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We investigate maximum power and efficiency protocols for cyclic heat engines based on a generally
damped Brownian particle confined in a harmonic potential, subject to experimentally motivated
constraints on the potential stiffness and bath temperature. These constraints render traditional
geometric and mass transport methods inapplicable, as they rely on fixed control or response pa-
rameters at specific points in the cycle. Instead, we develop an iterative algorithm grounded in
optimal control theory, enabling simultaneous optimization of cycle time and the time-dependent
variations of stiffness and temperature. We validate the algorithm against analytical results in
the deeply overdamped regime and extend its application to systems with general damping rates.
As the damping rate decreases from a deeply overdamped to a deeply underdamped regime, the
maximum power diminishes to zero, and the corresponding cycle time diverges. For a fixed cycle
time, the maximum efficiency exhibits a comparable trend. In the generally damped regime, the
stiffness and temperature protocols display intricate, non-monotonic features, in stark contrast to
the simpler patterns observed in extreme damping limits. Furthermore, optimizing the temperature
profile significantly enhances efficiency, particularly in intermediate damping regimes. Our findings
demonstrate how experimental constraints fundamentally influence optimal control protocols.

I. INTRODUCTION

The conversion of abundant thermal energy into useful work by heat engines has driven technological and societal
advancements for over two centuries. While the macroscopic principles of heat engines are well established, recent
experimental advancements have facilitated the development of classical [1] and quantum [2] microscopic heat engines,
providing new opportunities to explore nonequilibrium energy conversion at the microscale. Best-known examples [3–
5] are cyclic colloidal engines based on single Brownian particles confined by harmonic potentials created by optical
tweezers [6–8] and linear Paul traps [9].

In addition to enabling the study of fluctuations in thermodynamic quantities [10], realizations of microscopic heat
engines offer a remarkable degree of control, allowing for the precise optimization of their performance. This opti-
mization has become a vibrant area of research, integrating well-established techniques in finite-time thermodynam-
ics [11, 12], leveraging optimal transport theory [13, 14], and exploring innovative approaches such as thermodynamic
geometric optimization [15, 16], shortcuts to adiabaticity [17], and machine-learning-based methods [18]. In simple
scenarios, optimal protocols can also be deduced through intuitive geometric reasoning [19]. Despite their microscopic
scale, the average thermodynamic behavior of these engines adheres to the constraints of classical thermodynam-
ics. Consequently, the thermodynamic performance of the resulting optimal cycles is likely close to the currently
insufficiently explored theoretical bounds for general finite-time heat engines.

Without imposing constraints on control parameters, microscopic heat engines described by idealized models, such
as overdamped Langevin dynamics [20] or quantum dots [21], can theoretically operate near Carnot efficiency while
achieving diverging output power in the limit of infinitely fast relaxation. Even though current experimental setups
approach these idealized conditions [20], achieving them exactly is impossible in practice. Furthermore, the idealized
models often break down in the relevant parameter regimes. It is thus crucial to account for experimental limitations
when optimizing the performance of a given engine.

Most of the available studies on the optimal control of cyclic microscopic heat engines assume a Carnot-type
protocol for temperature, consisting of two isotherms and two adiabats, and further constrain the state of the working
medium at the initial and final points of the isotherms [22]. This approach simplifies the optimization process by
reducing it to two independent problems for the individual isotherms, which can be solved using optimal transport
theory [13, 23] or thermodynamic geometry [15, 16, 24]. Analytical solutions for engines based on harmonically
confined overdamped Brownian particles reveal that maximum power protocols feature infinitely fast variations in the
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FIG. 1: Brownian heat engine. The working medium of the engine is a generally damped Brownian particle with
mass m, subjected to a harmonic potential with time-periodic stiffness, k(t), and immersed in an equilibrium bath
at a time-periodic temperature, T (t). We calculate the optimal cycle time τ and protocols for k(t) and T (t) that
maximize the output power or efficiency of the engine under the constraints k(t) ∈ [k−, k+] and T (t) ∈ [T−, T+]. The
work done by the engine per cycle equals the area enclosed by the cycle in the (position-variance)-stiffness, or σx-k

diagram, illustrated in the figure.

stiffness of the confining potential [22, 25]. These jumps appear to be a universal characteristic of optimal control
protocols in microscopic engines.

However, while both involve jumps, optimal protocols derived under experimentally relevant constraints—such as
limits on temperature differences or stiffness strengths [19, 26, 27]—often differ significantly from those based on fixed
states [22, 25]. For overdamped Brownian and single-spin heat engines, both the maximum efficiency protocol and, for
small allowed variations in the control parameter k+−k−, the maximum power protocol are piecewise constant [19, 27],
with the corresponding efficiency given by 1 − k−/k+. An exception is the maximum power protocol for potential
stiffness in extremely underdamped Brownian heat engines, which is exponential and achieves the Curzon-Ahlborn
efficiency, irrespective of the constraints [28].

A notable exception of a work where the reservoir temperature protocol and system state have not been fixed is
Ref. [29], where the authors optimized efficiency of finite-time generally damped Brownian heat engines under the
constraint that temperature and stiffness are specified at four distinct points during the cycle. These constraints still
allow for the application of geometric methods. While the authors employed a non-standard definition of efficiency,
which measures the departure of the working medium from equilibrium rather than the efficiency of heat-to-work
conversion [30], it is notable that the resulting optimized temperature profiles were not Carnot-type.

In the current manuscript, we employ standard functional optimization techniques [11, 12] to numerically find
the functional forms and periods of cyclic maximum power and maximum efficiency protocols for trap stiffness and
temperature in Brownian heat engines based on a harmonically confined, generally damped Brownian particle. The
optimization is performed under the constraints of minimum and maximum values for trap stiffness and bath tem-
perature, as shown in Fig. 1. We thus do not fix the state of the system or control parameters at any given time
instant during the cycle. This means the optimization problem solved here does not lend itself to geometric or optimal
transport methods, which are typically designed to optimize protocols that map one distribution to another.

Our work conveys four main messages. First, we demonstrate that optimization techniques routinely applied to
macroscopic heat engines [31, 32] can also solve practical optimization problems for microscopic engines, even under
experimentally relevant constraints that render widely used methods, such as optimal mass transport or thermody-
namic geometry, unfeasible. For the first, albeit limited, such application of the method to optimization of a model of
a microscopic spin engine, see Ref. [27]. Second, we use these powerful techniques to explore, for the first time without
relying on approximations, how the optimal protocols and the corresponding performance of the engine change as
the damping of the Brownian particle varies between the deeply overdamped and underdamped regimes [19, 28].
In this respect, we find that both maximum power and efficiency decrease as the system enters the underdamped
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regime by reducing the damping rate. This shows that the recently described enhancement in the performance of
Brownian collision heat engines in the underdamped regime, due to the employment of resonances [33], is not possible
in cyclically driven heat engines, where both overdamped [3–5] and underdamped [34] regimes are experimentally
realizable. Third, our findings emphasize the importance of optimizing the temperature protocol to maximize power
and, in particular, efficiency in the regime of general damping. Finally, we emphasize the influence of the employed
constraints on the resulting optimal protocol. This is particularly important because related studies often do not
explicitly specify the conditions under which their optimizations are performed, making it difficult to assess to which
experimental situations their results apply.

