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Efficient two-dimensional control of barrier crossing
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Driven barrier crossings are pervasive in optical-trapping experiments and steered molecular-
dynamics simulations. Despite the high fidelity of control, the freedom in the choice of driving
protocol is rarely exploited to improve efficiency. We design protocols that reduce dissipation for
rapidly driven barrier crossing under two-dimensional control of a harmonic trapping potential, con-
trolling both trap center and stiffness. For fast driving, the minimum-dissipation protocol jumps
halfway between the control-parameter endpoints. For slow driving, the minimum-dissipation proto-
col generically slows down and tightens the trap as it crosses the barrier, resulting in both significant
energy savings and increased flux compared to naive and one-dimensional protocols (that only change
trap center). Combining fast and slow results, we design protocols that improve performance at all

speeds.

Introduction.—Modern advances in single-molecule
biophysics make possible the precise spatial and tempo-
ral control of biological systems. Optical tweezers can be
used to probe the conformational and energetic proper-
ties of biopolymers (DNA and RNA molecules)* and
molecular machines (ATP synthase™ kinesin®¥*19 and
myosint¥0) . Additionally, computer simulations such
as steered molecular dynamics have the freedom to fully
control the molecular and trapping potentials. Despite
the relative freedom of control, experiments and simula-
tions rarely exploit the possibility of optimized control
protocols, and the few that do are generally limited to
optimization of a single control parameter'®20, In this
letter, we design minimum-dissipation protocols for har-
monic trapping potentials under two-dimensional control
of trap center and stiffness, allowing for the specification
of the time-dependent mean and variance and resulting
in significantly reduced dissipation compared to control
over the trap center only. We find generic features that
can be readily applied to biophysical experiments and
simulations.

We are interested in describing micro- and nano-scale
thermodynamic systems. Due to the small scale, thermal
fluctuations play a significant role in the dynamics, and
the systems are best described by stochastic thermody-
namics. Stochastic thermodynamics typically describes
the nonequilibrium transformation of heat, work, and en-
tropy of small-scale fluctuating systems®*22, This field
has seen significant growth over the last couple decades,
stemming from important results such as the Jarzynski

equality®? and Crooks fluctuation theorem?.

One important implication of the Jarzynski equality is
that it allows for the determination of equilibrium free-
energy differences from nonequilibrium work measure-
ments. However, the accuracy of the free-energy esti-
mate decreases with increasing dissipation®24%, Design-
ing protocols that dissipate less energy can therefore im-
prove the accuracy of free-energy estimates??. Addition-
ally, in order to maintain complex nonequilibrium order,
molecular machines must operate rapidly, potentially in-
curring large energetic costs?®. The dissipation incurred
from rapid driving can be mitigated by designing less-

dissipative protocolsZ¥B1

mance.

Linear-response theory has been used to derive a
thermodynamic-geometry framework to guide design of
single and multidimensional minimum-dissipation pro-
tocols in general stochastic-thermodynamic systems<?.
This framework has been applied to DNA-hairpin pulling
experiments, demonstrating that one-dimensional de-
signed pulling protocols significantly reduce dissipa-
tion2. The DNA-pulling process can be reasonably well
described as a driven barrier crossing®?, where the barrier
to be overcome is the transition state between folded and
unfolded conformational ensembles. One-dimensional
minimum-dissipation control of driven barrier crossing
slows down as the trap crosses the energy barrier®,

We explore two-dimensional control (of both trap cen-
ter and stiffness) of driven barrier crossing. This greater
control allows specification of both the time-dependent
mean and variance of the position distribution, and re-
sults in a qualitatively distinct designed protocol (Fig. .
Such a designed protocol has jumps at the start and end
that decrease in size as the duration increases, and slows
down and tightens as it crosses the barrier, approximately
linearly driving the mean and maintaining roughly con-
stant variance throughout the protocol. For any dura-
tion, the designed protocols significantly improve perfor-
mance in terms of both dissipation and flux compared to
naive and one-dimensional control (Fig. .

