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Polymer membranes are typically assumed to be inert and nonresponsive to the flux and density of the
permeating particles in transport processes. Here, we study theoretically the consequences of membrane
responsiveness and feedback on the steady-state force–flux relations and membrane permeability using a
nonlinear-feedback solution-diffusion model of transport through a slab-like membrane. Therein, the solute
concentration inside the membrane depends on the bulk concentration, c0, the driving force, f , and the
polymer volume fraction, φ. In our model, solute accumulation in the membrane causes a sigmoidal volume
phase transition of the polymer, changing its permeability, which, in return, affects the membrane’s solute
uptake. This feedback leads to nonlinear force–flux relations, j(f), which we quantify in terms of the system’s
differential permeability, P∆

sys ∝ dj/df . We find that the membrane feedback can increase or decrease the
solute flux by orders of magnitude, triggered by a small change in the driving force, and largely tunable
by attractive versus repulsive solute–membrane interactions. Moreover, controlling the input, c0 and f , can
lead to steady-state bistability of φ and hysteresis in the force–flux relations. This work advocates that the
fine-tuning of the membrane’s chemo-responsiveness will enhance the nonlinear transport control features,
providing great potential for future (self-)regulating membrane devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

The precise and selective control of molecular
transport through membranes is of fundamental
importance for various applications in industry
and medicine, such as water purification,1–3 food-
processing,4,5 nano-catalysis,6–9 drug-delivery,10–13

and tissue engineering.14,15 Modern membrane tech-
nology becomes increasingly inspired by responsive
bio-membranes with nonlinear potential-, pressure- or
flux-gated permeabilities, bistable behavior and mem-
ristive properties.16–23 Such features allow the design
of highly selective membrane devices that efficiently
control molecular transport, autonomously regulate
the chemical milieu, and may act as logical operators,
artificial synapses, or analogous filters for electrical or
chemical signals. Moreover, the possible memristive
properties create the foundation for information storage,
adaptive responses to stimuli based upon past events,
and neuromorphic systems.24–26

In general, such self-regulation premises a feedback
mechanism controlling the transport properties in a non-
linear fashion.27–30 In the scope of membrane appli-
cations this may arise from various system-dependent
effects, such as autocatalysis, substrate or product
inhibition,31,32 the interplay of voltage and hydrody-
namic pressure,33,34 or, as highlighted in this work, the
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reciprocal impacts of molecular fluxes and membrane
permeability.35–42 In this regard many polymeric com-
pounds offer great potential as they are versatile in their
response to various physico-chemical stimuli and envi-
ronmental conditions, such as temperature, electric field,
solvent quality, etc.43–45 For example, the polymer re-
sponds with a volume phase transition, either from a
swollen to a collapsed state, or vice versa, in which the
polymer volume fraction, φ, may change by orders of
magnitude.36,46–51 Such a drastic change of the polymer’s
physical features, in turn, has substantial, nonlinear ef-
fects on the solute permeability of the membrane device.

Very illustrative examples are so-called smart gating
membranes,52–58 which are (rather solid) porous mem-
branes with polymer-coated channels that can reversibly
open and close, triggered by external stimuli or, through
autonomous feedback, by molecular recognition. More-
over, literature on the solution-diffusion model59–62 sug-

cin(c0, f, φ) φ (cin)
c0, f cin

membrane feedback

φ

FIG. 1. Essential feedback loop of chemo-responsive polymer
membranes pointing out the nonlinear, reciprocal dependence of
the polymer volume fraction, φ(cin), and the solute concentra-
tion inside the membrane, cin(φ). A change in the solute bulk
concentration, c0, or the external force, f , acting on the solutes
has nontrivial effects on cin and φ, and thus on the transport
properties of the membrane.
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gests that the use of more flexible, responsive polymeric
membranes enables feedback-controlled solute transport
with further valuable features, such as multiple steady
states and hysteresis transitions.35–38,63 However, more
research is needed here to understand the role of the
membrane feedback, especially in the presence of exter-
nal driving, and how hysteresis transitions can occur.

