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Bulk Ionic Dissociation is Crucial for Understanding Chemically-Propelled Swimmers
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The effect of bulk ionic association-dissociation reactions (e.g., H,O, = H' 4+ HO,) on chemical-
reaction-driven colloids (swimmers) is determined using a continuum theory. We find that these bulk
reactions should have a strong influence on the propulsive behavior of chemical swimmers in aqueous
solution. In particular, these reactions permit charged swimmers to propel electrophoretically even
if all species involved in the surface reactions are neutral. Including bulk reactions also significantly
modifies the predicted speed of standard electrophoretic swimmers, by up to an order of magnitude.
For swimmers whose surface reactions produce both anions and cations (ionic self-diffusiophoresis),
the bulk reactions lead to an additional reactive screening length, analogous to the Debye length in
electrostatics. This in turn leads to an inverse relationship between swimmer radius and swimming
speed, which could explain experimental observations on Pt-polystyrene Janus swimmers.

Recent years have witnessed a boom in research on
active matter [1, 2]. Of particular interest is the out-
of-equilibrium physics of self-propelled particles (swim-
mers [3]), which exhibits a multitude of collective dy-
namics and phase separation behavior [4-6]. While much
of this physics is generic, quantitative interpretation of
experiments requires knowledge of swimmer propulsion
mechanisms [7-9], which are highly system-specific. In
other words, understanding how single swimmers swim
is crucial for understanding their collective behavior.

We focus here on a broad class of synthetic swimmers
(and possibly biological enzymes [10, 11]) which propel
via chemical gradients generated by spatially heteroge-
neous reactions on the swimmer surface [12-15]. Even
within this class, there are (theoretically) at least three
distinct propulsion mechanisms:

I: Neutral self-diffusiophoresis [15]. Neutral reactants
and products are consumed and generated by a surface
reaction, such as hydrogen peroxide decomposition on
platinum [14]

(i) 2H,0, 2% 2H,0 + O, .

Short-ranged interactions, such as dispersion forces [16,
17], between the molecules and the swimmer surface gen-
erate pressure gradients, and therefore fluid flow and
propulsion.

IT: Self-electrophoresis. Partially electrochemical sur-
face reactions produce an ion gradient. For example, on
Au-Pt bimetallic swimmers [13], reaction (i) becomes

i) H,0, 2% 2H* +2e~ + 0,
H,0, + 2e~ + 2H+ 2% 2H,0,

where electrons flowing inside the conductive swimmer
balance the ionic current outside. The ionic gradient
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FIG. 1. Schematic illustrating the effect of a general bulk
ionic association-dissociation reaction, AB & A" +B" (inset),
on swimmers employing propulsion mechanisms I-III, produc-
ing at the surface: a) Neutral molecules (I): the difference in
diffusivity between the two dissociation products produces a
diffusion potential. b) Cations (II). ¢) Both cations and an-
ions (III). Here, the electric fields are screened over distances
greater than the mean free reactive path of the ions, ¢~ *.

(here HT) then produces an electric field, propelling the
charged swimmer.

ITI: Tonic self-diffusiophoresis [18]. The reaction re-
leases both cations and anions, e.g., (hypothetically)

(i) 2H,0, -5 2H" +20H™ + 0, .

Here, there is no net electrical current, because the ionic
production is balanced. Nevertheless, these ions can still
generate electric fields; in particular, ions diffusing away
at different speeds will establish a so-called ‘diffusion po-
tential’ [19].

In practice, the situation is more complicated. Most
experimental systems use aqueous solutions, and water
permits ionic association-dissociation reactions of itself
and its solutes, e.g., H,O = H* + OH or H,0, = H* +
HOj. These reactions modify the bulk ionic concentra-
tion fields, Fig. 1. This in turn generates electric fields,
and introduces additional electrophoretic components to
each of cases I-II1. However, theoretical studies typically
neglect these bulk effects, treating water as a nonreactive
electrolyte [20-24].



a MQ) M+ M+ +M_ H*
-
HO
k) "~.—-—> !5 :) ﬂ)z

b X1 c
] _—10°
0 2
A I 210
1 -1% Eqp*
2
‘/ —10°
e -8 1 1 1 1
I 1 I % 05 1 15 o2
1 Distance (radii)

FIG. 2. (a) Schematic of the three model swimmers, corre-
sponding to the propulsion mechanisms I-III. The white ar-
rows indicate the direction of motion of positively charged
swimmers, and colored arrows indicate solute fluxes. (b) Nor-
malized surface-reaction-generated potential ¢*" for type II
and type III propulsion. (c¢) Normalized radial decay of ¢*
for type I (=), II (--), and III (---), along X-X' in b.

In this Letter, we theoretically investigate the effect of
bulk ionic reactions on the speed of chemical swimmers.
Speed is the most experimentally accessible parameter
for a swimmer, but its prediction is challenging as it de-
pends not just on the overall reaction rate, but also on the
rate of intermediate reactions, e.g., reaction (ii). These
intermediate rates are very difficult to measure for micro-
scopic objects, and, to our knowledge, the only estimates
have come by inference from the speed itself [16, 25]. As
a result, these reaction rates are typically assumed to
be constant, or to depend on other relevant parameters
via some particular reaction mechanism [21, 24]. Sim-
ilar considerations apply to the particle surface charge
density o or potential (. Given the notorious complexity
of heterogeneous electrochemistry [26], such assumptions
are unlikely to be universally valid.

