HALAKHA

These saplings are like an oﬀering…until they are cut
down – ן…ﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ָ ּקצְ צ ּו
ַ נְטיעוֹת ָה ֵא ּל ּו ָק ְר ָ ּב:
ִ If one says: These
saplings are like an oﬀering until they are cut down, he
cannot permanently redeem them, since the sanctity continually takes eﬀect until they are cut down. It appears that
all agree with this ruling.
After they are cut down, they do not require redemption,
but are immediately transferred to a non-sacred status. This
ruling is in accordance with Ulla as well as Rava, whose
opinion is the final opinion expressed in the Gemara and is
therefore followed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 4:11
and Kesef Mishne there).
NOTES

Ulla said, etc. – עו ָּּלא ָא ַמר וכו׳: Early commentaries cited
by the Ran engaged in a dispute concerning the correct
interpretation of Ulla’s opinion. According to the Rashba,
Ulla concedes to bar Padda that as long as the saplings
are not cut they can be repeatedly consecrated, because
their consecration was made using the expression: They
are like an oﬀering until they are cut. Therefore, the vow is
eﬀective upon them continually as long as they are standing. He disagrees with bar Padda only after they have been
cut, maintaining that their consecration is completely void
even without redemption. But according to Rabbi Moshe
Kortabi, cited by the Ran, Ulla holds that this vow applies
only as long as the condition lasts. Therefore, if the trees
are redeemed even once before they are cut, they do not
become consecrated again.

״אם
ִ אוֹמר
ֵ  ְ ּב:ימר
ָ יכי נָ ַדר? ָא ַמר ַא ֵמ
ִ ֵה
ֵאינָ ן נִ ְקצָ צוֹת ַהיּוֹם״ וְ ָﬠ ַבר ַהיּוֹם וְ ל ֹא
!יטא
ָ ימר? ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ַ  ִאם ֵּכן ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ֵמ.ּנִ ְקצְ צו
.ישא
ָ ׁ יכא זִ ָיקא נְ ִפ
ָ ָלא צְ ִר
ָּ  ְּכגוֹן דְּ ִא,יכא

The Gemara elaborates: How did he take a vow? What was the
precise language that he used? Ameimar said: Where he says:
These saplings are like an oﬀering if they are not cut down today,
and the day passed and they were not cut down. The Gemara
asks: If so, why do I need to say that they are consecrated? Isn’t
it obvious that his vow takes eﬀect? The Gemara answers: No, it
is necessary in a case where there is a great strong wind and he
thought that they would be uprooted by the wind.

 וְ ַט ִּלית ִל ְ ׂש ֵר ָיפה,וְ ָהא ָק ָתנֵי ָל ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַט ִּלית
.יכא דְּ ֵל ָיקה
ִ !?ימא
ָ ְַקי
ָּ [ ְּכגוֹן דְּ ִא,]אין
 וְ ָס ְל ָקא,ישא
ָ ׁ יכא זִ ָיקא נְ ִפ
ָּ ָה ָכא נַ ִמי דְּ ִא
,יתנַצְ ָלן
ְ יה דְּ ָלא ִמ
ּ דַּ ְﬠ ָּתךְ דְּ ַמ ֵּסיק ַאדַּ ְﬠ ֵּת
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי ָקא נָ ַדר

The Gemara asks: But isn’t this taught together with the case of
a garment, indicating that the two are equivalent, and is a garment ready for burning, i.e., is it assumed that it will burn? The
Gemara answers: Yes, in a case where there is a fire. The Gemara
explains: Here also there is a great strong wind, and it enters
your mind that one raised in his mind the possibility that the
saplings will not be saved, and due to that reason he took a vow.
Since in any event he assumes he will lose the saplings, perhaps
he did not really intend to consecrate them. The mishna teaches
us that in spite of this it is still considered a vow.

