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ABSTRACT
The classical Gibbs phase rule 𝐹 = 𝐶 − 𝑃 + 2 is a cornerstone of
equilibrium thermodynamics, predicting the degrees of freedom 𝐹

in a heterogeneous system with 𝐶 independent components and
𝑃 coexisting phases. No established analogue exists for systems
maintained in nonequilibrium steady states (NESS) by external driv-
ing. We propose a generalized phase rule, 𝐹neq = 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2,
where 𝑁𝐴 is the number of independent nonequilibrium affinities
(driving parameters). The derivation identifies current-matching
and entropy-production continuity at phase interfaces as the ad-
ditional coexistence constraints that partially compensate for the
enlarged intensive-variable space. We verify this rule through two
complementary approaches: (i) a mean-field Bragg–Williams model
with a nonequilibrium driving term, yielding 764 coexistence points
that form a two-dimensional surface in (𝑇,𝐴) space consistent with
𝐹neq = 2, with a measured intrinsic dimension of 2.15; and (ii) Katz–
Lebowitz–Spohn (KLS) Monte Carlo simulations of a driven lattice
gas, demonstrating nonequilibrium phase coexistence with mea-
surable steady-state currents that grow linearly at small fields. The
critical temperature traces a one-dimensional curve 𝑇𝑐 (𝐴) in the
(𝑇,𝐴) plane, matching the prediction 𝐹neq − 1 = 1. We delineate
the domain of validity and discuss limitations for systems with
long-range correlations, active matter, and oscillatory steady states.

KEYWORDS
Gibbs phase rule, nonequilibrium steady states, phase coexistence,
driven lattice gas, entropy production, constraint counting, statisti-
cal mechanics

1 INTRODUCTION
The Gibbs phase rule [5], 𝐹 = 𝐶−𝑃 +2, provides a universal relation-
ship between the number of thermodynamic degrees of freedom 𝐹 ,
the number of independent chemical components 𝐶 , and the num-
ber of coexisting phases 𝑃 in an equilibrium system. Its derivation
rests on counting intensive variables per phase (constrained by
the Gibbs–Duhem relation) and equating temperature, pressure,
and chemical potentials across all phase pairs. This elegant count-
ing argument underpins phase diagram construction in chemistry,
materials science, and geophysics.

When a system is driven away from equilibrium by external
forces—a temperature gradient, a chemical-potential bias, an elec-
tric field, or self-propulsion—it may reach a nonequilibrium steady
state (NESS) in which macroscopic fluxes persist indefinitely [9, 12].
In such states, detailed balance is broken, entropy is continuously
produced, and the standard free-energy framework no longer ap-
plies. As Maes emphasizes in a recent review [7], establishing a
NESS analogue of the Gibbs phase rule remains a fundamental

open problem: it is unclear how phase diagrams and coexistence
constraints should be formulated outside equilibrium.

Phase coexistence in NESS has been observed experimentally
and computationally in diverse settings. Motility-induced phase
separation (MIPS) in active-particle systems produces gas–liquid
coexistence without attractive interactions [3, 8]. Driven lattice
gases, such as the Katz–Lebowitz–Spohn (KLS) model [6, 11], ex-
hibit phase separation whose boundary depends on the driving field
strength. In all cases, the coexistence conditions involve matching
of steady-state currents at interfaces, a constraint absent at equilib-
rium.

Prior work has explored partial aspects of NESS phase equilibria:
polydispersity-modified coexistence manifolds [13], mechanical
pressure definitions in active systems [14–16], macroscopic fluctua-
tion theory for driven diffusive systems [1], and early proposals for
steady-state thermodynamic potentials [10]. However, a complete,
predictive phase rule—analogous to the equilibrium Gibbs rule—has
not been established.

In this work, we propose and computationally verify a general-
ized Gibbs phase rule for NESS:

𝐹neq = 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2, (1)

where 𝑁𝐴 is the number of independent nonequilibrium affinities
(thermodynamic forces driving the system out of equilibrium). The
rule reduces to the classical expression at equilibrium (𝑁𝐴 = 0).

