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In the context of stochastic thermodynamics, a minimal model for non equilibrium steady states
has been recently proposed: the Brownian Gyrator (BG). It describes the stochastic overdamped
motion of a particle in a two dimensional harmonic potential, as in the classic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process, but considering the simultaneous presence of two independent thermal baths. When the
two baths have different temperatures, the steady BG exhibits a rotating current, a clear signature
of non equilibrium dynamics. Here, we consider a time-dependent potential, and we apply a reverse-
engineering approach to derive exactly the required protocol to switch from an initial steady state
to a final steady state in a finite time 7. The protocol can be built by first choosing an arbitrary
quasi-static counterpart - with few constraints - and then adding a finite-time contribution which
only depends upon the chosen quasi-static form and which is of order 1/7. We also get a condition
for transformations which - in finite time - conserve internal energy, useful for applications such as
the design of microscopic thermal engines. Our study extends finite-time stochastic thermodynamics

to transformations connecting non-equilibrium steady states.

Introduction - Fast switching through two or
more modes of operation in microscopic experi-
ments - where fluctuations dominate - is a goal for
several applications: cyclical mesoscopic thermal
machines such as colloids in time-dependent opti-
cal traps [1-6], thermal engines realised in bacte-
rial baths [7, 8], realisation of bit operation un-
der noisy environment with connection to infor-
mation theory [9] and much more. Experiments
and theory have recently demonstrated the exis-
tence of special protocols that in finite time realise
conditions which are usually realised in infinite
time: these protocols can be deduced by reverse-
engineering the desired, fast, path of evolution of
given observables, including the probability distri-
bution in phase space [10, 11].

A paradygmatic example has been given in one
effective dimension with a harmonic trap, realised
by optical radiation confining a colloidal parti-
cle [12]. The colloidal particle has reached a steady
state in the trap with a stiffness k. Then the trap
is modulated from the initial stiffness k* to a new
stiffness k7 in some finite time 7. If the change
k* — kf is realised in too short a time, e.g. taking
ideally 7 = 0 (what is called “STEP” protocol),
then the colloidal particle will take some uncon-
trolled additional time to reach the steady state
compatible with the final stiffness. Such a “natu-
ral” time is related to the typical relaxation times
of the system and can be very long, depending

upon the situations. Interestingly, it is possible
to design one or more “swift equilibration” (SE)
protocols k(t), with k(0) = & and k(1) = k/, such
that at time 7 the final steady state is reached and
no additional relaxation time is needed. The shape
of k(t) can be non-intuitive: when 7 is smaller than
the typical relaxation times, such protocols may
exhibit large excursions well outside of the range
[k%, kf]. In fact, there are cases where k(t) can even
become negative, posing problems to its experi-
mental realization. Additional constraints may be
introduced into the mathematical design problem,
in order to limit the protocol excursion [13]. Other
possibilities have been suggested, where the trap
position is also modulated by additional noise [14].
The SE protocol has been demonstrated also in an
atomic force microscopy experiments [15].

Here, we discuss the problem of swift equili-
bration in a two-dimensional harmonic trap. The
generalization may seem a pure increase of dimen-
sionality, but in fact it allows us to step outside
of the realm of pure equilibrium steady states. A
two-dimensional harmonic trap may be coupled to
different thermostats and, in general, may exhibit
rotating currents which break the time-reversal
symmetry even in the steady state [16-23]. It is
therefore a sound test-ground for the study of SE
protocols for switching between two different non-
equilibrium steady states in a finite time.

Swift equilibration protocol - Firstly, let us intro-



duce the general strategy for the SE. We adopted
a different and, in a sense, more general approach
with respect to [12]. Consider an experimental sys-
tem that can be leveraged controlling some forc-
ing parameters, which will be noted in a vector II.
The instantaneous statistical state of the system
can be described by a set of parameters, which
will be denoted by a vector (t): for instance in
a Gaussian process, as in our case below, these
can be the parameters of a multivariate Gaussian.
The value of the parameters v(t) depends, through
a dynamical equation, on the the history of the
applied forcing IT up to time t. We prepare the
system in a stationary condition, given a value
for the forcing ITI°. This means that we observe
a time constant value of the system parameters ~y
that depends on the forcing IT*: we note this value
as vSt[IT¥]. Our goal is to lead the system into a
new stationary state with a final set of parameters
~SHITY], in a finite time 7.

Of course, if 7 is very large, any transforma-
tion behaves as a SE protocol. More precisely,
let us consider an arbitrary function P(s), with
s € [0,1], such that P(0) = IT* and P(1) = II/.
Then the evolution of parameters IL(¢t) = P(¢/7)
is a SE protocol in the limit 7 much larger than
the largest characteristic time of the system dy-
namics. In fact in this case the change in the forc-
ing parameters is so slow that the system is always
in its stationary state. In this quasi-static forcing,
~(t) = 4**[P(t/7)] at any time, including the final
one.

On the contrary, when 7 is finite (smaller than
the largest characteristic time of the system),
P(t/7) is not a SE and must be modified with ap-
propriate finite time corrections, i.e. a finite-7 SE
protocol reads IT = P + %57’: here we denote
the finite time corrections with §P. The quantity
0P , hereafter named the finite time correction to
the quasi-static protocol, depends upon the choice
of the quasi-static protocol P. This is the rele-
vant quantity one has to know to experimentally
perform the desired SE. The exact, explicit and
general formula for §P[P(s)] in the case of the
Brownian Gyrator constitutes the main result of
this letter, and it allows a number of interesting
theoretical considerations.

