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Optimal Resetting Brownian Bridges
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We introduce a resetting Brownian bridge as a simple model to study search processes where the
total search time t; is finite and the searcher returns to its starting point at ¢;. This is simply a
Brownian motion with a Poissonian resetting rate r to the origin which is constrained to start and
end at the origin at time ty. We first provide a rejection-free algorithm to generate such resetting
bridges in all dimensions by deriving an effective Langevin equation with an explicit space-time
dependent drift fi(x,t) and resetting rate 7(x,t). We also study the efficiency of the search process
in one-dimension by computing exactly various observables such as the mean-square displacement,
the hitting probability of a fixed target and the expected maximum. Surprisingly, we find that
there exists an optimal resetting rate »* that maximizes the search efficiency, even in the presence
of a bridge constraint. We show however that the physical mechanism responsible for this optimal
resetting rate for bridges is entirely different from resetting Brownian motions without the bridge

constraint.

Search processes are ubiquitous in nature. They ap-
pear in a wide range of situations ranging from foraging
animals [1, 2], biochemical reactions [3-6] and all the
way to behavioral psychology [7-9]. Search problems ex-
hibit rich features [10-15] and finding an optimal search
strategy in a given context is an interesting problem with
multiple applications across disciplines [16, 17]. In recent
years, there has been a surge of interest in the effect of
resetting in search processes (for a recent review see [18]).
Stopping and starting from scratch has shown to be an
efficient search strategy in several contexts such as in op-
timization algorithms [19-23], chemical reactions [24, 25],
animal foraging [26-30] and catastrophes in population
dynamics [31-40]. Perhaps, the effect of resetting is best
seen in the simple model of diffusion introduced by Evans
and Majumdar [41]. In this resetting Brownian motion
(RBM) model, the position z(t) of a Brownian motion,
e.g. in one dimension, is reset to the origin randomly
in time according to a Poisson process with a constant
rate . In a time interval dt, the position z(t) follows the
stochastic rule

x(t+dt){x<t>+@n(t)dt’ W%th prob. 1—rdt, (1)
0, with prob. rdt,

where D is the diffusion coefficient and 7(t) is an un-
correlated white noise with zero mean (n(¢t)) = 0 and
delta correlator (n(t)n(t")) = §(t — t'). The dynamics
therefore consists in a combination of pure diffusion with
intermittent resets to the origin. The effect of resetting
on the search process can be simply measured by the
mean first-passage time (T'(M)) to a level M, which is
the mean time the searcher takes to find a target located
at a position M. For pure diffusion without resetting, it
is well-known that this quantity is infinite [42, 43]. In
contrast, resetting leads to the striking result that the
mean first-passage time (T(M)) becomes not only finite
but also that it becomes minimal at an optimal resetting

rate 7*. The mechanism behind this result is that re-
setting suppresses the trajectories that diffuse far away
from the target and makes them restart from the origin,
hence increasing their chances to find the target. Since
the original model, the existence of an optimal resetting
rate has been studied extensively for various stochastic
processes, leading to a tremendous amount of activities
[44-63] — see [18] for a review.

The existence of this optimal resetting rate has also
been confirmed in experiments with optical traps in both
one and two dimensions [64-66].

In most examples of search processes with resetting,
the underlying stochastic process is free, in the sense
that it does not satisfy any additional constraints. How-
ever, in most circumstances, search processes are typ-
ically time-limited and do not continue for ever. For
example, in the context of animals foraging for food
[26, 28, 30, 67-72], they typically start from their nest
and come back to it at the end of the day. Similarly,
in a search and rescue mission after a plane crash in the
sea, the divers are typically called off after a certain fixed
amount of time and they go back to their initial location.
Here, the underlying search processes are constrained to
come back to their starting point after a fixed time ¢;.
For example, in the context of random Brownian search,
the trajectories would form a stochastic Brownian bridge
of duration ty. Thus a natural question arises: when the
search time ¢ is fixed and the searcher is constrained to
go back to the initial position at ty, is resetting still a
good search strategy? Moreover, does the paradigm of
an optimal resetting rate r* still exist in the case of a
stochastic bridge? Another natural aspect of this time
constrained search processes is an algorithmic one: how
does one generate such stochastic bridges with resetting
with the correct statistical weight in an efficient rejection-
free manner? In this Letter, we address these two impor-
tant questions.
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FIG. 1. Left panel: A typical RBB trajectory xp(t) with
resetting rate r = 10, diffusion constant D = 1 and dura-
tion £y = 1. The resetting events are denoted by red dashed
lines with arrows. Right panel: Position distribution for an
RBB at an intermediate time ¢t = t§/2 where r = 10, D =1
and ty = 1. The distribution obtained numerically by sam-
pling the trajectories from the effective Langevin equation in
Eq. (2) is compared with the theoretical prediction in Eq. (5)
—see Eq. (17) in [100] for a more explicit expression.

