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When a language model answers, we can usually only estimate why. We
build a transformer in which every step is a Born measurement—attention
|⟨q|k⟩|4 normalised over each row, a measured product in place of the feed-
forward nonlinearity, and a Born readout. With its denominators held at their
values for the input, each class probability is a polynomial in the word ampli-
tudes, so its integrated-gradient evidence is computed by a finite quadrature
with no quadrature error: the words’ contributions sum to the class proba-
bility above its no-information share, to 10−11 or better. On e-SNLI natural
language inference, with about 98k parameters outside the embedding, the
model reaches 76.98 ± 0.17 % test accuracy, level with a softmax transformer
of the same size (76.62 ± 0.36 %). Deleting the word its evidence ranks first
changes the answer in 45 % of test pairs, out of the 53 % any single deletion
can change, against 32 % for the softmax model explained the same way and
40 % by its attention × gradient. Attention can look more like the words an-
notators highlighted, yet accounts for the answer less well: deleting the word
it ranks first changes the Born Transformer’s answer in 32 % of pairs. The
same weights compile exactly to optoelectronic optics and to qubits, and a
coherent attention layer becomes one circuit equal to the model (852 CNOTs
on 23 qubits). On IBM’s ibm_kingston, reading only the attention overlaps by
Hadamard tests, the device gave the model’s answers on two short test pairs
and kept or changed them under deletion as the model does; the evidence itself
did not yet survive the device, and we work out the shots and calibration that
measuring it on hardware would need.

1 Introduction
Why a language model gives the answer it gives can usually only be estimated. Expla-
nations of neural networks are mostly computed after training and approximate what the
model did, and for language models the most visible quantity, the attention weights, need
not explain the output [1, 2]. A model that is right for the wrong reasons looks, from its
accuracy, the same as one that is right for the right ones.
Teerawat Tongloy: teerawat.to@kmitl.ac.th
Jiraporn Pongsopa: jiraporn_pon@dusit.ac.th
Rangsan Jomtarak: rangsan_jom@dusit.ac.th

1

ar
X

iv
:2

61
1.

05
35

5v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
 N

ov
 2

02
6

https://quantum-journal.org/?s=Reading%20Why:%20Born-Measured%20Attention%20with%20Exact%20Word%20Evidence%20on%20Light%20and%20Qubits&reason=title-click
https://quantum-journal.org/?s=Reading%20Why:%20Born-Measured%20Attention%20with%20Exact%20Word%20Evidence%20on%20Light%20and%20Qubits&reason=title-click
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-0670-3124
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-7410-9145
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-5417-5571
mailto:teerawat.to@kmitl.ac.th
mailto:jiraporn_pon@dusit.ac.th
mailto:rangsan_jom@dusit.ac.th
https://arxiv.org/abs/2611.05355v1


In earlier work, Seeing Why [3], a picture classifier built from a Born readout gave
evidence maps that need no approximation, and that could be measured on the hardware
that classifies. Pictures, however, are read pixel by pixel; in a sentence, words matter
through each other. Here we ask whether the same can be had for a model that relates
words: a transformer.

Attention needs two things: an overlap between a query and a key, and a weighted
sum. Both are native to light and to qubits: an overlap is an interference, a weighted sum
a coherent combination. What is not native is the softmax. We replace every nonlinearity
of a transformer—softmax, LayerNorm, ReLU—by one operation, a Born measurement,
the rule Born gave a century ago [4]. The model is then a ratio of polynomials in the
word amplitudes, and its evidence follows exactly from integrated gradients [5] with the
denominators held.

Because the evidence is exact and part of the model, the model can be checked as well
as scored: we report, for every model, accuracy beside the completeness of its evidence, a
deletion test and agreement with human highlights.

The model is interpretable by design: its explanation is part of how it is built, not
an estimate added after training, and the accuracy it gives up for that is the cost of the
design. Where the exactness comes from should be said plainly. It comes from the model
being a polynomial once its denominators are held, and a classical polynomial network
without any measurement constraint has it as well (Section 3). What the Born rule adds is
that this polynomial is what a physical measurement computes: the same exact evidence
then comes with a model that light and qubits can run, and the questions become physical
ones—which measurements, how many shots, what loss of visibility the evidence tolerates.

Light and qubits then pull the design in two directions. On light a measurement is
cheap—a detector—and a field can be split into copies, but classical fields cannot hold
the copies together in a tensor product; on qubits they can, but every measurement costs
shots. So we build the model twice from the same idea: the Born Transformer, which
measures inside every block and suits light, and a coherent attention layer, which measures
only at the end and suits qubits. Both keep exact evidence, and the attention of the first,
read by small circuits, runs on a quantum computer today.

Fig. 1 follows one test pair through the model, on light and on a quantum computer.
Our contributions:

1. A transformer built only from Born measurements (Section 2, Fig. 2): attention
|⟨q|k⟩|4 normalised over each row, a measured product in place of the feed-forward
nonlinearity, and a Born readout, so that each class probability is a ratio of polyno-
mials in the word amplitudes.

2. Born evidence per word (BEW, Section 2.2): the word-level counterpart of the Born
evidence maps (BEM) of Seeing Why [3]. BEW extends BEM from a quadratic
form to a deep, attention-based model: still exact—the words’ evidence sums to the
class probability above its no-information share—now by quadrature rather than in
closed form.

3. Natural language inference, validated beyond accuracy (Section 3): on e-SNLI the
model is level with a softmax transformer of the same size; deleting the word its
evidence ranks first changes its answer more often, also against the softmax model
explained the same way, and its top words are closer than that model’s evidence
to those annotators highlighted; the attention weights, as close to the annotators,
account for the answer less well.
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4. One set of weights, two realisations (Section 4): the trained weights compile exactly
to optics and to qubits; an independent mesh decomposition confirms the optical
build.

5. A coherent attention layer (Section 5): with no measurement until the end, attention
is one circuit equal to the model; with brickwall maps it needs 852 CNOTs on 23
qubits, and keeps the quality of its evidence.

6. On a quantum computer, and what it costs (Section 6): on ibm_kingston, with
the attention overlaps read by the device and the rest computed classically, the
answer survives the device and follows the model when a word is deleted; measuring
BEW itself on the device does not yet work, and an analysis of shots, visibility and
calibration says why and what it needs; the coherent layer’s post-selection has a
closed form and a measured scaling.

sentence pair

test pair, gold:
contradiction

premise
men play hockey .

hypothesis
aliens play

modulator

8 slots × 32 modes;
phase = hue
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.
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®
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the answer

device 0.988,
exact 0.983

men play hockey
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delete “aliens”

the word the evidence
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neutral

contradiction

0.57

0.16

0.27

on the chip again

entailment 0.573
(exact 0.497)

a On light (simulated): every step a Born measurement

×2 blocks

b On a quantum computer: the same weights, ibm_kingston

Figure 1: Overview, drawn from the trained model’s own data for the test pair “men play hockey
. / aliens play” (contradiction). (a) On light: the modulator holds one field per word (phase as
colour); in each of two blocks Born attention weighs the words by |⟨qi|kj⟩|4 read by interference,
and the measured feed-forward reads Re[(Wh)(V h)] by homodyne detection; the camera’s three
regions give the Born probabilities, and each word’s Born evidence (BEW; red for the answer, blue
against it; dots: the annotators’ words) sums to Pg − bg exactly. (b) On IBM’s ibm_kingston,
with the same weights: a word’s query, 16 complex numbers computed classically, is loaded as the
amplitudes of four qubits, and every overlap is a Hadamard test (2× 272 circuits); the measured
overlaps follow the ideal ones (r = 0.992), the answer survives (contradiction, 0.988 against 0.983
exact), and deleting “aliens”, the word the evidence ranks first, turns the device’s answer to
entailment.

