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Abstract

We propose a gradient-based deep learning framework to calibrate the Heston op-
tion pricing model (Heston, 1993). Our neural network, henceforth deep differential
network (DDN), learns both the Heston pricing formula for plain-vanilla options and
the partial derivatives with respect to the model parameters. The price sensitivities
estimated by the DDN are not subject to the numerical issues that can be encoun-
tered in computing the gradient of the Heston pricing function. Thus, our network
is an excellent pricing engine for fast gradient-based calibrations. Extensive tests on
selected equity markets show that the DDN significantly outperforms non-differential
feedforward neural networks in terms of calibration accuracy. In addition, it dramati-
cally reduces the computational time with respect to global optimizers that do not use
gradient information.
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1 Introduction

Financial derivatives are of core importance for the trading activities of banks and other
financial actors. Their use consist, for example, in hedging positions in primary assets,
speculating on the market changes, and designing arbitrage strategies. Option contracts,
in particular, depend on a number of risk factors, such as the underlying asset price, its
volatility, and the risk-free interest rate. As such, in order to estimate the fair value of an
option it is crucial to construct models able to accurately describe the dynamics of the most
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relevant risk factors. Also, it is fundamental to design fast calibration techniques that can
deal with the frequent changes of the market conditions.

The famous option pricing model of Black and Scholes (1973) provides a tractable and
intuitive framework for the valuation of option contracts. However, due to its restrictive
assumptions (e.g., asset prices following geometric Brownian motions, and constant volatil-
ity), the Black-Scholes model fails to accurately capture the market-implied distribution of
log-returns. As such, over the last decades researchers have constructed more sophisticated
models that allow, for example, for stochastic volatility dynamics and jumps (see, e.g., the
pioneering works of Heston, 1993, Carr et al., 2002). These constructions are able to repro-
duce the observed skew and curvature of the implied volatility smiles in most of the market
conditions. However, calibrating this kind of models is a critical procedure that does not
necessarily meet the accuracy and speed required for a successful risk management.

Calibrating an option pricing model consists in iteratively adjusting the model parame-
ters so that the differences between the prices of liquidly-traded options and the correspond-
ing model prices are minimized. For most pricing models, this optimization problem has a
nonconvex objective function (see, e.g., Mrázek and Posṕı̌sil, 2017, Escobar and Gschnaidt-
ner, 2016 for the Heston model case), so that the feasible region of solutions displays multiple
local minima. As such, selecting a proper optimizer is not trivial and it is a major area of
study in finance.

In order to perform an accurate calibration, it is possible to adopt a number of global
optimizers. Popular examples are given by stochastic search algorithms such as simulated
annealing (see, e.g., Mrázek et al., 2014, Ondieki, 2022), particle swarm optimization (see,
e.g., Yang and Lee, 2012), differential evolution (see, e.g., Amici et al., 2023), or other
evolutionary algorithms such as in Hamida and Cont (2005). These are flexible methods that
do not need information about the gradient of the objective function, and the convergence
of their solutions to the global optimum is nearly independent of the initial values. However,
stochastic search techniques are computationally burdensome due to the large number of
searches and iterations required. This is especially true when dealing with multidimensional
asset price models that involve the calibration of several parameters.

Another strand of literature focuses on multistart optimization methods. These algo-
rithms run local optimizers from a selected set of initial values and choose the best solutions
among these local runs (see applications in, e.g., Cont and Tankov, 2004 and Alfeus et al.,
2020 for Lévy processes and for the Heston model, respectively). Most local optimizers are
efficient gradient-based algorithms such as gradient descent and conjugate gradient meth-
ods (see, e.g., Dai et al., 2016). As such, multistart optimization has the core advantage to
be fast with respect to stochastic search methods, provided that the number of local runs
is not excessively large. However, whether or not the gradient can be computed depends
on the specific problem. In case the objective function is not differentiable, gradient-based
algorithms recur to finite difference approximations of the gradient that can be costly and
do not guarantee high accuracy.

The calibration of the Heston model is a clear example in which gradient-based optimiza-
tion can be problematic. Both the Heston pricing function and the gradient are recovered
via inverse Fourier transform methods that involve numerical integration, which is a source
of inaccuracy for the computation of the gradient. In particular, the integrand in these func-
tions is discontinuous or highly oscillatory for certain combinations of the model parameters
(see Rouah, 2013). Thus, calibrating the Heston model and its extensions in an efficient
way is an open problem that has interested researchers since the introduction of the model
until the recent years (see, e.g., Engelmann et al., 2021, Rømer and Poulsen, 2020, Chang
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et al., 2021, and the aforementioned works).
In order to deal with the numerical issues encountered in the objective function, it is

possible to deploy machine learning tools. In particular, the general approximation theorem
for deep neural networks (Funahashi, 1989) provides a theoretical basis for approximating
arbitrary functions with relatively simple mathematical operations. The so-approximated
functions are computationally fast and are not subject to possible discontinuity issues of
the original functions. These features make neural networks powerful candidates to approx-
imate the Heston-like pricing functions for calibration purposes. A noticeable example of
this kind is that of Liu et al. (2019), which also include jumps in the stochastic volatility
process. Dimitroff et al. (2018) use a supervised deep convolutional neural network to fit
the Heston model to the implied volatility surface. Bloch and Böök (2021) use deep learn-
ing to dynamically evolve the parameters of a stochastic volatility model with an explicit
expression to recover the implied volatility smile.

Most notably, speed is the core feature of neural networks. In addition, as deep learning
technologies continue to evolve, GPU hardware is also advancing in terms of architecture
and performance. This mutually reinforcing relationship enables the scale and sophistication
of deep learning models to grow, allowing them to handle larger data sizes and complex
problems. The parallel computing power of GPUs provides significant acceleration support
for deep learning tasks, making the training and inference process more efficient. While
GPUs can be used in conjunction with a variety of optimzation techniques (see, e.g., Ferreiro-
Ferreiro et al., 2020, Han, 2021, Belletti et al., 2020), in the last years they have significantly
promoted the application of deep learning in a number of areas including finance.

Because of these reasons, the recent literature on financial model calibration has demon-
strated the superior performance of deep learning techniques with respect to traditional
optimization methods (see a selected list of works in Ruf and Wang, 2020). However, most
deep learning methods only concern the creation of a map between model parameters and the
output price. This can be insufficient to obtain an accurate approximation of sophisticated
functions.

