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1  “The doctrine of double effect has a firm, respected position within Roman Catholic medical ethics. Neil M. 

Gorsuch, a judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, believes that this doctrine also enjoys a 
central place within U.S. law. This essay examines and assesses Gorsuch's thesis.” 

2  “The purpose of this essay is to show the widespread importance of the intention/foresight distinction which 
has traditionally been taken to be at the basis of the Roman Catholic Doctrine of Double Effect. Herein, I 
argue that this distinction is 1) embedded in ordinary language, 2) assumed to be of moral import in 
common morality, and 3) at the center of a vigorous debate regarding the proper legal definition of 
intention. If my argument is on target, then whether the intention/foresight distinction can be given a 
principled defense has implications not only for the Doctrine of Double Effect, but also for each of these 
areas.” 
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Morality 3, S. 142–157.3 
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3  “Recently, Joseph Boyle, the foremost proponent of the DDE over the past few decades, has argued that the 

DDE is required by the absolutist context of the Catholic tradition and, further, that anyone who rejects this 
particular context is not entitled to use the doctrine. In this essay, I will focus exclusively on the intention 
condition of the DDE and its central distinction, i.e., intention/side effect. I will proceed by considering in 
turn (1) Boyle’s argument that the absolutist moral framework of the Catholic tradition requires the 
intention/side effect distinction; (2) the ways in which that framework is made vulnerable by this 
requirement; and (3) just why the DDE should be viable even outside of the Catholic tradition if it turns out 
that a feature of (1) is correct and the challenges of (2) can be met.(edited)” 

4  “Contemporary moral theological discussion of the principle of double effect usually operates in one of the 
following four contexts: interpretation of Aquinas; in relation to manualist casuistry; as understood within 
proportionalist methodology; as defended within the new natural law methodology. The essay argues that 
juridically-oriented methodologies do not adequately sustain the principle of double effect. To be sustained, 
it must be viewed as a theological achievement based upon the meaning of our redemption in Christ and the 
concomitant possibilities regarding our actions in pursuit of our true good and true end.(edited)” 

5  “In this essay, I argue, from a rights-based perspective, that in situations I term “collateral violence,” i.e., 
instances in which an innocent bystander will be killed as a secondary, unintended, though foreseen effect 
of an act of self-preservation, one must, under pain of moral condemnation and sanctions, opt for a 
defensive response other than deadly force even if the alternative is riskier or less effective. Consequently, 
the Doctrine of Double Effect neither justifies collateral violence nor absolves the agent of moral 
responsibility for his act.” 



Quarterly 13, S. 131–39.6 

2004 [18] Biggar, Nigel (2004): Aiming to Kill. The Ethics of Suicide and Euthanasia, London, S. 59–88. 

2011 [19] Billings, J. Andrew (2011): Double Effect: A Useful Rule that Alone Cannot Justify Hastening 
Death, Journal of Medical Ethics 37, S. 437–40.7 

2011 [20] Black, Lisa Gasbarre (2011): Double Effect and U.S. Supreme Court Reasoning, National 
Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 11, S. 41–48.8 

1991 [21] Bole, Thomas (1991): The Doctrine of Double Effect: Its Philosophical Viability, Southwest Phi-
losophy Review S. 91–103.9 

1991 [22] Bole, Thomas (1991): The Theoretical Tenability of the Doctrine of Double Effect, Journal of 
Medicine and Philosophy 16, S. 467–73.10 

                                                
6  “In this essay, I will, first, demonstrate how, in three familiar scenarios from the Double Effect literature, 

i.e., the “Trolley Problem”, “Hysterectomy”, and “Relief of Pain”, the DDE is alleged to resolve morally 
difficult situations by morally permitting an action that, because it causes the death of an innocent human 
being, would otherwise be morally condemnable. Second, I will offer a right's based argument against the 
DDE resolution of the “Trolley Problem” and use the insights from this case to establish a general category 
of morally impermissible acts I term “collateral violence” – the moral impermissibility of which remains 
unaffected by the DDE. Finally, I will argue that the DDE resolution of “Hysterectomy” and “Relief of Pain” 
constitute such acts.” 

7  “The rule of double effect is regularly invoked in ethical discussions about palliative sedation, terminal 
extubation and other clinical acts that may be viewed as hastening death for imminently dying patients. 
Unfortunately, the literature tends to employ this useful principle in a fashion suggesting that it offers the 
final word on the moral acceptability of such medical procedures. In fact, the rule cannot be applied 
appropriately without invoking moral theories that are not explicit in the rule itself. Four tenets of the rule 
each require their own ethical justification. A variety of moral theories are relevant to making judgements 
in a pluralistic society. Much of the rich moral conversation germane to the rule has been reflected in 
arguments about physician-asssisted suicide and voluntary active euthanasia, but the rule itself has limited 
relevance to these debates, and requires its own moral justifications when applied to other practices that 
might hasten death.” 

8  “Legal minds have utilized the principle of double effect as proposed by St. Thomas Aquinas for centuries to 
shape legal authority in cases where moral judgment and legal reasoning meet. The U.S. Supreme Court 
had utilized double-effect reasoning in the realm of self-defense cases. This article discusses more recent use 
of double-effect reasoning in the landmark Supreme Court case Vacco v. Quill and its companion case, 
Washington v. Glucksberg. Chief Justice William Rehnquist, writing for the Court in Vacco, introduced 
double-effect reasoning to identify the distinctions between palliative care and assisted suicide in an effort to 
uphold the constitutionality of the ban on assisted suicide in New York.” 

9  “I examine Boyle’s thesis that the doctrine of double effect (DDE) has no underived moral significance 
apart from a context of exceptionless moral prohibitions against doing harms to innocents, and Donagan’s 
counter that the Kantian notion that persons should not be treated as means merely renders DDE 
superfluous. I argue against both that no cogent argument can be given for exercising one’s freedom in 
certain ways, e.g., by enlisting in the French Foreign Legion, which does not assume a standard of how one 
should exercise that freedom, from which standard one can reasonably dissent, and that DDE is necessary 
nonetheless” 

10  “The doctrine of double effect shows that for which the moral agent is responsible, by explicating the 
relationship between the act directly intended and the consequences of that act. I contend that this doctrine 
is necessary not only for natural law absolutism, but also for Donagan’s Kantianism and for Quinn’s revised 
construal of the doctrine, and even for consequentialism, as bioethical implications of the doctrine make 



1999 [23] Botros, Sophie (1999): An Error About the Doctrine of Double Effect, Philosophy 74, S. 71–
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troversial Moral Principle, hrsg. von P. A. Woodward, Notre Dame 2001, S. 7–20. 

