Nedarim 29a

Can Kedusha Come Off By Itself? — The Question with
Regard to 9% 7 and the Question with Regard to
07 DYITR

Rav Memuna said to him x»0 24 799 90

(but) the kedusha in it Y2y n¥yTp

where does it go n29912°0Y

‘And just like’ n

if he would say to a woman N¥NY 91X 19N

“T'oday you are my wife *n¥n N 090

and tomorrow 9N

you are not my wife” YN¥YN NN ON

does she go out Xp9) ™M

without a get V3 Ny

Once a person marries a woman, there is no way that she
could become ‘unmarried’ without receiving a get. That is, once
an object attains a certain status, there is no way that it could lose
that statue without doing an action. If so, in our case as well this
should be true. Once these trees become hekdesh, how could they

become not hekdesh without redeeming them?

The Gemara answers:
Rava said to him x249 %9 90
do you compare 1 X7 ™
the kedusha of money (value) @107 n¥1p
to the kedusha n¥y1py
of the guf (the physical object) 4%n
kedusha of money (value) @217 n¥11p
goes off with nothing 723 nypa
(but) kedusha of the guf 990 nw1p

does not come off with nothing 153 hypa N9

When something becomes hekdesh, it can be done in one of
two ways. Either it can acquire DT NYITP or it can acquire
0 n¥yYTR . That is, when one makes an animal hekdesh to bring
as a korban, the actual physical animal becomes hekdesh, i.e., and
that is why it can be brought on the mizbayach. The second way
that one can make something hekdesh is to have it acquire n¢yTp
a»n . That is, the object itself is not understood to have kedusha
but rather it is its value that has kedusha. For example, if a person
says that trees should become hekdesh, they do not acquire
00 N¥ITR but rather all they acquire is 07 n¥aTp. This is
because trees are never brought on the mizbayach and the only

thing that happens to them is that they become hekdesh in the

sense that they now have to be redeemed and its value given to
the Bais Hamikdosh.

The kedusha of something that has 9330 n¥yTp is obviously
going to be stronger than something that only has o7 nyy1p. If
so, Rava answers that there is no comparison between the trees
that became hekdesh and the woman who got married. As we
explained previously, trees never acquire 997 n¥¥Tp but rather all
they get is 017 n¥17p. However, when a woman gets married
she becomes ‘hekdesh’ to her husband, similar to 9%n n¥ITR.
That is, the status that is conveyed onto the woman is not just
with regard to her value but rather her physical being is given over
to her husband. If so, we understand very well why the marriage
that is chal on her cannot come off with ‘nothing’. As opposed to
our Mishna that is discussing an object that just has 07 n¢I1p
, and if so, that is why the kedusha can come off without an act
of pidyon. In other words, there is no contradiction between the
case of a woman getting married and our Mishna, as our Mishna
is discussing 07 n¥ITp and the case of getting married is
discussing a case of 90 DYITR .

The rule that Rava laid down was that 910 n¥»Tp cannot
come off with ‘nothing’, i.e., without an action. And on this the
Gemara asks:

Abaye said to him »ax 7%

(is it true that) kedushas haguf a0 n¥rrp
does not come off with ‘nothing’ s723 nypo N
but we learned in a Baraisa N9

(if a person says that) this ox should be an olah n%y Ny M"Y
all thirty days oy 0s¥oy Y

and after thirty days 0y ©2¢5¥ 9nxY

(it should be) a shelamim @by

for all thirty days 0% 0s¥o¥ Y5

(the halacha is that it is) an olah N9y

and after thirty days 0% 0¥y NNy

(it is) a shelamim @Yy

The Baraisa describes a case of a person saying that this
animal should be designated as an olah for the next thirty days,
and after that it should be a shelamim. That is, a person says that
this animal should acquire the kedusha of a korban olah. But he
adds that if he does not end up bringing this animal as a korban
olah within thirty days, then the kedusha of a korban olah should
go off of the animal and it should be replaced with the kedusha
of a korban shelamim.

