arXiv:2011.08445v3 [quant-ph] 2 May 2021

Nonequilibrium effects of cavity leakage and vibrational dissipation in thermally-activated polariton chemistry

Matthew Du,^1 Jorge A. Campos-Gonzalez-Angulo,^1 and Joel Yuen-Zhou^{1, a)} Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, University of California San Diego, La Jolla, California 92093, USA (Dated: 14 February 2022)

In vibrational strong coupling (VSC), molecular vibrations strongly interact with the modes of an optical cavity to form hybrid light-matter states known as vibrational polaritons. Experiments show that the kinetics of thermally activated chemical reactions can be modified by VSC. Transition-state theory, which assumes that internal thermalization is fast compared to reactive transitions, has been unable to explain the observed findings. Here, we carry out kinetic simulations to understand how dissipative processes, namely those that VSC introduces to the chemical system, affect reactions where internal thermalization and reactive transitions occur on similar timescales. Using the Marcus-Levich- Jortner type of electron transfer as a model reaction, we show that such dissipation can change reactivity by accelerating internal thermalization, thereby suppressing nonequilibrium effects that occur in the reaction outside the cavity. This phenomenon is attributed mainly to cavity decay (i.e., photon leakage), but a supporting role is played by the relaxation between polaritons and dark states. When nonequilibrium effects are already suppressed in the bare reaction (the reactive species are essentially at internal thermal equilibrium throughout the reaction), we find that reactivity does not change significantly under VSC. Connections are made between our results and experimental observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Strong light-matter interaction, or simply strong coupling (SC), occurs when an optical cavity mode and a material excitation coherently exchange energy faster than either species decays.^{1–4} This interaction results in light-matter eigenstates called polaritons. In addition to inheriting both photonic and material properties, the hybrid states have different energies than their constituents.

These features make polaritons a promising platform for modifying the physicochemical properties of molecular systems.^{5,6} Typically, SC in such systems is achieved by the interaction between a cavity mode and N ≫ 1 quasidegenerate excitations in a molecular ensemble. This collective SC produces two polariton states and N − 1 dark states. At light-matter resonance, the so-called lower and upper polaritons are respectively redshifted and blueshifted from the bare molecular (photonic) excitations by the collective light-matter coupling strength g √ N, where g is the single-molecule lightmatter coupling strength and Ω = 2g √ N is the so-called Rabi splitting. In contrast, the dark states remain unchanged in energy. Nevertheless, the polaritons can dissipate into the dark states,^{7–13} enriching the relaxation dynamics of the SC regime.

In light of the considerable impact that polariton formation has on molecular excited states,^{14–17} and of the photonic character of polaritons, it is not surprising that SC is emerging as a versatile tool for manipulating photochemistry. It has been shown that, in organic materials, polaritons can lower the activation barrier of spin-conversion processes,^{18–22} enhance conductivity,^{23–27} change the dynamics of photoinduced charge transfer,^{28–33} and alter photoisomerization yield.^{34–39} In some situations, dissipation associated with SC

a)Electronic mail: joelyuen@ucsd.edu; http://yuenzhougroup.ucsd.edu

plays a key role in the modification of photochemical processes. Notably, cavity decay (photon leakage from the cavity) can enable the suppression of photodegradation by diverting population from polaritons to the electronic ground state instead of to the product.^{40–42} The effect of cavity decay on photochemical reactivity has also been demonstrated theoretically for photodissociation^{43,44} and photoisomerization^{38,39}. Another contributor to the suppression of photodegradation is the relaxation between polaritons and dark states.^{40,42} This dissipative coupling can even mediate polariton-assisted remote energy transfer.^{45–49} Moreover, relaxation from polaritons to dark states can be harnessed to realize remote control of photoisomerization.^?

Much less is understood about the ability to modify thermally activated reactions using SC^{50,51} of molecular vibrations, commonly known as vibrational SC (VSC). Recent experiments^{52} demonstrate that reactions can be enhanced or suppressed by VSC without external pumping (e.g., laser excitation). Reactions affected by VSC include organic substitution,^{53–55} organic rearrangement,^{56} and hydrolysis.^? However, the intriguing VSC reaction kinetics still lacks a theoretical underpinning. Transition-state theory, the most commonly used reaction-rate theory, has been unsuccessful at explaining the VSC reactions.^{57–60} While a model of nonadiabatic electron transfer under VSC captures some of the observed trends,^{61} additional connections to experiments have yet to be made. Common to the attempted theoretical approaches is the following assumption: internal thermalization (i.e., within the states of each chemical species) is much faster than reactive transitions (i.e., between the states of different chemical species). Said differently, states of each chemical species are assumed to remain at internal thermal equilibrium throughout the reaction.

Nonequilibrium effects may therefore be relevant in thermally activated reactions modified by VSC. In the context of adiabatic reactions, recent findings^{62} reveal that non- Markovian dynamics along the cavity-mode coordinate can induce trapping of population in a high-energy region of the potential energy surface, preventing internal thermalization and promoting backward reactive transitions. Alternatively, it would be interesting to explore how VSC affects reactions with significant nonequilibrium effects outside the cavity. For instance, some organic reactions involve the formation of vibrationally hot intermediate species that react before they fully thermalize.^{63–65} This may happen in desilylation reactions, which feature reactive intermediates^{66} and appear in studies reporting suppression of product formation^{53,54,67} and rise in product selectivity^{54} using VSC. If nonequilibrium effects are indeed relevant to the VSC reactions, then another intriguing topic is the role of dissipation, which is what enables thermal equilibrium to be reached.

Here, we carry out a kinetic study of how the dissipative processes that VSC introduces to the chemical system— specifically, cavity decay plus incoherent energy exchange among polaritons and dark states—affects thermally activated reactions with significant nonequilibrium effects. The class of reactions we consider is electron transfer, which is modeled using Marcus-Levich-Jortner (MLJ) theory.^{68–70} We examine reactions where vibrational relaxation and reactive transitions occur on similar timescales. For the case of VSC, we use a generalization of the MLJ model to calculate rates of reactive transitions. Rates associated with internal thermalization are calculated using a standard treatment^9 of polariton relaxation. By comparing reaction kinetics under VSC with those in the bare case and under weak light-matter coupling, we show that dissipation associated with VSC can alter reaction kinetics by suppressing nonequilibrium effects. It follows that the presence of nonequilibrium effects in the bare reaction can be important in determining the influence of VSC on reactivity. Before concluding this paper, we discuss our results in the context of the aforementioned experiments.

II. THEORY

A. Hamiltonian

Consider N identical molecules inside an optical cavity. Each molecule can undergo a series of nonadiabatic electron transfer reactions. Such reactions occur via transitions between diabatic electronic states, each representing a different reactive species (e.g., reactant, intermediate, product). In the spirit of MLJ theory, the electronic states experience vibronic coupling to high-frequency intramolecular vibrational modes and low-frequency solvent vibrational modes,^{70} i.e., electron transfer is coupled to high- and low-frequency vibrations. Both types of modes are hence reactive degrees of freedom. For simplicity, suppose that each molecule has only one high-frequency reactive mode (hereafter conveniently referred to as vibrational mode), and assume that VSC takes place between this mode and a single cavity mode. Already, we can see that the role of VSC is to modify the dynamics of a reactive mode.