The rest of the manuscript is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we describe the model and its corresponding dynamical
equations, along with the numerical values of the model parameters used throughout the paper. Section III presents
the definitions of output power and efficiency of the engine in the fully overdamped and generally damped regimes.
In Sec. IV, we review the employed optimization procedure and the corresponding numerical method, as described in
Refs. [31, 32]. As a proof of concept, in Sec. V, we demonstrate that the maximum power and maximum efficiency
protocols obtained from our numerical method in the fully overdamped regime agree with the corresponding analytical
results [19]. In Sec. VI, we present our main results, i.e., maximum power and maximum efficiency protocols for the
generally damped regime, along with dependencies of maximum power and efficiency on the friction coefficient. We
conclude in Sec. VII.

II. MODEL

We consider a heat engine based on a generally damped Brownian particle with mass m, confined by a harmonic
trap with time-periodic stiffness and immersed in a heat bath with time-periodic temperature. The cycle time is τ .
Our goal is to determine the optimal time variation of stiffness and temperature, including the cycle time, to maximize
the output power or efficiency of the engine. To achieve this technically, it is convenient to measure time in units of
τ . In dimensionless time t, the trap stiffness k(t) and temperature T (t) are periodic functions with period one. The
value of a variable A(tτ) at the standard time tτ (measured in seconds) is expressed in terms of its representation in

the dimensionless time as Ã(t).
Due to the symmetry of the problem, it suffices to model the particle in one dimension, considering its position,

x(t), and velocity, v(t). In the dimensionless time, these coordinates obey the system of Langevin equations

τ−1ẋ(t) = v(t), (1)

mτ−1v̇(t) = −mγv(t)− k(t)x(t) +
√

2mγτ−1kBT (t) ξ(t), (2)

where γ is the damping rate, kB Boltzmann constant, and ξ(t) is a unit variance, unbiased, Gaussian white noise.
As we will show in the next section, the average thermodynamic performance of the engine depends solely on

the moments σx(t) = ⟨x2(t)⟩, σv(t) = ⟨v2(t)⟩, and the cross-correlation σxv(t) = ⟨x(t)v(t)⟩ of position and velocity.
The corresponding dynamical equations can be derived from (1) and (2) by multiplying the equations by x(t) or
v(t) and using the results ⟨x(t)ξ(t)⟩ = 0 and ⟨v(t)ξ(t)⟩ = 2γkBT (t)/m [28]. Introducing a column vector σ(t) =
[σx(t), σxv(t), σv(t)]

⊺
, the equations read

σ̇(t) = τ

 2σxv(t)
σv(t)− k(t)σx(t)/m− γσxv(t)

−2γσv(t)− 2k(t)σxv(t)/m+ 2γkBT (t)/m

 . (3)

We assume that the heat engine operates in a time-periodic steady state, attained upon the periodic driving at long
times, starting from arbitrary initial conditions. In this state, the moments in σ(t) are also time-periodic functions
with period one.

Neglecting the stochastic noise term, Eqs. (1) and (2) describe a damped harmonic oscillator. The solutions are
linear combinations of exp(−λ±t), with the eigenvalues

λ± =
τ

τv

(
1±

√
1− ω2τ2v

)
. (4)

Above, τv = 2/γ is the velocity relaxation time in the limit of shallow potentials (k → 0), and ω =
√
k/m is the

natural angular frequency of oscillations in the absence of damping (γ → 0). The working medium’s dimensionless
relaxation times are given by the real parts of λ±, i.e., by τv/τ for ω2τ2v > 1 and by λ−1

± otherwise.
Most experimental realizations of Brownian heat engines have been achieved in the colloidal domain [1], corre-

sponding to the regime ωτv ≪ 1 of strongly overdamped oscillations. In this limit, one can assume that velocity
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degrees of freedom relax so fast that they are in thermodynamic equilibrium corresponding to the instantaneous bath
temperature at all times, i.e., σv(t) = kBT (t)/m. Imposing these conditions in the system (3), we find that the cross
moment σxv(t) relaxes on time scale 2ωτv ≪ 1 to [kBT (t)− k(t)σx(t)]/(γm) and thus

mγτ−1σ̇x(t) = −2k(t)σx(t) + 2kBT (t). (5)

We will use these equations to validate our optimization algorithm against the known optimal protocols in this
limit [19]. Optimal protocols for the opposite limit ωτv ≫ 1, where the oscillations are strongly underdamped, are
analytically derived in Ref. [28].

While we do not treat the strongly underdamped limit explicitly in this work, we study the behavior of maximum
power and maximum efficiency obtained by our optimization procedure as the complete model (3) transition from

the overdamped to the underdamped regime. Since this transition is controlled by the parameter ωτv ∝
√

k/mγ2,
there are three physically distinct ways to achieve it. The first involves varying the drag coefficient. According to
Stokes’ law, mγ = 6πµR, this can be achieved by altering the particle radius R or the dynamic viscosity µ of the
surrounding fluid. For example, the deeply overdamped and underdamped regimes correspond to the viscosities of
water and a rarefied gas, respectively. The second method is to modify the trap stiffness, k. However, this approach
has limitations, which actually motivated the constraint k ∈ [k−, k+] on stiffness we impose in this paper. When
the potential is realized using optical tweezers: high trap stiffness requires intense laser power, which may lead to
evaporation of the trapped particles. Conversely, low stiffness values can result in particles escaping the trap due
to thermal motion, as the infinite harmonic well only approximates real, finite-size traps near their minima. The
third method involves changing the particle’s mass, m, while keeping the drag coefficient constant. This is the least
versatile option, as the range of accessible material densities is limited, and changing the particle’s volume would
simultaneously alter mγ. In the present paper, we use this last option as it ensures a well-defined reference point in
the overdamped dynamics.

Specifically, we set mγ and kB/mγ numerically equal to one. Dividing Eq. (2) by mγR to obtain,

τ−1

γ
v̇(t) = −v(t)− k(t)

mγ
x(t) +

√
2τ−1

kBT (t)

mγR2
ξ(t), (6)

where the chosen length unit is the particle radius R, this amounts to reducing the stiffness bymγ and the temperature

by mγR2/kB . The reduced temperature kBT (t)
mγR2 = kBT (t)

6πµR3 and stiffness k
mγ have units of inverse time (since we fixed

kB to one, and we vary cycle time τ , stiffness k, and damping rate γ throughout the study, there is no natural free
parameter that would allow us to make the control parameters dimensionless).

