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Abstract

Since the landmark decision by the UK House of Lords (Wells v Wells [1999] AC
345), the Ogden Tables (tables of actuarial multipliers) effectively became the
primary source of assessing future loss in personal injury litigation. In 2003, the
Hong Kong Ogden Tables (based on Hong Kong mortality rates) were published.

There are two major actuarial assumptions underlying the multipliers in the Og-
den Tables: (1) the survival probability distribution, and (2) the risk-free rate of
return (net of inflation). There is a likelihood that the actual survival distribution
and rate of return may turn out to be different from those assumed in the com-
putation. Furthermore, the Ogden Tables provide only a single estimate of the
multipliers, leaving judges and lawyers with limited information about the under-
lying uncertainty. The absence of such information may bring a spurious accuracy
to the actuarial assessment of damages.

In this paper, we shall investigate into the precision of the multipliers in the Ogden
Tables, and explore the research methodology in constructing the interval estimates
(i.e. lower and upper bounds) of actuarial multipliers in the Ogden Tables. These
interval estimates enable the courts to arrive at suitable multipliers in a range of
possible situations.
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1 Introduction

In personal injury litigations, successful claimants usually receive their dam-
ages as a lump sum. The main advantage of a lump sum payment is that
the proceedings can be concluded with a “clean break” between the parties
− once the damages are paid, the defendant is clear of any further responsi-
bility. In addition, the claimant has a degree of flexibility to choose what to
do with the lump sum damages − investment, spending and purchasing de-
cisions are entirely for the claimant, advised as he chooses to be. To achieve
the goal of a lump sum payment, courts often use a multiplier/multiplicand
approach. The multiplicand represents the annual loss of earnings and other
benefits assessed at the date of trial, and is established by evidence put be-
fore the judge. The multiplier discounts the future pecuniary values into a
single present-day lump sum amount, based on the time value of money and
the life expectancy of the plaintiff. The total amount payable is simply the
product of the multiplicand and the multiplier.

For many years, multipliers in the United Kingdom are determined by
an impressionistic approach which is based on a spread of multipliers in
comparable cases. In 1984, the first edition of Ogden Tables1 was published.
These tables provide actuarially calculated multipliers suitable for a variety
of possible circumstances.

The Ogden Tables initially had no legal authority. Although they have
been extensively used by judges as a starting point in the choice of multiplier,
they have only received formal recognition recently. Under the Civil Evidence
Act 1995, the Ogden Tables are admissible in evidence for the purpose of
assessing, in an action for personal injury, the sum to be awarded as general
damages for future pecuniary loss. In July 1998, the House of Lords made
an innovative decision in Wells v. Wells2 − it abandoned the conventional
approach and approved actuarial evidence as the primary method of assessing
future pecuniary loss, rather than a mere check. After continual revisions,
the Ogden Tables are now in their fifth edition. Similar tables are also
available in Hong Kong (Sarony et al., 2003, 2005), and we refer the readers
to Chan and Chan (2000a, 2000b, 2003, 2004) for detailed reviews of their
applications.

1Officially named Actuarial Tables with Explanatory Notes for Use in Personal Injury
and Fatal Accident Cases, and prepared by the British Government Actuary’s Department.
These tables are generally called the “Ogden Tables”, after Sir Michael Ogden QC, who
was responsible for their publication and was also the chairperson of the joint working
party of actuaries and lawyers responsible for victim compensation.

2[1997] 1 WLR 652.
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There are two major actuarial assumptions underlying the multipliers in
the Ogden Tables: (1) the survival probability distribution, and (2) the risk-
free rate of return (net of inflation). Both of them are hard to estimate,
and thus there is enormous likelihood that the actual survival distribution
and rate of return would turn out to be different from those assumed in
the computation. This inevitably induces uncertainty about the multipliers.
Nevertheless, the Ogden Tables provide only a single estimate of the multipli-
ers, and leave legal practitioners with no information about the underlying
uncertainty. The absence of such information may bring a spurious accu-
racy to the actuarial assessment of damages, particularly in cases potentially
involving very large claims where the lump sum is highly sensitive to the
multiplier.