1984 [27] Boyle, Joseph (1984): The Principle of Double Effect: Good Actions Entangled in Evil, in Moral 
Theology Today: Certitudes and Doubts, hrsg. von Donald McCarthy, Saint Louis, S. 
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1991 [28] Boyle, Joseph (1991): Who is Entitled to Double Effect?, Journal of Medicine and Philosophy 
16, 475–94.14 – Vgl. dazu Donagan 1991, Quinn 1991. 

                                                                                                                                                   
clear. For those who do not accept this necessity, I contend that it is necessary metatheoretically, in order to 
deal with those moral agents with irreconcilably different notions of the morally good.” 

11  “This paper claims as erroneous the current widespread representation of the Doctrine of Double Effect 
(DDE) as primarily condemning as intrinsically bad actions involving intentional harm. The DDE’s Four 
Conditions are in fact used solely for justifying certain intrinsically good actions with both intended good 
and unintended bad effects. Though contemporary writers assign a minor justificatory role to the DDE this 
is incompatible with their attribution to it of a primary prohibitive role. Not only is the conduct cited by 
these writers as justifiable under the DDE so morally innocuous as to require no justification, but any 
attempt to justify it by appeal to the DDE leads to incoherence. We finally suggest reasons for this 
misinterpretation in current concerns with the structure of deontological moral theories.” 

12  “In replying to my article, Kaufman claimed that the permission given by the four-condition doctrine for 
certain mixed actions is complementary to an absolute prohibition – which he claims is the DDE’s primary 
function. I observe that in many cases this makes appealing to the DDE’s fourth condition not merely 
redundant but incoherent. Kaufman’s claim that I am a utilitarian maximizer, frustrated by a doctrine 
prohibiting intentional harms, however great the net overall benefit, is a misrepresentation: I did not object 
to a candidate for justification under the DDE being rejected before reaching the fourth condition, only to its 
being accepted.” 

13  “The purpose of this paper is to articulate the principle of double effect, to explain its function, and to state 
the propositions about morality, intention and action which it presupposes. This doctrine is construed as a 
principle of justification according to which it is permissible to voluntarily bring about a state of affairs that 
one does not intend if there is a serious reason to do so, even if it would be wrong to act with the intention 
of bringing about that state of affairs. States of affairs that are one's means or ends, are intended but causal 
consequences of these states of affairs need not be.” 

14  “The doctrine of double effect continues to be an important tool in bioethical casuistry. Its role within the 
Catholic moral tradition continues, and there is considerable interest in it by contemporary moral 
philosophers. But problems of justification and correct application remain. I argue that if the traditional 
Catholic conviction that there are exceptionless norms prohibiting inflicting some kinds of harms on people 
is correct, then double effect is justified and necessary. The objection that double effect is superfluous is a 
rejection of that normative conviction, not a refutation of double effect itself. This justification suggests the 
correct way of applying double effect to controversial cases. But versions of double effect which dispense 
with the absolutism of the Catholic tradition lack justification and fall to the objection that double effect is 
an unnecessary complication.” 
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Analgesic Administration, Journal of Pain and Symptom Management 12, No. 4, S. 1–
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15  “This is an introduction to the number of “Christian Bioethics” in which it appears. It provides some 

background on double effect and indicates that the precise focus of the papers is the justification of the 
moral significance of the difference between intention and the acceptance of side effects.” 

16  “The use of terminal sedation to control the intense discomfort of dying patients appears both to be an 
established practice in palliative care and to run counter to the moral and legal norm that forbids health care 
professionals from intentionally killing patients. This raises the worry that the requirements of established 
palliative care are incompatible with moral and legal opposition to euthanasia. This paper explains how the 
doctrine of double effect can be relied on to distinguish terminal sedation from euthanasia. The doctrine of 
double effect is rooted in Catholic moral casuistry, but its application in law and morality need not depend 
on the particular framework in which it was developed. The paper further explains how the moral weight of 
the distinction between intended harms and merely foreseen harms in the doctrine of double effect can be 
justified by appeal to a limitation on the human capacity to pursue good.” 

17  “It has been argued that double-effect reasoning (DER) rests on a morally insignificant distinction, the 
intended/foreseen distinction (i/f distinction). Most DER theorists think that the i/f distinction itself has 
ethical relevance. I argue that the i/f distinction marks ethically significant differences between malicious 
and nonmalicious actions as well as between benevolent and nonbenevolent actions. Insofar as it marks 
these ethically important differences, the i/f distinction has ethical relevance. Thus, DER does not rest on a 
morally insignificant distinction.” 
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1997 [38] Cavanaugh, Thomas A. (1997): Act-Evaluation, Willing, and Double Effect, American Catholic 
Philosophical Quarterly 71, S. 243–253.19 

1997 [39] Cavanaugh, Thomas A. (1997): Double-Effect Reasoning and the Ethical Significance of 
Distinct Volitional States, Journal of Christian Bioethics 3, S. 131–141.20 

1998 [40] Cavanaugh, Thomas A. (1998): Currently Accepted Practices that are Known to Lead to Death 
and PAS: Is There an Ethically Relevant Difference?, Cambridge Quarterly of Health-
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1999 [41] Cavanaugh, Thomas A. (1999): Double Effect and the End-not-means Principle: A Response to 
Bennett, Journal of Applied Philosophy 16, S. 181–85.21 

2006 [42] Cavanaugh, Thomas A. (2006): Double-Effect Reasoning. Doing Good and Avoiding Evil, Ox-
ford. 

2000 [43] Chan, David K. (2000): Intention and Responsibility in Double Effect Cases, Ethical Theory and 
Moral Practice 3, S. 405–34.22 

                                                
18  “Double-effect reasoning (DER) is attributed to Aquinas “tout court”. Aquinas’s account, however, differs 

from contemporary DER insofar as Thomas considers the ethical status of “risking” an assailant’s life while 
contemporary accounts focus on actions causing harm inevitably. Since one cannot claim to risk the 
inevitable, and since there is a significant difference between risking harm and causing harm inevitably. 
Thomas’s account does not extend to cases of inevitable harm. Thus, the received understanding of 
Aquinas's account is flawed and leads to untenable attributions of the direction of intention to Aquinas and 
to misunderstandings of contemporary DER.” 

