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We revisit the fundamental problem of moving a particle in a harmonic trap in finite time with
minimal work cost, and extend it to the case of an active particle. By comparing the Gaussian
case of an Active Ornstein-Uhlenbeck particle and the non-Gaussian run-and-tumble particle, we
establish general principles for thermodynamically optimal control of active matter beyond specific
models. We show that the open-loop optimal protocols, which do not incorporate system-state
information, are identical to those of passive particles but result in larger work fluctuations due to
activity. In contrast, closed-loop (or feedback) control with a single (initial) measurement changes
the optimal protocol and reduces the average work relative to the open-loop control for small enough
measurement errors. Minimum work is achieved by particles with finite persistence time. As an
application, we propose an active information engine which extracts work from self-propulsion.
This periodic engine achieves higher information efficiency with run-and-tumble particles than with
active Ornstein-Uhlenbeck particles. Complementing a companion paper that gives only the main
results [1], here we provide a full account of our theoretical calculations and simulation results. We
include derivations of optimal protocols, work variance, impact of measurement uncertainty, and
information-acquisition costs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimal control can be a powerful tool for minimiz-
ing heat dissipation, work input or entropy generation in
controllable systems, making processes thermodynami-
cally more efficient or even newly feasible under limited
energy supply [2–8]. The thermodynamic cost is cru-
cial in small-scale systems due to high frictional losses
and fluctuations, making thermodynamic optimization
particularly important. It is well established that even
for passive systems, optimal control can lead to non-
intuitive solutions, such as nonsmooth external driving
protocols [2, 4–6, 9]. In contrast, optimal control in ac-
tive matter, characterized by self-driven particles with
rich dynamics, has only recently been explored [10–16].
To uncover fundamental principles of thermodynamically
optimal control in active systems, characterized by mem-
ory in the form of persistence, Gaussian or non-Gaussian
statistics, and non-thermal fluctuations, it is essential to
investigate simplified, paradigmatic models.

In this work, we study the elementary problem of shift-
ing a trapping potential containing a single active particle
to a target position in finite time and in one dimension.
The particle is immersed in a viscous fluid which gener-
ates friction and acts as a heat bath. We optimize the
dragging protocol to minimize the experimenter’s work
input, which is a directly measurable quantity [6, 17] that
serves as a lower bound for the total energy expenditure
of the controller. With a harmonic trap, the problem
becomes linear and can be solved exactly. Despite its
simplicity, the setup reveals nontrivial aspects of optimal
control in active matter, as we show below.

∗ sl2127@cam.ac.uk

For passive particles (PPs), this problem was solved
in the seminal work of Ref. [2]. Here, we extend these
results to examine how intrinsic activity impacts trans-
port protocols and energetics. To generalize beyond a
specific model, we consider two widely studied models
for self-propelled particles: the run-and-tumble parti-
cle (RTP), and the active Ornstein-Uhlenbeck particle
(AOUP). Comparing AOUPs and RTPs explicitly reveals
the influence of non-Gaussian statistics (only present for
RTPs), which are common in active matter.

In the language of control theory, the dragging problem
described above represents an open-loop control, where
the protocol is pre-determined without specific knowl-
edge of the current system state. A more sophisticated
approach is closed-loop or feedback control, which dy-
namically adjusts the protocol based on real-time knowl-
edge of the system’s state, thereby allowing for more pre-
cise manipulation [18]. As an analytically tractable ex-
ample of a closed-loop control problem, we study how a
single initial measurement of the system state affects the
optimal driving protocol, generalizing previous studies on
PPs [5, 19] to the active case.

We build on these results to construct a minimal, ther-
modynamically optimized engine that extracts work us-
ing a single measurement per cycle. As this extraction re-
lies on measurement information, the system can be con-
sidered an “information engine” [20–22]. However, since
it draws work from particle activity, similar to active heat
engines [22–28], we refer to it as an “active information
engine.” To evaluate the efficiency of information-to-
work conversion, we calculate a fundamental limit to the
thermodynamic cost associated with the required real-
time measurements [21, 29–32].

The main results are presented in a companion paper
[1], which summarizes the key principles of optimal con-
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trol in active matter that we have identified. In this pa-
per, we provide a full theoretical account, detailed deriva-
tions, and additional analytical and numerical results to
support our main conclusions.

We include a comprehensive discussion of non-
equilibrium fluctuations and averages over initial condi-
tions for open- and closed-loop control (Sec. II), along
with a detailed derivation of the optimal protocols us-
ing variational calculus for both open-loop (Sec. III)—for
which we also include a derivation of the variance of the
work fluctuations (see Sec. III B)—and closed-loop con-
trol (Sec. IV). Lastly, we present a detailed discussion of
the impact of measurement uncertainty for the closed-
loop control problem and the active information engine
(Sec. IV C), a derivation of the information-acquisition
costs (Sec. V), and numerical results for the work distri-
bution and fluctuations of the engine. We also consider
an alternative cost functional, which explicitly includes a
lower bound for the work done by the active particle itself
in addition to the experimenter’s work input (Sec. VI).
We conclude in Sec. VII and cover some further technical
details in appendices.

II. MODEL

In this section, we define the active Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck particle (AOUP) and the run-and-tumble par-
ticle (RTP) models, along with the optimal control prob-
lem considered in this paper. We then introduce the
technical tools required to analyze the optimal control
problem, both with and without an initial measurement.

A. Equations of motion and steady state

We consider a one-dimensional model of a self-
propelled particle at position x in a harmonic trapping
potential

V (x, λ) =
1

2
k(x− λ)2 , (1)

where k is the stiffness and λ is the center of the trap.
The particle’s motion follows the overdamped Langevin
equation

ẋ(t) = − ∂

∂x
V (x, λ) + v(t) +

√
2D ξ(t) , (2)

where v denotes the self-propulsion, D is a thermal dif-
fusion constant, and ξ is a unit-variance Gaussian white
noise, ⟨ξ(t)⟩ = 0, ⟨ξ(t)ξ(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′). Here, ⟨•⟩ de-
notes the average over many noise realizations. We have
absorbed the friction constant and kB into other parame-
ters. We consider two standard models of active motility:
(i) an AOUP, where

τ v̇(t) = −v(t) +
√

2Dv ξv(t) , (3a)

where Dv represents the self-propulsion “diffusion” con-
stant, and ξv is a zero-mean, unit-variance Gaussian
white noise independent of ξ; and (ii) an RTP, where the
self-propulsion is a dichotomous, or telegraphic, Poisso-
nian noise that randomly reassigns values

v = ±ω (3b)

with a rate of 1/(2τ), which corresponds to a tumbling
rate of 1/τ [33–37]. A direct comparison between the two
active models can be established up to second-order by
equating the variance of active fluctuations (derived in
Sec. II F)

Dv/τ ≡ ω2 (4)

which we take to hold throughout this paper so as to
enable like-for-like comparisons between the two cases.
Comparing AOUPs and RTPs enables us to isolate the
effect of introducing non-Gaussianity in the form of a
Poissonian noise (RTPs) [38]. We compare both active
particle models against the case of a PP, where v(t) ≡ 0.
Both active models reduce to PPs under the limits ω → 0
or τ → 0. In the limit τ → ∞, the active models yield
a ballistic (undamped) motion with a constant velocity
randomly set by the initial condition.

At time t = 0, and with λ = λ0 = 0 initially, we
consider the system in a steady state which we denote
by Pss(x, v) and the average with respect to Pss by ⟨•⟩.
For AOUPs, the joint steady state is Gaussian, and it is
non-Gaussian for RTPs [37]. The first moments in the
steady state are both zero,

⟨x⟩ = 0 , (5a)

⟨v⟩ = 0 , (5b)

and the second moments are given by〈
v2
〉

= ω2 , (5c)〈
x2
〉

=
1

k

(
D +

ω2

k + 1/τ

)
, (5d)

⟨xv⟩ =
ω2

k + 1/τ
. (5e)

For AOUPs, these first two moments fully characterize
the steady-state distribution. Finally, we define the con-
ditional density as Pss(x|v) = Pss(x, v)/Pss(v).

B. Central question: Optimization of the average
work

Our objective is to move the trap from the origin,
λ0 = 0, at time t = 0, to the target position λ(tf) = λf

within a finite time tf. Due to the frictional resistance
of the surrounding fluid and changes in the particle’s po-
tential energy, this process requires external work input
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W from the controller. Moving the trap by an infinitesi-
mal distance dλ requires work equal to the infinitesimal
change in the particle’s potential energy. [39, 40]

δW =
∂V (x, λ)

∂λ
dλ = k(λ− x)dλ , (6)

where we use δ to denote inexact differentials. As a re-
sult, the total external work required to move the trap
from λ(0) = 0 to λ(tf) = λf is

W [λ(t), x(t)] :=

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇k(λ− x) . (7)

We optimize the time-dependent protocol, denoted by
λ(t), to minimize the required average work input

argmin
λ(t)

⟨W ⟩ (8)

with boundary condition

λ(0) = 0 , (9a)

λ(tf) = λf . (9b)

We consider different ensemble averages ⟨•⟩, defined in
the following subsection.

C. Hierarchy of averages

We aim to calculate the optimal protocol λ(t) in two
distinct scenarios: i) without any additional information
about the state of x and v (open-loop case), and ii) with
knowledge of the state of x or v at t = 0 obtained through
an initial measurement (closed-loop case). In this sub-
section, we set the technical tools to analyze these two
scenarios. For now, we assume that the measurement is
exact, and defer the discussion of measurement uncer-
tainty to Sec. IV C.

We first consider the case without additional informa-
tion about x and v. In this case, the system is initially
(at t = 0) found in a steady state. We define the station-
ary ensemble as the ensemble consisting of all trajectories
{x(t), v(t)}0≤t≤tf of the stochastic process described by
Eqs. (2) and (3), where x(0) and v(0) are random vari-
ables drawn from the stationary distribution. The corre-
sponding average over the noises η and ξ in the stationary
ensemble is given by ⟨•⟩ss. The stationary ensemble has
the following average initial conditions

⟨x(0)⟩ss = 0 , (10a)

⟨v(0)⟩ss = 0 . (10b)

Note that the stationary ensemble consists of trajectories
which are initially in a steady state at t = 0. However,
once the controller applies the protocol at t > 0, these
trajectories are generally not stationary at intermediate
times t > 0.