We start with a one-dimensional resetting Brownian
bridge (RBB) — see the left panel in Fig. 1 — whose posi-
tion zp(t) evolves locally according to the stochastic rule
in Eq. (1) and is constrained to return to the origin at a
future time t¢, i.e. 5(0) = zp(ty) = 0. We first propose
a completely rejection-free algorithm for generating an
RBB - we show that this can be obtained by imposing
a drift towards the origin and an effective resetting rate
and that both are space-time dependent [see Egs. (2)-(4)].
Next, we investigate the mean-square fluctuations of the
RBB. In the presence of a finite resetting rate r to the
origin, one would have naively expected that any finite
resetting, in addition to the bridge constraint g (ty) = 0,
will localize the trajectories towards the origin and hence
the mean-square fluctuations will decrease monotonically
with increasing r. Surprisingly, we find that, as a func-
tion of r, the mean-square fluctuations is non-monotonic
— it first increases with r, achieves a maximum at some r*
and then decreases monotonically for increasing r. Thus
there is indeed an optimal r* that maximizes the spa-
tial fluctuations. We show that there is a rather interest-
ing physical mechanism involving a trade-off between the
bridge constraint and the resetting that leads to this opti-
mal resetting rate. This has important consequences for
search processes. If a target is placed at a fixed distance
from the origin where the searcher starts, resets and re-
turns, a bigger spatial fluctuation of the searcher would
imply that the target will be found more easily. Indeed,
we also compute exactly the probability to find the target
before ¢, (hitting probability) and show that it also has a
non-monotonic behavior as a function of r, achieving its
maximum at an optimal resetting rate. Computations of
other observables, such as the expected maximum of the
RBB, also confirms the existence of an optimal resetting
rate. Thus the paradigm of the existence of an optimal
resetting rate also holds for constrained bridge processes
with resetting, albeit the physical mechanism at play is

rather different from the free case.

Our first goal is to construct a rejection-free algorithm
to generate an RBB with the correct statistical weight.
Generating constrained stochastic Markov processes was
initially studied in the probability literature [73, 74] and
more recently it has emerged as a vibrant research area
by itself in the context of sampling rare/constrained tra-
jectories with applications ranging from chemistry and
biology all the way to particle physics [75-94]. In the
context of the RBB, a naive solution would be to gen-
erate free RBM paths and discard the ones that do not
satisfy the bridge constraint zp(t;) = 0. However, this
is computationally wasteful since the RBM trajectories
that go back to the vicinity of 0 at ¢t = ty are typically
rare. Here, we show that the RBB trajectories can be
generated in a rejection-free manner, from the effective
Langevin equation

xp(t)+V2Dndt+pdt, p=1-—7dt, @)

wp(t+dt) :{ 0, p—idt,

where the effective drift ji and resetting rate 7 are space-
time dependent and are given by

i(xp,t) = —vV4rDV (y,7), (3a)

(zp,t) =rW(y,7), (3b)

with y = zp/\/4D(t; —t), T = r(t; —t) and the scaling
functions

_ ye T a

V(y,7) = VT leT Y + rrerf(yT)] (1)

Wiy, r) = - E Vel (4p)

e~V + rrerf(y/T)

Here erf(z) = (2/y/7) [y e~ du is the error function.
Note that while RBM with space-time dependent reset-
ting rates have been studied before [18, 44, 95-99], here
they emerge naturally and have a specific form in order
to satisfy the bridge constraint.

To derive this effective Langevin equation (2), we
consider the probability distribution function (PDF)
Pp(x,t|ty) of the position 25(t) of an RBB of total du-
ration ty. We split the interval [0, t¢] into two parts: [0, t]
and [t,t;] and use the Markov property of the bridge to
write

Pr(xvt ‘ OaO)Pr(Ovtf |:L'7t)
P,.(0,]0,0) ’

Pp(x,t|ty) = (5)

where P,(x,t|0,0) is the PDF of the RBM at time ¢,
starting from the origin at ¢ = 0. The denominator is
just a normalization constant that “counts” all the tra-
jectories of the RBM of duration ¢y, starting and ending
at 0. Note that Eq. (5) can be interpreted as the frac-
tion of all RBM paths of duration ¢ satisfying the bridge
constraint that also pass through x at time ¢. To ease no-
tation, we introduce the forward propagator P,.(z,t) =



P.(x,t]0,0), where z appears as the final position, and
the backward propagator Q,(x,t) = P,(0,tf | z,t), where
x appears as the initial position. In these notations, we
have that Pg(z,t|ty) = Pr(x,t)Qr(2,t)/Pr(0,tf). It is
well-known that P.(z,t) and Q,(z,t) satisfy the forward
and backward Fokker-Plank equations of RBM respec-
tively given by (see Supp. Mat. [100])

