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A new implementation of an adiabatically-trained ensemble model is derived that shows significant
improvements over classical methods. In particular, empirical results of this new algorithm show
that it offers not just higher performance, but also more stability with less classifiers, an attribute
that is critically important in areas like explainability and speed-of-inference. In all, the empirical
analysis displays that the algorithm can provide an increase in performance on unseen data by
strengthening stability of the statistical model through further minimizing and balancing variance
and bias, while decreasing the time to convergence over its predecessors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Leveraging quantum annealers, a new algorithm to
adiabatically-train an ensemble method for classification
is derived and denoted as αQBoost. αQBoost is em-
pirically demonstrated to outperform classical methods
while being more stable and compact than the classi-
cally trained models. Specifically, it is demonstrated
that this algorithm can provide an increase in perfor-
mance on unseen data, further minimizing bias/variance
and strengthening stability of the statistical model. A
stable and compact ensemble model is critically impor-
tant in areas like explainability - less complexity allows
for easier deployment in highly regulated industries, es-
pecially when the ensmble model is comprised of simple
weak classifiers like decision stumps.
αQBoost is extension of the annealing based classifi-

cation algorithm, QBoost, that provides an improvement
through faster convergence by re-weighting the linear and
quadratic components of the problem. By not including
the penalty term to be included in the final model and in-
stead employing an alternative regularization scheme, the
optimal parameters can be found quicker. To strengthen
the algorithm, a method to select classifiers given a target
size of the ensemble is also proposed. The complete al-
gorithm is then benchmarked against standard ensemble
methods with two public data sets and one internal data
set. With the focus on model performance and model
stability, αQBoost is demonstrated to provided consid-
erable improvements over classical methods.

II. APPLICATIONS OF QUANTUM
ANNEALING

Quantum computers are theorized to solve problems
currently intractable on classical computers, potentially
offering exponential speedups to some of the hardest
problems. Quantum annealers are processors specifically
designed to solve combinatorial optimization problems,
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of which there are exciting applications in similar areas,
especially in areas like unsupervised learning and training
classical AI models [1, 2].

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. As described in the foundation work in [3],
for a quantum system starting in a ground state of a
Hamiltonian Hb and evolving to the ground state of the
problem Hamiltonian Hp, the system can be described
mathematically at time t out of the total run time T as

H(t) =
(
1− u(t)

)
Hb + u(t)Hp,

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

The formulation of quantum annealing has quite a nat-
ural mapping to mathematical optimization problems,
especially those of combinatorial optimization. Many of
these problems are known to be NP-hard [4]. Several
difficult problems, such as the Traveling Salesman Prob-
lem, have been known for decades.. Surprisingly, there
have been applications outside of the well-known opera-
tions research problems, such neural networks which may
be slightly reformulated as a Quadratic Unconstrained
Binary Optimization (QUBO) problem [5] to solve for
the parameters. While annealers are well suited for
these combinatorial optimization problems with binary
weights, many interesting problems also involve contin-
uous of integer variables. Therefore writing such prob-
lems into a QUBO requires a binary encoding. For
completeness, consider binary encoding of a continuous
variable within the unit interval, [0, 1], with n binary
variables denoted as bi for the ith variable, then the con-

tinuous variables has the form

n∑
i=1

2−ibi.

However, many general optimization algorithms, such
as algorithms which use gradient descent, are naturally
mapped to mathematical optimization. By reformulating
the loss function of the model into a QUBO, the param-
eters of the model can be solved for explicitly without it-
erative methods like gradient descent. For example, the
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minimization formulation of linear regression and sup-
port vector machines are natural candidates to be refor-
mulated as a QUBO with binary encoding. For instance,
a prediction algorithm posed with finding weights with a
L2 loss function [2] can be reformulated as a QUBO with
a binary encoding. In fact, in general machine learning
algorithms that utilize a L2 loss function are candidates
to be reformulated as a QUBO. Interestingly, this refor-
mulation may also be applied to solve ordinary differ-
ential equations and certain types of partial differential
equations [6, 7].