?עוֹלם
ָ  ו ְּל.'נְטיעוֹת ָה ֵאלּ ּו ָק ְר ָ ּבן״ כו
ִ ״ה ֵרי
ֲ
,קוֹד ׁשוֹת
ְ ְ ּ ְפ ָד ָאן – חוֹזְ רוֹת ו:ָא ַמר ַ ּבר ּ ַפדָּ א
.ּ ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ָ ּקצְ צו,קוֹד ׁשוֹת
ְ ְּ ְפ ָד ָאן – חוֹזְ רוֹת ו
 וְ עו ָּּלא. וְ ַדיּוֹ,נִ ְקצְ צ ּו – ּפ ָוֹדן ּ ַפ ַﬠם ַא ַחת
. ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְקצְ צ ּו – ׁשוּב ֵאין ּפ ָוֹדן:ָא ַמר

§ The mishna states that if he said: These saplings are like an

 ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן:יה ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ יכן ָה ְל ָכה? ו ָּמה ִא
יל ּו ָא ַמר ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ָ ְל ֵה
ַ
,״היּוֹם ַא ְּת ִא ׁ ְש ִּתי ו ְּל ָמ ָחר ִאי ַא ְּת ִא ׁ ְש ִּתי״
!?ִמי נָ ְפ ָקא ְ ּבל ֹא ֵ ּגט

Rav Hamnuna said to Ulla: Where did their sanctity go? How
can the consecrated saplings become non-sacred without being
redeemed? And what would happen if one said to a woman while
performing betrothal: Today you are my wife and tomorrow
you are not my wife? Would she exit the marriage the next day
without a bill of divorce? Likewise, in the mishna, once one
consecrated the saplings, how is their sanctity withdrawn without
redemption?

 ִמי ָקא ְמ ַד ֵּמית ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת:יה ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
– דָּ ִמים ִל ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת ַהגּ וּף? ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת דָּ ִמים
 ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת ַהגּ וּף – ָלא ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה,ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה ִ ּב ְכ ִדי
.ִ ּב ְכ ִדי

Rava said to him: How do you compare sanctity inherent in its
value to inherent sanctity? Sanctity inherent in its value departs
with nothing being done, since it is conditional. When the condition is fulfilled and the saplings are cut, the sanctity is removed.
However, inherent sanctity, which relates to an entity that itself
is consecrated, e.g., a betrothed woman, does not depart with
nothing being done. An action must be performed in order to
remove it.

 ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ַשת ַהגּ ּוף ָלא:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
עוֹלה
ָ ״שוֹר זֶ ה
ׁ :ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה ִ ּב ְכ ִדי? וְ ָה ַתנְיָ א
 ו ְּל ַא ַחר ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם,ָּכל ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
 ְל ַא ַחר,עוֹלה
ָ ׁ ְש ָל ִמים״ – ָּכל ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
 ַא ַּמאי? ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת.ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם ׁ ְש ָל ִמים
! ו ָּפ ְק ָﬠה ִ ּב ְכ ִדי,ַּהגּ וּף נִינְ הו

Abaye said to him: And does inherent sanctity not depart with
nothing being done? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that if one
said: This ox is a burnt-oﬀeringH for all of thirty days and after
thirty days it is a peace-oﬀering,B for all of thirty days it is a
burnt-oﬀering and after thirty days it is a peace-oﬀering. One
can ask: Why is this so? These oﬀerings are examples of inherent
sanctity, and it departs with nothing being done. After thirty
days, it is transformed into a peace-oﬀering without any action
being taken.

oﬀering until they are cut down, they are not subject to the possibility of redemption. The Gemara asks: And are they not subject
to redemption forever? Bar Padda said: If he redeemed them,
they become consecrated again, as they have not yet been cut
down. If he redeemed them again, they become consecrated
again, until they are cut down.H Once they are cut down, he
redeems them once and it is suﬃcient. And Ulla said:N Once
they are cut down one does not need to redeem them again
because they are no longer consecrated.