The Mishna teaches us that the person has the ability to do
this and on this the Gemara asks on Rava’s shita:
xn(But) why

it is (a case) of kedushas haguf 11 990 nw1p



(and yet) it goes off with ‘nothing’ »152 nyp9

How could the kedusha of a korban olah go off of the animal
after thirty days if the person did not do an action? According to
Rava, kedushas haguf cannot go off by itself, and yet we see from
this Baraisa not that way (the kedusha of an animal is considered
kedushas haguf and yet the Baraisa tells us that the kedusha can
come off by itself).

The Gemara answers:

Here what are we dealing with 1299y 'xn3 890
(a case) that he said for its value 'Y 957

The Gemara answers that in the Baraisa’s case the person did
not say that the animal should acquire kedusha haguf in order to
bring it as a korban olah but rather he just said that the value of
the animal should become hekdesh. That is, the animal should be
sold and the proceeds of the sale should be used to be the korban
olah.

The Ran explains that the Baraisa is discussing a case of an
animal that is a baal mum (an animal that has a physical blemish
that disqualifies it from being brought as a korban). The Ran adds
that if the Baraisa is discussing an animal that does not have a
mum, then even if the person only makes it hekdesh as )07 n¥yTp
it will automatically acquire 930 D¥ITR as well (©anNN 5717
INYY XY NI SN TN PTAY POIN).

Therefore, since the case of the Baraisa is discussing

something that only has 07 n¥¥7p and not 90 N¥ITH , we

9 The Difference Between the Wording of the Raysha and the Wording of the
Sayfa

The Rosh points out that the wording of the raysha is different from the
wording of the sayfa. In the raysha, the person first starts out with what he wants
to be chal now, and only then does he say what he wants to be chal after thirty
days. And in the sayfa he first says what he wants to be chal in thirty days and
only then does he say what he wants to be chal now. The Rosh explains that the

understand why the kedusha of being set aside for a korban olah

can go off by itself at the end of thirty days.
But on this the Gemara asks:

If so »a9n N

say the sayfa N9 NN

(if a person says) that after 9nxY

thirty days 0% 0rwby

(this animal should be) an olah %y

and from now Yy

(it should be a shelamim) @Yy

The raysha of the Baraisa discussed a case in which the person
first says that it should be an olah and then after thirty days it
should be a shelamim. In the sayfa he says the opposite. At first,
he wants it to be a shelamim and after thirty days it should be an
olah.’

The Gemara now comes to its question on the Gemara’s
answer that the Baraisa is discussing a case in which the animal
acquired ©n7 NYYTP and not gD NVITH .

Itis good if you say Nnagwa nann ox

(that) one (of them, i.e., one part of the Baraisa) xn
is (discussing) kedusha haguf 9nn n¥r1pa

(and) one (of them, i.e., one part of the Baraisa) N1m

(is discussing) the kedusha of its value 0147 n¥11pa

reason why there is a difference is because the Baraisa wants to stay consistent
with regard to always starting with the korban olah. That is, in the raysha the
person at first wants the animal to be a korban olah, and therefore that is why
he first mentions what should be chal now. And in the sayfa the person only
wants the animal to be an olah after thirty days, and that is why he first discuss
what he wants to be chal in thirty days. But in reality, it does not make a
difference with one he starts with.



Nedarim 29b

This is (why) 9%

the Tanna needed to teach N)5PRY NINY MY TP90HNT
two (i.e., both the raysha and the sayfa) 599

for I could have thought to say Ny 7D¥T NXP>DYT
kedushas haguf q%n nwr1p

does not come off with ‘nothing’ »723 nypa Y

(and) the kedusha of its value 007 n¥I1p

comes off with ‘nothing’ 123 nypa

and because of this *2n% yonx

it taught two (cases) '599 N3»

but if you say YN SN NoN

this and this (the raysha and the sayfa) »1x »x
(are talking about) the kedusha of its value o091 n¥1p
why do I need it *5 nnb

to teach both 599 NynIRIY

The Gemara previously answered that the raysha of the
Baraisa is discussing a case of a person who just made the value
of the animal hekdesh but not the actual animal (i.e., he made the
o7 n¥ITP hekdesh but not the 910 n¥yTR). But if so, why
would the Tanna need to say two different cases?

