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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The Nature of this Work

This volume presents an original English elucidation and commentary, prepared through
a combination of advanced language and translation technology and human editorial over-
sight. The methods employed were carefully configured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish
hashkafa and to preserve fidelity to the original Hebrew text. Even so, this edition does
not carry the authority of a translation prepared and certified by a full team of rabbinic
scholars.

Usage and Limitations

This translation is intended as a tool to help advanced learners access the depth of the orig-
inal work. It is not intended to replace the original Hebrew source, nor to serve as a substi-
tute for study under a qualified teacher.

Because the nuance of Torah study often transcends any single method of preparation, we
ask the reader to keep two things in mind:

1. Verification: Any novel insight, ruling, or conclusion drawn from this translation
should be checked against the original Hebrew.

2. Consultation: All practical questions or derived lessons should be discussed with

and verified by a qualified rabbinic authority before being relied upon.

The goal of this edition is to make these teachings accessible to a wider audience, but the
responsibility for accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.
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also its light [shines] behind it, making it ineffective for illuminating the areas being searched.

(7 19R N°YD oY) 1320 9IND 9m3 S3nn NP 72Y°72 99°BX1 — and even after the fact
it does not avail, just like [searching by] the light of the moon (ibid., se’if katan 5). i.e.,
one who searched with a torch must search again. T9R 1°¥9 ") R$? 727727 ININY 0 ¥
L(n"pmy 27 HZL_)S) D°237MN7 NYT 19 1K) (3 — And there is one who says that after
the fact one has fulfilled [his obligation] (Taz, s¢’if katan 3), but this is not the view of the
later authorities (Eliyah Rabbah and Mekor Chaim). Having established the law regarding the
torch, the definition of this term is now clarified: X ;712 N13 *3W 1Y7PWD ?"ARIaR" 1M
JI1°21237 — And what is a “torch”? When one braids two candles together, or sticks them
together. Since two flames burn as one large flame, it constitutes a torch. Furthermore, RP11 T
R DY NP 2590 PY XY,y PW nivn 9978 93T 27707 72 — and specifically a single
candle [must be used], and the candle must be of wax, not of tallow nor of [animal] fat,
The reason for this preference is .N$? — 7297723 .02 093 by N 18 N7 NNY — because
one fears lest it drip on utensils and garments. But after the fact — one has fulfilled
[his obligation]. Since after the fact tallow or fat candles are acceptable, ’?W i 1N ON T;’?ﬂ:
RielE] N> 191,271 5!27 MR - MYY — Therefore, if one does not have [a candle] of wax
— he should take one of tallow. And similarly, one should not [search] with [a lamp of]
oil. Regarding oil, 18,2791 177317 90397 N7 NnW *39m ,XE> NOT MmN *» v my2)
.(QY 0773R 120) 1AWD 7197 — regarding this there is one who says that one has not
fulfilled [his obligation], because one is afraid to insert it into holes and cracks lest the oil
spill (Magen Avraham, ibid.). However, 13111 202 191 *"N2 ¥R 197) N7 NP0 X9
(ﬁbN:l — this is an excessive stringency (and so is implied by the Chok Yaakov, and so
wrote the Magen HaElef). Since oil lamps are valid after the fact, TRY T’P’?'[?_ﬁgf VDRI 1Y 5;1
ST2Y°72 N¥2T - 9231012 — all the more so kerosene, which is now lit in a glass [lamp]
— one has fulfilled [his obligation] after the fact. since the glass enclosure prevents spillage
concerns. However, .7TP92R3 M7 ,X¥? N ORI - o°%y2 '7;!?5 — but with [burning] sticks
of wood — certainly one has not fulfilled [his obligation], for it is like a torch.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Searching with a torch or oil lamp

Mishnab Beruvah (Sk. 10) / Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Sections 8—9, Kuntreis
Acharon Note 2): All three authorities rule that a search conducted with a torch is invalid
and must be repeated. The Aruch HaShulchan rejects the Taz’s view that the search is valid
after the fact. The Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 9) also requires another search, but
gives weight to the 74z and rules that no blessing is recited over it.

For a search conducted with an oil lamp, the Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 10) records a dis-
pute among the Acharonim. The Aruch HaShulchan and the Shulchan Aruch HaRav
reject the Magen Avrabam’s stringent view and consider the search valid after the fact.
The Kuntreis Acharon (Note 2) explains that the Talmudic word ner itself means an oil
lamp. He also notes that the search for chametz is a Rabbinic obligation and that most
authorities are lenient.

