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ABSTRACT

The arrow of time — the asymmetry between past and future that makes experience
move in one direction only — has no solution in current physics. The equations of
physics are time-symmetric: they work identically forward and backward. Yet
experience is irreversibly directional. This paper proposes that the arrow of time is
not a property of the universe. It is a property of the desiring observer imposing
sequence on neutral physical events. Remove the observer and you remove the
direction. Without observer there is no past, no future, only state. This framework
introduces three connected concepts: Desire-Dependent Temporality — time flows in
the direction of desire, not entropy; the Bug Axiom — the existence of the observer
precedes all conclusions the observer makes about its own significance; and Spider
Physics — every observer builds a complete and internally consistent framework
from its observable domain that is systematically blind beyond it. The paper connects
to Observable Universe Privilege (the author, 2026), Mandatory Author Self Critique
(the author, 2026), and independently converges with partial positions held by
Wheeler, Rovelli, and Nagel while extending beyond each.

1. THE PROBLEM — IN THE AUTHOR’S OWN WORDS

“How do you know if the event is flowing normally or in reverse? Isn’t
that a conclusion made by an active observer commenting on an
ongoing phenomenon?”

— Author, March 2026

This question arrived not from physics literature but from first principles during a
lunch break. The author was presented with the standard illustration of time’s arrow:
a billiard ball filmed and played in reverse looks physically identical to the same ball
played forward. The equations permit both. Experience forbids one. The standard
framing presents this as a mystery of physics — why does reality choose one
direction when the mathematics does not?

The author’s instinct was immediate: the framing contains an unaudited assumption.
The billiard ball illustration requires an observer to judge which direction is forward
and which is reverse. The observer is not a neutral instrument. The observer has
experience, memory, desire, and directionality already installed before the



observation begins. The mystery of time’s arrow may not be a mystery of physics at
all. It may be a mystery of what the observer is bringing to the observation.

2. THE STANDARD POSITION AND ITS UNAUDITED
ASSUMPTION

The arrow of time problem is formally stated as follows: the fundamental laws of
physics — Newtonian mechanics, electromagnetism, general relativity, quantum
mechanics — are time-symmetric. No equation specifies a preferred direction of
time. Yet thermodynamics introduces asymmetry through entropy: closed systems
move from order to disorder, not the reverse. The standard explanation for time’s
arrow is therefore entropic — time flows in the direction of increasing entropy.

Carlo Rovelli has developed this position most recently, arguing that the arrow of
time emerges from thermodynamics and our partial perspective on a system rather
than being fundamental to physics. The direction of time, on Rovelli's account, is real
but not fundamental — it emerges from the structure of our interaction with physical
systems.

This paper accepts Rovell’'s move away from fundamental time asymmetry. It then

asks the question Rovelli does not ask: what is the nature of the ‘partial perspective’
that generates the arrow? Rovelli identifies the perspective as thermodynamic. This
paper identifies it as something more specific: desire.

3. DESIRE-DEPENDENT TEMPORALITY

The author’s position, arrived at independently, is as follows:

Time’s arrow is not a property of the universe. It is a property of the
observer imposing sequence on events. Without observer, no direction.
No past. No future. Only state.

The refinement this paper adds to this position is the identification of desire as the
specific mechanism. A camera observes. A thermometer observes. A cosmic ray
detector observes. None of these give time a direction in any meaningful sense.
They record states. The direction — the sense that this came before that, that this
caused that, that this matters because of what comes next — requires an observer
that is oriented. Oriented toward survival. Oriented toward outcome. Oriented away
from pain and toward continuation.

Desire is the orientation that installs directionality into neutral physical events. An
observer without desire has no reason to distinguish before from after, cause from
effect, threat from opportunity. The sequence is imposed by the observer’s need to
navigate — not by any property of the events themselves.

3.1 The Latent Instinct lllustration — Physics Without a Desiring
Observer



The author offered the following illustration, drawn from popular culture but
philosophically precise:

Latent Instinct — the body reacts before the mind observes. Before
desire processes the incoming event. Pure state response with no
observer commentary.

Latent Instinct in its fictional description is a state in which the body acts without the
mediation of conscious desire. It does not anticipate. It does not remember. It Simply
responds state-to-state. This is, the author proposes, what physics without a desiring
observer looks like. No commentary. No direction. No arrow. No time. Just state
responding to state in all directions simultaneously.

