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Statistics of Extremes for the Insurance Industry*

Hansjorg Albrecher! Jan Beirlant?

Abstract

We provide a survey of how techniques developed for the modelling of extremes naturally
matter in insurance, and how they need to and can be adapted for the insurance applications.
Topics covered include truncation, tempering, censoring and regression techniques. The discussed
techniques are illustrated on concrete data sets.

1 Introduction

Modelling of largest claims naturally arises in actuarial practice. And insurance applications traditionally have
been one of the prime applications of extreme value statistics. At the same time, the concrete challenges and
specific constraints concerning model assumptions and available data in insurance practice also have been,
and still are, a generator of interesting theoretical problems in extreme value statistics.

The aggregate sum of claim payments in an insurance portfolio is naturally dominated by the larger compo-
nents, so that a thorough understanding of the tails of claim distributions is crucial for a proper pricing and
management of insurance risk. Tail modelling is most important for reinsurance companies, as the handling
of extremes is (among others) one of the main responsibilities of reinsurers.

For the appearance of very heavy tails in insurance, the marine liability data, as analyzed by Guevara-
Alarcén et al. [45], can serve as an illustrative example. There, a data set of large losses from the marine line
of business is statistically analyzed in a detailed manner both in terms of frequency and severity. Figure 1
reproduces the Hill plot and the Pareto QQ-plot of these claims. One observes that the extreme value index
runs between 0.8 and 1.1. This means that the existence of the first moment is questionable, while the second
moment is clearly infinite. Hence, the classical risk-theoretical principles do not apply, and a simple insurance
coverage is not possible. The tail risk is then typically taken over by reinsurers against a negotiated premium.
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Figure 1: Hill plot and Pareto QQ-plot of marine liability claim data, cf. Guevara-Alarcén [45].

In general, the actuarial methods that have been developed to measure and control risk need to be tailored
to each concrete situation (see, e.g. [3] for a short overview and [5] for a detailed one). In particular, when
the focus is on the tails, specific modelling situations and challenges with data availability occur, for which
standard extreme value methods have to be adapted. In this chapter, we will discuss a number of such situa-
tions. Classical problems in extreme value analysis (EVA), such as threshold selection or bias reduction, are
mentioned where available. We also deal with the estimation of insurance premiums and risk measures based
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on the constructed models.

In Section 2, we introduce common reinsurance forms. There, we also present those constraints on model
choices and data availability in (re)insurance practice that affect the study of extremes and lead to deviations
from standard extreme value theory and statistics, in order to motivate the subsequent sections. In reinsurance
settings, the Pareto-type model often serves as a starting model, where a loss random variable X is defined
through

P(X >2) =2 Y%(),
with £ > 0 the extreme value index and ¢ a slowly varying function defined by

£(xt)

A%

Section 3 discusses adaptations of the classical tail analysis for truncated losses, as well as the less restrictive
situation of tempering. In Section 4, we deal with the case of extremes for censored data. In insurance practice,
the modelling of the body of the claim distribution and its tail is often separated (distinguishing attritional and
large claims), and Section 5 describes techniques to reconciliate the two into one model. Section 6 and Section
7 offer a discussion and literature overview of regression and multivariate settings, respectively, with attention
for the specific modelling aspects listed above. The importance of a profound understanding of extremal risks
is further exacerbated when it comes to the modelling of insurance losses due to natural catastrophes. In
particular, dependence assumptions of risks across space and time as well as the non-stationarities of such
risks in the light of climate change are to be considered. In Section 8, we finish with a respective discussion.

2 Reinsurance and Data

Insurance companies typically pass on their exposure to potentially very large claims to reinsurance companies.
Therefore, the modelling of extremal events is mainly a concern for the latter. Reinsurers then look for means
to diversify these risks, often on a global scale. In the following, we will briefly describe the most common
reinsurance forms used in practice and their suitability for the protection against extremal claims. For a
comprehensive treatment with attention for EVA, we refer to [5].

e Proportional Reinsurance. For an individual risk X;, a quota-share (QS) reinsurance treaty is simply
a proportional risk sharing with a reinsured amount R; = a X; for some proportionality factor 0 < a < 1.
It is easy to implement for an entire portfolio, leads to a natural premium scheme (proportional premi-
ums with adjustments for claim acquisition, handling costs etc.) and does not introduce any additional
mathematical complexity, as it simply rescales the original quantities. Since this contract also reinsures
small claims which the insurer could easily handle himself, a popular variant is reinsurance!surplus. In
this case, the proportionality factor for each risk depends on the sum insured in the underlying policy,
with a larger reinsured proportion for larger sum insured, and no reinsurance coverage for sums insured
that are below some threshold. While these reinsurance forms are very popular in certain lines of business
(e.g. fire and property), they do not improve the shape of the tail of the risk exposure for the insurer.
This is why non-proportional coverages such as the reinsurance forms described next are much more
relevant when it comes to extremes.

e Excess-of-Loss (XL) Reinsurance. For a given pre-defined retention M in an XL treaty, the reinsurer
agrees to pay for each claim in the portfolio the excess over the retention M. Typically, this will only be
agreed upon up to a certain limit L, leading to the reinsured amount

R=> min{(X; — M)y, L} (1)

i=1

for individual risks X;, with (X — u)4+ := max(X — u,0), and N the number of claims in the portfolio
(the insurer will then often look for additional XL treaties with higher layers until the remaining risk is
considered ‘negligible’). When L = oo, the intricate relation between an unbounded XL treaty and POT
methodology modelling becomes apparent. Indeed, the modelling of exceedances P(X; — M > x | X; >
M) =P(X; > M +z)/P(X; > M) for large values of M is at the heart of EVA.