When wax is unavailable, the Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Section 8) prefers kosher animal
fat to tallow, because the concern that it may drip applies only to dairy utensils. He prefers
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tallow to oil, because an oil lamp does not illuminate holes and cracks as well.

[ @ PEARLS FROM THE REBBE’S HAGGADAH %

Customs of the Search for Chametz

Likutei Taamim (P7b): The Rebbe records the practice of searching by the light of a
wax candle and with a bird’s feather. The chametz found during the search is placed in
a small paper bag. Upon concluding the search, the bag, the feather, and any remnants
of the candle are placed in the hollow of a wooden spoon, wrapped in paper (leaving the
spoon’s handle exposed), and secured with string wound around it several times. These
customs are rooted in the rulings of the Shulchan Aruch HaRav (sections 433 and 445)
concerning safeguarding the chametz found during the search so that nothing is dragged
away by children or mice.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Using modern tallow candles for the search

Netei Gavriel, Pesach vol. 1, 17:14; Daas Torab Yoreh Deah 64:1 (in the name
of the Rebbe of Sieniawa); Avodas Yisrael, Shabbos HaGadol; Chukas HaPesach
sk. 27; Orchos Rabbeinu, Pesach p. 2: The Shulchan Aruch excludes a tallow candle.
The Mishnab Berurah (sk. 9) explains that one may fear that animal tallow will drip onto
vessels and ruin them. Netes Gavriel, Pesach vol. 1, 17:14 rules that this concern applies
only to candles made from actual animal tallow. Candles called tallow candles today are
made from chemical materials and petroleum products. Their drippings do not render
vessels forbidden, so they may be used for the search even as a first preference. Daas Torah
Yoreh Deah 64:1 records the same ruling in the name of the Rebbe of Sieniawa.

Some nevertheless prefer wax candles for reasons rooted in Kabbalah (4vodas Yisrael,
Shabbos HaGadol; Chukas HaPesach sk. 27). Orchos Rabbeinu, Pesach p. 2 records that
R’ Yaakov Yisrael Kanievsky used a tallow candle for the search.

§3 ,rnn o2 10°227Y ninipria 92 PiT27 22111 — And one is obligated to search all
the places where chametz was brought, as well as QY Q¥ N2 RnY W’lﬂ'? v ninipna 1,
v wnwn N i T2 AN2 — and also the places where there is reason to suspect
that perhaps one came there with his bread when he had some task there. Since chametz
may have inadvertently been left in such places, .12%72 22773 m’by.jn n°ansaTn '?; 13’?1 —
Therefore, all the rooms of the house and the upper stories require searching. Q%2172 121
ANB 0Y 072 0333 DRYSPY DRI PR PRYR MINW 19 198,17 O WY — And
similarly, the cellars where there is wine, and beer, and oil, and other beverages, and types
of food, because sometimes one enters them with his bread. ,7207 N°21 ,2°38¥7 N°2 1N
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.72 R$9°D1,099137 N°21 — And similarly, the wood-storage room, and the straw-storage
room, and the charcoal room, and the like. These too require searching because one may enter
them during a meal. However, Suia PRNDRYD IN 170 PRRDR TRY 1Y 170 NITSIN 77‘.:!2_{
T2 1D 130K — LY byn PUIL AN ,TPEY Mn TN OYD3 — But storerooms of wine
and oil from which one does not regularly take supplies, or when one does take supplies he
takes at one time what he needs and does not take a little at a time — they do not require
searching. Since one does not enter these storerooms during a meal, there is no concern of chametz
beingleft there. .1172 N$1"D 29 191,72772 1778 1298 - 1770 12 190323 1PN 120 DWW 8N 191 —
And similarly, a storehouse of straw that one does not enter frequently — does not require
searching, and so too all similar cases. Applying these principles to contemporary practice: 121
.ﬂﬁ’?ﬁ'h':(fl NiIND2T NN L,NivonRa Nan :ﬂ:"?gtg — And similarly in our [homes]: under
the beds, and under the large chairs [require searching]. since chametz frequently rolls into
these areas. 713777 ,MP°72 Q%278 - S?")T?'I.') 01°2 PR WD n*’?'rm'n maona nnn 1A

yrn EW 7?1'?111?3 nmya — And s1mllarly, under the chests and the cablnets when there is
agap between them and the floor — they require searching, because many times chametz
rolls there. In addition to searching underneath, 7in2%" , D”?TJ?:"I 7IN2Y niavpa niaona N

