arXiv:2306.09507v3 [stat.AP] 21 Feb 2024

Winsorized Robust Credibility Models

Qian Zhao^1 Robert Morris University

Chudamani Poudyal^2 University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

© Copyright of this Manuscript is held by the Authors!

Abstract. The Bühlmann model, a branch of classical credibility theory, has been successively applied to the premium estimation for group insurance contracts and other insurance specifications. In this paper, we develop a robust Bühlmann credibility via the censored version of loss data, or the censored mean (a robust alternative to traditional individual mean). This framework yields explicit formulas of structural parameters in credibility estimation for both scale-shape distribution families, location-scale distribution families, and their variants, which are commonly used to model insurance risks. The asymptotic properties of the proposed method are provided and corroborated through simulations, and their performance is compared to that of credibility based on the trimmed mean. By varying the censoring/trimming threshold level in several parametric models, we find all structural parameters via censoring are less volatile compared to the corresponding quantities via trimming, and using censored mean as a robust risk measure will reduce the influence of parametric loss assumptions on credibility estimation. Besides, the non-parametric estimations in credibility are discussed using the theory of L−estimators. And a numerical illustration from Wisconsin Local Government Property Insurance Fund indicates that the proposed robust credibility can prevent the effect caused by model mis-specification and capture the risk behavior of loss data in a broader viewpoint.

Keywords. Robust Credibility; Premium Estimation; Truncated and Censored Data.

1Corresponding Author: Qian Zhao, Ph.D., ASA, is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Mathematics, Robert Morris University, Moon Township, PA 15108, USA. e-mail: zhao@rmu.edu 2Chudamani Poudyal, Ph.D., ASA, is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Mathematical Sciences, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, P.O. Box 413, Milwaukee, WI 53201, USA. E-mail: cpoudyal@uwm.edu

1 Introduction

The Bühlmann model is a classical linear credibility model that is successively applied at premium estimation and other insurance specifications. The central idea is: for a particular policyholder, we have observed n exposure units of past claims X = (X_1, X_2, . . . , X_n). Assume these losses follow the common risk parameter Θ (also a r.v.) and X_1|Θ, X_2|Θ, . . . , X_n|Θ are independent and identically distributed on condition Θ = θ, then the ideal manual rate (we call it hypothetical mean), for an insured with θ is μ(θ) = E [X|θ]. And Bühlmann (1967) determined the linear credibility premium by minimizing the expected squared loss:

min_{α,β} E[(μ(θ) − α − βX̄)^2] (1.1)

In the last several decades, various adaptations and extensions have been made in the credibility literature following the Bühlmann’s approach. One of the extensions is to investigate robust methods in the area of credibility. Using conventional mean X̄ in (1.1), excess claims could have significant distorting effects and lead to an unsatisfactory behavior of standard linear credibility in estimators. To overcome this, a number of authors have studied the combination of credibility and robust statistics in order to obtain better risk management. Künsch (1992) proposed the linear credibility estimator with the claims replaced by a robust M− estimator. Gisler and Reinhard (1993), and investigated the application of robust credibility in the general Bühlmann-Straub Model model. Garrido and Pitselis (2000) extended the study by focusing on the bias-treatment alternatives with the robust portfolio-unbiased procedure and pure robust credibility. The asymptotic optimality of pure robust credibility is also proved in Pitselis (2013a). Their main idea is to robustify the claims experience by using a robust estimator instead of the individual mean.

The intersection of robust credibility and linear models was also investigated in many literature. Pitselis (2008) applied robust statistics to the regression credibility estimation by using the influence function approach of M-estimators. Dornheim and Brazauskas (011a,b) and Brazauskas et al. (2013) introduced a truncation likelihood-based approach for robust-efficient fitting of mixed linear models. These methods yield more accurate premiums when extreme outcomes are present in the data and the procedures are flexible and effective risk-pricing tools in the fields of property and casualty insurance, health care, and real estate. Additionally, the robust estimators can also be applied to the credibility theory for generalized mixed linear models (See Nelder and Verrall (1997), Garrido and Zhou (2006), Lai and Sun (2012), and Erdemir and Sucu (2016)).

Regarding the performance of robust estimators parametric models in robust credibility and ratemaking, Gisler (1980) discussed the optimum trimming of data in the credibility model. Pitselis (2013b) compared the performance of multiple robust estimators in regression credibility. (In particular, trimmed mean is one of the important M-estimators which is widely used in actuarial practice.) With a trimmed mean as the risk control, Kim and Jeon (2013) investigated the general asymptotic properties of the structural parameters in credibility. This pure robust credibility in the Buhlmann-Straub model can be easily adapted to an insurance contract specifications and handle extreme losses. However, this approach discards all information contained in outlying data points even though they might be legitimate observations from the actual assumed loss model. To address this shortcoming, in this paper we propose a credibility theory based on censoring the original data. More specifically , the ground-up losses are censored both from above and below with different proportions, say, 100a%- and 100b% probabilities, respectively. Asymptotic proprieties of the robust credibility estimators are derived, and simulation studies are used to illustrate the advantage and disadvantage of this approach compared with the method based on trimming the data. ^μ(θ) = μ + α(W (X_1, X_2, . . . , X_n) − E[W ]) The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the idea of censored mean as a risk measure. Section 3 develops the credibility theory and the corresponding asymptotic properties based on censoring the data. Parametric model examples of credibility premiums for two types of family distributions – scale-shape family and location-scale family are provided in Section 4. The effect of model choice and parameter estimation method on credibility premium is illustrated through sensitivity analysis in Section 5. In Section 6, we demonstrate how the proposed approach can be used in the non-parameter setting. We conclude the paper with a brief summary of the main findings in Section 7.

2 Robust Mean as the Risk Measure

In Section 2.1, we outline the idea of trimming and censoring data and show their robustness to outliers that often occur in the risk models. We defined the random variable for trimmed mean and censored mean, respectively. The properties of the trimmed mean as the risk measure have been examined in Kim and Jeon (2013) and the counterparts for censored mean are discussed in Section 2.2. The asymptotic properties are detailed in Brazauskas et al. (2009) and Zhao et al. (2018) and further described in Section 3.

2.1 Idea of Trimming and Censoring

In actuarial science, loss distributions often can be heavily influenced by extreme values (outliers). To overcome this issue, statisticians consider the strategy of trimming and censoring, which are typically transformations of data by limiting extreme values in the data set, to reduce the effect of possibly spurious outliers (see Huber (1980)). The trimming is to exclude all outliers, whereas the censoring is to set all outliers to a specified percentile of the data. The estimators based on the truncation and censored data are usually more robust to outliers than their standard counterparts and commonly used in data analysis for life and non-life insurance products.

Now, we see how the trimming or censoring strategy work in the credibility model. Consider a loss random variables X with a cumulative distribution function F (x|Θ). The parameter Θ = θ is a (prior) random variable with density π(θ). We denote the corresponding quantile function for X|θ as F^{−1}(w; θ) (to make things easy, in this paper, we use F^{−1}(w) instead). This leads to a truncated random variable X_T |θ, with 100p% left-truncated and 100q% right-truncated data, denoting as X_T |θ = F^{−1}(w) = x; if p ≤ w ≤ 1 − q,

0; otherwise,

(2.1)

and another censored random variable X_W |θ, with 100p% left-censored and 100q% right-censored data, denoting as

X_W |θ = F^{−1}(p) = x_p; if w < p,

F^{−1}(w) = x; if p ≤ w ≤ 1 − q,

F^{−1}(1 − q) = x_{1−q}; if w ≥ 1 − q,

(2.2) where 0 ≤ p < 1 − q ≤ 1.

Then the truncated and censored k moments are derived as

E [X^k_T |θ] = 1 1 − p − q ∫_{1−q} p (F^{−1}(w))^k du, (2.3a) E[X^k_W |θ] = p^k [ F^{−1}(p) ]_k + ∫_{1−q} p (F^{−1}(w))^k du + q^k [ F^{−1}(1 − q) ]_k , (2.3b)

where the proportions p and q can be controlled by the researcher. If we set X_R|θ as a robust random variable for (2.1) and (2.2) , then μ_R(p, q, θ) = E [X_R |θ] reflects trimmed mean or censored mean with a specific robust type R ∈ {T, W }. The choice of p and q has a significant effect on this risk control and further credibility premium in Section 4 and thereafter.