If one first aggregates all claims and then applies this principle, i.e. R = min{ (Zfil X; — M)+, L}, then
this contract is referred to as a (bounded) Stop-Loss reinsurance treaty. Particularly for the reinsurance
of catastrophe losses, it is quite popular to collect all claims due to a particular event, consider them as
one claim X{, and apply an aggregate retention M° (and limit L¢) to get

N€¢

R= Z min{(X; — M)+, L°},

i=1



which is known as (bounded) cumulative XL (or CAT-XL). This is an attractive cover against frequency
risk, namely the risk to face many claims, whose individual size may not be extreme but their sum
is. Mathematically, this leads to the very same analysis, the only difference being the modelling of the
distribution of X7 and the one of the number of catastrophes N€.

e Large Claim Reinsurance. From the perspective of extreme value theory, it seems natural to also
consider contracts of the form

R= Z X(N—it1)
i=1
for the order statistics X1y < -+ < X(w). This reinsurance form covers the r largest claims in the
portfolio. Variants are drop-down XL

N
R= Zmin{Li» (X (N—it1) — Mi)y},

i=1
where retentions and layer sizes are applied to the respective order statistics, and ECOMOR reinsurance

N
R = Z(Xl _X(N—r))+7

=1

where the (r 4+ 1)th largest claim serves as the retention level in an otherwise standard (unbounded)
XL contract. While such large claim reinsurance contracts have been implemented in practice to some
extent, they have not become popular, partly because the calculation of premiums and the modelling of
the retained risk is much more complicated and hence not practical. We will therefore focus on the XL
type in the sequel.

In actuarial data sets for XL reinsurance, one faces various kinds of incomplete data:

e In a bounded XL treaty, the reinsurer only pays up to a limit L for each claim, and the insurer does not
necessarily share the full claim amount beyond that limit with the reinsurer, and neither the information
on claims that remained below the retention M. Hence, censoring, and in particular right censoring, at
high values is to be considered.

e Claims that have been incurred can still be missing due to reporting delays. Such missing data are
referred to as ‘Incurred But Not Reported’ (IBNR) data.

e Right-censoring also occurs when a claim has not been settled at the evaluation date, leading to ‘Reported
But Not Settled’ (RBNS) claims. In case of upper limits on the underlying policy, the real costs are
censored at a fixed value. The settlement of the eventual claim amounts can take very long (even
decades in catastrophe and liability insurance), and the already paid amount is a natural lower bound
for the eventual claim size, which also leads to right-censoring. As reported data are then not exact, one
needs to work with estimates for the final value. Here, one distinguishes between ‘ultimate’ estimates
for non-closed claims (based on modelling assumptions, often chain ladder development methods) and
‘incurred’ values (which are estimates from an accounting perspective, often with expert predictions on
the concrete case). Such situations constitute significant challenges to an EVA.

e Since extreme events are rare, there are often not many data points available for an analysis. Therefore,
one needs to merge actual historical data points with ones of related risks and with expert opinions
(taking into account the implied uncertainty). In some cases, one even needs to price risks without a
single data point (see e.g. Fackler [39]).

On the modelling side, there often is an upper limit of the exposure (either due to contractual limits or due to
physical limits, such as the overall building values in an area for the insurance of natural catastrophe claims).
This results in truncation modelling. Also, claim payments are influenced by claim management and claims
may, for instance, be subject to a higher level of inspection at highest damage levels leading to weaker tails
than apparent from intermediate claims, leading to tempering of claim distributions (cf. Section 3.2 for more
details). Different models at different claim level intervals are not uncommon.

For an unlimited XL treaty with retention M, the expected reinsured amount E(R;) of a single claim X;
with distribution function F' and finite mean, is given by

M) = B0 - b)) = [T (- P

which is also referred to as the pure premium for R;. Note that

(M) = e(M)F(M)



with e(u) = E(X; —u | X; > u) the mean excess function which serves as a basic tool in EVA expressing the
expected POT, for which estimation procedures are available in extreme value statistics.
With a finite layer size L in the XL treaty, the pure premium becomes

M+L
E(Ri):/ {1-F(2)}dz=1I(M) —II(M + L).
M
Considering a retention level M as an upper quantile or Value-at-Risk (VaR), i.e. VaRi—, = Q(1 — p) =
inf{z : F(z) > 1 — p}, the pure premium is related to the Conditional Tail Ezpectation CTE1_,(X) (also
known as expected shortfall in finance) defined by

CTE1»(X) = E(X|X>Q(-p)
= VaRi_p(X) +e(Q(1 - p)).

One immediately observes
+ II{VaR1_,(X)}

-,
Hence, the estimation of VaR;_,(X) and II(M) at small and intermediate values of p, or correspondingly at
high and intermediate values of M, is an important building block for measuring and managing risk. However,
note that the commercial values of M and L not necessarily correspond to statistically optimal threshold values
at which tail models fit well. This leads to the need of extending the tail models to full models fitting over
larger outcome sets than the thresholds following from an EVA. So, actuaries also need to construct models
that simultaneously fit well to the tail and to other parts of the possible outcome set. Such full models can
for instance be constructed using splicing models (cf. Section 5).

CTE; ,(X) = VaR;_p(X)

3 Adaptations of the Classical Tail Analysis

In the following we discuss two adaptations of classical EVA that are useful for insurance applications.

