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 ע"ב' הפסחים 

 "לא יראה ולא ימצא"
 Which פסוק appears redundant? 

One פסוק states "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים ְשֹאר ֹלא ַיָמֵצא ְבָבֵתיֶכם"  – “for seven days, שאור shall not be found in your 

homes”. Another פסוק states " ֹאר ְבָכל ְגֻבֶלךָ ְש  ְלךָ ָחֵמץ ְוֹלא ֵיָרֶאה  ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  shall not be seen to שאור“ – 

you, and חמץ shall not be seen to you, in all your borders”. The 'גמ asks why the former פסוק is 

needed, when it already says the latter פסוק.  

Why does the 'גמ assume that specifically the פסוק of " ַת ָיַמיםַשְבע"  is redundant, but not the פסוק of 

"ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה " ? Seemingly, the 'גמ could have assumed the opposite; that the פסוק of " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  is 

redundant, and not the פסוק of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" ? 

The פנ"י answers that the פסוק of " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  is more encompassing than the פסוק of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" , 

being that " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  teaches that חמץ is prohibited in all of one’s property, whereas "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  

teaches only that חמץ is prohibited in one’s home. Thus, the פסוק of " יםַשְבַעת ָיַמ"  seems redundant, 

for if חמץ is prohibited in all of one’s property, then it goes without saying that it is prohibited in 

one’s home, which is (a very important) part of one’s property! Therefore, the 'גמ asks why the פסוק 

of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  is necessary! [This seems to be the intent of רש"י in ד"ה והלא.]  

This idea also explains the continuation of the ברייתא:  

1. The ברייתא states that even without the שוה-גזירה  linking "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  and " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך" , we 

still know that יראה-בל  applies in the home1. At first glance, this seems problematic, for the 

"ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלךָ " of פסוק  does not mention anything about one’s home, but rather, about one’s 

property. Nevertheless, in truth, the פסוק of " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך"  really does state that יראה-בל  

applies to the home, for since this פסוק teaches that יראה-בל  applies to all of one’s property, 

then it certainly applies to one’s home, being that it is also part of one’s property2! 

2. The ברייתא goes on to inquire about the source for applying the various details of the פסוק of 

"ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלךָ "  to the פסוק of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" , and vice-versa. רש"י (in ד"ה ועדיין) explains the 

inquiry, as follows: From where do we know that the leniency of " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך"  applies to 

"ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" , and that the stringency of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  applies to " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך" ? Now, the פסוק 

of " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך"  really contains not only a leniency (i.e. "אתה רואה של אחרים ושל גבוה"), but 

also, a stringency (i.e. the איסור of יראה-בל )! If so, why do we need a מקור for applying the 

 

 
 כו'". ועדיין אני אומר בבתים עובר משום בל יראה ובל ימצא ובל יטמין ובל יקבל פקדונות מן הנכרי" 1

2 Towards the end of the ברייתא, a similar problem crops up: The ברייתא states: “The שוה-גזירה  teaches that just as יראה-בל  

applies to the home, so too, יראה-בל  applies also to the rest of one’s property.” This quote is difficult to understand; the 

יראה-בל of איסור  is stated explicitly with regards to one’s property! If so, why does it need to be derived via the שוה-גזירה ? 
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leniency of " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך"  to "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" , but not for applying the stringency of " ָֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלך"  to 

"ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" ? 

According to the above, the answer is simple: Logic dictates that the home should be stricter 
than the rest of one’s property, and not more lenient. Thus, since the stringency of יראה-בל  

applies to one’s property, it certainly applies to one’s home, and no further מקור is required! 

Conversely, the leniency of "אתה רואה של אחרים ושל גבוה" which applies to one’s property 

does not necessarily apply to one’s home, being that the home is treated more strictly. [The 
reverse is also true; the stringencies which apply to one’s home (i.e.  בל ימצא ובל יטמין ובל יקבל

 do not necessarily apply to one’s property, being that one’s property is (פקדונות מן הנכרי

treated more leniently.] Hence, a מקור is required to apply the leniency of one’s property to 

the home, and the stringencies of the home to the rest of one’s property! 

 Why is "בית" interpreted so literally? 

From the 'גמ, we see that the word "ְבָבֵתיֶכם"  (in the פסוק of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" ) is interpreted quite literally 

to mean a home, and not just property! Yet, we find that the תורה often uses the word "בית" to 

connote property, and not specifically a home3! When the תורה does use the word "בית" to refer to 

an actual house, (as, for example, with regards to the דינים of הבית צרעת  or מזוזה,) it is usually clear 

from the context of the פסוק that the word "בית" refers to an actual house! If so, with regards to חמץ, 

what is the reason to assume that "ְבָבֵתיֶכם"  refers to the home, and not merely to one’s property?   