In the rest of this manuscript an extension of the
adiabatically-trained classification algorithm QBoost [2]
is given. QBoost is a quantum implementation that de-
termines the best combination of weak learners to reduce
overfitting and increase performance on unseen data in
ensemble methods. It is based of off the pioneering algo-
rithm Adaboost [8], which is the first classification algo-
rithm to sequentially train weak learners at each iteration
instead of an aggregation, like with random forests (see
[9] for further information). An extension of QBoost is
given by replacing the regularization term by an itera-
tive weighting algorithm that determines the normalized
weights for the linear and quadratic terms of the mathe-
matical formulation. This weighting helps to quickly find
the best weak learners without over-training, resulting
in well-balanced model with respect to the variance-bias
trade-off.

III. BINARY CLASSIFICATION OF A ONE
LAYER WEAK LEARNER

Define xi ∈ RN , for N ∈ N, as either raw data, ex-
tracted features, mappings after a neural network or ker-
nel, or an output from a weak classifier, all of which
are known as a general input pattern. From xi de-
fine the associated labeled variable yi ∈ {−1, 1}. The
goal is to understand weak binary classifiers of the gen-
eral form ỹi = sign

(
wTxi + b) where w ∈ RN is the

weight and b is the bias. To test from the known labels
whether the classifier properly identified a label define
m(x, y, w, b) := y(wTx+ b), which is typically denoted as
the margin. The margin was given in some generality for
various applications.

For a collection of training data points
{

(xi, yi)
}S
i=1

to calculate the optimal weights the empirical risk

L (w, b) :=
1

S

S∑
s=1

l
(
m(xs, ys, w, b)

)
, where l is the loss

function. The loss function may have different forms
given the particular task. The classifier considered is
a predictor that does not output a probability score.
Given this predictor a potential loss function counts

the missed classifications l0−1

(
m(x, y, w, b)

)
=
(
1 −

sign(m(x, y, w, b))
)
/2. However, this loss has been noted

as NP-hard to minimize since l0−1 is non-convex ([10]),
as well as not a good error to train with since there is no

other information besides properly classified or not.
A more appropriate loss function is the square-loss

lsqr

(
m(x, y, w, b)

)
:=
(
m(x, y, w, b) − 1)

)2
. Given this

loss function, which is convex, the empirical risk may be
utilized to derive the optimal weight and bias. However,
it is well-known that deriving and utilizing the empir-
ical risk may lead to an overfit statistical model. To
adjust for this overfitting we can introduce a regulariza-
tion term, Λ(w), that adds a ‘penalty’ to the weights
within the algorithm. Taking λ ∈ R≥0 as a parameter
to adjust the strength of Λ(w), the general regulariza-
tion term is λ · Λ(w). For the training of this classi-

fier Λ(w) = ||w||0 :=

N∑
i=1

δ>0(wi), where δ>0 is a step-

function defined δ>0(x) = 1 if x > 0 and 0 otherwise. To
compute the optimal classifier the goal is then to

(w∗, b∗) = arg min
w,b

{
L (w, b) + λ · Λ(w)

}
. (1)

For the rest of this manuscript the general input pat-
terns {xi}Si=1 are cleaned and well-defined features, and
the final strong classifier is an ensemble statistical model

of the form
1

N

N∑
i=1

wihi(xs) where {hi}Ni=1 is a collection

of weak learners.
Setting b = 0 in Equation 1, the minimization prob-

lem may be written in a different form that gives deeper
insight into how the collection of weak learners interact
with each other. With b = 0, observe Equation 1 no has
the form

arg min
w

{
1

S

S∑
s=1

∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

wihi(xs)− ys
∣∣∣2 + λ

N∑
i=1

δ>0(wi)

}

= arg min
w

{
1

S

S∑
s=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

wihi(xs)

)2

− 1

S

S∑
s=1

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

wihi(xs) + y2s

)
+ λ

N∑
i=1

δ>0(wi)

}

= arg min
w

{
1

N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

wiwj

(
1

S

S∑
s=1

hi(xs)hj(xs)

)

+
1

N

N∑
i=1

wi

(
λ− 2

1

S

S∑
s=1

hi(xs)ys

)}
.

