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Abstract
Using classical thermodynamics, we argue that Maxwell’s demon loses its battle against Clausius as any temperature difference

or other thermodynamic forces it creates is immediately compensated by spontaneous counterbalancing flows that bring about
equilibration by slower particles in principle. Being constrained by these spontaneously generated equilibration processes in
which he actively but unwittingly participates, the demon is incapable of destroying equilibrium and violating the second law.
In fact, our investigation shows that he is unintentionally designed to support it, and does not alter the temperature.

Maxwell’s demon, which had been puzzling scientists
since 1867 when Maxwell proposed it in a letter to Tait
[1], stands between two neighboring chambers Σ1 and
Σ2 (having fixed and identical volumes) sharing a wall
and forming an isolated system Σ initially in equilibrium
(EQ) [2] at a temperature T0; see also [3, 4]. The wall
has a small hole that the demon D can open or close at
will to select faster particles to go from Σ2 into Σ1 and
slower particles from Σ1 into Σ2. Maxwell conjectured
that the demon, with this ability, raises the temperature
of Σ1 over Σ2 without any expenditure of work, which
violates the second law [2]. Because of this mortal threat
to the basic foundation of classical thermodynamics, the
demon has generated a tremendous amount of debate and
some confusion among the best minds of our time since
its inception [5], and has been a constant source of major
conceptual advances and some challenges in theoretical
physics [6–10] and in the philosophy of science [11, 12].
The main source of confusion has been the concept of any
work done by the demon, and has required the concept
of information entropy, Landauer’s principle, minimum
dissipation, etc. The demon may be seeing a resurgence
as the role of fluctuations has become more prominent.
Therefore, it is necessary to revisit the demon in light
of the recent understanding of nonequilibrium thermo-
dynamics [13] as the concept of work and of the second
law in extended state space necessary for nonequilibrium
(NEQ) states have become clarified only recently [14].

The observable X
.
= (N,E) of Σ forms the state space

SX in which EQ states Meq reside; here N is the single
species particle number (so no chemical reaction) and E
is the energy [15, 16]. We do not consider the volume
as it is kept fixed here. The NEQ states M reside in an
extended state space SZ, augmented by internal vari-

ables [17–20] shown collectively by ξ ; here, Z = {X,ξ}
is the NEQ state variable. We assume Σ1 and Σ2 to be
quasi-independent so that their entropies are additive.

Simply put, our strategy will be the following. We
treat Σ1 and Σ2, the wall, the hole in it, and the de-
mon as the isolated system Σ considered by Maxwell, for
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which dE = 0 so the first law is not useful. Only the sec-
ond law will play a role. We will assume that the wall,
hole, and D have no interesting thermodynamics just as
Maxwell had considered. This is similar to treating the
piston in a cylinder containing a fluid as having no rele-
vant thermodynamics [16, 17]. The demon D attempts a
spatial inhomogeneity in E and N in Meq, which results
in a NEQ state M and reduces its entropy. From Pos-
tulate II of Callen [15], flows of energy and particles in
both directions in a wall permeable to them always bal-
ance out in Meq, ensure the maximum possible entropy
of Meq, and allow fluctuations in them in each chamber.
Maxwell does not specify the nature of the wall, while
most workers take it to be impervious to the flow of en-
ergy and particles. This case is covered by the above wall
by making it impervious to both flows. The open hole
always results in permeation to both flows so this case is
no different from when the wall is permeable. We should
remark that as soon as D opens the hole for a certain
particle velocity [2], he may not even have any mechani-
cal control over all other particles that will pass through
the open hole in both directions with no restriction on
their energies. Nevertheless, we will also consider the
case where this additional flow is forbidden. Indeed, we
pay close attention to the last case, not only because it
is what is usually considered, but also because it reveals
some surprising facts about the demon and clarifies its
role, hitherto unknown. The most important aspect of
our strategy is the use of the NEQ thermodynamic tem-
perature that, as we show, explicitly satisfies the Clausius
statement and its extension. This ensures that the en-
tropy generation brings the system back to EQ but this
fact has never been discussed for the demon paradox.