Theory—Consider a system obeying Fokker-Planck
dynamics,

, resulting in improved perfor-
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describing the overdamped motion of a continu-
ous degree of freedom x with damping coefficient
~v driven by a time-dependent conservative force
felr, A@)] = —0Viot[x, A(t)]/Ox, for internal energy
Viot(z, A). pa(z,t) is the probability distribution over
microstates & at time ¢ given the control protocol A.
The system is in contact with a heat bath at temper-
ature T' such that the equilibrium probability distribu-
tion over z at fixed control parameters A is 7(x|A) =



exp{B[F(X) — Viot(x,A)]}, for free energy F(A) =
—kgT In " exp[—fV;ot(x, A)], where 8 = (kgT)~' for
Boltzmann’s constant kg. The average excess work
Wex = W — AF by an external agent changing control
parameters A according to protocol A is
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where superscript T denotes transpose. fy = —0V;or/0A
are the forces conjugate to the control parameters, and
0fx = fa — (fx)a the deviations from the equilibrium
averages. Angle brackets (---)a denote a nonequilibrium
ensemble average given the control protocol A and (- - )x
an equilibrium average given control-parameter values A.

Slowly driven systems.—In the quasistatic (infinitely
slow) limit, the probability distribution remains at equi-
librium throughout the protocol, and the excess work
approaches zero. For long-but-finite protocol duration,
linear-response (LR) theory yields the leading-order con-
tribution to the excess work??,
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in terms of the generalized friction tensor with elements
GV =5 [ AEn,0sh O . )
0

Cje is the Hadamard product B(dfx;dfx,)a o 7j¢ of the
conjugate-force covariance (the force fluctuations) and
the integral relaxation time
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the characteristic time for these fluctuations to die out.

For overdamped dynamics, the friction can be calcu-
lated directly from the total energy as®”
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where Heq(z,A) = [*_ da'meq(a’, ) is the equilibrium
cumulative distribution function and 9y, is the partial
derivative with respect to A;.

Within the linear-response approximation, the excess
work is minimized by a protocol with constant excess
power??, For a single control parameter, this amounts
to proceeding with velocity dAM®/dt oc ¢(A)~'/2, which
when normalized to complete the protocol in a fixed al-
lotted time At, gives
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where the overline denotes the spatial average over the
naive (linear) path between the control-parameter end-
points.

(7)

For multidimensional control, the minimum-
dissipation protocol solves the Euler-Lagrange equation
d®\; O dNe ANy 1 0Cem AN ANy,
Cﬂ p) + T =35 e ) (8)
dt O\, dt dt 20N\ dt dt

where we have adopted the Einstein convention of im-
plied summation over all repeated indices. We directly
calculate the friction matrix from @ and find geodesics
by numerically solving with specified initial and final
control parameters, as described in Refs. [36]37.

Rapidly driven systems.—In the fast limit, the excess
work approaches that of an instantaneous protocol, which
spends no time relaxing towards equilibrium and requires
excess work proportional (up to a factor of kgT') to the
relative entropy D(mi||ms) between the initial and final
equilibrium distributions®®. Spending a short duration
At relaxing towards equilibrium throughout the proto-
col results in saved work Wyawe = kT D(mi||me) — Wex
compared to an instantaneous protocol, which can be
approximated as3®
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in terms of the initial force-relazation rate (IFRR)
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the rate of change of the initial mean conjugate forces at
the current control-parameter values.

The saved work is maximized by the short-time effi-
cient protocol (STEP) which spends the entire duration
at the control-parameter value that maximizes the short-
time power savings
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The STEP achieves this by two instantaneous control-
parameter jumps: one at the start from the initial value
to the optimal value /\STEP, and one at the end from
ASTEP t6 the final value.

For overdamped dynamics, the short-time power sav-
ing from the STEP are conveniently expressed as (Sup-
plementary Material T (SM))

P (A) = (13)
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This is achieved by control-parameter values which for
all z satisfy Of,(z,A\)/OX =0 or fu(z,A) = [fo(z,\) +
fo(x, Af)]/2. In what follows we will enforce the second
condition, although it is more stringent than which
only constrains a single average over the entire system
distribution.

