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~Is the ‘medical management’ of ectopic
pregnancy by the administration of
methotrexate morally acceptable?

I,

CHRISTOPHER KAGZOR "

1 8Ei1EVE THE answer to this question must be a qualified “no.” Pope John Paul Il
in ‘Bvangelium Vitae wrote: "'Therefore, by the authority which Christ conferred
upon Peter and his Successors, and in communion with the Bishops of the Catholic
Church, T confirm that the direct-and voluntarij ktffing of @ri‘irfocent hionar being is
always gravely inumoral. " Jol pphes this pringiple speciﬁcall}f to the

case of abortion: “1B}y the- aut h Chrlst conferred upon Peier and his
Successors, in conimuniorn :i
condemned dhm hon &nd

mentxoned consuitation, albeit di spersed
na_mmo_u_s a_greemcnt concerning this
doctrine = decia ]
eans, alwa Ys ccms

with thé ieachmg of Lmnux Ger.ztﬁtm ':'s' ¢ited in the notes that follow the proclama-
ithough g believe thdt such teachings are also philosophlcaﬂy defensﬂ;le,

'fers t6 the iﬂtention of an

"_drrcc_t .in the guotation frmn Evngelnmz Vzia i

' '1.36.!.1[1 Pz.iu.l H, Evangeltum Vitae, 57, emphasis in the original,

- 2 john Paul 1, Bvangelivm Vitae, 62, emphasis in the original,
"+ 3 iohn Paal H, Evangelium Vitae, 62.

4] assmne throughout that the human conceptus implanted in the falloptan tube should receive
the respect due innacent hmnan life.
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ISSUES FOR A CATHOLIC BIOETHIC

agent and is used in thiscontext in contrast to the "indirect” or the foreseen effects
of an agent's act, Hence, one's account of intention determines whether or not a
given act resulting in death should be accounted as “direct’” or “indirect” killing.
In addition, even if one does not lntend an evil effect, nevertheless even pernnttmg
or allowing an evil eflect can, at least at times, be morally wrong. . :

The first question at hand is the following. Is the use of methottemte to treat
ectopic pregnancy direct or intentional. Ltlling? Me{hotremte is ‘bne non—surglcai
method of managing ectopic. pre; réat forms of cancer
and arthritis. The drug acts iif'th 1Cy by Inhibiting cellular
reproduction in the recently cone:elved 2 The drug thus simultaneously injures the
conceptus and relieves the possible dange: to the mother, Is the negative effect of
embrjomc death mtended Or 1iot? :

: One account of intentiomn, c_irguably put forward by Aquinas and clearly put for-

ward by later writers in the Catholic tradition, holds that not only the immediate
effect desired but also all concomitant effects are intended by the agent, On this
‘hroad’ account of intentton, the good desired effects and evil undesired effects,
in so far as they are chronologically simultaneous and. aré.always: :
connected, are all considered intended, If one goes jogging, one intends-all that
is necessarily connected with and/or chronologically simultaneous with jogging,
i.c., perspiring, increasing one’s heart rate, wearing out one's runuing shoes,
becoming more healthy, etc, I one adopts this ‘broad’ account-of :intention,
then even though the death of the htunan conceptus caused by the administration
of methotrexate 1s not desired as effecting the end of preserving .the life-of the
mother, the death is nevertheless intended. Given this broad account of infention,
the use of methotrexate to treat ectopic preghancy is intentional or *direct” killing
of an innocent person. Hence, it is “gravely immoral,”

The other-account of intention held by a number of authors in the Catholic
tradition has been called the ‘narrow" account of intention. On the ‘narrow’
account of ntention,:one advocated by Germain Grisez and John Pinnis among
others, only what Is one's goal and what 1s chosen precisely as contributing to
the achievement of one's goal is properly said to be intended. When one jogs
with a view to becoming healthy, becoming healthy as a result of jogging and
all that contributes In the activity of jogging to becoming healthy, such as a rise
in heart-rate, are properly intended by the agent. Other aspects of the act, say
wearing ouf one’s running shoes, are not intended, even though these eflects
may be necessanly connected and chronologically simultaneous with running.

If one adopts & narrow account of intention, then the death of the human
conceptus in the use of methotrexate to treat ectopic pregnancy would not be
intended. The death as such contributes nothing to the restoration of health In
the mother. The cessation of growth and a change in the location of the human
conceplus alone are intended, If the narrow acceunt of intention is true, then in

5 Jean DoBlois €SJ, ‘Eetopic Pregnancy’ in Jean DeBlois CSJ {ed) A Primer for Health Care Ethies:
Essays for a Pluralistic Soclety Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press 1996, p. 209,
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using methotrexate to treat ectopic pregnancy, one does not intentionally or
“directly” kill an innocent person,

One does however strictly infend to inhibit the cellular reproduction of the
newly conceived and its necessary supporting organ -the trophoblast. This
intenided effect, -without further addition;  constitutes a . serious injury. to ‘the
health:of the fetus. Intending to.inflict serious injury ‘on the health of another,
except, according to some writers, by those responsible for the common good, is
forbidden as a form of mutilation {on the reasons why mutilaiion is wrong, one
may want to look at St Thomas Aquinas, Summa thecloglae 2a 2ae g.65 arh, 1),
Hence, although one does not on the narrow account strictly intend to kil with
the use of methotrexate, one does strictly intend to wnutilate, Mutilation, like the
intentional killing of the innocent, is an intrinsically evil act, Hence, the use of .
methotrexate is not licit, even if one adopts a narrow account of intention.

