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Abstract. We propose a unifying framework for the pricing of debt securities under gen-
eral time-inhomogeneous short-rate diffusion processes. The pricing of bonds, bond options,
callable/putable bonds, and convertible bonds (CBs) are covered. Using continuous-time Markov
chain (CTMC) approximation, we obtain closed-form matrix expressions to approximate the
price of bonds and bond options under general one-dimensional short-rate processes. A sim-
ple and efficient algorithm is also developed to price callable/putable debts. The availability
of a closed-form expression for the price of zero-coupon bonds allows for the perfect fit of the
approximated model to the current market term structure of interest rates, regardless of the
complexity of the underlying diffusion process selected. We further consider the pricing of CBs
under general bi-dimensional time-inhomogeneous diffusion processes to model equity and short-
rate dynamics. Credit risk is also incorporated into the model using the approach of Tsiveriotis
and Fernandes (1998). Based on a two-layer CTMC method, an efficient algorithm is developed
to approximate the price of convertible bonds. When conversion is only allowed at maturity,
a closed-form matrix expression is obtained. Numerical experiments show the accuracy and
efficiency of the method across a wide range of model parameters and short-rate models.
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1. Introduction

This paper proposes a unifying framework based on continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC) ap-
proximations to price debt securities under general time-inhomogenous short-rate models. Over
the last few years, CTMC methods have garnered attention in option pricing literature, see for
instance Cui et al. (2018), Ding and Ning (2021), and Kirkby (2023), among others. In particular,
Cui et al. (2018) developed a two-layer CTMC technique to price European, barrier, Bermudian,
Asian, and occupation time derivatives under general stochastic volatility models, while Ding and
Ning (2021) discussed the extension of the method to time-inhomogeneous processes for the pric-
ing of European and barrier options. Recently, Kirkby (2023) approximated time-homogeneous
bi-dimensional diffusion processes to model short-rates and equity for the pricing of hybrid se-
curities such as equity swap and cap via CTMC approximation. The framework outlined below
is an extension to the work of Cui et al. (2018) to time-inhomogeneous processes for the pric-
ing of debt securities such as bonds, bond options (loan commitments and deposit instruments),
callable/putable bonds, and convertible bonds (CBs).
The advantage of CTMC approximations over other numerical techniques resides in their ability
to easily adapt to various diffusion processes (homogeneous as well as inhomogeneous processes),
and their extension to higher dimension models is also relatively straightforward Cui et al. (2018)
(for two-dimension), Kirkby et al. (2020) (for higher dimension). More importantly, they generally
allow for an explicit formulation of expectations (resp. conditional expectations), see, for instance,
Cui et al. (2019), which facilitate the pricing of European (resp. American)-type derivatives. In
particular, the method allows for a closed-form matrix expression for the price of zero-coupon bonds
regardless of the complexity of the short-rate dynamics selected, simplifying the calibration of the
approximated model to the current market-term structure for a wide range of short-rate models.
Calibration to the current market term structure is essential for practitioners since small deviations
in the current short rates can result in significant differences in the value of the derivatives, see
Brigo and Mercurio (2006). In this paper, we develop an easy and efficient algorithm to calibrate
the approximated model to the current market term structure of interest rates under general one-
dimensional time-inhomogeneous short-rate processes. A closed-form matrix expression is also
obtained for the price of bond options (with coupons).
Debt securities often include embedded options such as call and put options, also known as re-
deemable and retractable bonds, respectively. A callable bond grants the issuer the right to pay
back the bond at a predetermined price in the future (the call or the strike price). This type of
provision protects the issuer and reduces the value of the bond. Another type of common em-
bedded option in a bond is a put option. A putable bond grants the bondholder the right to sell
back the bond to the issuer at a predetermined price (the put or the strike price). These types
of options can usually be exercised at any time during a given exercise period (exercise window),
which makes them similar to American options with time-dependent strikes. A bond can have
both a call and put options embedded simultaneously. Because of the American style of the em-
bedded options, the valuation of callable/putable debt does not admit a closed-form expression;
thus, numerical procedures are necessary to price them.
Classical numerical techniques1 for pricing interest rate derivatives include tree methods, numerical
solutions to partial differential equations (PDEs), and Monte Carlo simulation, see for instance
Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.11. Trees are particularly interesting for valuing American-
type derivatives because the continuation value can be calculated explicitly at each node of the tree.
However, building trees for time-inhomogeneous mean reverting diffusion processes, such as those
used for short-rate dynamics, is not always straightforward, and extension to higher dimensions
may be difficult. The construction of the tree depends on the diffusion model selected (see among
others, Ho and Lee (1986), Black et al. (1990), Black and Karasinski (1991), Hull and White (1994),
Hull and White (1996), Mercurio and Moraleda (2001) and Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Appendix
F, for a general formulation), and extra care is required for the transition probabilities to stay

1In this paper, we do not consider advance notices, that is, exercise decisions prior to exercise benefits, which
complexify the problem significantly, see for instance Büttler and Waldvogel (1996), D’Halluin et al. (2001), Ben-
Ameur et al. (2007) and Ding et al. (2012) for numerical techniques in that particular context.
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positive. Fitting the approximated model to the current market term structure can also be tricky
Hull and White (1994), Hull and White (1996). Trees can also make options with path-dependent
payoffs, such as Asian options, difficult to value. PDE approaches encounter similar challenges
to trees in terms of flexibility in the modelization of the underlying diffusion process. They also
make path-dependent payoff valuation challenging, and techniques are generally less intuitive than
trees; see, for instance, Duffy (2006) for a general review of the approach for derivatives pricing.
In contrast, simulation methods can be implemented for various diffusion models and adapt easily
to higher dimensions; however, this type of procedure is usually less efficient computationally than
those based on trees or PDEs because the continuation value cannot be calculated explicitly and
needs to be approximated. Different techniques are proposed in the literature to price American-
type derivatives using simulation methods; see, for instance, Fu et al. (2001) for a comparison of
these approaches, and Glasserman (2003), Chapter 8, for a review.
In this paper, a simple and efficient algorithm for pricing callable/putable debt under general one-
dimensional time-inhomogeneous short-rate processes is developed. Our methodology overcomes
several of the drawbacks of other classical methods. In particular, it is intuitive (similar to tree
methods) and adapts to a wide range of diffusion processes (homogeneous as well as inhomogeneous
processes). Moreover, because conditional expectations have closed-form matrix expressions, the
continuation value can be calculated explicitly, making the approximation extremely efficient and
accurate for the pricing of American-type derivatives. Using the methodology of Cui et al. (2018),
described in Section 3.2 of this paper, the extension of these procedures to two-factor short rate
models, see for instance Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Chapter 4, is also straightforward.
Next, the pricing of CBs is considered. CBs are hybrid securities that possess features of both
debt and equity. They are similar to bonds except that the investor has the right to convert the
bond for a predetermined number of shares, known as the conversion ratio, of the issuing company
during a certain exercise window prior to maturity. At maturity, if conversion is allowed and the
bond has not been converted to shares, the holder has the right to convert the bond or receive
its face value. In practice, additional features such as call and put options are also generally
embedded in CBs, so numerical procedures are required to value these securities.
Over the last 40 years, CB pricing has been studied extensively in the literature. Under the
standard Black–Scholes setting, Ingersoll Jr. (1977) proposes a structural approach under which
the firm value is the underlying state variable. Then follows the work of Brennan and Schwartz
(1977), in which finite difference methods are used to solve a PDE. The structural approach has
multiple drawbacks, Batten et al. (2014). In particular, since the firm value is not a tradable
asset, the calibration of the model may be challenging. Thus, McConnell and Schwartz (1986)
propose a reduced-form approach under which the issuing company stock price is the underlying
state variable. Working in the Black–Scholes setting with a constant risk-free rate and volatility,
McConnell and Schwartz (1986) compensate for the credit risk by adding a constant (the credit
spread) over the risk-free rate to discount the cash flows. Since then, multiple researches have
been conducted to incorporate credit risk into the valuation framework adequately. Tsiveriotis and
Fernandes (1998) split the debt into two components: equity and debt. The equity part (when the
debt is converted to stock) is discounted at a risk-free rate, whereas the debt part is discounted at
a risky rate, where the risky rate can be deduced from the market-observed credit spreads. This
approach to model credit risk is still widely used among practitioners for its simplicity and ability
to incorporate the main feature of CBs with limited market information, Gushchin and Curien
(2008). Following the approach of Jarrow and Turnbull (1995) to model the credit risk, Hung and
Wang (2002) and Chambers and Lu (2007) use a binomial tree method and incorporate stochastic
risk-free rates in the valuation model, whereas Ayache et al. (2003) and Milanov et al. (2013)
incorporate default risk by modeling the stock price by a jump-diffusion process in a constant
risk-free rate environment.
Diverse numerical methods have been proposed to value convertible debt, ranging from the classical
tree methods (Hung and Wang (2002),Chambers and Lu (2007), Milanov et al. (2013), among
others), to finite-difference and finite element approaches (Tsiveriotis and Fernandes (1998), Ayache
et al. (2003), Barone-Adesi et al. (2003), among others) and simulation (Ammann et al. (2008),
Batten et al. (2018)). Recently, Lu and Xu (2017) and Ma et al. (2020) developed a two-factor



4 A UNIFYING APPROACH FOR THE PRICING OF DEBT SECURITIES

willow-tree approach to price CBs under stochastic interest rates and used the approach of Jarrow
and Turnbull (1995) as in Hung and Wang (2002) and Chambers and Lu (2007) to include credit
risk. On the other hand, Lin and Zhu (2020) propose a predictor-corrector scheme to solve a PDE
under stochastic volatility or interest rate models, whereas Lin and Zhu (2022) use an integral
approach under the Black–Scholes setting. Both Lin and Zhu (2020) and Lin and Zhu (2022)
ignored credit risk in their valuation framework. This paper considers the CB pricing problem
under general bi-dimensional time-inhomogeneous diffusion processes, where equity and risk-free
rates are the two risk factors. Default/credit risk is also included in the valuation model using
the approach of Tsiveriotis and Fernandes (1998). An efficient algorithm to approximate the
value of CBs using a two-layer continuous-time Markov chain approximation is developed. When
conversion is only permitted at maturity (European-style or European CBs), a closed-form matrix
expression is obtained. Numerical experiments reveal that the method is highly efficient and
accurate. The advantage of the CTMC approximation over other classical methods resides in its
ability to adapt to a wide range of time-inhomogeneous bi-dimensional models while preserving
the simplicity of one-dimensional valuation models. The method is intuitive (similar to trees), and
it is worth reiterating that it allows for the perfect fit of the current market term structure in a
straightforward manner, regardless of the short-rate diffusion process selected.
The CB pricing problem is also studied from a theoretical perspective. In particular, when there
is no credit risk and other features such as call and put options are ignored, we show that early
conversion is sub-optimal such that the problem is reduced to the pricing of a European-style CB.
This result also holds for coupon-bearing convertible debt. On the other hand, when credit risk is
considered, we show that the value of American-style CBs2 is bounded from below and above by
those of European–style CBs with and without credit risk, respectively. In that particular context,
numerical experiments also reveal that the value of early conversion is negligible across a large
range of model parameters. To the author’s knowledge, this is the first time such results have
been observed in the CB pricing literature.
Finally, numerical experiments demonstrate the high level of accuracy of CTMC methods across a
large range of model parameters and short-rate models. The efficiency and numerical convergence
of the CTMC methodology in pricing debt securities are also studied empirically, and theoretical
convergence is discussed.
The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

(1) This paper extends the results of Cui et al. (2018) to a time-inhomogeneous framework
for the pricing of debt securities, such as callable, putable, and convertible bonds.

(2) A closed-form matrix expression is obtained to approximate the price of bonds under gen-
eral time-inhomogeneous short-rate processes. The availability of a closed-form expression
to approximate the price of zero-coupon bonds, regardless of the complexity of the short-
rate dynamics selected, makes the method attractive for practitioners since it allows to
perfectly calibrate the approximated model to the current market term structure.

(3) A closed-form matrix expression is also obtained for the price of bond (with or without
coupons) options under general time-inhomogeneous short-rate processes, providing an
alternative approximation formula to Kirkby (2023), Proposition 12, which involved an
integral to be solved numerically.

(4) Efficient procedures are developed to approximate the price of convertible debts under
general bi-dimensional time-inhomogeneous diffusion processes, and a closed-form matrix
expression is obtained for the price of European-style CBs.

(5) The pricing of convertible bonds is also considered from a theoretical perspective. When
there is no credit risk, we show that early conversion is sub-optimal. When credit risk is
considered, lower and upper bounds are obtained. In that particular case, we also observe
numerically that the value of early conversion is negligible. To the author’s knowledge, it
is the first time such an observation has been raised in the CB pricing literature.

2The term American-style CB (or just CB) is used to refer to a bond under which the conversion option can
be exercised at any time prior to maturity.
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The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the market model.
A brief introduction to CTMC approximation method for two-dimensional time-inhomogeneous
diffusion processes is provided in Section 3. In Section 4, CTMC methods are used to approximate
the price of bonds, bond options, and debt securities such as callable and putable bonds under gen-
eral one-dimensional time-inhomogeneous short-rate processes. Section 5 discusses the application
of CTMC approximation to convertible debt valuation under bi-dimensional time-inhomogeneous
diffusion processes. Section 6 provides numerical results and shows the high efficiency of CTMC
methods over other common numerical techniques. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. Financial Setting

2.1. Market Model. We consider a filtered probability space (Ω, F , F,Q), where F denotes a
complete and right-continuous filtration and where Q denotes the pricing measure for our market.
We consider a stochastic short-rate process R correlated with the price of a risky asset (or stock)
S, which can be described by a two-dimensional process (S,R) = {(St, Rt)}t≥0 satisfying

(1)
dSt = RtSt dt+ σS(Rt)St dW

(1)
t ,

dRt = µR(t, Rt) dt+ σR(Rt) dW
(2)
t ,

with S0 > 0 and R0 ∈ SR, where SR denotes the state-space of R (generally R or R+
3 depending

on the model, see Tables 1 and 2 for details) and W = {(W (1)
t ,W

(2)
t )}t≥0 is a two-dimensional

correlated Brownian motion with cross-variation [W (1),W (2)]t = ρt, with ρ ∈ [−1, 1]. We assume
that µR : R+ × SR → R is continuous and that σR, σS : SR → R+ are continuously differentiable
with σR(·), σS(·) > 0 on SR. Further, we suppose that µR, σR and σS are defined such that (1)
has a unique-in-law weak solution.
The function σS is often set to a constant σS(·) = σ > 0 ( Lu and Xu (2017), Ma et al. (2020),
Kirkby (2023)), such that the stock price follows a geometric Brownian motion with stochastic
interest rate. A list of common short-rate models is provided in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Time-Homogeneous Models
Model Dynamics Parameters

Vasicek, Vasicek (1977) dRt = κ(θ −Rt) dt+ σ dWt κ, θ, σ > 0, R0 ∈ R

Cox–Ingersoll–Ross (CIR),
dRt = κ(θ −Rt) dt+ σ

√
Rt dWt

κ, θ, σ,R0 > 0,
Cox et al. (1985) with 2κθ > σ2

Dothan, Dothan (1978) dRt = κRt dt+ σRt dWt σ, κ ∈ R, R0 > 0

Exponential Vasicek (EV)
dRt = Rt(η − α lnRt) dt+ σRt dWt η, α, σ,R0 > 0Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.2.5

Table 1. Example of time-homogeneous short-rate models

The time-homogeneous models listed in Table 1 are popular because of their analytical tractability.
However, they are less used by practitioners because they cannot adequately replicate the term
structure of interest rates. Indeed, to be able to capture the discount curve appropriately, models
need to have at least one time-dependent parameter. This important feature of interest rate
dynamics gives rise to the time-inhomogeneous models; see Table 2 for examples. In these models,
the yield curve is provided exogenously (as an input to the model). The extended models of Brigo
and Mercurio (2006), listed in Table 3, allow fitting of the initial term structure and reproduce
important stylized facts while preserving the analytical tractability of the model through the
auxiliary homogeneous process Y .

3Throughout this paper, R⋆
+ denotes the strictly positive real numbers, and R+ denotes the non-negative real

numbers.
4The short rates are positive under some conditions on function θ.
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Time-Inhomogeneous Models
Model Dynamics Parameters

Ho–Lee (HL), dRt = θ(t) dt+ σ dWt σ > 0, R0 ∈ R
Ho and Lee (1986)

Black–Derman–Toy (BDT),
dRt = θ(t)Rt dt+ σRt dWt σ > 0, R0 > 0Black et al. (1990)

Hull–White (HW),
dRt = (θ(t)− κRt) dt+ σ dWt

κ, σ > 0, and
Hull and White (1990) R0 ∈ R

Black–Karasinski (BK),
dRt = Rt (θ(t)− κ lnRt) dt+ σRt dWt κ, σ,R0 > 0Black and Karasinski (1991)

Mercurio and Moraleda (MM), dRt = Rt

[
θ(t)−

(
λ− γ

1+γt lnRt

)]
dt+ σRt dWt λ, γ ∈ R+, and

Mercurio and Moraleda (2001) σ,R0 > 0

Extended CIR (CIR+),
dRt = θ(t)− κRt dt+ σ

√
Rt dWt

κ, σ,R0 > 04

Hull and White (1990)

Table 2. Example of time-inhomogeneous short-rate models

Time-Inhomogeneous Models
Model Dynamics Parameters

Extended Vasicek, (EV+) dYt = κ(α− Yt) dt+ σ dWt κ, α, σ > 0,
Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.8.4 Rt = Yt + θ(t) Y0, R0 ∈ R

Extended CIR, (CIR++) dYt = κ(α− Yt) dt+ σ
√
Yt dWt κ, α, σ > 0,

Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.9 Rt = Yt + θ(t) Y0, R0 > 04

Extended Exponential Vasicek, (EEV+) dYt = Yt(η − α lnYt) dt+ σYt dWt η, α, σ ∈ R,
Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.8 Rt = Yt + θ(t) Y0, R0 > 04

Table 3. Extended time-homogeneous models of Brigo and Mercurio (2006),
Section 3.8

In Tables 2 and 3, the initial term structure of interest rates is captured through the time deter-
ministic function θ. When using CTMC approximation, an easy recursive procedure is used to
find the function θ that makes the approximated models fit the initial discount curve perfectly.
This will be discussed further in Section 4.4.