Perek III
Daf 29 Amud a
BACKGROUND

Peace-oﬀering – ש ָל ִמים:
ְ ׁ A peace-oﬀering is an oﬀering
brought from male or female cattle or sheep. It is of lesser
holiness and may be slaughtered anywhere within the
Temple courtyard. Following the slaughter, the blood is
sprinkled on the two opposite corners of the altar, in such
a manner that it will descend on each of the altar’s four
sides. Unlike the burnt-oﬀering, which is totally burned on
the altar, only part of each peace-oﬀering is burned on the
altar, while the breast and the right hind leg are given to the
priest. The rest of the animal is eaten by the one bringing
the oﬀering or his family anywhere in the city of Jerusalem.
It may be eaten either on the day the animal is sacrificed,
the following day, or during the intervening night. With the
exception of the Festival peace-oﬀering and a few other
cases, peace-oﬀerings are brought voluntarily.

HALAKHA

This ox is a burnt-oﬀering, etc. – עוֹלה וכו׳
ָ שוֹר זֶ ה:ׁ If one says:
The value of this ox should be used for a burnt-oﬀering for thirty
days and after thirty days it is for a peace-oﬀering, his words
are eﬀective. If he brings the money within thirty days then he
brings a burnt-oﬀering with it, and after thirty days he brings
a peace-oﬀering.
The Ra’avad disagrees and holds that after thirty days one
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must desacralize the money by transferring its sanctity onto
another item, redeeming that item with a small sum of money,
and only then does he sell the ox to purchase a peace-oﬀering.
According to the Kesef Mishne, the Rambam ruled in accordance
with Rava, and he is not bothered by Abaye’s question (Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 15:7 and Leĥem Mishne
there).

. ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – דַּ ֲא ַמר ִל ְד ֵמיThe Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? It is a
case where one did not consecrate the animal as a burnt-oﬀering
or peace-oﬀering but rather he said that he was consecrating it
for its monetary value, with which to purchase a burnt-oﬀering
or peace-oﬀering. Therefore, there was no inherent sanctity.
״ל ַא ַחר ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים
ְ :יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ ִאי ָה ִכי ֵא
 ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת. ו ֵּמ ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ׁ ְש ָל ִמים״,עוֹלה
ָ יוֹם
ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ֲח ָדא ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ַשת ַהגּ וּף וַ ֲח ָדא
ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת דָּ ִמים

The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause: If he said that after
thirty days it should be a burnt-oﬀering, and from now until thirty
days it should be a peace-oﬀering, his words are binding. Granted,
if you say that one clause is referring to inherent sanctity and one
clause is referring to sanctity inherent in its value,

Perek III
Daf 29 Amud b
יתנָ א
ְ יה ְל ַת ָּנא ְל ִמ
ְ ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ּ יך ֵל
 ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת: דְּ ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּת ְך ָא ִמינָ א,ַּת ְר ֵּתי
–  ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת דָּ ִמים,ַה ּגוּף – ָלא ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה ִ ּב ְכ ִדי
. ַא ְּמט ּו ְל ָה ִכי ְּתנָ א ַּת ְר ֵּתי,ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה ִ ּב ְכ ִדי

then this is the reason that it was necessary for the tanna to teach
two clauses: In order to emphasize that this halakha applies in both
cases, as it might enter your mind to say: Inherent sanctity does
not lapse on its own, but sanctity inherent in its value departs
with nothing being done. Because of this, the tanna taught two
clauses, to demonstrate that there is no diﬀerence between them:
Both depart with nothing being done.

ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ַשת
ְ דָּ ִמים – ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ִמ
יתנָ א ַּת ְר ֵּתי? ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא
לוֹמר ִמ ְּקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה ֲחמ ּו ָרה ִל ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה
ַ יֵ ׁש
 ִמ ְּקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ַק ָּלה ִל ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה,ַק ָּלה – ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה
!?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָ ֲחמו ָּרה צְ ִר

But if you say that this clause and that clause refer to sanctity
inherent in its value, why do I need to teach two clauses? Now, it
can be said that if from the stringent sanctity of the burnt-oﬀering
to the less stringent sanctityN of a peace-oﬀering, the stringent
sanctity departs and the animal becomes like a peace-oﬀering, then
from the less stringent sanctity of the peace-oﬀering to the more
stringent sanctity of the burnt-oﬀering, need this be said?