2.2 Censored Mean as a Risk Measure

Kim and Jeon (2013) have examined the properties of trimmed mean and derived the coherent properties corresponding to this risk measure. Now we use a similar procedure to discuss the counterparts for censored mean – the alternative but more robust risk measure.

In loss models, the censored mean can be used to quantify the risk exposures. Next, we check if this risk control measure possesses the properties/axioms of widely used coherent risk measures. A coherent risk measure satisfies the four desirable properties of subadditivity, monotonicity, positive homogeneity, and translation invariance, see, e.g., Klugman et al. (2019), p. 42.

Theorem 2.1. Let ρ_{p,q}(X) denotes the censored mean as defined in Eq. (2.3b) and for k = 1. For 0 < p < 1 − q < 1, ρ_{p,q}(X) satisfies all the coherent risk measure axioms except the subadditivity.

Proof. For rotational simplicity, we suppress the underlying parameter θ. Let X and Y be two continuous loss random variables. Now, we investigate each of the axioms of a coherent risk measure one at a time.

(i) Subadditivity: This axiom does not hold. For that, following Kim and Jeon (2013), we give a counter example. Let X and Y be both standard normal but independent random variables and X^c and Y^c be the corresponding comonotonic parts, respectively. Define Z = X + Y and Z^c = X^c + Y^c. Then, clearly Z = X + Y ∼ N(0, ( √ 2)^2) and Z^c = X^c + Y^c ∼ N(0, 2^2).

Since the distribution functions of Z and Z^c only cross once at (0, 0.5) then for 0 < u < 0.5, we have

F^{−1}_{X+Y} (u) = F^{−1}_Z (u) > F^{−1}_Zc (u) = F^{−1}_X (u) + F^{−1}_Y (u). (2.4)

Thus, for any winsorizing proportions a and b satisfying 0 < a < q̄ < 0.5, we get ρ_{p,q}(X + Y ) = ρ_{p,q}(Z) = pF^{−1}_Z (p) + ∫_{q̄} p F^{−1}_Z (u) du + qF^{−1}_Z (q̄) > pF^{−1}_Zc (p) + ∫_{q̄} p F^{−1}_Zc (u) du + qF^{−1}_Zc (q̄)

= p ( F^{−1}_X (p) + F^{−1}_Y (p) ) + ∫_{q̄} p ( F^{−1}_X (u) + F^{−1}_Y (u) ) du + q ( F^{−1}_X (q̄) + F^{−1}_Y (q̄) )

= ρ_{p,q}(X) + ρ_{p,q}(Y ) i.e., ρ_{p,q}(X + Y ) > ρ_{p,q}(X) + ρ_{p,q}(Y ). (2.5)

(ii) Monotonicity: If P r(X ≤ Y ) = 1 always holds, then so does F_X (t) ≥ F_Y (t) for any t. Hence, F^{−1}_X (u) ≤ F^{−1}_Y (u) for any 0 < u < 1. Then

pF^{−1}_X (p) + ∫_{1−q} p F^{−1}_X (u) du + qF^{−1}_X (1 − q) ≤ pF^{−1}_Y (p) + ∫_{1−q} p F^{−1}_Y (u) du + qF^{−1}_Y (1 − q). Thus, ρ_{p,q}(X) ≤ ρ_{p,q}(Y ). (iii) Positive Homogeneity (scale equivalent): For any positive constant c, by equations (2.1) and (2.2), we have ρ_{p,q}(cX) = pcx_p + ∫_{1−q} p cx du + bcx_{1−q} = c ( px_p + ∫_{1−q} p x du + bx_{1−q} ) = cρ_{p,q}(X). (iv) Translation Invariance: For any constant c, we have

ρ_{p,q}(X + c) = p(x_p + c) + ∫_{1−q} p (x + c) du + q(x_{1−q} + c) = ( px_p + ∫_{1−q} p x du + qx_{1−q} ) + c ( p + ∫_{1−q} p 1 du + q )

= ρ_{p,q}(X) + c. Thus, the censored mean satisfies all the coherent axioms except for the subadditivity.

3 Credibility Based on Robust Data

Let X_1|θ, . . . , X_n|θ be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables with a common parametric distribution F (x|θ). Denote the order statistics of X_1, . . . , X_n by X_{(1)} ≤ s ≤ X_{(n)}. In order to make our notation consistent with that of the Bühlmann credibility theory, we define the following structural parameters of robust random variables with specific proportions p and q, and R in {T, W }.

• Collective premium μ_{p,q} = E[E [X_R |θ]] = E [μ_R (p, q, θ)] with μ_R(p, q, θ) is defined in (2.3a) and (2.3b)

• Expectation of process variance v_{p,q} = E [v_R (p, q, θ)] with v_R(p, q, θ) is defined in (3.4) or (3.10)

• Variance of hypothetical means a_{p,q} = Var(μ_R (p, q, θ)) Based upon (2.3a) and (2.3b), the empirical version of the robust mean (first moment) for a vector X = (X_1, . . . , X_n) is

^R_{p,q}(X) = ^T_{p,q}(X) =^1_{n−[np]−[nq]} ∑^{n−[nq]}_{i=[np]+1} X_{(i)}, ^W_{p,q}(X) =^1_n [ [np]X_{([np]+1)} + ∑_{n−[nq]} i=[np]+1 X(i) + [nq]X(n−[nq])) ] , (3.1) where [] denotes the greatest integer part.

By the structure of (1.1), a classic approach to determine the credibility premium with truncated data or censored data is minimizing the expected square loss min_{α,β} E {[ μ_R(p, q, θ) − (α + β ^R_{p,q}(X) ]_2} (3.2)

To find the minimum, we can take partial derivatives with respect to α and β, respectively, and solve the system of equations. The resulting credibility premium with past loss experience is P_R =^α + ^β ^R_{p,q}(X) = C ov ( ^R_{p,q}(X), μ_R(p, q, θ) ) Var ( ^R_{p,q}(X) ) ^R_{p,q}(X) + ( 1 − C ov ( ^R_{p,q}(X), μ_R(p, q, θ) ) Var ( ^R_{p,q}(X) ) E [ ^R_{p,q}(X) ] μ_{p,q} ) μ_{p,q} (3.3)

Next, we investigate the asymptotic properties of this proposed premium with truncated and censored data, respectively.

3.1 Asymptotic Properties for Truncated Data The sample trimmed mean ^T_{p,q}(X) in equation (3.1) distributively converges to the population trimmed mean μ_R(p, q, θ) in equation (2.3a). Besides, Brazauskas et al. (2009) have shown that for each fixed θ, the process variance of trimmed mean is v_T (p, q, θ) = 1 (1 − p − q)^2 ∫_{1−q} p ∫_{1−q} p (min{u, v} − uv) dF^{−1}(u) dF^{−1}(v) (3.4) Thus the derived robust estimator in the loss model has the following asymptotic normality √ n [ ^T_{p,q}(X) − μ_T (p, q, θ) ] ∼ AN ( 0, v_T (p, q, θ) ) . (3.5)

3.2 Asymptotic Properties for Censored Data By Serfling (1980), the sample censored mean in equation (3.1) can be written as

^W_{p,q}(X) = 1 n n∑ i=1 J ( i n + 1 ) X_{(i)} + c^{(1)}_n X_{([np}(1)_{])} + c^{(2)}_n X_{([np}(2)_{])} (3.6)

where

J(x) = 1 { p^{(1)} ≤ x ≤ p^{(2)} } = 1, if np^{(1)} ≤ x ≤ np^{(2)};

0, otherwise;

with p^{(1)} = p and p^{(2)} = 1 − q and where p and q represent left and right censoring proportions, respectively. Also, lim_{n→∞} c^{(1)}_n = c^{(1)} = p^{(1)} = p and lim_{n→∞} c^{(2)}_n = c^{(2)} = p^{(2)} = 1 − q.

