
Ponthiere, Gregory

Working Paper

Stoicism and the Value of Life

GLO Discussion Paper, No. 1545

Provided in Cooperation with:
Global Labor Organization (GLO)

Suggested Citation: Ponthiere, Gregory (2024) : Stoicism and the Value of Life, GLO Discussion Paper,
No. 1545, Global Labor Organization (GLO), Essen

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/307964

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/307964
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


Stoicism and the Value of Life

Gregory Ponthiere∗

December 18, 2024

Abstract

Although the attitude towards death was central to Stoic philosophy,
economists studying the value of life paid little attention to Stoicism. The
goal of this paper is to build an analytical bridge between Stoicism and the
economic study of the value of life. We use writings of Epictetus, Seneca
and Marcus Aurelius to show that the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of
death - one should not be afraid of death, because death causes no harm - is
rooted in the Stoic discipline of judgements (one should distinguish things
that belong to the self from things that are out of control, such as the
duration of life) and in the Stoic discipline of desires (i.e., wish for nothing
that is not under one’s control). The Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death
is formalized by using the Stoic discipline of desires, which is modeled as
an extension of the symmetric factor of the preference relation beyond its
boundaries under standard preferences. It is shown that, depending on
the extension of the indifference relation required by Stoicism, a longer
life has either a purely instrumental value, or no value at all.

Keywords: value of life, Stoicism, evil of death, indifference, discipline
of desires.
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1 Introduction

Pioneered by the work of Dublin and Lotka (1946) measuring the evil of death
in terms of foregone incomes, the economic analysis of the value of life has
flourished during the last decades. At the theoretical level, the badness of death
is no longer reduced to lost incomes due to death, but consists of all well-being
that would have been enjoyed provided the person did not die so early (Usher
1973, 1980, Murphy and Topel 2003, Becker et al. 2005, Hall and Jones 2007).
The theoretical concept of ‘value of life’gave also rise to an empirical counterpart
- the value of a statistical life (VSL) -, that is, the shadow value of reducing
the risk of death per unit of risk (Dreze 1962, Schelling 1968, Jones-Lee 1974,
Viscusi 1998, Miller 2000, Viscusi and Aldy 2004, Cropper et al. 2011).1

There is nowadays a wide consensus among economists around the idea that
a life-year - and a life as a whole - does not have a universal value, but has
a value that depends on various factors determining the opportunity cost of
dying.2 First, at the objective level, the value of a life-year depends on the
amounts of consumption, leisure time or other things that are enjoyed by the
person during that life-year.3 Second, at the subjective level, the value of a life-
year depends on the preferences of the persons, which include their conception
of a life worth living (Fleurbaey and Ponthiere 2023). From that perspective,
the badness of death is the opportunity cost - in well-being terms - of dying.
The economic approach to the value of life conflicts with how Ancient philoso-

phers thought about the evil of death. Ancient philosophers from various schools
of thought considered death to be a neutral event. For instance, in his Letter
to Menoeceus, Epicurus argued that ‘death is nothing to us’because of two rea-
sons. First, the good and the bad are matters of sensation, whereas death is the
deprivation of all sensations. Second, when the person is alive, the event of her
death has not taken place, and once the death has taken place, the person is no
longer alive (the non-existence argument). When reexamining these arguments,
Broome (2004) argued that none of these is convincing. According to Broome,
hedonism alone does not suffi ce to prove that death is neutral, because death
can be bad by preventing the person from enjoying pleasant sensations. Con-
cerning the non-existence argument, Broome argued that death can harm the
person even if it does not make her worse-off at any moment in her life.4

The goal of this paper is to reexamine, from an economic perspective, other
Ancient philosophical arguments supporting the neutrality of death. The argu-
ments under study come from another Ancient philosophical school: Stoicism.

1The VSL measures how much 100,000 persons would be willing to pay to reduce the risk
of death from 1/100,000 to 0, that is, to save one life. The relation between the theoretical
concept of value of life and the empirical concept of VSL is studied by Broome (1978).

2For a critique of the intuition of universality, see Fleurbaey and Ponthiere (2022).
3Note that these objective elements can be affected by individual choices. For instance,

savings choices affect how much the person would have consumed in case of a longer life
(Fleurbaey et al. 2014). The opportunity cost of death is also affected by societal choices
such as working time regulations (Leroux and Ponthiere 2018) and policies about pensions
and retirement (Fleurbaey et al. 2016, Ponthiere 2023).

4That point was made previously by Nagel (1979).
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Stoicism was a major philosophical tradition in Ancient Greece and Rome, which
recommended a particular ‘art of living’or ars vitae, defined as a life in accor-
dance with Nature, that is, a life in conformity with the person’s position and
status in the Universe. While there are various ways to interpret what ‘a life
in accordance with Nature’means, this paper will rely on the influential inter-
pretations proposed by the 20th century philosopher Pierre Hadot (1978, 2001).
According to Hadot, Stoicism is a doctrine recommending an ars vitae that
consists of a threefold discipline: (i) the discipline of judgements (that is, de-
scribing things in physical terms); (ii) the discipline of desires (that is, wishing
for nothing that is not under one’s control); (iii) the discipline of acts (that is,
for things that are under one’s control, one should act for the Common Good).
In various writings, Stoic philosophers argued that a person should not be

afraid of dying, because the death of a person is no harm for her. The goal
of this paper is to present the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death, and to
revisit that thesis by formalizing it within the language of modern economics.
As such, this paper aims at building an analytical bridge between Stoicism and
the economic analysis of the value of life.
For that purpose, our analysis will proceed in two steps. First, we will use

writings of Epictetus, Seneca and Marcus Aurelius to present the Stoic thesis
of the neutrality of death, and we will examine how this thesis is rooted in the
Stoic discipline of judgements and in the Stoic discipline of desires. Second, we
will ‘translate’the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death into the language of
modern economics. To do so, we will rely on a general economic interpretation of
the Stoic discipline of desires as requiring the extension of the symmetric factor
of the preference relation beyond its boundaries under standard preferences
(Ponthiere 2024). While the extension of the indifference relation can take
various forms, we will examine each of these formalizations of the Stoic discipline
of desires, as well as their logical implications for the value of life.
Anticipating our results, we first show that the Stoic thesis of the neutrality