From now on, we will denote the reduced control parameters simply as T and k. For a Brownian particle with a
radius of 0.6µm in water with a dynamic viscosity of µ ≈ 10−3 Pa s, the value of the reduced temperature T = 1
corresponds to T ≈ 290K, which is approximately the room temperature. For the same parameters, the reduced
stiffness k = 1 corresponds to k ≈ 0.02 pN/µm, which is within the range achievable by optical tweezers. Since we set
the Boltzmann constant to unity, we express energy in units of temperature throughout the paper. In all subsequent
figures, we show the reduced temperatures and stiffness. Length and time are measured in units of the particle radius,
R, and the cycle time, τ , respectively. The cycle time is measured in seconds. In the numerical examples below,
without loss of generality, we always set the range of allowed temperatures to [T−, T+] = [1, 4]. For stiffness, we either
use the tight range [k−, k+] = [0.4, 0.45] or the range [k−, k+] = [0.2, 0.8].

III. THERMODYNAMIC DEFINITIONS

Let us now define the output power and efficiency of the engine. We use the standard stochastic thermodynamic
definitions of heat and work, based on the decomposition of the change in the internal energy of the particle into
two components [35]. The component proportional to the change in the externally controlled parameter (stiffness) is
identified as the work flux into the system, while the remainder is identified as the heat flux into the system.

The internal energy of a particle in a harmonic trap is given by the sum of its (average) potential and kinetic energy:
U = 1

2k(t)σx(t) +
1
2mσv(t). Consequently, the average work done by the engine per unit time is expressed as

Ẇ = −1

2
k̇(t)σx(t). (7)

The average heat flux into the engine then reads

Q̇ =
1

2
k(t)σ̇x(t) +

1

2
mσ̇v(t) = τ(γT (t)−mγσv(t)), (8)
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where we used Eq. (3) to obtain the last equality.
The average work done by the engine per cycle is given by

W = −1

2

∫ 1

0

dt k̇(t)σx(t). (9)

and equals the output power of the engine measured in dimensionless time. The output work does not depend on the
chosen unit of time. We will always show the output power in physical units of energy per second. It reads

P =
W

τ
. (10)

We define the efficiency η of the engine as the ratio of work output, W , to the heat absorbed from the bath, Q+,

η =
W

Q+
. (11)

The efficiency η thus measures how much of the disordered energy taken from the hot bath is transformed into work. In
our definition, we exclude possible recuperation of energy released to the bath during some parts of the cycle [36, 37].
Without energy recuperation, the heat absorbed by the working medium from the bath is given by

Q+ =

∫ 1

0

dt θ(Q̇) Q̇, (12)

where the Heaviside function θ(x) ensures integration over the portions of the cycle when the heat flux Q̇ into the
system is positive.

When studying overdamped Brownian heat engines [3, 22, 36], the kinetic contribution mσ̇v(t)/2 to the heat flux (8)
is often neglected. In such cases, the input heat flux is approximated as

Q̇o =
1

2
k(t)σ̇x(t). (13)

The corresponding efficiency, ηOD, is then calculated by substituting Q̇o for Q̇ in Eqs. (11), and (12).
Assuming that heat flows into the system during the part of the cycle when the temperature increases from T−

to T+, as in Carnot-type cycles, the heat absorbed from the bath calculated from the “overdamped” definition (13)
differs in the overdamped regime (5) from the correct heat (12) by the change in the particle’s average kinetic energy
between the two temperatures [22]:

Qleak =
T+ − T−

2
. (14)

This amount of heat is effectively wasted or “leaked” in the overdamped limit [38], as the velocity does not influence
the particle’s position.

In Sec. V, we use the overdamped approximation of the dynamics along with the corresponding overdamped
definition of efficiency to validate the optimization procedure introduced in the next section. Outside this section, we
employ the correct definition of efficiency (11), which includes the kinetic contribution.

IV. OPTIMIZATION PROCEDURE

Let us now present the optimization procedure we employ. Consider a dynamical system described by the equation
σ̇(t) = f [σ(t),u(t)]. The parameters σ(t) represent the state of the system, while the parameters u(t) are externally
controlled. As in our case, we assume that the control parameters are cyclically modulated with period one and that
the system operates in a time-periodic steady state, i.e., σ(t) = σ(t+ 1). Our aim is to maximize the functional J =∫ 1

0
ξ[σ(t),u(t)] dt. Applied to our heat engine model, σ will be the vector of coordinate moments, u(t) = [k(t), T (t)]⊺,

and J will represent the output power. For efficiency, the algorithm needs to be generalized for functionals involving
a fraction of two integrals [32]. We present this generalization in Sec. VB.

According to the calculus of variations [31, 39, 40], maximizing a functional J under the constraints σ̇ = f and

σ(t) = σ(t + 1) can be achieved by maximizing the functional J =
∫ 1

0
(ξ − λ · (σ̇ − f)) dt, where λ = λ(t) is a

vector of Lagrange multipliers. Variation of the functional J with respect to σ and u reads δJ =
∫ 1

0
dt ∂H

∂u · δu +
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∫ 1

0
dt
(
λ̇+ ∂H

∂σ

)
· δσ − (λ(1)− λ(0)) · σ(0) with the “Hamiltonian” H = ξ + λ · f(t). Under the given conditions,

δJ = 0 when

σ̇ =
∂H
∂λ

, (15)

λ̇ = −∂H
∂σ

, (16)

0 =
∂H
∂u

. (17)

The first equation follows from the constraint that σ(t) has to obey the dynamical equation σ̇ = f and the remaining
equations follow from the condition on the vanishing variation of J . The first two equations have to be solved
under the conditions σ(0) = σ(1) and λ(0) = λ(1). Interestingly, they describe a Hamiltonian flow induced by the
Hamiltonian H in the space of generalized position σ and momentum λ.

Assuming that ξ or f depend on additional parameters, such as the cycle time τ in our case, and we want to
optimize J also with respect to those, we get additional equations of the form

∂J
∂τ

=

∫ 1

0

∂H
∂τ

dt = 0. (18)

Solving Eqs. (15)–(18) would yield the unconstrained optimal time variation of control parameters u that maximize
J . To find the optimal protocol under constraints imposed on u, one can adjust the functional J so that it becomes
small whenever the control parameters violate the desired constraints [32]. Instead, we solve the problem using a
variant of the gradient descent algorithm [31, 32], imposing the constraints on u by modifying components of the
gradient that would guide the control parameters outside the allowed region. Specifically, we employ the following
iterative algorithm:

1. Initialize τ , and then u(t), and λ(t) as arbitrary periodic functions obeying the prescribed constraints.

2. Solve Eq. (15) for a time-periodic solution σ(t) by forward integration from an initial condition, given the
current u(t) and λ(t).

