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One of the problems frequently mentioned as a candidate for quantum advantage is that of
selecting a portfolio of financial assets to maximize returns while minimizing risk. In this paper
we formulate several real-world constraints for use in a Quantum Annealer (QA), extending the
scenarios in which the algorithm can be implemented. Specifically, we show how to add fundamental
analysis to the portfolio optimization problem, adding in asset-specific and global constraints based
on chosen balance sheet metrics. We also expand on previous work in improving the constraint to
enforce investment bands in sectors and limiting the number of assets to invest in, creating a robust

and flexible solution amenable to QA.

Importantly, we analyze the current state-of-the-art algorithms for solving such a problem using
D-Wave’s Quantum Processor and compare the quality of the solutions obtained to commercially-
available optimization software. We explore a variety of traditional and new constraints that make
the problem computationally harder to solve and show that even with these additional constraints,
classical algorithms outperform current hybrid solutions in the static portfolio optimization model.

I. INTRODUCTION

While quantum computers are theorized to solve prob-
lems currently intractable on classical computers, the
current devices are noisy, small, and are limited with the
types of algorithms feasible in today’s devices. While
gate-based machines in the Noisy Intermediate Scale
Quantum (NISQ) era struggle to find appropriate feasi-
ble applications, quantum annealers have less constraints
and appear to be the most promising in near-term indus-
trial implementations.

Quantum annealing follows the adiabatic theorem,
which states that if the time evolution is long enough,
a quantum system will stay in the ground state of its
Hamiltonian. For a quantum system starting in a ground
state of a hamiltonian H, and evolving to the ground
state of the problem hamiltonian H,,, the system can be
described at time t out of the total run time T as:

H(t) = (1 —u(®)Hy +u(t)Hy (1)

where u(t) = ¢t/T. Quantum annealing allows for inter-
esting problems to be solved by formulating the problem
into the Hamiltonian H,. At the end of the annealing
process, the system should be in the ground state and
the solution to our problem found.

Combinatorial optimization problems are perfect can-
didates for this annealing process, as the problem Hamil-
tonian is easy to construct and is diagonal in the compu-
tational basis, thereby having the ground state being the
exact readout of the qubits. A well-known combinatorial
optimization problem is that of portfolio optimization,
where the task is to choose the assets in the right pro-
portion as to maximize return while minimizing risk.
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This is an especially relevant problem not only for fi-
nancial institutions, but for a variety of industries as non-
financial assets can also be used to construct the prob-
lem [1][5][8]. It is also easy to formulate, the necessary
data is readily available, and the solutions are particu-
larly significant for industrial applications. The problem
follows that of Markowitz’s Modern Portfolio Theory [6]
that the optimal portfolio is constructed with assets that
maximize return for a given level of risk.

This problem can be mapped to a Quadratic Uncon-
strained Binary Optimization (QUBO) problem defined
by the problem hamiltonian:

My =—p"w+qgrwSw+ k) w, -1 (2)

n

where g is the vector of logarithmic returns, w is a
vector of n assets, where w,, € [0, 1] the fraction of the
total budget invested in each asset n, ¥ is the matrix
specifying the covariance of assets, and ¢ is the given
level of risk appetite for the investor. Typically, one can
adjust g to map the target level of risk to the problem.

As QA require the cost function to be unconstrained,
we can add soft constraints with appropriate Lagrange
Multipliers to enforce conditions. For instance, we will
want the total available budget to be invested, and so
we can add to H,, the budget constraint k(3 w, — 1)?
where we set k to be sufficiently large enough to ensure
the constraint is satisfied.

Portfolio optimization models have been implemented
in various forms on QA [3][4]. Some simple implemen-
tations include binary decision variables for each asset
specifying whether or not to include them in the port-
folio, while others go a step beyond and create variables
for the exact number of shares or proportion of the as-
set to purchase given the available budget. In this paper
we extend the latter model in several ways. First we in-
troduce slack variables as an alternative to enforce min-
imum and maximum investments in particular sectors,
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showing that this formulation has several benefits that
make it advantageous compared to other methods. We
then show how we can construct global and local con-
straints based on quantitative features like balance sheet
metrics to construct portfolios that not only maximize
return but also have the desired characteristics found in
fundamental analysis of stocks.