In contrast, when the initial state of the system is
known to be x(0) = x0 and v(0) = v0, we define the con-
ditional ensemble. This ensemble consists of all trajecto-
ries {x(t), v(t)}0≤t≤tf of the stochastic process Eqs. (2)
and (3), with the initial state of all trajectories is fixed
to x(0) = x0 and v(0) = v0. The corresponding average
is the conditional average ⟨•|x(0) = x0, v(0) = v0⟩ss. To
abbreviate notation, we define the following shorthand

⟨•⟩x0,v0
:= ⟨•|x(0) = x0, v(0) = v0⟩ss . (11)

Accordingly, the initial condition in the conditional en-
semble is

⟨x(0)⟩x0,v0
= x0 , (12a)

⟨v(0)⟩x0,v0
= v0 . (12b)

Because the system is stationary at t = 0, x0 and v0 are
samples from the stationary state. As a result, the con-
ditional ensemble is related to the stationary ensemble
through the law of total expectation

⟨•⟩ss = Ex0,v0 [⟨•⟩x0,v0
] , (13)

where Ex0,v0 is the steady average with respect to
(x0, v0), defined as

Ex0,v0
[•] :=

∫∫
R

dx0dv0 • Pss(x0, v0) . (14)

For RTPs, the integral over v0 reduces to a sum over ±ω.
In the remainder of the paper, we will show that most

of the novel physics of the closed-loop control derives
from measurements of the self-propulsion rather than
of the positional measurements. In order to analyze
closed-loop control with only self-propulsion measure-
ments, we define the partial conditional ensemble, con-
sisting of all trajectories {x(t), v(t)}0≤t≤tf , where the ini-
tial self-propulsion is fixed to v(0) = v0. The correspond-
ing average is ⟨•|v(0) = v0⟩, and introduce the shorthand
notation

⟨•⟩v0 := ⟨•|v(0) = v0⟩ss . (15)

The law of total expectation establishes the following re-
lation between averages,

⟨•⟩ = Ev0 [⟨•⟩v0 ] , (16a)

⟨•⟩v0 = Ex0
[⟨•⟩v0,x0

|v0] , (16b)

where the steady state conditional average is defined us-
ing Pss(x|v) as

Ex0
[•|v0] :=

∫
R

dx0 • Pss(x0|v0) . (17)

Because x and v are correlated, measuring v0 reveals in-
formation about x(0). In particular, given a measure-
ment v0, the average initial position of the particle is

xv0
:= Ex0

[⟨x(0)⟩x0,v0
|v0]

=
Ex,v[xv]

Ex,v[v2]
v0 =

v0
k + 1/τ

.
(18)
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Together, the initial conditions in the partial conditional
ensemble are

⟨x(0)⟩v0 = xv0 , (19a)

⟨v(0)⟩v0 = v0 . (19b)

The ensemble with a measurement of the initial posi-
tion only (with conditional average ⟨•⟩x0

) can be defined
analogously.

In the derivations that follow, many steps are identical
across the different ensembles. When this is the case,
we will use the placeholder notation ⟨•⟩α to represent a
general average.

D. Averages of position and self-propulsion

We now derive expressions for the average position and
self-propulsion, which are required for evaluating the av-
erage work. Averaging Eqs. (2) and (3) across any of
the three ensembles (stationary, conditional, or partial
conditional) leads to the following differential equation,
identical in form for RTP and AOUP models,

d

dt
⟨x(t)⟩α = k(λ− ⟨x(t)⟩α) + ⟨v(t)⟩α , (20a)

d

dt
⟨v(t)⟩α = −1

τ
⟨v(t)⟩α , (20b)

where α denotes the appropriate ensemble. Solving
Eq. (20) with the initial conditions in Eqs. (10), (12)
and (19), we find the average self-propulsion

⟨v(t)⟩x0,v0
= ⟨v(t)⟩v0 = v0e

−t/τ , (21a)

⟨v(t)⟩ss = 0 . (21b)

Next, we solve the average particle position and obtain

⟨x(t)⟩ss [λ(t)] = k

∫ t

0

dt′ λ(t′)e−k(t−t′) , (22a)

⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
[λ(t)] = x0e

−kt +
v0

k − 1/τ

(
e−t/τ − e−kt

)
+ k

∫ t

0

dt′ λ(t′)e−k(t−t′) , (22b)

⟨x(t)⟩v0 [λ(t)] =
v0e

−kt

k + 1/τ
+

v0
k − 1/τ

(
e−t/τ − e−kt

)
+ k

∫ t

0

dt′ λ(t′)e−k(t−t′) . (22c)

These equations highlight the dependence of ⟨x⟩α on the
protocol λ. For brevity, we typically omit the explicit
dependence on λ(t) and abbreviate the average particle
position as ⟨x(t)⟩α. By rewriting Eq. (20), the protocol
can be expressed as a function of the average particle
position

λα(t) =
⟨ẋ(t)⟩α − ⟨v(t)⟩α

k
+ ⟨x(t)⟩α , (23)

for intermediate times 0 < t < tf.

E. Average work

We now discuss averages of the work. Taking the en-
semble average of Eq. (7), we find the average work

⟨W ⟩α =

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇(t)k (λ(t) − ⟨x(t)⟩α)

= W [λ(t), ⟨x(t)⟩α] .

(24)

Substituting λ = λα from Eq. (23) into W [λ, x], we define

W [⟨x⟩α] := W

[
⟨ẋ(t)⟩α − ⟨v(t)⟩α

k
+ ⟨x(t)⟩α , ⟨x(t)⟩α

]
,

(25)

which depends on ⟨x⟩α but not explicitly on λ. Note that
W [⟨x⟩α] also depends on ⟨v⟩α, but we omit this depen-
dence in the notation as ⟨v⟩α does not depend on ⟨x⟩α
and thus does not affect the optimization of W [⟨x⟩α].
Furthermore, note that the functional in Eq. (25) is lin-
ear in the trajectory, meaning ⟨W [x(t)]⟩α = W [⟨x⟩α].
Using partial integration in Eqs. (25) and (24), we find
the explicit expression

⟨W ⟩α = W [⟨x⟩α] =
k

2

[
(λ(t) − ⟨x(t)⟩α)2

]tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

dt
(
⟨ẋ(t)⟩2α − ⟨ẋ(t)⟩α ⟨v(t)⟩α

)
.

(26)

Note that, despite the non-linear form of Eq. (26),
W [⟨x⟩α] remains linear in the trajectory and the law of
total expectation holds, ⟨W [x(t)]⟩α = W [⟨x⟩α], as inher-
ited from Eq. (24). We use W [⟨x⟩α] as the main cost
functional in the optimization. The optimization prob-
lem defined in Eq. (8) can now be formally expressed as

argmin⟨x(t)⟩α W [⟨x(t)⟩α] , (27)

with initial conditions for ⟨x(0)⟩α and ⟨v(0)⟩α provided
by Eqs. (10), (12), and (19). Once the optimal ⟨x⟩α
is found, the corresponding optimal protocol λ can be
obtained using Eq. (23), while ensuring the boundary
conditions in Eq. (9) are satisfied.

Finally, Eq. (26) shows that the functional ⟨W ⟩α
depends only on first moments of position and self-
propulsion. Since these moments are identical for both
RTPs and AOUPs (see Secs. II D and II F), we conclude
that the minimizers ⟨x(t)⟩α and the corresponding opti-
mal protocols are identical for both models, as well as
for any other model obeying Eq. (20) on average.

F. Covariance of position and self-propulsion

In this subsection, we derive the covariance of position
and self-propulsion. We consider the centralized fluctua-
tions of the position and self-propulsion in the ensemble
α as

∆v(t) := v(t) − ⟨v(t)⟩α , (28a)
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∆x(t) := x(t) − ⟨x(t)⟩α . (28b)

These fluctuations are related to the covariance and vari-
ance through

Varα[v(t)] :=
〈
v(t)2

〉
α
− ⟨v(t)⟩2α

=
〈
∆v(t)2

〉
α

,
(29a)

Covα[v(t)v(t′)] := ⟨v(t)v(t′)⟩α − ⟨v(t)⟩ ⟨v(t′)⟩α
= ⟨∆v(t)∆v(t′)⟩α ,

(29b)

with analogous expressions for x(t). For an RTP, the
propagator in v from time t0 to t is given by

P
(
v(t) = +ω|v(t0) = ±ω

)
=

1

2

(
1 ± e−(t−t0)/τ

)
,

(30a)

P
(
v(t) = −ω|v(t0) = ±ω

)
=

1

2

(
1 ∓ e−(t−t0)/τ

)
,

(30b)

which leads to the self-propulsion correlations

⟨v(t)v(t′)⟩RTP
α = ω2e−|t−t′|/τ . (31)

which are identical across all ensembles α. This implies
the following covariance of v(t) for an RTP,

Covα[v(t)v(t′)]RTP = ω2
(
e−|t−t′|/τ − e−(t+t′−2tα0 )/τ

)
,

(32)

where tα0 → −∞ in the stationary ensemble and tα0 = 0
in the conditional and partial conditional ensemble.

For AOUPs, the propagator in v is given by

P (v(t) = v|v(t0) = v0)

= N
(
v0e

−(t−t0)/τ , ω2(1 − e−2(t−t0)/τ )
)

,
(33)

where N (µ, σ2) denotes a Gaussian with mean µ and
variance σ2. Integrating Eq. (3a) gives

∆v(t) =
2Dv

τ2

∫ t

tα0

dt′ e(t
′−t)/τξ(t′) . (34)

Using ⟨ξ(t)ξ(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′), the covariance for AOUPs
becomes

Covα[v(t)v(t′)]AOUP =
Dv

τ

(
e−|t−t′|/τ − e−2(t+t′−2tα0 )/τ

)
.

(35)
Comparing Eqs. (35) and (32) shows that the covariances
are equivalent when Dv/τ = ω2, confirming the param-
eter matching in Eq. (4). In the following, we adopt the
convention of using ω2 instead of Dv/τ to unify notation.
The covariance of v obeys

Covss[v(t)v(t′)] = ω2e−|t−t′|/τ , (36a)

Covx0,v0 [v(t)v(t′)] = Covv0 [v(t)v(t′)] (36b)

= ω2
(
e−|t−t′|/τ − e−(t+t′)/τ

)
,

and the variance obeys

Varss[v(t)] = ω2 , (37a)

Varx0,v0 [v(t)] = Varv0 [v(t)]

= ω2
(

1 − e−2t/τ
)

.
(37b)

Next, we analyze the covariance of the position. Inte-
grating Eq. (2), the excess position is given by

∆xα(t) =

∫ t

tα0

dt′ ek(t
′−t)∆vα(t′)

+
√

2D

∫ t

tα0

dt′ ek(t
′−t)ξ(t′) .

(38)

Since ∆αv is independent of ξ, and ξ is δ-correlated, we
can express the positional covariance in terms of the co-
variance of v,

Covα[x(t)x(t′)] = ⟨∆xα(t)∆xα(t′)⟩α

=
D

k

(
e−k|t−t′| − e−k(t+t′−2tα0 )

)
(39)

+

∫ t

tα0

dt1

∫ t′

tα0

dt2 e
k(t1−t)ek(t2−t′) ⟨∆v(t1)∆v(t2)⟩ .

Here, the first term arises from the correlations in the
noise ξ. Evaluating the integral, the positional covariance
obeys

Covss[x(t)x(t′)] =
D

k
e−k|t−t′| (40)

+
ω2

k2 − 1/τ2

(
e−|t−t′|/τ − 1

kτ
e−k|t−t′|

)
.

The positional variance in the stationary case is given by

Varss[x(t)] =
1

k

(
D +

ω2

k + 1/τ

)
. (41)

Finally, we calculate the cross-correlations between
x(t) and v(t)

Covα[x(t)v(t)] = ⟨x(t)v(t)⟩α − ⟨x(t)⟩α ⟨v(t)⟩α
= ⟨∆x(t)∆v(t)⟩α (42)

=

∫ t

tα0

dt1 e
k(t1−t) ⟨∆v(t1)∆v(t)⟩α ,

which using (36) leads to

Covss[x(t)v(t)] =
ω2

k + 1/τ
, (43a)

Covx0,v0 [x(t)v(t)] =
ω2

k + 1/τ

(
1 − e−(k+1/τ)t

)
+

ω2

k − 1/τ
e−t/τ (e−kt − e−t/τ ) .

(43b)
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Note that the variances of x and v, as well as
cross-covariance in the stationary ensemble, given by
Eqs. (37a), (41) and (43a), are time-independent and
match the stationary expressions in Eq. (5), as expected.

All first and second moments of x and v discussed in
this and the previous subsections are identical for RTPs
and AOUPs upon identifying Eq. (4). For this reason
many–but not all–results we derive in this paper are
equivalent for RTPs and AOUPs.

III. OPTIMAL OPEN-LOOP CONTROL

In this section, we discuss the optimal transport prob-
lem in Eq. (27) for the stationary ensemble, i.e., the min-
imization of the work Eq. (26) in the open-loop control
case, where no measurements are taken.