To tackle this issue, in the spirit of Huge and Savine (2020) we propose a deep differential
network (DDN) for the calibration of the Heston model. Our DDN adds a differentiation
layer to the typical structure of a deep neural network. This layer is given by the first-order
partial derivatives of the network output with respect to some of the input parameters,
namely the parameters of the stochastic variance process. In addition, we define the loss
function as some distance measure between the output prices of the network and the refer-
ence prices plus the distance between the first-order partial derivatives of the output value
with respect to the inputs and the reference partial derivatives. This procedure produces a
more accurate approximation of the pricing function and preserves the computational speed
of the typical feedforward neural networks.

Once the network is suitably trained, we calibrate the Heston model by minimizing the
differences between market option quotes and the corresponding DDN prices. As neural
networks are ideal constructions for parallel computing algorithms, we can quickly back-
calculate the optimal Heston parameters with deep learning-based optimizers. Therefore,
the speed of the DDN lies both in the option valuation and in the calibration procedure,
making it extremely faster than most traditional calibration methods.

In addition to the above, we propose a generation of the DDN input dataset via Latin
hypercube sampling (McKay et al., 2000), which helps us to better cover the ranges of the
parameter values with respect to pseudo-random sampling. In this way we train the DDN
on a huge variety of market conditions, avoiding the need for frequent retraining.
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In order to show the power of our DDN, we perform an extensive calibration test on
multiple equity markets: the Intel, Apple and Nvidia stocks, and the S&P500 index. We
compare the performance of the DDN with the performances of the Nelder-Mead method
(Nelder and Mead, 1965) and of a feedforward neural network that does not embed a dif-
ferentiation layer. Our results show that the DDN produces a significantly more accurate
calibration than the standard feedforward neural network. Moreover, it increases the cal-
ibration speed dramatically with respect to the Nelder-Mead method, preserving roughly
the same accuracy.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we report the main
theoretical aspects of the Heston model and derive the price sensitivities with respect to
the model parameters. In Section 3 we describe the construction of the deep differential
network and show how it can be trained. In Section 4 we report the empirical setting and
results, and Section 5 concludes.

2 The Heston model

2.1 Preliminaries

In the Heston model (Heston, 1993) both the underlying asset price and its variance evolve
stochastically over time. In particular, let St, t ≥ 0, and vt, t ≥ 0, be the asset price process
and the variance process, respectively. Then, the two risk-neutral dynamics read

dSt = rSt dt+
√
vtSt dW1,t

dvt = κ(λ− vt) dt+ σ
√
vt dW2,t

EQ[dW1,t dW2,t] = ρ dt,

whereW1,t, t ≥ 0, andW2,t, t ≥ 0, are mutually correlated R-valued Brownian motions, r is
the risk-free interest rate (assumed to be constant), Q is an equivalent martingale measure,
and

{κ, λ, σ, ρ, v0} (2.1)

is the set of model parameters not observable in the market. In particular, κ > 0 is the
mean reversion speed of the variance process, λ > 0 is the long run mean of the variance,
σ > 0 is the volatility of the variance, ρ ∈ [−1, 1] drives the correlation between the stock
price and the variance, and v0 > 0 is the initial value of the variance.

The author provides a semi-analytical formulation for pricing plain-vanilla options based
on the inverse Fourier transform. Let K and τ be the strike price and the time to maturity
of a call option, respectively, and let the parameter vector θ be defined as

θ = (κ, λ, σ, ρ, v0, S0, r, τ,K) . (2.2)

Then, the time-0 valuation of a call option under the Heston model reads

G (θ) = e−rτEQ [(Sτ −K)+
]

= S0Π1 −Ke−rτΠ2

(2.3)

where

Π1 =
1

2
+

1

π

∫ ∞

0

Re

(
ϕτ (u− i)

iu
e−iku

)
du,

Π2 =
1

2
+

1

π

∫ ∞

0

Re

(
ϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

)
du,
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ϕτ (u), u ∈ R, denotes the characteristic function of ln(Sτ ), Re(·) returns the real part
of a complex number, and k = ln(K). Although our focus is on call options, using Eq.
(2.3) it is easy to recover the plain-vanilla put option price via put-call parity as P (θ) =
G (θ)− S0 +Ke−rτ .

In order to overcome the branch-cut issues of the Heston characteristic function (see a
discussion in Albrecher et al., 2007) we opt for a formulation of the characteristic function
(provided, for example, in Gatheral, 2011) that reads

ϕτ (u) = exp (Cτ (u) +Dτ (u)v0 + iu ln (S0)) (2.4)

where

Cτ (u) = iruτ +
κλ

σ2

(
(κ− iρσu− d(u)) τ − 2 ln

(
1− g(u)e−d(u)τ

1− g(u)

))
,

Dτ (u) =
κ− iρσu− d(u)

σ2

(
1− e−d(u)τ

1− g(u)e−d(u)τ

)
,

g(u) =
κ− iρσu− d(u)
κ− iρσu+ d(u)

, d(u) =
√

(κ− iρσu)2 + σ2 (iu+ u2).

(2.5)

2.2 Partial derivatives of with respect to the Heston parameters

For the purpose of this paper, we need to compute the sensitivities of the call option price
with respect to the Heston parameters of Eq. (2.1). As opposed to the so-called Greeks
(i.e., the partial derivatives with respect to the observable data S0, r, and τ , reported for
example in Rouah, 2013), the price sensitivities with respect to the model parameters are
typically of less interest as such parameters are not observable. Thus, in the following we
report their expressions.

Proposition 1. Let G (θ) be the call option pricing function defined as in Eq. (2.3), and
θH be any of the Heston parameters of Eq. (2.1). Then the first-order partial derivative of
G (θ) with respect to θH is

∂θHG (θ) =
S0

π

∫ ∞

0

Re

(
∂θHϕτ (u− i)

iu
e−iku

)
du− Ke−rτ

π

∫ ∞

0

Re

(
∂θHϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

)
du,

with

∂θHϕτ (u) =

{
ϕτ (u) · (∂θHCτ (u) + v0 · ∂θHDτ (u)) , for θH = κ, λ, σ, ρ,

ϕτ (u) ·Dτ (u), for θH = v0,
(2.6)

where Cτ (u) and Dτ (u) are defined as in Eq. (2.5). The explicit expressions of ∂θHCτ (u)
and ∂θHDτ (u) are reported in Appendix A (see Eqs. (A.8) and (A.9)).

