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In ths volume, Rabbi Daniel Z. Feldman sets out to present the ethcal-
halakc principles that govern our everyday interactions. His overriding
objective is to show that "day-to-day interactions between people, the
treatment of one another in mundane conversation, in walkng in the
street, in traveling on a bus, or waiting in line to be served in a store, are
no less the home of halaka than are the activities of the synagogue or
the kitchen, the study hall or the hospital bed" (xii).

The specific topics covered include: embarrassing others; derogato-
ry nicknames; honoring oneself at the expense of others; instigating and
perpetuating disputes; lying for the sake of peace; vengeance and
grudges; greetings in Jewish Law; the bilateral obligation of forgiveness;
raising a hand in violence; love and hatred; aggressiveness and insensi-

tivity; and concerns for human dignity.
Important compendiums on the ethics of interpersonal relations

have been produced in the past. Acknowledging the influence of these
volumes on his study, Feldman cites nineteen works of this kind, includ-
ing the classical volumes of R. Joseph D. Epstein: Mitsvat ha-Etsa,
Mitsvot ha-Bayit, Mitsvot ha-Musar, and Mitsvot ha-Shalom.

Feldman casts a wide net in the treatment of his subject matter. The
reader will find many nuggets of interesting and provocative ideas. For
example:

· The extent to which it is desirable that one's insticts correlate auto-
matically with those of the Torah's mitsvot, according to Maimonides,
depends on whether the mitsva is ritual or interpersonal in nature. When
the mitsva is ritual, it is commendable that one should bend his will to
that of the Torah. But, when it comes to interpersonal ethcs, one must
go further and cultivate a perspective that is on its own consistent with
the Torah's commandments (pp. xx-xxv).

· If a victim graciously forgives his offender before the offender
gets around to asking for forgiveness, this gesture by the victim does
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not relieve the offender of his duty to seek forgiveness from his victim

(pp.141-147).
. The obligation to offer warm greetings to one's fellow, accord-

ing to Maharal, applies more than ever when the fellow is wicked, as we
hope that the friendship extended by an upstanding citizen will inspire
the sinner to repentance. This was in fact the approach of no less a fig-
ure than Aharon ha-Kohen. Nonetheless, greeting a sinner at a moment
of transgression is prohibited, for this may be construed as tacit encour-
agement (p. 127).

. If one is guilty of the sin of lashon ha-ra, how should he go about
seeking forgiveness from the victim if informing the victim of the

offense will cause the latter much anguish? Rabbi Abron Soloveichik's
solution: "In place of begging absolution, it is appropriate to disperse
information that will counteract the negative effects of the gossip. This
action is more consistent with increasing harmony than seeking the vic-
tim's pardon" (p.150).

A salient feature of Feldman's work is the extensive references to
responsa literature. Feldman manages detailed summaries of these
works without taking the reader on tangential adventures that diminish
cohesiveness and focus.

Feldman received his rabbinical ordination at Yeshiva University's
Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Theological Seminary. One expects, therefore, to
find in his work a large dosage of" lomdus," and indeed, the reader will
relish the useful and instructive application of the "Brisk" method of
analysis. As an example, let us cite R. Feldman's study of the talmudic
discussion that seems to authorize some sort of deception for the sake
of preservation of "peace" (darkhei shalom). What exactly is the dispen-
sation here? Does it mean that the prohibition against falsehood is
inoperative when in conflct with peace? Or does it merely say that
when truth and peace are in conflct, the pursuit of peace is the lesser of
the two evils? Feldman suspends on this hakira many issues that are in
dispute, among them whether lying to promote peace is mandatory or
only permissible, and whether the dispensation permits only alterations
of the truth or even outright lies. R. Yehuda ha- Hasid's view that the

allowance applies only to lies pertaining to events of the past, but not of

the future, is also said to depend on the above question.
I would add that darkhei shalom is not necessarily an immutable,

unbounded principle; its application rather varies depending upon the
setting. Take, for instance, the sphere of hinnukh. One aspect of a par-
ent's educational responsibilty is the duty to habituate his son in truth-
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tellng.l The standard of candor set for hinnukh stands higher than that

for adults, which may be readily seen by R. Zeira's dictum prohibiting
the breaking of promises made to children-for fear of habituating
them to dishonesty. 

2

To be sure, there are circumstances under which one may break a
promise made in good faith. One circumstance obtains when one com-
mits to conferring upon another an exorbitant largess. Given the con-
siderable expense involved, the "beneficiary" presumably does not rely
on the promise and the retraction thus does not dash his expectations. 3

Another qualifYing circumstance obtains when two people reach a ver-
bal agreement on the sale of an item whose price then changes before
the transaction is completed. Here, it is not regarded as unethcal for the
disadvantaged party to renege.4

Given that the breaking of a promise is not at all times forbidden,
R. Zeira's unequivocal ruling with regard to children would seem to
indicate that the breaking of a promise to them is always forbidden.