Ralehi=) ﬂ\N?O\bJ D72 DOyRasn D’?:S?D’?'f ,11i2°72 Q%298 - .'m’?'l"fl'l ni2°nt — And simi-
larly, the small drawers inside the cabinets, and inside the large chests — require searching,
because sometimes fine loaves and the like are stored in them.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Searching shared areas of an apartment building

Siddur Pesach KeHilchaso 12:6; Chok Yaakov, end of siman 445; R’ Yosef Shalom
Elyashiv: Siddur Pesach KeHilchaso 12:6 rules that each resident must search the stair-
well from the building entrance to the floor where he lives. He must also search the boiler
room, electrical closets, and similar shared areas if there is reason to suspect that chametz
was brought there. This obligation follows the rule that a jointly owned courtyard re-
quires searching, as explained in Chok Yaakov at the end of siman 445.

The same work reports in the name of R’ Yosef Shalom Elyashiv that a resident is not
responsible for the floors above his own. Paying building dues for cleaning and whitewash-
ing those floors, or using them occasionally, is merely part of the neighbors’ arrangement
and gives him no ownership there.

The neighbors should preferably appoint one resident to search for everyone. He should
recite the blessing over the search of his own home and have it cover the stairwell as well.
He must not interrupt between them with conversation unrelated to the search.

§4 by 1Tay3 DY NYPY DTSN T 7390 BOTI3 BIRY D903 PERIAN PRI, 13T i
SIPP72 00078 - ?ﬂ?ﬁ? 120 1277 2% N’?1 ,¥221 — Holes in the house and projections
that protrude from the walls that are not very high — such that a person’s hand can reach
them while standing on the ground — and not very low, close to the ground, require
searching. Since they are at a comfortable height for use, there is concern that chametz was placed
there and some remained. However, NIN2 Q721723 ,0% Nyan DINT 7° 1PRY 273230 ’?;8
ov W?JJJWﬂb 77 PRY P72 2°2°8 DN - ?1?57? pklel=R=Kyt=] .'It?‘l'?t;-f?; — those that
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are high where a person’s hand cannot reach, and those that are low — less than three
handbreadths above the ground — do not require searching, because it is not customary
to use them. Since they are not normally used for storage, we do not suspect that chametz was
placed there. Nevertheless, there is an exception: 27212377 2°2°7% - NIPAIN OW 2°71%R ON AN
(197 Y0 DIIAN 137 YRY DY DoRYm YIND DPNYR DI 12712 — However, if
young children are found there, the low ones require searching, because they play on the
ground and hide chametz there (Magen Avraham, Seif Katan 8). Since children commonly
play at ground level and may have placed chametz in low openings. Turning to the topic of roofs,
D33 0PN - DOYBIYR 1PY Nas D3P IWPEN IN DOYRIWN DY ST PR 33121
nen mtﬂ"? DYINT DINY 072 1PWRAYR 1PRY %187 ,NP° 72 — Similarly, the roof of the
lean-to structure and the cabinet, whose roofs are slanted; or in our regions, where all our
roofs are slanted — they do not require searching, because they are not used, as they are not
fit for any purpose. A slanted surface cannot serve as practical storage, so there is no concern that
chametz was placed there. Moreover, y;ugm i L.«"!.'m 7932 ,Man N2 Mo A o 15’981
.12772 7°73 92°8 — — Even if such a slanted top were inside the house, such as a cabinet
whose top is slanted, it does not require searching. This exemption, however, applies only to
slanted surfaces, for %2 N?22% °12% ,N2°77 27123 °0 Sy AN L2772 778 - MY 1AW ’7;8
0% DOWRRWRY NPT by >Ry 0°%Y2 — when its top is flat, it requires searching, even
though it is very high, because inside a house one frequently stands on a chair and uses
the top of such furniture. The flat surface makes it usable for placing items, including chametz.
The Aruch HaShulchan now addresses a common feature of contemporary homes: b RN
;07192 12 1PRIYY ,"BO1%I2" 1IPY L YRIWRN 23T NONY MWD 230 PV 198X — Similarly,
it appears to me regarding the flat ceiling-space beneath the slanted roof in our regions,
which is called “boidim” (attic), and which one ascends to by a ladder — the ruling regarding
such an attic space depends on its usage throughout the year, namely: D’Pj@? 12 PYRRYR ON
JIROT2 RN - m’; aNY,7 P73 7778 - 72370 2WNYn mwn 5;3 — if it is used from
time to time throughout the year for various purposes, it requires searching; but if not, it
does not require searching.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Low holes and attic spaces

Mishnab Berurab (Sk. 19, 23)/Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 17, 23): The Aruch
HaShulchan requires searching holes below three handbreadths when young children are
present. The Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 19) and the Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 17) add
that these holes also require searching if one knows that chametz was placed in them even
once during that year, even if no young children are present.

The Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 23) agrees with the Aruch HaShulchan that a commonly
used attic must be searched. If searching it would require great eftort, the Mishnah Beru-
rah permits selling the space and any chametz there to a non-Jew. The Shulchan Aruch
HaRav (Seif 23) also requires searching an attic that is used frequently. However, an attic
is exempt if it is reserved for something that would never be retrieved during a meal, such
as wine or beer that is never drawn during meals.
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[ ? HavracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Chametz in deep cracks beyond one’s reach

Shulchan Aruch HaRav 433:19: Shulchan Aruch HaRav 433:19 extends the exemp-
tion for holes beyond one’s reach to narrow, deep cracks in a floor or between a wall cab-
inet and the wall. One need not pry up boards or dismantle fittings to search places that
a hand cannot enter. Even if chametz definitely fell there, one may rely on nullification.
The search was enacted to prevent a person from eating chametz on Pesach, and chametz
beyond one’s reach will not be eaten.

This ruling appears to apply even to an olive’s volume of chametz. If the chametz is visible,
the proper course is to pour a caustic cleaning agent into the crack. This spoils the chametz
beyond a dog’s consumption, so it is no longer forbidden chametz on Pesach. The Kun-
treis Acharon suggests that the exemption itself may apply only when the chametz is not
visible.

§S .AmPON® ninman - YR O M7 ONY ,ARUT2 T AN - 02 D% NpY — A cattle
barn does not require searching, for if there was chametz there, the animals would eat it.
We rely on the assumption that the animals consume any chametz present. Likewise, 5!27 o9 i)
AMDINS 2Y9A39NN YR oY MO0 ORY L1772 DY 7918 129X - B°32390 — a chicken coop
does not require searching there, for if there was chametz there, the chickens would eat it.
The same reasoning applies, since chickens consume all small food items they find. Furthermore,
(9 07 Y9 TY) MZ>T2 TS AN - O 07NN DUYAINY MaN YRR 191 — the foor
of the house where chickens are commonly present does not require searching (ibid., Seif
Katan 9). Since the chickens would eat any chametz that fell on the floor. However, there is
a partial exception: 19173 7N DY 1773 KBYT ,AP*12 T8 - NivMa NAn Qipn oM
ﬂ?:?ﬁ’? T”?i:? TR — Nevertheless, under the beds requires checking, lest the chickens
have dragged there a large piece that they cannot eat. Since chickens sometimes drag food to
secluded spots but cannot consume oversized pieces, some attention is needed. However, *7 '[3?1
.(2Y) 7P°72 7778 91981 ,712°22 — Therefore, sweeping suffices, and a formal search is not
required (ibid.). Because the concern is only about large, visible pieces rather than hidden crumbs,
thorough sweeping is adequate without requiring a candlelight search. This leniency, however,
applies only where chickens are present, for 9733 RRW ,7R>72 7% - E"‘?ﬁl;jﬂ RY2 ’?;8
DY IRW - 19292390 PRYDI .owR 1Puwnn 09930 ,P 1971 99M? — when there are no
chickens, a formal search is required, because perhaps chametz rolled into a hole or crack
— and when chickens are present, they peck it out from there, but when there are no
chickens, the chametz remains there. Without chickens to remove bits of chametz from cracks
and holes, a thorough candlelight search becomes necessary. Additionally, PT‘I’;'? TP RLWD
.(av) D"’?Q?@Ul NiND3T NN — It is obvious that one must search under the chairs and
benches (ibid.). Since chametz commonly falls and collects under seating, especially where people
eat, a candlelight search is always required there.
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[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Searching a floor where chickens are present

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 25) / Mishnab Berurab (Sk. 24): The Aruch
HaShulchan states without qualification that the floor of a house where chickens are
present does not require searching. The Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 25) limits this ex-
emption to a house where no chametz was eaten during the entire 30 days before Pesach.
If chametz was eaten there during those 30 days, the floor must be searched by candlelight.
Some chametz certainly fell, and the possibility that the chickens ate it does not remove
that certainty.

The Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 24) similarly cites opinions that require a formal search when
chametz was eaten there close to Pesach. The definite presence of chametz is not overrid-
den by the possibility that the chickens ate it.

§6 7°y92 NPI° N°217 13°27 2N — The Beis Yosef wrote in Seif 6: He ruled regarding the
courtyard as follows: 229391 - P10 QW 10 ORY ,7PYT2 72593 1K - 80 DU AysRN 197)
IND 7Y (NP - PRI ONTI PAR pRm PDOR V9o 03 AMIPON® DY 093N Niniy N
4139 — “Similarly, the center of a courtyard does not require searching, for if there
was chametz there, the ravens and other birds found there would eat it. This applies only
to doubtful chametz, but not to definite chametz.” End of his words. According to the
Mechaber, when chametz is definitely known to be present in the courtyard, one cannot rely on
the birds to eat it. The Rama, however, raised a difficulty with this ruling: 13°37 7} by ann
mmy‘rw ﬂﬂ?h: van ']’btl?'l’? amnT WNﬁﬂ?ﬁ AR°Y0 RN IR0 '{7375 b:N) 11“271? 'IT'I N"?D'W'I
IND 7Y (AN 121 0N T ONTI YR 19BN 0w 1337 TS PRY 19Y 93 .ovhan
1239 — The Rama wrote on this as follows: “But later, in Siman 445, Seif 3, it is ex-
plained that it is permitted to cast chametz in a place where birds are found. All the more
so, one does not need to remove it from there, even definite chametz, until after the time
of its prohibition.” End of his words. The Rama thus points out an apparent contradiction be-
tween the Mechaber’s strict ruling here regarding definite chametz and his lenient ruling in Siman
445. Several resolutions have been offered to reconcile the two rulings: 97772 1R27 187°nY ¥