For nonresponsive polymer membranes, we have pre-
viously shown that the Smoluchowski equation64 well
describes solute flux and concentration profiles under
stationary nonequilibrium conditions.65 Therein, we re-
ported that the membrane’s solute uptake, cin, is not only
a function of the polymer volume fraction, φ, the mem-
brane permeability, Pmem(φ), and bulk concentration, c0,
but also tuneable in nonequilibrium by a the external
driving force, f . The latter leads to a nonlinear flux,
j(f), with significant differences between the low- and
high-force regimes. The nonlinear intermediate crossover
was quantified using the newly introduced system’s dif-
ferential permeability, P∆

sys ∝ dj/df .
Motivated by the above features and open questions,

in this work we turn our attention to polymer mem-
branes that are responsive to the penetrants, and high-
light the key differences compared to nonresponsive mem-
branes. Specifically, we include a mean-field model for
the polymer response in the Smoluchowski framework,
i.e., φ → φ(cin) is a sigmoidal function of the average
solute uptake, which enters Pmem(φ) and, in turn, con-
trols cin, leading to a membrane-intrinsic feedback mech-
anism [Fig. 1]. Eventually, we use empirical expressions
for Pmem(φ) to study the feedback effect on j and P∆

sys as
function of c0 and f . Compared to nonresponsive mem-
branes, we find substantial enhancement of the nonlinear
characteristics, such as an order of magnitude change in j
due to a very small change in f , and report the emergence
of multiple steady sates, bifurcations, and hysteresis in
the force–flux relations.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Steady-state Smoluchowski equation and system setup

We consider the solute transport across a polymer
membrane as a one-dimensional drift-diffusion process
(in z-direction) of ideal solutes [see the system sketch
in Fig. 2(a)]. The membrane has the width d, and is lo-
cated in the center of the system of length L, yielding
interfaces at (L ± d)/2. It is in contact with two solute
reservoirs of equal concentration c0 via boundary layers
on the feed and permeate sides.66 The steady-state flux
in the overdamped limit derived from the Smoluchowski
equation, reads67

j = −D(z)

[
∂c(z)

∂z
+ βc(z)

(
∂G(z)

∂z
− f

)]
, (1)

with the inverse temperature, β = 1/(kBT ), and the (ex-
ternal) driving force, f , which may result from various
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FIG. 2. (a): System setup showing a membrane (red) of width d
in z-direction (periodic in x and y) in the center of the system of
size L, and an example solute concentration profile c(z) (blue)
in a steady state with external driving, f > 0. The system
is in contact with identical solute bulk reservoirs with constant
concentration, c(0) = c(L) = c0. The concentration in the
boundary and membrane layers, described by the Smoluchowski
framework, is determined by f , and the energy and diffusion
landscapes, G(z) and D(z), depicted in (b).

sources. We assume that the diffusion and energy land-
scapes, D(z) and G(z), are piecewise homogeneous, cf.
Fig. 2(b), precisely

D(z) =

{
Din

L−d
2 ≤ z ≤ L+d

2 ,

D0 elsewhere,
(2)

and

G(z) =

{
Gin

L−d
2 ≤ z ≤ L+d

2 ,

G0 elsewhere,
(3)

where the subscripts ‘0’ and ‘in’ refer to the regions out-
side and inside the membrane, respectively.

B. The membrane permeability

The quantities Din and ∆G = Gin−G0 define the mem-
brane permeability in the solution–diffusion picture,59–62

Pmem = DinK, (4)

where K = exp(−β∆G) is the equilibrium partitioning.
The membrane permeability is a function of the polymer
volume fraction, φ, and depends on the solute–polymer
interactions.

For not too attractive solute-polymer interactions, the
solute diffusivity inside the membrane is well described
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by Yasuda’s free-volume theory,60

Din(φ) = D0 exp

(
−A φ

1− φ

)
, (5)

with A a positive parameter accounting for steric solute–
polymer effects. For dilute solute systems, the partition-
ing of the ideal solutes can be well approximated by68

K = exp(−Bφ), (6)

where B = 2B2v
−1
0 is related to the second virial coeffi-

cient, B2, rescaled by effective monomer volume v0.
In fact, there exist many extended versions of scaling

laws for Din and K which take into account further mi-
croscopic details, such as the chemistry, shape and size of
the solutes, the solvent and the membrane types, and the
architecture of the polymer network.61,68–75 However, we
use Eqs. (5) and (6) to explain the feedback effects of
responsive polymers at the simplest level of detail.

Further, the presented framework assumes that the
equilibrium findings for K and Din are also valid under
moderate nonequilibrium conditions, i.e., they are inde-
pendent of the flux or the force. The validity of this as-
sumption was demonstrated in our preceding work with
nonequilibrium coarse-grained simulations of membrane-
bulk systems.65

C. Solute flux and concentration inside membrane

With known Pmem and c(0) = c0, we solve Eq. (1) to
obtain the concentration profile, yielding

c(z) = [c0 − jI(0, z)]e−β(G(z)−fz), (7)

with

I(0, z) =

z∫
0

dy
eβ(G(y)−fy)

D(y)
. (8)

Using c(L) = c0, the flux can be expressed as65

j = D0c0βf

[
1 +

(
D0

Pmem

− 1

)
S(f)

]−1

, (9)

with S(f) = sinh(βfd/2)/ sinh(βfL/2), which deter-
mines the impact of Pmem/D0 in the low- and high-force
limits (see Appendix A for further details).

