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Turbo warrants have experienced huge growth since

they first appeared 2005. In some European mar-

kets, buying and selling turbo warrants constitutes

50Vo of all derimtiue trading nowadays, hi Asia, the

Hong Kong Exchange and Clearing Limited (HKEx)

introduced the callable bull/bear contracts, which are

essentially turbo warrants, to the market in 2006.

Turbo warrants are special types oJ barrier options in

which the rebate is calculated as another exotic option.

Under the Black-Scholes dynamics. Eriksson J2005]

has derived the closedJorm solution for turbo war-

rants and shows that it is less sensitive to the change

in volatility when compared to uanilla options. Wong

and Chan [fortlicomingj study the pricing under sev-

eral stochastic volatility models and point out that

turbo warrants can be very sensitive to the change in

the shape of the volatility surface. As another possible

factor contributing to the volatility surface is the jump

in asset price, we obtain analytical solutions for turbo

warrants under the double exponential Jump diffu-

sion model in terms of Laplace transforms in this

article. Our simulation verifies that the analytical

solution is accurate and very efficient. Tlie computa-

tional time is less than one second. We then examine

the impact of Jumps on Turbo warrants.

A
turbo warrant is similar to a barrier
option, but the barrier is set to be
below the current stock price and
iibove the strike, so the option is in

the money and a rebate is paid if the asset price
passes the barrier. The rebate is usually calculated
according to an exotic option payoff. At the end

of February 2005, Societe Generale (SO) listed
the first 40 turbo warrants on the Nordic
Growth Market (NGM) and Nordic Deriva-
tives Exchange. During February 2005, the
turbo warrant trading revenue was 31 million
kronor, 50% (31/55) of total NGM trading
revenue of 55 million kronor. In June 2006,
the Hong Kong Exchange and Clearing Lim-
ited (HKEx) introduced callable bull/bear con-
tracts (CBBC), which are actually turbo
warrants. There are two types of CBBC: N
and R. The N-CBBC pays no rebate when
the barrier is crossed whereas the R-CBBC
pays an exotic rebate, see HKEx [2006].
Therefore, turbo warrants are no longer
regarded as exotic options, and there is a prac-
tical need to establish an efficient pricing
framework for this derivative security.

Eriksson [2005] derives explicit solutions
to turbo call and put warrants using the Black-
Scholes model. Wong and Lau [2008] derive
an analytical solution for turbo warrants with
mean reversion using Laplace transforms. The
challenge of pricing a turbo warrant is that the
option payoff involves two first passage times.
When the barrier is crossed, the rebate paid to
the turbo call (put) warrant holder is the differ-
ence between the lowest (highest) recorded stock
price during a pre-specified period after the bar-
rier is hit and the strike price. Therefore, the
rebate itself can be viewed as a non-standard
lookback option. Eriksson [2005] points out that
a turbo warrant is not insensitive to the change
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in volatility but the sensitivity is a lot less than that of its
vanilla counterpart.

When stochastic volatility is taken into account, Wong
and Chan [forthcoming] find that turbo warrants can be
very sensitive to the change in the shape of the volatility
sniile, in contrast to the result of Ericsson [2005] using the
Black-Scholes model. In fact. Wong and Chan [forth-
coniingj find that the sensitivity is model-dependent. Under
the CEV model, a turbo warrant is more sensitive to a par-
allel shift ofthe volatihty smile than its vanilla counterpart
but the sensitivity to a change in skewness is similar. For the
fast mean-reverting stochastic volatility model, a turbo war-
rant is less sensitive to the change in volatility smile than its
vanilla counterpart. For a two-scale volatility model, a turbo
warrant can be more sensitive to tbe change in the volatility
surface than a vanilla option.

Besides the stochastic volatility effect, it has been
well documented that jump risk in asset price is an impor-
tant factor for explaining the volatility smile, especially
for short-term contracts. As there are no results on pricing
turbo warrants under jump-diffusion, we investigate the
pricing under the double exponential jump diffusion of
Kou [2002, KJD model] in this article.

The KJD model is considered because of two rea-
sons. Firstly, this model allows analytical tractability for
path-dependent options. Kou and Wang |2004] and Kou
et al. [2005] have derived analytical solutions for barrier
and lookback options in terms of Laplace transform. We
will see shortly that turbo warrants can be decomposed
into a barrier option and a knock-in lookback option.
The barrier option part can be valued using their solu-
tions. Additional efforts should be paid to calculate the
knock-in lookback component as it involves two first pas-
sage times: the tirst time ot crossing the barrier and the
first time of reaching an extreme value after the barrier
is crossed. Secondly, the KJD model can produce a better
statistical fit to the data but retains an etBcient pricing for-
mula, see comments of Leib [2000]. The KJD model is a
popular alternative to the Biack-Scholes model in the
finance literature and in practice.