3. Solve Eq. (16) for a time-periodic solution λ(t) by backward integration [32], given the current u(t) and σ(t).

4. Update the control parameters u(t) using the relation u(t) → u(t) + εδu(t), where δu(t) = ∂H
∂u . This increases

both J and J . In practice, it is useful to apply different learning rates ε > 0 to different components of u
to improve the convergence speed. If any component of u(t) exceeds its imposed bounds at certain times t,
it is manually corrected to the nearest boundary value. For instance, if u1(t) must remain below u+, we set
u1(t) → min[u1(t), u+]. Similar corrections are applied to other components of u using their constraints.

5. Update the cycle duration τ using τ → τ + ε2
∂H
∂τ , ε2 > 0, ensuring a positive change in J .

6. Repeat steps 2–5 until the change in J falls below a prescribed threshold. In our implementation, the algorithm
is considered to have converged when the change in J is smaller than 10−8.

In principle, the above algorithm might yield a local maximum of J . To mitigate this risk, we verify that the
algorithm reaches the same value of J for different initial conditions in step 1.
In the following sections, we apply this general algorithm to specific problems. First, in the next section, we verify

that it yields known optimal protocols for power and efficiency in the overdamped regime [19]. In Sec. VI, we apply
the algorithm to obtain our main results: maximum power and efficiency protocols for temperature and stiffness in
the generally damped situation.

V. VERIFICATION OF THE TECHNIQUE: OVERDAMPED REGIME

In the deeply overdamped regime, where the dynamics of the working medium of the engine can be approximated
by Eq. (5), analytical predictions are available for optimal protocols for power and efficiency under constraints on the
allowable variations of stiffness and temperature [19]. Specifically, it has been found that, when the allowed variation
of stiffness is small, the maximum power protocols for stiffness and temperature are piecewise constant, switching
abruptly between the allowed maximum and minimum values at the same time instant. This same protocol also yields
the maximum ‘overdamped’ efficiency (the kinetic term in Eq. (12) is neglected), regardless of the allowed ranges of
the control parameters. In this section, we use these analytical results to verify the algorithm introduced above. We
begin by optimizing the power output of the engine.
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A. Power Optimization

When the functional J in the algorithm of Sec. IV is output power P in Eq. (10), we have J = P =
∫ 1

0
ξP dt, with

ξP ≡ ξP [σx(t), k(t), T (t)] =
Ẇ

τ
= − 1

2τ
k̇(t)σx(t) = k(t) [T (t)− k(t)σx(t)] , (19)

where we have used the definition of output work (9) and the overdamped dynamical equation (5) for the position
variance σx(t).

Our aim is now to find optimal time variation of temperature T (t) ∈ [T−, T+] and stiffness k(t) ∈ [k−, k+] in time
interval [0, τ ] as well as the optimal cycle duration τ that will maximize P under the overdamped dynamics. We will
achieve this by following the algorithm in the previous section.

The Hamiltonian H now reads

H = ξP + 2τλ(t)[T (t)− k(t)σx(t)] = [k(t) + 2τλ(t)] [T (t)− k(t)σx(t)] (20)

and yields the following set of equations which needs to be solved iteratively according to the algorithm above to find
the maximum power protocol:

σ̇x(t) = 2τ [T (t)− k(t)σx(t)], (21)

λ̇(t) = k2(t) + 2τλ(t)k(t), (22)

δk(t) = ε [T (t)− 2k(t)σx(t)− 2τλ(t)σx(t)], (23)

δT (t) = ε′ [k(t) + 2τλ(t)], (24)

dτ = ε′′
∫ 1

0

λ(t)[T (t)− k(t)σx(t)] dt. (25)

Here, ε, ε′, and ε′′ act as learning rate parameters, which should be small enough for a proper convergence of the
algorithm. We have used the values ε = 0.01, ε′ = 0.01, ε′′ = 0.001.
To verify the validity of the algorithm, we first consider the narrow range of allowed stiffness values [k−, k+] =

[0.45, 0.5] and fix the cycle time τ = 4.0. Vaguely speaking, the maximum output work is achieved by maximizing
the product of variations ∆σx and ∆k of the variance σx(t) and the stiffness k(t) during the cycle [19]. For a small
allowed variation of stiffness, one can prove analytically [19] that this is achieved by piecewise constant protocols for
{k(t), T (t)}, jumping between the maximum allowed values. In the present case, the optimal cycle thus should consist
of two finite-time isotherms-isochores connected by two instantaneous adiabats. In Fig. 2(a) and 2(b), we show the
optimal protocols for stiffness and temperature obtained using Eqs. (21)-(24) of our algorithm. These results are in
accord with the theory [19]. In addition, the numerical calculation shows that the hot isotherm-isochor should be
slightly shorter than the cold one, to achieve the optimal relaxation of σx(t). This universal feature of maximum power
and maximum efficiency protocols, observable in all numerical examples presented in this work, was not predicted
in [19] and is in accord with the finding that σx(t) relaxes faster at hot temperatures than at cold temperatures [41].
We obtained W = 0.107, P = 0.027, and η = 1− k−/k+ = 0.100 in this case.

After verifying the algorithm, let us now test it for fixed cycle times τ = 4 and τ = 50 and a larger window of
allowed stiffnesses, [k−, k+] = [0.2, 0.8], where no analytical results are known. The maximum power protocols for
stiffness k(t) and temperature T (t), obtained from our algorithm, are shown in Figs. 2(c) and 2(d), respectively, and
the corresponding position variance is shown in 2(e). For τ = 4, the temperature protocol quenches between a shorter
hot isotherm at T+, and a longer cold isotherm at T−. For τ = 50, the quench occurs at τ/2. The stiffness protocols
are strongly asymmetric, with quenches at the same time-instants as quenches in T (t). Interestingly, k(t) exhibits a
flat portion at k+ at the beginning of the cycle, and stays well above the minimal allowed value at the end of the
cycle. This finding is universal in our numerical experiments and reflects the fact that σx dimensionless relaxation
time 1/2kτ increases with decreasing stiffness. This disqualifies small stiffness values, as the system cannot relax to
the desired small value of σx fast enough unless τ is very large. A similar protocol has been reported for optimal
variation of a spectral gap in a microscopic spin engine [27], where the temperature protocol has been fixed, and thus
the quenches occurred at times τ/2 and τ . The output work, efficiency, and power obtained for τ = 4 were about
W = 0.485, η = 0.448, and P = 0.121. For τ = 50, we got W = 1.817, P = 0.036, and η = 0.495, which is close to
the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency of ηCA = 1−

√
T−/T+ = 0.5 [42].