By reinserting Eq. (9), one obtains the solute con-
centration profile throughout the system (see Appendix
B for full expressions). We are particularly inter-
ested in the mean solute concentration inside the mem-
brane, cin := 〈c(z)〉in = d−1

∫
in

dz c(z), with zin ∈
[(L− d)/2, (L+ d)/2], because it is the key stimulus for
our membrane response model. After integration, we ob-
tain

cin(c0, f, φ) =

c0K
2(D0 − Pmem)S(f) sinh(βf(d− L)/2) + βfdD0

βfd[(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem]
.

(10)

The detailed behavior of Eq. (10) is described in the
results section with an appropriate choice of the model
parameters.

D. The polymer response to the solute concentration

The above theoretical framework is straightforward for
membranes with constant φ. We now extend the model
to membranes that are responsive (in φ) to cin. Moti-
vated by experimental, theoretical, and computational
findings,36,46–51,76–78 we consider that the polymer net-
works undergo a sigmoidal volume phase transition in the
vicinity of a crossover concentration cc. We assume the
following form

φ(cin) = φc ±
∆φ

2
tanh

(
cin − cc

∆c

)
, (11)

where ∆φ = (φmax − φmin) is the maximum change, and
φc = φ(cc) = (φmin + φmax)/2 the polymer volume frac-
tion at cc. Hence, we call (cc, φc) the crossover point. The
transition may occur from a swollen state (φmin) to a col-
lapsed state (φmax) or vice versa as cin increases (denoted
by the ‘±’-symbol in Eq. (11)), depending on the inter-
actions between the solutes, the solvent, and the poly-
mer. Effectively attractive solute-membrane interactions
(B < 0) are expected to cause a swollen-to-collapsed
transition (+), while a transition from the collapsed to
the swollen phase (−) is expected for repulsive interac-
tions (B > 0). Further, the parameter ∆c determines
the sharpness of the transition, ranging from almost irre-
sponsive (∆c� cc) to very sharp transitions (∆c� cc).

Note that Eq. (11) assumes continuous transitions
although hysteresis has been reported in experimental
studies.49,77,79,80 However, this work will demonstrate
that hysteresis and bistability can result from the mu-
tual dependencies of φ and cin.

Furthermore, Eq. (11) is a mean-field approach as it
does not resolve spatial inhomogeneities of φ and cin [cf.
the example concentration profile in Fig. 2(a)]. We as-
sume that the system is small and that the thin mem-
branes do not change the width in the direction of the
solute flux. Despite the multiple assumptions, our sim-
plified model enables the investigation of the effect of a
responsive membrane permeability on the transport.

E. Model parameters

All length scales are expressed in units of σ, the effec-
tive diameter of one monomer. We set the system size to



4

TABLE I. Summary of the model parameters and the corre-
sponding values for K, Din, and Pmem at φmin, φmax, and φc. Length
scales are given in units of σ, the radius of one monomer. The
transition width is rescaled by the crossover concentration cc [cf.
Eq. (11)]. Permeabilities and diffusivities are expressed in units
of D0, the solute bulk diffusion. The arrow (⇒) indicates that
the presented values are direct consequences of the parameter
choice. The approximate Lennard-Jones energy εLJ stems from a
comparison with the second virial coefficient, B = 2B2v

−1
0 . The

symbols ‘+’ and ‘−’ correspond the swollen-to-collapsed and the
collapsed-to-swollen transition, respectively [see also Eq. (11)].

polymer response [Eq. (11)]

φmin 0.05 swollen
φmax 0.35 collapsed

⇒ φc 0.2
⇒ ∆φ 0.3

sharp gradual weak

∆c/cc 0.1 1.0 10.0

lengths (Fig. 2)

L/σ 100 system size
d/σ 90 membrane width

solute diffusion inside membrane [Eq. (5)]

A 5

⇒ Din(φmin)/D0 0.77
⇒ Din(φc)/D0 0.27
⇒ Din(φmax)/D0 0.07

solute–membrane interactions and partitioning [Eq. (6)]

repulsive weakly attr. attractive

B 5.26 −6.25 −17.8

⇒ βεLJ (approx.) 0.03 0.55 0.9

⇒ K(φmin) 0.77 1.37 2.4
⇒ K(φc) 0.35 3.49 34.9
⇒ K(φmax) 0.16 8.91 501.2

⇒ transition [Eq. (11)] − + +

membrane permeability [Eq. (4)]

repulsive neutral attractive

⇒ Pmem(φmin)/D0 0.59 1.05 1.9
⇒ Pmem(φc)/D0 0.10 1.00 10.0
⇒ Pmem(φmax)/D0 0.01 0.60 33.9