of death is rooted in the Stoic discipline of judgements (which requires to dis-
tinguish between the things that are under one’s control and the things that are
not under one’s control, such as one’s duration of life) and in the Stoic discipline
of desires (which requires to wish for nothing that is not under one’s control).
Then, we show that, depending on how one formalizes the Stoic discipline of de-
sires as an extension of the symmetric factor of the preference relation, a longer
life can have either a purely instrumental value, or no value at all. Thus, the
precise way in which one formalizes the Stoic requirement of ‘indifference to in-
different things’has key implications concerning the value of life and concerning
the precise sense in which death is ‘neutral’from a Stoic perspective.
This paper is related to several branches of the literature. First, this is linked

to the economics literature on the value of life (Murphy and Topel 2003, Becker
et al. 2005, Hall and Jones, 2007, Da Costa, 2020, 2023). Its contribution lies
here in its attempt to translate, in the language of modern economics, the Stoic
thesis of the neutrality of death, and in showing how adopting Stoicism would
affect the valuation of life. Second, this paper is related to the philosophical
literature reexamining Ancient philosophical arguments about the neutrality
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of death, such as Nagel (1979), Parfit (1984), Kamm (1993), Warren (2004),
Broome (2004) and Bradley (2008). Whereas these philosophers reexamined
Epicurean arguments supporting the neutrality of death, this paper studies a
thesis that also supports the neutrality of death, but which was defended by
a distinct tradition of thought, Stoicism. Third, this paper is also related to
Ponthiere (2024)’s recent attempt to provide an economic interpretation of Sto-
icism as a discipline of thought requiring an extension of the symmetric factor
of the preference relation beyond its boundaries under standard preferences.
The contribution of the present work with respect to Ponthiere (2024) lies in
its emphasis on the logical implications of the Stoic discipline of desires for the
attitude towards death, an issue that was at the core of the Stoic art of living.
The remaining of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 uses writings

of Epictetus, Seneca and Marcus Aurelius to present the Stoic thesis of the
neutrality of death, and explains how that argument is rooted in the Stoic
discipline of judgements and in the Stoic discipline of desires. Then, Section 3
presents a simple economic formalization of the Stoic discipline of desires, and
discusses two distinct extensions of the indifference relation. Section 4 studies
the logical implications of these formalizations of the Stoic discipline of desires
for the value of life. Conclusions are left to Section 5.

2 Stoicism and the evil of death

Stoicism as a threefold discipline Pioneered by Zeno of Citium in the
4rth century BC, and then developed by Chrysippus and Cleanthe, Stoicism is
one of the four major philosophical schools of Ancient Greece, together with
Platonism, Aristotelianism and Epicureanism.5 Like all philosophical doctrines
under Ancient Greece, Stoicism should not be understood as a consistent system
of thought, but, instead, as a discourse defending an ars vitae inseparable from
a way of life (exemplified by the philosopher himself).6 Stoicism recommends a
conception of the ‘good life’that consists of a life in accordance with Nature,
i.e., a life in conformity with the position of the person in the Universe.
While there exist several ways to define a ‘life in accordance with Nature’,

we will, throughout this paper, rely on Hadot’s interpretation of Stoicism as
a threefold discipline of the interior discourse: the discipline of judgements,
the discipline of desires, and the discipline of acts (Hadot 1978, 2001). These
disciplines of the interior discourse are justified as follows: since a person is an
infinitely small part of the Universe, and is subject to many external events

5Stoicism takes its name from the Greek word stoa (or arcade), that is, the place where it
used to be taught by Zeno of Citium (Hadot 1995).

6This interpretation of Ancient doctrines as mere ars vitae was defended by Hadot (1995,
2002), but is not shared by all philosophers. For instance, Goldschmidt (1953) argued that
Stoicism is a consistent system of thought, which draws its internal logical consistency from
a particular attitude towards time (‘live in the present instant’). Note, however, that, as
Goldschmidt acknowledged, the logic behind Stoicism is not a deductive logic, but, rather,
a logic of formal identities, all Stoic precepts being, in some sense, regarded as ‘one and the
same thing’(i.e., allant du même au même in Goldschmidt’s words).
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(diseases, wars, natural disasters, deaths, etc.), the only way for a person to
live in accordance with her nature consists of paying exclusive attention to the
things that are under her control (her judgements, her desires and her acts),
that is, to what Marcus Aurelius called her ‘inner citadel’. This explains why
a life in accordance to Nature requires satisfying the disciplines of judgements,
desires and acts. Let us now briefly present these disciplines of thought.
The Stoic discipline of judgements consists of describing things in a physical

way, that is, ‘as they are’, without being influenced by value judgements, beliefs
and social norms. First of all, the discipline of judgements requires that the
person is able to delimit herself correctly. This means that the person must be
able to separate, on the one hand, what is under her control (her judgements,
her desires/aversions and her acts/willingness to act), and, on the other hand,
what is not under her control (her body, her past, her future, material goods,
others’acts, honours and reputation).7 In addition, the discipline of judgements
requires to describe all things in a way that is as neutral as possible, to avoid
contamination by social beliefs and social norms.
The Stoic discipline of desires consists of wishing for nothing that is not

under one’s control. This is summarized by Epictetus’s precept of ‘Take away
then aversion from all things which are not in our power, and transfer it to
the things contrary to nature which are in our power’(Epictetus, Manual, II).
The intuition behind this precept goes as follows. Desiring things that are not
under our control can only make us unsatisfied, unhappy and alienated.8 Thus
desiring less is the only strategy to avoid dissatisfaction, unhappiness and alien-
ation. The Stoic discipline of desires is often summarized by the requirement
of ‘indifference to indifferent things’, but should not be confounded with the
ignorance of external things, because ignorance would contradict the Stoic dis-
cipline of judgements. Nor should we confound the Stoic discipline of desires
with global indifference, that is, indifference to everything.9 Indeed, Stoicism is
not about being indifferent to everything, but about concentrating one’s desires
and aversions on the few things that the person can control.
The Stoic discipline of acts concerns things that are under the person’s con-

trol. It requires that, concerning these things, the person always acts in accor-
dance with the Common Good, that is, the values of the City. The intuition
behind this discipline is related to the ideal of a ‘life in accordance with Nature’.
A person is a small part of a bigger whole, the City. As a consequence of that,
living ‘in accordance with Nature’ requires that this small part of the whole
acts in conformity with the whole to which it belongs. This point is exemplified
by Marcus Aurelius by means of the metaphor of the organs of the body, such

7This delimitation of the self is related to the older precept according to which a person
should ‘know herself’, which was popular among Pre-Socratic philosophers (Hadot 1995).

