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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL
CHARVONA?!                                                                                                           R’ EYTAN FEINER  

Purim

It’s time we finally became better acquainted with one of the more mysterious characters on the Purim stage. Before plunging into our brief analysis of Charvona, however, it is befitting that we open by first quoting extensively from “The Two-Tiered War of the Worlds,” our essay on parshas Zachor. You’ll soon see why… 
Back to milchemes Amalek we go: Let us begin by turning to the close of parshas Beshalach where we read of the first war fought against the newly formed Am Yisroel. It was the notorious and bold nation of Amalek that dared wage war against the Jewish People when all other nations of the world remained frozen on the sidelines in deference to the omnipotent Jewish G-d. The same G-d who so openly displayed His prowess just a short while earlier at the miraculous splitting of the Reed Sea, and thereby instilled within all a fear of ever messing with His beloved people, would now forever exact vengeance from the brazen Amalekites. These scions of Eisav might have lost the battle, but they sadly won a war of cooling the boiling waters of non-belligerence towards G-d’s untouchables.
 

On the heels of their atrocity, G-d instructs Moshe to commit the following to both the written and spoken word: “Ki macho emcheh es zeicher Amalek mi’tachas ha’shamayim,” I shall surely erase the memory of Amalek from under the heavens (Beshalach, 17:14). With these prefatory remarks set in place, now get ready for an unbelievable remez of the Vilna Gaon.

The Double Lashon of “Macho Emcheh”
The Gra is bothered by the Torah’s usage of the double terminology of “macho emcheh.” After all, it would clearly have sufficed to state simply, “emcheh,” I shall erase, without the need for the superfluous “macho.”
 Granted, we often encounter numerous instances of ki’feilus ha’lashon scattered throughout the Torah’s pages, usually invoked as a means of added emphasis; in this case, as well, that bred the above translation of, “I shall surely erase.”
 But the Gra is perhaps troubled why at the close of parshas Ki Seitzei- the parsha which echoes this theme of erasing Amalek’s memory- the Torah deemed it sufficient to merely write, “timcheh es zeicher Amalek.” There the command to erase- “timcheh”- was couched in a single word, while in parshas Beshalach, “emcheh” is coupled with an additional “macho.” 

If necessary for an emphatic tone, then let us observe the parallel double terminology in Ki Seitzei as well. But, alas, there is no “macho timcheh” in Ki Seitzei- only a lone “timcheh”- and hence, the Gra’s questioning of the double lashon appearing in Beshalach.
 So where does the Gra decide to take us from here? Listen closely…

The Remez

When we are finished recording history, there will have been three occasions in which the Jewish People vanquished their Amalekite opponents. At various junctures there have been wars waged against Amalek, but total victory can only be claimed with regard to three instances. The successful erasure of Amalek’s memory, the “macho” (mechiya) of “zeicher Amalek,” the Gra explains, will always be achieved specifically through the hands of those hinted to in the very word “emcheh” (aleph/mem/ches/heh). The Torah juxtaposes the words “macho” and “emcheh” in part to subtly inform us that the “macho” will take place via those alluded to in the rashei teivos of the next word “emcheh.” And thus both words are necessary as the double lashon difficulty falls by the wayside. 

The first victory, of course, is the one currently under our spotlight, the victory achieved as the Jews journeyed from Yam Suf towards Har Sinai. The mechiya of Amalek was wrought through the collective efforts of osiyos “emcheh”: 

   Aleph = Aharon

   Mem = Moshe

   Ches = Chur 

   Heh = Hashem
                  

Moshe Rabbeinu was sitting atop the nearby mountain while Aharon and Chur combined their efforts in supporting the lifted hands of Moshe, those sacred hands so very instrumental in securing a Jewish victory.
 The mishna in Rosh HaShana (29a) makes it clear that it was the vehicle of Moshe’s raised hands that stirred the fighting people to turn their attention heavenward in prayer.
 And those hands could only stay lifted with the continued assistance of both Aharon and Chur.
 We are not done with “emcheh,” of course, without also drawing reference to Hashem who, in truth, is the One always responsible for our victories.
   