3.1 Truncation

Practical problems can arise when using the strict Pareto distribution and the more general Pareto-type
model because some probability mass can still be assigned to loss amounts that are unreasonably large or
even impossible. With respect to tail fitting of insurance claim data, upper-truncation is of interest and can
for instance be due to the existence of a maximum possible loss due to policy or treaty limits or physical
limits (like building values in catastrophe insurance). Such truncation effects are sometimes visible in data,
for instance when an overall linear Pareto QQ-plot shows non-linear deviations at only a few top data (see
Figure 2 (left)). Let W be an underlying non-truncated distribution with distribution function Fy and quan-
tile function Qw . Upper-truncation of the distribution of W at some deterministic value 7' then leads to the
truncated loss W | W < T, whose distribution function we denote by Fr. In practice one does not always
know if the data Xi,...,X, come from a truncated or non-truncated distribution. As a consequence, the
behaviour of estimators should be evaluated under both cases, and a statistical test for upper-truncation is
useful. This section is taken from Beirlant et al. [15], where the Pareto-type case is treated. Aban et al. [1]
considered the strict Pareto case. In Beirlant et al. [16], the case where W belongs to any max-domain of
attraction is considered.

Upper-truncation of W, at some truncation point 7', yields

Fr(e) = PW >z)—PW >T) Fw(z)— Fw(T)
=TT Pw ST Fw(T)

and the corresponding quantile function Qr is given by
Qr(1-p)=Qw[l —{Fw(T) +p(1 - Fw(T))}] = Qw[{l = Fw(T)}(1 - p)]
or
@r(1 =) = Qu {1-Fwim) (14 2-) }. )

with Dr := Fw (T)/Fw(T) being the odds of the truncated probability mass under the non-truncated dis-
tribution W. Note that for a fixed 7', upper-truncation models exhibit an extreme value index £ = —1. For



instance, in case of a simple Pareto distribution one has

(p(l _ T—l/E) + T—l/é) —¢

1—T e\ ¢
T(1+p7T71/5 )

1—7 ¢
T (1 - §pW(l + 0(1))) as p — 0.

Qr(1-p)

In case of a Pareto-type W, using POT modelling with 7'/t — 8 > 0 as t — oo, the distribution of a
truncated loss X leads to

PX/t>y|X>t) = PW/i>y|lt<W<T)
Fw(yt) — Fw(T)
Fw(t)—Fw(T)

—1/¢ Lp(yt) T\—1/& ¢p(T)
v oty — (%) 5

1 (%)71/5 L (T)

. yfl/é _ 571/5
1-—p-1¢

with ¢r a slowly varying function. Thanks to this result, the following POT approximation will be used,
assuming 7'/t — 8 > 0 as t — oo:
y—1/5 _ 5—1/5

P(X/t>y|X>t)zW,

1<y<B. (3)

Using a high order statistic X(,_x) as the threshold ¢, denoting the relative excesses by Rjx :=
Xn—j+1)/X(n=k), 5 = 1,...,k, and estimating 8 by Ri, the pseudo-maximum log-likelihood function is
given by (upon differentiating the right-hand side of (3) w.r.t. y)

RoL-Ve

logH _1/5)

Jj= 15 1_
—klogé — (1 + %) > “log R — klog (1 _ R;}lg/&) 7
j=1

which leads to the defining equation for the likelihood estimator é,zn:

log Lin(€)

—1/€éF
Rl,k i log R1 1

—1/&f
1— RLk k,n

cT
Hy . = gk,n -

Using (2) and considering the ratio of quantiles Qr(1 — p) with p = 1/(n+ 1), (k+ 1)/(n + 1), estimating
Q7(1 — p) by the empirical quantiles X, and X(,_) respectively, and taking Qw (1 — p) as p~¢, we arrive
at a simple estimator of Dy = P(W >T)/P(W <T):

. kR_l/g’c -3
Dr= =
1-R, k

In practice, one makes use of the admissible estimator ﬁ;f)) = max{f)T7 0} to make it useful in case of trun-
cated and non-truncated Pareto-type distributions.

If Dr > 0, we find from (2) for W being strict Pareto that

—1/¢
Qu(1=p) = PV > 1) (14 P @

Then, in order to construct estimators of 7' and of extreme quantiles g, = Q7 (1 — p), with (4) we find that

1/¢ k+1 k+1
Qr(l1—p) _ I+ Gaopr _ Dr+ o
Qr(1— ) 1+ 3= Dr+p




Taking logarithms on both sides and estimating Q7 (1 — (k + 1)/(n + 1)) by Xn_kn, we find an estimator
Qk (1= p) of Q(1 —p):
. . Dy + 1
log Qi (1 = p) = log X(u—p) +&in log | ——""5 |,
Dr+p
which equals the Weissman estimator [77] when Dr = 0. An estimator Tj,,, of T follows from letting p — 0

in the above expressions for Q;‘;k:

. s 1
log Ty,n = max |log X, —r) +§,€n log< 1+ LA Jog Xy | -
(n —+ 1)DT
Finally, a test for a truncation setting is to consider an unbounded Pareto distribution as the null hypothesis
(Ho : T = o0) and to reject Hy for small values of p-value given by

> (\/1%@) ,
1— R

71/Hk,n
gk :

where Ry, = % Z?zl R

Example: Flood Risk Pooling in Europe. Prettenthaler et al. [62] discussed some challenges in insuring
flood risk in Europe and analyzed (insured) flood loss data across Europe (provided by MunichRe NatCat-
SERVICE), transformed into losses expressed as a percentage of building stock value. Here we present results
for the aggregate annual losses for the period 19802013 for Germany. While the Pareto QQ-plot starts off
linearly, truncation starts to set in at the top 15 data. Based on (4), the truncated Pareto QQ-plot

. j n
—1 D —— ) ,log X(n—;
{(Froe (0 ) o oson)

is expected to be linear at the top data under truncation. Here the endpoint is estimated at T = 0.28%.
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Figure 2: Pareto QQ-plot (left) and truncated Pareto QQ-plot (right) for German flood loss data.