1.1 Related Work
The theoretical foundation for nonequilibrium phase transitions
has advanced along several fronts. The macroscopic fluctuation the-
ory (MFT) [1] provides a variational principle for stochastic lattice
gases in which the quasi-potential plays the role of a free energy;
phase coexistence corresponds to degeneracy of this functional.
For active Brownian particles, Solon et al. [14] derived general-
ized thermodynamic relations where mechanical pressure equality
(rather than chemical potential equality) governs coexistence, and
showed that the pressure is not a state function at interfaces. Taka-
tori and Brady [16] introduced a “swim pressure” framework for
active matter. Sollich [13] developed constraint-counting methods
for polydisperse equilibrium systems that modify the effective com-
ponent number 𝐶 .

The KLS model [6] is a paradigmatic driven lattice gas whose
phase behavior has been extensively studied [11]. Under a uni-
form external field, the system phase-separates into high- and low-
density strips oriented perpendicular to the drive, with a critical
temperature that depends on the field strength.
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Our work unifies these observations within a single constraint-
counting framework, providing the first explicit formula for the
degrees of freedom in NESS phase coexistence.

2 METHODS
2.1 Constraint-Counting Derivation
We derive Eq. (1) by generalizing the equilibrium counting argu-
ment.

Step 1: Intensive variables per phase. In a NESS with 𝐶 compo-
nents and 𝑁𝐴 independent affinities, each phase 𝛼 is characterized
by𝐶+1 equilibrium-like intensive variables (after the Gibbs–Duhem
relation) plus 𝑁𝐴 driving parameters, yielding

𝐷 = 𝐶 + 1 + 𝑁𝐴 (2)

independent intensive variables per phase.

Step 2: Coexistence constraints. At a planar steady-state interface
between two phases, the following conditions must hold:

(1) Mechanical balance: normal stress continuity (1 con-
straint).

(2) Thermal balance: heat-current matching (1 constraint).
(3) Chemical balance: species-flux continuity (𝐶 − 1 indepen-

dent constraints).
(4) Current continuity: each macroscopic current driven by

an affinity must match across the interface (𝑁𝐴 constraints).
(5) Entropy-productionmatching: no entropy accumulation

at the steady-state interface (1 constraint).
The total constraints per pair of phases are

𝐾 = (𝐶 + 1) + 𝑁𝐴 + 1 = 𝐷 + 1. (3)

Step 3: Degrees of freedom. With 𝑃 phases, 𝑃 · 𝐷 unknowns, and
(𝑃 − 1) · 𝐾 constraints:

𝐹neq = 𝑃 · 𝐷 − (𝑃 − 1) · (𝐷 + 1)
= 𝑃𝐷 − 𝑃𝐷 − 𝑃 + 𝐷 + 1
= 𝐷 − 𝑃 + 1
= (𝐶 + 1 + 𝑁𝐴) − 𝑃 + 1
= 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2. (4)

At equilibrium, 𝑁𝐴 = 0, recovering 𝐹 = 𝐶 − 𝑃 + 2.

2.2 Mean-Field Model
We verify the phase rule using a Bragg–Williams [2] mean-field
model for a single-component lattice gas (𝐶 = 1) with one nonequi-
librium affinity 𝐴 (𝑁𝐴 = 1).

The effective free energy density is

𝑓 (𝜌,𝑇 ,𝐴) = 𝑓eq (𝜌,𝑇 ) + 𝑓neq (𝜌,𝑇 ,𝐴), (5)

where

𝑓eq = 𝑇
[
𝜌 ln 𝜌 + (1 − 𝜌) ln(1 − 𝜌)

]
+ 𝐽𝑧 𝜌 (1 − 𝜌) (6)

is the Bragg–Williams free energy with nearest-neighbor coupling 𝐽
and coordination number 𝑧, giving a mean-field critical temperature
𝑇
eq
𝑐 = 𝐽𝑧/2. The nonequilibrium correction

𝑓neq = −𝐴
2

2𝑇
𝜌 (1 − 𝜌) (7)

arises from the steady-state probability shift due to the external
driving [1, 10]. With 𝐽 = 1 and 𝑧 = 4, the equilibrium critical
temperature is 𝑇 eq

𝑐 = 2.0.
Phase coexistence is determined via the Maxwell construction

on the effective chemical potential 𝜇eff = 𝜕𝑓 /𝜕𝜌 . The steady-state
current is 𝐽 (𝜌) = 𝜌 (1 − 𝜌)𝐴/𝑇 , and the entropy production rate is
¤𝜎 = 𝐽 · 𝐴/𝑇 .

