1
1

CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL

THE TWO-TIERED WAR OF THE WORLDS                                                            R’ EYTAN FEINER   

Parshas Beshalach/Zachor/Purim
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

A fascinating remez indeed. “Macho Emcheh,” G-d informs us in His Torah, He will erase Amalek’s memory from this world— but specifically through the hands of those hinted to together with Him in the word “emcheh.” “Macho” al yi’dei osiyos “emcheh.” Let us now return to the first part of the remez, the one focusing on those who played an active role in the first victory over Amalek, the victory recorded for us at the close of parshas Beshalach.

A Glaring Absentee

The Gra enlightened us by demonstrating how the rashei teivos of “emcheh” alluded to the combined efforts of Aharon, Moshe, Chur, and Hashem in ensuring a Jewish victory. But something seems more than just a bit amiss here. Have we forgotten someone, an individual who was hand picked by none other than Moshe to lead the people in battle against Amalek?
 The selection of Yehoshua to take over at the helm on the battlefield is, strangely enough, completely ignored in the remez of the Gra.
 Was Yehoshua not an instrumental figure in leading the people down the road to victory? 

The medrashim make it quite clear that Yehoshua was needed at the forefront of battle as the descendants of Amalek can only be conquered by those descending from Rachel, with an added emphasis on the children of Yosef.
 Yehoshua, as a scion of Ephraim ben Yosef, was therefore an ideal choice,
 an individual whose other merits warranted his role as the future leader of the Jewish People, the one charged with bringing them into Eretz Yisroel and leading them to victory over the seven nations inhabiting the land.
 Surely he deserves mention along with the three greats who played out their respective roles from the nearby mountaintop. But, alas, we find no “yud” in “emcheh” as Yehoshua seems to fade from center stage, not to ever be included in the idea of “macho” al yi’dei osiyos “emcheh.”

The “Heh” For Hashem?!

Before attempting to better understand and appreciate this remez of the Gra, let us ponder one final point. In all three parts of the remez, the final letter, “heh,” corresponded to Hashem, a subtle reference to G-d’s involvement in vanquishing Amalek. Interesting, yes— but is it really necessary? Is Hashem not the one responsible for all the Jewish victories throughout our war-plagued history? We have been up against many a belligerent foe, and any ensuing victory was, of course, always made possible only through the aid of G-d’s hidden hand. At the end of the day, it is solely He who decides the outcome of all our wars.
 Why, then, should Hashem’s interceding on our behalf specifically during the war against Amalek be hinted to in the word, “emcheh,” when G-d apparently need be no more involved in this victory than all the numerous others?

Two Distinct Parshiyos

To peer past the surface of the remez on hand and perhaps catch a glimpse of its profundity, we must return to the Torah and see what the text itself might just yield. Sounds reasonable...But which text? There are, in fact, two separate parshiyos dealing with Amalek’s erasure from memory, one at the close of Beshalach, and the other at the close of Ki Seitzei.
 Which certainly leaves us wondering: Is there really a need for two distinct sections in the Torah dedicated to Amalek- or, more specifically, to the erasure of Amalek’s memory- when it clearly would have sufficed to just group all the ideas into one single parsha?
In its final nine pesukim, Beshalach records the story of Amalek’s brazen attack against Am Yisroel as they journeyed towards Sinai. In the final three of Ki Seitzei- with no real connection to the subject matter preceding it- yet another parsha of Amalek finds a place in the Torah, when it could very easily have been incorporated into the corresponding account in the much earlier parsha of Beshalach. The episode, in fact, did transpire at that juncture, so why not simply add three more pesukim detailing the command to remember what Amalek “did to you on the road while departing from Egypt”?

Perhaps the above is no question at all, for the Torah quite often repeats earlier ideas and concepts in Sefer Devarim, the final section of the Torah regarded also as “Mishna” Torah. What makes this example stand out, however, is that on the Shabbos of Parshas Zachor we lain from the final three pesukim of Ki Seitzei, while just a few days afterward we arrive at a Purim and opt instead to lain from the Amalek story presented in Beshalach. If Parshas Zachor is to somehow serve as a prelude to the destruction of Amalek that unfolded in the Purim saga, would it not be more appropriate to first read from the actual events recorded in Beshalach and only then to follow up with the command to destroy Amalek discussed in Ki Seitzei? A review of the actual episode surely precedes a command based directly upon it.
 (It might even strike us as a bit awkward to turn our attention first to Ki Seitzei, only to then flip back to the much earlier Beshalach for the laining on the Purim festival which comes shortly thereafter.) 

Regardless of the order of the Torah readings in the course of a week that finds Amalek occupying the spotlight, the very fact that we read from two separate parshiyos on Parshas Zachor and Purim, respectively, is itself indicative that we are indeed dealing here with two separate parshiyos, and not a mere repetition. Why, then, we must wonder, is there really a need for two parshiyos, and why do we read specifically from Ki Seitzei on Parshas Zachor and from Beshalach on Purim?
              