As current QA do not have the number of qubits nor
the required connectivity between them to implement
large-scale models directly on annealers, we explore the
use of D-Wave’s hybrid models, specifically for imple-
menting the QUBO representation of the model in their
hybrid Binary Quadratic Model (BQM) as well as using
integer variables and explicit constraints in their hybrid
Constrained Quadratic Model (CQM). We note that the
QUBO formulations we present will be especially advan-
tageous once the annealing hardware matures and the
number of qubits increase, but also show the benefit of
hybrid solvers in the current era. We therefore provide
direct comparisons between both implementations and fi-
nally compare the results against a leading optimization
software package CPLEX.

II. QUBO MODEL AND CONSTRAINTS

First we should note that in the model from Equation
2, instead of w,, being the weight invested in asset n, it
can instead be formulated to include the current stock
price with the goal being to specify how many shares of
each asset we wish to hold, considering our total budget
B. This would transform our cost function to:

Hy, = —plw+ qxw' Sw + k(z Sppn — B)?
" 3)

B

where s,, is the number of shares invested in asset n,
P the current asset price, and B the dollar value of our
available funds.

This formulation ensures that we are only investing in
bundles (or even lots) and not fractional shares. While
this is important, in reality only small investors would
need to ensure that the proportion of funds invested in
each asset is achievable in whole shares, as large portfolios
can always be constructed to an exact number of whole
shares based on the weighted proportion of that asset to
the portfolio. In any case, the rest of this paper can be
reformulated for whole shares or round lots with a few
substitutions of variables.

In the subsequent sections we provide formulations for
common real-world constraints for the problem. These
constraints, once appropriated mapped for use in a
QUBO problem, will be added to Equation 2 with
penalty coefficients to enforce the condition as necessary.

A. Binary to Integer Mapping

As our goal is to construct the cost function with bi-
nary only integers as to be amenable to QA, we need a
way to convert our binary variables to integer ones. The
easiest and most straightforward way to use a binary en-
coding [7] and a specified bit depth Ny and degree of
precision P in our weights:

1 Ng—1

W= > 2,4 (4)

d=0

where z,, 4 is a binary variable for each asset and bit.
Here P will be the level of precision we want in our
weights of assets to invest in. A P of 100 will have each
asset being invested in proportions of 1%, while a P of
10,000 will allow us to have the smallest proportional
weights of 1 basis point. Based on our level of chosen
precision, we can then choose Ny such that 2V¢ > P.

A common condition in real life scenarios is to ensure
there is a sufficient level of diversification in the con-
structed portfolio. While we could add an additional
penalty term with a slack variable (similar to what will
be described in subsequent sections), a preferable method
found in [9] is to create the mapping;:

1 Ng—2
= (Z 2120+ Mxn,Nd1> (5)

d=0

where M = Pwm® —2Na=1 1 and N, is chosen such
that 2NVe=1 — 1 < Pw™a®. For example, if P = 1000
and w® = 2.5%, then Ny = 5 and M = 10. This
mapping directly imposes an upper limit on the weight
of each asset, and has the advantage that there are no
unnecessary bit variables included with the caveat that
we will have to specify this mapping for different asset-
specific bounds.

B. Minimum and Maximum Sector Bands

The mapping specified above has also been used to
create sector bands, i.e. the maximum and minimum
proportion of each industry sector we would like our con-
structed portfolio to have. One approach to doing this
[9] was to distribute equally the maximum sector bands
across the individual assets. This has a couple disad-
vantages, one being that by doing so we are forcing the
portfolio to include every asset in that sector with a high
enough minimum band. Another disadvantage is that
we should allow for the flexibility of allowing a subset
of stocks to fill the entire quota for that sector, while
also satisfying the separate asset-specific maximum in-
vestment amount. For instance, if we would only like 8%
of our portfolio to be from the healthcare sector while
preventing one asset from being more than 2% of our



portfolio, we should still allow for the possibility of only
4 healthcare stocks being selected for that sector. In our
results this formulation allows for more flexibility and
more realistic input bands for sectors and assets.

We can therefore introduce more concrete investment
bands on sectors by introducing slack variables and cre-
ating soft constraints for maximum sector allocation:

2
Z <Z Wnp,s + Ssu — Us) (6)

and minimum sector allocation:

2
Z <Z Wn,s — Ss,l — Ls) (7)

where s; > 0, Uy and L, is our maximum and mini-
mum percent allocation for that sector, and w,, s is as-
set n in sector s. Here s,, and ss; are binary encoded
integer-slack variables.

In Figure 1 we show the results of running the portfolio
optimization model on the entire S&P 500 with certain
minimum and maximum investments per sector on a QA.
As compared to results elsewhere, our implementation al-
lowed for much tighter investment bands, more flexibility,
and the hybrid solver was able to satisfy all constraints
formulated as penalty terms in the objective function.

