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All ethical discussion starts with the single principle “agents ought to do good things”. This is self-evident. Once we recognize something as good, we recognize an obligation to do it. This is a self-imposed moral truth once we recognize the good. St. Thomas Aquinas writes:

Now as "being" is the first thing that falls under the apprehension simply, so "good" is the first thing that falls under the apprehension of the practical reason, which is directed to action: since every agent acts for an end under the aspect of good. Consequently the first principle of practical reason is one founded on the notion of good, viz. that "good is that which all things seek after." Hence this is the first precept of law, that "good is to be done and pursued, and evil is to be avoided." 
Moreover, this statement is an a priori truth external to our acceptance of its truth. It is contained within the subject of something being good that it ought be done, because by calling it good, it is better than another option, so it should be done. 

The form and nature of the agent defines the good. We can describe particular ends in reference to the reasons why they are important. More specific ends are always chosen for a larger purpose. Boyle and Lavin:

We can make progress on this question by observing that the truth of some but not all progressive propositions can be explained by adverting to further, more embracing progressive propositions with the same subject. Thus we can offer such explanations as Why is the plant budding? -Because it is growing a new leaf. Why is the cat crouching there waiting? -Because it is stalking a bird. Why is he mixing eggs and flour? -Because he’s baking a cake. But of course we do not suppose that we can explain the rain’s falling to the earth by the fact that it is watering the plants, or indeed by reference to any larger purpose belonging to the rain. To suppose that we could explain the rain’s falling in this way would be to take, as they say, an animistic view of nature. And nor will we suppose that the rain’s falling to the earth itself explains the lesser phases in which this process consists: to suppose that the rain is falling past the treetops because it is falling to the earth would be equally animistic. These observations are clues to the solution of our problem: they suggest that a subject S is capable of the kind of goal-directed activity of which inanimate nature is incapable just if it is a potential subject of explanations of the form (8) S [A subject] is [acting] doing A* because [the subject has a larger activity] S is doing A where, intuitively, doing A* [the act] is a way or means or part of doing [the larger activity] A. We can call such propositions judgments of individual teleology, for they explain a lesser activity in which an individual subject is engaged by linking it to a more-encompassing activity in which that same subject is engaged, and thereby represent the accomplishment of the more encompassing activity as a sort of end whose pursuit can explain things done in the service of it.23 

Thus, good is attributive, meaning that there is no good derived purely from reason. What is good for a person to do is what is consistent with their ends, what causes them to flourish, or their purpose. 
These ends are ordered hierarchically, with each end ordered toward a higher end within the person. This hierarchy of actions leads the judgments to an ultimate end under which all other ends are contained. This is the form of the agent, and serves as the standard by which their actions are evaluated. Boyle and Lavin 2:

We will consider how these issues bear on the deliberation of a rational agent in the next section. Before turning to that topic, however, we need to say something general about why, if being a goal-directed agent presupposes being the bearer of a form in the sense described above, such forms should equally constitute evaluative standards for the acts of the agents who bear them. The answer will be, in a way, disappointingly quick. It is that this is something we have already conceded in all but name in assigning the notion of form the place we have given it in our account. To represent an individual as the bearer of a form, in the sense we have been specifying, is to represent that individual as a sort of thing that as such pursues certain ends, ends that stand, when things are going well, in a sort of balance or equilibrium, a balance on which the existence of such things depends. To the extent that such a thing achieves those ends, it succeeds in pursuits that belong to it as such. And by the same token, to the extent that it fails, it fails in pursuits that belong to it as such. Inasmuch as the form in question is essential to individuals that bear it, these pursuits belong inalienably to those individuals: they cannot cease to be pursuers of these ends without ceasing to be. And inasmuch as their particular doings are to be understood as acts of powers directed toward certain general ends, these ends will be the measures of those acts, in the way that any act is a success or failure in virtue of its fulfilling or not fulfilling its end. That attributing a form to a thing, in this sense, involves attributing to it something that is a standard or measure of its activity, a standard relative to which it may be acting well or poorly, is thus a truism, not a controversial addition to what has already been said.

Thus, goodness is defined by the form of individuals. Through acting toward ends, we create our own good. The form is a self-imposed identity, defined by the way agents pursue ends.

