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Quantum metrology involves the application of quantum resources to enhance measurements.
Several communities have developed quantum-metrology strategies that leverage effective time re-
versals. These strategies, we posit, form four classes. First, echo metrology begins with a preparatory
unitary and ends with that unitary’s time-reverse. The protocol amplifies the visibility of a small
parameter to be sensed. Similarly, weak-value amplification enhances a weak coupling’s detectabil-
ity. The technique exhibits counterintuitive properties captured by a retrocausal model. Using
the third strategy, one simulates closed timelike curves, worldlines that loop back on themselves in
time. The fourth strategy involves indefinite causal order, which characterises channels applied in
a superposition of orderings. We review these four strategies, which we unify under the heading
of time-reverse metrology. We also outline opportunities for this toolkit in quantum metrology;
quantum information science; quantum foundations; atomic, molecular, and optical physics; and
solid-state physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology is the study of how quantum
phenomena can improve measurements. One quantum-
metrology tool has enjoyed diverse applications recently:
the effective reversal of time. We dub this approach time-
reverse metrology, for conciseness.1 Quantum metrolo-
gists effectively reverse time in four ways:

1. We can prepare a sensor with a unitary operation
V̂ , couple the sensor to a target system, and then
subject the sensor to V̂ †. The V̂ and V̂ † magnify
the target’s impact on the sensor state. We call
this strategy echo metrology.

2. During weak-value amplification, we measure the
strength of a weak coupling between a probe and a
target. We can probabilistically enhance the mea-
surement precision by postselecting, or conditioning
on certain measurement outcomes. Postselection
increases the precision by a factor dependent on a
weak value. This conditioned expectation value en-
codes information about a past event and a future
event.

3. A closed timelike curve (CTC) is a worldline that
loops back on itself in the time dimension. We

∗ nicoleyh@umd.edu
1 This perspective contains several names that allude to wordy
phrases, such as effective reversal of time. In designing names,
we have worked to balance practicality, descriptiveness, clarity,
and convention.

can simulate CTCs by manipulating entanglement.
Such a simulation can effectively teleport informa-
tion backward in time. This process can effectively
initialise a sensor in an optimal state, even if we do
not know, at the beginning of the experiment, how
best to prepare the sensor. We call this strategy
time-loop metrology.

4. Indefinite causal order (ICO) can benefit metrol-
ogy. Channels A and B have a definite order if act-
ing as A◦B or B ◦A. We can effectively apply the
channels in a superposition of these orders. Such
ICO enhances several metrological tasks, including
parameter estimation, channel discrimination, and
thermometry.

Many researchers work on one class without knowing
of the other advancements within that class, let alone of
the other classes. A reason is that time-reverse metrol-
ogy spans several disciplines: quantum metrology; quan-
tum information science; quantum foundations; atomic,
molecular, and optical physics; and solid-state physics.
This perspective bridges these communities by present-
ing a unified view of time-reverse metrology. Table I
synopsises the relationships amongst the four classes.

The rest of this review is organised as follows. Sec-
tion II reviews metrological background. Sections III–VI
overview the four classes of time-reverse metrology. Sec-
tion VII collates research opportunities across and be-
yond the classes.
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Echo Weak-value Time-loop ICO metrology

metrology amplification metrology

Echo In ←, a unitary realises Some echo- In ←, we invert a

metrology effective time reversal. In ↑, metrology experiments unitary. In ↑, we

preparation and simulate CTCs. effectively implement

measurement contribute to 2 channels in a forward

apparent retrocausality. and an inverted order.

Weak-value The first time-loop- Each offers robustness

amplification metrology protocol with respect to certain

enhanced weak-value noise. Neither requires

amplification. unitary inversion.

Time-loop In ←, we invert a unitary.

metrology In ↑, we invert 2 channels’

order.

TABLE I: Comparison of the four classes of time-reverse metrology.

II. TECHNICAL INTRODUCTION

This section introduces notation and concepts applied
throughout the perspective. We embolden vector sym-
bols, apply boldface and hats to unit-vector symbols, and
denote operators with hats. We denote a vector of Pauli
operators by σ = σ̂xx̂+ σ̂yŷ+ σ̂zẑ. Below, we review pa-
rameter estimation, with which we often illustrate metro-
logical tasks.

Often, when performing parameter estimation, we infer

the parameter α ∈ R in a unitary Ûα := e−iαĤ . The
generator Ĥ is a Hermitian operator. Some target system
produces Ûα ; example targets include an external field,
as well as a physical system that couples to the probe.
We aim to infer α with the least error possible, given our
resources.2

The simplest approach to parameter estimation pro-
ceeds as follows. We prepare a probe in some state |ψ⟩.3
The unitary evolves the probe’s state to |ψα⟩ := Ûα|ψ⟩.
Then, we measure the probe. A positive-operator-
valued measure (POVM) {M̂x} models the measure-

ment [1]. The measurement operators M̂x are positive-

semidefinite, M̂x ≥ 0, and normalised as
∑
x M̂x = 1.

The measurement yields outcome x with a probability
px(α) := ⟨ψα|M̂x|ψα⟩.

2 In some time-loop metrology (Sec. V) and ICO metrology
(Sec. VI), the inferred parameter characterises a nonunitary

channel. We illustrate parameter estimation here with Ûα for
simplicity and due to Uα’s role in echo metrology (Sec. III),
weak-value amplification (Sec. IV), some time-loop metrology,
and some ICO metrology.

3 The optimal initial state is pure. If the state were mixed, the
probe would share correlations (information) with its environ-
ment. This sharing could prevent us from obtaining the maxi-
mum possible amount of information from the probe.

The Fisher information (FI) quantifies the outcome
probabilities’ sensitivity to changes in α:

Iα :=
∑
x

px(α) [∂α log px(α)]
2
. (1)

The FI bounds the precision achievable. Consider es-
timating α from N trials, using any unbiased estima-
tor α̌. The estimator’s variance obeys the Crámer–Rao
bound [2, 3],

var (α̌) ≥ 1/ (NIα) . (2)

Maximising the FI over all POVMs yields the quantum
Fisher information (QFI) of |ψα⟩ with respect to α [4, 5]:

Iα := max
{Mx}

{Iα} = 4
(
⟨∂αψα|∂αψα⟩ − |⟨ψα|∂αψα⟩|2

)
.

(3)

The QFI features in the quantum Crámer–Rao bound [5],

var (α̌) ≥ 1/ (NIα) . (4)

To upper-bound Iα, we specify the optimal initial
probe states |ψ⟩. Suppose that the probe corresponds to

a discrete Hilbert space, and denote Ĥ’s extremal eigen-
values by hmin and hmax > hmin. Denote corresponding
eigenstates by |hmin/max⟩.4 The equal-weight superpo-
sitions of these states are the optimal |ψ⟩s: (|hmin⟩ +
e−iϕ|hmax⟩)/

√
2 ∀ϕ ∈ [0, 2π). These states can achieve

the maximal QFI: if ∆Ĥ := hmax − hmin denotes the
generator’s eigenvalue gap [6, 7],

max
|ψ⟩

{Iα} = 4max
|ψ⟩

{
⟨ψ|Ĥ2|ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|Ĥ|ψ⟩2

}
= (∆Ĥ)2.