Chernoff et al. (1967), have demonstrated that for each fixed θ, ^W_{p,q}(X)^d−→ E [X_W |θ] = μ_W (p, q, θ), (3.7) and Var(^W_{p,q} (X))^d−→ v_W (p, q, θ) = ∫_1 0 α^2(u)du (3.8)

where α(u) = 1 1 − u ∫_1 u J(w)H^′ (w)(1 − w)dw + 2∑ m=1 1 { p^{(m)} ≥ u } c^{(m)} ( 1 − p^{(m)} ) H^′ ( p^{(m)} )

and H(w) = F^{−1}(w). Thus the derived robust estimator in the loss model has asymptotic normality √ n [ ^W_{p,q}(X) − μ_W (p, q, θ) ] ∼ AN ( 0, v_W (p, q, θ) ) . (3.9)

Zhao et al. (2018) have proved that equation (3.8) is equivalent to

v_W (p, q, θ) = pH^2(p) + qH^2(1 − q) + ∫_{1−q} p H^2(w) dw − [μ_W (p, q, θ)]^2

+ 2 { μ_W (p, q, θ) [ p^2H^′ (p) − q^2H^′ (1 − q) ] + q^2H(1 − q)H^′ (1 − q) − p^2H(p)H^′ (p) }

+ p^3(1 − p) [ H^′ (p)

]_2

+ q^3(1 − q) [ H^′ (1 − q)

]_2

+ 2p^2q^2H^′ (p)H^′ (1 − q) = Var(X_W |θ) + 2 [ μ_W (p, q, θ)(A − B) + BH(1 − q) − AH(p) ] − (A − B)^2 +

A^2 p + B^2 q , (3.10)

where A = p^2H^′ (p) and B = q^2H^′ (1 − q).

3.3 Robust Credibility Premium

To build the linear credibility premium in truncated and censored data, We also prove the following results.

Lemma 1. Assume that E(|X_i|) < ∞ and E(|X_i|^2) < ∞. Then as n → ∞, we have

(i) E [ ^R_{p,q}(X) ] → μ_{p,q}, (ii) nE [ Var ( ^R_{p,q}(X) )] → v_{p,q}, (iii) Var ( E [( ^R_{p,q} (X)] ) → a_{p,q}, (iv) C ov ( ^R_{p,q}(X), μ_R(p, q, θ) ) → a_{p,q},

(v) Var ( ^R_{p,q}(X) ) → a_{p,q} +^{vp,q}_n . Proof. The properties of the trimmed mean have been investigated through Kim and Jeon (2013). Here, we just prove for the censored moment.

(i) By (3.7) E [ ^W_{p,q}(X) ] → E [ μ_W (p, q, θ) ] = μ_{p,q} as n → ∞. (ii) By (3.10), nE [ Var ( ^W_{p,q}(X) )] = E [ nV ar ( ^W_{p,q}(X) ] → E [ v_W (p, q, θ) ] = v_{p,q}. (iii) The covariance can be written as C ov ( ^W_{p,q}(X), μ_W (p, q, θ) ) = E [ ^W_{p,q}(X)μ_W (p, q, θ) ] − E [ ^W_{p,q}(X) ] E [ μ_W (p, q, θ) ] . Since | |^W_{p,q}(X)μ_W (p, q, θ) | | ≤ | |^W_{p,q}(X) | | | |μ_W (p, q, θ) | |, and both | |^W_{p,q}(X) | | and | |μ_W (p, q, θ) | | are square integrable, then by dominated convergence theorem (see, e.g., Folland, 1999, p. 54), C ov ( ^W_{p,q}(X), μ_{p,q}(θ) ) → E [ μ^2_W (p, q, θ) ] − ( E [ μ_W (p, q, θ) ])2 = a_{p,q}. (iv) The law of total variance gives us Var ( ^W_{p,q}(X) ) = Var ( E [ ^W_{p,q}(X)|θ ]) + E [ Var ( ^W_{p,q}(X)|θ )]

→ Var ( μ_W (p, q, θ) ) + E [ Var ( ^W_{p,q}(X) )] = a_{p,q} + v_{p,q} n . Based on these asymptotic properties, the credibility premium from equation (3.3) is given as P_{Wp,q} → a_{p,q} a_{p,q} + v_{p,q} n ^W_{p,q}(X) + ( 1 − a_{p,q} a_{p,q} + v_{p,q} n μ_{p,q} μ_{p,q} ) μ_{p,q}

= Z_{Wp,q} ^W_{p,q} + (1 − Z_{Wp,q} )μ_{p,q}, (3.11) where Z_{Wp,q} = n n + v_{p,q}/a_{p,q} The counterparts proof of trimmed moment follows exactly the same procedures.

Next, we will see how does this robust credibility premium work on the parametric models and nonparametric cases.

4 Parametric Examples

In this section, we use two pairs of parametric combinations, to demonstrate the performance of data methodologies, truncation and censoring, towards the credibility premium estimations. In each comparison, the risk parameter θ follows the common parametric model. This setting can help us understand how does the loss likelihood model solely (the risk model is fixed) affect the ultimate premium estimation. In particular, we investigate the model stability and estimation consistency with various underlying model assumptions and robust methodologies.

To display the general application of parametric models, we choose one comparison from the scaleshape distribution family, and the other comes from the location-scale family.

4.1 Scale-shape Distribution Family Example The first pair of comparison is between the Exponential - Gamma Model and Pareto - Gamma Model. Both Exponential and Pareto are heavy-skewed distributions that are typically used to fit the loss models. Pareto distribution resembles the shape of Exponential, but has a heavier tail for extreme claim quantities. Now, we discuss their asymptotic properties under the proposed robust credibility structures and then compare their model performance under robust data truncation and data censoring, respectively.

Let X_1|θ, . . . , X_n|θ be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, following an Exponential distribution with mean of θ . And the parameter θ is Gamma(α, β) distributed with mean of α/β and variance of α/β^2. Now the credibility premium for the Exponential - Gamma model is derived as follows. For loss random variable X|θ ∼ Exp(θ), we have F (x|θ) = 1 − e^{−x/θ} = w and the quantile function F^{−1}(w) = −θlog(1 − w). We will look at the structure formulas for trimmed mean and censored mean, separately.

Trimmed Version:

By (2.3a), the hypothetical mean of the Exponential model is μ_T (p, q, θ) = −θ [ 1 1 − p − q ∫_{1−q} p log(1 − w)dw ] = θ (1 − p)[1 − log(1 − p)] − q(1 − log q) 1 − p − q := θ m_{1T} (p, q). The corresponding process variance is derived from (3.4), that is v_T (p, q, θ) = θ^2 1 (1 − p − q)^2 ∫_{1−q} p ∫_{1−q} p (min{u, v} − uv) 1 (1 − u) 1 (1 − v) du dv := θ^2 m_{3T} (p, q).

Censored Version:

By (2.3b), the hypothetical mean of the Exponential distribution is μ_W (p, q, θ) = −θ [ plog(1 − p) + ∫_{1−q} p log(1 − w)dw + q log q ] = θ [ 1 − p − q − log(1 − p) ] , := θ m_{1W} (p, q). Regarding the process variance, we start with the formula for censored variance, that is

Var(X_w |θ) = E [X^2_w |θ] − E^2 [X_w|θ]

= θ^2 { p [ log(1 − p)

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ log(1 − w)

]_2 dw + q ( log q)^2 } − [μ_W (p, q, θ)]^2 = θ^2 { [ log(1 − p)

]_2

+ 2(1 − p) [ 1 − log(1 − p) ] − 2q(1 − log q) m_{2W} (p,q) } − θ^2 [ m_{1W} (p, q) ]_2

:= θ^2 [ m_{2W} (p, q) − [ m_{1W} (p, q) ]_2 ] .