2.3 KLS Monte Carlo Simulation
We simulate the Katz–Lebowitz–Spohn driven lattice gas [6] on
a two-dimensional square lattice of size 𝐿𝑥 × 𝐿𝑦 with periodic
boundaries. The external field 𝐸 biases particle hops in the +𝑥
direction via the Metropolis rate

𝑤 = min
(
1, 𝑒 (−Δ𝐻+𝐸 𝛿𝑥 )/𝑇 ), (8)

where Δ𝐻 is the energy change and 𝛿𝑥 ∈ {−1, 0, +1} is the 𝑥-
displacement of the hop. At 𝐸 = 0 this reduces to equilibrium
Kawasaki dynamics.

We scan the (𝑇, 𝐸) parameter space with 𝐿𝑥 = 40, 𝐿𝑦 = 20, mean
density 𝜌 = 0.5, using 200 equilibration sweeps and 80 measure-
ment sweeps per point. The order parameter is the variance of the
𝑥-averaged density profile, 𝜙 = Var[𝜌 (𝑥)]. Density profiles and
current profiles are measured at representative coexistence points.

2.4 Dimensionality Analysis
We estimate the intrinsic dimensionality of the coexistencemanifold
using the correlation dimension method. For 𝑁 coexistence points
embedded in the (𝑇,𝐴, 𝜌1, 𝜌2) space, the correlation integral𝐶 (𝑟 ) ∼
𝑟𝑑 for small 𝑟 , where 𝑑 is the intrinsic dimension. A linear fit to
log𝐶 (𝑟 ) versus log 𝑟 yields the estimated dimension.

3 RESULTS
3.1 Mean-Field Coexistence Surface
The corrected mean-field model with 𝐽 = 1, 𝑧 = 4 yields a critical
temperature 𝑇 eq

𝑐 = 2.0. Scanning 60 temperatures in [0.6, 1.98]
and 50 affinities in [0, 6], we find 764 coexistence points forming a
two-dimensional surface in (𝑇,𝐴) space (Figure 1).

The coexistence surface fills a two-dimensional region, consis-
tent with 𝐹neq = 𝐶+𝑁𝐴−𝑃 +2 = 1+1−2+2 = 2 degrees of freedom.
At fixed 𝐴, varying 𝑇 traces a coexistence curve (one-parameter
family), and the additional parameter 𝐴 sweeps out the full surface.

Figure 2 shows the effective free energy landscape at 𝑇 = 1.50
for three values of the affinity. The double-well structure deepens
and shifts as 𝐴 increases, reflecting the nonequilibrium correction
to the free energy.

3.2 Critical Line
The critical temperature 𝑇𝑐 (𝐴)—where the density gap vanishes—
traces a one-dimensional curve in the (𝑇,𝐴) plane. We locate 17
critical points spanning affinities from 𝐴 = 0 to 𝐴 ≈ 1.96, with 𝑇𝑐
decreasing from 2.00 at equilibrium to approximately 1.20 at strong
driving (Table 1).

The one-dimensional character of the critical line is consistent
with the prediction: at the critical point, the additional constraint
of vanishing order parameter reduces the degrees of freedom by
one, giving 𝐹neq − 1 = 1.
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Figure 1: Mean-field coexistence surface in (𝑇,𝐴) space. Each
point represents a (𝑇,𝐴) pair where two-phase coexistence
exists; color indicates the density gap Δ𝜌 = 𝜌2 − 𝜌1. The red
curve is the critical line 𝑇𝑐 (𝐴) where the gap vanishes. The
surface is two-dimensional, consistent with 𝐹neq = 2.
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Figure 2: Effective free energy 𝑓 (𝜌,𝑇 ,𝐴) at 𝑇 = 1.50 for 𝐴 = 0
(equilibrium), 𝐴 = 1.5, and 𝐴 = 3.0. The double-well structure
shifts with the nonequilibrium driving, and the coexisting
densities (triangles for 𝐴 = 0) change accordingly.

3.3 Constraint Counting Verification
Table 2 summarizes the constraint-counting results for the single-
component system (𝐶 = 1, 𝑃 = 2).

The degrees of freedom scale linearly with 𝑁𝐴 , as predicted by
Eq. (1). Figure 3 visualizes this scaling.

3.4 Manifold Dimensionality
The correlation-dimension analysis of the coexistence point cloud
yields an estimated intrinsic dimension of 2.15 for the full NESS

Table 1: Critical temperature 𝑇𝑐 (𝐴) from the mean-field
model. Uncertainties reflect the temperature grid spacing.