S&P 500 Sector Composition and Bands

FIG. 1: Results for constraining sectors using the
Hybrid BQM solver. The red lines are the minimum
and maximum allowable investments per sector and the
blue bars are the optimal portfolio composition found.

C. Balance Sheet Constraints

In many scenarios, we would like to consider more as-
pects of an asset rather than their historical returns and
volatilities we use to construct our portfolio. This can
arise from the desire to have the portfolio exhibit certain
characteristics the investor desires as well as to hedge
against biased historical data that we use to formulate
our model. This would be highly beneficial to asset man-
agers who believe in fundamental analysis of stocks and
would like their portfolios to represent their belief in var-
ious economic indicators.

An example we used for our portfolios was that of the
current ratio, which is a measure of a firm’s ability to
cover short-term obligations, typically within the next
year. Companies with current ratios greater than 1 can
be thought of as more financially solvent than those with
ratios less than 1. Here we show two different realizations
of this belief: one where we impose local constraints that
each asset should have a minimum current ratio, and an-
other global constraint where our entire portfolio should
have a minimum average. The former would result from
the belief that we do not want any stock in our portfo-
lio that does not have a strong asset-liability ratio, while
the later would allow for some assets with lower current
ratios as long as the entire portfolio meets a minimum
level.

The local constraint could be solved by filtering the
data before modelling, however its advantage is realized
as a soft constraint where the investor has a bias for
assets above a certain threshold, but does not want to
preclude consideration of investment entirely. Therefore
this constraint is most powerful not as a hard constraint
but rather as an extension of an investor’s preferences.

The local constraint is:

Z (ann — Sn,c — C’mzn'wn)2 (8)

n

where C,, is asset n’s current ratio, s, . > 0 is the
binary encoded integer slack variable, and C.,;, is our
minimum required ratio.

From this we can also derive the global constraint:

(CTw — 8¢ — Cmm)2 (9)

where again s, > 0.

Our results show how effective both quadratic con-
straints are when run with appropriate Lagrange Mul-
tipliers. Both constraints offer flexibility to investors
depending on their preference for assets being included
entirely or for a specific characteristic of the portfolio.
A combination of both these constraints is also feasible,
with investors preferring a minimum balance sheet metric
for an asset while still wanting the constructed portfolio
to have a targeted measure.



Portfolio Composition with Local Constraint
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FIG. 2: Distribution of current ratio for the local and global constraint on the S&P 500. The left graph shows the

soft constraint penalized assets whose current ratio was less than 2, the effectiveness of which we can see by the red

dots showing those assets were not selected as investments. The right graph allows for assets with current ratio less
than 2, as long as the weighted average of the ratio is greater than 2.

D. Cardinality Constraint

Another constraint we considered is the cardinality
constraint found in the Limited Asset Markowitz (LAM)
model. This constraint is significant for several reasons.
The first is that the requirement of limiting the number
of assets to select is relevant to portfolio managers and
individual investors alike. Transaction costs, monitor-
ing overhead, and many other considerations typically re-
quire an investor to limit the number of assets to choose.
To limit the number of assets requires binary variables,
transforming the traditional model into a Mixed Integer
Quadratic Programming (MIQP) problem [2] which is
known to be NP-Hard.

To limit the number of assets to [, we can first intro-
duce a binary variable b,, for each stock which is set to 1
if it is invested in and 0 otherwise:

(wp, —bp) <=0,Vn € N

an <=1

To make these constraints amenable to a QUBO prob-
lem, we will have to introduce additional binary-encoded
integer slack variables v with appropriate Lagrange Mul-
tipliers:

(10)

O b +v 1)
Z(wn —by)

n

(11)

We can see that the first constraint will force the num-
ber of binary variables to be less than or equal to the up-
per limit on the number of assets, and the second forces

the binary variable b, to be 1 if asset n is invested in
as this will decrease the cost function. In this way there
may be times that when an asset is not invested in the
binary variable will still be 1, however as we are setting
an upper constraint on the number of assets, this will
suffice to ensure that if an asset is indeed selected, the
binary variable will always be 1.

III. MODEL COMPARISONS

As current QA do not have the qubit capacity to handle
our QUBO model directly, we can instead employ the
use of D-Wave’s hybrid solvers. These solvers use a mix
of classical optimization techniques and the annealers in
combination to find feasible solutions. While the exact
methodology of this hybrid approach is proprietary, these
solvers open the possibility of solving very large problems
while still leveraging the power of current annealers.