Now on to the second time we witness a fulfillment of mechiyas Amalek. The story of Purim and the ultimate redemption from galus Paras/Madai were made possible through the personalities whose combined efforts helped foster a full-fledged victory over Amalek. And, once again, these individuals are hinted to in the rashei teivos of the word “emcheh”:

   Aleph = Esther

   Mem = Mordechai

   Ches = Charvona

   Heh = Hashem

Esther, Mordechai, and Charvona
 united to engender the downfall and subsequent demise of Haman and the erasure of Amalek’s memory in their time. Naturally, all was made possible only through the constant involvement of Hashem’s hidden hand, and thus we again take note of how the “macho” of Amalek was wrought specifically via those alluded to in osiyos “emcheh.”
       

The third and final fulfillment of mechiyas Amalek will occur at the end of days, and it is then that Amalek will be entirely destroyed and erased from memory forever. Once again, the Gra so brilliantly notes, the victory over Amalek and the ensuing fulfillment of “macho” will be achieved specifically through the collective efforts of osiyos “emcheh”:

   Aleph = Eliyahu HaNavi

   Mem = Mashiach
   Ches = Ches Nesichim (the 8 ‘princes’ whose merits will contribute to the arrival of the geula- see                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     Succah 52b
)

   Heh = Hashem

Thus concludes our lengthy quote. A fascinating remez indeed-- one actually consisting of three separate remazim, each certainly worthy of its own analysis and discussion. It is only the second part that we currently wish to explore, the remez of osiyos “emcheh” that focuses our attention on the story of the festival of Purim. The rashei teivos of the word, “emcheh,” the Gra informed us, also hinted to the various roles that Esther, Mordechai, and Charvona all played in fulfilling mechiyas Amalek in their generation. “Macho” al yi’dei osiyos “Emcheh”: Esther, Mordechai, Charvona, and Hashem.

Esther, Mordechai, and…Charvona?!

It seems somewhat unsettling, however, to find Charvona grouped together with Esther and Mordechai. They were clearly the protagonists of the story, and Charvona’s trivial role towards the tale’s end—his entire role is contained in all but one pasuk!—pales in comparison to the instrumental roles played by Esther and Mordechai. In the first part of the Gra’s remez, we understood that Moshe needed the assistance of both the righteous Aharon and Chur in raising his hands continuously.
 But did Charvona’s mere pointing to Haman’s tree (Esther, 7:9) play such a pivotal role in destroying the memory of Amalek? Was he really even needed at all? 

Apparently so. The Shoshanas Yaakov liturgy- based on Yerushalmi Megilla (3:7)- even concludes with the phrase, “vi’gam Charvona zachur la’tov,” and Charvona, too, should be remembered for the good.
 What, indeed, was so special about his cameo appearance on the Purim stage, especially when we only got to know him first as but one of several of the king’s chamberlains (Esther, 1:10)? 

To help guide us down a possible correct path, I believe we must also question why the name of someone who “should be remembered for the good,” is, in fact, a name so closely connected to the notion of “churban.” Churban, destruction, and “Charvona” share the identical root,
 stirring us to ponder why an individual who contributed to an escape from churban is to be forever regarded as highlighting the very idea of it.

Matan Torah All Over Again

Perhaps we could offer the following: The Purim story is often regarded as the auspicious time when the Jewish People willingly accepted all the Torah (see Medrash Tanchuma, parshas Noach, #3
). The “kimu vi’kiblu” of Megillas Esther (9:27) is understood by Chazal (Shabbos 88a) to also refer to a “hadar kiblu’ha,” a re-acceptance of the Torah, for the original acceptance had been somewhat willy-nilly as the mountain hovered frighteningly above their heads. Hence, in a certain sense, aspects of Matan Torah underwent a replay, a reenactment of sorts,
 as the Jews were finally prepared to accept the Torah once more, this time with full willingness in tow. 