In forecasting unknown quantities, actuaries and statisticians often pay
attention to a range of possible outcomes instead of a single estimate that
will almost surely be wrong. More specifically, they construct an interval
estimate that consists of two points which we expect to enclose the unknown
quantity with a very high probability, say 95%. The idea of interval esti-
mation may also be utilized in the forecasting of multipliers. The resultant
interval, commonly known as confidence interval, can be regarded as an ex-
plicit measure of the inevitable uncertainty attached to the multipliers: a
wider interval implies more underlying uncertainty, and similarly a narrower
interval means better precision. In addition, the interval estimates enable
the judge to make allowance in particular cases for the expected movements
in particular price indices, which might differ from the general retail price
inflation (RPI). For instance, costs of care and hospitalization are often ex-
pected to go up faster than the general RPI, and therefore in cases involving
substantial medical expenses, the judge may pick a multiplier that is closer
to the higher end of the interval estimate.

In the past, the estimation of such intervals was precluded by the lack
of stochastic mortality models − traditional mortality models yields only a
single trajectory of future life expectancy, and provide no measure of un-
certainty associated with the projection. Recent breakthroughs in mortality
research permit us to forecast the uncertainty of future death rates, and con-
sequently to derive interval estimates for the actuarial multipliers. In this
study, we take advantage of the latest developments in stochastic mortality
and investment modeling to investigate into the precision of the multipliers
in the Ogden Tables.
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The objectives of the present research agenda are::

1. to compute and report the actuarial multipliers in the form of confi-
dence intervals that take account of the uncertainty inherited from the
survival probability distribution,

2. to compute and report the actuarial multipliers in the form of confi-
dence intervals that take account of the uncertainty inherited from the
risk-free rate of return (net of inflation), and

3. to estimate the risk-free rate of return in real terms and its uncertainty
for places in which inflation-linked government debt securities are not
available.

2 Backgound of Research

Ogden Tables, named after Sir Michael Ogden Q.C. who chaired the 1982
working party that first produced them, are an actuarial measure used to
assess life expectancy and are designed to provide a guide for courts in as-
sessing damages awards for future losses in personal injury and fatal accident
cases. They are prepared by a multi-disciplinary group of actuaries, lawyers
and accountants together with representatives of the insurance industry. The
tables provide factors known as multipliers which are used to assess present
capital values of future annual losses or expenses. The factors are based
on projected future mortality rates. Discount rates are then applied to the
Ogden Tables to calculate the annual investment return expected for serious
injury awards when assessing the initial payout to a claimant. After contin-
ual revisions, the Ogden Tables are now in their fifth edition (The Stationery
Office, 2005).

There are many research and references on using actuarial tables for per-
sonal injury claims. Examples are: Brennan and Hennessy (2001), Hogg
(2002), Luntz (2002), Pickering and Hermer (2002), Lewis (2006).

As explained above the Ogden Tables provide only a single estimate of the
multipliers, and leave legal practitioners with no information about the un-
derlying uncertainty. In the past, studies on the precision of actuarial multi-
pliers were precluded by the lack of stochastic mortality models − traditional
mortality models yields only a single trajectory of future life expectancy, and
provide no measure of uncertainty associated with the projection. Recent
breakthroughs (see, for examples, Booth et al., 2002; Brouhns et al., 2002
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and 2005; Koissi, 2006; and Khalaf-Allah, 2006) in mortality research per-
mit us to forecast the uncertainty of future death rates, and consequently to
derive interval estimates for the actuarial multipliers.

The absence of the information on the uncertainty of the multipliers may
bring a spurious accuracy to the actuarial assessment of damages, particu-
larly in cases potentially involving very large claims where the lump sum is
highly sensitive to the multiplier. In this research project, we propose the
idea of interval forecasting of multipliers. The resultant interval, commonly
known as “confidence interval”, can be regarded as an explicit measure of
the inevitable uncertainty attached to the multipliers: a wider interval im-
plies more underlying uncertainty, and similarly a narrower interval means
better precision. In addition, the interval estimates enable the judge to make
allowance in particular cases for the expected movements in particular price
indices, which might differ from the general retail price inflation (RPI). For
instance, costs of care and hospitalization are often expected to go up faster
than the general RPI, and therefore in cases involving substantial medical
expenses, the judge may pick a multiplier that is closer to the higher end of
the interval estimate.

The co-authors of this conference paper have been working closely in
the field of actuarial multipliers. Some of their relevant publications include
Chan and Chan (2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2003a, 2003b, 2004a, 2004b and 2006).
The second co-author of this paper is an active researcher in both mortal-
ity forecasting (e.g., see Li and Chan, 2005a and 2005b) and econometric
modelling of actuarial assumptions (Chan et al., 2006).