3.2 Tempering

An alternative way to incorporate that the power-law behaviour does not extend indefinitely is assuming taper-
ing effects. In that case, the distribution tail eventually decays more quickly than according to the power-law,
representing a kind of interpolation between the truncated and non-truncated case. Inspired by applications
in geophysics and finance, Meerschaert et al. [54] discussed parameter estimation under exponential tempering
of a simple Pareto law with survival function

P(X > ) =ca e ", (5)

where o, 8 > 0 and ¢ > 0 is a scale parameter.! In the context of insurance data, Raschke [64] recently
discussed the use of the more general Weibull tempering of a simple power law with survival function

P(X > ) =cx % P (6)

INote here that for such tempered distributions the extreme value index equals 0 and not 1/a, and hence we prefer not to use
the notation 1/£ for « in this subsection in order to avoid confusion.



with ¢, a, 8,7 > 0. The generalization to the Pareto-type case was provided in Albrecher et al. [4].
Assume X = min(W,Y) with W and Y independent, where W is Pareto-type distributed and

PY >z)=e 7 z>o0.
Then for some slowly varying function ¢

P(X >z) =z “(z)e” P,
Using POT modelling with ¢5; — B > 0 for x > 1 as t — oo leads to

(tz) ™= £(xt) e~ (Bext)”
tmo L(t) e~ (Bet)T
oo @) )@ 1)

(1)

—ae—ﬂgo(xT—l).

P(X/t>z|X>t)=

—x
Hence, the following POT approximation will be used, assuming t8: — oo > 0 and A = S1:
P(X/t>y| X >t)ma e M0,
Maximum likelihood estimators for &, X, 7 using POTs R = X(n—j+1)/X(n—k), J = 1,..., k are then obtained

from

k k
log L(a, A\, 7) = —(14¢«) Zlog Rj, — AZ (RJTk - 1)
j=1 Jj=1

k
+ Z log (a + )\TR;-:;C) .
j=1

Another possible approach focuses on the goodness-of-fit of the tempering model to the POT data above the
different thresholds X, ), using a QQ-plot approach. Then, for a given value of 7, one finds the least-squares
line through the points

{(_ log{1 — Fx(R; 1)}, alog R, 1 + Tﬂ;hr(Rjyk)) }k (7)

b)
j=1

where h-(z) = (z7 — 1)/7 and F}, denotes the empirical distribution function based on Rjx, for j =1,... k.
Therefore, since 1 — Fj (Rjx) = (k—j+1)/(k + 1), one is led to minimize the weighted least squares

k 2
1 k+1
WLS(R;,k; ak, Ok, Tk) == ;“’j’k {E log k=j+1 log Rj . = Sh- (Rj’k)}
with respect to a and § = 7%, /«, where {w;x,j = 1,...,k} are appropriate weights. In particular, if

wjk =1/log{(k+1)/(k—j+ 1)} when ¢ | 0, i.e. without tempering, we recover the classical Hill estimator
Hy, . Optimization of WLS also leads to an adaptive selection method for choosing k which gives appropriate
estimates for (o, 7, Bs), choosing the k for which the WLS value is minimal.

To estimate return periods of the type 1/P(X > c¢) for some large outcome level ¢, one can use the
approximation
P(X > tz) ~ g Thr (@)
P(X >1t)

with ¢ large. Setting tx = ¢ and ¢t = X(,,_y) for some k yields an estimator for P(X > ¢):

. k+1 c —Sk S c
P.r = —-A hzy, | ——— s
| (mek)) P { KT (mek) ) }

where 64, 7x, Ak denote the estimators of these parameters based on the yop k observations. The value ¢ = szk

solving the equation A
kE+1 c Tk . c
— A Trhsz =Dp,
n+1 (X<nfk)> eXp{ LT (X(n,,@)} P

for a given value p < 1/n then is an estimator for an extreme quantile or return level Q(1—p) = VaR;_, of X.




Example: Norwegian Fire Insurance Data. Here, we analyze the Norwegian fire insurance data as
discussed in Albrecher et al. [4]. Figure 3 depicts the Pareto and Weibull QQ-plots (the latter for the 100
largest data points). The Pareto QQ-plot becomes concave near the top points where a Weibull model appears
to fit. Hence this data set is a candidate for the proposed tempering model. In Figure 3 (bottom), we present
the plot of the points in (7) with & = 1.19928, Boo = 0.003958, 7 = 0.70227 obtained at the optimal value

k = 4920, which is linear overall.
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Figure 3: QQ-plots for Norwegian fire claims for Pareto, Weibull and tempering fit using the points in (7) .

4 Censoring

In various lines of insurance business (so-called long-tailed business) one faces long periods until claim sizes
are finally settled, e.g., in liability lines. At the time of the evaluation of the portfolio, a proportion of the
claims are not fully dealt with yet, and hence the real cumulative payments are unknown and censored by the
payments up to evaluation. Censoring can also be due to policy limits which conceal the real underlying loss
amounts. When using extreme value techniques in the risk assessment, it is important to take these censoring
mechanisms into account in an appropriate way.

To formalize such a setting, let us assume that the loss random variable X of interest is Pareto-type
distributed with extreme value index £ > 0, and let C be a censoring random variable that is also Pareto-type
distributed, possibly with a different extreme value index. One considers Z = min(X,C) and an indicator
0 =I(X < C) which equals 1 if the observation Z is non-censored.

