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Abstract

This paper proposes a probabilistic machine learning method to price catastrophe (CAT) bonds in

the primary market. The proposed method combines machine-learning-based predictive models with

Conformal Prediction, an innovative algorithm that generates distribution-free probabilistic forecasts

for CAT bond prices. Using primary market CAT bond transaction records between January 1999 and

March 2021, the proposed method is found to be more robust and yields more accurate predictions

of the bond spreads than traditional regression-based methods. Furthermore, the proposed method

generates more informative prediction intervals than linear regression and identifies important nonlinear

relationships between various risk factors and bond spreads, suggesting that linear regressions could

misestimate the bond spreads. Overall, this paper demonstrates the potential of machine learning

methods in improving the pricing of CAT bonds.
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1 Introduction

Catastrophe (CAT) bonds have become increasingly vital in managing and transferring catastrophic

risk. These bonds offer a source of capital to cover losses arising from natural disasters, allowing investors

to diversify their portfolios while helping issuers mitigate potentially devastating financial consequences.

Understanding the pricing dynamics of CAT bonds is essential, both for investors seeking informed deci-

sions and for issuers optimizing their risk management strategies. This paper introduces a probabilistic

machine-learning-based predictive framework for the pricing of CAT bonds, aiming to enhance empirical

pricing accuracy and discover previously undetected nonlinear dependence between the key risk factors

and CAT bond spreads.

Early research by Lane (2000) laid the groundwork for CAT bond pricing literature, proposing a

log-linear regression model employing conditional expected loss and probability of first loss as predictors.

Subsequent studies expanded on this linear framework, incorporating additional predictors and examining

pricing under diverse conditions. Gürtler et al. (2016) incorporated bond characteristics like trigger type

and bond rating, while Braun (2016) integrated market condition indices, such as the Lane Synthetic Rate

on Line index and the BB corporate bond spread. Götze and Gürtler (2020a) explored sponsor-related

pricing inefficiencies across different market conditions, and Morana and Sbrana (2019) focused on the

impact of climate change on CAT bond returns. Further extending the research scope, Zhao and Yu

(2020) utilized actual catastrophe data to forecast CAT bond prices using market-based methods, Braun

et al. (2022) developed factor pricing models for cross-sectional CAT bond returns, and Herrmann and

Hibbeln (2023) investigated liquidity premiums in the secondary market. Chatoro et al. (2023) explored

issuer effects in the primary market. However, relying on linear models may lead to oversimplifications,

disregarding nonlinear relationships and predictor interactions, potentially limiting predictive accuracy.

To overcome this limitation, recent literature has ventured into more flexible predictive methods. One

line of research has focused on the development of structural models for CAT bond pricing. For example,

Lee and Yu (2002) studied the pricing of default-risky CAT bonds in the presence of moral hazard and

basis risk; Zhu (2011, 2017) proposed pricing formulas by allowing agents to act in a robust control

framework against model misspecification; Lee and Yu (2007) proposed a contingent-claim framework for

valuing catastrophe reinsurance contracts and catastrophe bonds.

More recently, machine learning models have been introduced to CAT bond pricing, aiming to better
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capture the nonlinear dynamics and interactions between predictors. Makariou et al. (2021) introduced

the Random Forest method to predict CAT bond spreads which produced superior predictive performance

compared to traditional linear models. In addition, Götze and Gürtler (2020b) and Götze et al. (2023)

applied Random Forest and Neural Network techniques to improve the forecasting accuracy of CAT bond

prices.

Machine learning methods often focus on point forecasts. However, considering that predictions often

deviate from the actual prices due to market complexity and dynamism, exploring both points forecasts

and prediction intervals is equally crucial. Generating prediction intervals for asset prices is standard

practice in financial markets. When issuing a CAT bond, the process typically involves an initial offering

where the issuer provides a range of spreads to potential investors. Probabilistic forecasts can help the

issuer gauge how likely the final spread will fall within a specific range. Repricing can also happen during

the issuing process based on investor feedback and market conditions, thereby highlighting the inadequacy

of relying solely on point forecasts for informed decision-making and effective risk management. Bond

issuers, who seek to transfer risks, should consider not just a single estimate but a credible range of

potential costs, including bond spreads in unfavorable scenarios, to realistically appraise the cost of risk

transfer. For investors, understanding the possible range where the actual price could fall within is also

vital in making informed investment decisions.

While linear regression models readily facilitate the generation of prediction intervals with underlying

distributional assumptions, machine learning techniques like Random Forest and Neural Network, while

providing more precise price estimates, typically do not yield prediction intervals. This paper aims to

combine the accuracy of machine learning predictions with the benefit of probabilistic forecasts in CAT

bond pricing.

Our first methodological contribution introduces the use of Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost)

(Chen and Guestrin, 2016) for predicting CAT bond spreads. XGBoost, a robust machine learning

tool, employs sequential boosting of weak learners (typically decision trees) to create a strong predictive

model. While well-established in other domains, XGBoost has not been applied to CAT bond pricing. Our

research explores its potential by comparing its prediction accuracy with that of the widely used linear

regression pricing models and Random Forest. We also employ various interpretation tools, including

feature importance and accumulated local effects plots, to understand the nonlinear relationships and

complex interactions between different risk factors and bond spreads.
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The second major contribution of our study applies Conformal Prediction for constructing prediction

intervals around point forecasts from machine learning models. Conformal Prediction intervals, studied

by Shafer and Vovk (2008), Angelopoulos and Bates (2021), and Fontana et al. (2023), are constructed

from the residuals of the trained machine learning model and offer guaranteed coverage of the true re-

sponse values with user-specified probability. Conformal Prediction is distribution-free and highly flexible,

applicable to any prediction model, including Random Forest, Gradient Boosting algorithms, and various

Neural Networks. It can even be applied to linear regression models, although this offers little value since

producing prediction intervals is straightforward for linear regression models.

Empirically, our study analyzes primary CAT bond market transaction records from January 1999 to

March 2021, utilizing data from reputable sources including trade notes provided by Lane Financial LLC,

the Artemis Deal Directory, reports from rating agencies, and market research conducted by prominent

industry participants such as Swiss Re, Munich Re, Aon Benfield, and Guy Carpenter. Similar data

sets with smaller sample sizes were used in existing studies, such as Braun (2016). Our results highlight

several advantages of the XGBoost model over traditional linear regression models. Firstly, XGBoost

consistently achieves higher out-of-sample forecasting accuracy and generates more informative prediction

intervals through Conformal Prediction. These prediction intervals are, on average, 8% narrower than

those from linear models, yet they maintain comparable coverage rates. Furthermore, XGBoost effectively

handles predictors with high correlations, such as expected loss and probability of first loss, while linear

regression models often yield unstable estimates and interpretational challenges due to highly correlated

predictors. In linear regression, the usual practice involves removing one of the correlated predictors,

but this approach could inadvertently eliminate valuable information inherent in the excluded variable,

leading to a less optimal model. XGBoost preserves the information they carry and enhances the model

performance by allowing for highly correlated variables. Lastly, our approach reveals the nonlinear effects

of several important predictors on CAT bond spreads, including expected loss, probability of first loss, issue

size, and reinsurance market cycles. We also observe significant interactions between these predictors.

For example, we find that the spread of bonds with higher expected loss values is more sensitive to

reinsurance market conditions. In addition, the impact of issue size is negatively correlated with expected

loss for bonds with high expected loss values. These nonlinear relationships and complex interactions

are naturally captured by the XGBoost model. In summary, this paper extends the existing literature

on CAT bond pricing by introducing a probabilistic machine learning approach that improves forecasting
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accuracy, and provides probabilistic forecasts as well as insights on the nonlinear effects of various risk

factors on CAT bond spread.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 outlines the methodologies employed in our

study, including linear regression, ensemble learning techniques (Random Forest and XGBoost), and the

Conformal Prediction approach. Section 3 provides an overview of the CAT bond transaction data and

an exploratory analysis. Section 4 presents empirical analysis results and their interpretations. Section 5

constructs Conformal Prediction intervals and conducts the probabilistic analysis of CAT bond spreads.

Finally, Section 6 concludes.

