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An actively managed portfolio almost never beats the market in the long term. Thus, many investors often
resort to passively managed portfolios whose aim is to follow a certain financial index. The task of building
such passive portfolios aiming also to minimize the transaction costs is called Index Tracking (IT), where the
goal is to track the index by holding only a small subset of assets in the index. As such, it is an NP-hard problem
and becomes unfeasible to solve exactly for indices with more than 100 assets. In this work, we present a novel
hybrid simulated annealing method that can efficiently solve the IT problem for large indices and is flexible
enough to adapt to financially relevant constraints. By tracking the S&P-500 index between the years 2011 and
2018 we show that our algorithm is capable of finding optimal solutions in the in-sample period of past returns
and can be tuned to provide optimal returns in the out-of-sample period of future returns. Finally, we focus on
the task of holding an IT portfolio during one year and rebalancing the portfolio every month. Here, our hybrid
simulated annealing algorithm is capable of producing financially optimal portfolios already for small subsets
of assets and using reasonable computational resources, making it an appropriate tool for financial managers.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is known that active management of financial portfolios
has historically not been able to beat the market consistently
in the long term. Together with the high financial costs of
active management, this makes that many small investors are
now turning their attention into passive management, which
focuses on tracking a specific financial index such as the S&P-
500 or NASDAQ and usually have lower transaction fees. To
build a passive management portfolio, a reasonable strategy
could be to hold all assets inside the index, which would track
it in an exact way, but this would also result in very high
transaction costs. The task of building this portfolio using
only a low number of assets is called the index tracking (IT)
problem.
The computational difficulty of IT is recognized as a chal-

lenge in the literature on this topic, as it is an NP-hard problem
[1, 2]. There might be external aspects involved in the man-
agement of a tracker portfolio, like the quality and treatment of
the financial historical data or balancing future beliefs about
the market’s behavior. However, regardless of these aspects,
the limit on the quality of the resulting tracker portfolio is set
by the quality of the algorithm used to solve the IT problem.
Indeed, obtaining an exactly optimal solution quickly becomes
unfeasible in reasonable time for indices with hundreds of as-
sets.
Because of this hardness, several heuristics have been devel-

oped to approximate this combinatorial optimization problem,
where the task is both to select a subset of assets to include
in the tracker portfolio and also to leverage their weights in-
side it. Let us first mention the broad family of genetic or
evolutionary methods: Beasley et al. [3] introduced one such
algorithm for optimization and tested it on several international
financial indexes; Maringer et al. [4] used a differential evo-
lutionary algorithm for an empirical study on the Down Jones
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Industrial Average; and Ruiz-Torrubiano et al. [1] developed
a hybrid algorithm that uses quadratic programming together
with a genetic algorithm. Another family of methods have ad-
dressed the cardinality constraint by selecting assets through a
relaxation of the original combinatorial problem. The method
by Dose et al. [5] groups assets by hierarchical clustering,
and assigns weights to the representatives via a much simpler
convex optimization problem. The kernel search method by
Guastaroba et al. [6] is a more sophisticated algorithm, where
they solve a relaxation of IT with no cardinality constraint and
then they use the most relevant weights of the relaxed solution
to identify a “kernel” of assets, whose actual weights in the
portfolio are then found by quadratic programming. Mutunge
et al. [2] develop a similar kernel method where assets are
introduced one by one in a greedy search. The class of hy-
brid methods divides the search process in two parts: a local
search over the assets’ space and an optimization method to
select the weights of the portfolio. Gaspero et al. [7] use a
family of greedy local heuristics to select the assets to include
in the portfolio. Fernández-Lorenzo et al. [8] presented a
pruning approach in which the selection of a subset of assets
is expressed in terms of binary decision variables. Once this
selection is made, the weight of each asset in the portfolio is
adjusted with quadratic programming. Recently, Palmer et al.
[9] explored how the hardness of the IT problem can be tackled
with quantum annealing.
The physics-inspired family of annealing methods is a meta-