The Gemara will now explain that one cannot answer that
even if both the raysha and sayfa are discussing ©nT n¥ITP,
perhaps they are both needed as they are discussing different
cases. The raysha is discussing a person who first says that the
animal should be an olah and then a shelamim and the sayfa is
discussing a case in which the person first says that the animal
should be a shelamim and then an olah. The Gemara explains
that the fact that the Baraisa is discussing two separate cases

cannot be the reason that both cases are needed because:
Now that there is to say 9% ¥ Xn¥n

that from a kedusha nwypn

that is chamur (severe) N0

to a kedusha n¥y1py

that is kal (light, i.e., not severe) nyp

the kedusha goes off n¥11ipn Nypa

(from a kedusha) that is kal n9p

to a kedusha that is chamur n9mn n¥rpH

is it needed to say 91905 N2

The chiddush of the raysha of the Mishna is to say that a
person can at first make his animal to be a korban olah and then
after thirty days, it could turn into a shelamim. That is, even

though a korban olah has more kedusha than a korban shelamim,

a person can still have the animal go from the higher level of

kedusha to a lesser one. That is, one could have thought that once
this animal attains a higher level of kedusha, it cannot now go to
be an animal with less kedusha (i.e., from an olah to a shelamim).
The raysha therefore comes to teach us otherwise.

The problem is that once the raysha teaches us this chiddush,
the sayfa will no longer be necessary. If a person can say that an
animal should go from a higher level of kedusha to a lower level,
then certainly a person can make an animal go from a lower lever
to a higher level. If so, the sayfa that says that one can make the
animal go from being a shelamim the first thirty days to being an
olah afterwards is not needed once we know the raysha that a
person could make an animal go from being an olah to being a
shelamim. If so, we have to understand why both the raysha and
sayfa are necessary.

The only answer the Gemara has to explain why both the
raysha and sayfa are needed is to say as it did before, that one case
is referring to a case of ©nT NYITR and the second case could be
referring to a case of 930 N¥yTP. And the chiddush will be that
even though an animal has 9nn n¥ITP, it goes oft by itself after
thirty days.

But if this is true:

Let us say that it is a disproof Xp2yDH MHoH XYY

of Bar Padda N9 4937

that said 45x4

kedusha does not go off by itself »193 nWy1p NYPa NY

Bar Padda’s shita is that kedusha cannot go off by itself, and
if so, if the Baraisa is coming to teach us that the kedusha of the
animal could come off by itself after thirty days, this would

obviously disprove his position.

Bar Padda’s Explanation of the Sayfa of the Baraisa — The
Ability of an Olah to be Chal After Thirty Days

Rav Puppa said x99 349 9nn

Bar Padda would say to you N79 93 45 95
this is what it (the sayfa) means to say 99x7p %39
if he does not say 4 NY ox

(that) from now ¥y

it should be a shelamim %y

(then) after thirty days 0y 0YWUYy InNY

it will be an olah "7 nYy

ust like’ mnT 1N

the one who says to a woman NYX? 1IN
“Be married to me %9 *¥1pnn

after thirty days” oy 055y nxd




that (that halacha is) that he is married nYPpnT
and even though 2 9y 9x)
the money has been consumed mynn 29y

Rav Puppa explains that according to Bar Padda there is a
completely different way to explain the Baraisa. The explanation
of the raysha will stay that same that it is discussing D07 n¥ITP
and not 90 n¥yTp . And the sayfa is teaching us the following
halacha. If a person says that this animal should be an olah after
thirty days, this will work. That is, even though the animal is not
becoming hekdesh at the time that he makes his ‘hekdesh
proclamation’, his proclamation will still have the ability to make
the animal hekdesh after thirty days.

And this is similar to a man who gives a women money and
says that the giving of money should serve as an act of marriage
but the actual marriage should not take place for thirty days. The
halacha is that this works and the kiddushin will be chal in thirty
days, even if the money has been consumed and is no longer in
existence at the time that the kiddushin is taking place.

If so, in our case as well, the act of making it an olah can be

made to take effect with a ‘thirty-day delay’.