Finally, we used the same broad stiffness window [k−, k+] = [0.2, 0.8] as above and optimized output power also
with respect to the cycle time τ . In Fig. 2(f), we plot the maximum power, obtained using our algorithm with
Eqs. (21)–(24), along with the corresponding efficiency as functions of the cycle time. The maximum power of 0.14
is reached for a vanishing cycle time and corresponds to the minimum efficiency of 0.423. This result is qualitatively
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FIG. 2: Maximum power protocols in the overdamped regime. (a) Optimal time variation of stiffness k(t) for
cycle time τ = 4.0 and k(t) ∈ [0.45, 0.5]. The dashed lines indicate instantaneous jumps. (b) The corresponding T (t)
protocol. (c) Optimal k(t) protocols for k(t) ∈ [0.2, 0.8] and τ = 4 (blue) as well as τ = 50 (red). (d) The corresponding
optimal temperature protocol is asymmetric for τ = 4 and symmetric for τ = 50. (e) The corresponding position
variances. (f) Maximum power as a function of cycle time saturates as τ approaches zero. The corresponding efficiency

in the inset approaches the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency of ηCA = 1−
√
T−/T+ = 0.5 as the cycle time increases.

in accord with the findings of Ref. [43] for general low-dissipation heat engines. As the cycle time decreases, the
power increases monotonically, while the corresponding efficiency decreases from a value close to the Curzon-Ahlborn
efficiency of 0.5.

B. Efficiency Optimization.

Considering the overdamped definition of efficiency, ηOD, the optimal protocols for k(t) and T (t) bounded by k−, T−
and k+, T+ are piecewise constant functions jumping between the allowed boundary values [10]. Let us now use this
result to verify our algorithm for deriving maximum efficiency protocols. In this case, the form of the functional J in
the algorithm of Sec. IV is more complicated than considered therein because it is given by a ratio of two integrals.
The efficiency variation is given by

δη =
δW

Q+
− W

Q2
+

δQ+, (26)

where, for the sake of this section, Q+ is the input heat in Eq. (12) but without taking into account the kinetic
contribution (i.e., when setting m = 0 in Eq. (8)). Rewriting the above equation in terms of the rates, we find

δη =
1

Q+
δ

∫ 1

0

Ẇdt− W

Q2
+

δ

∫ 1

0

Q̇+dt = δ

[∫ 1

0

(
Ẇ

Q+
− W

Q2
+

Q̇+

)
dt

]
. (27)

From now on, it is possible to proceed according to Sec. IV with ξ = Ẇ
Q+

− W
Q2

+
Q̇+. Since

∫ 1

0

[
Ẇ (t)
Q+

− W
Q2

+
Q̇+(t)

]
dt = 0,

the rate ξ needs to be corrected to ξη = ξ + W/Q+ to yield the efficiency through the formula η =
∫ 1

0
ξηdt. The
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FIG. 3: Protocol for stiffness that yields maximum overdamped efficiency.

maximum efficiency protocol can be calculated by applying our algorithm either to ξ or to

ξη =
W

Q+
+

Ẇ

Q+
− W

Q2
+

Q̇+. (28)

Substituting the work flux (7) and overdamped heat flux in Eq. (13) for Ẇ and Q̇+ in this last equation, we get

ξη,OD =
W

Q+
+

τk(T − kσx)

Q+
− τW

Q2
+

k(T − kσx)θ(T − kσx). (29)

The Hamiltonian in Eqs. (15)–(17) thus reads

H = ξη,OD + 2τλ(T − kσx). (30)

While applying our numerical algorithm in Sec. IV using this Hamiltonian, we encountered convergence issues when
we allowed the algorithm to optimize also the temperature protocol. We were not able to decipher the source of these
numerical problems. Nevertheless, we found that, using the temperature protocol

T (t) =

{
T+ 0 ≤ t < 0.5

T− 0.5 ≤ t < 1
, (31)

the algorithm converges to analytically predicted [19] maximum overdamped efficiency of 1− k−/k+. The maximum
efficiency is under the given constraints independent of the cycle time and, without adjustments, the cycle time
obtained from our algorithm diverges. We have thus additionally fixed the cycle duration in our optimization.
Specifically, we have iteratively solved the equations

σ̇x(t) = 2τ [T (t)− k(t)σx(t)], (32)

λ̇(t) =

[
τk2

Q+
− τWk2

Q2
+

θ(T − kσx) + 2τλk

]
, (33)

δk(t) = ϵ

[
τ(T − 2kσx)

Q+
− τW (T − 2kσx)

Q2
+

θ(T − kσx)− 2τλσx

]
, (34)

following from our algorithm for fixed temperature profile and cycle time. In our implementation of the algorithm, the
efficiency exhibited oscillatory behavior, requiring very small learning rates to achieve convergence, particularly when
the maximal efficiency was close to Carnot’s efficiency. To speed up convergence, we therefore used adaptive learning
rates, starting at εi = 0.0002, which were progressively decreased by 10% after every 5000 iterations if oscillatory
behavior was detected.

In Fig. 3, we show the resulting maximum efficiency protocol for stiffness for [k−, k+] = [0.2, 0.799] and τ = 4.
Using k+ = 0.8, when k−/k+ = T−/T+ and thus the theoretically predicted maximum efficiency reaches Carnot’s
efficiency, leads to numerical instabilities. In agreement with theoretical prediction, the protocol in the figure is
piecewise constant, and the corresponding efficiency is 0.749 = 1− k−/k+ < 0.75 = 1− T−/T+.
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VI. MAIN RESULTS: GENERALLY DAMPED REGIME

Now that we have validated the algorithm of Sec. IV in the overdamped regime, we move on to the regime of
arbitrary damping. There, we validated the algorithm by checking that maximum power and maximum overdamped
efficiency protocols obtained from the full model converge with increasing damping rate γ to the results of the previous
section. In all numerical examples in this section, we set [k−, k+] = [0.2, 0.8]. We start by presenting our results for
maximum power protocols.

A. Power optimization

In the generally damped regime, the output work W and power are still given by Eqs. (7) and (10). What changes
is the dynamical equation for the position variance σx(t). The functional J from Sec. IV to be optimized is thus the

same as in Sec. VA: J = P =
∫ 1

0
ξP dt with

ξP =
Ẇ

τ
= − 1

2τ
k̇σx = kσxv, (35)

where we have used the first of the dynamical equations in Eq. (3).
Following the procedure in Sec. IV, we find that the equations that yield upon iterative solutions stiffness and

temperature protocols and cycle time that maximize the output power are

σ̇(t) = f(t), (36)

λ̇(t) =

 kτλ1/m
−k − 2τλ0 + τγλ1 + 2τkλ2/m

−τλ1 + 2γτλ2

 , (37)

δk(t) = ϵ1(σxv − τλ1σx/m− 2τλ2σxv/m), (38)

dτ = ϵ2

∫ 1

0

λ(t) · f(t)
τ

dt, (39)

δT (t) = ϵ3(2γτλ2(t)/m). (40)

Above, f(t) represents the right-hand side of Eq. (3). In our numerical studies, we used the learning rates ϵ1 = ϵ2 =
0.01 and ϵ3 = 0.001.
For a comparison with the overdamped case in Sec. VA, we first present in Fig. 4(a-b) maximum power protocols

for stiffness and temperature for three values of the damping rate γ = 2, 10, 100, and fixed cycle time τ = 4. To obtain
these results, we have used Eqs. (36)–(38) and Eq. (40). The remaining panels (c-e) in Fig. 4 depict the corresponding
response functions σ(t). To show the convergence of the protocols to those valid in a fully overdamped regime with
increasing γ, we give in the figures also the overdamped optimal control and response functions found in Sec. VA.
For all the damping rates used, the cycles are far from quasistatic execution, as can be seen by comparing σx(t) in
Fig. 4(c) with the quasistatic variance T (t)/k(t). The cross-correlation shown in Fig. 4(d) is proportional to the slope
of σx(t), as follows from Eq. (3). When the variance increases, the Brownian particle’s average velocity tends to
point outward from the trap center, and vice versa. Figure 4(e) demonstrates that the velocity variance reaches its
quasistatic value T (t)/m as the damping rate γ increases.