A. Optimal protocol

In the stationary ensemble, the average self-propulsion
vanishes (see Eq. (21b)). As a result, the average external
work input in the open-loop control reduces to

⟨W ⟩ss =
k

2

[
(λ− ⟨x⟩ss)

2
]tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

dt ⟨ẋ⟩2ss . (44)

Since ⟨x⟩ss is independent of the activity [as shown in
Eq. (22)], the optimization of ⟨W ⟩ss is equivalent to that
of a passive particle, as discussed in Ref. [41]. Thus, the
optimal particle position and protocol are identical to
those in the passive case, and given by

⟨x(t)⟩ss =
λf

tf + 2/k
t , (45a)

λss(t) =
λf

tf + 2/k

(
t +

1

k

)
, for 0 < t < tf, (45b)

with boundary condition λss(0) = 0, λss(tf) = λf. A no-
table feature of the protocol λ are the two symmetric
discrete jumps at t = 0 and t = tf, with lengths

λss(0
+) − λss(0) = λss(tf) − λss(t

−
f ) =

λf

ktf + 2
. (46)

These jumps are connected by a linear dragging regime
for 0 < t < tf.

Moreover, the average work required to execute the
optimal protocol for an active particle is the equivalent
to that of a passive particle

⟨W ⟩ss =
λ2
f

tf + 2/k
. (47)

Thus, in the case of open-loop control, activity does not
influence the optimal protocol or the average work input.

FIG. 1. Difference in work fluctuations ∆Varss W :=
Varss W − Varss W

passive between active and passive systems
during the open-loop optimal protocol λss, Eq. (51), as a func-
tion of dimensionless parameters. Fluctuations of the work
in the active system are greater than in the passive system.
Equality is reached only in the quasi-static limit, where the
fluctuations vanish in both cases.

B. Variance of work

To quantify the work fluctuations, we calculate the
variance

Varss W =
〈
W 2
〉
ss
− ⟨W ⟩2ss (48)

for the optimal protocol in Eq. (45). Using the definition
in Eq. (7), the variance can be written as

Varss W = k2
∫∫ tf

0

dt1dt2 λ̇(t1)λ̇(t2) Covss[x(t1)x(t2)] .

(49)
The covariance in the stationary ensemble, given by
Eq. (40), features two terms. First, we evaluate the vari-
ance arising from the passive terms in Covss[x(t)x(t′)]
proportional to D, leading to

Varss W
passive := Varss W |ω2=0 =

2Dλ2
f

tf + 2/k
. (50)

Next, we evaluate the variance arising from the terms
in Covss[x(t)x(t′)] proportional to ω2, and find that the
correction is identical for both RTPs and AOUPs:

Varss W − Varss W
passive = λ2

f ω
2Υ(tf/τ, kτ) ≥ 0 , (51)

where

Υ(tf/τ, kτ)

=
2(

tf
τ + 2

kτ

)2
(
tf
τ

+
2
kτ + (1 − kτ)(1 − e−tf/τ )

1 + kτ

)
(52)

is plotted in Fig. 1. Thus, the variance of the work is
always increased by the activity, consistent with the con-
cept of an increased effective temperature. This addi-
tional variance vanishes only in the trivial limits: λf → 0;
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ω → 0 (where active particles become passive), and in the
quasistatic limit tf → ∞, where Varss W vanishes for all
models.

It follows that activity does not provide an advantage
in the open-loop case: while the minimum average work
and optimal protocol remain identical to the passive case,
active systems exhibit higher work uncertainty compared
to passive systems. Furthermore, at the level of first
and second moments, the (non-)Gaussianity is irrelevant
for the open-loop control. However, differences arise in
higher moments—for example, while the positional dis-
tribution remains Gaussian for PPs and AOUPs through-
out the protocol, the non-Gaussian distribution of RTPs
is generally modified by the dragging process [37].

IV. OPTIMAL CLOSED-LOOP CONTROL

We now turn to the case where a feedback controller
takes an initial real-time measurement before deciding
and executing the protocol. From a thermodynamic per-
spective, a closed-loop controller that measures noisy
particle states and adjusts the potential to achieve a tar-
get based on the measurement outcomes, could be con-
sidered a mesoscopic version of a “Maxwell demon.” Ac-
cording to Landauer’s principle, the measurements re-
quired for closed-loop control are associated with thermo-
dynamic costs [21, 42–44], which we discuss in Sec. IV C.

The optimal closed-loop protocol can be obtained by
the same optimization procedure as before, but now in-
corporating the measured states x(0) = x0, v(0) = v0
as initial condition. We consider two scenarios: one
where the controller takes dual measurements of both
position and self-propulsion (using the conditional en-
semble defined in Sec. II C), and another where only the
self-propulsion is measured, without a position measure-
ment (using the partial conditional ensemble). For now,
we assume exact measurements, and we defer the discus-
sion of measurement uncertainty to Sec. IV C.

A. Closed-loop control with measurements of
position and self-propulsion

We now discuss the optimal transport problem from
Eq. (27) in the conditional ensemble. The correspond-
ing cost functional in the conditional ensemble can be
obtained from Eq. (26) as

⟨W ⟩x0,v0
=

k

2

[
(λ− ⟨x⟩x0,v0

)2
]tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

dt
(
⟨ẋ⟩2x0,v0

− ⟨ẋ⟩x0,v0
⟨v⟩x0,v0

)
.

(53)

We begin by optimizing the bulk term

argmin⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0

∫ tf

0

dt
(
⟨ẋ⟩2x0,v0

− ⟨ẋ⟩x0,v0
⟨v⟩x0,v0

)
,

(54)

with respect to ⟨x⟩x0,v0
which leads to the following

Euler-Lagrange equation

⟨ẍ⟩x0,v0
=

1

2
⟨v̇⟩x0,v0

. (55)

By integrating Eq. (55) and using the solution for
⟨v(t)⟩x0,v0

in Eq. (21a), along with the initial condition

⟨x(0)⟩x0,v0
= x0, we obtain the solution

⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
= x0 + Ct +

τv0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) , (56)

in terms of an unknown constant driving velocity C. Eval-
uating ⟨W ⟩x0,v0

using the solution (56) and optimizing
the resulting expression with respect to C yields

C =
λf − x0 − 1

2τv0(1 − e−tf/τ )

tf + 2/k
. (57)

Substituting C into the solution in Eq. (56), we find the
optimal average position and corresponding optimal pro-
tocol

⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
= x0 +

dx0,v0

tf + 2/k
t +

τv0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) , (58a)

λx0,v0(t) = ⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
+

dx0,v0

ktf + 2
− v0

2k
e−t/τ , (58b)

with boundary conditions λx0,v0(0) = 0, λx0,v0(tf) = λf.
The quantity dx0,v0 is an effective distance, defined as

dx0,v0 = λf − x0 −
τv0
2

(
1 − e−tf/τ

)
, (58c)

which corresponds to the distance between the particle’s
initial position and the target position of the trap (first
two terms) minus the distance covered “for free” by the
particle’s self-propulsion before its orientation decorre-
lates.

The optimal value of the average work input is given
by

⟨W ⟩x0,v0
= −kx2

0

2
− τv20

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
+

d2x0,v0

tf + 2/k
,

(59)

which shows that the measurements contribute to work
extraction through two different physical mechanisms.
The term − 1

2kx0 represents the total potential energy
stored in the initial configuration that the optimal pro-
tocol extracts. This term also appears in closed-loop
control of PPs [19]. Furthermore, there is an activity-
dependent contribution that is non-positive and propor-
tional to v20 which arises from work extraction due to the
activity [29]. Unlike work extraction from the potential
energy, enabled by measuring x0, extracting work from
activity requires a finite protocol duration, tf > 0. We
provide a more detailed discussion of this mechanism in
Sec. IV B 2.

The physics of the x-measurement in the active par-
ticles considered here is identical to that of PPs, as dis-
cussed in Ref. [19]. Since x-measurements on active par-
ticles do not entail new physical phenomena, we will focus
on the problem of v-measurements in the following.
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opposite
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same-side jumps
(a) (b)

1 2 3 4
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work
extraction

(c)

FIG. 2. Optimal transport protocol for the closed-loop control problem. (a) Top: Protocol λv0(t) (blue, Eq.(60b)), average
particle position ⟨x(t)⟩v0 (grey, Eq. (60a)), and self-propulsion measurement v0 (arrows). Bottom: Cumulative average work

⟨W (t)⟩v0 (red line, Eq. (62)) and total work per protocol execution ⟨W ⟩v0 (red/black square, Eq. (63)). Red shade indicates

⟨W (t)⟩ ≤ 0. (b) Initial protocol jump ∆λv0(0) (Eq. (61b)), with blue regions indicating initial jumps opposite the trap
target, sign(∆λv0(0)) ̸= sign(λf). (c) Work per measurement ⟨W ⟩v0 (Eq. (63)), with the red region indicating work extraction,
⟨W ⟩v0 < 0. The fixed parameters for all plots are τ = 0.525, λf = 1, k = 1, and tf = 3, unless varied.

B. Closed-loop control with only self-propulsion
measurement

1. Optimal protocol

The optimal protocol can be derived from the previous
results by using the relationship between the conditional
and partial conditional ensembles (see Sec. II C). Specifi-
cally, a measurement of v provides information about the
average initial position ⟨x(0)⟩v0 = xv0 = v0/(k+ 1/τ), as
described by Eq. (18). Together with the law of total ex-
pectation Eq. (16b), we obtain both the optimal protocol
and optimal average particle trajectory

⟨x(t)⟩v0 = Ex0
[⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0

|v0]

= xv0 +
dv0

tf + 2/k
t +

τv0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) ,
(60a)

λv0(t) = ⟨x(t))⟩v0 +
dv0

ktf + 2
− v0

2k
e−t/τ , (60b)

dv0 = Ex0
[dx0,v0 |v0]

= λf − xv0 −
τv0
2

(
1 − e−tf/τ

)
,

(60c)

with boundary condition λv0(0) = 0, λv0(tf) = λf, as be-
fore. When v0 = 0, the protocol λv0(t) simplifies to the
open-loop protocol given by Eqs. (45), which is character-
ized by a linear dragging regime with symmetric jumps.
This case is illustrated in the second example of Fig. 2(a).
The remaining panels in Fig. 2(a) show additional exam-
ples of the protocol λv0(t) for non-zero self-propulsion
values. In contrast to the v0 = 0 case, these protocols
are non-linear at 0 < t < tf. The non-linear behavior

dominates for times up to the persistence time, t ≪ τ ,
while the linear parts take over for t ≫ τ . As with the
open-loop case, the protocol λv0 remains discontinuous
at the initial and final times, t = 0 and t = tf, with
discontinuities

∆λv0(0) = λv0(0+) − λv0(0)

= xv0 +
dv0

ktf + 2
− v0

2k
,

(61a)

∆λv0(tf) = λv0(tf) − λv0(t−f )

=
dv0

ktf + 2
+

v0
2k

e−tf/τ .
(61b)

However, the jumps are now asymmetric, i.e., ∆λv0(0) ̸=
∆λv0(tf). Furthermore, these jumps can be in the direc-
tion of the target (∆λv0(0) and λf have the same sign),
oppose the target, or be zero. Examples for aligning, op-
posing, and zero jumps are shown in the initial jumps of
examples 1, 4, and 3 in Fig. 2(b), respectively.