"ַיָמֵצא" explains that the word רש"י :appears to address this question (ד"ה אין לי in) רש"י  connotes the 

idea of "מצוי" – being available or accessible. Thus, when the רהתו  states the words ימצא-לא , it 

indicates that חמץ shall not be “available” or “accessible”. Accordingly, when the very same פסוק 

concludes with the word "יֶכם ָבתֵּ "בְּ , there is strong reason to presume that it refers literally to a 

home, being that the מץח  in a home is in close proximity, and thus available or accessible. 

Conversely, חמץ elsewhere on one’s property (outside the home) is not as near, and thus, not as 

available or accessible. Therefore, the 'גמ understands "ְבָבֵתיֶכם"  literally as referring to the home, as 

implied in the words ימצא-לא .  

 Can the גזירה-שוה affect the translation of a word? 

As mentioned above, the ברייתא (as explained by רש"י) asks: From where do we know that the 

leniency of " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  (i.e.  גבוה""אתה רואה של אחרים ושל ) applies to "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" , and that the 

stringency of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  (i.e. ל יטמין ובל יקבל פקדונות מן הנכרי"ל ימצא וב"ב ) applies to " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה" ? 

The ברייתא answers that a שוה-גזירה  links the פסוקים of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  and "ְלךָ  ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה" ! 

This שוה-גזירה  poses a problem, for the יםפסוק  of "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  and " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  contain a number of 

points which seem to be mutually exclusive! How can the שוה-גזירה  link points which are mutually 

exclusive? 

To be more specific: The presence of "לך" in " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  implies that one may possess the חמץ of a 

"ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" in "לך" whereas the absence of ,נכרי  implies that one may not possess the חמץ of a נכרי. 

Without the שוה-גזירה , there would be no contradiction, for "ְלךָ  ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  speaks of one’s property, 

whereas "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  speaks of one’s home! Therefore, " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  allows one to keep the חמץ of a 

"ַשְבַעת ָיַמים" in his property (outside the home), whereas נכרי  prohibits one from keeping the חמץ of 

a נכרי in his home! However, once the שוה-גזירה  links these two פסוקים, each פסוק applies both to the 

home, as well as to the rest of one’s property! This presents the following contradiction: On the one 
hand, " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  allows one to keep the חמץ of a ינכר  anywhere in his possession, whereas on the 

other hand, "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  prohibits one from keeping the חמץ of a נכרי anywhere in his possession! 

Therefore, the 'גמ asks (in the second "אמר מר") how to resolve this contradiction! The 'גמ answers 
 

 
3 For example, see ו:שמות כב , where the פסוק says: "גו ַכי ַיֵתן ַאיש ֶאל ֵרֵעהּו ֶכֶסף אֹו ֵכַלים ַלְשֹמר ְוֻגַנב ַמֵבית ָהַאיש"' . 
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that these two יםפסוק  apply to two different situations: One may possess the חמץ of a נכרי when he 

did not accept responsibility for it, but he may not possess the חמץ of a נכרי when he accepted 

responsibility for it! 

[From the above, it emerges that " ְלךָ ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה"  and "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  contradict only on account of the 

שוה-גזירה . This explains several things: 

"ֹלא ֵיָרֶאה ְלךָ " makes no mention of any contradiction between רש"י .1  and "ַשְבַעת ָיַמים"  until 

immediately after he explains the שוה-גזירה , at the end of ד"ה ועדיין. This is because there is 

no contradiction without the שוה-גזירה ! 

2. In the first "אמר מר", the 'גמ explains the third בבא (section) of the ברייתא, which equates a 

 explains the גמ' the ,"אמר מר" In the second .נכרי שלא כיבשתו and a נכרי שכיבשתו

contradiction between the first and second בבות (sections) of the ברייתא. Why does the 'גמ 

explain the latter part of the ברייתא first, and the former part last? 