The Hamiltonian describing the electron-transfer molecules under VSC is

H = H_S + H_B + H_{S−B}. (1)

The first term,

H_S = H_e + H_v + H_{e−v} + H_c + H_{c−v} +V_{ET}, (2)

characterizes the “system”, the subspace whose evolution we are interested in. Comprising the system are the electronic, vibrational, and cavity degrees of freedom. Electronic states are given by

H_e = N ∑_{i=1} ∑_ϕ^Eϕ^{|ϕ (i)⟩⟨ϕ (i)|, (3)}

where |ϕ^{(i)}⟩ has energy E_ϕ and represents the molecule i belonging to reactive species ϕ. Next,

H_v = h̄ω_v N ∑_{i=1}^{a†}i^ai^{(4)}

characterizes the vibrational modes, where the mode belonging to molecule i is represented by creation (annihilation) operator a^†_i (a_i). Vibronic coupling involving the high-frequency vibrational modes is described by

H_{e−v} = h̄ω_v N ∑_{i=1} ∑_ϕ^{|ϕ (i)⟩⟨ϕ (i)|[λ}ϕ^{(a†}i^{+ a}i^{) + λ 2}ϕ^{] . (5)}

For any molecule of reactive species ϕ, λ_ϕ is the dimensionless displacement of the corresponding vibrational mode. The following two terms of H_S [Eq. (2)] are the cavity Hamiltonian

H_c = h̄ω_ca^†_0a_0, (6)

and the light-matter interaction

H_{c−v} = h̄g N ∑_{i=1}^{(a†}i^a0^{+ a†}0^ai^{). (7)}

The cavity mode has frequency ω_c and is represented by creation (annihilation) operator a^†_0 (a_0). In writing Eq. (7), we have assumed that molecules of all reactive species undergo VSC. Presumably, this condition has been realized in studies showing that organic desilylation^{54} and TPPK-acetone cyclization^? can be modified by VSC, namely that involving a vibrational mode which is optically bright and nearly identical in energy for both reactant and product species. For cases where only one of reactant and product experiences VSC, theoretical modeling^{61,71} predicts interesting effects such as autocatalysis;^{61} we do not focus here on situations where different reactive species couple unequally to the cavity. Finally, the electron-transfer interaction reads

V_{ET} = N ∑_{i=1} ∑_{ϕ≠φ}^{(J}ϕφ^{|φ(i)⟩⟨ϕ (i)| + J}φϕ^{|ϕ (i)⟩⟨φ(i)|), (8)}

where J_{ϕφ} = J_{φϕ} is the diabatic coupling between reactive species ϕ and φ. The remaining degrees of freedom, which constitute the “bath”, are captured in H_B. The bath includes the low-frequency solvent modes that participate in electron transfer, as well as modes that induce decay and incoherent energy exchange among the polaritons and dark states. The system-bath coupling responsible for these relaxation processes is characterized by H_{S−B}. For the sake of brevity, we will not explicitly define H_B and H_{S−B} here.

The eigenstates of the system, treating the electron-transfer interaction (V_{ET}) as perturbative, can be found by diagonalizing the zeroth-order Hamiltonian

H_0 = H_e + H_{e−v} + H_{CV}, (9)

where H_{CV} = H_v + H_c + H_{c−v} governs the subsystem that includes cavity and vibrational modes. Two polariton and N − 1 dark modes make up the eigenmodes of H_{CV}. Let operators α_q = ∑^N_{i=0} c_{qi}a_i for q = ±,2,...,N represent the eigenmodes. The polariton modes respectively have frequencies ω_± =^1_2 ( ω_c + ω_v ± √ (ω_c − ω_v)^2 + 4g^2N ) and are given by

α_+ = (cosθ )a_0 + (sinθ ) 1 √ N N ∑_{i=1}^ai^{, (10a)}

α_− = (sin θ )a_0 − (cosθ ) 1 √ N N ∑_{i=1}^ai^{, (10b)}

where θ =^1_2 tan^{−1}[2g √ N/(ω_c − ω_v)]. The dark modes all have frequency ω_v, and each one is represented by α_q for q = 2,...,N. Due to the degeneracy of the dark states, there exist multiple ways to express the dark modes in terms of the bare modes (e.g., see Refs.^{61} and^{72}). We now define multiparticle states for the various system degrees of freedom. Define |ϕ⟩ ≡ |ϕ_1,ϕ_2,... ,ϕ_N ⟩ as the multiparticle electronic state where molecule i belongs to reactive species ϕ_i. For the cavityvibrational modes, we define |m⟩ ≡ |m_+,m_−,m_2,...,m_N ⟩, which is an eigenstate of H_{CV} with m_q excitations in mode q and with energy ∑_{q=±,2,...,N} m_qh̄ω_q. Moving to this multiparticle representation and carrying out some additional rearrangements, we can write the zeroth-order system Hamiltonian [Eq. (9)] in the diagonal form

H_0 = ∑

ϕ ∑_m^Eϕ;m^{|ϕ;m⟩⟨ϕ ;m|. (11)}

The eigenstates

|ϕ;m⟩ ≡ |ϕ⟩ ⊗ |m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ (12)

are expressed as products of an electronic state and a displaced cavity-vibrational state. The latter is given by

|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ ≡ [ ∏_{q=±,2,...,N}^{D †}q^{(λ}ϕq^) ] |m⟩, (13)

where D_q(λ ) = exp ( λ α^†_q − λ^∗α_q ) is the displacement operator for eigenmode q. The displacement of mode q, when the system is in electronic state |ϕ⟩, is

λ_{ϕq} ≡ N ∑_{i=1}^{λ (i)}ϕ_iq^{, (14)}

where

λ^{(i)}_{ϕiq} ≡ c_{qi} ω_v ω_q λ_{ϕi} (15)

is the contribution due to the vibronic coupling in molecule i (when this molecule belongs to reactive species ϕ_i). From Eqs. (14)-(15), it is evident that VSC redistributes the displacements of the bare modes among the polariton and dark modes. How displaced each eigenmode is depends on its frequency and its overlap with the bare modes [Eq. (15)]. Returning to the electronic-cavity-vibrational eigenstates |ϕ ;m⟩, the corresponding energies are

E_{ϕ;m} = N ∑_{i=1}^Eϕi^+ ∑_{q=±,2,...,N}^mq^{h̄ω}q + ( h̄ω_v N ∑_{i=1}^{λ 2}ϕi^− ∑_{q=±,2,...,N}^{h̄ω}q^{|λ}ϕq^{|2} ) . (16)

We see that VSC does not only change the energies of states containing vibrational character [second summation in the first line of Eq. (16)], but it also induces an energy shift equal to the difference in high-frequency reorganization energy before and after VSC [second line of Eq. (16)].

B. Kinetic model

Having obtained the system eigenstates and energies, we proceed to discuss the kinetic model for simulating thermally activated nonadiabatic electron transfer under VSC. We are interested in reactions where nonequilibrium effects are significant outside the cavity. To focus on how the reactions are impacted by VSC, including dissipation brought about by VSC, we limit ourselves to the case of N = 2 and neglect multiply excited cavity-vibrational states; the state-space truncation is a good approximation in our simulations (Sec. III), where we choose parameters such that (1) virtually all initial population resides in the zero- and first-excitation manifolds of the cavity-vibrational subspace and (2) such that transitions within these lower manifolds are much faster than transitions into higher manifolds. With these simplifications, we keep the dynamics tractable enough for physical interpretation while still working in the regime of collective VSC (i.e., N > 1). In Sec. IV, we discuss the case of many-molecule VSC.