heuristic that has enjoyed much success in solving combina-
torial optimization problems. One of such metaheuristics is
simulated annealing [10] (SA), which is a probabilistic algo-
rithm that travels through the solution space by emulating a
physical cooling process in which the system slowly relaxes to
a minimum of the cost function. SA has actually been applied
to a financial task related to index tracking, namely, portfolio
selection with a cardinality constraint [11, 12]. Methods based
on SA are particularly well suited for optimization with inte-
ger variables, and they face some challenges when applied to
optimization tasks like the IT problem, where both continuous
and binary variables appear.
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In this work, we present a novel hybrid method that uses SA
in the local search over the assets’ space and convex quadratic
optimization to select the weights of the portfolio. By using
SA to address the combinatorial optimization step of the prob-
lem, our algorithm is able to converge in a scalable way into an
approximately global optimum, yielding a quasi-exact numer-
ical solution of the IT problem. We have tested our algorithm
by simulations using data from the S&P-500 index between
the years 2011 and 2018 as a benchmark index and we have
arrived to the following results:

• Our hybrid simulated annealing algorithm is able to
find quasi-optimal results for portfolio trackers of sizes
between 10 and 30 assets in times that range between
1 second and 20 minutes depending on the size of the
portfolio and other market conditions. Our algorithm
allows us to consider problems that are intractable with
exhaustive solvers such as Gurobi.

• We have studied the relationship between the optimized
in-sample and out-of-sample tracking results and found
that the inherent market noise of out-of-sample results
can be lowered by some degree by running large SA
computations.

• We have tested our method in a real financial setup
by simulating the monthly rebalancing of a portfolio
tracker during one year. We have calculated the ex-
post tracking error of the tracker portfolio during its
active window and found that our algorithm is capable
of reaching tracking errors between 2.5 − 3.5% already
with portfolios with 30 assets.

Our work is structured as follows. In Sec. II we introduce
the mathematical definition of the IT problem and discuss the
measurement of the tracking error. At the end of the section
we also present the treatment of the financial data used in
our work. In Sec. III we introduce our version of the hybrid
SA algorithm, how we tune the algorithm’s hyperparameters.
We also run a time-to-solution computation and discuss the
runtime of hybrid SA. In Sec. IV we analyze the optimization
of the in-sample tracking error and explore its relation with
the out-of-sample tracking error. We also show the average
portfolio size needed to obtain a target tracking error. In Sec.
V we explore the IT problem from a more realistic financial
perspective by the tracking error of monthly rebalanced tracker
portfolios. Finally, in Sec. VI we lay out the main conclusions
of the article.

II. THE IT PROBLEM

The IT problem consists on selecting a portfolio of 𝑘 assets
from a benchmark index with 𝐿 available assets (𝑘 < 𝐿),
such that the returns of the portfolio follow the returns of
the benchmark index as close as possible. We define the
portfolio by the weights ®𝜔 ∈ R𝐿 of the assets it holds, which
are proportional to the asset’s prices at the time when the
portfolio was built.

A measurement of the closeness of the tracker portfolio’s
and index’s returns during a specific time window T is given
by the Tracking Error (TE), defined as the standard deviation
of the daily difference between the returns of the index and the
portfolio

TE2 (T ) = Var𝑡 ∈T
[
𝑟𝐼 (𝑡) − 𝑟𝑝 (𝑡)

]
= Var𝑡 ∈T

[
𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

(
𝜔𝑏
𝑖 − 𝜔𝑖

)
𝑟𝑖 (𝑡)

]
= ( ®𝜔𝑏 − ®𝜔)𝑇𝜎( ®𝜔𝑏 − ®𝜔),

(1)

with 𝑟𝐼 (𝑡), 𝑟𝑝 (𝑡), 𝑟𝑖 (𝑡) the returns of the index, the portfolio,
and the asset 𝑖 at time 𝑡, respectively; ®𝜔𝑏 the weights of the
benchmark index at the start of the time window T and 𝜎

the asset’s returns covariance matrix over the time window
T . Some authors propose to measure the TE as the mean
squared error of the difference between the index and tracker
returns [1, 3, 13]. Its main point is that a tracker portfolio that
has a constant shift in returns with respect to the index would
show zero variance. However, as we will see below, we find
that for large datasets there is no shift between returns. Other
arguments to define the TE using the standard deviation is that
it has been shown to produce better out-of-sample portfolios
[14] and it allows us to work with the covariance matrix 𝜎 of
asset returns [15, 16] in order tominimize random noise effects
that could potentially spread to the out-of-sample results [17,
18].
We express the IT problem as a mixed integer quadratic