Proof. To prove the result it is sufficient to verify that the equality

∂θH

(
Re

(
ϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

))
= Re

(
∂θHϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

)
(2.7)

holds. The left-hand side can be rearranged as

∂θH

(
Re

(
ϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

))
= ∂θH

(
Re

((
ϕRτ (u) + iϕIτ (u)

)
(i cos(ku) + sin(ku))

−u

))

=
∂θHϕ

R
τ (u) · sin(ku)− ∂θHϕIτ (u) · cos(ku)

−u
,
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where ϕRτ (u) and ϕ
I
τ (u) are the real and imaginary parts of ϕτ (u), respectively. Concerning

the right-hand side, we have

Re

(
∂θH

ϕτ (u)

iu
e−iku

)
= Re

((
∂θHϕ

R
τ (u) + ∂θH iϕIτ (u)

)
(i cos(ku) + sin(ku))

−u

)

=
∂θHϕ

R
τ (u) · sin(ku)− ∂θHϕIτ (u) · cos(ku)

−u
,

which satisfies Eq. (2.7).
Given the above results and following Eqs. (2.4) and (2.5), it is straightforward to verify

the result.

3 Deep differential network

In this section we introduce our deep differential network (DDN) and describe how it can
be trained and used for calibration purposes.

3.1 Structure

Our network preserves most of the characteristics of a typical feedforward neural network.
Thus, it consists on a number of layers, each including a set of nodes. Let L be the number
of layers and Nl be the number of nodes of the l-th layer. Then, the values of the nodes of
the l-th layer are initially computed as

x(l) = W (l)y(l−1) + b(l), (3.1)

where W (l) ∈ RNl×Nl−1 is a matrix of weights, b(l) ∈ RNl is a bias vector, and y(l−1) is the
value of the (l − 1)-th node vector. In order to introduce nonlinearity in the network, the
l-th layer is subsequently modified by means of a nonlinear function ψl : Rl → Rl, so that

y(l) = ψl

(
x(l)

)
(3.2)

is the “activated” value of the l-th node vector. Eqs. (3.1) and (3.2) describe how the input
vector is forward propagated to the output.

While the number and the dimension of the middle, or hidden, layers is arbitrary, the
input and the output layers are defined by the specific problem. In our network the input
layer is represented by the parameter vector θ ∈ RI , which includes the Heston model
parameters κ, λ, σ, ρ, v0, and the observable data S0, r, τ , and K, so that I = 9. The
output layer only contains the option price and is calculated with the network predictor
f(θ). In addition, we design a differentiation layer in which we compute the first-order
partial derivatives of the output with respect to the five input nodes that represent the
Heston parameters. The diagram of our deep differential network is presented in Figure 1.
While the calculation of the output layer f(θ) = y(L) follows from Eqs. (3.1) and (3.2), the
gradient is recovered by applying the chain rule as

∂f(θ)

∂θ
=
∂f(θ)

∂y(L)
· ∂y

(L)

∂x(L)
· ∂x(L)

∂y(L−1)
· · · ∂x

(1)

∂y(0)

= ψ′
L

(
x(L)

)
·W (L) · · · diag

(
ψ′
1

(
x(1)

))
W (1),

(3.3)
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Figure 1: Topology of the deep differential network and training process scheme.

where ψ′(·) denotes the derivative of ψ(·), and the differentiation layer is then constructed
by selecting the first five entries of Eq. (3.3).

3.2 Training process

In order to train the network to a specific dataset, we need to search for the weights and
biases that optimize a selected cost function.

Cost function In our cost function, we minimize the differences between the predicted
prices and the Heston prices, and between the predicted partial derivatives and the semi-
analytical partial derivatives computed as in Section 2.2. Let p = G(θ) denote the call option
price computed with the Heston formula and p̂ = f(θ) be the corresponding prediction of
the network pricer f . Also, let Ξ be the stacked vector of all the weights and biases of the
network, and B < N be a selected batch size of the training data, where N is the total
number of training samples. Then, we set the cost function J as

J (L;Ξ) = L1 (p̂,p) + L2 (dθH
p̂,dθH

p) ,

p̂ =
(
p̂(1), · · · , p̂(n), · · · , p̂(B)

)
, p =

(
p(1), · · · , p(n), · · · , p(B)

)
,

dθH
p̂ =

(
∂θH

p̂(1), · · · , ∂θH
p̂(n), · · · , ∂θH

p̂(B)
)
,

dθH
p =

(
∂θH

p(1), · · · , ∂θH
p(n), · · · , ∂θH

p(B)
)
,

where θH = (κ, λ, σ, ρ, v0), L = {L1,L2} is defined according to the chosen loss measures,
and p(n) and p̂(n) are the Heston and the DDN prices of the n-th training sample, respec-
tively.

A common practice to avoid network overfitting is to regularize the cost function. Thus,
we let the cost function include a penalty term and be redefined as

R(L,Ξ) = J (L,Ξ) + η∥Ξ∥2, (3.4)
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where η is a regularization coefficient.

Update of the network parameters The optimization of the cost function of a neural
network is typically performed via gradient-based methods. In particular, the weights and
biases of Eq. (3.1) are updated as

W (l) ←W (l) − α∂R(L,Ξ)

∂W (l)
, (3.5)

b(l) ← b(l) − α∂R(L,Ξ)

∂b(l)
, (3.6)

where α is a selected hyperparameter known as the learning rate.
In order to calculate the partial derivatives in Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6) we can first apply the

chain rule and get

∂R(L,Ξ)

∂w
(l)
ji

=
∂R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l)

∂x(l)

∂w
(l)
ji

,

∂R(L,Ξ)

∂b
(l)
j

=
R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l)

∂x(l)

∂b
(l)
j

.

