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Abstract –Fundamental laws of physics are symmetric under time reversal (T ) symmetry, but
the T symmetry is strongly broken in the macroscopic world. In this Perspective, I review T
symmetry breaking frameworks: second law of thermodynamics, multiscale energy transfer, and
open systems. In driven dissipative nonequilibrium systems, including turbulence, the multiscale
energy flux from large scales to small scales helps determine the arrow of time. In addition, open
systems are often irreversible due to particle and energy exchanges between the system and the
environment. Causality is another important factor that breaks the T symmetry.

Introduction.– Fundamental laws of classical and
quantum physics (except those involving weak nuclear
force, which this Perspective ignores) are symmetric un-
der time reversal, denoted by T [1]. Suppose that x(t)
represents the classical trajectory of a particle. If we re-
verse the velocity of the particle at time tf , then, accord-
ing to T symmetry, the particle will retrace the original
trajectory x(t). An equivalent way is to film the original
motion. If this movie played backward depicts the system
evolution with the reversed velocity of the final state, then
the system is reversible. Microscopic systems experienc-
ing gravity and electromagnetic forces exhibit the above
behaviour. However, macroscopic systems have a definite
direction of time [2–4]. For example, a tree grows and then
dies; pieces of a broken egg do not come together to form
the original egg. This apparent inconsistency of T sym-
metry at the microscopic and macroscopic scales is called
the arrow of time problem [5–8]. The present Perspective
deals with this issue.

As pointed out by Boltzmann [2–6,9,10], the second law
of thermodynamics breaks the T symmetry strongly in
macroscopic systems because the entropy of these systems
always increase. Note, however, that the second law is
rooted in thermodynamics, and it is not clear whether it
could be convincingly generalized to more complex sys-
tems such as earthquakes [11], turbulence [12], human
body, etc.

For turbulent flows, Verma [13] argued that multiscale
energy transfer (or energy flux or energy cascade) can
break T symmetry, or provide an arrow of time. In a three-
dimensional (3D) driven turbulence, the energy cascades
from large scales to small scales [12]. In time-reversed
movie of the flow, the energy will flow from small scales to

large scales, which is absurd. Hence, we can use the energy
flux as a diagnostic to determine the arrow of time in tur-
bulence. Similarly, the energy transfers dictate the arrow
of time in other driven dissipative systems, e.g., earth-
quakes, fragmentation, and crack propagation, where the
energy flows from large scales to small scales [13]. Some re-
searchers [14,15] quantified time irreversibility in a turbu-
lent flow using the deviations in the forward and reversed
trajectories of Lagrangian particles.

The T symmetry is also broken in open systems
because of force, energy, and particle exchanges be-
tween the system and environment. For example, a
periodically-forced oscillator and an electromagnetically-
driven molecule are irreversible. Chemical reactions (e.g.,
combustion), Earth’s atmosphere (driven by the Sun),
Earthquakes (driven by plate techtonics), and astrophysi-
cal turbulence (driven by supernovas, jets, and winds) are
prime examples of irreversible open systems. Causality,
an important property of an open system, too breaks T
symmetry at the macroscopic level. Note that entropy is
not well defined for some open systems, e.g., earthquakes.
In addition, many molecular collisions are irreversible due
to the complex interactions between the electrons of the
atoms [16].

In this Perspective we briefly describe various frame-
works that break T symmetry at macroscopic level. For
clarity, brevity, and focus, I avoid discussions on entropies
of information and computation [17, 18], black hole en-
tropy [19], Landauer’s principle [20], and cosmological and
psychological arrows of time [5, 6].