Nor can one invoke in this instance the ‘principle of totality’, as we could for
example in the removal of a cancerous-organ. For the mother and conceived
child -are not one_being, or one totality,-but :two. The use of methotrexate is
aimed at aflfecting the newly conceived and not at aflecting merely-a part of the
woman's body, asisthe casein ther movdi of a gravid cancerous uterus, The con-
‘cetved human -person :does:not:belong :to sthe mother nor is the ‘value' of .the

':- embwo ‘contingent upon. its ; _'tlongto-the mothers he’tith as are. the
-prgans of: the- mother s body i
- Henge, given aibmfxd aceount o mtentlon. the use of methotrexate is zlhcti
unded. ihe de&riphon ‘of the intentional. kliling of the innocent. Given a narrow
: dccount of intention, the use of metbatrexﬁe o freat ectopm pregndncy is Ilhc
s -.unde: the desmptwn of mutilation of the coneepius.
“.:.There is, however, one kind of case described as ectoplc pregnancy in the
'][tclatme in:which the use of metholrexate per se is not morally objectionable.
These are cases of what is called “persistent ectopic pregnancy.”® Sometimes,
although the human conceptus is no longer present, the trophoblast {the layer
of tissue which nermally nourishes the newly conceived) continues to develop.
This continued growth can lead to hemorrhaging, just as in the case of the
growth of the human embryo in the tube. Use of methotrexate in cases of
“persisient ectopic pregnancy’’ would be neither intentional killing nor inten-
tional mutilation, and hence would be, other things being equal, licit,

it is far from clear however that other things are indeed egual, Countei-
factually let us suppose that ‘the use. of methotrexate in ‘ordet to: eﬁect the
human coneeptus was neither intentional .killing -nor: mte!}tlon'a'_ :uﬁ_la_t'lon
This alone could not allow one fo conclude that the itse of methotrexate is licit.
It would seem clear that-on either ‘account 'of infention, an:agent -ought to
avold foreseen evil effects, if this can be reasonably done. Thomas's account of
sell-defense as offered tn Swmnia theologine 2a 286, question 64; article 7.is helpful

8 Hans-Géran Hagstedm MDD, Mats Hahlin MD, Barbro Bennegard-Pden MD, Peter Sitblom PhD,
Fande Thorburn MD, and Bo Lindblom MD, ‘Prediction of Persistent Ectopic Pregnancy after Sal-
pingostomy’ 84 (1994} Obstetrics and Gynecology, pp. 798802,
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here, “[I]¢.can happen that some act -proceeding -from ‘a-good :intention, be

rendered illicit, if it is not proportioned to the end (proportionatus fint ). Therefore,"”

Thomas writes, “il someone for the sake of dell nding his life uses more force than is

necessary it will be illicit,”0f (j_n_e_é_an defend o 1¢'s life from attack by fleeing rather
than fighting, one ought to flee: If one has to fight, one ought to use lighter force
rather than deadly force if both will secure self-defens.

‘The treatment of ectople pregnancy by methotrexate may be such a case of
using deadly force 'when lighter force can achteve the same end. Methotrexate
«can 'be :used :only 'in early ectopic pregnancy before rupture or other serious
damgge to the fallopian tube, At this stage of ectopic pregnancy, there are other

‘options available that will both secure the protection of the mother's health and
preserve the mother’s fertllity in the alfected fallopian tube,

There are three such options: The ficst option is known as salpingostomy, that
Is, the surgical removal of th v alone leaving the tube intact. If one adopts a
narrow account of intentior ostomy, that is the opening of the tube and
the “gentle”. removal neeptas,” may be seen as licit. ‘The death itself
contributes nothhig. goal of preserving the mother's life, but only the
alteration in -the’ on" of ‘the ‘hitman embryo, In fact, salpingostomy -will
aften, Ind not necessarily, bring about the death of the conceptus, Tn the inajority
of cases the newly conceived does die, Stll, there is one documented .case:of a
salpingostomy résulting in the live birth of & healthy baby boy.® Advances in
microsurgery -could :make salpingostomy an even more aftractive -option -for
preserving the newly conceived life while also retaining the functional capacity
of the fallopian tibe. EREREER YL A

The second option is the removal of the segment -of the-tibe ¢ontaining the
pregnancy with subsequent anastomosis br.recoi_l.t_}ec_t_ion.of the two sections of
the tube, This technigue, a form of the longstandingly approved “salpingectomy,”
that is; the removal of the entire tube along with the human embryo, ts fully licit
on cithera wide or a narrow account of intention. The death of the embryo is not,
in these cases, & means or an end to preserving the mether's life, At the same time,

this form of salpingectomy p;eSer's_._ieS the mother's fertility, ..~

Nor can we assume in an aflempt at.4 reductio ad absurdun, following James
Keenan, that even salpingectorny fails Lo fit the Principle of Double Effect paradigm
of the removal of a canceéro uterus. On this view, if we applied traditional
Catholic teaching to the guiestion of ectopic pregnancy, we would be forced to
simply stand by and hope that the conceptus spontaneously aborted, knowingly
doing nothing to prevent the likely death of the mother. Hence, tradiiional
principles cannot be applied to this case. Co el

Although it is true-that in the case of ectopic pregnancy the presence of the
embryo is not "accidental’to the excision of the tube, Le., “the embryo’s removal
is intrinsic to the order of activity; the only part of the tube 1o be removed is that in

7 Jean DeBlois CS], ‘Hetopic Pregnancy’ in op. cit., p. 209.
3C ] Wallace MD, ‘Transplantation of Eclopic Pregnancy from Fallopian Tube to-Cavity of
Uterus', 24 (1917} Surgery, Gynecology, and Obstetrics pp. 578579,
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which the embryo adheres™; it does not follow that salpingectomy is illicit accord-
. ing to traditional principles, Indeed, the twvo cases are not perfectly analogous, In
‘one case the womb is removed because of cancer and In the other case the tube is
“removed because of the embryo. However, in both cases = and here the analogy
_bemeen the cancerous uterus case and the ectopic pregnancy case holds -+
though the causes are different the result is.the same —'a pathological organ.
The tube is a damaged one, one that threatens the life of the mother now through
uncontrolled bleeding and threatens in the future through increased likelthood of
recurring ectopic pregnancy. Iven if the embryo were dead, the tube would often
still need to be removed. The presence of the embryo is in this way, the relevant

way, dnect[y analogous to the presence of the fetus in the case of the cancerous o

uterus.