(2)

Note that
1

S

S∑
s=1

y2s = 1 for all sets {yi}Si=1, and

hence only adds a fixed scalar which does not affect the
minimization and may therefore be dropped. Further-

more, notice that the term

S∑
s=1

hi(xs)hj(xs) is the cor-

relation term between the weak learners, and the term
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S∑
i=1

hi(xs)ys is the correlation between a weak learner

and the labels.
Since the weight w focuses on the importance of

the weak learners this equivalent formulation is now a
quadratic optimization minimization problem. Restrict-
ing each weight wi ∈ [0, 1], to convert the quadratic op-
timization formulation into a QUBO each weight will
be written as a binary encoding, where in particular,

wi =

K∑
k=1

2−kwik with wik as a binary variable.

When each variable wi is binary encoded an additional
binary variable, denoted as wreg

i , is required for a proper
count of nonzero terms in the regularization terms. To
incorporate wreg

i into the formulation take κ sufficiently
large and define the regularization function as

R(w) =
N∑
i=1

κwi(1− wreg
i ) + λwreg

i . (3)

For generality the regularization function is denoted
as R(w). Hence, when binary encoded variables are in-
cluded for weighted classifiers the regularization function
above will be implicitly noted and the original form in
Equation 2 otherwise.

For simplicity define

Q(w, λ) := arg min
w

{
1

S

S∑
s=1

∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

wihi(xs)−ys
∣∣∣2+R(w)

}
(4)

From this formulation into a QUBO the authors in
[2] derive an algorithm to find the optimal weights
for the binary classifier. For a concise description of
algorithm, define the general test metric function as
TM(ytrue,ypredicted). Lastly, we extend the definition of
Q(w, λ) by including the data {(xi, yi)}Si=1 with the nota-
tion Q(w, λ,x,y), where x := {xi}Si=1 and y := {yi}Si=1.
The algorithm is as follows.

Algorithm1 QBoost

Input: Training and validation set {(xi, yi)}Si=1, where the

validation set is defined as xval := {xi}Sval
i=1 and

yval := {yi}Sval
i=1 , and the training set is defined as

xtrain := {xi}Strain
i=1 and ytrain := {yi}Strain

i=1 , and dictionary
of weak classifiers {hi}.
1: d← 1

Strain
, T ← 0, Errorval ←∞, w∗ ← 0

2: Initialize: empty strong classifier Hw∗(·); storage for Q
candidates of weak learners {hq}

3: Initialize λmin, λmax, and λstep
4: repeat
5: Optimize the members of {hi} according to the error
d

6: From {hi} select Q− T classifiers with the smallest
errors weighted by d and add them to {hq}

7: for λ = λmin : λstep : λmax do

8: w∗ ← Q(w, λ)

9: Htemp
w∗ (·)← sign

(∑Q
q=1 w

∗
i hq(·)

)
10: Errortemp ← TM

(
yval,H

temp
w∗ (xval)

)
11: if Errorval > Errortemp then
12: Errorval ← Errortemp

13: T ←
∑N

i=1 δ>0(wi)

14: Hw∗ ← Htemp
w∗

15: w∗ ← w∗

16: end if
17: end for
18: d← d · (ytrain ·Hw∗(xtrain)− 1)2

19: d← d∑Strain
k=1 dk

20: Delete from {hq} the Q− T weak learners for which
w∗i = 0

21: end repeat When Errorval stops decreasing

Notice within Algorithm 1 the search for an optimal
λ is a naive linear grid search and this technique has
potential to be implemented in a more optimal manner.
Moreover, the range to consider the values of λ is contin-
gent on the size and quality of the training data.

IV. HYBRID IMPLEMENTATION OF A
WEIGHTED WEAK LEARNER

The minimization in Equation 2, and hence the Algo-
rithm 1, is reliant on the regularization term to ensure the
resulting model is not overfit. While incorporating a reg-
ularization term is a standard implementation for many
statistical modeling algorithms, from the exploration of
the formulation in Equation 2, there is a more direct way
to balance the correlation between each classifier and be-
tween the classifiers and the true labels. Unless otherwise
noted, λ = 0 throughout the rest of the paper.
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Algorithm2 Classifier Selection

Input: Training set {(xi, yi)}Si=1, where x := {xi}Si=1 and
y := {yi}Si=1, and dictionary of weak classifiers {hi}.
1: a← 0, b← 1, α← .5, count ← 0
2: Initialize: desired-count
3: m∗ ← Q′(w,α,x,y)
4: count ← |{h∗i }|
5: while count 6= desired-count do
6: if count > desired-count then
7: b← α
8: else
9: a← α