Second law of thermodynamics.– The second law
of thermodynamics is most often employed to break the
T symmetry macroscopically [2, 5, 6, 9, 10]. Lebowitz [3, 4]
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Fig. 1: Successive evolution of the gas confined in the lower
half of the box (a) to the equilibrium state (d). Taken from
Lebowitz [4]. Reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

presents Boltzmann’s arguments as follows. Figure 1 illus-
trates four snapshots of the gas expansion after the sepa-
rator between the two halves is opened. The gas particles
evolve via the following equations of motion: mẋα = pα

and ṗα = −∇α

∑
β Vα,β , where α, β are particle labels;

xα and pα are respectively the position and momentum
of particle α; and Vα,β is the inter-particle potential be-
tween particles α and β. All the particles have mass m.

A system configuration is represented by a point in
the available phase space volume

∑
α

∫
dpαdqα. Boltz-

mann [2] constructs a macrostate by combining nearby
configurations, which includes all permutations of par-
ticles in a snapshot of Fig. 1 [2, 4]. We denote the
macrostates corresponding to Fig. 1(a,b,c,d) using Γa, Γb,
Γc, and Γd respectively. Boltzmann derived the entropy
of an ideal gas under equilibrium as [2, 9, 10]

S = kB logW = NkB

[
log

V

N
+

3

2
log

4πmE

3Nh2
+

5

2

]
, (1)

where W is the number of microstates; E,N, V are respec-
tively the energy, number of particles, and volume of the
system; h, kB are respectively the Planck and Boltzmann
constants; and m is the mass of each particle. The above
entropy, referred to as the Boltzmann entropy, is same as
the thermodynamic entropy proposed by Clausius, and it
always increases with time until the system reaches an
equilibrium [10]. A cautionary remark is in order. Equa-
tion (1) applies to an ideal gas under equilibrium, which
may not be the case for Fig. 1(b,c). However, we use the
above entropy formula assuming quasi-equilibrium evolu-
tion.

As argued by Boltzmann [2], most configurations of
Fig. 1(c) evolve to Fig. 1(d), which is the equilibrium state
of the system. This process is called thermalization. Note,
however, that a precise time reversal (exact pα → −pα)
of a configuration of Fig. 1(c) will evolve to Fig. 1(b) and
then to Fig. 1(a). However, this is an atypical event. A
small error in the reversed velocity yields a very differ-
ent result. For this case, a configuration of Fig. 1(c) will
evolve towards Fig. 1(b) for a short while, and then it

turns around and evolves towards Fig. 1(c) and then to
Fig. 1(d). Chaos theory indicates that a small error
in the initial condition can get amplified in a nonlinear
system [21]. This feature plays an important role in the
above randomization process [7]. These factors lead to an
increase in the entropy of a thermodynamic system.

This theory of Boltzmann is a major advance in mod-
elling macroscopic world.

Asymmetric energy transfers.– A fluid, which con-
sists of atoms and molecules, has hydrodynamic and
thermodynamic components. For Earth’s atmosphere,
the winds are the hydrodynamic component, whereas
the quasi-equilibrium fluid at the centimeter scale is the
thermodynamic component. Prigogine [22] argued that
“nonequilibrium may become a source of order and that
irreversible processes may lead to a new type of dy-
namic states of matter called dissipative structures”, and
pointed out that thermodynamics may require some revi-
sion for describing hydrodynamic structures. Let us illus-
trate this aspect using Euler equation [12,23]:

∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u = −∇p, (2)

where u, p are the velocity and pressure fields respectively.
We assume the fluid to be incompressible (∇ · u = 0).

Equation (2) is symmetric under time reversal opera-
tion: u → u′ = −u and t → tr = tf − t, where tf is
the final time of the evolution. Here, the subscripts r, f
represent reversed and forward, respectively. The system
evolves from t = 0 to t = tf during the forward motion,
and from tr = tf to tr = 0 during the reversed motion1.
On exact time reversal, a fluid parcel would revert back to
the original position, similar to the reversals of particles
under time reversal. However, small perturbation (in ex-
periments or numerical simulations) leads the fluid parcel
to follow its natural evolution with forward energy flux in
3D (to be discussed in the following). This is similar to a
continual increase in entropy in a gas of Fig. 1 even after
velocity reversals of the constituent particles.