2. Work per measurement

The initial jump is energetically costly in general, but
it sets up the protocol to enable transient work extraction
during the drive. This is illustrated in the bottom panels
of Fig. 2(a), which shows the cumulative work up to time
t ≤ tf

⟨W (t)⟩v0 =

∫ t

0

dt′ λ̇v0(t′)
(
λv0(t′) − ⟨x(t′)⟩v0

)
. (62)

The cumulative work exhibits positive jumps as a result
of the initial jumps in the protocols (except for the special
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FIG. 3. Work per measurement ⟨W ⟩v0 , Eq. (63), as a function of τ for a situation in which v0 = ±ω takes only two values of

equal magnitude (e.g., in a RTP), and k = 1, tf = 4, λf = 1. Thick black line shows the average Ev0 [⟨W ⟩v0 ], Eq. (65), and thin

black line shows the τ -independent open-loop work ⟨W ⟩ss, Eq. (47). Vertical dash-dotted line marks the optimal persistence
time τ∗ that minimizes Ev0[⟨W ⟩v0 ], see Eq. (68). Red shading marks values less than ⟨W ⟩ss.

case shown as example 3 in the figure, where the initial
jump in the protocol vanishes), followed by a transient
regime of decreasing cumulative work up to t ≲ τ . For
t ≳ τ , the cumulative work either flattens or increases
again since, by then, the self-propulsion is decorrelated
from the initial value v0 and, thus, all extractable work
has been extracted. This leads to differing values of the
total average work ⟨W ⟩v0 = ⟨W (tf)⟩v0

⟨W ⟩v0 =
d2v0

tf + 2/k
− kv20

2(k + 1/τ)2
− τv20

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
.

(63)

The total work is positive in examples 1 and 2, zero in
example 3, and negative in example 4 (meaning work ex-
traction), as shown in the black squares in the bottom
panels of Fig. 2(a). (Note that in example 3, the param-
eters are fine-tuned to produce both a vanishing initial
jump and zero total work, but these phenomena are in-
dependent.) Notably, there is a large parameter region
of work extraction, as highlighted by the red region in
Fig. 2(c) which marks ⟨W ⟩v0 < 0. This region of work
extraction appears for sufficiently large magnitudes of v0
as ⟨W ⟩v0 is quadratic in v0. The maximum in v0 does not
occur at v0 = 0 because the target λf ̸= 0 breaks spatial
symmetry with respect to the direction of self-propulsion
motion. This means that positive and negative values
of the initial orientation v0 are no longer energetically
equivalent. As a result, it requires smaller magnitudes of
v0 to extract work when the self-propulsion aligns with
the target (v0 > 0 and λf > 0, as in example 4) com-
pared to when they are anti-aligned (v0 < 0 but λf > 0,
as in example 1). It is easier to extract work when the
measurement v0 and target λf align.

As τ increases, this alignment effect becomes more
pronounced. With longer persistence times, the parti-
cle maintains its orientation for a longer duration, which

can be energetically beneficial or unfavorable depending
on the alignment of target and self-propulsion. When
v0 > 0 aligns with λf, a longer persistence time means
that the particle continues to actively propel itself in the
favorable direction for a more extended period. This sus-
tained orientation reduces the external work required to
move the particle to the target, making it energetically
easier to extract work from the system. In contrast, for
v0 < 0, when the self-propulsion opposes λf, increasing
τ prolongs the unfavorable alignment, making it more
difficult to extract work. In the ballistic limit, τ → ∞,
the region of work extraction for negative v0 disappears
entirely. Taking this limit of Eq. (63), the average work

lim
τ→∞

⟨W ⟩v0 =
λ2
f

tf + 2/k
− v0λf , (64)

reduces from a quadratic to a linear dependence in v0. In
this limit, work can only be extracted for large enough
values of v0, specifically when v0 > λf/(tf + 2/k).

The possibility to extract work in ⟨W ⟩v0 is the result
of a competition between the three terms in Eq. (63).
The first term represents a cost, which is counterbal-
anced by the two extraction terms, similar to the case of
⟨W ⟩x0,v0

in Eq. (59). In the first extraction term, mea-
suring v0 provides information about the average initial
position xv0 = ⟨x(0)⟩v0 . Thus, similarly to the case with
x0 measurement discussed for ⟨W ⟩x0,v0

in Eq. (59), the
v0 measurement allows for the extraction of some of the
potential energy stored in the expected initial configura-
tion. The second extraction term represents conversion
of active energy from the self-propulsion to work. After
measuring v0 ̸= 0, setting the trap to a position where
the particle actively climbs up the potential, and then
moving the trap along the direction of self-propulsion,
it is possible to extract net work from the activity until
the orientation decorrelates. In contrast to the work ex-
tracted from the potential energy, this operation requires
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(a) (b)

FIG. 4. (a) The average closed-loop work Ev0[⟨W ⟩v0 ], in Eq. (65), shows a pronounced minimum for a finite persistence time

τ , here shown for k = 1 and tf ∈ [10−2, 100.5]. The y-axis shows the reduction in average work compared to the passive limit
(τ → 0). Inset shows the kink (arrow) in the minimum τ∗ (black line) as a function of tf. (b) Optimal persistence time τ∗ as
a function of tf for various k shows the kink (arrow) in τ∗ is the result of a crossover of timescales as tf increases. Thin dashed

line represents the tf ≪ 1/k limit in which τ∗ =
√

tf/2k, thick dashed line the opposite limit tf ≪ 1/k in which τ∗ = tf/σ with
σ ≈ 3.2453.

a finite process duration, tf > 0. Neither mechanism re-
quires an ambient temperature, D > 0, in contrast with
work extraction from potential energy through positional
measurements [19].

3. Work averaged over measurements

Averaging over the measurement outcomes v0, we find
the average closed-loop work

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
= − kω2

2(k + 1/τ)2
− 1

8
τω2

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)

+
λ2
f + 1

4ω
2
(

2
k+1/τ + τ(1 − e−tf/τ )

)2
tf + 2/k

,

(65)

which is bounded above by the open-loop work ⟨W ⟩,

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
≤ ⟨W ⟩ss . (66)

This bound shows that, on average, the protocol in
Eq. (60) reduces work input compared to the open-loop
case. Figure 3 illustrates the energetic benefit of the addi-
tional information about the self-propulsion for different
values of persistence time.

Remarkably, Ev0[⟨W ⟩v0 ] approaches the open-loop
work in both limits τ → 0 and τ → ∞,

lim
τ→∞

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
= lim

τ→0
Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
=

λ2
f

tf + 2/k
≡ ⟨W ⟩ss ,

(67)

as shown in Fig. 3. While this result is expected for
τ → 0, when the active particle reduces to a passive one,

it may seem counterintuitive at first for τ → ∞. In this
limit, the particle orientation never relaxes, seemingly
providing an “infinite reservoir” of activity that could
be extracted, reducing the work cost. To see why this
is not the case, consider the ballistic limit of the aver-
age work per measurement in Eq. (64). In this limit,
the average work becomes linear in v0, and the linear
term vanishes when taking an average over v0, so that

Ev0
[

λ2
f

tf+2/k − v0λf] =
λ2
f

tf+2/k = ⟨W ⟩ss. Physically, an ori-

entation v0 that points in the same direction as λf re-
duces the associated work by −v0λf, while the opposite
case increases the work cost by a term of equal magni-
tude (namely v0λf); thus, these contributions cancel out
on average.

4. Optimal persistence time τ

An intriguing consequence of the equal limits in
Eq. (67) is the existence of a persistence time τ that
minimizes the average work

0 < τ∗ = argmin
τ

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
< ∞ . (68)

The optimal τ∗ is finite for finite k and tf and results
in a pronounced minimum in Ev0[⟨W ⟩v0 ], as visible in
Fig. 3. Figure 4(a) illustrates the optimal persistence
time τ∗ = τ∗(tf, k) as a function of tf for k = 1. There
is a noticeable kink in τ∗ at intermediate values of tf,
marked by the arrow in the inset. This kink results from
a crossover between two distinct scalings in the system,
as detailed in Fig. 4(b), which shows τ∗ as a function
of tf for different k values. Upon closer inspection, τ∗

scales with the square-root of tf for protocol durations
shorter than the relaxation period of the trap, tf ≪ 1/k.
Specifically, expanding Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
in Eq. (65) for small
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tf

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩v0

]
= ⟨W ⟩ss−

tf
4(1 + kτ)2

+
(2 + 3kτ)t2f
8τ(1 + kτ)2

+O(t2f )

(69)
and solving for the optimal τ yields

τ∗ =

√
tf
2k

(
1 + O

(√
ktf

))
. (70)

In this regime, the protocol duration is shorter than the
average time for the particle to relax in the trap, lim-
iting the protocol’s ability to extract active energy. To
counter this effect, the optimal persistence time τ∗ in-
creases relative to tf which enables the protocol to ex-
ploit more of the activity, despite the inability to fully
relax in the harmonic trap. As tf exceeds the relaxation
time, tf ≫ 1/k, there is a transition to a linear depen-
dence of τ∗ on tf. To make this precise, we first take
the limit k → ∞ in Ev0[⟨W ⟩v0 ] which effectively removes
the square-root regime in τ∗ by pushing the crossover to-
wards tf ∼ 1/k → 0. We then optimize with respect to τ ,
which leads to the transcendental equation 0 = Φ(tf/τ),
where

Φ(x) = 4− x− 4(2 + x)e−x + (2x2 + 5x+ 4)e−2x . (71)

The large tf limit is thus τ∗ = tf/σ, where the inverse
slope σ solves 0 = Φ(σ) and is approximately σ ≈ 3.2453.
In this regime, the protocol duration tf is sufficient to al-
low full relaxation within a single execution. The optimal
persistence time τ∗ now represents the following balance:
a longer persistence time enables the system to extract
work from favorable directions of v0, but excessively long
persistence times lead to domination by unfavorable di-
rections of v0, as discussed around Eq. (64). Notably, in
this regime of tf ≫ 1/k, the ratio τ/tf = 1/σ is constant.
Hence, when the protocol duration allows full relaxation
within a single execution, the optimal persistence time
τ∗ is approximately one third of the protocol duration tf.
The aforementioned shift from a square-root to a linear
scaling is responsible for the kink observed in Fig. 4(a).

The existence of a finite optimal τ∗ means that the
cost to translate an active self-propelled particle is lower
than for a passive particle (τ → 0) or a ballistic particle
(τ → ∞). As a result, a finite persistence time, rep-
resenting non-equilibrium fluctuations, offers an advan-
tage in the closed-loop protocol. This result highlights
that the closed-loop control protocol is most effective for
physically realistic active models with finite persistence
time.

C. The impact of measurement uncertainty

Every measuring device is inherently subject to a cer-
tain degree of noise, error, and uncertainty. In this sec-
tion, we quantify the impact of such measurement uncer-
tainties on the performance of the control. Specifically,

we calculate the work correction associated with the un-
certainty. To do so, we first compute the joint and con-
ditional probability densities of the true and measured
system states.

1. Probability density function of the true and the measured
system state

We introduce the quantities vr0 and vm0 to denote the
true and measured values of v(0), respectively. As before,
we focus on the case with a measurement of v(0) only.
We introduce a new ensemble consisting of the collection
of all realizations of trajectories with initial condition
v(0) = vr0 and with the additional stochasticity arising
from the uncertainty in the measurement vm0 which is the
value used by the controller to determine the protocol λv0

in Eq. (60b). We define the corresponding notation for
the average in this ensemble via

⟨•⟩vr
0,v

m
0

:= ⟨•|v(0) = vr0,measurement taken is vm0 ⟩ .