10 The Many Chiddushim of the Baraisa According to Bar Padda

The Ran explains that this answer contains many Chiddushim, as follows:

1.  We see that a person can make an animal become a korban with a
thirty-day delay.

2. This that the animal will become a korban after thirty days is only if he
did not make another korban before that. That is, if he says that it
should be an olah after thirty days and it should be a shelamim from
now, the animal will immediately become a shelamim and stay a
shelamim even after thirty days. That is, once the animal is a shelamim,
it will not become an olah after thirty days.

3. We see that not only a kedusha that is chamur, i.e., the kedusha of a
korban olah, cannot come off by itself, but even if it only has the
kedusha of a korban olah (a less chamur form of kedusha) this kedusha
will not come off by itself either. The Ran explains that this is why the
case of the sayfa is that he first says it should be a shelamim and then
an olah, to teach us that once it has the kedusha of even a kedusha
that is kal, it will not come off by itself.

4.  We see that the kedusha of the korban shelamim cannot come off by
itself, even if it will be replaced by the more chamur kedusha of a
korban olah. That is, one could have thought that this that a kedusha
cannot come off by itself is only if it is not going to have kedusha
afterwards, but in a case that there will be kedusha, i.e., the kedusha
of the korban olah, if the kedusha of the shelamim would come off, it
would not be considered a case of kedusha coming off by itself. The
Baraisa comes to teach us otherwise, that even if the kedusha is going
to be replaced with a different kedusha, and even if this new kedusha
will be more chamur, it will not make a difference and we will still say
that the ‘old’ kedusha of the korban shelamim cannot come off by
itself.

5. One could have thought that in our case, since at the time that the
animal acquired the kedusha of a korban shelamim the person had
already said that it should be an olah for after thirty days, the kedusha
of the olah that will be chal after thirty days should prevent the
kedusha of the shelamim from being chal for after thirty days.
Therefore, one could have through that the kedusha of the shelamim
could come off to make room for the kedusha of the olah, as the
‘mechanism’ that would cause the kedusha of the shelamim to go off
was already in place from the beginning. The Baraisa teaches us

The way that Baraisa says this is by saying that although the
person made a declaration that this animal should be an olah after
thirty days, and in theory this declaration should have worked, it
will not because the person made it a shelamim before then. And
since it is a shelamim now, this kedusha cannot come off, and
therefore in thirty days, when the kedusha of a korban olah should
have been chal, it will not be chal because the animal is already a
shelamim (but if not for the fact that it is now a shelamim, it
would have become an olah).

In other words, the Baraisa is teaching us two main points.
Firstly, that in theory one can declare an animal to be a korban
olah with a thirty-day delay, and secondly in our case the kedusha
of a korban olah will not be chal, as the animal already has the
kedusha of a korban shelamim, and that kedusha cannot come off
by itself.

The bottom line of this answer is that not only does the
Baraisa not disprove bar Padda, but it also actually states his
halacha. The Baraisa tells us that the animal does not become an
olah. But why not? The answer is that the kedusha does not come
off because the kedusha of the animal cannot come off by itself,
i.e., the halacha of Bar Padda, see footnote where we quote the

Ran that explains the many chiddushim of this answer.!

otherwise. That since at the end of the day, at the time that the person
declared the animal hekdesh the kedusha of a shelamim was chal and
the kedusha of the olah was not chal, the kedusha of the shelamim
cannot come off by itself, and therefore, the kedusha of the shelamim
will prevent the kedusha of the olah from being chal in the animal.

