
THE REQUIREMENT FOR AN ACT OF KILLING TO BE JUSTIFIED UNDER

THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT

The doctrine (or principle) of double effect is often invoked to explain the Killing one's assailant is justified, he argues,
provided one does not intend to kill him. In Aquinas observes that â€œNothing hinders one act from having two effects,
include the explicit requirement that the bad effect not be intended.

Isolated from the two consequences, the action itself must be good, or at least it must be morally neutral.
Controversy about the principle of double effect concerns whether a unified justification for these cases of
non-intentional killing can be provided and if so, whether that justification depends on the distinction between
intended and merely foreseen consequences. Later versions of the double effect principle all emphasize the
distinction between causing a morally grave harm as a side effect of pursuing a good end and causing a
morally grave harm as a means of pursuing a good end. The appropriate conclusion, then, is that double effect
plays no role whatsoever in justifying the use of opioid drugs for pain relief in the context of palliative care.
There must be a proportionately grave reason for permitting the evil effect. Equally, Kagan argues, we should
say that it is intended in this case p. Therefore, Mill argues, our moral analysis should ignore matters of
motivation, and so we should reject DDE, which appeals to a distinction between intended and unintended
consequences. Since double effect implies that the latter may be permissible even when the former are not,
those who wish to apply double effect must provide principled grounds for drawing this distinction. The
patient must be in a terminal condition: If I give the patient a fatal dose of pain-killing drugs and they would
have recovered from their disease or injury if I hadn't given them the drugs, it's no use saying that my intention
was to relieve their pain. It is reasonable to assume that agents who regret causing harm will be disposed to
avoid causing the harm or to minimize how much of it they cause. Does the fact that we foresee the harm
make our action immoral? Although the first three conditions have a decidedly anticonsequentialist character,
the fourth may appear to embrace consequentialist reasoning. Woodward, P. Performing an abortion, by
contrast, would involve intending to kill the fetus as a means to saving the mother. Applications of double
effect always presuppose that some kind of proportionality condition has been satisfied. Death is not always
bad - so double effect is irrelevant: Other philosophers say that the Doctrine of Double Effect assumes that we
think that death is always bad. The principle is used to justify the case where a doctor gives drugs to a patient
to relieve distressing symptoms even though he knows doing this may shorten the patient's life. The doctor
should ask himself, "If the patient were not to die after my actions, would I feel that I had failed to accomplish
what I had set out to do? Those who reject double effect for this reason may still maintain that there is a
morally significant difference between self-sacrifice of this sort and suicide, but that the difference depends on
a difference in the agent's motives and ends, not a difference in the means adopted. They also include
protections denied to minimize harm to civilians: Rule  Formulations of the principle of double effect Thomas
Aquinas is credited with introducing the principle of double effect in his discussion of the permissibility of
self-defense in the Summa Theologica II-II, Qu. Mackie, Ted Honderich ed. Two important moral issues arise
concerning this practice. Defenders of the principle typically respond by pointing to the implicit recognition of
the moral significance of this distinction in the moral practices of ordinary persons. Wherefore, if a man in
self-defense uses more than necessary violence, it will be unlawful, whereas, if he repel force with
moderation, his defense will be lawful. What the critics of double effect emphasize is that the distinction
between what is intentional and what is foreseen does not explain the permissibility of these exceptions. The
common judgment that strategic bombing is permissible provided that it is proportionate also deserves more
scrutiny than it usually receives when it is taken to be justified by the principle of double effect. The strategic
bomber aims at military targets while foreseeing that bombing such targets will cause civilian deaths. New
Catholic Encyclopedia Vol. Third, that the distinction has moral relevance, importance, or significance.
Mangan, Joseph,  On this point, popular understandings of double effect, with the second assumption in place,
may diverge from the most defensible version of the principle. For example, very little harm is done to the
environment if I realize I'm out of ketchup and I drive to the store before dinner so that I buy some ketchup.
Thus, self-sacrifice and killing in self-defense might involve permissibly causing death as a means to a good
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end, while dispensing medication to relieve pain in terminally ill patients and the strategic bombing of military
targets might involve causing death as a side effect. Duff, Antony. Moral philosophers who believe that the
moral character of an action is exhaustively determined by the nature of its consequences will, of course,
object to this requirement. Walzer, Michael,  For example, a physician's justification for administering drugs
to relieve a patient's pain while foreseeing the hastening of death as a side effect does not depend only on the
fact that the physician does not intend to hasten death.