Model system.—Here we consider a model system rel-
evant to DNA-hairpin experiments: a Brownian bead
driven by a time-dependent quadratic trapping poten-
tial with center and stiffness modulated by the focus
and intensity of the laser. This model is also typical
of steered molecular-dynamics simulations, which use a
time-dependent quadratic potential to drive reactionst®.
The total potential Viot = Vip + Virap is the sum of the
static hairpin potential and time-dependent trap poten-
tial (shown schematically in Fig. . The hairpin po-
tential is modeled as a static double well (symmetric for
simplicity) with the two minima at x = 0 and = = Az,
representing the folded and unfolded states? 833434
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for barrier height E'g, distance x,, from the minimum to

barrier, and distance Az, = 2x,, between the minima.
The system is driven by a quadratic trap

Vip(2) = EB
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with time-dependent stiffness k(t) and center z¢(t).
The total work can be separated into two components,
W = W, + Ws, one for each control parameter. The
trap-center component
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is analogous to ‘force-distance’ work. The stiffness com-
ponent
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resembles ‘pressure-volume’ work, i.e., the stiffness con-
trols the effective volume available to the system, and
the variance contributes to an effective pressure resisting
changes in trap stiffness.

Designed protocols.—We consider protocols that drive
the system between the two minima z{ = 0 and zf =
Az, with equal initial and final stiffness (k; = kf). This
allows us to directly compare control over only trap cen-
ter to control over both trap center and stiffness. We
speculate that for unequal initial and final stiffness the
qualitative features of the designed protocols would re-
main similar.

In the slow limit, the two-dimensional linear-response
(2D LR) protocol minimizes dissipation by tightening
the trap and slowing down as it traverses the barrier

interpolated

time

FIG. 1: Time-dependent protocols for driven barrier cross-
ing at intermediate protocol duration. Naive (black), one-
dimensional linear response (1D LR, red), two-dimensional
linear response (2D LR, blue), and interpolated (green).
Snapshots of the total (solid), static hairpin (dotted), and
time-dependent trap (dashed) potential are shown for ¢t = 0,
At/2, and At. The hairpin, initial, and final potentials
are the same across protocols (purple). Dash-dotted curves:
median positions during corresponding protocol. Shading:
9%, 25%, 75%, and 91% quantiles, which are approximately
evenly spaced for a Gaussian distribution. Barrier height
is g = 4kgT, initial and final trap stiffnesses are k; =
ks = 4kpT/x2,, and protocol duration is 7 for diffusion time
™ = Az2,/(2D).

(Fig. [2). Tightening the trap when approaching the bar-
rier (Fig. ) helps the system maintain roughly constant
variance throughout the protocol and approximately lin-
early changes the quantiles of the position distribu-
tion (Fig. 1), which is a generic property for minimum-
dissipation protocols in optimal transport under full con-
trol [39-41]. When the trap doesn’t tighten (e.g., naive
and 1D LR protocols in Fig. 2b), the variance increases as
the system crosses the barrier and the quantiles do not
change linearly. Slowing down while crossing the bar-
rier (previously observed for one-dimensional (constant-
stiffness) barrier crossing [34]) allows time for thermal
fluctuations to kick the system over the barrier (Fig. [2).

In SM IT we show that the amount that the trap tight-
ens and slows down depends on the initial stiffness. We
call the initial stiffness large (small) when the initial en-
ergy of the trap at the barrier x,, is significantly larger
(smaller) than Ey; ie., ki > Eyp/22 (ki < Ep/z2).
Physically, large (small) initial stiffness ensures that the
initial equilibrium distribution is unimodal (bimodal).
Throughout, we compare the stiffness to the scaled bar-
rier height Ep/x2 , essentially comparing the initial en-
ergy of the trap and hairpin potential at the barrier.
The 2D LR protocol changes stiffness most when the ini-
tial stiffness is comparable to the scaled barrier height
(k; ~ Eg/x2)), and leaves stiffness virtually unchanged



when the initial stiffness is either large (k; > Eg/22) or
small (k‘l < EB/JZ?H)

The minimum-dissipation protocol in the fast limit
(the STEP) maximizes the short-time power saving
by jumping from and to the control-parameter endpoints
to spend the entire duration at control-parameter val-
ues 25TEP (z¢ + 2§)/2, and ESTEP = k. This
result is independent of the hairpin potential since
fa?(x?xSTEPakSTEP) = [fI(mamlcakl) + fz(x,xf,k:l)]/Q
maximizes the short-time power saving for all z in-
dependent of V(z) (note ks = k;).