2 Model
A transformer has three kinds of nonlinearity: the softmax of attention, LayerNorm and
the ReLU of the feed-forward layer. None of them is something light or qubits do. A Born
measurement is: it squares the modulus of an amplitude. We build every step from that.
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2.1 Every step a Born measurement
Encoding. A sentence pair, premise and hypothesis joined by a separator token, be-
comes one state per word. Word t (of n present) gets the complex field

xt = at et, et =
(
Ewt + Pt

)
⊙

(
eiωkt)32

k=1, at = 1/
√

n, (1)

with a learned embedding Ew ∈ C32 (32 modes of light, or five qubits), a learned position
field Pt, and a phase eiωkt on mode k with learned frequencies ωk (the form of a rotary
position code, here a diagonal phase). The phase alone did not let attention find words
by position in our synthetic tests, so the field is added as well. A reference slot carries
the sentence mean, g m̄ with m̄ = ∑

t atet/
∑

t at and a learned gain g, and every word
keeps its contrast xt − Atm̄, with At = at on a plain pass. When explaining, the sum∑

t at and the coefficient At are both held at their values for the input, so every field—each
word’s contrast and the reference slot—is linear in the amplitudes at, which are what the
evidence is about, and vanishes when they are all zero.

Born attention. Each of two heads maps every slot to a query, key and value of 16
modes, qi = Qhi, kj = Khj , vj = V hj , and weighs the values by

wij = |⟨qi|kj⟩|4∑
j′ |⟨qi|kj′⟩|4

, hi ← hi + O
∑

j

wijvj . (2)

The overlap ⟨qi|kj⟩ is an interference—balanced detection of two light fields, or a Hadamard
test on qubits (Section 4)—and the fourth power squares the measured |⟨qi|kj⟩|2 (here after
detection; a coherent circuit would need two copies). Normalised polynomial attention of
this kind was shown by PolySketchFormer [6] to replace the softmax at high degree; ours
has degree four in the modulus of the overlap. A uniform loss of visibility scales every
overlap of a row alike and cancels in wij .

Measured feed-forward. In place of linear–ReLU–linear, the state is read as a product
of two linear images, and the reading is written back:

rc = Re
[
(W1h)c (W2h)c

]
, h← h + W3 r, (3)

with 170 channels c. Each rc is a balanced homodyne reading of two fields (on qubits, a
Hadamard test); after it a classical gain and a fresh modulator encode W3r. The residual
additions are passive combiners. There is no LayerNorm: attention (2) and the readout
below are ratios and do not see a common scale of the state, and the feed-forward reading,
which does, is followed by the gain.

Born readout. After two blocks the slots are combined coherently and read by a camera
of N = 256 pixels, split into one region Sg per class:

ϕ = R
∑

t

ht, Pg =
∑

b∈Sg
|ϕb|2∑

b |ϕb|2
, bg = |Sg|

N
, (4)

where bg is the share a class gets with no information. The model is trained on the cross-
entropy of Pg itself. (The Born headroom readout of Seeing Why [3], a softmax of each
class’s headroom above its no-information share, was fragile on sequences: on a synthetic
task of finding a value by its key it trained to 19.7 % where Pg itself reached 100 %; with Pg
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Figure 2: Three models step by step, bottom to top, in the box colours of the original trans-
former figure: a transformer encoder [7], the Born Transformer drawn as optics (a beam through
a modulator, interferometers with balanced detectors, beam splitters, a lens and a camera; the
same weights run on qubits) and the coherent attention layer drawn as its circuit, wires running
upwards (one circuit, one measurement). Bands hold the same stage; detector symbols mark the
measurements.

itself the explained quantity is also the answer.) We call the model the Born Transformer ;
it has 1.53M parameters, 98k of them outside the embedding.

Fig. 2 sets the model against the original transformer [7] step by step, beside the coher-
ent attention layer of Section 5: every nonlinearity of the original—softmax, LayerNorm,
ReLU—becomes a Born measurement, or, in the coherent layer, the one measurement at
the end.

2.2 Exact evidence: Born evidence per word
Every step above is a product, a sum or a squared modulus, and every division has the
form of Eqs. (2) and (4). So, with the denominators held at their values for the input (the
row sums of attention, the sum in the reference slot and the total intensity Z = ∑

b |ϕb|2),
Fg(a) = Pg(a) − bg = Ng(a)/Z, with Ng = ∑

b∈Sg
|ϕb|2 − bgZ, is a polynomial in the

amplitudes a = (a1, . . . , an), and Fg(0) = 0 since every term of Ng carries an amplitude.
Its degree is bounded step by step: the fields have degree 1, an overlap ⟨qi|kj⟩ degree
2, |⟨qi|kj⟩|4 degree 8, the attention update (times a value) degree 9, the measured feed-
forward doubles it to 18 per block, two blocks give 182 = 324, and the Born readout’s
squared modulus 648. The evidence of word t for class g is integrated gradients from the
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zero baseline [5], and it adds up to the answer:

eg(t) = at

∫ 1

0

∂Fg

∂at
(αa) dα,

∑
t

eg(t) = Pg − bg. (5)

The sum is the fundamental theorem of calculus, ∑
t eg(t) = Fg(a)−Fg(0) with Fg(0) = 0:

the words’ evidence accounts for the answer above its no-information share, with nothing
left over. The integral is computed with no quadrature error by Gauss–Legendre quadra-
ture: m nodes integrate polynomials up to degree 2m− 1 exactly, and the integrand has
degree 647, so 324 nodes suffice. The bound need not be tight: on ten test pairs the
evidence with 81 nodes already agrees with that of 800 nodes to 10−13, so 324 nodes are
a guarantee rather than a fine tuning. We call eg(t) the Born evidence per word (BEW).
Two remarks keep the claim in its place. Integrated gradients of any smooth model is
complete in the limit of many nodes—for our softmax baseline, 4,096 nodes bring the
median gap from 0.1 (256 nodes, seed 0, on the first 200 test pairs; 0.04 on the 1,000
pairs of Table 1) to 10−7 (largest 0.03) on those 200 pairs and keep 94 % of the top three
words—and what the polynomial form adds is that a finite rule, 324 nodes here, is ex-
act. And BEW explains the answer with the denominators held at the input, along the
integration path; deleting a word recomputes them, which is why we test the evidence by
deletion separately (Section 3). Where the Born evidence maps of Seeing Why [3] explain
a quadratic form in closed form, one forward and one adjoint pass, BEW explains a model
in which the words act on each other through attention; it stays exact, by quadrature.
In double precision the gap is at most 8 × 10−12 on 1,000 test pairs (median 6 × 10−13).
A word’s evidence can be negative (it argues against the class). Deleting a word means
setting its amplitude to zero, which is physical: the word is not sent. Integrated gradients
and the Shapley value coincide for a quadratic form, as in Seeing Why [3]; at higher degree
they share a monomial differently [8], and we use integrated gradients.