Note that the Boltzmann entropy of an Euler flow re-
mains constant because of the zero viscosity and zero heat
dissipation [10]. However, past numerical simulations,
e.g., Cichowlas et al. [25], show that the correlations or
order of the flow changes with time. Constancy of the
Boltzmann entropy in Euler flow forces us to go beyond
classical thermodynamic framework for determining the
arrow of time in the Euler turbulence [26]. Fortunately,
the multiscale energy flux in Euler turbulence helps in this
regard [13,14,27].

In a 3D Euler flow with an ordered initial condition, the
energy flows from large scales to small scales [25]. The

1 Often quoted transformation t → tr = −t fails to incorporate
the initial and final states properly. However, the transformation
t → tr = tf − t clearly indicates the initial and final states, thus
contrasting the forward and backward motion [24].
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transferred energy gets equi-distributed among the small-
scale modes, who reach a quasi-equilibrium state [25].
Note that in a time-reversed Euler flow, the energy will
flow backward (from small scales to large scales), which is
absurd and unphysical. Hence, the energy flux helps us
determine the arrow of time for Euler turbulence.

Asymptotically, Euler turbulence thermalizes to an
equilibrium configuration, with all the Fourier modes hav-
ing equal energy. Note that the equilibrium state does
not revert to the original configuration; it is reasonable to
assume that the Poincaré recurrence time is too large for
large degrees of freedom in Euler turbulence. Thermaliza-
tion in Euler turbulence appears to have certain similar-
ities with those in quantum systems [28]; this connection
needs to be examined in detail.

Euler turbulence illustrates another important property
of time. In nonequilibrium Euler turbulence, the large-
scales components move forward in time (due to the pos-
itive energy flux), but the small-scale components are in
equilibrium with frozen time. This example indicates that
in a macroscopic system, time at different scales flow at
different rates. Note that various parts in a human body
(e.g., cell and heart) evolve at different rates.

Euler equation has zero viscosity, but realistic flows have
nonzero kinematic viscosity (ν). The following incom-
pressible Navier-Stokes (NS) equation describes such flows
quite well [12]:

∂u

∂t
+ u · ∇u = −∇p+ ν∇2u+ Fext, (3)

where ν is the kinematic viscosity, and Fext is the exter-
nal force, which is active at large scales in Kolmogorov’s
theory. We assume the density of the fluid to be unity,
which implies that ∇ · u = 0 [12]. Clearly, the viscous
term ν∇2u breaks the time-reversal symmetry. In addi-
tion, time-asymmetric Fext too will break the T symmetry
(to be discussed along with open systems). Note that the
viscous term converts the coherent hydrodynamic energy
to the thermal energy, which is an irreversible process.

The energy flux, which is significant at large and inter-
mediate scales, too determines the arrow of time for this
system [13]. In particular, Kolmogorov [12,29] derived the
following third-order structure function for a homogenous,
isotropic, and steady turbulent flow:

S3(r) =
〈
([u(x+ r)− u(x)] · r̂)3

〉
= −4

5
ϵur, (4)

where u(x) and u(x+ r) are the velocities at the positions
at x and x+ r respectively; r̂ is the unit vector along r;
and ϵu is the energy flux. A restriction is that r should be
much smaller than the system size, but much larger than
the viscous scale. Note that ϵu is positive, hence S3(r)
is negative. However, S3(r) changes sign under the time-
reversal operation, u → u′ = −u. That is, for a snapshot
of a time-reversed flow,

S′
3(r) =

〈
([u′(x+ r)− u′(x)] · r̂)3

〉
=

4

5
ϵur > 0. (5)
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Fig. 2: Plot of the normalized energy spectrum E(k)k5/3 vs. k
for a fully developed turbulent flow in a shell model. We ob-
serve that E(k)k5/3 ≈ 0.6, a constant in the inertial range.