Therefore, our approach here is to decouple these prob-
lematic surface properties from the effects of the bulk sol-
vent, which we focus on. We will write the speed U of a
swimmer producing and consuming one chemical species
at typical surface reaction rate j° in the form

U x 0j°M, (1)

where M is a dimensionless mobility parameter, which
include the effects of the bulk ionic reactions. We will cal-
culate M for a basis set of model swimmers, see Fig. 2a,
fuelled by H,O, decomposition, and powered by the sur-
face reaction mechanisms I-ITI. Though our calculations
are for this specific chemical system, the model is general,
and the physical principles that we highlight will also ap-
ply to different, and more complex chemical systems.
The most immediately experimentally relevant model
swimmer is II, Fig. 2a, which corresponds to self-

electrophoretic bimetallic swimmers powered by HT cur-
rents [13]. We predict that including the bulk ionic reac-
tion HY +HO, = H,0, increases the mobility parameter
M1, and thus this swimmer’s speed, up to approximately
10 times at low H' concentration, Fig. 3a.

In ionic diffusiophoresis (III), this same bulk reaction
produces exponential screening of the potential, with a
reactive screening length ¢!, analogous to the Debye
screening length £~ ! in electrostatics, Fig. 2b-c. This
screening induces an inverse scaling between the mobil-
ity parameter My and particle radius, Fig. 3, which
may underlie the hitherto unexplained[27] inverse rela-
tionship between radius and speed observed in experi-
ments on single-catalyst Janus particles [28]. Meanwhile,
bulk ionic decomposition of the neutral fuel H,O, (model
I) should give a small additional electrophoretic contribu-
tion for any H,O,-powered swimmer, and may dominate
the propulsion of swimmers with more dissociative fuels.

Finally, independent of the bulk reactions, our calcu-
lations — going beyond the usual limiting case ka > 1,
with a the swimmer radius — predict a universal scaling of
the mobility M o a® for small a. Experiments [29, 30],
have not observed a similar scaling of the speed: this
may indicate that the (as yet unmeasured) surface re-
action rates are much larger for nanoswimmers than for
microswimmers.

The standard model of self-electrophoresis [21, 22] in-
volves a system of continuum equations for N solute
concentration fields, ¢;, the electrostatic potential ¢,
and the fluid flow u. The bulk flux of each species
is j; = ¢qu — D;V¢; — Diziec;Vo/(kgT), with e the
fundamental charge, kg Boltzmann’s constant, T tem-
perature, D; the diffusivity, and z; the valency of each
species. The electric potential satisfies Poisson’s equa-
tion eV2¢ = —pe With charge density p, = ezi z;c; and
constant solution permittivity e. The flow field satisfies
the Stokes equations nV?u = Vp+f and V-u = 0 for
low-inertia, incompressible flow, with electrostatic force
density f = p.V¢, hydrostatic pressure p, and viscos-
ity n. Without bulk reactions, conservation of chem-
ical species requires V - j; = 0. With bulk reactions,
V -ji = Ri(eq,...,cn), where R; specifies each species’
local (bulk) formation rate.

Meanwhile, the surface reactions are specified through
the surface production rates j?, i.e., n-j;(s) = ji(s).
Here, (s) and n indicate evaluation at, and the normal
out of, the particle surface. The particle is spherical, with
fluxes distributed axisymmetrically around some axis,
which we label z. We model a dielectric particle with a
uniform surface charge density o and a vanishingly small
internal dielectric constant, so that n - V¢(s) = —o/e.
Our results apply equally to a (bi)metallic particle with
constant ¢, provided ¢ = (ca)/(e(1 4+ ka)) [31]. The
particle surface is a no-slip boundary: u(s) = 0 in the
co-moving frame. At infinity: u — —U, with U the
swimmer velocity; ¢; — ¢°, which are uniform, bulk
concentrations; and {¢, pe, p} — 0.

We linearize the continuum equations by assuming



the Debye-Hiickel approximation, ¢ < kgT/e. We can
then split ¢ = ¢°4 + ¢* with ¢°4 = oa?exp[—r(r —
a)]/(re(1 4+ ka)) being the equilibrium potential due to
surface charge, and ¢ the additional non-equilibrium
potential due to surface reactions. We assume ¢ < ¢®9.
Solving the linearized equations gives the general solu-
tion [31, 32]

ST a
Z¢ P, (cos®) (r)

To(a) = Y wxm’ (3)

— m!(2n)!(n —m)!

n+1
To(957) =g, 0-a) | (2)

T, (gja)

with P, the Legendre polynomials of order n, and 6 the
polar angle. Here, each of the inverse screening lengths g,
(like k) corresponds to a distinct eigenvalue of the linear
system of equations, while the surface coefficients ¢37,
are determined by the boundary conditions [31]. Note
that the index j refers to the (up to) N + 1 eigenvalues,
not to the N chemical species. Applying the Lorentz
reciprocal theorem [33, 34], then gives the speed in the
z-direction [31]

v= - i »Yg 5 4
3nea Z (K+gj)2 5,1 (ka gja) (4)

where, because the surface is uniformly charged, only the
n =1 Legendre components, ¢, contribute [35]. Here,

(l‘ + y)3 eac—i—y
6(1+z)(1+y)

} /100 %(1 + 2t)(1 4 yt)e @At (5)

F(xvy) =

is the self-electrophoretic equivalent of Henry’s function
for electrophoresis in an external field [36]. However, in
the limit « + y < 1, corresponding to a thick screening
layer, F(x,y) — (x + y)3/8, whereas Henry’s original
function approaches a constant, finite value in this limit.
Forx+y>1, F(z,y) = 1.

We now apply this theory to the simplest chemical
system, a neutral fuel AB and its dissociation products,
monovalent A" and B~ ions. The diffusivity, bulk con-
centration, etc. of each active species are specified by
subscripts,  (for neutral), 4+, and —. The sole bulk
reaction is AB = A" + B". This reaction is first or-
der with respect to each species, with production rates,
Ry = kascyc_ — kaiscp and Ry = R_ = —Ry. Here,
kas and kg;s are association and dissociation rate con-
stants. There are also two nonreactive ions, which only
contribute through charge balance, and their effect on
K [31].