Remove desire from the observer and you approach Latent Instinct — pure physics,
time-symmetric, directionless. The arrow reappears only when desire reappears. The
observer’s need to know what is coming — to distinguish threat from safety, past
from future — is the mechanism that generates the arrow.

4. THE BUG AXIOM

The author extended the framework with the following observation:

“The bug is there — whether it thinks it is significantor not, it is there
and things move as per its understanding and observing.”

This is the Bug Axiom: the existence of the observer precedes all conclusions the
observer makes about its own significance. The bug does not choose to be an
observer. The bug does not earn its observational status. The bug simply exists and
observes, and reality — for that bug — is structured by what the bug can observe
and process.

The philosophical precision of the Bug Axiom is that it dissolves a false debate. The
Copernican revolution told humanity it was not the centre of the universe. Much of
subsequent philosophy has oscillated between two positions: humans are cosmically
significant, or humans are cosmically insignificant. The Bug Axiom identifies both
positions as observer commentary — the bug talking to itself about whether the bug
matters.

The prior condition — the bug exists and observes — is the only thing that actually
matters to the structure of the bug’s reality. Whether the bug concludes it is
significant or insignificant, reality continues to be organised around the bug’s
observational horizon. Significance and insignificance are both just the bug’s
commentary on a fact that preceded the commentary.

4.1 The Observer Escape Paradox

The Bug Axiom generates a direct corollary the author stated precisely:

“Cosmic privilege is us thinking we matter and us thinking we also do
not matter. Both are observer privileges. The observer is there. Where
it thinks it is important or not is irrelevant.”



This is the Observer Escape Paradox: the observer cannot conclude its own
irrelevance without performing an act of relevance. Every attempt to remove the
observer from the equation — to achieve a view from nowhere, an objective vantage
point outside all perspectives — is itself performed by the observer from somewhere.

Thomas Nagel's 1986 work ‘The View From Nowhere’ argued that there is no
objective viewpoint outside all perspectives. The author independently arrived at the
same position and extended it: not only is there no view from nowhere, but the claim
to have achieved a view from nowhere is itself the most privileged observer position
of all. The humility is as observer-dependent as the arrogance. Both are the bug
talking.

5. SPIDER PHYSICS

The author offered the following illustration to ground the framework in observable
experience:

“For a spider on a tree hanging, itis only up or down and maybe spins
when air hits it. Humans move front, back, sides.”

The spider does not have a limited understanding of movement. The spider has a
complete and accurate understanding of movement within its observable framework.
Up. Down. Spin when air hits. That is the spider’'s complete physics — fully
consistent, fully functional, sufficient for the spider to navigate its entire experienced
reality without error.

The spider’s physics is not wrong. Itis scoped.

Spider Physics is defined as: a framework that is complete, consistent, and fully
functional within the observer’s observable domain — and therefore systematically
blind to everything outside it. Every observer builds Spider Physics. The question is
only how large the tree is.

Applied to human cosmology: humans observe expansion, gravity, light, time moving
forward. We built complete and internally consistent physics from those
observations. We called it universal law. But we are the spider. Our physics is
perfect within our observable domain. The observable universe is our tree.
Everything outside it — dark matter, dark energy, what preceded the Big Bang, what
lies beyond the observable boundary — is the human equivalent of the spider not
knowing that left and right exist.

5.1 Connection to Observable Universe Privilege

Spider Physics is the experiential and philosophical ground of Observable Universe
Privilege (the author, 2026). That paper proposes that the Cosmological Principle —
the assumption of large-scale uniformity derived from observations within the
observable universe — is an unaudited baseline built from a sample of unknown
representativeness. Spider Physics explains why this error is not a failure of
intelligence but a structural property of all observer-dependent knowledge. Every
observer builds from what it can see. The spider is not stupid. The spider is simply
on atree.



6. CONVERGENCES WITH EXISTING FRAMEWORKS

6.1 Wheeler — Partial Convergence

John Archibald Wheeler proposed the Participatory Universe — that no phenomenon
is real until it is observed. The author independently arrived at an adjacent position.
Wheeler’s claim is ontological: observation makes phenomenon real. The author’s
claim is directional: observation gives phenomenon temporal orientation. Wheeler
identifies observation as necessary for reality. The author identifies desire within
observation as necessary for directionality. The author’s position is more specific and
more mechanistic than Wheeler’s.