6. One could have though that all this is true only if the person first says
that the animal should be a shelamim from now and an olah after
thirty days. But if the person first says that the animal should be an
olah after thirty days and a shelamim from now, perhaps in this case,
since he at first mentioned that the olah should become an olah in
thirty days, this is chal in the animal, and therefore, even if afterward
he says that it should be a shelamim from now, it will be able to
become an olah after thirty days, as the ‘power’ to do that is ‘already
in the animal’. The Baraisa therefore comes to teach us not that way,
that since at the end of the day the animal becomes a shelamim before
it becomes an olah, the kedusha of a shelamim cannot come off by
itself and that kedusha will prevent the animal from becoming an olah.
[The Ran does say that the reason the fact that the chalos of becoming
an olah after thirty days does not prevent the animal from becoming a
shelamim for even after thirty days, is because immediately (12 N
112'7) of him saying that it should be an olah after thirty days, he says
that it should be a shelamim now. This would seem to imply that if he
says that it should be an olah after thirty days, and then after a little
time he says that it should be a shelamim from today, in this case, it
will only be a shelamim for thirty days and afterwards it will be a
korban olah. That is, once he says that it should be an olah after thirty
days, if he doesn’t immediately qualify it, the chalos of it becoming an
olah after thirty days will be chal, and this will prevent a person from
making it a shelamim from now and forever. That is, if he waits to make
it a shelamim, he will only be able to make it a shelamim for those
thirty days but not for more. Seemingly the way to understand this is
to say that once the chalos of it becoming an olah after thirty days is
chal in the animal, he can no longer make it a shelamim for more than
thirty days. What one still has to clarify is why do we not say that once
the kedusha of the shelamim is chal in the animal, it cannot come off
by itself, and therefore, even after thirty days it should not come off
and this kedusha should prevent the kedusha of an olah from being
chal. Seemingly, one has to say that the kedusha from the beginning



The Gemara explained that the Baraisa comes to teach us that
if a person says that this animal should be an olah after thirty days,
if the person does not also make the animal a shelamim from now,
his declaration will work to make the animal an olah at the later
date.

And on this the Gemara asks:

Itis obvious xVIY9

The Gemara now asks that it seems obvious that a person
could make an animal become a korban at a later date. Why
should this not work? After all, if a person can make an act of
kiddushin today to work for a later time, why would one think
that a korban should be different?!!

If a Person Makes a ‘Delayed Chalos’, Can He Retract His
Words Before the Chalos is to be Chal (the difference
between marrying a woman and making an animal a

korban)?

The Gemara answers:
Itis not needed N2%9% NY

(except for a case) that he went back (i.e., he changed m%3 9197
his mind)
The Gemara explains that the chiddush of this halacha is that

even if the person would change his mind and say that he does

not want the animal to become an olah at the end of the thirty

days, he cannot do so. That is, the Baraisa teaches us that once

he makes his declaration declaring this animal to be an olah after

thirty days, he cannot change his mind even if the kedusha as not
yet been chal.

But on this the Gemara asks:

This is good NnM

(according) to the one that says 957 NRY

he cannot go back (retract) n919n AN

but (according) to the one who says 9987 1805 NON

was never chal for more than thirty days as the with regard the time
after the thirty-day time period as the time period for after thirty days
was already reserved for the olah, 1" 7''naxi 29997 wi.
11 How Can the Gemara Compare the Act of Making an Animal a Korban to
Giving Money for Kiddushin?

The Gemara assumes that if a person can make a ‘delayed’ kiddushin then
certainly he can make a ‘delayed’ act of making an animal a korban. But the Ran
asks that seemingly there is a tremendous difference between these two cases.
In the case of kiddushin the reason why he can make the kiddushin can be chal
after thirty days is because when he gave her the money, the is created a Tiav'w,
that is, once he gave her the money this caused that she ‘owes’ him something
and the way she ‘pays’ this back is by marring him. Therefore, we understand
very well why the kiddushin could be chal at a later time, even if at that time the
money is no longer here. This is true because even if the money is no longer here,
the ‘debt’ that she owes him is here, and therefore since that ‘debt’ is still in
existence after thirty days, this is why the kiddushin can be chal then.

But by the case of the korban this is not true. What makes the animal into a
korban is his declaration, and his declaration is not in existence thirty days later,
and if so, how can the kedusha of the korban be chal then?

he could go back n4t1in
what is there to say 912999 X9N 'N1»

In meseches Kiddushin (59a) there is a machlokes between R’
Yochanan and Rais Lakish with regard to a person who makes an
act of kiddushin to be chal after thirty days. Rais Lakish holds
that once this person makes this act of kiddushin, he can no
longer retract from it, and therefore, even if this woman would go
ahead and marry a different man, that second kiddushin will not
be chal. R' Yochanan argues and he holds that a person can retract
from the act of kiddushin (as long as it was not yet chal) and
therefore if this woman would go ahead and marry someone else,
the second kiddushin would be chal and she will remain married
to this second person (and once she is married to this second
person, when the end of the thirty days comes, the kiddushin that
should have taken place then will not be chal as this woman is
already married to someone else).