Therefore, the time-reversed flow exhibits inverse energy
cascade, which is physically unrealizable. Hence, for
Navier-Stokes equation too, the energy flux differentiates
the forward and time-reversed flows and breaks the T sym-
metry.

Similar to the ideal gas of Fig. 1, under exact time re-
versal, Euler flow [Eq. (2)] will return to its initial state.
However, with viscosity and/or numerical and experimen-
tal errors during the velocity reversal, the time-reversed
flow will follow its natural direction with positive energy
flux after a transient with negative energy flux (to be il-
lustrated below using the shell model). This is similar
to the gas expansion illustrated in Fig. 1. As described
earlier, on velocity reversal of the gas, the system moves
towards Fig. 1(b), but it quickly turns around and evolves
towards Fig. 1(d). These observations indicate that the
forward energy flux of a 3D turbulent flow is robust under
perturbation.

We demonstrate the robustness of energy flux using a
quick turbulence simulation of a shell model with 30 shells
and ν = 10−6 [30, 31]. The initial condition of the shell
model is chosen is such a way that the energy flux at the
large and intermediate scales is one unit. We time advance
the decaying shell model using RK4 scheme with time-step
dt = 10−5. Since ν → 0, the shell model loses insignifi-
cant amount of energy, and reaches a quasi steady-state.
We compute the energy spectrum E(k) and energy flux
Π(k) for a steady-state snapshot at t = tf = 100 non-
dimensional unit. For this snapshot, as shown in Fig. 2,
E(k)k5/3 ≈ const, implying that E(k) ∝ k−5/3. In Fig. 3,
the dashed-blue curve illustrates Π(k), which is positive.
Note that the energy flux for a snapshot has large fluctu-
ations, which are smoothened out on averaging. In this
Perspective, we compare the temporal evolution of Π(k),
hence we will have to live with these large fluctuations.
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Fig. 3: Plots of the energy flux Π(k) vs. k for the forward and
time-reversed flows. The dashed blue curve represents Π(k) at
t = tf = 100, at which point we reverse {un} that leads to
inverse Π(k) and evolve the system backward from tr = 100 to
88. Note that Π(k) crosses over from negative to positive as tr
crosses 92.

At t = tf = 100, we perform time reversal operation,
{un} → {−un}, which leads to an exact opposite energy
flux (the thinnest black curve of Fig. 3). We evolve the
shell model using the same parameters (with the reversed
velocity field) in reversed time from tr = 100 to tr = 88.
We observe that the energy flux gradually changes sign
(from negative to positive), as illustrated in Fig. 3. Fi-
nally, at t ≈ 88, the energy flux becomes positive, which
is its natural direction. We plan to demonstrate the above
phenomena using a high-resolution simulation of NS equa-
tion, which will be much more expensive than the shell
model.

Thus, asymmetric energy transfer is useful diagnostic
(apart from entropy) for determining the arrow of time
in a turbulent flow. This is particularly useful because
the Boltzmann entropy has certain ambiguities in hydro-
dynamics [10, 22, 32]. Recently, Verma et al. [26, 27] for-
mulated hydrodynamic entropy that appears to capture
the multiscale entropy of turbulence and other related
systems (e.g., coarsening in Time-dependent Ginzburg-
Landau equation). This entropy is defined as SH =
−
∑

k pk log2 pk, where pk = E(k)/[
∑

k E(k)] with E(k)
as the modal energy for wavenumber k. For white noise
(delta-correlated) corresponding to the equilibrium state,
SH = log2 M with M as the degrees of freedom, is the
maximum entropy. In contrast, SH for a turbulent flow
is between 3 and 4, much less than the maximum en-
tropy [26]. Refer to [26,27] for more details.

Turbulence is observed everywhere, e.g., in atmo-
spheres [33], in astrophysical objects [34], in plasma tur-
bulence [35], and in engineering flows [12]. Hence we can
employ energy flux to define arrow of time in such flows.