Interestingly, for all values of γ, the maximum power protocol for stiffness exhibits fast up-down transitions around
the time when the temperature drops from T+ to T−, during which k(t) increases to the upper bound, k+, and then
returns to its original value. Additionally, similar portions, where the stiffness swiftly drops to k− and then increases
again, are observed at the time when the temperature increases from T− to T+. The widths of these portions decrease
as the damping rate γ increases. They are completely missing in the overdamped approximation, where the isothermal
variations of stiffness are monotonous, probably due to the first-order nature of the corresponding differential equation.
The temperature protocols are qualitatively the same as in the overdamped case, almost instantaneously transitioning
between the boundary values T±, with the speed of the transitions decreasing with decreasing damping γ. The main
benefit of optimizing power with respect to the temperature protocol is thus the optimal allocation of cycle time
between the hot and cold branches.

Let us now attempt to intuitively understand the shapes of the optimal protocols. When the stiffness, k(t),
decreases, the working medium performs work proportional to both the magnitude of the decrease and the current
position variance, σx(t). Conversely, increasing the stiffness requires input work proportional to the magnitude of the
increase and the current position variance. To provide better intuition on the connection between control, response,
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FIG. 4: Maximum power protocols in the generally damped regime. (a) and (b) The optimal protocols for
stiffness, k(t), and temperature, T (t) for τ = 4 and γ = 2, 10, 100. For comparison, we also replot the overdamped
optimal protocols (OD) from Fig. 2 for τ = 4. (c), (d), and (e) The corresponding response functions σx(t), σxv(t),
and σv(t)/σv,eq, with σv,eq = T+/m = T+γ. The corresponding heat absorbed and work done until time t during the

cycle are plotted in Figs. 5(a) and (b).

and work generation, we present in Figs. 5(a) and (b) the total heat absorbed and work done by the working medium
up to time t during the cycle, for the generally damped optimal protocols shown in Fig. 2. The insets additionally
show the behavior of these quantities for a long cycle time of τ = 50, where the curves for different damping coefficients
collapse, as the system response becomes quasistatic and thus independent of kinematic quantities.

To summarize, maximizing the work output requires achieving the largest possible σx(t) during phases of the cycle
when the stiffness decreases, and the smallest possible σx(t) during phases when the stiffness increases. For this
reason, the strongest transitions from low to high stiffness values occur just after connecting the working medium
to the hottest bath, when the position variance, σx(t), is at its smallest during the cycle due to prior contact with
the coldest bath. For γ = 100, where inertia is negligible, this transition happens immediately after the bath is
heated. As the role of inertia increases, the change in the trend of σx(t) in Fig. 4(c) begins to lag behind the change
in temperature. Consequently, the rapid increase in k(t) is delayed after the temperature rise, with the delay being
greater for lower γ. A similar situation occurs when the temperature and stiffness are decreased near the time when
σx(t) reaches its maximum.
Other variations in k(t) are fine-tuned to balance changes in position variance and work extraction or injection

prior to these rapid stiffness transitions. For instance, decreasing stiffness induces work extraction and increases the
quasistatic position variance, T (t)/k(t), toward which the system relaxes. To achieve the desired large σx(t) before
decreasing stiffness when the reservoir is cooled, it seems optimal to start reducing k(t) while the system is still in
contact with the hot bath. However, in the overdamped regime, decreasing stiffness also increases the relaxation time
required to reach the quasistatic variance. Additionally, decreasing k(t) before the position variance has sufficiently
increased due to heating by the hot bath results in less work being performed than is otherwise possible.

For γ = 2 and k > 0.5, the system’s relaxation rates in Eq. (4) become complex, and the system’s relaxation
time is independent of stiffness. Hence the stiffness stays at its largest value for most of the hot part of the cycle
in Fig. 4(a) due to the last point above. Because of the slow relaxation for γ = 2, σx(t) is not able to reach even
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the smallest quasistatic variance T+/k+ = 1/2 attainable at the hot temperature. Therefore, systematically reducing
stiffness before the position variance peaks would be wasteful. For γ > 3.2, the dynamics is overdamped, and the
position variance relaxes faster with increased stiffness. For γ = 10 and 100, it is thus advantageous to decrease
stiffness slightly during the hot part of the cycle to extract work as the system relaxes towards variances higher than
1/2 before the temperature drop.
During the cold part of the cycle, the main difference between the optimal stiffness protocols arises from the shift

in the stiffness decrease, caused by the delayed reaction of the variance to temperature change, as described above.
When the position variance loses memory of these different initial conditions at t ≈ 0.8, the three optimal stiffness
protocols converge. The protocol for γ = 2 departs from the other two at the instant when the stiffness k(t) exceeds
0.5, and the working medium dynamics become underdamped.

The portions of the optimal protocols that are hardest to explain intuitively are the brief up-down and down-up
changes in stiffness near the time instants of abrupt changes in bath temperature, as described above. We conjecture
that these portions accelerate the change in the average particle velocity, thereby facilitating the switch between
the heat-accepting phase (2Q̇ = k(t)σ̇x(t) + mσ̇v(t) > 0) and the heat-releasing phase (Q̇ < 0) during changes in
bath temperature, as shown in Fig. 5(a). Specifically, increasing the stiffness during the up-down transition before
decreasing the temperature induces a reorientation of the Brownian particle’s velocity toward the trap center, whereas
the down-up transition before raising the bath temperature has the opposite effect, as shown in Fig. 4(d), where the
correlation changes sign. For γ = 10 and 100, the stiffness changes occur so rapidly that σx(t) remains approximately
constant during these transitions, making the corresponding work done in Fig. 5(b) negligible. In contrast, for γ = 2,
the duration of the down-up variation is non-negligible, leading to a negative work increment in Fig. 5(b), as the
down transition occurs at a lower position variance than the subsequent up transition. To demonstrate that these
non-intuitive features indeed induce additional work extraction and also improve the engine’s energy efficiency, we
have, for comparison, calculated the output work and efficiency for the same protocols but with artificially smoothed
up-down and down-up portions. The “smoothed” protocols thus take the form of the maximum overdamped power
protocol in Fig. 2(c). For example, for γ = 100, the optimal protocol yields W = 0.475, P = 0.119, η = 0.185,
while the smoothed protocol gives W = 0.460, P = 0.115, and η = 0.178. That is, the work (and hence power) and
efficiency are increased by about 3% and 4%, respectively.