2 Methodology

This section introduces the predictive methods used in our analysis. Section 2.1 formulates the bond-

yield prediction problem, while Sections 2.2 and 2.3 introduce the linear model and ensemble machine

learning methods, respectively. Finally, Section 2.4 outlines the Conformal Prediction approach.

2.1 Problem Formulation

Let us denote the spread of a CAT bond at issuance as Y , and let X = (X1, X2, . . . , Xp) represent

p distinct predictors. This predictor vector X encompasses variables that convey information about

bond characteristics, market conditions, and economic indicators. We assume there exists a relationship

between Y and X, expressed as:

Y = f(X) + ϵ.

In this equation, f is a fixed but unknown function of X1, . . . , Xp, and ϵ represents a random error term,

independent of X, with a mean value of zero. The function f incorporates the systematic information

provided by X regarding Y .

Assume that we have observed a collection of n distinct data points from primary CAT bond market

transactions. We use xij to represent the value of the jth predictor from the ith observation, where

i = 1, 2, . . . , n and j = 1, 2, . . . , p. Correspondingly, yi denotes the value of the response variable from the

ith observation. We can represent the observed dataset as D = {(x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xn, yn)}, where

xi = (xi1, xi2, . . . , xip)
T .

The estimation of f involves exploring the hypothesis space H, which is the set of all feasible functions,
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to find a function, denoted as f̂ , that can predict the response for a new input as accurately as possible.

This process, commonly referred to as learning, is guided by minimizing a loss function that quantifies

the difference between the true output (y1, y2, . . . , yn) from the observed data and the predicted outputs(
f̂(x1), f̂(x2), . . . , f̂(xn)

)
.

2.2 Linear Regression

In the existing literature, linear regression is a popular choice for modeling (the transform of) CAT

bond spreads. This method assumes a linear structure for f :

f(X) = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + · · ·+ βpXp.

One advantage of linear regression is its simplicity and ease of interpretation. However, this assumed

linear relationship may not always accurately represent the true underlying relationship, which could lead

to substantial errors in the predictions.

Typically, a linear regression model is estimated using ordinary least squares, where the estimates of

the p + 1 coefficients, β0, β1, . . . , βp, minimize the sum of the squares of the residuals. Model estimation

for linear regression does not require a specific distribution assumption for the error term ϵ. However, for

inference, which includes conducting statistical tests and calculating confidence and prediction intervals,

a normal distribution assumption is commonly adopted.

2.3 Ensemble Learning

This subsection introduces two ensemble learning methods used in our analysis: Random Forest and

XGBoost. An overview of ensemble methods is provided in Section 2.3.1, while Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3

explore the specifics of the two ensemble methods.

2.3.1 Overview

Ensemble learning is a widely adopted machine learning technique that leverages the power of multiple

models (base learners) to collectively address a problem, resulting in improved accuracy and robustness

compared to individual models. Instead of relying on a single function f for estimation, ensemble learning
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combines the outputs of multiple functions that approximate f . In this study, we employ two well-

established ensemble learning methods: Random Forest and XGBoost.

Ensemble learning uses base learners, often capable of capturing nonlinearity, such as decision trees,

to model complex relationships between predictors and the response variable. Consequently, ensemble

learning frequently outperforms linear regression in prediction accuracy. However, the amalgamation of

multiple models can make the output less interpretable. To better understand the model’s behavior, vari-

ous strategies, including partial dependence plots and feature importance measures, have been developed

to illustrate the significance of individual predictors in model predictions. Nevertheless, the interpretabil-

ity of an ensemble model remains less straightforward compared to that of a single decision tree or linear

regression model.

2.3.2 Random Forest

The Random Forest algorithm, introduced by Breiman (Breiman, 2001), is a potent machine learning

technique that combines two strategies: bagging (Breiman, 1996) and random feature selection (Amit

and Geman, 1997; Ho, 1995, 1998). The construction of a Random Forest model comprises three steps.

First, it generates K bootstrapped samples from the original dataset D. Next, it constructs a decision

tree for each bootstrapped sample, using recursive binary splitting with random feature selection. This

results in K estimators of the function f , denoted as f̂1, f̂2, . . . , f̂K . Finally, to create the Random Forest

estimator, these individual estimators are averaged, yielding f̂ (X) = 1
K

∑K
k=1 f̂k (X).

Random Forest typically employs fully grown and unpruned decision trees. Averaging results from

multiple trees mitigates overfitting, which is a common issue with fully grown trees. Including more trees

in a Random Forest model provides a more diverse set of predictions. This, in turn, reduces variance,

resulting in a more robust and accurate model. However, the improvement in performance plateaus after

a certain number of trees, where additional computation does not lead to substantial gains in model

performance. Thus, the number of trees should be carefully chosen to balance computational efficiency

and model performance. To increase the difference among trees and thus mitigate overfitting, Random

Forest employs column sub-sampling, meaning that it selects only a subset of predictors for each tree.
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2.3.3 XGBoost

XGBoost is a variation of the Gradient Boosting Machine (GBM), which was proposed by Friedman

(Friedman, 2001, 2002). GBM is an ensemble learning method that has gained popularity for its superior

predictive performance and versatility in handling various variable types and loss functions. GBM builds

an ensemble of weak models, typically decision trees, iteratively. In each iteration, GBM fits a new model

to the residuals of the cumulative prediction of all previous models. This approach focuses more on data

points that are challenging to predict accurately, improving overall performance. After training, these

weak models are combined to form a strong learner capable of accurate predictions. The GBM estimator

is represented as f̂(X) =
∑B

b=1 ηf̂b(X), where f̂b denotes the estimated model from the bth iteration,

and η is the learning rate that scales the contribution of each tree, aiming for controlling overfitting. A

detailed description of the GBM algorithm is provided in Appendix A, and for more detailed discussions

on GBM, readers are referred to Natekin and Knoll (2013).

XGBoost (Chen and Guestrin, 2016) extends GBM in several aspects. Firstly, similar to Random

Forest, XGBoost employs column sub-sampling, which reduces overfitting and enhances computational

speed. Secondly, while standard GBM implementations stop splitting a node upon encountering negative

loss, XGBoost grows the tree to its maximum depth and then prunes it backward to ensure optimal splits

are not missed. Furthermore, XGBoost supports monotone and interaction constraints, which could

improve model interpretability. Monotone constraints dictate that an increase in a particular feature

should consistently lead to an increase (or decrease) in the predicted value of the response variable. This

is particularly useful when prior knowledge suggests a monotonic relationship between a predictor and

the response variable. For instance, all else being equal, a higher expected loss should lead to a higher

bond spread. Interaction constraints specify which variables can interact with each other in the trees,

making interactions more controllable and limiting model complexity.

2.4 Conformal Prediction

In this section, we introduce the Conformal Prediction algorithm, which we will use to generate

prediction intervals for our ensemble methods. Section 2.4.1 defines the prediction interval, a concept

fundamental to Conformal Prediction. Section 2.4.2 provides an overview of Conformal Prediction, while

Section 2.4.3 introduces the Jackknife+ method, a popular choice of Conformal Prediction that we will
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employ in our analysis.

2.4.1 Prediction Interval

Ensemble methods like Random Forest and XGBoost only offer point predictions. Asset pricing and

risk management problems typically require probabilistic predictions of the outcome. For instance, we are

often interested in the prediction uncertainty, such as the 95% prediction region, which is an interval or

set that contains the true value of the response variable with at least 95% probability. Formally, consider

a set of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) training data {(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)} and a new

observation (xn+1, yn+1) drawn independently from the same distribution. After fitting a model to the

training data and obtaining the fitted model f̂ , we aim to construct a prediction interval around f̂(xn+1)

that contains the true test response value with at least 100(1−α)% probability. This prediction interval,

denoted as Cα(xn+1), is defined such that:

P
(
yn+1 ∈ Cα(xn+1)

)
≥ 1− α. (2.1)

2.4.2 Overview of Conformal Prediction

Conformal prediction is a versatile approach applicable to any pre-trained model for constructing

prediction intervals that guarantee coverage of the true response value with a predefined probability

(Angelopoulos and Bates, 2021; Fontana et al., 2023; Shafer and Vovk, 2008). Conformal Prediction is

distribution-free, meaning that it could generate prediction intervals without any distributional assump-

tions of the error term. While Conformal Prediction is applicable to both classification and regression

problems, we will illustrate how to construct a prediction interval with a regression problem since it is

the focus of this paper.