The Brownian Gyrator - The system we con-
sider has been introduced in [17] and then studied
in [18] and [19], with an experimental realization
obtained recently in [21-23]. It is widely known as
Brownian Gyrator (BG). Its stochastic differential

equation takes the form

dr = —(kyx +uy)dt +2T,dW, (1)
dy —(kyy +ux)dt + /2T, dW,

which fairly describes an overdamped particle sub-
ject to a potential V(x,y) = %kwa + %kny + uzxy
in contact with two thermal baths at tempera-
ture T, and Tj,. Note that the condition of con-
fining potential, required for the steady states, is
kyk, —u? > 0 [24]. In this article we consider the
case where kg, ky, u may depend upon time (on the
contrary we keep the temperatures constant). For
compactness we denote the set of parameters by
the vector II, i.e. II; = k;, IIy = k, and II3 = u.
The associated FP equation reads

Oip = 0z (p0z V') + 0y (p0y V') +T18£p+Ty8§p (2)

where p(x,y;t) is the one time distribution of the
stochastic process. The process is Gaussian and
for Gaussian initial condition keeps the Gaussian
form at all times:

exp (—3mz? — $7y® — 137 Y)
—-1/2
271 (V172 — 73) /

p(z,y;t) = , (3)

where v = {v1,72,73} depends on time. The in-
troduction of form (3) in Eq. (2) leads to the equa-
tions governing the time evolution of v(t), since:

1= 2 (kw'Yl - Tzc'Y% + uys — Ty%%)

Yo = 2(kyy2 — Ty73 + uys — Tuv3) 4)

Y3 = va(ks + ky) +uly +72)+
_QVS(Tx'Yl + Ty72)'

If the parameters vector IT of Eq. (1) does not de-
pend on time, then the time-dependence of ~(t)
is only due to the relaxation from initial condi-
tions. In that case, assuming that the potential
is confining, a steady state is reached asymptot-
ically, and - for ergodicity - coincides with the
solution O;psy = 0, uniquely determined by the
values ~*![II] that obey Egs. (4) with all left-
hand-sides set to zero (see Supplementary Infor-
mation [25]). When T, = Ty, = T (“thermody-

namic equilibrium”) the Boltzmann distribution
k

pst o< e V/T is recovered, ie. vt = &, 45t = 22,
75" = %. On the contrary, when T, # T,, the

steady state is not of the Boltzmann form and,
most importantly, contains a current: J(z,y) =
(_pstazv - Tzazpsta _pstayv - Tyaypst) 7& (07 O)
which is rotational, with null divergence. The
steady current breaks time-reversal invariance (de-
tailed balance) and for this reason the BG has been



proposed as a minimal model for non-equilibrium
steady states [17].

SE for the Brownian Gyrator - We look for the
forcing protocol IT that in a finite time 7 leads
the system from the stationary state v**[IT] to
the stationary state v°¢[II/]. We require that the
vector II(t) = {ks,ky,u} has the form II(t) =
P(t/7) + LoP(t/7), where P(s) = {K.,K,,U}
is a given quasi-static protocol, and dP(s) =
{0kg, 0ky, du} is its finite time correction.

In order to accomplish our task, first we in-
vert the dynamical equations (4) in order to get
rid of explicit time and obtain a set of expres-
sions for k;,k,,u as functions of ; and «; only
(i € [1,3]). For the full formula see Supple-
mentary Information [25]: the important fact is
that such expressions can be written in the form
II = A[v] + B[y] - ¥ with A[v] a vector and B[v]
a matrix. If we require that ~(t) is a function
of s = %, then v = %%’7 and the second term
vanishes in the 7 — oo limit. Then it is natural
to identify P = A[y], and 6P = Bly] - <+, see
Supplementary Information [25] for full formula of
both terms.

In order to close our loop, now, we need to ex-
press everything as a function of the quasi static
protocol. This is done in two steps. The first
step is to invert the relation P = A(vy). Since
this relation is valid even in the 7 — oo limit,
the result is nothing but the expression of v*![P]
that solve Egs. (4) in the stationary condition and
parameters set to P. Finally, we have to ex-
press %'y as a function of the quasi-stationary
protocols. This is done considering that % =
K20k, +K',0x, +U' 0y and applying this opera-
tor to v*![P] (here and in the following f’ stands
for dilsf). Putting back 7; and %’yi in the defi-
nition of the forcing protocol, we obtain the final
expression:

() = P(t/7)+ 26P(t/7), (5)
IP(s) = B[P(s)]- P'(s),

with a matrix B which is fully defined in the
Supplementary Information [25]. We recall the
operative meaning of this formula: one chooses
an arbitrary [26] quasi-static protocol P(s) =
{Kz(s),Ky(s),U(s)} and this corresponds to a par-
ticular form of 6P (s) = {0k (s), dky(s), ou(s)} for
finite time corrections. Before giving a handier ex-
pression of 6P, we discuss some special cases.
Firstly, we consider the case where there is no
interaction among x and y, i.e. when u = 0 both

at the beginning and at the end. Then it does
not make sense to switch on w during the proto-
col, so that the choice U(s) = 0 is quite general
(hence Y’ = 0). The two degrees of freedom are
independent, each one follows a separate equation
and the finite time corrections take the charac-
teristic log derivative of the quasi-static protocol:

ok, = 1K= 5k, = ;’,2'5, Su = 0. This result
coincides with that in [12].

As a second step, we consider the case of two
interacting degrees of freedom U # 0 in contact
with the same thermal bath at temperature T, =
T, =T. In this case the finite time corrections to

the quasi-static forcing read:

(A+IC2))C’I+Z/{ K'y—2K,utd’

oket = v
eq _ UK, }C’$+IC K'\y)—2K lcyu
outd = 2K, A
where K5 = K, + K, and A = KK, —U?. The

value for 6kg? is obtained swapping the subscripts
z and y in the expression for dk2?. Note that the
result does not depend on the temperature 7. This
result generalizes [12] in two dimensions.