8See Epictetus, Manual, XXI, as well as Epictetus, the Discourses, book 3, XVI, about the
metaphor of the child who wants to take lots of fruits from a pot, and cannot take his hand
back because of too many fruits in the hand. See also Epictetus, the Discourses, book 4, VI,
about the idea that happiness can be achieved by having no desire for external things.

9Global indifference is associated with the doctrine of the philosopher Pyrrhon (see Hadot
1995). The intuition was that if the good and the bad are matters of social conventions,
judgements about goodness or badness should be suspended, which yields global indifference.
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as the foot (Thoughts for Myself, VIII, 34). For sure, a foot that walks on its
own, independently from the whole to which it belongs (i.e., the body), accom-
plishes something useless and meaningless. A life in accordance with Nature
thus requires persons to act in conformity with the Common Good.10

The Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death Let us now examine how
the Stoic doctrine deals with death. As we shall see, Stoic philosophers de-
veloped arguments aimed at convincing the layman that persons should not be
afraid of dying, because death does not harm the person who dies. While these
arguments, which were formulated by different philosophers, appear under dis-
tinct forms (including various metaphors), they rely nonetheless on a common
metaphysical basis - the fundamental distinction between what depends on the
person and what does not depend on her - as well as on the Stoic discipline of
desires, which requires to wish for nothing that is not under one’s control.
The Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death can be summarized as follows.

Describing the world in a purely physical way reveals that the duration of life
is external to the present self of the person and is not under her control. No
human being can control the duration of his life: accidents/events can suddenly
bring a life to its end, and such circumstances are no under the power of the
person. Hence, based on the Stoic requirement of ‘indifference to indifferent
things’, the person should be indifferent towards the duration of her life, in the
same way as she should be indifferent towards all things external to her.
That general argument supporting the neutrality of death can be found,

under different forms, in the writings of several Stoic philosophers. As we shall
now see, although the form of the argument justifying the neutrality of death is
not exactly the same across all writings, there is, however, a constant reference
to the Stoic discipline of judgements - the duration of life must be described as
it is, that is, as something external to us - and to the Stoic discipline of desires
- the duration of life being out of control, persons should be indifferent towards
it -. Let us now present some Stoic writings supporting the neutrality of death.

Epictetus In his Manual, Epictetus argued that, although people regard
death as terrible, there is nothing terrible in dying once death is described
correctly (Manual, V):

Men are disturbed not by the things which happen, but by the opin-
ions about the things; for example, death is nothing terrible, for if
it were it would have seemed so to Socrates; for the opinion about
death that it is terrible, is the terrible thing.

According to Epictetus, describing death ‘as it is’allows to make persons
understand what death really is - something out of control -, and, hence, allows
them also to adopt the right attitude towards death: indifference. Indeed,

10This requires concentrating their talents and skills on things that can best serve the other
citizens, in line with the values of the society as a whole.
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indifference is the only reasonable attitude towards things that are not under
one’s control, such as the duration of life of one’s children (Manual, XIV):

If you would have your children and your wife and your friends to
live for ever, you are silly; for you would have the things which are
not in your power to be in your power, and the things which belong
to others to be yours. So if you would have your slave to be free from
faults, you are a fool; for you would have badness not to be badness,
but something else. But if you wish not to fail in your desires, you
are able to do that. Practise then this which you are able to do. He
is the master of every man who has the power over the things which
another person wishes or does not wish, the power to confer them
on him or to take them away. Whoever then wishes to be free let
him neither wish for anything nor avoid anything which depends on
others: if he does not observe this rule, he must be a slave.

Epictetus argued that persons should wish for nothing that is not under
their control. That point is made by using various metaphors, including the
one of a guest enjoying a meal at a table: the right attitude is to always accept
the circumstances that prevail, and to never complain about these. Another
metaphor used is the one comparing a life with an actor’s play. The actor does
not choose the content of the play, nor the duration of the play. These external
things being out of his control, they should make no difference to him, and the
only thing that should matter for the actor is to be good at playing his role in
the play (that is, to be good at his position in the whole to which he belongs),
no matter when the play will stop (Manual, XVII):

Remember that thou art an actor in a play, of such a kind as the
teacher (author) may choose; if short, of a short one; if long, of a
long one: if he wishes you to act the part of a poor man, see that you
act the part naturally; if the part of a lame man, of a magistrate, of
a private person, (do the same). For this is your duty, to act well the
part that is given to you; but to select the part, belongs to another.

To make auditors better understand why death should not cause aversion,
Epictetus used also the metaphor of life as a sea cruise (Discourses, II, 5):

Where I can be hindered and compelled the obtaining of those things
is not in my power, nor is it good or bad; but the use is either bad
or good, and the use is in my power. But it is diffi cult to mingle
and to bring together these two things, the carefulness of him who is
affected by the matter and the firmness of him who has no regard for
it; but it is not impossible; and if it is, happiness is impossible. But
we should act as we do in the case of a voyage. What can I do? I can
choose the master of the ship, the sailors, the day, the opportunity.
Then comes a storm. What more have I to care for? for my part is
done. The business belongs to another - the master. But the ship
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is sinking- what then have I to do? I do the only things that I can,
not to be drowned full of fear, nor screaming, nor blaming God, but
knowing that what has been produced must also perish: for I am
not an immortal being, but a man, a part of the whole, as an hour is
a part of the day: I must be present like the hour, and past like the
hour. What difference, then, does it make to me how I pass away,
whether by being suffocated or by a fever, for I must pass through
some such means?

This metaphor illustrates the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death in a
synthetic manner: a life in accordance with Nature requires to concentrate one’s
desires on what one can control, and to be indifferent towards things outside
control. Death belongs to the second class of things. Therefore the person
should exhibit indifference towards it.

Seneca Epictetus’s argument was reformulated by Seneca in On the Short-
ness of Life. Seneca argued that, although it is often perceived as a universal
evil, death is not bad. Life is not too short for humans, but humans are the
ones who make their life short, by wasting their time in useless activities, such
as looking for honours, reputation, or material wealth. The key idea is that a
premature death cannot make a life bad: only the things that persons do during
their life can make their life good or bad, no matter the length of their life. The
underlying intuition is the same as in Epictetus’s argument: humans can only
control how they use their (scarce) lifetime, but they cannot control the dura-
tion of their life. Hence humans should be indifferent towards the duration of
their life. Let us quote Seneca (On the Shortness of Life, I):

Most of mankind, Paulinus, complains about nature’s meanness, be-
cause our allotted span of life is so short, and because this stretch
of time that is given to us runs its course so quickly, so rapidly-so
much so that, with very few exceptions, life leaves the rest of us in
the lurch just when we’re getting ready to live.