Interestingly, the energy flux can also be defined for quan-
tum turbulence and Gross-Pitaevskii equation [36], coars-
ening [37], molecular dynamics [38], earthquakes [11], frag-
mentation, crack propagation, and animal body (driven
by food intake). The aforementioned systems involve com-
plex and varied physics, but a generic feature among them
is a multiscale energy flux, which is induced by large-scale
forcing and small-scale dissipation.

Among the above driven nonequilibrium, quantum sys-
tems, Euler equation, and Gross-Pitaveskii equation, are
conservative or Hamiltonian. In multiscale Hamiltonian
systems driven at large scales, the large-scale coherent hy-
drodynamic energy cascades to small scales, where the
small-scale hydrodynamic energy is converted to incoher-
ent thermal energy. This conversion of hydrodynamic en-
ergy from coherent structures to incoherent thermal en-
ergy can be treated as effective dissipation [13]. In quan-
tum turbulence, phonons generated at small scales act as
energy sink, and help generate an energy flux [36].

An often-quoted irreversible process—breakage of an
egg—too involves multiscale energy transfers. When a
cook strikes an egg with a spoon, cracks formed on the
egg shell propagate through the surface. At some point
of time, the shell breaks and sound waves are released.
Formation and propagation of cracks involves irreversible
condensed-matter processes [39]. But, the forward energy
flux provides a simple T breaking mechanism for this sys-
tem.

Two-dimensional turbulence has peculiar properties.
When we start the flow with a vortex comparable to the
box size, the energy flows from large scales to the small
scales [40], similar to 3D hydrodynamic turbulence. How-
ever, when 2D turbulence is forced at intermediate scales,
the kinetic energy exhibits an inverse cascade, whereas
the enstrophy shows a forward cascade [41]. For the lat-
ter 2D flow, the negative energy flux is the natural direc-
tion that determines the arrow of time; the corresponding
time-reversed flow will exhibit positive energy flux, which
is not realizable in these systems [13]. Thus, time’s arrow
of a system is dictated by the natural direction of energy
transfer in that system.

The forward energy flux is an inherent property of 3D
turbulence, with the scale separation between the exter-
nal force and viscous dissipation playing a critical role.
The energy injected by external force spreads out to inter-
mediate wavenumbers and then to the dissipative range,
where the hydrodynamic energy is dissipated. This energy
spread appears to occur in most turbulent flows, except
in 2D turbulence forced at intermediate scales where the
energy cascades backward. However, the latter anomaly
is possibly related to 2D being a special dimension, as
stated in the Mermin-Wagner theorem [42]. These trends
in energy transfers hold even in isolated systems, with the
Poincaré recurrence theorem yielding a very minute prob-
ability for the time reversal. The spread of energy and
entropy to available spaces appears to have similar inher-
ent dynamics. For example, in Fig. 1, the particles spread
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out to all available volume. We plan to explore these con-
nections in the future.

In terms of particle picture, irreversibility in a turbu-
lent flow can be quantified using the difference between
the forward and backward dispersion of Lagrangian parti-
cles [14,15]. But, unlike energy transfers, particle-based ir-
reversibility measure is not easily generalizable to nonequi-
librium systems without particles, e.g., earthquakes, hu-
man body, and quantum turbulence.

Unlike entropy, which is defined for Hamiltonian sys-
tems, energy flux can provide time’s arrow for both
energy-conserving and dissipative systems. These features
make multiscale energy transfer an important ingredient
for breaking the T symmetry. Next, we discuss how arrow
of time comes out in open systems.

Open Systems.– A simple example of an open system
is a periodically-forced linear oscillator, whose equation is

mẍ = −mω2
0x+ F0 sin(ωt), (6)

where m and ω0 are respectively the mass and natural fre-
quency of the oscillator; and F0 and ω are respectively the
amplitude and frequency of the forcing. The solution x(t)
of Eq. (6) is not T symmetric due to the time-dependent
external forcing. Many macroscopic systems in the world
are open and driven. For example, hydrodynamic tur-
bulence is often forced at large scales; many quantum
systems are driven by lasers and interactions; Earth’s
atmosphere is driven by the Sun and large-scale winds;
and galactic turbulence is driven by supernovae, jets, and
winds. The external time-dependent forces, along with
entropy and multiscale energy fluxes, make most of the
above systems irreversible.