The Primary Evils of Amalek

Our questions in place, it is time now to turn to some brief remarks of the Ramban who, I believe, will help carry us forward to a possible resolution. In his concluding comments to parshas Beshalach, the Ramban addresses the question of why Amalek was punished more harshly than all the other nations who have also waged war with the Jewish People throughout history. After all, it is only with regard to Amalek that we are commanded to erase their memory entirely: All men, women, children, animals, and- according to some opinions-
 even their inanimate possessions, must be completely wiped out, their memory forever erased from the world. What was it about Amalek that warranted such utter annihilation?

The Ramban claims that the reason was, in fact, twofold: First, Amalek arrived on the scene to fight against G-d, so to speak, to rid the world of the awe and reverence instilled within its inhabitants upon witnessing G-d’s prowess in the miracle of splitting the Reed Sea. “Sham’u amim yirgazun” (Beshalach, 15:14), the Torah informed us, the nations of the world trembled in fear and trepidation, they were gripped with terror upon seeing G-d’s undeniable omnipotence displayed at Yam Suf. Along comes an impudent nation called Amalek to wash away any remnant of reverence for G-d, as they attempted to be “misgaber al Hashem,” to overpower G-d and His influence.
 It was a futile attempt to prove G-d’s vulnerability, to show the other nations that He could indeed be fought against. This was, therefore, not just any war against the Jewish nation; it was a war waged directly against the Jewish G-d. And for that Amalek was deserving of the most severe of punishments.

But the Ramban adds yet a second reason. Since Amalek was a grandson of Eisav
- thus making him a blood relative to the scions of Yaakov- he was deserving of harsher treatment. An attempt to murder someone will brand the perpetrator with a stamp of wickedness. But what if one brother or cousin would arise to kill the other-- and especially for no good reason?
 That warrants severe retribution, a despicable crime that must be dealt with on an entirely different plane. If the grandchildren of Eisav have no qualms about trying to destroy the grandchildren of Yaakov, then, understandably, the Torah has no qualms about mandating complete erasure for these evildoers. A rasha cannot just step forward, kill his very own cousin, and think for a second that he could escape paying a heavy price for his nefarious deed.
    

The Two-Tiered War of Amalek

From the words of the Ramban,
 we thus discover two separate reasons for Amalek’s complete destruction: On one level, Amalek waged a war directly against the Jewish G-d, attempting to rid the world of the “sham’u amim yirgazun” that so overwhelmed the nations of the world at Yam Suf. On yet another level, Amalek ran to wage war against their very own cousin, fully ignoring their ancestral ties to the same grandparents shared by the descendants of Yaakov. Hence, we depart from the Ramban with the knowledge that this war- whose effects rippled throughout the world- was, in fact, a two-tiered war against G-d on one plane, and against Am Yisroel on another.
 Perhaps the Ramban has provided us with the stepping-stone needed to tackle our question of the two separate parshiyos…

Let us return to parshas Beshalach for a reexamination of the text on hand. After Amalek’s defeat, HaKB”H declares that, “macho emcheh es zeicher Amalek,” “I will surely erase the memory of Amalek.” Who is it that will erase Amalek’s memory? HaKB”H. Any mention here regarding a command issued to the people themselves to erase Amalek’s memory? Not a word. And why not? Because their command will only appear on the Torah’s pages at the close of parshas Ki Seitzei: “timcheh es zeicher Amalek.”
 
Parshas Beshalach is primarily concerned with the war that G-d will fight against Amalek throughout history, midah kineged midah for Amalek having decided to wage war against Him. Amalek fought against G-d and also against His people. Beshalach clearly focuses on G-d’s relationship vis-à-vis Amalek: It is He, we are told, who will erase Amalek’s name from beneath the heavens, regardless of any future command He is to issue to the Jewish People themselves.
 Hence, we readily understand Rashi’s additional emphasis in explaining “ki macho emcheh”: “…ki chafeitz Ani limchoso,” Rashi writes, it is Hashem Himself who wishes to wipe them out.
 This parsha is all about “emcheh,” G-d’s role in mechiyas Amalek, and Rashi helps make that point even clearer.

Just two pesukim later, in the pasuk chosen to close the parsha, we read of how G-d’s name
 and throne
 will remain deficient so long as Amalek resides in the world. Who swears that Amalek’s presence will affect His sovereignty over the world? HaKB”H. And, again, not a word about the effects their presence might have on the Jewish People. And why is that? Because the context is parshas Beshalach where G-d vs. Amalek is the primary focus, and not The People vs. Amalek. The parsha’s concluding words and the clearest proof to our thesis: “milchama la’Hashem ba’Amalek mi’dor dor”-- this is all about “Hashem’s” war to be fought against Amalek throughout the generations.
 It is not the milchama of His people that is highlighted beneath the Torah’s lens in Beshalach, but rather the milchama of Hashem Himself, kaviyachol, who will eventually see to it that His name and throne be ultimately restored to their full cosmic meanings.
 