programming (MIQP) problem

min 𝑓 (®𝑥, ®𝜔 |𝜎, ®𝜔𝑏) = ( ®𝜔 − ®𝜔𝑏)𝑇𝜎( ®𝜔 − ®𝜔𝑏)

s.t.
∑︁
𝑖

𝑥𝑖 = 𝑘∑︁
𝑖

𝑥𝑖𝜔𝑖 = 1

0 ≤ 𝜔𝑖 ≤ 𝑥𝑖

(2)

with 𝑥𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} a set of 𝐿 binary decision variables that are 1
if asset 𝑖 is included in the portfolio and 0 otherwise. The first
condition sets 𝑘 as the maximum allowed number of assets in
the portfolio, while the second and third conditions enforce
using the whole budget to build the portfolio and forbid short-
selling of assets, respectively. In general, MIQP are NP-hard
problems and to solve it we introduce a variant of the hybrid
SA algorithm that we explain in the next Section. We note that
every other variant of this problem for which the minimization
objective is expressed as a convex problem can be solved with
out algorithm. An example of which could be the introduction
of proportional transaction costs.
In many situations, we want to build a portfolio that tracks

a benchmark index in the future. In that case, we assume that,
in the absence of market shocks, the asset’s returns behave
similarly during small time windows. Therefore, we expect
that a portfolio that minimizes the TE over past returns (in-
sample) will also approximately minimize the TE over a small
time window of future returns (out-of-sample), typically a few
weeks or months.
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A. Data, covariance matrix and benchmark weights

In this work we focus on tracking the S&P-500 financial
index between the years 2011 and 2018. Because assets are
included and excluded off the index depending on their capital-
ization, we discard every asset that has not been contained in
the index continuously from 2008/01/01 to 2022/02/15, which
leaves us with 𝐿 = 433 stocks that compose the index. For
these stocks we have gathered daily closing price data between
these dates from the Yahoo Finance database. Similarly, we
have gathered the daily closing price of the S&P-500 index
between these dates (ˆ GSPC ticker).
To sample the benchmark weights ®𝜔𝑏 for a particular time

period, we choose a Look Back Window (LBW) of two years
and select the weights that minimize the variance of the dif-
ference between the prices of a hypothetical portfolio with ®𝜔𝑏

and the index’s price 𝑝𝐼 (𝑡) during the LBW

min Var𝑡 ∈LBW

[
𝑝𝐼 (𝑡) −

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜔𝑏
𝑖 𝑝𝑖 (𝑡)

]
s.t. 𝜔𝑏

𝑖 ≥ 0,
(3)

with 𝑝𝑖 (𝑡) the price of asset 𝑖 at time 𝑡. We minimize the
variance of the difference between the prices because we have
observed that the portfolios generated with ®𝜔𝑏 tend to track
the index better using daily prices than using daily returns. To
compute the weights we choose a LBW of 2 years in particular
because: (a) considering an average of 252 active trade days
per year, the number of historical data points to sample is
relatively similar in size to the number of stocks considered in
the index (𝐿 = 433), which helps to avoid overfitting of the
benchmark weights; and (b) the window is sufficiently small
such that only recent market trends are considered.
We sample the covariance matrix of the asset returns us-

ing again a LBW of 2 years, but in this case we perform an
exponential weight averaging of the most recent returns

𝜎𝑖 𝑗 =

∑𝑡 𝑓
𝑡=𝑡0

𝛼𝑡 𝑓 −𝑡 (𝑟𝑖 (𝑡) − 𝑟 𝑖)
(
𝑟 𝑗 (𝑡) − 𝑟 𝑗

)∑𝑡 𝑓
𝑡=𝑡0

𝛼𝑡 𝑓 −𝑡
, (4)

with 𝑡0, 𝑡 𝑓 the time boundaries of the LBW, 𝑟 𝑖 the mean value
of the returns of asset 𝑖 over the LBW without exponential
averaging, and 𝛼 a constant that we define in terms of a half-
life 𝜏 of the exponential weights, 𝛼 = 2−1/𝜏 . By shifting the
parameter 𝜏 we can effectively reduce the size of the LBW
from two years to several weeks, which can put the focus of
the IT problem on tracking only the most recent market trends.
We note that the limit 𝜏 →∞ corresponds to the usual sample
covariance matrix.