(5)

4 If hmin/max is degenerate, |hmin/max⟩ denotes an arbitrary cor-
responding eigenstate.
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Returning to Eq. (4), we highlight two possible scal-
ings of the estimator’s variance. Let n denote (i) the
number of copies of the probe or (ii) the number of ap-

plications of Ûα per trial. Suppose that (a) no probes are

entangled and (b) every probe undergoes Ûα only once.
At best, the estimator obeys the standard quantum limit,
var(α̌) ∼ 1/

√
n . Entanglement or sequential applications

can enable Heisenberg scaling, var(α̌) ∼ 1/n [6, 7].

The explanations above generalise to multiparame-
ter estimation. This task entails parameters αj , a ma-
trix analogue of the QFI, and a corresponding quantum
Crámer–Rao bound [8, 9].

III. ECHO METROLOGY

Echo metrology involves a unitary V̂ and the time-
reverse V̂ † thereof. Section III A motivates the pro-
tocol intuitively. In Sec. III B, we detail the protocol
and prove that it achieves the information-bearing probe
state’s QFI. Section III C illustrates the protocol with
examples that involve squeezing. Section III D describes
opportunities for future work.

Physicists have called many phenomena echoes [10].
During a Loschmidt echo, we evolve a system forward
for a duration under a Hamiltonian Ĥ, then backward for
the same duration under a perturbed Hamiltonian Ĥ ′. In
nuclear-magnetic-resonance experiments, spin echos mit-
igate decoherence. This section’s echo protocol differs:
during it, we prepare the probe unitarily, perturb the
probe with the target, and reverse the unitary.

III A. Intuition behind echo metrology

The following story helps motivate echo metrology, al-
though without explaining its behaviour rigorously. Con-
sider a classical chaotic system, such as a double pen-
dulum. It undergoes the protocol sketched in Fig. 1:
the system begins at some point in phase space, then
evolves under its chaotic Hamiltonian. A small pertur-
bation nudges the system’s phase-space point. Then, the
system evolves backward in time under the Hamiltonian.
The chaos magnifies the typical such perturbation, by
definition.

This protocol follows a pattern similar to that of echo
metrology. The perturbation above plays the role of the

e−iαĤ introduced in Sec. II. Forward and reverse evolu-
tions enhance the signal’s detectability. References [11–
13] suggested the analogy. However, echo metrology need
not involve chaos; it relies on nontrivial, if not necessarily
chaotic, evolution.

t
-t

Magni�cati
on

Perturbation

FIG. 1: Motivation for echo metrology: Sketch of a
classical chaotic system’s trajectory through phase space.
The system evolves forward under its Hamiltonian,
undergoes a perturbation, and evolves backward under its
Hamiltonian. The chaos magnifies the perturbation,
rendering it easier to detect.

III B. Introduction to, and analysis of, echo
metrology

Below, we detail echo metrology. We then prove that it
achieves the QFI of the information-bearing probe state.
Finally, we review literature about echo metrology (that
does not involve squeezing, covered in Sec. III C).
Echo metrology features the following setup and pro-

tocol. Consider a quantum probe whose Hilbert space
contains a simple (unentangled, unsqueezed, etc.) state

|0⟩. A Hamiltonian Ĥ generates a unitary e−iαĤ parame-
terised by an α ∈ R of magnitude |α| ≪ 1. The following
protocol implements echo metrology:

1. Initialise the probe in |0⟩. Apply a unitary V̂ ,

preparing |ψ⟩ := V̂ |0⟩. The unitary should not com-

mute with Ĥ, but identifying the optimal V̂ re-
mains an open problem (Sec. III D).

2. Evolve the probe state to e−iαĤ |ψ⟩ = e−iαĤ V̂ |0⟩.

3. Measure the probe in two steps. Invert the prepara-
tion unitary first, implementing V̂ †. Second, iden-
tify whether the sensor has returned to its initial
state, by measuring {|0⟩⟨0|, I − |0⟩⟨0|}. Denote the
|0⟩⟨0| outcome by x=0; and the alternative, by x=1.

Let us compute the extractable FI and the QFI. The
measurement yields the |0⟩ outcome with a probability

p0(α) = |⟨0|V̂ †e−iαĤ V̂ |0⟩|2 = |⟨0|e−iαV̂
†ĤV̂ |0⟩|2. (6)

Since |α| ≪ 1, the outcome probabilities px=0,1(α) sim-
plify to5

p0(α) = 1 + α2|⟨0|V̂ †ĤV̂ |0⟩|2 (7)

− α2|⟨0|V̂ †Ĥ2V̂ |0⟩|+O
(
α4
)

and

p1(α) = 1− p0(α). (8)

5 If |α| is not ≪ 1, an adaptive strategy can achieve the QFI [14–
18]. However, the strategy relies on a specific V . The main-text
result governs all V .
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Denote the outcome probability distribution by P(α) :=
{p0(α), p1(α)}. Let us substitute for the probabilities
from Eqs. (7) and (8) into the FI formula (1). The dis-
tribution encodes the FI

Iα(P(α)) = 4
(
⟨0|V̂ †Ĥ2V̂ |0⟩ − ⟨0|V̂ †ĤV̂ |0⟩2

)
(9)

+O
(
α2
)

= 4
(
⟨ψ|Ĥ2|ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|Ĥ|ψ⟩2

)
+O

(
α2
)
. (10)

The final equality follows from step 1 of the protocol.

This FI equals the QFI of e−iαĤ |ψ⟩ at O(α), by Eq. (5).
Thus, echo metrology achieves the QFI.

Previous works state or implicitly leverage this result.
Reference [19] synopsises the argument above. In [20], a

similar argument focusses on certain V̂ s and Ĥs. Other
references address general echo metrology, arguing that it

achieves the QFI of e−iαĤ V̂ |0⟩ [21, 22]. The review [23]
illustrates echo metrology with examples. Researchers
have also extended echo metrology to include ancilla sys-
tems [20].

Experiments have realised echo metrology. The pro-
tocol has been performed (in the absence of squeezing)
with trapped ions [24–26], a Rydberg atom and an oscil-
lator [27], and nitrogen-vacancy centres in diamond [28].
Many optical interferometers implement echo metrology,
casting V as a beamsplitter unitary [29, 30].

III C. Echo metrology based on squeezing

In much echo metrology, the preparation involves
squeezing. Squeezing is an operation that reduces one ob-
servable’s uncertainty at the expense of another observ-
able’s [31]. We illustrate squeezing-based echo metrol-
ogy with single-mode squeezing, spin squeezing, and two-
mode squeezing.

First, we motivate single-mode echo metrology. Con-
sider a bosonic mode – equivalently, a harmonic oscillator
– associated to a position operator Q̂ and a momentum
operator P̂ . Suppose that a field imprints a parameter α
on the oscillator’s state at a rate g, through the Hamil-
tonian Ĥ = gαQ̂. This Hamiltonian kicks the oscillator’s

momentum: eiĤt P̂ e−iĤt = P̂ − gαt1̂. The momentum’s
displacement reveals α, if we know g. Suppose we have
prepared the oscillator in a state |ψ⟩. The momentum
displacement’s expectation value forms an estimator:

α̌ =
(
⟨ψ|P̂ |ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|eiĤt P̂ e−iĤt|ψ⟩

)
/(gt). (11)

The optimal |ψ⟩, a P̂ eigenstate, achieves the maximal
QFI [31]. Momentum eigenstates are unphysical, but
squeezed states can approximate them.