For simplicity, we will use the term ”body” and de-
noted by Σb to refer to any one of Σ,Σ1, and Σ2 as
their discussion is very similar. All processes associated
with Σ, which include those by D, occur internally inside
it. Either they refer to flows in both directions between
Σ1 and Σ2, or refer to internal processes within them.
Including D within Σ allows us to avoid the issue of sep-
arate work done by D; we only deal with the work done
by Σ. To emphasize the internal nature, we will use diϕ
[17] to denote changes caused by processes within Σb.
Maxwell has conjectured that D causes a temperature
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difference ∆T = T1 − T2 > 0 in the chambers. This is
precisely how the situation is commonly treated. This as-
sumes that the temperature is well defined even in NEQ
states, which is not so obvious. No number imbalance is
treated separately. Being in a NEQ state, Σb is spatially
nonuniform so identifying its unique global (over entire
Σb) temperature Tb = (T, T1, T2) as was first envisioned
by Planck [21] is nontrivial. This requires identifying
the NEQ entropy for any arbitrary NEQ state [22, 23].
Once the entropy is identified, Tb can be uniquely defined
thermodynamically for any NEQ state of Σb even if it is
inhomogeneous as recently shown [24–26] and reviewed
in [13], where it is demonstrated that it satisfies all the
sensible conditions including the Clausius statement that
are required of a global thermodynamic temperature. Us-
ing this definition, which is explained later, we provide
a first-ever resolution of the second law paradox created
by D that ∆T ≡ 0 by using only classical thermodynam-
ics. None of the resolutions available so far to salvage the
second law is based solely on thermodynamics.

We take a different approach from all previous ap-
proaches by recalling the Clausius statement according
to which ∆T 6= 0 generates spontaneous heat flow from
hot to cold in accordance with the second law and argue
that it competes with Maxwell’s conjecture. The temper-
ature difference ∆T acts as a thermodynamic force [17]
that brings back EQ so that ∆T = 0. This spontaneous
heat flow is in response to the destruction of EQ that D
has attempted. Indeed, we provide a generalization of
the Clausius statement to other kinds of flow such as a
mass flow, i.e., other thermodynamic forces. By assum-
ing ∆T 6= 0, we shows that D remains subservient to
thermodynamic forces at all times so it never succeeds
in destroying EQ, which disproves Maxwell’s conjecture.
We find that D unwittingly brings EQ back and ensures
∆T = 0 so he is incapable of destroying EQ. This conclu-
sion is similar to that by Smoluchowski [3] and Feynman
[4]; only the reasoning is different and is based solely on
classical thermodynamics without fluctuations.

The rest of the paper is to provide a theoretical sup-
port for the above scheme, using our recently developed
nonequilibrium thermodynamics denoted by MNEQT
[13]. As it is a generalization of classical thermodynam-
ics [17–20] developed by Carnot, Kelvin, Clausius, and
Maxwell [17], our demonstration is as valid as classical
thermodynamics. The novelty of the MNEQT is that
it is based on system-intrinsic quantities that also in-
clude internal variables [17–20] that uniquely specify a
NEQ state of Σb and its unique entropy [22, 23] in SZ

so it fully captures whatever is going on within Σb [13]
through diϕ, which is what we are interested in as dis-
cussed above. If a particular diϕ is allowed in a process,
its sign is controlled by the second law [13, 17] as proven
below in Eq. (11).