III. HYBRID SIMULATED ANNEALING

Simulated annealing [10] is an algorithm widely used in
combinatorial optimization problems. It is a variant of the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm inwhich the temperature of the
target distribution, usually aBoltzmann distribution, is lowered

smoothly until the system remains frozen in different local
minima. For combinatorial optimization problems there exist
proofs that guarantee its convergence to the global minimum
for an asymptotic number of Metropolis steps and particular
temperature schedules [19].
The standard SA algorithm is difficult to implement for

MIQPproblems, as its domain consists of a discrete space and a
continuous space. In this work we present a hybrid variation of
the usual SA algorithm that is targeted to solveMIQP problems
with cardinality constraints. We start by noting that ifwefix the
discrete variables ®𝑥, then the task ofminimizing the continuous
variables ®𝜔 becomes a quadratic programming (QP) problem
that can be solved efficiently in polynomial time with state-
of-the-art solvers. This is because the covariance matrix 𝜎 is
positive semidefinite. Thus, we propose a two-step hybrid SA
algorithm where the discrete variables ®𝑥 are optimized using
SA and then the continuous variables ®𝜔 are optimized using a
QP problem solver.
We provide a scheme of our algorithm in Alg. 1. We start

with an initial portfolio with 𝑘 random assets. At each step
𝑠, we draw from a uniform distribution an asset 𝑎 outside the
portfolio and an asset 𝑏 inside the portfolio. Then, we propose
a new portfolio ®𝑥 ′ with asset 𝑎 inside the portfolio and asset 𝑏
outside (lines 6-8). This keeps the cardinality fixed,

∑
𝑖 𝑥𝑖 =∑

𝑖 𝑥
′
𝑖
. Then we compute the cost function of the new proposed

configuration ®𝑥 ′ by solving a QP problem that optimizes the
weights ®𝜔′ of the new portfolio (lines 10-11). Finally, we
accept the proposed configuration ®𝑥 ′, ®𝜔′ using the Metropolis-
Hastings’ acceptance rule by comparing the difference between
the proposed and old cost functions, where the acceptance
probability depends on the annealing temperature at that step
𝛽𝑠 (lines 13-18). The algorithm stops when 𝑁 steps have been
computed. Due to the stochastic nature of the algorithm, we
run 𝑛 independent copies. We scripted the algorithm in a
first version using the Julia language and used the open-source
package COSMO.jl [20] to solve the QP problem, and entirely
in Cython in the second version, which we used to write a fast
QP solver.

A. Hyperparameter tuning

The choice of hyperparameters is crucial for hybrid SA to
be able to produce high quality portfolios. These are: the
choice of the temperature schedule 𝛽(𝑠), the number of steps
𝑁 and the number of independent copies 𝑛. We perform the
hyperparameter tuning as follows. First, we select multiple
choices of initial and final temperatures 𝛽(1), 𝛽(𝑁) and how
to go from 𝛽(1) to 𝛽(𝑁): using a linear, inverse, logarithmic
or exponential form. After that, we run a hybrid SA simulation
for every schedule with a high number of steps 𝑁 ∼ 105 − 106
and copies 𝑛 ∼ 100. Then, we compute for each schedule
the ratio of solutions that reached the optimal TE. Finally, we
fix the temperature schedule as the one for which the ratio
of optimal TE found was highest and run a Time-To-Solution
(TTS) computation [21] with this schedule to determine the
optimal choice of steps 𝑁 and copies 𝑛.
A TTS computation starts by treating a single hybrid SA



4

10
3

10
4

10
5

N

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100
p(
β

(s
),
N

)
a)

2011

2013

2015

2017

2011
2013

2015
2017

2019

100

101

102

103

T
T

S
(s

)

b)

k = 10

k = 20

k = 30

2011
2013

2015
2017

2019

2

3

4

T
E
a
,L
B
W

c)

2011
2013

2015
2017

2019

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

M
S

E
L
B
W

×10−5

d)