After analyzing how the shapes of the optimal protocols change with the damping rate, we now focus on the γ-
dependence of maximum power for γ ∈ (1/100, 1000), ranging from the deeply underdamped regime to the deeply
overdamped regime.

In Fig. 5(c), we show the resulting dependence of the optimized output power on γ and τ . As the working medium
reaches the deeply underdamped regime, the optimal cycle time diverges, and the corresponding maximum power
decreases to zero. The decrease in power is caused by the decrease of the working medium relaxation time ∝ γ−1, which
hinders heat exchange between the working medium and the bath. Using the positivity of the velocity variance σv(t),

the heat absorbed by the working medium per cycle can be estimated as Q+ = τ [γT+/2 −
∫ 0.5

0
σv(t)dt] < τγT+/2.

The first law in the form η = W/Q+ ≤ 1 then implies that P = W/τ < Q+/τ ≤ γT+/2 vanishes as γ → 0. In
the opposite deeply overdamped limit, both optimal cycle time and corresponding power saturate at finite values,
calculable using the overdamped dynamics.

These observations are confirmed by Fig. 5(d), where we present results for maximum power obtained from our
algorithm under the following conditions: (i) using the temperature protocol in Eq. (31) and optimizing with respect
to stiffness and cycle time, (ii) fixing the cycle time τ = 4 and optimizing with respect to stiffness and temperature,
and (iii) optimizing with respect to all control parameters. The corresponding efficiencies are shown in Fig. 5(e).
At low values of γ, the power obtained using all of these techniques converges to zero, as discussed above. With
increasing damping, the individual curves for maximum power monotonically converge to the corresponding values
obtained from the overdamped approximation, as calculated using the algorithm in Sec. V. As expected, the largest
power is achieved by optimizing over all control parameters. However, using the fixed temperature protocol in Eq. (31)
yields only slightly smaller results, particularly for weaker damping. The worst performance is observed when the
cycle time is fixed.

The efficiency corresponding to power optimization with a fixed cycle time monotonically decreases with the damp-
ing coefficient, from its γ-independent overdamped value to zero in the underdamped regime. The former can be
understood by noting that the overdamped working medium relaxation time ∝ γm/k is, for fixed γm, independent
of γ. The latter follows from the fact that the underdamped relaxation time ∝ 1/γ diverges as γ → 0, leading to
vanishing energy exchange within a finite cycle time. Efficiencies corresponding to power optimizations involving cycle
time exhibit a single maximum in the underdamped regime for low γ ≈ 0.1. This results from a tradeoff between
decreasing output work (Fig. 5(b)) and increasing optimal cycle time (Fig. 5(c)) as γ decreases.

It is appropriate to compare Fig. 5(d) with a similar figure presented in Ref. [28], where the depicted power was cal-
culated using optimal protocols for stiffness analytically derived in the deeply underdamped [28] and overdamped [22]
regimes under different constraints. In Ref. [28], the power remains finite in both the limits of low and high damping,
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FIG. 5: (a) and (b) Total heat absorbed and work done until time t, Q(t) and W (t), using the optimal protocols
shown in Fig. 4. The insets additionally show these variables for a long cycle time of τ = 50 with the same type of
optimization. (c)–(e) Maximum power and the corresponding efficiency as functions of the damping rate.
(c) The variation of maximum power as a function of damping rate γ and cycle time τ . The cycle time corresponding
to maximum power for a given damping rate can be approximately described by 1.078 + 7.754γ−0.865. (d) Maximum
power P in the generally damped regime (GD) as a function of the damping rate γ, obtained upon optimization
with respect to: (i) temperature T (t) and stiffness k(t), keeping τ = 4; (ii) cycle time and stiffness with T (t) in
(31); and (iii) all three variables. The horizontal lines show the values 0.119 and 0.140 of maximum power obtained
from overdamped optimization with respect to: (i) T (t) and k(t), keeping τ = 4; and (ii) T (t), k(t), and τ . (e) The

variation of the efficiencies corresponding to the maximum power values shown in (d).

which seemingly contradicts our results. However, in Ref. [28], the underdamped regime is achieved by increasing the
stiffness k of the confining potential at a fixed damping γ. This approach to reaching the underdamped regime is not
applicable in our present setting, where the boundary values of stiffness are fixed.

B. Efficiency optimization

As the final application of our algorithm, we aim to determine the maximum efficiency protocols for temperature
and stiffness. To achieve this, we fix the cycle time, as maximum efficiency is naturally attained in the reversible limit
where the cycle time diverges. In this section, we use the correct definition of efficiency (11), which takes into account
the heat leakage through momentum degrees of freedom, rather than the overdamped approximation of efficiency.

The current target functional η =
∫ 1

0
ξηdt can be written using ξη in Eq. (28) with Ẇ and Q̇+ given by Eqs. (7)

and (8). The integrand thus reads

ξη =
W

Q+
+

τkσxv

Q+
− τW

Q2
+

(γT − σv)θ(γT − σv). (41)
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FIG. 6: Maximum efficiency protocols in the generally damped regime. (a) and (b) Optimal stiffness and
temperature protocols, k(t) and T (t), for τ = 4 and γ = 2, 10, and 100. (c)–(e) The corresponding response functions

σx(t), σxv(t), and σv(t)/σv,eq, with σv,eq = T+/m = T+γ.

Using the results of Sec. IV, the expression for ξη leads to the following equations, which provide maximum efficiency
protocols for stiffness and temperature upon iterative solution:

Ẋ(t) = f(t), (42)

λ̇ =

 τλ1k/m
−τk/Q+ − 2τλ0 + τγλ1 + 2τλ2k/m
−Wτ

Q2
+
θ(γT − σv)− τλ1 + 2τγλ2

 , (43)

δk = ϵ3

(
τσxv

Q+
− τλ1σx

m
− 2τλ2σxv

m

)
, (44)

δT (t) = ϵ4

(
−Wτγ

Q2
+

θ(γT − σv) + 2τγλ2/m

)
. (45)