The fundamental idea behind Conformal Prediction is related to a result for sample quantiles. To

illustrate the idea, let us first consider a set of generic i.i.d. observations u1, . . . , un from a scalar ran-

dom variable. For a target coverage level 1 − α, with α ∈ (0, 1), and a new observation un+1 drawn

independently from the same distribution of u1, . . . , un, we have:

P (un+1 ≤ q̂1−α{u1, . . . , un}) ≥ 1− α,
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where q̂1−α{u1, . . . , un} represents the (1 − α) sample quantile of u1, . . . , un. The sample quantile is

calculated as:

q̂1−α{u1, . . . , un} =

 u(⌈(n+1)(1−α)⌉) if ⌈(n+ 1)(1− α)⌉ ≤ n

∞ otherwise,

where u(1) ≤ . . . ≤ u(n) denote the order statistics of u1, . . . , un, and ⌈(n + 1)(1 − α)⌉ is the smallest

integer larger or equal to (n+ 1)(1− α).

Based on this result, a naive way of constructing prediction intervals is to use residuals from the

training data to estimate the typical prediction error for the new test data point. Returning to the

training data {(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)} and a new observation (xn+1, yn+1). Denoting the absolute residual

for the ith data point as ri = |yi − f̂(xi)|, the “naive” prediction interval can be constructed by adding

and subtracting the (1 − α) sample quantile of the absolute residuals from the point forecasts of yn+1,

f̂(xn+1):

Cα(xn+1) =
[
f̂(xn+1)− q̂1−α{r1, . . . , rn}, f̂(xn+1) + q̂1−α{r1, . . . , rn}

]
. (2.2)

Although being rather straightforward, the interval in Equation (2.2) may offer significantly lower coverage

than the desired 1 − α level due to overfitting, as fitted residuals tend to be smaller than residuals on

unseen test points. A number of methods have been proposed to address the underestimation issue of

the naive prediction region. The subsection below will introduce a few of these methods, including the

split-set, the Jackknife, and eventually the Jackknife+ method, which will be used in our analysis.

2.4.3 Jackknife+ Conformal Prediction Interval

One way to avoid the overfitting issue of the naive method is to construct prediction intervals based on

residuals from observations not seen during training. Papadopoulos et al. (2002) and Vovk et al. (2005)

introduced the split-set Conformal Prediction, which divides the training data into two subsets, S1 and

S2. The model f̂ is trained using S1, while absolute residuals are computed for S2 to inform the width of

the prediction interval.

While splitting the training set reduces overfitting, it introduces extra randomness, as different splits

can lead to different Conformal Prediction intervals. To mitigate this randomness, inferences from multiple

splits can be combined to obtain a more stable interval. Here, we introduce the procedure of constructing

a Jackknife Conformal Prediction interval (Barber et al., 2021), which leverages sample quantiles of
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leave-one-out residuals for interval definition:

1. Train the model using all observations in the training set, excluding the ith observation:

(x1, y1), . . . , (xi−1, yi−1), (xi+1, yi+1), . . . , (xn, yn), and denote it as f̂ (−i).

2. Calculate the absolute residual for the ith observation, ri = |yi − f̂ (−i)(xi)|, using f̂ (−i) and the

predictor vector xi.

3. Repeat Steps 1 and 2 for all i = 1, . . . , n.

4. Determine the (1− α) sample quantile of the absolute residuals, q̂1−α{r1, . . . , rn}.

5. Train the model using the entire training set {(xi, yi), i = 1 . . . , n} and obtain the trained model f̂ .

6. The Jackknife Conformal Prediction interval for a new observation (xn+1, yn+1) is defined as:

Cα(xn+1) =
[
f̂(xn+1)− q̂1−α{r1, . . . , rn}, f̂(xn+1) + q̂1−α{r1, . . . , rn}

]
.

While the Jackknife method often empirically achieves 1−α coverage, it does not guarantee finite sample

coverage validity. Asymptotic validity is only ensured when non-trivial conditions are satisfied by the

trained model (Steinberger and Leeb, 2016). The Jackknife prediction interval may exhibit poor coverage

when the trained model f̂ is unstable due to its lack of finite sample coverage validity.

To address this issue, Barber et al. (2021) introduced the Jackknife+ method, which copes better

with small data sets. It modifies the Jackknife procedure by computing f̂ (−i)(xn+1) for i = 1, . . . , n and

defines the Jackknife+ Conformal Prediction interval as the interval between the α sample quantile of{
f̂ (−i)(xn+1)− ri

}
, i = 1, . . . , n, and the (1− α) quantile of

{
f̂ (−i)(xn+1) + ri

}
, i = 1, . . . , n:

Cα(xn+1) =
[
q̂α

{
f̂ (−i)(xn+1)− ri, i = 1, . . . , n

}
, q̂1−α

{
f̂ (−i)(xn+1) + ri, i = 1, . . . , n

}]
.

The Jackknife+ method is guaranteed to provide at least 1− 2α coverage and often empirically achieves

1− α coverage, even for small datasets. In the subsequent empirical analysis, we will use the Jackknife+

method to generate prediction intervals of the ensemble learning methods.
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3 Catastrophe Bond Data

Our empirical study focuses on the primary market transactions of CAT bonds. A significant challenge

in empirical research on CAT bond pricing is the limited availability of transaction data. To tackle

this issue, we adopted the strategy outlined by Braun (2016), which involves aggregating and verifying

information from diverse sources. The dataset of CAT bonds used in this study encompasses a total of 765

bond tranches issued between January 1999 and March 2021. This dataset includes various critical bond

characteristics, such as expected loss, probability of first loss, covered perils and territories, the trigger

mechanism, sponsor information, and credit rating. The data was compiled from trade notes sourced

from Lane Financial LLC1, the Artemis Deal Directory2, reports from credit rating agencies, and market

research conducted by Swiss Re, Munich Re, Aon Benfield, and Guy Carpenter.

We begin with an exploratory analysis of the dataset. Figures 3.1a and 3.1b depict scatter plots of

bond spread in relation to expected loss and the probability of first loss. We can see a strong positive

correlation between bond spread and both expected loss and probability of first loss in the sample. While

the majority of bonds exhibit expected loss values below 5% and probabilities of first loss below 10%, there

are some bonds with relatively high values of these factors. Furthermore, a handful of bonds demonstrate

exceptionally large spreads relative to their expected loss or probability of first loss. This observation

reveals that factors beyond expected loss and probability of first loss may affect the bond spread.

Figure 3.2a offers an overview of the volume and number of new transactions per year in the primary

CAT bond market. We observe a sharp drop in CAT bond volume in 2008 during the financial crisis.

This decline can be attributed to the flight-to-quality phenomenon, where investors tend to avoid risky

assets during periods of market stress (Caballero and Krishnamurthy, 2008). However, investor confidence

gradually rebounded, leading to a resurgence in CAT bond issuance in 2009 and 2010, with peak activity

occurring in 2020. The surge in CAT bond issuance in 2020 was largely influenced by the COVID-19

pandemic, which motivated new issuers to enter the CAT bond market (Chatoro et al., 2023). Figure

3.2b presents the total issuance volume and the number of new transactions per calendar month. This

chart demonstrates that the primary CAT bond market experiences heightened activity during the first,

second, and fourth quarters of the year, while activity tends to be quieter in the third quarter. As argued

by Braun (2016), the upsurge in issuance volumes towards the end of the calendar year may be linked to

1Source: http://lanefinancialllc.com/.
2Source: https://www.artemis.bm/deal-directory/.
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Figure 3.1: Scatter plots of bond spread against expected loss (left) and probability of first loss (right)
using the 765 bonds in the data set. The horizontal axes are percentage points.

sponsors using securitization to rebalance their firm-wide risk positions before preparing their financial

statements. It is interesting to note that our findings differ from those of Braun (2016), which suggested

relative inactivity in the first quarter. This discrepancy may arise from the inclusion of more recent

transaction data in our study, which extends up to 2021, compared to the data used in Braun (2016)’s

analysis, which covers up to December 2012. Over the past decade, the frequency and severity of natural

disasters have increased, potentially contributing to greater demand for coverage in the first quarter.