We parameterise single-mode squeezed states as fol-
lows [32]. Define â := (Q̂ + iP̂ )/

√
2 as the mode’s

lowering operator and |0⟩ as the vacuum state. Define

Q̂φ := Q̂ cos(φ)+P̂ sin(φ) as the quadrature operator as-
sociated to the phase-space vector tilted upward through

an angle φ from the x-axis. The squeezing Hamilto-
nian Ĥsq(φ) :=

i
2 (e

−2iφ â2 − h.c.) can squeeze Q̂φ. This
Hamiltonian generates a unitary that maps the vacuum

to the squeezed state |r, φ⟩ := e−irĤsq(φ) |0⟩. Suppose
that the angle φ = π/2. As the squeezing parameter
r → ∞, the state |r, φ⟩ increasingly resembles a momen-
tum eigenstate.
Squeezing facilitates echo metrology for sensing α. The

probe begins in |0⟩, undergoes squeezing by e−irĤsq(φ),

and evolves under Ĥ. We then antisqueeze the sen-

sor (evolve it under eirĤsq(φ)). Finally, we measure
{|0⟩⟨0|,1− |0⟩⟨0|}. The unitaries condense into6

eirĤsq(φ=π/2) e−igαQ̂t e−irĤsq(φ=π/2) = e−ie
rgαQ̂t . (12)

The protocol effectively boosts the signal–sensor coupling
strength, g, by a factor er. Hence the protocol effects
parametric amplification [33]. Trapped-ion experiments
have demonstrated this principle [34].
Not only a bosonic mode, but also a collection of spins,

can undergo squeezing.7 Various Hamiltonians enact
spin squeezing, as discussed in App. A. Examples include
the one-axis-twisting [35], the two-axis-twisting [35], the
Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick [36], and general spin–spin inter-
acting [37] Hamiltonians. Echo metrology offers two
benefits when implemented with spin squeezing. First,
an estimator’s variance can scale in Heisenberg fashion
with the number of spins [38]. Second, the strategy
offers robustness with respect to readout error [38–40].
Neutral-atom experiments have showcased these advan-
tages [12, 41, 42].
An early squeezing-based echo-metrology proposal in-

volves two-mode squeezing [43]. The protocol features
two bosonic modes, associated to annihilation operators

â and b̂. Suppose that mode a can undergo the phase

shift eiαâ
†â. To sense α, we prepare both modes in their

vacuum states: |0, 0⟩. The unitary Ŝ(r) := er(â
†b̂†−b̂â)

introduces two-mode squeezing. Mode a undergoes the
phase shift. The unitary Ŝ−1(r) unsqueezes the modes.
Finally, we measure each mode’s photon number. This

protocol achieves the QFI of eiαâ
†â Ŝ(r)|0, 0⟩.

Two features of the two-mode protocol merit mentions.
First, the protocol resembles standard optical interferom-
etry [29]. However, V̂ (step 1 in Sec. III B) manifests here
as a two-mode-squeezing unitary, rather than as a beam-
splitter. Second, the two-mode-squeezing unitaries form
the SU(1,1) symmetry group. Therefore, the two-mode
protocol above is called SU(1,1) interferometry [43].
Experimentalists have implemented the original

SU(1,1) interferometer and variations thereon. Platforms
used include photonics [44–46], atoms [21], and ions [47].

6 We apply the identity eirĤsq(φ=π/2) Q̂ e−irĤsq(φ=π/2) = er Q̂.
7 The spins are typically qubits. However, we use the term spins
for generality and for consistency with the literature.
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Applications have been proposed for the Laser Interfer-
ometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO) [48], for
sensing the strength of photon-number decay [49, 50],
and for imaging [51].

III D. Outlook for echo metrology

The echo-metrology template offers opportunities in
and beyond the parameter estimation of Sec. II. Below,
we present open questions about implementations. We
then summarise possible applications to quantum infor-
mation processing outside parameter estimation. Sec-
tion V details how certain echo-metrology experiments
simulate CTCs.

The echo-metrology protocol begins with a unitary V̂
(step 1 in Sec. III B). What, generally, is the optimal

form of V̂ ? Consider any V̂ that prepares an equal-
weight superposition (|hmin⟩+ e−iϕ|hmax⟩)/

√
2 , wherein

ϕ ∈ [0, 2π). Every such V̂ can provide the QFI, max-

imised over V̂ ′, of e−iαĤ V̂ ′|0⟩ [Eq. (5)]. Yet implement-

ing such V̂ s may pose challenges; for example, they may
cost many computational gates. Furthermore, noise can
affect the optimal V̂ . Ideally, V̂ optimises the QFI and
hardware efficiency. The compilation of such V̂ s is un-
dergoing active research [20, 38].

A related opportunity concerns decoherence. Consider
performing echo metrology using spins subject to spon-
taneous decay. The protocol may achieve the decayed
probe state’s QFI [52]. Echo metrology merits extensions
to sensors subject to general decoherence [53]. Perhaps
we can gain insights from weak-value amplification and
ICO metrology, which offer robustness with respect to
certain noise (Sections IV and VI).

Beyond the parameter estimation of Sec. II, the echo-
metrology template can facilitate further quantum in-
formation processing. The proof in Sec. III B gener-
alises to quantum state discrimination and noise estima-
tion [50]; the Dolinar receiver illustrates how [54]. Such
a receiver optimally distinguishes two coherent states by
implementing a displace-probe-replace protocol. Also,
prepare-evolve-reverse sequences enable Hamiltonian am-
plification [55–57] and the detection of higher-order out-
of-time-order correlators [58, 59]. More extensions might
await discovery.

IV. WEAK-VALUE AMPLIFICATION

Metrology hinges on useful input states. Consider mea-
suring an unknown interaction’s strength. Commonly,
one optimises the system’s state just before the interac-
tion. In certain experiments, one can boost the achiev-
able sensitivity by optimising also the postinteraction
state. Weak-value amplification exemplifies this oppor-
tunity [60–67]. Below, we describe how postselecting out-
put states effectively influences previous quantum inter-

t

t

(a)

(b)
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FIG. 2: Weak-value amplification: In each diagram,
time progresses from left to right. The topmost curve
represents the target; and the black horizontal line, the
probe. The target is prepared in |Ψi⟩; and the probe, in |Φi⟩.
A weak interaction imprints information about the target
observable Â onto the distribution over the probe’s possible
positions. We measure the probe’s position at the end of the
experiment. (a) We do not postselect the target before
measuring the probe. Preparing the target in |amax⟩
displaces the probe’s position distribution through the
greatest possible amount, αamax . (b) Before measuring the
probe, we postselect the target on |Ψf⟩. The probe’s position
distribution is displaced through αRe(Aw). If
αRe(Aw) > αamax , weak-value amplification results.

actions. This apparent retroaction can increase the FI
attainable per measured probe.
Weak measurements allow one to probe a target quan-

tum system without disturbing it significantly [68]; von
Neumann’s measurement model describes the process
[68, 69]. Consider a target associated to a discrete Hilbert
space. This target will entangle with the probe, unlike
the classical-field target in echo metrology. Denote by
Â =

∑
n an|an⟩⟨an| any observable defined on the tar-

get’s Hilbert space. Let amin denote the least eigenvalue;
and amax, the greatest.
The probe is a continuous-variable system. Let P̂ and

Q̂ denote its natural dimensionless position and momen-
tum observables: [Q̂, P̂ ] = i. Denote by |q⟩ the position
eigenstate associated with the eigenvalue q.
A common weak measurement proceeds as follows.