Exactness says that the evidence adds up; it does not say that it is right. For that we
need a task in which people have said which words decide the answer.

3 Natural language inference with exact evidence
3.1 The task: does one sentence follow from another?
Natural language inference asks whether a hypothesis follows from a premise. Given “A
woman working long hours”, the hypothesis “A woman is working” follows (entailment),
“A woman is sleeping” cannot be true at the same time (contradiction), and “A woman
is working in a factory” may or may not be (neutral; Fig. 3). The answer is in neither
sentence alone but in how the two relate, which is what attention is for. SNLI [9] collected
such pairs about image captions; e-SNLI [10] added, for every pair, the words an annotator
highlighted as the reason and a sentence explaining it. Those highlights are what makes
the data useful here: they are an outside account of which words decide the answer, against
which a model’s evidence can be checked.

3.2 Data and protocol
e-SNLI has 549,367 training, 9,842 dev and 9,824 test pairs, about a third per label;
a pair has 23 tokens at the median (premise, separator, hypothesis; vocabulary 22,319
words seen three times or more), and annotators highlight about one word in three. A
bag of words with logistic regression reaches at most 65.7 % (one bag per sentence; the
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premise

A woman working long hours. (highlights of the entailment pair)

three hypotheses, one per label, each with the words an annotator highlighted and the reason they wrote

hypothesis

A woman is working.

“If the woman is working long hours, they are working.”

entailment

hypothesis

A woman is working in a factory.

“We have no idea where the woman works, she could work in a factory or anywhere else.”

neutral

hypothesis

A woman is sleeping.

“The woman is either working or sleeping”

contradiction

0 25 50 75 100 %

chance

hypothesis only

bag of words

Softmax transformer

Born Transformer

polynomial, unconstrained

33.3

64.8

65.7

76.6

77.0

79.0

test accuracy

Words alone reach about 65 %: past that, a model must
relate the two sentences. Transformers: about 98k
parameters outside the embedding, 20 epochs, 3 seeds (mean, std).
549,367
training pairs

9,842 / 9,824
dev / test pairs

1/3 each
three labels

23
tokens, median

1 in 3
words highlighted

Figure 3: The task. One premise of the e-SNLI test set with its three hypotheses, one per label;
highlighted are the words the first annotator marked, quoted beneath each is their written expla-
nation. Right: test accuracy of simple baselines and of the two transformers of the same size (three
seeds); a bag of words or the hypothesis alone reaches about 65 %, so the rest requires relating the
sentences. Below: the dataset in numbers.

hypothesis alone gives 64.8 %, the known bias of SNLI), so a model must relate the two
sentences to do better. We compare three models of the same size (98–100k parameters
outside a 1.43M embedding), each with two blocks, two heads and a pooled readout:
the Born Transformer; a softmax transformer (real d = 64, softmax attention, GELU
feed-forward of width 256, LayerNorm, a linear head); and Poly-sim-born, a real-valued
polynomial transformer with normalised attention (q · k)2/

∑ and a bilinear feed-forward
but no constraint from measurements (a simulation reference, not a hardware model). All
were trained for 20 epochs on sentences of up to 64 tokens in batches of 64 with Adam [11],
learning rate 2 × 10−3 (chosen on the dev split, 9,842 pairs, for the Born and softmax
models), cosine decay, word dropout 0.1, three seeds; the softmax model’s evidence is the
same integrated gradients (256 nodes), which is not exact for it. Evidence is judged three
ways, each on the predicted class: the gap, how far the word evidence is from summing
to the explained score; deletion, deleting the top 1–5 words by evidence and recording
the mean drop of the answer’s probability (AOPC) and how often the answer changes
(flip@k), against a random order of deletion; and agreement, the share of the evidence’s
top k words that annotators highlighted, with k the number of highlighted words in the
pair (chance 0.354). Deleting a word sets its amplitude to zero in the Born models and
removes the token from attention and pooling in the others, in place, so positions do not
shift. The highlights are the union over the test split’s three annotators, and every metric
uses the same 1,000 test pairs.

3.3 Accuracy and evidence
The Born Transformer is level with the softmax model (Table 1; four test pairs and their
evidence in Fig. 4); the point is not to beat it but to show that building from Born
measurements costs no accuracy against a softmax model of the same size while making
the evidence exact (the polynomial model without the measurement constraints is two
points higher). Deletion needs care: the Born model’s probabilities move more under any
deletion, random ones included (AOPC 0.125 against 0.059), so its AOPC is larger for
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test dev gap AOPC flip@1 agreement
model (%) (%) median / largest (random) (random) with annotators

Born Transformer 76.98 ± 0.17 77.30 6×10−13 / 8×10−12 0.618 (0.125) 0.45 (0.06) 0.510 ± 0.005
Softmax 76.62 ± 0.36 76.36 0.04 / 47 0.321 (0.059) 0.31 (0.05) 0.468 ± 0.003
Poly-sim-born 78.98 ± 0.31 78.89 10−14 / 5×10−12 0.501 (0.065) 0.45 (0.06) 0.527 ± 0.011

Table 1: e-SNLI, 20 epochs, three seeds: accuracy and agreement as mean ± sample standard
deviation, the other columns as means (dev on seed means). Gap: how far the word evidence is
from summing to the explained score, the worst seed’s median and the largest over the 1,000 pairs
(the Born models’ gaps are in probability, the softmax model’s in units of its logit, which it explains
by integrated gradients with 256 nodes, not exact for it). AOPC and flip@1 are measured on the
predicted class, with a random order of deletion in brackets. Agreement: share of the evidence’s
top-k words that annotators highlighted (chance 0.354).

that reason too—by evidence it is 0.49 above random against 0.26, but 4.9 times random
against 5.4. The answer itself is scale-free: deleting the word the evidence ranks first
changes it in 45 % of pairs against 31 %, while a random word changes it in 5–6 % for
both. The other end of the ranking is a check too: words the evidence ranks last should
not matter. Deleting the five lowest changes the Born model’s answer in 1 % of pairs
(its probability barely moves, AOPC −0.005), against 10 % for the softmax model, whose
lowest-ranked word alone changes the answer more often than a random one (6.6 % against
5.2 %). The Born model’s top words also agree more with the annotators than the softmax
model’s evidence does (0.510±0.005 against 0.468±0.003 over seeds), though rankings by
attention agree more still (Table 2). Poly-sim-born, free of the measurement constraints
but with exact evidence of its own, is two points more accurate.

Like for like, and attention. The comparison in Table 1 gives each model its usual
evidence: for the softmax model, integrated gradients of its logit over the embedded
vectors. To compare like for like, Table 2 adds, on the same 1,000 pairs, rankings that
every model can have: integrated gradients of the softmax model’s probability over one
gate per word—the path and the explained quantity of BEW—the attention each word
receives (averaged over blocks, heads and the words that look at it), attention × gradient
(the gradient-weighted attention map Eh[(A ⊙ ∂Pg/∂A)+] of Chefer et al. [12], with the
gradient of the probability in place of the class output, summed over blocks and over the
words that look at each word, without their propagation across layers), gradient × input,
and leave-one-out deletion, which comes within 0.2 points of the ceiling: the share of pairs
in which some single deletion changes the answer. Table 2 gives every score; the text keeps
to the comparisons.

