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S um m ary: T he g en e ra l p h ilo so p h ica l m ean in g  of su ic id e  is  still 
often co n n ec ted  w ith  th e  prob lem  of free will, w h ich  t ra n s la te s  
in co rrec tly  n o t only in to  everyday life b u t  also  in to  p h ilo so p h ica l 
tre a tise s . T he co n n ec tio n  of su ic id e  to  th e  p rob lem  of free will is  
m en tio n ed  by th e  sto ic , S eneca , w ho  n a m e d  su ic id e  a  lib e ra tio n  from 
th e  n ec ess ity  of n a tu re .

K eyw ords: su ic id e , m o ra l su ic id e , p h y sica l su ic id e , su ic id e  
typology, c a su is try , A no ther one, th e  lim its  of free will, m otive an d  
move.

Introduction -Suicide as a general philosophical 
problem

The general philosophical problem  of suicide cam e into 
the  world lexicon of e th ics, psychology an d  sociology in  XX 
century . World w ars an d  cataclysm s forced a  h u m a n  being to 
d o u b t in the  belief of h is  m ight and  h is  unlim ited  power over 
n a tu re , w hich caused  (or provoked) individual or even m assive 
cases of self-deprivation of life based  on different backgrounds.

T h a t's  why K antian  e th ics, th a t  s tan d  for h u m an  
autonom y, have been  sharp ly  criticized especially by the
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philosophies of the  XX cen tu ry  an d  particu larly  by the 
philosopher O.W eininger: “K ant's lonely m an  does no t dance or 
laugh; he n e ither braw ls no r m akes m erry; he feels no need  to 
m ake a  noise, because  the  universe is so silen t a ro u n d  h im ” 
(Weininger 1906: 98).

The general philosophical m eaning  of suicide is still often 
connected  w ith the  problem  of free will, w hich tran s la te s  
incorrectly n o t only into everyday life b u t also into 
philosophical trea tises. The connection of suicide to the 
problem  of free will is m entioned  by the  stoic, Seneca, who 
nam ed  suicide a  liberation from the  necessity  of n a tu re .

F. Nietzsche connected the  ascetic  ideal w ith the  desire of 
deriving free from life by the  «Wille zum  Nichts», J .  Hillman, 
who guided stu d ies  for C.G. Ju n g , conceived of suicide a s  a  
release of a h u m a n  being from deep inner worries. A lot of 
th in k e rs  u n d e rs tan d  (perceive) suicide as  a relief or an  act of 
free will in o ther words. The phenom enon  of suicide h a s  been 
expressed  in  the  philosophy of the  20 th cen tu ry  so frequently 
th a t  it w as even referred to by one of the  key rep resen ta tives of 
existentialism , A. C am us, a t the  beginning of h is  work, “The 
Myth of S isyphus” (“Le Mythe de Sisyphe”): There is b u t one 
tru ly  serious philosophical problem , and  th a t  is suicide. 
Ju d g in g  w hether life is or is n o t w orth  living am o u n ts  to 
answ ering the  fundam en ta l question  of philosophy” (Cam us 
1955: 3).

The problem  of suicide also offers a general qu an d ary  in 
philosophy, w hich affects the  question  of free will and  ju s t  how 
easily a h u m a n  m akes a choice to keep living or to die 
consciously. The question  of freedom tou ch es  the  basics  of 
philosophical m odels in general, w hich are relevant to the 
p roblem s of first principle, prim e cause , spontaneity , 
m otivation, categories of necessity , ran d o m n ess  (eventuality).

From  the  first po in t of view, it seem s th a t  B reivik 's action 
is n o t connected to the  problem  of suicide a t all. This 
im pression  app ears  ju s t  because  the  m ajority of people 
u n d e rs tan d  suicide as a physical act of self-destruction , b u t 
we sh o u ld n ’t  forget th a t  an  action  is a  re su lt of a  clear motive 
an d  m otives determ ine action.

Breivik 's action does n o t end  w ith h is  self-m urder, - he 
d id n ’t  w an t th a t. B ut the  question  is if he crossed  the  line of 
m orality an d  responsibility  by killing o ther people. In th is  case
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we shou ld  ra ise  a  problem  of m oral suicide as  a  condition 
(state) w hen the  sub jec t loses prem ised  borders even  th ough  he 
does n o t destroy h im self physically.

“B reivik's case”
It is know n th a t  on 22 of Ju ly  2011 on 3:25PM there  w as 

an  explosion in  the  G overnm ental d istric t of Oslo. As a  resu lt 
seven people died on site, one person  passed  away in hosp ita l 
because of in juries, 92 people got in ju ries and  15 of them  were 
w ounded.