Therefore, the process variance by (3.10) is v_W (p, q, θ) = θ^2 { m_{2W} (p, q) − m^2_{1W} (p, q) + 2 [ m_{1W} (p, q) ( p^2 1 − p − q ) − q log q + p^2 1 − p log(1 − p) ]

+ p^3 1 − p + q(1 − q) +

2p^2q 1 − p }

:= θ^2m_{3W} (p, q).

See detailed proof in appendix A.1.

Since above mentioned m_1, m_2, and m_3 only depend on the trimming or censoring proportions p and q, not the risk parameter θ, thus we treat them as constants in the following robust structural parameters.

Note: m_1 represents the general notation of m_{1T} and m_{1W} , and the same for the other m notations.

With α > 0 and β > 0, the collective premium, the variance of hypothetical mean, and the expectation of process variance for this Exponential - Gamma model are determined as μ_{p,q} = E [μ_{p,q} (θ)] = E [ θm_1(p, q) ] = E [ θ ] m_1(p, q) = α β m_1(p, q), a_{p,q} = Var(μ_{p,q} (θ)) = Var ( θm_1(p, q) ) = Var ( θ )[ m_1(p, q) ]_2 = α β^2 [ m_1(p, q) ]_2 , v_{p,q} = E [v_{p,q} (θ)] = E [ θ^2m_3(p, q) ] = E [ θ^2 ] m_3(p, q) = α(α + 1) β^2 m_3(p, q). (4.1)

Finally, the credibility factor is Z_{p,q} = n n +^{vp,q}_{ap,q} = n n + (α + 1)^{m3 (p,q)}_{m21 (p,q)}

and by (3.11) the credibility premium for this model is P_{Rp,q} = Z_{p,q} ^R_{p,q} + (1 − Z_{p,q})μ_{p,q}, R ∈ (W, T ). When (p, q) → (0, 0), the values m_1(p, q) → 1, m_2(p, q) → 2, m_3(p, q) → 1, both the trimmed mean and censored mean converge to the sample mean X̄. Then Z_{p,q} → n n + (α + 1)

and the credibility premium becomes lim (p,q)→(0,0) P_{Rp,q} = n n + (α + 1)

X̄ + α + 1 n + (α + 1) μ where μ =^α_β is the collective premium.

For the compared Pareto-Gamma model, the loss random variable X|θ ∼ P areto(t, θ), we have F (x) = 1 − (^θ_{x+θ} )^t = w. The robust structural parameters of credibility premium can be derived through equations (2.3a), (2.3b), (3.4), and (3.10). This leads to the same structure credibility parameter as (4.1), where the m_1, m_2 and m_3 are general notations for both T and W parameters and detailed described in appendix A.2.

Hence, the credibility factor Z_{p,q} = n n + (α + 1)^{m3 (p,q)}_{m21 (p,q)} .

When (p, q) → (0, 0), m_1 →^1_{t−1} , m_2 →^t_{t−2} −^{2t}_{t−1} + 1, and m_3 →^t_{t−2} −^{2t}_{t−1} + 1 −

(_1 t−1 )_2 . Therefore Z_{p,q} → n n + (α + 1)^t_{t−2}

and the credibility premium is lim (p,q)→(0,0) P_{Rp,q} = n n + (α + 1)^t_{t−2}

X̄ + (α + 1)^{tt−2} n + (α + 1)^t_{t−2} μ Here, the collective premium has the format of μ =^α_{β(t−1)} .

4.2 Location-scale Family Distribution Example In contrast to the Exponential and Pareto distributions that belong to the shape-scale family, we pick up Lognormal-Normal and Log-logistic-Normal (the typical location-scale family distribution) in the second pair of comparisons and show the general application of the proposed approach.

We looked at the detailed derivation of the log-logistic-normal. For loss random variable X|θ ∼ Log − logistic(θ, σ), θ ∼ N(μ, v^2), we have F (x) = 1 1 + e^{− log x−θ}σ where −∞ < θ < ∞ and σ < 1. This setting guarantees the existence of the mean and variance. And the quantile function F^{−1}(w) = e^θ (_w 1−w )_σ . Trimmed Version:

By equations (2.3a) and (3.4), the robust hypothetical mean and process variance are μ_T (p, q, θ) = e^θ 1 − p − q ∫_{1−q} p ( w 1 − w )_σ dw := e^θm_{1T} (p, q, σ), v_T (p, q, θ) = e^{2θ} 1 (1 − p − q)^2 ∫_{1−q} p ∫_{1−q} p (min{u, v} − uv) σ u^{σ−1} (1 − u)^{σ+1} σ v^{σ−1} (1 − v)^{σ+1} du dv := e^{2θ}m_{3T} (p, q, σ). Censored Version:

By equations (2.3b) and (3.10), the robust estimators are derived as μ_W (p, q, θ) = e^θ { p ( p 1 − p )_σ + ∫_{1−p} p ( w 1 − w )_σ dw + q ( 1 − q q )_σ} := e^θm_{1W} (p, q, σ) Var(X_w |θ), = p [ F^{−1}(p)

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ F^{−1}(w)

]_2 dw + b [ F^{−1}(1 − q)

]_2 − [μ_{p,q,σ}(θ)]^2

= e^{2θ} [ m_{2W} (p, q, σ) − m^2_{1W} (p, q, σ) ] , v_W (p, q, θ) = e^{2θ} { m_{2W} (p, q, σ) − m^2_{1W} (p, q, σ) + 2 [ m_{1W} (p, q, σ)(p^2Δ_p − q^2Δ_{1−q}) + q^2Δ_{1−q} ( 1 − q q )_σ − p^2Δ_p ( p 1 − p )_σ ]

− ( p^2Δ_p − q^2Δ_q

)_2 + p^3Δ^2_p + q^3Δ^2_{1−q} }

:= e^{2θ}m_{3W} (p, q, σ), where Δ_p = σ^{pσ−1}_{(1−p)σ+1} and Δ_{1−q} = σ^{(1−q)σ−1}_{qσ+1} .

Therefore, if the risk parameter θ is normally distributed, the three structural parameters of credibility premium are

μ_{p,q} = E [e^θ ]m_1(p, q, σ) = e^{μ+ 12 v2} m_1(p, q, σ),

a_{p,q} = Var(e^θ )m^2_1(p, q, σ) = (e^{2μ+2v2} − e^{2μ+v2} )m^2_1(p, q, σ),

v_{p,q} = E [e^{2θ} ]m_3(p, q, σ) = e^{2μ+2v2} m_3(p, q, σ). (4.2)

Finally, the credibility factor is Z_{a,b} = n n +^{e2μ+2v2 m3(p,q,σ)} e^{2μ+v2} (e^{v2} −1)m^2_1 (p,q,σ)

. (4.3)

In this model, when (p, q) → (0, 0), m_1(p, q), m_2(p, q), m_3(p, q) depend on variability σ and the integral the quantile and the derivative of quantile functions, and the robust mean converges to the sample mean X̄. For the counterpart of Lognormal - Normal model, the loss random variable X|θ ∼ LN(θ, σ^{′2}) and prior distribution θ ∼ N(μ, v^2). The CDF is F (x|θ) = Φ(^{ln x−θ}_σ′ ) = w and the quantile function is F^{−1}(w) = e^{θ+σ′ Φ−1(w)}. The robust collective premium, variance of hypothetical mean, and expectation of process variance can be derived through equations (2.3a), (2.3b), (3.4), and (3.10). And the structural formulas and the credibility model are exactly the same as in (4.2) and (4.3), but the m_1, m_2 and m_3 are described separately. see details in appendix A.3. In this combination, when (p, q) → (0, 0), the values m_1(p, q, σ^′ ) → e^12^{σ′2} , m_2(p, q, σ^′ ) → e^{2σ′ 2} , and m_3(p, q, σ^′ ) → e^{2σ′ 2} − e^{σ′2} .

5 Numerical Illustration

5.1 Exponential-Gamma vs Pareto-Gamma Now we use the above-developed four credibility models to illuminate the benefits of the proposed robust credibility premium estimation procedure and compare the performance of robust estimators based on trimming and censoring data, respectively.