In the MNEQT [14, 24–26], we handle irreversibility di-
rectly using internal quantities diS ≥ 0, diW ≡ diQ ≥ 0,
where diS is the irreversible entropy generation, and diW ,
diQ are irreversible work and heat generated within Σb;

in contrast, diE = diQ− diW ≡ 0 as no internal process
can change the energy of the system, and diN = 0 (no
chemical reaction). In classical thermodynamics, where
diW , diQ are not recognized, irreversibility is assessed
indirectly as an inequality [16, 17, 19] by using diS ≥ 0.
But, in the MNEQT, we only deal with equalities, which
makes our demonstration possible.
Let us briefly review the MNEQT for an arbitrary iso-

lated system Σ, composed of several quasi-independent
and disjoint subsystems Σj , j = 1, 2, · · · , n so that the
entropies of Σj are additive to give the entropy S of Σ.
We take Σ to have fixed N , and E. We will also as-
sume that the volume of Σj is held fixed at Vj = V/n
but its energy Ej and the number of particles Nj can
vary but always satisfy

∑
jNj = N,

∑
jEj = E. We set

Xj = (Nj , Ej), and as before use Σb for any of Σ, {Σj}.
In EQ, the entropy of Σb is a state function

(S(E,N), {Sj(Nj , Ej)}) in SX. For Σ in EQ, we have
Nj = N/n,Ej = E/n. This is not the case when Σb is
in a NEQ state [22, 23]. It is useful to think of the two
distinct realizations for Σb. We can treat it as a ”compos-
ite” body ΣC with detailed information of its subsystems.
This realization is useful to explicitly consider processes
such as flows between its subsystems. Alternatively, we
can treat Σb as a ”black box” ΣB if we only need to in-
vestigate its thermodynamics without any detailed infor-
mation of internal processes. As we show, these internal
processes are described by internal variables.
For the moment, let us assume that each Σj is in EQ

with its entropy Sj(Xj(t)). The entropy SC of ΣC

SC({Xj(t)}) =
∑

jSj(Xj(t)) ≤ S(X(t)), (1)

is a function of 2n independent variables for a state that
is represented as an n-tuple in SX. For ΣB, we need to
use N and E as its observables to specify its entropy SB.
From entropy additivity, it is given exactly by the right
side of the first equation in Eq. (1) so we need additional
2(n− 1) independent independent variables, the internal
variables, shown collectively by ξ to specify SB uniquely
in SZ. For example, for n = 2, the internal variables

ξN = N1(t)−N2(t), ξE = E1(t)− E2(t) (2)

constructed form {Nj(t)} and {Ej(t)} are independent of
N and E; see [13] for a general discussion. The entropy
SB of ΣB is a state function and obeys the second law

SB(Z(t)) =
∑

jSj(Xj(t)) ≤ S(X(t)). (3)

This state is called an internal EQ (IEQ) state [14, 24–
26] as it has the maximum possible value for given Z(t).
We also note the equality S(Z) ≡ SB(Z) ≡ SC({Xj}),
with S(Z) uniquely defined for an IEQ state M as each
Sj(Xj) is uniquely defined. It is trivial to generalize the
above discussion to Σj ’s in IEQ with entropies Sj(Zj(t))
by treating each Σj consisting of some subsubsystems.
We will assume [13, 25] that any arbitrary NEQ state

can be described as an IEQ state by properly choosing an
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appropriate number of internal variables. It happens that
different ξl ∈ ξ have different relaxation times τl past
which they equilibrate and do not affect thermodynam-
ics; see for example [27]. Thus, for a given observational
time scale τobs, the time to make consecutive measure-
ments in an experimental setup, only those ξl’s need to
be considered for which τl > τobs. Thus, in practice, the
number of internal variables will be much smaller than
2(n − 1). For simplicity of discussion, we will consider
only two internal variables shown in Eq. (2) for any body
Σb as our aim is only to demonstrate how classical NEQ
thermodynamics can be used to show the subservient na-
ture of the demon. Adding more internal variables is not
going to affect the final conclusion.
In the following, we will also use β′s to denote inverse

temperatures. The temperature and chemical potential
of Σj are given by their standard EQ definition [16, 17]

βj = 1/Tj = ∂Sj(Xj)/∂Ej , βjµj = −∂Sj(Xj)/∂Nj (4)

that appear in the EQ Gibbs fundamental relation

dSj = βj(dEj − µjdNj) (5)

in SX, from which we can construct dSC using Eq. (1)

dSC =
∑

jβj(dEj − µjdNj). (6)