We now present the kinetic model. The evolution of the system is governed by the master equation

d p_{(ϕ;m)}(t) dt = − ∑ (ϕ^′;m^′)≠(ϕ;m)

k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ;m) p_{(ϕ;m)}(t) + ∑ (ϕ^′;m^′)≠(ϕ;m)

k(ϕ ;m|ϕ^′;m^′)p_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t). (17)

The quantity p_{(ϕ;m)} represents the population of |ϕ;m⟩, and k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ ;m) denotes the rate of transition |ϕ ;m⟩ → |ϕ^′;m^′⟩. Processes of three types are included in the kinetic model: reactive transitions; cavity-vibrational loss and gain; and relaxation among polaritons and the dark state (there is only one dark state for N = 2). The latter two sets of processes occur within the same electronic state and contribute to internal thermalization.

A reactive transition occurs between states |ϕ ;m⟩ and |ϕ^′;m^′⟩ if the initial state is converted to the final state by the electron-transfer reaction of molecule i from reactive species φ to reactive species φ^′ ≠ φ (i.e., |ϕ⟩ ≠ |ϕ^′⟩, ϕ_i = φ, ϕ^′_i = φ^′, ϕ_j = ϕ^′_j for j ≠ i). The corresponding transition rate, derived in analogy to the MLJ electron-transfer rate,^{73} is

k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ;m) = √ π λ^{(φφ′)}_s k_BT

|J_{φφ}′ |^2 h̄ | |⟨m̃^′_{(ϕ} ′_)|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ | |^2

× exp − ( E_ϕ ′_{;m}′ − E_{ϕ;m} + λ^{(φφ′)}_s

)_2

4λ^{(φφ′)}_s k_BT , (18)

where λ^{(φφ′)}_s = λ^{(φ′φ)}_s is the low-frequency reorganization energy for the reaction between species φ and φ^′, k_B is the Boltzmann constant, and T is the temperature. The rate depends on a generalized Franck-Condon factor, ⟨m̃^′_{(ϕ ′)}|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩, for the cavity-vibrational states, where | | |⟨m̃^′_{(ϕ} ′_)|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ | | |^2 = | | | | ∏_{q=±,d}^{⟨m′}q^{|D}q^{(λ (i)}φ′q^{− λ (i)}φq^{)|m}q^⟩ | | | | 2 . (19)

We have relabeled the single dark mode of the two-molecule system as q = d. The undisplaced cavity-vibrational state |m_q⟩ is the single-particle eigenstate of H_{CV} with m_q excitations in mode q. Matrix elements of the displacement operator D_q(λ ) with respect to the undisplaced cavity-vibrational states are evaluated according to the property^{74}

⟨m^′_q|D_q(λ )|m_q⟩ = √ m_q!

(m^′_q)!

e^{−|λ |2/2}λ^{m′q−mq} L^{m′q−mq}_{mq} (|λ |^2)

for m^′_q ≥ m_q, (20)

where L^k_n(x) is an associated Laguerre polynomial; for m^′_q < m_q, the matrix element is evaluated using the same expression except with m^′_q ↔ m_q and λ → −λ^∗.

We next discuss cavity-vibrational loss and gain. First consider loss. For the optical cavities used in previous experiments of VSC reactions, bare cavity states decay via the leakage of photons out into free space. In contrast, bare vibrational states decay through dissipation into solvent and intermolecular modes. In VSC, the cavity-vibrational states can decay through a combination of cavity and vibrational channels. The decay of |ϕ,ê_q⟩, where ê_q is the unit vector representing a single excitation of mode q = ±,d, has rate^{9,18}

k(ϕ ;0|ϕ;ê_q) = |c_{q0}|^2κ +

(_2

∑_{i=1}^{|c}qi^{|2} ) γ. (21)

The bare cavity decay rate is κ, and the bare vibrational decay rate is γ. For nonzero temperatures, the reverse process, gain, can occur. The corresponding rate is determined by detailed balance: k(ϕ ;ê_q|ϕ;0) = k(ϕ;0|ϕ;ê_q)exp(−h̄ω_q/k_BT ).

Lastly, we have relaxation among polaritons and the dark state. Processes of this type originate from anharmonic coupling between vibrational states and low-frequency molecular modes of the local environment.^{9,11,12,75} The relaxation from |ϕ,ê_q⟩ to |ϕ ,ê_q′ ⟩ (where q,q^′ = ±,d and q ≠ q^′) has rate^{9,18}

k(ϕ ;ê_q′ |ϕ ;ê_q) = 2π

(_2

∑_{i=1}^{|c}q^′i^{|2|c}qi^{|2} )

× {Θ(−ω)[n̄(−ω) + 1]J (−ω) + Θ(ω)n̄(ω)J (ω)}, (22)

where Θ(ω) is the Heaviside step function, n̄(ω) = [exp(h̄ω/k_BT ) − 1]^{−1} is the Bose-Einstein distribution function, and J (ω) is the spectral density of the anharmonically coupled low-frequency bath modes. For the simulations in Sec. III, we assume an Ohmic spectral density:^9 J (ω) = ηω exp [ −(ω/ω_{cut})^2 ] , where η is a dimensionless parameter representing the anharmonic system-bath interaction, and ω_{cut} is the cutoff frequency of the low-frequency bath modes.

Now that we have presented the various processes captured by our kinetic model, we note, for completeness, that k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ;m) = 0 for any transition |ϕ;m⟩ → |ϕ^′;m^′⟩ not induced by these processes, i.e., not described by Eqs. (18), (21), and (22).

To conclude this section, we summarize how VSC influences reactive transitions and internal thermalization within our kinetic model. We do so in the context of reactions with nonequilibrium effects, which arise when internal thermalization is not fast compared to reactive transitions. First, recall that VSC alters energies and redistributes the vibronic coupling of localized bare modes among the delocalized eigenmodes (Sec. II A). In view of this, Eq. (18) says that VSC affects the rate of reactive transitions by changing activation energy—which is related to the energies of the initial and final states—and the Franck-Condon factor between initial and final states. These rate changes can lead to modified reactivity when reactive species are at internal thermal equilibrium and when they are not. On the other hand, the additional relaxation channels created by VSC, i.e., cavity loss and gain for polaritons [Eq. (21)] and relaxation among polaritons and the dark state [Eq. (22)], help thermalize the vibrational states and only change populations when reactive species are not at internal thermal equilibrium. Thus, if creating these additional relaxation channels is the dominant effect of VSC, then nonequilibrium effects will be suppressed, as we will see in Sec. III.

III. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we perform kinetic simulations of thermally activated nonadiabatic electron transfer under VSC. We simulate a set of representative reactions whose reactive transitions are comparable in timescale to internal thermalization. As discussed in Sec. I, we are interested in understanding how such reactions are affected by VSC-induced dissipative processes. To this end, we choose reaction parameters that highlight the impact of cavity decay, as well as relaxation among polaritons and the dark state. In addition, parameters are chosen such that the dynamics of states with more than one cavity-vibrational excitation are insignificant compared to the dynamics of states with one or zero of such excitation (Sec. II B). Parameters specific to each reaction are listed in Table I. Throughout the simulations, we use h̄ω_v = 2000 cm^{−1} and assume a resonant cavity mode (i.e., ω_c = ω_v). We also fix the temperature at T = 298 K. Unless otherwise stated, we use the following parameters to characterize internal thermalization: γ = 0.01 ps^{−1} , κ = 1 ps^{−1}, η = 0.001, and ω_{cut} = 0.1ω_v. We note that the chosen cavity decay rate (κ) is much faster than the chosen vibrational decay rate (γ) and that both rates are similar to those found in VSC experiments.^{11,12,49} In calculations of reactions under VSC, we choose g = (0.03ω_v)/ √ 2, which yields a Rabi splitting of Ω = 0.06ω_v.