Despite deriving valuation formulas, we examine
the pricing cjuality and pricing behavior of turbo warrants
when jum.p appears in the asset price. As the solution
involves several Laplace inversions, we show numerically
that the accuracy and efficiency of our pricing formulas
are superior to the Monte Carlo simulation. The com-
putational speed is comparable to an explicit solution.
Using our solution, we further examine the sensitivity of

turbo warrants to the jump arrival rate and parameters of
the jump size.

The remainder ofthe article is organized as follows.
We next present some model-free characteristics of turbo
warrants, including the replication ot the rebate. The fol-
lowing section introduces the KJD model and derives the
solution for turbo warrants. Tben. we provide numerical
examples and discusses the sensitivity issue. And, fmally.
we conclude the article.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TURBO WARRANTS

Let 5, be tbe underlying asset price at time t. A turbo
call warrant pays the option holder (S^- — K)'^ at matu-
rity T if a specified barrier B > iC has not been passed
by SJ at any time prior to the maturity. Denote t,̂  as the
first time that the asset price crosses the barrier B, i.e..
r,̂  = 'mf{t\S^ <B = 5,,e''}. If r,, < T, then the contract is
void and a new contract starts. The new contract is a
call option on m'' = min^-^^ ^̂ Ŝ̂ , with the strike price
K, and the time to maturity h. More precisely, the turbo
call option can be expressed as

(1)

where ris the constant interest rate and Ê  represents the
risk-neutral expectation given information up to time t.

Wong and Chan [forthcoming] show in their Propo-
sition 2.1 that the turbo call warrant is less expensive than
the European call if the underlying asset pays no divi-
dend. As their proof is model-independent, this result is
also true for jump-diffusion models,

It can be seen from Equation (1) that a turbo call
warrant consists of two parts. The first part resembles a
down-and-out call (DOC) option, with a zero rebate,
and the second part is a down-and-in lookback (DIL)
option. We now define:

(2)

(3)

such that TC = DOC + DIL.
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As the DOC option pricing has been studied
thoroughly in the literature, we focus on the DIL option.
Using the tower property of conditional expectation, we
know that

The inner expectation represents a nonstandard
lookback option.

We now link this lookback option to the standard
floating strike lookback call option. It is useful to point
out that

follows a time-independent local volatility model, in which the

asset price dynamics is

dS

where O"(S) is a deterministic function of S. This model nests

the Biack-Scholes and CEV models as special cases.

Corol lary 2 .1 . {Wong and Chan [forthcoming]) If the

asset price follows the time-independetit local volatility model,

then, at t < T,̂ , the turbo call price reads

(6)

Specifically, the Black-Scholes (BS) price for turbo call

warrant reads:

By the no arbitrage pricing principle, we conclude
that (see Wong and Kwok [2003]),

^, K),

(4)

where LC.j(S, m., T) is the floating strike lookback call
on Swith realized minimum m, time to maturity T. The
payoff of a floating strike lookback call option is 5^.^,^-
ni'^ . In Equation (4), we have used m'̂  = S^.

When Equations (l)-(4) are put together, we have
the following proposition.

Propos i t ion 2 .1 . At t < T^, the model-free represen-

tation oJ the turbo call warrant is given by

(5)

, h) appears inwhere the model-free representation o

Equation (4).

R e m a r k : Eor jump-diffusion models, we have S^ ^

B in general because it is possible to have an overshoot at the

first passage time (see comments in Kou and Wang [2003.

2004}).

Wong and Chan [forthcoming] point out that turbo war-

rants can easily be valued in closed form when the asset price

(7)

where DOC^^^ is the BS price of the DOC option, LC"*^ is

the BS price of the floating strike lookback call option and

D R B ^ ( ' ) ' S ) = E (f ''I,r.s7-|) '^ the expected present value of a

unity rebate. Tlieir formulas are provided in Appendix A. Notice

that the payoff of LCf \^ S- m^. Tliis pricing formula for turbo

call warrant will be useful for comparison in a later section.