FIG. 1. (a) Probability 𝑝(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁) of finding the optimal TE using portfolios with basket size 𝑘 = 10 for different years against the number of
steps 𝑁 . (b) TTS estimation for solving the IT problem for the S&P-500 index using hybrid SA for different basket sizes 𝑘 . The shaded areas
represent a 95% confidence interval. (c) Annualized TE over a LBW of 2 years with the same basket sizes 𝑘 as the previous panel. (d) Mean
squared error of the difference between the index’ and portfolio’s returns over the LBW.

simulation with hyperparameters (𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁) as a Bernoulli pro-
cess with a probability 𝑝(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁) of finding an optimal TE.
If a single SA run yields the ground state with probability
𝑝(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁), then the number of repetitions 𝑅(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃) one
needs to find the optimal TE with a probability 𝑃 is given by

𝑅(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃) = log(1 − 𝑃)
log[1 − 𝑝(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁)] . (5)

We set𝑃 = 99% for the rest of thiswork. The total computation
time𝑇 (𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃) needed to output an optimal TEwith proba-
bility 𝑃 is thus given by the runtime of a single hybrid SA times
the number of repetitions 𝑇 (𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃) ∝ 𝑁 · 𝑅(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃).
The TTS is then defined as the minimum total computation
time

TTS = min
𝛽 (𝑠) ,𝑁

{𝑇 (𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁; 𝑃 = 99%)} . (6)

Algorithm1 Hybrid Simulated Annealing for IT
1: procedure HybridSimulatedAnnealing(®𝑥, 𝜎, ®𝜔𝑏 , 𝑘, 𝑁, ®𝛽)
2: ®𝜔← argmin ®𝜔 𝑓 ( ®𝜔 | ®𝑥, 𝜎, ®𝜔𝑏), s.t.∑𝑖 𝑥𝑖𝜔𝑖 = 1, ®𝜔 � 0
3: 𝐶 (®𝑥) ← 𝑓 (®𝑥, ®𝜔)
4: for 𝑠← 1, 𝑁 do
5: ⊲ Propose new ®𝑥
6: 𝑎 ← Uniform(𝑟 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝐿 | 𝑥𝑟 = 0)
7: 𝑏 ← Uniform(𝑟 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝐿 | 𝑥𝑟 = 1)
8: ®𝑥′ ← ®𝑥, 𝑥′𝑎 ← 1, 𝑥′𝑏 ← 0
9: ⊲ Evaluate QP problem
10: ®𝜔′ ← argmin ®𝜔 𝑓 ( ®𝜔 | ®𝑥′, 𝜎, ®𝜔𝑏), s.t.∑𝑖 𝑥

′
𝑖
𝜔𝑖 = 1, ®𝜔 � 0

11: 𝐶 (®𝑥′) ← 𝑓 (®𝑥′, ®𝜔′)
12: ⊲ Acceptance step
13: 𝑝 ← Uniform[0, 1)
14: if 𝑝 ≤ min

{
1, 𝑒−𝛽𝑠 (𝐶 [ ®𝑥

′)−𝐶 ( ®𝑥) ]
}

then
15: ®𝑥 ← ®𝑥′, ®𝜔← ®𝜔′ ⊲ Accept new portfolio
16: else
17: ®𝑥 ← ®𝑥, ®𝜔← ®𝜔 ⊲ Reverse to previous portfolio
18: end if
19: end for
20: return ®𝑥, ®𝜔
21: end procedure

In the context of our work, the number of available assets
𝐿 = 433 makes it unfeasible to obtain the global minimum
TE for the number of shares 10 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 30 considered in our
tracker portfolios. Thus, we define the optimal TE as the best
TE found for the largest number of steps, typically 𝑁 ∼ 105
for 𝑘 = 10 and 𝑁 ∼ 106 for 𝑘 = 20, 30. While we cannot
guarantee to have found the optimal TE, we have checked that
our hybrid SA algorithm is capable of finding the optimal TE
for smaller indices of size 𝐿 ≤ 100 and comparing the TE
found with an exhaustive solver such as Gurobi.