(72)
The total average over initial condition is now a dual
average over vr0 and vm0

Evr
0,v

m
0

[•] :=

∫
dvm0 dvr0 • P (vm0 , vr0) . (73)

We calculate the joint density P (vm0 , vr0) in the following.
We assume that the measurement has a Gaussian-

distributed error ϵ, such that the (post-measurement)
probability density function of the measurement outcome
vm0 conditioned to the true value vr0, is a normal distri-
bution with variance ϵ2 centered at the true value

P (vm0 |vr0) = Nvm
0

(vr0, ϵ
2) . (74)

Here and in the following, we use an index to specify the
random variable of a normal density, i.e.,

NX(Y, ϵ2) =
1√
2πϵ

e−(X−Y )2/(2ϵ2) . (75)

The true values are distributed according to the (pre-
measurement) steady-state densities, P (vr0), which are
different for AOUPs and RTPs. For AOUPs, the self-
propulsion is normal-distributed, P (vr0) = Nvr

0
(0, ω2),

with ω2 = Dv/τ . Accordingly, the joint probability den-
sity of the self-propulsion and its measurement outcome
is

P (vr0, v
m
0 ) = P (vr0)P (vm0 |vr0)

= Nvm
0

(vr0, ϵ
2)Nvr

0
(0, ω2) .

(76)

Marginalising over vr0, the probability density of the mea-
surement outcome is

P (vm0 ) =

∫
R

dvr0 P (vr0, v
m
0 ) = Nvm

0
(0, ω2 + ϵ2) . (77)
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For RTPs, the steady-state probability density of the
self-propulsion is given by

P (vr0) =
1

2
[δ(vr0 + ω) + δ(vr0 − ω)] . (78)

Following the same steps as for AOUPs, the joint proba-
bility density for RTPs is

P (vr0, v
m
0 ) = P (vr0)P (vm0 |vr0)

=
1

2
Nvm

0
(vr0, ϵ

2)[δ(vr0 + ω) + δ(vr0 − ω)] ,
(79)

and the marginalized probability density of the measure-
ment outcome is

P (vm0 ) =

∫
R

dvr0 P (vr0, v
m
0 )

=
1

2

[
Nvm

0
(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
.

(80)

2. Protocol with measurement uncertainty

We now consider the case where the controller applies
the protocol λv0 in Eq. (60b) based on the measurement
outcome vm0 instead of the real value vr0. If the controller
has additional knowledge about the measurement uncer-
tainty, it is possible to further reduce the energetic cost
by adjusting the protocol to the uncertainty, as discussed
in Refs. [14, 19], but we do not consider this here.

The protocol that the controller applies is

λm(t) := ⟨x(t)⟩mvm
0

+
dmvm

0

ktf + 2
− vm0

2k
e−t/τ , (81)

with λm(0) = 0, λm(tf) = λf and where ⟨x(t)⟩mvm
0

and dmvm
0

are obtained from ⟨x(t)⟩v0 and dv0 by substituting v0 by
vm0

⟨x(t)⟩mvm
0

:= ⟨x(t)⟩vm
0

[λm] (82)

=
vm0

k + 1/τ
+

dmvm
0

tf + 2/k
t +

τvm0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) ,

dmvm
0

:= λf −
vm0

k + 1/τ
− τvm0

2

(
1 − e−tf/τ

)
. (83)

Crucially, ⟨x(t)⟩mvm
0

represents the mean particle position

only if vm0 were the true value of v(0). Instead, we obtain
the true average particle position ⟨x(t)⟩mvr

0,v
m
0

from the

general expression in Eq. (22), by substituting v0 with vr0
and using the protocol λm as given in Eq. (81) for λ, i.e.,

⟨x(t)⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

:= ⟨x(t)⟩vr
0

[λm] (84)

=
vr0

k + 1/τ
e−kt +

vr0
k − 1/τ

(
e−t/τ − e−kt

)
+ k

∫ t

0

dt′ λm(t′)e−k(t−t′) .

Notice that ⟨x(t)⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

depends on both the true value

(vr0, first two terms) and the measurement value (vm0 ,
through λm in the final term). We define the difference
between ⟨x(t)⟩rvr

0,v
m
0

and ⟨x(t)⟩mvm
0

as

∆xvr
0,v

m
0

(t) := ⟨x(t)⟩rvr
0,v

m
0
− ⟨x(t)⟩mvr

0,v
m
0

(85)

=
vr0 − vm0
k + 1/τ

e−kt +
vr0 − vm0
k − 1/τ

(
e−t/τ − e−kt

)
,

where the second equality follows from Eq. (22). In the
absence of a measurement error, we have that vr0 = vm0
and ∆xvr

0,v
m
0

vanishes.

3. Additional work input due to the presence of
measurement uncertainty

The protocol λm leads to an additional energetic costs
compared to the optimal protocol in Eq. (60) due to the
measurement uncertainty, which we quantify in the fol-
lowing. The total true average work accounting for the
measurement uncertainty can be obtained by evaluating
the work functional in Eq. (24) using λm and ⟨x(t)⟩rvr

0,v
m
0

⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

:= W [λm(t), ⟨x(t)⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

]

= k

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇m

(
λm − ⟨x⟩rvr

0,v
m
0

)
.

(86)

Using Eq. (85), we can split Eq. (86) into two contribu-
tions

⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

= k

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇m

(
λm − ⟨x⟩mvm

0
− ∆xvr

0,v
m
0

)
= ⟨W ⟩mvm

0
+ ∆Wvr

0,v
m
0

,

(87)

where ⟨W ⟩mvm
0

:= W
[
λm(t), ⟨x(t)⟩mvm

0

]
is the work by the

protocol λm if there was no measurement uncertainty
[given by substituting v0 → vm0 in Eq. (63)], and ∆Wvr

0,v
m
0

accounts for the additional energetic cost due to the mea-
surement uncertainty. From Eq. (87), the additional cost
term can be written as

∆Wvr
0,v

m
0

= −k

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇m(t)∆xvr
0,v

m
0

(88)

= −kλf∆xvr
0,v

m
0

(tf) + k

∫ tf

0

dt λm∆ẋvr
0,v

m
0

.

To evaluate the average Evr
0,v

m
0

[∆Wvr
0,v

m
0

] over vr0 and
vm0 with joint probability distribution given in (76) for
AOUPs and (79) for RTPs, we only require the following
two results

Evr
0,v

m
0

[vr0 − vm0 ] = 0 , (89a)

Evr
0,v

m
0

[(vr0 − vm0 )vm0 ] = −ϵ2 , (89b)
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true value measurement value difference average difference

Measurement vr0 vm0 vr0 − vm0 0

Avg. position ⟨x(t)⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

:= ⟨x(t)⟩vr
0
[λm] ⟨x(t)⟩mvm

0
:= ⟨x(t)⟩vm

0
[λm] ∆xvr

0,v
m
0
(t) 0

Avg. work ⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

:= W
[
λm, ⟨x(t)⟩rvr

0,v
m
0

]
⟨W ⟩mvm

0
:= W

[
λm, ⟨x(t)⟩mvr

0,v
m
0

]
∆Wvr

0,v
m
0

2τϵ2∆w

TABLE I. Overview over quantities introduced in Sec. IVC2 and IVC3.

because of the linearity of the average. Using Eqs. (89)
and (88), we obtain the average additional energetic cost
due to the measurement uncertainty,

Evr
0,v

m
0

[∆Wvr
0,v

m
0

] = 2τϵ2∆w , (90)

where ∆w is the non-dimensionalized average excess
work compared to the open-loop work ⟨W ⟩ss in Eq. (47),

∆w := − 1

τω2

(
Ev0 [⟨W ⟩v0 ] − ⟨W ⟩ss

)
=

1

2

kτ

(1 + kτ)2
+

1

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)

− 1

4

(
2

1+kτ + (1 − e−tf/τ )
)2

tf/τ + 2/(kτ)
.

(91)

It follows from Eq. (66) that ∆w is non-negative, and, as
a result, the additional energetic cost

Evr
0,v

m
0

[∆Wvr
0,v

m
0

] ≥ 0 (92)

is also non-negative. This is expected, as λm is a protocol
which is no longer optimal in the presence of measure-
ment uncertainty.

The average of ⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

over vr0 and vm0 is given by

Evr
0,v

m
0

[⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

] = Evr
0,v

m
0

[⟨W ⟩mvr
0,v

m
0

]

+ Evr
0,v

m
0

[∆Wvr
0,v

m
0

] .
(93)

To evaluate the first term on the right hand side, no-
tice that Evr

0,v
m
0

[(vm0 )2] = ω2 + ϵ2. Using further that

⟨W ⟩vr
0,v

m
0

= ⟨W ⟩ss − τ(vm0 )2∆w, we find

Evr
0,v

m
0

[⟨W ⟩mvr
0,v

m
0

] = ⟨W ⟩ss − (ω2 + ϵ2)τ∆w . (94)

Together with (90), we obtain the total average work as

Evr
0,v

m
0

[⟨W ⟩rvr
0,v

m
0

] = ⟨W ⟩ss − (ω2 − ϵ2)τ∆w . (95)

Because ∆w ≥ 0, this result implies that as long as the
measurement uncertainty ϵ does not exceed the standard
deviation of the self-propulsion ω, it is possible to re-
duce the work by using v measurements (compared to
the open-loop case, ⟨W ⟩ss in Eq. (47)), on average.

D. Cost of information acquisition

For systems subject to closed-loop control, the frame-
work of information-thermodynamics has established

FIG. 5. Mutual information, Eq. (98), as a function of mea-
surement uncertainty ϵ. Dashed lines show analytical esti-
mates for mutual information, Eq. (101) for an RTP assuming
ϵ/ω ≪ 1.

that the fundamental limit to the thermodynamic cost
of the measurement is given by the reduction of uncer-
tainty about the system state through that measurement,
scaled with the temperature [19, 21, 30, 32, 45–48]. The
reduction of uncertainty about the actual system, z, state
by a measurement with outcome, zm, is quantified by the
mutual information

I[zm; z] = H(z) −H(zm|z) = Ez,zm

[
ln

P (z, zm)

P (z)P (zm)

]
,

(96)

where H denotes the Shannon entropy. This holds un-
der the assumption that both the measurement device or
“demon” and controlled system operate at the same tem-
perature. To embed our setup into this framework, we
assume here and in the following that the demon operates
at temperature T = Dv.

In our closed-loop control scheme, the demon measures
v0. Due to the correlations present in the non-equilibrium
steady state, the measurement of v0 however also reduces
the uncertainty about x0, so that the measurement cost
is given by DvI[vm0 ; vr0, x0], where we denote by vm0 the
measurement outcome and by vr0 the actual system state.
Using the chain rule for mutual information, we find that

I[x0, v
r
0; vm0 ] = I[x0; vm0 |vr0] + I[vr0; vm0 ] . (97)
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The measurement vm0 is independent of x0, see Eq. (74),
which implies that p(vm0 |x0, v

r
0) = p(vm0 |vr0) and as a re-

sult I[x0; vm0 |vr0] = 0. It follows that the lower bound to
the information acquisition cost is DvI[vm0 ; vr0].

To evaluate I[vm0 ; vr0] for AOUPs and RTPs, we insert
into Eq. (96) the joint and marginalized probability den-
sities calculated in Eqs. (76), (77), (80), and (79). Using
these results, we find for AOUPs,

IAOUP[vm0 ; vr0] =

∫∫
R

dvr0dvm0 P (vr0, v
m
0 ) ln

P (vr0, v
m
0 )

P (vr0)P (vm0 )

=

∫∫
R

dvr0dvm0 Nvr
0
(0, ω2)Nvm

0
(vr0, ϵ

2) ln
Nvm

0
(vr0, ϵ

2)

Nvm
0

(0, ω2 + ϵ2)

=
1

2
ln

(
1 +

ω2

ϵ2

)
. (98)

This result is in qualitative agreement with the corre-
sponding results for positional measurements on PPs [19],
which are also described by Gaussian densities. Figure 5
illustrates the mutual information from Eq. (98) as a
function of ϵ/ω. As expected, the mutual information
vanishes as ϵ → ∞, where measurements become un-
informative, and diverges for ϵ → 0. This divergence
is expected due to the infinite information content in a
continuous variable, v0 ∈ R [49, 50].