A richer phenomenology is obtained in the realm
of non-equilibrium, when T, # T, and a non zero
current appears in the stationary state (a brief
study of the current during the SE can be found
in Supplementary Information [25]).

For instance for 1), = T, +dT, we observe inter-
esting deviations

Ok, = OkST — MdT +0(dT?)
Oky = Okt + %di’ +0(dT?)

Su = dud — W'C”—K’C’C)dT—s—O(dT?)
Note that for a symmetric protocol K, = K, = K
the finite time correction to u becomes of the
second order in dT. For such a symmetric pro-
tocol one has that dk7? = dk;? and both are
proportional to a logarlthmlc derlvatlve as hap-
pens to the non interacting case: Jkg? = dk;? =
14 Jog (K2 —1?) (which is minus the “free energy”
of the system divided by 2T, see Supplementary
Information [25]). In the same symmetric case,
one can consider a quasi-static protocol involving
only weak interactions &/ < 1. In this case the
general non-equilibrium case reads:

Sk, = 1K - U AT | o2
/ T +T,)U’

Sky = 1K %7( LM L oWU?)

bu = LU UK o),



Note that the corrections to 0k, and 0k, at first
order in U are different: the finite time correction
to a symmetric quasi-static protocol should not
be the same, since the symmetry is broken by the
non equilibrium condition T, # T,. Nevertheless
we note that they differ only by a factor T, /T,,. It
turns out that this is a general mathematical fea-
ture of the solution for the general (non symmet-
ric) quasi-static protocol. In fact, in the general
case, the finite time corrections 0k, and du have
a striking mathematical structure:

Ok = Ok + AL,
Sk, = Okt — Ldr (6)

Ty ds
ou = 5u°q+(T —T:)J + dsg

where F and G are functions of Ky and . The
function J remains finite in the equilibrium limit
Ty, — T, while 7 and G vanish. The explicit
expressions for F,G and J are quite simple and
are given in the Supplementary Information [25].
Equations (6) are the main result of this work.
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Figure 1. SE in action (details in the Supplementary
Information [25]). On the left: a) initial marginal dis-
tribution p(z,t = 0) and p(y,t = 0) (points for simula-
tions) compared with the theoretical stationary distri-
butions (line); b) same quantities at ¢ = 7, the end of
the SE transformation. Middle and right plots show
the use of two quasi-static protocols, with the same
initial and final parameters II* and I1/: a simple cu-
bic protocol (black) and an isothermal protocol (red).
Upper plots: c¢) forcings for a large 7 = 10, which are
very close to the quasi-static protocol chosen; d) for a
much faster SE, 7 = 0.1, the forcings have large cor-
rections given by Eq. (6). Lower plots e) and f): the
values of the internal energy E in the four different
cases (cubic and isothermal during slow and fast SE).

Energetics - SE protocols represent an interest-
ing theoretical framework to study energetics and
thermodynamics. For instance, we consider inter-
nal energy for the model in study:

E = (V)= 3ko(2?) + 5ky (y?) + ulzy),

where, calling detT' = v172 — 73, we have (z2) =
72/ detT, (y?) = 71/ detT and (zy) = —v3/det T
Since during the SE, the distribution parame-
ters «(t) depend on the quasi-static protocol as
~5t[P(t/T)], the expressions for (z2), (y?) and (xy)
can be written in terms of the quasi-static proto-
col (see Supplementary Information [25]). Hence,
using the expression for the forcing protocols IT =
P+ %(57’, one can compute the explicit expression
of the internal energy E. Remarkably, it turns
out, after careful algebra, that this expression is
simple:

B = T, + ZJ _ li ’C.’I’ZJ + ICyTT (7)
) Tds (40K, —U?) |,

Several comments about this equation are in order.
Firstly we note that during a quasi-static protocol
(T — o0) the internal energy is constant, as one
could expect: this constant value does not depend
on the forcing parameters, neither on k; , nor on
u. More interestingly, the finite time correction to
the internal energy, can be written with a single
differential form i@’ , where © = % An
immediate reward of this result is that it allows
to identify a specific class of quasi-static proto-
cols, that we call the finite time isothermal pro-
tocols, defined as the SE protocols that keep ©
constant. Using such a quasi-static protocol one
can perform a SE procedure with constant inter-
nal energy in any finite time 7, provided to force
the system with the appropriate finite time cor-
rections (6). In Fig. 1 we show simple numerical
simulations giving a demonstration of our results.

Conclusions - Here we have proposed a general
framework for studying finite time transformations
in stochastic processes under the important re-
quest of connecting two steady states without the
need of further relaxation time (“swift equilibra-
tion”). Our general framework is based upon the
idea of fixing an arbitrary quasi-static protocol and
then computing the finite-time corrections to it.
We have applied our idea to a model (“Brown-
ian gyrator”) with a harmonic potential in con-
tact with two different thermal baths, a minimal
non-equilibrium generalization of the celebrated
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. In this sense, the
model can be considered as the harmonic oscilla-
tor or the ”perfect gas” for non-equilibrium steady
states. Despite the linearity of the model, the
problem of SE discloses a rich and promising ter-
rain for theoretical explorations. We give the exact
explicit expression for the general SE, and also a



simple condition to obtain finite-time transforma-
tions that conserve internal energy. The existence
of experimental realizations of the steady Brow-
nian gyrator [16, 21-23] let us foresee interest-
ing experimental investigations of our procedures
in the next future. An important theoretical per-
spective concerns the research of optimal protocols
with respect to work or other thermodynamic rel-
evant quantities, for instance a suitable definition
of finite-time adiabatic transformations [27] to the
case where two thermal baths are present.

AB and AP acknowledge the financial support
of Regione Lazio through the Grant ”Progetti
Gruppi di Ricerca” N. 85-2017-15257 and from
the MIUR PRIN 2017 project 201798CZLJ. LS
acknowledges interesting discussions with Andrea
Pagnani.