The ceilings are alike, so no model is simply easier to flip. Explained the same way,
the softmax model’s evidence falls 13 points below the Born Transformer’s on flip@1
(95 % interval 10–16 when seeds and pairs are both resampled); its best ranking short of
trying every deletion, attention × gradient, is still five points below (2–8). The ranking
comparison is robust to increasing the quadrature resolution: with 4,096 nodes the softmax
model’s integrated gradients have a median gap of 10−10 over seeds and pairs (5 × 10−8

in the worst seed; the largest 0.045), 99.7 % of the per-pair outcomes are those of 512
nodes, and on the pairs whose gap is below 10−2, 10−3 or 10−4 in every seed (991, 944
and 815 pairs) its flip@1 stays at 0.30–0.32. These checks indicate that integration error
does not explain the observed ranking gap. At the other end of the ranking, the five words
the evidence ranks last change the Born Transformer’s answer in under 1 % of pairs, the
softmax model’s in 10 %. Gradient × input, the same attribution with one node at the
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end of the path (at ∂Pg/∂at), ranks the first word fairly well in the polynomial models but
not the last ones, and agrees less with the annotators; in the softmax model it fails, its
five lowest changing the answer more often than five random words. Integrating along the
path is part of what the evidence adds.

Attention looks most like the annotators’ reason: by attention or attention × gradient
the softmax model’s top words agree with them best of all. It is a weaker account of
the answer: deleting the word attention ranks first changes the answer far less often than
deleting the evidence’s first word, in the Born Transformer (32 against 45 % of pairs) and
in Poly-sim-born (24 against 45 %). On the second device pair, “men play hockey . / men
play”, attention ranks “hockey” first; in the exact model, deleting it raises the probability
of entailment from 0.60 to 0.77 (on the device as well, Table 5), while deleting the word
the evidence ranks first (the hypothesis’s “men”) lowers it to 0.50. Looking like a person’s
reason and accounting for the answer are different properties, and only the evidence is
checked against the answer it explains.

model ranking flip@1 of ceiling flip@5, lowest agreement

Born Transformer evidence (BEW) 0.45 [0.43, 0.48] 84 % 0.009 0.51 [0.50, 0.52]
attention 0.32 59 % 0.077 0.50
attention×gradient 0.37 70 % 0.064 0.53
gradient×input 0.41 78 % 0.062 0.46
leave-one-out 0.53 [0.51, 0.56] 100 % 0.006 0.49

Softmax IG, logit, embeddings 0.31 56 % 0.103 0.47
IG, Pg, word gates 0.32 [0.30, 0.34] 58 % 0.099 0.46 [0.45, 0.47]
attention 0.34 62 % 0.052 0.54
attention×gradient 0.40 [0.38, 0.43] 72 % 0.036 0.55
gradient×input 0.14 26 % 0.289 0.40
leave-one-out 0.55 [0.53, 0.58] 100 % 0.003 0.50

Poly-sim-born evidence (exact) 0.45 83 % 0.017 0.53
attention 0.24 45 % 0.103 0.45
attention×gradient 0.33 60 % 0.027 0.50
gradient×input 0.43 79 % 0.030 0.49
leave-one-out 0.54 100 % 0.004 0.51

any random 0.05 10 % 0.20 0.35

Table 2: Every ranking on the same 1,000 test pairs, pooled over three seeds per pair; 95 %
bootstrap intervals over pairs in brackets (the others are as wide, ±0.02 for flip@1 and ±0.01
for agreement; resampling the seeds as well widens them to about ±0.03 and ±0.015, and of the
comparisons in the text only Born evidence against Born attention on agreement, +0.01 (−0.02 to
+0.03), is not resolved). flip@1: deleting the top word changes the answer; of ceiling: flip@1 over
the share of pairs that some single deletion changes; flip@5, lowest: deleting the five ranked last
changes it; agreement: share of the top-k that annotators highlighted (chance 0.354; on correctly
answered pairs only, every value rises by up to 0.03 and the comparisons in the text hold). The
softmax model’s gated integrated gradients use 4,096 nodes (median gap 5 × 10−8 in the worst
seed, largest 0.045). Attention rollout [13] gives agreement 0.52, 0.55 and 0.42.

Which part gives the evidence its quality. Poly-sim-born, the polynomial model
without the measurement constraints, lets one part be swapped at a time (Table 3).
With a GELU feed-forward in place of the bilinear one, the attention still a ratio of
squared overlaps, the accuracy holds (77.1 %), but the model is no longer a polynomial,
its integrated gradients no longer sum to the score (median gap 4× 10−3, largest 6), and
the evidence weakens on every count: the first word changes the answer in 27 % of pairs

9



instead of 45 %, the five lowest in 11 % instead of 2 %, and agreement with the annotators
falls from 0.53 to 0.46. With softmax attention the model loses about 13 points of accuracy
(78.98 to 65.65 %)—without LayerNorm, which the softmax transformer of Table 1 has, it
trains poorly here, at the same learning rate, not tuned for it, so this is not a verdict on
softmax attention—and its evidence ranks words worse than chance at the low end. The
quality of the evidence goes with the whole model being one polynomial, not with one
part of it.

attention feed-forward test (%) gap (median) flip@1 flip@5, lowest agreement

(q·k)2 / row sum bilinear 78.98 ± 0.31 10−14 0.45 0.02 0.53 ± 0.01
(q·k)2 / row sum GELU 77.13 ± 1.42 4 × 10−3 0.27 0.11 0.46 ± 0.02
softmax bilinear 65.65 ± 0.44 not complete 0.15 0.25 0.37 ± 0.01
softmax GELU 65.47 ± 0.25 not complete 0.17 0.23 0.39 ± 0.01

Table 3: Poly-sim-born (first row) with its attention, its feed-forward or both replaced; same size,
training and test pairs as Table 1, three seeds. Evidence: exact quadrature for the polynomial
model, integrated gradients with 256 nodes otherwise. flip@1: deleting the word ranked first
changes the answer (random 0.05–0.06); flip@5, lowest: deleting the five ranked last does (random
0.17–0.20). Agreement: chance 0.354.

The model was trained on a computer, and nothing in it refers to a device. What does
it take to run it on one?

4 One set of weights, two realisations
Nothing in the trained model refers to a device; compiling it is a matter of where the scale
goes.

Optics. Every fixed matrix is divided by its largest singular value, so that it is a
contraction—a block of a unitary on twice the modes, built from beam splitters and at-
tenuators. Every word field is scaled to norm at most one. Splitting a state into its query,
key, value and residual copies, fanning a key out to the slots it meets, and combining the
residual are passive beam splitters, each losing a known share of the light. None of this
changes the answer: the attention weights (2) and the readout (4) are ratios and do not see
a common scale, and the only place where scale matters, the measured feed-forward (3),
is followed by a classical gain on measured numbers that puts the lost scale back before
the modulator writes W3r. The build is optoelectronic, not passive throughout: between
its interferometers are detectors, a classical gain and fresh modulators. The compiled pass
equals the trained model to 2× 10−15 (the largest difference on 512 test pairs); what com-
piling costs is light, not accuracy (Fig. 5). With shot noise at every detector and finite
modulator precision, the first 512 test pairs (76.0 % noiseless) keep 74.8 % at 1010 photons
per sentence and 76.2 % at 1012, and 75.6 % at 10 bits; 10−2.8 of the source light reaches
the camera.