Finally, there is the “milking” or “squeezing’ techmque Medicai doctors
Diamond and DeCherney describe this technique as follows: “In this procedure,
the tube Is grasped just proximal to the site of dilation and then compressed,
advancing toward the infundibular aspect of the tube. In this manner; the
products of conception are excluded from the fimbria.”? Like the salpingectomy,
the “milking” technique avoids the intentional bringing about of the evil effect
on either a broad or a narrow account of mtentle& This "squeenng Iechmque
leaves open the possibility of the pregnan 1g in & normaE way. Most
often the newly conceived dies, but implantation in the 1tcms 15 not possﬂ)lhty
which can be a}together exciuded

This . "nnlkmg”"
better not only. o

with th'e' use of methotrexate while
dtemal hedlth 'md respect for the

;;'most promis g way ef treahng ectopxc pregnancy detectcd at an earIy stage.,

Although the use of methotrexate is advantageous in not being a smgwai
interveﬂtion. the use of such a powerful drug may be in the end even more
disadvantageous than surgery. Methottexate, as is. well kuown -has mdny mde

. 2 Diamond and DeCherney, ‘Surgical Management ofEctoplc Pregnaucy in 30 (t987) Chmrai
" Dbstetrics and Gynecology p. 205,
3 Capt and Sherman, *Tubal Abortion and Infundibular-Ectople Pregnancy' in 30 {1987)

" [Clinical Obstetries and Gynecology p. 162,

11 8ome studles repart an increase in the rate of future extrautéring pregnancies (Oelsner,
- *fictopic Pregnancy in the Remaining Tube and the Management of the Patient with Muitiple
fetople Pregnancies' 30 (1987) Clinlcal Obstetrics “and - Gunecolegy pp.-225-229, at 226}
others do ot (Capi and Sherman,op, ¢l p.o162).
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eflects avoided by the other. opﬁcjns-about.which we have spoken. The reported
side-effects -of . methotrexate rin:the treatment <ol ectopic..pregiiancy - nclude
upset-stomach, nausea, vomiting, sleéplessness; -hot flushes, sores in the mouth,
abdominal:pain, loss-of appetite, darrhea, dizziness, mood alterations, decrease
in red blood :cell ‘count requiring blood transfusion, and, rarely, lung and liver
damage. Of course, the side effects vary from person to person and some side eflecis
may be decreased or eliminated with the use of other drugs. 8till, these side eflects
of methotrexate have resulted in hospital stays, documented in one study, of
between 8 and 25 days.!? These powerlul side-effects have.caused some medical
doctors to question the usefulness of methotrexate in treating ectopic preghancy:
“At this point in time, chemotherapy {by means of methotrexate] offers a viable
alternative to surgery in 4 small select mumber of cases as mentioned above, Its
roufine use -is not-yet justified, however, where conservative surgery [ie.,
salpingostomy] has proven efficacy.”!? Louis Weinstein, in the American Jouwrnal
of-Gunecology, virote: :“Simpiy stated, the use of a potent antineoplastic, anti-
metabolite - drug, -methotrexate, for - freatment of an ectopic pregnancy . is
inappropriate and polentially dangerous,”!

+iIn ¢onelusion, -the -use of methotrexate to treat ectopic pregnancy is not
morally justified. Il the broad account of intention is adopted, then ifs.use s
morally excluded under the description of intentionally - killing :an - innocent
person. If the narrow account of intention is adopted, then its ‘use is morally
excluded under the description of intentionally mutilating an :Innocent person,
Finally, even if the use of methotrexate is not illicit as intentional killing or
mutilating, it is disproportionate to its end. Given the other options of __ﬂ'_c_a_:;uicni
avallable, options less harmful to both mother.and child, the use of methatrexate o
brings about foreseen evil effects that one could have and should have ﬁ"?id?d- -

B Steven ] Ory MD, Alelei I Villanueva MD, Peter K Sand MD, and Ralph K Tumura MD,
‘Conservatlve Treatmenl of PFelopic Pregnancy with Methotrexate’ American Journal of
Obstetrics and Gynecology ( June 1986) pp. 1299-1306, at 1304.

13 Bruce § Shapiro MD, “The Nonsurgical Management ol Bctopic Pregnancy' 30 (1987} Clinical
Obstetrics and Gynecology pp. 230-23 5. at 232,

' Quoted in Steven ] Ory MD et al., op. cit,, p. 1 304.
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GERALD ‘GLEESON . . -

‘Dr CarisTorner Kaczor's argnment that methotrexate ought not be nsed in
the treatment of an ectopic pregnancy is a powerful one, Given that methotrexate

{MTX) prevents the continued development of the embryo, it Is not difficult io see
why one would conclude that its use constitutes a direct k;llmg of the embryo
in the interests of the mother's Hiéalth and future fertaltty Nonetheless, many
people do not think that "dlrectiy killing or harming the embryo” is always the
appropriaie description for this use of MTX. They regard an ectopic pregnancy
as a pathological situation which threatens the lives of both mother and
embt ¥0, cmd they snnply Iool\ to wh'llever surgmal or chennml nnervenhon is

live mdcpendeuﬂy, methods ot‘fertllity tes_
conccptlon the wuhdl'uvai of nutrition:

that thc I;fe'éf the el nng Ia of couise, that to ‘the extent
to whxch it 15 lout ¢ g hcr 8. heaith or life, elthel to

" ‘may expect the possﬂ;:l;tles for “saving 'emblyos Whlch h'we not. impidmed
correctly to ificrease markedly, Accordingly, T will argue that the most decisive
consideration with respect {o the moral evaluation of MTX is not so much the phy-
Slcal effect of {he drug, but whether, in the circnmstances of its proposed use, there
is § lgdnon to glvc Ehc cmbl yo an opportunity to continue to develop,

1, 'The relationship between principles and cases

. *_l‘ﬁe'st'raightforward moral objection to the nse of MTX is that it involves an assanit
on the developing embryo, since it inhibits DNA synthesis, and the development of
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.the tmphobiaet:c cells, as the; embryo embeds itself in the tissue of the mother 8
falloptan .tube. The central moral guestion, thexefore, is whcther this -use. of
MTX inyolves * ‘direct klllmg of the’ developmg cmbi_vo ‘lhe relevant: mag
teaching was most recently affirmed in Evaugelium Vitae s.57: “the direct and
voluntary killing of an innocent human being is always gravely hmmoral”.
Although the application of this teaching to the present issue may seem obvious
enough, the first question [ wish to raise concerns the explanatory relationship
between principles and prudential judgments about particular cases. Do principles
explain pradential judgments, or do prudential judgments about what ought be -
done'in pamcular cases shed hght on the mednmg of the prmcipies?

articulate and summarise the practical w:sdom exhibi ted in particular jud gments,
they manifest the congruency of moral rationale between like cases.!’ Abortion
and euthanasta both ‘irivolve “direct killing of the innocent”, but we. do not, 1
suggest, deduce. ‘abortion and éuthanasia. are wrong because they invo!ve
direct kzllmg of the innocent. Rathcr, understandmg why abortion and euthanasn
are wrong, dlong with understandmg why some killings in warfare or self-defence
may not be wrong, contrxbutes to our understanding of what the divect killing of
the innocent consists in. Thisi is why the authoritative teaching in Evangeiumt Vitae
'does not without further mqmry, settle such complex moral issues as the treat-
ment o an ectoplc pregnancy Of: the early mduct:on ofa l‘etus whose condit on

be reduced to wholly descriptive categm jes.16 &

That the concept of 'direct killing' is ultimately a moral category 1s, 1 think,
reflected in Evangelium Vitae s.55, where it is said that in legitimate self defence
“the fatal outcome is attributable to the aggressor whose action brought it
about”, Pope John Paul 1 seems to be suggesting that the direct responsibility
for a lethal defenstve act Hes with the aggressor; it is this moral consideration

13 See for example: James ¥. Keenan, “The Function of the Principle of Double Effect’, 54 (1993)
Theological Studies, pp. 294-315, and Jean Porter, Meral Action and Christian Fthics Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 1995, pp. 1-40.