Figure 5.1: Exponential-Gamma (blue with #1) vs Pareto-Gamma (red with #2) using Trimmed data ( solid with letter T ) vs Censored data (dashed with letter W ). Left panel shows the values for different p^′s with q = 0; right panel shows the values for different q^′s with p = 0.

We deliberately choose the parameters such that the two models have a comparable premium. For the Exponential-Gamma model, we let losses follow an iid exponential distribution with mean of θ/2, whereas for the Pareto-Gamma model, the scale parameter t is chosen as 3. Besides, the risk parameter θ follows a same Gamma(α, β). So the two models could have a common hypothetical mean μ(θ) = θ/2, resulting in the same collective premium^α_{2β} when (a, b) → (0, 0). Furthermore, the prior distribution of gamma has α = 4 and β = 2, which could lead to the identical collective premium of μ = 1 regardless the model structure.

When the same sample size n is fixed, the credibility factor Z only depends on k_{p,q} :=^{vp,q}_{ap,q} . The higher the ratio is, the less credibility on the observed loss experience or specific group practice towards the overall premium. We now observe the trend of k_{p,q} with various trimming and censoring proportions.

Figure 5.1 shows the values of μ_{p,q}, v_{p,q}, a_{p,q}, k_{p,q}, and z_{p,q} for the two models. Left panel shows the values for different p^′s (increasing from 0 to 1) with q = 0 while right panel shows the values for different q^′s (increasing from 0 to 1) with p = 0. Some of the immediate and crucial observations out of Figure 5.1 are summarized below:

• As seen on the first row, the Expected value of the Hypothetical Mean (EHM) μ_{p,0} is an increasing function of p for both models, which is also very intuitive because higher the left trimming/winsorizing proportion – the smaller observed values are eliminated and/or adjusted. With the similar arguments, it is easy to observe that μ_{0,q} is a decreasing function of q. But the impact of q on EHM is not as strong as that of p.

Both models with two methods have the same values at (p, q) = (0, 0), leading to a comparable credibility performance. The loaded collective premium of Exponential-Gamma and Pareto-Gamma models are very close to each other in a certain range, say 0 ≤ p ≤ 0.4 for T curve and 0 ≤ p ≤ 0.9 for W curve.

• Going on the second row, the Expectation of Process Variance (EPV) v_{p,0} is an increasing function of p for both models, but v_{p,0} is significantly higher for Pareto-Gamma model compared to Exponential-Gamma, reflecting significantly heavier right rail for the former model. Further, for both models, v_{p,0} is tremendously higher for trimmed version compared to winsorized values, and the gradient of T curve starts changing from the original point (0%) while the gradient of W curve starts changing around 40%, both indicating trimmed version is more volatile than the corresponding winsorized version.

On the other hand, v_{0,q} is a decreasing function of q for both models, and v_{0,q} is not significantly higher for Pareto-Gamma model compared to Exponential-Gamma. The decreasing nature of v_{0,q} simply indicates that higher the right trimming/winsorizing – lower the variance of the models and via both methods.

• It appears that the Variance of the Hypothetical Mean (VHM) a_{p,0} for Pareto-Gamma model is increasing function consistently in higher rate than the corresponding values for Exponential- Gamma model. This is again simply indicating that the Pareto model has higher uncertainty on the right tail of the distribution. As expected the other important observation is that the a_{p,0} curves via trimming approach are increasing in higher rates than the corresponding winsorizing approach.

Figure 5.2: Lognormal (blue with #1) vs Logistic (red with #2) using Trimmed data (solid with letter T) vs Censored data (dashed with letter W). Left panel shows the values for different p^′s with q = 0; right panel shows the values for different q^′s with p = 0.

We could make similar interpretation for a_{0,q} curves which are all decreasing functions of the right trimming/winsorizing proportion 0 < q < 1.

• One of the most important observations is that the Bühlmann Credibility Factor (BCF) k_{p,q} appears in the shape of convex function for both models and via both methods. From the convexity nature of k_{p,q} curves, what we can infer is that over and/or under trimming/winsorizing will not essentially lead to lower and/or higher credibility. Rather the maximum credibility, i.e., at the minimum value of k_{p,q}, could be achieved given a reasonable tradeoff between left and/or right trimming/winsorizing proportions. As seen from the right panel, about 3% right censoring of Pareto-Gamma might make the individual experience most credible in potential premium estimation. That is because v_{p,q} decreases faster than a_{p,q}, but the speed reverses at some point in this model.

Further and observing Pareto-Gamma model, either the very low or very high trimming/winsorizing provide high values of k_{p,q} leading to low credibility factor Z_{p,q}. Therefore, assuming the heavier right extreme sample observations, then a reasonable credibility factor Z_{p,q} could be assigned to the experienced sample data by controlling the influence of those extreme sample observations on the right tail.

Comparing the two models, the BCF k_{p,q} curves for Pareto models are higher than the corresponding Exponential models. This is again indicating that for the same sample size, there will be small credibility for Pareto models than the competing Exponential models.

Similarly, the BCF k_{p,q} curves via trimming approach are higher than the corresponding models via winsorization.

• Finally, we investigate the Credibility Factor (CF), Z_{p,q}. As we can observe the Z_{p,0} curves are almost flat for 0 ≤ p ≤ .75, the credibility does not vary much specially for smaller left trimming/winsorizing proportion until it crosses a certain threshold. Note that CF is a non-increasing function of 0 ≤ p < 1 along with lim_{p→1} Z_{p,0} = 0, indicating that we put more weight for the collective premium μ_{p,0} when the left truncation removes a considerable portion of the individual data, not because of higher homogeneity but because of greater uncertainty of the hypothetical mean, as can be seen in the value of a_{p,0}.

On the other hand observing the right panel, Z_{0,q} is a decreasing function of q for both models and via both methods. This coincides with our intuition because losses are quite homogeneous when there is a considerable right tail truncation/censorship. That is, lower the right trimming/winsorizing – more heterogeneous the different groups in a single portfolio and needs group specific credibility. Similarly, higher the right trimming/winsorizing – the heterogeneity in the sample data will be removed leading to homogeneous sample data and less credibility.

• As our expectation which is also one of the major findings of this scholarly work is that all the five structural parameters via trimming are more volatile compared to the corresponding quantities via winsorizing.

5.2 Lognormal-Normal vs Log-logistic-Normal

As in the previous example, we expect a comparable premium for the initial credibility estimation. This requires an equivalent premium at (p, q) = (0, 0) between Lognormal-Normal and Log-logistic-Normal combinations, thus we set

e^{12 σ′2} =

∫_1 0 ( w 1 − w )_σ^′ dw, (5.1) and the risk parameter θ follows the same normal distribution N(μ, v). In such a situation, the two models could have the same hypothetical mean and collective premium when (a, b) → (0, 0), but σ ≠ σ^′ initially. The setup parameters that satisfy (5.1) were chosen as:

σ = 0.3652002, σ^′ = 0.2, μ = 4, v = 1.

Figure 5.2 displays the graphics of the five structural parameters; μ_{p,q}, v_{p,q}, a_{p,q}, k_{p,q}, and z_{p,q} for these two models. Some of the important observations out of Figure 5.2 are very similar to the corresponding observations from Figure 5.1 except v_{0,q}. Unlike in Figure 5.1, v_{0,q} curves in Figure 5.2 are convex functions of the right trimming/winsorizing proportion 0 < q < 1. Therefore, a right trimming/winsorizing proportion closure to 0.5 will lead to the models having lower expected process variance, v_{0,q}. The other noticeable difference between Figure 5.1 and 5.2 is that in Figure 5.2 and for W -estimators, the trend of the structural five parameters does not depend on the underlying assumed models.

6 Non-parametric Estimation with Example

6.1 Non-parametric Procedure

Empirical Bayes Credibility Models have been widely used in actuarial loss estimation (see Norberg (1980) and Jindrová and Kopecká (2017)). Now we examine the empirical Bayes methods based on the robust trimmed or censored data (instead of original data), and display how to use the sample data to estimate the μ_{p,q}, a_{p,q} and v_{p,q} needed for building the credibility premium if the underlying parametric model is unavailable.