(7792 °YD 1YY ,N"2) ApRT PY I8ND) 29M97 2R oYY ,i°8N? — Some resolved that
here it refers to one’s own courtyard while there it refers to the public thoroughfare or
an ownerless courtyard (Bach, and Taz, Seif Katan 5). According to this first resolution, the
distinction is based on ownership: in one’s private courtyard, definite chametz must be removed,
but in an ownerless public area, one may rely on the birds. A second resolution was proposed: &
AMIPONTY PRan SR DY 03 13970 — PPN 121 07D SRTNT 18PNY — Others resolved
that certainly before the time of the search, we rely even regarding definite chametz that
the birds will eat it. According to this view, before the night of the fourteenth when the obli-
gation to search takes effect, one need not be concerned. However, this leniency has a limit: 5;8
PO PNT AMDINY M 2y PamiD P PITIR MM XTI - PR MR*TR0 NYW3 1RIN ON
"NT177°% K212 — if one sees chametz at the time of the search, one is certainly obligated
to search for it. One may not rely on the birds eating it, for a doubt does not override a
certainty — meaning, the uncertain possibility that birds will consume the chametz cannot over-
ride the certain knowledge that chametz is present. This is the position of 11113 B3 A1 ,°"1)
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.(7127 TPPNT 2N2W 1D W2 2 TV NPYD 07N 1417 — (the Chok Yaakov; and this
is also the intent of the Magen Avraham, Seif Katan 10, and the Levush, as the Eliyah
Rabbah wrote). A third resolution was also proposed: 187 ,%¥ Y37 B9 103 pbunw " W
(T 710R MY N"PR) WY NY2IN 0TIPT IMPINTY 12 PP 199130 1K — There is one who
distinguishes between the night of the fourteenth — when one does not rely on the birds
eating it — and before the fourteenth (Makor Chaim, Seif Katan 7). According to this view,
the Mechaber’s stringency regarding definite chametz applies only from the night of the fourteenth
onward. Having presented the three resolutions, the Aruch HaShulchan states his own opinion:
JIWRIT 799702 %Y XT3 YT NPAY?Y — In my humble opinion, the primary resolu-
tion is the first one. That is, the resolution of the Bach and Taz distinguishing between one’s
own courtyard and a public area. His reasoning is as follows: 1°R7 (X ©) 7233 179708 7R " 0v
.Pi72% 20 NinipRa N2 M) - "RTI1 7777 K*%i% DO — For what the Gemara stated
(9a) — that a doubt does not override a certainty — this applies within one’s own domain,
in places one is obligated to search. The principle restricting reliance on uncertainty applies
specifically to one’s own property where the duty to search exists. And in such cases, N7
Sya1 piTaY 2970 ORTY - RN PIMIT P71 ON ,DTIPR 0% M2 199DK KIN3 — in such a sit-
uation, even many days beforehand, if chametz was established as present, one is certainly
obligated to search and remove it. Within one’s own domain, there is no temporal leniency for
definite chametz. However, the ruling in Siman 445 addresses an entirely different matter: '?3N
§975w% 2137 - 970K 111 073P) 333D M1y, N2 92527 K3TIP 20D RN 1R 17:7'7
N - 175'! nwmw K- ’757 AN LI T?JT WTIN'? WNB?J =h3! EW E’”B?: E’:ﬂﬂy'lw D\?D:
131!27? 1N; Ty ( 1:13;’ N?N ,Ov 2371 — But later, in Slman 445, the Beis Yosef wrote
explicitly, and this is his language: “Before the time of its prohibition, one may cast it
in a place where ravens are found. And if one finds it after the time of its prohibition,
even though the place is ownerless, one may not leave it there, but must destroy it.” End
of his words. The Aruch HaShulchan draws attention to the fact that this ruling clearly refers to
casting chametz into an ownerless, public location: ,7221%7 DﬁPTQ’? 1!3’5!”7;!27 R N:'f:'l'? k)
RIPT? 09 191 293 MY 71 1°3Y 1°R) — This clearly refers to casting it into an ownerless
place, and one matter has nothing to do with the other at all. And this is the primary
ruling for practical law. The Aruch HaShulchan thus concludes that the two rulings address
entirely different scenarios and there is no contradiction. He then adds a parenthetical note de-
fending this position against the Magen Avrabam’s objections: ART Q772N 1327 MWPNY 7RY)
7713 37T 9P My KoY M T ANINDY 2YRI RTINS 7 IND NPT N3 TR B N 12
P17 PRO2 270 T2 PY2 19 ONY 37 TN 073 1971 ,vRn w2 o NiNT? NI — (As for
the Magen Avraham’s objection — that if so, what is the challenge from Rava; perhaps
here it refers to definite chametz? — his intent is regarding folio 8. This is not a diffi-
culty at all, for every search is meant to determine if there is chametz, and therefore it
requires candlelight. If so, it necessarily refers to doubtful chametz. Since the very nature
of a “search” implies uncertainty about the presence of chametz, the Gemara’s discussion must
involve doubtful cases, supporting the Bach’s distinction. Furthermore, by I:'W J’W'IW n ‘?:1

1’:5_7’?1 DI172aN 1a%7 %937 %22 202 N2 7YY T"'WJ'H n'amay T"I'IW 'INW’ 1”577:'1 H"Z'I
(=op anm '7”'” 2"om T'I":I'I: '17’57'1 nyT— All the objections raised there against the
Bach — one who examines the matter carefully will see that the law is with the Bach. The
Graz (Alter Rebbe), in Seif 28, wrote in accordance with the Magen Avraham, but in my
humble opinion, the primary ruling follows the Bach and the Taz. Examine this carefully
and you will find it straightforward.)
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[ @ HavracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Relying on birds to remove definite chametz

Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 28) / Mishnab Berurab (Sk. 28): The Aruch
HaShulchan, following the Bach and Taz, distinguishes between one’s own courtyard
and an ownerless public area. Definite chametz in one’s own courtyard must be searched
for and removed. The leniency in Siman 445 applies only to ownerless public areas.

The Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 28) follows the Magen Avraham’s approach. He
permits placing even definite chametz in one’s own courtyard when ravens are present,
because they are presumed to take any chametz they find. However, one must inspect the
courtyard at the beginning of the sixth hour. Any chametz that remains must be destroyed
immediately.

The Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 28) agrees with the Aruch HaShulchan’s practical conclu-
sion. One may not place chametz in a private or shared courtyard and rely on birds to eat
it. Even bedieved, if one did so, one must search for and remove it. In an ownerless public
area, one may discard chametz and declare it ownerless before the prohibition begins.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Balconies are not treated as a courtyard

Kinyan Torah 3:83; Siddur Pesach KeHilchaso 12:5: The Mechaber exempts the
middle of a courtyard from searching, relying on the ravens and other birds. Kinyan Torah
3:83 rules that the open balconies of our buildings, although they carry the legal status of
a courtyard, require searching in every case: people eat on them through the year and
regularly bring chametz there, so one may not rely on birds having eaten it. It is closer to
the case of the roofs of their houses (Shulchan Aruch seif 5, and Mishnah Berurah sk. 23),
which required searching because they were commonly used.