L = 100σ and fix the membrane width to d = 90σ, i.e.,
the boundary layers between the membrane and the two
bulk reservoirs with concentration c0 have the width 5σ.
The concentrations c0, cin and the transition width ∆c
are rescaled by the crossover concentration cc of the vol-
ume phase transition [Eq. (11)]. We choose three differ-
ent transition widths, ∆c/cc ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 10}. The force,
βfσ, is rescaled by the thermal energy and the solute size.
The solute diffusivity inside the membrane, Din, and the
permeability, P, are expressed in units of the solute bulk
diffusivity D0. The parameters A and B, which enter
Din(φ) [Eq. (5)] and K(φ) [Eq. (6)], respectively, as well
as the limits of the polymer volume fraction, φmin = 0.05
and φmax = 0.35, are based on our group’s coarse-grained

simulations.68,70 We fix A = 5, assuming that the dif-
fusion is dominated by steric exclusion. The interaction
parameter B is chosen in a way to yield three differ-
ent values for the equilibrium membrane permeability at
φc = 0.2, and, hence, we denote the membranes as repul-
sive (Pmem(φc)/D0 = 0.1), neutral (Pmem(φc)/D0 = 1.0),
and attractive (Pmem(φc)/D0 = 10.0). In fact, due to
typical cancelling effects of K(φ) and Din(φ),68,70 we can
safely assume that the permeability of our neutral mem-
brane does not significantly deviate from unity through-
out the range of φ. In a system with Lennard-Jones
(LJ) interactions between the solutes and the membrane
monomers of equal size, the characteristic LJ interactions
strengths would take the approximate values βε ≈ 0.03
(repulsive), βε ≈ 0.55 (weakly attractive), and βε ≈ 0.9
(attractive), respectively. All parameter values and rele-
vant quantities are summarized in Table I.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Force-controlled solute uptake

From Eq. (10), the low- and high-force limits for the
mean solute concentration inside the membrane, cin, can
be deduced, which has been discussed and substanti-
ated with concentration profiles from theory and coarse-
grained simulations in our previous work.65 Here, we re-
capture the main findings and discuss the results for the
parameters used in this work.

In Fig. 3, we depict cin [Eq. (10)] as a function of φ for
different values of βfσ ∈ [0.01, 10] (color-coded) and for
three different values of Pmem(φc)/D0 ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 10.0}
(different panels). In the zero force limit, cin reduces
to the expected equilibrium value, limf→0 cin = c0K(φ),
which monotonously decreases for the repulsive mem-
brane [panel (a)] and increases otherwise [panels (b)
and (c)]. The same limiting result is obtained, if
Pmem(φ) = D0 ∀φ, which applies approximately for
the ‘neutral’ membrane [panel (b)]. In the high-force
limit, the concentration profiles become piecewise con-
stant with limf→∞ cin = c0D0D

−1
in (φ), and one further

finds limf→∞ j = c0βfD0 = cinβfDin for all membrane
types, since it is independent of K.

The solute uptake of the repulsive membrane at fixed φ
increases with f , while it decreases in the attractive mem-
brane [see Figs. 3(a) and 3(c) ]. For ‘neutral’ membrane
[panel (b)], cin shows no significant force dependence.

B. Multiple steady-state solution

With Eqs. (10) and (11) the feedback loop depicted in
Fig. 1 is closed. We obtain numerically the steady-state
solutions, (c∗in, φ

∗, ), by finding the intersection points of
cin(φ, f) and φ(cin) in the phase plane. In this section we
show the results with the attractive membrane only and
demonstrate the general procedure. (For the repulsive
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FIG. 3. Mean solute concentration inside the membrane [Eq. (10)] as a function of φ for different values of the driving force,
f [color-coded, see colorbar in panel (b)], and different interaction strengths, B ∈ {5.26,−6.25,−17.8}, which correspond to a
repulsive [(a): Pmem(φc) = 0.1D0], neutral [(b): Pmem(φc) = 1.0D0], and attractive membrane [(c): Pmem(φc) = 10D0], respectively,
as indicated above the panels. The blue and the red dotted line represent the zero and the infinite force limits, limf→0 cin/c0 = K(φ)
[Eq. (6)] and limf→∞ cin/c0 = D0/Din(φ) [Eq. (5)], respectively. While for the repulsive membrane [panel (a)] the cin increases
with an increase in force, it decreases for the case of the attractive membranes [panel (c)]. The solute concentration in the neutral
membrane [panel (b)] depends on f , yet is essentially a function of φ.

membrane, we show a representative phase plane in Fig. 7
in Appendix C.)