The NEQ Gibbs fundamental relation [13, 25]

dSB = β(dE − µdN +A · dξ) (7)

for SB in SZ leads to the Clausius statement and yields

β = 1/T = ∂SB/∂E, βµ = −∂SB/∂N, βA = ∂SB/∂ξ;
(8)

here, A is the affinity or thermodynamic force [17] asso-
ciated with ξ. As ξl ∈ ξ equilibrates, Al ∈ A → 0 and
plays no role in a NEQ process. Reexpressing Eq. (7) as

dE = TdSB + µdN −A · dξ,

allows us to identify the generalized heat dQB = TdSB

and generalized work dWB = −µdN +A · dξ. As A · dξ
is generated by internal processes, we must have Aldξl ≥
0 in accordance with the second law [13, 25]; see Eq.
(11) for proof. Each Aldξl ≥ 0 is called the generalized

Clausius statement for the internal variable or flow ξl.
For simplicity, take n = 2, see Eq. (2); the generaliza-

tion to any n is trivial. Then, A = (AN, AE) and

dSB = β[dE − µdN +AEdξE +ANdξN]. (9)

Equating it with dSC, we easily establish [13, see 10.3.1]

β =
β1 + β2

2
, βµ =

β1µ1 + β2µ2

2
, (10a)

βAE =
β1 − β2

2
, βAN =

β1µ1 − β2µ2

2
, (10b)

which expresses T and µ of ΣB in terms of those of Σ1 and
Σ2 in ΣC. In EQ Σ, β1 = β2 and µ1 = µ2 as expected.
We should emphasize that taking ΣB to consist of more

than two subsystems will require additional internal vari-
ables for SB, but the lesson here is that in all cases, we
can identify a unique global NEQ temperature, chemical
potential, and affinities for the realization ΣB. We do
not need to know its internal structure explicitly, which
is fully captured by internal variables.
To understand the physics of AEdξE and ANdξN for

internal processes (diN = diE = 0) in Σb, we fix N and
E. Equating Eq. (9) with diSC = [β1 − β2] dE1(t) +
[β1µ1 − β2µ2] dN1(t) ≥ 0 from Eq. (6) gives

diS
Q = [β1 − β2] dE1(t) = βAEdξE(t) ≥ 0, (11a)

diS
N = [β1µ1 − β2µ2] dN1(t) = βANdξN(t) ≥ 0, (11b)

for the energy and particle flows in Σb at fixed X. From
the general expression for dWB and dQB above, we also
have diWB = A · dξ = TdiS = T (diS

Q + diS
N) ≥ 0 for

any number of internal variables in the isolated Σb.
After identifying the NEQ T and µ for Σb in the

MNEQT, we turn to the demon problem in which D,
according to Maxwell’s conjecture, causes Σ to leave
Meq ∈ SX at t = 0 to go into M ∈ SZ at t > 0
due to each of the two flows in both directions across the
wall and the hole. Following his conjecture, we assume
∆T > 0, and nonzero ξ(t) with ξeq = 0. Then

∆SD
.
= SB(X, ξ(t))− SB(X) < 0 (12)

is the entropy loss of Σ caused by the demon, a seeming
violation of the second law.
We now show that this is not the complete story as

this loss is counterbalanced by a spontaneous equilibra-
tion process specified by SB(X, ξ) for M in accordance
with the generalized Clausius statement, see Eq. (11),
on which D has no control, and forces M → Meq.
The spontaneous process is integral to thermodynamic
consideration so it must not be neglected as the case
has been so far. We take Σb to refer to the chamber
Σj , j = 1, 2, which we treat as a NEQ ΣB and use Eq.
(8) to identify its βj , µj , and Aj by treating Σj to con-
sists of two EQ subchambers Σj1 and Σj2. This im-
plies n = 4 subchambers for Σ. The interface between
Σ21 and Σ12 is the above wall in Σ. We have restricted
to only two internal variables for Σj as said above, but
more internal variables can be taken for a more com-
plex NEQ chamber. The (Aj , ξj) only refer to sponta-
neous processes between Σj1 and Σj2 that partly drive

M → Meq, for which at fixed Xj , we have diS
Q
j =

βjAEjdξEj(t) ≥ 0, diS
N
j = βjANjdξNj(t) ≥ 0 from Eq.

