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April 4th, 1975 
Rabbi Dr. Jacob Freedman 
68 Calhoun Street 
Springfield, Mass. 01107 

Dear Colleague: 
After our 'phone conversation last night, I gave 

some further thought to your project and to the whole "polychrome" 
approach to liturgy, I would like to share with you some of my 
musings. 

There are, it seems to me, two different ways 
in which the matter can be handled. One I would call "philological," 
the other "developmental." In the former, the color scheme 
illustrates the variety of literary strata from which individual 
words and phrases are taken. The other illustrates the actual 
growth of the liturgy. 

In your Haggadah, you combine both approaches. 
The colored squares in the margin indicate the "developmental" 
approach, while the coloring of the individual words and phrases 
manifests the "philological" approach. 

And yet, looking at the whole thing from a 
paedagogical point of view, i.e., imagining myself using your 
Siddur in a classroom situation, I am beginning to wonder whether 
the combination of both approaches is not a case of taphasta 
merubbah. 

I opened your Haggadah at random on page 64. 
looking at the maror section, I find the following: The institution 
as such is in red, i.e., Tannaitic. The kabbalistic formula is 
duly designated as "modern." Yet, in that formula itself, you 
mark the words mitzvath akhilath maror as Amoraic. Then comes 
the berakhah, in which you mark the words barukh attah adonai 
elohenu melekh, 'olam and maror as biblical, and the words 
ha (definite article to go with ' olam) and maror as Amoraic. 

(However, while the words barukh attah etc. are biblical, the 
berakhah itself, as you clearly indicate is not. But, though 
the berakhah over maror may be Amoraic, the words asher qiddeshanu 
etc. are as clearly Tannaitic as barukh attah etc. are biblical. 
Yet you designate them as Amoraic!) 

Now, I ask myself: what is to be gained by the 
philological approach? That later strata of the language will 
use vocabulary and phrases originating in earlier strata is a 
truism. Illustrating this procedure polychromatically can get 
you, as I tried to indicate in the last paragraph, into difficulties 
and inconsistencies. For example, in the kabbalistic formula 
to which I have referred, you designate the words, mitzvath 
akhilath maror as Amoraic, and the rest of the whole formula 
as modern. But if I want to, I could also break up the rest 