We prepare the target in |Ψi⟩ :=
∑
n cn|an⟩, wherein∑

n |cn|2 = 1, and the probe in |Φi⟩ :=
∫
dq ϕ(q)|q⟩. The

wave function ϕ(q) is real, is centred at q = 0, and has a

standard deviation ∆ϕ. The target’s Â observable cou-
ples weakly to the probe’s momentum with a strength
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α ≳ 0. The unitary Ûα := exp(−iα Â ⊗ P̂ ) encodes in-
formation about the target in the probe state:

Ûα|Ψi⟩|Φi⟩ =
∑
n

∫
dq cn ϕ(q − αan)|an⟩|q⟩. (13)

This Ûα differs from that in Sec. II (and so from the

Ûα in echo metrology and some time-loop metrology) by
acting on the target-and-probe composite, rather than on
the probe alone. We then measure the probe’s position,
Q̂, projectively. If the probe begins with a wide wave
function, ∆ϕ≫ α(amax−amin), the interaction perturbs
the joint state weakly. Across many trials, we infer the
probability distribution over the possible final probe po-
sitions. The distribution peaks at α⟨Â⟩ ≡ α⟨Ψi|Â|Ψi⟩.

A common task is to measure the weak coupling
strength, α. To achieve maximum probe sensitivity in
the setting above, one should initialise the target in
the Â eigenstate associated to the greatest eigenvalue:
|Ψi⟩ = |amax⟩. This choice leads to the largest sep-
aration between the peaks of the output distribution,
ϕ(q−αamax), and corresponding input distribution, ϕ(q)
(Fig. 2a).

Suppose that, before measuring the probe, we measure
the target and postselect on the outcome associated to
some state |Ψf⟩. What form does the final probe state
|Φf⟩ have? (The target may begin in any state |Ψi⟩, not
necessarily in |amax⟩, in this protocol.) The answer de-

pends on the weak value of Â [68, 70–72],

Aw :=
⟨Ψf |Â|Ψi⟩
⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩

. (14)

We can express |Φf⟩ in terms of Aw under two weak-
measurement conditions. First, the probe’s initial wave
function is broad: ∆ϕ ≫ α |Aw|. Second, consider

Taylor-approximating ⟨Ψf |e−iαÂ⊗P̂ |Ψi⟩ in α. The in-
teraction is weak enough that a linear approximation is
highly accurate [71, Eqs. (20)–(21)]. Under these condi-
tions, the protocol transforms the probe’s state partially

via the translation operator e−iαRe(Aw)P̂ [71]. This trans-
formation shifts the probe’s position-basis wave function
by αRe (Aw) (Fig. 2b):

|Φf⟩ ≈ C⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩eαIm(Aw)P̂

∫
dq ϕ(q − αRe(Aw))|q⟩.

(15)

(App. B). C denotes a normalisation factor. Re (Aw) can

lie outside Â’s spectrum, enabling weak-value amplifica-
tion, as described in the next paragraph.

The postselection can improve the inference of the
weak-coupling parameter α. To see how, recall the penul-
timate paragraph’s postselection-free strategy. Upon
concluding with an optimal probe measurement, the
strategy yields the FI [73, 74]

Iα ≈
〈
Â2
〉
/ (∆ϕ)

2
. (16)

Because ∆ϕ is large, we can glean little information about
α per measured probe. Therefore, viable signal-to-noise
ratios often require high probe-state intensities. How-
ever, high intensities create problems: a detector must
operate below its saturation intensity [75]. Moreover, af-
ter a detector registers a probe, a time lag follows before
the detector can register again [76–79]. We can mitigate
these obstacles by measuring the target and, only upon
obtaining the |Ψf⟩ outcome, measuring the probe. We
can thereby obtain the postselected FI [73],

Ipsα ≈ |Aw|2/ (∆ϕ)2 . (17)

Certain states |Ψf⟩ increase |Aw|2 above ⟨Â2⟩. Thus, Ipsα
can exceed Iα. Across trials, the postselection discards
information [74]. However, we can concentrate the FI in
the postselected-on events [73, 80, 81].
Weak-value amplification has become a widely used

metrological tool. The technique gained prominence af-
ter enabling the first observation of the spin Hall effect of
light (a polarisation-dependent displacement of photons
at an interface) [66]. Weak-value amplification trans-
duces hard-to-detect signals into accessible readouts un-
der realistic experimental conditions – in the presence
of technical noise and detector constraints [82–84]. Ex-
amples of such imperfections include saturation, digitisa-
tion, and time-correlated readout noise. This robustness
to certain noise likens weak-value amplification to ICO
metrology (Sec. VI).
Experiments illustrate the advantage offered by weak-

value amplification; we illustrate with two recent ones.
Jiang et al. [85] applied weak-value amplification to
Rydberg-atom sensing. They mapped a small microwave-
induced phase shift to a large, measurable displacement
of an optical probe. Their readout achieved a sensitivity
gain of 5 to 6 dB over a state-of-the-art superheterodyne
scheme [86]. In principle, this method can approach the
atomic shot-noise limit whilst mitigating technical noise.
Huang et al. combined weak-value amplification with

double-slit interferometry [87]. They weakly coupled an
interarm time delay to a beam’s transverse spatial mode.
Postselection generated a large real weak value. Thus,
the authors amplified a small temporal delay τ into a
spatial fringe displacement Awτ . They resolved few-
attosecond delays using only narrow-band light and stan-
dard imaging optics. Compared with conventional inter-
ferometry [88], their scheme improved the signal-to-noise
ratio by up to two orders of magnitude.
Other applications of weak-value amplification include

measurements of small beam deflections [65, 89–91],
phases [92, 93], thin-film thicknesses [94–96], velocities
[97], frequency shifts [64], temperature changes [98, 99],
and optical roll angles [100]. Weak-value amplification
has been implemented with tabletop optics [67, 101, 102],
integrated optical waveguides [92], matter-wave interfer-
ometers [103], solid-state systems [104], superconducting
circuits [105], trapped ions [106], and atomic-vapour cells
[107].
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Having surveyed weak-value amplification’s benefits,
we describe its apparent retrocausality. According to
Eqs. (15) and (14), the probe’s final state (|Φf⟩) depends
on the target’s postselected state (|Ψf⟩). Yet the post-
selection occurs after target–probe interaction. Hence
the target’s postselection appears to influence the probe
retrocausally. This conclusion may seem unsurprising:
we can run any experiment with input states drawn from
some distribution, then cherry-pick the outcomes. Yet
in classical experiments, in which operations commute,
postselection cannot outperform an optimal input state
[108]. This restriction does not extend to weak-value am-
plification, in which Ipsα can exceed max|Ψi⟩{Iα}. This
advantage follows from contextuality [108–111], a gen-
uinely nonclassical phenomenon [112].