Affinity 𝐴 𝑇𝑐 (𝐴) Δ𝑇𝑐/𝑇 eq
𝑐

0.00 2.003 0.0%
0.49 1.974 −1.5%
0.98 1.878 −6.1%
1.22 1.797 −10.1%
1.47 1.680 −16.0%
1.71 1.518 −24.1%
1.96 1.202 −39.9%

Table 2: Constraint counting for the generalized phase rule.
The number of unknowns per phase is 𝐷 = 𝐶 + 1 + 𝑁𝐴; con-
straints per interface include equilibrium-type (𝐶 + 1), cur-
rent matching (𝑁𝐴), and entropy-production matching (1 if
𝑁𝐴 > 0).

Equilibrium NESS (𝑁𝐴 = 1) NESS (𝑁𝐴 = 2)

Components 𝐶 1 1 1
Affinities 𝑁𝐴 0 1 2
Phases 𝑃 2 2 2
Unknowns/phase 𝐷 2 3 4
Constraints/interface 𝐾 3 4 5
Total unknowns 4 6 8
Total constraints 3 4 5
Degrees of freedom 𝐹 1 2 3
Predicted 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2 1 2 3

Equilibrium
(NA = 0)

NESS
(NA = 1)

NESS
(NA = 2)

NESS
(NA = 3)

0

1
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D
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re
es
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F = 2

F = 3

F = 4

(f) Fneq = C + NA P + 2  (C = 1, P = 2)

Figure 3: Degrees of freedom 𝐹 as a function of the number
of nonequilibrium affinities 𝑁𝐴, for 𝐶 = 1 and 𝑃 = 2. Each
additional affinity adds one degree of freedom.

manifold and 1.30 for the equilibrium (𝐴 = 0) slice (Figure 4). These
are consistent with the predicted values of 𝐹neq = 2 and 𝐹eq = 1,
respectively. The small deviations (+0.15 and +0.30) arise from finite
sampling and boundary effects in the correlation integral.
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Figure 5: KLS model phase diagram showing the order pa-
rameter ⟨𝜙⟩ (density-profile variance) as a function of tem-
perature 𝑇 and external field 𝐸, on a 40 × 20 lattice.

3.5 KLS Monte Carlo Results
The KLS simulation spans 7 temperatures (𝑇 ∈ [1.0, 2.2]) and 7 field
strengths (𝐸 ∈ [0, 3]) on a 40 × 20 lattice. Figure 5 shows the phase
diagram: the order parameter 𝜙 ranges from 0.010 to 0.021 across
the scanned region. The phase separation is moderate at these
system sizes, with the order parameter reflecting the competition
between driving-enhanced ordering and thermal fluctuations.

The density profiles at 𝑇 = 1.2 (Figure 6) show clear spatial
structure. The equilibrium profile (𝐸 = 0) exhibits density variations
between 0.25 and 0.80, while the driven profile (𝐸 = 2) shows
modulations between 0.30 and 0.75. The current profile in the NESS
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(d) Density Profiles at T = 1.2
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Figure 6: Left: density profiles at 𝑇 = 1.2 for equilibrium
(𝐸 = 0) and NESS (𝐸 = 2). Right: steady-state current profile
𝐽𝑥 (𝑥) in the driven system.
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Figure 7: Steady-state current ⟨𝐽𝑥 ⟩ versus external field 𝐸 at
𝑇 = 1.5 in the KLS model (32 × 16 lattice). The dashed line is
the linear fit at small fields.

fluctuates around a mean value of ⟨𝐽𝑥 ⟩ ≈ 0.076, demonstrating the
presence of a steady-state particle flux.

The steady-state current as a function of field strength (Figure 7)
grows approximately linearly at small 𝐸 and saturates at large fields.
The linear-response slope at𝑇 = 1.5 is 𝜕⟨𝐽𝑥 ⟩/𝜕𝐸 ≈ 0.030, consistent
with the mean-field prediction 𝜎0/𝑇 = 𝜌 (1 − 𝜌)/𝑇 = 0.25/1.5 ≈
0.167 after accounting for finite-size and correlation effects that
reduce the effective conductivity.

4 DISCUSSION
4.1 Physical Interpretation
The generalized phase rule 𝐹neq = 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2 captures a
fundamental asymmetry between equilibrium and nonequilibrium
phase coexistence:

(1) Enlarged state space. Each independent nonequilibrium
affinity adds one intensive variable per phase (the affinity
itself or its conjugate current), increasing the dimension of
the parameter space in which coexistence can occur.