We show in Figs. 1(a, b) the TTS estimation of a set of
IT computations using the S&P-500 index as a benchmark
between the years 2011 and 2018. For each computation, we
sample the covariance matrix 𝜎 over a LBW T of 2 years
with a half-life of 𝜏 = 2𝑦. For this data, we have found that
hybrid SAyields optimal resultswith the following exponential
temperature schedule

log10 (𝛽(𝑠)) =
13 + 𝑘
20

+ 3
20

𝑠 − 1
𝑁 − 1 . (7)

In Fig. 1(a) we show the probability 𝑝(𝛽(𝑠), 𝑁) of finding the
optimal TE for a basket size of 𝑘 = 10 assets for different years
(colors). We observe that already for 𝑁 ∼ 104 steps there
is a ∼ 1% chance of finding an optimal portfolio, while the
probability increases at a relatively slow pace after that, and
more or less saturates after 𝑁 ∼ 105 steps. We show in Fig.
1(b) the resulting TTS estimation in seconds for different years
and basket sizes of 𝑘 = 10, 20, 30 assets (colors). The shaded
areas represent a 95% confidence interval. We observe that
the TTS can range from 1 second to 20 minutes, with the TTS
increasing for large 𝑘 . These runtimes make it accessible to
solve the IT problem in small workstations and thus, our hybrid
SA algorithm can be easily used by financial managers. There
is also the possibility of speeding up computations by using
parallelization of the independent 𝑛 runs of the algorithm and
also suboptimal solutions can be obtained already for smaller
number of steps 𝑁 than optimal, as we observe in the slow
convergence in Fig. 1(a).
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against the mean portfolio size E [𝑘] for different 𝑁 .

IV. IN-SAMPLE AND OUT-OF-SAMPLE TRACKING
ERROR

In this Section we show the results of solving the IT problem
with the previously found optimal hyperparameters to track the
S&P-500 index between the years 2011 and 2018. We use the
benchmark weights and covariance matrices that have been
described at the end of Sec. II, where we use a half-life 𝜏
of the covariance matrix of two years. We choose this 𝜏 in
particular because the effective size of the LBW window is of
2 years and it provides the best results when doing rebalancing
experiments, as we observe in the next section.
We show in Fig. 1(c) the result of optimizing the TE in-

sample over a LBW of 2 years for different basket sizes 𝑘 =

10, 20, 30. We present our results in terms of the annualized
TE [5]

TE𝑎 = 100 · TE
√
252, (8)

which corresponds to the total TE that the portfolio would
accumulate in one year (252 market days) given in percentage
points. Each point corresponds to a LBW that ends at the
last active day of one week of its corresponding year. We
observe that the TE decreases as the basket size 𝑘 increases,
as expected, because having more assets can make the tracker
portfolio more representative of the index. We also observe
that for sizes 𝑘 = 20, 30, the TE lays between 2% and 3%,
which can represent an acceptable TE for a financial manager.
As argued in Refs. [1, 3, 13], a portfolio that minimizes the

tracking error variance could still show a constant shift in the
evolution of the returns with respect to the original index. This
shift can be represented by the mean squared error between
the returns of the index and the portfolio

MSET =
1
𝑛𝑑

∑︁
𝑡 ∈T

[
𝑟𝐼 (𝑡) − 𝑟𝑝 (𝑡)

]2
. (9)

We plot this error in Fig. 1(d) for the same simulations as
in Fig. 1(c). Our results do not show any relevant constant
shift between the returns of the index and the portfolio, which
justifies the use of the standard deviation as the definition of
the TE.

A. Out-of-sample results and optimization strength

There is always an inherent stochastic noise in market be-
haviors, which can result in portfolios that closely track an
index in-sample but do not work well out-of-sample. To check
to what extent an accurate solution of the MIQP problem in-
sample is relevant for the out-of-sample performance of the
tracker portfolio, we have repeated the above computations
with different numbers of annealing steps 𝑁 to observe its ef-
fect on the out-of-sample results. For these computations we
keep the number of copies fixed, 𝑛 = 150.
First, we show in Fig. 2(a) the in-sample annualized TE