The Binary Quadratic Model (BQM) accepts as input
binary variables and an objective function. It is equiva-
lent to the standard QUBO model and the formulations
we have presented thus far were inputted directly into
the solver. The Constrained Quadratic Model (CQM) ac-
cepts both integer and binary variables as well as explicit
equality and inequality constraints. This not only makes
the constraints we desire easier to handle, but the per-
formance of solver is significant on results run for the full
dataset of the S&P 500. For the classical optimizer, we
employed the use of CPLEX, which is one of the leading
Integer and Mixed Integer optimization suites available.

In figure 3 we show the annualized return and the
volatility for the portfolios constructed from all mod-
els (BQM, CQM, and CPLEX) for different values of
q. The only constraints we explicitly stated was that
the full budget was used and an asset could not be more



than 2.5% of the total portfolio, however we also ran the
CQM model with the volatility as a constraint, which
is shown in purple. We can see that for low values of
g (higher volatility), the CQM model significantly out-
performed BQM. This is most likely due to the native
support for integers and bounds on those variables. For
higher values of ¢ however, the BQM solver outperformed
CQM. The cutoff appeared to be at ¢ = 25, where above
that coefficient the increased emphasis on the quadratic
terms favored the BQM solver which appeared to han-
dle quadratic penalty coefficients better. We hypothesize
this is most likely the result of the use of the annealer in
the algorithm, which can natively support binary vari-
ables and quadratic terms. The CQM with target volatil-
ity generally underperformed the other models and the
results were not as consistent.

Model Comparisons
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FIG. 3: Comparison of results from the BQM and CQM
models for different values of q. We used a range of g
values from .1 to 500. The crossover point found was q
= 25, after which the BQM dealt better with the higher
values in the quadratic terms and found higher returns
for the same volatility as CQM. Explicitly stating the
target volatility as a constraint, showed in purple. did
not outperform the standard CQM model.

In Figure 4 we compare the implementations of all the
constraints we have discussed thus far in both the BQM
and the CQM with a ¢ value of 1 used for all experi-
ments. It is evident that the CQM hybrid capabilities at
enforcing explicit constraints while minimizing the objec-
tive function are superior to BQM for this integer-valued
portfolio optimization problem. Again, the caveat is that
with a larger g value or smaller annualized volatility
constraint, the BQM solver can potentially outperform
CQM. While we leave it to further research to experi-
ment with the endless combinations of constraints and
objectives possible, we posit that the CQM would most
likely outperform BQM for most instances.

In the comparison of classical and quantum solutions,
we have ran the model with varying levels of constraints
and thus difficulty for analyzing the performance of all

approaches. In Figure 3 we can see that for the standard
mean-variance portfolio optimization problem, the clas-
sical solution found the efficient frontier with minimal ef-
fort. Even with the wide variety of real-world constraints
we added to the model in Figure 4, the CPLEX solver
outperformed all others in terms of Sharpe Ratios.

Many have proposed portfolio optimization as a prime
candidate for quantum advantage; however the real-
world constraints we have discussed thus far show that
at least in the static integer-valued case, it is unlikely to
outperform classical solutions. Classical MIQP solvers
have been matured for decades and can include millions
of variables; it would be surprising that in the vast ma-
jority of cases it would underperform others in optimizing
portfolios. Furthermore, many have stated that adding
the target volatility as a constraint makes the problem
non-convex and thus would allow QA an advantage com-
pared to classical algorithms in the near future. While
this may be true, it is again hard to foresee a real-world
scenario in which this is a critical constraint, as it is just
as easy to enforce the risk appetite with the ¢ penalty
coefficient from Equation 2 in classical solvers as it is
required in QA.

Sector
Constraint| Local CR| Global CR| Cardinality|

BQM 3.25 2.79 1.86 2.60 1.67
cam 3.88 3.81 3.41 3.32 3.40
CPLEX 3.88 3.81 3.41 3.73 3.70

FIG. 4: Comparison of Sharpe Ratios for the variety of
constraints we have considered across the different
models.

IV. CONCLUSION

Here we have shown multiple ways to add flexible and
realistic constraints to the portfolio optimization prob-
lem. Importantly, we have formulated them for use in a
QUBO problem amenable to quantum annealers. We
demonstrated their effectiveness on the full S&P 500
dataset using D-Wave’s hybrid solvers. We have also
provided direct comparisons for both D-Wave’s hybrid
solvers and classical solvers, showing the performance of
the solvers with current hardware and real-world con-
staints.
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