Stokes equation, ∇2u = 0, is often used to describe life
at low-Reynolds numbers [43]. Strangely, Stokes equation
is time reversible despite its dissipative nature. Hence, a
swimmer cannot swim in such a flow by a reciprocal mo-
tion, which is a statement of scallop theorem [43]. To
break the T symmetry, researchers have proposed success-
ful mechanisms including multiple hinges [43] and iner-
tia [44,45]. Here, the T symmetry can be broken by asym-
metric time-dependent forces and asymmetric changes in
body shapes; these mechanisms are not related to the sec-
ond law of thermodynamics.

Chemical reactions in closed systems are time reversible,
but they are typically irreversible in open systems because
of energy and particle exchanges between the system and
environment. For example, combustion is an irreversible
process, where hydrocarbons produce carbon dioxide, wa-
ter, heat, and sound.

Biological organisms are supported by a large number
of irreversible chemical and physical processes. In human
body, glucose is converted to energy via irreversible chem-
ical process:

C6H12O6 + 6O2 → 6CO2 + 6H2O. (7)

Soft cartilages transform to bones via ossification, which is
a irreversible process because a bone does not revert back
to a cartilage. Thus, irreversible chemical and biological
processes break the T symmetry in life forms. This is in
addition to the role played by entropy and energy trans-
fers. Ageing and decay are related phenomena, but these
topics are beyond the scope of this Perspective.

Time reversal symmetry vs. other symmetry.–
Fundamental laws of physics are symmetric under time
translation, space translation, and space rotation, which
leads to conservation of energy, linear momentum, and
angular momentum respectively [46]. These conservation
laws hold for isolated systems at all scales (from quarks
to galaxies), but they can be easily generalised to open
systems by accounting for the energy and momentum ex-
changes with the environment. The experiments to test
the above symmetries are relatively easy to design and
perform [47].

In addition to the above three symmetries, there are
three discrete symmetries—parity (P ), charge conjugation
(C), and time reversal (T )—that are respected by gravity,
electromagnetism, and strong nuclear force, but violated
minimally by the weak nuclear force [46, 47]. For the mi-
croscopic physics, Wu [48] reported P and C symmetry
violations in beta decay, whereas Christenson et al. [49]
reported CP violation in neutral kaon decay. Later, it
was shown that the T symmetry is broken in neutral K
system [1]. Interestingly, CPT symmetry is respected by
all the forces. Hence, CP violation implies T violation.
Refer to Blum and Mart́ınez de Velasco [50] for historical
account of CPT theorem.

Note that the P and T symmetries are respected at mi-
croscopic level by gravity and electromagnetic forces. But,
these symmetries are strongly broken at macroscopic level
due to various factors. As discussed in this Perspective,
T symmetry breaking at macroscopic scales is not related
to T symmetry breaking via the weak nuclear force.

Parity or mirror symmetry is relatively easy to test,
both at microscopic and macroscopic scales. As stated
by Feynman [47], parity operation involves changing left-
helical components to right-helical ones, and vice versa.
The charge conjugation operation, which is exchanging
particles with antiparticles, is not difficult either. Thus,
we can easily perform mirror and charge conjugation at
microscopic and macroscopic scales.

However, time reversal operation on macroscopic sys-
tems is often impractical. For an organism, time reversal
operation would include velocity reversals of the gases be-
ing breathed in and out. Clearly, inhaling carbon dioxide
and exhaling oxygen will kill the organism. Reversal of
blood flow would entail CO2-rich blood entering the cells,
and O2-rich blood leaving the cells; another process that
is injurious to the organism. In addition, a precise rever-
sal of the velocities of billions and billions of molecules
of an ideal gas is impractical (see Fig. 1). Breakage of
a glass or an egg cannot be reversed because it involves
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many irreversible physical processes, such as crack prop-
agation in solids. Formation of large molecule via atomic
collisions cannot be reversed because of inherent quan-
tum interactions. These inherent difficulties in performing
time-reversals operation appear to set apart the T sym-
metry from other symmetries. I believe that we need to
examine this issue carefully.