We are reading here only of “emcheh,” “yad al keis kah,” and “milchama la’Hashem.” Amalek fought against G-d, and G-d, therefore, will reciprocate accordingly. This is clearly the cardinal focus of Beshalach, an idea already hinted to, I believe, in the opening pesukim. Let us rewind a bit and head in for a closer look.

The Staff of G-d

Amalek arrives on the scene and wages war against Am Yisroel. In the very next pasuk, Moshe appoints Yehoshua to select the appropriate soldiers for such a battle, while informing him of the former’s own role atop the nearby mountain. But Moshe is not yet done speaking. The pasuk continues: “u’mateh ha’Elokim bi’yadi,” and the staff of G-d is in my hand. Moshe makes it a point to mention to Yehoshua- precisely at the time of the latter’s selection as the leader on the battlefront- that the staff of G-d will be clenched in his hand while on the mountaintop.
 
Wait a second-- since when does the Torah ever refer to Moshe’s staff as “mateh ha’Elokim”? In parshas Shemos and onward, we got to know this miraculous staff merely as the “mateh” of Moshe. Plain and simple. It has hitherto been labeled only once before as the “mateh” of G-d,
 and never again will be. Even just four pesukim earlier in Beshalach, we witnessed this very staff being referred to as “your [Moshe’s] staff with which you had smitten the Nile” (17:5). Why specifically now do we encounter the staff’s description as “the staff of G-d”?

Yehoshua is asked to select “giborim” and “yir’ei cheit.”
 According to another explanation offered by Rashi, he was requested to locate those who possessed the ability to counteract the sorcery and witchcraft of Amalek. But even with all this hishtadlus, the Torah still makes it quite clear that there was essentially one kovei’a, one determining factor, that decided the war’s outcome: When Moshe’s hands were raised and the people had their hearts directed towards the heavens in prayer (Rosh HaShana 29a), then the Jews overpowered Amalek; if his hands were laid to rest, then Amalek was en route to victory.
 
And what was being held in those holy hands of Moshe? The “mateh ha’Elokim.” Moshe wanted Yehoshua to know that, even with all their hishtadlus, the war’s upshot would essentially be determined by the degree to which the people recognized that it is G-d who is really in control. It is His staff that will be held up high for all to see, as it is only He who can, and will, ultimately decide the victor.

Is it not, though, always G-d who controls the final outcome? Yes, indeed-- and undeniably so. But, as we noted, there was an added emphasis in this particular incident for Amalek came to do battle directly against the Jewish G-d. Amalek waged a two-tiered war, with the Ramban having informed us in his first explanation that Amalek wished to be “misgaber al Hashem.” You want, Amalek, to fight with G-d? Fine, go ahead-- but you’ll have to pay the price, and that means dire consequences. G-d will mete out retribution- as He always does- but now it will be far more severe. This time around, He will assume an even more prominent role because Amalek dared display the outright temerity to wage war directly against G-d Himself.
Moshe was well aware of this, and thus lets Yehoshua know right from the start that “Elokim”
 will be- and more noticeably than ever- actively involved in seeing to it that Amalek suffers a humiliating defeat. “U’mateh ha’Elokim bi’yadi.” This is not just our war. It is G-d’s war, as well, and it is He who will be at the forefront of this two-tiered battle of Amalek.

The War Against the Jews

We now fast-forward to parshas Ki Seitzei. And we know right from the start exactly upon whom the focus will be. Hashem was the primary focus of Beshalach, but now it is time to address the second tier of the war, the one that saw Amalek fighting against the people themselves. Thus we read:

“Zachor eis asher asah licha Amalek ba’derech bi’tzeischem mi’Mitzraim/ Asher karicha ba’derech, va’yizaneiv bicha kol ha’necheshalim acharecha vi’atah ayeif vi’yagei’a vi’lo ya’rei Elokim/ Vi’haya…timcheh es zeicher Amalek…”

Leading up to G-d’s command to the Jewish People that they have their own obligation to erase the memory of Amalek, the Torah makes it oh so clear that it is the Jewish People who now occupy the Torah’s spotlight. They are told to remember not what Amalek had done against G-d, but rather what Amalek had done specifically to them. This is no longer about the striking audacity Amalek had perpetrated against G-d that led to a “macho emcheh”-- the focus of parshas Beshalach. The pesukim in Ki Seitzei- with the constant emphasis on “you, you, you…”- paint a very different picture, a pretty lucid portrait of the second tier in Amalek’s war that shook the world. The Jews were exhausted from a tiring trek out of Egypt and still Amalek came in to attack, sadly, their very own cousins. And for that, G-d instructs His beloved victims: “timcheh,” you, the Jewish People, are being given your own command to see to it that Amalek’s memory is forever erased from this world.
 