10: end if
11: α← (a+ b)/2
12: m∗ ← Q′(w,α,x,y)
13: count ← |{h∗i }|
14: return m∗

The authors in [11] give a very rigorous formulation of
a quantum annealing based feature selection algorithm
where the correlation of the features and the true labels
are weighted with α ∈ [0, 1] and the correlation of the
features against with one another are weighted (1 − α).
These weights are complimentary since are both non-
negative and sum to 1. After giving the specific number
of desired features, the algorithm then utilizes the well-
known binary search algorithm of a sorted array to find
the proper value for α. By balancing each correlations
this bypasses the need to add in a regularization term.

Recall from Equation 2 with the respective data x :=
{xi}Si=1 and y := {yi}Si=1, the term

Cor1(w,x,y) := −2
1

N

N∑
i=1

wi

( 1

S

S∑
s=1

hi(xs)ys

)
is the correlation between the weak learners and true
labels, and the term

Cor2(w,x) :=
1

N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

wiwj

( 1

S

S∑
s=1

hi(xs)hj(xs)
)

is the correlation between each of the weak learners.
With these newly defined terms the minimization is re-
written as

Q′(w,α,x,y) := arg min
w

{
α · Cor1(w,x,y)

+ (1− α) · Cor2(w,x)
}
.

(5)

Taking this new formulation and following the algo-
rithm in [11] with fixed weak classifiers {hi}, Algorithm
2 is an implementation to find α for the specified number
of classifiers. Given the similarities of the model in [11]
and Equation 5, using similar logic in the paper yields
that the algorithm is guaranteed to converge to the spec-
ified number of classifiers. In general, this algorithm has
the potential to be sub-optimal in finding the best num-
ber of classifiers when considering the error of the cross

validation set, which may lead to either a biased model or
a model with high-variance. One may test as to whether
the model is sub-optimal and increase or decrease the
number of classifiers, accordingly. The advantage, how-
ever, is that one may control the size of the classifier.
Now taking Algorithm 2 as a subprocess a new deriva-
tion of QBoost may be presented.

Algorithm3 QBoost with Classifier Selection

Input: Training and validation set {(xi, yi)}Si=1, where the

validation set is defined as xval := {xi}Sval
i=1 and

yval := {yi}Sval
i=1 , and the training set is defined as

xtrain := {xi}Strain
i=1 and ytrain := {yi}Strain

i=1 , and dictionary
of weak classifiers {hi}.
1: d← 1

Strain
, T ← 0, Errorval ←∞, w∗ ← 0

2: Initialize: empty strong classifier Hw∗(·); storage for Q
candidates of weak learners {hq}

3: repeat
4: Optimize the members of {hi} according to the error
d

5: From {hi} select Q− T classifiers with the smallest
errors weighted by d and add them to {hq}

6: Hw∗ ← Algorithm2
(
{hq},ytrain,xtrain,yval,xval

)
7: d← d · (ytrain ·Hw∗(xtrain)− 1)2

8: d← d∑Strain
k=1 dk

9: Delete from {hq} the Q− T weak learners for which
w∗i = 0

10: end repeat When Errorval stops decreasing

One may observe that the Classifier Selection algo-
rithm in Algorithm 3 may be replaced with a classical
gradient-free optimizer algorithm [4] with the goal of de-
termining the optimal α which yields the optimal set of
weights w. This is especially true with optimizers derived
around quadratic optimization. There are a number of
optimizers that include the well-known Bayesian opti-
mizer [12], COBYLA [4], and the Nelder-Mead method
[13]. Denote Opt as a general gradient-free optimizer.
Just as in Algorithm 2, the evaluation is conducted with
the validation set. With this observation the main algo-
rithm is formulated in Algorithm 4.

Unlike Algorithm 1 where the range of λ is unknown
a priori, the range of α will always be in the unit inter-
val, [0, 1]. Furthermore, Algorithm 4 is robust enough
to include a number of gradient-free optimizers and im-
plementing Algorithm 3 is straightforward; Algorithm 3
is quite applicable when there is a restricted number of
classifiers required for a specific task, for instance, when
a model needs to be explainable.