Another factor that makes time reversal symmetry
unique is causality [51], which is an important assumption
of physics. If event A is caused by an event B, then event
A occurs after event B. For example, a light bulb lights
up (an effect) after its switch is turned on (a cause). This
fundamental principle breaks the time reversal symmetry
in an apparently trivial way.

Causality often involves an agent, which could be a
human, nature, or some internal process. For example,
breakage of an egg may involve a cook making an omelette,
or an accidental drop of the egg on the floor. The exper-
iment of Fig. 1 requires some agent to remove the sepa-
rating wall between the two chambers. We often ignore
the role of an agent in objective description of physical
phenomena. However, these agents play a critical role in
natural world, especially for the arrow of time.

Like T symmetry, P symmetry is violated at macro-
scopic scales. For example, human hearts resides in the left
side of the body; sea shells are helical; many biomolecules,
including DNA, are helical; many fruits and plants exhibit
helicity. We may infer that the P symmetry violation via
weak nuclear force is not responsible for the asymmetry
at the macroscopic level. The common factors that vi-
olate P and T symmetries are asymmetric chemical and
evolutionary processes, and interactions with environment
(e.g., interactions with the atmosphere and the Sun). The
factors involving T symmetry breaking, but not P sym-
metry breaking, are energy transfers and causality. We
do not dig deeper into P symmetry breaking because it is
beyond the scope of this Perspective.

Summary.– Fundamental laws of physics with grav-
ity and electromagnetic forces respect the time reversal
(T ) symmetry. However, the T symmetry is broken very
strongly in the macroscopic world. In this Perspective,
we discuss the frameworks of entropy, asymmetric energy
transfers, and open systems that are invoked to break the
T symmetry macroscopically. In summary,

1. The second law of thermodynamics (increase in Boltz-
mann entropy with time) successfully explains T sym-
metry breaking for many macroscopic systems. But,
the Boltzmann entropy is not well defined for many
time irreversible systems—Euler and hydrodynamic
turbulence, earthquakes, human body—for which we
invoke the following frameworks for breaking the T
symmetry.

2. Many multiscale systems are forced at large scales,
and they have dissipation at small scales. In such
systems, the forward energy flux from large scales to

small scales determines the arrow of time. In ad-
dition, the energy transfer is a good quantifier for
T symmetry breaking in energy-conserving systems,
such as Euler turbulence, quantum turbulence, and
molecular dynamics.

3. Open systems are time irreversible due to external
forces and due to energy and particle exchanges with
the environment. For example, combustion is irre-
versible due to the heat, sound, and matter exchanges
with the environment. The human body has a defi-
nite arrow of time due to many cellular and chemical
reactions. In open macroscopic world, Causality is
another important factor that breaks T symmetry.

Boltzmann entropy is not clearly defined for many
systems, e.g., turbulent flows, biological systems, earth-
quakes, etc. Hence, to break the T symmetry, it is prudent
to employ the above factors that do not require explicit
computation of entropy. We remark that deductions based
on idealizations—point particles, spherical balls, isolated
systems—may lead to erroneous conclusions. Instead, sim-
ple arguments based on asymmetric energy transfers, open
systems, causality etc., easily provide arrow of time for the
natural world.

Fundamental and universal laws are useful in physics
due to their wide scope. Still, many complex phenomena,
especially in nonequilbrium world and biology, go beyond
the presently-available universal laws [52]. In this spirit,
the present Perspective attempts to explain T symmetry
breaking in the macroscopic world using factors beyond
the second law of thermodynamics.
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