An h o u r and  a  h a lf  after the  explosion in the  cen ter of 
Oslo Breivik h ad  reached  the  ferry of the  Utoya Island. There 
w as an  AUF's sum m er cam p, w here 655 young people a t the 
age of 14-25 y ears  old were staying a t th a t  tim e. Breivik 
s ta rted  shooting people on the  Island  and  killed 69 of them .

Breivik 's action  a s  a  m odel of behavior canno t find any 
reasoned  th ink ing  in the  consciousness of intelligent h u m an  
beings. B ut even in court Breivik defiantly acted  like a  person  
who d id n ’t  regret w hat he h ad  done. Driven by political 
slogans, he found an  excuse for h im self by following V oltaire’s 
principle of “a sm all evil fo r  a bigger c a u se ”.

Owing to the  topicality of th is  p a rticu la r event, it is 
im portan t to force ourselves no t to get side-tracked  by the 
views of the  m asses  b u t to try  to determ ine the  core and  the 
source of B reivik 's actions. Thereby “B reivik's case” shou ld  be 
com prehended as a  specific situa tion , w hen h is  free will 
derived from a  fa ls e  idea  th a t  found expression in a  
m u rd ero u s act.

The core questions of the  lim its of free will appear a t th a t 
tim e w hen a  person  is losing the  reason  th a t freedom grants. 
These criteria  m ay be an d  m u s t be ‘A nother’ sub jec t . The 
m eaning  of “A nother” w as conceived in the  w orks of M. Buber, 
J -P  S artre , G. Marcel. The relativity of “Me & A nother” is 
relevant n o t only in u n d ers tan d in g  m oral in teraction  b u t also 
in the  coexistence of civilizations, - Breivik forgot abou t the 
m oral foundation  of th is  relativity and  w ent exactly against 
m ulticu ltu ralism  an d  acceptable reason .

If the subject destroys Another one
Hypothesis: indirectly he destroys himself: h is  m oral 

entity, since he alm ost com m its a  suicide. If one im agines a
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closed society of individuals who exist in a hostile  environm ent 
and  one of these  individuals decides to destroy ano ther, th is  
m u s t lessen  h is  own chances of survival. The world of n a tu re  
can be an tagonistic  to u s  and  a h u m a n  being can lose the 
d istinction  th a t m akes him  a  h u m a n  being. Of course, su ch  a  
s itu a tio n  is m ore possible in a confined environm ent, for 
exam ple, in the  prim itive com m unal system , w here the  very 
clim ate app ears  as  a de te rm in an t for h u m an  existence and 
behavior.

The eth ics of K ant also contain  the  idea of m oral suicide 
in conjunction w ith the  a ttem p t to take  the  life of ano ther 
h u m a n  being. In “The M etaphysics of Morals" he develops an  
idea ab o u t the  concept of liability and  responsibility  in relation 
to an o th er sub jec t (hum an being): “M an can  therefore have no 
du ty  to any beings o ther th a n  men: and  he th in k s  he h a s  
su ch  du ties, it is because  of an  amphiboly in  h is  concepts o f  
reflection, an d  h is  supposed  du ty  to o ther beings is only a  duty  
to him self. He is led to th is  m isu n d erstan d in g  by m istak ing  h is 
du ty  w ith regard to o ther beings for a  du ty  to those  beings” 
(Kant 1991: 237)

The obligation and  pu rpose  of a h u m a n  shou ld  be 
an tithe tica l w ith  h a tred  on any level: “B ut hatred  of m an  is 
always hatefu l, even w hen it tak es  the  form m erely of 
com pletely avoiding m en (separa tis t m isanthropy), w ithou t 
active hostility  tow ard them . For benevolence alw ays rem ains a  
duty , even tow ard a m isan th rop ist, w hom  one can n o t indeed 
love b u t to w hom  one can  still do good” (Kant 1991: 203).

T h a t's  why an  individual ru in s  h is  m oral condition by 
neglecting th is  obligation and  purpose. And in the  case of 
h a tred  tow ards A nother w hich ends w ith collapse and  even 
death , h is  an im al egoism triu m p h s  w hilst ru in ing  h is  m oral 
a ttitu d e  tow ards "Me & Another".

In sho rt, there  is no  essen tia l difference betw een m oral 
suicide and  physical suicide, the  end is still the  destruction  of 
m orality and  m entality , w hich m eans the  obliteration of 
b o rders of freedom.