In order to determine whether an action is consistent with the form of an agent, the evaluation is not of the act itself or in the ends that result. Rather, the more important consideration is toward what the agent was tending. Boyle and Lavin 3:

We can begin to see how this might be made intelligible by noting that goal-directed progressives characterize a subject here and now by relating it, not necessarily to the actual future, but rather to its own future – to a possible outcome that would count as something the subject itself effected, rather than something that merely happened to it. Part of the point here is not special to goal-directed progressives in particular: in general, a progressive proposition of the form (7) S is doing A is not necessarily falsified because the relevant future state of affairs (S’s having done A) does not come to obtain; it is falsified only if this was not the state toward which [the subject] S was tending, the state which would have come to obtain had nothing interfered with its activity. In this sense, any progressive proposition of form (7) relates its subject, not to the actual future whatever it may be, but rather to a possible future that would count as the subject’s own. Now, the crucial Aristotelian thought is that the distinction between a future that counts as the subject’s own and one that does not must be drawn against the background of a conception of what the subject is and of what belongs to being that kind of thing – that is, of the form it bears and the nature of things that bear this form. This claim may initially sound dark and metaphysical, but we can bring it down to earth by restating it as a point about the relation between truths of the form we have been considering and truths of certain other characteristic shapes. The thought, in effect, is that where there are truths of the form (7), there must also be true judgments of form-attribution, of the form (9) S is an F and true form-characterizing judgments, of the form (10) Fs do 􀀁 (in conditions C) where the description of the activity characteristic of the kind, 􀀁, need not in general be identical to the description that characterizes what the individual is doing (A), although in the simplest sort of case it might be. In the more general case, doing A will be some specific form or manifestation of [the form] 􀀁-ing, as rolling down this hill is a specific manifestation of rolling (S is rolling down this hill; S is a bronze sphere; Bronze spheres roll (when on uneven ground)). The relation that must obtain between A and some corresponding 􀀁 would not be easy to specify, but in any case the Aristotelian thought is: there must be one. 

Thus, the affirmative burden is to show that the intent of deliberate deadly force is consistent with the victim’s form. 

Finally, even without normative truths there are functional truths. Humans have an obligation to fulfill their function, which is their form. Captain Macintyre writes:

Yet in fact the alleged unrestrictedly general logical principle on which everything is being made to depend is bogus- and the scholastic tag applies only to Aristotelian syllogisms. There are several types of valid arguments in which some element may appear in a conclusion which is not present in the premises. A.N. Prior’s counter-example to this illustrates its breakdown adequately; [F]rom the premise ‘He is a sea captain’; the conclusion may be validly inferred that ‘He ought to do whatever a sea-captain ought to do’. This counter-example not only shows that there is no general principle of the type alleged; but it itself shows what is at least a grammatical truth—an ‘is’ premise can on occasion entail an ‘ought’ conclusion.  From such factual premises as ‘This watch is grossly inaccurate and irregular in time-keeping’ and ‘This watch is too heavy to carry about comfortably’, the evaluative conclusion validly follows that ‘This is a bad watch’. From such factual premises as ‘He gets a better yield for this crop per acre than any farmer in the district’, ‘He has the most effective programme of soil renewal yet known’ and ‘His dairy herd wins all the first prizes at the agricultural shows’, the evaluative conclusion validly follows that ‘He is a good farmer’. Both of these arguments are [This argument is] valid because of the special character of the concepts of a watch and of a farmer. Such concepts are functional concepts; that is to say, we define both ‘watch[es]’ and ‘farmer’ in terms of purpose of function which a watch or a farmer are [is] characteristically expected to serve. It follows that the concept of a watch cannot be defined independently of the concept of a good watch nor the concept of a farmer independently of that of a good farmer; and that the criterion of something’s being a watch and the criterion of something’s being a good watch.
I contend that the intent to use deliberate deadly force is morally permissible. Doing things to protect and benefit the self is morally permissible for three reasons.

A. Self-protection is the highest end of all agents. All other powers are ordered toward self-maintenance. Boyle and Lavin 4:

This description of the structure of powers that characterizes a kind capable of goaldirected activity is highly abstract, but it should become more tangible if we reflect on how aptly it describes the sort of order we find in living things. Any given kind of living thing is characterized by a manifold of powers directed toward various ends, powers which constitute a sort of self-maintaining system: one such that the realization of any one of its ends supplies the condition for the realization of various others, and these in turn of others, in such a way that the kind “makes itself exist,” so to speak. This self-maintenance occurs at two levels: first, individuals of the kind in question maintain their own existence through such processes as nourishing themselves, defending themselves from threats, healing from injuries, etc.; and secondly, the kind itself maintains its existence through reproductive processes in which members of the kind make others like themselves. For any given kind of living thing, we can describe powers that it has which subserve each of these two sorts of self-maintenance, powers whose various acts contribute to fulfilling the conditions in which life of that kind can continue. And it is characteristic of these powers that they not only contribute variously to the maintenance of the kind of living thing in question, but thereby contribute to the maintenance of themselves and one another in sound order: by seeking out and consuming nourishing food, a creature makes it possible for its injuries to heal; by healing its injuries, it makes it possible to seek out and consume nourishing food, etc. Indeed, this reciprocal interdependence extends to all of the essential powers of a living thing, for precisely insofar as they are essential, they are each needed to contribute to the maintenance of the system of which they are powers, but equally they each depend on all the other powers to operate in a way that maintains that system, and thus makes each power possible.
B. It is natural to preserve and do things for the self, because it is natural to love the self and achieve our own ends. Spinoza:
As reason makes no demands contrary to nature, it demands, that every man should love himself, should seek that which is useful to him—I mean, that which is really useful to him, should desire everything which really brings man to greater perfection, and should, each for himself, endeavour as far as he can to preserve his own being. This is as necessarily true, as that a whole is greater than its part. (Cf. III. iv.) Again, as virtue is nothing else but action in accordance with the laws of one's own nature (IV. Def. viii.), and as no one endeavours to preserve his own being, except in accordance with the laws of his own nature, it follows, first, that the foundation of virtue is the endeavour to preserve one's own being, and that happiness consists in man's power of preserving his own being; secondly, that virtue is to be desired for its own sake, and that there is nothing more excellent or more useful to us, for the sake of which we should desire it; thirdly and lastly, that suicides are weak—minded, and are overcome by external causes repugnant to their nature. Further, it follows from Postulate iv., Part II., that we can never arrive at doing without all external things for the preservation of our being or living, so as to have no relations with things which are outside ourselves. Again, if we consider our mind, we see that our intellect would be more imperfect, if mind were alone, and could understand nothing besides itself. There are, then, many things outside ourselves, which are useful to us, and are, therefore, to be desired. Of such none can be discerned more excellent, than those which are in entire agreement with our nature. For if, for example, two individuals of entirely the same nature are united, they form a combination twice as powerful as either of them singly. Therefore, to man there is nothing more useful than man—nothing, I repeat, more excellent for preserving their being can be wished for by men, than that all should so in all points agree, that the minds and bodies of all should form, as it were, one single mind and one single body, and that all should, with one consent, as far as they are able, endeavour to preserve their being, and all with one consent seek what is useful to them all. Hence, men who are governed by reason—that is, who seek what is useful to them in accordance with reason, desire for themselves nothing, which they do not also desire for the rest of mankind, and, consequently, are just, faithful, and honourable in their conduct.

C. The freedom of each individual as an independent individual means individuals must respect themselves as humans with worth that should not be violated. Ripstein:

The same right to be your own master within a system of equal freedom also generates what Kant calls an “internal duty” of rightful honor, which “consists in asserting one’s worth as a human being in relation to others, a duty expressed by the saying do not make yourself into a mere means for others but be at the same time an end for them.” Kant says that this duty can “be explained…as obligation from the right of humanity in our own person.” Kant’s characterization of this as an “internal duty” may seem out of place, given his earlier characterization of the Universal Principle of Right in terms of restrictions on each person’s conduct in light of the freedom of others. But the duty of rightful honor is also relational: it is a duty because it is a limit on the exercise of a person’s freedom that is imposed by the Universal Principle of Right. Just as the rights of others restrict your freedom, so that you cannot acquire a right to anything by acting in ways with the innate right of another person, so, too, the humanity in your own person restricts the ways in which you can exercise your freedom by entering into arrangements with others. Your innate right prevents you from being bound by others more than you can in turn bind them; your duty of rightful honor prevents you from making yourself bound by others in those ways. Rightful honor does not warn you away from some juridical possibility that would somehow be demeaning or unworthy. You do not wrong yourself if you enter into a binding arrangement inconsistent with the humanity in your own person. Instead, your duty of rightful honor says that no such arrangement can be binding, so no other person could be entitled to enforce a claim of right against you that presupposes that you have acted contrary to rightful honor.
Deliberate deadly force qualifies as an intent to protect the self in three ways.

A. Not all effects of actions are intended. Foreseen effects can be divided from the intent. Grisez explains the division:

When I go to the dentist, I foresee that I shall suffer pain, but I do not intend the pain. I intend to keep my teeth in working order and I intend to have them repaired, but the pain contributes nothing to my objective or to the process of its realization. Pain is merely an unavoidable concomitant. True, I bring the pain upon myself by going to the dentist. But I "bring it upon" myself, I do not seek it or use it. A human being as a moral agent is not placed within a framework of already determinate situations, as a puppet is placed upon a stage created beforehand for it. The various environments in which we live are filled with facts somehow or other related to us and to our action, but our actual life-worlds are shaped by our interests and by the ways we select to satisfy our interests. Many effects of our behavior fall outside the scope of our intentions; some effects of our behavior have no significant reference to any human concern that we know of. Consequently, we certainly do not intend all the foreseen effects of our purposeful behavior.
The intention of hurting the attacker is a foreseen but unintended consequence. Grisez 2 applies the concept to self-defense:

Ethically, however, even if an attacker killed by defensive action is not killed unintentionally—i.e., accidentally—one defending himself with a proportionate response that will in fact be deadly need not turn against life, need not regard death (even the attacker's) as if it were any sort of good. In this sense one who kills in self-defense need not intend (tend toward) the attacker's death. By contrast, one who seeks anyone's death either as an objective or as a means—the hired gunman—does regard death as a good, for death as such will be at least useful if not itself a source of satisfaction.
B. The cyclic nature of abuse indentified in the resolution by the word repeated and by the discussion on women who kill signifies that the victims are subject to the most frequent and severe kinds of abuse. Browne 2:

The frequency with which abusive incidents occurred increased over time, with 40 percent of women in the homicide group reporting that violent incidents occurred more than once a week by the end of the relationship. Only 13 percent of women in the comparison group reported abusive incidents occurring that often. (Over 63 percent of women in the homicide group reported abusive incidents occurring more than once a month, compared to 45 percent in the comparison group.) Over time, the abuse also tended to become[s] more severe: Eighty percent of those in the homicide group reported that the physical abuse worsened during the course of their relationships, compared to 58 percent in the comparison group, and 90 percent (vs. 73 percent) reported that the psychological abuse became more severe. As these relationships progressed, all the women in the homicide group became convinced that their partners either could or would kill them, based on the severity and frequency of the violence, verbal threats to kill, and an apparent diminution of concern by the abusers for the harm they were inflicting. 
And, abusers threaten to kill the victim, which is a threat the victim’s reasonably take seriously. Browne 3:

In spite of their expressions of regret these men threatened further violence against the women, other people, or themselves. Men in the homicide group made significantly more threats to kill than did men in the comparison group: Eighty-three percent had threatened to kill someone, as compared to 59 percent of men in the non-homicide group. Given their experience with the men’s capacity for violence, the women took what they said quite seriously. Some of the threats were implied in conversation or by action.

Finally, because the abuser violates others in the community, they lose their membership in the common good, so they no longer deserve protection. Moreover, they lose their human worth, because they are no longer guided by reason. Aquinas:

I answer that, As stated above (Article 1), it is lawful to kill dumb animals, in so far as they are naturally directed to man's use, as the imperfect is directed to the perfect. Now every part is directed to the whole, as imperfect to perfect, wherefore every part is naturally for the sake of the whole. For this reason we observe that if the health of the whole body demands the excision of a member, through its being decayed or infectious to the other members, it will be both praiseworthy and advantageous to have it cut away. Now every individual person is compared to the whole community, as part to whole. Therefore if a man be dangerous and infectious to the community, on account of some sin, it is praiseworthy and advantageous that he be killed in order to safeguard the common good, since "a little leaven corrupteth the whole lump" (1 Corinthians 5:6). Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord commanded them to forbear from uprooting the cockle in order to spare the wheat, i.e. the good. This occurs when the wicked cannot be slain without the good being killed with them, either because the wicked lie hidden among the good, or because they have many followers, so that they cannot be killed without danger to the good, as Augustine says (Contra Parmen. iii, 2). Wherefore our Lord teaches that we should rather allow the wicked to live, and that vengeance is to be delayed until the last judgment, rather than that the good be put to death together with the wicked. When, however, the good incur no danger, but rather are protected and saved by the slaying of the wicked, then the latter may be lawfully put to death. Reply to Objection 2. According to the order of His wisdom, God sometimes slays sinners forthwith in order to deliver the good, whereas sometimes He allows them time to repent, according as He knows what is expedient for His elect. This also does human justice imitate according to its powers; for it puts to death those who are dangerous to others, while it allows time for repentance to those who sin without grievously harming others. Reply to Objection 3. By sinning man departs from the order of reason, and consequently falls away from the dignity of his manhood, in so far as he is naturally free, and exists for himself, and he falls into the slavish state of the beasts, by being disposed of according as he is useful to others. This is expressed in Psalm 48:21: "Man, when he was in honor, did not understand; he hath been compared to senseless beasts, and made like to them," and Proverbs 11:29: "The fool shall serve the wise." Hence, although it be evil in itself to kill a man so long as he preserve his dignity, yet it may be good to kill a man who has sinned, even as it is to kill a beast. For a bad man is worse than a beast, and is more harmful, as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 1 and Ethic. vii, 6).