To examine the sensitivity to the volatility, we plot
the vanilla and turbo call prices against the volatility in
Exhibit 1. We have used .S,, = 10, B = 9,K=^, T= 1,
Tj, = 0.2, r = 0.05, and q = 0.03 in our computation. It
can be observed that the turbo call is much less sensitive
to the change in volatihty when compared to the Euro-
pean call option. When the volatility increases, the vanilla
call price rises whereas the turbo call price drops. Notice
that the change in volatility here can be interpreted as the
parallel movement of the implied volatility surface. In the
Black-Scholes model, the surface is actually a flat plane.

TURBO PRICING UNDER KJD

We now introduce the KJD model. Under the risk-
neutral probability measure, Q, the underlying asset price
process is postulated to be
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E X H I B I T 1
Turbo Warrant under Black-Scholes
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(8)

dX^={r-q--a' -Xk)dt + CT(/H/, + V,dN̂

where ris the constant interest rate, q is the constant div-
idend yield, O is the constant volatility for the diffusion
component, N^ is the Poisson process having intensity A,
k = E{f* - 1), W^ is the Wiener process, and Ŷ  is a series
of independent random variables representing the jump
size. The asset price dynamics in Equation (8) refer to the
jump-diffusion model. In the finance literature, we always
assume that W^, Y^, and N^ are independent when we talk
about jump-diffusion models. A more general approach
is called a Levy process.

Kou [2002] proposes a double exponential discrib-
urion to model the jump size Y. The probability density
function for V is then given by

/)6|0,ll,77, > 1,77, X I (9)

There are several advantages with the Kou jump-
diffusion (KJD) model. Firstly, it allows analytical
solutions for European options, American options, barrier
options, and iookback options to be derived. Secondly, it
captures the leptokurtic feature of market data and pro-
vides a psychological means for the empirical distribution.
It is common in psychology to use double exponential
distribution to describe underreactions and overreactions

6 4 ANALYTICAL VALUATION OF TURBO WARRANTS UNDER DOUBLE EXPONENTIAL JUMP DIFFUSION SUMMER 2(JUS



Ul human behavior, see Kou [2002], Finally, the volatility
sniile implied by European options can be captured.

As a turbo warrant cati be decotiiposed into a sum
of a DOC option and a DIL option, see Proposition 2.1,
we separately derive the solutions for each of them. It is
important to notice that Kou and Wang [2003, 2004] and
Kou et al. [20051 have developed a genera] pricing frame-
work for barrier options. The pricing of DOC options
can then be obtained through their approach but the
DOC option pricing formula is not explicitly giveii in
their papers. Deriving DOC options aims at producing a
self-contained paper. More importantly, the pricing of
the DIL option embedded in turbo warrants is completely
new in the literature and tbe derivation is not an obvious
extension of any other path-dependent options.

The DOC Component

Given the asset price process in Equations (8) and
(9), we consider the moment-generating function of X̂ :

(10)

where

(11)

This moment-generating function has been obtained
in Kou and Wang [2003]. They also show that for z > 0,
the equation G(.\) = z has exactly four roots, namely p^ ,,
l^-y ,, ^^ , and P^ ,, where

^« < ft , < -^. < ft, < 0 < p^, < 'I, < ft, < °° (12)

The following lemma will be useful for a later com-
putation. Let b = log(B/.S,,), which is negative as the bar-
rier level B is smaller than the current asset value S^^.

Lemma 3.1.

B{z;b):=E[e ' W .

, ^2+ft..

3 "*" " i . . - - f t p , .

where T}^ is a parameter of the jump distribution in (9) and p.

and jS.,, are the roots defined in Equation (12).

Proof: The proof is presented in Appendix B
By a no arbitrage argument, it is easy to show that

C - D O C + DIC (13)

where C and DIC are pricing formulas of the European call

option and down-and-in call option, respectively. Petrella and Kou

(2005 j has derived pricing formulas ofthe European call and

up-and-in call (UIC) option, in terms of Laplace transforms.

Thus, the European call price is readily availahle so that we only

need to present the pricing formula for the DIC option.

According to Kou et al. [2005], the Laplace trans-
form for a European call with respect to to k is given by

(14)

where ^ > 0, ^ = -ln K and G is defmed in Equation (11).
To derive an analytical solution ofthe DIC option,

we follow the calculation of UIC option in Kou et al.
[2005]. It is found tbat the double Laplace transform on
the Die option is given by

= r r
Jo J -

'1+EK

(15)

where y is an exponential random variable with rate }]^
and the functions A and B are obtained in Lemma 3.1.