A potential shortcoming, however, is the classifier com-
puted in Algorithm 4 maybe calculated from a local mini-
mum since the data utilized has an effect on convergence;
this observation also holds for Algorithm 1. A proposed
mitigation follows the stochastic gradient descent to con-
sistently feed the algorithm different data sets with each
iteration. One potential implementation randomly draws
the training set and validation set, each with fixed size
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Comparison of Algorithms
Test Model Breast Cancer Heart Failure Smart Factory

Accuracy
AdaBoost 95.61% 78.00% 78.67%
αQBoost 95.79% 82.00% 84.00%

Random Forest 94.90% 81.66% 84.00%
Gradient Boosted 93.86% 78.66% 80.66%

f1 Score
AdaBoost 96.48% 63.86% 82.38%
αQBoost 96.76% 68.45% 87.58%

Random Forest 95.90% 68.95% 87.80%
Gradient Boosted 95.10% 65.69% 83.80%

Number of Classifiers
AdaBoost 30 30 75
αQBoost 15 5 40

Random Forest 30 30 75
Gradient Boosted 30 30 75

TABLE I: Results for the 3 data sets. Data was randomly sampled, trained, and tested 5 times and the results
averaged. For the backend of αQBoost, the breast cancer data Gurobi was employed, for the heart failure data

D-Wave was employed, and for the Smart Factor data the simulated annealer was employed.

Algorithm4 αQBoost (Main)

Input: Training and validation set {(xi, yi)}Si=1, where the

validation set is defined as xval := {xi}Sval
i=1 and

yval := {yi}Sval
i=1 , and the training set is defined as

xtrain := {xi}Strain
i=1 and ytrain := {yi}Strain

i=1 , and dictionary
of weak classifiers {hi}.
1: d← 1

Strain
, T ← 0, Errorval ←∞, w∗ ← 0

2: Initialize: empty strong classifier Hw∗(·); storage for Q
candidates of weak learners {hq}

3: repeat
4: Optimize the members of {hi} according to the error
d

5: From {hi} select Q− T classifiers with the smallest
errors weighted by d and add them to {hq}

6: Hw∗ ← Opt
(
{hq},ytrain,xtrain,yval,xval

)
7: d← d · (ytrain ·Hw∗(xtrain)− 1)2

8: d← d∑Strain
k=1 dk

9: Delete from {hq} the Q− T weak learners for where
w∗i = 0

10: end repeat When Errorval stops decreasing

throughout the algorithm, before each iteration of find-
ing the optimal classifier with the pool of weak learners.
However, this technique may not work quite well with
large data sets. For large data sets one may preemptively
draw k different sets of training and validation records
and at each iteration of optimization one of these sets is
chosen at random. Overall, this is a method to bootstrap
the data to train the algorithm.

V. ANALYSIS OF MODEL PERFORMANCE

To display the efficacy of αQBoost against Adaboost
[8], as this algorithm was the basis for QBoost, different
data sets containing binary classes are trained with both

algorithms. αQBoost is ran on the D-Wave quantum an-
nealer [14] and D-Wave’s simulated annealer, as well as
on the Gurobi platform [15], a classical solver. Further-
more, different gradient-free optimization algorithms are
applied in the subprocess that computes the α parameter.
The data for the analysis was taken from two open-source
data sets Scikit-Learn [16] and the UCI repository [17],
and another data set from repository in Deloitte Smart
Factory @ Wichita.

The Smart Factory data are images of housings for
Smart Rover educational toys in partnership with Elenco
Electronics. The data used in this research was created
from Deloitte’s collaboration with the Smart Factory @
Wichita to help improve manufacturing of the modules,
which contains a Raspberry Pi microcomputer, camera,
body housings, and other accessories. The images ana-
lyzed by the models are of the Smart Rover body hous-
ings are of a collection of good Smart Rover housings,
and defective Smart Rover housings. The defects in the
Smart Rover body housing can appear on nearly any edge
of housing of the body. The raw image data was encoded
using Scikit-Learn and Imageio.[18].

