrelevant,'?® a blatant red herring:

R. Abraham b. Mordecai ha-Levi:

N NN DNWYDY (ITNYN D7S) 92y DY N MDD ONYT 1)
1719) MYV) DN YN DT PRI (292¥N YY) TNYN DY 1IN

124 Sabatino Moscati, et al., An Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of
the Semitic Languages (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1964), 146.

125 E. Y. Kutscher, review of Sabatino Moscati, et al., An Introduction to the
Comparative Grammar of the Semitic Languages in Asian and African Studies
2 (1966), 200 = E. Y. Kutscher, Hebrew and Aramaic Studies (ed. Zeev Ben-
Hayyim et al.; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1977), 182.

126 Both of those works are cited in Bet Yosef, but | am unable to say whether
they were cited from the printed editions or from manuscripts.

127 R. Abraham Abele Gombiner, Dnax Y0, in 9¥ N3 99350 XN YIN 2331 190
o»n nNX Mon yvn (Dyrenfurth: Shabbetai Meshorer Bass, 1692), 306a §619.
For the forms in Toledot Adam we-Hawwah and Haggahot Maimuniyyot, see at
nn. 78 and 115 above.

128 The form -7 is a proclitic form of >7 that developed in ancient colloquial
Aramaic; see Richard C. Steiner, “Papyrus Amherst 63: A New Source for the
Language, Literature, Religion, and History of the Arameans,” Studia
Aramaica: New Sources and New Approaches (ed. M. J. Geller, J. C.
Greenfield, and M. P. Weitzman; Oxford, 1995), 201-202.
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T2 1) 72 P2 M2XN 2 DONPNIY NNX NN DNPNA MY TOV ON
PRY 1D XYY ONIND NWIA PIPTNHM ....02¥N0 DY DN ON
SV MOLN DY DY NYD DY TMOM ....000 MY MY P vIan

129 52

And he explained that (the version with) two words'*®
refers to the past (sic, for future?), whereas when they are
one word*®! it refers to the future (sic, for past?), but this
statement is not correct and it is completely erroneous,
because it is the same whether they are one word or two
words, and either way they refer to the past.... And he who
examines the language of the Targum carefully will find
that there is no difference at all between one and the
other.... And those who rely on this language of the Tur
stumble in (the laws of) vows.

. Jacob Emden:

AW DT DD 9702 MDA RIPT T N DNN NN NIITT A
THOYM I2YN P2 DTIAIND CTIT DY RO DY DYV VNN PN
IN NNX NDN NIITIT IIN ON P2 .¥I90 DIV PN D) .1PNINI

132 prnvs npvin

Bet Yosef: “ny3737 one word, etc. X1 7 two words.”
With all due respect, all of this is a distortion, and there is
no substance in this explanation, and this is not the way
that the past (tense) is distinguished from the future in
Aramaic. Furthermore, there is no difference at all between
saying x377y7 as one word and dividing it into two.

We turn now to R. Wolf Heidenheim. He agrees that Rabbenu
Tam’s version of Kol Nidre was based on participles, but the
participles that he reconstructs are different from those of his

predecessors:

129 R. Abraham b. Mordecai ha-Levi, o319 n3 (2 vols.; Constantinople: Jonah

b. Jacob, 1716-1717), 1:120d (Y.D. part 2, 89).
B30 e, no1mo.
181 e, NTYT.

132 R. Jacob Emden, nwssp 9m (2 vols.; Altona: Jacob Emden, 1761-1769),

2:68¢ (§619).
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NI (D XD 2-NT) NORN NIRM (DXI12TN D7) DTN NN
NPIONTY RPNDINNTI XPYANVNTY XPIT) ¥T XDIVHN OY MI2
NOVON 97 ... D7D DN MN D NORND MNMWON 9D 1’ 1)
APV AR POTN NYP XD IMON DY DD RNDNND 7P NINID

133 sony1o e no)

Pursuant to all of these valid considerations, I committed
myself to the version N»nRINHTY NPYINWHTY NPT T
N»IONTY, because all of these expressions are the plural of
the present tense ... and according to this version, the entire
text will be on a solid foundation and not difficult at all,
and this is the true version of Rabbenu Tam in my
opinion....