In Fig. 4, the black lines depict the polymer’s volume
phase transition of φ(cin), Eq. (11), for three different val-
ues of ∆c/cc ∈ {0.1, 1, 10}. The colored lines, cin(c0, f, φ),
Eq. (10), are the inverted images of Fig. 3(c) and are plot-
ted in Fig. 4 for three different bulk concentrations, c0,
from high [panel (a)] to low values [panel (c)]. As obvious,
changing c0 performs a shift of cin(c0, f, φ) along the hori-
zontal axis. In panel (a), we choose c0 = ccDin(φc)/D0 ≈
0.29 such that the high-force limit of cin intercepts with
the crossover point (cc, φc). In panel (c), we impose that
the low-force limit intercepts with the crossover point,
i.e., c0 = cc/(K(φc) ≈ 0.03. In panel (b), the geomet-

ric mean, c0 = cc

√
Din(φc)/(D0K(φc)) ≈ 0.09 is used as

intermediate probe concentration.

For fixed f , c0 and ∆c, we find one or three interception
points of cin(c0f, φ) and φ(cin), yielding the steady-state
solutions, (c∗in, φ

∗). In Fig. 4(b), for instance, the low-
force limit (blue dotted line) intercepts with the black
solid line (∆c/cc = 1) only once at φ∗ ≈ φ∞, while
it has three interceptions with the black dotted line
(∆c/cc = 0.1) at φ∗1 ≈ φmin, φ∗2 ≈ 0.15, and φ∗3 ≈ φmax. In
the case of triple solutions, the intermediate one is an un-
stable solution, while the other two are stable solutions.
Precisely, the latter correspond to asymptotically stable
solutions of the time-dependent Smoluchowski equation,
ċ(z, t) = −∂j(z)/∂z, i.e., the steady-state solution, c∗(z),
is restored after a small perturbation. A more detailed
discussion on the stability of multiple solutions and con-
sequences for the bistable domains is provided in a sepa-
rate section below.

We summarize the steady-state solutions for the at-
tractive membrane by plotting φ∗(f) for different c0, and

∆c in Fig. 5. We observe a swelling (decrease in φ) with
hysteresis due to an increase in f [see panels (a), (b),
and (e)]. In more detail, higher c0 can shift the force-
induced φ-transition to higher force values [e.g., compare
panels (a) and (b)] and whether transitions may occur at
all. For instance, as in the case of low transition sharp-
ness, ∆c/cc = 10, and low solute concentration [panel
(c)], there is no significant effect on φ∗. Similarly for the
moderate sharpness, ∆c/cc = 1, no transition is induced
if c0 is too high [panel (d)].

Further, ∆c, plays an important role as it tunes the
width of the bistable domains, e.g., while only small force
ranges with bistability are observed for weakly responsive
membranes (∆c/cc = 10), see Figs. 5(a) and 5(b), it can
exist in the entire force range for sufficiently sharp tran-
sitions (∆c/cc = 0.1), see Figs. 5(g) and 5(h).

We already conclude that the membrane’s feedback re-
sponse can lead to large bistable domains in φ tuned by
f and c0, which is characterized by drastic switching of
the membrane properties, such as the permeability, due
to the bifurcations at the critical values.

C. Consequences for the transport properties

The flux j(f), given by Eq. (9), is a nonlinear function
of f determined by two contributions: The change in
the membrane permeability Pmem(φ) (due to the change
in φ) and the spatial setup (see Appendix A and our
previous work65). The nonlinear characteristics of j(f)
are quantified by the differential system permeability,65

defined as

P∆

sys(f) =
1

βc0

dj

df
, (12)
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of the transition sharpness ∆c [see legend in panel (a)]. Each interception point of one colored line and one black line refers to a
steady-state solution (c∗in, φ

∗) that depends on c0, ∆c and f . The solutions, φ∗(f), are summarized in Fig. 5. In panel (a), we show
c0 = ccDin(φc)/D0, i.e., the high-force limit (red dotted line) intercepts with the crossover point. In panel (c), we show c0 = cc/K(φc),
and the zero force limit (blue dotted line) intercepts with the crossover point (cc, φc). In panel (b) the geometric mean of the two
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Din(φc)(D0K(φc)) (central column), c0 = cc/K(φc) (right column). Each row refers to one value of the transition sharpness,

∆c (see labels right of rows). In general, the force f tunes φ∗ from high (φmax) to low (φmin) values (since cin(f) decreases for attractive
membranes). One observes regions of multiple steady states (with two stable branches and one unstable branch) which may occur in
the entire force range [e.g., panels (g) and (h)].

which describes the change in the steady-state flux in-
duced by a change in the external driving force.