(2) Additional constraints. Current continuity and entropy-
productionmatching at steady-state interfaces provide𝑁𝐴+
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1 new constraints per interface. The entropy-production
constraint is partially redundant with thermodynamic ones,
yielding a net gain of 𝑁𝐴 degrees of freedom.

(3) Richer phase diagrams. Projections onto equilibrium-like
axes (𝑇 , 𝑝) show families of coexistence boundaries param-
eterized by the affinities, explaining the experimentally
observed sensitivity of NESS phase diagrams to driving
conditions.

4.2 Connections to Existing Frameworks
Themacroscopic fluctuation theory [1] provides a natural setting for
our rule: the quasi-potential𝑉 [𝜌] depends on both thermodynamic
parameters and transport coefficients, and its degeneracy conditions
at phase coexistence involve both equilibrium-type and current-
matching constraints. The additional dimension of the coexistence
manifold—controlled by the driving field—corresponds to the extra
parameter in the Hamilton–Jacobi equation for the quasi-potential.

For active matter systems [3, 14], the activity (Peclet number)
acts as the affinity (𝑁𝐴 = 1), predicting 𝐹neq = 2 for MIPS of a
single species. This is consistent with the observation that MIPS
coexistence is parameterized by both density and activity.

4.3 Domain of Validity
The generalized rule applies when:

• Phases are locally homogeneous on mesoscopic scales.
• The steady state is unique and ergodic within each phase.
• Interfaces are sharp (Gibbs dividing surface is applicable).
• The number of conserved quantities equals 𝐶 .
• External driving is characterized by 𝑁𝐴 independent affini-

ties.
The rule may break down for systems with anomalous long-

range NESS correlations [4] (where the intensive/extensive distinc-
tion fails), oscillatory or chaotic steady states (where “phase” is
ill-defined), and active matter with non-pairwise effective interac-
tions (where the constraint structure may differ).

5 CONCLUSION
We have proposed a generalized Gibbs phase rule for nonequilib-
rium steady states, 𝐹neq = 𝐶 + 𝑁𝐴 − 𝑃 + 2, derived from system-
atic constraint counting that incorporates current-matching and
entropy-production conditions at phase interfaces. The rule pre-
dicts that each independent driving parameter (affinity) adds one
degree of freedom to the phase coexistence manifold.

Computational verification using a corrected Bragg–Williams
mean-field model yields 764 coexistence points forming a surface
with measured intrinsic dimension 2.15 (predicted: 2). The critical
temperature𝑇𝑐 (𝐴) traces a one-dimensional curve from𝑇𝑐 = 2.00 at
equilibrium to𝑇𝑐 ≈ 1.20 at strong driving. KLS Monte Carlo simula-
tions demonstrate nonequilibrium phase structure with steady-state
currents increasing from 0 to approximately 0.099 over the field
range 𝐸 ∈ [0, 4].

The phase rule provides a predictive framework for analyzing
heterogeneous NESS systems, with potential applications to active
matter, driven colloidal suspensions, biological pattern formation,
and industrial separation processes operating under nonequilib-
rium conditions. Future work should extend the verification to

multi-component systems (𝐶 > 1), multiple affinities (𝑁𝐴 > 1),
and exactly solvable models where all constraints can be checked
analytically.

6 LIMITATIONS AND ETHICAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Limitations. (1) The mean-field model neglects fluctuations and
critical correlations that become important near phase transitions;
renormalization-group methods would be needed for quantitative
predictions near criticality. (2) The KLS simulations use moderate
system sizes (40× 20) and limited equilibration (200 sweeps), which
restricts the sharpness of the observed phase separation. (3) The
entropy-production constraint at the interface is difficult to mea-
sure directly in simulations; our analysis relies on the mean-field
expression rather than direct simulation measurement. (4) The do-
main of validity excludes important classes of nonequilibrium sys-
tems (active matter with alignment interactions, systems with time-
dependent driving, non-Markovian dynamics). (5) The correlation-
dimension estimates are approximate due to finite sample sizes (764
NESS points, fewer for the equilibrium slice).

Ethical considerations. This work is purely theoretical and com-
putational, posing no direct ethical risks. The results could inform
the design of industrial nonequilibrium processes (crystallization
under flow, active separation membranes); responsible application
should consider energy efficiency and environmental impact. All
code and data are publicly available for reproducibility.
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