The target’s initial state (|Ψi⟩) and final state (|Ψf⟩)
influence the probe equally [Eqs. (15) and (14)]. This
time-symmetric influence motivates a reinterpretation of
time in quantum mechanics. The two-state-vector for-
malism provides one such interpretation [70, 72, 113].
Consider preparing a system in |Ψi⟩ at a time t1, then
postselecting the system into |Ψf⟩ at a time t2 > t1. Let
the times t, t′ ∈ [t1, t2], and denote the time-ordering op-
erator by T . A unitary W (t′, t) evolves the state from t
to t′:

W (t′, t) := T exp

(
−i
∫ t′

t

ds Ĥ(s)

)
. (18)

The two-state-vector formalism describes the system
with a forward-evolving state |Ψi(t)⟩ :=W (t, t1)|Ψi⟩ and
a backward-evolving state ⟨Ψf(t)| := ⟨Ψf |W †(t, t2). They
form the two-state vector ⟨Ψf(t)| |Ψi(t)⟩. Within this
framework, the time-t weak value Aw is a time-symmetric
expectation value conditioned on the system’s past and
future: in a generalisation of Eq. (14),

Aw =
⟨Ψf(t)|Â|Ψi(t)⟩
⟨Ψf(t)|Ψi(t)⟩

. (19)

[In Eq. (14), W (t, t1) = W (t, t2) = 1.] The two-state-
vector formalism extends Bayesian probability theory to
quantum experiments [114–116].

Postselection’s benefits extend beyond weak-value am-
plification. Generalised postselective metrology can dis-
til information about L parameters α = (α1, α2, . . . , αL)
from n states ρ̂α into m ≪ n states [108, 117, 118]. If
ρ̂α is pure, we can distil the information optimally, using
a known protocol: we can make m/n arbitrarily small
without losing information [118]. In experiments, how-
ever, ρ̂α decoheres. Consequently, the procedure loses
information, and no general optimal strategy is known
[119]. To improve information distillation in the pres-
ence of decoherence, we might apply (i) analogies with
ICO metrology, which offers resilience to certain deco-
herence (Sec. VI), or (ii) the equivalences between quan-
tum experiments and retrocausal effects. Item (ii) may
also enable the application of postselection to metrology
beyond parameter estimation, such as channel discrimi-
nation.

V. TIME-LOOP METROLOGY

A CTC is the trajectory of a hypothetical particle that
alternates between moving forward and backward in time
[120]. General relativity allows for CTCs, although many
physicists expect them not to exist [121, 122]. Quantum
mechanics can accommodate CTCs in multiple ways. For
instance, suppose a particle correlates with another sys-
tem before travelling to the past. We can posit that the
correlations are identical when the particle returns to the
future [123, 124]. Henceforth, we refer only to CTCs of
this type. We can simulate such CTCs by manipulat-
ing entanglement and postselecting on certain measure-
ment outcomes [124]: the same mathematics describes
these quantum-circuit protocols and CTCs. This equiv-
alence suggests that entanglement manipulation can en-
able metrological advantages that would arise from send-
ing information backward in time. This insight has mo-
tivated time-loop quantum metrology.

Time-loop metrology circumvents the need for unavail-
able information at the beginning of conventional metrol-
ogy experiments. Consider inferring an unknown param-

eter α encoded in a unitary Ûα = e−iαĤ . Ordinarily, to
achieve the optimal sensitivity, we must know the forms
of eigenstates |hmin⟩ and |hmax⟩ associated to the Hamil-
tonian’s least and greatest eigenvalues (Sec. I). Yet we
might lack this information. For example, consider es-
timating the strength of a magnetic field pointing in an
unknown direction n̂. The field acts as Ûα = e−iαn̂·σ/2.
No single-qubit probe can guarantee information about
α: we might accidentally prepare the qubit’s Bloch vec-
tor along ±n̂, preventing the field from affecting the
probe [125]. Conventionally, we measure α via quantum-
process tomography [126, 127]. On average over all
possible field directions, quantum-process tomography
achieves an FI of ≤ 2/3 (Fig. 3a) [125].

We can circumvent our ignorance by applying the
mathematical equivalence between CTCs and certain
quantum circuits. The first such application to metrol-
ogy, proposed theoretically in [128], enhanced weak-
value amplification. Consider measuring a weak cou-
pling’s strength, as in Sec. IV. We might learn the opti-
mal initial target state only after coupling target to the
probe. Effectively, CTC simulation probabilistically tele-
ports the optimal initial target state backward in time.

Superconducting-qubit experiments demonstrated two
variations on the proposal: hindsight sensing and agnos-
tic sensing [125]. In hindsight sensing (Fig. 3b), we pre-
pare a probe–ancilla pair in a maximally entangled state
(e.g., a singlet). The probe undergoes an unknown uni-

tary Ûα = e−iαĤ . Then, we learn the Hamiltonian’s
form. This information determines the basis in which we
measure the ancilla. The measurement effectively tele-
ports the optimal initial state backward in time to the
probe. The experiment provided an FI of 0.82; hindsight
sensing can achieve a theoretical maximum of 1. The
achieved FI exceeded the maximum FI, 2/3, achievable
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FIG. 3: Time-loop metrology: Figures adapted from
[125, 129]. (a) Drawback of sensing the strength of a field
oriented in an unknown direction. Time runs vertically.
Qubits are prepared in σ̂x,y,z eigenstates. If the field points
along x̂, the σ̂y,z eigenstates yield the maximum possible
QFI per qubit, 1. The σ̂x eigenstate yields no QFI. On
average over the three states, the QFI is 2/3. (b) Hindsight
sensing: A probe–ancilla pair begins maximally entangled.
The probe evolves under the unknown field, whose direction
is then revealed. This information determines how we
measure the ancilla to effectively teleport the optimal initial
state backward in time to the probe. (c) Agnostic sensing:
The probe and ancilla begin in a singlet. The probe
undergoes the unknown unitary. We then measure whether
the qubits remain in a singlet. (d) Positronium sensing: The

unknown field subjects the qubit to Ûα and the antiqubit to
Û†

α, quadrupling the agnostic-sensing QFI.

with two qubits prepared in any separable state. Hence
the experiment demonstrated an entanglement advantage
despite the entangling gates’ finite fidelity.

Unlike hindsight sensing, agnostic sensing never re-
quires knowledge of n̂ (Fig. 3c) [125]. The aim is to
measure the strength α of a field oriented in an un-
known direction. We prepare a probe–ancilla pair in a
singlet |Ψ−⟩ (bottom of Fig. 3c). The probe undergoes

the unitary Ûα = e−iαĤ . We then measure the POVM
{|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−|,1−|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−|}, identifying whether the qubit
pair remain in a singlet. If the pair does (top of Fig. 3c),
the experiment simulates a CTC (loop in Fig. 3c, con-
strued as a spacetime diagram) [124]. When the probe

undergoes Ûα, the field perturbs the singlet, reducing
the probability of simulating a CTC. This probability
varies as cos2(α/2), conveying the maximum FI achiev-
able about α with a single-qubit probe, 1. The experi-
ment of [125] yielded an FI of 0.72, due to the entangling
operations’ finite fidelity.