We make use of P∆
sys(f) to highlight the novel nonlinear

effects on j(f) caused by the membrane’s feedback re-

sponse. We limit ourselves to the very sharp membrane
response (∆c/cc = 0.1), and point out the significant
difference between the fluxes in attractive and repulsive
membranes.
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FIG. 6. Force-dependent permeability and flux of responsive membranes undergoing a very sharp volume phase transition with
∆c = 0.1cc. All panels on the left (right) hand side show the results for the attractive (repulsive) membrane. Top panels (a) and
(h) depict the system’s differential permeability, P∆

sys/D0, as heatmaps in the f -c0 plane. The heatmaps share the same color-code
ranging from 10−2 to 101 (see colorbar). The white lines labeled with roman numbers, I-VI, depict selected values of c0, for which
j and P∆

sys are presented in the panels below. The black dotted lines indicate the bifurcation at which the system changes from
mono- to bi-stable (or vice versa), while the two solutions in the bistable domain are presented in a striped pattern. In examples
I-VI, the solutions are distinguished by the membrane’s volume phase, i.e., blue corresponds to φ < φmin (swollen), and red to
φ > φmax (collapsed). In fact, we find φ is either fully swollen or collapsed except for example IV, where a gradual crossover from
φ(f = 0) = φmax to φ(f →∞) ≈ 0.15 is observed [cf. panel (h), where the loosely dotted line indicates φ = φc]. The pale red and
blue dotted lines in I-VI are the references for nonresponsive membranes in the fully collapsed and swollen case, respectively. The
gray dashed lines in I-VI correspond to the bulk references, i.e., j = D0c0βf and Psys = D0, respectively, which yield the asymptotic
values for f →∞ and φ→ 0. More details are provided in the main text.

In Fig. 6, we present heatmaps of P∆
sys in the f -c0 plane

for the attractive [panel (a)] and the repulsive membrane
[panel (h)]. The white lines labeled with roman numerals
depict selected values of c0, and correspond to the pan-
els below, showing j and P∆

sys. The heatmaps share the
same color-scale (see colorbars), allowing a direct com-
parison between the results of attractive and repulsive
membranes.

The attractive membrane exhibits, in general, larger
P∆

sys values than the repulsive one, particularly in the
low-force and collapsed regime (φ = φmax), in which the
influence of Pmem is the greatest. For f → 0, we find
P∆

sys ≈ 7D0 and P∆
sys ≈ 0.01D0 for the attractive and

repulsive membrane in the collapsed state, respectively.

In the high-force limit, the system permeability converges
to D0 irrespective of the volume phase. If the membrane
is swollen (φ = φmin), the permeability of the repulsive
and the attractive membrane are of the same order of
magnitude, i.e., Pmem(φmin) ≈ 0.6D0 and Pmem(φmin) ≈
2D0, respectively, and P∆

sys does not deviate significantly
from bulk diffusivity D0, even for low forces (compare
blue lines in lower panels of Fig. 6).

Due to the sharp response with ∆c = 0.1cc, the mem-
brane is either fully swollen (φmin), or fully collapsed
(φmax). Moreover, this also leads to large bistable do-
mains in the c0-f plane, visualized as striped patterns in
Figs. 6(a) and 6(h). Crossing the boundary of these do-
mains leads to a discontinuous volume phase transitions
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accompanied with an order of magnitude change in the
solute flux (examples I, III, V, and VI). In the case of
the repulsive membrane, the flux can be switched even
by two orders of magnitude, particularly for small f .

In examples I-VI [Figs. 6(b)–6(g), and 6(i)–6(n)], we
also depict the results for nonresponsive membranes in
the fully swollen and collapsed case for comparison. In
the nonresponsive case, P∆

sys can also be tuned in the
same range by only controlling f . Nonetheless, the mem-
brane’s responsiveness brings about more dramatic ef-
fects, such as bistability (I, III, V, VI) and hysteresis
(V), yielding new control mechanisms to switch between
two flux states. While nonresponsive membranes require
large forces to exhibit bulk-like properties (D0), a tran-
sition to this neutral state can be achieved in respon-
sive membranes in a much sharper fashion and for lower
force values, e.g., see Fig. 6 I, V, and VI. In V, for exam-
ple, the crossover from the low- to the high-permeability
state occurs abruptly around βfσ ≈ 0.2 (red solid line),
whereas for the collapsed, nonresponsive membrane a
gradual change is observed in the range βfσ ≈ 0.1− 1.0.

Further, even if the polymer volume phase transition
occurs without bifurcation, nonlinearities in the force–
flux relations can be significantly enhanced. For instance,
in panel (l) (example IV), we find a tenfold maximization
of P∆

sys ≈ 12D0 at roughly βfσ ≈ 0.5, which even exceeds
the maximum differential system permeability measured
for the attractive membrane.