The terms on the right-hand sides of the above equations can be rearranged and computed
as follows. First, we have

∂R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l)
=
∂R(L,Ξ)

∂y(l)
· ∂y

(l)

∂x(l)

=
∂R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l+1)
· ∂x

(l+1)

∂y(l)
· ∂y

(l)

∂x(l)

=
∂R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l+1)
·W (l+1) · diag

(
ψ′
l

(
x(l)

))
=

(
∂R(L,Ξ)

∂x(l+1)
W (l+1)

)
⊙ ψ′

l

(
x(l)

)
:= ζ(l),

(3.7)

where ⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication. For l = L, the value of ∂R(L,Ξ)
∂y(l) = ∂R(L,Ξ)

∂p̂ is

known and can be used to recursively get all the solutions of the form (3.7). Moreover,

∂x(l)

∂w
(l)
ji

=

(
∂x

(l)
1

∂w
(l)
ji

, · · · ,
∂x

(l)
j

∂w
(l)
ji

, · · · ,
∂x

(l)
Nl

∂w
(l)
ji

)⊤

=

0, · · · ,
∂
(
w

(l)
j: y

(l−1) + b
(l)
j

)
∂w

(l)
ji

, · · · , 0

⊤

=

0, · · · , y(l−1)
i︸ ︷︷ ︸
jth

, · · · , 0


⊤

,

∂x(l)

∂b
(l)
j

=

0, · · · , 1︸︷︷︸
jth

, · · · , 0

⊤

,
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where w
(l)
j: is the j-th row of the weight matrix W (l). As a result, it is easy to show that

the partial derivatives in Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6) are given by

∂R(L,Ξ)

∂W (l)
= y(l−1) · ζ(l),

∂R(L,Ξ)

∂b(l)
= ζ(l),

respectively.
For each batch of the training dataset, we compute the DDN output and the gradient of

the network output, recalculate the cost function and update Ξ according to the backprop-
agation scheme of Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6). The procedure is repeated multiple times (as many
epochs are set in the training process) until the cost function is minimized and the DDN is
sufficiently trained.

3.3 Calibration scheme

Once the network f(θ | Ξ) is trained, we can use it to approximate the Heston pricing
function G(θ). This DDN pricer can be used for a number of purposes, including calibration
to market quotes. Let pmkt

1 , . . . , pmkt
M be the market prices of M exchange-traded options.

Then, the calibration problem can be designed as

θ∗
H = argmin

θH∈θH

1

M

M∑
m=1

(
f(θ | Ξ)− pmkt

m

)2
, (3.8)

where θH is a feasible region of solutions for the Heston parameters θH . We remark once
again that the DDN pricer f(θ | Ξ) allows for an easy extraction of the gradient, due to
its neural network-based structure. As such, we can solve the calibration problem with
fast gradient-based algorithms that would otherwise risk to produce numerical issues if the
pricing function in Eq. (3.8) was the Heston formula of Eq. (2.3).

4 Empirical analysis

In this section we describe our empirical tests and show the results that demonstrate the
validity of our calibration method based on the deep differential network.

4.1 Data generation and preprocessing

In order to generate the inputs of the dataset, we use the Latin hypercube sampling (LHS)
technique (see McKay et al., 2000). This allows to well cover the input space generating
less data than what pseudo-random sampling would require. The ranges of the parameters
provided to the LHS engine are reported in Table 1, where K is first generated in terms of
log-moneyness and then suitably rescaled. Then, the dataset outputs are directly obtained
by computing the Heston pricing formula (2.3) for each input combination generated via
LHS.

To ensure that the variance process does not allow for negative values, we remove data
points in which the Feller condition 2κλ > σ2 (see, e.g., Rouah, 2013) is not satisfied.
In addition, we remove parameter combinations that produce unusually large prices or
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gradients, which could cause instabilities. Moreover, consistently with the literature in all
our empirical tests we split the dataset into a training set and a test set according to a 7:3
ratio in favour of the training set.

Table 1: Ranges of the input parameters of the network dataset. Heston model parameters
in Eq. (2.1). S0 = initial price of the underlying asset. r = risk-free interest rate. τ = time
to maturity of the option. K = strike price.

Parameter Range

κ [0.005, 5]

λ [0, 1]

σ [0.1, 1]

ρ [−0.95, 0]

v0 [0, 1]

r [0, 0.10]

τ [0.05, 1]

S0 [10, 6000]

ln (K/S0) [−5, 5]

Furthermore, in order to eliminate the scaling differences between data and reduce the
influence of outliers, we normalize the features and the labels of the network, along with
the values of the differential layer. This guarantees a stable training of the DDN. Thus, we
modify the input data as

θ̃
(n)
i =

θ
(n)
i −minn

(
θ
(n)
i

)
maxn

(
θ
(n)
i

)
−minn

(
θ
(n)
i

) , i = 1, . . . , I, n = 1, . . . , N∗,

˜̂p(n) =
p̂(n) −minn

(
p̂(n)

)
maxn

(
p̂(n)

)
−minn

(
p̂(n)

) , n = 1, . . . , N∗,

(4.1)

where I is the dimension of the input layer and N∗ is the number of data points. We
then obtain the standardization of the first-order partial derivatives as follows. Set δθi =

maxn

(
θ
(n)
i

)
− minn

(
θ
(n)
i

)
, δp = maxn

(
p̂(n)

)
− minn

(
p̂(n)

)
. Then, by the chain rule we

have

∂ ˜̂p(n)

∂θ̃
(n)
j

=
∂ ˜̂p(n)

∂p̂(n)
· ∂p̂

(n)

∂θ
(n)
j

·
∂θ

(n)
j

∂θ̃
(n)
j

=
δθi
δp
· ∂p̂

(n)

∂θ
(n)
j

, i = 1, . . . , IH , n = 1, . . . , N∗,

(4.2)

where ∂p̂(n)

∂θ
(n)
j

is the corresponding unnormalized partial derivative computed as in Eq. (3.3),

and IH is the number of Heston parameters.

4.2 Hyperparameters

In order to suitably train the DDN and prepare it for the calibrations of the next sections,
we choose a set of network hyperparameters that we report in Table 2. Our selection of these
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Table 2: Selected hyperparameters of the DDN. Adam optimizer introduced by Kingma
and Ba (2014). ReLU activation function defined as ψ(x) = max(0, x). MSE: mean square
error. The decay rate regulates the level of the learning rate over the different epochs.