But this popular belief in the evil of death is a mistake: life is not too short,
but humans make it short by wasting their time (On the Shortness of Life, II):

It’s not that we have a short time to live, but that we waste much
of it. Life is long enough, and it’s been given to us in generous
measure for accomplishing the greatest things, if the whole of it is
well invested. But when life is squandered through soft and careless
living, and when it’s spent on no worthwhile pursuit, death finally
presses and we realize that the life which we didn’t notice passing
has passed away. So it is: the life we are given isn’t short but we
make it so; we’re not ill provided but we are wasteful of life.

The reason why humans waste their time is that humans, by mistakenly
describing the world, do not realize that lifetime is a scarce resource (On the
Shortness of Life, VIII):
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I am always astonished when I see people requesting the time of oth-
ers and receiving a most accommodating response from those they
approach. Both sides focus on the object of the request, and neither
side on time itself; it is requested as if it were nothing, granted as
if it were nothing. People trifle with the most precious commodity
of all; and it escapes their notice because it’s an immaterial thing
that doesn’t appear to the eyes, and for that reason it’s valued very
cheaply-or rather, it has practically no value at all.

As it is the case in Epictetus’s Manual, errors in the description of things
are the general cause of misrepresentations and misbehaviors. The immateri-
ality of time makes humans unaware that time is a scarce resource. The Stoic
discipline of judgements requires that humans fully acknowledge the scarcity of
their lifetime. Then, this scarcity being acknowledged, the available time should
be used for the flourishing of the self, and not for the pursuit of things that are
external to the self, such as a good reputation or high honours. Pursuing these
external goals can only shorten one’s life (On the Shortness of Life, VII):

So there’s no reason to believe that someone has lived long because
he has gray hair and wrinkles: he’s not lived long but long existed.
For suppose you thought that a person had sailed far who’d been
caught in a savage storm as soon as he left harbor, and after being
carried in this direction and that, was driven in circles over the same
course by alternations of the winds raging from different quarters:
he didn’t have a long voyage, but he was long tossed about.

At this stage, it is worth underlining the - possible - existence of tensions
between Epictetus’s views about the neutrality of death and some of Seneca’s
arguments in On the Shortness of Life. The - at least apparent - tension goes
as follows. On the one hand, Seneca argued that what makes a life good or bad
is not its (chronological) duration. This view supports the idea of neutrality
of death, like in Epictetus’s Manual. On the other hand, Seneca argued that
persons should make the best use of their lifetime, which is a scarce resource
that should not be wasted. Time is thus like an instrument given to us, and,
as such, time exhibits some kind of instrumental value. This view seems to
contradict the idea of neutrality of death formulated by Epictetus.
We will not try, at this early stage of our explorations, to take a stance on

the issue of whether or not there is a contradiction here.11 But these apparent
tensions will motivate us to provide, in the next sections, a (partial) formal-
ization of Stoicism, and, then, to use this formalization to clarify under which
11The question is to know whether these apparent tensions are due to our misinterpretation

of a consistent system of thought, or, alternatively, point to actual inconsistencies within the
Stoic doctrine. In his review of Ancient philosophies, Hadot (1995) argued that thinkers doing
philosophy in Ancient times were only reformulating arguments imported from their masters.
From that perspective, there can be no inconsistency arising from a mere reformulation of the
thesis of the neutrality of death. Taking a different stance, the present study will try to cast
an original light on such apparent tensions by showing how they relate to distinct possible
‘translations’of the Stoic discipline of desires into the language of modern economics.
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conditions Stoicism is compatible with the thesis of a purely instrumental value
of longevity, or, alternatively, with the thesis of longevity having no value at all.

Marcus Aurelius The neutrality of death was also defended by Marcus
Aurelius, who argued that death and life, like poverty or wealthiness, are cir-
cumstances of life under which everyone can fall. The fact that these things are
out of control makes these neither good nor bad (Thought to Myself, II, 11):

Now, death and life, glory and reproach, pain and pleasure, riches
and poverty, all these happen promiscuously to the good and bad.
But as they are neither honourable nor shameful, they are therefore
neither good nor evil.

Death is neither good nor bad for the person who dies. The reason is that
death cannot deprive the person of anything (Thought to Myself, II, 14):

If thou shouldst live three thousand years, or as many myriads, yet
remember this, that no man loses any other life than that he now
lives; and that he now lives no other life than what he is parting
with, every instant. The longest life, and the shortest, come to one
effect: since the present time is equal to all, what is lost or parted
with is equal to all. And for the same reason, what is parted with,
is only a moment. No man at death parts with, or, is deprived of,
what is either past or future. For how can one take from a man what
he hath not?

The neutrality of death is a corollary of the Stoic disciplines of judgements
and desires. Marcus Aurelius argued that, since the future of the person does
not belong to her, the person cannot be deprived of her future. Thus death
cannot deprive the person. As a consequence, death is not bad for the person.

Convergences and divergences In sum, the three Stoic philosophers
studied here all argued that persons should not be afraid of dying, because
death causes no harm. They all argued that the fear of death is based on a
misleading description of what death is. Once the duration of life is described
‘as it is’- that is, as something out of control - it follows from the Stoic discipline
of desires that persons should wish for nothing concerning the duration of their
life, which leads to some form of neutrality of death. Having highlighted these
convergences, there exist also, as we have underlined, some tensions between
the different arguments, some of these pointing to a ‘neutrality’of death under
distinct senses of ‘neutrality’. These tensions motivate us to try to clarify the
meaning of the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death by means of a formalization
of Stoicism, and, in particular, of the Stoic discipline of desires.
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3 Modelling the Stoic discipline of desires

In order to revisit the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death through the lenses
of economic analysis, the first task consists in providing a ‘translation’ or a
formalization of that thesis in the language of modern economics. From that
perspective, it is relevant to relate the Stoic discipline of desires to the standard
concepts of welfare economics, such as the preference relation.
In a recent work, Ponthiere (2024) argued that the Stoic discipline of desires

can be interpreted as a requirement of the extension of the symmetric factor of
the preference relation beyond its boundaries under standard preferences. The
extension consists of requiring that the person is indifferent to things that are not
under her control, in line with Epictetus’s precept of ‘take away then aversion
from all things which are not in our power’(Manual, II). This section will adopt
that economic interpretation of Stoicism, which does justice to the key Stoic
idea of ‘indifference to indifferent things’.

