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The Levush writes that on Shabbos we can attain higher 
levels of wisdom as it is a day especially designated for this 
purpose.  Therefore, we should seek ways to increase the 
amount of Torah that we discuss on this holy day. 

  גוט שבת
ms  

 זכור ושמור בדבור אחד נאמרו

When you reap the harvest of your land 
When dealing with the mitzvah of pei'oh, leaving the corners of one’s fields to be harvested 

by the poor, the possuk opens with the plural form – uvekutzrechem … artzechem, thus 

speaking about everyone's field.  However, the possuk ends in the singular form – sodcho – 

warning an individual not to cut the corners of his field.  As in all other instances of such 

grammatical divergence, there must be a deeper message for us to draw from the possuk.   

The sefer Peninim miShulchan Govoha answers with a vort from the Maggid of Vilna.  The 

whole purpose of leaving pei’oh in one’s field is so that poor people will have something to 

eat.  During the height of the harvesting season the field owner may think to himself that, 

with such an abundance of crops at this time of year, it would be better not to leave any 

pei’oh in one of the fields.  Surely, it would be better to reap it and store it for the poor, so 

that they will also have something to eat in the winter, when their plentiful gleanings are 

used up and they are starving.  Yet the Torah clearly instructs the field’s owner that when 

everyone is gathering in their crops, each individual landowner has an obligation to leave 

pei'oh in his field as well, without engaging in any rationalising of an alternative 

approach.  The Maggid of Vilna instructs us that the same possuk ends, le’oni ve’la’ger 

ta’azoiv oisom – you shall leave them (the corners of the field) for the poor and for the 

stranger.  Use of the word azoiv underlines the command to leave them in situ, rather than 

to ‘give’ them to the poor at what the landowner considers to be a more strategic time.  If 

any greater emphasis were needed to follow the directive of the possuk unswervingly, it ends 

with Ani Hashem Elokeichem – I am Hashem, who provides for and supports each person the 

way I see fit, without the application of man’s ‘wisdom’ to the situation. 
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For six days work shall be done but on the seventh day it is a day of complete rest, a holy convocation 

Quoting from the Medrash, Rashi explains on this possuk why Shabbos is included in this section of the Torah, which appears to be 

concerned exclusively with the Mo’adim (festivals).  Rashi writes that the inclusion of the reference to Shabbos teaches us that whoever 

desecrates the festivals is considered as if he desecrated Shabbos and he who observes the festivals is credited as if he had observed 

Shabbos.  Whilst comparable to some extent, there are distinct differences in the observance of Shabbos and of the festivals, as indeed 

there are in the consequences for failing to observe each properly.  To elucidate the message of this Medrash, the Ksav Sofer explains 

that there are two discrete, potential motivations for observing Shabbos.  One is that a person understands that through keeping Shabbos 

he acknowledges Hashem as Creator of the world and Master over it.  An alternative, however, is that a person views Shabbos as … page 2 

 

ת ָיִמים    [23:3] שֶׁ ששֵׁ ה ְמָלאָכה ּוַבּיֹום ַהְשִביִעי ַשַבת ַשָבתֹון ִמְקָרא ֹקדֶׁ ָעשֶׁ תֵׁ  
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השבת-ישראל את-ושמרו בני  

השבת-לעשות את  
 

The Rema paskens (493:2) that it is assur to 
shave or take a haircut the night of Lag BaOmer, 

one must wait until the morning.  When Lag 
BaOmer falls on Sunday the Rema holds that you 

may shave on Erev Shabbos le’kovod Shabbos 
kodesh.  Is it then permissible to shave on 

Motza'ei Shabbos since the aveilus with regard to 
shaving apparently ended?  Rav Elyashiv ztvk’’l 
and yibodel lechayim toivim Rav Kanievsky, Rav 

Nisim Karelitz and Rav Moshe Shternbuch all 
answered unequivocally that it is forbidden 

to shave or take a haircut on Motza'ei 
Shabbos.  The heter of shaving on Erev  
Shabbos as occurs this year, does not 

end the aveilus (period  
of mourning).   

GIlyon Halocho 
U’Ma’aseh 

An eye for an eye; a tooth for a tooth 

The controversy over the precise meaning of these phrases is well 
known.  If Hashem's intention is that we must pay compensation to 
those who suffer injury caused by our actions, why does the Torah 
not simply say this?  Would this not avoid the allegation by our 
detractors that our holy Torah advocates inhumane 
retribution?  One answer is that, from a purely linguistic 
perspective, a literal interpretation of the particular phraseology 
employed here is not necessary.  Rav Boruch haLevi Epstein points 
out that similar references with a non-literal meaning can be found 
in Tenach.  For example, sefer Shoftim [15:11] describes how 
Shimshon avenged the kidnapping of his wife by setting alight the 
fields of the Philistines.  Shimshon says להם עשיתי כן לי עשו כאשר  
– “as they did to me so have I done to them”, though it is quite 
obvious that the nature of his act of retribution is far removed from 
that of the original offence.  Yet this does not answer our primary 
question - why does the Torah use a phrase that is so susceptible 
to misconstruction?  Perhaps the answer lies in the words of Rav 
Yosef Dov Soloveitchik, who suggests that the Torah could not have 
explicitly stated that the value of an injury must be compensated 
by the paying of monetary damages.  Such a statement would have 
given much greater ‘grist to the mill’ of our detractors to say that 
wealthy Jews, who can afford it, can maim or injure others with 
relative impunity.  This concept has currency in other religions and 
judicial systems, but not in ours.  This is because the negative 
impact of an explicit reference would be far worse than using a 
'misleading' or superficially uncomfortable phrase and relying on 
the Oral law for clarification.  Is this not just another example that 
underscores the divine origins of the Torah?   

 

… no more than a day of relief from the stresses and 
strains of one’s weekly toil and an opportunity to 
‘recharge the batteries’ for the week to come.  An 

individual adopting this latter approach has little use 
for the festivals, which he sees as an interruption to 
his pursuit of material advancement and which offer 
him greater rest than he requires.  The 
determination as to which of these two motivations 
applies to a particular person can be achieved by the 
application of a simple test.  If a person is as careful 
in his observance of Yomtov as he is in that of 
Shabbos, then he cannot be accused of only using 
Shabbos as respite from the week’s work, as the 
festivals fall on various days of the week and he 
observes them in full measure.  His proper 
observance of the festivals, therefore, reveals the 

correct stimulus for his observance of Shabbos and 
elicits full credit for him for the latter.  Conversely, if 
he profanes the festivals, then his motivation for 
keeping Shabbos is revealed as being of the 
improper variety, since he treats Shabbos as an 
opportunity for physical refuelling to provide energy 
for weekday pursuits, denying its superior spiritual 
significance.  Thus, the quality of his Yomtov 
observance again reveals the true stimulus of his 

Shabbos observance and he is ‘credited’ thereby as 
if he had profaned Shabbos, chas vesholom. 
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ןשֵׁ  ַחתתַ  ןשֵׁ ַעִין  ַחתתַ ַעִין   [24:20]  

 

 