According to the above, the answer is simple! The first and second בבות (sections) of the 

יתאברי  contradict only on account of the שוה-גזירה , which one discovers only at the very end 

of the ברייתא. Since this problem becomes apparent only at the very end of the ברייתא, the 

 [!also deals with this problem last4 גמ'

In any case, the שוה-גזירה  still presents another (more subtle) contradiction; יראה-לא  implies that 

one can’t see חמץ – but he may have it without seeing it! Conversely, ימצא-לא  implies that one may 

not have חמץ – even without seeing it! How can the שוה-גזירה  possibly link these two contradictory 

ideas? The ראשונים provide several approaches to answering this issue: 

1. The שוה-גזירה  links the meaning of יראה-לא  to ימצא-לא ; just as ימצא-לא  applies to חמץ that 

can’t be seen, so too, יראה-לא  applies to חמץ that can’t be seen. Although יראה-לא  ordinarily 

means that חמץ should not be seen (in the literal sense), ימצא-לא  reveals that יראה-לא  is not 

to be taken so literally, and its true meaning is that חמץ should not be found. [This appears 

to be the opinion of רא"ם, quoted by the כסף משנה in ה א:גחמץ ומצ .]  

2. In one of his explanations, the ר"ן takes this to a greater extreme; the meaning of יראה-לא  

is linked to the meaning of ימצא-לא , even without the שוה-גזירה ! Since ימצא-לא  reveals that 

the תורה is particular about חמץ which can’t be seen, it follows that יראה-לא  also applies to 

 !which can’t be seen חמץ

3. Another approach is that the שוה-גזירה  cannot link the meaning of יראה-לא  to ימצא-לא , 

being that they ultimately do mean different (opposite) things! Nevertheless, there is no 
contradiction, for צאימ-לא  is merely an addition to יראה-לא ! In other words, the תורה’s 

intent is to treat one who sees חמץ more strictly than one who hides חמץ! Therefore, the 

יראה-לא decreed that one transgresses both תורה  and ימצא-לא  when he sees his חמץ, but only 

ימצא-לא  when he hides his חמץ! [This is the ר"ן’s second explanation, the preferred 

explanation of רבינו דוד, and the ריטב"א’s explanation in the name of the רא"ה’s teacher. The 

  [.חמץ ומצה א:ג s opinion in’רמב"ם asserts that this is also the כסף משנה

The obvious מינה קאפנ  is with regards to whether יראה-לא  and ימצא-לא  are completely synonymous 

with each other (as per the 1st and 2nd approaches), or whether there is still a difference (as per the 
3rd approach). The practical ramification is apparent when one hid חמץ in his property; one 

transgresses both יראה-לא  and ימצא-לא  according to the 1st and 2nd approaches, whereas one 

transgresses ימצא-לא  alone according to the 3rd approach.  

 

 
 חי' גור ארי', וראה בתוס' חכמי אנגלי'. 4
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 How does "לא ימצא" convey both the דין of a נכרי שכיבשתו as well as a נכרי שלא כיבשתו? 

According to אביי, the ברייתא reads as follows: “From the words "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא" , I know only that it is 

forbidden to possess the פקדון of a "נכרי שכיבשתו" (a נכרי whom you dominate) or a "שרוי עמך בחצר" 

(a נכרי who lives with you in a courtyard)! From where do I know that it is also forbidden to possess 

the פקדון of a "נכרי שלא כיבשתו" (a נכרי whom you do not dominate) or a "אין שרוי עמך בחצר" (a נכרי 

who does not live with you in a courtyard)? We know this from "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא" !” 

When interpreted this way, the words of the ברייתא seem perplexing! In its question, the ברייתא 

assumed that the פסוק of "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא"  prohibits only the פקדון of a "נכרי שכיבשתו" or a "שרוי עמך בחצר"! 

Therefore, the ברייתא sought another source in order to prohibit the פקדון of a "נכרי שלא כיבשתו" or a 

 or "נכרי שלא כיבשתו" of a דין ultimately derives the ברייתא If so, how is it that the !"אין שרוי עמך בחצר"

a "אין שרוי עמך בחצר" from these exact words ( "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא" )!  

 "נכרי שלא כיבשתו" of a פקדון ultimately forbids the תנא answers as follows: The reason that the רש"י

or a "אין שרוי עמך בחצר" is because "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא"  is written in the passive form (“it shall not be found”), 

and not in the active form of " ָמֵצאת  ֹלא"  (“you shall not find”). The passive wording indicates that 

  !may not be found in one’s house, whatsoever חמץ

This, then, is the difference between the תנא’s initial and subsequent interpretation of "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא" . 

Initially, the תנא did not read into the fact that "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא"  is written in the passive form. Therefore, 

the תנא asked how we know that "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא"  prohibits the possession of every פקדון; perhaps this 

כיבשתו""נכרי ש of a פקדון prohibits only the פסוק  or a ""שרוי עמך בחצר ! The תנא answers this by noting 

that "ֹלא ַיָמֵצא"  is written in the passive form, to indicate that every פקדון is prohibited; even that of 

a "נכרי שלא כיבשתו" or a "אין שרוי עמך בחצר"!  