‘6 8ee J. M. Brennan, The Open Texture of Moral Concepts New York: Barnes and Noble 1977,
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which makes the lethal act of the defender an ‘indirect’-killing {even when, pre-
stimably, the chosen defensive act will certainly be lethal, will be mth 1espect
to its causality. : ‘dhect kxihng).ll 0 Sy

2, How-ts dtrect kllimg to be understood?

Th:s bring _ne ta my second questlon, namely about the correct descnption of
human actions. As Veritatis Splendor 5.78 reminds us, in the Calholic tradition
morat description and evaluation go hand in hand, and centre on the Identifica-
ttort of the "'moral object’ of one's activity. Yet the concept of the moral object is
‘essentially contested’ in that It is the focus for continuing debates between rival
ethical theories within Catholic moral theology. The Church does not endorse
any one ethical theory {Veritatis Splendor s.29), though it does direct us to the
thought -of St.Thomas.:But,. since mora actlon shares in the mystery of the
human person it. may be supposcd that absolute ciarfty about an agent's moral
‘object.will hot aiwayq be attainable, The moral object {and hence the evaluation)
‘of sorne kinds of action m_lgh_t_alw_ays__lemam ‘essentially contested’,

. Tor Catholi¢ theologians the priority of the ‘moral object’, after the mind of
St Thomas, requires that direct killing be identified and understood from the
viewpoint of the acting subject, that is, in terms of the agent’s intended purpose,
ot in terms of the physical causality of an action, The ‘object’:is the ‘subject
matter’ of an action as revealed in the purposefu] reasoning by which the agent
gives Intelligibility to what he or she actually does. For. this reason; Thomas
distinguishes between the agent’s Yinner object” {the object:of reason accepted
and -intended by the will) -and the “'external action™-in which that .object s
realised. Inner object and extelml ObjECt are related as form and matter, ‘as-the
materia clrea quam and, the mat i 2x qua. winch iogether-constztute 7 pzu t:eular.
moral act. . .
Accordingly, the dxﬁ“erent ways in ‘which. human acnons are: described may

{ : naterial: deacnption
especi ely}Some: action
modes of descnptmn, e,g.direct
killing' -is amblguous between du'e ctly -intended to
cause death. 1 believe that the et smaterial .and- formal -action
descriptions is cennal to the moral debate about the use of MTX to resolve an
ectopic pregnancy; and to the other vexed moral issues noted above,

Viewed in its physical causality, MT'X is about as ‘directly lethal’ to the embryo
as.any infervention could be, But, viewed in its moral intelligibility, many people
se of MTX not as a ki llmg, _ _asammnnally invasive intervention to
eatening pathology in 4 situation where the embryo cannot be
savnd Are peo é cntttled o invnkc thls descuptlon despite the evidence as to

17 B_ut of, Thomas A. Cavanaugh, ‘Agulnas's Account of Double Effect’, 63 {1997} The Thomist,
pp: T07--121, who argues that Thomaus did not permil certainly lethal defensive actions.

361




ISSUES POR A CATHOLIC BIOETHIC

how MTX works? Or: Is the way in which MTX is lethal to the embryo sufficient to
establish that its use must involve the evil of direct killing? In orderto ansi-\_r'_f:: “these
questions, we need to address the more general qguestion about-the rélationship
between, on the one hand, the meaning .and intention an agent gives to his or
her action :and, on the.other hand, the external actions the agent. performs. Is
an agent’s moral object ultimately determined by the external action perforimed,
or is the agent’s formal intention able to determine, and finally re-shape, the
meaning of his or her external actions? This issue is at the heart of some current
debates in Catholic moral theology, and two approaches to it-can be identified,

(a) The prinecy of the Intentional

On the one side are those authors who guestion the derivation of the moral object
from :the-‘external “James ‘T, Keenan, for example, argues that for St
tions ‘are defiiied in terms of agency, sich that “the object” of one's
pro ¢ content of one's intention rather than the physical
action"’: one :"perfo_'r'q;s.f_i'l‘he ‘object of one's intention is prior 1o and able to
inform -one's external ‘action.'® “One 1s hard pressed to find anywhere in
Thomas's writings an explicit derivation of an ‘object’ from an exterior act."1?
For this reason, Keenan argues, it is easier ta identify wrong or disér_dered
intentions than it is to identify precisely which external actions are the embodi-
ment of disordered objects and intentions. For example: whereas the intenition io
exercise dominlon over a child as a commodity, and the intention to subordinate
the conception of a child to the prowess of technplogy, are clearly:disordered
intentions, Keenan says it is less obvious which particular procedures to achieve
conception must constitute wrong actions because they embody these disordered
intentions,?° Likewise, we may ask ivhether the use of MTX {o resolve an cctopic
pregnancy must embody the disordered htention to kifl an embryo |
save the mother’s He, o
O course, every action "has many. descriptions, The challenge: for ‘those
who give_:p'ri_}llééy__jto..._inte_n_t'idp_-_i;_s_F_:o_ explain how intention governs the correct
description of action. The inost noteworthy response {0 this challenge is that of

Gernrain: Griséz, :who -accounts for. the -content of an intention in terms of a

theory of :practical reasoning with respect to basic goods. He argues that the
primacy -of the agent's intention requires us to describe the agent's exiernal
action under the precise description it has as intended by the agent as a means
to achieving the good end-state which is the agent's goal. In this veln, Grisex

18 James F, Keenan, ‘Moral Iorizons in Health Care: Reproductive Technologies and Catholic
Identity’, in K. Wm, Wildes (ed.) Infertility: A Crossrod of Faith, Medicine, and Techuology
Dordrecht: Klnwer Academic 1997, pp. 53-7L.at 55.