19  “Some thinkers separate act-evaluation from agent-evaluation. While holding that epistemic and volitional 
states may be significant in the evaluation of agents, such thinkers maintain that these states are “not” 
relevant in act-evaluation. I argue that volitional states are ethically relevant in act-assessment insofar as 
volitional states partially constitute an action and themselves admit of important differences – for example, 
the difference, relied on in double-effect reasoning, between wanting harm as a means and wanting harm as 
an unavoidable concomitant of what one wants as an end or means. Insofar as it relies on such a difference, 
double-effect reasoning is tenable.” 

20  “Much of Roman Catholic discussion concerning bioethical controversies, such as the surgical removal of a 
life-threatening cancerous uterus when the fetus is not viable, has focused on the employment of double-
effect reasoning. While double-effect reasoning has been the subject of much debates, this paper argues first, 
that there is a distinction between the intended and the foreseen; second, that this distinction applies to the 
contrasted cases in such a way as to categorize foreseen but not intended consequences; and third, that this 
intended/foreseen distinction has essential ethical significance.” 

21  “Proponents of double-effect reasoning — relying in part on a distinction between intention and foresight 
— assert that it is worse intentionally to cause harm than to cause harm with foresight but without 
intention. They hold, for example, that terror bombing is worse than tactical bombing in so far as terror 
bombing is the intentional harming of non-combatants while tactical bombing is not. In articulating the 
ethical relevance of the intended/foreseen distinction, advocates of double effect employ the Kantian end-
not-means principle. 

 Jonathan Bennett has recently argued that this principle cannot ground the ethical relevance of the 
intended/foreseen distinction. He holds that the principle demands that one benefit others while double 
effect deals with acts that do not benefit others. Thus, he maintains, the intended/foreseen distinction does 
not have ethical import and double effect is not tenable. I argue for a reading of the end-not-means principle 
that grounds the ethical relevance of both the intended/foreseen distinction and double effect.” 
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Philosophers Debate a Controversial Moral Principle, hrsg. von P. A. Woodward, 
Notre Dame 2001, S. 228–33. – Dazu: Jordan 1990. 
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Doctrine of Double Effect. Philosophers Debate a Controversial Moral Principle, hrsg. 
von P. A. Woodward, Notre Dame 2001, S. 239–43. – Zu Jordan 1990. 

1994 [50] Corradini, Antonella (1994): Abtreibung und das Prinzip der Doppelwirkung, in Analyomen 1. 
Proceedings of the 1st Conference “Perspectives in Analytical Philosophy”, hrsg. von 
Georg Meggle und Ulla Wessels, Berlin, S. 708–18. 

1986 [51] Costa, Michael J. (1986): The Trolley Problem Revisited, Southern Journal of Philosophy 24, S. 
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22  “I argue that the moral distinction in double effect cases rests on a difference not in intention as 

traditionally stated in the doctrine of double effect (DDE), but in desire. The traditional DDE has difficulty 
ensuring that an agent intends the bad effect just in those cases where what he does is morally objectionable. 
I show, firstly, that the mental state of a rational agent who is certain that a side-effect will occur satisfies 
Bratman’s criteria for intending that effect. I then clarify the nature of the moral distinction in double effect 
cases and how it can be used to evaluate the moral blameworthiness of agents rather than the moral status of 
acts. (edited)” 

23  “The paper outlines and explores a possible strategy for defending both the action/omission distinction 
(AOD) and the principle of double effect (PDE). The strategy is to argue that there are degrees of 
actionhood, and that we are in general less responsible for what has a lower degree of actionhood, because 
of that lower degree. Moreover, what we omit generally has a lower degree of actionhood than what we 
actively do, and what we do under known-but-not-intended descriptions generally has a lower degree of 
actionhood than what we do under known-and-intended descriptions. Therefore, we are in general less 
responsible for what we omit than for what we do – which is just what AOD says. And we are in general 
less responsible for what we do under known-but-not-intended descriptions than for what we do under 
known-and-intended descriptions – which is just what PDE says.” 

24  “This article attempts to show that affirmative action can be supported by the doctrine of double effect 
which recognises distinctions between desired and unintended effects such that the responsibility for acts 
falls on the side of the former rather than the latter. With this doctrine it may also be seen why affirmative 
action programmes cannot be simply equated with numerical quota systems, nor can they be called 
discriminatory, at least not under the definition of discrimination utilised.” 

25  “This paper discusses a set of examples known in the literature as the “trolley problem.” the main concern is 
not so much to evaluate critically what others have said about the problem as to “milk” it for its 
considerable interest for both action and moral theories. The paper develops a connection between the 



1987 [52] Costa, Michael J. (1987): Another Trip on the Trolley, Southern Journal of Philosophy 25, S. 
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sophical Quarterly 65, S. 107–23. Wiederabgedruckt in Ethics: Problems and 
Principles, hrsg. von Martin Fischer und Martin Ravizza, San Diego, New York 1992, 
S. 199–212 sowie in The Doctrine of Double Effect. Philosophers Debate a 
Controversial Moral Principle, hrsg. von P. A. Woodward, Notre Dame 2001, S. 119–
42. – Dazu: Woodward 2003. 

2001 [58] Delaney, Neil (2001): To Double Business Bound – Reflections on the Doctrine of Double 
Effect, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 75, S. 561–584.27 

2007 [59] Delaney, Neil (2007): A Note on Intention and the Doctrine of Double Effect, Philosophical 
Studies 134, S. 103–10.28 
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problem and certain contemporary theories of action, and shows how it seems to provide support for the 
controversial principle of double effect.” 

26  “G. E. M. Anscombe charged that in ‘Using People’ (Bioethics 4, 55-61) Coughlan made the erroneous 
assumption that the principle of double effect is meant to exonerate a causer of any evils so long as they are 
not intended as means or end. Coughlan defends himself against the charge and counters that Anscombe 
and other supporters of the principle of double effect habitually and erroneously assume that one is not 
responsible for the evil consequences of one’s good actions.” 

27  “This paper has two aims. First, I explore the scope and limitations of the doctrine of double effect (DDE) 
by focusing specifically on the notion of “effect classification.” Turning my attention to some hard cases, I 
argue that the DDE has to be supplemented by additional principles that specify how effects are to be 
discriminated from one another and how the various aspects of the relevant actions are to be classified as 
intended or simply foreseen. Secondly, I draw some general lessons from this specific investigation of the 
DDE bearing on the way in which moral principles of this sort can be seen to function helpfully in moral 
reflection.” 