What was the name (or one of the names- see Shabbos 89a-b)
 of that famous mountain? Har Choreiv. And why was it labeled as such? “Because through it, churva to the gentile nations of the world came about.” This mountain upon which the Jewish People received the Torah encompassed within its name- was, in its very essence, therefore- a mountain that brought about a churva, a destruction and desolation, to the gentile nations. More precisely, though, the concepts of churva and churban are themselves rooted in the three letter word, “chareiv,” which implies a separation, just as the sword, the cherev
- explains the Maharal- decapitates and separates a single entity into two distinct ones.
 

The essence of Matan Torah revolved around the notion that the Jews were now to be made a distinct nation- a “goy kadosh”- one that would henceforth be separated from all the other nations of the world and regarded as G-d’s chosen and beloved people; they would stand forever alone atop this lofty pedestal of kedusha. This total separation between the Jews and all others was one of the primary defining aspects that characterized what a Matan Torah was all about.
 The mountain is not labeled by a name indicating the revelation of G-d or the accompanying miracles; nay, its essence is one of “cherev” and “churban,” and it is thus most appropriately branded the title of “Har Choreiv.” 

Har “Choreiv” and “Charvona”

If Purim was to be a reenactment, a sort of replay of that same Matan Torah, then the all-important notion of Har Choreiv as representative of the newly established separation between the Jews and all others had to also be somewhat present. Who, then, would illustrate this complete separation and send this crucial message home along with all the other ideas meant to be gleaned from the Purim story? That was the brief but significant role played by none other than Charvona, the ambiguous figure whose name is essentially one that speaks of churva and cherev. Yes, through the ongoing efforts of Esther and Mordechai, Haman’s downfall was looking quite imminent. But as long as Haman remained alive, the Jewish People could not truly sense their having been, once again, separated and elevated above all the nations of the world. 

Just as the nation of Amalek had to be vanquished as a prelude to the churva that was to be actualized fully at a Matan Torah soon to follow, so too would Haman, Amalek’s descendant, have to be utterly destroyed for a true “hadar kiblu’ha” to take place on its heels. With Amalek completely out of the picture sulking in their humiliating defeat, the churva implemented and sealed at Har Choreiv could be truly appreciated. The grandson of Eisav, his heir and the personification of all his evil, was, along with all the other nations of the world, to be fully separated from the lofty pedestal to be occupied solely by the sons of Yaakov, the newly formed Am Yisroel. And who was it that triggered this permanent churva but a gentile chamberlain in the king’s court named “Charvona,” whose name indeed captured his essence, his ultimate taphkid in life.

True, it only took a short utterance and the slight movement of a finger. But it was that immediate action taken by one of the king’s chamberlains that ensured Haman’s complete downfall.
 Charvona was the clincher, the “makeh bi’patish.”
 Had it not been for this quick action taken by Charvona, Achashveirosh’s anger could have likely subsided, at least to the point of opting to keep Haman around in some capacity. With Haman now completely removed from the picture, the Jews, once again, could enjoy an elevated status as they were reminded of their uniqueness through a messenger of “HaMelech,” the pseudonym for HaKB”H throughout the megilla. Amalek’s descendant and all that he represented would forever be gone and totally separated from the people he had tried his utmost to subjugate. Amalek’s high hopes have been dashed yet again, as the stage has been set for a “hadar kiblu’ha” that comes hand in hand with what a Har Choreiv was all about. 

The first time around- preceding Matan Torah- it was the lifted hands of a Moshe that helped foster Amalek’s downfall. But as the story of Purim witnessed Am Yisroel’s collective reacceptance of the Torah and Amalek was thus set to fall once again, the hands of a Moshe were no longer necessary. This time it would be the lifting of a single hand of a simple, inspired chamberlain- nay, it would be but a lifting of his mere finger- that would, ultimately, seal Amalek’s destruction as Haman and family are called upon to permanently exit the Shushan stage…                                                        

“Emcheh”= Esther, Mordechai, Hashem, and yes, even Charvona merits mention, the individual who, with but a finger, put the finishing touches on what was to be the second true mechiya of an Amalek inhabiting this world.