1% James F. Keenan, Goodness and Rightness in Thomas Aquinas's Swnma Theelogiae W ashington,
DC: Georgetown University Press 1992, p, 81.

0 Keenan, ‘Moral Horizons', pp. §5, 6.4.
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supposes thaf:a woman could stmply want the end-state of not being pregnant
and,-without in any way . desiring or intending the death of the fetus, have an
abortion, where this is understood-and formally chosen not as an act of killing,

-but as an act of ending the stdte of pregnancy.?! Grisez believes such an abortion
be guilty of directly intending to kill the fetus for “*someone- mlght choese to abort
without choosing to kill”, Likewise, it has been suggested that a doctor crishing a
baby's head to resolve a situation in which prolonged labour is life-threatening to
mother and child, may be choosing merely to “re-size’! the baby’s head, but not to
kill it, since “re-sizing' is all that is strictly required as a means to ending labour.??
On Grisez’s account, the death of the fetus in these examples would be “indirect”
with respect to the agent’s formally intended end, and hence the actions would not
be direct killings.

- The explanation of the ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ distinction whlch is ceutral to
Grisez's theory has been strongly criticised.?? Tweo criticisms are relevant to my
discussion. First, Grisez's focus on the selective description of actions in formally
intended terms has the paradoxical consequence that an agent's chosen actions
do 1ot have moral meaning in themselves, but only insofar as they are associated
with the attitude of the agent’s will towards an end or good. 24:Secondly, Grises's
account of intention focuses on the ps: chology of the agent,"on the agent's stated
understanding of what he 91‘ 1¢ is doing, This apprmch_'xﬂ_ows an agent to over-
ride what may be, from the n vigwpoint; the more accuraté description of an
action Lhobﬁﬂ a5 a meai}s 'wl_ aixty it is a mark of 1 mor, dl mdtumy and virtue

een: ‘dlrect -and findirect’ ktilmg ig nltimatelya
fa pdrtu,ul'tr agent a death causing action Is
sought,is not enough to establish that morally
the action is an ‘indirect'killing-As iich as 4 person might truthfully say, “1only
- iiltended to end this pregnan lide't infend. the fetus to die”, in some cases it
~ will'be a ground for Ingral criticism that the person supposed he was entitled to
g descnbe his action in this nai w'_:way ‘A critic ¢ould rightly object, “You may

‘not: sy, “I'm:just ‘énding a’ pregnancy for in“these ‘circumstances ending a
'fplegndncy 18 (divéctly) killing 2 fetds.!" 1t follows that althongh moral action
- st be understood *from the. perspcchve of the acting subject”, moral action
_-and evaluation Is tightly andérstood, not from the perspective of just any subject,
but only from the perspective of the virtuous subject, the phmmm_qs‘ or.psrson of

" Pace Grisez the dlstmcﬁ_o '_
moral distinction. That i the
‘only 'indirectly’ related to the

21 Germain Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, Vol 1. Living a Christian Llft’ Qutncy I'L Franseiscan
Press, ' 1993, p. 500,

A2 Sec Joseph M. Boyle, ‘Double Effect and a Certain Type of Embryotomy’, 44 [1977) Irish Theo-
Togleal Qrarterly, pp. 303—318. For a eritique of this view, see Kevin Flannery, ‘What Is Included
tn'a Means {o an End?’, 74 (1993) Gregorlanum, pp. 499-513.

2} 8ec Plannery, ‘What is Included’, and, most recently, Jean Porter, "/ Direct” and “Indirect” In
Grisez's Moral Theory', 57 {1996) Theological Studles, pp. 611-632, -

241 pwe this point to Stephen ], Jensen, A Defense of Physicalism’; 61 (1997) The Themist,

PD. 377-404, al 399,
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practical ‘wisdoni, “The ‘moral sjudgment ‘on -whatone “is ‘actually “doing -and
{formally intending) is, for St Thonias, a matter.of ‘right reasoning’(récta ratio)
by which the acting subject aspires to that'-i‘objective' judgment -on -action
which the person of practical wisdom would make.25 : '
The distinction between  one'’s rightly ‘intended object and the various
intentional features of one's action is normally clear-cut: the doctor removing a
cancerous uterus may truly-say,'The death of the fetus is not ty intention, it
is neither niy goal nor a méans to it": But on some occasions, only-right reasoning
and prudential judgment can determine whether circumstances and features of an
action truly belong to an agent’s object or whether they are indeed incidental, and
‘outside’ the intention, At all times, of course, the stde-effects and incidental effects
of one’s action remain intentional in the broad sense, and so morally relevant, pre-
cisely because they need to be acknowledged and evaluated in relation to the
ageit's formal purpose, .~ .. E
In short, I am arguing that, pace Grisez, It Is not possible to develop a morally
neutral, or pre-moral, account of what is or.is not formally and directly intended
by an agent. There is often a tension between the intended subject matier of one’s
action and its external realisation, between the formal intentionality embodied in
an action, what is “strictly required” (in-Grisez's ense) for -the ‘achievement of
_one's purpose, and the many other descriptions of an action under which i is
knowingly -and .f_iutféhtio‘ﬁal{y'.:.ug_der'éa};éu_.‘ ‘That the resolution of this tension ‘is

the work :of :'pr_irdehce':_"mjc} right 'i'eéis'nhin_g':i_s’_";é{niﬁrmﬁd by consideration of an
alternative approach to the.determitration of the moral object, 7oz

{h} .:_-.Thé pfﬁndéy _jﬂf the physwul e

On the other side of the debate over the meaning 6f the moral object are those who
argue that we cannot always “confine the agent’s actual [i.e, formal] intention to
what is strictly required”. (in Grisez's sense), 26 For how, it might be asked, can an
agent's intentions be characterised other than in ferms of a description of the very
actions he or she chooses to performy?” That an agent knowingly and voluntarily
does what is certain to be lethal is surely strong evidence that the agent is intend-
Ing to kill. Some effects of what one does are simply “too close’ to the realisation of
one's formal intention to be merely incidental eflects. In self-defence, for example,
the degree of force necessary in the circumstances and the foreseen death of the
assallant may not be distinguishable effects of the same act. This is the thought
which underlies William E. May's argurnent against the use of both MTX and sal-
pingostomy (surgical removal of the embryo) in treating the ectopic pregrancy:

25 See my study, ‘A Living Catholic Consclence in Richaid Lennan {ed.} Redefining the Church
Sydney: B ] Dwyer, 1995, pp. 103-128.