Hyperparameter Choice

Optimization algorithm Adam

Initial learning rate 0.001

Decay rate 0.9

#hidden layers 5

#neurons per hidden layer 100

Activation function ReLU

#Epochs 200

Loss function MSE

Cleaned (uncleaned) dataset size 162432 (200k)

Training/Test set ratio 7:3

Batch size 64

hyperparameters undergoes a twofold strategy. We choose most of them consistently with
past works that apply neural networks in a similar context (see, e.g., Ferguson and Green,
2018). However, we select the number of hidden layers, the layer dimensions, and the dataset
size according to a number of empirical tests, which we describe in this section. In all our
experiments, we use an Ubuntu operating system based on Linux and an NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3060 Laptop GPU. Also, to implement our network we use the PyTorch package in
Python 3.9.16, with the Spyder IDE interface.

In order to determine the optimal number of layers and nodes, we train the network to
a parsimonious dataset of 10k samples under different network topologies and compare the
errors of the test sets. Table 3 shows the optimal number of nodes per layer for several
depth levels. Interestingly, simply increasing the number of hidden layers or the number
of neurons does not necessarily improve the accuracy of the network. In fact, we observe
that for too large configurations of the DDN we can encounter problems such as gradient
explosion or gradient disappearance, which prevent the network from being trained. Further
details of our comparison study are provided by Figure 2, in which we plot the training and
test errors of the six optimal cases of Table 3 as functions of the number of epochs. Among
these cases, we observe that when the number of neurons per layer increases, the training
loss curves exhibit a less oscillatory behaviour. In terms of overall loss, the case with 5
hidden layers and 100 neurons per layer significantly ouperforms the other configurations,
which is why we choose it for our next tests.

In order to select the dataset size, we compare the performance of networks trained and
tested on four different datasets. We construct them by generating 10k, 50k, 100k, and
200k samples, respectively, and we then reduce their sizes according to the dataset cleaning
criteria described in Section 4.1. The number of valid samples is presented in Table 4.
We train and test the datasets using the hyperparameters of Table 2. Not surprisingly,
larger samples result in smaller training errors, as reported by Table 5 and by Figure 3, in
which we plot the training and test loss curves. Conversely, smaller samples lead to higher
errors and more fluctuations of the loss curve, producing poor approximations of the Heston
function. In order to prevent overfitting, we choose the dataset size basing on the network
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Table 3: Test set errors under different DDN configurations – DDN trained and tested on
a dataset of 10k samples with a 7:3 ratio between training and test set. Bold numbers
represent the minimum error of each row. Numbers with the superscript ∗ indicate that the
network has encountered gradient issues during the training stage.

#nodes per hidden layer

#hidden layers 20 40 60 80 100

3 0.0432 0.1622∗ 0.0401 0.1622∗ 0.0385

4 0.0414 0.0352 0.0384 0.0392 0.1622∗

5 0.0286 0.0262 0.1622∗ 0.0263 0.0241

6 0.0312 0.0361 0.0331 0.0342 0.1622∗

7 0.0413 0.0461 0.1622∗ 0.1622∗ 0.1622∗

8 0.0428 0.0481 0.0481 0.1622∗ 0.1622∗

performances on the test set. As the DDN produces the best results with the dataset of
200k samples, we set this dataset size for the rest of our empirical exercises.

Table 4: Generated and valid combinations of input parameters (see Eq. (2.2)) obtained via
Latin hypercube sampling algorithm (McKay et al., 2000).

Generated Valid

Dataset 1 n = 10k 8425

Dataset 2 n = 50k 38724

Dataset 3 n = 100k 69376

Dataset 4 n = 200k 138932

Table 5: Training and test errors of the DDN on the four datasets of Table 4.

Training Loss Testing Loss

f1(θ) 8.17× 10−3 9.24× 10−3

f2(θ) 2.66× 10−3 4.26× 10−3

f3(θ) 3.81× 10−4 8.27× 10−4

f4(θ) 3.36× 10−4 4.83× 10−4
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Figure 2: Training and test errors of the six optimal DDN configurations of Table 3 as a
function of the number of epochs – DDN trained and tested on a dataset of 10k samples
with a 7:3 ratio between training and test set.
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Figure 3: Training and test errors of the DDN (as a function of the number of epochs) on
the four datasets of Table 4.

4.3 Calibration setting

Once the network is suitably trained, we carry out a calibration test on the quotes of options
written on the Intel, Apple, and Nvidia stocks and the S&P500 index, respectively (data
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downloaded from Yahoo Finance). Table 6 shows some relevant descriptive statistics of the
samples. The underlying prices of the analyzed options range from 35 USD to 5123 USD,
reproducing then a variety of different scales in the data. We choose a risk-free rate based
on the United States treasury bill interest rate up to one-year tenor, which we show in Table
7 (this information has been sourced from the U.S. treasury department).

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of the traded options in the analyzed equity markets. Under-
lyings: Intel stock, Apple stock, Nvidia stock, S&P500 index.

Ticker #samples Maturity (days) Moneyness Ln (K/S0)

INTEL 343 [3, 339] [−1.02, 0.72]

AAPL 362 [2, 156] [−3.5, 0.78]

NVID 329 [37, 247] [−4.05, 0.82]

SPX 310 [40, 212] [−3.23, 0.43]

Table 7: US Treasury bill interest rates (in percentage) as of April 12, 2024.

Weeks 4 8 13 17 26 52

Rate 5.28 5.27 5.25 5.22 5.14 4.9

In order to fit our DDN to market data we implement a multistart optimization scheme.
That is, we randomly generate multiple combinations of the Heston model parameters as
initial values, run a calibration problem for each of these starting points, and select the best
solution obtained. This allows to deal with the non-convexity of the objective function. In
addition, as the DDN allows for stable and fast gradient-based optimizations, our multistart
scheme is significantly faster than other global optimzation techniques such as stochastic
search algorithms. Specifically, we use the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014) as
gradient-based method for the DDN.