Using the in-out parity for barrier call options,
Equation (13), we know that

SUMMED. 2008 TiiE JOURNAL OF DERIVATIVES 6 5



so that we are required to compute the double Laplace
transform for the standard call. In fact, Equation (14)
implies that

Combining Equations (15) and (16), it is clear that

r; b)]
(17)

The DIL Component

We recall that the present value ofthe DIL option
has the following representation:

DlL{T,S,K,h) =

Here, we assume that 5,, > B = S^. Otherwise, the
option has been knocked in and it becomes a linear com-
bination of two floating strike lookback options as shown
in Wong and Chan [forthcoming]. In the latter situation,
the floating strike lookback options can be valued by the
solutions in Kou and Wang [2005].

Theorem 3.i.

where the two expeaations can be computed by using another two

Liiplace transforms:

a
A{r-\-a;b)- + B{r + a; h)

Therefore, the triple Laplace transform for the DIL
option respect to fe, T, and /; is the product of above two
expressions and ff̂ +i). Specifically,

g?+i

X

X

1 -

Proof: By the Fubini theorem, we have the fol
lowing calculation:

e 'I.
m.

E K (18)

where T is the information accumulated up to time 1^. Sub-
stituting

m^ = S^ min e '*" '*

into Equation (18), we have
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»^».s,^/ '

we /i<iw used the locally independent property of the KJD

model in the second line and the stationary property in the last

Uiif.

Next, we consider the Laplace transform of the first
expectation.

Of

For the second expectation, we let
< 0 and do the following calculation.

E nuru-
L

= E .\- <y)

We then consider the Laplace transtorm:

= e'

(.ffC-*

)J

As E[e"''' ;6),we have

After recognizing -Ĉ ^̂ l 1} - j3, we obtain an expres-
sion for /^^^Ele'''̂ " '̂'] as shown in the the Lemma.

From Theorem 3.1, the DIL option can be valued
via a triple Laplace inversion. Appendix C presents a
numerical triple Laplace inversion using the Euler sum-
mation, where we have reduced the computational burden
using properties of the expectatn,ons in Theorem 3.1. More
specifically, the computation is reduced to an order sim-
ilar to that of the double Laplace inversion proposed by
Petrella (2004).

NUMERICAL EXAMPLES AND SENSITIVITY
ANALYSIS

Numerical examples are used to show that the ana-
lytical solution implemented with the triple Laplace inver-
sion is efficient and accurate. We compare our numerical
results with the Monte Carlo (MC) simulation. The sim-
ulation tor jump ditTusion models is classic, see Chapter
10.4 of Chan and Wong [2006]. It is found from the MC
simulation that the approximated turbo price converges
slowly with the time step, AL For instance, when we run
the simulation with r - 5%, q = 0%, a= 0.3, X = 2.0,
/;, = 25, ?/, - 20, ;; = 0.6, T= LO, S,, - 100, B = 95,
and /( = 1/24, the numerical result is converging to a
stable value when the Af is approaching to zero. However,
the approximated value is not close enough to the true
value with At = MT^ and 40,000 sample paths. Exhibit 2
plots the turbo warrant price against the time step. The
points marked '+', at At = 0, are produced by the
Richardson extrapolation using the four data points
marked 'o\ When the extrapolated value is compared to
the simulated price with At — U)'^, the difference is around

SUMMER 2(K)8 THtJoukNAL (.IF DERIVATIVES 6 7



0.03 for all strike prices. Thus, we will use the warrant
price produced from the Richardson extrapolation as the
benchmark to verify our analytical solution.

We check the performance of the analytical solu-
tion implemented with the triple Laplace inversion in
Exhibit 3. The MC option price is obtained from the
Richardson extrapolation based on the MC simulations
with At = 10--\ 5 X 10-^ 25 X 10-^ 0.001, and 0.005. It
can be seen that using inverse Laplace transform (ILT)
produces results consistent with the MC simulation. The
difference between two approaches increases when the
value of h increases. This is because the discretization
error of the realized minimum asset price, after the bar-
rier is crossed, accumulates with the value of/K The MC

simulation is then biased upward once the h is getting
large. We would like to stress that computing one option
price only takes about 0.6 seconds using the triple Laplace
transform. This computational time is remarkably efficient
and useful for calibration.