26 Suzanné Uniacke, Permissible Killtng — The self-defence fustification of honticide Ca mbridge: Can-
bridge University Fress, 1994; p: 109. :

7 8ee Jensen, *A Defense of Physicalism', PP. 394-404.
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the death dealing effects of these treatments, he argues, are so Immediate and so
closely connected with the good effect of ending the ectopic pregnancy that. they
must constitute ‘intentional’ and ‘direct’ killing as a means to one’s end. 2.
Despite its appeal to commonsense, emphasis on the physzca[ ndture of' the
actions one performs is also problematic. -Firstly, it is oul- of keeping with the
spirit of St Thomas's approach,-in which *the notion of object is a primary
notion; it is not derived from the ‘external ‘act or from the end; rather it gives
meaning to both!'2?, Know1 _ gent s immediate purpose Is often essential
to knowing . whdt an-agent s __omg. particularly when an action has several
effects, only some of whichare intended. In any case, appeal to the physical effects
of .an -action as: determmatwe of an agent’s moral object.is often inconclusive
p_r_c_cis_f_s_ly ‘because the physical facts are open to varlous interpretations. Where
William E.:May thinks it quite evident that salpingostomy involves direct kil{ing.
other moralists such as Albert S. Moraczewski conc!ude that :salpingostomy '
the removal of damaged tissu and -detichmen the. .trophoblast - (of the
embryo) from the abnormal site. The specific-focus of the surgicel action is the
removal of damaged tubal ‘tiss nd. damaging: trophoblasiic {issue, not the
destruction or death of :th ryo’2%: Similarly, - Moraczewski's reading of
the sclentific evidence is that MTX does not directly kill the embryo by destroying
the trophoblast; it rather stops the DNA synthesis by which the trophoblast grows
and implants in the tissue of the fallopian tube. 3L On Moraczewski's interpretation,
the physical action of stopping protein synthests is distinet from the physical action
of attacking the trophoblast/embryo, For many, of course, thls isa dlstinct:on
without a difference.
1f neither Grisez's 'intentionalist’ acconnt of the object in terms of the agent s
attitude to good end-states, nor May's ‘physicalist’ account of the object in terms
of natural causality are satisfactory, we have reason to conclide :that right
reasoning and prudentlal judgment cannot be reduced either to. abstract inten-
tions or to physical causality. The tension between an agent’s mtended meaning
and his or her external action is fundamental, and while often resolved without
difficulty, this tension can sometimes only be resolved by prudeﬂtnl judgment.
Grisez has suggested that Thomas's account ‘of inner.and: external ‘action Is
“incoherent’32 I am suggesting that Thomass account provxdes the ﬂembihty
needed for-understanding how the same external -actioti may embody ‘diverse
-maoral ob]ects ThlS ﬂembihty provides .the : necessaty"scope for: those -moral

M May, ‘The Management of Ectopic Pregnancies: A Moral Analysis’, In Peter [, Cat-
" ldo: Albert 8, Moraczewski (eds.) The Fetal Tissue Issue — Medical and Mhmai Jssues Brdlntree,
" MAIThe Pope John Center, 1994, pp. 121-147: i £ :

2% Keenan, Goodness and Rightness, p. 81:°
¥ Albert 8, Moraczewskl, ‘Managmg 'l‘ub Pregnancies‘ Part 1 21 {June 1996) Ethics and
Medics, p. 4. D
31 Albert 8. Moraczewah. Mzm
Medlcs, pp. 3—4. o
32 Germaln Grisez, he Way af the, Lord ]esus, VaII C'hrlsfmn Moral Princlples Chicago: Franscis-
£an Herdici Prfss 1983 P.247. : .

lPregn'mcws_ Par! II 21 (Augusl 1996) Ethics and
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judgments by which a virtuous agent makes the hnai detelmtnanon as to what
he or she is doing, : :
In terms of the form/matter analogy fdvonred by. Thom'ls. ._“tht, matter of Hn
external action will be such as to exclude s rmal meanings or initentions,
while also being able to accept a. wider rdng" fnrmaE ‘meanings than may be
conventionally rewgmsed “Thus; the* physaca effect.of MTX is such that iis use
could not-émbody.an: agent S, mtention to iredt a mother without lessening the
embyro’s chanee of survival, 1f used 4t a time when the embryo ought be given
a chance to ‘continue its development, the use of MTX could not but constitute
a pre-emptive intervention, which would be unjustified because -fethal 1o the
embryo. But In circumstances in which the judgment is rightly made that nothing
can be done to save the embryo, and that an intervention to protect the mother
from the Invasive action of implantation 18 necessary,~the tise of MTX might
embady the prudential judgment that /it:is ihé minimally: UIVdSWC 1rcdtment
ciiniCaIEy indicated with r ss_and sideselfects, = i
i:1n other. wmds‘ attention ls'of What orie is'actually choosmg to do,
viz, about how.} but not sufficient for moral evaluation.
‘What mtte : rspective is the evaluation of the agent’s
object- or mtentmn. Should the qgent be attemipting to save the embryo or
should the agent be attempting -to -care for the mother, knowing that the
Lmbryo cannot be saved? This is the primary issue which establishes the
“trajectory’” of the agent's purpose, for which the agent then seeks a “(rajectory
of realisation’" in appropriate external actions.?? Neither MTX nor salpingostomy
could be a suitable realisation of the former object, but given the primacy of
intention thelr physical causality (or “matier”) does not of itsell rule out MTX
or salpingostomy as sultable realisations of the latter object. "This proposal is
thoroughty Thomistic insofar as the primary concern is whether the practical
reasoning ‘embodied in the cheice to use MI“{ mvoives dny mjustlcc 1o the
developing cmbryo AR S : : '

3 The principle of double effct (PDE) e

This proposal is remfomed i)y mns:delaiion 0{ my thn‘d queshon, n"ﬂneiy dbout
the use of double effect reasoning in relation fo the treatinent of ectopic-preg-
nancies. Double effect is usually regarded as the only acceptable way of justifying
uuerventmns to resolve an ectopic pregnancy, But is treatment of an ectopic
pregnancy really congruous with such paradigm cases of double effect as
removing a cancerous uterus whilé a woman s pregnant? Whereas a cancerous
uterus would need (o be 1emoved whether a woman was pregnant or not, In the
case of the ectopic pregumcy *swe are cutting the tube [e.g. in balpmgostomy]
only because the emb1yo is there...the embryo’s removal is intrinsic to the
ob;ect ef ihe dctlwty the only part of the tube to be removed Is that in which