Generalities To formalize the Stoic discipline of desires in a simple eco-
nomic model, this section adopts the major dogma of Stoicism, and partitions
the world in two classes of things: on the one hand, things under one’s control,
and, on the other hand, things that are not under one’s control. Following this
partition, we will, in order to examine the value of a life, study a framework
where a life as composed of two kinds of things: (i) acts, which are under the
control of persons; (ii) circumstances, which are not under their control.12

A life extends over a relatively long time interval, and, hence, includes a large
number of acts, as well as a large number of circumstances. In the following, we
will, for the sake of analytical simplicity, collect all acts carried out by a person
during a life into a single multidimensional object called a ‘life-act’. We will
thus define life-acts as baskets (or lists) of acts carried out by a person during
her life.13 The (non-empty) set of all life-acts is A. Similarly, we will collect all
circumstances faced by a person during her life into a single multidimensional
object, called a ‘life-circumstance’. We will define life-circumstances as baskets
(or lists) of circumstances faced by a person during her life.14 The (non-empty)
set of all life-circumstances is C. A life will thus be modelled as a pair (life-act,
life-circumstance). The (non-empty) set of all lives is L = A× C.

Let us now introduce the preference relation on lives. Let R ⊆ L × L
be a binary relation on L. As defined by Bossert and Suzumura (2010), the

12As we will discuss in Section 4, the duration of a life belongs, from a Stoic perspective, to
the category of circumstances (that is, a thing on which the person has no control).
13Note that a life-act is a list that includes all acts carried out during a life, each act

being precisely localized in time and space. Otherwise, if the description of these acts were
incomplete, two distinct lives including the same circumstances and the same acts but carried
out in distinct orders or distinct places would be regarded as one and the same life.
14 In the description of a life-circumstance, each circumstance faced by the person during

her life is localized in time and space. If, on the contrary, the description were incomplete, two
distinct lives including the same acts and the same circumstances, but faced by the person in
distinct orders or distinct places, would be regarded as one and the same life.
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symmetric factor of R is:

I(R) = { (x, y) ∈ L× L| (x, y) ∈ R and (y, x) ∈ R}

The asymmetric factor of R is:

P (R) = { (x, y) ∈ L× L| (x, y) ∈ R and (y, x) /∈ R}

We will interpret the relation R as a weak preference relation, I(R) as the
indifference relation, and P (R) as a strict preference relation. As usual, R is
assumed to be complete, reflexive and transitive.
The remaining of this paper will examine the implications of Stoicism on the

valuation of lives, that is, on the form of the preference relation R. For that
purpose, a preliminary step consists of translating the Stoic discipline of desires
in terms of R. As stated above, we will propose here to interpret Stoicism
as a requirement of extension of the symmetric factor I(R) of the preference
relation. Interestingly, there are several distinct ways of extending I(R).

The first account of the Stoic discipline of desires A first economic
interpretation of the Stoic ideal of ‘indifference to indifferent things’consists of
requiring that the person is indifferent between all lives that differ only regard-
ing life-circumstances. The intuition here is to translate Epictetus’s precept
of ‘take away then aversion from all things which are not in our power’ by
considering that things not under control are neither good nor bad for the per-
son, and, hence, are a cause of indifference between lives that differ only on
life-circumstances.
As argued in Ponthiere (2024), this interpretation of the Stoic discipline of

desires is in line with the Manual (XXXII), where Epictetus underlines that:

For if it is any of the things which are not in our power, it is ab-
solutely necessary that it must be neither good nor bad.

Things outside control being neither good nor bad, it follows that, everything
else being unchanged, these things cannot make the life better or worse for the
person, because these things ‘make no difference’.
In the context of valuing lives, this first account of the Stoic discipline of

desires can be formulated as follows.

Definition 1 (I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires) For all lives
x, y ∈ L such that x = (a,m) and y = (b, n) with a = b and m 6= n, we have:

(x, y) ∈ I(R)

The I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires amounts to require that the
person is indifferent between all lives that differ only on life-circumstances, which
are things that are not under the control of the person. This extension of the
indifference relation is a way to formalize the Stoic idea of wishing for nothing
that is not under one’s control. The intuition is that if life-circumstances do
not make any difference to the person, the person should be indifferent between
lives that differ only on life-circumstances but are the same on other aspects.
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The second account of the Stoic discipline of desires As argued by
Ponthiere (2024), the I1 account is not the only possible formalization of the
Stoic discipline of desires. An alternative interpretation consists of requiring
that the person is indifferent between all lives that are the best under each set of
life-circumstances. The intuition behind this second extension of the indifference
relation can be found in writings of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius.
Epictetus argued that what matters to have a good life is not the circum-

stances that arise, but what the persons make out of these circumstances. This
point is made thanks to the handles metaphor (Manual, XLIII):

Everything has two handles, the one by which it may be borne, the
other by which it may not. If your brother acts unjustly, do not lay
hold of the act by that handle wherein he acts unjustly, for this is
the handle which cannot be borne; but lay hold of the other, that
he is your brother, that he was nurtured with you, and you will lay
hold of the thing by that handle by which it can be borne.

The underlying intuition is that lots of things can happen in a life, but that
what makes a life good or bad is our capacity to make the best of these things,
that is, to take these circumstances by the ‘good handle’.
Marcus Aurelius develops the same idea by means of another metaphor, the

one of the bright fire (Thoughts to Myself, IV, 1):

When the governing part is in its natural state, it can easily change
and adapt itself to whatever occurs as the matter of its exercise. It is
not fondly set upon any one sort of action. It goes about what seems
preferable, with a proper reservation.1 And if any thing contrary be
cast in, makes this also the matter of its proper exercise. As a fire,
when it masters the things which fall on it, tho’ they would have
extinguished a small lamp: the bright fire quickly assimilates to itself
and consumes what is thrown into it, and even thence increases its
own strength.

Being ‘like a bright fire’consists of being able to accommodate to anything
that happens in life. From a Stoic perspective, the precise circumstances that
turn out to arise do not matter: the bright fire masters all these things.15 Being
in harmony with circumstances is the only way to live a life ‘in accordance with
Nature’, in line with the Stoic ideal of a ‘good life’. This second account of the
Stoic discipline of desires can be formulated as follows.