As volatility smile can be partly explained by a jump
diffusion model, we examine the sensitivity of turbo war-
rants to the volatility smile through examining the sensi-
tivity to the jump parameters. Specifically in the KJD
model, we are interested in the change in turbo price with
respect to the marginal change in X, 7]^, r\^. and ;;. If
implied volatility is insignificant to turbo pricing, then it
should be the case that a turbo warrant is much less sen-
sitive to the jump parameters than its vanilla counterpart.

E X H I B I T 2

MC Estimates and Extrapolation
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E X H I B I T 3

Simulation vs. Analytical Solution

Strike (K)
Time {h)

1 week
2 weeks
1 month

2 months
3 months

81
ILT

17.179
16.073
14.685
13.209
12.399

MC
17.202
16.100
14.714
13.242
12.439

84
ILT

14.235
13.199
12.041
10.952
10.397

MC
14.260
13.227
12.070
10.983
10.432

87
ILT

11.347
10.508
9.713
9.050
8.733

MC
11.371
10.535
9.739
9.076
8.761

90
ILT

8.708
8.241
7.865
7.580
7.450

MC
8.731
8.265
7.887
7.603
7.474

Exhibit 4 plots the turbo and vaiiilla call prices against
jump parameters. In all cases, we fix the strike price at 90
and vary the barrier level for the turbo warrant. It can be
seen that the turbo warrant is much less sensitive to the
jump arrival rate /I when compared with the vanilla call
option. However, the sensitivities to the mean parame-
ters /7| and 77, are similar to those of the vanilla option.
The turbo warrant is more sensitive to the skewness para-

meter p. It is reasonable as the skewness of the asset dis-
tribution greatly affects the hkelihood of falling into the
knock-in region. In general, the vanilla call option is more
sensitive to the jump parameters but is not very signifi-
cant. Hence, the jump risk cannot be ignored in the val-
uation of turbo warrants.

Finally, we discuss the difference between the dif-
fusion model and the jump diffusion mode! in pricing

E X H I B I T 4
Sensitivity Analysis
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E X H I B I T 5
Comparing BS and KJD Turbo Prices

pnce difference = S0.6(i

94 95 96
Barrier level

airbo warrants. Exhibit 5 plots the BS turbo price and KJD
turbo price against the barrier level using the parameters:
r - 5%. q = 6%, a= 0.3, X = 5.0, //, = 10, 7/, = 10, p -
0.5, T= \.O, S(j = 100, K = 90, and /; = 1/24. Since a
turbo call warrant requires the barrier level to be larger
than the strike price, we plot the graph for the barrier
level being larger than 90. It can be seen that the price
difference can be quite large. For instance, when the bar-
rier is set to 95, the price difference is 0.66 while the
turbo price is in between 8 and 9. Thus, the pricing error
is larger than 7.3%. When the barrier level gets closer to
the strike price, the difference is even larger. Given that
the turbo price can be computed within a second, it is
worthwhile to include the KJD turbo price in practice.

CONCLUSION

In this article, we set up a framew^ork to price turbo
warrants under a jump diffusion model and, more pre-
cisely, derive the first analytical solution under the double
exponential jump diffusion model of Kou [2002J. The
pricing formula should be implemented with a triple
Laplace inversion. To facilitate computation, we propose
a triple Laplace transform that is specifically designed for
turbo warrant in Appendix B. Our simulation verifies
that the analytical solution implemented with the Laplace
inversion is efficient and accurate. We then examine the
sensitivity of the turbo warrant to jump parameters. It is
found that the turbo warrant is less sensitive to the jump
parameters than that of the vanilla option, but the sensi-
tivity cannot be ignored. When we compare the BS and

KJD turbo prices, it is found that the price difference can
be significant. It implies that the jump risk in asset price
materially affects the value of a turbo warrant.

A P P E N D I X A

Required BS Formulas

Si' '" " — I N

Ar-q) \ in
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(7"

2{r-q)

H

H

and N|-] is the c.d.f. of a standard normal random variable.

A P P E N D I X B

Proof of Lemma 3.1

The proof is similar to the one in Kou and Wang [2003],
but we consider h < 0 in the present case.

Define

1,

, x>b

with both ^, and ^^ being negative, and constants y, and y^ to
be determined later. Denote infinitesimal generator of a jump-
difTusion process X^ as

where / (y) is the pdf of the jump size for a general jump dis-
tribution. Specifically, we substitute the double exponential
distribution fixim Equation (9) in the expression. Simple algebra
shows that

Applying the Ito lemma to the process {e ''u{X^], we
find that the process

Mil) = f^"'"'''H(X,̂ ^^)

is a local martingale with Af(O) - M(0). UAU{X) - zu{X) = 0,
then we have

H(0) = EM(O = E[e-'"^'M^,^.^)] -> E[f""''''/u,<^ U u ^ oo

The hmit is closely related to the function A{z;h). Thus,
it is oLir goal to determine the solution of the equation:

Solving the equation gives

obtain

y, + / , — 1, by continuity of N(.V).

