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The issue of war and violence, mainly extended by the soldiers in war has sparked different ethical and moral concerns on whether it is right to kill someone just because an individual is a soldier. Being a soldier is a job like any other, but it presents ethical and moral concerns. In Ryan’s Self-defense, Pacifism, and the possibility of Killing, he discusses several philosophical concepts that form the basis for human actions and thoughts. Ryan believed that the moral position is motivated by the picture of personal relationships as well as the outlook that an individual should maintain towards others, irrespective of the actions that they may take towards such the individual (Ryan, 1983).
In the debate over self-defense, Ryan argued that the debate should come down to personal relationships. The relationship he argued about here is the negative bond between the aggressor and the defender. According to Ryan (1983), even if this negative relationship results in killing as a self-defense act, pacifist will insist that the deeper connection between human beings as fellows should render the act possible. Ryan tried to examine the difference between pacifists and the non-pacifist while explaining the reasons behind the killing. In this argument, Ryan believed that there is a substantial difference between a pacifist and a non-pacifist. The difference is that pacifism believes in the notion that all violence of coercion is wrong. However, this is not the reality of war because it is either kill or be killed. Ryan goes ahead to explain that as long as violence persists, pacifism will also continue to persist as part of human beings. However, he cautions against celebrating or applauding its demise citing that it may indicate that people have forgotten the impacts of war. As far as war is concerned, the killing will continue even though killing is wrong.
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