[1] V. Blickle and C. Bechinger, Nat. Phys. 8, 143
(2012).

[2] I. A. Martinez, E. Roldén, L. Dinis, D. Petrov,
and R. A. Rica, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 120601
(2015).

[3] T. Schmiedl and U. Seifert, EPL (Europhysics
Letters) 81, 20003 (2007).

[4] S. Bo and A. Celani, Phys. Rev. E 87, 050102(R)
(2013).

[5] I. A. Martinez, E. Roldén, L. Dinis, D. Petrov,
J. M. Parrondo, and R. A. Rica, Nat. Phys. 12,
67 (2016).

[6] P. A. Quinto-Su, Nat. Comm. 5, 1 (2014).

[7] S. Krishnamurthy, S. Ghosh, D. Chatterji,
R. Ganapathy, and A. Sood, Nat. Phys. 12, 1134
(2016).

[8] R. Di Leonardo, L. Angelani, D. Dell’Arciprete,
G. Ruocco, V. Iebba, S. Schippa, M. P. Conte,
F. Mecarini, F. De Angelis, and E. Di Fabrizio,
Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 107, 9541 (2010).

[9] A. Bérut, A. Arakelyan, A. Petrosyan, S. Cilib-
erto, R. Dillenschneider, and E. Lutz, Nature
483, 187 (2012).

[10] D. Guéry-Odelin, A. Ruschhaupt, A. Kiely,
E. Torrontegui, S. Martinez-Garaot, and J. G.
Muga, Rev. Mod. Phys. 91, 045001 (2019).

[11] D. Guéry-Odelin, J. G. Muga, M. J. Ruiz
Montero, and E. Trizac, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112,

180602 (2014).

[12] I. A. Martinez, A. Petrosyan, D. Guéry-Odelin,
E. Trizac, and S. Ciliberto, Nat. Phys. 12, 843
(2016).

[13] C. A. Plata, D. Guéry-Odelin, E. Trizac, and
A. Prados, Phys. Rev. E 99, 012140 (2019).

[14] M. Chupeau, B. Besga, D. Guéry-Odelin,
E. Trizac, A. Petrosyan, and S. Ciliberto, Phys.
Rev. E 98, 010104(R) (2018).

[15] A. Le Cunuder, I. A. Martinez, A. Petrosyan,
D. Guéry-Odelin, E. Trizac, and S. Ciliberto,
Appl. Phys. Lett. 109, 113502 (2016).

[16] S. Ciliberto, A. Imparato, A. Naert, and
M. Tanase, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 180601 (2013).

[17] R. Filliger and P. Reimann, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99,
230602 (2007).

[18] V. Dotsenko, A. Maciotek, O. Vasilyev, and
G. Oshanin, Phys. Rev. E 87, 062130 (2013).

[19] S. Cerasoli, V. Dotsenko, G. Oshanin, and
L. Rondoni, Phys. Rev. E 98, 042149 (2018).

[20] D. Villamaina, A. Baldassarri, A. Puglisi, and
A. Vulpiani, J. Stat. Mech. 2009, P07024 (2009).

[21] A. Argun, J. Soni, L. Dabelow, S. Bo, G. Pesce,
R. Eichhorn, and G. Volpe, Phys. Rev. E 96,
052106 (2017).

[22] K.-H. Chiang, C.-L. Lee, P.-Y. Lai,
Chen, Phys. Rev. E 96, 032123 (2017).

[23] J. Soni, A. Argun, L. Dabelow, S. Bo, R. Eich-
horn, G. Pesce, and G. Volpe, in Optical Trapping
Applications (Optical Society of America, 2017)
pp. OtM2E-1.

[24] The concavity condition is necessary to reach a
steady state but it can be relaxed in transient
states. However it can become necessary in ex-
perimental realizations as discussed for instance
in [13, 14, 28].

[25] See Supplemental Material at [URL will
be inserted by publisher], which includes
Refs. [13], [29], and [30], for details on analytical
and numerical results.

[26] In the following we always consider continuous
functions, which attain the values IT* and I1/ at
the border with zero derivatives. However, some of
these requirements can be relaxed, if one admits
jumps in the finite time forcing II(t), as explained
in [13].

[27] C. A. Plata, D. Guéry-Odelin, E. Trizac, and
A. Prados, Phys. Rev. E 101, 032129 (2020).

[28] M. Chupeau, S. Ciliberto, D. Guéry-Odelin, and
E. Trizac, New J. Phys. 20, 075003 (2018).

[29] U. Seifert, Rep. Prog. Phys. 75, 126001 (2012).

[30] C. Jarzynski, Comptes Rendus Physique 8, 495
(2007).

and Y.-F.



2009.06989v1 [cond-mat.stat-mech] 15 Sep 2020

arXiv

Supplementary material for: Engineered Swift Equilibration of a Brownian
Gyrator

A. Baldassarri', A. Puglisi', and L. Sesta?3
stituto dei Sistemi Complessi - CNR and Dipartimento di Fisica,
Universita di Roma Sapienza, P.le Aldo Moro 2, 00185, Rome, Italy
2 Dipartimento di Fisica, Universitd di Roma Sapienza, P.le Aldo Moro 2, 00185, Rome, Italy
3 Department of Applied Science and Technology (DISAT),
Politecnico di Torino, Corso Duca degli Abruzzi 24, Torino, Italy.
(Dated: February 25, 2022)



SE FORMULATION THROUGH QUASI-STATIC PROTOCOLS

Here we detail the procedure to obtain the expression for the forcing in the SE protocol.
We start from the Fokker-Planck equation of the stochastic process in study:

which can also be written as a continuity equation dyp = —V - J(p) defining a current probability J, and
where the potential V' depends on time through a set of forcing parameters IL(t) = {k.(t), ky(t), u(t)} as
1 1
V(g T0) = Jhal0) 2 + Lk +ult) 2.