O P (x,t)=D30yy P.(x,t)—7P.(z,t)+71(2), (6a)
—0:Qr(2,1) = D0 Q(x,1) —7Qr (2, 1) +7rQr(0,1), (6b)

with the initial and final conditions P,(z,0) = d(x),
Qr(z,ty) = 6(x). Our goal is to write the Fokker-Plank
equation satisfied by the bridge PDF Pg(z,t|t;). Taking
a time derivative of Eq. (5) and using Egs. (6) satisfied
by the free propagators, we get [100]

D 0paPp(x,t|ty) =0 [fi(z,t) Pp(x, t|ts)]
B (2,

i OPaGe i)+ [ A OPaG 0 (1)

— 00

0 Pp(x,t|t;)=

where we have introduced an effective space-time de-
pendent drift ji(z,t) and resetting rate 7(x,t) which are
given by

L Qr(0,1)
Qr(x,t)

One can show that the effective Langevin equation cor-
responding to the Fokker-Planck equation in (7) is given
exactly by Eq. (2). To compute ji(z,t) and 7(z,t), we
need to compute the backward propagator @, (z,t) in
Eq. (8). Noting that Q,(z,t) = P(0,tf|x,t), we just
need the propagator for the RBM, which can be com-
puted by using the renewal identity [18§]

ﬂ(l‘, t) =2D0, hl(QT('Ta t)) ; f(l‘, t) = (8)

Po(x,t|20,0) = e " Py(z,t | 20,0)

t
r/ dre™"" Py(x,710,0), (9)
0

2
where Py(z,t|z9,0) = e~ o /VA4m Dt is the standard
Brownian propagator (without resetting). The renewal
identity (9) simply states that for the particle to be at
at a time ¢, it either (i) must never reset, in which case its
probability distribution is just the one of a free Brown-
ian motion Py(z,t | xo,0), or (ii), reset for the last time at
t—7 > 0, after which the particle restarts from the origin
and then propagates to x in the remaining time 7. As the
resetting times follow a Poisson process, the former event
happens with probability e~™ while the latter happens
with probability 7e™"" and has to be summed over all 7
n [0,t]. From the renewal identity, one can straightfor-
wardly obtain @, (z,t) and then, using (8), find the exact
expressions for fi(z,t) and 7(z,t) as given in Egs. (3) and
(4). The effective Langevin equation in Eq. (2) can then
be used to generate RBB trajectories (see left panel in
Fig. 1). Furthermore, the distribution of the position
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FIG. 2. Left panel: The function f(a|R) plotted vs. a is
evaluated numerically using the effective Langevin equation
in Eq. (2) (symbols) and is compared to the theoretical pre-
diction (plain lines), given in Eq. (10), for different values of
R — see also Egs. (22) and (24) in [100]. This function is
clearly asymmetric around ¢ = 1/2. Only when R — 0, it
approaches to the symmetric form f(a|R — 0) = a(l — a).
For any R, the function f(a|R) has a unique maximum at
a = a"(R). Right panel: The maximal value f(a*(R)|R)
plotted vs. R. It has a unique maximum at R* = 0.895 (red
dot).

Pg(z,t|ty) obtained numerically is in excellent agree-
ment with the theoretical one obtained in Eq. (5) (see
right panel in Fig. 1). The effective Langevin equation (2)
derived for the one-dimensional RBB can be generalized
to RBB in higher dimensions in a rather straightforward
manner, as detailed in [100].

Let us now consider the RBB as a search process and
show that resetting enhances its search efficiency through
a mechanism that is quite different from the one under-
lying the RBM. Below we illustrate this enhancement
by studying three different measures: the mean square
displacement, the hitting probability and the expected
maximum of this process.

Mean square displacement. The PDF of the position
xp(t) of an RBB at some intermediate time 0 < ¢t < t; is
given in Eq. (5). The mean position (zp)(t|ts) vanishes
by symmetry. Hence the minimal quantity that charac-
terizes the spatial fluctuations is the second moment of
the PDF, i.e., the mean-square displacement (z%)(¢|tf).
We compute (x%)(t|ts) from Eq. (5) explicitly in [100],
leading to

)l =20t 1 (a= L R=rts). (0

where the scaling function f is given in [100]. A plot of
the function f(a|R) vs. a € [0,1], for different values of
R, is given in the left panel in Fig. 2. As the rescaled
resetting rate R = rty varies from 0 to oo, the function
f(a|R), crosses over from a parabolic to a flat shape, i.e.,
f(a|R = 0) = a(1 — a) and f(a|R — o) ~ 1/R. For a
general R, the function f(a|R) is not symmetric around
a = 1/2, since resetting breaks the time-reversal symme-
try. For a given R, the function f(a|R) has a unique max-
imum at ¢ = ¢*(R) and this maximal mean square dis-
placement f(a*(R)|R) (in units of 2Dt¢), as a function of
R, has a non-monotonic behavior: it first increases with