Qubits. The same weights run on qubits without copies of a state: every reading pre-
pares its states afresh. Each overlap ⟨qi|kj⟩ is a Hadamard test on five qubits—the ancilla
and the 16 modes of one head, with qi and kj normalised:

|0⟩|qi⟩+ |1⟩|kj⟩√
2

H on the ancilla−−−−−−−−−−−→ P0 − P1 = Re⟨qi|kj⟩, (6)
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model answer neutral ✓  correct

premise a man playing an electric guitar on stage

hypothesis a man is performing for cash
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entailment

neutral

contradiction

0.07

0.90

0.03

model answer contradiction ✓  correct

premise a man playing an electric guitar on stage

hypothesis a man playing banjo on the floor
0 0.5 1

entailment
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contradiction

0.00

0.03

0.97

model answer entailment ✗  wrong: the answer is contradiction

premise during calf roping a cowboy calls off his horse

hypothesis a man ropes a calf successfully
0 0.5 1

entailment

neutral

contradiction

0.45

0.43

0.12

word pushed the model TO its answer (darker = more) word pushed AWAY from its answer (darker = more) an annotator marked this word as the reason

The word evidence adds up exactly to the answer's probability above its no-information share, Pg− bg (Born-p2-ap, e-SNLI test pairs).

Figure 4: Born evidence per word (BEW) for four e-SNLI test pairs: the first right answer of
each class in test order and the first wrong one. Each word is shaded by its evidence for the
model’s answer (red for, blue against; scaled within the pair); dots mark the words annotators
highlighted; bars give the Born probabilities. In the wrong case the evidence shows why: “calf” in
both sentences pulls towards entailment, and “ropes”, the word that should decide, pushes against
it but too weakly.

and, with a phase −i on the second branch, Im⟨qi|kj⟩; the norms are put back classically.
Here the state (|0⟩|qi⟩+|1⟩|kj⟩)/

√
2 is prepared directly from the classically known vectors,

and that preparation is most of the circuit’s cost. In the same way the feed-forward
readings (3) would be Hadamard tests, the combiners linear combinations of unitaries and
the readout one more circuit; the costs are shots instead of light, and the arithmetic is the
same. A sentence of n words (with the reference slot, n+1 slots) needs 2×2×(n+1)2×2 =
8(n + 1)2 overlap circuits for both blocks, heads and the real and imaginary parts, plus
4(n + 1) calibrations when the attention row sums are wanted for the evidence: 512 and
32 for the seven-word pair of Section 6.

An outside check of the optical build. Every fixed matrix of the compiled pass
(15 matrices, 130k beam splitters) was built as s L diag(S) R† with L, R† rectangular
meshes found by the reference implementation of the Clements decomposition [14]. Rebuilt
from the mesh phases, the model gives the same answers on 1,000 test pairs (77.20 %,
every answer kept, |∆P | ≤ 8× 10−15). With independent phase errors per beam splitter,
accuracy holds at 0.01 rad (76.5–76.9 %), falls to 72.5–74.5 % at 0.02 rad and collapses at
0.05 rad: the 170- and 256-mode meshes are deep.
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6 block 2: attention

0.1 % of the encoded light

7 block 2: after attention

170 balanced readings a word

8 block 2: MLP homodyne

26.7 % of the encoded light
+ fresh light
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256 modes;
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10 camera, then region sums
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neutral
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answer: contradiction

a man playing an electric guitar on stage

a man playing banjo on the floor

exact evidence for contradiction  (dot: an annotator's reason)

a man playing an electric guitar on stage

a man playing banjo on the floor

attention each word receives, block 2

premise a man playing an electric guitar on stage .
hypothesis a man playing banjo on the floor .

18 words + 1 reference slot, 32 complex modes each

gold: contradiction

Evidence: red for the answer, blue against it; it sums exactly to P− b = 0.640. The compiled optical pass equals the trained model (gap 3e-16); the MLP updates are fresh light from the modulator.

Figure 5: One test pair through the compiled optics, stage by stage: the modulator’s fields (phase
as hue), each block’s attention and field after attention, the homodyne readings of the measured
feed-forward and the field after it (with the share of the encoded light left), and the camera with
its three class regions; below, the answer, the exact evidence of each word and the attention each
word receives in the last block.

On light, the measurements inside each block are cheap: a detector reads them and a
modulator writes the next field. On qubits each of them is a separate circuit run many
times. Could attention run with no measurement inside at all?

5 No measurement until the end: a coherent attention layer
The Born Transformer measures inside each block. On qubits, unlike linear optics, copies
of a state can be held together in a tensor product, which allows attention with no mea-
surement before the end. We prepare three copies of the sentence: copy A holds the pooled
field x̄ = ∑

j xj , copies B and C hold ∑
j |j⟩|x∗

j ⟩ and ∑
j |j⟩|xj⟩ on a slot register and five

feature qubits each, and a two-qubit head register starts in |++⟩. A map UM on (A, head)
turns the pooled field into a query–key image m = UM (x̄⊗ |++⟩); a Bell projection of A
with B gives, for every slot and head,

cj,h = ⟨xj |mh⟩, (7)

a query–key overlap held as an amplitude. Pairing the slot registers of B and C (j = j′)
and summing over j leaves y = ∑

j xj⊗cj on (C, head), which a second map U (values and
readout together) sends to the seven qubits measured once: Pg = |ΠgUy|2/|Uy|2 (Figs. 2
and 6). The weights are not normalised—a division needs a measurement—and the query
is pooled over the sentence, so this is a coherent attention layer, not a transformer. It is
again a ratio of polynomials (degree 6 over one denominator), and its evidence is exact.
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Trained classically with general matrices (Coherent-attn) the layer reaches 74.67 ±
0.18 % at 20 epochs, with exact evidence (AOPC 0.660, highlights 0.516). The circuits
below are built from the 10-epoch models of Table 4 (seed 0; dense maps 73.14 %). Com-
piled with block encodings [15], its circuit equals the model to 3× 10−16, but needs 137k
CNOTs. When every map is a brickwall of two-qubit unitaries on neighbouring qubits—
UM of 12 layers, U of 24—the circuit falls to 852 CNOTs on 23 qubits, still equal to the
model, and passes post-selection about 4,900 and 1,300 times more often on the two pairs
(Table 4, Fig. 6).

coherent attention layer params test (%) CNOTs qubits post-selection
dense maps 82k 73.14 136,727 27 10−9–10−7

brickwall readout 18k 72.41 17,452 25 10−8–10−6

every map brickwall (3 seeds) 3.7k 67.04± 0.12 852 23 10−5–10−4

Table 4: The coherent attention layer as one circuit (8 slots, p = 3; 10 epochs). The circuit equals
the trained model to ≤ 3.3 × 10−16 (GPU statevector, two test pairs). Post-selection with the
copies prepared apart, for the two pairs. The dense model reaches 74.67±0.18 % at 20 epochs over
three seeds.

The brickwall model keeps 3.7k parameters outside the embedding and loses six points
of accuracy, but not the quality of its evidence: over three seeds (on 1,000 test pairs, at
10 epochs), deleting its top words removes as much of the answer as in the larger models
(AOPC 0.666, random 0.096; flip@1 0.48), and its top words agree with the annotators’
highlights at least as often (0.530; chance 0.354).

