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§1 Maudlin's View 

(a) past, present, and future are equally real (pp. 108-109)
(b) “it is a fundamental, irreducible fact about the spatio-temporal structure of the world that time passes;”

(p. 107)
(c) the “passage of time underwrites claims about one state ‘coming out of’ or ‘being produced from’ 

another.” (p. 110) 

§2 Arguments against the Passing of Time

Objection from rate of passage

[I]f it made sense to say that time flows then it would make sense to ask how fast it flows, which doesn’t seem to be 
a sensible question. Some people reply that time flows at one second per second, but even if we could live with the 
lack of other possibilities, this answer misses the more basic aspect of the objection. A rate of seconds per second is 
not a rate at all in physical terms. It is a dimensionless quantity, rather than a rate of any sort. (We might just as well 
say that the ratio of the circumference of a circle to its diameter flows at π seconds per second!) (Price 1996, p. 13)

1. If time passes, then it would make sense to ask at what rate it passes.
2. It does not make sense to ask at what rate time passes.
3. So, time does not pass.

Anticipated reply: time passes at a rate of 1s/1s
→ rejoinder: that is not a rate since the units cancel out

Maudlin:
- it is a necessary, a priori fact that time passes with a rate of one second per second (p. 112)
- there can be rates that relate the same units without those units canceling out

Objection from relativity

1. The passing of time presupposes global time slices that successively become present.
2. If Relativity theory is true, then there are no objective privileged global time slices.
3. So, if Relativity theory is true, then time does not pass

Maudlin: denies premise (1)—a local time-orientation suffices for the passing of time.

Objection from time-symmetric laws

1. The fundamental physical laws are time-symmetric.
2. If the fundamental physical laws are time-symmetric, then time has no direction.
3. So, time has no direction.

Maudlin:
- premise (1) is empirically problematic: K-meson decay, time-reversal operation
- premise (2) is unjustified: asymmetry could be manifest in the boundary conditions
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Epistemic Objections

Our experience of time as passing (of time as having a direction) is not evidence of time's passage (time having 
an objective direction). 

Mapping from agent in dynamic time to a qualitatively identical agent in static time

              passing time          static time
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t3

t2

t1

Mapping from agent to time-reverse doppelgänger 

Maudlin: The claim that the static (or time-reversed) agents would have identical experiences already 
presupposes what the argument aims to show, viz. that the relevant temporal features are experimentally 
undetectable.

§3 The Case in favor of the Passing of Time

Two opponents who deny the direction of time:
- in-your-face opponents: time has no direction, change is an illusion
- conciliatory opponent: directionality of time is not a fundamental fact but grounded in the time-asymmetric 
distribution of matter (such as entropy).

Maudlin's argument in short: Explanation of why entropy tends to increase toward the future but not toward 
the past presupposes a fundamental intrinsic direction of time.

§4 Time's passage

The best indication of a fundamental, intrinsic direction of time is a lawful time-asymmetry in the decay of 
exotic particle (K-mesons). 
- Problem: “The passage of time is ubiquitous and manifest. Violation of CP is rare and subtle.” (p. 136)
- Maudlin: Our sense of temporal direction is primitive and not mediated by detecting anything else.
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