3 Research Agenda and Methodology

3.1 On the Measurement of the Uncertainty Inherited
from the Survival Probability Distribution

The valuation of future cash-flows requires assumptions about the amounts
to be paid, the probabilities of their being paid and the investment returns
which will be assumed to be obtained on any money invested to provide for
the future payments. For the probability of the payments being made, we
are mostly concerned in the Ogden Tables with whether the individual will
survive to particular future ages, i.e., the survival probability distribution.
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Setting assumptions about the survival probability distribution should
take account of the fact that the distribution is changing with time rather
than being static. In the past century, survival probabilities have been con-
sistently rising as a result of better diet, care, housing and medical treatment.
For instance, in England and Wales, the probability of survival to age 80 has
increased from about 10% at the beginning of the twentieth century to the
current level of approximately 50%3, and its rise continues.

Given that what is needed for the purposes of the multiplier tables is
an estimate of how long on average people would live into the future, most
people are in agreement that it makes more sense to use projected survival
probability distributions instead of historical ones. In the latest edition of
the Ogden Tables, all multipliers are based on the projected mortality rates
taken from the 2002 based official national population projections for England
and Wales; and in the current version of the Hong Kong actuarial multiplier
tables, figures in Tables 19 to 36 are computed using the projected mortality
rates in the 2004 edition of the Hong Kong Life Tables.

However, as the demographic future of any human population is a result
of complex and partially understood mechanisms, future mortality rates are
difficult to predict, and are highly likely to be different from the projected
ones. Figure 1 provides a graphical illustration of the uncertainty about
the dynamics of mortality rates. We observe that the trends of historical
death rates are very bumpy, and that the raggedness becomes more severe
towards the advanced ages. In addition, we observe that the trends are
perturbed by several abrupt jumps. For instance, the death rates at age
35 show two sharp spikes in around year 1918 and 1948. By means of a
statistical outlier analysis, Li and Chan (2005a, 2005b) concluded that these
jumps could be attributed to some exogenous interventions, e.g., wars and
pandemics. Such interventions would introduce additional uncertainty in the
projection of future mortality rates.

3Source: Human mortality database (2005) and own calculations.
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Fig. 1. Historical central death rates4 at representative ages, male, English
and Welsh population. Source: Human mortality database (2005).

Because of the possible departures from the assumed mortality projection,
the correct multipliers will virtually never be identical to the figures in the
actuarial tables. To make allowance for the potential error, we may report the
estimation of multipliers as an entire interval of plausible values, rather than
as a single number. This can be accomplished by using stochastic mortality
models, e.g., the Lee-Carter model (Lee and Carter, 1992), the P-splines
regression (Currie et al., 2004) and the parameterized time-series approach
(McNown and Rogers, 1989).

In particular, the Lee-Carter model has been extensively used. For in-
stance, it has been used as the basis of stochastic forecasts of the finances of
the U.S. social security system and other aspects of the U.S. federal budget
(see Congressional Budget Office of the United States, 1998), and it has also
been successfully applied to populations in many countries including Aus-
tralia (Booth et al., 2002), the Scandinavian (Li and Chan, 2005a) and the

4Central death rate, denoted by mx in the actuarial literature, is defined by the ratio
of number of deaths to number of persons at risk.
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seven most economically developed countries (G7) (Tulkapurkar et al., 2000).
We refer the interested readers to Tabeau (2001) for a comprehensive review
of the model.

The model describes the central death rate at age x and time t (mx,t) by
three parameters, namely, ax, bx and kt, in the following way.

ln(mx,t) = ax + bxkt + εx,t, (1)

where the age-specific parameter ax gives the long-term average level of mor-
tality at age x; the time-varying component kt, sometimes referred to as the
mortality index, signifies the overall speed of mortality improvement, and it
works in a multiplicative manner with another age-specific parameter bx that
characterizes the sensitivity to kt at age x; the error term εx,t captures all
the remaining variations.