As benchmark calibration methods, we consider a calibration based on a feedforward
neural network (FNN) that does not embed a differentiation layer, and a Nelder-Mead (N-
M) optimization (available from the Python Scipy library, Virtanen et al., 2020). For the
FNN, we use the same gradient-based optimizer that we use for the DDN. On the other
hand, the N-M is a particularly flexible method that does not require knowledge about the
gradient of the objective function. However, a Nelder-Mead-based calibration is relatively
slow and may not be a viable option for a risk manager that deals with frequent changes
of the market conditions. In addition, the N-M depends on the selected initial value, so
in order for it to converge to a nearly-global optimum we apply a multistart scheme even
in this case. As the N-M uses the semi-analytical Heston pricing function to calculate the
option prices, we do not expect the DDN to produce more accurate calibrations than the
N-M. Instead, we use the N-M results as a benchmark in order to check whether the DDN
calibration can enjoy a similar level of accuracy, but in a remarkably lower computational
time.

4.4 Calibration results

We proceed by showing the calibration results of the DDN, FNN, and N-M methods in terms
of the optimized parameter values, the calibration errors, and the computational time. As
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Table 8: Results of the Heston model calibration using the Nelder-Mead optimizer – cali-
bration performed on selected sets of 10, 50, and 100 Intel call options, respectively. MRE:
mean relative error.

10 50 100

κ∗ 0.8548 1.2025 2.2614

λ∗ 0.0443 0.0023 0.0401

σ∗ 0.1395 0.4184 0.4663

ρ∗ -0.4428 -0.2342 -0.8759

v∗0 0.0344 0.0014 0.0021

MRE 0.01343 0.03624 0.1423

Time 15.43s 2m 1s 3m 28s

error measure we use the mean relative error defined as

MRE =
1

M

M∑
m=1

∣∣p̂m − pmkt
m

∣∣ /pm, (4.3)

where pmkt
m denotes the market price of the m-th traded option, p̂m is the corresponding

model price computed with the DDN, the FNN, or the semi-analytical pricing function, and
M is the number of available market options.

We first show the performance of the three calibration methods under different sizes of
the market dataset, namely 10, 50, and 100 traded options in the Intel market, respectively.
The results for the N-M can be observed in Table 8, in which we observe that the algorithm
needs a few minutes to reach a sufficiently accurate solution when the market dataset is
large. We then report the calibration performances of the DDN and the FNN methods in
Tables 9, 10 and 11. First, we immediately notice the little computational time required by
the neural network-based methods with respect to the N-M. Second, we observe that when
we consider just 10 market options, the accuracy of the FNN, DDN and N-M are similar in
terms of MRE. However, for larger calibration datasets the FNN exhibits significantly larger
errors than the other two methods, while the DDN preserves roughly the same accuracy of
the N-M. The superior performance of the DDN is also confirmed by the low absolute
differences between its parameters and the parameters obtained with the N-M calibrations.

Next, we focus also on the other assets considered in our analysis and we employ the
whole sets of traded options (see Table 6). First, we check the variety of volatility dynamics
of the assets by performing accurate calibrations and reporting the optimized parameters
in Table 12. The mutually different natures of the analyzed markets remarks the need to
use sophisticated models such as the Heston model to describe equity market conditions.

Secondly, we compare the calibration performances of the DDN, the FFN, and the N-M
across different markets. We employ the multistart scheme described in Section 4.3, and
note that just a few initial points (about five) are needed in order for the algorithm to reach a
nearly-global optimum. As it is clear from Table 13, results are robust to the specific market
conditions, and in fact we can draw similar conclusions across different equity products. As
a matter of fact, calibrating the model to the whole datasets of Table 6 highlights even
more the huge computational time required by the Nelder-Mead optimization. On the other
hand, the neural network-based methods converge into a solution in just a few seconds.

We finally provide a visual comparison of the calibration fits of the DDN and the FNN,
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Table 9: Results of the Heston model calibration using the DDN and the FNN, respectively
– calibration performed on a selected set of 10 Intel call options. Parameter values compared
with the parameters optimized with the Nelder-Mead method (indicated with the superscript
∗). MRE: mean relative error.

FNN DDN

|κ− κ∗| 4.6514× 10−3 4.6712× 10−4

|λ− λ∗| 7.1943× 10−3 3.2964× 10−3

|σ − σ∗| 1.4624× 10−3 8.3627× 10−4

|ρ− ρ∗| 3.6794× 10−4 2.6718× 10−4

|v0 − v∗0 | 4.3276× 10−3 5.2764× 10−3

MRE 0.0136 0.0138

Time 3.42 s 3.42 s

Table 10: Results of the Heston model calibration using the DDN and the FNN, respectively
– calibration performed on a selected set of 50 Intel call options. Parameter values compared
with the parameters optimized with the Nelder-Mead method (indicated with the superscript
∗). MRE: mean relative error.

FNN DDN

|κ− κ∗| 2.3473× 10−3 6.3642× 10−4

|λ− λ∗| 2.1542× 10−2 1.8752× 10−4

|σ − σ∗| 1.5423× 10−2 3.6475× 10−4

|ρ− ρ∗| 8.6475× 10−2 2.6548× 10−3

|v0 − v∗0 | 1.2647× 10−3 5.6324× 10−4

MRE 0.0649 0.0364

Time 4.12 s 4.13 s

respectively, in Figure 4. We plot the market prices and the model prices of options with
selected maturities in the four equity markets. The DDN prices are significantly close to
the market prices as opposed to the FFN prices, confirming the superior performance of our
approach.
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Table 11: Results of the Heston model calibration using the DDN and the FNN, respec-
tively – calibration performed on a selected set of 100 Intel call options. Parameter values
compared with the parameters optimized with the Nelder-Mead method (indicated with the
superscript ∗). MRE: mean relative error.

FNN DDN

|κ− κ∗| 4.3544× 10−1 1.6425× 10−4

|λ− λ∗| 3.2485× 10−2 4.6214× 10−4

|σ − σ∗| 3.4217× 10−1 3.3481× 10−3

|ρ− ρ∗| 5.6718× 10−2 6.1485× 10−3

|v0 − v∗0 | 4.3514× 10−1 4.3148× 10−4

MRE 0.2474 0.1438

Time 4.52 s 4.41 s

Table 12: Heston parameters calibrated to the four equity markets of Table 6.