increasing R, achieves a maximum at R = R* ~ 0.895
and then decreases again with increasing R (see Fig. 2).
Thus, interestingly, a nonzero resetting rate, when it is
not too large, actually enhances the bridge fluctuations.
Naively, one would think that resetting to the origin lo-
calizes the trajectory of the bridge in the vicinity of z = 0
and thus would suppress fluctuations. This naive pic-
ture holds only for very large R. Moreover, there is a
non-trivial optimal rescaled resetting rate R* that opti-
mizes the maximum value of the mean-square displace-
ment f(a*(R)|R) over the full interval [0,¢;], thus en-
abling the particle to explore more space. The physical
mechanism behind this surprising result can be under-
stood as follows. In the absence of resetting, the particle
cannot go too far away from the origin, since it has to
come back to the origin at time ¢y, by a slow diffusing
process. However, when a small amount of resetting rate
r is switched on, the particle can go further away from
the origin since it can come back to the origin at time
t =ty by a “last minute” instantaneous resetting. Hence
there is a subtle trade-off between the resetting and the
bridge constraint. This mechanism for an optimal r* in
the RBB is thus very different from the one in the free
RBM.

Hitting probability. To further explore this trade-off
mechanism between the resetting and the bridge con-
straint in the context of a search for a fixed target located
at M, we next compute the hitting probability, i.e., the
probability that the RBB (searcher) finds the target at M
before time ¢¢. The hitting probability can be computed
from the relation

ty
phit(tfaM):/ thB(t|M,tf)7 (11)
0

where Fp(t|M,ty) is the first-passage probability den-
sity of the RBB at level M with ¢t < t;. This can be
computed by decomposing the RBB trajectories into two
parts: one in the time interval [0, ¢t] where it first hits the
level M at a time ¢t < ty, another one in the time interval
[t,ts] where it propagates from M to the origin. One gets

Fo(t| M)P,(0, 47| M, 1)
P7'(07 tf | 07 0) ’

Fp(t|Mtr) = (12)

where F.(t| M) is the first-passage time distribution of
a RBM [41], P.(x,t|xo,t) is the propagator of a RBM
given in Eq. (9) and the denominator is a normalization
factor that “counts” all the bridge trajectories. Using the
known results for F,.(t| M) [41] and the propagator from
Eq. (9) (see [100] for details) we get

1/2th

M
phit(tﬁM):h(R:thvm:) ) (13)
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FIG. 3. Left panel: The theoretical prediction (solid line)
of the hitting probability in Eq. (13) with m = 1 (more ex-
plicit form given in Eq. (39) in [100]), compared with the
one evaluated numerically from the effective Langevin equa-
tion (2) (symbols) with D = 1 and ¢; = 1. For a given m,
it exhibits a unique maximum at R = R* ~ 1.671 (red dot).
Right panel: The theoretical prediction (solid line) of the
rescaled expected maximum (M (ty)) = /7Dty q(R = rty)
in Eq. (52) in [100] compared with the one evaluated numer-
ically (symbols) with D = 1 and ¢ty = 1. The function ¢(R)
has a maximum at R* &~ 2.153.

where the scaling function A can be represented as a
Bromwich integral (see [100])

due Vu+t R R+ue mV2ZVutR
R+uemV2VutR '
(14)

271 u

h(R,m)=c(R) /F

with ¢(R) = /7/[V7Rerf (\/ﬁ) + e F]. When R = 0,
we recover the hitting probability of a Brownian bridge
h(R =0,m) = e=2m" . For a given target position m,
the function h(R,m), as a function of R, has a non-
monotonic behavior and achieves a maximum at R =
R*(m). A plot of h(R,m) vs R for m = 1 is shown in
the left panel in Fig. 3. Thus the paradigm of an opti-
mal resetting rate R*(m) is also manifest in the behavior
of the hitting probability. As a function of the scaled
target location m, the optimal rate R*(m) is also inter-
esting (see [100]). Another observable that also confirms
this optimal paradigm is the expected maximum of the
RBB as a function of the rescaled resetting rate R that
we have computed exactly in [100] (as shown in the right
panel in Fig. 3).

To conclude, we derived an effective Langevin equa-
tion that generates, in a rejection-free manner, reset-
ting Brownian bridge trajectories in arbitrary dimen-
sions. By computing analytically (i) the mean-square
displacement, (ii) the hitting probability of a target and
(iii) the expected maximum of a one-dimensional reset-
ting Brownian bridge, we have demonstrated that the
paradigm of an optimal resetting rate exists, even in the
presence of a bridge constraint. Even though the value of
the optimal resetting rate r* depends on the observables,
they all exhibit a non-monotonic dependence on r with a
single maximum. The presence of such an optimal reset-
ting rate for bridges came out rather as a surprise and we
have elucidated that the physical mechanism behind it is



the result of a subtle trade-off between resetting and the
bridge constraint. This is very different from the phys-
ical mechanism that is responsible for an optimal r* for
the standard resetting Brownian motion. We expect that
this optimal paradigm exists for higher dimensional reset-
ting Brownian bridges and possibly for other stochastic
bridges — it would be interesting to explore them in future
studies.
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I. DERIVATION OF THE EFFECTIVE LANGEVIN EQUATION IN d DIMENSIONS