This reconstruction is intended as a solution to a problem inherent
in the standard reconstruction of Rabbenu Tam’s version of Kol Nidre.
In that reconstruction, the enclitic subject pronouns attached to
participles are singular but the possessive pronouns attached to nouns
are plural. This inconsistency, pointed out by R. Mordecai Jaffe,'** is
most blatant in the phrase x(n)way Sy nxyyon “I shall impose upon
ourselves.” Heidenheim tried to fix the problem by making the
participles plural, instead of making the suffixed pronouns singular as
R. Jaffe had done.

Here again, however, we have a suggestion that attributes faulty
Aramaic grammar to Rabbenu Tam. In Babylonian Aramaic, first
person plural participles take the plural enclitic pronoun y- derived
from N “we,” not No- derived from xox “1.°%3% Thus, the plural of
N)ON IS PoN, not xyqon. The latter form appears to exhibit an
internal inconsistency that is, if anything, even more blatant than the
one in N)(Mway Yy N)or, and there is no good reason to assume that
Rabbenu Tam was unaware of this.

Most of the authorities quoted above believe that Rabbenu Tam
changed the verbs of Kol Nidre from perfects to participles; however,
this is not the only possible way of making them refer to the future. A
number of alternatives have been proposed, some of which we have
already noted. Ralbag and R. Jacob Emden claimed that the

133 4995 o1y n929yY AN, 8b.

134 mynn wiab, 178c §619.

135 3. N. Epstein, sm9aa sm9x 91194, 41. Forms ending in x»- do occur in our
printed editions, but, according to Epstein (ibid., 40), they are singular and
textually dubious.
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prospective reading of Kol Nidre presupposed the replacement of
perfects (X372 “we have vowed,” etc.) with imperfects (41)/71) “we
shall vow,” etc.). R. Aaron b. Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel emended to
7Y NININ PPRY, a compromise between the traditional version and
Ned. 23b (719 TNy NN 9T D).

R. Mordecai Jaffe felt that these emendations—and indeed all of
the emendations discussed above—were unnecessary. In Levush ha-
Hur, he makes the startling claim that most of the verbs in the
traditional version of Kol Nidre were already in the imperfect without
any need for change:

PINNY VI NIDOINKT 91 7NN YAUNY 79 NIVANWNT 1) ...
NIVINN 7NN IIINRY NN 1) ... MIN NORNY 79 NITONTY 191 1IN
92700 P PYH ODI1D M PYOYN MINX VINDN HH )PNA

136 y1va

And similarly »yanwxT means “that I shall swear,” and
similarly »mnxT means “that 1 shall pledge,” and
similarly »7oxT means “that I shall impose,” ... and
similarly the expression xyo nx later on means “I shall
regret from this very moment,” and all of them are first
person singular....

He then goes on to explain that the x)- ending of these verbs “is in
place of N whose meaning is ‘I’ except that the first aleph is
missing.” In his eyes, the only obstacle to this solution is the form
x7 1, wWhich, lacking an initial aleph, cannot be reinterpreted as an
imperfect plus the ending x3-. As a result he is forced to emend it:

NPT JTPRD §7ONRI NVTPRT IND2 NPNY IR D7) T
137 538 N TRY W9

Therefore, it seems to me that it would be proper to have
here (the form) x> y7»xT with prefixed aleph and with the
meaning “that I shall vow.”

The problem with this solution, of course, is that enclitic x)- < NN
iIs used in Babylonian Aramaic only with participles, not with

136 aymm w2y, 178¢ §6109.
137 aynn wiay, 178d §619.
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imperfects.'® It follows that the verb x>7x, found in many modern
editions of the mahzor, is a fictitious form, created as an ad hoc
solution to the problems of Kol Nidre.**° It is difficult to disagree with
the assessment of R. Jacob Emden:

95 NOM YISO D% DMMINKD INYY D)1 VX INIVY NN D ...
YTV DNA TANR XD 271D WO VIDW) MYV DN N7 T7Y 2T
140 py912 5y 1IN P oM

... all of the efforts made by these rabbis (= R. Mordecai
Jaffe and R. David ha-Levi Segal) and the other latter-day
authorities to explain Rabbenu Tam’s version of Kol Nidre
were, with all due respect, an error and a distortion of the
language. (There was) not (a single) one among them that
was fully knowledgeable in, and acquainted with, Aramaic.