3. Continuous-Time Markov Chain Approximation (CTMC) of Nonhomogeneous
Processes

The CTMC framework outlined in this section was first proposed by Cui et al. (2018) for the
pricing of exotic equity options under general stochastic local volatility models. Subsequently, the
technique has been extended to time-inhomogeneous processes by Ding and Ning (2021).

3.1. Approximation of the Short-Rate Process {Rt}t≥0. The objective is to con-
struct a continuous-time Markov chain {R(m)

t }t≥0 taking values on a finite state-space
S(m)
R := {r1, r2, . . . rm}, with ri ∈ SR, m ∈ N and a time-dependent generator

Q̃(m)(t) = [q̃ij(t)]m×m that converges weakly to {Rt}t≥0 as N,m → ∞. To denote the weak
convergence of R(m) to R, we write R(m) ⇒ R.
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The first step is to approximate the state-space of the short-rate process. Several approaches are
available in the literature to construct the finite state-space S(m)

R of R(m), from simple uniform to
non-uniform grids (see for instance Tavella and Randall (2000), Mijatović and Pistorius (2013),
and Lo and Skindilias (2014) for examples of non-uniform grids). The specific grid choice for this
work is discussed in greater detail in Section 6.
The next step is to construct the time-dependent generator Q̃(m)(t). For analytical tractability,
we suppose further that Q̃(m)(t) is piecewise constant in time5, that is,

(2) Q̃(m)(t) =

N∑
n=1

Q(m)
n 1[tn−1,tn)(t).

for some time partition 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T of [0, T ], with T > 0, tn := n∆N and ∆N =

T/N , and where Q
(m)
n = [q

(n)
ij ]m×m denotes the generator on the time interval [tn−1, tn), whose

elements q(n)ij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, satisfy q(n)ij ≥ 0 when i ̸= j, and q
(n)
ij ≤ 0 when i = j, n = 1, 2, . . . N .

Under this assumption, the transition probability matrix P(s, t) from time s to t has the following
matrix representation

(3) P(s, t) = eQ
(m)
i+1(ti+1−s)eQ

(m)
i+2(ti+2−ti+1) · · · eQ

(m)
j+1(t−tj), ti ≤ s < ti+1, tj ≤ t < tj+1, s < t,

where

(4) exp{Q(m)
n t} =

∞∑
k=0

(Q
(m)
n t)k

k!
, 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

see Rindos et al. (1995), p.123–124 for details.
Following the work of Lo and Skindilias (2014) and Ding and Ning (2021), the generator Q

(m)
n =

[q
(n)
ij ]m×m on the time interval [tn−1, tn) is constructed as follows

(5) q
(n)
ij =


σ2
R(ri)−δiµR(tn−1,ri)

δi−1(δi−1+δi)
j = i− 1

−q(n)i,i−1 − q
(n)
i,i+1 j = i

σ2
R(ri)+δi−1µR(tn−1,ri)

δi(δi−1+δi)
j = i+ 1

0 j ̸= i, i− 1, i+ 1,

for n ∈ 1, 2, . . . , N , 2 ≤ i ≤ m− 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ m, and where δi = ri+1 − ri, i = 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1.
On the borders, we set q

(n)
12 = |µR(tn−1,r1)|

δ1
, q

(n)
11 = −q12(t), q

(n)
m,m−1 = |µR(tn−1,rm)|

δm−1
,

q
(n)
m,m = −qm,m−1(t), and 0 elsewhere. At endpoints, other schemes could have also been

employed, see Chourdakis (2004) and Mijatović and Pistorius (2013) for examples. However, we
note that these schemes are equivalent numerically.

Remark 3.1 (Weak convergence of the approximation). Such a construction ensures that the
process R(m) converges weakly to R as N,m→∞, see Mijatović and Pistorius (2009), Section 4
and Corollary 2 for details, and Ding and Ning (2021), Section 2.1.

3.2. Approximation of the Stock Process {St}t≥0. The idea behind the CTMC approxima-
tion of two-dimensional processes is similar to the approximation of one-dimensional processes.
The first step is to replace the CTMC approximation of the short-rate process R(m) into an
auxiliary process (6) obtained from a transformation of (1). This results in a regime-switching dif-
fusion process. The regime-switching diffusion process is then approximated by a regime-switching
CTMC. The final step and the key to the approximation consists of mapping the two-dimensional
regime-switching CTMC onto a one-dimensional CTMC defined on an enlarged state-space. Thus,
working with an approximation of two-dimensional processes is similar to working with an approx-
imation of one-dimensional processes.
The next lemma allows the removal of the correlation between the two Brownian motions in (1).

5This assumption ensures that the transition probability matrix has a simple expression in terms of its generator,
see Rindos et al. (1995) Equation (8.4) for the general formulation.
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Lemma 3.1 (Cui et al. (2018), Lemma 1). Let (S,R) be defined as in (1). Define f(r) :=∫ r

·
σS(u)
σR(u) du, and Xt := ln(St)− ρf(Rt) for t ≥ 0. Then, X satisfies

dXt = µX(t, Rt) dt+ σX(Rt) dW
⋆
t

dRt = µR(t, Rt) dt+ σR(Rt) dW
(2)
t ,

(6)

where W ⋆ :=
W

(1)
t −ρW

(2)
t√

1−ρ2
denotes a standard Brownian motion independent of W (2),

σX(r) := σS(r)
√

1− ρ2 and µX(t, r) := r − σ2
S(r)
2 − ρψ(r), and

ψ(r) := µR(t, r)
σS(r)

σR(r)
+

1

2
[σ′

S(r)σR(r)− σS(r)σ′
R(r)] ,

for r ∈ SR.

By replacing the short-rate process in (6) by its CTMC approximation R(m), we obtain the fol-
lowing regime-switching diffusion process {X(m)

t }t≥0 satisfying

(7) dX
(m)
t = µX(t, R

(m)
t ) dt+ σX(R

(m)
t ) dW ⋆

t ,

where the regimes correspond to the state of the approximated short rate process,
S(m)
R := {r1, r2, . . . , rm}.

The regime-switching diffusion process (X(m), R(m)) is then approximated by a regime-switching
CTMC (X(m,M), R(m)). This is done by fixing a state for the short-rate process R(m) and then
constructing a CTMC approximation for X(m) given R(m) is in that state. For this step, the same
procedure as that described in Section 3.1 can be used. More precisely, let X(m,M) be the CTMC
approximation of X(m) taking values on a finite state-space SX := {x1, x2, . . . , xM}, M ∈ N.
For each rk ∈ S(m)

R , we define the time-dependant generator Λ̃
(N,M)
k (t) :=∑N

n=1 Λ
(n,M)
k 1[tn−1,tn)(t), where Λ

(n,M)
k = [λ

(n,k)
ij ]M×M and

(8) λ
(n,k)
ij =



σ2
X(rk)−δXi µX(tn−1,rk)

δXi−1(δ
X
i−1+δXi )

j = i− 1

−λ(n,k)i,i−1 − λ
(n,k)
i,i+1 j = i

σ2
X(rk)+δXi−1µX(tn−1,rk)

δXi (δXi−1+δXi )
j = i+ 1

0 j ̸= i, i− 1, i+ 1,

for 2 ≤ i ≤ M − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ M , where δXi = xi+1 − xi, i = 1, 2, . . . ,M − 1. On the boundaries,
we set λ(n,k)12 = |µX(tn−1,rk)|

δX1
, λ(n,k)11 = −λ(n,k)12 , λ(n,k)M,M−1 = |µX(tn−1,rk)|

δXM−1

, λ(n,k)M,M = −λ(n,k)M,M−1, and 0

elsewhere.
Using the regime-switching approximation of (X,R) and the relation between X and S provided
in Lemma 3.1, the CTMC approximation of the stock process S(m,M) is defined by

(9) S
(m,M)
t := exp

{
X

(m,M)
t + ρf(R

(m)
t )

}
, t ≥ 0.

The final step consists in mapping the two-dimensional regime-switching CTMC onto a one-
dimensional CTMC process Z(mM) on an enlarged state-space S(mM)

Z := {1, 2, . . . ,mM}. This is
done in Proposition 3.1, reproduced from Proposition 2 of Ding and Ning (2021).

Proposition 3.1. [Proposition 2 of Ding and Ning (2021)]
Consider a regime-switching CTMC (X(m,M), R(m)) taking values in S(M)

X × S(m)
R , where

S(M)
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xM} and S(m)

R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm}, and another one-dimensional CTMC,
{Z(mM)

t }t≥0, taking values in S(mM)
Z := {1, 2, . . . ,mN} and its time-dependent generator defined

by G̃(mM)(t) :=
∑N

n=1 G
(mM)
n 1[tn−1,tn)(t), where
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(10) G(mM)
n :=


q
(n)
11 IM +Λ

(n,M)
1 q

(n)
12 IM · · · q

(n)
1mIM

q
(n)
21 IM q

(n)
22 IM +Λ

(n,M)
2 · · · q

(n)
2mIM

...
...

. . .
...

q
(n)
m1IM q

(n)
m2IM · · · q

(n)
mmIM +Λ

(n,M)
m

 ,

where IM denotes the M × M identity matrix, Q
(m)
n = [q

(n)
ij ]m×m and Λ

(n,M)
k = [λ

(n,k)
ij ]M×M ,

k = 1, 2, . . . ,m, n = 1, 2, . . . , N denote the generators defined in (5) and (8), respectively. Define
the function ψ : S(M)

X ×S(m)
R → S(mM)

Z by ψ(xl, rk) = (k−1)M + l and its inverse ψ−1 : S(mM)
Z →

S(M)
X × S(m)

R by ψ−1(nz) = (xl, rk) for nz ∈ S(mM)
Z , and k = ⌈nz/M⌉, l = nz − (k − 1)M , where

⌈x⌉ denotes the largest integer less than x. Then, we have

E
[
Ψ(X(m,N), R(m))

∣∣∣X(m,N)
0 = xi, R

(m)
0 = rj

]
= E

[
Ψ(ψ−1(Z(mN)))

∣∣∣Z(mN)
0 = (j − 1)M + i

]
,

for any path-dependent function Ψ such that the expectation on the left-hand side is finite.

Remark 3.2 (Weak convergence of the approximation). Such a construction ensures that
(X(m,M), R(m))⇒ (X,R) and S(m,M) ⇒ S as N,m,M → ∞, see Ding and Ning (2021), Propo-
sition 3, for details.

4. Application to the Pricing of Interest Rate Securities

This section provides closed-form matrix expressions for the prices of zero-coupon bonds and Eu-
ropean bond options. We also develop an efficient recursive procedure for the pricing of American-
type financial instruments such as callable and putable bonds. Calibration to the current term
structure of interest rates is also discussed.
Let 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T be a time partition of [0, T ], where T > 0 denotes the maturity of
the financial instrument, tn = n∆N , n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , N , and ∆N = T/N , N ∈ N. Recall that R(m)

is the CTMC approximation of R taking values in a finite state-space S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm},

m ∈ N, and its time dependent generator, Q̃(m)(t) =
∑N

n=1 Q
(m)
n 1[tn−1,tn)(t), is defined in (5).

Throughout this section, we denote by {ek}mk=1 the standard basis in Rm, that is, ek represents
a row vector of size 1 × m with a value of 1 in the k-th entry and 0 elsewhere, 1m×1 denotes
an m × 1 unit vector, and Dm := diag(r) denotes an m × m diagonal matrix with the vector
r = (r1, r2, . . . , rm) on its diagonal.
The following results often require Assumption 4.1 to hold.

Assumption 4.1. There exist a r⋆ ∈ R such that Rt ≥ r⋆ for all t ≥ 0.

This assumption restricts the state-space of the short-rate process for the discount factor to be
bounded. This allows the use of some convergence theorems. Note that Vasicek, Ho–Lee, Hull–
White, and EV+ models, listed in Tables 1, 2, or 3, do not satisfy this condition. However,
numerical results in Section 6 and Appendix E.2 (available online as supplemental material) show
that the theoretical results of this section still hold for the Hull–White and Vasicek models, sug-
gesting that Assumption 4.1 can be relaxed. In that case, theoretical results must be shown on a
case-by-case basis for each particular model.

4.1. Zero-Coupon Bond. Lemma 4.1 concerns the Laplace transform of some additive functions,
which will be used thereafter to obtain a closed-form matrix expression for the price of zero-coupon
bonds. This result is a simple extension to Proposition 8 of Cui et al. (2018) to time-inhomogeneous
processes.

Lemma 4.1. Consider 0 = t̃0 < t̃1 < . . . < t̃Ñ = T a partition of [0, T ], with Ñ = kN for some
k ∈ N, ∆Ñ = T/Ñ and t̃n = n∆Ñ , and let R(m)

ti = Rti = rj ∈ S(m)
R , for some i ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N}.

It holds that

(11) E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=ki+1 R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃ki
= rj

]
= ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

(
eQ

(m)
n ∆

Ñ e−D∆
Ñ

)k)
1m×1,
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and

(12) E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=ki R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃ki
= rj

]
= ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

(
e−Dm∆

Ñ eQ
(m)
n ∆

Ñ

)k)
e−Dm∆

Ñ1m×1.

The proof provided in Appendix A is intuitive and follows essentially by noticing that (11) and
(12) are matrix representations of the conditional expectation of a function of a discrete one-
dimensional random process whose conditional probabilities are given by (3). The proof in this
paper provides an alternative way to Cui et al. (2018), Proposition 8, of showing this result using
simple probabilistic arguments.

Remark 4.1. Using arguments similar to those of the proof of Lemma 4.1, we can also find that
matrices eDm and eQ

(m)
n commute under multiplication in (12). More precisely, using the notation

of Lemma 4.1, we have that

E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=ki R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃ki
= rj

]
= ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

(
e−Dm∆

Ñ eQ
(m)
n ∆

Ñ

)k)
e−Dm∆

Ñ × 1m×1

= eje
−Dm∆

Ñ

(
N∏

n=i+1

(
eQ

(m)
n ∆

Ñ e−Dm∆
Ñ

)k)
× 1m×1.

Proposition 4.1 provides a closed-form matrix expression for the price of a zero-coupon bond under
general time-inhomogeneous CTMCs. The result is a natural extension of Proposition 3 of Kirkby
(2023) for time-inhomogeneous diffusion processes.

Proposition 4.1. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. Given that R(m)
ti = Rti = rj ∈ S(m)

R , for some i ∈
{0, 1, 2, . . . , N}, the price at time ti of a zero-coupon bond with maturity T ≥ ti can be approximated
by

(13) P
(m,N)
j (ti, T ) := E

[
e
−

∫ T
ti

R(m)
s ds∣∣R(m)

ti = rj

]
= ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

e(Q
(m)
n −Dm)∆N

)
1m×1.

The proof of Proposition 4.1, reported in Appendix A, relies on the results of Lemma 4.1, dom-
inated convergence theorem, and the Lie product formula for the limit of matrix exponentials.
Another proof of these results can be found in Kirkby (2023). Their proof relies mainly on the re-
sults of Buffington and Elliott (2002) for the conditional characteristic function of

∫ T

ti
R

(m)
s ds. The

proof in this paper provides an alternative way of showing this result using intuitive probabilistic
arguments.

Remark 4.2 (Convergence of zero-coupon bonds). Under the condition of Proposition 4.1, the
convergence of the approximated bond prices follows from the weak convergence of R(m) ⇒ R,
see Remark 3.1. Indeed, from there, we have that

∫ t

0
R

(m)
s ds ⇒

∫ t

0
Rs ds from Proposition 4 of

Cui et al. (2021). Then, the convergence of the expectation follows directly from the Portmanteau
theorem since, for x ≥ r, the function e−x is continuous and bounded.

Remark 4.3. Assumption 4.1 ensures that the dominated convergence and Portmanteau theorems
can be used in the proof Proposition 4.1 and Remark 4.2, respectively. However, numerical results
in Section 6 and Appendix E.2 (available online as supplemental material) show these results still
hold when SR = R under some specific models.

4.2. Bond Option. Proposition 4.2 provides an explicit closed-form matrix expression to approx-
imate the prices of call and put options on zero-coupon bonds under general time-inhomogeneous
short-rate models.

Proposition 4.2. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. Given that R(m)
tn1

= Rtn1
= rj ∈ S(m)

R , for some n1 ∈
{0, 1, 2, . . . , N}, the price at tn1 ≥ 0 of a European call (resp. put) option with maturity tn2 > tn1
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on a zero-coupon bond maturing at time T > tn2 with strike K > 0 can be approximated by

(14) E
[
e
−

∫ tn2
tn1

R(m)
s ds

h
(
P (m,N)(tn2 , T )

) ∣∣∣R(m)
tn1

= rj

]
= ej

(
n2∏

n=n1+1

e(Q
(m)
n −Dm)∆N

)
H,

where h(x) = max(x − K, 0) (resp. h(x) = max(K − x, 0)) denotes the payoff function,

P (m)(tn2 , T ) := E
[
e
−

∫ T
tn2

R(m)
s ds

∣∣∣R(m)
tn2

]
denotes the approximated zero-coupon bond price at tn2

,

and H denotes a column vector of size m×1, whose k-th entry is given by hk = h
(
P

(m)
k (tn2

, T )
)
,

with P (m)
k (tn2

, T ) defined in (13).

The proof follows using arguments similar to that of the proof of Proposition 4.1. Note that Kirkby
(2023) uses a different methodology to approximate the price of zero-coupon bond options in their
Proposition 12. Their result relies on the knowledge of some transitional density and involves an
integral that needs to be solved numerically.

Remark 4.4 (Convergence of zero-coupon bond options). From Remark 4.2, we have
that

∫ T

t
R

(m)
s ds⇒

∫ T

t
R(m) ds for all t ≤ T , as m,N → ∞, and we conclude that

P
(m)
j (t, T )→ Pj(t, T ) := E

[
e−

∫ T
t

Rs ds|Rt = rj

]
for all rj ∈ S(m)

R . However, this is not suffi-
cient to prove the convergence of zero-coupon bond option prices. Consequently, one first needs
to show that P (m)(t, T ) = E

[
e−

∫ T
t

R(m)
s ds|R(m)

t

]
⇒ P (t, T ) := E

[
e−

∫ T
t

Rs ds|Rt

]
, that is, weak

convergence of random variables also implies weak convergence of conditional expectations. This
has been studied in the context of filtering theory by Goggin (1994), Kouritzin and Zeng (2005),
and Crimaldi and Pratelli (2005). However, their results are inapplicable in that particular con-
text since it requires finding a measure under which processes e−

∫ T
t

Rs ds and Rt are independent.
An alternative way to prove the weak convergence of conditional expectations is to show that the
estimation errors converge; see Goggin (1994), Lemma 2.2. Showing this property is, however,
out of the scope of this paper. Numerical experiments in the next section demonstrate the accuracy
and efficiency of Proposition 4.2 empirically.