6.2 Rovelli — Partial Convergence

Carlo Rovelli argues that time’s arrow emerges from thermodynamics and our partial
perspective on physical systems. The author independently arrived at the
emergence position — that the arrow is not fundamental but generated by the
observer’s relationship with events. The author extends Rovelli by identifying desire
as the specific property of the observer that generates the arrow, rather than
thermodynamic partiality alone.

6.3 Nagel — Partial Convergence

Thomas Nagel argued there is no view from nowhere — no objective standpoint
outside all perspectives. The author independently arrived at the same position via
the Observer Escape Paradox and extended it: not only is there no view from
nowhere, but the claim to have achieved objectivity is itself the most observer-
privileged position available. The humility of declaring oneself cosmically insignificant
is as observer-dependent as the arrogance of declaring oneself cosmically central.

/. THE UNIFIED STATEMENT

The framework produced by this paper can be stated as follows:

« Time’s arrow is not a property of the universe. It is generated by the desiring
observer imposing sequence on neutral physical events.

* Without a desiring observer there is no direction, no past, no future — only
state responding to state in all directions simultaneously.

* The observer cannot escape its own observational privilege by concluding its
insignificance. The Bug Axiom: existence of observer precedes all
conclusions about observer.

« Every observer builds Spider Physics — a complete and consistent
framework within its observable domain that is structurally blind beyond it.

» The question for physics is not whether time has a direction. The question is
what property of the observer generates the experience of direction. The
answer proposed here is desire.



8. AUTHOR’S OWN CRITIQUE AND KNOWN LIMITATIONS
In the spirit of Mandatory Author Self Critique (the author, 2026):

» This framework is philosophical and conceptual. It does not produce testable
predictions in the conventional experimental sense.

* The identification of desire as the mechanism of temporal directionality
requires formal definition. What counts as desire? Does any self-preserving
physical system qualify? Does a thermostat have desire? The boundary
requires specification.

» The author has no formal training in physics, philosophy of time, or
phenomenology. The convergences with Wheeler, Rovelli, and Nagel were
identified after the framework was developed, not before.

* The Latent Instinct illustration, while philosophically apt, is drawn from fiction.
Its precision as an analogy does not constitute evidence.

» Spider Physics as applied to cosmology requires the additional step of
establishing that human observational limits are analogous to the spider’s.
This is argued but not formally demonstrated.

9. OPEN QUESTIONS FOR THE NEXT GENERATION

» If desire generates the arrow of time, what is the minimum complexity of a
system required to produce desire? Does a single cell organism have desire
in the relevant sense? A virus? A crystal?

* Isthere a mathematical formulation of desire-dependent temporality that
connects to existing thermodynamic treatments of time’s arrow?

» |If the observer cannot escape its own observational horizon — Spider Physics
— is there any methodology that could in principle exceed that horizon? Or is
all physics permanently scoped to the observer’s tree?

* What is the relationship between Desire-Dependent Temporality and the hard
problem of consciousness? If desire generates time’s direction, and desire
requires consciousness, does the arrow of time require consciousness?

* Does the Observer Escape Paradox have implications for scientific objectivity
as a methodology? If no view from nowhere is possible, what does this mean
for the ideal of observer-independent science?

10. CONCLUSION

The arrow of time is one of the deepest unsolved problems in physics. The standard
explanation — entropy — describes the direction statistically but does not explain
why the observer experiences it as irreversible, why memory runs one way, why



causality has a direction, why the future feels different from the past in a way that the
equations do not capture.

This paper proposes that the answer is not in the physics. Itis in the observer.
Specifically in what the observer wants. Desire is the mechanism that takes neutral,
time-symmetric physical events and imposes sequence on them. The observer is not
a passive recorder. The observer is a desiring system navigating reality, and that
navigation — that orientation toward and away — is what generates the arrow.

Remove the observer and you remove the direction. Physics without a desiring
observer is Latent Instinct — pure state, all directions, no arrow, no time as we
experience it.

The bug is on the tree. The spider knows up and down. We know what our
observable universe shows us. All of us are building Spider Physics from our
respective trees. The question is not which physics is correct. The question is how
large our tree is — and whether we are willing to formally acknowledge that we do
not know.

The observer did not choose to be there. The observer simply is there. And that is
sufficientto give time a direction, reality a structure, and the universe a centre —
regardless of what the observer concludes about its own importance.
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