R. Jaffe’s ideas about Aramaic morphology were implicitly rejected
even by the editor of an Ashkenazic mahzor (Venice, 1717) who
claimed to be following in his path.'** At the very end of his edition,
he adds a brief discussion of Kol Nidre based on the views of R.
Joseph Caro and R. Mordecai Jaffe—including the view of the latter
that “a man can (petition the court to) annul only his own vows” ( px
XY AT DN D HVaY 919 pTX).142 He concludes with a revised version
of Kol Nidre “according to the opinion of the aforementioned
geonim”:

YTY ATIN T MY N SYDNPY MDNPY MNIN MIDN) T 9D
DY Ty N1 D199 DI¥ DPH IRV HY DN YT DINN T YAINWN
ND ONITY ... PN LIDIN T PNNPI NIV VDY NN OINAD DY

143 191 NON .NWIAY N IRNMAW) T

138 Cf. Heidenheim, 9195 o9 m%39y5 Mtnn, 8a: »D »1y /92 7aN5 Y9N XYW 10
IR MNIN D2 DIIND IIN XD 12 NNNYN /MY HIN XD 73 /9102 /212NN WRI H12TIN
ININ /92 0) 712V /92 DI ¥INI NYND MDD MINIINDY ,NITITPN IN NITVNIWUN.

139 According to the Bar-1lan Judaic Library and the Talmud Text Databank
(JTSA), it is completely unknown in ancient Rabbinic literature. The form
NTON appears only as a noun. The earliest occurrence | have found is x)9TN
in @'n9% o0 Yw Mnn (Prague, 1613), 56a. R. Jaffe died in 1612, around a
year before the printing of this mahzor.

140 R. Jacob Emden, y7ay» nyoxw, 133b §145.

141 See at n. 43 above.

142 Habermann, » 1 Y27 ny1on, 184.

143 Habermann, » 1 927 ny1on, 185.
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This consistently singular version clearly reflects the influence of R.
Jaffe, especially in the forms >sxway “myself,” »837 “my vows,” and
Wnwiaw  “my oaths,” but it ignores his views concerning the
distribution of enclitic x-.

Having said all that, it must be admitted that R. Jaffe’s solution is
remarkably ingenious. Indeed, it is so clever that many have failed to
grasp the point. Take, for example, the following note from the
ArtScroll mahzor for Yom Kippur:

The literal translation of xyy7nT is we have vowed in the
past tense. Since most communities have adopted Rabbeinu
Tam’s version that Kol Nidrei refers to future vows, many
authorities have changed ny 1T to the future tense [ »7
Ny, but this change has not gained common
acceptance. Our translation in the future tense, therefore, is
not literal....}44

In this note, the editors adopt the verb form created by R. Jaffe, and
they even vocalize its middle radical with dagesh (x)y7x, with =, like
imperfect 91n and unlike perfect x377), but they fail to realize that he
intended it as a future form. They wind up subverting his ingenious
solution, claiming that they are ignoring the literal meaning of his
(fictitious!) form when they translate it in the future.

6. Rashi’s Version of Kol Nidre

The suggestion put forth in Levush ha-Hur may help us to reconstruct
Rashi’s version of Kol Nidre, which seems to have been somewhat
different from that of Rabbenu Tam. We recall that, according to
Ligqute ha-Pardes (at least in its present form), Rashi was heard to
say N20Y WOY NIN DN DY TY 1Y DNYD 0PN “from this Yom
Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we pray) favorably upon us,”
while leaving N»OxX T NNDINNTY Nayanwr T XITT “that we have
vowed, sworn, pledged, and imposed” in the perfect.'*> According to
the same report, however, he was also heard to say varox “I shall