: דְּ ָא ַמר,יהוֵ י ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַבר ּ ַפדָּ א
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara proposes: Let us say that this baraita should be a
P
? ָלא ּ ָפ ְק ָﬠה ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִ ּב ְכ ִדיconclusive refutation of bar Padda, who said: Sanctity does not
depart with nothing being done and the trees require redemption,
while the baraita demonstrates that even inherent sanctity lapses
on its own?
 ָה ִכי: ָא ַמר ָל ְך ַ ּבר ּ ַפדָּ א, ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa said: Bar Padda could have said to you: This is what
– ״מ ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ׁ ְש ָל ִמים״
ֵ  ִאם ל ֹא ָא ַמר: ָק ָא ַמרthe baraita is saying: If one says: This ox, after thirty days, is a
burnt-oﬀering, then if he does not say: From now it is a peace.עוֹלה ָהוֵ י
ָ ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
oﬀering,N then after thirty days it is a burnt-oﬀering. But when
he adds: From now it is a peace-oﬀering, the sanctity of a peaceoﬀering takes eﬀect upon it and does not depart with nothing being
done.
״ה ְת ַקדְּ ׁ ִשי ִלי
ִ אוֹמר ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ֵ  ִמידֵּ י דַּ ֲהוָ ה ָהThis is just as it is in the case of a man who says to a woman: Be
H
 וְ ַאף, ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם״ – דִּ ְמקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשתbetrothed to me after thirty days with this money that I give you,
that she is betrothed after thirty days. And this is so, although the
.ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַﬠ ְּכל ּו ַה ָּמעוֹת
money was squandered away in the meantime and does not exist
at the end of thirty days, when the betrothal takes eﬀect. Here as
well, the sanctity of a burnt-oﬀering takes eﬀect after thirty days.
PERSONALITIES

Bar Padda – בר ּ ַפדָּ א:ַ This refers to Rabbi Yehuda ben Padda. This
scholar was bar Kappara’s nephew and merited to be one of the
youngest students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda ben
Padda was one of the scholars of the South and resided somewhere in the Judea region of the country. All of the great first- and

second-generation amora’im in Eretz Yisrael received traditions
from him, and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Yoĥanan, and
Reish Lakish all cite words of Torah in his name. His statements
concerning both halakha and aggada are found in the Babylonian
Talmud, the Jerusalem Talmud, and Midreshei Aggada.

HALAKHA

Be betrothed to me after thirty days – ִה ְת ַקדְּ ׁ ִשי ִלי ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ְשל ֹ ׁ ִֹשים
יוֹם: One who says to a woman: Be betrothed to me with this
peruta after thirty days, even if the money does not remain in
her possession at the end of the thirty days, she is still betrothed
after thirty days. If either of them retracted, she is not betrothed.