Siddur Pesach KeHilchaso 12:5 adds that an enclosed balcony, or one with a roof over it,
certainly requires searching, since its status is that of a room of the house.

§7 .ynn peoa RPN 929K - IN2NIW 9191 ND12 191 — Similarly, regarding the cattle barn
and chicken coop that were discussed — the leniency of relying on the animals applies
only to doubtful chametz, i.c., when it is uncertain whether chametz was ever brought there.
However, 2¥ 199110 18 iMIw2 11 22 - 0T3P 09%° 1277 19°0R , PR SR M20ws Pax
Y291 P25 2°0m), 293339071 NIRRT NPSOR — but when there was definitely chametz,
even many days beforehand — as long as it is in his domain, we do not rely on the eating
of the cattle and chickens, and he is obligated to search and destroy it. Since the presence
of chametz was established with certainty, the possibility that the animals ate it does not offset that
certainty. ;112°72 T°7% Y10 P2O2 ﬂ’?"’;ﬂg =317 57781 — And the sides of the courtyard —
even for doubtful chametz, they require searching; because ravens are not commonly found at
the edges of the courtyard. ,PDO2 P72 7718 12°K — 098N D3IV DWW 80 PW MYSnN PN
A3N°TT8 N> 5;8 — Only the center of the courtyard, where ravens are commonly found
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— does not require searching in a case of doubt, but not the sides of the courtyard. Since
only in the open center can we rely on the ravens having consumed any chametz there. 1:’53?{1
A3m32 DIORT 197537 I8 PRY %387 1302 TP 99D 13373 X2 — In our regions, we have

not practiced at all to search in the courtyard, because we are not accustomed to eat in the
courtyard. Therefore there is no concern that chametz was brought there. There are additional
reasons as well: .J"?DINY 1773M2 1P0WVAR DYPINT D972 1993X 7991 — Furthermore, in
our regions the dogs and pigs dig in the holes and eat. So any chametz present would certainly
have been consumed. 877 'T;;’? T’?’;‘! 1IXT 7991 — Furthermore, we are accustomed to
sweep the courtyard. which would remove any chametz that might be present. 1227 TY7T 73
372 PPN PNY NSN3 RN RSP P93 28R P ATIND 11 178N TUTY Do 2993
AP °32% — Furthermore, until Pesach in most years it is still wintertime in our regions,
and it is not at all common to find chametz in courtyards, since people do not eat in the
courtyard because of the cold.

§8 snyam ST mipm 7Y PTi2 MY, NN ST DipR 1Y PTIR MY - 1990 ST 1A i —
A hole in a wall between one Jew and his fellow — this one searches as far as his hand
reaches, and that one searches as far as his hand reaches; i.e., each homeowner searches his
side of the hole to the extent he can reach. RBWT ,79°7% P1°2 DX 1771 ,1272 %020 XYM
yRnuvyn oY babgm — And the remainder, he nullifies in his heart, and that is sufficient.
However, nullification is required, for perhaps a bit of chametz rolled there. Even though
neither person can physically reach the middle of the hole, each must nullify any chametz that
might have rolled from his side into the unreachable area. 718 93°K - >T117° 19K 1°2% 92°2¥7
,’7?; 12°72 — And a hole between a Jew and a non-Jew — the Jew does not need to search
it at all, according to the original Talmudic ruling, and the reason is: 979717 119X R> R2WT
211322 97 1991 .1320 27107 Ri2% 09w i% MY NIMW — for perhaps the non-Jew will
say that the Jew is performing sorcery against him, and it will lead to danger. Therefore,
nullification alone is sufficient. Since nighttime candlelight searching would appear suspicious,
the Sages required only nullification. NP7 MW7 X217 - PRI PR M3n ’ﬂ'l’?W'f aby byl
.03 Y 1°9nI0 PR, (2 1) %IRY — And even though agents of a mitzvah are not harmed —
where harm is common, it is different (Pesachim 8b), and we do not rely on miracles. Since
the danger from a suspicious neighbor is considered a commonly occurring hazard, the mitzvah
protection does not apply. .(1 78R 7°¥0 1"1) Di*2 IN"¥i17 T°1% — P "NTN2 DIpR Do —
Nevertheless, when there is definitely chametz there — he must remove it during the day
(Taz, seif katan 6). Because daytime use of the hole is normal and will not arouse suspicion.
PRIYY DoYTi™ ,0°DWD TP *TIN? 198 19K KD 19927 ,pITa 2700 NITNTY 1T
.AN72 — And it seems to me that nowadays he is obligated to search, for in our times the
non-Jew will not say that the Jew is performing sorcery, and they know that he is engaged
in his religious practice. Since the concern that originally motivated the exemption no longer
applies, the full obligation to search — even at night — is in effect.