144 The Complete ArtScroll Machzor: Yom Kippur, 59 (Ashkenaz edition) = 67
(Sefard edition).

145 1 assume here that the aforementioned homography of two of the verbal
forms is resolved by the other two verbal forms.
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regret”14® instead of x3V7ON “we have regretted.” This emendation, if
that is what it is, is reminiscent of Rabbenu Tam’s emendations; it
results in a singular verb that refers to the future. However, it makes
no sense in isolation, contradicting the number and tense of the other
verbs. The same might be said of two other deviations from the
traditional text found in the oldest surviving manuscript of the work
(14th century): xw9) by NOX “we have imposed upon the self, we
have self-imposed” instead of N)w9) Yy NION “we have imposed upon
ourselves”; and xnyavy “and the oaths™ instead of Nynyyavy “and our
oaths” (as expected from N7 “our vows” and NN “our
resolutions™).?*”  Another noteworthy form in the manuscript is
NIWYIANYYT < NIWINWINT* Or NayanwroT+, exhibiting elision of aleph
(see below). This is a legitimate colloquial spelling for a native
speaker of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic in late antiquity,'*® but its
appearance in medieval France is far from routine.

In sum, the text of Kol Nidre in Ligqute ha-Pardes (according to
the oldest extant manuscript) contains several anomalies. It is
tempting to dismiss them as scribal errors, but it must be kept in mind
that not every anomalous form in a text is the product of miscopying,
mishearing, or the like. Sometimes forms that seem anomalous in a
text were originally unproblematic, and became anomalous not
because they were altered, but because they were not altered when the
forms around them were changed. In other words, authentic forms can
give the appearance of being corrupt when incomplete scribal
alteration leaves them isolated—when copyists of the text eliminate
(“correct”) all forms with a given characteristic except for one. Such
survivals from an earlier textual stage may be called “vestigial
readings.”49

Can the anomalous forms cited above from (the oldest extant
manuscript of) Ligqute ha-Pardes be considered “vestigial readings,”
relics of a prospective version of Kol Nidre used by Rashi before the

146 S0 in both manuscripts consulted and in the Venice edition of 1539. The
form could also mean “he has regretted,” but that does not fit the context.

147 Did the original version of Ligqute ha-Pardes have similar emendations for
NYYTY and NN, ViZ., N7 and RYOINY?

18 Cf. omt < 9o7oNT* “that it was mentioned,” cited by Matthew
Morgenstern, “On Some Non-Standard Spellings in the Aramaic Magic Bowls
and Their Linguistic Significance,” JSS 52 (2007), 254. | am indebted to an
anonymous JSIJ reviewer for this reference.

1499 Vestigial readings must be distinguished from linguistic relic forms, which
are vestiges of an earlier form of a language rather than a text.
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time of Rabbenu Tam? What would such a text look like? The
following is a very speculative suggestion:

DINNDT) YANYIT) TTIT SNIAWI 20N MNP MIDNY MIT) DO+
NIN DD DY TY NT DN DPN NIV XY DY TONOT)
ND NYIDN) 07T ND NITY ...)NA VAN PN NS DY

DYV NI DYV MIDN

All vows, resolutions, promises, pledges, and oaths that |
shall vow, swear, pledge, and impose on the self by oath
from this Yom Kippur to (next) Yom Kippur, coming (we
pray) favorably upon us—all of them | shall regret. (May
they be) released, cancelled, rendered null and void, not in
force, not valid—the vows not vows, the resolutions not
resolutions, and the oaths not oaths.

This highly conjectural reconstruction is based on the assumption
that Rashi changed the tense of the four verbs by deleting the final x)-
from each of them—just as he did with xyvanx—and making some
additional minor adjustments. Take, for example, the perfect form
NWINYT < NWIARNYVINT* O Nyyanvw noT7* “that we have sworn” found
in the manuscript. This can be converted to an imperfect meaning
“that I shall swear” by deleting the suffix, yielding yanv>7*, an elided
form of yanvong* or yanvsno1+. The same goes for x)777 “that we
have vowed.” Deleting the suffix yields 977*, which, when changed
to 777*, can be understood as an elided form of q7ypxT* Or YTPNT*
meaning “that I shall vow.”

It is worth noting that very little revocalization is required by this
solution. In my view, it is a solution worthy of Rashi. It is easy to see
how an early copyist of Ligqute ha-Pardes could have failed to grasp
the idea and felt the need to add a geresh after each of the verbs (777
MON T IINR YT YIANYIT).