28  “The purpose of this note is to tidy up some matters concerning ascriptions of intention and the employment 
of the doctrine of double effect (henceforth DDE). I first argue that Jonathan Bennett’s efforts to show that 
DDE is a foolish doctrine are unsatisfactory. I then consider a puzzle of Mark Johnston’s that seems to pose 
a problem for the defender of DDE. I turn to possible solutions to the puzzle, criticize one, and then offer 
the one I find most appealing. I then show how my proposal for employing DDE enables it to make some 
distinctions between courses of conduct without issuing foolish pronouncements about moral 
permissibility.” 
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29  “Philosophers from Hart to Lewis, Johnston and Bennett have expressed various degrees of reservation 

concerning the doctrine of double effect. A common concern is that, with regard to many activities that 
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have a “bad attitude” toward it. I distinguish two ways in which you can treat something that is your chosen 
means to your ends. You can pursue your ends directly, and treat X as a mere means that you pursue for the 
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ethics where deontologically grounded absolute prohibitions are accepted, the principle is morally 
acceptable. The principle can only be understood in an ethics where an “object” can have moral significance 
independent of any circumstances or intention.” 

57  “In an article of 1967 Philippa Foot rejected the principle of double effect. Later, in 1985, she accepted it 
and used it as a reason for the rejection of consequentialism. However, she did not give adequate reasons for 
her conversion. This article offers a fuller argument in favor of the principle.” 
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58  “The article presents and argues against three related formulations of the principle of double effect in the 

literature. The principle’s basic formulation places four restrictions on the permissibility of acting when 
some of the consequences of one's action are evil. These are (1) the act is not intrinsically evil, (2) the good 
consequences are not the effect of the evil consequences, but (3) are commensurate with them, and (4) are 
alone intended. The principle’s second formulation replaces premise (3) with a foreseeability condition. If 
supplemented with the condition that the intended good must outweigh the act's unintended but forseen 
byproduct, as well as with a sixth, complex condition, the second formulation is transformed into the third, 
most plausible formulation.” 

59  “This response proceeds in three sections, each focusing on the role of cases in understanding the principle 
of double effect. The first section asks about the relationship between the principle and its cases: Does the 
principle authorize the cases or do the cases authorize the principle? To illustrate the latter claim's 
plausibility, certain aspects of the articles by Aulisio, Berkman and Odozor are highlighted. Section two 
uses the cases of bombing in warfare and self-defense to explain reservations Mennonites are likely to 
harbor about the principle. The third section focuses on a medical case to show why a concern for virtue 
must attend to the principle's distinction between what is intended and what is merely foreseen.” 
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60  “Modern warfare cannot be conducted without civilians being killed. In order to reconcile this fact with the 

principle of discrimination in just war theory, the principle is applied through the doctrine of double effect. 
But this doctrine is morally inadequate because it is too permissive regarding the risk to civilians. For this 
reason, Michael Walzer has suggested that the doctrine be supplemented with what he calls the idea of 
double intention: combatants are not only to refrain from intending to harm civilians; they are also to take 
precautions to reduce risk to civilians, even at the expense of increasing risk to themselves. The article 
develops the idea of double intention by addressing two questions: What does it mean to intend to reduce 
civilian risk, and how much should civilian risk be reduced? The results of this discussion are then used to 
consider a moral issue that arises in technologically asymmetric warfare, namely, the extent to which the 
use of precision-guided munitions, which allow more accurate targeting, can by itself bear the moral burden 
imposed by the principle of discrimination.” 

61  “I first consider and reject two common arguments for the moral significance of the principle of double 
effect’s direct/indirect distinction. I then present an argument against PDE viewed as a principle for “the 
rightness evaluation of actions.” Finally, I consider the possibility of interpreting the principle of double 
effect as a principle for the “virtue-evaluation of agents.”” 

62  “Paul Ramsey has argued that the rule of double effect is morally significant because of the existence of 
indeterminate choices between incommesurable values. I interpret his argument as the following disjunctive 
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syllogism. There are two sorts of principles we can appeal to in dealing with indeterminate choices: the rule 
of double effect and a commensurate reason principle. The second does not work, so we are left with the 
first. I respond, first, that this argument commits the fallacy of bifurcation and second, that for all Ramsey 
has shown, and surprisingly, a commensurate reason principle can deal with indeterminate choices.” 

63  “In what circumstances are we justified in taking one person’s life to save others? This paper discusses the 
distinction between three possible policies: maximising, minimising, and absolutist (section 1); the 
distinction between positive and negative duties (section 2); the distinction between killing and letting die, 
or more generally between doing and allowing (section 3); and the distinction between direct and indirect 
killing (section 4). A case is made for a modified, non-absolutist version of the principle of double effect. 
The crucial wrong is the infringement of autonomy involved in using one person’s life as a means to saving 
others.” 

64  In Vacco v. Quill, 521 U.S. 793 (1997), the Supreme Court for the first time in American case law explicitly 
applied the principle of double effect to reject an equal protection claim to physician-assisted suicide. 
Double effect, traced historically to Thomas Aquinas, proposes that under certain circumstances it is 
permissible unintentionally to cause foreseen “evil” effects that would not be permissible to cause 
intentionally. The court rejected the constitutional claim on the basis of a distinction marked out by the 
principle, i.e., between directly intending the death of a terminally ill patient as opposed to merely 
foreseeing that death as a consequence of medical treatment. The Court held that the distinction “comports 
with fundamental legal principles of causation and intent.” Id. at 802. 

 Critics allege that the principle itself is intrinsically flawed and that, in any event, its employment in Vacco 
is without legal precedent. I argue in response to contemporary objections that double effect is a valid 
principle of ethical reflection (Part I); claims to the contrary notwithstanding, double effect analysis is a 
pervasive, albeit generally unacknowledged principle employed regularly in American case law (Part II); 
and drawing on the preceding two sections, Vacco's application of the principle of double effect is 
appropriate (Part III). 