Suppose there are r groups of insureds in a portfolio and the exposure years for each group are different. Let X_{ijk} be random variable representing the unit loss in ith group jth year and for kth policy-holder. Besides, we denote

θ_i = risk parameter for group i (i = 1, . . . , r).

n_i = number of years of experience for group i (i = 1, . . . , r)

m_{ij} = number of policyholders in group i in year j (j = 1, . . . , n_i)

m_i = ∑ j m_{ij} = exposure-years in group i

It is assumed that for each group i, X_{ijk} share the identical risk parameter θ_i (does not change over years), with hypothetical mean E[X_{ijk}|θ_i] = μ(θ_i) and process variance V ar(X_{ijk}|θ_i) = v(θ_i). Under each risk parameter θ_i, the conditional X_{ijk}|θ_i are assumed to be independent and identically distributed. Our objective is to estimate the risk premium for each group i, using the robust credibility approaches. And then determine the total premium for the entire portfolio.

Let R_{ijk}(p, q) be the trimmed or censored version of X_{ijk} by (3.1) , with 100p% left-trimmed/censored and 100q% right-trimmed/censored. Then as the exposure years m_i → ∞, the empirical hypothetical mean converge to the parameters such that ^μ^{(i)}(p, q) = ∑_{ni} j=1 ∑_{mij} k=1 R_{ijk}(p, q) m_i → μ(p, q, θ_i) (6.1) And the empirical estimate, ^v^{(i)}(p, q), of process variance v(p, q, θ_i) comes from (3.4) and (3.10) relying on empirical distributions and derivative approximations, respectively (see details sample in appendix A.4). All these lead to the robust version of empirical structural parameters

Collective Premium ^μ_{p,q} = ∑_r i=1 m_i ^μ^{(i)}(p, q) ∑_r i=1 m_i (6.2)

Expectation of Process Variance ^v_{p,q} = ∑_r i=1 m_i ^v^{(i)}(p, q) ∑_r i=1 m_i (6.3)

Variance of Hypothetical Mean ^a_{p,q} = ∑_r i=1 m_i ( ^μ^{(i)}(p, q) − ^μ_{p,q} )_2 ∑_r i=1 m_i − 1

(6.4)

Again, as the exposure years m_i → ∞, these empirical estimates converge to the parameters μ_{p,q}, a_{p,q} and v_{p,q}, respectively. Therefore, the credibility factor for each group i is Z^{(i)}_{p,q} = m_i m_i + ^v_{p,q}/^a_{p,q} and the credibility premium for Group i is estimated by

^P^{(i)}_R = Z^{(i)}_{p,q} ^μ^{(i)}(p, q) + (1 − Z^{(i)}_{p,q}) ^μ_{p,q}. (6.5)

6.2 Real Data Illustration

Next, a real data analysis is conducted to indicate the benefits of the proposed robust credibility premium estimations. The target under consideration is the Local Government Property Insurance Fund (LGPIF), an insurance pool administered by the Wisconsin Office of the Insurance Commissioner, which has been studied by Frees (2018). This insurance fund covers local government properties that include counties, cities, towns, villages, school districts, and library boards. Our goal is to investigate what effect initial assumptions have on the structure parameter estimation and the corresponding group credibility premiums in this insurance portfolio.

1377 LGPIF loss observations were recorded in 2010, and the summary statistics of each type of property are listed in Table 6.1. It is clear that the loss data of each property type resembles a right heavytailed distribution. Thus, we will see how the upper trimming/censoring proportion b can take against the extreme claims and affect the credibility premium ultimately. We set b = (0, 0.005, 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.10) in robust trimming and censoring, respectively, and then derive the structural parameters for abovementioned property funds through the procedure (6.1) – (6.5). The collective premium for each class and the total estimated premiums are displayed in Table 6.2.

In Table 6.2, the impact of robust methods on the overall premium estimation is consistent, all the censored total premiums have a higher level than that of the trimmed counterparts. However, this pattern was not shown for individual type of fund, which means, not every premium based on trimming is

Type Size Min Mean Median Max City 329 501 17,368 5,581 536,060 County 359 1,053 42,767 25,659 2,648,168 Misc 34 700 80,031 5,917 1,323,753 School 486 800 60,164 25,202 12,927,218 Town 28 1,250 6,655 3,348 71,101 Village 141 700 9,604 4,000 209,312

Table 6.1: Summary statistics of the loss data in various types of insurance property fund

Type b = 0 b = 0.005 b = 0.01 b = 0.02 b = 0.05 b = 0.10 City (T ) 28,320 18,714 14,001 12,277 10,323 8,702 (W ) 28,320 19,400 (+3.7) 15,887 (+13.5) 14,295 (+16.4) 11,561 (+12.0) 10,703 (+23.0) County (T ) 41,292 32,875 32,218 30,664 27,919 25,714 (W ) 41,292 35,918 (+9.3) 33,602 (+4.3) 32,607 (+6.3) 31,133 (+11.5) 29,247 (+13.7) Misc (T ) 43,525 36,847 60,397 63,149 32,633 22,762 (W ) 43,525 43,722 (+18.7) 61,242 (+1.4) 59,023 (-6.5) 45,211 (+3.9) 39,627 (+7.4) School (T ) 52,033 27,286 24,724 22,535 19,666 18,272 (W ) 52,033 31,426 (+15.2) 26,926 (+8.9) 25,249 (+12.0) 21,845 (+11.1) 19,938 (9.1) Town (T ) 36,965 22,559 13,235 11,661 10,736 6,771 (W ) 36,965 22,685(+0.6) 13,793 (+4.2) 13,877 (+19.0) 8,807 (-18.0) 8,202 (+21.1) Village (T ) 30,418 17535 9,921 8,715 7,568 5,431 (W ) 30,418 16,371 (-6.6) 10,733 (+8.2) 10,598 (+21.6) 7,917 (+4.6) 7,144 (+31.6) Total (T ) 56,232,402 35,577,037 32,011,460 29,701,993 25, 454, 069 22,703,809 (W ) 56,232,402 38,980,376 (+9.6) 34,357,943 (+7.3) 32,569,678 (+9.7) 28,496,807 (+12.0) 26, 295, 034(+15.8)

Table 6.2: Collective premium of each type of insurance property fund and the final estimated premium with trimmed (T ) and censored (W ) robust estimators. Note: The value in parenthesis is the percent change of premium from T to W estimation.

below the one based on censoring. Sample size seems to play an important role here. For a small sample data of Misc, 2% (b = 0.02) of censoring will alternate the premium from 43525 to 59023, but the new estimation was 6.5% less than the change with trimming framework.

The actual collected premium of LGPIF is 25 million each year during 2006 - 2010. Obviously, the Buhlmann credibility premium with original loss leads to an estimation that more than double the real collected value. Meanwhile, 25 million is close to the total estimated premium with 5% of trimming and 10% of censoring, respectively. The finding is very critical when the deductibles of the incoming policies are not known.

7 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we develop a robust Bühlmann credibility via the censored version of loss data and examine the asymptotic properties of structural parameters for a variety of parametric models that are typically used for pricing insurance risks. The simulation study is conducted by varying the left and right censoring proportions from 0% to 100% for two competing conditional loss distributions, in which one resembles the shape of the other, but has a heavier tail for extreme values. Extending the theorem and outcome of Zhao et al. (2018), we also derive the non-parametric estimation procedure and analyze the sensitivity of censoring proportion to the credibility factor and ultimate premium estimation in the group insurance contract. To distinguish the impact of risk measures, all the results from the proposed censored scheme (W ) are compared via the counterpart trimmed experience (T ) (see Kim and Jeon (2013)).

Finally, we discuss the major findings of this scholarly work, which include

• Compared to the classical credibility approach, the use of robust credibility (both T and W cases) offers the advantage of preventing the effect caused by extreme losses or model mis-specifications. It can better capture the heavy tail of the underlying loss models and thus improve the perspective of risk control to the insureds.