over a LBW of 2 years between 2011 and 2018 for different
optimization strengths, 𝑁 = 10, 100, . . . , 105, for 𝑘 = 30. The
latter number of steps 𝑁 = 105 is close to the optimal estimated
by our TTS computations and represent full in-sample opti-
mization. For each optimization strength, all data points have
been represented as a violin plot (with roughly 400 samples
per violin plot), of which the middle bar represents the me-
dian, the outer bars represent the 95% confidence interval and
the shaded area represents the density of TE points. As we
expected, increasing the optimization strength decreases the
median in-sample TE until it starts to saturate after 𝑁 = 104
steps.
In Fig. 2(b) we show the out-of-sample annualized TE if

we hold the tracker portfolio for a LFW of 1 year. Here, the
improvement with the number of steps is not as drastic as with
in-sample TE.However, we still observe an improvement of the
out-of-sample TE when we increase the optimization strength,
which seems to saturate after 𝑁 = 103 steps. After this point,
market noise seems to spoil any gains in the optimization of
hybrid SA.
An alternative metric to measure the quality of a tracker

portfolio is the annualized Excess Return (ER), which mea-
sures the difference between the index’s and the portfolio’s
annualized cumulative returns

ER𝑎 (𝑛𝑑) =
(
𝑟𝑝

)252/𝑛𝑑 − (𝑟𝐼 )252/𝑛𝑑 , (10)

with 𝑟𝑝 , 𝑟𝐼 the cumulative returns of the portfolio and the
index, respectively, at the end of a time window given by
its number of days 𝑛𝑑 . In this case, a perfect tracker portfolio
should have zero ERwith the benchmark index. We plot in Fig.
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FIG. 3. (a) Median annualized TE and 95% confidence interval (shaded area) of rebalanced portfolios between the years 2011 and 2018 for
different basket sizes 𝑘 and using different values of 𝜏 to compute the covariance matrix. The portfolios are hold during one year and are
rebalanced every month. (b) Annualized TE of rebalanced portfolios with a 𝜏 of two years for different 𝑘 . The red and purple arrows indicate
the TE of the two portfolios shown in Fig. 4.

2(c) the annualized out-of-sample ER of holding the tracker
portfolio during 1 year against the optimization strength. We
observe that a greater optimization strength results in smaller
ER and that there is a small gain in computing 𝑁 = 105 steps
over 𝑁 = 103. Together with the out-of-sample TE results
of Fig. 2(b), this indicates that a good optimization of the
in-sample TE will result in tracker portfolios of good quality,
lowering (although not vanishing) the effects of market noise.
Another observable of financial interest is the mean basket

size necessary to reach a threshold out-of-sample TE, which is
directly related to the costs of purchasing a particular portfolio.
We show in Fig. 2(d) themean size E [𝑘] that a tracker portfolio
needs to have to reach a particular annualized TE over one year
for different optimization strengths. Here, we also computed
portfolios with 𝑘 = 15 and 25 assets to get smooth results. We
observe that increasing the accuracy of the SA optimization
algorithm actually results in a reduction of the size (by 2-3
assets) of the tracking portfolios needed for a target annualized
TE.While this effect seems to saturate after 𝑁 = 103 steps, this
indicates that we can build cheaper tracker portfolios with the
same TE quality by just increasing the optimization strength
of hybrid SA.

V. PORTFOLIO REBALANCING USING HYBRID SA

In general, the composition of a tracker portfolio is rebal-
anced at periodic intervals to adapt it to the newest market
trends. In this section, we will simulate the process of holding
a tracker portfolio over one year with monthly rebalancing,
which is standard in many financial scenarios. To perform the
rebalancing, we compute an optimized hybrid SA simulation
at the day before which wewant to rebalance. The starting date
of the analyzed tracker portfolios are the first active day of the
1𝑡ℎ , 13𝑡ℎ , 26𝑡ℎ and 39𝑡ℎ weeks of each year between 2011 and
2018. The considered LBW is 2 years and we set the half-life 𝜏
of the covariance matrix as an optimization parameter to study
the optimal effective size of the LBW.
We show in Fig. 3(a) the median annualized TE for different