This system yields a degenerate set of equations, giving
only three (not six) independent eigenvalues, and hence
three unique inverse screening lengths, g;, which are: 0,
corresponding to unscreened ionic currents [35]; k, corre-

sponding to normal electrostatic screening; and an addi-
tional reactive screening term

1

Dy +c®D_\* ©)
DyD_ ’

where ¢! can be interpreted as the mean free path of the

reactive species before reaction in the bulk, see Fig. 1c.
The speed is a sum over terms like Eq. (1),

e . . .
= m” JiaMy + 32 Mo+ G5 Mgl (T)

Without bulk reactions we have Mg = 0 (no elec-
trophoresis for purely neutral reactions) and My =
FF(ka,0)Dg/Dy. With bulk reactions, for weak dis-
sociation ¢° > {c, ¢},

(o ] OOD
My = _fgj&:"D* [OF (ka, qa) — F (ka,0)] , (8)
D@ C?FO[)
= F F
Mi D+ [ﬂ@ Diéoo (’ia7 qa) + (K’a7 O) l (9)
where D = (D, + D_)/2 and & = (3 +¢>)/2; D* =

(DycT+D_c)/(cF+c>) is the concentration-averaged
diffusivity; 8 = (Dy+—D_)/(D++D_) is the prefactor for
the diffusion potential [19]; and we absorb the screening

factors in
. 3
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We now insert experimentally realistic parameters for
H,0, powered swimmers. H,0, (AB) dissociates into
HT (AT) and HO, (B") ions, with Dg+ = 9.3 x
107% m?s~" [37], Dyo- = 0.9 x 107? m?s~" [38], and
Dy,0, = 1.7x107? m?s o1 [39]. The unreactive ions, Na™*
and Cl™ o

the remaining concentrations are determined by charge
(o] o0 — (o ] o0 113 3
balance, ¢ty + ¢+ = Ho + ¢, and the equilibrium

c§+c;'{oo_ Here, Koq = kais/kas = 2.5 X
2

10712 M [31, 40]. We estimate kns = 4.9 x 1010 M~1s71
using the Smoluchowski-Debye theory for diffusion lim-
ited reactions [31, 41]. Our base parameters, used un-
less specified otherwise, are ¢y = ¢Z- = 1 mM,
a =500 nm, and c¢g o = 3 M. For these parame-
ters, 3 = 0.8, ¢! = 70 nm, x~! = 10 nm, and
s = s = (Keq€i¥0,)"/? =3 %1076 M,

Since the various fluxes are linearly independent,
we consider here only three basic model swimmers,
Fig. 2a. T and II have fluxes of single species, AB and
ATrespectively, and mobilities M; = My and My =
M. IIT has equal fluxes of A" and B~ ions, and mobility
M = M4 + M_. For these model swimmers, only the
n = 1 mode of each flux is present, i.e., j7 o< cosd. Type

2(ag+1)
)24 2aq+2°

(10)

, have bulk concentrations ¢’ ; and ¢, and

= Ko o -
eqCH, 0,
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FIG. 3. Dimensionless mobilities for type I (¥, insets), II
(A), and 11T (@) propulsion, from analytical theory with (solid
curves) and without (broken curves) bulk reactions; and FEM
simulations (symbols). X indicates the base parameter set
defined in text. For a) [H1], at fixed x, b) particle radius.

IT propulsion corresponds closely to the standard model
of proton-powered, bimetallic swimmers [42]. Since H,O,
is much more acidic than H,O, the dissociation of water,
which we neglect here, should contribute little to the ionic
gradients for this swimmer.

Figure 2b-c plots the reaction-generated potential ¢°"
for these model swimmers (I, not shown, is similar to II).
For type III propulsion, ¢ o< exp [—q(r — a)}, Fig. 2c:
because there is no net electric current, the electric field
does not extend beyond the mean-free path of the re-
leased ions. The other swimmers have ¢ o r~2. We
expect this difference in the range of the electrosta-
tion potential to lead to different swimmer-swimmer and
swimmer-surface interactions [7, 8, 43], which future
work will study.

Here, we focus on how the dimensionless mobilities de-
pend on the proton concentration [H] and swimmer ra-
dius a, Fig. 3. Other relevant variables, like H,O, and
salt concentration, are not studied here, because includ-
ing bulk reactions does not significantly modify their
effect. To verify our analytical theory, we performed
finite-element method (FEM) calculations, without lin-
earization, but with sufficiently low fluxes and charge
density to remain in the linear regime. We also checked
that the analytical calculations continue to apply semi-
quantitatively even for non-linear, experimentally realis-
tic surface parameters. For further details and parameter
values, see [31].

The effect of the bulk reactions is highlighted most
clearly by varying [H*], Fig. 3a. Without bulk reactions,
the type II mobility is independent of [H'] (red broken
line), and is just inversely proportional to the mobility
of the current-carrying ion, here Dy+. Including bulk

reactions (solid curve) increases the mobility at low [H]
by changing the identity of this current-carrying ion. The
large excess of HO, ions at low H' react immediately
with any protons released. The protons are thus replaced
by HO, ions flowing in the opposite direction. Hence,
My 1/DH02‘7 not 1/Dy+, increasing the swimmer

mobility DH+/DH0; ~ 10 times (red arrow). At high

[HT], the current remains entirely HY dominated, so the
mobility decreases towards the no-bulk-reactions value.