For comparison, we also simulate the reactions in the bare case (see Appendix A for kinetic model) and in the case of weak light-matter coupling (see Appendix B for kinetic model and its derivation). In the latter, we set the light-matter coupling to 1% of the value used for VSC. For all simulations in the weak-coupling regime, cavity decay is fast compared to the overall reaction dynamics (which can have a different timescale than the reactive transitions; see Sec. IV for further discussion). Therefore, the weak light-matter coupling effectively induces relaxation between vibrational and cavity states (Appendix B).^{76,77}

In all simulations, the initial population is a thermal distribution of reactant eigenstates. The distribution is determined by the Boltzmann probability function [i.e., p_{(ϕ;m)} ∝ exp(−E_{ϕ;m}/k_BT )] and normalized to 1. In accordance with our truncation of the cavity-vibrational subspace (Sec. II B), the initial distribution consists only of states with ≤ 1 excitation in this subspace.

After calculating the population evolution for each state in the system, the total population N_φ (t) of each reactive species φ at time t is computed according to

N_φ (t) = ∑

(ϕ;m)

p_{(ϕ;m)}(t)⟨ϕ ;m|P_φ |ϕ;m⟩. (23)

The projection operator

P_φ = 2 ∑_{i=1}^{|φ(i)⟩⟨φ(i)| (24)}

counts the number of molecules belonging to reactive species φ. We first simulate a reaction where the vibrationally hot product undergoes the reverse reaction as fast as it decays (Fig. 1a). The main reactive transition involves a 0 → 1 vibrational excitation upon going from reactant to product. The vibrationally hot product either returns to the reactant via the reverse transition or relaxes to the ground state, with both processes occurring at similar rates. This scenario represents a nonequilibrium effect where the product does not fully thermalize before it undergoes the reverse reaction. Under VSC, the reaction is enhanced compared to the bare case (Fig. 1c, blue solid line vs black dashed line). The observed modification is consistent with the following mechanism: dissipative processes associated with VSC speed up internal thermalization and thereby force the product to decay instead of transforming back into reactant. To test this mechanism, we carry out simulations for various values of cavity decay rate κ (Fig. 1d) and anharmonic system-bath coupling parameter η (Fig. 1e). The latter determines the rates of relaxation among polaritons and the dark state (Fig. 1b, red dotted arrows). As cavity decay rate κ is lowered to zero, most of the reaction enhancement goes away (Figs. 1e). In contrast, the modification largely survives as η is decreased. These trends reveal not only that the reaction is enhanced by accelerated internal thermalization, but also that cavity decay plays the main role in speeding up the thermalization. Specifically, cavity decay of the polaritons (Fig. 1b, yellow dashed arrows) enables the vibrationally hot product to cool much faster than it can undergo a reverse reactive transition. Relaxation from the dark state to polaritons (Fig. 1b, red dotted arrows) plays a supporting role: it transfers population to the (polariton) states that decay via cavity leakage.

The second reaction we investigate has a reactive transition that starts from a vibrational excited state and occurs on the same timescale as vibrational decay (Fig. 2a). Although thermodynamically unfavorable, this reaction can serve as an instructional example for thermodynamically favorable situations where the most reactive channel involves a vibrational excited state in the reactant. Due to a large energy difference between reactant and product electronic states, there is only one reactive transition, which is accompanied by a 1 → 0 vibrational deexcitation. This transition happens at a rate comparable to the decay of the initial vibrational state. Since vibrational decay is extremely fast compared to its reverse process, the timescale of reactant internal thermalization is that of vibrational decay, i.e., that of the reactive transition. Intuitively speaking, the population of the reactive vibrational excited state does not reach its fully replenished (thermalized) value prior to subsequent reactive transitions. In the presence of VSC, the reaction experiences an enhancement (Fig. 2c, blue solid line vs black dashed line). By varying κ (Fig. 2d) and η (Fig. 2e), we again find that the reaction modification is attributed mostly to cavity decay and less so to relaxation among polaritons and the dark state. Cavity decay facilitates rapid thermalization between the ground state and polaritons (Fig. 2b, yellow dashed arrows), while the dark state quickly reaches thermal equilibrium through incoherent energy transfer with the polaritons (Fig. 2b, blue dotted arrows). As a result of these relaxation dynamics, the excited cavityvibrational states are refilled with population before the next reactive transition takes place.

While the first two reactions are enhanced by VSC, suppression is found for the third reaction, which involves a vibrationally hot intermediate that reacts before it can fully thermalize (Fig. 3a).^{63–65} The first reactive transition is from reactant to intermediate and involves a 0 → 1 vibrational ex-

TABLE I. Parameters for the reactions simulated in this work.

Reaction Figure Reaction type Parameters^a 1 1 A → B E_B = −0.6, λ_B = 1.5, J_{AB} = 0.01, λ^{(AB)}_s = 0.08 2 2 A → B E_B = 0.95, λ_B = 1, J_{AB} = 0.002, λ^{(AB)}_s = 0.05 3 3 A → B → C E_B = −1.05, E_C = −1.35, λ_B = 1.5, λ_C = 4.5, J_{AB} = 0.0003, J_{BC} = 0.02, λ^{(AB)}_s = 0.05, λ^{(BC)}_s = 0.3

a For all reactions, E_A = 0 and λ_A = 0. All J_{ϕ φ} not listed here are equal to 0. All parameters, except λ_ϕ (dimensionless), have units h̄ω_v.

FIG. 1. (a) Scheme of reaction where a reverse reactive transition (rate k_r) from the vibrationally hot product occurs on the same timescale as vibrational decay (rate γ). Reactant (blue) and product (red) potential energy surfaces are plotted against effective solvent coordinate q_s. Noteworthy transitions are shown. (Non)reactive transitions are represented with (dashed) solid arrows. (b) Scheme depicting VSC-induced internal thermalization of the product. Potential energy surfaces and nonreactive transitions, shown here for the system under VSC, follow the formatting style used in (a), with the additional attribute that polaritonic surfaces are drawn with yellow outline. Polaritons can decay via cavity leakage (rate κ/2, where κ is the decay rate of the bare cavity), and polaritons and dark state incoherently exchange energy (rates ∝ η, where η represents the system-bath interaction that gives rise to this relaxation). (c-e) Product population kinetics for various (c) regimes of light-matter coupling, (d) κ, and (e) η.

FIG. 2. (a) Scheme of reaction where a reactive transition (rate k) from a vibrational excited state occurs on the same timescale as vibrational decay (rate γ). Reactant (blue) and product (red) potential energy surfaces are plotted against effective solvent coordinate q_s. Noteworthy transitions are shown. (Non)reactive transitions are represented with (dashed) solid arrows. (b) Scheme depicting VSCinduced internal thermalization of the reactant. Potential energy surfaces and nonreactive transitions, shown here for the system under VSC, follow the formatting style used in (a), with the additional attribute that polaritonic surfaces are drawn with yellow outline. Polaritons can gain energy from the ground cavity-vibrational state via photon absorption from the surroundings into the cavity, and polaritons and dark state incoherently exchange energy. See caption of Fig. 1 for explanation of κ, η, and labels containing these symbols. (ce) Product population kinetics for various (c) regimes of light-matter coupling, (d) κ, and (e) η.

citation. Next, the vibrationally hot intermediate can either make a reactive transition to product or relax to the ground state, with similar rates for both processes. The former process is followed by vibrational decay, while the latter is followed by an intermediate-to-product reactive transition that is much slower than vibrational decay. Overall, a significant amount of intermediate population first makes a fast reactive transition and then cools, and the remaining intermediate population first cools and then makes a slow reactive transition. With VSC, the population kinetics of the reactant is unchanged (Fig. 3c, blue solid line vs black dashed line) because the vibrationally hot intermediate, with or without VSC, is transformed into a different state much quicker than it can transition back to reactant. However, there is greater accumulation of the intermediate (Fig. 3d, blue solid line vs black dashed line) and suppressed formation of the product under VSC (Fig. 3e, blue solid line vs black dashed line). Carrying out the same analysis as done with the previous two reactions (see Figs. 3f-3i), we conclude that the rapid decay of polaritons via cavity leakage (Fig. 3b, yellow dashed arrows), assisted by the relaxation from the dark state to polaritons (Fig. 3b, green dotted arrows), causes the intermediate to reach thermal equilibrium before it can go through the faster reactive transition.