D. Discussion: nonequilibrium steady-state stability

Our model results into well-defined force–flux rela-
tions in the domains with unique steady-state solutions.
In the bistable domains, however, the question arises
whether the states coexist or whether only one survives
under real conditions. This far, the solutions were sim-
ply deduced from a deterministic interpretation of the
macroscopic model equations, i.e., by evaluating the
self-consistency equation cin = R(cin), with R(cin) =
d−1

∫
in
c(z, φ(cin))dz. The steady state is asymptotically

stable, if dR(cin)/dcin|c∗in < 1.81 However, our approach
neglects larger fluctuations in φ and cin, and does not an-
alyze further nonequilibrium extremum principles.82 In
the following, we first discuss the consequences of the
deterministic perspective, and then briefly review alter-
native interpretations.

In the case of negligible fluctuations the (determin-
istic) transition between states can be either reversible
or irreversible.35 One reversible transition is example V
[Figs. 6(j) and 6(m)]. Here, the membrane is in the col-
lapsed state (red line) for small f . With increasing f , the
membrane is driven into the bistable regime, yet remains
in the collapsed state. Only if f exceeds the second bifur-
cation line, the membrane swells. In the same example
V, if f is decreased from high force values, the membrane
stays swollen in the bistable domain and returns to the
collapsed state until the first bifurcation line is passed.

Hence, we find a reversible transition with hysteresis be-
tween the two state in V.

In contrast, consider example I or VI, and assume that
the membrane is in the collapsed state at f = 0, an in-
crease in f leads to a swelling when the bifurcation line
is crossed. Decreasing the force again, however, does
not induce a collapse, and, hence, this transition can be
termed irreversible in the deterministic interpretation.
This is because only the swollen case survives once the
threshold is surpassed. Analogously, see example III, a
collapsed-to-swollen transition cannot be induced by in-
creasing f .

Although two stable states may coexist in the deter-
ministic model, one of them could be metastable and
practically unoccupied under experimental conditions. In
literature one finds nonequilibrium principles, e.g., based
on the maximization of entropy, the minimization of en-
tropy production (least dissipation), or the minimization
of power, providing various possible routes.31,82–90 Such
extremum principles may lead to unique solutions in the
bistable regime, and to different values for f and c0, where
the switching between the high and low flux states oc-
curs. For example, it should be the minimum flux, if
the least-dissipation principle applies. This has direct
consequences on the flux–force relation and the critical
transition values of f and c0, where the phase transition
in V would occur always at the first bifurcation line, i.e.,
without bistability and hysteresis.

Furthermore, the presented diffusion process can also
be modeled with the stochastic Smoluchowski equation,91

and possibly further coarse-grained to a stochastic differ-
ential equation for ċin.92,93 Hence, given the fluctuations
are large enough, a stochastic switching between the two
steady states may be observed in the bistable domains,
and the effective force–flux relations are determined by
the averaged values of φ and cin. Consequently, chang-
ing f results in a continuous transition between the two
states, implying that example V does not exhibit hys-
teresis behavior, but is rather similar to the transition in
example IV.

Ultimately, the appropriate stability interpretation re-
mains to be verified, and is likely specific to the mem-
brane material and the experimental nonequilibrium con-
ditions. Nonetheless, a strong amplification of nonlinear
characteristics and a critical switching in the force–flux
relations can be expected due to the membrane’s respon-
siveness.

IV. SUMMARY

We have investigated the driven steady-state solute
transport through polymeric membranes with a sig-
moidal volume phase response to the penetrant uptake.
The change in the polymer volume fraction is decisive
for the membrane permeability, which we modeled with
exponential functions. This, in turn, impacts on the so-
lute uptake, leading to novel feedback-induced effects in
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force–flux relations that cannot be achieved by nonre-
sponsive membranes. We quantified our findings in terms
of the system’s differential permeability.

The feedback effects of responsive membranes are most
pronounced in the low-force regime, where the bulk con-
centration largely tunes the membrane density between
the swollen and the collapsed state. Increasing the force
can lead to a membrane swelling accompanied with a
strong amplification of nonlinear characteristics and criti-
cal switching in the force–flux relations. For instance, the
swelling of membranes with repulsive polymer-solute in-
teractions can be caused by a small change in the driving
force, for which we report an increase in the flux by two
orders of magnitude, and a pronounced maximization of
the differential permeability, i.e., a tenfold increase com-
pared to the case of nonresponsive membranes.