Definition 2 (I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires) Suppose that,
for a life-circumstance m, we have that:

∃w = (a,m) ∈ L : (w, x) ∈ P (R) for all x = (b,m) ∈ L with b 6= a.
15Note that, in Thoughts to Myself, Marcus Aurelius relied also on another metaphor, of

being ‘like a stomach’(Thoughts to Myself, X, 35).
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Suppose that, for another life-circumstance n 6= m, we have that:

∃y = (c, n) ∈ L : (y, z) ∈ P (R) for all z = (d, n) ∈ L with d 6= c.

Then one has:
(w, y) ∈ I(R)

The I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires thus requires indifference
between lives that are the best under each life-circumstances. This formaliza-
tion captures the idea that what matters to reach a good life is, from a Stoic
perspective, to do the best one can do with these life-circumstances.
In sum, the I1 and I2 accounts of the Stoic discipline of desires characterize

different attitudes towards life-circumstances. As such, these accounts formalize
distinct ways in which things out of control should not ‘make a difference’to the
person. The next Section will use these two formalizations of the Stoic discipline
of desires to reexamine the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death.

4 The Stoic attitude towards death revisited

As we have seen, Stoic philosophers argued that persons should not be afraid of
dying, because death causes no harm. The reason behind this neutrality of death
is that the duration of life is not under the person’s control. Hence, the person
should be indifferent to it, which leads to the neutrality of death. To provide an
economic account of that argument, let us follow the Stoic tradition and assume
that the duration of life is a pure circumstance for the person, something that
is not under her control. This assumption is part of how Stoic philosophers
partition the world into things under control and things not under control, and,
as such, is part of the Stoic discipline of judgements.
It should be stressed here that, beyond Stoicism, this view of the duration

of life as something out of control is generally compatible with how Ancient
Greeks used to represent their life, as it is illustrated in their literature. In
Greek tragedies, external forces could suddenly bring the life of an ordinary
person to its end (see Tilgher 1922). Longevity was thus regarded as a pure
circumstance, on which persons had no control at all. Such a vulnerability to
(uncontrollable) external forces is at the root of the Stoic doctrine, which can
be regarded as providing remedies to cope with the possibility of such adverse
life-circumstances. In the light of this, it makes a lot of sense, to revisit the
valuation of life from a Stoic perspective, to consider that the duration of life
belongs to the circumstances faced by the person, and is not chosen by her.
As we shall now see, assuming that the duration of life is a circumstance for

the person has important implications for the value of life once one adopts the
economic accounts of the Stoic discipline of desires presented in Section 3.

The value of life under the I1 account of the discipline of de-
sires Let us first adopt the requirement of indifference between lives that
differ only on life-circumstances. Taking the duration of life as a component
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of life-circumstances, it follows that the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of
desires requires that the person is indifferent between all lives that include the
same life-acts but differ on their durations. Thus, when considering two lives
with the same life-acts a, but two durations d and d′ 6= d that lead to two dis-
tinct life-circumstances c 6= c′, the Stoic discipline of desires implies that there
must be indifference between lives (a, c) and (a, c′).

While it is tempting, at first glance, to deduce from this corollary that
the duration of life is valueless to the person, it should be stressed that this
indifference only concerns lives with exactly the same life-acts, that is, lives
during which the person accomplishes exactly the same acts. This ceteris paribus
postulate is strong: it is most likely that, thanks to additional life-years, a person
can carry out other acts during her life, leading to a distinct life-act a′ 6= a. Such
a case is illustrated in Table 1, which compares three lives: lives w and x that
include the same life-acts a but different durations d 6= d′ (with d′ > d) and life
z, which has duration d′ and includes a life-act a′ 6= a.

Life-circumstances

Life-acts c (a life duration d) c’(a life duration d’)

a w = (a, c) x = (a, c’)

a’ does not exist z = (a’, c’)

Table 1: Valuing lives of unequal durations.

The I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires implies indifference between
lives that include the same life-acts but differ on life durations. Hence, the
person should be indifferent between lives w and x: (w, x) ∈ I(R). Suppose
now that the life-act a′ is more valuable than the life-act a, so that the person
prefers strictly life z to life x: (z, x) ∈ P (R). Then, by transitivity, we can
deduce also that life z is strictly better than life w: (z, x) ∈ P (R). Hence, when
the lengthening of life allows the person to carry out more valuable acts, the
longer life is preferred to the shorter life.
Thus, under the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, the fact that a

longer life allows the person to carry out more valuable acts suffi ces to make the
longer life more valuable than the shorter one. Note that this condition is not
only suffi cient, but also necessary to make the longer life more valuable. Indeed,
in the alternative case where the extra life-years under duration d′ do not allow
for more valuable acts to be carried out, there would be indifference between
lives x and z, and, then, also indifference between lives w and z. Hence, in that
alternative case, the longer life would not be more valued than the shorter life.16

In the light of this, it appears that, under the I1 account of the Stoic disci-
pline of desires, the duration of life has a purely instrumental value: the duration
of life is valued only insofar as this allows the person to carry out acts that are
more valuable during her life.
16That specific case is the one studied by Seneca in On the Shortness of Life (see Section

2). If the person wastes her time in pursuing things that are not under her control (e.g. social
reputation), additional life-years do not make her life better, and, hence, are valueless.
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Proposition 1 Under the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, the du-
ration of life has a purely instrumental value.

Proof. See above.
Once formalized by means of the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires,

the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death does not imply that the duration of
life has no value, but, only, that the duration of life has no intrinsic value: the
duration of life matters only as an instrument in order to carry out acts that
are more valuable.
This corollary of the I1 account is in line with Seneca’s analysis of the value

of life: time is a scarce resource that humans should not waste, and only the
wasted time has no value at all, but not all life-periods (see Section 2). Death is
thus ‘neutral’in the precise sense that longevity has no intrinsic value, but only
an instrumental value. The goodness of a life will depend on how that resource
is used, but the resource in itself has no value per se.
This purely instrumental value of longevity can also find some direct support

in Epictetus’s Dialogues (Dialogues, book A3, XX):

In the case of appearances, which are objects of the vision, nearly
all have allowed the good and the evil to be in ourselves, and not
in externals. No one gives the name of good to the fact that it is
day, nor bad to the fact that it is night, nor the name of the greatest
evil to the opinion that three are four. But what do men say? They
say that knowledge is good, and that error is bad; so that even in
respect to falsehood itself there is a good result, the knowledge that
it is falsehood. So it ought to be in life also. "Is health a good
thing, and is sickness a bad thing" No, man. "But what is it?" To
be healthy, and healthy in a right way, is good: to be healthy in a
bad way is bad; so that it is possible to gain advantage even from
sickness, I declare.