The projection of future mortality rates is performed in two stages. In
the first stage, we derive estimates of parameters ax, bx and kt from the
historical mortality data. The derivation can be completed by using the
method of maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) considered by Wilmoth
(1993) and implemented later by Brouhns et al. (2002). In the method of
MLE, we firstly assume that the observed number of deaths is a realization
of a Poisson distribution with mean equals to the expected number of deaths
under the Lee-Carter model, i.e.,

Dx,t ∼ Poisson(Ex,t exp(ax + bxkt)), (2)

where Dx,t and Ex,t are the number of deaths and persons at risk at age x and
time t, respectively. Then, we obtain parameter estimates by maximizing the
log-likelihood function, l, which is given by

l =
∑
x,t

(Dx,t(ax + bxkt)− Ex,t(exp(ax + bxkt)) + c, (3)

where c is a constant that is free of the model parameters. The maximization
of l can be performed using the standard Newton’s method.

In the second stage, we model the estimates of kt by an autoregressive
integrated moving average (ARIMA) process, determined by the orthodox
Box and Jenkins (1976) approach. Based on the fitted ARIMA process, we
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can extrapolate kt, and consequently obtain a mortality projection, which
can be expressed as

m̂x,T+s = exp(âx + k̂T+sb̂x), (4)

where T be the length of the mortality data series, k̂T+s be the s-period
ahead forecast of kt under the ARIMA process, and m̂x,T+s is the projected
central death rate in s years later.

Unfortunately, the complex correlation between the model parameters
has made the forecasting of uncertainty of future deaths rates a difficult
task. To overcome this problem, researchers have recently proposed several
solutions including the parametric bootstrap method (Brouhns et al., 2005),
the residual bootstrap method (Koissi et al., 2006), and the Markov Chain
Monte Carlo method (Czado et al., 2005). Using the method of parametric
bootstrap, we can compute confidence intervals for the multipliers using the
following algorithm.

1. Simulate N realizations from the Poisson distribution with mean equals
to the fitted number of deaths under the Lee-Carter model. The simu-
lation of Poisson random numbers can be performed by the transformed
rejection method (Hörmann, 1993).

2. For each of these N realizations:

(a) Re-estimate the model parameters ax, bx and kt using the method
of MLE.

(b) Specify a new ARIMA process for the re-estimated kt.

(c) Compute future values of mx,t using the re-estimated ax and bx,
and the simulated future values of kt under the newly specified
ARIMA process.

(d) Calculate the multiplier using future of values of mx,t obtained in
the immediate past step.

3. Step (2) gives an empirical distribution of the multiplier. The 2.5th and

97.5th percentiles of the empirical distribution give the lower and upper
limit of the 95% confidence interval for the multiplier, respectively.

We implemented the above algorithm using the English and Welsh mor-
tality data, supplied by the Human Mortality Database (2005). To illustrate
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the preliminary results, we consider the multiplier for pecuniary loss for life
(male)5, and assume that the age at the date of trial is 30. Figure 2 depicts
the resultant empirical distribution from which we obtain the mean estimate
28.68 and the confidence interval (27.83, 29.50) for the multiplier.

Fig. 2. Empirical distribution of the multiplier for pecuniary loss for life, and
for age 30 at the date of trial, using the method of parametric bootstrap.

3.2 On the Measurement of the Uncertainty Inherited
from the Risk-free Rate of Return in Real Terms

Another important factor in determining the multipliers is the discount rate,
or equivalently, the rate of return that the claimant can be expected to
achieve on the lump sum of award before it is used up. Until about 8 years
ago, the discount rate used in the United Kingdom varied between 4% to
5% per annum (net of tax), presuming that the award would be invested in
portfolio of gilts6 and equity.

In deciding the Wells v. Wells in July 1999, the House of Lords acknowl-
edged that plaintiffs should not be required to take even moderate risk when

5That is, Table 1 in the fifth edition of the Ogden Tables. The actuarial formula for
these multipliers is āx, where x is the age at the date of trial.

6Gilts refers to the debt securities issued by the Bank of England.
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they invest their awards, since they need a dependable source of income, and
any fall in their income or depreciation in capital value of their investments
would affect them much more severely than ordinary investors. Accordingly,
their Lordships ruled that equity and gilts were an inappropriate yardstick,
and that the return on a risk-free investment vehicle, after making allowance
for the effects of future inflation, should be used in determining the multipli-
ers.

The appropriate discount rate for the multipliers may therefore be found
by making reference to the yield on index-linked gilts − the income from
index-linked gilts is guaranteed by the government, and is protected from
the effects of inflation. Based on the expected yield on index-linked gilts
at that time, the House of Lords used a discount rate of 3% per annum in
Wells v. Wells, and went on to lay down an guideline discount rate of 3%
to be applied in other actions, unless there was a substantial change in the
economic environment, until a rate was prescribed under Section 1 of the
Damages Act 1996 by the Lord Chancellor.