The FP equation is satisfied by the process propagator p(x, y; t|xo, yo; to), which fully defines our contin-
uous Markov process. However the FP equation is satisfied also by the single time distribution:

p(x,y;t) = /P(l"ay%ﬂfoyyo;fO)P(zoyyo;to)dﬂﬁodyo
provided the correct initial conditions are imposed

p(@, ¥ )]y, = p(@, ys to). (2)

In our case, we want that at tx = 0 the system is stationary p(z,y;0) = ps(z,t), where ps satisfies
V - J(ps) = 0, with the forcing parameters in J given by the initial values II* = {K,(0), K, (0),4(0)}.
For the quadratic potential V', the stationary solution is Gaussian:

st .,st st)2
\/'7 Yo — ('Y ) 1 st 1 st st
ps(@yiT) = == ——exp (*571’362 — 5y =3y

where the vector vt = {v§t, 75,75’} depends on the initial value of the forcing IT? as:

[T, (K 4 Ky) — UA(T, — T)] (Ka +K,)

st __
e T.Ty (K 4+ Ky)? + (T, — Ty)?U? (3)
st [’CyTx(’Ct + ’Cy) +u2(Ty - TJU)] (ICac + Ky)
T2 = 2 2 772 (4)
LT, (Ke + Ky)? + (T, - T2)? U

78T T, (Ko + Ky)2 + (T, — To)2U2"

Note that for T, = T}, = T the stationary distribution recovers the expected Gibbs distribution P, =
Z7 exp (=V/T), since 7§t = K,./T, vt = K, /T, and 75! = U/T (and Z is the normalization constant,
see later).

Given the initial condition (2), with p(z,y;to) = ps(z,y), the solution for a general forcing protocol
II(t) keeps a Gaussian form, but the parameters v(¢) do not satisfy the stationary relation (3-5). In
fact, inserting a time dependent Gaussian distribution P (z,y;~(t)) in (1), it can be easily shown that
the FP equation is satisfied as long as:

Ldn

SdH ke — Ty +uys — Ty’Y:% (6)
1 d’}/g
=== = moky — Ty75 +uys — T3 (7)
2 dt

d

22 =l +ky) +u( +92) = 2080 Ty + 72T (®)

Such equations provide the values of the distribution parameters v(t) = {71 (t), v2(t), v3(¢)} as a function
of the forcings TI(t). Obviously the expressions for 4%, which do not depend on time, solve these three
equations for k, = Ky, ky, = Ky, and u =U.



Our SE program is to compute the forcing protocols TI(t), with the initial values IT* = IT(0) and the
final values TI/ = TI(7) such that ~(7) = v*[I1/] (starting from ~(0) = ~*[IT?]).

We look for an expression of the forcing protocol written as the sum of an arbitrary quasi-static
protocol plus some finite corrections: II(t) = P(t/7) + %5’P(t/7). The meaning of the quasi-static
protocol P is that in our scheme if we perform the SE in a very large 7, then IT = P, or more precisely
lim, o II(s7) = P(s).

For the Brownian Gyrator we use the following notation:

ki (t) = Ku(t/7) + %51@1(15/7')
Ry(t) = Ky (1/7) + 0k, t/7)

u(t) =Ut/T) + %(%L(t/’r),

that is TL(t) = {ky (£), ky (1), u(t)}, P(s) = {Ku(5), Ky(s),U(s)} and 5P (s) = {5k (s), 5k, (s), du(s)}.

In order to carry on our program, we need to invert the equations (6-8), so to obtain:

e = 2(71 + 72)(171’72 - v%) {%ﬁ * ’y§ (% - %> N thl Nz 2 dd;} -
T+ %fw (T, - T,) (9)

by = 2(m + “/2);7172 - 733) (% - %) * % %+ ddlt%w 2%%%] *
4%%+%§%@f%) (10)
= 50 +72)(17m —5 | ddt N2 — 73 d(vdlf)} %1‘9’72 (Tom1 + Tyy2) - (11)

Now we impose that the distribution parameters depend on time through the rescaled time s = ¢/7.
As a consequence d7 = Jy (where we indicated with prime the derivative with respect to s). Hence, in
the large 7 hmlt — 0, and the Eqs. (9-11) become the expressions of the quasi-static protocol as a
function of the dlstrlbutlon parameters. They read:

Ke =771y + T, -1 12
g 72( w) (12)
Ke=mTs + T, —T, 13
gt o 72( ) (13)

= Ty + 7T, 14
"+ (m Y2Ty) (14)

These are nothing but the inversion of the expressions of the stationary parameters v*¢ given in (3-5),
where K, K, and U now depend on (the rescaled) time and we substitute v** with ~(t).
If we invert again Eqgs. (12-14), we obtain expressions formally identical to Egs. (3-5)
_ KTy (e + Ky) —UA(T, — T, )} (Ka + Ky) (15)
n T T, (Ko + KCy)2 + (T, — T)?U
B [KyTo (Ko + Ky) +UHTy — T, )} (Ke +Ky)
BTN, (K + Ky + (T, — To)2U2
(KeTy + KyTy ) (K + Ky )U

- 17
BT TT,(Ke + K2 + (T, — To)2U2° (17)




but with a completely different meaning: they represent the time dependent distribution parameters ~y(t)
during the SE protocol as a function of the quasi-static protocol P(s = t/7). We stress that the system
in general is not stationary for 0 < ¢ < 7, since for a finite time 7, II(t) # P(s = t/7).
The actual forcings II(t) are given by the Egs. (9-11) and we want to express II(¢) as a function of the
quasi-static protocol P. In order to do this, we have to substditute the expression of y(t) as a function
y

of P back in Egs. (9-11) and we also need the expressions of 7 as a function of P (and its derivative).