Meanwhile, the bulk reactions enable type I propul-
sion, through dissociation of the neutral fuel (My = 0
without bulk reactions), but suppress type IIT propul-
sion through ionic recombination. At either end of the
[H"] range, there are so many H or HO, ions in the bulk
that the ions produced by these swimmers react immedi-
ately, and therefore cannot set up a diffusion potential.
This explains the peaks in My and M at intermediate
[H*]. The peaks correspond to the maximum reactive
mean-free path ¢7', at ¢ = (cgoKqu,/D+)1/2. Pro-
vided swimmer surface properties remain approximately
constant, we expect all these trends to be reflected in the
speed of real swimmers. In particular, we predict a large
speed increase for bimetallic (type II) swimmers at low
[H"] (high pH).

The radius a has two distinct effects on the mobil-
ities, Fig. 3b. First, even without bulk reactions, the
function F, Eq. (5) causes all mobilities to scale as a®
for small radius, {ka,qa} < 1. Experimentally, how-
ever, nanoswimmers appear to be as fast or faster than
microswimmers [29, 30], e.g., 600 pums~! for a = 15 nm
Au-Pt swimmers [30] compared to 1 — 10 ums™" for sim-
ilar microswimmers [9, 44]. These experiments are not
directly comparable, but there is a striking discrepancy
between the trend of these results and our predictions
for the relevant mobility My. A possible resolution is
that the (as yet unmeasured) ionic surface reaction rates
may be much higher for the nanoswimmers than for the
microswimmers: measurement of these reaction rates is
therefore essential for further progress. Alternatively,
other mechanisms [45], or non-continuum effects [46] may
come into play for nanoswimmers.

Second, for large (ga > 1) type III swimmers, My &
1/a, due to the reactive e~7" screening of the potential.
A scaling of U & a~! has been observed for some bimetal-
lic [44]), and single catalyst microswimmers [28]. Type
IT is currently the preferred mechanism for these swim-
mers [16, 21, 24], but this 1/a scaling suggests an alterna-
tive type III mechanism, corresponding to reaction (iii).
This is plausible, since even non-electrochemical H,O,
decomposition on Pt can release ions [47]. This mecha-
nism would also avoid the conceptual difficulty of produc-
ing a net ionic current in single-catalyst systems [16, 24].
Full evaluation of this possibility mechanism requires so-
lution of the complete H,0O,-H,O reaction system, which
goes beyond the scope of this work.

Finally, type I electrophoresis relies on the (low) disso-
ciation rate of the neutral fuel to generate an ionic gradi-
ent. Hence, it is always less efficient than the other mech-
anisms, by a factor ~ (Keq/c5®)!/?, which is ~ 1076 here.
However, since the overall, neutral flux may be much
larger than the intermediate, ionic fluxes, type I propul-
sion could still be significant. We calculate [31] that it
could account for ~ 5% of the observed speed of the Pt-
polystyrene swimmers studied in Ref. [16]. Hence, this



model cannot explain the propulsion of H,O4-powered
swimmers, and focussing just on the type IT and IIT mech-
anisms for these swimmers is justified. However, for fuels
with higher dissociation constants, e.g., hydrazine [48],
electrophoresis generated by neutral type I could become
the dominant mechanism.

In conclusion, we have shown that bulk ionic disso-
ciation should have a strong effect on all chemically-
propelled swimmers in aqueous solutions. In particu-
lar, we predict: an order of magnitude speed increase for
some proton-powered bimetallic swimmers; an additional
reactive screening length, analogous to the Debye length
in electrostatics; and electrophoretic contributions to the
propulsion of swimmers with purely neutral surface reac-
tions. Our results should encourage future experimental
work on chemical swimmers, and in particular, on the
difficult but necessary task of measuring ionic surface re-
action rates in situ. Further theoretical work will focus
on applying our calculations to fully realized experimen-

tal systems, e.g., mixed metal-dielectric swimmers, and
investigating the effect of bulk reactions on swimmer-
swimmer and swimmer-surface interactions.
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I. THE MODEL

For convenience, we repeat here the governing equa-
tions of the electrophoretic model from the main text.
Note that the Einstein summation convention is not used
in this document. Given the concentration field of each
chemical, ¢;, the electrostatic potential ¢, and fluid flow
field u, the flux j; of each species is

D;zec;
kT

with e the fundamental charge, kg Boltzmann’s constant,
T temperature, D; the diffusivity, and z; the valency of
each species. Chemical reactions are specified via the
local production rate R;(c1, ca,...,cn) of each species,
and chemical conservation requires

V-ji=R;. (S2)

Vo, (S1)

The electrostatic potential satisfies the Poisson equation
vip = -L, (33)
€

with charge density, p. given by
Pe = € Z ZiCi . (S4)

and solution permittivity e. Finally, the fluid flow field
satisfies the low inertia (low Reynolds number) Stokes
equations

nViu = Vp+f,
V-u=0, (S5)

with electrostatic force density f = p.V¢, hydrostatic
pressure p, and viscosity 7.

The surface reactions are specified by normal fluxes j;
of each species through the particle surface

where (s) and 1 indicate evaluation at, and the normal
out of, the particle surface, respectively. For the electro-

static potential, we apply a Neumann boundary condi-
tion

0-Vo(s) = ——, (S7)
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with surface charge density . We also apply a no-slip
boundary condition on the particle surface

u(s) = 0. (S8)

Far from the swimmer, the concentrations approach uni-
form, bulk values ¢§°; we set ¢ — 0, po = 0, and p — p>°,
the atmospheric pressure; and, in the comoving frame,
u — —U, where U is the swimmer velocity in the lab
frame.

It should be remarked here that in the above theory we
make the dilute-limit approximation (DLA), see Eq. (S1),
which is standard in self-phoretic theories [1, 2]. The va-
lidity of this approximation has been considered for self-
diffusiophoresis in Ref. [3]. The authors of Ref. [3] show
that significant deviations from the DLA result can occur
when (inequal) solute and solvent masses are taken into
account. This necessitates the incorporation of cross-
species diffusion terms in the chemical fluxes (S1). These
mass terms are weighted with gradients of the concentra-
tions. When these gradients are small, the DLA is justi-
fied. We have relatively small gradients here, as there is
only a small surface production/consumption rate of the
species that drive the particle out-of-equilibrium.