• All the structural parameters via censoring are less volatile compared to the corresponding quantities via trimming. In location-scale examples, the censored scheme even could reduce the influence of model assumptions on credibility estimation and provide a more stable estimation for potential risk management.

• A small proportion of censoring or trimming could significantly adjust the collective premium of a group insurance contract and avoid over-pricing issues. And the W procedure allows a larger proportion to handle extreme claims than the T scheme, leading to more financially conservative insurers.

References

Brazauskas, V., Dornheim, H., and Ratnam, P. (2013). Credibility and regression-type modeling. In Predictive Modeling Applications in Actuarial Science, Volume I: Predictive Modeling Techniques, pages 217–235.

Brazauskas, V., Jones, B. L., and Zitikis, R. (2009). Robust fitting of claim severity distributions and the method of trimmed moments. Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 139(6):2028–2043.

Bühlmann, H. (1967). Experience rating and credibility. ASTIN Bulletin, 4(3):199–207.

Chernoff, H., Gastwirth, J. L., and Jr., M. V. J. (1967). Asymptotic Distribution of Linear Combinations of Functions of Order Statistics with Applications to Estimation. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 38(1):52–72.

Dornheim, H. and Brazauskas, V. (2011a). Robust-efficient fitting of mixed linear models: Methodology and theory. Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 141(4):1422–1435.

Dornheim, H. and Brazauskas, V. (2011b). Robust-efficient credibility models with heavy0tailed claims:

A mixed linear models perspective. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 48(1):72–84.

Erdemir, O. K. and Sucu, M. (2016). Credibility analysis of risk classes by generalized linear model.

AIP Conference Proceedings, 1738(1):060005.

Folland, G. B. (1999). Real Analysis: Modern Techniques and Their Applications. John Wiley & Sons, New York, second edition.

Frees, E. (2018). Loss Data Analytics. An open text authored by the Actuarial Community. Garrido, J. and Pitselis, G. (2000). On robust estimation in bühlmann-straub’s credibility model. Journal of Statistical Research, 34(2):113–132.

Garrido, J. and Zhou, J. (2006). Credibililty theory for generalized linear and mixed models. Technical Report 5/06, Department of Mathematics & Statistics, Concordia University, Montreal, Canada.

Gisler, A. (1980). Optimum trimming of data in the credibility model. Mitteilungen der Vereinigung Schweizerischer Versicherungsmathematiker, 80(30):313–326.

Gisler, A. and Reinhard, P. (1993). Robust credibility. ASTIN Bulletin, 23(1):117–143. Huber, P. J. (1980). Robust statistics. New York, NY: Wiley.

Jindrová, P. and Kopecká, L. (2017). Empirical bayes credibility models for economic catastrophic losses by regions. ITM Web of Conferences, 9:01006.

Kim, J. H. and Jeon, Y. (2013). Credibility theory based on trimming. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 53(1):36–47.

Klugman, S. A., Panjer, H. H., and Willmot, G. E. (2019). Loss Models: From Data to Decisions. John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, NJ, fifth edition.

Künsch, H. R. (1992). Robust methods for credibility. ASTIN Bulletin, 22(1):33–49. Lai, T. L. and Sun, K. H. (2012). Evolutionary credibility theory. North American Actuarial Journal, 16(2):273–284.

Nelder, J. and Verrall, R. (1997). Credibility theory and generalized linear models. ASTIN Bulletin, 27(1):71–82.

Norberg, R. (1980). Empirical bayes credibility. Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, 1980(4):177–194. Pitselis, G. (2008). Robust regression credibility: The influence function approach. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 42(1):288–300.

Pitselis, G. (2013a). Pure robust versus robust portfolio unbiased—credibility and asymptotic optimality.

Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 52(2):391–403.

Pitselis, G. (2013b). A review on robust estimators applied to regression credibility. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 239:231–249.

Serfling, R. (1980). Approximation theorems of mathematical statistics. Wiley. Zhao, Q., Brazauskas, V., and Ghorai, J. (2018). Robust and efficient fitting of severity models and the method of winsorized moments. ASTIN Bulletin, 48(1):275–309.

Appendix

A.1 Exponential-Gamma The integral of the second moment quantile function of exponential is ∫_{1−q} p [ log(1 − w)

]_2 dw = − ∫_q 1−p ( log u

)_2 du = − [ u(log u)^2 + 2u(1 − log u) ]|_q 1−p = (1 − p) [ log(1 − p)

]_2

+ 2(1 − p)[1 − log(1 − p)] − q(log q)^2 − 2q(1 − log q).

Thus the variance of censored mean is Var(X_w |θ) = E [X^2_w |θ] − E^2[X_w|θ] = p [ F^{−1}(p)

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ F^{−1}(w)

]_2 dw + q [ F^{−1}(1 − q)

]_2 − [μ_{p,q}(θ)]^2 = 1 θ^2 { p [ log(1 − p)

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ log(1 − w)

]_2 dw + q ( log q)^2 } − [μ_{p,q}(θ)]^2 = 1 θ^2 { p [ log(1 − p)

]_2

+ (1 − p) [ log(1 − p)

]_2

+ 2(1 − p)[1 − log(1 − p)] − q(log q)^2

− 2q(1 − logq) + q ( log q)^2} − [μ_{p,q}(θ)]^2 = 1 θ^2 { [ log(1 − p)

]_2

+ 2(1 − p) [ 1 − log(1 − p) ] − 2q(1 − log q) } − 1 θ^2 [ m_1(p, q) ]_2

:= 1 θ^2 [ m_{2W} (p, q) − [ m_{1W} (p, q) ]_2 ] . In equation (3.10), the derivative of exponential quantile functions is

H^′ (w) = (F^{−1})^′ (w) = 1 F^′ (F^{−1}(w)) = 1 F^′ ( −^{log(1−w)}_θ ) = 1 θe^{−θ −log(1−w)}θ = 1 θ(1 − w) . Therefore, the process variance by (3.10) is v_{p,q}(θ) = 1 θ^2 { m_{2W} (p, q) − m^2_{1W} (p, q) + 2 [ m_1(p, q) ( p^2 1 − p − q ) − q log q + p^2 1 − p log(1 − p) ]

+ p^3 1 − p + q(1 − q) +

2p^2q 1 − p }

:= 1 θ^2 m_{3W} (p, q). (7.1)

A.2 Pareto-Gamma The integral of the second moment quantile function of Pareto is ∫_{1−q} p [ (1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1

]_2 dw = − ∫_q 1−p ( u^{−1/t} − 1 )_2 du = − ∫_q 1−p u^{−2/t} du + 2 ∫_q 1−p u^{−1/t} du − ∫_q 1−p 1 du = − [ t t − 2 u^{t−2t} ] | |^q 1−p + [ 2t t − 1 u^{t−1t} ] | |^q 1−p − u | |^q 1−p

= t t − 2 (1 − p)^{t−2t} − t t − 2 q^{t−2t} − 2t t − 1 (1 − p)^{t−1t} + 2t t − 1 q^{t−1t} + (1 − p) − q. In equation (3.10), the derivative of Pareto quantile functions is

H^′ (w) = 1 F^′ ( θ [ (1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1 ]) = 1 tθ^t/ [ θ + θ[(1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1]

]_{t+1} = θ(1 − w)^{− t+1}t t .