But what about the pasuk’s mention of “vi’lo ya’rei Elokim”? If the subject is, indeed, Am Yisroel and not HaKB”H, then these three words appear somewhat extraneous in such a setting. Perhaps, though, on the heels of such a query, we can understand what Rashi felt necessary to add into the pasuk’s meaning. After pointing out that it was Amalek- as opposed to the Jewish People
- who did not fear G-d,
 Rashi then adds the following two words: “me’li’hara licha,” from having committed evil to you. Rashi is, in fact, apparently answering the question of why Amalek’s lack of fear of G-d is mentioned in a context dealing primarily with their war waged against the people, and not with their war waged against G-d. Hence, Rashi felt the need to explain that “vi’lo ya’rei Elokim” is not an independent statement, but is rather the cause of why Amalek did not hesitate to perpetrate their evil upon the Jewish People. There was no fear of G-d restraining Amalek from doing evil unto Am Yisroel. What our beloved Rashi can accomplish in but a mere two additional words…     

Different Perspectives, Different Lainings 

Two separate parshiyos-- two separate wars that were fought simultaneously. Beshalach sees its main focus on Amalek’s war against G-d, while Ki Seitzei has its focus revolving around the war against the Jewish People whose ancestors they share. Why, though, do we read first from the later parsha, from the second passage dealing with Amalek, and not from the earlier one that outlined the actual war that brought on the ensuing command of mechiyas Amalek? Let us recount the story itself come Parshas Zachor, and then we’ll head to Ki Seitzei for a reading of our obligation when Purim arrives just a bit later-why the startling switch?

We must not forget that it is HaKB”H who is issuing this command of “timcheh es zeicher Amalek…”. When G-d wishes for us to remember something, He always turns His attention to his cherished nation, while we always turn our attention to His role in history. The Gra,
 R’ Tzaddok HaKohen,
 and the Kedushas Levi
 point out that, while the Torah always refers to the yom tov of Pesach as “Chag HaMatzos,” we instead always call it “Pesach.” HaKB”H commands us to commemorate the festival when His beloved people heeded His call for a quick departure from Egypt when the exile finally approached its end. G-d’s focus is always on His people as He wishes for us to remember the exodus from Egypt; it is specifically our role that G-d wants to highlight, our departure in such haste that did not allow for sufficient time to prepare anything more than simple matzos. In His Torah, therefore, it will be referred to as “Chag HaMatzos,” a festival that homes in on us, on His people, on the role that we played-- as opposed to His role in redeeming us.

We, however, always turn the shift in G-d’s direction. No, we will not address it as a yom tov highlighting our quickly-made matzos, but rather as one made possible solely by the fact that our merciful G-d passed over our houses and spared our lives on our final day in Egypt.
 From our perspective, the festival is not about “Chag HaMatzos,” but about “Chag HaPesach.” G-d might be looking at us, but our eyes stay focused solely on Him.

We find a similar idea unfolding as war is about to waged against Midian in the opening pages of parshas Mattos. HaKB”H commands Moshe to "take vengeance for B'nei Yisroel against the Midianites," followed immediately by Moshe's directive to the people: "...Arm men from among yourselves for the legion against Midian to inflict Hashem’s vengeance against Midian." While G-d declares the war to be for the people, Moshe alters the original terminology, referring to it instead as "nikmas Hashem"-- echoing somewhat what we just witnessed during the exodus from Egypt. With His eyes always turned our way, G-d viewed the battle as avenging the corruption wrought against His nation, while Moshe switched the focus, turning the spotlight instead on avenging the chillul Hashem that resulted from the heinous acts of Midian.
 

So it is, I believe, with regard to milchemes Amalek. We have two separate parshiyos because the Torah wishes to highlight that there were- behind the scenes- essentially two separate wars going on here. Now a Shabbos referred to as “Parshas Zachor” arrives. We are given a command in the Torah to remember what Amalek did to us, to never forget the wickedness they displayed in ambushing us on our way towards Sinai. If G-d is issuing the command to remember, what exactly is it that He wishes for us to remember? Is it His role in the erasure of Amalek, the “emcheh” declared by G-d in the wake of Amalek’s having waged war against Him-- the focus of Beshalach? Or is it, perhaps, our role in Amalek’s erasure, our job of “timcheh” because we, Amalek’s own relatives, were so viciously attacked on the road-- the focus of Ki Seitzei? If G-d wants us to remember, it is what an Amalek did to us, much more than what they did to Him, that forms the basis of a di’oraissa command to perennially recall that encounter.
 

Along comes the festival of Purim. Our sages have established long ago that we must read from the Torah on Shabbos and on the Moadim. Time now to select a “laining” for Purim. Where, then, do we turn to first? To the story of Amalek, of course, but not to the one in Ki Seitzei because that one sees the people as the focus, that story revolving around “eis asher asah licha…”-- and we are searching for the narrative that highlights G-d’s role in erasing Amalek’s memory. Yes, indeed, we are searching for “emcheh,” for “milchama la’Hashem,” for “mateh ha’Elokim.” And we have found them in Beshalach, the perfect choice for what we opt to lain from on the festival of Purim. 
We choose the laining and, especially on Purim- a festival instituted by the sages and not appearing anywhere in the Torah- we wish to highlight G-d’s role in destroying Amalek as opposed to that of our own. G-d speaks only of “Chag HaMatzos,” but we turn the shift to “Chag HaPesach.” Likewise, G-d commands us to remember what Amalek did against us, but we opt instead to lain on our Purim from a Beshalach that focuses on what Amalek tried to do against G-d. Parshas Zachor brings with it a call of attention to Ki Seitzei; Purim time, we rewind back to Beshalach. And our choice of lainings is now, understandably, quite apropos.
  