II. LINEARIZATION OF THE MODEL

We now linearize this model around the background
situation of a quiescent fluid with homogenous potential
and concentration fields: ¢ =0, j; =0, u=0, ¢; = ¢{°,
and p = p>*. For notational convenience, we define a
dimensionless parameter y; by combining the potential
and concentration fields

ep
kgT’
c; — c° .
—_— 1=1,2..N.

00 )
¢

The background situation corresponds to y; = 0, and to
linearize, we take y; < 1. The electrostatic component
of this approximation, yo = e¢/(kpT) < 1, is just the
usual Debye-Hiickel approximation. Next, we perform
a Taylor expansion of the reaction rates, truncating at
linear order in y;

N
Ri = kiryk, i=1,2.N,
k=1

(S10)



where the coeflicients of the linear term are

OR,
ki = . (S11)
O gy =0
Linearizing Eq. (S1)-(S3) similarly yields
? U
_ekBT;zkczoyk7 2207
V2yi =
T
—2;V2y — k; i =1,2..N.
2V Yo DlC;)O ; kYk » ? ’
(S12)

where the fluid velocity has been removed from the lin-
earized equations because it scales at least quadratically
with the small parameter y;. In other words, the advec-
tion term is not relevant because we are working at low
Péclet number.

K22y, =

Z/ ZiXk
(2
(Z“k -

k=1

where « is the inverse Debye screening length

2

N
K = 47rlBZz,%cz° (S15)
k=1

with the Bjerrum length, i = e?/(4mekpT), and where
Xi is a dimensionless ionicity

Xi = 4mlpr222c5°. (S16)

Eliminating the inactive ions makes it clear that the mo-
tion of the swimmer cannot depend on the diffusivity of
these ions, and is only affected by them through the value
of k and through charge balance. This is why the speed of
simulated self-electrophoretic swimmers has been found
to depend only on the ionicity of the supporting elec-
trolyte, not on its conductivity [4].

Finally, linearizing the boundary conditions in
Eq. (S6)-(S7) gives
A ' ' _ Ji
n- (Vyi(s) + 2 Vyo(s)) Do
oe
h - = — . 1
- Vyo(s) KpTe (517)

o XkYk Ak
—27‘*‘ 1_ZXk
k=1 k=1

kikn_2 1 Z
— 2 _
Dic Yk i Xk | Yo,

Equation (S12) represents a system of N + 1 linear
equations. However, several of the species, typically in-
active ions such as Na™ or Cl", may not be involved in
any bulk or surface reactions, and we will now show that
these inactive species can be eliminated. With N’ re-
active species, where N’ < N, we specify that the first
N’ indices correspond to the reactive species. For the
remaining, unreactive species, all the bulk reaction co-
efficients, k;. are zero, and there is no surface flux, so
Eq. (S12) can only be satisfied if

yi = —ziyo, 1> N'. (S13)

This is the linear approximation to the Boltzmann distri-
bution, which one expects, since these unreactive species
should be in equilibrium. Using Eq. (S13), these ions can
be eliminated from the rest of Eq. (S12) to yield

Yo , 7/:07

(S14)
v
i=1,2..N',
k=1

III. LINEARIZED ELECTROSTATIC
POTENTIAL

The electrostatic potential and chemical concentration
fields can now be determined. The propulsion speed will
be obtained in Section V.

Equation (S14) has the form of a matrix equation with
components corresponding to the chemical concentra-
tions and the electrostatic potential, so it is convenient
to introduce some additional matrix notation. The bold
font is reserved for real-space vectors, such as the fluid
velocity u, while vectors in the concentration-potential
space will be underlined. A general vector ¢ will have
N’ + 1 components labelled t;, while a matrix T will
have (N’ 4+ 1) x (N’ + 1) components labelled T;;. A
point in the concentration-potential space is specified by
the vector y, with components y;, as defined in Eq. (S9).
Using this notation, we can rewrite Eq. (S14) as

V?y = My,

(S18)

which can be solved by finding the N’ + 1 eigenvectors of
the matrix M, with eigenvalues ;. These eigenvectors
define a new basis, in which M is diagonal. Defining w



as the representation of y in this basis, we have

Viw = QZLU, (S19)
where the matrix G is diagonal, with components G;; =
8;j9j, where §;; is the Kronecker delta and g; = /iy are
the inverse screening lengths described in the main text.
For clarity, we will use the index j to refer to the screen-
ing lengths, and the indices ¢ or k to refer to the con-
centrations and potentials, even where these are dummy
indices.

Equation (S19) is a series of N’ 4+ 1 independent
Helmholtz equations, and the full solution to this equa-
tion is just a vector of individual solutions to the
Helmholtz equation. In spherical polar coordinates, these
solutions have the form [5]

n+1
§ a Tn(g’f') —gj(r—a
w; = U)jn COSH <7‘> nga)e 95 ( ),
($20)

with w;, an undetermined surface coefficient, P, the
Legendre polynomials of order n [6], 6 the polar angle,
and [5]

" 2mnl(2n —m)!
) = 2

(S21)
We refer to the Legendre components by the subscript n
throughout, and where we have multiple subscripts, the
Legendre subscript shall be preceded by a comma. Trans-
forming back into the original coordinate frame linearly
combines the solutions in Eq. (S20), so that the final form
for the electrostatic potential is

o\"M T (g;1)
= 2n\Jj") —gj(r—a)
¢ = g ®jnPrn(cosb) <r> Tn(gja)e ,
(S22)

with analogous expressions for each concentration field.
Here, ¢; ., are surface coefficients to be determined from
the boundary conditions. We do this in the following
section.