Even at 852 CNOTs, one circuit with a pass rate of 10−4 is beyond today’s devices.
The Born Transformer’s circuits are not: each is a Hadamard test on five qubits. We ran
them.

6 On a quantum computer
Under a noise model. With every overlap of both blocks read by Hadamard tests
(10,000 shots) under a noise model of IBM’s ibm_torino, a Heron r1 device (qiskit-aer,
FakeTorino; gate and readout errors, T1, T2), the answer was the same as the exact model’s
on all of the first 50 test pairs (|∆P | median 0.009, at most 0.056; 266,336 circuits, median
39 two-qubit gates). The evidence is more fragile than the answer. In a hybrid form—
exact numerators on the computer, the attention row sums measured and corrected for
visibility—it stays complete, and on 20 pairs it correlates with the exact evidence at a
median of 0.88, shares 75 % of its top words, and agrees with the annotators as well (0.48
against 0.47).

On ibm_kingston. On a Heron r2 device, test pair 3763 (its index in the e-SNLI test
split), “men play hockey . / aliens play” (contradiction; the shortest in the test set)
was run with every ⟨qi|kj⟩ of both blocks read by a five-qubit Hadamard test: 2 × 256
overlaps and 2× 16 row calibrations, 544 circuits of 37 CZ gates after transpilation, 2,000
shots each, 294 quantum seconds; a second pair, 3765, “men play hockey . / men play”
(entailment), ran the same way. Only these overlaps ran on the device. The encoding,
the projections, the normalisation of the weights, the feed-forward and the readout were
computed classically between and after the two jobs, and the vectors whose overlaps the
device read were known classically: the run shows that the compiled attention holds up on
hardware, not that the device computes something a computer could not. The measured
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Figure 6: The coherent attention layer as one circuit, left to right: three copies of the sentence
prepared, the query–key brickwall UM , a Bell projection that leaves cj,h = ⟨xj |mh⟩ as an amplitude,
the slots paired and summed, the value–readout brickwall U , and one measurement of seven qubits.
23 qubits, 852 CNOTs; the circuit equals the trained model.

overlaps followed the ideal ones (correlation 0.992 over the 256 of the first block), and the
device’s answer followed the exact model’s (Table 5, Fig. 7): the visibility of the device
(0.89 in a pilot of 30 overlaps, 0.81 as the slope over the 256 of the first block) cancels
in each attention row. The intervals redraw each circuit’s 2,000 shots. The runs with a
word deleted leave out the row calibrations, which serve only the hybrid evidence (2× 196
circuits).

run word deleted, and why answer device exact 95 % interval

pair 3763 – contradiction 0.988 0.983 0.978–0.991
“aliens”, evidence first entailment 0.573 0.497 0.494–0.652
“play”, evidence nearest zero contradiction 0.985 0.986 0.976–0.987

pair 3765 – entailment 0.587 0.596 0.501–0.668
“hockey”, attention first entailment 0.819 0.768 0.741–0.867
“men”, evidence first entailment 0.573 0.497 0.494–0.652

Table 5: The runs on ibm_kingston: the probability of the answer, on the device and in the exact
model, with the 95 % shot-noise interval of the device’s value; in every redraw the device’s answer
was the same. Pair 3763 is “men play hockey . / aliens play”, pair 3765 “men play hockey . / men
play”. Pair 3765 without “men” has the same words as pair 3763 without “aliens”, so the ledger
reused those jobs. Jobs, circuits and quantum seconds: Table 10.

On pair 3763, deleting “aliens”, the word the evidence ranks first, turned the device’s
answer to entailment, while deleting any other word keeps contradiction in the exact model
(≥ 0.947); deleting the word the evidence ranks nearest zero, the hypothesis’s “play”, kept
contradiction. This checks that the circuits reproduce the model under a deletion; it
does not by itself validate the evidence: every model we tested (the Born and softmax
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Figure 7: The real-device run. Left: the test pair, attention read by Hadamard tests on
ibm_kingston (2,000 shots), against the exact model, with 95 % intervals from redrawing each
circuit’s shots. Top middle: the same pair with “aliens” deleted, the word the exact evidence ranks
first; the device’s answer turns to entailment, as the model’s. Top right: “play” deleted instead, the
word the evidence ranks nearest zero; the answer stays. Bottom: a second test pair (entailment),
without “hockey”, the word attention ranks first (entailment rises), and without the hypothesis’s
“men”, the word the evidence ranks first (the same words, and jobs, as top middle). Only the
attention overlaps ran on the device.

transformers, three seeds each, Poly-sim-born and the coherent layer) turns to entailment
without “aliens”. On pair 3765 attention and evidence disagree, and the device was asked
about both. Deleting “hockey”, the word attention ranks first, raised entailment: on this
pair, the word attention weighs most was working against the answer—an illustration on
hardware of what Table 2 shows on average. Deleting the hypothesis’s “men”, the word
the evidence ranks first, lowered it in the exact model, a fall the device’s interval cannot
separate from the full pair’s.

What did not work. The hybrid evidence (exact numerators, measured row sums)
failed on the device: our row calibrations, Hadamard tests of a query with itself, compile
to product states (13 CZ against 37) and missed most of the loss, and on this pair the
evidence is a small total of large opposite terms, so row sums off by tens of per cent
overturn it. The analysis below says which of these matters; on today’s device we show
the evidence by deletion instead.

Resources and errors. To see what the qubit realisation needs, we simulated it on
300 test pairs: every overlap estimated from S shots of its Hadamard test, everything else
exact, as on the device (Table 7). The answer needs about 2,000 shots per circuit to agree
with the exact model on 99 % of pairs. The fourth power multiplies an overlap’s relative
error by four (3.95 % becomes 15.8 % at 2,000 shots), and the row normalisation removes
what is common to a row. A loss of visibility ηi shared by the circuits of row i scales
each of its overlaps alike and cancels in the weights, but not in the row sum Di that the
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evidence holds:

wij = |ηi⟨qi|kj⟩|4∑
j′ |ηi⟨qi|kj′⟩|4

= |⟨qi|kj⟩|4∑
j′ |⟨qi|kj′⟩|4

, D̂i = η4
i Di. (8)

A spread of visibility from circuit to circuit does not cancel (agreement 96 % at a 5 %
spread, 92 % at 10 %). A sentence of n tokens takes 8(n + 1)2 circuits, so about 106 shots
for the seven-token device pairs, 9× 106 for the median sentence (23 tokens) and 7× 107

at 64. The hybrid evidence is robust to shot noise (correlation with the exact evidence
0.992 at 2,000 shots) but not to the calibration of the row sums: by Eq. (8) they feel
the visibility to the fourth power, and a relative error of 3 % in a row’s visibility leaves a
correlation of 0.983, 10 % leaves 0.13. How strongly an error reaches the evidence depends
on cancellation: the ratio ∑

t |eg(t)|/|∑t eg(t)| has a median of 1.08 over the test pairs but
is 8.5 on pair 3763, whose evidence is a small total of large opposite terms. Our device
calibrations missed far more than 10 %; calibration circuits as deep as the overlaps—for
instance the Hadamard test of qi with itself, its preparation compiled as an entangled state
of the same CZ count as the overlap circuits rather than simplified to a product state—
holding each row’s visibility within a few per cent, are what the evidence on hardware
needs.