[ @ HaracHic DIVERGENCES & INSIGHTS %

Searching a hole between Jewish and non-Jewish homes
Mishnab Berurah (Sk. 30-31) / Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 22): The Aruch
HaShulchan rules that nowadays a Jew must fully search a hole between his home and
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a non-Jewish home, even at night. Non-Jews today would understand that the Jew is
performing a religious practice and would not suspect sorcery.

The Mishna Berurah and the Shulchan Aruch HaRav retain the Talmudic exemption
from searching at night. The Mishnah Berurah (Sk. 30) explains that searching holes
by candlelight at night appears suspicious. One should instead search by daylight on the
fourteenth of Nissan. The Acharonim rule that even definite chametz should be searched
for by day rather than at night, but it must certainly be nullified (Sk. 31).

The Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Seif 22) likewise directs the Jew to search the next day by
daylight as far as his hand reaches. Nullification is sufficient for the rest, even if chametz
is definitely present.

§9 ;93 vy Do27,1°7IN2 YN 92 WRNYIY PNiD — A wall whose holes were used to store
chametz, which then collapsed and became a mound — i.c., the wall fell and formed a heap
of stones and earth, with chametz possibly buried beneath it. ,2°12Y 'ITZHL)W 7123 98 15’5?@
.27PY NIDD 113 WY 110,010 MR T2 0L N 0ipn L;:m z:nz; wsnb bn:* :b:-n — even
if it is not three tefachim hlgh and a dog could search there — nevertheless, one does not
need to search beneath it, since there is a danger of scorpions. Even though the mound is
low enough for a dog to detect chametz beneath it, the Sages exempted one from searching due to
scorpion danger. .PiT2%? 2°°M1,i1 MA20 KDY ADENY .OTPW DORAT NIRRT — This
applies in their warm countries. But in our regions, this danger does not exist, and one
is obligated to search. Since scorpions are not found in colder climates, the exemption does not
apply there. TUR 77¥9 DT73N 13%) PIT2% 2% 19 03 - D27y K71 D78R DWHIY DipHIY
.27PY2 113 MDY W12 1KY °32R , (2 — And in a place where snakes are common but not
scorpions — one is also obligated to search (Magen Avraham, seif katan 13), because the
danger from a snake is not as great as from a scorpion. The exemption was granted specifically
due to scorpion danger; snakes do not present the same level of risk. AN ,n;;g’? 1PWIT XM
DM 1O 0TIPA 12T T K1 51PN 10K MISR JMIDWT 23 59 — As for why we are
concerned about danger even though agents of a mitzvah are not harmed — this is not
comparable to the previous case of commonly occurring harm, The Aruch HaShulchan now
explains the distinction between the scorpion case and the non-Jewish neighbor case discussed in
the previous seif: NP7 7°2% *p N 2PV ,A7Y2 851 DTN2 3717 — for that refers toa
person causing harm, not a scorpion; a scorpion is not categorized as commonly occurring
harm. The non-Jewish neighbor’s hostility is a frequent and predictable danger, but scorpion
stings are not. Nevertheless, there is a different reason for the exemption: RRW 73971 IND2 IR
NN RN - M3N3 TIY PRIV I1RY ,iNRT73 D"?wa a0NY 1T 0Ipna van ¥% n7aR 228
.1132% e N12%1,27PY7 0%7 XY ,Unn — Rather, here we are concerned that perhaps
he previously lost a needle in this place, and after he completes his search for chametz,
when he is no longer engaged in the mitzvah — he will search for the needle, and then the
scorpion will sting him, and he will come to danger. He is protected during the mitzvah itself,
but once the search concludes, the Sages feared he would continue digging for personal reasons.
R arlalivilel '{2:375 7 M 1°XY — This exemption applies only to doubtful chametz. That is,
the exemption from searching a mound due to scorpion danger applies only when it is uncertain