Children's uncultivated intellect will not appreciate the rationale for a
permitted retraction, and their moral sense will be confused.

Because the hinnukh duty requires a higher standard of truth-tellng,
the darkhei shalom license should probably not apply in a hinnukh set-
ting. Rabbi Nahum Yavrov explicitly adopts ths position. Basing himself
on R. Zeira's ruling, he says that, while Rabbi Shelomo Zalman
Auerbachs allows, because of darkhei shalom, to tell an unwelcome guest
that his "host" is not home, one should not use a child to deliver the
message or even allow the clúld to hear the lie.6

While truth must operate on a higher plane in the world of hinnukh,
some amount of intersection with the adult standard of honesty must be
admissible. This because hinnukh is religious training not just for an ideal
world but for the real-adult-world. In the real world an individual will
assuredly encounter many instances where the use of some form of
deceit will be the only means to mitigate, avoid, or end strife and dis-
cord. Even R. Yavrov points out circumstances wherein children may lie:
when a chid assesses that an aggressive visitor wi expect him to awaken
his napping father, the child may tell the unexpected caler that his father
is not home? Relatedly, where chidren are involved in a scuffle, a chid
may be permitted to make use oflies as a means of ending the fighting.8

Conscientious efforts to inculcate truth and integrity work to bring
the adult world closer to the pristine world of hinnukh. This is so

because the task of promoting integrity and truth challenges parents
and educators to come up with creative solutions to end strife and dis-
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cord without the use of lies and deceptions, and to avoid situations
where permissible lies and permissible broken promises become neces-
sary. The hope is that each successive generation of youth enters the
adult world with a new burst of moral energy and society moves to a

higher standard of integrity.9
Collective bargaining provides another settng for the darkhei shalom

principle. Consider that if negotiations between labor and management
reach an impasse, a lie on the part of one side may avert a strike and
bring on a settlement. Because the lie promotes peace, it might be per-
missible on the basis of darkhei shalom. Coming into a bargaining ses-
sion, however, with a pack of lies, ready to spring them loose when and
if circumstances warrant is ilegitimate. Regardless as to whether the plan
is actualy implemented or its use technically permitted, the fact remains
that the training, readiness, and preparation to use lies and deceptions
acclimate one to lying and debiltate character. Moreover, if success as a
negotiator is to some degree predicated on the honing of the skil of art-
fullying, the practitioner faces the long-term danger that his profession
wil develop for him an acquired taste for lying. This is prohibited on the
basis of "They have taught their tongue to speak lies, they weary them-
selves" (Jeremiah 9:4). If deception has any place in a collective bargain-
ing session, it would only be as a spontaneous reaction to the situation at
hand with the motive being to avert a strike.

I conclude this review by reiterating that the author has produced
an enlightening work dealing with the ethcs of everyday interactions.
The Right and The Good is a work of meticulous scholarship and scintil-
lating lomdus and it augurs for the young Feldman a bright future in
the world of Torah scholarship.

NOTES

1. See R. Isaiah ha-Levi Horowitz, Shenei Luhot ha-Berit, Sha'ar ha-Otiyot4.
2. Sukka 46b.

3. Arukh ha-Shulhan, Hoshen Mishpat204:9.
4. Arukh ha-Shulhan, op. dt., 204:8. In this case, R. Epstein believes that not

to retract would be a matter of middat hasidut (pious conduct). Note
Tosafot (Bava Metsia 24b) who rule that lifnim mi-shurat ha~din (conduct
beyond the letter of the law) pertains only to making a claim on one's toil
and effort, but not to the requirement of incurring financial loss. R.
Epstein's mention of middat hasidut here should, therefore, be understood
as saying no more than that not to retract is praiseworthy conduct. A
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requirement not to retract does not, however, obtain here, even on a
supererogatory level.

5. R. Shelomo Zalman Auerbach, quoted by R. Ya'akov Yehezkel Fish, Titen
Emet le- Ya'akop 5:24.

6. R. Nahum Yavrov, Nip Sefatayyim 3:32, hiddushim, 57-58.
7. Ibid., and hiddushim, 58.
8. R. Shelomo Zalman Auerbach and R. YosefShalom Elyashiv, cited in Titen

Emet le-Ya'akop, op.cit., 5:10.
9. The material on hinnukh in the text draws from my book Case Studies in

Jewish Business Ethics (Hoboken, New Jersey: KtavjYeshiva University
Press, 2000), pp.19-32.
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CORRCTION

In Tradition 35:2 (Summer 2001), Professor Yehoshua Liebermann,

reviewing a book by Aaron Levine, was misidentified. Yehoshua
Liebermann is Professor of Economics at Bar Ilan University, and
has published widely in the field. of economics and Jewish law.

119