Remark 4.5 (Extension to coupon-bearing bonds). The extension of (14) to coupon-bearing
bonds is straightforward. Indeed, suppose that the underlying bond pays a periodic coupon α > 0

at time tn2+1 < tn2+2 < . . . < tN = T , then it suffices to replace P (m,N)
k (tn2 , T ) in Proposition

4.2 by

P
(m,N)
k (tn2 , T ) +

N−n2∑
n=1

αP
(m,N)
k (tn2 , tn2+n),

with P (m,N)
k (tn2

, tn2+n), n = 1, 2, . . . , N − n2 defined in (13).

4.3. Callable/Putable Bond. In the following, we develop simple and efficient algorithms for
the pricing of callable and putable debt under general one-dimensional time-inhomogeneous short-
rate processes.
Let Kp

t ,K
c
t ≥ 0 be constants representing the put and call prices (or strike prices) at time t ≤ T ,

respectively, and let F > 0 be the face value of the bond, and T > 0 the maturity of the bond. In
the following, we assume that there is no coupon. However, adjustment to coupon-bearing bonds
is straightforward, and it is discussed in greater detail below. Furthermore, we denote by Tt,T , the
(admissible) set of all stopping times taking values on the interval [t, T ].
When the put option can be exercised at any time prior to maturity, the value of a putable debt
is equivalent to solving the following optimal stopping problem

(15) vp(t, r) := sup
τ∈Tt,T

E
[
e−

∫ τ
t

Ru duφp(τ)
∣∣∣Rt = r

]
,

where the reward (or payoff) function φp : [0, T ]→ R+ is defined by

(16) φp(t) =

{
Kp

t if t < T,
max(F,Kp

T ) if t = T.
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On the other hand, the value of callable debt is given by

(17) vc(t, r) := inf
τ∈Tt,T

E
[
e−

∫ τ
t

Ru duφc(τ)
∣∣∣Rt = r

]
,

where the reward function φc : [0, T ]→ R+ is defined by

(18) φp(t) =

{
Kc

t if t < T,
min(F,Kc

T ) if t = T.

Typically, a bond can have both a call and put options embedded; thus, the two problems in (16)
and (17) need to be solved simultaneously. We denote by vcp : [0, T ]×SR → R+ the value function
of the problem when (16) and (17) are solved together. Often, options are only exercisable during a
certain period (exercise period or window). This is discussed further below. Numerical techniques
are thus required to solve the problem. Commonly used techniques, such as trees, are based on
the Bermudan6 approximation of vcp and the dynamic programming principle (see, for instance,
Lamberton (1998), Theorem 10.1.3). Proposition 4.3 relies on the same ideas.

Proposition 4.3. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. The value of a callable and putable bond with maturity
T > 0 and face value F > 0 can be approximated recursively by

(19)

{
V

(m)
N = max (min (F,Kc

N ) ,Kp
N )

V
(m)
n = max

(
min

(
Kc

n, e
(Q

(m)
n+1−Dm)∆NV

(m)
n+1

)
,Kp

n

)
0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1.

for a sufficiently large N ∈ N, and where Ka
n = Ka

tn1m×1, a ∈ {p, c}, F = F1m×1, and the
maximum (resp. minimum) is taken element by element (also known as the parallel maxima
(resp. minima)). Specifically, given R

(m)
0 = R0 = rj, the approximated price of a callable and

putable debt is given by
v(m)
cp (0, R0) = ejV

(m)
0 .

The accuracy of (19) in pricing callable and putable debt is demonstrated numerically in Section
6. To price a callable only bond, it suffices to set Kp

t = 0, and for a putable only bond, one must
let Kc

t →∞, 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Different exercise windows can also be incorporated using a similar logic.
Proposition 4.3 is set up for zero-coupon debt. However, extension to coupon-bearing bonds is
straightforward. Indeed, when a coupon is paid at time tn+1, it just needs to be discounted at
time tn with the value of the bond at tn+1, 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1.
The results of Lemma 4.1, and Propositions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 can be simplified when the short-rate
process is time-homogeneous such as for the models listed in Table 1, or when it can be expressed
as a sum of an auxiliary time-homogeneous process and a deterministic function of time as for the
models listed in Table 3. This is discussed further in Appendices B and C.
Extension of these results to two-factor short-rate models can be accomplished using the procedure
of Section 3, along with Proposition 3.1. This is left as future research.

4.4. Calibration to the Initial Term Structure of Interest Rates. Using the closed-form
formula for the price of a zero-coupon bond in (13), we can develop an efficient algorithm such
that the zero-bond curve7 of the approximated model fits the market curve.
To do so, we choose a time partition of [0, T ], 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T , with N ∈ N, T > 0,
tn = n∆N , n ≤ N and ∆N = T/N . We suppose that there is a time deterministic function θ
that appears in the drift of (1) such that µR(t, r) = µ̃R(θ(t), r), for (t, r) ∈ [0, T ]× SR, as it may
often be the case for time-inhomogeneous short-rate models, see the models listed in Table 2 for
examples. Moreover, we assume that θ is piecewise constant in time, such that

(20) θ(t) =

N∑
n=1

θn1[tn−1,tn)(t).

6The Bermudan contract refers to a contract under which the embedded options can be exercised on a finite
number of predetermined dates, whereas an American contract refers to a contract under which the embedded
options can be exercised at any time from the inception to the maturity date.

7The term zero-bond curve refers to the term structure of discount factors (or zero-coupon bonds).
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for some θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θN ) ∈ RN .
Let t 7→ P ⋆(0, t) represent the current market zero-bond curve. The objective is to find the
parameters θ that make the zero-coupon bond prices under the approximated model equal to the
market zero-coupon bond prices. Henceforth, we denote these calibrated parameters by θ⋆. Note
that matrix Qn in (5) depends on θn via function µR, n = 1, 2, . . . , N . In this subsection, we
write Q

(m)
n (θn) for Q

(m)
n to make this relation clearer. By inspecting (13), we also note that the

zero-coupon bond price at t1 only depends on Q
(m)
1 (θ1), and the price at t2 depends on Q

(m)
1 (θ1)

and Q
(m)
2 (θ2); and so on. Thus, the calibrated parameters θ⋆, which make P (m)

j (0, ti) = P ⋆(0, ti),
i = 1, 2 . . . , N , can be obtained recursively starting from t1 to tN . Algorithm 1 provides an efficient
recursive procedure to find θ⋆. In Algorithm 1, Im×m denotes the identity matrix of size m×m.

Algorithm 1: Calibration of θ to the Current Market Term-Structure

Input: Let Q
(m)
n (θn) be defined as in (5) and t 7→ P ⋆(0, t) be the current market

zero-bond curve, n = 1, 2, . . . , N

N ∈ N, the number of time steps
∆N ← T/N , the size of a time step

1 Set tn = n∆N , n = 1, 2, . . . , N

2 Set Dm ← diag(r) with r = (r1, r2, . . . , rm), rk ∈ S(m)
R , k = 1, 2, . . . ,m

/* Calibration to the current market zero-bond curve t 7→ P ⋆(0, t) */

3 A⋆ ← Im×m for n = 1, . . . N do
4 Find θ⋆n such that P ⋆(0, tn)− ejA

⋆ × e(Q(m)
n (θn)−Dm)∆N1m×1 = 0

5 A⋆ ← A⋆ × e(Q(m)
n (θ⋆

n)−Dm)∆N

6 return {θ⋆n}Nn=1

When the short-rate process can be modeled as a deterministic shift of a homogeneous process,
such as the models listed in Table 3, the calibrated parameters θ⋆ have an explicit closed-form
expression. This is discussed further in Appendix C.3.

5. Application to the Pricing of Convertible Bonds

In this section, we develop efficient algorithms for pricing CBs using CTMC approximations.
When the conversion feature is only permitted at maturity, a closed-form matrix expression is
obtained. In this paper, we use the term European (resp. American)-style CB to refer to a CB
under which the investor has the right to convert the bond at maturity only (resp. at any time
prior to maturity).
The frameworks outlined below consider two risk factors: equity and risk-free rate. Default/credit
risk is incorporated into the model using the methodology of Tsiveriotis and Fernandes (1998).
Their approach consists of splitting the debt into two components: a cash-only and an equity part.
The cash-only part consists of coupons and principal payments, whereas the equity part consists
of equity payments (when the debt is converted to stock). Each part is subject to different credit
risks. Indeed, the cash-only part can be seen as a standard bond and is subject to the issuer
default risk. Cash-flows are thus discounted at a risky rate. The equity part can be interpreted
as an equity derivative and must thus be discounted at the risk-free rate.
In the following, we consider zero-coupon CBs since the extension to coupon-bearing convertible
debt is straightforward. Indeed, when conversion can only occur at maturity (European-style),
coupons can be added to the price as in Remark 4.5. For American-style CBs, the procedure is
the same as for callable and putable bonds. That is when a coupon is paid at time tn+1, then it
just needs to be discounted back to time tn with the value of the cash-only part of the bond at
tn+1, 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1. Further, we suppose that the risky rate {R̃t}0≤t≤T is obtained by adding a
time-deterministic credit spread, c : [0, T ] → [0, 1], over the risk-free rate, that is, R̃t = Rt + ct,
0 ≤ t ≤ T . Finally, the face value of the bonds is denoted by F > 0, and η > 0 represents the
conversion ratio.
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Recall that 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T is a time partition of [0, T ], where T > 0 de-
notes the maturity of the financial instrument, tn = n∆N , n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , N , and ∆N = T/N ,
N ∈ N. (X(m,M), R(m)) denotes the regime-swiching CTMC approximation of (X,R), see Sec-
tion 3.2, taking values of a finite state-space S(M)

X × S(m)
R with S(M)

X = {x1, x2, . . . , xM} and
S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm}, m,M ∈ N. We have also defined S(m,M) in terms of (X(m,M), R(m)) in

(9), and the generator G
(mM)
n is defined in (10), n = 1, 2, . . . , N .

Throughout this section, we denote by {ekl}m,M
k,l=1 the standard basis in RmM , that is, ekl represents

a row vector of size 1 × mM with a value of 1 in the (k − 1)M + l-th entry and 0 elsewhere.
DmM := diag (d) is an mM × mM diagonal matrix with vector d = (d1, d2, . . . , dmM ) on its
diagonal, where d(k−1)M+l = rk ∈ S(m)

R , k = 1, 2, , . . . ,m, l = 1, 2, , . . . ,M .

5.1. European-Style Convertible Bond. Under the approach of Tsiveriotis and Fernandes
(1998), the risk-neutral value of a European-style convertible debt, ve : [0, T ]×R⋆

+×SR → R+, is
given by

ve(t, x, r) = E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru duηST1{ST≥F/η} + e−
∫ T
t

Ru+cu duF1{ST<F/η}
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
.(21)

The cash-only vCO
e : [0, T ]× R⋆

+ × SR → R+ and equity vEe : [0, T ]× R⋆
+ × SR → R+ parts of the

debt can then be defined as

(22) vEe (t, x, r) := E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru duηST1{ST≥F/η}|St = x,Rt = r
]
,

and

(23) vCO
e (t, x, r) := E

[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru+cu duF1{ST<F/η}
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
,

respectively.
Under the assumption that the volatility parameter of S in (1) is constant, σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all
r ∈ SR, and the short-rate process is Gaussian; we can find an explicit expression for (21). This
is the case for the Vasicek, Ho–Lee, and Hull–White models (see Tables 1 and 2 for details). This
is discussed further in Appendix E.1, available online as supplemental material.

Proposition 5.1. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. Given that S0 > 0, and X(m,M) = ln(S0)−ρf(R0) =

xi ∈ S(M)
X , with R0 = rj ∈ S(m)

R , the value of the European-style CB with maturity T > 0, face
value F > 0, and conversion ratio η > 0 can be approximated by

v(m,M)
e (0, S0, R0) := E

[
e−

∫ T
0

R(m)
u duηS

(m,M)
T 1{S(m,M)

T ≥F/η}

+ e−
∫ T
0

R(m)
u +cu duF1{S(m,M)

T <F/η}

∣∣S(m,M)
0 = S0, R

(m)
0 = R0

]
= eji

N∏
n=1

e(G
(mM)
n −DmM)∆NH.(24)

where H denotes a column vector of size mM × 1 whose (k − 1)M + l-th entry is given by

(25) h(k−1)M+l = ηexl+ρf(rk)1{exl+ρf(rk)≥F/η} + e−
∫ T
0

cu duF1{exl+ρf(rk)<F/η},

for k = 1, 2, , . . . ,m, l = 1, 2, , . . . ,M .

Remark 5.1 (Convergence of European-style CBs). From Remark 3.2, we have that S(m,M) ⇒ S.
The convergence of derivatives with a continuous and bounded payoff function then follows directly
from the Portmanteau theorem, see for instance Billingsley (1999), Theorem 2.1. However, for
discontinuous and unbounded payoff functions such as that involved in (21)8, the convergence of the
prices is not as straightforward. For a continuous and unbounded payoff function g, Mijatović and
Pistorius (2009), Remark 3 and Cui et al. (2018), Remark 5, suggest replacing the original payoff
function by a truncated payoff g ∧ L, with a constant L > 0 chosen to be sufficiently large such

8The payoff function exhibits a discontinuity in the state variable because of the difference between the risky
and the risk-free rates.
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that the numerical results are not altered. Kirkby (2023), Proposition 6, shows the convergence of
the derivative prices for continuous bounded payoffs, such as equity cap and floor, that is, when
the payoff function is bounded from above and below.
Numerical experiments in Section 6 demonstrate the accuracy and efficiency of the approximation
empirically.

The closed-form matrix expression in (24) can be implemented in a straightforward manner. How-
ever, as highlighted by Mackay et al. (2023), several numerical issues can be encountered when
dealing with medium/long time-horizon derivatives because of the size of generator G(mM)

n . Hence,
based on Propostion 4.3 of Mackay et al. (2023), a new algorithm that speeds up the pricing of
European-style CBs is developed. This fast version of Proposition 5.1 is presented in Appendix
D.1.

5.2. Convertible Bond (American-Style). When the conversion option can be exercised at
any time prior to maturity (and call and put features are ignored), the valuation of CBs is equiv-
alent to solving the following optimal stopping problem

(26) v(t, x, r) = sup
τ∈Tt,T

E
[
e
−

∫ τ
t

Ru+cu1{τ=T,ST <F/η} du
φ(τ, Sτ )

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]
,

where Tt,T denotes the (admissible) set of all stopping times taking values on the interval [t, T ],
and the reward (or gain) function φ : [0, T ]× R⋆

+ → R⋆
+ is defined by

(27) φ(t, x) =

{
ηx if t < T,
max(ηx, F ) if t = T.

Remark 5.2. When x < F/η, the reward function is discontinuous at T since

lim
t→T−

φ(t, x) = ηx < F = φ(T, x).

Assuming that an optimal stopping time9 τ⋆t exists, the cash-only part vCO : [0, T ]×R⋆
+×SR → R+

and equity part vE : [0, T ]× R⋆
+ × SR → R+ of the CB can be defined by

vCO(t, x, r) = E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru+cu duF1A

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]
, and

vE(t, x, r) = E
[
e−

∫ τ⋆
t

t Ru duηSτ⋆
t
1Ac

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
,

respectively, where A := {τ⋆t = T, ST < F/η}, and Ac := {τ⋆t < T} ∪ {τ⋆t = T, ST ≥ F/η} denotes
the complement of A. It follows that v(t, x, r) = vCO(t, x, r) + vE(t, x, r).
In the literature, we rarely observe the CB written formally in terms of its optimal stopping
problem. Studying the problem in the form of (26) allows to obtain this next result, which
concerns the existence of a trivial stopping time for American-style CBs. When there is no credit
risk (ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]), the value of the CB in (26), which can be exercised at any time prior
to maturity, is equal to the value of the European-style CB (21), meaning that an optimal stopping
time for (26) is at the maturity of the bond. On the other hand, when credit risk is considered,
the value of American-style CBs is bounded from below and above by those of European-style
CBs with and without credit risk, respectively. This is formalized in the following. When periodic
coupons are paid, these results still hold. This is discussed further in Appendix A.3.

Proposition 5.2. If ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] and σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all r ∈ SR, then
v(t, x, r) = ve(t, x, r) for all (t, x, r) ∈ [0, T ]× R⋆

+ × SR.

Proof. We first show that the discounted reward process {e−
∫ t
0
Ru duφ(t, St)}0≤t≤T is a submartin-

gale. For 0 ≤ s ≤ t < T , we have that

E
[
e−

∫ t
0
Ru duφ(t, St)

∣∣∣Fs

]
= E

[
e−

∫ t
0
Ru duηSt|Fs

]
= e−

∫ s
0
Ru duηSs = e−

∫ s
0
Ru duφ(s, Ss),

9An admissible stopping time τ⋆t ∈ Tt,T is said to be optimal for (26) if

v(t, x, r) = E

[
e
−

∫ τ⋆
t

t Ru+cu1{τ⋆
t =T,ηST ≤F} du

φ(τ⋆t , Sτ⋆
t
)
∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
.



16 A UNIFYING APPROACH FOR THE PRICING OF DEBT SECURITIES

where the second equality follows from the martingale property of the discounted stock process
under the risk-neutral measure (see Remark 5.3). On the other hand, if 0 ≤ s ≤ t = T , we have
that

E
[
e−

∫ T
0

Ru duφ(T, ST )
∣∣∣Fs

]
= E

[
e−

∫ T
0

Ru du max(ηST , F )
∣∣∣Fs

]
≥ E

[
e−

∫ T
0

Ru duηST

∣∣∣Fs

]
= e−

∫ s
0
Ru duφ(s, Ss).