NOTES

From the stringent sanctity to the less stringent sanctity – מ ְּקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ֲחמו ָּרה ִל ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ַק ָּלה:ִ The burnt-oﬀering is
more stringent than the peace-oﬀering since the former
is totally consumed and is an oﬀering of the most sacred
order, while a peace-oﬀering may also be eaten by the
owners and is considered to be an oﬀering of minor
sanctity (Shita).
If he does not say: From now it is a peace-oﬀering,
etc. – אם ל ֹא ָא ַמר ֵמ ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ׁ ְש ָל ִמים וכו׳:ִ There are a number
of diﬀerent opinions in the early commentaries as to
how to interpret this answer of Rav Pappa. According to
the Commentary on Nedarim, Rav Pappa is proposing
to explain the baraita using the method of: It is incomplete and is teaching like this: If one says that this ox is a
burnt-oﬀering all thirty days, and, from now, after thirty
days it is a peace-oﬀering, it becomes a peace-oﬀering
after thirty days, and the sanctity of a burnt-oﬀering
lapses because, due to his declaration, it is already given
the title peace-oﬀering from now, which allows for the
actual sanctity of a peace-oﬀering to take eﬀect after
thirty days. But if he does not say: From now, after thirty
days it is a peace-oﬀering, but rather, sanctifies it as a
burnt-oﬀering for thirty days and says that after thirty
days it should be a peace-oﬀering, it remains a burntoﬀering after thirty days, since the inherent sanctity does
not depart with nothing being done.
Tosafot oﬀer two other opinions on this passage. The
first opinion is that, according to Rav Pappa, the entire
baraita should be understood in a diﬀerent manner
than the Gemara previously thought. First, there is no
consecration of the animal as both a burnt-oﬀering
and peace-oﬀering simultaneously, but the first clause
is interpreted as follows: If he says that this ox is a
burnt-oﬀering for all thirty days, then it remains a burntoﬀering forever, since its sanctity does not depart after
thirty days. By contrast, the end of the first clause is
interpreted to mean that if he said: After thirty days it is
a peace-oﬀering, then the sanctity of a peace-oﬀering
is eﬀective after thirty days. Also, in the last clause, if
one said only: After thirty days it is a burnt-oﬀering, it
becomes a burnt-oﬀering after thirty days if he did not
say: It is a peace-oﬀering from now. Had he said this, it
would have retained the sanctity of a peace-oﬀering,
and the sanctity of a burnt-oﬀering would not have
taken eﬀect at all. Even according to this opinion, this is
not an example of: The mishna is incomplete, but rather
the baraita is divided into separate clauses. This is also
the opinion of Tosafot Yeshanim and the Rashba.

This ruling is based on the Gemara here, citing a passage from
tractate Kiddushin, where Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that the woman
may retract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 7:10; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 40:1).
: פרק ג׳ דף כט. Nedarim . Perek III . 29b
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HALAKHA

The legal status of one’s declaration to God is equal to
that of his transfer to a common person – בוֹה
ּ ֲא ִמ ָירתוֹ ַל ָ ּג
כ ְמ ִס ָירתוֹ ְל ֶה ְדיוֹט:ִּ If one sanctifies an item verbally with the
proper intentions, then even if he immediately retracts,
the consecration takes eﬀect (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 15:1 and Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot
Mekhira 9:1).
BACKGROUND

Sat before – יה
ַ יָ ֵת: Among the early generations of
ּ יב…ק ֵּמ
Sages, it was customary for scholars to sit before their masters in a particular order, with the most prominent students
in the first rows and the lesser students behind them.
A significant portion of the time spent studying was
dedicated to discussions between the teacher and the more
prominent students seated in the front row, especially when
there was no amora in the study hall to transmit the lecture
to all present. Younger students would ask older students for
explanations of the teacher’s statements or pose questions
to them that they dared not ask the teacher directly.

.יה
ָ יטא! ָלא צְ ִר
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשThe Gemara asks: If this is what happened, then it is obvious
ּ  דַּ ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב,יכא
that it is so. Why, then, does this halakha need to be taught? The
Gemara answers: No, it is necessary in a case where he retracted
within these thirty days and did not want the animal to be consecrated at all. Although the sanctity did not actually take eﬀect yet,
he may not retract.
,נִיחא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ֵאינָ ּה חוֹזֶ ֶרת
ָ  ָהThe Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who
יכא
ָּ  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר חוֹזֶ ֶרת ַמאי ִאsaid that a woman who is betrothed on the condition that the
betrothal takes eﬀect after thirty days may not retract even if she
?ימר
ַ ְל ֵמ
changed her mind within these thirty days, and the betrothal still
takes eﬀect after thirty days. But according to the one who says
that she may retract, what can be said? Why should the halakha
of consecration be any diﬀerent than for betrothal?
ּ  ֲא ִפThe Gemara answers: Even according to the one who says that
– יל ּו ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ָה ָתם חוֹזֶ ֶרת
בוֹה ִּכ ְמ ִס ָירתוֹ
ּ  דַּ ֲא ִמ ָירתוֹ ַל ָ ּג, ָה ָכא ׁ ָשאנֵיthere, in the case of betrothal, the woman may retract within
thirty days, here, in the case of the burnt-oﬀering, it is diﬀerent
.ְל ֶה ְדיוֹט
because the legal status of one’s declaration to God is equal to
that of his transfer to a common person [hedyot],HNL where the
acquisition is consummated at the time of transfer. Since God is
not associated with a particular location, a verbal statement is
suﬃcient to establish sanctity immediately. But in the case of the
betrothal of a woman, it can be argued that the betrothal takes
eﬀect only at the end of thirty days.
יה
ּ יָ ֵתיב ַר ִ ּבי ָא ִבין וְ ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ַק ֵּמ
. וְ ָקא ְמנַ ְמנֵ ם ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה,דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
 דְּ ָא ַמר ּ ְפ ָד ָאן, ְל ַבר ּ ַפדָּ א:יָ ְת ִבי וְ ָק ָא ְמ ִרי
,קוֹד ׁשוֹת
ְ ְחוֹזְ רוֹת ו