Agnostic sensing has been extended in three ways.

In one, an experiment introduced positronium metrology
(Fig. 3d) [129]. Positronium is a bound system formed
from an electron and a positron. A positron is equiv-
alent to an electron travelling backward in time [130–

133]. If a field evolves an electron under Ûα, it evolves

a positron under Û†
α. Inverting an unknown unitary on

a d-dimensional system, using a quantum circuit, costs
O(d2) applications of the unitary [134–136]. In contrast,

a positron experiences Û†
α naturally. Experimentalists

implemented similar unitary inversion metrologically, us-
ing two transmons [129]. One served as a qubit; and one,
as an antiqubit, whose gyromagnetic ratio equaled the
negative of the qubit’s. The transmons began in a sin-
glet, then evolved under the same unknown field. The
qubit underwent Ûα, whilst the antiqubit underwent Û

†
α.

Finally, the experimentalists measured the singlet-or-not
POVM {|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−|,1−|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−|}. This strategy achieved
an FI of 3.02 about α (the theoretical maximum is 4).
The experiment motivated a proposal for applying ac-
tual antimatter in quantum metrology [137].

Agnostic and positronium sensing qualify not only
as time-loop metrology, but also as echo metrology
(Sec. III). The initial state |0⟩, in step 1 of Sec. III B, is
a product |0, 0⟩ of computational-basis states here. The

preparatory unitary V̂ there maps |0, 0⟩ to |Ψ−⟩ here.
The singlet-or-not measurement here follows from imple-
menting V̂ †, then measuring whether the state is |0, 0⟩
(step 3 of Sec. III).

In the second adaptation of agnostic sensing, we in-
troduce entanglement not in the preparation and mea-
surement steps, but in the evolution [138]. An ancilla

controls whether a single-qubit probe undergoes Ûα or
Û†
α. We prepare the ancilla in a superposition, such that

the probe undergoes a superposition of the evolutions.
This strategy mirrors ICO metrology (Sec. VI), relying
on quantum control. However, we do not apply the uni-
taries with indefinite order here. To infer α, one measures
the ancilla. This protocol can achieve the optimal FI ac-
cessible with a single-qubit probe. However, one might
not be able to invert the unknown Ûα, or coherently con-
trol it, easily.

In the third extension of agnostic sensing, experimen-
talists inferred a parameter that characterised a nonuni-
tary channel [139]. Let n̂ · σ denote a Pauli operator
dependent on an unknown direction n̂. A photon’s po-
larisation underwent dephasing relative to the n̂·σ eigen-
basis. The photon’s path degree of freedom served as
an ancilla. The experimentalists inferred the dephasing
strength agnostically.

In summary, time-loop metrology demonstrates how
mathematical parallels between disparate phenomena –
time travel and quantum sensing – offer advantages.
Hindsight, agnostic, and positronium sensing require no
postselection (no discarding of trials) [125, 129, 139], de-
spite postselection’s role in simulating CTCs [124].

Several opportunities merit exploration. First, time-
loop metrology may generalise to multiparameter esti-
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mation, via states that decouple the target parameter
from nuisance parameters. Second, we might agnostically
sense nonunitary channels beyond dephasing. Third,
the original time-loop-metrology proposal awaits exper-
imental implementation [128]. We could also extend
that proposal from enhancing weak-value amplification
to enhancing a variant, partially postselected amplifica-
tion [140].

The antimatter-based proposals, too, suggest opportu-
nities [129, 137]. By extending the strategy in [129], we
can achieve an estimator variance that scales in Heisen-
berg fashion with the number of applications of the field.
We would subject the qubit–antiqubit pair to the field
multiple times sequentially. Additionally, positronium
simulation could facilitate quantum algorithms that in-
volve expensive unitary inversion or tomography. Ex-
ample algorithms include quantum singular-value trans-
formations [136, 141], amplitude amplification [134], and
phase estimation [135]. Furthermore, many algorithms
require the inversion of unitaries representable by m×m
matrices, wherein m > 2. We might achieve these inver-
sions by extending positronium metrology from qubits
to qudits (multilevel quantum systems) associated with
dimensionality-m Hilbert spaces. Ambitiously, we could
apply true antimatter to quantum metrology. Near-
future technology could realise the proposal in [137],
which may inspire other metrological protocols.

Finally, we can elaborate on the relationship between
time-loop metrology and echo metrology. Agnostic and
positronium metrology qualify as echo metrology while
involving CTC simulations. Do other echo-metrology ex-
periments involve CTCs or variations thereon? Some
echo-metrology experiments involve bosons, multipar-
ticle entanglement, or submaximal entanglement. In
contrast, researchers have argued that qubits, bipartite
entanglement, and maximal entanglement can simulate
CTCs [124]. Can we generalise the theory of CTC sim-
ulations to accommodate the latter setups? The effort
may illuminate not only connections amongst classes of
time-reverse metrology, but also the foundations of CTC
theory.

VI. INDEFINITE-CAUSAL-ORDER
METROLOGY

Standard quantum circuits apply unitary gates in a
fixed sequence. Because each gate causes a state update,
the sequence enforces a definite causal order (Fig. 4a).
However, quantum theory effectively allows for indefinite
causal order (Fig. 4b) [142–144]. ICO enhances metro-
logical tasks including parameter estimation [145–151],
channel discrimination [152], thermometry [153], noise
mitigation [154, 155], quantum machine learning [156],
and geometric-phase measurement [157]. Theoretical
proposals have inspired optical experiments [158–160].
Below, we introduce ICO. We then explain how it can
(i) augment the QFI attainable in parameter estimation

and (ii) evade noise. We conclude with avenues for future
research.
We illustrate ICO with quantum channels, Aα and

Bα, which depend on an unknown parameter α. Kraus

operators K̂
(Aα)
j represent Aα: if ρ̂ denotes a quan-

tum state, Aα(ρ̂) =
∑
j K̂

(Aα)
j ρ̂

(
K̂

(Aα)
j

)†
. Similarly,

Bα(ρ̂) =
∑
j K̂

(Bα)
j ρ̂

(
K̂

(Bα)
j

)†
. If the channels act as

Aα ◦ Bα or Bα ◦ Aα, their order is definite. In an ex-
ample of ICO, we apply two channels in a superposition
of orders: the quantum switch is a supermap from a
pair of channels, such as (Aα,Bα), to another channel
(Fig. 4c) [142, 143]. The output channel acts on a bipar-
tite system: a control qubit C and a system S of interest.
C controls the superposition enacted by the switch. If
C begins in |0⟩, S undergoes Aα ◦Bα. If C begins in |1⟩, S
undergoes Bα ◦Aα. If C begins in |+⟩ := (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/

√
2 ,

the switch epitomises ICO. To show how, we denote
S’s initial state by ρ̂S. CS’s final state depends on a
forward contribution F̂α := (Aα ◦Bα)(ρ̂S), a reverse con-

tribution R̂α := (Bα ◦ Aα)(ρ̂S), and a coherent contribu-

tion Ĉα :=
∑
j,k K̂

(Bα)
k K̂

(Aα)
j ρ̂S

(
K̂

(Bα)
k

)†(
K̂

(Aα)
j

)†
: the

switch induces on CS the map

|+⟩⟨+|C⊗ρ̂S 7→ ρ̂swi
α :=

1

2

(
|0⟩⟨0|C⊗F̂α + |1⟩⟨1|C⊗R̂α

+ |0⟩⟨1|C⊗Ĉα + |1⟩⟨0|C⊗Ĉ†
α

)
.