A taste of the above message can perhaps also be gleaned from the following. Amalek essentially waged a war against the Hashem described in the shiras ha’yam as, “Hashem ish milchama” (Beshalach, 15:3). The last pasuk in parshas Beshalach appears to borrow from that same terminology in describing G-d’s war against Amalek: “…milchama la’Hashem ba’Amalek…” You, Amalek, fought against G-d as the figurative “Man of war”—now you’ll have to pay the price as He turns His wrath directly against you. Juxtaposed to “Hashem ish milchama” are the words, “Hashem shi’mo”—and thus Amalek who challenged G-d’s name and essence in the world thereby also caused His glorious name to be somewhat incomplete. The parsha’s final pasuk begins, “Va’yomer ki yad al keis Kah,” as we read of Amalek’s defaming of sh’emo shel Hashem (the abbreviated “kah” in place of Sheim Havayah), and hence the expected and immediate response of “milchama la’Hashem ba’Amalek mi’dor dor.”            
When it comes to our final war against Amalek, our fulfillment of the command of timcheh, Hashem will deliver to us mashiach ben Dovid to complete the full eradication of Amalek’s memory forever. G-d as the “ish milchama” will be waging His own war against Amalek, but will send us the precious gift of mashiach ben Dovid to lead our war against Amalek (and the other wicked nations of the world). In the final battle against all evil, we will recognize Him throughout as the “ish milchama” while He consistently casts the spotlight upon mashiach ben Dovid. Any wonder, then, that “ish milchama” yields the identical gematria (434) as “mashiach ben Dovid”…
 It is this “ben Yishai” who will thus also restore the “Hashem shi’mo” to its rightful place—and, quite appropriately, the gematria of “ben Yishai” (372) equals exactly that of “Hashem shi’mo”…                          
Back to the Missing Yehoshua

We are also prepared to return to the beginning, and can perhaps now taste a bit more of the sweetness in the remez of the Gra. We questioned earlier the glaring absence of Yehoshua from the first part of the remez, the one hinting to the involvement of Aharon, Moshe, Chur, and Hashem in vanquishing Amalek. Yehoshua, the bold leader on the battlefield, we wondered, does not merit mention? He sure does. But not in “emcheh.” In parshas Beshalach, a parsha where we find Amalek’s erasure being couched primarily in a context of “yad al keis kah” and of “milchama la’Hashem,” Yehoshua- the people’s representative on the battlefield- is not to be highlighted in the word “emcheh.” “Emcheh,” after all, is about G-d’s desire to wipe out Amalek, and the focus must therefore be limited to those individuals who contributed to the cheilek ha’ruchni, to the spiritual side, of the battle
-- to those who more closely resembled the way that G-d fights His battles, behind the scenes but all the while overseeing it all.
 

Hence, Moshe on the mountaintop with Aharon and Chur beside him assisting indeed merits mention in G-d’s “emcheh.” Yehoshua, however, was leading the physical battle and, albeit crucial to the people’s hishtadlus fulfillment, it does not make its way into “emcheh.” After all, Moshe had already informed him that the battle was, first and foremost, to be centered around the “mateh ha’Elokim bi’yadi,” for Amalek was not just fighting against the people, but against G-d Himself. This was at the forefront of Amalek’s intentions, this was the beginning of the “milchama la’Hashem ba’Amalek mi’dor dor,” and this is what brought about G-d’s declaration of “macho emcheh.” 

Back to the “Heh” of “Emcheh”

And that explains why we witness a remez specifically here to Hashem’s involvement in destroying Amalek. Yes, of course, Hashem is deciding the outcome of every war throughout history. But milchemes Amalek was different. As we have seen over and over again, Amalek waged war against G-d Himself, and was therefore to suffer the consequences for such audacity. Besides the command of “timcheh” issued to His people who were attacked by these wicked Amalekites, G-d declared His own personal involvement of “macho emcheh.” He issued a statement serving further to emphasize that, indeed, we have witnessed in parshas Beshalach the start of what was to become a “milchama la’Hashem ba’Amalek mi’dor dor.” 
And thus, in every “emcheh” observed in our history, we are being informed—through the “heh” at the end of the word—that G-d is subtly expressing the fulfillment of His own declaration that He will ensure that Amalek’s memory be forever erased from beneath the heavens.