 My conclusion is that “[o]peration of some form of the principle, by whatever name, is inevitable. In an 
imperfect world where duties and interests collide, the possibility of choices of action foreseen to have both 
good and evil consequences cannot be avoided. In rare circumstances, ethics and the law require that a 
person refrain from acting altogether. More often, however, they provide that a determination of whether an 
actor may pursue a good effect although knowing it will or may unintentionally cause an harmful effect 
requires a more complex analysis – a double effect analysis.” 

65  “In this article, responding to assertions that the principle of double effect has no place in legal analysis, I 
explore the overlap between double effect and negligence analysis. In both, questions of culpability arise in 
situations where a person acts with no intent to cause harm but where reasonable foreseeability of 
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unintended harm exists. Under both analyses, the determination of whether such conduct is permissible 
involves a reasonability test that balances that foreseeable harm against the good intended by the actor's 
conduct. In both, absent a finding that the foreseeable harm is unreasonable in light of that intended good, 
no liability will be imposed upon the actor. 

 Even conceding, however, such general similarity between double effect and negligence analysis – 
disagreement over the proper interpretation of the reasonability criterion at play in negligence poses an 
additional challenge for the attempt to correlate negligence with double effect. 

 Economic efficiency interpretations of negligence, for example, purportedly based on the Learned Hand 
Formula and the RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF THE LAW OF TORTS, propose that culpability 
depends upon a utilitarian balancing of good effects of conduct (utility) versus its harmful foreseeable 
consequences (magnitude of risk of injury). Based on such an interpretation of negligence, however, 
contrasts between actors’ states of mind, and normative differences between kinds of goods and harms, 
ultimately fade into the background and become irrelevant as essential conditions for properly assessing 
liability. 

 This article elaborates and defends the view that double effect analysis lies at the heart of negligence theory. 
Part I elucidates in more detail the principle of double effect and describes its prima facie operation in 
negligence analysis. Part II considers and rejects the economic efficiency interpretation that has been offered 
as a theory of negligence, overcoming the challenge that such an interpretation presents for the effort to 
locate double effect analysis in the law. Part III illustrates and confirms the overlap between double effect 
and negligence by consideration of a series of case applications. 

 The Article proposes that the weighing of conflicting values in double effect analysis and negligence is not 
achieved – as proposed by law and economics theory with respect to negligence – by imposing a 
consequentialist-utilitarian reduction of all value to a single concept of good and eliminating the relevance 
of traditional state of mind distinctions between intention and foreseeability. Instead, each mode of analysis 
recognizes that distinct culpability determinations flow naturally and plausibly from an appreciation of the 
traditional legal distinctions made between various types of goods and harms, and upon whether such goods 
and harms come about as result of an actor’s intention or mere foreseeability.” 

66  “Theoretical defenses of the principle of double effect (pde) due to Quinn, Nagel and Foot face severe 
difficulties. But this leaves those of us who see something in the case-based support for the pde without a 
way of accounting for our judgments. I argue that what I call the mismatch principle (mmp) does better than 
the pde at accounting for our judgments and is also theoretically defensible. Where the pde explains the 
cases in terms of intending harm, the mmp explains them in terms of a quite different feature of the agent’s 
will.” 

67  “The principle of double effect (PDE) requires that it be possible to make a distinction between foreseen and 
intended consequences “prior” to making a judgement about the rightness or wrongness of an act. It is then 
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argued that a theory of intentionality is needed if one is to assess the significance of the principle. The 
article sketches a theory proposed by Anthony Kenny and shows how this theory would support some but 
not all of the judgements often associated with the use of the PDE. Finally it is argued that the link between 
ascriptions of responsibility and intentionality cannot be drawn as closely as some writers on the PDE 
suggest. Agents can be held responsible for the unintended consequences of their acts. (edited)“ 

68  “The U.S. Supreme Court's majority opinion in Vacco v. Quill assumes that the principle of double effect 
explains the permissibility of hastening death in the context of ordinary palliative care and in extraordinary 
cases in which painkilling drugs have failed to relieve especially intractable suffering and terminal sedation 
has been adopted as a last resort. The traditional doctrine of double effect, understood as providing a 
prohibition on instrumental harming as opposed to incidental harming or harming as a side effect, must be 
distinguished from other ways in which the claim that a result is not intended might be offered as part of a 
justification for it. Although double effect might appropriately be invoked as a constraint on ordinary 
palliative care, it is not clear that it can be coherently extended to justify such practices as terminal sedation. 
A better approach would reconsider double effect's traditional prohibition on hastening death as a means to 
relieve suffering in the context of acute palliative care.” 

69  “The Doctrine of Double Effect has been challenged by the claim that what an agent intends as a means 
may be limited to those effects that are precisely characterized by the descriptions under which the agent 
believes that they are minimally causally necessary for the production of other effects that the agent seeks to 
bring about. If based on so narrow a conception of an intended means, the traditional Doctrine of Double 
Effect becomes limitlessly permissive. In this paper I examine and criticize Warren Quinn's attempt to 
reformulate the Doctrine in such a way that it retains its force and plausibility even if we accept the narrow 
conception of an intended means. Building on Quinn's insights, I conclude by offering a further version of 
the Doctrine that retains the virtues of Quinn's account but avoids the objections to it.” 
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70  “By combining moral operators with other important revisions, Quinn and McMahan have come closer to a 

satisfactory analysis of the DDE than anyone else. Nevertheless, I argue that both accounts are still faced 
with problems of interpreting the idea of ‘involving’ a person as a means to our ends. I also show that the 
arguments of Quinn and McMahan are important in suggesting how we can justify on other grounds many 
of the judgments previously attributed to the DDE. (edited)” 

71  “The doctrine of double effect has a firm, respected position within Roman Catholic medical ethics. In 
addition, public debate often incorporates this doctrine when determining the acceptability of certain 
actions. This essay examines and assesses the application of this doctrine to end-of-life decisions.” 

72  “The principle of double effect (PDE) appears to resolve a difficulty with non-consequentialist ethics in an 
interesting way. The distinctions between the means of achieving an end and the effects of using that means 
and between what a man intends and what he merely foresees to be the outcome of his action are both 
necessary for the development of PDE and philosophically interesting. I contend that these distinctions 
permit too much, that PDE renders morally outrageous acts permissible. This, I suggest, is due to the 
resolute non-consequentialism of the PDE.” 