To obtain additional insight regarding nonequilibrium effects and how VSC alters reactivity, we study the reactions under weak light-matter coupling. Figs. 1c, 2c, 3d-3e show population kinetics for VSC (blue solid line), weak lightmatter coupling (aquamarine dotted line), and the bare case (black dashed line). For all reactions, weak light-matter coupling leads to significantly modified kinetics. The direction of change is the same as that of VSC. This finding is consistent with the fact that, similar to VSC, weak light-matter coupling opens up relaxation between vibrations and the cavity, and enables internal thermalization of the reactive species to be sped up by cavity decay. It also makes sense that the magnitude of change is less than that of VSC, since the vibration-cavity relaxation resulting from weak light-matter interaction is not as fast as cavity decay.^{76} Nevertheless, it is interesting that one only needs to enter the weak-coupling regime to manipulate reactivity. The same conclusion has been reached in a study of how cavity decay allows light-matter coupling to protect molecules from photodegradation.^{41}

The simulations discussed so far suggest that the VSCinduced modifications to the above reactions arise mainly from the suppression of nonequilibrium effects. To strengthen this claim, we simulate the same reactions except the vibrational decay rate is made 100 times larger (i.e., γ = 1 ps^{−1} = κ). With this condition, we find that the VSC and bare kinetics (Fig. 4, blue solid line vs black dashed line) are either virtually identical or much more similar than in the case of slow vibrational decay. Thus, the changes in reactivity due to VSC are considerably reduced when, outside the cavity, internal thermalization is already rapid compared to reactive transitions.

While our focus has been on nonequilibrium effects and their suppression by VSC-related dissipation, we should note that the calculated reaction kinetics do exhibit some changes as a consequence of VSC modifying activation energies and redistributing vibronic coupling among the cavity-vibrational eigenmodes (Sec. II B). Because cavity decay has been identified as the major contributor to the altered kinetics in the above reactions, the impact of the minor contributors could be revealed by comparing simulations for VSC and no cavity decay (i.e., κ = 0 ps^{−1}) with those for the bare case. For the reaction of Fig. 1, the kinetics is noticeably different for the two conditions (Fig. 1d, yellow solid line vs black dashed line). It seems that the difference cannot be fully accounted for by the presence of relaxation among polaritons and dark state (Fig. 1e). Hence, modified energy differences and Franck-Condon factors likely impart a small but appreciable influence on the reaction. This conclusion is corroborated by the slight enhancement observed for the VSC reaction when vibrational decay is made faster than all reactive transitions (Fig. 4a, blue solid line vs black dashed line); in this regime, dissipative processes introduced by VSC should have no effect. For further discussion of how changes in energetics and Franck-Condon factors due to VSC manifest as changes in reactivity, we refer the reader to Refs.^{61} and^{71} (see also Ref.^{78}, which discusses these topics but in the context of SC to electronic states).

IV. CONNECTION TO EXPERIMENTS

A noteworthy difference between our simulations and the experiments of VSC reactions is the number N of molecules involved in VSC. In our simulations N = 2. In the experiments, N is estimated to be 10^6 to 10^{12}.^{9,61,79}

For such large N, the particular reactions studied here are unlikely to be modified by VSC. To understand this statement and to identify reactions that would be significantly affected by many-molecule VSC, we present the following argument. Without loss of generality, consider a reaction featuring a single forward reactive transition, which involves a 0 → 1 vibrational excitation. This hypothetical reaction resembles that depicted in Fig. 1a. Assuming the steady-state approximation (SSA) for the vibrationally excited product and ignoring vibrational gain (i.e., the reverse process of vibrational decay), the reaction rate can be written as k_{R→P} = k_f [k_d/(k_r + k_d)], where k_f is the rate of the forward reactive transition, k_r is the rate of the reverse reactive transition, and k_d is the decay rate of the vibrationally excited product. The quantity in square brackets, k_d/(k_r + k_d), is the efficiency with which the vibrationally excited product decays rather than returns to reactant. In the reaction with VSC, there are N + 1 forward reactive transitions, each involving the 0 → 1 excitation of a polariton or dark state; there are two and N − 1 such transitions, respectively. We first focus on the two polaritonic forward reactive transitions. Recall that the Franck- Condon factor for a 0-1 vibronic transition is proportional to the displacement between initial and final vibrational states [Eq. (20) with m^′_q = 1 and m_q = 0]. Since the overlap between a polariton mode and each bare vibrational mode is O(N^{−1/2}) [Eq. (10)], the displacements—and therefore the 0- 1 Franck-Condon factors—associated with the polaritons are O(N^{−1/2}) times the corresponding bare values [Eqs. (14)-

FIG. 3. (a) Scheme of reaction where a reactive transition (rate k_1) from a vibrationally hot intermediate occurs on the same timescale as vibrational decay (rate γ). Reactant (blue), intermediate (green), and product (red) potential energy surfaces are plotted against effective solvent coordinate q_s. Noteworthy transitions are shown. (Non)reactive transitions are represented with (dashed) solid arrows. The rate k_0 describes a reactive transition from the intermediate in its vibrational ground state. Note: k_0 ≠ k_1 because the corresponding reactive transitions are associated with different Franck-Condon factors [Eq. (A3)]. (b) Scheme depicting VSC-induced internal thermalization of the intermediate. Potential energy surfaces and nonreactive transitions, shown here for the system under VSC, follow the formatting style used in (a), with the additional attribute that polaritonic surfaces are drawn with yellow outline. Polaritons can decay via cavity leakage, and polaritons and dark state incoherently exchange energy. See caption of Fig. 1 for explanation of κ, η, and labels containing these symbols. (c-e) Population kinetics of (c) reactant, (d) intermediate, and (e) product for various regimes of light-matter coupling. (f-i) Population kinetics of (f, h) intermediate and (g, i) product for various (f, g) κ, and (h, i) η.

