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The Systemic Risk of Property Insurance Business Line
WANG Xiangnan

Abstract: A property insurer should calculate economic capital for each of its branch company and the regulator

should calculate regulatory capital for each property insurer. The two calculations all relie on analyzing each proper—

ty insurance business line” s contribution to the loss risk of the entire business portfolio. This paper introduced the

approaches used to measuring an individual institution” s systemic risk including mean correlation approach condi—

tional value — at — risk approach marginal expected shortfall approach and value based approach. Based on the data

of property insurance market from the region — level and the firm — level we innovatively quantified the systemic risk

for main property insuance types then discussed the similarities and differences among the results of the four ap—

proaches. Finally this paper applied the analyzing results to two real examples — a property insurer calculating eco—

nomic captal for each region’ s business and calculating the regulatory capital for each property insurer in China.

Key words: property insurance; systemic risk; capital; CoVaR; MES; Shapley vaule