73  “Recent discussions of the doctrine of double effect have contained improved versions of the doctrine not 
subject to some of the difficulties of earlier versions. There is no longer one doctrine of double effect. This 
essay evaluates four versions of the doctrine: two formulations of the traditional Catholic doctrine, Joseph 
Boyle’s revision of that doctrine, and Warren Quinn’s version of the doctrine. I conclude that all of these 
versions are flawed.” 

74  “In a recent contribution to this journal, Patrick Tully criticizes my view that the doctrine of double effect 
does not prohibit a pharmaceutical company from selling a drug that has potentially fatal side-effects and 
that does not treat a life-threatening condition. Tully alleges my account is too permissive and makes the 
doctrine irrelevant to decisions about selling harmful products. In the following paper, I respond to Tully’s 
objections and show that he misinterprets my position and misstates some elements of the doctrine of double 
effect. I also show how the doctrine constrains some decisions about marketing drugs with potentially fatal 
side-effects.” 
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75  “I defend the doctrine of double effect and a so-called ‘strict’ definition of intention: A intends an effect if 

and only if A has it as an end or believes that it is a state of affairs in the causal sequence that will result in 
A's end. Following Kamm’s proposed ‘doctrine of triple effect’, I distinguish an intended effect from an 
effect that motivates an action, and show that this distinction is morally significant. I use several contrived 
cases as illustrations, but my position does not depend on intuitive judgements about them. Instead, it 
follows from the view that the moral permissibility of an action depends at least partly on how it forms the 
agent’s character. I also respond to some objections presented by Harris, Bennett, McIntyre, Thomson and 
Scanlon to the doctrine of double effect.” 

76  “The author uses the central insight of the principle of double effect—that the distinction between intended 
effects and foreseen side effects is morally significant – to distinguish contraception from natural family 
planning (NFP). After summarizing the contralife argument against contraception, the author identifies 
limitations of arguments presented by Pope John Paul II and by Martin Rhonheimer. To show that the 
contralife argument does not apply to NFP, the author argues that agents do not intend every effect that 
motivates their actions. This argument supplements the action theory of Germain Grisez, Joseph Boyle, 
John Finnis, and other proponents of new natural law theory.” 

77  “To many ethicists the Principle of Double Effect seems clearly Thomistic, even if they are unable to say 
why this is so. I try to show that, although ST IIaeIIae.64.7 might seem promising as a Thomistic basis for 
this principle, it is insufficient. There is, however, an indirect way to get from what Thomas says about self-
defense to a modern formulation of the principle. Perhaps modern medical ethicists are thus justified in 
considering the principle at least broadly Thomistic. Finally, I suggest that the principle can be thought to 
derive its force from the “Pauline Principle” that we should not do evil that good may come of it.” 

78  “Humanitarian interventions aim at saving human lives, but they also take human lives. The death of 
innocent people is an unintended but foreseen consequence of military actions. Can this be morally 
justified? Those who argue from a deontological perspective and give an affirmative answer to this question, 
point to the Principle of Double Effect (PDE). Others, also arguing from a deontological perspective, 
nevertheless reject the PDE and give a negative answer to the above question. In this paper I argue that an 
adequate interpretation of the PDE brings these two positions closer together. A deontological (rather than 
the prevalent consequentialist) interpretation of the reference to proportionality within the PDE should 
bring even the proponents of the PDE to an approximately pacifist position.” 

79  “The article entitled “A critique of Bernard Haring’s applications of the double effect principle” discusses 
some misconceptions regarding the principle and in particular: (a) how flexibility in applying the principle 
of the double effect shows up its non-applicability; and (b) how rigid attempts in applying the principle 
renders it meaningless. The principle is discussed in relation to a specific case of abortion.” 
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80  “Thomas has been criticized by Alan Donagan (and others) for his use of the principle of double effect 

(PDE) in justifying defensive homicide. I claim that Donagan misunderstands Thomas’s use of the PDE. I 
then present what I believe to be a radical reinterpretation of what Thomas is trying to do with the PDE: the 
PDE is not meant to permit indirect harm to goods that, because of their moral value, we may never harm 
directly; rather, Thomas uses the PDE because he thinks that acting from a certain attitude is wrong even 
when the consequences of the action are good for the moral values it affects. Thomas believes that persons 
lacking authorization to kill for the state are capable of killing with a proper attitude toward their victim 
only if they kill unintentionally. Thomas permits public officials, who have a duty to enforce the law, to kill 
(some sinners) intentionally, something he could not do if he held life itself to be inviolable. I agree with 
Donagan that Thomas does misuse the PDE in relation to (most kinds of) personal self-defense. But I argue 
that this does not entail that the PDE is irrelevant to the justification of other kinds of homicide. As Thomas 
intends it, the PDE may still be relevant to the justification of some kinds of defensive homicide, and maybe 
(indirectly) to the justification of killing in war.” 

81  “Whether one should accept a principle like the Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE), cannot be settled 
independent of one’s more general moral theory. In this, I take it, I agree with Professor Boyle, though I do 
not think he has shown that DDE has a role only in his particular form of absolutism. Still, since his theory 
does require DDE, an important question is what the alternatives are – whether we must choose between 
this absolutism and either utilitarianism or intuitionism. A form of contractualism, the requirements of 
which derive to a large extent from institutionally or conventionally established rights, is sketched here as 
an attractive alternative. It does not lead, so far as I can see, to DDE.” 

82  “My concern in this paper is a distinction most commonly associated with the Doctrine of the Double Effect 
(DDE). My concern is not with the origins or the interpretation of DDE. Rather, it is simply with the thesis 
that a particular distinction is morally relevant: the distinction between bringing about an intended bad 
effect as a means to a good effect and bringing about a foreseen but unintended bad effect in the course of 
bringing about a good effect. Following Jonathan Bennett. I call this “the means principle”. I argue that the 
means principle, when employed in moral reasoning about such issues as euthanasia or acceptable conduct 
in wartime, leads to morally repulsive conclusions and, thus, should be rejected.” 
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83  “In a familiar moral dilemma faced by physicians who care for the dying, some patients who are within days 

or hours of death may experience suffering in a degree that cannot be relieved by ordinary levels of 
analgesia. In such cases, it may sometimes be possible to honor a competent patient’s request for pain relief 
only by giving an injection of narcotics in a dosage so large that the patient’s death is thereby hastened. 
Doctors rightly worry that taking an action likely to result in a patient’s death may violate the Hippocratic 
injunction against the direct killing of anyone in their care. Yet palliation of the sort where death is a 
foreseeable outcome is commonly thought justified by the standard Doctrine of Double Effect, which holds 
that an action with both good and bad effects may nevertheless be morally justified, provided that only the 
good effect is intended and the bad effect merely foreseen, and provided that the action itself is morally 
permissible, that the bad results are not a means to the good end, and that the good achieved thereby is great 
enough to outweigh the bad.  