For RTPs, we make use of Bayes’ theorem to evaluate
the mutual information (96), from which we obtain

IRTP[vm0 ; vr0] = −
∫∫

R
P (vr0, v

m
0 ) ln

P (vr0)

P (vr0|vm0 )
dvr0dvm0

=

∫∫
R
Nvm

0
(vr0, ϵ

2)
1

2
[δ(vr0 + ω) + δ(vr0 − ω)] ln

2Nvm
0

(vr0, ϵ
2)

Nvm
0

(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm
0

(ω, ϵ2)
dvr0dvm0

= −1

2

∫
R
Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) ln

Nvm
0

(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm
0

(ω, ϵ2)

2Nvm
0

(ω, ϵ2)
dvm0 − 1

2

∫
R
Nvm

0
(−ω, ϵ2) ln

Nvm
0

(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm
0

(ω, ϵ2)

2Nvm
0

(−ω, ϵ2)
dvm0

= −
∫
R
Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) ln

[
Nvm

0
(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
dvm0 +

∫
R
Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) ln

[
2Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
dvm0

= −
∫
R
Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) ln

[
Nvm

0
(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
dvm0 − 1

2

[
1 + ln(πϵ2/2)

]
. (99)

The final integral in Eq. (99) cannot be evaluated in
closed form in general. However, assuming ϵ is small
relative to ω, i.e., ϵ ≪ |ω|, the term Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) becomes

negligible near vm0 = 0. Consequently, the probability of
measuring P (|vm0 | = 0) vanishes, which is reasonable for
an RTP. Under this assumption, the logarithm in Eq. (99)
can be approximated by ln(2), allowing the integral to be
evaluated as∫

R
dvm0 Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2) ln

[
Nvm

0
(−ω, ϵ2) + Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
≈
∫
R

dvm0 Nvm
0

(ω, ϵ2) ln
[
Nvm

0
(ω, ϵ2)

]
= −1

2

[
1 + ln(2πϵ2)

]
. (100)

Together we find the information cost for RTPs for van-
ishing error

IRTP[vm0 ; vr0] ≃ ln(2) . (101)

As might be expected, the measurement removes one bit
of uncertainty for RTPs, regardless of a (small) mea-
surement uncertainty. This expression becomes exact for
ϵ → 0.

Figure 5 shows IRTP[vm0 ; vr0] obtained via numerical in-
tegration of the exact expression in Eq. (99). As evident

from the figure, the estimate ln(2) remains accurate in a
reasonable range of small ϵ. For large ϵ, the difference in
the distributions of vr0 for RTP and AOUP become neg-
ligible. In this regime, IRTP[vm0 ; vr0] can be approximated
by IAOUP[vm0 ; vr0] from Eq. (98).

Comparing Eqs. (101) and (98) shows that the mea-
surement cost is generally lower for RTPs than for
AOUPs, as expected, while it approaches zero as ϵ → ∞.
Numerical integration of Eq. (99) suggests that this holds
true for all values of ϵ,

IRTP[vm0 ; vr0] ≤ IAOUP[vm0 ; vr0] , (102)

as illustrated in Fig. 5.

V. INFORMATION ENGINE

A notable application of optimal closed-loop protocols
are periodic machines. Based on our results, it is possible
to construct a minimal, optimal information engine that
harvests energy from the activity using self-propulsion
measurements. In the subsections V A and V B, we re-
vert back to the case of error-free measurements, while
the measurement uncertainty will be dealt with in the
subsequent subsection.
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A. Optimal protocol

Starting from ⟨W ⟩v0 in Eq. (63), we perform a sec-
ondary optimization with respect to λf, from which we
obtain the optimal shifting distance after measuring v0

λengine
f = xv0 +

τv0
2

(1 − e−tf/τ ) , (103)

which sets dv0 = 0, thereby eliminating the cost term in
⟨W ⟩v0 . Substituting this optimal distance into Eq. (60)
yields the (information) engine protocol and associated
mean particle position

⟨x(t)⟩enginev0
= xv0 +

τv0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) , (104a)

λengine
v0 (t) =


0 t = 0

⟨x(t)⟩enginev0
− v0

2ke
−t/τ 0 < t < tf

xv0 + τv0
2 (1 − e−tf/τ ) t = tf

.

(104b)

At t = tf, the protocol resets to the mean particle posi-

tion, λengine
v0

(tf) = ⟨x(tf)⟩enginev0
, unlike previous protocols

where λv0(tf) = λf ̸= ⟨x(tf)⟩v0 . This allows the proto-
col to extract any potential energy remaining at t = tf,
which the optimal protocol for closed-loop control with
boundary condition λv0(tf) = λf cannot harness, due to
the boundary constraint.

We note that the protocol λengine
v0 shares conceptual

similarities with the protocols considered in Refs. [15, 29].
In those works, the protocols involve an external force
applied directly to the particle, whereas in our case, the
external force acts on the particle indirectly through the
harmonic trap. The resulting force on the particle in our
system is half of the average self-propulsion,

F (t) = k
(
λengine
v0

(t) − ⟨x(t)⟩enginev0

)
= −

⟨v(t)⟩v0
2

. (105)

Remarkably, despite the different setup, this strategy
qualitatively resembles the one in Ref. [15], where the
instantaneous self-propulsion replaces the average value
due to the use of continuous measurements. This contin-
uous measurement protocol can be obtained from ours in
the limit of vanishing protocol duration tf → 0.

The average work of the engine protocol per measure-
ment is

⟨W ⟩enginev0
= −1

2

kv20
(k + 1/τ)2

− τv20
8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
,

(106)

which confirms that the engine protocol indeed extracts
work for any measurement outcome v0 ̸= 0

⟨W ⟩enginev0
≤ 0 , (107)

and for all parameter values k, τ, tf. As a result, the av-
erage work

Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩enginev0

]
= −1

2

kω2

(k + 1/τ)2
− τω2

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
,

(108)

is also non-positive. It reaches its minimum −τω2/4 for
kτ = 1 in the quasistatic limit.

B. Repeated execution of engine protocol

By iterating the protocol λengine
v0 , we obtain an en-

gine with period tf. To execute the n-th cycle, we apply
the following procedure: we measure the self-propulsion,
vn = v(ntf) at the start of the cycle, and then apply the
protocol λengine

vn (t).
The engine builds up correlations over time. Specifi-

cally, the sequence of measurements v0, v1, v2, . . . forms
a Markov chain, where each measurement vn for n > 0
is drawn from a state that depends on the previous mea-
surement. Because v(t) does not fully relax between mea-
surements, the expected particle position given a mea-
surement for n > 0 now becomes

xvn :=
Covx0,v0 x(tf)v(tf)

Varx0,v0(tf)
(vn − Evn [vn|vn−1]) , (109)

which is further discussed in App. A. In general, xvn re-
places xv0 for n > 0 in the engine protocol in Eq. (104).
However, to simplify the following discussion, we assume
that the period tf is much larger than the persistence
time τ , making the measurements v0, v1, v2, . . . effectively
uncorrelated. In this limit, each measurement vn is ap-
proximately drawn from the stationary state, just like
the initial measurement v0, and we can continue using
the protocol Eq. (104) for all cycles n > 0.

An example of a repeated execution of the engine pro-
tocol in the limit tf/τ ≫ 1 is shown Fig. 6(a) for 9 it-
erations. The figure also shows simulations of typical
stochastic trajectories of the self-propulsion v(t), par-
ticle position x(t) and cumulative work W engine(t) =

k
∫ t

0
dt λ̇engine

vn (t)(λengine
vn (t) − x(t)), along with their av-

erage quantities ⟨v(t)⟩vn , ⟨x(t)⟩enginevn
and ⟨W (t)⟩enginevn

,
separately for RTPs (left) and AOUPs (right).

Each iteration extracts an average work of

Ev0[⟨W ⟩enginev0
]. The distribution of the work per

cycle

W engine = W
[
λengine
vn (t), x(t)

]
= k

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇engine
vn (t)(λengine

vn (t) − x(t))
(110)

differ significantly between RTPs and AOUPs, as shown
in Fig. 6(b) using the same parameters as in Fig. 6(a).
Notably, the mode of the distribution is close to 0 and
above the mean for AOUPs, but below the mean for
RTPs. The work distribution for RTPs is positively
skewed, whereas it is negatively skewed for AOUPs.

The engine resulting from the periodic execution of the
protocol is not strictly cyclic in the sense used in thermo-
dynamics. (Specifically, Planck’s statement the second
law prohibits a cyclic engine from converting heat to work
without other effect; it holds only for an engine that re-
turns to precisely the same state each cycle.) Over many
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RTP(a) (b)

AOUP
RTP

probability densityAOUP

FIG. 6. Active information engine: (a) Typical trajectories of the information engine for an RTP (left) and an AOUP (right).

From top to bottom: trajectories of the self-propulsion, particle position, trap position and accumulated work ⟨W (t)⟩enginev0
=

k
∫ t

0
dt′ λ̇engine

v0 (λengine
v0 − x). Self-propulsion measurements v(ntf) are indicated with circles at the beginning of each cycle, and

they are assumed to have no error (ϵ = 0). (b) Work distribution per cycle for AOUP and RTP, Eq. (110), from simulations.
The mean is identical for AOUP and RTP and matches the theory (dashed line). Parameters in all panels: D = 0, k = 2,
tf = 10, ω = 0.2, τ = τ∗ ≈ 2.615.

cycles, the engine exhibits diffusive behavior in both its
average position and the applied protocol. This diffusive
delocalization can be prevented, at the cost of reduced
work extraction, by modifying the protocol to reset the
engine’s position to the origin at the end of each cycle.
Specifically, this involves setting λf = 0 instead of follow-
ing the condition described by Eq. (103). The alternative
engine protocol, where λf = 0, is described by Eq. (60)
with λf = 0 and ensures that the engine is periodically
restored to its initial state in each cycle. Crucially, if tf is
sufficiently long, the engine still produces a net work out-
put, as can be seen by substituting λf = 0 into Eq. (63).
The resulting alternative engine is cyclic on the level of
averages.

C. Extractable work with measurement
uncertainty

In this and the following subsections, we address the
effect of measurement uncertainty on work extracted by
the cyclic engine (using the results from Sec. IV C 3),
and the thermodynamic cost of the information acqui-
sition [21, 30–32]. This allows us to define an engine
efficiency as the ratio of average extractable work and
the thermodynamic cost.

Substituting v0 by the measurement value vm0 in
Eq. (104), we obtain the following protocol

⟨x(t)⟩enginevm
0

=
vm0

k + 1/τ
+

τvm0
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) , (111a)

λengine
m (t) =


0 t = 0

⟨x(t)⟩enginevm
0

− vm
0

2k e
−t/τ 0 < t < tf

vm
0

k+1/τ +
τvm

0

2 (1 − e−tf/τ ) t = tf

.

(111b)

The average particle position ⟨x(t)⟩enginevr
0,v

m
0

given λengine
m

follows by using λengine
m into (84). Repeating the same

calculation as in Sec. IV C 3, we obtain the average work
of the protocol λengine

m ,

⟨Wm⟩enginevr
0,v

m
0

:= W [λengine
m (t), ⟨x(t)⟩enginevr

0,v
m
0

]

= k

∫ tf

0

dt λ̇engine
m

(
λengine
m − ⟨xm⟩engine

)
,

(112)

which has the following average

Evr
0,v

m
0

[
⟨Wm⟩enginevr

0,v
m
0

]
= −(ω2 − ϵ2)τ∆wengine , (113)

with ∆wengine the average work extracted by the engine
at ϵ → 0, non-dimensionalized by division with τω2,

∆wengine = −
Ev0

[
⟨W ⟩enginev0

]
τω2

=
1

2

kτ

(1 + kτ)2
+

1

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
≥ 0 .