Finally, we write ¢ = ¢°4 + ¢, where ¢°¢ =
¢ ({ji} — 0) is the equilibrium potential distribution
without any surface chemical reactions (here, {77} is the
complete set of surface fluxes), and ¢*" = ¢ (¢ — 0) is the
additional potential generated by the surface reactions.
Just as for the total potential ¢, we can write

n+1
Tn(g'r) —qgi(r—
ed — 24 P, (cos @ (a> ) emgi(r—a)
¢ %j@, (€sO\) Toigra)
(S23)
n+1
a Tn(gjr) —gi(r—
) (cos 6) ) ) e=gi(r—a)
Z¢ (T> Tn(gja)

(S24)

IV. SURFACE POTENTIAL COEFFICIENTS

Transformation back into the original coordinate sys-
tem can be achieved using the transformation matrix K

y = Kw,

(S25)

where each element K;; of K is equal to the i*®

compo-
nent (in the original coordinate system) of the j** eigen-

vector. Applying this transformation to Eq. (S20) gives

n+1
Tn(g; v
Z K”w] n COS 0) (a) Me_gj (r—a) .
jn T Tn(gja)
(S26)

The boundary conditions specified in Eq. (S17) can also
be rearranged into a matrix equation

(S27)

r=a

where b is a vector specifying each of the boundary fluxes
or charge density. We define the harmonic components b,
of b by b=73", Py(cosf)b,, with analogous expressions
defining B,,. The solution to the boundary conditions is
found by inverting Eq. (S27) to yield

(S28)

where
(S29)

in which the diagonal matrix D,, has elements

n+1
r=gja a

Inserting the boundary conditions into Eq. (S26) then
gives expressions of the form

0log T, (x)
Dijn = dij lgjax

(330

n+1
a TTL (ng’) —gj(r—a)
Y = YijnPn(cosd () e Y )
;n: J n( ) r Tn (gja)
(S31)
where the surface coefficients are
(S32)

Yijm = Kij > Lijknbin -
K

In particular, this yields for the surface coefficients of the
electrostatic potential (for which the index i = 0)

kT
¢j,n = %KOj Xk:ij,nbk',n . (833)



We can also determine the components ¢°? and ¢

kpT
¢59, = %KOjZij,nb;‘}n. (S34)
k
kgT
G = % Koj Y Lik.nbi, (S35)
k

where 5% = b({ji} — 0) is the vector specifying the
boundary conditions in the absence of chemical reactions,
and b® = b(c — 0) specifies the boundary conditions for
an uncharged particle.

V. PROPULSION SPEED

Having determined the electrostatic potential, we cal-
culate the fluid flow by making use of the Lorentz re-
ciprocal theorem [7]. This allows one to transform the
Stokes equation, Eq. (S5), from a 3D partial differen-
tial equation into an integral equation on the 2D domain
boundary (the swimmer surface). Using this approach, a
general formula for the propulsion velocity U of a non-
slip sphere generated by an axisymmetric distribution of
force density f has been derived [8]

p 3
U=- z / 3—afa—fl cos 0t —
6mna Sy |\ 2r 213

3a  ad . A4
_ <4T + i 1) sinf0| - £dV, (S36)

where the volume integral is over the region outside the
sphere, and the scalar speed U used in the main text is
defined by U = Uz. In our case, f = p. V.

For a uniformly charged sphere, the equilibium poten-
tial distribution is

UGZe—n(r—a)

o™ = re(l + ka)

(S37)
Making the usual assumption of a small driving field, i.e.,
% < ¢4 gives in this case a speed

20 K — gj

_ = I3 S38
3na - (k+g;)? (838)

inF(ra, gja),

where the ¢5'; are to be read out from Eq. (S35) and

7
(.I' + y)3 €x+y
6(1+z)(1+vy)

*(t-1)2(2t+1
x/ ()t#(lert)(lert)e*t(z*y)dt,
1

F(z,y) = (S39)

which is the self-electrophoretic equivalent of the Henry
function for electrophoresis in an external field [9]. We
have verified that Eq. (S38) is also obtained by solving
the 3D Stokes equations directly, applying Henry’s meth-
ods for electrophoresis in an external field [5, 9, 10].

VI. THE EQUIVALENCE OF ELECTROSTATIC
BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

In this section, we show that a particle with fixed, uni-
form surface charge o has the same propulsion velocity
as an equivalent particle with fixed, uniform surface po-
tential ¢, as long as

oa
¢= e(1+ ka)

(540)
To do this, we first need to show that modifying the elec-
trostatic boundary conditions of the particle has only a
limited effect on the fields of concentration and potential;
namely, that such modifications can only introduce elec-
trostatic fields corresponding to the equilibrium Debye-
Hiickel solutions around passive colloids.

We take a swimmer, in a given chemical environment,
and apply to it three sets of boundary conditions. Bound-
ary conditions (1) and (2), with corresponding solutions
y™ and y®, have equal chemical flux boundary condi-
tions (equal surface reaction rates), but have arbitrary,
different electrostatic boundary conditions. Boundary
condition (3) consists of a no flux condition on all species
(no surface reactions), and the electrostatic boundary
condition

3 2 1
y(s) =y (s) — u (s).