For the coherent attention layer the cost is the post-selection. With the copies prepared
as normalised states, the Bell projection of the five feature qubits and the sum over the
2p slots each divide the amplitude, and the probability of passing has a closed form in the
quantities of Section 5:

Ppass = |y|2

|x̄|2
(∑

j |xj |2
)2 25 2p

, y =
∑

j

xj ⊗ cj . (9)

It reproduces the statevector’s 2.4 × 10−5 and 1.9 × 10−4 on the two device pairs, and
over 300 test pairs it falls roughly as the number of slots to the power −1.3 (Table 6).
One accepted shot takes 1/Ppass runs or, with amplitude amplification, about π/(4

√
Ppass)

rounds of two passes. This assumes reflections about the whole prepared state, the prepa-
rations included in the 852 CNOTs, and Ppass known well enough to stop at the right
round (or fixed-point amplification).

slots (words + reference) 12–16 17–32 33–54

test pairs 28 224 48
qubits 25 27 29
Ppass, median 1.6 × 10−5 6.8 × 10−6 2.8 × 10−6

runs per accepted shot, 1/Ppass 6.3 × 104 1.5 × 105 3.5 × 105

amplification rounds 200 300 470
CNOTs per accepted shot, amplified 3 × 105 5 × 105 8 × 105

Table 6: The coherent attention layer’s post-selection, Eq. (9), on 300 test pairs (the brickwall
model, 852 CNOTs per pass). Amplification rounds: π/(4

√
Ppass), two passes each.

7 Related work
Quantum attention. Quantum self-attention networks measure query and key circuits
and form the weights classically: Gaussian-projected attention for text classification [16],
query–key similarity of mixed states [17]; quantum vision transformers add orthogonal
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shots per circuit 100 300 1,000 2,000 104 105

answer agrees 0.92 0.96 0.977 0.990 0.997 0.997
|∆P |, median 0.054 0.029 0.018 0.013 0.006 0.002
evidence: correlation 0.992 0.999 0.9999
evidence: top-3 0.87 0.96 0.98

visibility spread per circuit 0 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2
answer agrees (104 shots) 0.997 0.990 0.963 0.923 0.873

row-visibility error 0.01 0.03 0.1 0.3
evidence: correlation 0.998 0.983 0.13 –
evidence: top-3 0.93 0.83 0.31 0.23

Table 7: The Born Transformer on qubits, simulated: attention overlaps from Hadamard tests
with shot noise (and, in the lower rows, a visibility that varies by circuit, or a row-sum calibration
that is off), everything else exact; 300 test pairs (evidence: 100). Correlation and top-3 agreement
are against the exact evidence.

layers and a compound-matrix attention computed on the quantum side, run on super-
conducting hardware up to six qubits [18]; a survey sorts the field into circuit-based and
quantum-linear-algebra families [19]. Like the Born Transformer’s Hadamard tests, the
self-attention networks measure between the quantum and the classical steps. Quixer pre-
pares a superposition of token unitaries by a linear combination of unitaries and applies
a quantum singular value transform [20], closest in spirit to our coherent layer; quantum
linear algebra can block-encode every part of a transformer for fault-tolerant machines
[21, 15]. A recent theoretical construction realises single-head softmax attention with
Born-rule measurements, for inputs and outputs on the probability simplex: scores read
by Hadamard tests on block-encoded projections, a cos2 readout normalised over each
row that equals the softmax on the interior of the simplex, one measure-and-reload step
per attention score—hybrid, as our device runs are—and a coherent variant that is ε-
approximate by quantum singular value transformation in the limit of infinite depth, with
a no-go result for an exact finite-depth one with affinely encoded scores [22]. It is comple-
mentary to ours: it realises the softmax itself, as a circuit-level construction, where here
the Born rule replaces the softmax in a model that is trained, explained and run.

Interpretable quantum models. QLens describes a classical transformer’s layers as
unitaries on a state whose Born-rule measurement gives the output distribution, as a lens
for interpreting it [23]. A fully coherent quantum transformer block has been read through
the mutual information, entanglement and fidelity of its states [24]; compositional models
of text trained classically and run on trapped ions are interpretable by construction [25],
the same choice of training classically as ours; compositional circuits have also been applied
to natural language inference [26], and compositional models of meaning were run on IBM
hardware [27]. Quantum-inspired language models use complex word embeddings whose
phases encode position [28], as our word fields do. Here the explanation is a decomposition
of the answer itself into the words, exact, and checked against people.

Optical transformers. Our optics follow coherent nanophotonic meshes for neural net-
works [29] and electro-optic activations that tap and re-modulate light [30], as our mea-
sured feed-forward does. Transformer operations have run on an optical matrix–vector
multiplier [31], and photonic accelerators target attention: its products of two dynamic
operands [32] and the cost of converting signals between light and electronics [33]. The
photonic transformer chip of Tian et al. [34] replaces every multiplication of attention
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with an optical interference read by balanced detection and drops the softmax, and runs
a vision transformer on a fabricated chip (94 % on 100 MNIST test digits). We share its
two observations—interference gives Re(ab∗), and attention can work without a softmax—
reached there from device physics and here from the Born rule; that work has a fabricated
chip, while our optics are simulated.

Polynomial and bilinear networks. Bilinear feed-forward layers, the elementwise
product of two linear images, make a network’s weights readable by eigendecomposi-
tion [35]; our measured feed-forward is of that form, read here as an interference. Polyno-
mial attention has been used for speed [6].

Attention and explanation. Whether attention weights explain a model is debated
[1, 2]; our evidence is not the attention weights but an exact decomposition of the answer.
Relevance propagation through transformers conserves relevance by its rules [36, 37]; here
conservation is a property of integrated gradients on a model that is a polynomial once its
denominators are held, and a finite quadrature computes it. Our deletion test is the form
of the faithfulness metrics of rationale benchmarks such as ERASER [38], on the e-SNLI
highlights [10].

8 Limitations
• Trained on a GPU, not on hardware; the device only runs the trained model.

• The real-device runs are a demonstration on two sentence pairs (and four deletions);
statistics come from the exact runs and the noise model.

• The hybrid evidence does not yet survive the device; it needs each row’s visibility
calibrated to within a few per cent.

• The coherent circuit (852 CNOTs, post-selection 10−5–10−4) is beyond today’s de-
vices; its brickwall form costs six points of accuracy.

• The optics are simulated, without crosstalk or drift; uncorrected phase errors must
stay near 0.01 rad.

• One dataset with human highlights, and models far smaller and less accurate than
the state of the art on SNLI.

• The guarantee of exactness grows costly with depth: the degree bound is 2 · 18B

for B blocks, so the rule needs 18B nodes—324 for two blocks, about 105 for four.
The bound is loose (81 nodes already agree here), but deeper models would need a
tighter bound, adaptive quadrature or a lower-degree feed-forward.

• On qubits the shot cost grows with the square of the sentence length, 8(n + 1)2

circuits per pass.

• The rankings compared are integrated gradients, attention, attention × gradient,
gradient × input and leave-one-out; relevance propagation (LRP, AttnLRP) and
sampled Shapley values were not.