We are now faced with the following problem. The Gemara
previously answered that the chiddush of the Baraisa is to tell us
that once a person says that this animal should be an olah after
thirty days, the animal will become an olah at that point, even if
the person wants to retract what he said before then.

But this will only be true according to Rais Lakish who holds
that indeed, once you place a chalos in motion to be chal after a
certain amount of time, a person is not able to retract from it.

But according to R' Yochanan the chiddush of the Baraisa
cannot be that a person cannot retract from a chalos that he said
should be chal after a time because R' Yochanan simply holds that
this is not true. With regard to making a ‘delayed kiddushin’, R’
Yochanan said that one has the ability to retract, and if so, the
same should be true with regard to our case as well. Even if the
person said that the animal should be an olah after thirty days, he
should have the ability to retract his words before then.

If so, we come back to the Gemara’s question of what is the
chiddush of the sayfa?

The Ran compares this to a man who marries a woman, not with money but
with a shtar (marriage contract). If a man gives a shtar kiddushin to a woman and
says that this shtar should affect a marriage in thirty days, if at the end of the
thirty days the shtar is no longer in existence, the kiddushin will not be chal. This
would be true for the simple reason that the kiddushin cannot be chal then, as
there is nothing with which to make it chal.

If so, the case of making an animal into a korban should be the same, and
since his declaration does not exist in thirty days, there should be no way for the
kedushas hakorban to be chal then.

The Ran answers that the Gemara is relying on what it will say at the end of
the sugya, that when one says something with regard to hekdesh, it has the
status of something that was given, and if so, the act of saying that this should
be hekdesh should not be worse than giving money to a woman for kiddushin
and that is why the Gemara assumes that there is a comparison between them
(and the same way that a ‘delayed kiddushin’ works, so too a delayed korban
should work as well.



The Gemara answers:
Even according to the one who says 9N 1805 39298

over there (with regard to kiddushin) on?

he can retract n1IN

here it is different *INY x99

for ‘saying to Govahah (hekdesh) 91339 079087
is like giving ¥n9>9192

over to a regular person VY109

The Gemara answers that although R' Yochanan holds that
with regard to a ‘delayed kiddushin’, one can change his mind,
with regard to hekdesh he cannot. This is based on the rule of
VITNY INPOHD P12 INPNNT — that the mere act of talking with
regard to Govahah (i.e., hekdesh) is like giving it over (i.e.,
making a kinyan) with regard to a regular person). This rule tells
us that although typically in order for a ‘deal’ to be finalized a
kinyan must be made, with regard to giving things to hekdesh a
mere verbal agreement has the same effect as a kinyan.

Therefore, although with regard to marrying a woman, the
person can retract as long as they don’t actually get married, with
regard to making an animal a korban, this is not true. Even if a
person will make a mere declaration that an animal should be a
korban, the person will not be able to retract from this

commitment. Therefore, although R' Yochanan holds that a

person can retract from a ‘delayed kiddushin’, he cannot retract
from a ‘delayed korban’, and if so, this is the chiddush of the
Baraisa according to everyone. According to everyone, the
chiddush of the Baraisa is that the animal will become an olah

after thirty days even if the person retracts before then.

A Man Who Gives a Woman Two Perutos and Says that One
Should be for Now and One Should be for After I Divorce
You

The Gemara continues and tells us that at one point:
Reb Avin and Rav Yitzchok Berabi 342 pns? 29) an »21 205

were sitting

before R' Yirmiyah 119 %297 monp

and R' Yirmiyah was dosing 12192 %39 0391 X
(and) they were sitting and saying 99x7) *25?
according to Bar Padda 79 92%

who said 87

if one redeems it 1879

it goes back m91in

and becomes hekdesh (again)mw1im