(15)]. Then the polaritonic reactive transitions have rates that scale as O(N^{−1}) because the rate of a reactive transition depends on the square of a Franck-Condon factor [Eq. (18)]. Suppose that cavity decay is much faster than all other transitions from the polaritons, including reverse reactive transitions and relaxation to dark states. This scenario, which has been observed for cavity-coupled W(CO)_6 in nonpolar solvents,^{80} results in a decay efficiency of 1 for product states with an excitation in a polariton mode. By applying the SSA to such states and neglecting cavity gain (i.e., the reverse process of cavity decay), we arrive at the following effective rate for the polaritonic reactive transitions: k^{(p)}_{R→P} = εk_f /N, where ε is a dimensionless constant that accounts for changes in the reaction rate caused by the polaritons having modified energies. In contrast, we assume that the reactive transitions involving the dark states do not afford changes in the reaction rate, given that the dark states have similar decay dynamics to the bare vibrations.^{7,9,11,12,75,80,81} Furthermore, relaxation from dark states to polaritons should be negligible: this dissipative process is mediated by local system-bath interactions (see Sec. II B) and has rates scaling as O(N^{−1}),^{9,18,47} corresponding to the probability of each molecule in either polariton [Eq. (10)]. So, in order for the reaction to be modified by VSC, the reaction rate (k^{(p)}_{R→P}) due to the polaritonic reactive transitions should be, at least, comparable to the bare reaction rate (k_{R→P}), i.e., ε N ≳ k_d k_r + k_d

. (25)

With arbitrary reactions in mind, criterion (25) says that for systems with experimentally relevant values of N, VSC can change the kinetics of thermally activated reactions if

1. the polaritons give rise to ε ≫ 1, which means that activation energies are significantly reduced compared to the bare case (this scenario is discussed in Ref.^{61}), and/or

2. in the bare case, reverse reactive transitions are extremely fast compared to internal thermalization, i.e.,

FIG. 4. Population kinetics with fast vibrational decay rate γ = 1 ps^{−1}. Plots correspond to the following figures showing population kinetics with vibrational decay rate γ = 0.01 ps^{−1} but otherwise same conditions: (a) Fig. 1c, (b) Fig. 2c, and (c-e) Figs. 3c–3e.

populations are efficiently trapped in the reactants.

When at least one of these two conditions is satisfied, a large- N generalization of the kinetic model presented in Sec. II B should predict altered reactivity under VSC. Indeed, Ref.^{61} theoretically demonstrates the ability for condition 1 to enable VSC catalysis of ground-state reactions when N = 10^7. While such a demonstration has not been carried out for condition 2, Ref.^{82} (see Fig. 6a of that work) has shown that condition 2 enables electronic SC to boost the efficiency of harvesting triplet excitons into singlet polaritons, ultimately leading to enhanced photoluminescence compared to the bare organic material (in this case, the reverse reactive transition is the very rapid fission of singlets into triplets).

Despite the above and other differences between this theoretical work and the experiments, the suppression of nonequilibrium effects is a general phenomena and could be relevant to the mechanism by which VSC modifies reaction kinetics in the latter. According to our calculations, the suppression of nonequilibrium effects can lead to significant increase or decrease in reactivity, depending on the specific properties of the reaction. Both types of modifications have been found experimentally.^{52} The resemblance does not stop there. Recall the experimental studies showing that the desilylation of PTA using TBAF is suppressed by VSC.^{53,67} This reaction involves an intermediate species.^{66} Based on kinetic measurements, the authors propose that VSC forces the reaction to go through a new pathway, which involves a different intermediate. Compared to the intermediate of the bare reaction, the intermediate in the VSC reaction forms more easily but reacts less readily. We would like to propose an alternative mechanism based on our results. In the bare case, there could be nonequilibrium effects that cause slow conversion of reactant to intermediate (similar to the reaction of Fig. 2) and fast conversion of intermediate to product (like in the reaction of Fig. 3; see Refs.^{63},^{64}, and^{65}). Under VSC, the intermediate would be the same as in the bare case, but nonequilibrium effects would be suppressed, thereby accelerating the reactant-to-intermediate transformation and decelerating the intermediate-to-product transformation. This mechanism is consistent with the experimentally proposed one. Future works should test the possibility of VSC-induced suppression of nonequilibrium effects in the desilylation and other reactions.

When evaluating this possibility, it is important to keep in mind that nonequilibrium effects can affect reactivity even if internal thermalization occurs on a much shorter timescale than the reaction. Whether or not nonequilibrium effects are present is determined by how fast internal thermalization is relative to reactive transitions, which may be faster than the (overall) reaction. These guiding principles are supported by our simulations. For the bare reactions shown in Figs. 1 and 3, internal thermalization occurs on a 100 ps timescale while the reaction occurs on a 10 ns timescale (Figs. 1a, 1c, 3a, 3c). Nevertheless, as already discussed in Sec. III, the ability of VSC—in particular, the associated relaxation processes—to change the reaction kinetics relies on having (in the bare case) reactive transitions with similar rates as internal thermalization. The above principles, when made specific to adiabatic reactions, can be stated as follows:^{83} regardless of the actual reaction rate or that predicted by transition-state theory, the influence that nonequilibrium effects have on reactivity depends on how the rate of internal thermalization compares to the reactive flux (i.e., the rate of product formation per unit population) at the transition-state barrier.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we study how reactions with significant nonequilibrium effects are influenced by the dissipative channels that VSC introduces to the chemical system. By using the MLJ formalism of electron transfer as our reaction model, we present a kinetic framework that captures reactive transitions, vibrational decay, cavity decay, and relaxation among polaritons and dark states. We then simulate reactions where internal thermalization and reactive transitions occur on the same timescale. The considered reactions respectively exhibit three representative nonequilibrium effects: vibrationally hot product transforming back to reactant while thermalizing (Fig. 1), slow replenishing of reactive vibrational excited state after a reactive transition (Fig. 2), and vibrationally hot intermediate reacting before it can fully thermalize (Fig. 3). Under VSC, the first two reactions are enhanced whereas the last reaction is suppressed. These modifications largely occur because

10 nonequilibrium effects are suppressed by VSC-induced dissipative processes. The suppression of nonequilibrium effects is driven by cavity decay, which causes polaritons to thermalize much faster than reactive transitions occur. Relaxation between polaritons and dark states allows the latter to indirectly experience accelerated thermalization due to cavity decay. When we substantially increase the vibrational decay rate, i.e., make internal thermalization much faster than reactive transitions (for the cavity-free case), the bare and VSC reactivities become much closer (Fig. 4). Finally, we discuss our work in the context of recent experiments,^{52} which demonstrate that thermally activated reactions can be enhanced or suppressed by the collective VSC of a large number of molecules. We identify types of reactions for which our theory would predict modified kinetics induced by many-molecule VSC. We also highlight resemblances between our results and experimental observations. These resemblances suggest that VSC-triggered suppression of nonequilibrium effects could play a role in the experiments.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The development of the presented models by M.D. and J.Y.- Z. was supported by NSF CAREER CHE 1654732. The comparison of these models with previous rate theories for thermally activated polariton chemistry by J.A.C.-G.-A. was supported by AFOSR award FA9550-18-1-0289. M.D. is also supported by a UCSD Roger Tsien Fellowship while J.A.C.- G.-A. is also supported by a UC-MEXUS/CONACYT graduate fellowship (Reference No. 235273/472318). M.D. thanks Luis Martínez-Martínez, Sindhana Pannir-Sivajothi, and Kai Schwennicke for useful discussions.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Appendix A: Bare case

For the kinetic model of reactions in the bare case (i.e., light-matter coupling strength g = 0), we write the zerothorder system eigenstates [i.e., the eigenstates of H_0, Eq. (9)] in the basis of localized vibrational and cavity modes [see Eqs. (4) and (6), respectively] instead of the basis of the polariton and dark modes. In the chosen basis, the eigenstates are still of the form |ϕ;m⟩ ≡ |ϕ⟩ ⊗ |m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ [Eq. (12)], except that the displaced cavity-vibrational states are given by

|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ =

[_N

∏_{i=1}^{D †}i^{(λ}ϕi^) ] |m⟩, (A1) where |m⟩ ≡ |m_0,m_1,,... ,m_N ⟩ represents the state where mode i = 0,1,,...,N has m_i excitations, and D_i(λ ) = exp ( λ a^†_i − λ^∗a_i ) is the displacement operator for mode i.