The final assertion follows for well-known results in optimal stopping theory, which states that if
the discounted reward process is a submartingale, then the maturity of the contract is an optimal
stopping time, see Björk (2009), Proposition 21.2. ■

Let ṽe : [0, T ]× R⋆
+ × SR → R+ denote the value function of European-style CBs when ct = 0 for

all t ∈ [0, T ]. Using (21), it follows that

ṽe(t, x, r) := E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru du max (ηST , F )
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
= E

[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru duφ(T, ST )
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
.

(28)

Corollary 5.1. Assume that σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all r ∈ SR. We have that
ve(t, x, r) ≤ v(t, x, r) ≤ ṽe(t, x, r) for all (t, x, r) ∈ [0, T ]× R⋆

+ × SR.

Proof. The first inequality follows directly since T ∈ Tt,T . For the second inequality, it suffices to
note that

v(t, x, r) = sup
τ∈Tt,T

E
[
e−

∫ τ
t

Ru+cu1{τ=T,§T <F/η} duφ(τ, Sτ )
∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
≤ sup

τ∈Tt,T

E
[
e−

∫ τ
t

Ru duφ(τ, Sτ )
∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
= ṽe(t, x, r)

where the last equality follows from Proposition 5.2. ■

Remark 5.3. Condition σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all r ∈ SR in Propositions 5.2 can be relaxed provided
that the discounted stock process remains a true martingale under the risk-neutral measure. Indeed,
when no additional condition is added, the discounted stock process {e−

∫ t
0
Ru duSt}t≥0 is a local

martingale. For {e−
∫ t
0
Ru duSt}t≥0 to be a true martingale, some restrictions must be added to

the parameters of the short-rate dynamics. This has been studied in stochastic volatility models
for some specific time-homogeneous diffusion processes; see Sin (1998), Jourdain (2004), and Cui
(2013). Conditions under which the discounted stock process is a true martingale for the particular
short-rate models listed in Tables 1, 2, and 3 are left as future research.
Note also that the aforementioned results are applicable only to stocks that do not pay dividends.
When dividends are distributed, the discounted stock process becomes a supermartingale, which
makes the arguments in the proof of Proposition 5.2 invalid.

When the conditions of Proposition 5.2 are not satisfied, or when dividends are paid or the debt
includes other specific features such as call and/or put options, as is often the case in practice,
numerical techniques are required to solve the optimal stopping problem in (26). Commonly used
methods, such as trees or least-squares Monte Carlo (see Longstaff and Schwartz (2001)), are
based on the Bermudan approximation of v6 and the dynamic programming principle. The same
ideas are used in Proposition 5.3.
Consequently, we define HCO (resp. HE

n , 0 ≤ n ≤ N) as column vectors of size mM × 1 repre-
senting the cash-only (resp. equity) part of the reward, whose (k− 1)M + l-entry are respectively
given by

(29) hCO
(k−1)M+l = F1{exl+ρf(rk)<F/η},

and

(30) hE(k−1)M+l,n =

{
ηexl+ρf(rk), if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,
ηexl+ρf(rk)1{exl+ρf(rk)≥F/η}, if n = N,
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for 1 ≤ k ≤ m, 1 ≤ l ≤ M . Furthermore, let BCO
n , BE

n , and Bn, 0 ≤ n ≤ N , be column vectors
of size mM × 1, representing the cash-only part, the equity part, and the total value of the CB
at time tn, respectively. We denote by bk,n the k-th entry of Bn, 1 ≤ k ≤ mM , and define the
indicator vector 1{Bn=HE

n }, where the k-th entry of 1{Bn=HE
n }, denoted by 1{Bn=HE

n }(k), is given
by 1{Bn=HE

n }(k) = 1{bk,n=hE
k,n}

, for each k ∈ SmN
Z . Finally, 1mM×1 denotes the unit vector of size

mM × 1.
Proposition 5.3. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. The value of a CB with maturity T > 0, face value
F > 0, and conversion ratio η > 0, can be approximated recursively by

B̂CO
n =

{
HCO if n = N

e−
∫ tn+1
tn

cu du exp
{(

G
(mN)
n+1 −DmM

)
∆N

}
BCO

n+1 if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,

BCO
n =

{
B̂CO

N , if n = N

B̂CO
n

(
1mM×1 − 1{Bn=HE

n }
)

if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,

B̂E
n =

{
HE

N , if n = N

exp
{(

G
(mN)
n+1 −DmM

)
∆N

}
BE

n+1 if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,

BE
n =

{
B̂E

N , if n = N
Bn −BCO

n if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,

Bn =

{
B̂CO

N + B̂E
N if n = N

max
(
HE

n , B̂
CO
n + B̂E

n

)
if 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1.

for a sufficiently large N ∈ N, and where the maximum is taken element by element. Specifically,
given that X(m,M)

0 = ln(S0)− ρf(R0) = xi ∈ S(M)
X and R

(m)
0 = R0 = rj ∈ S(m)

R , the the value of
an American-style CB can be approximated by

v(m,M)(0, S0, R0) = ejiB
(mM)
0 .

Proposition 5.3 is presented as an algorithm in Appendix D. Similar to the European-style CB, the
performance of the procedure in Proposition 5.3 can be significantly increased using the technique
of Mackay et al. (2023), Proposition 4.3. This new fast version of the procedure is also reported
in Appendix D.
Remark 5.4. Recall that Proposition 5.3 is set up for a zero-coupon CB. However, as mentioned
previously, adding coupons to the previous procedure is straightforward. Indeed, when a coupon is
paid at time tn+1, it just needs to be discounted back to time tn with the cash-only part of the CB.
Additional features, such as call and put options, can also be added, similarly as in tree methods
(see, for instance, Hung and Wang (2002), Exhibit 2), by modifying the value of the convertible
debt, the equity part, and the cash-only part accordingly at each time step.

Remark 5.5 (Convergence of convertible bonds (American-style)). When there is no credit risk,
the convergence follows as in Remark 4.8 of Mackay et al. (2023). Indeed, in that particular case,
we can rely on the continuous-reward representation of Mackay and Vachon (2023), Theorem 3.4,
and use the results of Song et al. (2013), Theorem 9, to establish the convergence. When credit risk
is considered, the convergence is less clear because of the discontinuity in the discounted reward
process created by the difference between the risky and risk-free rates. The accuracy and efficiency
of Proposition 5.3 in pricing American-style CBs is demonstrated empirically in Section 6.

6. Numerical Experiments

In this section, numerical experiments are conducted to analyze the performance of the method-
ology proposed in the previous sections under models listed in Tables 2 and 3. For the testing,
we selected the Hull–White model, which is widely used in practice, and the extended CIR model
(CIR++) for its analytical traceability. More precisely, we analyze the accuracy and efficiency10

10The term “efficiency” refers to the ratio of the computation time of a procedure to the precision of its numerical
result.
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of CTMC approximations in valuing different debt securities. Numerical convergence is also in-
vestigated. Note that Assumption 4.1 is not respected under the Hull–White model.
In Appendix E.2 (available online as supplemental material), a similar analysis is performed for the
Vasicek and CIR models, two time-homogeneous short-rate processes of Tables 1. The accuracy
and efficiency of the CTMC methods in approximating zero-bond prices, Proposition 4.1, are
also investigated, and numerical convergence is analyzed. Additional examples with Dothan,
exponential Vasicek, EV+, and EEV+ models are also available upon request. Results under
these models are similar to those obtained under the Hull–White and CIR++ short-rate processes
documented below.
All the numerical experiments are conducted with Matlab R2015a on a Core i7 desktop with 16GB
RAM and a speed of 2.40 GHz. Matrix exponentials are calculated using the function fastExpm
for Matlab, see Mentink-Vigier, which is designed to accelerate the calculation of large (sparse
and full) matrices. Column “CTMC” reports the CTMC approximated value calculated using the
results of Sections 4 or 5. Column “Benchmark” presents the benchmark value, column “Abs.
error” documents the absolute error11, whereas column “Rel. error” provides the relative error12.
In all the following numerical experiments, the model is calibrated to the market risk-free discount
curve13 reported in Table 4. The calibration to the market curve is performed using Algorithm 1
for the Hull–White model and Algorithm 2 for the CIR++ model.

t 0.26 0.47 0.72 0.97 1.22 1.47 1.72 2 3 4
P⋆(0, t) 0.986944 0.976019 0.964123 0.953152 0.943283 0.934357 0.926202 0.917553 0.888740 0.861950

Table 4. Market zero-bond curve, t 7→ P ⋆(0, t).

For the Hull-White model, the state-space of the approximated short-rate process,
S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm} with m ∈ N, is constructed using the non-uniform grid proposed

by Tavella and Randall (Tavella and Randall (2000), Chapter 5.3). That is, we first se-
lect the grid lower and upper bounds, r1, rm ∈ SR, and set the other grid points as fol-
lows rk = R0 + α̃R sinh

(
c2

k
m + c1

[
1− k

m

])
, k = 2, . . . , m − 1, where c1 = sinh−1

(
r1−R0

α̃

)
,

c2 = sinh−1
(
rm−R0

α̃

)
, and α̃R ≥ 0, controls the degree of non-uniformity of the grid. For the

CIR++ models, the same procedure is applied to the auxiliary process Y (m), and we denote by
α̃Y the grid non-uniformity parameter. Note that when R0 (or Y0 for the CIR++ model) is
not in the grid, it is inserted (see, for instance, Cui et al. (2019), Section 2.3 for details). Unless
stated otherwise, all model experiments are conducted using the model and the CTMC parameters
summarized in Table 5.

R0 α κ σ m r1 rm α̃R ∆N

Hull–White 0.04 N/A 1 0.20 160 −30r0 25r0 0.5 1/252
Y0 = R0 α κ σ m y1 ym α̃Y ∆N

CIR++ 0.04 0.035 2 0.20 160 y0/100 7y0 0.5 1/252

Table 5. Model and CTMC parameters

6.1. Approximation of Zero-Coupon Bond Option Prices. In this section, we study the
accuracy and efficiency of (14), as well as the numerical convergence of the approximated zero-
coupon bond option prices, under the Hull–White and CIR++ models14, respectively. Under these
particular models, the price of zero-coupon bond options have a closed-form expression, which can

11The absolute error is defined as the absolute value of the difference between the CTMC approximated value
and the benchmark value.

12The relative error is defined as the ratio of the absolute error to the benchmark value.
13The market discount curve is obtained from Bloomberg and corresponds to the US Dollar curve 23 as of March

31, 2023, from the Swap Curve Builder (ICVS) page.
14For the CIR++ model, (14) can be greatly simplified using the time-homogeneous property of the auxiliary

process Y (m), see (43) in Appendix C for details.
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be found in Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3, and thus, can serve as a benchmark in our
analysis.
We test the accuracy of the approximated option prices for different levels of moneyness and
volatilities. The results are summarized in Table 6. Column “price-to-strike” shows the price-to-
strike ratio, calculated as the actual zero-coupon bond price over the option strike price K > 0.
The price-to-strike ratio is a measure indicating the degree of moneyness of an option. A ratio
above (resp. below) one shows that the call option is in the money (resp. out of the money),
whereas a value of one indicates that the option is at the money.

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.1

1.67 0.38741911 0.38741911 4.95E-14
1.25 0.22924215 0.22924215 3.43E-10
1.00 0.07281370 0.07281784 4.14E-06
0.83 0.00130678 0.00130552 1.26E-06
0.71 0.00000021 0.00000023 2.49E-08

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.1

1.67 0.38741911 0.38741911 2.46E-11
1.25 0.22924215 0.22924215 2.18E-11
1.00 0.07106519 0.07106519 1.90E-11
0.95 0.03153223 0.03153224 9.24E-09
0.92 0.00150899 0.00150815 8.40E-07

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.2

1.67 0.38741912 0.38741912 4.50E-10
1.25 0.22939397 0.22939439 4.21E-07
1.00 0.08510628 0.08509821 8.07E-06
0.83 0.01328299 0.01328294 4.45E-08
0.71 0.00083528 0.00083714 1.86E-06

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.2

1.67 0.38741911 0.38741911 3.58E-10
1.25 0.22924215 0.22924215 3.12E-10
1.00 0.07106519 0.07106519 2.86E-10
0.95 0.03153223 0.03153224 9.24E-09
0.92 0.00299047 0.00299063 1.62E-07

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.3

1.67 0.38743466 0.38743476 9.94E-08
1.25 0.23168156 0.23168115 4.13E-07
1.00 0.10193411 0.10192793 6.17E-06
0.83 0.03096382 0.03096201 1.81E-06
0.71 0.00681115 0.00681259 1.44E-06

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.3

1.67 0.38741912 0.38741911 1.61E-10
1.25 0.22924215 0.22924215 1.39E-10
1.00 0.07106791 0.07106800 8.86E-08
0.95 0.03153223 0.03153224 9.24E-09
0.92 0.00432070 0.00431963 1.07E-06

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.4

1.67 0.38776664 0.38776489 1.75E-06
1.25 0.23777915 0.23777104 8.11E-06
1.00 0.12017293 0.12017104 1.89E-06
0.83 0.05053076 0.05052852 2.24E-06
0.71 0.01840799 0.01841005 2.05E-06

(a) Hull–White model

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.4

1.67 0.38741912 0.38741911 1.55E-10
1.25 0.22924215 0.22924215 1.23E-10
1.00 0.07110811 0.07111282 4.71E-06
0.95 0.03153223 0.03153224 9.24E-09
0.92 0.00545130 0.00544519 6.11E-06

(b) CIR++ model

Table 6. Accuracy of the approximated price of zero-coupon bond call options, Propo-
sition 4.2 and Corollary C.2, under the Hull–White and CIR++ models, respectively.
Benchmark prices are calculated using closed-form analytical formulas. Except for the
number of grid points set to m = 200, model and CTMC parameters are as listed in
Table 5. Zero-coupon bond call option parameters using the notation of Proposition 4.2:
tn1 = 0, tn2 = 2, and T = 4.

We observe that the two models achieve high degrees of accuracy across all parameters and strikes,
with absolute errors below 8.11E-06. It is also worth noticing the high precision of the approxi-
mation for deep-out-of-the-money options, indicating good approximations of the left tails of the
underlying short-rate process. Such a high level of accuracy can be difficult to attain when using
other numerical techniques, particularly for out-of-the-money options.
Analogous experiments have been conducted with put options, with similar results for out-of-the-
money put options, indicating good approximations of the right tails of the short-rate diffusion
process. The accuracy of the approximation across different model parameter values has also been
tested. The methods exhibit a high level of precision across all parameters. Results are available
upon request.
We compare the efficiency of the CTMC methodology (14) to the trinomial tree method (“Tree”) of
Hull and White (1994) and Hull and White (1996), and Monte Carlo simulation (“Sim”) using the
procedure of Ostrovski (2013). For the Monte Carlo simulation, we used an Euler discretization
scheme, with a number of simulations ranging from 10, 000 to 100, 000 and 252-time steps per
year. Figure 1 shows the results. The calibration time is not included in the log elapsed time in
Figure 1, that is, for the tree, the calculation time does not include the construction of the interest
rate tree that perfectly fits the market data, and for the CTMC approximation, the calculation
time does not include the calibration of the model to the market zero-bond curve using Algorithm
1. Note that the construction of the interest rate tree is generally much faster than the CTMC
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Figure 1. Efficiency of the CTMC method (14) compared to trees and simulation
methods in approximating the price of zero-coupon bond call options under the Hull–
White model. Except for the number of grid points m, which range from 100 to 350,
model and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 5. For the tree, we use between
300 and 700 time steps per year. Zero-coupon bond call option parameters using the
notation of Proposition 4.2: tn1 = 0, tn2 = 2, T = 4, and K = 0.9.

(a) Hull–White (b) CIR++

Figure 2. Convergence pattern of the approximated zero-coupon bond call prices
under Hull–White and CIR++ models. Except for the number of grid points m, model
and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 5. Zero-coupon bond call option parameters
using the notation of Proposition 4.2: tn1 = 0, tn2 = 2, T = 4, and K = 0.9.

calibration process with Algorithm 1. When using 252-time steps per year, the tree is built in a
fraction of a second, whereas the calibration process with Algorithm 1 takes on average 3.2 seconds
with m = 160. Figure 1 shows the high efficiency of CTMC methods compared to other methods.
CTMC approximation clearly outperforms these other techniques in terms of both calculation time
and precision. The speed of the approximation for the extended models of Brigo and Mercurio
(2006), such as the CIR++ model, is similar to that obtained for the homogeneous models with
an average calculation time of less than 0.015 seconds (excluding calibration).
The convergence patterns of the value of the call option to the analytical price as the number
of grid points m increases is displayed in Figure 2. We observe that the two models converge
rapidly to their analytical values but exhibit a sawtooth pattern. Finally, since Assumption 4.1 is
not satisfied under the Hull–White model, the preceding experiments confirms that the results of
Section 4 hold under less restrictive conditions.

6.2. Approximation of Callable/Putable Bond Prices. We now examine the accuracy of
Proposition 4.3 in approximating callable/putable bonds under the Hull–White model. Accord-
ingly, we consider a coupon-bearing bond with semi-annual coupons that mature in 4 years, T = 4.
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The coupon rate, denoted by rc, is set to 5% per annum compounded semi-annually. The notional
of the debt is set to F = 100, and we assume that it can be called at any time between the second
and fourth year for no additional cost, that is, Kc

t = 100 for 2 ≤ t ≤ T , and we let Kc
t → ∞

when t < 2 (as exercise is not allowed). Moreover, since there is no put feature, Kp := Kp
t = 0 for

0 ≤ t ≤ T . Finally, we assume that accrued interest is paid to the bondholder upon redemption15.
The results are summarized in Table 7. The column “CTMC” shows the approximated value of the
debt using CTMCs, whereas the value using the tree method of Hull and White (1994) is reported
in the column “Tree”.

κ Benchmark CTMC Rel. Error Tree Rel. Error
0.5 85.7016960 85.7017544 6.82E-07 85.6474180 6.33E-04
1 91.6418214 91.6426071 8.57E-06 91.6070243 3.80E-04
2 98.5647947 98.5648058 1.13E-07 98.5108693 5.47E-04
3 99.7010757 99.7004280 6.50E-06 99.6443817 5.69E-04
σ Benchmark CTMC Rel. Error Tree Rel. Error

0.1 98.9838248 98.9818310 2.01E-05 98.9454895 3.87E-04
0.2 95.6073132 95.6072144 1.03E-06 95.5614168 4.80E-04
0.3 92.2381361 92.2382928 1.70E-06 92.1871120 5.53E-04
0.4 88.9338108 88.9340669 2.88E-06 88.8822619 5.80E-04

Table 7. Accuracy of Proposition 4.3 in approximating the price of callable bonds
under the Hull–White model. Benchmark is calculated using CTMC approximation
with m = 350. Except for the number of grid points m, model and CTMC parameters
are as listed in Table 5. For the tree methods, we use 252-time steps per year. Contract
specifications are F = 100, rc = 0.05, T = 4, Kc

t = 100, and Kp = 0, with the call
option exercise window starting from t = 2 to T = 4.