The People of Purim

We then move on to part two of the remez and take note of the respective roles played by Esther, Mordechai, and Charvona. There was no physical battle that rid the world of Haman-- just the fasting, davening, and teshuva inspired by Esther and Mordechai,
 and the personal repentance of Charvona as he betrayed Haman by sealing the latter’s fate with the pointing to the tree. The lifting of Moshe’s hands, the lifting of Charvona’s finger— these are not about mere physical motions, but about the deeper, spiritual and mystical elements involved. Aharon, Moshe, and Chur combined on the spiritual battlefront encountered in parshas Beshalach, while Esther, Mordechai, and Charvona likewise acted mostly on a spiritual plane throughout the story of Purim. 

And where was it that Chazal decided we would lain from every Purim? How appropriate, the very same parshas Beshalach where “emcheh” is occupying center stage. Yes, indeed, osiyos “emcheh,” the subtle hint to Esther, Mordechai, Charvona, and Hashem (“HaMelech”…), in the same way that it told us earlier of Aharon, Moshe, Chur, and Hashem, and will tell us also of Eliyahu, Mashiach, Ches Nesichim, and Hashem. Those who played instrumental roles while fighting Amalek on the spiritual battlefront will be subtly alluded to in the word that bespeaks G-d’s unique involvement in erasing Amalek’s memory from the world forever.

“Macho al yi’dei osiyos “EMCHeH.”

� 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 remarks of the Meshech Chochma on Yisro, 19:2, regarding the people’s diminishing belief in Moshe as specifically Yehoshua- the scion of Yosef- led them in the actual battle. Approaching from a very different angle, see the Sfas Emes on parshas Yisro, 5635. 





� Yehoshua is, however, alluded to in a remez of the Zohar quoted in Drashos Chasam Sofer, drasha l’Purim 5583 (vol. 1, p. 399). The remez revolves around the word “achim” as a reference to milchemes Amalek and Purim, as the rashei teivos hint to Aharon, Chur, Yehoshua, and Moshe respectively.  


  


� See my essay on parshas Vayigash, “The Roar that Broke the Silence,” for a discussion of these medrashim and the respective roles of Yosef and Binyamin (and Dan and Naftali) in bringing about the complete downfall of Eisav. See also the brief remark of R’ R. Margoliyos in his Nitzutzei Ohr, Megilla 2a. 


   


� Better yet, he was actually the ideal choice— see Toras Chaim on Chullin 92a (end of “he’vi”), based on Targum on Shir HaShirim. See also the remarkable gematrios of R’ Chaim M. D. Weissmandl appearing in his Toras Chemed, pp. 34-35. In addition- and coming from a different perspective- see the Ohr HaChaim ha’kadosh, and see R’ Moshe Dovid Vali’s Bris Olam. See also R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Ohr Torah commentary on the Ma’alos HaTorah, #35 (p. 74).  


   


� See also the insight of the Meshech Chochma in his remarks on parshas Shelach, 13:16. 





� Had the Gra not associated the “heh” of “emcheh” with Hashem, perhaps we could have suggested that it corresponds to Hoshea, Yehoshua’s original name. The problem, of course, is that, although the name change doesn’t appear on the Torah’s pages until the beginning of parshas Shelach (13:16), Hoshea is referred to as “Yehoshua” already during the war against Amalek. In addition, although the Torah’s literal reading is clearly indicative of a name change just before Hoshea went to scout the land, the Pa’anei’ach Raza (Shelach, ibid.) understands that his name had already been changed to Yehoshua immediately upon becoming Moshe’s mi’sha’reis. See also the Ramban and the K’sav Sofer, end of Beshalach.


       


� See especially R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky’s remarks appearing in Derech Sicha, bi’urei tefilla, p. 662.





� Parenthetically, see the fascinating gematria noted by the Ozhrover Rebbe in his Be’er Moshe, Vayeitze, p. 611.





� To explain why Zachor isn’t read on Purim, R’ Yehuda Aryeh Di Modina quipped that when one is involved in the drinking of Purim, it is simply not feasible to fulfill the mitvah of “remembering”…(Chiyucha shel Torah, Vayeishev, 40:23- “vi’lo zachar sar ha’mashkim”- one occupied with alcohol doesn’t remember well…).


  


� I subsequently found that R’ Avraham Yehoshua Goldberg (talmid of the Alter from Kelm) also discusses the question in Kisvei Paz (pp. 172-173), a posthumous collection of his writings and letters. 





� See Chayei Adam, klal 155 (#2), and see R’ Y. C. Sofer’s Tov Lehodos, section 1, siman 1. (See also some relevant issues touched upon in my essay on parshas Shoftim, “Conflicts of Cruelty.”)


 


� See also the K’sav Sofer and R’ Yerucham Levovitz’s Da’as Torah, and see Pachad Yitzchak on Purim, ma’amar 1. In addition, see R’ Elchonon Wasserman’s Bei’urei Aggados, siman 10 (#2), and see the sefer, Chazon L’Moed, arbah parshiyos, p. 86.