7. Conclusions

The annual annulment of vows and oaths through the recitation of Kol
Nidre (or its older and longer Hebrew counterpart, Kol Nedarim) has
been a controversial practice since R. Yehudai Gaon and his
successors attempted to abolish it in the eighth and ninth centuries.
Their efforts had mixed results in Spain and Provence: some
communities recited it and some did not. In Northern France, the
reaction to the geonic campaign was different. There the controversy
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was about which version of Kol Nidre to recite—not about whether to
recite it at all.

The halakhic problems inherent in Kol Nidre led R. Meir b. Samuel
of Ramerupt, the father of Rabbenu Tam, to revise the text so that it
referred to the vows of the coming year instead of the vows of the past
year. The revision (inspired by the Talmud and possibly one or two
geonic responsa as well) was accomplished through the substitution of
a single word, replacing qayw (“from last Yom Kippur to the one that
iIs coming”) with mv (“from this Yom Kippur to the one that is
coming”). This change, however, created a linguistic problem that
survives in many editions of the mahzor down to the present day. The
emended temporal phrase refers to the future, but it modifies verbs in
the past tense (NIONTY NIDINNTY NWANWNRTY NTIT)—a blatant
internal contradiction.

According to many reports, Rabbenu Tam (if not his father) solved
the problem in a remarkably elegant and inconspicuous manner. In the
revised version, the subtle replacement of -Hayw with nv was
accompanied by an even more subtle replacement of shewa and faraf
patas (x)77) “we have vowed,” NyJox “we have bound”) with gametz
(8772 “I shall vow,” nyyon “I shall bind”) in two of the verbs. The
treatment of the other two verbs was equally subtle' NIINN/NININ

“we have pledged” and N)yanwn “we have sworn” appear to have
been replaced with Nm"mnlnm"m“’o “I shall pledge” and Nyyanyn “I
shall swear,” respectlvely In all four cases, the perfect is replaced not
with the expected imperfect but with the participle (which often refers
to the future in Late Aramaic) plus enclitic x)- < NN “L.”

For the fifth verb in Kol Nidre, nyvan/mMvnnn “we have
regretted,” three different emendations are recorded in our sources: (1)
VN “I shall regret” (attributed to Rashi), (2) 800)noxT “if 1 shall
regret” (attributed to Rabbenu Meir), and (3) xyv1nnn “I shall/hereby
regret” (attributed to Rabbenu Tam, based on the analogy of his
emendation of xyyanwx). The form vanex, preserved in the earliest
extant manuscript of Ligqute ha-Pardes, is of great interest. It raises
the possibility that Rashi had his own prospective version of Kol
Nidre that was lost to posterity, supplanted by the version of his son-
in-law and grandson. Although copyists have tended to obliterate
revisions of Kol Nidre, a few clues remain in the manuscript—enough
to allow for a conjectural reconstruction.

150 For xypan and xyp1n, the gal perfect and participle respectively, see n. 88
above.
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All of the emendations of the verbs change both their tense (past to
future) and their number (plural to singular). The change of number
has the effect of minimizing the acoustic salience of the emendations.
It appears that the idea was to make the new forms sound as much as
possible like the traditional ones, based on (1) the desire to avoid
provoking controversy and/or (2) the assumption that the oral reading
tradition of Kol Nidre had become corrupted through auditory errors
(Horfehler). The change of number may have had a halakhic basis as
well. It may have been intended to eliminate a legal objection later to
be raised by R. Mordecai Jaffe, and/or to make Kol Nidre agree with
the legal formula cited by Rabbenu Tam from the Talmud (Ned. 23b)
as the basis of his father’s revision.

These emendations exhibit remarkable mastery of the grammar of
Biblical and Talmudic Aramaic. Indeed, beginning in the 16th
century, even leading halakhic authorities did not grasp all of the
linguistic subtleties of the emendations, and some of them felt
compelled to make “improvements.” The level of sophistication is so
high that it would be almost unimaginable outside of Rashi’s family—
a family that produced commentaries on the Bible (Rashi, Rashbam,
and Rabbenu Tam), commentaries and tosafot on the Talmud (Rashi,
Rashbam, and Rabbenu Tam), Aramaic poetry (Rabbenu Tam),
halakhic responsa (Rashi and Rabbenu Tam), and a treatise on
Hebrew grammar (Rashbam).
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