In this section, we give the details of the derivation of the effective Langevin equation for the resetting Brownian
bridge (RBB) to d dimensions. We perform the computation in the general setup where the initial and final positions
are different:

xp(0) =0, xp(ty) =x;. (1)
The effective equation of motion for a RBB can be straightforwardly generalized in d dimensions. It writes:

_ ) xp(t) + V2D n(t)dt + fi(xp,t)dt with prob. 1 —7(xp,t)dt,
xp(t+dt) = { xp(0) =0 with prob. 7(xpg,t)dt, 2)

where the effective drift fi and resetting rate 7 are given by

lx,1) = 2DV n(Qu(x,1)) (3)
) @r(0.)
o) =g (3b)

where Qr(x,t) = P,(0,ts|x,t) is the backward propagator of resetting Brownian motion (without constraints). To
derive the evolution equation for the backward propagator Q. (x,t), we consider evolving the process from t to t + dt.
In this small time interval dt, we see from the equation of motion in Eq. (1) in the main text that the position either
(i) moved from x to & + v/2Dn(t) dt with probability 1 — rdt or (ii) reset from a to 0 with probability rdt. For the
subsequent evolution from ¢ 4 dt to ¢, the “new initial position” of the process is therefore = + \/ﬁn(t)dt with
probability 1 — rdt or 0 with probability rdt. Averaging over all possible values of n(t), we obtain

Qr(x,t) = (1 —rdt)(Qr(x + V2D n(t)dt, t + dt)), + rdt Q-(0,t + dt) . (4)
Taking the limit dt — 0, we obtain the backward Fokker-Plank equation
_8th(X7 t) = AQT(X7 t) - TQT(X7 t) +7Qr (Oa t) ) (5)

with the final condition Q,(x,tf) = 6(x — xy). One can similarly derive the equation for the forward propagator
P.(x,t) = P.(x,t]|0,0) as follows. We again evolve the joint process from ¢ to ¢ + d¢t. In this interval, we see from the
equation of motion that the particle either (i) traveled from x — v/2Dm(t) dt to & with probability 1 — rdt or (ii) reset
from any x’ to 0 with probability rdt. Averaging over all possible values of n(t), we obtain

Po(x,t) = (1 — rdt) (P (x — V2D m(t)dt,t — dt))y + rdt 5(x) /Oo X' Po(x b — dt). (6)

— 00

Taking the limit dt — 0 and using the normalization ffooo dx' P.(x',t) = 1, we obtain the forward Fokker-Plank
equation

OiPr(x,t) = AP.(x,t) — rPr(x,t) +rd(x), (7)
with the initial condition P,.(x,0) = §(x). The expressions in Eq. (5) and Eq. (7) in d = 1 recover the ones given in

Egs. (6) in the main text. We now calculate the backward propagator Q,.(x,t) explicitly. To do so, one can solve the
backward Fokker-Plank equation in Eq. (5), or alternatively rely on the renewal identity for resetting [1]

t
PT(Xﬂf‘Xo,O) = eirtpo(X,t|X07O) +T’/ dT@irTP()(X,T|O7O), (8)
0

x—xq)2
where Py(x,t]x0,0) = e hY

/(47 Dt)¥/? is the free Brownian propagator [2, 3], which gives

(Xf—x)2 2
e DD f

ty—t
+(x,t) =P, t t)=e "=t / dre™" ——u—7r . 9
Qr(x ) = By by [x,8) = € @ )2t )y T nDryae ®)




Substituting this expression (9) in Egs. (3a) and (3b), we get the effective drift and resetting rates

T = - W Y = =

r =r - x z=r(ty — S R
F(x,t) = Wd(Y JID0, =0 (tr —t),yy JW)’ (10b)

p(x,t) = —-v4rDVy (y == .= - = xf) ) (10a)

where

(yf - y) ef(Yf*Y)Q*Z
¥2 7
\/E |:6Z(YfY)2 + Zfol du# e—zu—uf:|

Va(y, z,y5) = (11a)

e YE 4 zfl du—1 efzu’ﬁ

2
Wd(yvzayf) = . 1 “ y? . (11b)
ez~ (yr=¥)% 4 zfo clu—udl/2 e R T

The effective Langevin equation in Eq. (2) along with the effective drift and resetting rate above can then be used
to generate RBB in arbitrary dimensions. When d = 1 and x5 = 0, we recover the effective drift and resetting rate
displayed in Eqgs. (4a) and (4b) in the main text.