 We shall argue that the plausible moral intuition underlying that Doctrine – that an action may be justified 
when its intended good result outweighs its foreseen but unintended harm – is supported by cases of a 
certain sort. But in other, equally compelling cases, the Doctrine fails to show that agents are exempt from 
blame for foreseen, adverse, direct results of their actions, whether or not they have intended them. This 
raises a paradox for the attempt to justify palliation-with-foreseeable-death, which neither the standard 
Doctrine nor a consequentialist alternative can solve. Yet a different view, sensitive to a disanalogy among 
different situations of moral dilemma, would account for the justification of actions in those cases where 
common intuitions seem to require it, but also show that the case of palliation with foreseeable death is after 
all not among them. It will emerge that whether or not the physician’s action in that case is justifiable under 
some moral principle, it is not justified by the Doctrine of Double Effect.” 

84  “The proportionalist position on the revision of the principle of double effect is now an important feature of 
moral discourse in contemporary Roman Catholic theological discussion. While its claim to being rooted in 
the work of Saint Thomas Aquinas is defensible, its view on the universal applicability of proportionate 
reasoning for determining the moral rightness or wrongness of actions is not without problems in some key 
areas, such as the distinction between direct and indirect consequences of an action. Indeed, proportionalists 
often argue in manners that would suggest that they have discarded this distinction outright. Such as a 
result, it is argued, would be a grave error for Christian ethics.” 

85  “James Walsh and Moira McQueen accurately conclude that the early delivery of anencephalic fetuses is 
morally acceptable, but the reasoning they use to reach that conclusion is flawed. First, the principle of 
double effect does not require a weighing of good and evil, but rather seeks a sufficient reason for tolerating 
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the physical evil indirectly intended. Second, the principle of double effect requires a clear distinction 
between physical and moral causality. Third, the Catholic moral tradition will not admit direct and intended 
killing of the innocent. Rather, early delivery of anencephalic fetuses is permissible because of the pathology 
associated with delivery of anencephalic fetuses at full term. Thus, the early delivery of an anencephalic 
infant is acceptable if the purpose of the moral act is avoiding a pathological condition on the part of the 
mother.” 

86  “Typically, in cases where an agent’s actions produce foreseen harmful consequences, we morally 
discriminate in favor of scenarios in which those consequences are unintended. This intuitive distinction 
plays a particularly important role in our moral assessment of military strategies, especially when innocent 
bystanders may be involved. However, the analysis of the general principles governing such pre-theoretical 
inclinations must inevitably confront difficult and obstinate philosophical problems. As has often been 
pointed out, the criteria proposed by the traditional view on this issue, the so-called Doctrine of Double 
Effect, are dependent upon the description of the agent’s intentional profile in an intuitively inadmissible 
way. As a solution to the Doctrine’s shortcomings, contemporary philosophers have proposed analyses in 
which the notion of harmful involvement plays a central role. The main thesis of this paper is that appeals 
to harmful involvement do not provide the desired solution. Given the pervasive role played by the 
assessment of an agent's intentions in our moral evaluation of the use of military force in particular 
situations, the philosophical puzzles raised in this paper bring to the foreground a set of correlated problems 
of unequivocal relevance for the discipline of military ethics.” 

87  “As media reports have made widely known, in November 2009, the ethics committee of St. Joseph’s 
Hospital in Phoenix, Arizona, permitted the abortion of an eleven-week-old fetus in order to save the life of 
its mother. This woman was suffering from acute pulmonary hypertension, which her doctors judged would 
prove fatal for both her and her previable child. The ethics committee believed abortion to be permitted in 
this case under the so-called principle of double effect, but Thomas J. Olmsted, the bishop of Phoenix, 
disagreed with the committee and pronounced its chair, Sister Margaret McBride, excommunicated latae 
sententiae, “by the very commission of the act.” In this article, I take the much discussed Phoenix case as an 
occasion to subject the principle of double effect to another round of philosophical scrutiny. In particular, I 
examine the third condition of the principle in its textbook formulation, namely, that the evil effect in 
question may not be the means to the good effect. My argument, in brief, is that the textbook formulation of 
the principle does not withstand philosophical scrutiny. Nevertheless, in the end, I do not claim that we 
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should then “do away” with the principle altogether. Instead, we do well to understand it within the context 
of casuistry, the tradition of moral reasoning from which it issued.” 

88  “A version of the doctrine of double effect is defined and defended. As defined in light of objections by Hart 
and Bennett, it rules not merely against choices in which harm or something close to harm is directly 
intended, but against any choice involving a direct intention to affect someone where that will, intentionally 
or “un”intentionally, bring harm. The doctrine is defended along vaguely Kantian lines: choices that the 
doctrine rules against are harder to justify because they involve not only harm but a distinctive, if difficult to 
characterize, morally offensive presumption that the victim is available for one’s purposes.” 

89  “Through an examination of the writings of Augustine, Aquinas, Suarez, Grotius, Gentili, and 
Bynkershoek, the author traces the historical formation and subsequent degeneration of the virtue of charity 
in the just-war tradition. This history is then employed to show that two of the leading contemporary 
defenses of nuclear deterrence from within just-war thought, those of Paul Ramsey and John Langan, rely 
fatally upon a flawed rendering of the principle of double effect. When the historically legitimate and 
philosophically cogent version of the principle is restored, these moral defenses collapse.” 