� See also the related comments of R’ Moshe Feinstein in the journal, Kol HaTorah, vol. 54 (Nissan, 5763), p. 42.   





� See Mechilta d’R’ Shimon bar Yochai, end of Beshalach, and see the Rambam’s Moreh Nevuchim, 3:50. See also the comments of the Targum Yonasan ben Uziel on Shir HaShirim, 2:16. 





� The Ramban also adds that the Jewish People did not pass through their land, nor did they do anything that might have incited Amalek, and still the Amalekites went to fight them in battle. (He seems to blend that in with his second reason, rather than stating it as a third, separate reason.)   





� See also the Ramban’s comments on Ki Seitzei, 23:7, and see the comments of the Radak on Yirmiyahu (49:12), on Amos (1:9), and on Malachi (1:4).  





� I subsequently saw that the Malbim (on 17:14) echoes the two-tiered aspect of the war mentioned by the Ramban.


� Amalek’s two-tiered war thus appears to echo the earlier battle of their ancestor, Eisav, against both Yaakov, his brother, and G-d as well. The gemara in Chullin (91a) remarks that the dust of the duel between Yaakov and the angel of Eisav sent to kill him, ascended to the “kisei ha’kavod,” apparently an allusion to Eisav’s intent to also figuratively battle against G-d’s throne and glory by removing Yaakov from the world. (See also R’ Y. M. Charlap’s Mei Marom, vol. 5, p. 92.) Like his grandfather before him, Amalek follows Eisav’s example and wages war against both G-d and their blood relatives at the same time.   


       


� See the comments of the Beis HaLevi, end of parshas Bo (new edition, p. 135), where he also addresses the different lishonos of “emcheh” and “timcheh.” See, as well, the related comments of his descendant, R’ Ahron Soloveitchik, in Logic of the Heart, Logic of the Mind, pp. 172, 178. In addition, see R’ Zalman Sorotzkin’s Chut Shel Chessed commentary on Megillas Esther (p. 23), R’ Y. I. Halevi Prag’s Tzitz HaSadeh, vol. 2 (Purim, ma’amar 2, pp. 11-15), R’ Viner’s Da’as Tushiya (end of Beshalach and end of Ki Seitzei), Pilpula Charifta quoting from Heg’yonei Aharon, and R’ Livanon’s Zichor L’Avraham, siman 37. See also the comments of R’ Hutner in his Pachad Yitzchak, Purim, ma’amar 20 (and Kuntrus Reshimos, #3).      





� See especially the comments of the Malbim on 17:14. (See also the remarks of the Maharil Diskin.)





� I subsequently saw that R’ Livanon’s Zichor L’Avraham (end of siman 1) also touches upon the diyuk, and explains the apparent superfluity in a similar manner.


 


� See the Bi’ur HaGra on Y”D, 276:9, #19 (and Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, parshas Chayei Sarah, 25:6). See also R’ C. Y. Farkas’s Nikadesh Es Shimcha, pp. 95-102.





� Based on Rashi-- see, however, the Ramban and Rabbeinu Bechaye. Parenthetically, see the comments of R’ Y. Y. Strassberg in his Shu”t Yad Yosef, vol. 1, #44 (quoted in Peninei Teshuvos on Rosh HaShana, pp. 323-324).  


 


� See also the Malbim.


� Perhaps we might also add the following: When will Hashem show the world that he is “ha’Melech” (hei ha’yedi’a), the King Who reigns over all (and the appellation, Chazal inform us, by which He is alluded to in Megillas Esther), and sits atop His throne, the “keis kah” (the reference to G-d’s throne in this world)? At the end of days, the z’man of the “keitz,” when Amalek, he who challenged the kingship of G-d, is utterly destroyed. When “ha’Melech” (gematria =95) sits atop “keis kah” (=95), then we have indeed arrived at the z’man of the “keitz” (95+95=190=keitz)… (See the gematria of the B’nei Yissaschar regarding Esther and Haman- ma’amarei ha’Shabbasos, ma’amar 9 (#1), and Igra Di’kalla on Vayishlach (33:18)- that got me thinking.) See also the fascinating related gematria appearing in R’ M. Breslover’s Li’machar A’tir, parshas Va’eschanan, 6:4. 


    


� See also R’ Y. M. Charlap’s Mei Marom on the Rambam’s Shimoneh Perakim, pp. 151-152.


 


� Shemos, 4:20. That lone mention of the “staff of G-d” is understandable in light of the fact that Moshe himself had not yet used this special staff to perform miracles with.   





� See Likutei Chaver ben Chaim al haTorah (quoting the sefer, Ir Dovid) and R’ Tzvi P. Frank’s Har Tzvi. See also my essay on parshiyos Mattos/Masei, “A Few Really Good Men,” for an elaboration on Rashi’s unique terminology used in this context.