On 25 June 2001, the Lord Chancellor made the Damages (Personal In-
jury) Order 2001 pursuant to Section 1 of the Damages Act 1996. In reflecting
the change in the average redemption yield on index-linked gilts after the de-
cision in Wells v. Wells, the Lord Chancellor fixed the discount rate at the
level of 2.5% per annum, based on the (arithmetic) average gross redemption
yields on index-linked gilts (at an assumed rate of inflation of 3%), for 3
years leading up to 8 June 2001, after adjustment for tax and opinions from
expert financial analysts. Initially, the order was criticized by some personal
injury practitioners (see, e.g., Hogg, 2002), but later the Lord Chancellor re-
confirmed the authority of his decision with additional supporting reasons.
It is expected that the fixed discount rate of 2.5% per annum will be used in
all settlements for the foreseeable future.

There are two advantages of using a fixed discount rate:

1. A fixed discount rate avoids deliberate delays in settlement resulting
from one’s side determination to gamble on the movement of the return
on index-linked gilts.

2. A fixed discount rate eliminates the disparity of outcome between sim-
ilar cases resolved or decided at different times.

However, the consequence of using a fixed discount rate of 2.5% per an-
num is that claimants are at risk of not receiving adequate damages. In
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Figure 3, we observe that the yield on index-linked gilts has fallen substan-
tially since the Lord Chancellor fixed the discount rate. The lower returns in
recent years have meant that the investment of damages could not acheive
the return used to calculate damages. Therefore, the claimants are forced to
take risks in an attempt to produce the higher returns necessary to provide
for their needs, and the Lord Chancellor’s own criterion of avoiding even
moderate risks is not met. The impact on claimants with large awards is
particularly serious, since their investments are more heavily reduced by tax,
in many cases to levels well below 2% per annum.

Fig. 3. Average yield on index-linked gilts with maturity
over five years. Source: Bank of England (2006).

In this study, we attempt to offer an alternative way of choosing the
multipliers. Instead of showing multipliers for discount rates of 0.5%, 1%,
and so on up to 5%, we present, for each circumstance,

1. A single multiplier. This is the expected value of the multiplier, and is
derived from the historical performance of the index-linked gilts over a
particular time period, say, the past three years.

2. A confidence interval. The interval conveys the judge the information
about the uncertainty induced by the fluctuations of the rate of return
on index-linked gilts around its long-term average.
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For consistency and fairness, the expected values should be used in all
settlements. The confidence intervals, besides indicating precision of the mul-
tipliers, may also offer assistance to the judge when allowance in particular
cases is required − the multiplier after adjustment should be encompassed
in its corresponding confidence interval. To keep up with the ever-changing
economic landscape, the tables should be updated from time to time, say,
every two year (the frequency at which the Ogden Tables are updated), us-
ing more recent data. By allowing the discount rate to commensurate with
the current macroeconomic conditions, the likelihood of under-compensation
could be reduced.

To achieve our goal, we require a statistical distribution for the yield,
y, on index-linked gilts. In the special case that ln(1 + y) follows a normal
distribution, we could derive an exact solution to the expected value, and
an approximate expression for the confidence interval. To illustrate, let us
consider again the multipliers for pecuniary loss for life. Assuming a normal
distribution for ln(1 + y), the expected value and variance of the multipliers
can be expressed as

E(M) =
∞∑

k=0

e−λk+σ2

2
k2

kpx, (5)

and

Var(M) =
∞∑
i=0

∞∑
j=0

e−λ(i+j)+σ2

2
(i+j)2

ipx jpx − [E(M)]2, (6)

respectively, where kpx is the probability that a life aged x survives to age
x + k, and λ and σ are the mean and standard deviation of the normal dis-
tribution for ln(1 + y), respectively; and the approximate confidence interval
is given by

E(M)± 1.96×
√

Var(M). (7)

Historical yield on index-linked gilts from 8 Sep 2006 to 7 Sep 2006 gives
us µ̂ = 0.0139 and σ̂ = 0.0013 as an estimate of parameters µ and σ, respec-
tively. Substituting µ̂, σ̂ and the projected mortality rates of the English and
Welsh population into Equations 5 and 6, we obtain 35.2715 and (33.1188,
37.4242) as a preliminary estimate of the expected value and confidence in-
terval for the multiplier for pecuniary loss for life (male) and for age 30 at
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the date of trial, respectively. In the fifth edition of the Ogden Tables, for
the same circumstance, the multiplier evaluated at a rate of return of 2.5%
is only 28.81, which is significantly lower than our estimate. This provides
an illustration of the potential under-compansation that may arise if a fixed
discount rate of 2.5% is used.

