Is the Future Predetermined? The Case of nna - Chullin 14a-b

The Gemara discusses the principle of nnma - whether an uncertain future that will
unfold can be used to define an action that is being done in the present. What is the
logic behind this suggestion? What does it tell us about the relationship between
present and future?

Questions? Comments? Email dinanddaf@gmail.com
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Abaye asked: If that is so that an animal is not designated for consumption, according to
Rabbi Yehuda, how do we slaughter an animal on a Festival? Rabbi Abba said to
Abaye: During its lifetime, the animal is designated for consumption and designated for
breeding. If it was slaughtered, it is retroactively clarified that it was designated for
consumption; if it was not slaughtered, it is retroactively clarified that it was designated
for breeding.
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One who buys wine among Samaritans, he may say: “Two logs which | shall set apart
shall be terumah, ten logs tithe, and nine logs second tithe.” He may then pour the wine
and drink it.
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Whoever purchases wine from among the Kutim on the eve of Shabbat and forgets to
set aside terumah/tithes can say (on Shabbat): the two log that | will eventually set
aside are terumah, the ten that follow them are the first tithe, the nine that follow them
are the second tithe, and he pours (Rashi: redeems) the secondary tithe and drinks
immediately. These are the words of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and
Rabbi Shimon prohibit it. They said to Rabbi Meir, "Do you agree that if the cask breaks
(before he can separate those /og), he will end up drinking tevel?" He said to them:
“Let’s see if it breaks.”
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Come and hear a proof from a different Tosefta: In the case of one who says: The
second tithe that | have in my house shall be redeemed upon the sela coin that will
happen to come up in my hand when | remove it from the pouch, i.e., he did not have a
particular coin in mind, Rabbi Yosei says: The second tithe is redeemed. When the coin
is removed from the pouch, it is retroactively clarified that this is the coin that he had in
his mind from the outset. This indicates that Rabbi Yosei accepts the principle of
retroactive designation.
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..If he said to the scribe: Write a bill of divorce for whichever one of them that | will want
and | will divorce her with it, this bill of divorce is unfit for him to divorce either wife with
it.
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The Gemara continues its discussion of the final case of the mishna. Rav Hoshaya
asked of Rav Yehuda: If a husband said to a scribe: Write a bill of divorce for whichever
of my wives emerges from the entrance first, what is the halakha? Rav Yehuda said to
him: You learned it already in the mishna: Moreover, even if he said to the scribe: Write
a bill of divorce for whichever one of them that | will want and | will divorce her with it, it
is unfit for him to divorce either wife with it. Apparently, there is no retroactive
clarification.
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Furthermore, Rav Mesharshiyya said to Rava: But isn’t there Rabbi Shimon, who, in a
case where one makes the outcome dependent on his own decision, does not accept
the principle of retroactive clarification, but when one makes it dependent on the
decision of others, he accepts the principle of retroactive clarification?
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The Gemara elaborates: When one makes the outcome dependent on his own decision,
Rabbi Shimon does not accept the principle of retroactive clarification. This is
understood from that which we said in the case of wine purchased from Samaritans.
When one makes the outcome dependent on the decision of others, Rabbi Shimon
accepts the principle of retroactive clarification, as it is taught in a baraita in the Tosefta
(Kiddushin 3:7): If a man said to a woman: | am engaging in sexual intercourse with you
for the purpose of betrothal on the condition that my father will desire our betrothal, and
then he married her without specification, then even if the father did not desire it she is
nevertheless betrothed through this act of intercourse. Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says
in the name of Rabbi Shimon: If the father desires it, she is betrothed,
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and if the father does not desire it, she is not betrothed. It is therefore evident that
according to Rabbi Shimon, there is retroactive clarification when one makes the
outcome dependent on the decision of others, as in this case whether or not this
betrothal takes effect is dependent on the desire of the father.
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..Whoever thinks that selection is effective believes that the future depends entirely on
the causes in the present, and if so, what will ultimately be revealed is what was meant
to be. Therefore, the coin that his hand picked up is the coin that was already meant to
come up, and to this the redeemer refers when he says: ‘The coin that my hand grabs
from my pocket.” And whoever thinks that selection is ineffective believes that causes in
the present do not necessarily determine the future. The selection in the future is not
evidence that what has happened is what was meant to be from earlier. Therefore, even
though the owner attributed a coin to redeem the secondary tithe — the coin that
emerged is not the one that was originally determined for this. Thus, Rashi's words
should be interpreted: "For if there is no selection, he has said nothing, but rather we say
that the coin that emerged in his hand now he did not have in mind to exchange (for the