In sum, if one adopts the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, the
duration of life has no intrinsic value: it makes a life good only insofar as this
allows the person to carry out acts that are more valuable during her life. From
that perspective, the duration of life is like a neutral ‘container’, which is valued
only if it ‘contains’acts that are more valuable. In other words, the goodness
of a life depends on whether or not the person is able to include more valuable
acts in the neutral ‘container’, and is affected by the size of the ‘container’only
insofar as this size allows for the inclusion of acts that are more valuable.17

The value of life under the I2 account of the discipline of desires
Let us now compare these results with the ones obtained under the I2 account
of the Stoic discipline of desires. Following the I2 account, we will focus here
on the comparison of lives that are regarded by the person as the best lives

17Note that what can be counted as a ‘valuable act’depends on the Stoic discipline of acts.
Acts are valuable if and only if they serve the Common Good (see Section 2).
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under distinct life-circumstances. For that purpose, let us consider Table 2,
which compares five distinct lives. Suppose that, under a life of duration d, the
life-act a is the best that the person can carry out, so that the person prefers
the life-act a over the life-act a′, which implies that life w is preferred to life y:
(w, y) ∈ P (R). Suppose now that, under life duration d′ (which exceeds d), the
person considers the life-act a′′ to be the best life-act that the person can carry
out. She thus prefers, under life duration d′, the life-act a′′ over life-acts a and
a′. We then have that life v is preferred to lives x and z: (v, x) ∈ P (R) and
(v, z) ∈ P (R). In that example, the increase in the duration of life allows the
person to carry out a life-act a′′ instead of a life-act a, the former acts being
considered as more valuable than the latter ones.

Life-circumstances

Life-acts c (a life duration d) c’(a life duration d’)

a w = (a, c) x = (a, c’)

a’ y = (a’, c) z = (a’, c’)

a” does not exist v = (a”, c’)

Table 2: Valuing lives of unequal durations.

According to the I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, ‘indifference
to indifferent things’here means that the person should be indifferent between
the lives that are the best under each life-circumstance. We should thus have
indifference between lives w and v, that is, (w, v) ∈ I(R). But this indifference
relation implies that the possibility to carry out acts a′′ instead of acts a thanks
to a longer life is not valued by the person, because the two resulting lives are
considered to be equally good. As a consequence, there is here no instrumental
value for the duration of life.
The intuition behind that result goes as follows. Under the I2 account of

the Stoic discipline of desires, what matters is to make the best of prevailing
life-circumstances, that is, to take life by the ‘good handle’. The only thing
that matters for the goodness of a life is to carry out the acts that are the
most valuable given the prevailing life-circumstances. From that perspective,
an extension of the duration of life has no extra value for the person, as long as
she does the best she can under each possible duration of life. Thus the duration
of life has here neither intrinsic value nor instrumental value.

Proposition 2 Under the I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, the du-
ration of life has neither intrinsic value, nor instrumental value.

Proof. See above.
Under the I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires, the duration of life is

valueless. Having a larger ‘container’does not matter here, even if that larger
‘container’allows the person to carry out acts that are more valuable during
her (longer) life. The reason is that the goodness of a life only requires harmony
with circumstances, in line with the overall goal of Stoicism as promoting a life
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‘in accordance with Nature’. As a consequence, accumulating acts that are more
(or less) valuable into a larger ‘container’does not make a life better (or worse).
Acts matter only insofar as these are the best possible acts under the prevailing
circumstances, that is, only insofar as these yield harmony with circumstances.
Thus longevity is here neutral in a strong sense.
When comparing Propositions 1 and 2, it appears that the implications of

the Stoic discipline of desires concerning the value of life are not robust to
the particular way in which the Stoic discipline of desires is translated into the
language of economics. When the ‘indifference to indifferent things’is formalized
as indifference between lives that differ only on life-circumstances, the duration
of life has a purely instrumental value. However, when the ‘indifference to
indifferent things’is formalized as indifference between lives that are the best
under each life-circumstances (in line with the handles metaphor), longevity has
neither instrumental value, nor intrinsic value.
In sum, considering that the duration of life is out of control can have dif-

ferent implications for the value of life, depending on the particular economic
interpretation of the Stoic discipline of desires (I1 or I2 account). Whereas the
formalization of the Stoic discipline of desires as a requirement of indifference
between lives that differ only on life-circumstances implies that the duration of
life has a purely instrumental value (i.e., is a ‘neutral container’), modelling the
Stoic discipline of desires as a requirement of indifference between lives that are
the best under each life-circumstances implies that the duration of life has, from
a Stoic perspective, no value at all.

5 Conclusions

The goal of this paper was to build an analytical bridge between how Stoic
philosophers thought about the evil of death, and how modern economists think
about the badness of having a short life. For that purpose, our starting point
was the writings of Epictetus, Seneca and Marcus Aurelius, who argued that
persons should not be afraid of dying, because death does not harm the person.
We explained how the Stoic thesis of the neutrality of death is rooted in the
Stoic discipline of judgements (the duration of life is out of control) and in the
Stoic discipline of desires (longevity being out of control, one should not desire
a longer life). In a second stage, we tried to ‘translate’the Stoic thesis of the
neutrality of death into the language of economics, by examining its implications
for the structure of preferences. This translation was carried out while assuming
that the Stoic discipline of desires requires extending the symmetric factor of
the preference relation, so as to yield ‘indifference to indifferent things’.
What can be learnt from all this?
A first lesson to be drawn is that, contrary to what one may believe at first

glance, Stoicism does not necessarily imply that the duration of a life is valueless.
Acknowledging that the duration of life is a circumstance for the person, i.e.,
something on which she has no control, does not necessarily imply that the
duration of life has no value. Actually, our analyses suggest that this may
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be true under some economic interpretations of the Stoic discipline of desires,
but that this is not necessarily the case. Under the I1 account of the Stoic
discipline of desires (requiring indifference between lives that differ only on life-
circumstances), the duration of life has a purely instrumental value: it matters
only insofar as this allows persons to carry out acts that are more valuable
during their life. Under the I2 account of the Stoic discipline of desires (requiring
indifference between lives that are the best under each life-circumstance), the
duration of life is valueless: it has neither intrinsic, nor instrumental value.
A second lesson to be drawn is that the precise sense in which the duration