(114)

We discuss ∆wengine further in Sec. V D.
Thus, the work extraction is reduced by a term pro-

portional to ϵ2, see Eq. (113). Moreover, once the mea-
surement error ϵ exceeds the magnitude of the standard
deviation |ω|, the engine is unable to extract work. For
ϵ < |ω|, work extraction is possible for all finite k, τ, tf.

D. Information efficiency

To obtain an efficiency of the engine, we compare the
extractable work in Eq. (113) with the thermodynamic
cost of the information acquisition DvI[vm0 ; vr0], discussed
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FIG. 7. Information efficiency η, Eq. (115), as a function of
measurement uncertainty ϵ. The efficiency is shown divided
by ∆wengine, which is identical for RTPs and AOUPs, in or-
der to obtain a measure that does not depend on the system
parameters. Dashed lines show analytical estimates for the
efficiency, Eq. (116b), for an RTP assuming ϵ/ω ≪ 1. The
information efficiency for an AOUP has a maximum at finite
measurement error ϵ, whereas it is monotonic decreasing for
an RTP.

in Sec. IV D. Note that, as before, we only discuss the
efficiency of engines with long enough periods to allow
for relaxation between cycles.

The information-efficiency is defined by the mean ex-
tracted work per cycle divided by the cost of information
acquisition DvI[vm0 ; vr0],

η :=
−Evr

0,v
m
0

[
⟨Wm⟩enginevr

0,v
m
0

]
Dv I[vm0 ; vr0]

=
1 − ϵ2/ω2

I[vm0 ; vr0]
∆wengine ,

(115)

where we used Eq. (113) in the second equality. Recall
that ∆wengine(k, τ, tf), given in Eq. (114), denotes the ad-
ditional work due to the measurement uncertainty, which
is identical for AOUPs and RTPs.

Using (98) and (101), we thus obtain for AOUPs

ηAOUP =
2(1 − ϵ2/ω2)

ln (1 + ω2/ϵ2)
∆wengine , (116a)

while for RTPs, in the small ϵ limit, it approaches

ηRTP → 1 − ϵ2/ω2

ln 2
∆wengine . (116b)

Figure 7 compares η/∆wengine for both RTPs and
AOUPs. It shows that there is a maximum information-
efficiency for finite ϵ/ω for AOUPs, meaning that at con-
stant ω, a small level of noise is beneficial. In contrast,

the efficiency monotonically decreases with ϵ/ω for RTPs.
Moreover, the efficiency is consistently greater for RTPs
than for AOUPs.

The dependence on the model parameters in η is con-
tained in ∆wengine, given in Eq. (114). This term is iden-
tical for RTPs and AOUPs and reaches a maximum at
a finite persistence time τ , consistent with the findings
of Ref. [29]. In the quasistatic limit tf → ∞, where ef-
ficiency is maximized, this optimum τ is τ = 1/k, and
∆wengine → 1/4—the engine is most efficient when the
relaxation timescale in the trap matches the relaxation
time of the self-propulsion. Together, we find an upper
bound to the information-efficiency

η ≤ ηmax =
1

4 ln 2
. (117)

The engine is most efficient when run with an RTP for
kτ = 1, low frequency 1/tf, and low error ϵ.

We recall that the extractable work is independent of
the model of self-propulsion. From the mathematical
structure of the expressions, we expect that this result
also holds beyond AOUPs and RTPs (at least in one
dimension). Furthermore, recalling the discrete nature
of the v distribution for RTPs, leading to an information
aquisition cost of just one bit for small ϵ, we expect RTPs
have the smallest information cost of any possible active
particle models.

VI. ALTERNATIVE COST FUNCTIONAL
INCORPORATING INTERNAL DISSIPATION

Throughout the above, we focused on control that min-
imizes the external work input required by the controller,
which serves as our cost functional in the optimization.
The motivation for this choice is twofold: first, this ex-
ternal work input is accessible in experiments, and sec-
ond, it provides a lower bound to the total energy cost
for the “controller.” If we view the activity as a given
medium that we can exploit, this is the appropriate cost
functional. At the same time, we may take into account
that the particle performs work to actively propel itself,
which we here refer to as the internal work. Depending
on the realization of the active system, control that mini-
mizes both internal and external work expenditure could
be of interest. In this section, we define an alternative
cost functional that accounts for the external and inter-
nal work. We further examine the optimal open- and
closed-loop protocol that solve the optimal control prob-
lem in Eq. (8) for the total work functional. Note that
this approach still does not explicitly quantify the cost
of the underlying mechanism to sustain the dissipation
of the active swimmer, which can be included if an ex-
plicit model of internal degrees of freedom of the particle
is included, see e.g., [26, 51–53].

Recall the work required by an external controller in
Eq. (7), which we denote in this section W ext for clarity,

given by W ext[λ(t), x(t)] :=
∫ tf
0

dt λ̇k(λ − x). The work
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required for self-propulsion to move the particle by a dis-
tance dx is given by vdx. Taking external and internal
work together, this leads to the work functional

W ext+int[λ(t), x(t)] :=

∫ tf

0

dt
(
λ̇k(λ− x) + ẋv

)
.

(118)
Let us now consider the average of this cost func-

tional in the different ensembles. Recalling that λ(t) and
⟨x(t)⟩α are directly related through Eq. (23), allows us
to express the average work functional solely in terms of
⟨x(t)⟩α, leading to〈
W ext+int

〉
α

= W ext+int [λα(t), ⟨x(t)⟩α]

=
1

2
k (λ− ⟨x⟩α)2

∣∣tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

dt ⟨ẋ⟩2α

+

∫ tf

0

dt (Varα[v(t)] − k Covα [x(t)v(t)]) .

(119)

In contrast to the corresponding expression for ⟨W ext⟩α
given in Eq. (26),

〈
W ext+int

〉
α

explicitly features second

moments. Just as in the case of external work Eq. (27),
the control problem can formally be expressed as

argmin⟨x(t)⟩α W ext+int[⟨x(t)⟩α]. (120)

Note that as
〈
W ext+int

〉
α

depends solely on first and sec-
ond moments of position and self-propulsion, which are
identical for RTPs and AOUPs (see Secs. II D and II F),
the minimizer ⟨x(t)⟩α and the corresponding optimal pro-
tocol remain identical for RTPs and AOUPs, just like the
protocols optimizing the external work.

A. Optimal open-loop protocols

For the case of open-loop control, we use the stationary
ensemble, where the total average work becomes

〈
W ext+int

〉
ss

=
k

2
(λ− ⟨x⟩ss)

2
∣∣∣tf
0

+
ω2

1 + kτ
tf

+

∫ tf

0

dt ⟨ẋ⟩2ss .

(121)

Here, we used the expressions for the variance and cross-
covariance given in Eqs. (37a) and (43a).

The second term, ω2tf/(1 + kτ), accounts for the con-
tribution by the internal work, while the remaining terms
are identical to (44). Importantly, the second term is in-
dependent of ⟨x⟩ss and therefore does not contribute to-
wards the optimization. Consequently, the optimal open-
loop protocol and ⟨x⟩ss are identical for both cost func-

tionals, ⟨W ext⟩ss and
〈
W ext+int

〉
ss

, given in Eqs. (45).
While the optimal protocol does not change when we

include the internal work into the cost functional, the
associated cost required to execute the optimal protocol

differs between W ext and W ext+int. Evaluating Eq. (121)
for the optimal protocol yields

〈
W ext+int

〉
ss

=
λ2
f

tf + 2/k
+

ω2

1 + kτ
tf , (122)

which cosists of the passive energy found in the open-loop
case (see Eq. (47)) and the additional dissipation term
linear in tf Thus, taking this contribution into account,
the work expenditure is strictly larger than for PPs.

Remarkably, the work in Eq. (122) is non-monotonic
in tf, with an optimal protocol duration of

t∗f =
√

1 + kτ

∣∣∣∣λf

ω

∣∣∣∣− 2

k
. (123)

Such an optimal protocol duration has recently been
shown to be a typical feature of thermodynamically op-
timal control of a wide class of active matter systems
[10].

B. Optimal closed-loop protocols

Now we address the closed-loop control with initial
measurement of x and v, analogously to Sec. IV. To this
end, we consider Eq. (119) in the conditional ensemble,
which leads to the cost functional〈

W ext+int
〉
x0,v0

=
1

2
k (λ− ⟨x⟩x0,v0

)2
∣∣∣tf
0

+

∫ tf

0

dt (Varx0,v0 [v(t)] − k Covx0,v0 [x(t)v(t)])

+

∫ tf

0

dt ⟨ẋ⟩2x0,v0
.

(124)

In contrast to the open-loop control, the variance and co-
variance terms are now time-dependent, see Eqs. (37) and
(43). However, they remain independent of the average
particle position ⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0

. As a result, the optimization

problem Eq. (120) reduces to that of a passive particle.
As a result, the optimal particle position remains identi-
cal to the open-loop case and is given by

⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
= x0 +

λf − x0

tf + 2/k
t . (125a)

The corresponding protocol follows from Eq. (23)

λx0,v0(t) = ⟨x(t)⟩x0,v0
+

λf − x0

ktf + 2
− v0

k
e−t/τ , (125b)

with boundary conditions λx0,v0(0) = 0 and λx0,v0(tf) =
λf. In contrast to the position, the protocol is changed
compared to the open-loop case due to the v-dependence
in Eq. (23). The protocol is nonlinear at intermedi-
ate times and has asymmetric jumps at t = 0 and
t = tf where the initial jump can be in opposite direction
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of λf, similar to the optimal protocol from optimizing
⟨W ext⟩x0,v0

, see Sec. IV.
The corresponding average work per measurement is

〈
W ext+int

〉
x0,v0

= −1

2
kx2

0 +
(λf − x0)2

tf + 2/k
+

ω2

1 + kτ
tf

+
τω2

1 − kτ

[
2kτ

(1 + kτ)2
(1 − e−(k+1/τ)tf) − 1

2
(1 − e−2tf/τ )

]
.

(126)

Remarkably, the resulting expression is independent of
the self-propulsion measurement v0, in contrast to the
corresponding expression for W ext in Eq. (126). In the
case of W ext, the orientation of v0 relative to λf plays a
crucial role: it is advantageous when v0 aligns with λf,
and disadvantageous when it does not. Moreover, the
magnitude of v0 directly influences the extent of this ef-
fect. In contrast, for W ext+int, there are no inherently
“good or bad” measurement outcomes. Regardless of
the measurement, the optimal protocol can fully com-
pensate for any additional costs introduced by the self-
propulsion via the internal work term in W ext+int. How-
ever, this also implies that self-propulsion measurements
do not contribute to work extraction, as is the case for
W ext.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we derived minimum-work protocols for
AOUPs and RTPs under open and closed-loop control.
Since RTPs and AOUPs are identical up to the second
moment of the self-propulsion, and the cost function is
linear in the particle position, the derived optimal proto-
cols are identical for RTPs and AOUPs.

In the open-loop case, the optimal protocol and associ-
ated work are identical to those for passive particles [41].
This result indicates that, on average, the control cannot
capitalize on the activity to improve the protocol with-
out additional information. However, the equivalence be-
tween active and passive cases is limited to the level of
average quantities, and activity changes the work distri-
bution for higher moments, as seen in the work variance
which is increased compared to the passive case. Broadly
speaking this extra variance arises because on timescales
up to the persistence time, the active particle is either
assisting or opposing the external force, albeit with zero
mean effect.