Figure 3. Convergence pattern of the approximated price of callable bonds, Propo-
sition 4.3, as the number of grid points m increases. Benchmark is calculated using
CTMC approximation with m = 1, 000. Except for the number of grid points m, model
and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 5. Contract specifications are F = 100,
rc = 0.05, T = 4, Kc

t = 100, and Kp = 0, with the call option exercise window starting
from t = 2 to T .

We observe that approximated values of the CTMC and tree methods are close to each other,
confirming the adequacy of Proposition 4.3.
The convergence pattern of the approximated callable price as m grows is displayed in Figure 3.
As for zero-coupon bond option prices, the absolute error decreases rapidly to 0 but exhibits a
sawtooth pattern.

15This is a standard assumption in practice, meaning that the call price Kc
t is increased by accrued interest upon

redemption.



22 A UNIFYING APPROACH FOR THE PRICING OF DEBT SECURITIES

6.3. Approximation of Convertible Bond Prices. We now investigate the accuracy and effi-
ciency of Proposition 5.3 in approximating CB prices under the Black–Scholes–Hull–White model,
as well as the numerical convergence of the price estimates. That is, we suppose that the stock
price dynamics follow a geometric Brownian motion with stochastic interest rate satisfying

(31)
dSt = RtSt dt+ σ̃SSt dW

(1)
t ,

dRt = (θ(t)−Rt) dt+ σ̃R dW
(2)
t ,

with κ, θ, σ̃S , σ̃R>0, and [W (1),W (2)]t = ρt, ρ ∈ [−1, 1].
From Lemma 3.1, we find that f(r) = σ̃S

σ̃R
r. The dynamics of the auxiliary processXt = ln(St)− ρf(Rt)

can then be derived as
dXt = µX(t, Rt) dt+ σX(Rt) dW

⋆
t

dRt = (θ(t)− κRt) dt+ σ̃R dW
(2)
t ,

(32)

with µX(t, Rt) = Rt − σ̃2
S

2 − ρ
σ̃S

σ̃R
(θ(t)− κRt), σX = σ̃S

√
1− ρ2, and X0 = ln(S0)− ρf(R0).

Unless stated otherwise, the model parameters for the short-rate process are the same as those
used in previous examples, summarized in Table 5. Recall also that function θ is calibrated to
the market zero-bond curve in Table 4 using Algorithm 1, as explained in Section 4.4. Finally, we
suppose that σ̃S = 0.2, and ρ = −0.2. The model parameters are summarized in Table 8.

Model R0 κ σ̃R S0 σ̃S ρ
Black–Scholes–Hull–White 0.04 1 0.20 100 0.2 −0.2

Table 8. Model parameters

The grid used to approximate the short-rate process, S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm}, and the auxiliary

process S(M)
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xM}, are constructed using the methodology of Tavella and Randall

(Tavella and Randall (2000), Chapter 5), as explained at the beginning of this section, with α̃R

(resp. α̃X) representing the non-uniformity parameter of the grid of R(m) (resp. X(m)). Unless
otherwise indicated, all numerical experiments are conducted using the CTMC parameters listed
in Table 9. Note also that the fast versions of Propositions 5.1 and 5.3 reported in Appendix D
have been used in all numerical examples.

Model m M r1 rm α̃R x1 xM α̃X ∆N

Black–Scholes–Hull–White 160 100 −30R0 25R0 0.5 0.64X0 1.42X0 2 1/252

Table 9. CTMC parameters

For the testing, we consider a zero-coupon CB (rc = 0) with a notional F = 100. We suppose that
the bond can be converted at any time from inception to maturity (T = 1) at a conversion rate
η = 1. Under this set of parameters and when there is no credit risk (ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]), the
valuation of American-style CBs is simplified to the valuation of European CBs, see Proposition
5.2. In that particular case, the results of Proposition E.1, available online as supplemental mate-
rial, can thus serve as a benchmark in our analysis. When ct > 0 for some t ∈ [0, T ], the CTMC
approximation is compared with the least-squares Monte Carlo (“LSMC”) simulation method of
Longstaff and Schwartz (2001)16. Column “Precision” displays the precision of the estimation at a
confidence level of 95% under the LSMC approach. The results are summarized in Table 10. We
note that the model achieves a high level of accuracy across all model parameters, with an average
calculation time of less than 5 seconds. When the short-rate process is time-homogeneous, the
matrix exponential can be calculated only once at the beginning of the procedure, which speeds
up the procedure significantly. For instance, under the Black–Scholes–Vasicek model, the average

16For the LSMC method, we use 50, 000 simulation paths with 100-time steps and the first three Laguerre
polynomials and a constant as basis functions.
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S0 CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
90 100.33682 100.34047 3.64E-05
95 102.74337 102.75665 1.29E-04
100 105.66867 105.68773 1.80E-04
105 109.06180 109.08255 1.90E-04
110 112.85367 112.87292 1.71E-04

S0 CTMC LSMC Precision
90 97.31702 97.20361 0.09455
95 100.73891 100.75332 0.12865
100 103.61307 103.60199 0.11840
105 107.43826 107.46598 0.12595
110 111.60870 111.66664 0.13167

σS CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.1 102.52417 102.56448 3.93E-04
0.15 104.00092 104.02399 2.22E-04
0.2 105.66867 105.68773 1.80E-04
0.3 109.23807 109.26034 2.04E-04
0.4 112.91842 112.94811 2.63E-04

σS CTMC LSMC Precision
0.1 100.87302 100.96646 0.06626
0.15 102.11293 102.15206 0.09259
0.2 103.61307 103.60199 0.11840
0.3 106.95143 106.90556 0.17311
0.4 110.46573 110.37440 0.22994

ρ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
-0.3 105.39162 105.40909 1.66E-04
-0.2 105.66867 105.68773 1.80E-04
0.2 106.69421 106.71650 2.09E-04
0.3 106.93344 106.95577 2.09E-04

(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

ρ CTMC LSMC Precision
-0.3 103.35969 103.35230 0.12100
-0.2 103.61307 103.60199 0.11840
0.2 104.56069 104.55082 0.10850
0.3 104.78361 104.77911 0.10665

(b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Table 10. Accuracy of the approximation of American-style CB prices, Algorithm 5,
under Black–Scholes–Hull–White model. Model and CTMC parameters are as listed in
Tables 8 and 9, respectively. Contract specifications are F = 100, T = 1, and η = 1.

calculation time for the CTMC approximated prices is less than 1.5 seconds. Numerical results
for that particular model are reported in Appendix E.2, available online as supplemental material.

(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] (b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Figure 4. Efficiency of the CTMC method in approximating CB prices, Algorithm
5, under the Black—Scholes–Vasicek model. Except for the number of grid points M ,
∆N = 1/100 and θ(t) = κR0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], the model and CTMC parameters are as
listed in Tables 8 and 9, respectively. Contract specifications are F = 100, T = 1, and
η = 1.

Figure 4 shows the efficiency of the methodology compared to other recently developed numerical
approaches. For this testing, we set θ(t) = κR0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], such that the short-rate process
collapses to the Vasicek model with a long-term mean level equal to R0. We compare the CTMC
approximated prices to the Willow tree approach (“Willow Tree”) of Lu and Xu (2017), the quadri-
nomial tree (“Quad. Tree”) of Battauz and Rotondi (2022), and the LSMC method of Longstaff
and Schwartz (2001). All methodologies listed above have been adapted to incorporate credit risk
as in the work of Tsiveriotis and Fernandes (1998) for a better comparison. When there is no credit
risk, the benchmark is obtained using the closed-form formula derived in Proposition E.1 (available
online as supplemental material); otherwise, CTMC approximation is used as a benchmark with
M = 1, 000, and all other CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 9. Figure 4 clearly shows the
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(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] (b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Figure 5. Convergence pattern of the approximated CB prices using CTMC method,
Algorihtm 5, under Black—Scholes–Hull–White model. Except for the number of grid
points M of the auxiliary process, the model and CTMC parameters are as listed in
Tables 8 and 9, respectively. Contract specifications are F = 100, T = 1, and η = 1.

S0
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

90 100.33682 100.33680 100.34047 3.66E-05
95 102.74337 102.74334 102.75665 1.30E-04
100 105.66867 105.66861 105.68773 1.81E-04
105 109.06180 109.06172 109.08255 1.91E-04
110 112.85367 112.85355 112.87292 1.72E-04

S0
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

90 97.31702 97.31699 97.33291 1.64E-04
95 100.73891 100.73878 100.74898 1.01E-04
100 103.61307 103.61300 103.62858 1.50E-04
105 107.43826 107.43813 107.45446 1.52E-04
110 111.60870 111.60852 111.62076 1.10E-04

σS
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

0.1 102.52417 102.52403 102.56448 3.94E-04
0.15 104.00092 104.00088 104.02399 2.22E-04
0.2 105.66867 105.66861 105.68773 1.81E-04
0.3 109.23807 109.23797 109.26034 2.05E-04
0.4 112.91842 112.91827 112.94811 2.64E-04

σS
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

0.1 100.87302 100.87238 100.89553 2.29E-04
0.15 102.11293 102.11287 102.13060 1.74E-04
0.2 103.61307 103.61300 103.62858 1.50E-04
0.3 106.95143 106.95130 106.97123 1.86E-04
0.4 110.46573 110.46554 110.49333 2.51E-04

ρ
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

-0.3 105.39162 105.39153 105.40909 1.67E-04
-0.2 105.66867 105.66861 105.68773 1.81E-04
0.2 106.69421 106.69416 106.71650 2.09E-04
0.3 106.93344 106.93328 106.95577 2.10E-04

(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

ρ
CTMC CTMC Exact Rel.
(Am) (Euro) (Euro) Error

-0.3 103.35969 103.35956 103.37370 1.37E-04
-0.2 103.61307 103.61300 103.62858 1.50E-04
0.2 104.56069 104.56063 104.57907 1.76E-04
0.3 104.78361 104.78340 104.80189 1.76E-04

(b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Table 11. Comparison of European and American-style CBs under Black–Scholes–
Hull–White model using Algorithms 3 and 5, respectively. Model and CTMC parameters
are as listed in Tables 8 and 9, respectively. Contract specifications are F = 100, T = 1,
and η = 1.

high efficiency of the CTMC methodologies compared to other methods. CTMC approximation
significantly outperforms these other techniques in terms of both precision and calculation time.
The convergence pattern of the approximation as M increases is also illustrated in Figure 5. We
observe that the approximated prices converge rapidly and smoothly to the benchmark prices.
Finally, Table 11 compares the values of European-style CBs, “CTMC (Euro)”, obtained using
Algorithm 3, to the values of American-style CBs, “CTMC (Am)”, obtained using Algorithm 5.
The exact valuation formula for the price of European-style CBs, Proposition E.1 available online
as supplemental material, is also shown in column “Exact (Euro)”. The column “Rel. Error”
documents the relative error of the CTMC approximation of the price of European-style CBs to
the price using the exact pricing formula.
When ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], the value of European-style CBs corresponds to that of American-
style CBs, confirming the adequacy of the results in Proposition 5.2. When ct > 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ],
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we also observed that the approximated values of American-style CBs are generally very close to
those of European-style CBs. We also note that the CTMC approximation is always slightly below
the value of European-tyle CBs using the exact pricing formula. This confirms that the optimal
exercise time is at the maturity of the contract since the price of European-style CBs must always
be lower or equal to that of American-style CBs, as shown in Corollary 5.1. The exact pricing
formula thus serves as a lower bound for the value. This has also been observed over a wide
range of parameters and for the three models Black–Scholes–Vasicek, Black–Scholes–CIR, and
Black–Scholes–Hull–White, suggesting that the value of early conversion is negligible under the
TF approach to model credit risk. This also indicates that the results of Proposition 5.2 could
possibly be generalized to the case where ct > 0, for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Further investigation into this
claim is left as future research.
Appendix E.2, available online as supplemental material, shows similar results under the Black–
Scholes–Vasicek model. Analogous numerical analysis has also been performed under the Black–
Scholes–CIR model with similar results, which are available upon request. Finally, since Assump-
tion 4.1 is not satisfied under the Black–Scholes–Hull–White model, the preceding experiments
confirms that the results of Section 5 hold under less restrictive conditions.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we provide a general pricing framework based on continuous-time Markov chain
approximations to value debt securities under general time-inhomogenous short-rate models. One
advantage of CTMC methods over other commonly used numerical techniques is that they allow for
a closed-form matrix expression for the price of zero-coupon bonds regardless of the complexity of
the short-rate dynamics, making the calibration of the approximated model to the current market-
term structure straightforward for a wide range of models. Closed-form matrix expressions are
also obtained for the price of bond options and European CBs, and simple and efficient algorithms
are developed to approximate the values of callable/putable bonds and CBs (American-style).
Numerical results show the high accuracy and great efficiency of the methodology. Theoretical
convergence is also discussed. The problem of CB pricing is also studied from a theoretical
perspective. When there is no credit risk and under some conditions on the parameters of the
equity process (constant volatility), we show that early conversion is sub-optimal. When default
risk is considered, we obtain lower and upper bounds for the value of American-style CBs. We also
observed numerically that the value of early conversion is negligible over a large range of model
parameters.
Alternative approaches to credit risk modeling, such as the one of Hung and Wang (2002) and
Chambers and Lu (2007) or Milanov et al. (2013), can also be explored using CTMCs. The
methodologies proposed by Hung and Wang (2002) and Chambers and Lu (2007) can be easily
integrated. However, Milanov et al. (2013) introduce default risk by incorporating a jump into
the equity process. Jump processes in CTMCs have been studied in a one-dimensional setting
by Lo and Skindilias (2014), while Kirkby (2023), Appendix B, discusses some extensions to
two-dimensional processes. Other developments to the present work can also be considered. For
example, building on insights from Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Sections 2.6.1 and 3.3.2., the closed-
form expression obtained for the price of bond options in (14) and Remark 4.5 can be used to
approximate other derivatives like caps, floors, and swaptions. The pricing of these derivatives, as
well as the associated model calibration, should be studied in greater detail.
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Appendix A. Proofs

A.1. Proof of Lemma 4.1. Without loss of generality, suppose that i = 0 and that Ñ = N . Since
R(m) is a discrete random process whose transitional probabilities pk1k2

(tn−1, tn), 1 ≤ k1, k2 ≤ m,
1 ≤ n ≤ N are given by P(tn−1, tn) = exp

{
Q

(m)
n ∆N

}
as per (3), we have that

E
[
e−

∑N
n=1 R

(m)
tn

∆N
∣∣R(m)

0 = rj

]
=

m∑
k1,k2,...,kN=1

e−
∑N

l=1 rkl
∆N pjk1

(t0, t1)pk1k2
(t1, t2) . . . pkN−1kN

(tN−1, tN )

=

m∑
k1,k2,...,kN=1

pjk1(t0, t1)e
−rk1

∆N pk1k2(t1, t2)e
−rk2

∆N . . . pkN−1kN
(tN−1, tN )e−rkN

∆N

https://github.com/fmentink/fastExpm
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= ej

(
N∏

n=1

P(tn−1, tn)e
−Dm∆N

)
1m×1

= ej

(
N∏

n=1

eQ
(m)
n ∆N e−Dm∆N

)
1m×1,

where the fourth line is the matrix representation of the third line. The result follows similarly
when Ñ = kN . The proof for (12) follows using analogous arguments. ■

A.2. Proof of Proposition 4.1. Using the notation of Lemma 4.1, we have that

E
[
e
−

∫ T
ti

R(m)
s ds∣∣R(m)

ti = rj

]
= E

[
lim

Ñ→∞
e
−

∑Ñ
n=ki+1 R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃ki
= rj

]
= lim

Ñ→∞
E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=ki+1 R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ |R(m)

t̃ki
= rj

]
(by the dominated convergence theorem)

= lim
Ñ→∞

ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

(
eQ

(m)
n ∆

Ñ e−D∆
Ñ

) Ñ
N

)
1m×1 (by (11))

= ej

(
N∏

n=i+1

e(Q
(m)
n −D)∆N

)
1m×1 (by the Lie product formula).

A.3. Extension of Proposition 5.2 and Corollary 5.1. This section shows that the results
of Proposition 5.2 and Corollary 5.1 still hold when periodic coupons are paid. We suppose that
N > 0 periodic coupons α > 0 are paid at time 0 < t1 < t2 < . . . < tN = T . The time-t
risk-neutral value of a European-style CB is given by

vαe (t, x, r) := E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru duηST1{ST≥F/η} + e−
∫ T
t

Ru+cu duF1{ST<F/η}
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
+ α

N∑
i=1

E
[
e−

∫ ti
t Ru+cu du

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]
1{ti≥t}

= ve(t, x, r) + α

N∑
i=1

e−
∫ ti
t cu duPr(t, ti)1{ti≥t},

(33)

where Pr(t, ti) := E
[
e−

∫ ti
t Ru du

∣∣Rt = r
]

with P (t, ti) = 1 whenever ti ≤ t. Hence, the value of
European-style CBs with coupons is equal to the value of European-style CBs without coupons to
which the present value of future coupons is added. When conversion can occur at any time prior
to maturity, the time-t risk-neutral value of the CB is given by

vα(t, x, r) := sup
τ∈Tt,T

E

[
e−

∫ τ
t

Ru+cu1{τ=T,ST <F/η} duφ(τ, Sτ )

+ α

N∑
i=1

e−
∫ ti
t Ru+cu du1{ti≤τ,ti≥t}

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
.

(34)

with function φ defined in (27).

Corollary A.1. If ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] and σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all r ∈ SR, then
vα(t, x, r) = vαe (t, x, r) for all (t, x, r) ∈ [0, T ]× R⋆

+ × SR.