• We claim no quantum advantage: the device runs computations a classical computer
does at once.
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Open directions. Several of these limits are where the work could go next. On light,
the model awaits a bench or a photonic chip, with the mesh phases calibrated, or the model
trained with phase noise, to within about 0.01 rad. On qubits, the evidence itself, and not
only the answer, has yet to be measured robustly on a device—the analysis of Section 6
asks for row calibrations within a few per cent—and the coherent layer needs a higher pass
rate—through amplitude amplification, or a penalty on the rate during training—before it
can run. Larger models, longer sentences, other tasks with human evidence, and pictures,
where Seeing Why began, are open as well. The code, the trained models and the record
of every device job are released to make these steps easier to take.

9 Conclusion
A transformer whose every nonlinearity is a Born measurement answers natural language
inference as well as a softmax transformer of its size and explains each answer exactly, word
by word—exact because the model is a polynomial once its denominators are held, physical
because that polynomial is what a measurement computes—in a way that can be checked:
against the answer it accounts for, by deleting words, and against what people highlighted;
its attention weights, as close to what people highlighted, account for the answer less well.
One set of weights compiles exactly to light and to qubits; without measurements inside,
attention becomes one circuit equal to the model. On a quantum computer today the
answer survives, and deleting the word the evidence ranks first changes it as the model
says it should; measuring the evidence itself there needs row calibrations within a few per
cent, and the coherent layer a higher pass rate. Keeping the polynomial’s degree under
control through attention and several layers is what makes the model interpretable by
design. We hope the evidence, and not accuracy alone, becomes part of how such models
are judged.

Code and data availability
The code, the trained models of the tables (three models, three seeds, and the coherent
attention layer), an interactive notebook that explains any premise and hypothesis and
lets the reader delete words (runs on a CPU in Colab), a training notebook, and the
ledger of every hardware job (circuits, transpiled circuits, calibrations and raw counts) are
at https://github.com/stein-research/reading-why.

Author contributions and use of AI tools
T.T. conceived the study, developed the methods and the code, ran the simulations and
the hardware experiments, and wrote the manuscript. J.P. and R.J. worked with T.T.
on the physics and the optics of the model, reviewed the manuscript and advised on
its content and presentation. An AI assistant (Claude, Anthropic) was used under the
authors’ direction to write and run simulation and analysis code, to prepare and check
the hardware jobs, to write the code that draws the figures, to search the literature and
check the references against their sources, and to draft and revise the text; the authors
chose what to cite. The authors retained responsibility for the study design, the scientific
judgments and the claims, checked the reported results against the saved data and the
code, approved the final version, and take full responsibility for its content.
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A Model, training and hardware details
Table 8 sets the four models side by side, Table 9 their training and evidence, Table 10
the device runs, and Table 11 the computational setup: everything except the device runs
was done on one laptop.

Born
Transformer

softmax Poly-sim-born coherent
attention layer

state complex, 32 modes real, d = 64 real, d = 64 3 copies of 5 feature
qubits, a slot
register of p = 3
qubits each, 2 head
qubits

blocks, heads 2, two of 16 modes 2, two 2, two 1, four (a 2-qubit
register)

attention |⟨q|k⟩|4 over its row
sum

softmax (q · k)2 over its row
sum

Bell projection
⟨xj |mh⟩,
unnormalised

feed-forward Re[(W1h)(W2h)],
170 channels, gain,
W3

GELU, width 256 bilinear, width 170 none

normalisation none LayerNorm none none
positions additive fields, a

phase per position
learned, additive learned, additive additive fields, a

phase per position,
a field per sentence

readout camera of 256
pixels, three regions,
Pg

mean pooling, linear mean pooling, linear 7 qubits read, 128
outcomes in three
groups

maps dense dense dense brickwalls: 12 layers
(UM ), 24 (U)

parameters 1,530,593 (98,081) 1,532,803 (100,291) 1,530,752 (98,240) 1,436,192 (3,680)
evidence exact, 324 nodes IG, 256 nodes exact, 50 nodes exact, 3 nodes

Table 8: The models. Parameters: total and, in brackets, outside the word embedding. The Born
Transformer also has a reference slot with a learned gain; its embeddings and position fields start
at scale 1.

data e-SNLI: 549,367 training, 9,842 dev, 9,824 test pairs; premise <sep>
hypothesis, at most 64 tokens; vocabulary of 22,319 (words seen at least 3
times)

loss cross-entropy of Pg (Born models), of the logits (softmax, Poly-sim-born)
optimiser Adam, learning rate 2× 10−3 (chosen on dev for the Born and softmax

models, and used untuned for the others), cosine decay, gradient norm
clipped at 1

schedule batch 64; 20 epochs (coherent layer: 10); word dropout 0.1; seeds 0–2; the
last epoch is reported

precision float32 for training, float64 for evidence and compilation
evidence integrated gradients from the zero baseline with the denominators held;

Gauss–Legendre with half the degree in nodes (Born Transformer: degree
648, 324 nodes)

Table 9: Training and evidence, the same for every model unless stated.
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job id circuits quantum s
pilot: first 30 circuits of block 1, pair 3763 dbkn49hkdqps7392qgpg 30 18
pair 3763, block 1 dbknllpkdqps7392rnu0 272 147
pair 3763, block 2 dbknn91kdqps7392rra0 272 147
pair 3763 without “aliens”, block 1 dbkntu5gg49c73djaps0 196 106
pair 3763 without “aliens”, block 2 dbknvdt6p51s73cn2bj0 196 106
pair 3765, block 1 dbkrnt0nceqs73amh5g0 272 147
pair 3765, block 2 dbktojonceqs73amknh0 272 147
pair 3763 without “play”, block 1 dbkucqhkdqps73937m9g 196 106
pair 3763 without “play”, block 2 dbkuel0nceqs73amlre0 196 106
pair 3765 without “hockey”, block 1 dbkut456p51s73cne7ug 196 106
pair 3765 without “hockey”, block 2 dbkuuttgg49c73djmvi0 196 106

Table 10: Jobs on ibm_kingston (Heron r2), Qiskit 2.6.1 and qiskit-ibm-runtime 0.51.0: Sam-
plerV2, 2,000 shots, optimisation level 3, the best of 8 transpiler seeds, dynamical decoupling
(XY4). Pair 3765 without “men” (the same words as pair 3763 without “aliens”) used those jobs.
Circuits, calibrations and raw counts are in the released ledger.

hardware
GPU, CPU, memory NVIDIA GeForce RTX 5050 Laptop GPU (8 GB); Intel Core

i5-13450HX; 16 GB
quantum computer IBM ibm_kingston (Heron r2) through Qiskit Runtime

software
Python 3.12.3
PyTorch 2.11 (CUDA 12.8) [39] models, training, evidence, optical compile
NumPy 2.5, SciPy 1.18 arrays, data
interferometer 1.1.2 outside check of the optical build (Clements meshes [14])
Qiskit 2.6.1 [40] circuits, transpiling
qiskit-aer 0.18.2 noisy simulations (FakeTorino)
qiskit-aer-gpu 0.18.2, cuQuantum
24.8

statevectors of the coherent attention layer (cuStateVec)

qiskit-ibm-runtime 0.51.0 device jobs
Matplotlib 3.11 figures

time
training, 20 epochs (seed 0) 66 min Born Transformer; 18 min softmax; 32 min

Poly-sim-born
coherent attention layer, 10 epochs 28 min
ibm_kingston 1,242 quantum seconds (pilot 18; pairs 3763 and 3765 and

three deletions, two runs each)

Table 11: Computational setup.
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