A Freilichen Purim!  

� See Rashi on Ki Seitzei, 25:18, quoting from the Medrash Tanchuma (#9), and see the Beis Yosef, OC”H, #242 (“Garsinan”), citing the Mahari Abuhav. See also R’ Hutner’s additional explanation in his Pachad Yitzchak on Purim, ma’amar 1, #6.   


 


� Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, end of parshas Beshalach (17:14), quoting from R’ M. S. Reizkin’s Imrei Noam. It appears, as well, in HaMe’or HaGadol, vol. 1, p. 168 (and see footnote #28 there), and is also cited in Chaim shel Torah, pp. 336-337 (and see accompanying footnote).  I subsequently found the same remez in R’ Matisya Gargi’s Oneg L’Shabbos (p. 26), quoting instead the Chida. (See also a related remez in the Minchah Belulah, beginning of parshas Bechukosai.) In addition, see R’ Shlomo Arieli’s remarks in Rapiduni B’Tapuchim, pp. 129-130.    





� See also the Mechilta and Da’as Zikeinim MiBa’alei HaTosfos.





� See also the comment of the Aderet (R’ E. D. Rabinowitz-Te’umim) printed in the journal, Moriah, Adar Sheini 5765, p. 29.





� Ostensibly, the choice usage of mechiya should suffice to convey an emphatic erasure without the need for repetition; the word itself implies complete eradication of any last remnant. To quote the Maharal (Ohr Chadash, p. 187): “lashon timcheh moreh al ha’afisa ha’muchletes vi’ha’ibud ha’gamur…” 


        


� Regarding the Gra’s application of the letter “heh” as referring to Hashem, see also R’ Chaim Falaji’s Chaim Li’gufa (chapter 1, os “heh,” #12) quoting the Medrash Talpiot: “Ein ‘heh’ e’lah shi’mo shel HaKB”H…” See also ibid., #14, quoting Osiyos d’R’ Akiva. See also R’ Yosef Chaim’s Shu”t Torah Lishma, #423; he was asked this very question, quotes the Osiyos d’R’ Akiva, and then adds a ta’am nistar.  In addition, we find the letter “heh” often referring specifically to the Shechina: see the Zohar, vol. 3, 257a; Tikkunei Zohar, 111b; Sha’arei Orah, sha’ar 7 (#4); Megaleh Amukos, ofen 80; and the ba’al Sefer HaChareidim’s Mi’lei D’Shmaya, chapter 33 (#5), and chapter 36 (#10). See also Chaim shel Torah, parshas Beraishis, p. 49. (See also Shu”t Igros Moshe, Y”D, vol. 2, #138, and Shu”t Yabia Omer, vol. 3, Y”D, #9. See also Teshuvos HaGrach, Y”D, #285, p. 178.)


 


� Interesting to note is that the “mem” corresponding to Moshe is sandwiched in between the “aleph” and “ches” which correspond to Aharon and Chur respectively-- just as Moshe was situated on the mountaintop with Aharon on one side and Chur on the other…  





� See also Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 5, pp. 145-146. (See also the remez of R’ Avraham Schorr in his HaLekach ViHa’livuv, 5762, p. 145.)  





� For a deeper, mystical understanding of the specific role of the Aharon/Chur combination, see the Me’ir Ayin commentary on the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos, #45 (“Haran,” note #211), quoting Likutei Torah.  





� Perhaps the reference to HaKB”H’s involvement only arrives at the end of the word because our hishtadlus is always required first in order for HaKB”H to then intercede miraculously on our behalf (Shir HaShirim Rabba, 5:3).      





� Regarding the unique role of the mysterious Charvona, see my essay on Purim entitled “Charvona?!” After all, it is somewhat startling that for a mere pointing to a tree, Charvona earns himself a “vi’gam Charvona zachur la’tov,” as well as being listed alongside Esther and Mordechai in this remez of osiyos “emcheh.” 