The case d > 2. From the formulae in Eq. (11), one sees that the integrals appearing in the denominator are
convergent for d > 2 only when the rescaled final position y¢ # 0. If y¢ is set to be y; = 0, this divergence in the
denominator leads to an effective drift that is exactly zero and a resetting rate which is equal to r for ¢ < t; and is
infinite for ¢t = t; (note that for t = ty, 2 = 0 and |y| — o00). Therefore, in d > 2, a RBB with xy = 0 can be simply
generated by a free RBM which is forced to reset at the last instant ¢ = ¢;. In contrast, when x; # 0 in d > 2,
f(x,t) and 7(x,t) are both finite and one needs to use their full expressions given in Eqgs. (11) to generate a RBB.
The peculiarity observed when xy = 0 in d > 2 can be further investigated by considering the limit |x;| — 0 and

ty —t — 0 while keeping y; = \/ﬁﬁ fixed in Eqgs. (10). We observe that when /T —%; > |xy|, the effective drift
and resetting rate tend towards their singular values, while when \/f — 1y < |xy|, i.e., close to the end of the bridge,
the effective drift and resetting rate take finite values given by their full expressions in Eqgs. (11).

II. EXACT COMPUTATION OF THE SEARCH EFFICIENCY

In this section, we compute three different observables for the RBB in d = 1 with 25(0) = zp(t;) = 0: (i) the mean-
square displacement, (ii) the hitting probability of a target at a fixed location M and (iii) the expected maximum of
the RBB. All the three observables can be used as indicators of the efficiency of the search process via a RBB and all
of them exhibit an optimal resetting rate.

A. Mean square displacement
In this section, we compute the mean square displacement of a RBB at an intermediate time ¢ < ¢y. The mean
square displacement (z%)(t|ts) is given by
oo
@helty) = [ doa® Pata.tity), (12)
— 00
where Pp(x,t|ty) is the bridge probability distribution which, as it was shown in the main text, is given by

Pr(xat | Ovo)PT(Oatf ‘xat)
Pr(07tf|0v0) ’

PB(x»tHf) =



where P,.(z,t|xzg,to) is the propagator of the RBM given by the renewal identity in Eq. (8) with d = 1. This renewal
identity gives the following expressions for the two terms in the numerator in Eq. (13):

Py(2,1]0,0) = et —— i eV erfe (12— tVADr _1\/7€|m|ﬁerfc i+ V4D gy
VirV/Di V4Dt 4\'D JADt

PT(O’tf ‘x’t) — \/Terf( T(tf t)) +67r(tf7t) e (f,f t) 7 (15)
4D Var\/D (t; —t)

where erfe(z) = 1 — erf(2) = (2/y/7) [° e~ du is the complementary error function. The denominator in Eq. (13)
then reads

e—’r‘tf

P,(0,t5]0,0) = \/;erf(\/T) + T (16)

Inserting Eqgs. (14), (15) and (16) into Eq. (13), we find that the full expression of the RBB propagator

22

x = i rer r(ty — e~ T(tr—t) e 0
Pont11) = el e Ve (Vs =) + Ja=D
X Tte\/? + - \[e le1v/5 erfe <|a:|—i\/f;lDr> —%\/Fe‘zl\/%erfc (W)] .17

A plot of Pg(x,t|ts) is given in Fig. 1 (right panel) in the main text. When r = 0, we recover the propagator of the
Brownian bridge [4]

2

T ___tpem
Pl t]tr) = ——LL— ;(Z e (18)
7 f—

The mean square displacement in Eq. (12) can in principle be computed exactly by using Eq. (17) in (12). However
this integral is a bit cumbersome to perform. Hence, we use an alternative approach, relying on the renewal equation
(8) which gives

1 * —r ! — 7T
(%) (tty) = W/Oodxa:2 [e 'Py(z,t]0,0) +r/0 dre™" 1Po(gc,7'1|0,0)]
ty—t
X {e‘T(tf_t)Po(O,tf—t|x,0)+r/ dTge_T72P0(0,7'2|0,0):| . (19)
0
(z—w)?

By further using the expression of the Gaussian propagator Py(x,t|zo,0) = e~ ot ~ /(4w Dt)"/? one finds

(x%)(t|ty) = 2Dty f(a|R), where a= % €[0,1] and R=rty. (20)

The scaling function f(a|R) is given by

N(alR
fa|R) = (al) , (21)
[e*R + vrRerf (\/R)}
where erf(z) = (2/y/7) [y e du and N(a|R) reads
l1—a a
- o —-R —R(a+72) _* _ -R(l—atm)__ T4
N(a|R) = a(1 — a)e —l—aR/O drye \/5+(1 a)R/O drie (—atn)p?
l1-a a

+R2/ dr: / dry e Brtm) TL 22
; 2 | d N (22)



The function N(a|R) can be further simplified by performing the integrals in Eq. (22) and gives
N(a|R) = (1—a)la+2(1 —a)Rle  —2(1 — a)?/2Re R~ 4| /% (1—e ) erf( R(1 — a))
+VIR(1 - a)[1 +2(1 - a)R)] [erf (JE) —erf (\/R(l - a))} . (23)

The expression in Eq. (23) is exact for all R. Upon taking the limit R — 0 and R — oo, we recover the asymptotic
expressions given in the main text below Eq. (10).