Proof. Define process
{
Z̃s := α

∑N
i=1 e

−
∫ ti
t Ru du1{ti≤s,ti≥t}

}
t≤s≤T

, representing the discounted

value of future coupons, and note that

vα(t, x, r) ≤ sup
τ∈Tt,T

E

[
e−

∫ τ
t

R(u) duφ(τ, Sτ )
∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
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+ sup
τ∈Tt,T

E
[
Z̃τ

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]

= ve(t, x, r) + E
[
Z̃T

∣∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]

= vαe (t, x, r),

where the second equality follows from Proposition 5.2 and by noticing that Z̃s ↑ Z̃T . We conclude
the proof by observing that vα(t, x, r) ≥ vαe (t, x, r) for all (t, x, r) ∈ [0, T ] × R⋆

+ × SR, since
T ∈ Tt,T . ■

Let ṽαe : [0, T ]×R⋆
+×SR → R+ denote the value of European-style CBs (with periodic coupon α)

when ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Using (33), it follows that

ṽαe (t, x, r) := E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru du max (ηST , F )
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
+ α

N∑
i=1

Pr(t, ti)1{ti≥t}

= ṽe(t, x, r) + α

N∑
i=1

Pr(t, ti)1{ti≥t},

where ṽe represents the value of European-style CBs with no coupons when ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]
defined in (28).

Corollary A.2. Assume σS(r) = σ̃S > 0 for all r ∈ SR. We have that
vαe (t, x, r) ≤ vα(t, x, r) ≤ ṽαe (t, x, r) for all (t, x, r) ∈ [0, T ]× R⋆

+ × SR.

The proof is akin to that of Corollary 5.1.

Appendix B. Time-Homogeneous Models

When the short-rate process is time-homogeneous (see, for instance, models listed in Table 1),
the generator is time-independent, and the results obtained in Section 4 can be simplified. The
construction of the generator remains the same as in Section 3.1, except that we now have Q(m) :=

Q
(m)
1 = Q

(m)
2 = . . . = Q

(m)
N , which follows because the drift and volatility parameters of R are

now time-independent. In this appendix, we summarize the different results obtained previously
under the assumption that the short-rate process is time-homogeneous.
Recall that {ek}mk=1 denotes the standard basis in Rm, that is, ek represents a row vector of size
1 ×m with a value of 1 in the k-th entry and 0 elsewhere, 1m×1 denotes an m × 1 unit vector,
and Dm := diag(r), is an m×m diagonal matrix with vector r = (r1, r2, . . . , rm) on its diagonal,
rk ∈ S(m)

R , k = 1, 2 . . . ,m.

B.1. Zero-Coupon Bond. The first result of this section concerns the price of zero-coupon
bonds.

Corollary B.1. Consider a time partition of [0, T ], 0 = t̃0 < t̃1 < . . . < t̃Ñ = T , with Ñ ∈ N,
∆Ñ = T/Ñ and t̃n = n∆Ñ . Given that R(m)

t̃i
= Rt̃i

= rj ∈ S(m)
R , it holds that

(35) E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=i+1 R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃i
= rj

]
= ej

(
eQ

(m)∆
Ñ e−Dm∆

Ñ

)Ñ−i

× 1m×1,

and

E
[
e
−

∑Ñ
n=i R

(m)

t̃n
∆

Ñ
∣∣R(m)

t̃i
= rj

]
= ej

(
e−Dm∆

Ñ eQ
(m)∆

Ñ

)Ñ−i

e−Dm∆
Ñ × 1m×1

= eje
−Dm∆

Ñ

(
eQ

(m)∆
Ñ e−Dm∆

Ñ

)Ñ−i

× 1m×1,

(36)

Moreover, if Assumption 4.1 holds, then the price at time t ≥ 0 of a zero-coupon bond with maturity
T ≥ t can be approximated by

(37) P
(m)
j (t, T ) := E

[
e−

∫ T
t

R(m)
s ds

∣∣R(m)
t = rj

]
= eje

(Q(m)−Dm)(T−t)1m×1,
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given that R(m)
t = Rt = rj ∈ S(m)

R .

The proof follows by setting Ñ = N and Q(m) = Q
(m)
1 = Q

(m)
2 = . . . = Q

(m)
N in Lemma 4.1,

Remark 4.1, and Proposition 4.1.
(37) was previously obtained by Cui et al. (2018) Proposition 8 (ii) and Kirkby (2023), Proposition
3, whereas the first equality of (36) is provided, in a more general form, in Cui et al. (2018)
Proposition 8 (i). The proof in Appendix A differs from these previous proofs and provides a
simple and intuitive way of obtaining these results using basic probabilistic arguments.

B.2. Zero-Coupon Bond Option. The next result concerns the price of European call and put
options on zero-coupon bonds.

Corollary B.2. Let Assumption 4.1 hold. Given that R(m)
tn1

= rj ∈ S(m)
R , the price at tn1 ≥ 0 of a

European call (resp. put) option with maturity tn2
> tn1

on a zero-coupon bond maturing at time
T > tn2

with a strike K > 0 can be approximated by

(38) E
[
e
−

∫ tn2
tn1

R(m)
s ds

h
(
P (m)(tn2

, T )
) ∣∣∣R(m)

tn1
= rj

]
= ej

(
e(Q

(m)−Dm)(tn2
−tn1

)
)
H,

where h(x) = max(x − K, 0) (resp. h(x) = max(K − x, 0)) denotes the payoff function,

P (m)(tn2
, T ) := E

[
e
−

∫ T
tn2

R(m)
s ds

∣∣∣R(m)
tn2

]
denotes the approximated zero-coupon bond price at tn2

,

and H denotes a column vector of size m× 1 whose k-th, hk, entry is given by

hk = h
(
P

(m)
k (tn2

, T )
)
,

with P (m)
k (tn2 , T ) defined in (37).

Appendix C. Extended Models of Brigo and Mercurio (2006)

In this section, we summarize the results of Section 4 under particular time-inhomogeneous short-
rate models, for which the short-rate process is obtained by a time-deterministic shift of a time-
homogeneous auxiliary process. More precisely, we suppose that the short-rate process can be
decomposed as

(39) Rt = Yt + θ(t),

for t ≥ 0, where θ denotes a continuous deterministic function of time and Y denotes an auxiliary
time-homogeneous diffusion process with the following dynamics:

(40) dYt = µY (Yt) dt+ σY (Yt) dWt,

where µY , σY : SY → R are well-behaved functions such that (40) has a unique in-law weak
solution with SY the state-space of Y . Examples of such diffusion processes are listed in Table 3.
In this section, the auxiliary process Y is approximated by a CTMC. We denote by Y (m) the
CTMC approximation of Y taking values in a finite state-space S(m)

Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ym}. The
time-independent generator of Y (m), denoted by Q

(m)
Y , is constructed as in (5), with functions

µR and σR replaced by functions µY and σY of (40), respectively. Moreover, since the auxiliary
process is time-homogenous, the generator of Y (m) does not depend on time, such that Q

(m)
Y :=

Q
(m)
1 = Q

(m)
2 = . . . = Q

(m)
N . Using (39), the CTMC approximation of the short-rate process R(m)

is given by
R

(m)
t = Y

(m)
t + θ(t),

for t ≥ 0, with θ(0) = 0.

Remark C.1 (Weak convergence of the approximation). The weak convergence of Y (m) to Y
follows from Theorem 5.1 of Mijatović and Pistorius (2013). Then, since R is a continuous
transformation of Y , we conclude that R(m) ⇒ R by the continuous mapping Theorem.
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Recall that {ek}mk=1 denotes the standard basis in Rm, that is, ek represents a row vector of size
1×m with a value of 1 in the k-th entry and 0 elsewhere, 1m×1 denotes an m× 1 unit vector, and
DY := diag(y) denotes an m×m diagonal matrix with vector y = (y1, y2, . . . , ym) on its diagonal,
with yk ∈ S(m)

Y , k = 1, 2, . . . ,m.

C.1. Zero-Coupon Bond. The next corollary shows that the price of zero-coupon bonds inherits
the analytical tractability of the homogeneous auxiliary process Y .

Corollary C.1. Suppose that there exists y⋆ ∈ SY such that Yt ≥ y⋆ for all t ≥ 0. Then, the
price at time t ≥ 0 of a zero-coupon bond with maturity T ≥ t can be approximated by

(41) P
(m)
j (t, T ) := E[e−

∫ T
t

R(m)
s ds

∣∣R(m)
t = yj + θ(t)] = e−

∫ T
t

θ(s) dsP̃
(m)
j (t, T ),

with

(42) P̃
(m)
j (t, T ) := E

[
e−

∫ T
t

Y (m)
s ds

∣∣Y (m)
t = yj

]
= eje

(
Q

(m)
Y −DY

)
(T−t)

1m×1,

where Yt = Y
(m)
t = yj ∈ S(m)

Y .

The proof follows directly from Corollary B.1.

C.2. Zero-Coupon Bond Option. The next result concerns the price of European call and put
options on zero-coupon bonds. Using the homogeneous property of the auxiliary process, we can
obtain a simplified expression for (14).

Corollary C.2. Suppose that there exists y⋆ ∈ SY such that Yt ≥ y⋆ for all t ≥ 0. Given that
R

(m)
tn1

= yj + θ(t), with yj ∈ S(m)
Y , the price at tn1

≥ 0 of a European call (resp. put) option with
maturity tn2

> tn1
on a zero-coupon bond maturing at time T > tn2

with a strike K > 0 can be
approximated by

(43) E
[
e
−

∫ tn2
tn1

R(m)
s ds

h
(
P (m)(tn2 , T )

) ∣∣∣R(m)
tn1

= yj + θ(t)

]
= eje

−
∫ tn2
tn1

θ(s) ds
(
e

(
Q

(m)
Y −DY

)
(tn2

−tn1
)
)
H,

where h(x) = max(x − K, 0) (resp. h(x) = max(k − x, 0)) denotes the payoff function with

P (m)(tn2
, T ) := E

[
e
−

∫ T
tn2

R(m)
s ds

∣∣∣R(m)
tn2

]
and H denotes a column vector of size m× 1 whose k-th

entry, hk, is given by

hk = h
(
P

(m)
k (tn2

, T )
)
,

with P (m)
k (tn2

, T ) defined in (41).

C.3. Calibration to the Initial Term Structure of Interest Rates. When the short-rate
process is of the form Rt = Yt + θ(t), as in Table 3, the fitting to the term structure of interest
rates can be greatly simplified, since the function θ now appears explicitly in the zero-coupon bond
formula (41).
Proposition C.1 provides an explicit expression for the function θ that makes the model zero-
coupon bond prices equal to the market prices when the short-rate process is of the form (39).
As in Section 4.4, we assume that the time deterministic function θ is piecewise constant in time,
such that

θ(t) =

N∑
n=1

θn1[tn−1,tn)(t),

for some θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θN ) ∈ RN . The objective is thus to find parameters θ such that
P

(m)
j (0, tn) = P ⋆(0, tn) for n = 1, 2, . . . , N , where P ⋆ represents the market zero-coupon bond

prices. Those parameters are called the calibrated parameters and are denoted by a star θ⋆.
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Proposition C.1. Given R0 = R
(m)
0 = yj ∈ S(m)

Y , we have that

(44) θ⋆n :=


− 1

tn
ln

(
P⋆(0,tn)

P̃
(m)
j (0,tn)

)
if n = 1

− 1
tn−tn−1

ln

(
P⋆(0,tn)

P⋆(0,tn−1)

P̃
(m)
j (0,tn−1)

P̃
(m)
j (0,tn)

)
if n = 2, 3, . . . , N,

where P̃ (m)
j is defined in (42).

The proof is straightforward from Corollary C.1.

Algorithm 2: Calibration of θ to the Current Market Term-Structure - Extended Models
of Brigo and Mercurio (2006)

Input: Initialize Q
(m)
Y and let t 7→ P ⋆(0, t) be the current market zero-bond curve

N ∈ N, the number of time steps
∆N ← T/N , the size of a time step

1 Set tn = n∆N , n = 1, 2, . . . , N

2 Set DY ← diag(y) with y = (y1, y2, . . . , ym), yk ∈ S(m)
Y , k = 1, 2, . . . ,m

/* Adjusted transition probability matrix of Y over a period of length ∆N */

3 A∆N
← e(Q

(m)
Y −DY )∆N

/* Calibration to the current market zero-bond curve t 7→ P ⋆(0, t) */

4 Set P̃(t1)← A∆N
1m×1

5 Set θ⋆1 = − 1
t1
ln
(

P⋆(0,t1)

ejP̃(t1)

)
6 for n = 2, . . . , N do
7 P̃(tn)← A∆N

P̃(tn−1)

8 θ⋆n = − 1
tn−tn−1

ln
(

P⋆(0,tn)
P⋆(0,tn−1)

ejP̃(tn−1)

ejP̃(tn)

)
9 return {θ⋆n}Nn=1

The calibrated parameters in (44) can easily be obtained by calculating the zero-coupon bond
price at each time {t1, t2, . . . , tn}. This procedure involves calculating matrix exponentials at each
time step, which can slow down the execution considerably. However, by taking advantage of the
homogeneous property of Y , the matrix exponentials can be calculated only once at the beginning
of the procedure, which makes it highly efficient. This is illustrated in Algorithm 2. In Algorithm
2, P̃(tn) := [P̃

(m)
j (0, tn)]

m
j=1 is a column vector of size m× 1, representing the current zero-coupon

bond prices of the auxiliary process Y (m) for maturity tn, n = 1, 2, . . . , n, with P̃ (m)
j (0, tn) defined

in (42).

Appendix D. Algorithms

This section presents the results of Section 5 into an algorithm format. More precisely, Proposition
5.3 is provided in Algorithm 4. Using the results of Mackay et al. (2023) Proposition 4.3, a fast
version of Proposition 5.1 for the pricing of European-style CBs is also provided in Algorithm
3, whereas the fast-version of Proposition 5.3 for the pricing American-style CBs is provided in
Algorithm 5.

D.1. European-Style Convertible Bond. Using the tower property of conditional expectations
and Proposition D.1 inspired from the work of Mackay et al. (2023), we present a new algorithm
(Algorithm 3) that speeds up the pricing of European-style CBs.

Proposition D.1 (Mackay et al. (2023), Proposition 4.3). Let h > 0 with h ≪ T and 0 ≤ t ≤
T −h. For any function ϕ for which the expectation on the left-hand side of (45) is finite, we have
that
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(45) E
[
ϕ
(
t+ h,X

(m,M)
t+h , R

(m)
t+h

) ∣∣X(m,M)
t = xi, R

(m)
t = rj

]
=

m∑
k=1

E
[
ϕ
(
t+ h,X

(m,M)
t+h , R

(m)
t+h

) ∣∣R(m)
t = R

(m)
t+h = rk, X

(m,M)
t = xi

]
× P

(
R

(m)
t+h = rk|R(m)

t = rj

)
+ ĉ(h),

where ĉ(h) denotes a function satisfying limh→0
ĉ(h)
h = 0.

In their paper, Mackay et al. (2023) work with stochastic volatility models. However, the reasoning
behind the proof is the same for stochastic interest rate models as in the present context.
The following notation is used in Algorithm 3.

(1) B = [bkl]
m,M
k,l=1 denotes a matrix of size m×M , containing the value of the CB.

(2) B∗,l = [bkl]
m
k=1 denotes the l-th column of B, l = 1, 2, . . . ,M ,

(3) Bk,∗ = [bkl]
M
l=1 denotes the k-th row of B, k = 1, 2, . . . ,m.

(4) The symbol ⊤ indicates the matrix (vector) transpose operation.

Algorithm 3: European-style CB – Fast Algorithm

Input: Initialize Q
(m)
n as in (5), and Λ

(n,M)
k as in (8), for k = 1, 2, . . . ,m, n = 1, 2, . . . , N

N ∈ N, the number of time steps,
∆N ← T/N , the size of a time step

1 For each k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}, set

Bk,∗ ←
[
ηexl+ρf(rk)1{exl+ρf(rk)≥F/η} + e−

∫ T
0

cu duF1{exl+ρf(rk)<F/η}

]M
l=1

2 for n = N − 1, . . . , 0 do
3 for k = 1, 2, . . . ,m do
4 PX

n,k ← eΛ
(n+1,M)
k ∆N e−rk∆N

5 E∗,k ← PX
n,kB

⊤
k,∗

6 PR
n ← eQ

(m)
n+1∆N

7 for l = 1, 2, . . . ,M do
8 B∗,l ← PR

nE
⊤
l,∗

9 return bji

At each time step n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, Proposition D.1 allows the separation of the matrices Λ(n,M)
k

and Q
(m)
n . Hence, the matrix exponential of a large sparse matrix G

(mM)
n of size mM ×mM is

replaced by m calculations of the exponential of an M ×M matrix and one calculation of the
exponential of an m × m matrix. Numerical experiments in Section 6 show the accuracy and
efficiency of the fast algorithm empirically.