Ticker κ λ σ ρ v0

INTC 0.4093 0.0545 0.3952 -0.0446 0.1589

AAPL 1.3660 0.0012 0.4328 -0.3228 0.0828

NVDA 0.8547 0.0001 0.1000 -0.5309 0.1984

SPX 0.4991 0.1810 0.7031 -0.3080 0.0489

Table 13: Heston model calibration results on the equity markets of Table 6 using the DDN,
FFN, and Nelder-Mead methods. MRE: mean relative error.

N-M FNN DDN

MRE∗ Time | MRE∗−MRE | Times | MRE∗−MRE| Times

INTC 0.2687 10m40s 0.1734 7.42s 0.0007 7.54s

AAPL 0.2551 16m31 0.0595 7.31s 0.0049 7.30s

NVDA 0.1578 10m7s 0.2296 7.25s 0.0052 7.25s

SPX 0.1308 13m36s 0.1743 5.42s 0.0019 5.39s
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(c) Nvidia stock.

5 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 5 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 5 0 0 8 0 0 0
0

5 0

1 0 0

1 5 0

2 0 0

2 5 0

3 0 0

3 5 0

Ca
ll O

pti
on

 Pr
ice

S t r i k e  P r i c e

 R e a l  P r i c e
 F N N  P r e d i c t i o n
 D D N  P r e d i c t i o n

� � �  
 	 � � � � � � � � � � � � �

(d) S&P500 index.

Figure 4: Market quotes and corresponding DDN and FFN prices of selected call options
written on the equity products of Table 6.
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5 Conclusions

In this paper we propose a deep differential network (DDN) to learn the plain-vanilla option
pricing formula of the Heston stochastic volatility model, and calibrate the model to market
data.

Our network estimates both the price and the partial derivatives of the price with respect
to the Heston parameters by minimizing a loss function that also includes the semi-analytical
partial derivatives of the pricing function. In this way, our DDN model produces a remark-
ably good approximation of the Heston function without encountering its numerical issues.
In particular, the DDN finds direct application in the context of model calibration, in which
case many evaluation of the pricing formula are needed and the computational speed of the
DDN is of crucial importance. Most importantly, the DDN pricer ensures a stable and reli-
able computation of its partial derivatives with respect to the model parameters. As such,
the DDN allows to calibrate the model with multistart gradient-based algorithms that sig-
nificantly outperform the typical global optimizers used in the calibration of option pricing
models.

In order to show the validity of our method, we design a number of calibration exercises
taking into consideration multiple equity markets. We show that the DDN produces signif-
icantly more accurate calibration results than a feedforward neural network that does not
embed a differentiation layer, especially when the calibration dataset is large. In addition,
the DDN achieves roughly the same accuracy of the Nelder-Mead calibration method, which
is a gradient-free method widely used in the literature due to its flexibility. However, the
Nelder-Mead converges to the optimum in the order of minutes, while the DDN only requires
a few seconds to solve the calibration problem. Our results are stable to the variety of the
assets and market conditions considered in the analysis.

Future researches could implement a differential neural network to calibrate other so-
phisticated option pricing models and check whether the validity of the DDN persists. In
this regard we highlight jump models, in which estimating sensitivities is complicated and
burdensome Monte Carlo simulations may be needed. For these constructions, it could be
particularly convenient to let the network learn the option sensitivities offline, so that in the
calibration stage we readily dispose of accurate approximations of these partial derivatives.
More in general, it is possible to use the DDN to learn the price sensitivities of any financial
derivative. As such, the DDN can be useful to perform a fast and efficient risk management
of exotic products, whose pricing formulas and partial derivatives are typically not analytic.

Data Availability Statement: The data used to support the findings of this study are
available from the corresponding author upon request.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest regarding
the publication of this article.
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A. M. Ferreiro-Ferreiro, J. A. Garćıa-Rodŕıguez, L. Souto, and C. Vázquez. A new cali-
bration of the Heston stochastic local volatility model and its parallel implementation on
GPUs. Mathematics and Computers in Simulation, 177:467–486, 2020.

K.-I. Funahashi. On the approximate realization of continuous mappings by neural networks.
Neural Networks, 2(3):183–192, 1989.

J. Gatheral. The volatility surface: a practitioner’s guide. John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

S. B. Hamida and R. Cont. Recovering volatility from option prices by evolutionary opti-
mization. The Journal of Computational Finance, 2005.

C.-H. Han. GPU acceleration for computational finance. In Handbook of Financial Econo-
metrics, Mathematics, Statistics, and Machine Learning, pages 1519–1532. World Scien-
tific, 2021.

20



S. L. Heston. A closed-form solution for options with stochastic volatility with applications
to bond and currency options. The Review of Financial Studies, 6(2):327–343, 1993.

B. Huge and A. Savine. Differential machine learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.02347,
2020.

D. P. Kingma and J. Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

S. Liu, A. Borovykh, L. A. Grzelak, and C. W. Oosterlee. A neural network-based framework
for financial model calibration. Journal of Mathematics in Industry, 9(1):9, 2019.

M. D. McKay, R. J. Beckman, and W. J. Conover. A comparison of three methods for
selecting values of input variables in the analysis of output from a computer code. Tech-
nometrics, 42(1):55–61, 2000.
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A Appendix A

In this section we report the explicit expressions of ∂θHCτ (u) and ∂θHDτ (u) given in Eq.
(2.6), where θH denotes a generic Heston model parameter (see Eq. (2.1)). To this aim,
we use the expressions of d(u), g(u), Dτ (u), and Cτ (u) reported in Eq. (2.5). For ease of
notation, we omit the variable u after the functions.
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First of all, we report the partial derivatives of the functions d and g with respect to the
Heston parameters as

∂λd = ∂v0d = 0,

∂κd =
κ− iρσu

d
, ∂ρd =

−iσu(κ− iρσu)

d
, ∂σd =

−iρu(κ− iρσu) + σ(iu+ u2)

d
,

(A.1)

using which we obtain

∂λg = ∂v0g = 0,

∂κg =
(1− ∂κd) (κ− iρσu+ d)− (1 + ∂κd) (κ− iρσu− d)

(κ− iρσu+ d)
2 =

−2g
d
,

∂ρg =
(−iσu− ∂ρd) (κ− iρσu+ d)− (−iσu+ ∂ρd) (κ− iρσu− d)

(κ− iρσu+ d)
2 =

2iσug

d
,

∂σg =
(−iρu− ∂σd) (κ− iρσu+ d)− (−iρu+ ∂σd) (κ− iρσu− d)

(κ− iρσu+ d)
2

=
−2κσ(iu+ u2)

d (κ− iρσu+ d)
2 ,

(A.2)

which are useful to recover the partial derivatives with respect to Cτ and Dτ given below.
Letting a = e−τd and recalling (A.1), we obtain the expressions of the partial derivatives

∂ξa = −τa∂ξd, for ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, as

∂κa =
−τa(κ− iρσu)

d
, ∂ρa =

iστua(κ− iρσu)

d
,

∂σa =
τa(iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2))

d
, ∂λa = ∂v0a = 0.