of life is regarded as neutral from a Stoic perspective varies across the accounts
of the Stoic discipline of desires. Under the I1 account of the Stoic discipline of
desires, longevity is neutral in the sense that it is like a neutral ‘container’, which
has no value per se, no intrinsic value. The associated concept of ‘neutrality’can
thus be regarded as a weak form of ‘neutrality’. However, under the I2 account
of the Stoic discipline of desires, the duration of life is neutral in the sense that
longevity has neither intrinsic value, nor instrumental value. That second sense
of ‘neutrality’is much stronger than the first one. The non-equivalence between
these two concepts of ‘neutrality’highlights the importance of the postulated
account of the Stoic discipline of desires, that is, the way in which we formulate
the requirement of ‘indifference to indifferent things’.
All in all, this study points to the richness of Stoic intuitions concerning the

value of life. Far from being necessarily valueless, a longer life could, from a
Stoic perspective, be regarded as a valuable instrument for achieving a better
life, provided the larger duration of life (taken as a neutral ‘container’) allows
the person to carry out acts that are more valuable. At the methodological level,
this analysis points to another richness of Stoicism: variants in the economic
interpretation of the Stoic discipline of desires can yield a large variety of Stoic
attitudes towards the value of life. Far from narrowing down the analysis of
the badness of death, Stoicism forces us to consider a wide variety of points of
view on this issue. As such, this Ancient tradition of thought brings a major
contribution to the modern economic analysis of the value of life.

6 References

Becker, G., Philipson, T., Soares, R. (2005). The quantity and the quality
of life and the evolution of world inequality. American Economic Review 95 :
277-91.
Bossert, W., Suzumura, K. (2010). Consistency, Choice and Rationality.

Harvard University Press, Cambridge MA.
Bradley, B. (2009). Well-being and Death. Oxford University Press, New-

York.
Broome, J. (1978). Trying to value a life. Journal of Public Economics 9 :

91-100.
Broome, J. (2004). Weighing Lives. Oxford University Press, New-York.
Cropper, M., Hammitt, J., Robinson, L. (2011). Valuing mortality risk

19



reductions : progress and challenges. Annual Review of Resources Economics 3
: 313-36.
Da Costa, S. (2020). The impact of the Ebola crisis on mortality and welfare

in Liberia. Health Economics, 29: 1517-1532.
Da Costa, S. (2023). Estimating the welfare gains from anti-retroviral ther-

apy in Sub-Saharan Africa. Journal of Health Economics, 102777.
Dreze, J. (1962). L’utilité sociale d’une vie humaine. Revue Française de

Recherche Opérationnelle 22 : 93-118.
Dublin, L., Lotka, A. (1946). The Money Value of a Man. New-York :

Ronald Press.
Epictetus. Manual. In: A Selection from the Discourses of Epictetus with

the Encheiridion. Translated by George Long. The Guttenberg Project.
Epicurus. Letter to Menoeceus. English version translated by Cyril Bailey,

2016.
Fleurbaey, M., Leroux, M.L., Pestieau, P., Ponthiere, G. (2016). Fair retire-

ment under risky lifetime. International Economic Review, 57, 177-210.
Fleurbaey, M., Leroux, M.L., Ponthiere, G. (2014). Compensating the dead.

Journal of Mathematical Economics, 51 : 28-41.
Fleurbaey, M., Ponthiere, G. (2022) The value of a life-year and the intuition

of universality. Journal of Ethics and Social Philosophy, 22, 355-381.
Fleurbaey, M., Ponthiere, G. (2023) Measuring well-being and lives worth

living. Economic Theory, 75 : 1247-66.
Goldschmidt, V. (1953). Le système stoïcien et l’idée de temps. Vrin, Paris.
Hadot, P. (1978). Une clé des Pensées de Marc-Aurèle: les trois topoi

philosophiques selon Epictète. Les Etudes Philosophiques, 65-83.
Hadot, P (1995). Qu’est-ce que la philosophie antique? Gallimard, Paris
Hadot, P. (2001). The Inner Citadel. Translated by M. Chase. Harvard

University Press, Cambridge MA.
Hadot, P. (2002). Exercices spirituels et philosophie antique. Albin Michel,

Paris.
Hall, R., Jones, C. (2007). The value of life and the rise of health spending.

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122 : 39-71.
Jones-Lee, M. (1974). The value of changes in the probability of death or

injury. Journal of Political Economy, 82 : 835-49.
Kamm, F. (1993). Morality, Mortality. Volume 1. Oxford University Press,

New-York.
Leroux, M.L., Ponthiere, G. (2018). Working time regulation, unequal life-

times and fairness. Social Choice and Welfare, 51, 437-464.
Marcus Aurelius. Thought to Myself. Translated by N. Marcel. CreateSpace

Independent Publishing Plateform, 2018.
Miller, T. (2000). Variations between Countries in Values of Statistical Life.

Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, 34 : 169-88.
Murphy, K., Topel, R. (2003). Measuring the Gains from Medical Research

: An Economic Approach. Chicago : The University of Chicago Press.
Nagel, T. (1979). Mortal Questions. Cambridge University Press, Cam-

bridge.

20



Parfit, D. (1984). Reasons and Persons. Oxford University Press, New-York.
Ponthiere, G. (2023). Allocating Pensions to Younger People. Towards a

Social Insurance against a Short Life. Palgrave MacMillan.
Ponthiere, G. (2024). Epictetusian rationality. Economic Theory, 78, 219-

262.
Schelling, T. (1968). The life you save may be your own. In: Problems in

Public Expenditure Analysis, edited by S. Chase, 127-62. Washington : Brook-
ings Institute.
Seneca, On the Shortness of Life. Translated by Gareth. D. Williams.
Tilgher, A. (1922). La visione greca della vita. Bologna. French version: La

vision grecque de la vie, Mimesis, 2022.
Usher, D., (1973). An imputation to the measure of economic growth for

changes in life expectancy. In: M. Moss (ed.) The Measurement of Economic
and Social Performance, NBER Studies in Income and Wealth, vol. 38, New-
York: NBER.
Usher, D., (1980). The Measurement of Economic Growth. Columbia Uni-

versity Press, New-York.
Viscusi, W.K., (1998). Rational Risk Policy. Oxford University Press, New

York.
Viscusi, W.K., Aldy, J., (2004). The value of a statistical life: a critical

review of market estimates throughout the world, Journal of Risk and Uncer-
tainty, 27: 5-76.
Warren, J., (2004). Facing Death: Epicurus and his Critics. Oxford Univer-

sity Press, New-York.

21