(20)
The switch implements a type of time reversal by su-
perposing the forward and reverse channel orders.
Debate surrounds experimental realisations of the

switch [161]. As an abstract supermap, the switch co-
herently controls whether Aα precedes Bα or vice versa,
querying each once [143]. One might interpret an experi-
ment as (i) realising this supermap or (ii) simulating the
channel (20) using additional platform-specific resources
(e.g., extra Aα or Bα calls) [162–169].
To compare definite-causal-order and switch-based

strategies, we quantify resources with time (measured rel-
ative to the laboratory’s rest frame). Let Eα denote the
channel parameterised by α. Let τ denote the duration
of one platform-level Eα implementation. In metrological
contexts, we define a switch strategy as any protocol
that satisfies two conditions: (i) It induces on CS the
channel (20) wherein Aα = Bα = Eα. (ii) Its continu-
ous evolution (between its preparation and measurement)
runs for a duration ≤ 2τ . switch strategies include in-
terferometric realisations. In such an experiment, a con-
trol degree of freedom (e.g., a photon’s path) coherently
routes the probe through the two orders [161]. Current
technologies can implement switch strategies, regardless
of the debate.8

8 A circuit can simulate a switch [143, 164], but in a time >
2τ . The circuit therefore does not implement a switch strategy,
according to our definition.
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In Eq. (20), the coherent contribution Ĉα enables
metrological precision beyond that achievable with defi-
nite causal order. Early studies focussed on estimating
α in an amount 2τ of time. If Eα belongs to a certain
class of channels, a switch strategy achieves a better
measurement precision than a fixed sequential, definite-
causal-order strategy (Eα ◦ Eα) [145–150, 153].9,10 Ex-
amples include thermalising [153] and depolarising [145]
channels. In depolarising-channel estimation, we infer
the strength r ∈ [0, 1] of a depolarising channel N . If
ρ̂ denotes a d-dimensional discrete system’s state, then
N (ρ̂) = (1−r)ρ̂+r1̂/d. Every switch strategy’s QFI ex-
ceeds a particular sequential, definite-causal-order strat-
egy’s QFI. The relative gain diverges as r → 0 and van-
ishes as r → 1 [145, Fig. 2].

These case studies follow from a general data-
processing argument about the output state’s QFI. Let
us return to Eq. (20). Tracing out C from ρ̂swi

α yields the

mixture ρ̂mix
α := 1

2

(
F̂α + R̂α

)
. This tracing out is an α-

independent completely positive, trace-preserving map.
The QFI decreases monotonically under such maps [170]:
I(ρ̂swi

α ) ≥ I(ρ̂mix
α ). We can evaluate ρ̂mix

α further, assum-
ing Eα = Aα = Bα: by the definitions above Eq. (20),

R̂α = F̂α. Therefore, ρ̂mix
α = 1

2

(
F̂α + R̂α

)
= F̂α =

(Eα ◦ Eα)(ρ̂S). This state results from the sequential,
definite-causal-order strategy mentioned in the previous
paragraph. Thus, I(ρ̂swi

α ) ≥ I(F̂α): every switch strat-
egy achieves at least as much QFI as the sequential,
definite-causal-order strategy. The switch strategy sat-
urates the bound when the channel’s Kraus operators
commute pairwise; noncommutation can yield a quan-
tum advantage.

Building on the case studies above, subsequent work
sharpened the notion of ICO’s metrological advantage.
We might object to the fairness of pitting a switch
strategy against one definite-causal-order baseline. Af-
ter all, three classes of strategies exist (amongst others):
(i) deterministic definite causal order, (ii) classically con-
trolled order, and (iii) quantum-controlled order (e.g.,
the switch) [165, 171]. To enable a fair comparison, we
should restrict all strategies to the same resource budget.
Then, we should compare one class’s optimal strategy to
each other class’s. We can bound the greatest QFI attain-
able from each class, using the process-matrix framework
and semidefinite programming [165, 171]. ICO improves
metrology if class (iii)’s optimal QFI exceeds class (ii)’s,
as (ii) forms a superset of (i).

Class (iii) sometimes, but not always, outperforms (ii).
Suppose Eα consists of an α-dependent unitary followed
by a noise channel. Also, suppose the time budget is
2τ . An ICO strategy’s QFI exceeds the best definite-

9 Suppose Eα is nonunitary. No switch strategy is equivalent to
Eα ◦ Eα. Although F̂α = R̂α, Ĉα ̸= F̂α.

10 In contrast, parallel causally definite strategies can perform
as well as switch strategies when applied to specific channels
Eα [165].

causal-order strategies’ QFIs [165].11 Now, suppose that
Eα is a qubit-depolarising or -thermalising channel. The
optimal ICO strategy does not outperform the optimal
classically controlled strategy [165]. These results refine
the earlier narrative: ICO improves metrology only in
specific scenarios.

ICO can accomplish more than an increase in QFI:
it enables noise-robust sensing (Fig. 4d). Suppose that
Eα unfolds in two steps. First, a channel Uα rotates a
qubit through an angle α about an arbitrary known axis.
Second, the qubit undergoes a depolarising channel N .
Consider inferring α via a switch strategy applied to
Eα. The depolarisation may leave S maximally mixed.
Nevertheless, the switch’s control encodes α [147, 154].
One can estimate α by measuring the control, as demon-
strated in photonic experiments [159, 160]. This scheme
facilitates channel discrimination [152], quantum ma-
chine learning [156], Pancharatnam–Berry-phase mea-
surements [157], and the estimation of products of aver-
age displacements [159, 172]. The noise resilience extends
to multiparameter sensing, if the control corresponds to
a Hilbert space of dimensionality > 2 [154]. Noise ro-
bustness is ICO’s most practical metrological gain. It
parallels the robustness offered by weak-value amplifica-
tion against different noise (Sec. IV).

Conceptual and practical questions about ICO metrol-
ogy remain. First, ICO enables measurements of ap-
parently disparate quantities: unitary parameters [145–
150, 153], geometric phases [157], quantifiers of operator
incompatibility [156], etc. We might unify these scat-
tershot applications, systematically characterising when
ICO enhances metrology.

Second, the theory of ICO multiparameter estimation
is nascent [154, 173]. Operators’ noncommutation can
preclude measurements that are optimal for all parame-
ters [31, 174]. We must therefore identify which measure-
ments enable ICO to enhance multiparameter estimation.
Further research priorities include (i) establishing a hier-
archy of strategy classes [165, 171], (ii) testing whether
ICO’s advantages persist as the time budget grows [155],
and (iii) proposing platform-specific experiments.

