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On the other hand, it is a duty to preserve one’s life, and moreover everyone
has a direct inclination to do so. But for that reason, the often anxious care which
most men take of it has no intrinsic worth, and the maxim of doing so has no
moral import. They preserve their lives according to duty, but not from duty. But
f adversities and hopeless sorrow completely take away the relish for life; if an
infortunate man, strong in soul, is indignant rather than despondent or de{ected
vver his fate and wishes for death, and yet preserves his life ﬁvithouy loving it and
"om neither inclination nor fear but from duty—then his maxim has moral
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