secondary tithe).” The situation at the time of the stated redemption could have caused
a completely different situation in the future from the situation that emerged in the end.
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In my opinion, the concept of selection and stipulating a condition are two completely
different matters. In selection, the problem is whether the actual future situation is the
same as the potential future situation, by which something in the present has already
been determined. This has no relation to a stipulated condition. Because a condition is
entirely in the future and its future is not the future that lies potentially within the present,
but rather it is the future as it will actually happen. For example, in the ruling "This is
your divorce on condition that you give me two hundred zuz" there is no question as to
whether at the time the husband made the condition the condition was worthy of
existing in the future or not. If the condition is fulfilled, there will be a divorce, and if it is
not fulfilled, there will be no divorce. Most conditions that depend on the future are of
this type. That is simple, and Rashi does not aim to distinguish between such a
condition and the principle of selection.
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...On Gittin 25a-b, the Gemara’s negotiation develops from the challenge of Rabbi
Mesharshia that it seems we should distinguish between relying on one’s own
decisionmaking and relying on the decisionmaking of others. Rashi, ibid, 25a s.v., Amar
Abay, explained: “Maybe later selection is ineffective when relying on one’s own
decisonmaking because once one made the stipulation at the outside, one revealed that
he is wavering, and we cannot say that latter is is clarified that he originally intended
this. But one who relied on the decionmaking of others has resolve at the outset that it
will be for whomever emerges.”
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It sounds from his words like the question is whether or not the husband decided in his
mind to divorce that woman...One who says: | want to divorce whomever | will choose,
whenever | will choose, is this really a desire to divorce?...
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According to this, we will say that in Gittin where we are discussing the baraita "One
who buys wine from the Samaritans" the question is also whether this person is
resolved to separate terumah and tithes, given that he does not perform any action and
does not even stipulate a place. The wine is tevel (untithed), and he separates the
terumah and tithes only verbally. This is no different from one who says to the scribe: |
will divorce the person whom | wish to divorce.” Here too it is as though he said: | want
the terumah to be what | want it to be when | find vessels to separate them into.
Therefore, it is possible in all these cases to question the seriousness of this person’s
will - if there is true resolve here or not. But other conditions such as, “This is your
divorce if you pay me 200 zuz” there is no question about the husband’s will. He wants
to divorce on condition...
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Now let’s look and see how “selection” can help regarding will...
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...In the ruling of Rabbi Shimon we should say that the possibility of
clarification/selection is the basis of will. This is not about some scoundrel, who does
not care whether his intercourse will be betrothal or fornication. This man wants to
betrothe. When he makes the condition “the my father will approve," he certainly has
something to rely on. He believes that his father will agree to his marriage and precisely
for this reason he decided in his heart to betrothe. His father's consent is as if it were
already in the world in reality, and on the basis of this reality he intends to betrothe.



However, how can one prove whether the father was going to consent at the time of the
betrothal? — Precisely on the basis of “selection. If “selection” is operative — the father's
later consent is evidence that he was willing to consent beforehand, and there was a
basis for determining the will of the betrother. But if “selection” is not operative — the
father's consent in practice later is among those happenings that are unexpected and
spontaneous, and one cannot based a will for betrothal upon them.

See also:
https://www.sefaria.org/Kovetz Yesodot VaChakirot%2C %D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99
%D7%A8%D7%94.1?lang=bi&with=About&lang2=en
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