The expansion of the insurance-linked securities market is another potential contributor to the increased

activity in the first quarter.

In addition to bond-specific data, we consider several market-level indices to proxy the reinsurance

market and interest rate cycles. We employ the Lane Financial LLC Synthetic Rate on Line Index

(ROLX), published quarterly by Thomson Reuters ILS Community, to represent the global reinsurance

cycle. ROLX integrates data from the catastrophe bond, insurance-linked security (ILS), and industry-

loss warranty (ILW) markets, thereby reflecting the average premiums paid for ILS and CAT bond-backed

reinsurance or retrocession. In addition, we utilize the Guy Carpenter (GC) Global Property Catastrophe

Rate on Line indices, covering different regions—Global, US, Asia Pacific, Europe, and UK—as indicators

of the premium levels for reinsurance specific to catastrophe risk. These GC indices, published annually,

monitor property catastrophe reinsurance rate-on-line movements in major global catastrophe reinsurance
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Figure 3.2: The number of CAT bonds issued and the issue volume per year (left) and per calendar month
(right).

markets. They are based on reinsurance costs and reflect the expenses incurred in protecting property

against catastrophic losses. The GC indices were previously employed by Gürtler et al. (2016) as predictors

of CAT bond spreads. A larger value of these reinsurance market indices suggests an upswing in the

reinsurance market cycle (i.e., a hard market), when premiums increase, coverage terms are restricted,

and capacity for most types of reinsurance decreases. Furthermore, we incorporate the Bank of America

Merrill Lynch US High Yield BB Option-Adjusted Spread (BB spread), which is published daily, to

capture the influence of the corporate bond markets. This index is calculated as the difference between a

yield index for the BB rating category and the Treasury spot curve.

Figure 3.3 depicts the historical trends of ROLX and BB spread from January 1999 to March 2021.

We can see that both indices peaked in 2009 due to the financial crisis. In addition, we observe a rising

trend in ROLX since 2015, which suggests that global reinsurance demand has been growing faster than

the reinsurance capacity, and reinsurance premiums have been increasing over this period. Figure 3.4

illustrates the Guy Carpenter index for the Global, European, US, and Asia Pacific markets. The GC

index for UK closely mirrors the European index and is thus omitted from the visualization. While these

indices share similar overall trends, they also display distinct patterns. For instance, the global index

initially peaked in 2003, experienced a slight decrease, and then surged to a higher peak around 2007.

The European index reached its peak in 2005 before gradually declining. The US index spiked in 2008,

during the financial crisis. The Asia-Pacific market exhibited two peaks, in 2004 and 2014, respectively.
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Figure 3.3: Lane Financial LLC Synthetic Rate on Line Index (left) and the US High Yield BB Option-
Adjusted Spread (right) between January 1999 and March 2021.

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 present a range of descriptive statistics for our sample of 765 CAT bonds. Table 3.1

displays the mean, median, standard deviation, maximum, and minimum values for some key variables

in the sample. The mean spread across all bonds is 771.38 bps, and the mean expected loss is 244.01

bps. The average risk premium per bond is 527.36 bps, calculated as the difference between spread and

expected loss. The spread exhibits considerable variability with values ranging from 66 bps to 4,988 bps.

The highest spread is reported by Successor Hurricane Industry Ltd. (Series 3), which was identified as an

outlier in Braun (2016). However, since our analysis focuses on machine learning methods that are more

robust to outliers than linear regression models, we choose to retain this record in our sample. Similarly,

expected losses vary widely, spanning from 1 bps to 1,484 bps. The sample includes CAT bond tranches

with sizes ranging from USD $1.80 million to USD $1.5 billion, with a median size of USD $100 million.

The CAT bond tranche with an exceptionally large size of $1.5 billion is from Everglades Re 2014-1 A

which covers Florida hurricanes. Terms for CAT bonds in the sample vary from 5 months to 73 months,

with a median maturity period of 37 months.

Table 3.2 provides additional descriptive statistics for different categories of CAT bonds in the sample.

An analysis of geographic classifications reveals that the majority of the sample consists of US bonds,

making up 59.35% of the total. The second-largest category comprises bonds covering multi-territory,

accounting for 26.54% of the sample. The frequency of bonds referencing a single territory other than
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Figure 3.4: The Guy Carpenter Rate on Line Index for the Global, European, US, and Asia Pacific
markets, respectively, between January 1999 and March 2021.

the United States is relatively low, with Japan, Europe, and Other territories representing 6.41%, 6.67%,

and 1.05% of the sample, respectively. Japanese peril bonds exhibit the highest average spreads, expected

losses, and risk premiums, while bonds referencing Other territory generally offer the lowest, likely due to

their rarity and valuable diversification characteristics. The risk-return trade-off, measured by multiples

of spread to expected loss, varies significantly across different territories. Multiterritory bonds offer the

highest multiples at 7.21, while bonds categorized under Other territories present the lowest multiples, at

2.65. Furthermore, Japanese bonds and bonds referencing Other territory have the smallest and largest

average sizes, respectively.
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Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics for the 765 CAT bonds in the sample.

Mean S.D. Min Median Max

Spread (bps) 771.38 514.64 66.00 634.00 4988.00
Expected Loss (bps) 244.01 233.12 1.00 160.00 1484.00
Risk Premium (bps) 527.36 368.88 65.00 449.00 4363.00
Multiple 6.24 19.08 1.19 3.71 456.00
Size (USD mn) 134.48 114.42 1.80 100.00 1500.00
Term (months) 37.36 12.13 5.00 37.00 73.00

Table 3.2: Descriptive statistics for different categories of CAT bonds in the sample.

No. Percent SCAT

(bps)
EL
(bps)

RP
(bps)

Multi
(bps)

Size (USD
mn)

Term
(months)

Territory
Multiterritory 203 26.54 788.12 276.38 511.74 7.21 113.93 39.49
US 454 59.35 753.31 215.88 537.43 6.31 149.50 36.85
Europe 51 6.67 513.67 193.47 320.20 4.86 126.25 38.69
Japan 49 6.41 1199.55 427.61 771.94 3.58 77.90 32.57
Other 8 1.05 392.00 217.12 174.88 2.65 202.50 32.88

Total 765 100

Peril
Multiperil 464 60.65 834.12 276.05 558.07 6.82 118.09 39.22
Wind 165 21.57 806.00 220.58 585.42 4.97 143.21 32.65
Earthquake 121 15.82 447.97 139.76 308.21 5.78 181.72 35.89
Other 15 1.96 1058.40 351.67 706.73 6.18 164.31 43.33

Total 765 100

Trigger
Indemnity 327 42.75 677.62 219.06 458.55 7.63 158.55 38.94
Other 438 57.25 841.37 262.64 578.73 5.20 116.50 36.17

Total 765 100

Sponsor
Other 512 66.93 723.96 227.12 496.84 6.04 152.74 40.34
Swiss Re 253 33.07 867.34 278.21 589.13 6.65 97.52 31.32

Total 765 100
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Peril-specific figures show that wind, earthquake, and multiperil bonds account for 21.57%, 15.82%,

and 60.65% of the sample, respectively. Earthquake bonds demonstrate by far the lowest average spreads,

expected losses, and risk premiums among all categories while bonds covering Other peril have the highest.

Among all peril categories, earthquake bonds have the largest average issue and Other peril bonds exhibit

the longest average term. Regarding trigger types, bonds with an indemnity trigger account for about

42.75% of the sample. CAT bonds with indemnity triggers offer lower average spreads and risk premiums

than those with other triggers, despite compensating investors for the moral hazard associated with the

insured. This is due to indemnity-trigger bonds having on average lower expected losses. The risk-return

trade-off appears attractive for indemnity trigger transactions, as they offer higher average multiples of

spread to expected loss than transactions with other triggers by a significant margin. Finally, sponsors are

distinguished between Swiss Re and all other institutions. Swiss Re accounts for nearly a third (33.07%)

of the tranches in our sample. Swiss Re deals feature higher average spreads and expected losses than

other bonds, with their average multiples also being greater.

4 Empirical Analysis

In this section, we provide empirical analyses of CAT bond pricing. Sections 4.1 and 4.2 present

results obtained using the linear regression model and two ensemble learning methods, respectively.