D.2. Convertible Bond (American-style). Based on Proposition 5.3, Algorithm 4 provides the
CTMC approximation for the value of a CB given that X(m,M)

0 = ln(S0)−ρf(R0) = xi ∈ S(M)
X and

R
(m)
0 = R0 = rj ∈ S(m)

R . The algorithm is set up for zero-coupon CBs with no additional features,
such as call and put options. However, such extensions are straightforward and are discussed in
Remark 5.4.
Similar to the European-style CB, the performance of Algorithm 4 can be increased by as-
suming that the short-rate process is constant over small time periods (Proposition D.1). Let
H̃ := [ηexl+ρf(rk)]m,M

k,l=1 be an be an m×M matrix representing the conversion value. At each time
step, matrices B̃E , B̃CO, and B̃, of size m×M , contain the equity part, cash-only part, and the
whole value of the CB, respectively. Furthermore, we denote by b̃ij (resp h̃ij), the (i, j)-entry of
B̃ (resp. H̃), and define the matrix indicator 1{B̃=H̃}, where each element (i, j) of the matrix,
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denoted 1{B̃=H̃}(i, j), is given by 1{B̃=H̃}(i, j) = 1{b̃ij=h̃ij}, for 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ M . The fast
Algorithm to value CBs is provided in Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 4: American-style CB

Input: Initialize G
(mM)
n as in (10) for n = 1, 2, . . . , N , HCO as in (29), and HE

n as in (30),
for n = 0, 1, . . . , N

N ∈ N, the number of time steps,
∆N ← T/N , the size of a time step

1 Set DmM ← diag (d) with d = (d1, d2, . . . , dmM ), and d(k−1)M+l = rk ∈ S(m)
R ,

k = 1, 2, , . . . ,m, l = 1, 2, , . . . ,M

2 Set BCO
N ← HCO, BE

N ← HE
N , BN ← BE

N +BCO
N

3 for n = N − 1, N − 2, . . . , 0 do
4 An+1 ← exp

{
∆N

(
G

(mM)
n+1 −DmM

)}
,

5 BCO
n ← e−

∫ tn+1
tn

cu duAn+1B
CO
n+1, BE

n ← An+1B
E
n+1,

6 Bn ← max
(
HE

n ,B
E
n +BCO

n

)
7 BCO

n ← BCO
n

(
1mM×1 − 1{Bn=HE

n }
)
, BE

n = Bn −BCO
n

8 v(m,M)(0, S0, R0)← ejiB0

9 return v(m,M)(0, S0, R0)

Algorithm 5: American-style CB – Fast Algorithm

Input: Initialize Q
(m)
n as in (5) and Λ

(n,M)
k as in (8), for k = 1, 2, . . . ,m, n = 1, 2, . . . , N

N ∈ N, the number of time steps,
∆N ← T/N , the size of a time step

1 Set H̃ := [ηexl+ρf(rk)]m,M
k,l=1

2 Set B̃E
k,∗ ←

[
ηexl+ρf(rk)1{exl+ρf(rk)≥F/η}

]M
l=1

, k = 1, 2, . . . ,m

3 Set B̃CO
k,∗ ←

[
F1{exl+ρf(rk)<F/η}

]M
l=1

, k = 1, 2, . . . ,m

4 B̃← B̃E + B̃CO

5 for n = N − 1, . . . , 0 do
6 for k = 1, 2, . . . ,m do
7 PX

n,k ← eΛ
(n+1,M)
k ∆N e−rk∆N

8 ECO
∗,k ← e−

∫ tn+1
tn

cu duPX
n,k(B̃

CO
k,∗ )

⊤, EE
∗,k ← PX

n,k(B̃
E
k,∗)

⊤

9 PR
n ← eQ

(m)
n+1∆N

10 for l = 1, 2, . . . ,M do
11 B̃CO

∗,l ← PR
n (E

CO
l,∗ )⊤, B̃E

∗,l ← PR
n (E

E
l,∗)

⊤, B̃← max
(
H̃, B̃E + B̃CO

)
12 B̃CO ← B̃CO

(
1m×M − 1{B̃=H̃}

)
, B̃E = B̃− B̃CO

13 return bji
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Appendix E. Supplemental Material

This document provides supplemental material to A Unifying Approach for the Pricing of Debt
Securities.

E.1. Closed-Form Expression for European-style Convertible Bonds under TF ap-
proach. In the following, we derive a closed-form analytical formula for European-style CBs (or
when the conversion option can only be exercised at maturity). We suppose that credit risk is
incorporated into the model using the approach of Tsiveriotis and Fernandes (1998).
Accordingly, we make some simplifying assumptions. We suppose that the dynamics of the stock
process are given by

(46)
dSt = RtSt dt+ σ̃SSt

(
ρdW̃

(2)
t +

√
1− ρ2 dW̃ (1)

t

)
,

dRt = (θ(t)− κRt) dt+ σ̃R dW̃
(2)
t ,

with σ̃S , σ̃R > 0, ρ ∈ [−1, 1] and W̃ = {(W̃ (1)
t , W̃

(2)
t )}t≥0 is a standard bi-dimensional Brownian

motion17. Under this assumption, the short-rate process corresponds to the Hull–White model
in Table 2. When function θ(·) is constant over time, then the short-rate dynamics collapsed to
the Vasicek model18, whereas when κ = 0, the Ho–Lee model is obtained. Under these three
models, the short-rate process is Gaussian, and the price of the zero-coupon bond can be obtained
explicitly by

(47) P (t, T ) = eA(t,T )−B(t,T )Rt ,

for some time-deterministic functions A and B given in Table 12, see Björk (2009), Section 24.4
for details. Finally, note that when σR(·) = κ = θ(·) = 0, then the short-rate process is constant
to R0 and (46) collapsed to the Black–Scholes model.

Model A(t, T ) B(t, T )

Vasicek
(
θ − σ̃2

R

2κ2

)
[B(t, T )− (T − t)]− σ̃2

R

4κB
2(t, T ) 1

κ [1− e
−κ(T−t)]

Ho–Lee
∫ T

t
θ(s)(s− T ) ds+ σ̃2

R

2
(T−t)3

3 T − t
Hull–White

∫ T

t
1
2 σ̃

2
RB(s, T )− θ(s)B(s, T ) ds 1

κ [1− e
−κ(T−t)]

Table 12. Definition of A(t, T ) and B(t, T ) for different models of Tables 1 and 2.

The following proposition provides a closed-form pricing formula for European-style CBs under
general stochastic short-rate models (46). The pricing of European call options under stochastic
interest rate are discussed in Geman et al. (1995) (Theorem 2 and Section 3.2), Björk (2009)
(Section 26.5), and Brigo and Mercurio (2006) (Appendix B), among others. The general proof uses
the change of numéraire techniques developed by Geman et al. (1995). An alternative derivation
is also provided in Abudy and Izhakian (2013) when the short-rate dynamics is given by the
Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process (or, equivalently, the Vasicek model).

Proposition E.1. Given St = x > 0 and Rt = r ∈ R, the price at time t of a European-style CB
with maturity T > 0, face value F > 0, and conversion ratio η > 0 is given by

ve(t, r, x) = ηxΦ(d1) + e−
∫ T
t

cu duP (t, T )FΦ(d2)(48)

17The formulation in (46) in terms of independent Brownian motion is equivalent to that in (1) in terms of
correlated Brownian motion. Indeed, define Zt = ρW̃

(2)
t +

√
1− ρ2W̃

(1)
t , t ≥ 0. From Cholesky decomposition, the

process (Z, W̃ (2)) is a correlated Brownian motion with cross-variation [Z, W̃ (2)]t = ρt.
18It suffices to set θ(t) = θ̃κ, for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , for some constant θ̃ > 0 to obtain the Vasicek model with a long-term

mean parameter equal to θ̃.
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where Φ(·) denotes the cumulative distribution of a standard normal distribution,

d1 =
ln ηx

FP (t,T )
+ 1

2V (t,T )√
V (t,T )

, and d2 =
√
V (t, T )− d1, with

V (t, T ) =

{
σ̃2
S(T − t) +

2ρσ̃S σ̃R

κ [(T − t)−B(t, T )] +
σ̃2
R

κ2

[
(T − t)− κ

2B
2(t, T )−B(t, T )

]
if κ ̸= 0

σ̃2
S(T − t) + ρσ̃S σ̃R(T − t)2 + σ̃2

R

3 (T − t)3 if κ = 0,

and P (t, T ) = eA(t,T )+B(t,T )r, where functions A and B are defined in Table 12.

Proof. Recall from (21) that

(49) ve(t, x, r) = E
[
e−

∫ T
t

Ru duηST1{ST≥F/η} + e−
∫ T
t

Ru+cu duF1{ST<F/η}
∣∣St = x,Rt = r

]
.

To solve this problem and avoid working with the joint density of (
∫ T

t
Ru du, ST ), we use the

change of numéraire technique discussed in Geman et al. (1995), Theorem 2 and Section 3.2 (a).
Consequently, we introduce the T -forward measure, denoted by QT , which has the zero-coupon
bond price process P = {P (t, T )}0≤t≤T as numéraire. We also introduce the measure QS under
which the risky asset S is the chosen numéraire. Following Geman et al. (1995), Theorem 2, we
have that

ve(t, x, r) = P (t, T )EQT [
ηST1{ST≥F/η}

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
]

+ e−
∫ T
t

cu duP (t, T )FQT
(
ST < F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)

= ηxQS

(
ST ≥ F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)

+ e−
∫ T
t

cu duP (t, T )FQT
(
ST < F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)
,

(50)

where the first term of the second equality follows from Corollary 2 of Geman et al. (1995), and
EQT

[·] denotes the expectation under the T -forward measure. To solve (50), we need to find the
distribution of ST under measures QT and QS , respectively. This is what we do in the following.
The first step to obtain the dynamics of S under QT consists of finding the dynamics of the
zero-coupon bond price process P under Q. Accordingly, recall from (47) that

P (t, T ) = eA(t,T )−B(t,T )Rt ,

for some time-deterministic functions A and B defined in Table 12, and note that

At(t, T ) :=
∂A

∂t
(t, T ) = θ(t)B(t, T )− 1

2
σ̃2
RB

2(t, T ), and Bt(t, T ) :=
∂B

∂t
(t, T ) = κB(t, T )− 1,

see Björk (2009), Section 24.4. Hence, applying Ito’s formula to lnP (t, T ), we obtain that

d lnP (t, T ) = (At(t, T )−Bt(t, T )Rt) dt−B(t, T ) dRt

=

[
θ(t)B(t, T )− 1

2
σ̃2
RB

2(t, T )−Bt(t, T )Rt −B(t, T ) (θ(t)− κRt)

]
dt− σ̃RB(t, T ) dW̃

(2)
t

=

[
Rt −

1

2
σ̃2
RB

2(t, T )

]
dt− σ̃RB(t, T ) dW̃

(2)
t ,(51)

so that,

dP (t, T ) = RtP (t, T ) dt− σ̃RB(t, T )P (t, T ) dW̃
(2)
t .(52)

Now, observe that

(53) QT
(
ST < F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)
= QT

(
ST

P (T, T )
< F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r

)
.

From Theorem 1 (i) of Geman et al. (1995), we know that process f = {ft := St

P (t,T )}0≤t≤T is a
QT -local martingale (thus, it as no drift). Moreover, since a change of measures only affects the
drift of a process, we can deduce the dynamics of process f under QT from its dynamics under Q
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by setting the drift term to nil, which we do next. Using (46) , (52) and Itô’s formula, we find
that

dft =
1

P (t, T )
dSt −

St

P 2(t, T )
dP (t, T )− 1

P 2(t, T )
d⟨St, P (t, T )⟩+

St

P 3(t, T )
d⟨P (t, T )⟩

=
(
ρσ̃S σ̃RB(t, T ) + σ̃2

RB
2(t, T )

)
ft dt+ σ̃S

√
1− ρ2ft dW̃ (1)

t + [ρσ̃s + σ̃RB(t, T )] ft dW̃
(2)
t .(54)

Because f must be a local martingale under QT , we deduce from Girsanov theorem that process
(Ŵ (1), Ŵ (2)), defined by

dŴ
(1)
t = dW̃

(1)
t ,

dŴ
(2)
t = dW̃

(2)
t + σ̃RB(t, T ) dt,

(55)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , is a standard bi-dimensional Brownian motion under QT , which implies that

dft = σ̃S
√
1− ρ2ft dŴ (1)

t + [ρσ̃s + σ̃RB(t, T )] ft dŴ
(2)
t .(56)

Hence, ln fT given ln ft is normally distributed with a mean µ̂ := ln ft− 1
2V (t, T ) (see for instance,

Björk (2009), Lemma 4.15), and variance σ̂2 := V (t, T ), where

V (t, T ) =

∫ T

t

σ̃2
S(1− ρ2) + [ρσ̃S + σ̃RB(s, T )]

2
ds

= σ̃2
S(T − t) + 2ρσ̃S σ̃R

∫ T

t

B(s, T ) ds+ σ̃2
R

∫ T

t

B2(s, T ) ds.(57)

The probability (53) can thus be calculated explicitly using the property of the normal distribution,
and we obtain that,

(58) QT
(
fT < F/η

∣∣ft = x/P (t, T )
)
= Φ

 ln
(

FP (t,T )
ηx

)
+ 1

2V (t, T )√
V (t, T )

 = Φ(d2).

This completes the proof for the second term of (50).
The challenge now consists of finding an expression for the first term of (50). We thus need the
distribution of ST under QS . To this end, we observe that

QS

(
ST ≥ F/η

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)
= QS

(
1/ST ≤ η/F

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)

= QS

(
P (T, T )/ST ≤ η/F

∣∣St = x,Rt = r
)

= QS

(
1/fT ≤ η/F

∣∣ft = x/P (t, T )
)(59)

Similarly, as above, we use the results of Theorem 1 of Geman et al. (1995) to conclude that process
Y = {Yt := P (t, T )/St = 1/ft}0≤t≤T is a local martingale under QS . Thus, it has no drift, and
because a change of measures only affects the drift of a process, we can deduce the dynamics of
process Y under QS from its dynamics under QT , by setting the drift term to nil. This what we
do in the following. Using (56) and Itô’s formula, we find that

dYt = −
1

f2t
dft +

1

f3t
d⟨ft⟩

=
[
σ̃2
S(1− ρ2) + (ρσ̃S + σ̃RB(t, T ))2

]
Yt dt

− σ̃S
√
1− ρ2Yt dŴ (1)

t − [ρσ̃s + σ̃RB(t, T )]Yt dŴ
(2)
t

From the local martingale property of Y under QS , we deduce from the Girsanov theorem that
process (W̄ (1), W̄ (2)), defined by

dW̄
(1)
t = dŴ

(1)
t − σ̃S

√
1− ρ2 dt,

dW̄
(2)
t = dŴ

(2)
t − ρσ̃S + σ̃RB(t, T ) dt,

(60)
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for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , is a standard bi-dimensional Brownian motion under QS . Thus, the dynamics of Y
under the new measure are given by

dYt = −σ̃S
√

1− ρ2Yt dW̄ (1)
t − [ρσ̃s + σ̃RB(t, T )]Yt dW̄

(2)
t .

From there, we conclude that lnYT given lnYt (or ln ft, since lnYt = ln 1/ft) is normally distributed
with mean µ̄ := − ln ft − 1

2V (t, T ) and variance σ̄2 := σ̂2 = V (t, T ), and the probability (59) can
be calculated explicitly as

(61) QS

(
1/fT ≤ η/F

∣∣ft = x/P (t, T )
)
= Φ

 ln
(

ηx
FP (t,T )

)
+ 1

2V (t, T )√
V (t, T )

 = Φ(d1).

The final assertion then follows from (50),(57), (58), (61), and the expression for function B in
Table 12.

■

Remark E.1. When σR = κ = θ(t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], the short-rate is constant to R0

over time and the model in (46) collapsed to the Black–Scholes model. In that case, A(t, T ) = 0,
B(t, T ) = T − t, such that P (t, T ) = e−(T−t)R0 , and V (t, T ) = σ2

S(T − t). The general formula
(48) then becomes

ve(t, r, x) = ηxΦ(d1) + e−(T−t)R0e−
∫ T
t

cu duFΦ(d2),(62)

with d1 =
ln( ηx

F )+(r+ 1
2σ

2
S)(T−t)

σS

√
T−t

, and d2 = σS
√
T − t− d1.

E.2. Additional Numerical Experiments. We now investigate the accuracy, convergence, and
efficiency of the CTMC method to approximate various debt securities in the Vasicek, CIR, and
Dothan models. Note that Assumption 4.1 is not respected under the Vasicek model.
Unless stated otherwise, we use the following model and CTMC parameters in all numerical
experiments, summarized in Table 13.

r0 κ θ σ m r1 rm α̃ ∆N

Vasicek 0.04 1 0.04 0.20 160 −30R0 25R0 0.5 1/252
CIR 0.04 2 0.035 0.20 160 R0/100 7R0 0.5 1/252

Dothan 0.02 0 N/A 0.15 160 R0/100 7R0 0.5 1/252

Table 13. Model and CTMC parameters

To construct the state-space of the CTMC, S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm} with m ∈ N, we use the non-

uniform grid proposed by Tavella and Randall (Tavella and Randall (2000), Chapter 5.3), as in
Section 6.

E.2.1. Approximation of Zero-Coupon Bond Prices. We now examine the accuracy of the CTMC
methods in calculating zero-coupon bond prices, Corollary B.1. Under the Vasicek and CIR
models, the price of zero-coupon bonds has a closed-from expression, which can be found, for
instance, in Brigo and Mercurio (2006), Section 3.2. The analytical value of the zero-coupon
bond price can thus be used as a benchmark in our experiment. We test the accuracy of the
approximated prices across different values of model parameters. The results are summarized in
Table 14. Column “CTMC” reports the CTMC approximated value using the results of Corollary
B.1. We observe that the approximation achieves a high level of precision across all parameters,
with an average calculation time of 0.009 seconds, illustrating the speed of the methodology.
Figures 6 demonstrate the efficiency of CTMC methodology in valuing zero-coupon bond prices
when the short-rate process follows a geometric Brownian motion (the Dothan model). Thus,
alternative methods such as binomial trees (“Tree”) or Monte Carlo simulation (“Sim”) can be
easily implemented. We compare the performance of the CTMC approximation to the Cox–Ross–
Rubinstein binomial tree (Cox et al. (1979)) and to Monte Carlo simulation. For Monte Carlo
simulation, we use an exact scheme with a number of simulations ranging from 10,000 to 200,000
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with the same number of antithetic variables and 500-time steps per year. The benchmark is
calculated using the CTMC method with m = 5, 000. Figure 6 shows the high efficiency of the
CTMC method compared to these other numerical techniques. Indeed, CTMC approximation
clearly outperforms other methods in terms of both calculation time and precision.
Finally, Figure 7 shows the convergence pattern of the approximated zero-coupon bond prices
as the number of grid points m increases. We observe that the two models converge smoothly
and rapidly to their analytical values. Moreover, since Assumption 4.1 is not satisfied under the
Vacisek model, the results confirm that theoretical convergence is possible under less restrictive
conditions.