3 Thc metaphor of l_n_aje_ctary is used by Keenan, Goodness and Rightness, p. 78,
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the embryo adheres”.** William E. May concludes from this fact that salpingost-
omy is not pe11111551blc James Keenau on ihe other. hand, seeks a ji:stlﬁcaimn
harm, "’}0 confirm that ending an- ectop:c pregndncy is moraiiy right we can fook
for congruency with other 111termlly cerhin c&ses that belong to a rubric other
than double-effect.™2: i it

So the final question 4’ wv;h to comlder is whether there can be a justification
for defensive actions which cause harm, other than in terms of double effect. T have
space-here for-just two points. First, I would again draw attention to James
Keenan's landmark study of the function of the PDE, in which he contrasts two
styles of moral reasoning: the ‘geometrical method of justilication by appeal to
prificiples such as the PDE which are extrinsic’ to individual cases, and the 'taxo-
nomic :method of prudental justificaiion {(or-castidstry) which seeks to shed light
on the inherent moral rtghtness of a kind of action by-considering its congrnency
of rattonale with like case anarghes that.itis a mistake to think the PDR
functions as a justlﬁcatt Al the, only form of jusliﬁcation when causing
harnt, and his study should d:ssuadé_i:__s_ from thinking that the only way in which
harmful effects can: be justified s by:forcing them to it within a double effect
framework. S

Secondly, I note that, once agatn, what ls af stake is the correct identification of
the agent's moral object. The manualists who developed the PDE used physicalist
descriptions of-huinan actions and so found ways of identifying “the action in
itsell "’ -us good or-morally neutral, But once we retrieve Thomas's understanding
of action as intentional, the first condition of the PDE must be taken to reler to
property moral ‘actions: one's action in itsell must be morally upright, The PDE
is relevant on those occasions in which one’s upright action has a side-effect
which is no part of the agent’s intended course of action. The paradigm cases
for PDE are those in which one is doing something one would or could rightly
be doing anyway, such that the bad side-efiects are merely permitted: e.g.-when
exclsing a cancerous uterus or a hagmorrhaging fallopian tube, one does what
one would need to do irrespective of whether -« woman is prégnant.:So the PDE
holds that when, in the course of acting rightly, oné foresees :bad ‘side-effects,
these need to be acknowledged and a tudgniént'made"zbout whether one has a
proportionate reason to continue with ‘one’s upnght n;When a pregnant
woman is diagnosed with cancer of the uterus, PDEy masonmg helps us determine
e wh_et_her and when it would be right to remove her uterus, given the foreseen effect
ol surgery on the life of the fetus.

U Butds PDRE-reasoning the key to the prior question of whethier hysterectomy is

an appropriate treatment for a wormnan with caticer of the uterus? | believe not -
because what is at stake _here ig-a .;udgmg_r;t _;'.'_bout thc most effective way of

M Keenan, 'The Funcimn of ihe L’rmcnplc of Doublc Fﬂcct p. 309
35 Keenan, ‘The Funidion of the Prneiple of Double Effect’, 1. 314.
36 Keenan, .‘lhe i-unction of: thc Princip!e of . Doub]e Eﬁect. 54 (1993] Theological Studies,

) _PP‘ 294-315
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treating an illness in view of the good of the whole pérson. To be sure, the Inter-
vention will have goed and bad effects which need to be considered, but one's “act
in itself” s neither “morally indifferent” nor can it be characterised in isolation
from those good and bad effects, Tt is & "direct” response to a threatening illness,
-and the “means'one has-to employ involve 4n evil {e.g. hystevectomy) which is
"not arbitrarily chosen; but . . dictated by the evil that one is resisting"?37 There is
1o heed to“re:configure one’s intervention in terms of double effect -1 order to
-determine that it is morally upright, :
oIt 4s at this point that the correct characterisation of practical reasoning
becomes crucial, As noted above, Grisez does. this in terms .of -one’s attitude
towards good end-states, rather than in terms -of the concrefe -actions one
performs.*® This enables him g re-conifigure Some cases in which an action
causing evil seems to he directly intended ‘as cases in which the evil caused is
only indirectly intended. But-given the doubts about whether Grisez's account
of direct and ‘indirec ands up, and given that at times his account
seems to Ljeg'uire_;'_i_-f -description of what one is actually doing; 1
believe we have an [iic to explore an alternative account which acknowl-
edges that in ‘some Circimtances one may have to cause evil when defending
goods fromattuck, © RN N ey
If we are to eschew the re-description of actions, we need.to find a ‘way of
explaining what occurs when an action that would normally be the embodinient
of a wrong intention becomes the realisation of an upright intention; T suggest that
in clrcumstances of “defensive action”, we think of a moral action which is'gen-
erically (and normally) bad, having its moral species altered to bécame specifically
good.*? Paradigm cases of this transformation of a generically bad kind of action to
a spectfically good kind of action include interventions usually justified in'terms of
totality and live organ donation.®® I am proposing that, in those cases in which
treatment of an ectople pregnancy has its fsoi_e'-?i'r:lgai_ling as & ‘defence -against
life-threatening pathology, it is niore closely analogous to ¢ases of direct interven-
tiont {e.g treatment of cancer) than it is to cases of double effect, .- - '
L am thus contrasting two kinds of evil effects: those which are truly ‘outside’
one’s moral object and course of action; and those which are inevitably a part of

37 William Daniel, *Double Effect dnd Resisting Evil’/ 56 (14 74) The Australastan Catholic Record,
 See Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, Vol 1L, p. 542, footnote 143. For the contrast between
choice of end-states and aciiens, see Jensen, ‘A Defense of Physlcalism’, p. 399.