These types of self-destruction  (moral an d  physical) 
dem and  th a t we consider th is  phenom enon more 
scrupulously . Perhaps the  difference betw een m oral and 
physical self-destruction  consists  in the  m otivation and  the 
direction of an  ac t an d  also in  the  tim e sequence: m oral
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suicide com es after the  m u rd er of o ther people — physical 
suicide com es w hen there  is no  ability for m oral suicide to 
potentialise  as  life is already extinguished.

L et's im agine th is  th o u g h t in  the  form of m atrix.

Specific
difference

Motive Act Result

Moral
suicide

Directed
inside

Could be 
directed 
inside or 
outside of 
yourself

E xecutor is 
physically 

alive

for the 
su pp ression  
of rem orse

for the 
d estruction  

of o ther 
sub jec ts

Physical
suicide

Directed
inside

D irected
inside

Executor 
physically 

h a s n ’t  exist 
already

for the  ability 
of m oral self

perfection 
destruction

for the  
destruction  
of yourself

Tab. 1. Motive and  Move vector of the  direction while suicide

In bo th  cases of self-harm  an d  h arm  to o thers, liability is 
abso lu te. As such , we canno t ta lk  ab o u t any  m oral law in 
action. However, to u n d e rs tan d  the  ch arac te r of B reivik 's 
action deeper we shou ld  look th rough  the  typology of suicide. 
The key  factor that d efines moral or p h y sica l suicide is alw ays  
the motive. D epending on the  motive, we can  identify the 
following types of drive for the  ending of life: 1. “dom estic 
su icide”; 2. “philosophical self-m urder”; 3. “political self
m u rd e r” or a self-m urder cau sed  by a political motive
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All th is  typology could be applied to m oral suicide so as 
to physical.

Specific
difference

Domestic Philosophical Political

The nature 
of action’s 

reason

E xternal 
reaso n s  (e.g. 

poverty, 
financial 

debt, 
un requ ited  
love and  so 

forth).

In ternal 
reasons: the 

d isharm ony  of 
personality  

w ith the 
outw ard 
things.

E xternal 
reasons: 

righ ts  and  
dignity 

a b u se s  of one 
person  or 
groups of 

people

Action’s
content

The s itua tion  
on the 

em otional 
level seem s to 
be unsolvable 
by your own

U nacceptance 
of the  world as 
an  idea based  

on the 
a b strac t level 

of th ink ing

U nacceptance 
of certain  

social 
m echanism  

or s tan d a rd s

Action’s
purpose

Self
deliverance 

from the 
problem s.

Realization of 
the  idea "for 
the  oneself"

Realization of 
the  idea for 
the  good of 

society

Tab. 2. Suicide typology

Here it should  be explained th a t  self-sacrifice (the 
m otivation of the  idea of service to society) in  the  case of self
d estruction  for the  sake of the  h u m a n  race -  we can  conclude 
th a t  Breivik did n o t take  p a rt in m oral or political m urder. 
Actually Breivik h ad  no reason  to destroy o ther people because 
h is  existential needs were n o t prim ary  - th a t’s why there  is no 
m etaphysical ju stifica tion  for h is  actions. His h a tred  for 
liberalism , m ulticu ltu ralism , cosm opolitanism , the 
d issem ination  of Islam ic ideas and  so on provides only a  
theoretical objection to life and  n o t an  excuse for m urder. His
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political objections could have found theoretical answ ers in the 
dem ocratic p rocess th a t he  failed to tru s t  in.

B reivik 's action is the  action of a coward and  of an 
individual w ithou t conscience, who sou g h t to p u n ish  o thers for 
societal grievances yet to minim ize the  possib le dam age to h is  
own life. Breivik w anted  to live, th a t  is why he laid down h is 
gun  in front of the  policem en th u s  signaling the  value he 
p laced on h is  own existence.

We should  u n d e rs tan d  therefore th a t  m oral destruction  
does n o t equate  to physical destruction . B ut the  destruction  of 
one 's in te rn a l m oral world is the  giving in  to one 's own anim al 
n a tu re  — an d  m aking  m oral n o rm s sim ply relative.

W hen m oral freedom is underm ined , legal ju s tice  m u s t 
intervene. The Norwegian legislative system  is p e rh ap s  far too 
liberally d isposed tow ards the  likes of Breivik. J u s t  tw enty-one 
y ears  in p rison  will n o t com pensate  the  victim s' families n o r 
probably change the  m an  himself.

(Translated into E n glish  by E katerina Shevtsova; E d ited  by A n d y  Zneimer)
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