Let the ordered Z-observations and the corresponding d-values be denoted by {(Z(;), d¢;)) }i=1. Then, based on
the POT principle, the classical censoring likelihood based on the relative excesses Rjx = Z(n—j4+1)/Z(n—k)
j=1,...,k is given by

k
—1 =& 1—1\6.,_; —e7N\1-6(,_
| K o D B
j=1
Optimizing with respect to £ leads to the following Hill-type estimator adapted for censoring:
—1 vk
k= 351108 (Zin—jsn) [ Z(n—n))
1k
k3o 0

This estimator equals the original Hill estimator based on the Z-observations, divided by the proportion of
non-censored data among the top k observations.

In case of random right-censoring, and assuming independence of the X and C' sequences, the Kaplan—Meier
product-limit estimator F, is the nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator of the distribution function

of X, given for all z € (0,00) by
: - I(Z) < 2)\°®
1-Fo@) =] (1-22@=2)
Fu() E ( n—i+1

HC) = : ®)



Beirlant et al. [19] showed that H zgcy), can also be obtained as a slope estimator of the Pareto QQ-plot adapted
for censoring, featuring the points

{(— log{1 — F(Z(n—j+1))},log Z(n—j+l))}j:1 :

Worms and Worms [78] proposed
(log Z(n—j+1) — 10g Z(n—j))

as an estimator of [ F(ut)/F(t)d(logu) — & as t — oo, with F denoting the distribution function of
X. [35] obtained a moment estimator é,]c” under censoring by simple division of the moment estimator by
kL 25:1 O(n—j+1)- This estimator is then consistent, not only for Pareto-type distributions, but for F' be-
longing to any max-domain of attraction. They also provided the first asymptotic results for the available
estimator, while Beirlant et al. [21] provided asymptotic results for a version close to &Y. Other estimators
were proposed in Bladt et al. [23]. Recently, Bladt and Rodionov [25] proposed the analysis of integrals based
on the product-limit estimator of normalized top-order statistics. These integrals allow to derive asymptotic
distributional properties, offering an alternative approach to conventional plug-in estimation methods.

The available estimators tend to have a larger bias that increases with the proportion of intermediate data
that are censored. Bias-reduced methods are proposed in Beirlant et al. [17, 20] and Bladt et al. [23], among
others.

When censoring occurs due to long development times so that the final claim amount of a larger proportion
of claims is underestimated at the evaluation time of the portfolio, caution is advised when using the available
asymptotic normality results since the independence of X and C' can not be taken for granted. Indeed, larger
claims have a larger probability of being censored due to a longer development time. Stupfler [73] is a first
paper to address this issue.

Extreme quantile estimators have been proposed in several of the abovementioned papers adapting the
Weissman [77] estimator to the censoring case:

. é('c)
. 1= Fu(Zewi) |
z(c)(l—P)_Z(nk){np() )

where EA,(CC) denotes any of the extreme value index estimators discussed above.

Example: Censored Liability Loss Data. Goegebeur et al. [42] discussed the (Loss, ALAE) data set from
the R package copula containing 1500 general liability claims with indemnity claims (Loss) and allocated loss
adjustment expense (ALAE) related to the settlement of individual claims, such as expenses for lawyers or
claim investigations. One finds that 34 observations have censored losses. In Figure 4, the data are plotted
with the censored data in blue. Figure 5 displays H ,iczl (solid bold line), £V (dashed line) and &M (dotted
line) as a function of k. These estimates indicate a heavy tail with an extreme value index ranging between
0.5 and 1. élgv appears to suffer substantial bias which only decreases with smaller k.

In cases with a high percentage of right-censored data, one can also rely on available expert information
for the censored observations. This setting arises for instance for liability insurance claims, where actuarial
experts build reserves based on the specificity of each open claim. These reserves can be used to improve
estimation based on the already available data points from closed claims. The incorporation of expert opinion
is discussed in Bladt et al. [22]. Albrecher and Bladt [6] extend the statistical censoring setup to the situation
when random measures can be assigned to the realization of datapoints, leading to a new way of incorporating
expert information into the usual parametric estimation procedures. In some types of insurance, such as
motor third-party liability insurance and both worker’s compensation and loss of income coverage, claims
might potentially reopen. Bladt and Furrer [24] propose adaptations to the Kaplan—Meier function in order
to incorporate such contaminations.

5 Full Models for Claims

Actuaries use models for claim sizes to set premiums, calculate risk measures and determine capital require-
ments for solvency regulations. Extreme value models, based for instance on the generalized Pareto distribu-
tion, are not able to capture the characteristics over the entire range of the loss distribution, which makes
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Figure 5: Loss data: Comparison of extreme value index estimators H. ,gcr)l, é};v, and é,iw as a function of k.

them unsuitable as a global model. It is often imperative to obtain an overall fit for the distribution of losses,
for example in a risk analysis where the focus is not only on extreme events, or when setting up a reinsurance
program. Instead of trying many different standard distributions, splicing two distributions (Klugman et al.
[48]) is often more suitable to model the complete loss distribution. In the literature, a splicing model is also
called a composite model. We hereby combine an analytically tractable (typically light-tailed) distribution
for the body which covers small and moderate losses (the so-called losses!attritional), with a heavy-tailed
distribution for the tail to capture the losses/large. In the actuarial literature, simple splicing models have
been proposed. Beirlant et al. [18] and Klugman et al. [48] consider the splicing of the exponential distribu-
tion with the Pareto distribution. Other distributions for the body such as the Weibull distribution (Ciumara
[30]; Scollnik and Sun [69]) or the lognormal distribution (Cooray and Ananda [31]; Scollnik [68]; Pigeon and
Denuit [59]) have also been used. Nadarajah and Bakar [58], Bakar et al. [14], and Calderin-Ojeda and Kwok
[28] investigate the splicing of the log-normal or Weibull distribution with various tail distributions. Lee et
al. [50] consider the splicing of a mixture of two exponentials and the GP distribution. The use of a mixture
model in the first splicing component gives more flexibility in modelling the small and moderate losses, see
Fackler [38]. For a splicing approach to model cyber risk data, see, e.g., [36].