The Gemara relates: Rabbi Avin and Rav Yitzĥak, son of Rabbi,
sat beforeB Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yirmeya was dozing
[menamnem].L While he was dozing, they sat and said: According to bar Padda, who said that if he redeems them they become
consecrated again,

NOTES

The legal status of one’s declaration to God is equal to that
of his transfer to a common person – בוֹה ִּכ ְמ ִס ָירתוֹ
ּ ֲא ִמ ָירתוֹ ַל ָ ּג
ל ֶה ְדיוֹט:ְ The Rashba discusses this issue and concludes that
the intent here is not to compare the legal status of one’s
declaration to God to that of his transfer to a common person only in the sense that if one transfers an item to another
person but stipulates that the acquisition will occur at a later
time, he may retract before the time set for the acquisition
passes (see Ran).
Rather, the meaning is that consecration is similar to the
transfer of an item through acquisition, for which there is no
retracting. In other words, a declaration to God has the same
force as an action, and a verbal retraction does not alter the
action. In the Jerusalem Talmud (Kiddushin 1:6), the reason for
the power of such a pronouncement is explained by citing the

verse: “The earth is the Lord’s and the fullness thereof” (Psalms
24:1), which demonstrates that an item may be consecrated in
any location. The Meiri further explains this idea that consecration has the power to create an immediate acquisition on the
part of the Temple treasury, since the entire world is God’s
domain. He compares it to acquiring an item located in one’s
own courtyard, where no other act of acquisition is necessary
to eﬀect the transfer. The Rosh explains diﬀerently, noting that
the pronouncement is considered to be in the category of a
vow, which may not be retracted after being made. According
to this explanation, it is understood why the principle that the
legal status of one’s declaration to God is equal to that of his
transfer to a common person applies not only to consecrating
an item to the Temple, but also to consecration dedicated for
charity and similar undertakings.

LANGUAGE

Common person [hedyot] – ה ְדיוֹט:ֶ From the Greek ἰδιώτης,
idiotēs, meaning an ordinary person who does not hold any
oﬃce, one who is not a professional craftsman, or one who is
not expert in a certain area. It came to mean an illiterate person
with neither intelligence nor good manners. These definitions
are also found in the works of the Sages, but its primary use in
the Gemara is to diﬀerentiate between an ordinary person and
one who holds a high oﬃce, e.g., a common priest as opposed
to a High Priest. It is also used to refer to ordinary property, in
contrast to consecrated property.

116

Nedarim . perek III . 29b . :פרק ג׳ דף כט

Dozing [menamnem] – מנַ ְמנֵ ם:ְ This word is used in the Gemara
to describe a situation where one is half asleep and half awake.
He will respond if his name is called but cannot answer sensibly. Apparently, Rabbi Yirmeya was already elderly at the time
of this narrative and fell asleep in the middle of the lesson.
The students subsequently continued the discussion among
themselves. However, Rabbi Yirmeya heard them while dozing
and was still able to respond sensibly.