(A.3)

Letting A = (1−a)/(1−ga), using (A.2) and (A.3), the expressions of the partial derivatives

∂ξA =
−∂ξa(1−ga)+(1−a)(a∂ξg+g∂ξa)

(1−ga)2 =
a(1−a)∂ξg−(1−g)∂ξa

(1−ga)2 , for ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, are

∂λA = ∂v0A = 0,

∂κA =
τa(κ− iρσu)(1− g)− 2ag(1− a)

d(1− ga)2
,

∂ρA =
iσua

(
2g(1− a)− τ(1− g)(κ− iρσu)

)
d(1− ga)2

,

∂σA =
−2κσa(1− a)(iu+ u2)

d(1− ga)2(κ− iρσu+ d)2
− τa(1− g)(iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2))

d(1− ga)2
.

(A.4)
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Letting B = κ−iρσu−d
σ2 and using (A.1), we have

∂λB = ∂v0B = 0,

∂κB =
1− ∂κd
σ2

=
−(κ− iρσu− d)

σ2d
,

∂ρB =
−iσu− ∂ρd

σ2
=

iu(κ− iρσu− d)
σd

,

∂σB =
(−iρu− ∂σd)σ2 − 2σ(κ− iρσu− d)

σ4

=
(κ− iρσu− d)(iρσu− 2d)− σ2(iu+ u2)

σ3d
.

(A.5)

Letting N = (1−ag)/(1−g), using (A.2) and (A.3), the expressions of the partial derivatives

∂ξN =
−(g∂ξa+a∂ξg)(1−g)+(1−ag)∂ξg

(1−g)2 =
(1−a)∂ξg−g(1−g)∂ξa

(1−g)2 , for ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, are

∂λN = ∂v0N = 0,

∂κN =
g
(
τa(1− g)(κ− iρσu)− 2(1− a)

)
d(1− g)2

,

∂ρN =
iσug

(
2(1− a)− τa(1− g)(κ− iρσu)

)
d(1− g)2

,

∂σN =
−1

d(1− g)2

[
2κσ(1− a)(iu+ u2)

(κ− iρσu+ d)2
+ τag(1− g)

(
iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2)

)]
.

(A.6)

Letting M = (κ− iρσu− d) τ − 2 ln(N) and using (A.1) and (A.6), the expressions of the

partial derivatives ∂ξM = τ∂ξ(κ− iρσu− d)− 2
∂ξN
N , for ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, are

∂λM =∂v0M = 0,

∂κM =
(κ− iρσu− d)

(
2(1− a)− τd(1− ag)− τa(1− g)(κ− iρσu)

)
d2(1− ag)

,

∂ρM =
iσu(κ− iρσu− d)

(
τ(d+ a(κ− iρσu))− 2(1− a)− τag(κ− iρσu+ d)

)
d2(1− ag)

,

∂σM =− iρτu+
4κσ(1− a)(iu+ u2)

d(1− ag)(1− g)(κ− iρσu+ d)2

+
τ(1 + ag)

(
iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2)

)
d(1− ag)

.

(A.7)

We are now ready to write the expressions for the first-order partial derivatives of Dτ

and Cτ with respect to the Heston parameters κ, λ, ρ, σ, and v0 .

First-order partial derivatives of Dτ With the definitions of A and B above, we can
write Dτ = AB, so that, using (A.4) and (A.5), we can obtain the explicit forms of the
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first-order partial derivatives ∂ξDτ = B∂ξA+A∂ξB, for ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, of Dτ , as

∂λDτ =∂v0Dτ = 0,

∂κDτ =
(κ− iρσu− d)

(
τa(κ− iρσu)(1− g)− (1− a)(1 + ag)

)
σ2d(1− ag)2

,

∂ρDτ =
iu(κ− iρσu− d)

(
(1 + ag)(1− a)− τa(1− g)(κ− iρσu)

)
σd(1− ag)2

,

∂σDτ =
−(iu+ u2)

σd(1− ga)2(κ− iρσu+ d)

[
(1− a)(κag + κ− d+ dag)

− τσa(1− g)
(
iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2)

)]
(A.8)

First-order partial derivatives of Cτ With the definition of M above, we can write
Cτ = iruτ + κλM/σ2, so that the first-order partial derivatives ∂ξCτ = ∂ξ(κλM/σ2), for
ξ = κ, λ, ρ, σ, v0, of Cτ are

∂κCτ =
λM

σ2
+
κλ

σ2
∂κM, ∂ρCτ =

κλ

σ2
∂ρM, ∂σCτ = κλ

σ2∂σM − 2σM

σ4
,

∂λCτ =
κ

σ2
M, ∂v0Cτ = 0.

(A.9a)

Using (A.7) we can obtain the explicit expressions for the partial derivatives in the first line
above as

∂κCτ =
λ

σ2

[
M +

κ(κ− iρσu− d)
(
2(1− a)− τd(1− ag)− τa(1− g)(κ− iρσu)

)
d2(1− ag)

]
,

∂ρCτ =
iκλu(κ− iρσu− d)

(
τ(d+ a(κ− iρσu))− 2(1− a)− τag(κ− iρσu+ d)

)
σd2(1− ag)

,

∂σCτ =
κλ

σ4

[
− iρσ2τu+

4κσ3(1− a)(iu+ u2)

d(1− ag)(1− g)(κ− iρσu+ d)2
− 4 ln(N)

+
σ2τ(1 + ag)

(
iρu(κ− iρσu)− σ(iu+ u2)

)
d(1− ag)

− 2στ(κ− iρσu− d)
]
.

(A.9b)
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