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“Enhancing Love: Killing Romance or Defending Autonomy?”
Using Love-Drugs: A Jewish-Ethics

 Perspective
Long Abstract
This article will deal with the perspective of Jewish ethics towards the use of love drugs

. In doing so, I will try to answer three basic questions: 
1. Why is an ethical justification required for using love drugs?
2. When is a greater justification required and when is a lesser justification

 required?
3. When is there no justification for using love drugs?
1. In answer to the first question

:
On the one hand, there is a basic assumption in Jewish ethical sources that anything which is not explicitly prohibited is permitted. On the other hand, some sources can be used to prove that, even in trivial

 cases, there must be a justification in order to permit something. How does one reconcile this contradiction? In every case that has an ethical question surrounding it, must there be a justification in order to permit something, or is it permitted unless there is a clear reason to forbid it? In other words, what is the default position of Jewish ethics towards the problems that arise: Is something permitted until it’s explicitly forbidden, or forbidden until it is explicitly permitted

? 
An analysis of the sources

 shows that the answer depends on the type of case: if it’s a ‘religious
’ or ‘social’ case (for example: when a religion or society claims that a certain type of sexual behavior is inappropriate, but the individual thinks differently), then the premise is that the behavior is permitted, and whoever wants to prohibit it must have a justification to do so. Why? Because human autonomy is more important than the religious or social order, and when religion or society seek to limit the individual’s freedom they must have a good justification for doing so

. This applies to every religious or social-ethical problem. However, if the problem which arises relates to the ‘natural-biological order,’ and it involves a manipulation of the body or the mind

 (for example: use of a mood-influencing psychiatric drug), the Jewish ethical premise is that the manipulation is forbidden, and whoever wants to permit it needs to have a clear justification. Why? Because manipulating human nature (even in the smallest way) changes our understanding of the nature of a human being and humanity, and this has far-reaching effects, not only on the limits of a person’s social freedoms but also on the very possibility of freedom, faith, emotional spontaneity, etc. Therefore, when it comes to biological cases, every manipulation requires a justification. The use of love drugs clearly belongs to this type of problem, and therefore it always requires a justification.
מניתוח המקורות עולה שהתשובה תלויה בסוג המקרה: אם המקרה משתייך ל'סדר הדתי' או 'החברתי' הרי שאז הנחת המוצא היא שזה מותר, ומי שרוצה לאסור זאת אינו רשאי לעשות זאת ללא הצדקה. כך לדוגמא כותב הרב ישראל ליפשיץ (גרמניה, 1782-1860): "כל דבר שלא נדע טעם לאוסרו, מותר הוא בלי טעם, שלא הזכירה התורה דברים המותרים כולם, רק דברים האסורים" (פירוש למשנה 'תפארת-ישראל', ידים ד, ג). מדוע? משום שהנחת המוצא של האתיקה היהודית היא שהחוק היהודי אינו מגביל את האוטונומיה של בני-אדם אלא כאשר זה הכרחי. זה בכל הנוגע לבעיות אתיות מהסוג הדתי או החברתי. לעומת זאת אם הבעיה שמתעוררת קשורה ל'סדר הטבעי-ביולוגי', ומדובר בביצוע מניפולציות על הגוף או הנפש (לדוגמא: שימוש בתרופה פסיכיאטרית שמשפיעה על מצבי-רוח) – כאן הנחת המוצא של האתיקה היהודית היא שזה אסור, ומי שרוצה להתיר זאת נדרש להביא הצדקה ברורה. משום כך כתוב בתלמוד (בבא קמא פה',א) שהשימוש ברפואה דורש היתר: "'ורפא ירפא' (שמות כא', יט), מכאן שניתן רשות לרופא לרפא". מדוע? משום שמניפולציות על הטבע האנושי (גם הקטנות ביותר) משנות את ההבנה שלנו לגבי מהו אדם ומהי אנושיות, ועלולות להיות לכך השפעות מרחיקות-לכת לא רק על גבולות החופש החברתי של בני-אדם אלא על עצם האפשרות לחופש, לאמונה, לספונטניות רגשית וכו', ולכן בכל מה שנוגע לתחום הביולוגי – כל מניפולציה דורשת הצדקה. 
2. In answer to the second question:
After clarifying which cases require justification in order to be permitted, I will then try to clarify what level of justification is required. Meaning

: Does one require a greater justification in any case? There seems to be a consensus that there is a difference between manipulating the body and manipulating the mind. Is it not true that a man who takes Viagra to strengthen his erection, in order to improve his romantic relations with his partner, face the same ‘ethical question’ as a man who takes a drug which influences the brain and magnifies his sense of love? Is it not true that a woman who has plastic surgery to enlarge her breasts or a man who has surgery to change the size of his penis face the same ‘problem’ as someone who takes a hormone-increasing drug which influences sexual desire? But is there really a distinction between manipulating the body and manipulating the emotions? Why do we tend to think that there is? Is there an ethical justification for this distinction?
My second claim in the article is that we all have what I call a manipulation hierarchy—in other words, we tend to distinguish between low-level manipulations, which require a low-level ethical justification, and high-level manipulations, which require a higher ethical justification. The distinctions between manipulations relates, in the main, to four parameters:
1. The ‘higher’ the subject is in humanity’s attitude towards it, the greater the justification manipulating it will require. For example: a manipulation of animals requires less justification than a manipulation of humans; a manipulation of the body requires less justification than a manipulation of the mind; a manipulation of mental skills or abilities that do not affect autonomy requires a lesser justification than a manipulation that does affect freedom and autonomy.
2. There is a difference between manipulating someone in order to cure someone (for example in a case where most people are able to do something and just one specific person is not

) or a manipulation which aims to improve a person’s ability above and beyond that of the majority of the population. In the latter case a stronger ethical justification is required.
3. There is a distinction between a temporary improvement and a permanent, irreversible improvement

.
4. There is a difference between a drug which allows the patient to stand on his own

 and a drug which creates perpetual dependence. In other words, in principal there is no opposition to the manipulation, but a greater or lesser justification is required (depending on the manipulation’s level)
3. In answer to the third question:
Are there cases in which drugs are absolutely forbidden, regardless of any justification? Jewish ethics says yes: cases where the manipulation alters the ‘nature’, the ‘essence’ (and, if one wants the Aristotelian sense, ‘the form’) of the object. For example, a manipulation that changes the character or the behavior of the person so that they will be unrecognizable; or a manipulation that results in monolithic behavior (as in Aldous Huxley’s book Brave New World,

 where every person becomes obedient). According to Jewish ethics, each of these examples of drug use, which harm the pluralism that is inherent to humanity

, are completely forbidden. This is because such a manipulation which does not merely increase or broaden freedom, but undermines the very possibility of freedom, spontaneity and the pluralism of human nature.
In order to assess the difference between cases in which one is absolutely forbidden to use drugs and cases which require a justification, I suggest the ‘test of the small child.’ This means that, in every case in which a small child (aged five or six) would find it difficult to identify their mother or father as a result of them using drugs which dramatically change their behavior or character, it is forbidden to use the drug. 
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