B. Hitting probabilty

In this section, we compute the hitting probability of a target located at M > 0 by the RBB of fixed duration ¢
and with z5(0) = xp(tf) = 0. As explained in the main text, the hitting probability pp;;(ts, M) can be expressed in
terms of the first-passage probability density F(t|M,ty) via the relation

ty
phit(tfaM):/ thB(t‘M,tf). (24)
0

We first compute Fg(t|M,ts), i.e., the probability distribution of the time ¢ at which a RBB will reach the level
M for the first time given that it must return to the origin at a future time ¢y. As it was shown in the main text,
Fp(t| M,ty) is given by

F.(t| M)P.(0,ty | M,1t)

FeIMyt) = =50 70,00

(25)

where F,.(t| M) is the first-passage time distribution of the RBM [5], P,(x,t]|xo,t) is the propagator of the RBM
given by the renewal identity in Eq. (8) with d = 1. The first-passage distribution of resetting Brownian motion is
given by [5]

ds o, r+s

FtM:/—,e L
Pt M) P 2T 4 e/ M

where I is the usual Bromwich contour. Upon inserting Eq. (14), (16) and (26) in Eq. (25), we find that first-passage
time distribution Fg(M,t|ts) is given by

(26)

1 t M
FB(t|M,tf):§g(a|m,R), where a=—, m=—— and R=rt;. (27)

ty \/m

The scaling function g(a|m, R) is given explicitly by

7712
1 VTR(1 — a)erf (\/’]TR(l - a)) + e RO -5 du R+u
glalm,R) = / o S
(1-a) vmRerf (\/T%> +e R r 27i R+ uemVv2vEitu
For R = 0, we recover the standard result for a Brownian bridge [6]

m __m?

a|lmR=0)= — 1 ¢ 0w 29

glal ) 2rad(1 — a) (29)

We now compute the hitting probability by inserting Eq. (25) into (24), which gives

1 ts
Puie(t7, M) = 557 AR 0).

Pr(ovtf |

Tty
= I(ty, M
Vs et(yrig) + e | D (30)



A

Im

I'
u
p—m— A N7 \ Mt
—>—f{uxx ”

FIG. 1. Integration contour I" to compute the integral in Eq. (35). The integrand has two simple poles located at v = 0 and
at u* > —R along with a branch cut attached to u = —R. The integration contour IT" is set to go around the poles and along
the branch cut.

where we used the expression of P.(0,t;|0,0) given in Eq. (16) and denoted
tf
I(tf,M):/ dtE.(t| M)P,(0,ty| M,t). (31)
0

Since P,(0,t;|M,t) in Eq. (31) only depends on the difference t; — ¢ [see Eq. (15)], the integral in Eq. (31) has a
convolution structure and it is convenient to consider its Laplace transform

Vst r+56*\/¥M
25v'D St |

where we used the Laplace transform of F.(¢| M) given in Eq. (26) and the Laplace transform of P.(0,¢; | M, 0) given
by fooo dty et P.(0,t; | M,0) = ———u (% +e” TBSM). Formally inverting the Laplace transform in Eq. (32),

24/D(r+s) \°

(32)

f(s,M):/o dtye s I(tp, M)

r+se

we find
dsests \s+r |r+se VDM
I(tfaM): . s ) (33)
T 27 25\/5 r+ Se\/ TM
where I' is the usual Bromwich contour. Upon inserting Eq. (33) into Eq. (30), we obtain
(tp, M) =h (R=rt M (34)
i ) = =Tl M= —— )
Prictts d 2DI;
where the scaling function is
h(R,m) = N3 /due“ Vu+ R R+ ue mV2VutR (35)
) ( T’RQI’f(\/E) —|—€_R) r 271 u R+uem\/§\/u+R .
When R = 0, we recover the Brownian bridge result (see e.g. [4])
h(R=0,m)=e2m" (36)

One can further simplify the expression (35) by examining the singular structure of the integrand in the complex u
plane. It has two simple poles located at v = 0 and at u* > —R which satisfies

R + u* emﬁ\/u*JrR — O7 (37)
along with a branch cut attached to u = —R (see Fig. 1). By performing the contour integration along the branch
cut and the two poles, we find

NG V2e" (u* + R)(R? — u*?) > du Jue~ B (R + u) sin®(v/2um)
h(R,m)=1-— 2 — . (38)
VaRerf(VR) + e B | R2[V2yu* + R+ u*m)] o T 2R(R+ u)[l — cos(v/2um)] + u?
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FIG. 2. Slope of the scaling function h(R,m) at R = 0 given by the linear term in R in Eq. (40) for the RBB (blue curve) and
in Eq. (43) for the RBM (red curve) as a function of m. As can be seen, while the slope is also positive for the RBB, the slope
for the RBM becomes negative beyond a critical value m = m. ~ 0.8198. This induces a freezing of the optimal resetting rate
(see Fig. 3).