A. Classifier Candidates

As the αQBoost algorithm proposed relies on an it-
erative process of proposing new weak learners weighted
by an array d, it is necessary to ensure that the weak
classifiers proposed are constructed in a close to optimal
manner. A few simple methods have been proposed, like
constructing a weak classifier for each feature, as well as
for each combination of features multiplied by each other
[2]. From the data utilized, is was observed that apply-
ing such methods creates an unnecessary computational
burden that can lead to increased iterations and a less ef-
ficient algorithm. Furthermore, is was also observed that
the ensemble should allow for multiple classifiers built on
the same feature in each iteration, but perhaps using a
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different loss function to decide the split. Even if the
redundant classifier with the same splits are proposed,
we believe this can aid in performance as it reduces the
chance that the stronger weak classifiers are removed due
to the randomness of the annealer.

Therefore, it is proposed to allow each classifier to be
constructed using the best splits among multiple features,
which is easily implemented using the ‘max features’ at-
tribute in Scikit-Learn. Too little a value and the weak
classifiers will be trained per each feature, too large and
the pool of candidates will contain many instances of the
same split. It was empirically observed that a value less
than

√
N , where N is the number of features, leads to

good performance. Similarly, proposing 1.5−3 times the
number of candidates as the desired size of the ensemble
also converges well.

Another option considered was using Adaboost’s esti-
mators as the first pool of candidates to filter, denoted
as AdaStart-αQBoost. While there were noticeable in-
creases in performance using this technique, it also led to
increased instability and a larger number of classifiers in
the final statistical model. However, this may be a result
of the data sets (which were relatively small). Potential
improvements to this algorithm are left to future research
as to the scenarios in which this would be appropriate.

FIG. 1: Example of higher generalization performance
for αQBoost on the Heart Failure data set. Adaboost

frequently overtrained and suffered in test performance,
whereas αQBoost showed more stability with less

classifiers.

B. Results

We have found the performance of αQBoost to be
strong in comparison to Adaboost as well as other en-
semble methods, resulting in equal or better performance
with a more compact classifier. In certain data sets like

FIG. 2: Comparison of solvers used to find the
minimum energy of the QUBO on the heart failure data

set. The results are all comparable, and all solvers
arrived at a final model size of 5 weak learners,
compared to the 30 weak learners computed by

AdaBoost.

the UCI Heart Failure, the biggest increase in perfor-
mance occurs when Adaboost fails to properly generalize
to unseen data. As shown in Figure 1 and Table I, Ad-
aboost clearly over-fits on the training data, suffering in
the test set on both accuracy and the F1 score. αQBoost
does not exhibit this behavior, instead sacrificing training
performance for decreased variance and thus better per-
formance on unseen data. The variations in the optimizer
can be attributed to the slightly stochastic optimizer in
the inner loop, which we employed COBYLA to find the
optimal value for α.

For a complete analysis, the backends of D-Wave, sim-
ulated annealer, and Gurobi are compared with the heart
failure data set. These results are displayed in Figure 2.
While the results are similar, D-Wave id displayed to be
the best backend. We posit that the annealer actually
aids in this process by injecting slight randomness into
the results that further prompts COBYLA to continue
evaluating different values for α.

Table I shows a summary of the model performances
across different data sets. Rather than just compare to
Adaboost, we also compared against additional ensem-
ble methods like Random Forest and Gradient Boosted
Trees. For each data set, we randomly shuffled the sam-
ples and split them into train, validation, and test groups.
We ran the models 5 times and averaged the results.
The best performing model for each metric and data set
is highlighted in red. We found that αQBoost was at
least competitive, if not stronger, than the other stan-
dard models. Importantly, across all data sets αQBoost
resulted in a more compact classifier.
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VI. DISCUSSION

The manuscript presented an extension of QBoost that
directly balances variance and bias. This new algorithm,
αQBoost, is a robust one-layer weak learner algorithm
that utilizes classical optimizers to compute the optimal
weight, α, which can increase speed-to-convergence com-
pared to the original QBoost algorithm. Also, αQBoost
can be implemented to find the N optimal combination
of classifiers given the desired size of the final strong clas-
sifier. Furthermore, a method is proposed to derive the
candidates of weak learners.

From empirical analysis, it was observed that the clas-
sifier trained by αQBoost was at worst competitive with
classical algorithms, while consistently outperforming the
statistical models with efficiency, stability, and compact-
ness. To fully test the efficacy of this algorithm, with
a large enough data set that may be split into training,
testing, backtesting, and out-of-sample sets, it is sug-
gested for further research to compare αQBoost against
other well-known and well-performing classifiers.
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