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The first step in ethical reasoning is the basic idea that humans should do good things and avoid doing evil things. This is a self-evident moral truth that creates normative obligations. Grisez
:

3. According to St. Thomas, the very first principle of practical reasoning in general is: The good is to be done and pursued; the bad is to be avoided (S.t., 1–2, q. 94, a. 2). This is a directive for action, not a description of good and evil. “Good” here means not only what is morally good but whatever can be understood as intelligibly worthwhile, while “bad” refers to whatever can be understood as a privation of intelligible goods. Thomas’ formulation—“Good is to be done and pursued” rather than “Do good!”—suggests that he thinks this principle extends to and governs all coherent practical thinking.20 Since this very first principle is so extremely broad, of what use is it? It does not settle what is good and bad morally. Even immoral choices and their rationalizations depend on this principle, for the immoral choice is not insane, and though arguments for it are unreasonable, they are understandable. What the first practical principle does provide is a foundation for practical thinking. The first principle of practical reason directs thinking toward the fulfillment which is to be realized in and through human action. It concerns anything a person can understand that would make a possible course of action seem appealing and worth deliberating about, or make it seem unappealing and perhaps to be excluded from further consideration. All human practical reflection—whether it leads to morally good action, to bad action, or to no outcome at all—presupposes the first practical principle. 4. The first principle of practical reasoning is a self-evident truth. One understands it to be true as soon as one understands its terms. Although someone might suggest that for this very reason it is simply a matter of juggling words and tells one nothing at all, this is not the case. True, the first principle does not say what is good and what is to be done, but it does play an important role. To explain this role, St. Thomas compares the first principle of practical reasoning with the principle of noncontradiction. To understand the meaning of the terms of a principle is not only to know something about words; it is also to have some knowledge of the realities to which the words refer by way of concepts. The very first principle of practical reasoning is a grasp upon the necessary relationship in existential reality between human goods and appropriate action bearing upon these goods. This necessary relationship is not one we find in the world, since we do not find our own actions in the world; rather we put them there. What the first principle of practical reason tells us is that we must act—we must do things—to be fully the human persons we can and ought to be. In telling us this, the first principle provides human fulfillment as the basis for all of the normative demands which reason ever will make upon us. When at a later stage of practical reflection one wonders, “But why should I do this?” one is asking about the intelligible good to be achieved. One asks this because one knows one’s action would be absurd if it were not directed to some good or other.
From the precept that good should be done, it follows that it is bad to violate the good, evident in the first principle of practical reason. Intending evil, or tending toward evil, is morally problematic. Nagel:

The difference is that action intentionally aimed at a goal is guided by that goal. Whether the goal is an end in itself or only a means, action aimed at it must follow it and be prepared to adjust its pursuit if deflected by altered circumstances - whereas an act that merely produces an effect does not follow it, is not guided by it, even if the effect is foreseen. What does this mean? It means that to aim at evil even as a means, is to have one's action guided by evil. One must be prepared to adjust it to insure the production of evil: a falling-off in the level of the desired evil becomes a reason for altering what one does so that the evil is restored and maintained. But the essence of evil is that it should repel us. If something is evil, our actions should be guided, if they are guided by it at all, toward its elimination rather than toward its maintenance. That is what evil means. So when we aim at evil we are swimming head-on against the normative current. Our action is guided by the goal at every point in the direction diametrically opposite to that in which the value of that goal points. To put it another way, if we aim at evil we make what we do in the first instance a positive rather than a negative function of it. At every point, the intentional function is simply the normative function reversed, and from the point of view of the agent, this produces an acute sense of moral dislocation. If you twist the child's arm, your aim is to produce pain. 

The negative standard is intending a respect for life, because it is always a moral evil to intend a violation of life for two reasons. 
First, life is a human good, which must always be respected due to its central nature as part of the identity of humanity. Grisez 2:

Rational reflection supports the truth faith teaches. First, the instrumental view of the good of human life implies dualism. As already explained, intrinsic human goods are not possessions of persons, but the fulfillment of their being. On the instrumental view of life, life is not part of the intrinsic good of persons. However, life certainly is not separable from the living body, as if it were a mere possession. Thus, on the instrumental view of the good of life, the living body will be one thing and the fulfilled person something else. Thus the instrumental view of the good of human life implies dualism. Second, dualism is indefensible (see S.t., 1, q. 75, a. 4; q. 76, a. 1). Life is not merely one process among others, a process which can be distinguished from breathing, feeling, choosing, talking, and so on. The life of a person is indistinguishable from the person’s very reality. Life must pervade every part and activity of a person, or something of the person would be unreal. Moreover, one’s fulfillment is the completion of one’s given self. If the personal goods which constitute fulfillment were other than one’s given self, one could not fulfill oneself by acting.
Second, human life and rationality is the source of true value. Everything else is only derivative of the central, unconditional value of humanity. Korsgaard
:

In order for there to be objectively good ends, however, there must be something that is unconditionally good and so can serve as a sufficient condition of their goodness [of things]. Kant considers what this might be: it cannot be an object of inclination, for those have only a conditional worth, “for if the inclinations and the needs founded on them did not exist, their object would be without worth” (G 46/428). It cannot be the inclinations themselves because a rational being would rather be free from them. Nor can it be external things, which serve only as means. So, Kant asserts, the unconditionally valuable thing must be “humanity” or “rational nature,” which he defines as “the power to set an end” (G 56/437 and DV 51/392). Kant explains that regarding your existence as a rational being in itself is a “subjective principle of human action.” By this I understand him to mean that we must regard ourselves as capable of conferring value upon the objects of our choice, the ends that we set, because we must regard our ends as good. But since “every other rational being thinks of his existence by the same rational ground which holds also for himself” (G 47/429), we must regard others as capable of conferring value by reason of their rational choices and so also as ends in themselves.
 I contend that deliberate deadly force intends a violation of human life.
First, in order to avoid intending evil, the good effect must not flow out of the bad effect. Boyle:

“The act-defining character of intention is also relevant for understanding the third condition. If the evil effect is brought about as a means to the good effect, then the evil effect must be intended, and the bringing about of the instrumental state of affairs is morally impermissible. The bad effect is intended if it is chosen as a means because it becomes something which the agent is committed to realizing. The bringing about of this instrumental state of affairs is a morally impermissible act because this state of affairs-the bad effect-determines the moral character of the undertaking.”
The intended means through which the other effects arise in the resolution is the killing of the abuser. The aff advocacy is to strike to kill with a goal of killing, concerns of self-defense or other benefits are simply further ends that result from the act of killing.

Second, the act of murder is not divisible from the act itself. The fact that it is deadly necessitates willing death. Striking a match against entails willing the lighting of the match, because the actions are unified. In the same way, “deadly force” necessitates willing the death of the target. Intentional deadly force intends a violation of life.
And, prefer the NC, because it does not remove the possibility of force that happens to be deadly. Defensive force is morally permissible, because it does not intentionally kill. The problem with the moral action of the resolution is not in the action itself, rather, in the deliberate intention to kill. This distinction in the double-effect is very important. Grisez:

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.
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