Given theory describing minimum-dissipation control
in both the slow and fast limits, we develop a simple inter-
polation scheme to design protocols that reduce dissipa-
tion at all driving speeds. Similar to the one-dimensional
case®d we choose the interpolated protocol to have an
initial jump (ASTEP — X\;)/(1 + At/7) and a final jump
(Ar — ASTEP) /(1 + At/7), and follow the original linear-
response path between them,
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with 7 the crossover duration. This guarantees that the
protocol approaches the minimum-dissipation protocol in
both the fast and slow limits. For system timescale, we
choose (primarily for its simplicity) the diffusion time
™ = Az2 /(2D) between wells, for D = (8v)~!. More
sophisticated measures of relaxation time*™3? could yield
improved performance of the interpolated protocol.
Performance.—For comparison to an ideal process, we
evaluate the performance of optimal-transport (OT) the-
ory under full control#?42, We use optimal transport to
calculate the minimum work required—assuming com-
plete control over the potential—to move probability
from an initial to final distribution within a fixed du-
ration as

Wor =R~ Fi+ 50 [ ayl@ity) - Qi) . (0

where @Qf and @; are the final and initial quantile func-
tions (inverse cumulative distribution functions). We
then perform a second optimization over the final proba-
bility distribution, subject to constrained initial and final
control-parameter endpoints. This yields the minimum
work to drive the trap between the two endpoints if we
had full control over the potential (rather than just one-
or two-dimensional parametric control).

Figure compares naive, one-dimensional linear-
response (1D LR), two-dimensional linear-response (2D
LR), and interpolated protocols. We measure perfor-
mance by the average work (the direct target of the pro-
tocol design) and the probability pa(z < x,) that the
system remains in its initial well (related to the aver-
age flux) which was not directly considered in the de-
sign. The barrier height Fg = 4kgT is intermediate in

4

the context of DNA hairpins®¥, and the initial and fi-
nal stiffness are comparable to the scaled barrier height,
ki = k¢ = Ep/x2. For a 1-um bead in water at stan-
dard temperature and pressure, with inter-well distance
Az ~ 20 nm, the initial and final stiffness correspond
to ki = k¢ &~ 0.16 pN/nm, the 2D LR protocol reaches
a maximum stiffness of kpax &~ 1.12 pN/nm, and the
diffusion time between wells is ™ ~ 0.4 s.

For long duration (At > 7p), the 1D LR protocol re-
quires (~1.6x) less work than the naive; however, the 2D
LR and interpolated protocols most significantly reduce
work (Fig. ; ~b5.6x less than naive, ~3.5x less than
1D LR, and within 1% of full control). Intermediate-
duration designed protocols give the largest-magnitude
work reduction (W)qes — (Whnaive: 2D LR and interpo-
lated protocols save ~2.7 kgT', whereas 1D LR only saves
~0.4kgT (Fig. )

1D LR protocols often reduce dissipation but as a side
effect also decrease flux, as seen in Fig. 2d. 2D LR and
interpolated protocols have the opposite effect, decreas-
ing dissipation while increasing flux. For intermediate
duration, the 2D LR protocol drives up to 78% and the
interpolated up to 17% more probability to the destina-
tion well, compared to naive; the 1D LR drives 19% less.

For long duration (At > 7p), two-dimensional con-
trol provides significant advantages over one-dimensional
control for both average work and flux; however, for
short duration the 2D LR protocol can perform worse
than 1D LR and naive (Fig. 2c and e; similar behav-
ior has been observed for multidimensional control of the
Ising model*”). For short duration, the system cannot
keep up with the rapid changes in the trap potential,
and the linear-response approximation breaks down. Al-
though the increased stiffness of the 2D LR protocol re-
sults in the strongest driving and hence the greatest flux
of the protocols considered here (Fig. 2), it does so at
the cost of increased dissipation for short duration. In-
deed, the minimum-dissipation protocol for short dura-
tion (At <« 7p, the STEP) is monotonic and discrete.
Our interpolated protocol asymptotes to the STEP in the
short-duration limit, resulting in reduced dissipation and
increased flux at any duration. In terms of dissipation,
the interpolated protocol achieves within 1% of the mini-
mum work under full control for short and long duration
and remains within 30% of full control at intermediate
duration (Fig. [2).