Since there are no fluxes through this particle’s surface,
each chemical species is in equilibrium, and the solution
to this boundary condition is just the equilibrium, Debye-
Hiickel solution

(S41)

ey
=0,
(3) kT Z
Y = " (542)
€zZ; .
— =1,2..N'
kBT ) ? ) ’

where the equilibrium potential field ¥ must satisfy both
the electrostatic boundary condition, Eq. (S41), and the
Debye-Hiickel equation V21 = x21). One can then show
by direct substitution of Eq. (S42) into Eq. (S14), that
the solutions to the three boundary problems are related
by y® — ¢y = 4B In particular, ¢ — ¢(1) = ¢,
which implies B

v2 [¢<2> _ ¢<1>} — 2 [¢<2> _ ¢<1>} . (543)
Hence the difference ¢(2) — ¢(1) between the electric po-
tential fields of particles (1) and (2) corresponds to the
equilibrium Debye-Hiickel solutions around a passive col-
loid.

As before, we make the assumption of a small driving
field, ¢°" < ¢°4, where ¢ = ¢4+ ¢". Now, consider two
particles (1’) and (2), with equal surface reactions, but
where (1’) has uniform surface charge density o, and (2’)
has uniform surface potential ¢, with o and ¢ satisfying



Eq. (S40). In this case, the two equilibrium fields are
equal, i.e., qﬁ(ll)eq = ¢(2/)eq7 and are given by Eq. (S37).
Inserting this equality into Eq. (S43) yields

V2 [¢(2')Sr _ ¢(1/)Sr} — K2 [¢(2')8r _ (Z)(l’)sr}

In other words, the difference in the reaction-generated
electrostatic potential field between (1’) and (2’) is an
equilibrium, Debye-Hiickel type field, which has an in-
verse screening length g; = k. From the (k — g;) term
in Eq. (S38), we see that such a field can have no effect
on the propulsion speed. This proves our initial assertion
that, to linear order, a particle with fixed, uniform sur-
face charge o will have the same propulsion velocity as an
equivalent particle with fixed, uniform surface potential
¢, as long as Eq. (5S40) is satisfied.

In fact, one can make a more general statement, which
we will not prove. For any two particles (1’) and (27),
with equal arbitrary shape, surface reactions, and equi-
librium (possibly non-uniform) fields ¢4, not only the
propulsion speed but the entire flow field will be the same.
A physical justification for this conclusion is that if the in-
teraction between one equilibrium field (¢°?) and another
(the difference field between (1) and (2’)) could gener-
ate fluid flow, then this would constitute a perpetual-
motion machine. Analogous conclusions also apply to
electrophoresis in an external field [11].

(S44)

VII. ESTIMATION OF IONIC RATE

CONSTANTS

An important parameter in our calculations is the
ionic reaction association constant k., in the reaction
H* + HO; = H,0, in water. We were unable to find
a value for this constant in the literature, so we must es-
timate it. Fortunately, reactions involving the transfer of
a proton or a hydroxyl ion, such as this one (and most of
the reactions involved in similar systems), are normally
sufficiently fast to be diffusion limited [12]. It has been
shown [13], that the diffusion-limited rate constant be-
tween two species, A and B, with diffusivities D4, Dp,
and valencies z4, zp, which react at a short distance r4p
is [14]

kas = [47 (Da+ Dp)rap] f(2azp,748) . (S45)

Here, f(zazp,rap) is a modifier for charged species,
given by
-1

2 2
ZAZBeE zZAZBE
_ _CA®BE _sASBC ) g (S46)
47T67"ABI€BT 47T€TAB]€BT
For reactions involving neutral species, f(0,745) = 1,

giving the rate expression originally derived by Smolu-
chowski [15]. For reactions between oppositely charged
species, over a typical reaction distance in water of
rap =0.2nm [14], f(=1,745) = 3.59. For the reac-
tion between HT (species A) and HO, (species B), this
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FIG. S1. The mesh on which the FEM calculations are
performed. This particular mesh was generated for radius
a = 0.5 pum and a salt concentration of 10~° mol/L, but
illustrates the generic features of all the meshes. The rota-
tional symmetry of the simulation domain is exploited to cal-
culate on a quasi-2D domain: the symmetry axis is indicated
by the dashed red line. The domain typically has a radius
L = 10a + 25k~ " in size. This domain is subdivided into
two pieces on which triangular and quadrilateral elements are
used. In a range of 3x~! around the colloid the domain con-
sists of quadrilaterals, which grow in size geometrically, see
the zoom-in (blue box). Beyond this range the elements are
triangular and are allowed to grow out linearly to best fit the
domain boundary and reduce the overall number of elements.

yields, using the diffusivities quoted in the main text,
kas = 4.9 x 1010 M~1s~L

As a check on this value, we note that it
is consistent with measured rates for similar reac-
tions [12], ie., HT + HCO; = H,CO5; in water has
kas =5 x 1010 M~1s~1 [16].

VIII. FINITE ELEMENT METHOD

CALCULATIONS

To verify the linear, analytic calculations presented in
Sections II-VI, we numerically solve the full non-linear
system of equations presented in Section I using the finite
element method (FEM). FEM calculations are performed
using the COMSOL Multiphysics Modelling package.

We employed the following strategies to accelerate the
calculations and obtain high quality results. (i) The so-
lutions were obtained in a 2D cylindrically symmetric
geometry. (ii) We ignored the advective coupling term
in Eq. (S1). This allowed us to split the problem into



TABLE I. The first Legendre components of the surface flux
densities, and the charge densities, used in Fig. 3 in the
main text and Fig. S3 here. The flux densities have units
mol/(m?s), and the charge densities have units e/nm?. The
final column gives the product of o and the relevant non-zero
flux density, with units emol/(m*nm?s).