If we assume a different statistical distribution for y, then solutions to
the expected value and variance of the multipliers may no longer exist. In
this situation, we may make use of the bootstrap method which we now
summarize.

1. Simulate N realizations from the assumed distribution for the yield on
index-linked gilts.

2. Calculate the value of the multiplier for each of the realizations to
obtain an empirical distribution for the multiplier.

3. The mean of the empirical distribution in Step (2) gives an estimate of

the expected value of the multiplier, the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles
give an estimate of the 95% confidence interval.

The above can be further integrated into the algorithm in Section 3.1 to
give confidence intervals that allow for the uncertainty from both the survival
probability distribution and the rate of return.

3.3 On the Modeling of the Discount Rate in the Ab-
sence of Inflation-linked Government Debt Securi-
ties

In some countries, e.g., Singapore, securities similar to index-linked gilts are
not available. The discount rate for multipliers cannot be observed directly
from the yield on inflation-linked government debt securities, and has to be
inferred from some other economic variables.

More specifically, we may make use of the well-known Fisher relationship
(Fisher, 1930), which can be stated mathematically as

r = i− πe, (8)
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where r, i and πe are the real interest rate, the nominal interest rate and the
expected rate of inflation, respectively. In other words, if we have information
about the nominal interest rate on risk-free assets and the expected inflation,
we can calculate the implied risk-free rate of return (net of inflation) that
is applicable for the determination of multipliers. In practice, we may take
i as the yield on long-term prudent debt securities, e.g., government bonds
with maturity over five years, and approximate πe by the average of historical
inflation rates over a particular period of time.

Figure 4 provides an illustration of the decomposition. The gap between
the upper line (the nominal yield on Singapore government securities with
maturity over five years) and the lower line (the three-year backward-looking
moving average of the annualized monthly inflation rates in Singapore) gives
an estimate of the real rate of return on risk free assets.
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Fig. 4. Rate of return on risk-free assets implied by the nominal
yield on Singapore Government Securities (SGS) and the expected

inflation in Singapore. Sources of data: IMF International Financial
Statistics Database and Monetary Authority of Singapore (2006).

To model the discount rate for the multipliers via the Fisher relationship,
we require a bivariate statistical model that explicitly considers the corre-
lation between the nominal interest rate and the expected inflation. The
appropriate bivariate model may be further integrated into the algorithms
in Section 3.2 to generate expected values and confidence intervals for the
multipliers.

15



4 Conclusion

In Hong Kong, the assessment of personal injury compensation can be de-
scribed as an unsettled and controversial area of tort law. Experience from
the other common law jurisdictions indicates that interdisciplinary research
among law, economics and actuarial science is very important. In Lewis v
Todd (1980) 14 CCLT 294 at 308-309, a landmark decision in Canada on
personal injury litigation, Justice Dickson of the Supreme Court of Canada
averred:

“The award of damages is not simply an exercise in mathemat-
ics which a judge indulges in, leading to a ‘correct’ global figure.
The evidence of actuaries and economists is of value in arriving at
a fair and just result. That evidence is of increasing importance
as the niggardly approach sometimes noted in the past is aban-
doned, and greater amounts are awarded, in my view properly,
in cases of severe personal injury or death. If the courts are to
apply basic principles of the law of damages and seek to achieve
a reasonable approximation to pecuniary restitutio in integrum
expert assistance is vital.”

Justice Dickson persuasively articulated a theoretical vision for achieving
justice and fairness through the use of economic data and actuarial science
in tort trials. It is true that the factors constituting just and fair trials may
well be susceptible to further research and development. However, under a
legal system applying the rule of law, the principle of compensation assess-
ment should be capable of achieving clarity and comprehensiveness, in the
sense that it should be simple to operate, using such criteria which are easy
to understand. The use of actuarial tables and the statistical concept of con-
fidence intervals in tort trials, for the purpose of ascertaining the true and
proper value of pecuniary damages, aim at removing any factors operating
within the legal system which would likely subject to arbitrary interpreta-
tion. It aims at achieving justice based on logical reasoning and meticulously
researched jurisprudence.
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