This allows us to solve for the values of y^ and }̂  and to

(Bl)

Using a similar idea, we defnie

P{x) = 0,

'•^', x>a

a-y<X<

X < it— y

where y > 0. The infmitesimal generator applying to i'(.v) gives

We construct a local martingale through the process

' e-"{Av{X )-zv{X ))ds

w h e r e it c a n b e easi ly s h o w n t h a t ^ t ' ' ' i ^ -v , > i i ) = iJii^j-t^-^

EM(f) = Af(()) = v{0) ifAv{X) - zi'iX) = 0. The limit here is
exactly the function A{z:, h) if we set a = b. Solving the equa-
tion, we arrive at

<0

yĵ  + / ' — 0, by continuity of i> (.v) at -v = /).

Thus, the values of 7, and 7i are then obtained from
the above equations.

SUMMliH. 2(Wb THE JOURNAL OF UERIVATIVES 7 1



By taking limit y —>()"̂  and setting fl - I), we have

The expression of ^(;r; /)) is given in the Lemma 3.1. For
the function B{z; b), it is clear that

Q— 3 ^^ £^ ^^

for a large M f̂ĵ  ^"'^ "3- where t,. = r, +y' ' , ' , OC- = ĉ  +./7J^( and
p. - ("3 +7/131. By denoting /j, = Jt/>:, ft^ - ^t/y. /I3 — TC/̂ , the
expression beconies an alternating series.

Ji~ "1 h~ "2 h~ "i

Using the expression of ^ ( ^ ; b) and Equation (Dl). we
obtain the solution of B(2; b) as in Lemma 3.1.

A P P E N D I X C

Numerical Triple Laplace Inversion for
Turbos

The price formula of down-and-out call option can be
solved by using a double Laplace inversion proposed by Petrella
[2004]. As we have a triple Laplace transform for the DIL
option, the approach of Petrella [2004] should be modified.

First, we write the triple Laplace transform for DIL
option as

,S, K. h) = F.

where

H-

The analytical solution of expression of DIL is given by

J|,-m> Jl.^fr, J(,-io.

where c,, <:,, r̂  are arbitrary positive real numbers, such that there is
no singularity 011 the domain {Re(Q > c^, Re(a) >C2, Re(P) > c^}.

By discretization, the numerical inverse transform is

where A = ' ĝ' ' .

The order of computation is O{n^n-,n^. which is less effi-
cient than the case of double Laplace inversion of O(».n2). To
reduce the computational burden, we consider some factor-
ization methods. Using the property that p(^z) = F{z) - we sim-
plify the expression as follows.

^ ^ ^r^ ^ ^ : u.; +; ^ b. r* i^

2 - "3 J]—'"3

t IH
] - "1 ^ - " " 2 iy- "3

'1=1 . ' ;=": !}.=•'}.

KA)\

W
- ' ;= - " ;
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Notice that FJ^a., C ) and FJa , C) are no longer con-
jugate flinctions of OC and p, respectively, once t,. is not a real
number. As the outer-most summation in the first line of
Equation (Cl) requires C to be a complex number, we cannot
simplify the two inner summations in the first line of Equa-
tion (Cl) using the conjugate property. For the last term, we
can fortunately simplify it as follows.

/,=!

To implement the Euler summation, we consider par-
tial sums of the series, and aggregate the partial sums by bino-
mial coefficient weights, see Petrella [2004]. The fmal result is

X W.W.W.FAC.

where

(-1)'.

0,

0 < _/• < n.

/;_ 4-1 < / < n^ + m_

/ > n^ + in.

1 < 0

After incorporating the binomial weights, we have the
following formula.

WF(a.,C

Yet, it is easy to count that the order of computation becomes
O(»I(H; +Mi)), where H, = «^+m,. for^ = 1, 2, 3. We find that
the setting «, = 500, wj, = 250, n^ = m^ = 25, and Ĥ  = m^ -
25 produces an accurate estimate for the DIL option. In our
numerical examples, we use this setting, and it takes less than
one second to compute a turbo price.
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