basket sizes 𝑘 and using different 𝜏 values to compute the
covariance matrix, from one week (with an effective size of
1 month of the LBW) to two years (with an effective size of
2 years of the LBW). In the figure the shaded areas represent
the 95% confidence interval of the annualized TE. We observe
that the TE decreases as 𝜏 becomes larger until it saturates
after 𝜏 = 6𝑚. This implies that in rebalancing scenarios and,
in general, in the IT problem, having a large size of the LBW
helps to replicate all relevant market trends that will play a
role in the future. For 𝜏 = 2𝑦, the annualized TE lies between
3.5 − 5% for 𝑘 = 10, between 3 − 4% for 𝑘 = 20 and between
2.5 − 3.5% for 𝑘 = 30, which is an acceptable TE range in
financial standards. The large variability in the TE is due to
some periods being harder to track than others. This is shown
in Fig. 3(b) where we plot the annualized TE for rebalanced
portfolios with using 𝜏 = 2𝑦 for the covariance matrix. We
observe that the rebalanced portfolios with starting dates in the
year, e.g. 2015, with 𝑘 = 30 assets result in larger annualized
TE than in other years with the same number of assets. This
effect has already been observed in Ref. [14] and can be linked
to market shocks happening during the rebalancing period,
which can significantly change the previous trends happening
in the market.
We show in Fig. 4 the normalized daily cumulative returns

𝑝(𝑡) and daily returns 𝑟 (𝑡) of two examples of rebalanced
portfolios with 𝑘 = 30 assets. In Figs. 4(a, c) we show one
in a period with no market shocks starting on 2014/04/07
(red arrow in Fig. 3(b)); and in Figs. 4(b, d) one starting on
2015/04/06, which has to deal the 2015/08/24 flash crash and
a 10% market drop at the start of 2016 (purple arrow in Fig.
3(b)). We observe how in both cases our tracking portfolio
is able to track the S&P-500 index even in the case of large
market downfalls.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The main result of this work is the introduction of a hy-
brid Simulated Annealing algorithm that is capable of solving
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FIG. 4. Normalized prices (a) and daily returns (c) of the S&P-500 index (blue) and a monthly rebalanced portfolio (orange) with 𝑘 = 30 assets
over 1 year. The holding period startas on 2014/04/06 and the half-life used to compute the covariance matrix is 𝜏 = 2 years. Normalized
prices (b) and daily returns (d) for a portfolio of the same characteristics with a holding period starting on 2015/04/06.

Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming problems with cardi-
nality constraints and is flexible enough to be adapted to gen-
eral Mixed Integer problems. We applied this algorithm to
solve the Index Tracking problem, which falls into the cat-
egory of NP-hard mathematical problems. In particular, we
used it to track the S&P-500 index between the years 2011 and
2018 using a subset of 𝐿 = 433 stocks inside the index and
allowing for different numbers of stocks 10 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 30 to be
present in the tracker portfolio. Our hybrid algorithm is ca-
pable of finding approximately optimal solutions in the range
between one second and 20 minutes of computational runtime
and we believe it can work seamlessly with lager indices with
thousands of stocks. Our algorithm is thus capable of solving
Index Tracking problems for indices with more than hundreds
of assets, for which exact solvers like Gurobi would require
unfeasible amounts of time.
Using our algorithm we have studied the relation between

minimizing the Tracking Error in-sample and the resulting
Tracking Error out-of-sample. We have found that there is
an advantage in making big simulations with large number of
steps and copies, although the market noise makes that some
observables of the out-of-sample portfolios start to saturate
after medium step sizes 𝑁 = 103. While this is unavoidable,
we have found that increasing the optimization strength can
also have a positive effect on the size of the tracker portfolio,
effectively reducing the mean portfolio size needed to reach a
target Tracking Error. Such noise effects could be potentially
avoided in future work by computing refined in-sample covari-
ance matrices that lower the stochastic noise of past returns.

Finally, we performed a series of observations that are re-
lated to how a financial manager would potentially manage an
Index Tracking portfolio with monthly rebalancing. We com-
puted several tracker portfolios that were held over one year
and found that portfolios with 𝑘 = 30 assets can already result
in an annualized Tracking Error in the range of 2.5 − 3.5%,
which can be regarded as a good objective in many financial
applications. We stress that providing more refined covariance
matrices to the hybrid Simulated Annealing algorithm could
result in even better tracker portfolios. We believe this makes
our algorithm very suitable for its use in financial environ-
ments.
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