Moreover, of particular note is the feedback-induced
coexistence of two stable steady states, while the size
of the bistable domains increases with the sharpness of
the sigmoidal polymer response. The bifurcations from
mono- to bistability occur at critical values of the driv-
ing force, and the solute bulk concentration, leading to
discontinuous changes in the flux of up to two orders of
magnitude.

Thus, the force-dependent switching between high
and low flux states provides a valuable control mech-
anism for molecular transport. It can be fine-tuned
also to control the appearance of hysteresis, enabling
the presented feedback membranes to function as mem-
ristive devices. Moreover, the coupling of the perme-
ability hysteresis to (non-oscillatory) chemical reactions
may lead to biomimetic features, such as membrane
excitability and autonomous oscillations, as first pro-
posed by theory,31,32,35,63 and eventually validated by
experiments.36–38

Hysteresis transitions found in literature36–38,49,77,79,80

are usually rationalized by a bistability in the poly-
mer’s conformational free energy,79,94,95 and attributed
to the complex microscopic interactions or the competi-
tion between entropic and energetic contributions.79,94,95

Nonetheless, many polymers exhibit a hysteresis-free re-
sponse, for which the presented feedback mechanism pro-
vides a novel explanation of how hysteresis transitions
can be generated and tuned in polymer membranes.

We disclosed in this work how nonlinear solute trans-
port through chemo-responsive polymer membranes is
controlled by membrane feedback. It thus provides the
theoretical basis for the rational design of self-regulating
membranes with nonlinear control features for molecular
transport. Adaptations employing more complex func-
tions for partitioning, diffusivity, and the polymer re-
sponse, to differing feed and permeate bulk concentra-
tions as well as extensions to different spatial arrange-
ments and geometries could be interesting for future
studies.
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Appendix A: The flux in the low- and high-force limits

The flux, j [Eq. (9)], in the small-force regime reads65

lim
f→0

j = D0βfc0

[
1 +

(
D0

Pmem

− 1

)
d

L

]−1

, (A1)

which converges to limf→0 j → Pmemc0βf for d→ L. The
membrane thickness, d, determines the crossover to the
high-force regime, for which limf→∞ j = D0c0βf results.

For moderate to large forces, we find S(f) ≈
exp(−βf(L−d)/2). With increasing f , the denominator
in Eq. (9) converges to unity, governed by (L − d). So,
the larger d with respect to L, the higher f has to be in
order to reach the high-force limit. Obviously, the on-
set of the high-force limit also depends on the membrane
permeability, precisely, large values of Pmem will shift the
crossover to smaller force values.

Appendix B: Concentration profiles

The solute concentration profile in a system depicted
in described in Sec. II reads65

c(z) = c0

1− D0βfI(0, z)

1 +
(

D0

Pmem
− 1
)
S(f)

e−β(G(z)−fz),

(B1)

We can split Eq. (B1) into the piecewise homogeneous
layers, precisely, the feed boundary, membrane (‘in’), and
permeate boundary layer, and can write the respective
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full expressions as

c(z)|feed =

c0K
eβfz(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem

(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem

, (B2)

c(z)|in =

c0K
eβf(z−L/2)

sinh(βfL/2) (D0 − Pmem)sinh
(
βf d−L2

)
+D0

(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem

, (B3)

c(z)|permeate =

c0K
eβf(z−L)(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem

(D0 − Pmem)S(f) + Pmem

. (B4)

Appendix C: Phase plane for repulsive membranes
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FIG. 7. Phase plane showing φ(cin) [Eq. (11)] and cin(φ, c0, f)
[Eq. (10)]. The color-coded lines (see colorbar) depict
cin(φ, c0, f) for the repulsive membrane (P(φc) = 0.1D0, cf.
Fig. 3(a)), with selected probe concentration c0. The black
lines depict the (collapsed-to-swollen) transition function φ(cin)
[Eq. (11)] for three different values of the transition sharpness ∆c
(see legend). Each interception point of a colored line [Eq. (10)]
and a black line [Eq. (11)] refers to a steady-state solution
(c∗in, φ

∗) that depends on c0, ∆c and f .

In Fig. 7, cin(c0, f, φ) [Eq. (10)] and φ(cin) [Eq. (11)]
are presented in the c0-φ plane. Interception points of
cin and φ correspond to the force-dependent steady-state
solution. The results were used to calculate φ∗(c0, f),
which enter the flux and the differential permeability as
depicted in Figs. 6(h)–(n). The bulk concentration, c0,
and the external force, f , yield, in general, an increase in
the mean inside concentration, cin, resulting in a swelling
of the membrane. For very sharp transitions, e.g., ∆c =
0.1cc, one can find multiple solutions for fixed c0 and f ,
giving rise to bistability and hysteresis.
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