(11), and diWBj = TjdiSj = Tj(diS
Q
j +diS

N
j ) ≥ 0. These

internal processes in Σj , which have never been discussed
before, do not depend on the nature of the wall.
The complete equilibration M → Meq requires addi-

tional flows, never discussed in the literature, between
Σ21 and Σ12 that change Xj . This is where the nature of

3



the wall becomes important. However, it is much simple
to treat Σ as ΣC having the two NEQ chambers {Σj},
each treated as a NEQ ΣB with its own Tj , µj , AEj , and
ANj without knowing its interior.
We first deal with the permeable wall. The flows

occur across the wall and the open hole. As Σ has
n = 4 subchambers, we need 6 internal variables in
Eq. (12) to uniquely specify M for Σ, each one equi-
librating with its own relaxation time. To simplify the
discussion, we again restrict to only two internal vari-

ables; see Eq. (2). Thus, diS
Q
B = [β1 − β2] dE1(t) ≥

0, diS
N
B = [β1µ1 − β2µ2] dN1(t) ≥ 0 and diWB =

TdiSB = Tj(diS
Q
B + diS

N
B ) ≥ 0 due to these flows at

fixed X across the wall, see Eq. (11), as M → Meq.
We note that dE1(t) and dN1(t) each have three inde-

pendent contributions: from the wall, from the particles
controlled by D, and from the additional flows through
the open hole. In general, ξ has six internal variables,
which we now assume have been included in the deter-
mination of diSB. After equilibration, S(Z) increases by

∆SCS
.
= SB(X)− SB(X, ξ(t)) > 0 (13)

in accordance with the generalized Clausius statement.
We see that ∆S

.
= ∆SD + ∆SCS = 0, thus satisfying

the second law. The situation becomes more clear by
considering an infinitesimal process in Meq for which

diSB ≡ dS
.
= dSD + dSCS = 0 (14)

that shows that Meq never leaves itself due to the in-
finitesimal spontaneous counterbalancing process after
D attempts to destroys it: the loss dSD is immediately
recovered by irreversible entropy generation dSCS. In
essence, no temperature or entropy difference ever arises
so that ∆T = 0 ⇒ Tb = T0 ⇒ dSD = dSCS = 0, and
diW ≡ diWB = 0 at all times.
Let us now consider the two cases of an impervious

wall. We will argue that nothing changes in the discus-
sion above except for the definitions of dE1(t) and dN1(t).
(a) There is no flow across the wall but flows of all sorts
of particles, including those controlled by D, are allowed
through the open hole determining dE1(t) and dN1(t)
above. (b) Only the flows caused by the particles that
D controls through the open hole determine dE1(t) and
dN1(t).

There is an intuitive way to understand the physics in
(b), which reveals some surprising facts about the effect
of D. Take ∆T > 0 following Maxwell’s conjecture. As
D allows faster particles to add dE′

1 > 0, not to be con-
fused with dE1 for (b) above, into Σ1, he decreases S by
dE′

1(β2 − β1). Surprisingly, as D allows slower particles
to add dE′

2 = −dE′

1 into Σ2, S increases by dE′

2(β1−β2);
cf. Eq. (11a). As they cancel each other without chang-
ing S, Maxwell’s conjecture ∆T 6= 0 cannot be justified
if we start in Meq: D never destroys EQ.