Trimmed Version: The hypothetical mean is μ_T (p, q, θ) = θ { 1 1 − p − q ∫_{1−q} p [ (1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1 ] dw }

= θ 1 1 − p − q { (1 − p) [ t t − 1 (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1 ] − q ( t t − 1 q^{−1/t} − 1 )}

= θm_{1T} (p, q). And the process variance is v_T (p, q, θ) = θ^2 1 (1 − p − q)^2 ∫_{1−q} p ∫_{1−q} p (min{u, v} − uv) (1 − u)^{− t+1}t t (1 − v)^{− t+1}t t du dv := θ^2 m_{3T} (p, q)

Censored Version: The hypothetical mean is μ_W (p, q, θ) = θ { p [ (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1 ] + ∫_{1−q} p [ (1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1 ] dw + q [ q^{−1/t} − 1 ] }

= θ [ p [ (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1 ] + (1 − p) [ t t − 1 (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1 ] − q ( t t − 1 q^{−1/t} − 1 ) + q ( q^{−1/t} − 1 )]

:= θm_{1W} (p, q). And the censored variance is Var(X_w |θ) = θ^2 { p [ (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ (1 − w)^{−1/t} − 1

]_2 dw + q [ q^{−1/t} − 1 ]_2 } − [μ_{p,q}(θ)]^2 = θ^2 { p [ (1 − p)^{−1/t} − 1

]_2 + t t − 2 (1 − p)^{t−2t} − 2t t − 1 (1 − p)^{t−1t} + (1 − p) + q [ q^{−1/t} − 1 ]_2 − t t − 2 q^{t−2t} + 2t t − 1 q^{t−1t} − q } − [θ m_1(p, q)]^2

:= θ^2 [ m_{2W} (p, q) − m^2_{1W} (p, q) ] . Again, by (3.10), the process variance becomes v_W (p, q, θ) = θ^2 { m_2(p, q) − m^2_1(p, q) + 2 t [ m_1(p, q) ( p^2(1 − p)^{− t+1t} − q^{t−1t} ) + q^{t−1t} ( q^{− 1t} − 1 ) − p^2(1 − p)^{− t+1t} ( (1 − p)^{− 1t} − 1 )] + 1 t^2 [ p^3(1 − p)(1 − p)^{− 2(t+1)t} + q^3(1 − q)q^{− 2(t+1)t} + 2p^2q^2(1 − p)^{− t+1t} q^{− t+1t} ]}

:= θ^2m_{3W} (p, q).

A.3 Lognormal-Normal

The integrals of the Lognormal moment quantile with limited boundaries are ∫_a 0 F^{−1}(w)dw = ∫_{πa} 0 xf(x)dx = ∫_{πa} 0 x ϕ(z) σ^′ x dx = ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′} −∞ ϕ(z) σ^′ d(e^{θ+zσ})

= e^{θ+ 12 σ′2} ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′} −∞ 1 √ 2π e^{−(z−σ′ )2/2}dz = e^{θ+ 12 σ′2} ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′ −σ}^′ −∞ 1 √ 2π e^{−t2 /2}dt = e^{θ+ 12 σ′2} Φ ( Φ^{−1}(a) − σ^′ ) ∫_a 0 [ F^{−1}(w)

]_2 dw = ∫_{πa} 0 x^2f(x)dx = ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′} −∞ e^{θ+zσ′} ϕ(z) σ^′ d(e^{θ+zσ′} ) = e^{2θ} ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′} −∞ e^{2zσ′} 1 √ 2π e^{−z2/2}dz = e^{2θ+2σ′2} ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′} −∞ 1 √ 2π e^{−(z−2σ′ 2)}dz

= ∫ ln πa−θ_{σ′ −2σ}^′ −∞ 1 √ 2π e^{−t2/2}dt = e^{2θ+2σ′ 2} Φ ( Φ^{−1}(a) − 2σ^′ ) . In equation (3.10), the derivative of Pareto quantile functions is

H^′ (w) = 1 F^′ ( e^{θ+σΦ−1(w)} ) = σe^{θ+σΦ−1 (w)} 1√ 2π e^{−( ln eθ+σΦ} −1(w) −θ σ )^2/2 = √ 2πσ e^{[Φ−1(w)]2/2+θ+σΦ−1 (w)}.

Trimmed Version: The hypothetical mean is μ_{p,q}(θ) = 1 1 − p − q ∫_{1−q} p e^{θ+σ′ Φ−1(w)}dw

= e^{θ+ 1}2^{σ′2} 1 − p − q [ Φ ( Φ^{−1}(1 − q) − σ^′ ) − Φ ( Φ^{−1}(p) − σ^′ )]

= e^θm_{1T} (p, q, σ). And the process variance is v_{a,b}(θ) = 1 (1 − p − q)^2 ∫_{1−q} p ∫_{1−q} p (min{u, v} − uv)2πσ^2 e^{[Φ−1(u)]2/2+θ+σ′ Φ−1(u)}e^{[Φ−1(v)]2 /2+θ+σ′ Φ−1(v)} du dv := e^{2θ}m_{3T} (a, b, σ). Censored Version: The hypothetical mean is μ_{p,q}(θ) = e^θ { pe^{σ′ Φ−1(p)} + ∫_{1−q} p e^{σ′ Φ−1(w)}dw + qe^{σ′ Φ−1(1−q)} }

= e^θ { pe^{σ′ Φ−1(p)} + e^{12 σ′2} [ Φ ( Φ^{−1}(1 − q) − σ^′ ) − Φ ( Φ^{−1}(p) − σ^′ )] + qe^{Φ−1(1−q)} }

:= e^θm_{1W} (p, q, σ^′ ).

And the censored variance is Var(X_w |θ) = p [ F^{−1}(p)

]_2 + ∫_{1−q} p [ F^{−1}(w)

]_2 dw + q [ F^{−1}(1 − q)

]_2 − [μ_{p,q}(θ)]^2 = e^{2θ} { pe^{2σ′ Φ−1(p)} + e^{2σ′ 2} [ Φ ( Φ^{−1}(1 − q) − 2σ^′ ) − Φ ( Φ^{−1}(p) − 2σ^′ )] + qe^{2σ′ Φ−1(1−q)} } −e^{2θ}m^2_{1W} (p, q, σ^′ )

:= e^{2θ} [ m_{2W} (p, q, σ^′ ) − [ m_{1W} (p, q, σ^′ ) ]_2] . Finally, the process variance is v_W (p, q, θ) = e^{2θ} { m_{2W} (p, q, σ^′ ) − m^2_{1W} (p, q, σ^′ ) + 2 [ m_{1W} (p, q, σ^′ )(p^2Δ_p − q^2Δ_{1−q}) + q^2Δ_{1−q} e^{σ′ Φ−1(1−q)} − p^2Δ_p e^{σ′ Φ−1(p)} ]

− ( p^2Δ_p − q^2Δ_{1−q}

)_2

+ p^3Δ^2_p + q^3Δ^2_{1−q} }

:= e^{2θ}m_{3W} (p, q, σ^′ ),

where Δ_p = H^′ (p)/e^θ and Δ_{1−q} = H^′ (1 − q)/e^θ.

A.4 Non-parametric Model Property

The empirical sample estimate of (3.4) is

^v_{p,q} = n^2 (n − ⌊np⌋ − ⌊nq⌋)^2 n−⌊nq⌋ ∑ j=⌊np⌋+1 n−⌊nq⌋ ∑ i=⌊np⌋+1 ( min { j n , i n } − j n i n ) ( x_{(j+1)} − x_{(j)} ) ( x_{(i+1)} − x_{(i)} ) .

The sample estimate of the components of (3.10) are

^μ_{p,q} = 1 n ⌊np⌋x_{⌊np⌋+1} + n−⌊nq⌋ ∑ i=⌊np⌋+1 x_i + ⌊nq⌋x_{n−⌊nq⌋} ,

^Var(X_W |θ) = 1 n ⌊np⌋x^2_{⌊np⌋+1} + n−⌊nq⌋ ∑ i=⌊np⌋+1 x^2_i + ⌊nq⌋x^2_{n−⌊nq⌋} − ^μ^2_{p,q},

^H(p) = 0.5(x_{np} + x_{np+1}); if np is an integer,

x_{⌈np⌉}; if np is not an integer, ^H(1 − q) = 0.5(x_{n−nq} + x_{n−nq+1}); if nq is an integer,

x_{⌈n−nq⌉}; if nq is not an integer, ^A = (⌊np⌋) n 2( x_{⌈np⌉+1} − x_{⌈np⌉} ) ; ^B = (⌊nq⌋) n 2 ( x_{⌈n−nq⌉} − x_{⌈n−nq⌉−1} ) .