For the closed-loop case, we extend the control prob-
lem by incorporating measurements of the initial po-
sition and self-propulsion. The corresponding optimal
protocol deviates from the passive case, with a linear-
exponential form and asymmetric jumps. The work per
protocol execution is a balance between a cost term ac-
counting for protocol boundary conditions, and two ex-
traction terms, one extracting initial potential energy and
the other extracting active energy. Importantly, work is
reduced compared to the open-loop case on average due

to successful harnessing of activity. The average work
is non-monotonic in the persistence time and reaches a
minimum at a finite value. This means that activity
in the form of non-equilibrium fluctuations with finite
persistence time is beneficial for the closed-loop control,
whereas control of infinitely persistent (or passive) par-
ticles is more costly on average.

We have focused on protocols that minimize the ex-
ternal work required by the controller to move the trap,
which is a quantity that can be measured. We also de-
rived the optimal protocol taking both the external work
and the internal dissipation of the active particle into ac-
count. The resulting open-loop case resembles that for
passive particles with an added dissipation term. The
closed-loop case follows a distinct protocol compared to
the one that minimizes external work only. Notably, the
work in the closed-loop case is independent of the self-
propulsion measurement, so that a measurement cannot
increase or reduce the total work. The dissipation term
grows linearly in time, while all other energetic terms de-
cay for large protocol duration. This tradeoff between
adiabaticity and dissipation leads to an optimal, finite
protocol duration, similar to previous literature results
in which the same tradeoff is observed when minimizing
active dissipation [10].

We further analyzed the effect of measurement un-
certainty on the energetics. Assuming Gaussian mea-
surement error, inexact measurements increase the work
quadratically with the error. The protocol remains en-
ergetically favorable compared to the open-loop case un-
til the error exceeds the standard deviation of the self-
propulsion. Since our closed-loop protocol assumes exact
measurements, it is suboptimal under measurement un-
certainty. Optimizing the protocol by taking into account
knowledge about the measurement error would improve
the protocol, as discussed in earlier studies [15, 19].

By further optimizing the protocol target position, we
derive protocols that extract work for any measurement
outcome. Remarkably, this double optimization—first
optimizing the work given a target position, and then op-
timizing the target—yields a protocol qualitatively sim-
ilar to those obtained from a single, unconstrained opti-
mization, where the force applied to the particle is equal
to half of its self-propulsion [14, 29]. Applied repeat-
edly, this protocol allows us to construct a minimal en-
gine which maximizes work extraction from the activity
in the absence of further knowledge about the measure-
ment uncertainty, provided that the measurement error
remains smaller than the standard deviation of the self-
propulsion.

The fundamental information costs of measurements
vary between AOUPs and RTPs. For RTPs, these costs
reach a maximum of one bit as the measurement error ap-
proaches zero, whereas for AOUPs, the costs are consis-
tently higher costs than for RTPs and diverge in the limit
ϵ → 0. As a result, the information efficiency, defined by
the mean work extraction divided by the information ac-
quisition costs, is highest for RTPs, suggesting that the
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discreteness of v and associated non-Gaussian fluctua-
tions are beneficial for the engine. The information effi-
ciency, defined as the ratio of the work extracted divided
by the information acquisition cost, reaches a maximum
for finite persistence time, and the universal upper effi-
ciency bound for our design of engine is 1/(4 ln 2) ≈ 0.36.
Higher efficiencies can presumably be reached with more
complex machines, for instance by dynamically adjusting
the trap stiffness. To find optimal solutions for such pro-
cesses, one might apply recent machine-learning based
algorithms [4–6, 12] to the case of active particles. More-
over, using these methods, more complicated systems like
collective active systems could be studied.

Our findings complement recent progress in the opti-
mal control of active matter using perturbative frame-
works based on response theory [10, 13]. While these
frameworks offer a general approach applicable to more
complex scenarios, they are limited to regimes of slow
and weak driving.

In contrast, the results presented in this work are exact,
allowing us to explicitly study the emergence of driving
discontinuities which play a crucial role in all our opti-
mal protocols. The protocols we derive here therefore
constitute a significant addition to the collection of ana-
lytically exact results in the study of optimal control in
active matter.
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Appendix A: Engine protocol in the presence of
correlations

In this appendix, we explain how to generalize the en-
gine protocol λengine

v0 in Eq. (104), which relies on steady-
state measurements of v, to measurements vn for n > 0
which are not fully relaxed to the steady-state and remain
correlated to the preceding measurement vn−1. These
correlations are relevant during a repeated execution of
the engine protocol and require adaptation of the proto-
col for subsequent cycles n > 0. In the main text, we
focus on the case of long cycle periods, tf/τ ≫ 1, where
the measurements v0, v1, v2, . . . are approximately uncor-
related. Here, we provide the additional background to

address situations where the correlations cannot be ne-
glected.

As the self-propulsion is independent of the particle
and trap positions, and the v dynamics is Markovian, a
self-propulsion measurement only depends on the previ-
ous measurement. As a result, for cycles n > 0 a mea-
surement vn is drawn from a partially relaxed state condi-
tioned on the outcome of the previous measurement, and
the sequence of measurements vn = (v0, v1, v2, . . . , vn−1)
forms a Markov chain. The transition densities for RTPs
is given by Eq. (30) by

PRTP(vn|vn−1) =
1

2
(1 + e−tf/τ )δ(vn − vn−1)

+
1

2
(1 − e−tf/τ )δ(vn + vn−1)

(A1a)

and for AOUPs via Eq. (33) by

PAOUP(vn|vn−1) = Nvn

(
vn−1e

−tf/τ , ω2(1 − e−2tf/τ )
)

(A1b)
The Markov chain is initialized at stationarity.

We define the conditional expectation as

Evn [•|vn−1] =

∫
dvn • P (vn|vn−1) , (A2)

and the trajectory expectation

Evn [•] =

∫
dvn • P (vn) , (A3)

with

P (vn) = P (vn|vn−1)P (vn−1|vn−2) . . . P (v1|v0)P (v0) .
(A4)

For both RTP and AOUP, the conditionally average self-
propulsion is given by

Evn [v(t)|vn−1] = vn−1e
−t/τ . (A5)

Because the self-propulsion cannot fully relax between
measurements, each measurement vn for n > 0 contains
less information about the average particle position at
the start of a cycle compared to a measurement at steady
conditions. Recall that under steady conditions, the av-
erage particle position given a measurement is given by
Eq. (18). Now, for partially relaxed measurements, it is
given by

xvn := ⟨x(0)⟩enginevn

=

{
1

k+1/τ v0 n = 0

Ψ 1
k+1/τ (vn − Evn [vn|vn−1]) n > 0

,
(A6)

where the dimensionless function Ψ = Ψ(tf, k, τ) is given
by

Ψ := (k + 1/τ)
Covx0,v0 x(tf)v(tf)

Varx0,v0(tf)
(A7)
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=

(
1 +

(1 + kτ)e−
2tf
τ − 2e−(k+ 1

τ )tf

1 − k2τ2

)
1 + coth( tf

τ )

2
.

(A8)

The function Ψ is monotonic in tf, and in the limit of full
relaxation, tf/τ → ∞, Ψ approaches 1, while it vanishes
for vanishing cycle duration, tf/τ → 0.

Together, we find the general engine protocol from
Eq. (104) by substituting xv0 → xvn

⟨x(t)⟩enginevn
= xvn +

τvn
2

(1 − e−t/τ ) , (A9a)

λengine
vn (t) =


0 t = 0

⟨x(t)⟩enginevn
− vn

2k e
−t/τ 0 < t < tf

xvn + τvn
2 (1 − e−tf/τ ) t = tf

,

(A9b)

This protocol λengine
vn (t) is valid for all values of tf and

generalizes the protocol λengine
v0 in Eq. (104) of the main

text.

The associated average work per protocol execution is

⟨W ⟩enginevn
= −1

2
kx2

vn − τv2n
8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
. (A10)

To calculate the conditional average work

Evn
[⟨W ⟩enginevn

|vn−1], we first calculate the average
square initial position for n > 0 using Eq. (A6)

Evn
[x2

vn ] = Ψ2 τ2ω2

(1 + kτ)2
(1 − e−2tf/τ ) (A11)

and similarly for the average square measurement

Evn
[v2n] = ω2(1 − e−2tf/τ ) + Evn−1

[v2n−1]e−2tf/τ

= ω2 ,
(A12)

where the second equality follows from solving the recur-
sion relation. Together, the average work becomes

Evn

[
⟨W ⟩enginevn

]
= −1

2

kω2

(k + 1/τ)2
Ψ2
(

1 − e−2tf/τ
)

− τω2

8

(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
. (A13)

This average work Evn
[⟨W ⟩enginevn

] generalizes the ex-
pression in Eq. (108) of the main text. The factor
Ψ2
(
1 − e−2tf/τ

)
is new, c.f. Eq. (108).
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[42] Yonggun Jun, Momčilo Gavrilov, and John Bechhoefer,
“High-precision test of landauer’s principle in a feedback
trap,” Physical review letters 113, 190601 (2014).

[43] Antoine Bérut, Artak Arakelyan, Artyom Petrosyan,
Sergio Ciliberto, Raoul Dillenschneider, and Eric Lutz,
“Experimental verification of landauer’s principle linking
information and thermodynamics,” Nature 483, 187–189
(2012).

[44] Marco Ribezzi-Crivellari and Felix Ritort, “Large work
extraction and the landauer limit in a continuous
maxwell demon,” Nature Physics 15, 660–664 (2019).

[45] Juan MR Parrondo, “Thermodynamics of information,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.12447 (2023).

[46] Takahiro Sagawa and Masahito Ueda, “Second law of
thermodynamics with discrete quantum feedback con-
trol,” Physical Review Letters 100, 080403 (2008).

[47] Govind Paneru, Sandipan Dutta, and Hyuk Kyu Pak,
“Colossal power extraction from active cyclic brownian
information engines,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry
Letters 13, 6912–6918 (2022).

[48] Jordan M Horowitz and Suriyanarayanan Vaikun-
tanathan, “Nonequilibrium detailed fluctuation theorem
for repeated discrete feedback,” Physical Review E 82,
061120 (2010).

[49] Yury Polyanskiy and Yihong Wu, “Lecture notes on in-
formation theory,” Lecture Notes for ECE563 (UIUC)
(2014).

[50] Robert M Gray, Entropy and Information Theory
(Springer Science & Business Media, 2011).

[51] Pierre Gaspard and Raymond Kapral, “Communication:
Mechanochemical fluctuation theorem and thermody-
namics of self-phoretic motors,” The Journal of Chemical
Physics 147 (2017).

[52] Patrick Pietzonka and Udo Seifert, “Entropy produc-
tion of active particles and for particles in active baths,”
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 51,
01LT01 (2017).

[53] Thomas Speck, “Active Brownian particles driven by
constant affinity,” Europhysics Letters 123, 20007 (2018)


	 Active particles in moving traps: minimum work protocols and information efficiency of work extraction 
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Model
	Equations of motion and steady state
	Central question: Optimization of the average work
	Hierarchy of averages
	Averages of position and self-propulsion
	Average work
	Covariance of position and self-propulsion

	Optimal open-loop control
	Optimal protocol
	Variance of work

	Optimal closed-loop control
	Closed-loop control with measurements of position and self-propulsion
	Closed-loop control with only self-propulsion measurement
	Optimal protocol
	Work per measurement
	Work averaged over measurements
	Optimal persistence time 

	The impact of measurement uncertainty
	Probability density function of the true and the measured system state
	Protocol with measurement uncertainty
	Additional work input due to the presence of measurement uncertainty

	Cost of information acquisition

	Information engine
	Optimal protocol
	Repeated execution of engine protocol
	Extractable work with measurement uncertainty
	Information efficiency

	Alternative cost functional incorporating internal dissipation
	Optimal open-loop protocols
	Optimal closed-loop protocols

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements

	Engine protocol in the presence of correlations
	References