% See Brian Byron, 'The Catholic Tradition of Intrinsic Morality', in 29 (1995) Compass Theology
Review, pp. 41-45. Byron noles gne manualist in support of this terminology: Aertnys-C,
Damen CSSR, Theologia moralis, Secundumt doctrimam 8, Alfonst De Ligurio Boctoris EKeclesiae,
Editto XVII (J. Visser CSSR) Tufin: Marieitt 1556. -

08t Thoinas held that the species of generically bad actions could be altered by the command of
God, As Patrick Lee argues, this did not Involve God authorising an intrinsically evil action. In
terms of the account I am suggesting, the moral species of the action Is altered such that an
external action {e.g. Abraham killing Isaac) becomes the realisation of an tipright ‘moral
obfect (viz. obedience to God}. See Patrick Lee, ‘Permanence of the Ten Commandments: St
Thomas and his modern commentators', 42 (1981) Theological Studies, PP 422-443.
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one's moral object and course of action. PDE-reasoning Is appropriate with respect
to the former {e.g. the death of the fetus following life-saving hysterectomy), but it
is not appropriate ‘with respect to the latter {e.g. to life-saving hysterectomy in
itselfl). PDE-reasoning does not exhibit the agent's moral rationale for life-saving
surgery, or for scif-defence, or for *defensive’ situations more generally,- where
the agent's moral object s ordered precisely by the intention to combat evil. In
these defensive situations one would not be acting at all but for the-presence of
the evil ‘threat’ and, typically.the bad effects one foresees are-part and parcel of
one’s defensive action {e.g. defending -myself by :the use of force which harms
my -assailant; excising: healthy: Hssue -tu-prevent the spread of cancer, and so
on}. In these cases; the good and bad effects of one's action are often such closely
linked results of one's action that it is implausible to speak merely of penmttmg
the evil eflects one causes.

With respect to the agent’s moral object, what is crucial to the Justiﬁcahon o!‘
delensive actions which involve causing harm is whether the agent's purpose and
object are rightly ordered. Assuming one's immediate purpose really is good, how
is the rightness of the actions one chooses as 2 means to be determined? How.can I
determine that T am not, albeit in response to evil, myseli “doing evil that good
‘may come'? Sometimes there is an option available which is clearly upright or

-morally neutral (e.g. 1 might sxmply be free to avoid visiting a place: where the
“rlsk of infection was high).: But in other cases, “evil is dlready at work™ and
‘one's “freedom: of cholce is: restricted. QOrig] can (zct or not dCl But 1t' {oue] does
“act there Is likely to be.only 6né course open.t4 . x
"o i1 recognise the force of the ‘that,-even when the range of optlons is
‘restricted, the only way .of en one’s response to. evil does not-involve
~doing evil will be to ensure th not intending evil as an end or a means,
51ié at the hf.‘dlf of this whole discussion,
wr"ﬂly ob]ectlonab!e sense. 1 am recommend-
inhich one causes harm in the course of
ated to the kind of intention involved in the PDE. The
of legitlmate material cooperation,*? nor
_ hiich ‘¢consideration of both the evil to be repelied
and the: harm ‘one causes in'r p I]ing it,“enter . essenndliy into the formation of
‘the agent's moml ob;ect in itself, In these cases, we require another way of under-
standing the causation of evil in the pursuit of an upright moral object in response
to threatening evil. The key to this understanding is prudence and right le'is{)umg
as to the moral meaning and object Whlt‘h ought be ascribed to one's actmn,
desplte its causation of evil. : :
o If this defensive model is dpphed to the case of the ectopic pregnancy, the
reasoning might run as follows: We should not think of the embryo as an
aggressor, for the embryo is as much a victim of the pathological situation as is

- “as to what it is lo intend evil
-ing thal-we recognise. that
- “doing good Slmu!d be assuml
PDE rationale is not the key

4! Daniet, ‘Double Effeet’, p. 383.
42 fames B, Keenan and Thomas R, Kopfenstelner, “Yhe Principle of Cooperation’, 76/4 (1995)
Health Progress, pp. 23~27, at 26.
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the mother. The threat uléimately derives from the pathological condition of the
mother's fallopian tube. The end is to protect-a mother from the grave threat to
her life and reproductive health posed by the fact that the embryo has implanted
where it has. Prudential judgment about the nécessary and appropriate means to
this end determines what needs to be done, viz, to halt the destructive process of
implantation in the least invasive way. In cases where nothing can be done to help
the embryo to survive, the only way in which harm can be minimised is with
respect to the mother.-Whether the infervention should be surgical or chemical
depends on a clinical judgment as'to effectiveness and side-effects. The foreseen
death of the embrya is not pa at-is being sought, it is outside tha agent's
intent:on and does not render _ tmn orie. of mtentlondl k:ihng

then the necessity anc_l_ _@ppx;epn_atcncs_s _of t_he ;nea ns chosen to.realise th’_l[ end In
using MTX or salpingostomy to resolve an ectopic pregnancy, it nieed not be the
case that one intends to kill the embryo: that is to say; one’s intervention does
not arise from an intention to kill, and what one chooses to do:is not:-chosen
because it is lethal to the embryo. It is chosen in circumstances in which there
is & necessity fo act, and on the assumptiion that the intervention is, from the
clinical evidence, a more effective and less harmful option than the alternatives.
This is not strictly speaking an act of self-defenice against the embryo, but it is a
defensive act in which the evil results of the defensive measures one needs io
take are intentionally accepted. Willlam Daniel suggests that the traditional
distinction between ‘directly’ and ‘indirectly’ bringing about evil may correspond
to the difference betwveen the ‘exploitative’ and the ‘defensive’ use of evil imeans,
The “direct’ intending of evil would imply the altacking of a value, the ‘indirect’
occasioning of evil would arise when the agent is resisting a disvalue,*? -

* * *

My argument for the use of MTX in treating some ectopic pregnancies is tentative,
since I agree that the more obvious interpretation of this treatment is that it
involves the ¢hoice to directly-harm the embryo. Nonetheless, 1 have drawn
attention to three topics of continuing debate in Catholic moral theology which
raise doubts about whether this judgiment applies to every use ol MTX. On the
account proposed here, the crucial issue for: morai_ judgment s whether circum-
stances are such as to require the embr ryo to be givei a cliance'to develop lurther.

The use of MTX al a time when ori¢ should still be {ryinig to save the embryn would
indeed constitute an unjusttﬁed pre- emptive mtervention. It is less ciear, however,
that the use of MTX in circumstances in which the embr_vo cannot be saved should
be regarded morally as a direct killing, In these circomstances, the agent's moral
object would be governed by considerations of effectiveniess and side-effects in
meeting a grave, life-threatening pathology, rather than by the physical effect of
MTX on the doomed embryo.

43 Danlel, ‘Double Effect’, p. 387.
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