� See the introduction to Shu”t Oneg Yom Tov (#9) where the author discusses this aspect unique to the war against Amalek. See also R’ Zalman Sorotzkin’s Chut Shel Chessed commentary on Megillas Esther, p. 11. In addition, see R’ Y. M. Schechter’s remarks in his Leket Amarim, vol. 1, p. 109. See also the Tosfos Yom Tov commentary on the mishna and the remarks of R’ Yitzchak Flakser in his Sha’arei Yitzchak, vol. 7 (Siach Yitzchak section), pp. 145-146, 150. In addition, see Afikei Mayim, Purim, inyan 3, p. 143.


� I subsequently saw that R’ S. R. Hirsch makes the almost identical point.





� We begin the narrative by encountering “mateh ha’Elokim,” and then read on to find the parsha concluding with “milchama la’Hashem.” Turning to Ki Seitzei, we then witness the Torah returning to its usage of “vi’lo ya’rei Elokim, and that is followed twice by “Hashem Elokecha.” There is definitely what to further deliberate upon…


 


� I subsequently saw that the Malbim basically presents the same approach that I’ve outlined above—see his comments on 17:14. 


 


� See the Yalkut Shimoni, Sefer Shoftim, 5:51. See also R’ Y. C. Sofer’s Tov Li’Hodos on Purim, vol. 1, siman 6, for a discussion of the different sources on the matter. See also Pachad Yitzchak on Purim, kuntrus reshimos, p. 99 (#7), and Reshimos Leiv, Purim, p. 327 (#8) (see also p. 343). In addition, see the understanding of R’ Ahron Soloveitchik in Logic of the Heart, Logic of the Mind, p. 177.


 


� See the interesting point noted by R’ Volbe in his Alei Shur (vol. 1, p. 95), and see also R’ Bluch’s Peninei Da’as. 


 


� Cited by the grandson of R’ Avraham achi haGra in his Derech Avos (see Derech Sicha, parshas Mishpatim, pp. 309-310).


 


� Pri Tzaddik on Shavuos, #3 (vol. 4, p. 35- “vi’zeh”).


 


� Parshas Bo, 12:27—and see the supporting gematria noted by R’ Avraham Schorr in his HaLekach VihaLevuv, Haggadah shel Pesach, p. 60. (See also Pi’anu’ach Parshiyos (Korman), p. 57.) For alternate explanations regarding Chag HaMatzos/Pesach, see Sheim MiShmuel (Haggadah shel Pesach, p. 37), and R’ Wolfson’s Emunas I’techa on the Moadim (“Acharon shel Pesach”), p. 39.   


  


� See the question posed in Koveitz Iyun HaParsha, 5766, gilyon 23, p. 58.





� See also Chizkuni, Kli Yakar, Meshech Chochma, K’sav Sofer, and Tosefes Bracha, and see R’ Dessler’s understanding in Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 124. (In addition, see an alternate approach suggested by the K’sav Sofer.) See also the idea expressed by R’ Soloveitchik in Derashot HaRav, p. 165.    





� See also the remarks of the Mishna Brura, 685:16, and see the comments of the Pe’ulas Sachir on the Ma’aseh Rav, #133. Coming from a different standpoint is the opinion of the Tzvah Rav-- see his question cited in the footnotes to the Sefer HaChinuch (Machon Yerushalayim), mitzvah #603.   





� And though on Purim itself we lain from a Megilla where G-d’s name is glaringly omitted—for a number of reasons, a topic worthy of its own lengthy essay—we still find the following fascinating remez: Commenting on Esther, 7:10, the Rokeach writes that the eleven words comprising this pasuk which highlights the hanging of Haman on the tree, correspond to the gematria of the missing two letters that Amalek had ‘removed’ from G-d’s name (‘vav’ + ‘heh’= 11). When Amalek’s scion is destroyed and we are saved from his grasp, G-d’s name is also fully restored and we wish to allude to that as well. The end of the pasuk thus understandably reads, “va’chamas ha’melech sha’cha’cha,” and the King’s anger abated—as “ha’melech” refers, of course, to HaKB”H. See also the Chida’s Nachal Eshkol on the same pasuk.               


� The name Dovid here is to be spelled in full, with the added yud after the vav—just as it is spelled throughout Divrei HaYamim, the sefer delineating the lineage leading to malchus beis Dovid. Regarding the above gematria, see also the kuntrus, D’ei Chochma L’nafshechah, parshas Vayakhel 5768, p. 9, and p. 15.





� In his Drashos (vol. 2, p. 312b), the Chasam Sofer even associates Moshe, Aharon, and Chur specifically with Torah, Avodah, and Gemillus Chassadim, respectively— once again, all spiritual matters, perfectly in line with our thesis.     





� See also Afikei Mayim, Purim, inyan 3, pp. 142-143 (based on the Zohar). In addition, see the comments of R’ Zalman Sorotzkin in the beginning of his Chut Shel Chessed commentary on Megillas Esther, p. 10.


 


� See especially the remarks of R’ Elchonon Wasserman in his Koveitz Ma’amarim, vol. 1, pp. 263-264 (from Bi’urei Aggados printed at the back of Koveitz Ha’aros, siman 10).  