4.1 Linear Regression Models

Our analysis begins with constructing an extensive linear regression model, incorporating a range of

predictors considered in existing studies (Beer and Braun, 2022; Braun, 2016; Gürtler et al., 2016). The

list of predictors and their descriptions are provided in Table B.1. The linear regression model takes the

following form:

SCAT
i =α+ βELELi + βPFLPFLi + βSIZESIZEi + βTERMTERMi + βINDEMINDEMi

+ βWINDWINDi + βEQEQi + βUSUSi + βEUEUi + βJPJPi + βSRSRi

+ βIGIGi + βROLXROLXi + βBBSPRBBSPRi + βGC.GLOBGC.GLOBi + βGC.USGC.USi

+ βGC.APGC.APi + βGC.EUGC.EUi + βGC.UKGC.UKi

+ βUUUSi ×GC.USi + βJAJPi ×GC.APi + βEEEUi ×GC.EUi + ϵi.

(4.1)
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Here, SCAT
i denotes the spread in basis points for the ith bond. The model includes an intercept term,

α, 19 predictors, and 3 interaction terms. ELi, PFLi, SIZEi, TERMi, and INDEMi represent expected

loss (in percentage points), probability of first loss (in percentage points), issue volume (in USD million),

term (in months), and trigger type (indemnity trigger or not) for CAT bond i, respectively.

Our model incorporates various dummy variables, each of which takes a value of 1 when a specific

condition is met, and 0 otherwise. The dummy variable INDEMi is set to 1 when CAT bond i uses an

indemnity trigger. Similarly, WINDi and EQi are assigned a value of 1 for bonds referencing windstorms

(e.g., hurricanes or tornadoes) and earthquakes, respectively. When both WINDi and EQi are assigned a

value of 0, it indicates that the bond covers either a different peril or multiple perils. Thus, we combine

multiperil and other perils into a single category, which we then use as the reference level. The dummy

variables for covered territories include USi, EUi, and JPi, where the value of 1 indicates the connection

of a bond to a specific territory (e.g., US or Japan). If none of these variables is set to 1, the bond is

tied to a different territory (e.g., Mexico) or multiple territories. Furthermore, SRi indicates whether

CAT bond i is sponsored by Swiss Re, the largest CAT bond sponsor so far, and IGi is set to one for

investment-grade bonds.

The model also includes seven variables to capture market-wide cyclical spread drivers. ROLXi rep-

resents the Lane Financial LLC Synthetic RoL Index, and BBSPRi denotes the yield spread of BB-rated

bonds. The five variables, GC.GLOBi, GC.USi, GC.APi, GC.EUi, and GC.UKi, correspond to the Guy

Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the global, US, Asia Pacific, Europe, and UK

regions, respectively. For the BB spread, the average value for the quarter before bond issuance is used,

while for the remaining indices, the value from the previous year (or quarter) of bond issuance is used.

Interaction terms are considered for the most common combinations of territory and Guy Carpenter RoL

indices, including US×GC.US, JP×GC.AP, and EU×GC.EU.

To address the potential overfitting problem, we employ variable selection techniques, including

LASSO and forward/backward stepwise selection. Table 4.1 presents the estimation results for the full

model (4.1), LASSO regression, and the optimal model (with the smallest AIC value) resulting from the

stepwise selection. All models are applied to the full sample of 765 bonds. In the full model, the p-value

of the coefficient for EL is close to zero, indicating its significance in predicting CAT bond spreads. The

coefficient of EL is 179, indicating that a 1% increase in EL would lead to a 1.79% increment of the

bond spread, all else equal. The identified strong correlation between EL and bond spread is consistent
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with findings in the literature. Nevertheless, approximately one-third of the parameters are statistically

insignificant, indicating the need for variable selection. We also find that the coefficient estimate for

PFL is negative and not statistically significant, which seems counter-intuitive. A positive correlation be-

tween PFL and CAT bond spreads is well-documented within the literature, as evidenced by Lane (2000),

Wills and Sherris (2010), and Beer and Braun (2022). Our finding can be attributed to a high degree of

collinearity between PFL and EL, as indicated by Figures 3.1a and 3.1b. Such collinearity can lead to

coefficient estimates that are unstable and also result in inflated standard errors. While collinearity may

not compromise the overall predictive capacity, it poses challenges to the interpretability of the regression

coefficients within the model. For the same reason, coefficients for the Guy Carpenter indices and their

p-values should be interpreted with caution due to the multi-collinearity among them.

The model derived from LASSO regression removes six variables, PFL, WIND, US, EU, GC.UK, and

JP×GC.AP, from the full model, resulting in slightly lower R2 and adjusted R2 compared to the full

model. The optimal model from step-wise variable selection excludes PFL, SIZE, INDEM, WIND, US,

EU, and JP, six of which were found to be insignificant in the full model. By excluding these non-significant

variables, the optimal step-wise model achieves the highest adjusted R2 among the three models assessed.

Moreover, all variables included in the optimal model are statistically significant.

The coefficients in the selected model exhibit the expected signs. For example, bonds covering earth-

quakes have on average lower spreads, as do bonds issued by Swiss Re or those with an investment-grade

rating. It is worth noting that the negative coefficient associated with SR does not contradict the descrip-

tive statistics in Table 3.2, where bonds issued by Swiss Re are shown to have higher spreads on average.

This discrepancy arises because bonds issued by Swiss Re typically have a higher average EL, leading to

higher spreads. However, when all else is equal, the linear regression model predicts that having Swiss

Re as the issuer tends to lower bond spreads.
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4.2 Machine Learning Methods

We now proceed to the application of Random Forest and XGBoost models to CAT bond pricing. In

these models, we incorporate all the variables in Equation (4.1), except interaction terms. The exclusion

of interaction terms is deliberate, as machine learning models inherently capture interactions between

variables. We keep both PFL and EL in the fitting of Random Forest and XGBoost models since tree-

based methods are less sensitive to collinearity. However, high collinearity can still affect the interpretation

of tree-based models, particularly when it comes to understanding the importance or impact of individual

predictor variables. We will discuss this further in Section 4.3.2. To avoid overfitting and improve

model performance, machine learning methods often require careful tuning of hyperparameters. This

tuning process employs an exhaustive grid search of a predefined set of hyper-parameters to identify the

combination that optimizes cross-validation prediction accuracy. Key hyperparameters for both models

and their optimal values obtained through grid search are presented in Table B.2.

To evaluate the predictive accuracy of the machining learning and linear regression models, we perform

a validation process involving 1,000 random data splits. For each split, 80% of the observations are

randomly selected as the training set for tuning and training the models, while the remaining 20% forms

the test set for assessing predictive performance. The out-of-sample mean squared errors (MSE) are

calculated for each model and split on the test set. The resulting average test MSEs across the 1,000

splits for the XGBoost, Random Forest, as well as the linear regression models selected by the step-

wise procedure and LASSO, are presented in Table 4.2. We can see that the two linear regression

models produce similar forecasting results, and the two machine learning models generate more accurate

forecasts than their linear counterparts. XGBoost produces the lowest average test MSE across all models.

Therefore, we select XGBoost as the preferred machine learning model for the subsequent analysis.

Table 4.2: Average test MSE using 1,000 random training/test splits.

Model Average test MSE

XGBoost 0.0004580
Random Forest 0.0005287
Linear regression (step-wise selection) 0.0006487
Linear regression with Lasso regularization 0.0006439
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4.3 Interpreting the Trained XGBoost Model

We now proceed to interpret the results of the XGBoost model fitted with the hyperparameter values

presented in Table B.2 to the full sample. To achieve this, we employ feature importance and accumulated

local effects (ALE) plots, both widely used tools for interpreting machine-learning-based models.

4.3.1 Feature Importance Plots

Figure 4.1 presents the relative importance of each feature in the trained XGBoost model, measured

by its contribution to improving the goodness of fit of the model. The plot shows that expected loss is

the most important variable for explaining CAT bond spreads, in line with the findings in existing studies

and the linear regression models. In contrast to the linear regression models, it is interesting to note that

PFL is also important in improving the predictive power of the XGBoost model even after including EL.

This suggests that despite the high correlation between EL and PFL, the latter still contributes additional

useful information in predicting CAT bond spreads. The linear regression model likely excludes PFL due

to its nonlinear contribution to the spreads, a characteristic that XGBoost can capture.