Despite the presence of oscillatory functions in the integrand in Eq. (38), h(R,m) does not display any oscillations as
a function of m. For R — oo, the solution of the non-linear equation in Eq. (37) is u* ~ —Re™™ V2% and we get

h(R,m) ~ Re V2VEm = R 00, (39)

For R — 0, the solution of the non-linear equation in Eq. (37) is u* ~ —R + 2m?R? and we find

h(R,m)NezszrR{\/ﬂm(erf(;%) 3 rf<?\)@>+26rf<\[m)>26 %5 9% |, R0, (40)

The term in brackets in Eq. (40) is always positive (see blue curve in Fig. 2), which indicates that the function h(R,m)
as a function of R has a non-monotonic behavior for all m and is maximized at some value R*(m). The optimal
value R*(m) as a function of the rescaled target distance m decays monotonically with increasing m (see blue curve
in Fig. 3). This behavior is quite different from the resetting Brownian motion without the bridge constraint for

which the hitting probability phit, no bridge(tf, M) is given by puit, no bridge (ty, M fo (t| M), where F,.(t| M) is
the first-passage distribution given in Eq. (26). Using the expression in Eq. (26), We obtaln the hitting probability
(ty, M)=h R te,m M (41)
it, no bridge\lf, = llno bridge =Tiy,m= )
Phit, no bridge (L f bridg f \/ﬁ
where
due” 1 R+u
; = — . 42
o bridge (R, m) /F 270 U R+ uemVIVarR (42)
The function hne bridge (R, m) behaves for R — 0 as
m
hno bridee (R, m) ~ erfc | —
(R~ et (7
2 77l2
+ R (2m2 + 1) erfc (m) + (—4m2 — 1) erfc (\/im) — Qm[e—sz (e% — 1) , R—0,
V2 T
(43)
and for R — oo as
hio bridge(Rym) ~ Re™V2VE™ R 5 o0, (44)

Contrary to the expansion of h(R, m) close to R=0 in Eq. (40), the term in brackets in the expansion of hno bridge (R, m)
close to R=0 in Eq. (43) is not always positive (see red curve in Fig. 2). This implies that the optimal resetting rate
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1.0 12

FIG. 3. Optimal resetting rate R*(m) to maximize the probability to reach m = M/,/2Dt; for the RBB (blue curve) and the
RBM (red curve). The optimal resetting rate has been obtained numerically by maximizing Eq. (38) for the RBB and Eq. (42)
for the RBM. The optimal resetting rate for the RBM freezes to 0 beyond a critical value m = m. ~ 0.820.

for RBM freezes to 0 beyond a critical value m = m,.. The critical value m, > 0 is defined such that the term in
brackets in Eq. (43) vanishes:

3m?2
(sz + 1) erfc <:T/L%> - (4mg + 1) erfc (ﬂmc) - 2mc\/ze_2m§ ((332c — 1) =0. (45)

Numerically, we find m. ~ 0.820. In Fig. 3, we compare the optimal resetting rate R*(m) that maximizes the
probability to reach m = M/,/2Dty for a RBB and a RBM.

C. Expected maximum

In this section, we compute the expected maximum (M (t;)) of a RBB of duration ¢;. It turns out that this is
closely related to the hitting probability discussed before. The expected maximum is given by

oo
d
(M (i) :/ M L Prob. [M(t;) < M) dM (46)
0 dM
where Prob. [M(ty) < M] is the cumulative distribution of the maximum of a RBB of duration ¢¢. By noting that
PI‘Ob.(M(tf) <M):1fphit(tf,M), (47)

which states that for the maximum of the RBB to be less that M is must not have hit the level M during the time
ts. Inserting Eq. (47) into Eq. (46), we find that the expected maximum is thus given by

(M(ty)) = / " Mty M) (18)

where we used integration by parts. By inserting the expression of pui(ts, M) given in Eq. (34) and performing the
integration, we find

/Dtgym due™ | u U 1 1 iy +u

M(ty)) = — 1 TR — + =1 49
(M) rrtyerf (/riy) + et /F 2mi |"I”t? ©8 (th —|—u> * Tty N u 8 ( U (49)

The remaining Laplace transform can be inverted exactly and gives
(M(ty)) = /mDtyq(R =rty), (50)

where the scaling function ¢ is given by
1—(1+Re B+ R?[y+T(0,R) +log(R

o)~ L) [+ T(0, ) + log(R)) 1)

R2[e~R 4+ /rRerf(v/R)] ’



9

where + is the Euler-Mascheroni constant and I'(s, z) = fwoo dtt*~le~tis the incomplete gamma function. The function
q(R) has the following asymptotic behavior

1
dR)~ 5+ R0, (52)

log(R)

ViR’

As q(0) > 0, Orq(R)|r=0 > 0 and limpr_~, ¢(R) = 0, the function ¢(R) as a function of R has a non-monotonic
behavior and is maximizes at R* ~ 2.153 as can be seen in the right panel in Fig. 3 in the main text.

q(R) ~ R — 0. (53)
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