Rather than a complex search for appropriate splicing combinations of extreme and attritional models,
Reynkens et al. [65] proposed a semi-automatic method for splicing, a mixed Erlang (ME) with density

M )
AT ri—1 _ —Az
fME(x;r,a,A):Zajmxf Le™ >0
j=1

and integer parameters r = (r1,...,7a) with 71 < --- < a7, and an extreme value model such as a Pareto,
generalized Pareto, or even truncated or tempered versions of those. Here, (a1,...,anm) with a;j > 0 and
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Zjle a; = 1 are the weights in the Erlang mixture. The class of mixtures of Erlang distributions with a
common scale 1/) is dense in the space of distributions on R™, and it is closed under mixtures, convolution
and compounding. Hence aggregate risk calculations are simple, and XL premiums and risk measures based
on quantiles can also be evaluated in a rather straightforward way. For instance, a composite ME-generalized
Pareto distribution for some 0 < 7 < 1 has density

FumEe(tr,oa,))?

; @ dME(@ira ) 0<zxz<t,
ME,GP(T) = —1=
A-mi{1+5e-0}""" 2>y,

and survival function
Fyg(eir,a,))
1— Fue,cp(z) = { b R —1/¢ O<ost
(1-m {1+ E(z—1t)} , x>t

Fitting ME distributions through direct likelihood maximization is difficult. Lee and Lin [51] use the
Ezpectation-Mazimization (EM) algorithm proposed by Dempster et al. [33] to fit the ME distribution. Model
selection criteria, such as the AIC and BIC information criteria, are then used to avoid overfitting. Verbelen
et al. [74] extend this approach to censored and/or truncated data.

Rather than proposing a data-driven estimator of the splicing point ¢, one can use an expert opinion on
the splicing point ¢ based on EVA as outlined above. Then, 7 can be estimated by the fraction of the data
not larger than ¢. The extreme value index ¢ is estimated in the algorithm, starting from the value obtained
from the EVA at the threshold ¢. The final estimates for £ turn out to be close to the EVA estimates. Next,
the ME parameters («, \) are estimated using the EM algorithm, cf. [74]. The number of ME components
M is estimated using a backward stepwise search, starting from a certain upper value, whereby the smallest
shape is deleted if this decreases an information criterion such as AIC or BIC. Moreover, for each value of M,
the shapes r are adjusted based on maximising the likelihood starting from r = (s,2s,..., M s), where s is a
chosen spread.

Example: Censored Liability Loss Data. We continue the analysis of the Loss variable from the (Loss,
ALAE) data set considered above. To search for splicing points, estimates of the mean excess function

[ F(w) du

e(x) =E(X—-z|X>x)= o)

are found to be useful. Substituting F with the Kaplan-Meier survival function leads to an estimator é5M (z)
as a function of z, displayed in Figure 6 (left). A concave increase appears to change into a linear pattern,
starting at a threshold level around 10°.

In Figure 6 (right), the QQ-plot is given with the Kaplan—Meier quantiles set out against the quantiles of
the fitted ME-Pareto splicing model. The splicing point is taken at the 50th largest observation, leading to a
good fit with £ = 0.67 and three ME components.

QQ-plot (k =50, gamma = 0.671)
6e+05

le+06

4e+05

)

KM
€n

5e+05

Mixed Erlang Pareto

o~ Z 2e+05 e
el P

A~ ra

- ””’}
/ 0e+00

0 250000 500000 750000 1000000 be+00 le+05 2e+05 3e+05 4e+05 5e+05
X Kaplan—Meier

Figure 6: Loss variable from (Loss, ALAE) data set. Mean excess function éX™ (left) and splicing QQ-plot (right).
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When estimating VaRi—, for a two-component spliced distribution, we have

Q1((1 —p)/m), ifo<p<m,
Q(l—p)= _ v .
Q(1—p-m)/1-m)=Q:(1- %), ifr<p<l,
where @1 denotes the quantile function of the ME component and Q2 of the tail component. Q1 can be

obtained numerically. Taking ¢t = X(,_x) and 1 — 7w = (k + 1)/(n 4 1), we are led to the appropriate extreme
quantile estimator as discussed above, when 7 < p < 1.

When estimating II(u) as defined in (1), we again identify two cases: u <t = X¢,_g), or u >t = X _p)
in which case statistics of extremes can be used. When u > ¢, then

II(u) /00[1 —{r+ (1 —m)F(2)}]d=

(1-m) /oo{1 — Fa(2)}dz = (1 — m)a(w).

When u < t, we have
t —+oo
II(u) = / {1—-nFi(2)}dz +/t 1—{r+ (1 —mF:(2)}dz
t —+o0
:(t—u)—ﬂ/ Fl(z)dz+(1—7r)/t {1 - F(2)}dz

()~ (t—w)m + 7r/ (1= Fi(=)}dz + (1 — m)TIa ()
= (1= )t — ) + 7T () + (1 — )T (1),

Let ¢\ denote the lower limit of the support of the distribution of X, and T the upper limit. For the ME
distribution, we get

‘ FY (2) — Fi' (')
mw = [{- B R e
_ @) -1} (¢ —w) + {1l (w) — T (0)}
Fy(t) — Fy () ’
with )
M Tj— "
Fw) =0 (13 e
j=1 n=0 :
and, assuming that r, =n forn=1,..., M,

1 M-1M-1 [ M ()"
i - L 35 (3 a ) 2
n=0 k=n \j=k+1
For Ilz(u) in case u > t = X(,,_x), see for instance Goegebeur et al. [44] for censored data. More recent papers
on splicing methods are Li and Liu [53], Bladt and Yslas [26], Poudyal and Brazauskas [60], Wang et al. [76],
Raschke [64], Wang and Hobaek-Haff [75], Bolviken and Hobaek-Haff [27], Fung et al. [40] and Ghaddab et al.
[41].