In Fig. 6, we present the resulting maximum efficiency protocols for k(t) and T (t) with a cycle time of τ = 4.0. The
optimal stiffness protocol in Fig. 6(a) exhibits the same qualitative features as the corresponding maximum power
protocol in Fig. 4(a). However, due to the significant role of heat leakage through momentum degrees of freedom in
efficiency, the temperature protocols are very different. Specifically, the temperatures in Fig. 6(b) vary between the
allowed boundary values much more smoothly than in the case of maximum power or maximum overdamped efficiency.
The temperature protocols still include relatively fast transitions; however, due to the otherwise smooth variation,
these correspond to smaller changes in temperature than in the previous sections. This is important because the
amount of heat leaked through momentum degrees of freedom during rapid heating of the working medium in the time
interval [ti, tf ], can be roughly estimated using the equipartition theorem as [σv(tf )− σv(ti)] /2m ≈ [T (tf )− T (ti)] /2.
As a result, this heat leakage increases with the magnitude of fast temperature changes, where the momentum degrees
of freedom cannot keep up with the rapid temperature variation, leading to significant entropy production. The fact
that the temperature protocols dwell longer at T− than at T+ is again a manifestation of the heating and cooling
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FIG. 7: Maximum efficiency and the corresponding power as functions of the damping rate. (a) The
efficiency optimized with respect to (i) stiffness k(t) with temperature T (t) in (31); and (ii) both stiffness and

temperature, as functions of γ for τ = 4.0. (b) The corresponding powers.

asymmetry [41] discussed in Sec. VA.
To demonstrate the importance of temperature optimization, we show in Fig. 7(a) the maximum efficiency obtained

by optimizing stiffness and temperature and partially optimal efficiency obtained just by stiffness optimization and
using the fixed temperature protocol in Eq. (31) as functions of the damping rate γ for τ = 4. The corresponding
power is plotted in 7(b). The temperature optimization significantly improves the efficiency, particularly for larger
values of γ. The efficiency monotonically decreases with decreasing γ due to the increasing relaxation time, ∝ 1/γ, of
the working medium, which limits the heat exchanged within the fixed cycle time in our calculations. More precisely,
the low-damping limit for a fixed τ corresponds to a fast-driving regime, where the system is unable to react to the
details of the stiffness and temperature protocols but instead relaxes to an equilibrium state corresponding to the
average values of k(t) and T (t) over the cycle. Thermodynamically, the system effectively interacts with a single bath
and, therefore, cannot produce output work, as required by the second law of thermodynamics. This also provides an
alternative explanation for why power P vanishes as γ → 0 in Fig. 5.

For large γ the efficiencies in Fig. 7(a) converge to finite maximum values. We have checked that they can be
predicted using the overdamped dynamics in Eq. (5) together with the definition of efficiency

η =

∫ 1

0
− 1

2 k̇σxdt∫ 1

0
[ 12mσ̇v +

1
2kσ̇x]θ(mσ̇v + kσ̇x)dt

, (46)

with mσv(t) = T (t).

VII. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we applied an established algorithm for optimal periodic control [31, 32] to determine the maximum
power and efficiency protocols for cyclic Brownian heat engines operating under constraints on potential stiffness and
bath temperature. These engines, based on a generally damped Brownian particle confined in a harmonic potential,
were subject to experimentally relevant bounds on stiffness and temperature, reflecting practical realizations. Notably,
this optimization problem lies beyond the scope of traditional geometric and mass transport methods, which require
fixed control or response parameters at specific points in the cycle.

We validated the algorithm against known results for the deeply overdamped regime and subsequently applied
it to study optimal protocols for general damping. The resulting maximum power protocols for temperature were
approximately piecewise constant, as is often assumed in studies of maximum power. However, upon closer inspection,
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Model

Target Function max{k(t),T (t)} P maxk(t) P max{k(t),T (t)} η maxk(t) η

P η P η P η P η

Overdamped Eq. (5), ηOD 0.121 0.448 0.119 0.443 — — 0.0005 0.749

Overdamped Eq. (5), η 0.121 0.189 0.119 0.186 — — 0.0005 0.005

General Eq. (3), γ = 100 0.119 0.184 0.118 0.185 0.095 0.219 0.114 0.191

General Eq. (3), γ = 0.5 0.030 0.102 0.026 0.094 0.021 0.117 0.026 0.099

TABLE I: Maximum powers and corresponding efficiencies (first four columns) and maximum efficiencies and cor-
responding powers (last four columns) obtained from our algorithm under various levels of optimization with cycle
time τ = 4. For example, max{k(t),T (t)} P means that power has been optimized with respect to both temperature
T (t) ∈ [1, 4] and stiffness k(t) ∈ [0.2, 0.8]. The second row corresponds to the overdamped working medium, but uses
the definition of efficiency (46), which takes into account heat leakage through the momentum degrees of freedom.
For overdamped dynamics, our algorithm did not converge when optimizing efficiency with respect to temperature,

which is why the corresponding entries in the table are marked with dashes.

the apparent jumps in these protocols were linear, with slopes that decreased as the damping rate increased. In
contrast to the maximum power stiffness protocols derived for the deeply overdamped [19, 22] and underdamped [28]
regimes, the optimal stiffness protocols in the generally damped regime were strongly non-monotonic, even during the
isothermal parts of the cycle. These protocols exhibited rapid up-down and down-up variations, with durations that
increased as the damping rate decreased. We conjecture that these non-monotonicities aid in the transition between
the heat-accepting and heat-releasing phases during rapid bath temperature changes by facilitating the reorientation
of the Brownian particle’s velocity.

While the maximum efficiency stiffness protocols were similar to those for maximum power, the maximum efficiency
temperature protocols were strongly non-monotonic. This behavior mitigated the detrimental effects of heat leakage
through momentum degrees of freedom on efficiency. Notably, temperature optimization—often overlooked when
deriving optimal protocols for microscopic heat engines—significantly enhanced the resulting efficiency. To illustrate
these improvements, we have summarized exemplary results for optimized power and efficiency in Table I. The
significant increase in power due to temperature optimization observed for γ = 0.5 in the table can be attributed
to the adjustment of the relative durations of the hot and cold isotherms, as required by the heating-cooling time
asymmetry [41]. However, the substantial increase in efficiency can only be ascribed to the non-monotonicity of the
temperature protocols.

Besides studying the features of the optimal protocols, we also investigated the variation of maximum power and
efficiency as functions of the damping rate. Both quantities monotonically increase with the damping rate. In
the strongly underdamped regime, both power and efficiency vanish due to slow system dynamics. In the strongly
overdamped regime, these quantities saturate at values determined by the overdamped dynamics.

The main strength of the presented optimization algorithm lies in its universality with respect to the dynamical
equations of the working medium and constraints on the control parameters. Our study can thus serve as a starting
point for optimizing engines with nonlinear dynamics, arising from more complicated potentials than the harmonic
potential, or from the inclusion of feedback [2]. The method can also be easily generalized to tackle other target
functions beyond power and efficiency. An interesting example could be power fluctuations [20, 44] or a trade-off
between power output and its fluctuations [10, 20], both of which are important figures of merit for microscopic heat
engines. The presented algorithm can also be applied to the optimization of heat engines operating with nonequilibrium
(or active) baths [5, 45–51], which is currently an intensely studied area of research [18, 36]. Finally, the algorithm
could be applied to the optimal control of other cyclic processes, such as those in refrigerators or heat pumps.
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