Besides EL and PFL, it is also worth considering the roles of other variables in the model. The

Lane Financial LLC Synthetic RoL Index, ROLX, ranks as the second most important variable in the

XGBoost model. Besides, the Guy Carpenter indices, GC.EU and GC.GLOB, designed to track the

changes in reinsurance pricing for property catastrophe coverage in the European and global markets

respectively, rank as the fifth and sixth most important. These observations are consistent with the fact

that CAT bond investors expect a return that is commensurate with the risk they are taking, and this

return is often benchmarked against the cost of traditional reinsurance. If reinsurance rates rise, investors

demand higher yields from CAT bonds too. The pricing of reinsurance also reflects the market perception

of risk, particularly for catastrophic events. Changes in reinsurance prices may signal a change in the

perceived risk of catastrophic events, which affects CAT bond pricing as investors and issuers reassess

the risk-return profile. The importance of the three indices—ROLX, GC.EU, and GC.GLOB—is also

observed in the linear regression model.

SIZE ranks as the fourth most important variable in the XGBoost model, while this variable was

excluded from the linear regression model selected with the step-wise procedure (c.f. Table 4.1). The

exclusion of SIZE from the linear regression model could arise from the nonlinear relationship between
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Figure 4.1: Feature importance plot for the XGBoost model.

SIZE and the bond spread and potential collinearity with other variables, which complicates the isolation

of its unique contribution in a linear framework. XGBoost model can capture nonlinear relationships

and interactions and is more robust to collinearity since it selects features based on their contribution

to improving predictions across multiple decision trees. As a result, the XGBoost model recognizes the

importance of SIZE even in the presence of correlated predictors. Finally, variables considered important

in the linear regression model, such as IG and GC.US, contribute minimally to the goodness of fit in the

XGBoost model.

4.3.2 Accumulated Local Effect Plots

The feature importance plot provides an initial overview of the relative contribution of each predictor

to the model. However, this plot alone does not reveal how each predictor affects the CAT bond spreads.

To address this, we further explore the impact of the six most important predictors on CAT bond spreads
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by examining their accumulated local effect (ALE) plots, as shown in Figure 4.2. All ALE plots are

centered to obtain an average of zero for enhanced interpretability. ALE plots are similar to the widely

used partial dependence plots (PDP) but address the bias that arises in PDP when predictors are highly

correlated (Apley and Zhu, 2020). For instance, as EL and PFL are highly correlated, it is unlikely that a

CAT bond would have a very high EL and very low PFL simultaneously, or vice versa. PDPs are not able

to cope with such situations as they rely on marginal distributions of the predictors. Consequently, when

evaluating the impact of EL on bond spreads, PDPs treat EL independently with all other predictors,

and would consider unrealistic cases, for example, in which EL is high and PFL is very low. ALE plots

rely on conditional distributions, and thus account for the correlation among predictors, leading to more

accurate interpretations of the estimated model. Hence, the ALE plot is a more appropriate choice for

our analysis considering the potential high correlations among predictors.

From Figure 4.2, nonlinearity is observed in the ALE plots. Expected loss shows the strongest impact

on bond spreads. When EL is close to zero, the bond spread is approximately 350 bps lower than

the average bond spread. As EL increases to 15%, the bond spread rises to approximately 1,250 bps

higher than the average bond spread. For EL values below 5%, there is an almost linear relationship,

where bond spreads increase with the expected loss. Beyond the 5% threshold, the relationship becomes

less straightforward. A sharp increase in bond spread is observed as EL increases from 5% to 6.25%.

Nevertheless, as EL progresses from 6.25% to 10%, the increase in bond spread is minimal. For EL

values beyond 10%, the bond spread experiences a modest increase with EL. Caution should be taken in

interpreting the section with large EL values exceeding 10%, due to the limited number of observations

in this range.

The ALE plot for PFL indicates that higher probabilities of first loss are associated with increased

bond spreads. This observation aligns with existing literature (Beer and Braun, 2022) that identifies a

positive correlation between PFL and bond spread. However, our interpretation differs significantly. In

Beer and Braun (2022), where only PFL is used as a predictor, the effect of EL is indirectly captured

by PFL due to their high correlation. Consequently, the impact attributed to PFL in their model is a

combined effect of both PFL and EL. In contrast, our XGBoost model incorporates both PFL and EL as

predictors, with EL being identified as the most significant factor. Given their strong correlation, much

of the information represented by PFL is also encompassed within EL. As a result, PFL contributes to

the XGBoost model with information that is not already accounted for by EL. Therefore, the XGBoost
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Figure 4.2: Accumulated local effects plots for the six most important predictors in the XGBoost model.

model effectively utilizes all the information contained in EL and PFL. The impact of this additional

information in PFL is captured in the ALE plot.

The impact of PFL on the bond spread is most significant at lower levels of PFL and diminishes to

almost zero as PFL exceeds 5%. This indicates that at lower PFL values, investors are sensitive to changes

in PFL and demand a higher spread for an increased PFL. However, as PFL reaches higher levels, further

increases in PFL appear to only have a moderate impact on bond spread. A likely explanation for this

observation is that when PFL is high, EL tends to be high as well due to their correlation. In such cases,

investors may become less sensitive to small increases in PFL, shifting their focus more towards EL as

the more influential factor in their decision-making process.

The impacts of ROLX and GC.EU on bond spreads also exhibit clear non-linear patterns. The impact
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of GC.GLOB on the bond spread is similar to but less significant than that of ROLX and GC.EU. Both

ROLX and GC.EU have a modest influence on bond spread when their values are below 120 which signifies

a relatively soft reinsurance market. In a soft market, there is generally an abundance of capital and a

competitive environment. Investors might also perceive lower risk in this environment, resulting in a lower

impact of changes in reinsurance market conditions on CAT bond spreads. In addition, CAT bonds can be

viewed as alternatives to traditional reinsurance products. Reinsurance is still the dominant risk transfer

mechanism for catastrophe risks and the risk transfer choice reflects the trade-off between the benefits and

costs of reinsurance relative to CAT bond (Subramanian and Wang, 2018). In a soft reinsurance market,

where reinsurance capacity is ample and premiums are low, entities with hedging needs are more inclined

to opt for reinsurance products rather than issuing CAT bonds. Small increases in reinsurance premiums

are unlikely to divert these entities towards the CAT bond market, as the increased premiums remain

affordable. Therefore, CAT bond spreads remain low and insensitive to reinsurance market conditions

when the market is soft.

As the reinsurance market hardens, reflected by increased ROLX and the GC indices, there is tighter

capital, higher demand for coverage, and increased perception of risk. Investors seek higher returns for

assuming the same risks. The impact of ROLX and GC.EU on bond spread becomes more pronounced

which is indicated by a steep increase in their corresponding ALE plots. Due to the limited capacity

and high premiums in the reinsurance market, more entities with hedging demands turn to CAT bonds

to transfer their risks. If reinsurance premiums continue to rise, more entities may shift towards the

CAT bond market and thus drive up CAT bond spreads. This explains why CAT bond spreads are more

sensitive to the reinsurance market conditions when the market is hard.

Our analysis also indicates that CAT bond spreads tend to increase with the issue size, particularly for

issues smaller than 500 million US dollars. This observation is in contrast to the findings of Braun (2016),

who reported a negative impact of issue size on spreads. This difference results from the incorporation

of GC indices in our model, which exhibit a moderate negative correlation (Pearson correlation of −0.27

for GC.EU and −0.21 for GC.GLOB) with the issue size. The negative correlation suggests that in a

hardening market, characterized by tighter capital and higher perceived risks, CAT bond issue sizes tend

to decrease. Therefore, issue size may serve as a weak indicator of market cycle conditions. In the absence

of Guy Carpenter indices as predictors, as in the analysis by Braun (2016), the observed negative impact

of issue size on spreads could primarily reflect the effect of a hardening market. By incorporating GC
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indices as predictors in our model, we can distinguish the specific impact of issue size on bond spreads

from the effects captured by the GC indices. The ALE plot suggests that in a hard market, where the

issue size is often small, an increase in issue size is associated with an increase in bond spread.