� How fascinating then to note the remez mentioned by the Ba’al HaTurim (and cited by the Chida in his Nachal Kedumim) that the gematria of “macho emcheh” equals that of “zeh Haman”… (See the Chida there for numerous other related rimazim.)  





� See also Shir HaShirim Rabba, parsha 8 (#3 in the section of 1:9), and see Sefer Gematrios L’Maharash MiLublin, parshas Vayeishev, p. 23.





� Though mashiach will be the sole king spearheading the redemption, these ‘princes’ will join with melech ha’mashiach, and will also display some sense of sovereignty—see Maharsha, Chiddushei Aggados.  





� See especially the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh there.





� See also Maseches Sofrim, 14:6. The medrashim (Esther Rabba, 10:9; Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 50; Yalkut Shimoni, #1059) cite the opinion that Eliyahu HaNavi assumed the physical body of Charvona. (See also Ibn Ezra on Esther, 7:9.) This indeed explains why Charvona is spelled differently at the end of the megilla (see Minchas Shai on 7:9): see M’nos HaLevi (7:9) and the Alshich, the Radal’s commentary on Pirkei d’ R’ Eliezer (ibid., #131), and see Megillas Eliyahu (from the author of Sheivet HaMussar) quoting from Einei HaEidah. See also the brief remark of the Rokeach. In addition, see R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky’s remarks in Derech Sicha, p. 643. The Maharal (Ohr Chadash) writes that the nusach of the Yerushalmi implies that it espouses the opinion in the medrash that it was, in fact, Eliyahu who pointed to the tree—how interesting that we find both Eliyahu HaNavi and Charvona juxtaposed to the idea of “zachur la’tov…” See also the Maharil’s Minhagim, Hilchos Purim (#14), and the Haga’os Maimoniyos on the Rambam (Hilchos Megilla, chapter 1, #7), and see the remazim cited by R’ Yosef Chaim in his Shu”t Torah Lishma, #523 (Sod Yisharim).) Even if it were really Eliyahu, however, Charvona obviously had some zechus to have made him worthy of Eliyahu appearing in his form (see the Radal’s commentary on Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, and see Sha’ar Bas Rabim). And, of course, we still have the other opinions… See Megilla 16a (and Maharsha there), and the commentaries of the Gra, the Dubno Maggid (Kol Yaakov), and R’ Zalman Sorotzkin (Chut Shel Chessed). See also Ki’motzei Shalal Rav, Purim, p. 162, quoting the Toldos Chaim (and Shu”t Mayim Chaim).    


   


� See also the Targum on Esther, 1:10.





� See also the comments of the P’nei Yehoshua on Shabbos 88a.





� See also Pachad Yitzchak on Purim, ma’amar 31.





� The gemara records a dispute as to whether the mountain’s primary name was “Sinai” or “Choreiv.” The Maharsha explains that the opinions are arguing if the primary name of something is determined by the name with which it is introduced to us in the Torah for the first time (“Choreiv”), or if we are to focus instead on the name the Torah uses most often to describe it (“Sinai”).       





� See the comments of the Ramban, parshas Yisro, 20:23.





� I subsequently came across a collection culled from the writings of the Chasam Sofer related to the megilla, where the Chasam Sofer (in his Drashos) also explains the name “Charvona” as connecting to the idea of “cherev,” the sword, although he takes a different route. (See also Ticheiles Mordechai (Alon), p. 6.) For another understanding entirely of the name “Charvona,” see the Rama’s Mechir Yayin commentary on the megilla, 1:10.   





� See also the remarks of R’ M. Y. Lefkowitz appearing in his Imrei Da’as, vol. 2, pp. 335-336.





� See also the insight brought in R’ Moshe HaKohen’s Kehillas Moshe, p. 104.





� See also R’ Moshe Dovid Vali’s (talmid chaver of the Ramchal) commentary on the Megillos, p. 247.