Discussion.—We have shown that multidimensional
control protocols can significantly outperform their one-
dimensional counterparts, improving both work and flux.
For a system undergoing driven barrier crossing, one-
dimensional control of only the trap center limits the con-
trol over the position distribution, with a large increase
in variance as the protocol crosses the barrier (Fig. .
Control over both the trap center and stiffness makes pos-
sible approximately linear driving of the position mean
and variance between specified endpoints, consistent with
optimal-transport protocols that minimize work under
full control¥#2 This significantly reduces the work re-
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FIG. 2: Performance of the naive (black), 1D LR (red), 2D LR (blue), and interpolated (green) protocols. Protocols show (a)
trap center and (b) trap stiffness, as a function of time ¢ normalized by protocol duration At. The interpolated protocol is shown
for a duration At = 7p. (c) Excess work (Wex)a, (d) probability pa(z < xm) that a trajectory does not cross the barrier,
(e) difference in work between designed and naive protocols, and (f) difference in pa(z < zm) between naive and designed
protocols, all as functions of protocol duration At/mp scaled by diffusion time 7p. Purple dashed curve: optimal-transport

process under full control.

quired to drive the system between the two wells and in-
creases the flux compared to naive and one-dimensional
control protocols (Fig. . The main shortcoming of the
multidimensional linear-response protocols is that they
can perform worse than naive for short duration; how-
ever, we remedy this issue by combining linear-response
and STEP frameworks to give interpolated protocols that
reduce dissipation at any duration. For the model sys-
tem and parameters we explored, the largest reduction in
dissipation occurs from one- to two-dimensional control,
and the dissipation in the two-dimensional interpolated
protocol is within 30% of full control for intermediate
duration and within 1% for short and long duration.
The model system closely resembles DNA-hairpin ex-
periments, and we explore experimentally relevant pa-
rameters?. Our results reveal general design principles
for driven barrier crossing that can be readily imple-
mented experimentally: the designed protocols 1) slow
down and tighten the trap as it crosses the energy bar-
rier, thereby driving the mean position between the two
wells at constant rate while maintaining constant vari-
ance; and 2) jump at the beginning and end of the proto-
col, with larger jumps for faster protocols. Recent experi-
mental protocols implement one-dimensional control and

demonstrate significant work reductions from designed
protocols®2. We show that adding an additional control
parameter (trap stiffness) can dramatically improve the
performance over the one-dimensional counterpart (up to
3.5x less work and 80% increased probability of reach-
ing the target well). Although multidimensional control
is more difficult to implement, the performance gains can
be significant.
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Supplemental Material for “Efficient two-dimensional control of barrier crossing”

I. FAST LIMIT

In this section we derive a simple formula for the short-time power savings used to determine the STEP in the
Rapidly driven systems section of the main text.

For a rapidly driven system, the minimum-dissipation protocol consists of two discrete jumps, spending the entire
duration at fixed control-parameter values. This type of discrete protocol requires work

<W>A - <‘/tot($a Af) - ‘/;’,Ot(xa A)>A + <%0t(x7 A) - ‘/;’,Ot(xa Ai)>Ai . (Sl)
For short duration At, we approximate the probability distribution at the conclusion of the protocol as3®

pa(x, At) = () + At L(x, X)mi(x) (S2a)
~ mi(z) + At [L(x, X) — Lz, \)] mi(z) , (S2b)
where L(x, A) is the time-evolution operator for the probability distribution at fixed control parameter X, and in the

second line we have used the fact that the initial equilibrium distribution satisfies L(z, A;)m;(z) = 0. For Fokker-Planck
dynamics this gives

0
pa(e 80 ~ (o) + 50 S {120 X) = e N (o)} (53)
Substituting into and rearranging gives
<Wsave>A = <Vtot(x7 Af) - V:cot(xa )‘i)>)\i - <W>A (843‘)
A 0
vt da [Viot(N) = Vior(A0)] 5 { [fal@ ) = folas )] mi(e) } (S4b)
Integrating by parts leads to
Waneln = S ol 30) = £o(oN)] [l ) = Lule M) ), (55)
The short-time power saving is PS5 (X) = (Wgave)a/At, which can be expressed as
< 1
Pte) = - (Uelr: M) = falar V] ol ) = falar M) (S6)
and is maximized if
afm(xak) fz(‘T,)‘i)+fm(xa)\f) .
<a>\ [fr(x,)\) - 5 ]>A =0. (S7)

This can be achieved by control parameters which for all x satisfy df.(z,X)/OX = 0 or fu(z,A) = [fu(z, ) +
fa(x, Ap)]/2.