κ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.5 0.9625591 0.9625609 1.77E-06
1 0.8964870 0.8964877 7.12E-07
2 0.8661056 0.8661057 9.47E-08
3 0.8587974 0.8587974 2.27E-08
4 0.8560138 0.8560138 7.77E-09

κ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.5 0.8656670 0.8656663 7.09E-07
1 0.8676884 0.8676884 1.11E-08
2 0.8676884 0.8676884 1.11E-08
3 0.8681491 0.8681491 3.96E-10
4 0.8684110 0.8684110 1.98E-11

R0 CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.02 0.9142555 0.9142630 7.43E-06
0.03 0.9053312 0.9053317 5.12E-07
0.04 0.8964870 0.8964877 7.12E-07
0.05 0.8877292 0.8877301 8.23E-07

R0 CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.02 0.8763624 0.8763627 2.82E-07
0.03 0.8720147 0.8720147 2.21E-09
0.04 0.8676884 0.8676884 1.11E-08
0.05 0.8633835 0.8633835 2.90E-08

θ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.01 0.9814527 0.9814529 1.93E-07
0.02 0.9522718 0.9522722 3.77E-07
0.03 0.9239585 0.9239590 5.50E-07
0.04 0.8964870 0.8964877 7.12E-07

θ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.015 0.9303530 0.9303518 1.20E-06
0.025 0.8984741 0.8984740 1.82E-07
0.035 0.8676884 0.8676884 1.11E-08
0.045 0.8379576 0.8379576 5.63E-10

σ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.1 0.8630196 0.8630198 1.70E-07
0.2 0.8964870 0.8964877 7.12E-07
0.3 0.9551747 0.9551765 1.77E-06
0.4 1.0438353 1.0438513 1.60E-05

(a) Vasicek model

σ CTMC Benchmark Abs. error
0.1 0.8673140 0.8673140 1.93E-10
0.2 0.8676884 0.8676884 1.11E-08
0.3 0.8683033 0.8683025 7.69E-07
0.4 0.8691384 0.8691428 4.36E-06

(b) CIR model

Table 14. Accuracy of the zero-coupon bond price approximation (37) under Vasicek
and CIR models. Model and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 13, and zero-
coupon bond parameters are t = 0 and T = 4.

Figure 6. Efficiency of the CTMC method in approximating zero-coupon bond prices
under the Dothan model. Except for the number of grid points m, which range from
100 to 1000, model and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 13. Zero-coupon bond
price parameters are t = 0 and T = 4.
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(a) Vasicek (b) CIR

Figure 7. Convergence pattern of the approximated zero-coupon bond prices. Except
for the number of grid points m, model and CTMC parameters are as listed in Table
13. Zero-coupon bond price parameters are t = 0 and T = 4.

E.2.2. Approximation of the Zero-Coupon Bond Option Prices. In this section, we study the accu-
racy and the numerical convergence of the zero-coupon bond option prices provided in (38), under
the Vasicek and CIR models. Under these two models, the price of zero-coupon bond options has
a closed-form expression, which can be found in Brigo and Mercurio (2006) Section 3.2., and thus,
can serve as a benchmark in our example. We test the accuracy of the approximated option prices
for different levels of moneyness and volatilities. The results are summarized in Table 15. Column
“price-to-strike” shows the price-to-strike ratio, calculated as the actual zero-coupon bond price
over the option strike price K > 0. We observe that the approximation achieves a high level of
accuracy across all volatilities and strikes. The convergence of the approximated call prices to the
analytical formulas is illustrated in Figure 8 for the two models. We note that the approximated
call prices converge rapidly to their analytical values but exhibit a sawtooth pattern.

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.1

1.67 0.38319569 0.38319569 4.29E-09
1.25 0.22325433 0.22325433 4.25E-09
1.00 0.06581737 0.06581712 2.56E-07
0.83 0.01014165 0.01014179 1.40E-07
0.71 0.00000011 0.00000011 6.79E-10

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.1

1.67 0.38326833 0.38326833 5.81E-10
1.25 0.22191975 0.22191976 5.04E-10
1.00 0.06057118 0.06057118 4.27E-10
0.95 0.02020450 0.02020450 3.55E-09
0.92 0.00000000 0.00000000 1.22E-11

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.2

1.67 0.39232996 0.39232997 1.76E-08
1.25 0.22455160 0.22455166 5.84E-08
1.00 0.07590525 0.07590491 3.39E-07
0.83 0.01014165 0.01014179 1.40E-07
0.71 0.00053736 0.00053749 1.33E-07

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.2

1.67 0.38334989 0.38334989 3.29E-09
1.25 0.22190374 0.22190374 2.86E-09
1.00 0.06045761 0.06045761 2.43E-09
0.95 0.02020450 0.02020450 3.55E-09
0.92 0.00000690 0.00000690 5.39E-09

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.3

1.67 0.40772961 0.40772968 7.30E-08
1.25 0.22983971 0.22983969 1.39E-08
1.00 0.09108337 0.09108360 2.27E-07
0.83 0.01014165 0.01014179 1.40E-07
0.71 0.00465377 0.00465387 1.06E-07

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.3

1.67 0.38348301 0.38348311 1.01E-07
1.25 0.22187654 0.22187663 9.48E-08
1.00 0.06027987 0.06028002 1.53E-07
0.95 0.02020450 0.02020450 3.55E-09
0.92 0.00006003 0.00006008 5.13E-08

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.4

1.67 0.43035317 0.43036293 9.76E-06
1.25 0.24315058 0.24315678 6.20E-06
1.00 0.10988334 0.10988798 4.64E-06
0.83 0.01014165 0.01014179 1.40E-07
0.71 0.01314694 0.01315072 3.77E-06

(a) Vasicek model

σ price-to-strike CTMC Benchmark Abs. error

0.4

1.67 0.38366164 0.38366831 6.68E-06
1.25 0.22183726 0.22184350 6.23E-06
1.00 0.06011562 0.06012477 9.15E-06
0.95 0.02020450 0.02020450 3.55E-09
0.92 0.00011258 0.00011395 1.37E-06

(b) CIR model

Table 15. Accuracy of the zero-coupon bond call option approximation (38) under
Vasicek and CIR models. Benchmark is calculated using closed-form analytical formulas.
Except for the number of grid points set to m = 1, 000, model and CTMC parameters
are as listed in Table 13. Zero-coupon bond call option parameters using the notation
of Corollary B.2: tn1 = 0, tn2 = 2, and T = 4.
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(a) Vasicek (b) CIR

Figure 8. Convergence pattern of the approximated zero-coupon bond call option
prices as the number of grid points m increases. Benchmark is calculated using closed-
form analytical formulas. Except for the number of grid points m, model and CTMC
parameters are as listed in Table 13. Zero-coupon bond call option parameters using
the notation of Corollary B.2: tn1 = 0, tn2 = 2, T = 4, K = 0.9.

E.2.3. Approximation of Callable/Putable Bond Prices. We now examine the accuracy and the
convergence of Proposition 4.3 in approximating callable/putable bonds under the Vasicek model.
Accordingly, we consider a coupon-bearing bond with semi-annual coupons that mature in 4 years
T = 4. The coupon rate, denoted below by rc, is set to 4% per annum compounded semi-annually.
The notional of the debt is set to F = 100, and we assume that it can be called at any time
between the second and the fourth year for no additional cost, that is, Kc

t = 100 for 2 ≤ t ≤ T and
we let Kc

t → ∞ when t < 2 (since exercise is not allowed). Moreover, as there is no put feature,
Kp := Kp

t = 0 for 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Finally, we assume that accrued interest is paid to the bondholder
upon redemption. The contract specifications are summarized in Table 16.

F rc T Kc
t Kp

100 0.04 4 100 0

Table 16. Callable bond contract specifications19

Proposition 4.3 is also used to calculate the value of the straight bond (i.e., the value of the
coupon-bearing bond with no optionality, when Kc

t → ∞ and Kp
t = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]). The

results are summarized in Table 17a, whereas those for the callable bond are outlined in Table
17b. The value of the optionality is obtained from the difference between the value of the callable
and the straight bonds. The call option has a negative value because it is in favor of the issuer
and, thus, reduces the value of the bond. For the straight debt, a benchmark can be obtained
using a closed-form analytical formula since it can be decomposed in a series of zero-coupon bonds
(see Remark 4.5). For the callable debt, the benchmark is calculated using CTMC approximation
with m = 2, 000. Again, we note that the approximation achieves a high level of accuracy in a
fraction of a second across all model parameters. The average calculation time is 0.02 seconds.
The convergence pattern of the straight and callable bonds is displayed in Figure 9. We observe
that the straight bond converges smoothly to the analytical price. However, the callable debt
exhibits a sawtooth pattern. For the two securities, the absolute error decreases rapidly to 0.

E.2.4. Approximation of Convertible Bond Prices. We now investigate the accuracy of Algorihtm
5 in approximating CB prices under the Black–Scholes–Vasicek model, along with the numerical
convergence of the price estimates.

19Kc
t =100 for 2 ≤ t ≤ T and Kc

t is set to a large constant when t < 2.



8 A UNIFYING APPROACH FOR THE PRICING OF DEBT SECURITIES

κ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.5 111.5779419 111.5781246 1.64E-06
1 104.6007798 104.6008544 7.13E-07
2 101.3606496 101.3606597 9.94E-08
3 100.5741608 100.5741632 2.42E-08
4 100.2732264 100.2732272 8.40E-09

κ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.5 94.4289102 94.4293068 4.20E-06
1 95.5617290 95.5616095 1.25E-06
2 96.9174873 96.9173130 1.80E-06
3 97.6890278 97.6890198 8.14E-08
4 98.1735503 98.1735203 3.06E-07

R0 CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.02 106.6205602 106.6213440 7.35E-06
0.03 105.6061649 105.6062188 5.11E-07
0.04 104.6007798 104.6008544 7.13E-07
0.05 103.6050710 103.6051563 8.23E-07

R0 CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.02 97.3030355 97.3030555 2.05E-07
0.03 96.4287924 96.4287773 1.57E-07
0.04 95.5617290 95.5616095 1.25E-06
0.05 94.7018444 94.7020397 2.06E-06

θ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.01 113.7506391 113.7506574 1.61E-07
0.02 110.6102083 110.6102465 3.46E-07
0.03 107.5611515 107.5612085 5.30E-07
0.04 104.6007798 104.6008544 7.13E-07

θ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.01 100.5832613 100.5844116 1.14E-05
0.02 98.9373817 98.9375213 1.41E-06
0.03 97.2623005 97.2631690 8.93E-06
0.04 95.5617290 95.5616095 1.25E-06

σ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.1 101.0176528 101.0176706 1.76E-07
0.2 104.6007798 104.6008544 7.13E-07
0.3 110.8775749 110.8777598 1.67E-06
0.4 120.3458095 120.3474922 1.40E-05

(a) Straight bond

σ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.1 97.0423712 97.0419581 4.26E-06
0.2 95.5617290 95.5616095 1.25E-06
0.3 95.3070805 95.3073647 2.98E-06
0.4 96.1965169 96.1965745 6.00E-07

(b) Callable bond

Table 17. Accuracy of Proposition 4.3 to approximate the values of straight and
callable bonds under Vasicek model. Model and CTMC parameters are as listed in
Table 13. Contract specifications are as listed in Table 16, with the call option exercise
window starting from t = 2 to maturity.

(a) Straight bond (b) Callable bond

Figure 9. Convergence pattern of the approximated prices of straight and callable
bonds as the number of grid points m increases under the Vasicek model. Model and
CTMC parameters are as listed in Table 13. Contract specifications are as listed in
Table 16, with the call option exercise window starting from t = 2 to maturity.

That is, we suppose that the stock price process follows a geometric Brownian motion with sto-
chastic interest rates satisfying

(63)
dSt = RtSt dt+ σ̃SSt dW

(1)
t ,

dRt = κ(θ −Rt) dt+ σ̃R dW
(2)
t ,

with κ, θ, σ̃S , σ̃R>0, and [W (1),W (2)]t = ρt, ρ ∈ [−1, 1].
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From Lemma 3.1, we find that f(r) = σ̃S

σ̃R
r. The dynamics of the auxiliary processXt = ln(St)− ρf(Rt)

can then be derived as
dXt = µX(t, Rt) dt+ σX(Rt) dW

⋆
t

dRt = κ(θ −Rt) dt+ σ̃R dW
(2)
t ,

(64)

with µX(t, Rt) = Rt − σ̃2
S

2 − ρ
σ̃S

σ̃R
κ(θ −Rt), σX = σ̃S

√
1− ρ2, and X0 = ln(S0)− ρf(R0).

Unless stated otherwise, the model parameters for the short-rate process are the same as those
used in previous examples, reported in Table 13 under Vasicek model. We suppose further that
σ̃S = 0.2 and ρ = −0.2. The model parameters are summarized in Table 18.

Model R0 κ θ σ̃R S0 σ̃S ρ
Black–Scholes–Vasicek 0.04 1 0.04 0.20 100 0.2 −0.2

Table 18. Model parameters

The grid used to approximate the short-rate process, S(m)
R = {r1, r2, . . . , rm}, and the auxiliary

process S(M)
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xM}, are constructed using the methodology of Tavella and Randall

(Tavella and Randall (2000), Chapter 5), as explained in Section 6, with α̃R (resp. α̃X) represent-
ing the non-uniformity parameter of the grid for R(m) (resp. X(m)). Unless otherwise indicated,
all numerical experiments are conducted using the CTMC parameters listed in Table 19.

m M r1 rm α̃R x1 xM α̃X ∆N

Black–Scholes–Vasicek 160 100 −30R0 25R0 0.5 0.64X0 1.42X0 2 1/100

Table 19. CTMC parameters

F rc T η ct
100 0 1 1 0.05

Table 20. CB contract specifications

The contract specifications are summarized in Table 20. We consider a zero-coupon CB (rc = 0)
with a notional F = 100. We suppose that the bond can be converted at any time from inception
to maturity (T = 1) at a conversion rate η = 1.
Under this set of parameters and when there is no credit risk (ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]), the valuation
of American-style CBs is simplified to that of European-style CBs, see Proposition 5.2. The results
of Proposition E.1, available online as supplemental material, can thus serve as a benchmark in
our analysis. When ct > 0 for some t ∈ [0, T ], the CTMC approximation is compared with the
least-squares Monte Carlo (“LSMC”) simulation method of Longstaff and Schwartz (2001)20. The
precision of the estimation at a confidence level of 95% is provided under the LSMC approach.
The results are summarized in Tables 21 and 22. We note that the model achieves a high level of
accuracy across all model parameters. The average calculation time for the CTMC approximated
prices is less than 1.40 seconds.
The convergence pattern of the approximation as M increases is illustrated in Figure 10. When
there is no credit risk (ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]), the benchmark is calculated using the exact
pricing formula of Proposition E.1, available online as supplemental material. When credit risk is
considered (ct > 0 for some t ∈ [0, T ]), the benchmark is obtained using CTMC approximation
with M = 1, 000 and ∆N = 1/252, all other CTMC parameters from table 19. Figure 10 shows
that the approximated prices converge rapidly and smoothly to the benchmark prices.

20For the LSMC method, we use 50, 000 simulation paths with 252-time steps and the first three Laguerre
polynomials and a constant as basis functions.
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R0 CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.02 106.81214 106.82314 1.03E-04
0.03 106.51481 106.52372 8.37E-05
0.04 106.22685 106.23381 6.55E-05
0.05 105.94816 105.95328 4.83E-05

R0 CTMC LSMC Precision
0.02 104.46808 104.47403 0.11544
0.03 104.24589 104.23711 0.11580
0.04 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
0.05 103.82686 103.88733 0.11649

σR CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.1 105.91095 105.91981 8.37E-05
0.2 104.51904 104.53120 1.16E-04
0.3 106.92857 106.93034 1.65E-05
0.4 107.97843 107.97101 6.87E-05

σR CTMC LSMC Precision
0.1 103.76603 103.73569 0.11114
0.2 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
0.3 104.65219 104.61190 0.12260
0.4 105.59650 105.52785 0.13238

θ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.015 106.74428 106.74616 1.76E-05
0.025 106.56856 106.57216 3.37E-05
0.035 106.39609 106.40138 4.97E-05
0.045 107.28378 107.28108 2.52E-05

θ CTMC LSCM Precision
0.015 104.42155 104.40895 0.11553
0.025 104.28887 104.27291 0.11528
0.035 104.15911 104.14892 0.11577
0.045 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659

κ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.5 106.44436 106.44906 4.42E-05
1 106.22685 106.23381 6.55E-05
2 106.01009 106.01812 7.57E-05
3 105.92597 105.93366 7.26E-05
4 105.89402 105.90111 6.70E-05

(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

κ CTMC LSMC Precision
0.5 104.22325 104.23011 0.11946
1 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
2 103.84523 103.81358 0.11260
3 103.77549 103.76427 0.11201
4 103.75119 103.72202 0.11033

(b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Table 21. Accuracy of the CB price approximations, Algorithm 5, under Black–
Scholes–Vasicek model. Model, CTMC, and contract parameters are as listed in Tables
18 and 19 and 20, respectively.

S0 CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
90 101.12964 101.13025 6.06E-06
95 103.41896 103.42370 4.58E-05
100 106.22685 106.23381 6.55E-05
105 109.50964 109.51656 6.32E-05
110 113.20333 113.20847 4.54E-05

S0 CTMC LSMC Precision
90 97.97114 97.89608 0.09261
95 100.73891 100.73928 0.10528
100 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
105 107.75674 107.81978 0.12770
110 111.84378 111.92104 0.13691

σS CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
0.1 102.99114 103.01936 2.74E-04
0.15 104.51904 104.53120 1.16E-04
0.2 106.22685 106.23381 6.55E-05
0.3 109.85751 109.86115 3.31E-05
0.4 113.58694 113.58916 1.96E-05

σS CTMC LSMC Precision
0.1 101.13009 101.18147 0.06643
0.15 102.46320 102.48711 0.09210
0.2 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
0.3 107.46459 107.44911 0.16793
0.4 111.04507 111.07825 0.22786

ρ CTMC Benchmark Rel. error
-0.3 105.94165 105.94957 7.48E-05
-0.2 106.22685 106.23381 6.55E-05
0.2 107.28378 107.28108 2.52E-05
0.3 107.53082 107.52425 6.11E-05

(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

ρ CTMC LSMC Precision
-0.3 103.76729 103.75815 0.11911
-0.2 104.03224 104.01271 0.11659
0.2 105.02223 104.98302 0.10696
0.3 105.25520 105.19689 0.10441

(b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Table 22. Accuracy of the CB price approximations, Algorithm 5, under Black–
Scholes–Vasicek model. Model, CTMC, and contract parameters are as listed in Tables
18 and 19 and 20, respectively.
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(a) No credit risk, ct = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] (b) ct = 0.05 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

Figure 10. Convergence pattern of the CB price approximations, Algorithm 5, under
Black–Scholes–Vasicek model. Except for the number of grid points M of the auxiliary
process, the model, CTMC, and contract parameters are as listed in Tables 18, 19, and
20, respectively.
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