
There is a 1 in 5000 chance of fatality in a volcanic eruption for each individual living near Mount 

St John, however if the volcano did erupt then the death count would be around 2000. So for the 

population as a whole there is a 1 in 100 chance of 2000 deaths. 

To justify spending 10 million pounds if an eruption was imminent we would divide that number by 

5000 to get 2,000 pounds per life. 

For 100 million pounds that number would increase to 20,000 pounds per life.  

If I were to reduce the chance of fatality in a car accident from 0.5 per cent to 0.4 per cent, it would 

save 1 in 100,000 people. I feel that the money I would spend reducing this number could be used 

to reduce risk factors for illnesses and diseases that claim the lives of a much larger percentage of 

people, such as cancer and cardiovascular disease, for example by reducing the cost of healthier 

foods or having easily accessible sporting facilities that would be free to use, reducing the risk of an 

early death by investing money in different ways and having the added benefit of improving quality 

of life. However, when applying this figure to the population of the world, approximately 80,000 of 

the people living in the world today would be saved.  

Therefore, I think this question is very difficult to answer because unless you give people statistics 

to compare the numbers in the question to, it is very hard to visualise such small percentages and 

apply them to their lives. To improve their understanding, showing them their chance of death from 

other causes may help them to put these numbers into perspective, but overall I think it is incredibly 

difficult to look at these statistics and interpret them exactly how they are, people will have very 

different perspectives on life and therefore on these statistics. 

However, when using the Human Capital approach, it becomes much easier to give a value to any 

one human life, but there is obviously something deeply wrong with giving a value to someone’s 

life based on how much money they will earn. It excludes charity and volunteer workers, implying 

that their work is worth nothing, when the complete opposite is true. And how do you give a value 

to the life of a child, who hasn’t earned anything, yet has huge potential in the life ahead of them? 

This method also implies that people who are unable to work because they are disabled or ill have 

less value than those who are able to be employed. This approach could even be corrupted, with 

people earning fortunes through paying their workers a tiny wage having more value than those 

who do honest work. 

Overall, I believe that every human life should be worth exactly the same, regardless of how much 

they earn or contribute to society, because everyone deserves equal treatment and to feel that they 

are worth no less than others. 