II. SLOW LIMIT

In this section we describe in detail the designed protocols (geodesics) based on the friction matrix for driven barrier
crossing under control of both trap center and stiffness. We demonstrate that the largest change in stiffness from the
designed protocols occurs when the stiffness is comparable to the scaled barrier height (ks ~ Ey,/a2,), as discussed in
the Designed protocols section of the main text.

For slow driving, the excess work is described by @, where the friction can be directly calculated from @ to yield
the friction matrix shown in Fig. The geodesics are found by numerically solving with specified initial and
final trap center and stiffness, as described in Refs. [36U37. We consider protocols that drive the system between the
two minima 2{ = 0 and zf = Awm with equal initial and final stiffness, k; = k.
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FIG. S1: Geodesics and components of the friction matrix used to design two-dimensional linear-response protocols. Grayscale
heatmap: components of the friction as a function of the (dimensionless) trap center* x°/Azm, and stiffness* kx2,/FEg. Colored
curves: geodesics of the friction for equal initial and final trap stiffness (ki = k¢). Color heatmap: absolute product of control-
parameter speeds /'\j = d\;/dt. The positive and negative components of the off-diagonal entry (. s are respectively denoted
by ¢F. (b) and (75 (c). A star denotes a scaled (dimensionless) quantity, with the velocities scaled by the average speed

INjAel™ = 1Al /([As] |Ae]) and friction as ¢ = CedjAe/ (A A;vzim)-

All components of the friction have the largest variation in magnitude across the protocol when the trap stiffness
is comparable to the scaled barrier height (k ~ E},/z2). If the stiffness is small (k < Ey,/22) or large (k > Ey,/22),
then all components of the friction are independent of the trap center. For k < Ej/z2, the total potential is
dominated by the hairpin potential (independent of the trap potential), so the friction is independent of the trap
center and stiffness. For k > E}, /22, the total potential is dominated by the trap potential (independent of the
hairpin potential), and the friction approaches that of a harmonic trap on a flat landscape, which is also independent
of the trap center.

The center-center component ¢ . of the friction matrix is strongly peaked at the barrier (Fig. . This component
is proportional to the force variance ((§f.c)?)a = k((dz)?)x, which is largest in magnitude at the barrier. The barrier
reduces the effective stiffness of the total potential, thereby increasing the position variance. Physically, a distribution
sharply peaked at the trap center requires less work to translate than a wider distribution.

The stiffness-stiffness component (g s of the friction is proportional to the fourth moment of the position distribution,
((6fx)®)a = {[6(x — 2°)?]?)x/4, which is largest when the distribution has appreciable probability of extreme values.
Therefore, this component of the friction is largest when the total potential is a double well with two widely separated
wells. For k < E/22,, there is significant probability in the well opposite the trap (i.e., the distribution is bimodal),
and pulling the trap closer to the center reduces the friction by reducing the distance between the two minima of
the total potential. For k 2 Eg/x?2,, the total potential only has one minimum, and therefore this component of the
friction is largest when the (unimodal) position distribution is widest, which occurs at the barrier. Physically, it takes
more work to tighten the trap when the system is far from the trap center, scaling as (z — z¢)%.

The off-diagonal component (. s has both positive contributions, C‘i‘ . = max((.s,0), and negative contributions,
Ces = max(—(cs,0). The off-diagonal components result from cross-correlations between the conjugate forces, and can

either increase or decrease the work compared to treating the conjugate forces as uncorrelated (ignoring off-diagonal



components).

First we consider a weak trap, k < Ep/x2,. For 2° < Az, /2, (s is negative so increasing or decreasing both the
trap center and stiffness together results in negative contribution to the total work from this component. Tightening
the trap as the system is driven over the barrier causes this contribution to reduce the total work. For z° > Axy, /2, (cs
is positive so the contribution to the total work is negative if the trap center is increased as the stiffness is decreased.
Loosening the trap as it is driven away from the barrier causes this contribution to decrease the total work.

For a strong trap (k 2 Eg/x2)), the situation is reversed: tightening the trap as the system is driven up the energy
landscape and loosening the trap as it is driven down result in a positive total-work contribution from the off-diagonal
component. Since the trap is stiff compared to the hairpin potential, tightening no longer helps pull the system up
the energy landscape and instead tightly confines the system, attenuating thermal fluctuations which would otherwise
help kick the system over the barrier.
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