Overall, the ALE plots highlight the presence of significant nonlinear relationships between key risk

factors and CAT bond spreads. Failing to account for these nonlinear patterns could potentially lead to

inaccurate estimations of bond spreads.

4.3.3 Second-Order Accumulated Local Effects Plots

Machine learning models like Random Forest and XGBoost naturally account for interaction effects

between predictors, an advantage over linear regression where interactions must be explicitly defined.

To visualize these interactions within the estimated XGBoost model, we utilize second-order ALE plots.

While first-order ALE plots illustrate the “main” effect of individual predictors, second-order ALE plots

reveal the additional joint impact of predictor pairs on the response variable.

As an illustration, Figure 4.3 displays second-order ALE plots for four predictor pairs: EL & ROLX,

EL & SIZE, EL & GC.EU, and EL & GC.GLOB. The contour values on these plots indicate the strength

of the joint impact. All four plots demonstrate clear interaction effects between the respective predictor

pairs since the contour values vary significantly in each plot. The magnitude of these values is smaller

compared to the ALE values depicted in Figure 4.2, suggesting that while these second-order effects are

significant, they are generally smaller than the main effects of the individual predictors.

We first examine Figure 4.3a, which displays the interaction between EL and ROLX. At an EL value

of 2%, an increase in ROLX from 120 to 140 does not change the spread. In contrast, at an EL of 8%,

the same increase in ROLX results in an 80 bps decrease in the spread, thereby suggesting a negative

interaction between EL and ROLX. It is important to note that the second-order ALE effect is exclusive

of the main effect. To fully understand the impact of ROLX on the spread given the EL value, one must

also consider the main effect of an increase in ROLX which is positive for ROLX within the range of

120–140. Specifically, an increase in ROLX from 120 to 140 results in approximately a 140 bps increase in

the spread of a bond with a 2% EL, as illustrated in Figure 4.2. However, this increase translates to only

a 60 bps (140 bps − 80 bps) spread increase when EL is 8%. Therefore, for bonds with a higher EL, the

impact of ROLX on the spread is still positive but weakened after combining the main and second-order

effects.
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Figure 4.3: Second-order ALE plots of four selected predictor pairs.
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Analysis of Figure 4.3b indicates that at an EL value of 2%, the increase in SIZE from 150 to 250 has

a minimal effect on the spread. Nevertheless, the same increase in SIZE results in approximately 45 bps

decrease in the spread when EL is 10%, suggesting a negative interaction between EL and SIZE. We have

observed a positive main effect of SIZE on bond spread in Figure 4.2. The negative interaction between

EL and SIZE suggests that an increase in issue size leads to a less pronounced rise, or even decrease, in the

spread for bonds with a higher EL. Considering that the main effect of SIZE on the spread is relatively

modest, as depicted in Figure 4.2, it is conceivable that the combined main and interaction effects of

certain increases in SIZE could result in a negative impact on the spread for bonds with a high EL.

Figures 4.3c and 4.3d depict the interactions between EL and the Guy Carpenter indices, GC.EU and

GC.GLOB, respectively. These interactions exhibit a complex pattern, neither consistently positive nor

negative. For instance, at an EL value of 2%, increasing GC.EU from 140 to 160 does not affect the spread.

At an EL of 4%, this same increase in GC.EU is associated with an increase in the spread. Interestingly,

at an EL of 8%, an identical change in GC.EU results in a decrease in spread. The XGBoost model, with

its tree-based structure, can capture these complex interactions, and thus offer more flexibility and higher

prediction accuracy over models that assume linear relationships.

5 Probabilistic Analysis

In this section, we examine the probabilistic predictions produced by the linear regression model with

normally distributed error terms and XGBoost employing the Jackknife+ prediction intervals introduced

in Section 2.4.3. Section 5.1 presents the mean forecasts and prediction intervals generated by these two

approaches. Section 5.2 further studies the conditional impact of expected loss and its interacting effects

with a number of other factors.

5.1 Prediction Intervals

We first investigate the prediction intervals produced by the linear regression and the Jackknife+

Conformal Prediction with the XGBoost model. To this end, we randomly divide the full sample into a

training set consisting of 80% of the data, and a test set with the remaining 20%. Both models are trained

and tuned on the training set. Figure 5.1 presents the point forecasts (solid lines) and the corresponding

95% prediction intervals (shaded areas) produced by both models on the test data. The observed bond
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spreads (grey circles) are also depicted for reference and arranged in the order of their EL values. We

observe that both models produce prediction intervals with a coverage close to the 95% target, while

the coverage produced by XGBoost is slightly higher. Nevertheless, the average length of the prediction

interval produced by XGBoost is approximately 13% smaller than that generated by the linear regression

model. This suggests that the combination of Conformal Prediction with XGBoost yields more informative

and precise prediction intervals.
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Figure 5.1: Mean forecasts and the 95% prediction intervals for the test data generated by the linear
regression and XGBoost with Jackknife+.

The results in Figure 5.1 are based on one random split, and thus could be subject to randomness

in data splitting. To evaluate the robustness of this result, we calculate the average coverage and length

of the 95% prediction intervals generated by the linear regression and XGBoost with Jackknife+ based

on the 1,000 random splits of the full sample that are used in Table 4.2. The results are presented in

Table 5.1. We can see that, similar to the results in Figure 5.1, the XGBoost with Jackknife+ model

generates prediction intervals with average coverage closer to the desired 95% level and average length

8% smaller than the linear regression models.
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Table 5.1: Average coverage and length of the 95% prediction intervals generated by the linear regression
and XGBoost with Jackknife+ using 1,000 random training/test splits.

Model Average Coverage Average Length

Linear Regression 0.9568 958.85

XGBoost + Conformal Prediction 0.9499 886.43

5.2 Conditional Predictions

We further explore the conditional impact of several key risk factors using both linear regression and

XGBoost models. Conditional impact refers to the effect of a single predictor on the predicted outcome,

while keeping all other variables constant. To compute these conditional impacts, we initially calculate

conditional predictions by varying the value of the risk factor under examination while holding all other

factors at their median values for continuous variables or at the most common category for categorical

variables. This process enables us to isolate and assess the impact of the specific risk factor. Furthermore,

prediction intervals can be computed for these pseudo-observations, offering insights into the variation in

conditional predictions.

Figure 5.2 depicts the conditional predictions of bond spreads across various EL values generated

by both the linear regression model (red line) and XGBoost (blue line), and their corresponding 95%

prediction intervals (shaded areas). Firstly, while the linear regression model predicts a linear impact of

EL on CAT bond spreads, the XGBoost model exhibits nonlinear effects. Specifically, while increasing

EL will in general lead to larger spreads, this effect is more pronounced for smaller EL values, and

levels off when it exceeds 7%. Secondly, the linear regression model consistently yields higher spreads

compared to XGBoost for all EL values. This observation suggests that the linear regression model tends

to overestimate bond spreads, particularly for larger EL values. Importantly, the mean forecast produced

by the linear regression model lies outside the 95% prediction interval generated by Conformal Prediction

for the majority of EL values considered. This observation indicates that the overestimation by the linear

model could be substantial.

Figure 5.2 examines the conditional impact of EL on bond spread while all other risk factors are

set at the median value or the most common category. We now further investigate the impact of EL

under different reinsurance market conditions which are represented by ROLX values. Figure 5.3 displays

the conditional impact of EL in three reinsurance market conditions. The blue line represents a hard

reinsurance market, where the ROLX value is set as the average of the top 10% values, which is 144. The
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Figure 5.2: The conditional impact of expected loss on CAT bond spreads. All other risk factors are set
to their median values (for continuous variables) or the most common type (for categorical variables).

yellow line depicts a soft reinsurance market, where ROLX averages the bottom 10% value, 88. Finally,

the red line corresponds to a normal market, with ROLX set at the median value, 116. Figures 5.3a and

5.3b present the predictions generated by the XGBoost and linear regression models, respectively, along

with 95% prediction intervals for each conditional prediction.