Fig.|Type|  Jjga Jia 3 o aj’
I | 3x107! 0 0 107%| 3x 107°
3| II 0 3x 1077 0 10743 x 1071
111 0 3x107% 3x107° |107*| 3x107?
I |1.5x1072 0 0 1072|1.5 x 1074
S3 | II 0 1.5 x 1075 0 1072|1.5 x 1077
111 0 1.5x107° 1.5 x 1075|1072|1.5 x 1077

electrostatics plus hydrodynamics parts, as for the lin-
ear theory, and thus solve the uncoupled equations more
efficiently. This approach is justified, since the Péclet
number (Pe) < 1072 for typical experimental systems
(Pe = aU/D, where a is the colloidal radius, U is the
typical magnitude of the flow field, and D is a molec-
ular diffusivity). We also verified this directly, by in-
cluding the advective coupling term in a subset of the
data points, finding good agreement. (iii) We created a
physics-specific mesh, see Fig. S1, on which we solved
the system. Quadrilateral elements were used out to
a distance of 3x~! from the colloid surface. These el-
ements grow exponentially in size with increasing dis-
tance, whilst maintaining a constant number along the
tangential direction. The remainder of the domain was
meshed with triangular elements which grow larger with
distance from the colloid. (iv) The following polynomial
orders were employed for the test functions: electrostat-
ics (3), diffusion (5) and hydrodynamics (2+3). These
higher orders proved necessary to reduce spurious flow
(see also Ref. [3]). (v) Finite-size scaling was employed
to check for artifacts arising from the finite extent of the
simulation domain. (vi) Mesh refinement was used for
several simulations to determine the dependence of our
result on the element size. (vii) We also varied the tol-
erance on the residual for a few cases to verify that our
solutions had sufficiently converged.

To verify the analytic results, we first performed calcu-
lations with sufficiently low values of the surface charge
density and flux to remain in the linear regime (Fig. 3,
main text). These values are given in Table I. Differ-
ent fluxes were used for the different propulsion mod-
els because the low efficiency of type I and III propul-
sion mean that numerical errors become significant more
quickly as the flux density is reduced for these models. In
addition, the FEM calculations and the linearized theory
produce essentially identical electrostatic potential fields.
Fig. S2a illustrates this for type II electrophoresis. The-
ory and FEM calculations differ at the boundary of the
simulation domain (Fig. S2b) because the FEM calcu-
lations have an artificial equipotential boundary there.

However, the potential and flow-fields decay sufficiently
rapidly that this does not affect the potential near the
particle, or the propulsion speed beyond a few percent.

We can also use the FEM to go beyond the linear ap-
proximation. We defer to future work a systematic inves-
tigation of the non-linear behaviour, and here focus on
the propulsion speed for selected experimentally relevant
values of the surface charge density and chemical fluxes.
These values are taken from measurements on the Pt-
polystyrene Janus swimmers in Ref. [17], and are listed
in Table I, in the ‘S3’ section. The neutral flux density
Jpals that which would be produced by a Janus particle
which uniformly consumes H,O, on one hemisphere at
a rate I' = 8 x 10'° molecules per second per particle.
This rate was measured for ¢ = 1 pwm radius particles
in 3 M H,O, [17]. The surface charge density is taken
from the electrophoretic mobility measurements made on
the same particles in Ref. [18]. The ionic fluxes are un-
known, but we arbitrarily set ji ; = 10_335,1, so that
type II electrophoresis gives a speed of order 100 pms™!,
which is larger than typical experimental values for Au-
Pt spherical microswimmers [19, 20]. Hence, our re-
sults should overestimate the non-linear behaviour of the
propulsion speed. Note that though the ionic flux den-
sities for the experimentally realistically case are some-
times lower than those for the linear case, the product of
charge density and surface flux is always greater in the
experimentally realistic case, Table 1.

Figure S3a-b, both with 1 mM NaCl, correspond to
Fig. 3a-b in the main text. We see that the analyti-
cal theory continues to match the FEM calculations well
even for these realistic values of the flux and charge den-
sities. However, many experiments are performed with
no added salt, and as shown in Fig. S3c, this agree-
ment worsens as the salt concentration falls. This is to
be expected, since it is low salt that generates a high-
¢, large-screening-length regime where linear approxima-
tions break down [21]. In fact, with 0 mM NaCl, the

a X b 10°
|
FEM | Theory =
@10
e 2
1 il .
' 5] FEM '«
c '
| 107t ]
) 1
! 1um ) 1
I — 107 . . . . |
m T 1.2 3 4 5
-1 0 1 Distance (radii)
FIG. S2. a) Comparison of normalized surface-reaction-

generated potential fields ¢ for (left) FEM and (right) lin-
earized theory, for type II self-electrophoresis, with ji , =
3 x 1077 mol/(m?s), and with other conditions as in the base
parameter set (see main text). The radius of the simulation
domain L = 3 um = 6a here. b) Normalized radial decay of
¢°" for linearized theory (-) and FEM calculations (--) along
X-X" in a.
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FIG. S3. Propulsion speed for realistic parameters (given in
this text) for type I (%, inset), IT (A), and III (@) propulsion,
from analytical theory (solid curves) and FEM simulations
(symbols). For a) [H'] at fixed & equivalent to 1 mM NaCl,
b) particle radius with 1 mM NaCl ¢) NaCl concentration,
d) particle radius with 0 mM NaCl. In d, the black arrow
indicates the experimental point from Ref. [17] referred to in
the text.

dimensionless zeta-potential (e/(kpT) = 5.6 for these
particles, well beyond the Debye-Hiickel limit. Never-
theless, for type I-II propulsion, the agreement remains
semi-quantitative between simulations and theory over
the whole radius range for 0 mM NaCl, Fig. S3d.

From Fig. S3d, we obtain a speed of 0.5 pums™! for
type I electrophoresis with particles of radius a = 1 pm,
no salt, and 3 M H,0O, (the black arrow indicates the
relevant datapoint). As stated in the main text, this pre-
dicted speed can account for at most 5% of the experi-
mentally measured propulsion speed of 15 — 20 pms™!
obtained for Pt-Polystyrene Janus particles under the
same conditions [17].
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