Using the expression of v as a function of P in Egs. (15-17), and

dv(t) 1 ! ! !
we can obtain the expressions for %’Z as a function of P and P’. (As before and in the following the prime

denotes the derivatives with respect to s, for instance P’ = % ot /T). Substituting the expressions

found for ~(¢) (Eqs. (15-17)) and ‘(il—z (not explicitly reported here) as a function of P and P’, back
in Eqs. (9-11) we can get the final result in the form II(t) = P(s = t/7) + 26P(s = t/7), where
0P(s) = B[P(s)]P'(s), and B is a matrix. More explicitly, the expression will be:

kz(t) = {/CZ(S) + % [BuIC;(S) + BlzK;(S) + Blgul(s)}} iy (18)
ey (1) = {/cy(s) + % [Bor K (5) + BaaCl (5) + Basd'(5)] } » (19)
)= {6) + (B + By (o) + Bl 0] | (20)
(21)

The finite time corrections to the quasi static protocols éP, that is dk,, ék, and du, are the terms in
square brackets involving the elements of the B matrix. Note that the choice of the quasi-static protocol
is completely arbitrary. The only conditions on the arbitrary quasi-static protocol is that it has to satisfy
P(0) = IT, P(1) = II/. (Apparently, one should also impose P’(0) = P’(1) = 0, but these constraints
can be relaxed if one admits jumps in the finite time protocol II(¢) at the boundaries, as explained in [1]).

The full expressions for the matrix elements are cumbersome and not really instructive (we give them
below, for the sake of completeness). However we noted that the expressions for dk;, ok, and du can be
written in a much more compact and practical form, as we now explain.

Firstly, we consider the equilibrium case T, = T,, = T". In this case, the expressions for 6P = §P
are:

(U2 — KoKy — K2)K, — UK + 2, UL’

Oke" = 20K, + K, (U — Kaky) (22)
. U — Ky — K2)K, — UPK + 20C,UU o
Q(Kac + /Cy)(UQ - ICmICy)
en KUK+ KUK, — 20 KU o0
20K, + K U = Kaky)
(25)

The interesting observation is that these expressions do not depend explicitly on 7. So, even in the
general case T, # T, we can extract the terms composing 6P°¢ and work with the rest 6P — §P?
which is the only part explicitly depending on T, and Ty. This corresponds to a (not so simpler) matrix
B"¢1 = B — B°1. However, a careful inspection reveals some striking regularities. For instance it is easy
to verify that

OBy = Ok, Biy* (26)
Oc.Bi3" = OuBi1" (27)
Bic, Bls? = QuBys". (28)



This suggests that a single generating function F(KC;, Ky, U) can be used to express By} :

1
neq __
811 - T, 8;@1;.7: (29)
1
neq __
812 = 7TI 8,<y]: (30)
1
BiS! = —OuF, (31)

so that Egs. ((26-28)) hold for the Schwarz equalities 0,0 F = 0304 F (where o and 3 are two arbitrary
arguments of the functions F'). The reason for the factor T% is that one can show that the symmetry
between dk, and 0k, (to the exchange of the substripts <+ y) implies that:

e 1
By = *?y@cw}' (32)

TE 1
By = —?yalcy]: (33)

1
By = ——ouF. (34)

Ty

The function F is defined as:
1 T,T, U (T, —T,)?
== log |1 Y .

d 23—@04'W&+Kﬁ o1, | ¢ (35)

where ¢(T,,T,) is an arbitrary constant (with respect to ICp, K, and ). As a partial final result we have
just obtained that:

bot) = {Kul) 7 |ow2(0) + 70 K00 | | o (36)
@m—{a@+iw$@—éiﬂmxwﬂ}“ﬁ (37)

This result is quite useful, even for the numerical computation of the forcing. Once decided the desired
(arbitrary) quasi-static protocol, one can compute iteratively the finite time correction with a simple
Euler discretization of the derivative %, without bothering of the cumbersome matrix B. Unfortunately,
a similar trick does not work exactly the same for the three matrix elements ngq of the matrix B™¢4.
In fact one can show that the ”Schwarz” conditions (26-28) do not hold for such elements. However we

discovered that if we subtract the coefficient of the first order contribution in 7} — T, which is

(KK, — KK U

T = ke + oK) (e + K 2

we can again express the rest of B"? via a generating function G:
T, —T, u

/1T, —
g Y { arctan . - u + d,
VI T, Ky+Ks Ky + Ky

TT,-T,
where d is a constant, as ¢. More precisely, we get that the final expression for the forcing w is:

utt) = {ute) 4 1 [6ur(s) 1, - 1) 0) + 00 Kt0)| |

s=t/T

The equations Egs. (36-38) are the main result of this work.



THE MATRIX B

For the sake of completeness we provide the explicit expression of the matrix B, which in its more
compact form read:

N T (T, — 1) (Ky + Ka)? T.T, ( T 2Ky + Ka) (—KaKCy + U2)
U (T, — Tn)? U (T, — T, u?
Biz = T, ) 3 (1 + ( ) ) 2 (40)
To (Ty — To) (Ky + Ka) T Ty ( C2(Ky + Ka) (K Ky +U?)
B — U (T, — Ts)? (1 Uu? (Ty - Tm) ) K, (41)
PTL T AT (K + KT\ LT (K + K’ (Ky + Ka) (—KaKy +22)
U* (T, — T.)? u2 T, —Ts) u?
Bar — (T, ~To)” (1 ) . (42)
Bow — u*(T, —T,)* ( u2 T, — Ty) ) Koy + K02 — U? (43)
2 T (Te — T,) (Ka + Ky)° T,Ts ( w+;c Ky + Ka) (—KoKy + U2)
U(T, —Ty)? U (T, — T,) K.t
Baz = ) 5 (44)
Ty (Ty — T:) (Ky + Kz) T.T, (K, +/c iCy+ICz)(—ICzICy+M)
—1
T, — Tw) KU u U (T, — T,
B3 = (Ty ) Ky - 2(1+ (Ty )2) 1l 4
(KeTy + KyTo) (Ky +K2)™  (Ky + Kz) Ty (Ky + K2)
K,
4
YK, £ Ka) (—KaKy +17) (4)
T, — T) Kol u U (T, —T)> \ !
632 = — ( Yy ) > — > <1 + ( Y ) 2) 1 +
(KeTy + KyTo) (Ky +K2)™  (Ky + Kz) Ty (Ky + K2)
Kot
46
T3, T K) (KK, + 207 (46)
_ U (T, —To)® \ " KoK
Bss = (Ky + Ka) ™" (1+# —1| - oy . 47
3= Ky + Ke) ToTy (Ky + K )’ (K, + Ko) (KK, +U?) (47)
INTERNAL ENERGY AND ISOTHERMAL PROTOCOLS
We consider the internal energy of the system, defined as:
1 1
E= / V(z,y)p(z,y,t)dedy = 5’91211 + iky222 + udio, (48)

where ¥ is the covariances matrix of the Gaussian propagator P, i.e. ¥11 = (2°) = 72/detT, Sop = (%) =
71/ detT and Y12 = X91 = (zy) = —vy3/detT', and detT' = v1y2 — 2.

During the SE, as for the ~(¢), the expressions for ¥ can be written in terms of the quasi-static protocol, and
read:

1 2 1 2
S = g [T+ e - 1] = 3 [+ e, - )] (49)
1 u? 1 u?
Yoo = KoK, I [/C,Tr o (T, — T )} N [/c Ty - % (T, - T, )] (50)
u KaTy + Ky Ty U x
Sy = No; = — Y vz - _Z A 1
12 21 KoK, —U° K. +K, K.A (51)

where x = K. Ty + KyTe, A = KKy —Z/{2, and s = K, + Ky



Using these expressions together with (36-38) for the forcing protocols IT = P + %(57’7 one can compute the
explicit expression of the internal energy E.
Strikingly, it turns out, after a careful algebra, that this expression is very simple:

T,+T, 1d {ICETHICyTy}
s=t/T

E= 1
2 Tds [4(K Ky —U?)

(52)
Interestingly, the finite time correction to the internal energy, which has to be in the form E,K + E,K} + E,U’,
with three (cumbersome) coefficients depending on the quasi-static protocol, can actually be written with a single
differential form, since B, = 0x,©, £, = 0,0, B, = 040, where © = 2. Note that 20’ /7 looks like an extra
temperature of the system during the forcing.

Choosing a quasi-static protocol satisfying

KTy + KyT
Ko ICy —U?
one can perform a SE procedure with constant internal energy in a finite time 7, provided to correct the quasi-
static protocol with its appropriate finite time corrections (36-38).

= constant, (53)
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Figure 1. In the upper panels (a) and (b) we show the forcing for the SE used in simulations. In (a) the forcings
obtained with the quasi-static protocols defined in Egs. (54) (black), and in Egs. (55) (red) applied during a long
time 7 = 10. The SE is so slow that the forcings k, (continuous line), k, (dotted line), and u (dashed line) are
very close to the quasi-static protocols. In (b) the same quasi-static protocols are used, but for a much shorter
SE, with 7 = 0.1. Note the large finite time corrections for k;, and u, as well as the perturbation of k,, which was
almost constant in the slow SE. An other interesting observation, in this case, is that, despite the quasi-static
isothermal protocol (53) is very close to the cubic quasi-static protocol (54), their corrections are very different,
especially for k.. In the lower panes, the internal energy measured during the different SE are shown. In (c) the
internal energy measured during the slow SE (7 = 10): the internal energy is almost constant, exactly as for a
quasi-static SE, for both the protocols. In (d) the internal energy during the fast SE protocols are shown. The
internal energy during the fast cubic SE shows large variations, in contrast with the isothermal protocol, where
the internal energy is constant.

NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

We performed some numerical simulations in order to further check the (exact) relation (53). We considered
two different quasi-static protocols. In the first one the parameters, which will be indicated as “cubic” in the
following, are defined by:

Ke(s) = 14352 —2s°
Ky(s) = 2 (54)
U(s) 3s? — 25°
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Figure 2. In these figures we show the marginal distribution p(z;t) = [ p(z,y;t)dy (blue points) and p(y;t) =
J p(z,y;t)dz (red points) at the beginning and the end of the SE protocols considered in this work. In (a) we
show the initial marginal distributions for all the SE protocols considered: note that since we choose u(0) = 0, the
marginal distributions are of the Gibbs-Boltzmann form p(x;0) o exp(—kzx?/T%) and p(y; 0) o< exp(—kyy*/Ty)
(green lines). Note that, despite we consider different temperatures T, = 1 and T, = 2, p(z;t) is equal to p(y;t)
despite the two degrees of freedom are different: this is a special artifact due to the choice we made for k;(0) = 1
and ky(0) = 2, so we have k;(0)/T. = ky(0)/T,. In (b) and (c) we show the marginal distributions at the end of
the SE protocols: in this case since u(7) = 1, the marginal distributions have no more the Gibbs-Boltzmann form.
The marginal distributions p(z; 7) and p(y; 7) are different, but are independent on 7. In both cases, 7 = 10 and
7 = 0.1, the marginal distribution coincide with the theoretical prediction (green line) that does not depend on
T.

and the initial values of the forcing are TI' = {1,2,0}, while the final values are TI/ = {2,2,1}. The second
protocol has the same expression for I, and U, while KC; is chosen according to Eq. 53. The constant is chosen
in order to have the same final value of K, (1) = 2. The final expressions for this isothermal protocol become:

2[(352—25%)2(Tu+Ty)+3 Tx

Ka(s) = : LT, :

Ky(s) = 2 (55)
U(s) = 3s% —2s°

The initial values for the isothermal protocols are IT* = {67 /(4T + T}), 2,0}, while the final values are, as
before, ITf = {2,2,1}. In order to have exactly the same initial and final values for the two protocols, we choose
T, =1 and T, = 2. In Figure 1, in the two upper plots, we show the forcing corresponding to the cubic and
isothermal protocol for two different values of the total time 7. On the left we show a slow protocol 7 = 10, where
the finite time corrections are very small and the protocol has the same shape of the quasi-static choice. On the
right we show a protocol two order of magnitude faster: 7 = 0.1. In all the plots, the cubic protocol is in black,
while the isothermal protocol is in red. Firstly, we also performed a check on the initial and final distributions,
as shown in Fig. 2. The marginal distributions p(z;t) and p(y,t) are computed for the cubic protocol. We
collected the statistics on 10 trajectories for each SE protocol considered. In the figure we show that the final
(marginal) distributions are the same irrespectively of the protocol duration 7 and, since the very slow 7 = 10
case is quasi-static in practice, the final distributions are identical to the stationary distributions. Similar results
are obtained for the isothermal protocol.

Now we consider the internal energy, as shown in the lower plots of Fig. 1. In the lower left plot, the slow
protocols are shown. As expected, since the finite time corrections to the protocols are negligible, the energy is
constant for both the cubic and the isothermal protocol. On the other hand, for the fast protocols, while the
internal energy shows a large variation during the SE, the isothermal protocol keeps the energy constant, as
predicted by our computations. The theoretical predictions for the internal energy can not be distinguished, in
the plots, by the simulation results.



WORK AND "FREE ENERGY” FOR STATIONARY EQUILIBRIUM TRANSFORMATIONS
In a transformation one can always define the average thermodynamic work [2] as
t t 1. 1.
W(t) = / at' (0yV (z,y,t')) = / {ikx (z%) + 5y (y*) +a(zy) | dt’. (56)
0 0
Since in our settings we have II(t) = P(t/7) + L6P(t/7), hence I = 1P’ + L5P’, and B(t) = S[P(t/7)], we

have

W(t) = /OUT wo(s)ds + /Ot/T wi(s)ds

where
1 ., 1., /
wo = 5’(:1211 + EKyEQQ +U T2 (57)
111, 1., /
w); = ; §6k1211 + 55]4@222 + du' X2 (58)

Note that the first integral is the work needed/produced during a stationary quasi-static protocol, while the
second the correction for a finite time SE protocol.
Using (49-51) one can write the stationary contribution to the work as:

_ Ta(Ke + KKy + (T, = To)UU? Ty(Ks + Ky)Ko = (Ty = T)U? ., UTY Kz + T:Ky)

Z/{/

K +

0T T, T K (KK — UP) 20, + Ka) (I —U?) 7 (Ky + Ka) (KK, —U?)
The stationary contribution to the work, for an equilibrium 73, = T}, = T system, can be written as:
eq _ d 2
wgy?(s) = %Tlog VEKIC, —U (59)

This equation agrees with equilibrium statistical mechanics. In fact, at equilibrium, we can compute the partition

function
V()
Z = /da:dye T

which because of the gaussian form of the potential V(z,y) = %kzﬁ + %kny + uxy reads

2nT
\VEkaky — u?

During a stationary SE protocol, one has k, = Ks,ky = Ky, and v = U, this leads finally to the free energy
during the quasi-stationary equilibrium transformation:

7 =

F=-TlogZ =Tlog /KKy —U? — Tlog 2xT
This allows to rewrite the equilibrium stationary contribution to the work as:

d
wo(s) = - F(Ke. Ky U)

If we consider the case of a non interacting protocol:

1,, K, 1, K,
S A N ]
Y=otk T2K,

we note that we can rewrite it in terms of a time derivative:
d d
wo = nglog\/lﬁg —I—Ty% log \/KCy

This can be easily understood, reasoning as in the previous paragraph, in terms of independent equilibrium of
the two degree of freedoms, each one with its own free energy:

Froy=Trylog\/Key — Toylog /27Ty



10
PROBABILITY CURRENT

A relevant quantity for the Brownian Gyrator is the probability current. In particular, for T, # T} there can
be a stationary non zero current, since the system is out-of-equilibrium.
It is convenient to consider the mean velocity [3]:

V(z,y,t) = I(z,y,t)

p(z,y;t)

During a SE this quantity depends on the quasi-static protocols and its derivative. In the stationary state (or
during an quasi-static SE) it reads:

(Ty — To) U { [UP(Ty — To) + KyTo (K + Ky)] y + [UKT, + KyTo)] 2}
UATy = T2)? + Ty To(Ka + Ky)?

(T, —T)U { [u2(Ty —Tp) — Ko Ty(Ka + Ky)] z — [UKTy + KyT)] y}
U(Ty — Tp)? + TyTo(Ke + Ky)? ’

vyl (2,y) =

st

Vy ({17, y) =

which is zero if T}y = T, or U = 0.

During the SE this quantity has finite time corrections proportional to K7, K, U’ (not shown here). However,
it turns out that these corrections do not contribute to the curl of the mean velocity, which reads during a finite
time SE:

(T = T)(Ke + Ky)(KaTy + Ky To) U

UATy = To)? + Ty To (K + Ky)?
Note that this quantity is homogeneous in space and depends on the quasi-stationary protocol only (hence it
depends on time through ¢/7). Again this quantity is zero for Ty, = T, or U = 0.

The divergence of the mean velocity is zero in the stationary state, while has finite and homogeneous in space
finite time corrections (not shown).

V xv(z,y,t) =
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