Figure 5.3a demonstrates that using the XGBoost model, the shape of conditional prediction curves

remains largely consistent across varying market conditions for different EL values, indicating a persistent

nonlinear relationship between EL and spread. Nevertheless, the shifts of the conditional predictions across

market conditions are not parallel. First, shifts from soft to normal market conditions result in only modest

changes in conditional predictions for EL values below 7%, as evidenced by the close alignment of the

red and yellow lines over this interval. This observation suggests that transitions from soft to normal

market conditions have minor effects on the spreads of CAT bonds with lower EL values. However, a

transition from normal to hard market conditions leads to a significant increase in conditional predictions

for the same EL values. This indicates a lower investor sensitivity to the reinsurance market cycle in

softer conditions, whereas in hard markets, characterized by constrained capacity and rising premiums,

investors seek higher returns to offset the risks associated with CAT bonds, even those with lower EL

values. Second, the upward shifts of bond spreads have comparable sizes for higher EL values when the

reinsurance market transitions from soft to normal, and from normal to hard. This suggests that CAT
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bonds with higher EL values are sensitive to the tightening of reinsurance market conditions, even when

the market is soft. These non-parallel changes of conditional impact curves across market conditions

suggest an interaction between reinsurance market conditions and expected loss. In contrast, in Figure

5.3b where the linear regression model is applied, the conditional prediction curve shifts in parallel with

changes in market conditions. The equal magnitude of shift, when market condition changes, reflects that

the linear regression model only captures the linear effects of ROLX.
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Figure 5.3: Conditional impact of expected loss on CAT bond spreads under different reinsurance market
conditions implied by XGBoost (left) and the linear regression model (right).

Figure 5.4 illustrates the conditional impact of EL for bonds with different issue sizes. The blue line

represents a high issuance volume, where the SIZE value is set as the average of the top 10% values,

amounting to $374.5 million. The yellow line depicts a low issuance volume, averaging the bottom 10%

value, which is $14.96 million. The red line corresponds to a median SIZE value of $100 million. Two

observations consistent with Figures 4.2 and 4.3b can be drawn. First, for small EL values, bonds with low

issuance volumes generally have lower spreads compared to those with high or medium issuance volumes.

This indicates that SIZE has a positive impact on bond spreads. However, this impact appears to be

relatively minor. Second, when EL is large, SIZE exhibits a negative impact on spread. This is attributed

to the negative interaction between SIZE and EL, the impact of which is stronger for high EL values, as

discussed in Section 4.3.3.
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Figure 5.4: Conditional impact of expected loss on CAT bond spreads with different sizes.

6 Conclusion

In this study, we employ probabilistic machine learning techniques to analyze CAT bond pricing.

Specifically, we use the XGBoost ensemble learning method to generate point forecasts of bond spreads,

accompanied by Conformal Prediction to construct prediction intervals. This machine learning method

has demonstrated improved prediction accuracy and more reliable prediction intervals compared to widely

used linear regression models. It also provides insights into the complex relationships between various

risk factors and CAT bond spreads and interaction effects among risk factors.

Our analysis utilizes a comprehensive dataset of primary market CAT bond transactions from January

1999 to March 2021. We begin with extensive linear regression models, and then proceed to feature

selection through Lasso Regression and a stepwise approach. This process identifies expected loss (EL)

as a primary predictor of CAT bond spreads, while another important risk factor, the probability of

first loss (PFL), is excluded due to its strong correlation with EL. When employing the XGBoost model,

interestingly, PFL is identified as the third most important factor. This indicates that, even with its

correlation to EL, PFL offers valuable predictive information not captured by EL alone. Nonlinear impact

on bond spread has been observed from factors such as EL, PFL, issue size, and market-wide indices

representing reinsurance market conditions. Additionally, we uncover nontrivial interacting effects among

these factors. Furthermore, we find that the XGBoost model, combined with the Conformal Prediction
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method, consistently produces not only more accurate point forecasts but also prediction intervals that

are closer to the desired coverage level and exhibit smaller lengths.

This study advances our understanding of CAT bond pricing dynamics through machine learning tech-

niques. These advancements offer tangible benefits to stakeholders in the CAT bond market, including

investors, issuers, and policymakers. The improved understanding of risk factors and market sensitivities

we provide is crucial for effective risk management and strategic decision-making. Future research could

explore the nonlinear relationships revealed in this study, incorporate additional risk factors, and expand

our dataset to further improve prediction accuracy. In addition, experimenting with alternative machine

learning algorithms may offer new insights into the evolving landscape of CAT bond pricing. Finally,

investigating the pricing dynamics of CAT bonds in the secondary market presents an intriguing avenue

for future exploration.
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Appendix A GBM Algorithm

A detailed GBM algorithm is provided below.

1. Initialization: Set f̂(xi) = c for all i in the training set, where c is a constant, typically chosen as

the mean of the target variable in a regression setting.

2. Residual Calculation: Compute the residuals ri = yi − f̂(xi), which represent the differences

between the observed and predicted values of the target variable.

3. Fit Model to Residuals: Fit a new weak model f̂b to these residuals, indexed by the iteration

number b. This objective is to predict and correct the errors made by the existing ensemble of

models.

4. Update Predictions: Modify the prediction function f̂(xi) using the formula f̂(xi) ← f̂(xi) +

ηf̂b(xi). Here, the predictions from the new week model f̂b are scaled by a learning rate η to mitigate

overfitting, and then added to the previous predictions to form updated predictions.

5. Update Residuals: Adjust the residuals using ri ← ri−ηf̂b(xi). This update directs the algorithm

to focus on the areas where the model is performing poorly in the current iteration.

6. Iterate: Repeat steps 2 to 5 for a specified number of iterations B. Each iteration refines the

model by fitting a new weak learner to the updated residuals, progressively enhancing the prediction

accuracy.

7. Output Final Model: The ultimate model is formulated as f̂(X) =
∑B

b=1 ηf̂b(X), which repre-

sents an ensemble of scaled predictions from weak learners.

Appendix B Glossary of Predictors and Optimal Hyperparameters

Table B.1 reports the predictors used in the empirical analysis, and Table B.2 reports the hyperpa-

rameter values of the Random Forest and XGBoost models tuned from the full sample of 765 bonds.
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Table B.1: Glossary of predictors.

Variable Description Type

EL Annual expected loss (in percentage points) Continuous
PFL Probability of first loss (in percentage points) Continuous
SIZE Issue volume (in US million) Continuous
TERM CAT bond term (in months) Continuous
INDEM Dummy variable indicating whether the trigger type is indemnity

or not)
Binary

WIND Dummy variable indicating whether the CAT bond only covers
losses from windstorms (e.g., hurricanes or tornadoes)

Binary

EQ Dummy variable indicating whether the CAT bond only covers
losses from earthquakes

Binary

US Dummy variable indicating whether the covered territory is in US
only

Binary

EU Dummy variable indicating whether the covered territory is in
Europe only

Binary

JP Dummy variable indicating whether the covered territory is in
Japan only

Binary

SR Dummy variable indicating whether the CAT bond is sponsored
by Swiss Re

Binary

IG Dummy variable indicating whether the bond is rated investment
grade

Binary

ROLX Quarterly values of Lane Financial LLC Synthetic Rate on Line
Index

Continuous

BBSPR Yield spread of BB-rated bonds over risk-free securities such as
US treasuries bonds

Continuous

GC.GLOB Guy Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the
global property catastrophe insurance market

Continuous

GC.US Guy Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the
US property catastrophe insurance market

Continuous

GC.AP Guy Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the
Asia-Pacific property catastrophe insurance market

Continuous

GC.EU Guy Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the
European property catastrophe insurance market

Continuous

GC.UK Guy Carpenter Global Property Catastrophe RoL index for the
global property catastrophe insurance the UK property catastro-
phe insurance market

Continuous

41



Table B.2: Optimal hyperparameters of the Random Forest and XGBoost models.

Random Forest

Hyperparameter Description Optimal Value

ntree Number of trees to grow 2500

mtry
Number of variables randomly sam-
pled as candidates at each split

5

XGBoost

Hyperparameter Description Optimal Value

learning rate
Learning rate that shrinks the con-
tribution of each tree

0.01

max depth Maximum depth of each tree 4

min reduction
Minimum loss reduction required to
make a further partition on a leaf
node of the tree

0.00004

min child weight
Minimum sum of instance weight
needed in a leaf node

5

subsample
The ratio of subsample that XG-
Boost randomly collects to grow
trees

0.9

lambda L2 regularization term on weights 400
nrounds Number of decision trees 800
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