While the splicing approach allows to disentangle the fitting of the tail and the body of the claim size
distribution, it may not seem natural to glue together two (or even more) different distributions. Also, the
choice of the splicing point ¢, where one transits from one ‘regime’ to another remains somewhat arbitrary. At
the same time, flexible and mathematically tractable families of distributions like phase-type distributions (of
which the ME family above is a special case) are not well-suited for heavy tails because their tail is exponen-
tially bounded and many components in the mixture (i.e. a high phase-type dimension) would be needed to
provide reasonable fits for higher quantiles, and even then the tail behavior is not naturally captured (which is
one reason why the ME above is not used for the entire range of the distribution). Another recent alternative
that circumvents the threshold choice of splicing is the class of matrix-Mittag—Leffler distributions and its
power transforms, cf. Albrecher et al. [7]. This class results from inhomogeneous phase-type distributions and
can be seen as transforms of matrix-exponential distributions leading to heavy tails, essentially comprising
Mittag—Leffler distributions with matrix-valued parameters. In this way, one avoids the need for an increased
number of parameters to compensate for too light tails with yet tractable expressions for both the fitting and
subsequent calculations. The quality of the resulting fit across the entire range of the distribution can be quite
remarkable, see Albrecher et al. [7] and Bladt and Yslas [26] for details.
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6 Regression Modelling

In recent years, advanced data collection and storage techniques and practices have significantly increased the
potential for relevant covariate information for the occurrence of extremes. This is of course also very rele-
vant for insurance applications. We focus here on adaptations of techniques for censored data when covariate
information is available. Regression modelling of a censored random variable Y as a function of a covariate z
is available at specific covariate values using local smoothing methods. For instance, Albrecher et al. [5, Sec.
4.4.3] propose extensions of the above univariate estimation methods under random right censoring, based
on the Akritas—Van Keilegom [2] extension of the Kaplan—-Meier estimator. They use this method to model
the extremes of final claim payments in a long-tailed portfolio as a function of the number of development
years. In this way, a positive dependence between development times and heaviness of the tail can be detected.

Considering a univariate covariate X with a specific value z, and assuming that Y and the censoring
variable C' are conditionally independent given X, we have

35
R B Wi(z; h)
1-Fyx(ylz) = H <1 - >y Wiz R)I(Z; > Zz))

Z;<y

with weights

K(55) ) S5 K (552), ife=1,
0, if §; =0,

where Z = min(Y,C), K is a kernel function and h is the chosen bandwidth. Denoting the weight W corre-
sponding to the ¢th smallest Z-value Z; , by W; », we for instance obtain the following Worms-type estimator
of the conditional extreme value index given X = z:

Iz A= Fyix(y | 2)} d(logy)
1= Fyix(Zin-r) | )

Sim
k n—j o Wi n (z5h) ' Z(n—j+1)
ijl <Hi—1 |:<1 172;;11 Wz,n(z;h)) :| log Z(n—j) >

Sin
n—k Wi n (x3h) '
1 1— Wi,
i=1 |:( - Wlﬂn(z;h)) :|

Pareto QQ-plots adapted for censoring per chosen x value, defined as

Wi(x;h) = {

él‘v/‘,/n(X = :C) =

{(-108{1 = By ix(Ziaoyin [ @)} Jog Zaagin))
j=

can then help to assess an appropriate value of k = ke.

A generalization of extreme quantile estimators QS:)(I — p) to the local regression setting is obtained us-

ing a local extreme value index estimator such as é,?fn(X = z) and the Akritas—Van Keilegom estimator
1 Fyix(y | 2).

Stupfler [72] presents a local estimator of the extreme value index under random right censoring when
Y given X = x belongs to any max-domain of attraction, generalizing the moment estimator proposed in
Einmahl et al. [35]. Further extensions were provided in Goegebeur et al. [43], Rutikanga and Diop [67] and
Dierckx et al. [34].

7 Multivariate Modelling

The consideration of multivariate extremes is relevant for reinsurance companies in many ways. Firstly, it
naturally appears when it comes to aggregate covers across different business lines of a first line insurer, but
then also for the purpose of spatial diversification across contracts with several insurers, and more generally
in the overall resulting reinsurance portfolio. The general mathematical theory of multivariate extremes is a
well-developed and vibrant field (see e.g. Beirlant et al. [18], Davison and Huser [32] and Engelke and Ivanovs
[37] for overviews). We restrict ourselves here to some contributions that are particular to insurance applica-
tions, i.e. extensions of the previous sections to the multivariate situation.