This is no different from what happens inMeq with the
permeable wall, across which each flow cancels out when
both directions are considered as noted earlier with no
change in the entropy. The same happens for the flows
of all sorts of particles through the open hole. Thus,
unbeknown to Maxwell, he actually had designed the de-
mon to support the second law as Σ never leaves Meq,
which is contrary to the popular belief in physics and
philosophy. Maxwell’s conjecture is false in all cases.

It is gratifying to see after all that no internal pro-
cess can drive an isolated system away from EQ. The
MNEQT is used to identify global T and µ, and inter-
nal variables to test Maxwell’s conjecture. The impor-
tance of our thermodynamic T and µ is that they satis-
fies Clausius’s general statement in any M as proved in
Eq. (11). Without such a proof, our demonstration will
just be another conjecture. As thermodynamics is de-
void of fluctuations, our reasoning is somewhat different
from those offered by Smoluchowski [3] and by Feynman
[4]. Recently, Hoover and Hoover [28] have carried out a
two-dimensional simulation of particles with interaction
to test our conclusion. They find that the heat conduc-
tivity in the model competes with the demon’s goal as
we have concluded.

The discussion also reveals something very profound.
If the demon only allows the particles to move in only one
direction, then such a demon will actually violate the sec-
ond law according to our analysis. It will be interesting
to pursue if attempts involving information and erasure,
etc. can salvage the second law for such a demon.

Comments from S. Ciliberto, D. Kondepudi, and J.D.
Norton are gratefully acknowledged. We also thank Bill
Hoover and Carol Hoover for sharing their result.
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[7] L. Szilárd, Zeitschrift für Physik. 53, 840 (1929).
[8] R. Landauer, IBM. Jorn. Res. Devel. 5, 183 (1961).
[9] C.H. Bennett, Int. J. Theo. Phys. 21, 905 (1982).

[10] M.B. Plenio and V. Vitelli, Contemp. Phys. 42, 25
(2001).

[11] J. Earman and J.D. Norton, Stud. Hist. Philos. M. P. 29,
435 (1998); ibid. 30, 1 (1999).

4



[12] C.H. Bennett, Stud. Hist. Philos. M. P. 34, 501 (2003).
[13] P.D. Gujrati, Entropy, 23, 1584 (2021);

arXiv:2111.07972v2.
[14] P.D. Gujrati, arXiv:1105.5549.
[15] H.B. Callen, Thermodynamics and an Introduction to

thermostatistis, 2nd ed., John Wiley, New York (1985).
[16] L.D. Landau, E.M. Lifshitz, Statistical Physics, Vol. 1,

3rd Edition, Pergamon Press, Oxford (1986).
[17] D. Kondepudi and I. Prigogine, Modern Thermodynam-

ics, John Wiley and Sons, West Sussex (1998).
[18] J. Kestin, A course in Thermodynamics, vols. 1 & 2,

McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York (1979).
[19] S.R. de Groot and P. Mazur, Nonequilibrium Thermody-

namics, First Edition, Dover, New York (1984).
[20] G.A. Maugin, The Thermodynamics of Nonlinear Irre-

versible Behaviors: An Introduction, World Scientific,
Singapore (1999).

[21] M. Planck in Festschrift Ludwig Boltzmann, Barth,
Leipzig (1904), p. 113.

[22] P.D. Gujrati, arXiv:1304.3768.
[23] P.D. Gujrati, Entropy, 17, 710 (2015).
[24] P.D. Gujrati, Phys. Rev. E 81, 051130 (2010); P.D. Gu-

jrati, arXiv:0910.0026.
[25] P.D. Gujrati, Phys. Rev. E 85, 041128 (2012); P.D. Gu-

jrati, arXiv:1101.0438.
[26] P.D. Gujrati, Phys. Rev. E 85, 041129 (2012); P.D. Gu-

jrati, arXiv:1101.0431.
[27] P.D. Gujrati, Entropy, 20, 149 (2018).
[28] W.G. Hoover and C.G. Hoover, arXiv:2112.14395.

5

http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.07972
http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.5549
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.3768
http://arxiv.org/abs/0910.0026
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.0438
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.0431
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.14395