Third, ICO may facilitate real-world metrology, now
that proof-of-principle ICO-metrology experiments have
been performed [158–160]. We see two main experi-
mental goals: (i) Perform noise-robust parameter esti-
mation by measuring the control system when the sen-
sor becomes maximally mixed [147, 154]. (ii) Witness
a QFI enhancement over all definite-causal-order strate-
gies, and demonstrate rigorously that the enhancement
results from ICO [175–179].

11 If the time budget is unlimited, however, causal-superposition
strategies offer no QFI advantage [155].
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FIG. 4: ICO metrology: (a) Channels Aα and Bα
applied in definite causal order as Bα ◦ Aα. (b) ICO process:
superposition of Bα ◦ Aα and Aα ◦ Bα. (c) The switch
(grey H-shaped element) is a supermap that transforms
channels Aα and Bα on the system S of interest. The
switch outputs a channel on the control-system composite.
(d) Noise-resilient sensing with readout of just the control:
We infer α, which parameterises the noisy channel Uα ◦ N ,
as follows. Prepare a control C in ρ̂C and a system S in ρ̂S.
The switch supermap acts on two instances of the channel
Uα ◦N . C controls the channel-order superposition. Measure
C, discarding S. The statistics can convey information about
α even if the S readout would be uninformative (e.g., if S is
maximally mixed).

VII. OUTLOOK

Effective time reversals can enhance quantum metrol-
ogy. Multiple strategies can effectively reverse time.

We have reviewed echo metrology, weak-value amplifi-
cation, time-loop metrology, and ICO metrology. Each
of Sections III–VI describes research opportunities within
the corresponding class of protocols. Here, we describe
four opportunities that span, and extend beyond, these
classes.
First, we might unify the classes in an overarching the-

ory of time-reverse metrology. Second, we could cross-
pollinate the techniques. For example, [128] combines
CTCs with weak-value amplification. Similarly, [129,
137] combine CTCs with antimatter. Other combina-
tions might merge multiple classes’ strengths. Third,
antimatter-based sensing [129, 137] has the potential to
develop into its own class of time-reverse metrology.
Fourth, metrology might benefit from effective time-

reversal strategies of which the community has not yet
conceived. Examples may include the engineering of a
low Reynolds number. The Reynolds number charac-
terises fluids, and low values signal laminar flows and
negligible inertia [180]. The corresponding dynamics
are reversible. Although the Reynolds number charac-
terises classical systems, quantum analogues have been
defined [181, 182]. Hence time reversal holds ample
prospects for the future of quantum metrology.
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Appendix A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SPIN SQUEEZING AND BOSONIC SQUEEZING

Section III C introduces bosonic squeezing and spin squeezing, techniques used often in echo metrology. Here, we
clarify spin squeezing’s relationship with bosonic squeezing, via a spin-to-boson mapping.

We analyse the following setup. To illustrate spin squeezing, we consider N ≫ 1 spin-1/2 particles. Denote by Ŝx
the global spin angular momentum’s x-component, and define Ŝy,z analogously. Define Ŝ− := Ŝx − iŜy as the global

lowering operator. Suppose an external field evolves the spins under e−iαŜx . To sense α, we initialise the spins in the
unit-eigenvalue Ŝz eigenstate |0⟩⊗N .
A spin analogue of the squeeze-probe-unsqueeze protocol amplifies α [Eq. (12)]. A Holstein-Primakoff transformation

elucidates the analogy [183]. Denote by â the bosonic-mode lowering operator; and, by Q̂ := (â + â†)/
√
2 , the

position quadrature operator. The Holstein-Primakoff transformation maps global spin operators to bosonic operators.
For example, Ŝ− 7→ (N − â†â)

1
2 â. |0⟩⊗N maps to the bosonic vacuum state. If a state contains few excitations

(⟨â†â⟩ ≪ N), the lowering operator satisfies the approximation Ŝ− ≈
√
N â. Hence the field acts as e−iαŜx ≈

e−iαQ̂
√
N/2 . A reverse Holstein-Primakoff transformation maps the bosonic Ĥsq(φ) to a spin-squeezing Hamiltonian
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Ĥ ′
sq(φ) := i

2N (e−2iφ Ŝ2
− − h.c.). When φ ∈ {0, π/2}, Ĥ ′

sq(φ) is a two-axis-twisting (TAT) Hamiltonian [35]. Not
only the TAT Hamiltonian, but also other Hamiltonians can generate spin squeezing. Examples include the one-axis-
twisting [35] and Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick [36] Hamiltonians.

Appendix B DERIVATION OF FINAL PROBE STATE IN WEAK-VALUE AMPLIFICATION

Equation (15) shows the state in which the probe ends weak-value amplification. We derive the equation here.
References [184, 185] extend this argument.

First, we review the weak-value-amplification protocol. We prepare the probe in |Φi⟩ and the target in |Ψi⟩. Then,
we couple the systems via Ûα = e−iαÂ⊗P̂ , measure the target, and postselect on |Ψf⟩. This process yields the
(unnormalised) probe state

|Φ̃f⟩ := ⟨Ψf |Ûα (|Ψi⟩|Φi⟩) (B1)

=
(
⟨Ψf |Ûα|Ψi⟩

)
|Φi⟩. (B2)

Let us approximate the right-hand side. We Taylor-expand the Ûα to first order in α within the parenthesised
factor:

⟨Ψf |Ûα|Ψi⟩ = ⟨Ψf |
[
1− iαÂ⊗ P̂ +O

(
α2
)]

|Ψi⟩ = ⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩
[
1− iαAw P̂ +O

(
α2
)]

(B3)

= ⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩
[
e−iαAwP̂ +O

(
α2
)]
. (B4)

We have invoked the weak-value definition Aw := ⟨Ψf |Â|Ψi⟩/⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩ [Eq. (14)]. Let us separate the weak value into
its real and imaginary parts: Aw = Re(Aw) + i Im(Aw). Next, we split the exponential into two exponentials:

⟨Ψf |Ûα|Ψi⟩ = ⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩
[
e−iαRe(Aw)P̂ eαIm(Aw)P̂ +O

(
α2
)]
. (B5)

Having Taylor-approximated the first factor in Eq. (B2), we expand the second: |Φi⟩ =
∫
dq ϕ(q)|q⟩. Equation (B2)

becomes

|Φf⟩ = ⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩
[
e−iαRe(Aw)P̂ eαIm(Aw)P̂ +O

(
α2
)] ∫

dq ϕ(q)|q⟩. (B6)

We factor out the eiαRe(Aw)P̂ and operate with it on the |q⟩, which becomes |q+αRe(Aw)⟩. Shifting the dummy index
q backward, q 7→ q − α, yields

|Φ̃f⟩ = ⟨Ψf |Ψi⟩
[
eαIm(Aw)P̂ +O

(
α2
)] ∫

dq ϕ(q − αRe(Aw))|q⟩. (B7)

Normalising |Φ̃f⟩ yields the state |Φ̃f⟩ in Eq. (15).
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