Lee and Lin [50] define a D-variate Erlang mixture, where each mixture component is the joint distribution
of D independent Erlang distributions with a common scale parameter 1/A > 0. The dependence structure is
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then captured by the combination of the positive integer shape parameters of the Erlangs in each dimension.
For illustration, we entirely focus on the case D = 2. Let r = (r1,72) € R the vector of shape parameters with
values in the set R of allowed combinations in the set of all shape vectors with non-zero weight. The density
of a bivariate Erlang mixture evaluated in x = (x1,x2) > 0 is then defined as

2 )\r] - 7)\1]

fmmve(x;a,r, ) = ZarH

reR j=1
It can be shown that the bivariate Erlang mixture with density

P\ Tj— e—)\acj

2
,1;[ Tj—l

and suitable mixing weights can approximate any given bivariate positive distribution function arbitrarily
closely as A — oo, cf. [50]. Verbelen et al. [74] provide a flexible fitting procedure for such multivariate mixed
Erlang (MME) distributions, which iteratively uses the EM algorithm, by introducing a computationally ef-
ficient initialization and adjustment strategy for the shape parameter vectors. [74] also considered randomly
censored and fixed truncated data.

When it comes to splicing, the bivariate cumulative distribution function of a splicing model with a
bivariate ME and a bivariate GP distribution is now

07 if x S tl7
F(x) =4¢ wFume(x), ift <x <t, (9)
7TFMME(X) + (1 — W)FMGPD(X), if x f t,

for an appropriate set of thresholds t = (¢1,t2), see also [5]. For the tail component one can for instance use
the bivariate GP distribution as proposed in Rootzén and Tajvidi [66] and Kiriliouk et al. [47]:

_ —1/&1 o —1/&2
Fucep(x) = 91 [g ({1 + fl((zlaltl)/\o)} 7{1 4 &« 202752)/\0)} )

.y ({1+ 51(11 tl)} Ve {1+ 52(12 ta) _1/£2>:|’

such that o + &(x — t) > 0, where ¢ denotes the stable tail dependence function and 6 = £(1, 1) the extremal
coefficient. In the bivariate case, we can make use of the Pickands dependence function A with

(s, uz) = (ur + uz)A (L) ,

u1 + U2

for which Goegebeur et al. [42] provided the following estimator under censoring. With X; := —log F;(X;)
for j = 1,2, one has

P(X1 > y1,X2 > = — A .
(X1 > y1, X2 > y2) eXp{ (1 +y2) <y1+y2)}

As X; := min ()21/(1 — t),Xz/t) satisfies

P(X:>z)=e W2 250,
we are led to the estimation of the exponential parameter A(t) based on random right-censored data X't,i for
t=1,...,n. As in (8), the maximum likelihood estimator of A(t) is given by

.~ _ proportion of uncensored data

n =1 i

Note that in practice Xh j =1,2 is to be estimated using the Kaplan-Meier estimator of F}.
Confidence bounds can be derived using the approaches in Chapter ??. In [42], one can also find robust esti-
mators under this setting.

(10)

Example: Censored Liability Loss Data. The estimate A for the (Loss, ALAE) data from Figure 4 is
discussed and plotted in Goegebeur et al. [42, Fig. 10]. Goegebeur et al. [43] also considered the payment
g(X1, X2) by the reinsurer given by

0, if X; < M,
9(X1,X2) = ¢ X1 = M+ B Xo, i M < X1 <M+ L
L+ 57 Xo, if X1 > M+ L,
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with X representing the loss and X2 the ALAE. The pure premium is then given by

E{g(X1,X)} = / g, 22) dF (a1, 22)

[0,00)2

with F following from (9). Numerical integration is needed here.

An alternative to splicing are again multivariate versions of matrix-Mittag—Leffler distributions, see Al-
brecher et al. [8, 9].

8 Natural Catastrophe Insurance and Climate Change

The importance of multivariate extremes becomes particularly apparent for the insurance of losses due to
natural catastrophes, where marginal tails often are very heavy and at the same time correlation of claims
and even of entire perils can be very strong. In such cases it is not even clear whether the risks are insurable,
and there is a strong need for a profound understanding of the joint occurrences of extremes. In fact, each
type of peril requires a quite different modelling approach in practice, see Hao et al. [46]. This may even
include the need to define new spatial distance concepts. An example is a river-flow rather than Euclidian
distance for locations in a river network for calibrating a max-stable process of Brown—Resnick type for joint
discharges at river gauges, cf. Asadi et al. [13]; this model was then for instance used to quantify fluvial
flood risk and its spatial diversification potential across a country, see Albrecher et al. [10]. Other perils like
storms may be more easily linked to measurable variables like maximum wind speeds, which can be modelled
itself and then inform the storm loss models of (re)insurers, see e.g. Prettenthaler et al. [63], Prahl et al.
[61], Lescourret and Robert [52], Mornet et al. [57]. Whereas a causal model for hazards and their induced
losses can be seen as an eventual goal, the interplay of factors is typically much too complex to solely rely
on these, and bottom-up models (like hydrological models for flood risk) are not designed to fully capture
extremes, so that the toolkit of statistics of extremes (and in particular regression modelling with those com-
ponents that are available) remains an essential ingredient in the analysis. Perils like hailstorms are even
harder to model, see e.g. Allen et al. [12, 11] and Miralles et al. [56]. In some cases it can also be meaning-
ful to let the dependence structure itself depend on covariates, see e.g. Mhalla et al. [55] as well as Chapter ?7.

Another direction where insurance applications generate interesting research questions is in the context of
changing climatic conditions. Non-stationary data in EVA have been studied already for some time, see e.g.
Chavez-Demoulin and Davison [29], but the recent evidence of climate change (see, e.g., Sobel et al. [71], Koch
et al. [49], Seneviratne et al. [70]) creates new questions and challenges, both in the analysis of frequency and
severity of events. A sound modelling of extremes leading to an adequate quantification of catastrophe risk
is crucial for a proper risk management of reinsurance companies, so that reinsurance coverage can still be
provided for natural hazards in the face of climate change.
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