dE R KA 2012,17(3) :171-177

Journal of China Agricultural University

AEENERERZEERAR

e iE HRET Hmse AR%H Fnri
CRE R R S 2P AEF B L5 100083)

H OE HAHABREORLEERTHAEARER WEZRRERLAA R EAAYRAR.ERAERE R TP
EAHA Weibull 94 & Logistic 94 3 A8 Z 5 A AT a4 5 TH I ERBARERITRAE, TEFALE
RAN BAETH D ELZRNESSH,EZHYMAA 524 kg, AR T R4 1.77% 37 % T 0 & % 7 BN Weibull
A H AL A 458 kg shARTE R R 1,14 % s M AR R T & TR W Ae 32 B JE W IR AR Logistic £ . L # F #4E 4
A A 104,341 #2421 kg B H 0 T 09 AR e F 5 AR 6.32% 4. T0% A= 2.55% , LIEAFR LR AW, RE 5 H 4
ABEENTRERR B ZASEFRARNRRDELZR GO AL, HRRLAFRRONES S HAEE; FAFE K
QL ELFHMEFREERETER S —TT AR EFASRENEFTHE IR T LREEY,

XKW Ik BRERER;, 2Fo0h; Z2BEE; Té

FESEE F842.6 XEHS 1007-4333(2012)03-0171-07 XEIRERS A

Wheat insurance premium ratemaking in Henan Province

YANG Xiao-yu, JU Rong-hua“ , YANG Rui-hua, ZHOU Jun-ling, LI Xiao-feng

(College of Economics and Management, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract Considering the problem that tentative experienced insurance premium rates still being used, but the pure
premium rate is neglected in the practice of the crop insurance in China, this paper used Normal distribution model,
Weibull distribution model and Logistic distribution model to decide the wheat insurance premium rate of 5 districts in
Henan Province. It was found that the wheat yield distribution of Jiaozuo district obeys Normal distribution, and wheat
insurance unit yield is 524 kg.and insurance premium rate should be 1.77 % ; the wheat yield distribution of Xinxiang
district obeys Weibull distribution, and wheat insurance unit yield is 458 kg, and insurance premium rate should be
1. 14% ; the wheat yields of Hebi,Luoyang and Zhumadian district obey Logistic distribution, and their wheat insurance
unit yields are 104,342, and 422 kg, respectively, accordingly their insurance premium rates are 6.32% ,4.70% and
2.55% ,respectively. The empirical results shown that the insurance premium rate from different distribution models are
different, so it is necessary to select the optimal distribution model according to the actual wheat yield distribution of
different districts; moreover, average wheat yield and premium rate in various districts are different. Consequently, the
same insurance premium is not proper for each party participated in the wheat insurance.
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Table 2 ADF test results of unit wheat yield

before detrending
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Table 3 Fitting results of unit yield tendency
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Table 6 Parameter estimation of 3 distribution models
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Table 7 Anderson-Darling test results of 3 distributions
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Table 8 Results of premium ratemaking %
FEAT 2L R T ER A Weibull 4> Logistic 4> i
ety 1 6.45 6.81 6.91 6.32
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