90  “The Doctrine of Double Effect has been defended not only as a test of character but also as a criterion of 
wrongness for action. This paper criticises one attempt to justify the doctrine in the latter capacity. The 
justification, first proposed by Warren Quinn, traces the wrongness of intending harm as a means to the 
objectionable features of certain reasons for making this our intention. As I argue, however, some of the 
actions which seem to us to be permissible, and whose permissibility the DDE is supposed to explain, can be 
performed for these objectionable reasons. Since the proposed justification implies that any action is wrong 
when performed for these reasons, it renders the DDE incapable of accommodating the very intuitions about 
action which its proponents would have it explain.” 
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91  “The ‘doctrine of double effect’ claims that it is in some sense morally less problematic to bring about a 

negatively evaluated state of affairs as a ‘side effect’ of one’s pursuit of another, morally unobjectionable 
aim than it is to bring it about in order to achieve that aim. In a first step, this chapter discusses the 
descriptive difference on which the claim is built. That difference is shown to derive from the attitudinal 
distinction between intention and ‘acceptance’, a distinction that is in turn claimed to ground in a feature of 
the decisions that generate the attitudes in question. The resulting analysis is then plugged into two different 
normative principles that may each be thought to specify the intuitions behind the doctrine of double effect, 
but which have frequently been conflated. The first concerns the permissibility of bringing about the merely 
accepted state of affairs, the second its reduced attributability. It is argued that examination of the intuitions 
behind the two principles supports neither version of the doctrine. Rather, the intuitions are best captured in 
an attribution principle based on subjective probabilities and a principle of attitude evaluation, neither of 
which make explicit reference to the attitude of intending.” 

92  “The notion of intending as a means plays a crucial role in the formulation of the doctrine of double effect. 
Recent discussions of the doctrine have misrepresented the notion by identifying intention with the 
phenomenon of aiming. This paper argues that the identification is mistaken, and then proposes an 
alternative characterization of the notion.” 

93  “Philippa Foot has argued that negative duty in general takes precedence over positive duty, where negative 
duty is duty not to harm and positive duty is duty to bring aid, and suggests that such a distinction is at least 
as helpful in all cases of duty conflict as the doctrine of double effect and is even more helpful in some 
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cases. She has applied the distinction to a series of differing abortion cases. I examine her application of her 
distinction and argue that the problem of how close imminent death must be, even “inevitable” imminent 
death, before our negative duty is absolved is unsolved in her application. This hitch is as troublesome as 
the difficulty DDE supporters have in establishing a criterion with which to distinguish consequences of 
strict intentions from merely forseeable consequences.” 

94  “One long-standing rule for evaluating the morality of clinical practice, particularly the care of the 
terminally ill, has been variously known as the Principle, or Doctrine, or Rule of Double Effect (hereafter, 
RDE). Nuccetelli and Seay have made an important contribution to our understanding of the RDE. They 
have clarified that this rule is only meant to be used in situations in which one faces a true dilemma – one 
must have no alternative but either to violate a rule enjoining one to do good for someone or something, or 
to violate a rule against doing wrong to someone or something. They describe this situation as one that is 
only “weakly voluntary,” or one in which one “cannot prevent harm.” The classical clinical example of such 
a situation of “weakly voluntary conditions” has been the administration of morphine to a dying patient 
suffering pain, even with the knowledge that this may accelerate the patient’s death.  

 Nuccetelli and Seay make the further claim that the RDE is flawed, and that it ought to be replaced with a 
rule of their own design – The Principle of Conflicting Duties. In this commentary, I will argue that they 
have failed to demonstrate the inadequacy of the RDE, largely because of misinterpretations of its meaning 
and scope. I will also show that their own Principle of Conflicting Duties is an inadequate replacement for 
the RDE.  

 Nuccetelli and Seay state that there is a “plausible moral intuition” in the RDE, yet they want to purge the 
RDE of its reliance on the notion of intention. I will also argue that this “difficult” notion of intention is 
indispensable to moral analysis in general, and to making sense of the “plausible moral intuition” that the 
RDE seems to capture. Physicians and nurses, therefore, should continue to rely on the moral guidance of 
the RDE rather than Nuccetelli and Seay’s Principle of Conflicting Duties.” 
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95  “I shall examine two criticisms, both of them linked to a discussion of the supposed extreme case of 

justification of a pregnant woman undergoing a hysterectomy if she has sufficiently severe womb cancer, on 
the part of those who otherwise condemn all procured abortions. (edited).” 

96  “How does the doctrine of double effect apply to business decisions to sell products which may be harmful to 
consumers? Lawrence Masek believes that some authors have misapplied the doctrine to this type of 
decision and, as a consequence, have committed themselves to placing unwarranted constraints on 
businesses. Seeking to correct this mistake, Masek presents his account of how the doctrine applies here, an 
account which is rather permissive but which, he claims, nevertheless preserves the virtues of the doctrine. 
It will be seen, though, that his attempt to loosen these putatively unnecessary constraints by appealing to 
consumer autonomy and an intuition about the morality of producing harmful products leaves the doctrine 
of double effect irrelevant to this type of decision. His argument that the doctrine is less restrictive in this 
context than others suppose leads ultimately to the conclusion that the doctrine does not constrain this kind 
of business decision at all.” 

97  “Much recent philosophical interest in the doctrine seems based on confusion; some of its rulings being seen 
as too harsh and others as too permissive. While it is difficult to reconcile the doctrine’s necessarily strict 
notion of intention with some rulings given under its conditions, the doctrine highlights the important 
distinction between our moral responsibility and moral blameworthiness for bad effects, neglected in some 
prominent modern discussions of responsibility.” 
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98  “Against Foot’s “The problem of abortion and the doctrine of the double effect,” I argue that (1) the 

doctrine is not the sole source of catholic views on abortion, (2) the positive/negative distinction alone will 
not “correct” those views, and (3) if catholics accepted her independent auxiliary principles, they would 
reach the same “right” solutions. My principal method is an analysis of professor Foot’s examples and 
solutions. I show that her positive/negative distinction is not the important difference between her and the 
catholics. I conclude that the distinction is an important contribution, but not for the reasons she thinks.” 

99  “This essay defends a version of the Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE) – the doctrine that there is normally a 
stronger reason against an act that has a bad state of affairs as one of its intended effects than against an 
otherwise similar act that has that bad state of affairs as an unintended effect. First, a precise account of this 
version of the DDE is given. Secondly, some suggestions are made about why we should believe the DDE, 
and about why it is true. Finally, a solution is developed to the so-called ‘closeness problem’ that any 
version of the DDE must face.” 

100  “This article examines the relationship between the principle of double effect and justification for separation 
surgeries for conjoined twins. First, the principle of double effect is examined in light of its historical 
context. It is argued that it can only operate under an absolutist view of good and evil that is compatible 
with the Bible. Given this foundation for application, scenarios for separating conjoined twins are 
considered against the criteria for the principle of double effect. It is concluded that the principle of double 
effect cannot be applied to cases wherein one of the twins must be killed. However, it is noted that this does 
not leave decision makers without options.” 
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