The zeroth-order energy of |ϕ;m⟩ is

E_{ϕ;m} = N ∑_{i=1}^Eϕi^{+ m}0^{h̄ω}c^{+ h̄ω}v^N∑_{i=1}^mi^{. (A2)}

The bare system is evolved under the same assumptions (including N = 2) as in the case of VSC (Sec. II B). The master equation of the bare dynamics takes the general form of Eq. (17). For the reaction of molecule i = 1,2 from reactive species φ to reactive species φ^′ ≠ φ, the reactive-transition rate is calculated with Eq. (18), where the generalized Franck- Condon factors are evaluated using | | |⟨m̃^′_{(ϕ} ′_)|m̃_{(ϕ)}⟩ | | |^2 = | | |δ_m′_{0m0} ⟨m^′_i|Di(λ_φ′ − λφ )|mi⟩δ_m′_{j m j} | | |^2 (A3) for j = 2δ_{i1} + δ_{i2} ≠ i (here, δ_{ik} is the Kronecker delta) and the analog of Eq. (20) with q → i. The undisplaced singleparticle state |m_i⟩ represents m_i excitations in mode i. The decay transitions have rates

k(ϕ ;0|ϕ;ê_i) = { κ, i = 0, γ, i ≠ 0.

(A4)

The reverse rates are governed by detailed balance:

k(ϕ;ê_i|ϕ;0) = { k(ϕ ;0|ϕ;ê_i)exp(−h̄ω_c/k_BT ), i = 0, k(ϕ ;0|ϕ;ê_i)exp(−h̄ω_v/k_BT ), i ≠ 0. (A5) Among the singly excited vibrational states, there are no transitions of the same nature as the relaxation among polaritons and dark states, i.e., k(ϕ ;ê_i′ |ϕ;ê_i) = 0. As mentioned in Sec. II B, this incoherent energy exchange is caused by local system-bath interactions, which do not couple different local vibrational modes. All rates k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ;m) that have not been discussed in this section are taken to be 0.

Appendix B: Weak light-matter coupling

In this section, we derive the kinetic model that we use to simulate reactions where the light-matter interaction strength is g = (3 × 10^{−4})ω_v/ √ 2 and the cavity decay rate is κ = 1ps^{−1} ≫ g √ N (where N = 2). Together, these parameters signify the regime of weak light-matter coupling. In this regime, the light-matter coupling can be treated as a perturbation to the system. Thus, the zeroth-order system eigenstates are those of the bare case (Appendix A). However, the light-matter coupling does change the population dynamics of the system. Below we follow a textbook approach (see Ref.^{73}, pp. 103-106 and 413) to show that, when the cavity and/or vibrational excitations decay on a timescale much shorter than that of the reaction dynamics, the effect of weak light-matter coupling is to induce incoherent energy exchange between the excitations. Essentially, the employed approach is a perturbative correction to the non-Hermitian dynamics of the bare case.

Formally, the dynamics of the bare system can be given by the quantum master equation^{73}

dρ(t) dt = −i(L_0 − iR)ρ(t), (B1)

where ρ(t) is the reduced density operator of the system, and the superoperator L_0 − iR generates the bare dynamics. The Liouvillian superoperator L_0(·) = [H_0,·]/h̄ generates the coherent (Hermitian) dynamics of the bare system. Here, H_0 is the zeroth-order system Hamiltonian without light-matter interaction. The superoperator R represents system-bath interaction and generates the incoherent (non-Hermitian) dynamics of the system, i.e., all reaction and relaxation dynamics of the bare case. If we act on Eq. (B1) with ⟨ϕ;m| from the left and |ϕ;m⟩ from the right, we recover the master equation governing the bare population dynamics (see Appendix A):

d p_{(ϕ;m)}(t) dt = −k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;m)} p_{(ϕ;m)}(t) + ∑ (ϕ^′;m^′)≠(ϕ;m)

k(ϕ ;m|ϕ^′;m^′)p_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t), (B2)

where, for convenience, we have defined k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;m)} ≡ ∑_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_{)≠(ϕ;m)} k(ϕ^′;m^′|ϕ ;m) as the outgoing rate of population transfer from state |ϕ ;m⟩. If we instead act on Eq. (B1) with ⟨ϕ;m| from the left and |ϕ^′;m^′⟩ ≠ |ϕ;m⟩ from the right, we arrive at dρ_{(ϕ;m),(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t) dt = −i [ (E_{ϕ;m} − E_ϕ′_{;m}′ )/h̄

− ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;m)}/2 − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ′;m′)}/2 ] ρ_{(ϕ;m),(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t), (B3)

where ρ_{(ϕ;m),(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t) = ⟨ϕ ;m|ρ(t)|ϕ^′;m^′⟩ is a coherence. In writing Eq. (B3), we have assumed that each coherence is decoupled from populations and other coherences. We have also, for simplicity, neglected pure dephasing.

For the system under weak light-matter coupling, the lightmatter interaction H_{c−v} [Eq. (7)] is added to the Hamiltonian (H_0) of the bare system. To account for this change in the quantum master equation, we simply add the superoperator L_{c−v}(·) = [H_{c−v},·]/h̄ to the superoperator (L_0 − iR) that generates the bare dynamics. In doing so, we implicitly ignore the effect of light-matter coupling on system-bath interaction; this approximation should hold for sufficiently small values of light-matter interaction strength. Quantum master equation (B1) now reads

dρ(t) dt = −i(L_0 − iR)ρ(t) − iL_{c−v}ρ(t). (B4)

With this transformation, states with a single vibrational excitation (i.e., |ϕ ,ê_i⟩, i = 1,2) evolve as

d p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) dt = −k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)} p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t)

+ ∑_{(ϕ′;m′)≠(ϕ;êi)}^{k(ϕ ;ê}i^{|ϕ ′;m′)p}(ϕ^′;m′)^{(t)}

+ 2gImρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t), (B5) and states with a single cavity excitation (i.e., |ϕ,ê_0⟩) evolve as d p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) dt = −k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)} p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) + ∑ (ϕ^′;m^′)≠(ϕ;ê_0)

k(ϕ ;ê_0|ϕ^′;m^′)p_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t)

− 2gIm 2 ∑_{j=1}^ρ(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;ê j )^{(t). (B6)}

To arrive at Eqs (B5)-(B6), we have used the general relation ρ_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_{),(ϕ;m)} = ρ^∗_{(ϕ;m),(ϕ ′;m′)}. For states with no vibrational or cavity excitations, the equations of motion remain the same as in the bare case. From Eqs. (B5) and (B6)—in particular, the last line of each equation—it is clear that the evolution of vibrational and cavity populations now depends on the light-matter coherence ρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}. In the presence of weak light-matter coupling, this light-matter coherence evolves according to

dρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t) dt = −i ( Δ − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)}/2 − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}/2 ) ρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t)

− igp_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) + igp_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t)

− igρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)}(t), (B7)

where j = 2δ_{i1} + δ_{i2} ≠ i. We have defined Δ ≡ ω_c − ω_v. Notice the appearance of ρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)}, a coherence involving different vibrational states, in the last line of Eq. (B7). In the weak-coupling regime, the evolution of this purely vibrational coherence is given by

dρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)}(t) dt = − ( k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê j )}/2 + k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}/2 ) ρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)}(t)

− ig [ ρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t) − ρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;ê0)}(t) ] . (B8)

It is apparent that the coherence ρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)} does not directly couple to populations. In other words, the coupling of populations to the purely vibrational coherence is higher-order in g, the strength of the perturbative light-matter interaction. We are interested in the lowest-order correction to the population dynamics due to light-matter interaction. Hence, we neglect the contribution of ρ_{(ϕ;ê j ),(ϕ;êi)} in Eq. (B7). This truncation, followed by formal integration of Eq. (B7), leads to

ρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t)

= −ig ∫ t 0 dt^′ exp [ −i ( Δ − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)}/2 − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}/2 ) t^′ ] × [ p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t − t^′) − p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t − t^′) ] , (B9)

where we have made the change of variable (t − t^′) → t^′. For our simulations, we are interested in how populations change over times much longer than cavity and vibrational decay. Since these two processes are included in k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)} and k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}, respectively, then the exponential term will decay on a timescale much shorter than the timescales of interest. We therefore make a Markovian approximation—i.e., the substitutions p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t − t^′) → p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) and p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t − t^′) → p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t), as well as extending the integral to infinity—to obtain

ρ_{(ϕ;ê0),(ϕ;êi)}(t)

= −ig [ p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) − p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) ] × ∫ ∞ 0 dt^′ exp [ −i ( Δ − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)}/2 − ik^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}/2 ) t^′ ] . (B10)

Evaluating the integral and plugging Eq. (B10) into Eqs. (B5)-(B6), we arrive at

d p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) dt = −k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)} p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t)

+ ∑_{(ϕ′;m′)≠(ϕ;êi)}^{k(ϕ;ê}i^{|ϕ ′;m′)p}(ϕ^′;m′)^{(t)}

− γ^′_{ϕi} p_{(ϕ;êi)}(t) + γ^′_{ϕi} p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t), (B11) d p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) dt = −k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)} p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) + ∑ (ϕ^′;m^′)≠(ϕ;ê_0)

k(ϕ ;ê_0|ϕ^′;m^′)p_{(ϕ} ′_{;m}′_)(t)

− (_2

∑_{j=1}^{γ′}ϕ j ) p_{(ϕ;ê0)}(t) + 2 ∑_{j=1}^{γ′}ϕ j^p(ϕ;ê j )^{(t),}

(B12)

where

γ^′_{ϕi} =

4g^2 ( k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)} + k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)} )

4Δ^2 + ( k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;ê0)} + k^{(out)}_{(ϕ;êi)}

)_2 . (B13)

Eq. (B13) is in line with standard expressions for the Purcell factor.^{1,84} Eqs. (B11)-(B12) reveal that the dynamics under weak light-matter coupling is identical to the bare dynamics [Eq. (B2)], except that vibrational mode i incoherently exchanges energy with the cavity at rate γ^′_{ϕi}. Thus, the master equation for the weak coupling regime is that of the bare case but with the following rates for relaxation between vibrational and cavity excitations:

k(ϕ ;ê_i|ϕ ;ê_0) = k(ϕ ;ê_0|ϕ;ê_i) = γ^′_{ϕi}, i = 1,2. (B14)

We reiterate that this result rests on the condition that at least one of cavity and vibrational excitations decays on a timescale faster than that of the reaction dynamics. In all our simulations involving weak light-matter coupling, we only consider cases where this separation of timescales is satisfied, and so we use the kinetic framework described by Eq. (B14) and the immediately preceding text.

1A. Kavokin, J. Baumberg, G. Malpuech, and F. Laussy, Microcavities, Series on Semiconductor Science and Technology (OUP Oxford, 2017). 2P. Törmä and W. L. Barnes, Rep. Prog. Phys. 78, 013901 (2015). 3O. Bitton, S. N. Gupta, and G. Haran, Nanophotonics 8, 559 (2019). 4N. S. Mueller, Y. Okamura, B. G. M. Vieira, S. Juergensen, H. Lange, E. B. Barros, F. Schulz, and S. Reich, Nature 583, 780 (2020).

5R. F. Ribeiro, L. A. Martínez-Martínez, M. Du, J. Campos-Gonzalez- Angulo, and J. Yuen-Zhou, Chem. Sci. 9, 6325 (2018). 6J. Flick, N. Rivera, and P. Narang, Nanophotonics 7, 1479 (2018). 7V. M. Agranovich, M. Litinskaia, and D. G. Lidzey, Phys. Rev. B 67, 085311 (2003).

8T. Virgili, D. Coles, A. M. Adawi, C. Clark, P. Michetti, S. K. Rajendran, D. Brida, D. Polli, G. Cerullo, and D. G. Lidzey, Phys. Rev. B 83, 245309 (2011).

9J. del Pino, J. Feist, and F. J. Garcia-Vidal, New J. Phys. 17, 053040 (2015).

10T. Neuman and J. Aizpurua, Optica 5, 1247 (2018).

11B. Xiang, R. F. Ribeiro, A. D. Dunkelberger, J. Wang, Y. Li, B. S. Simpkins, J. C. Owrutsky, J. Yuen-Zhou, and W. Xiong, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 115, 4845 (2018).

12R. F. Ribeiro, A. D. Dunkelberger, B. Xiang, W. Xiong, B. S. Simpkins, J. C. Owrutsky, and J. Yuen-Zhou, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 9, 3766 (2018).

13G. D. Scholes, C. A. DelPo, and B. Kudisch, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 11, 6389 (2020).

14J. Galego, F. J. Garcia-Vidal, and J. Feist, Phys. Rev. X 5, 041022 (2015). 15M. Kowalewski, K. Bennett, and S. Mukamel, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 7, 2050 (2016).

16T. Szidarovszky, G. J. Halász, A. G. Császár, L. S. Cederbaum, and Á. Vibók, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 9, 6215 (2018).

17T. S. Haugland, E. Ronca, E. F. Kjønstad, A. Rubio, and H. Koch, arXiv:2005.04477 (2020).

18L. A. Martínez-Martínez, M. Du, R. F. Ribeiro, S. Kéna-Cohen, and J. Yuen-Zhou, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 9, 1951 (2018).

19K. Stranius, M. Hertzog, and K. Börjesson, Nat. Commun. 9, 2273 (2018). 20L. A. Martínez-Martínez, E. Eizner, S. Kéna-Cohen, and J. Yuen-Zhou, J. Chem. Phys. 151, 054106 (2019).

21Y. Yu, S. Mallick, M. Wang, and K. Börjesson, ChemRxiv (2020). 22C. Ye, S. Mallick, M. Kowalewski, and K. Börjesson, ChemRxiv (2020). 23E. Orgiu, J. George, J. A. Hutchison, E. Devaux, J. F. Dayen, B. Doudin, F. Stellacci, C. Genet, J. Schachenmayer, C. Genes, G. Pupillo, P. Samorì, and T. W. Ebbesen, Nat. Mater. 14, 1123 (2015).

24J. Schachenmayer, C. Genes, E. Tignone, and G. Pupillo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 196403 (2015).

25J. Feist and F. J. Garcia-Vidal, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 196402 (2015). 26J. Liu, Q. Zhao, and N. Wu, J. Chem. Phys. 150, 105102 (2019). 27N. Krainova, A. J. Grede, D. Tsokkou, N. Banerji, and N. C. Giebink, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 177401 (2020).

28F. Herrera and F. C. Spano, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 238301 (2016). 29G. Groenhof and J. J. Toppari, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. , 4848 (2018). 30M. Wang, M. Hertzog, and K. Börjesson, ChemRxiv (2020). 31A. Mandal, T. D. Krauss, and P. Huo, J. Phys. Chem. B 124, 6321 (2020). 32N. M. Hoffmann, L. Lacombe, A. Rubio, and N. T. Maitra, J. Chem. Phys. 153, 104103 (2020).

33L. Mauro, K. Caicedo, G. Jonusauskas, and R. Avriller, arXiv:2010.05524 (2020).

34J. A. Hutchison, T. Schwartz, C. Genet, E. Devaux, and T. W. Ebbesen, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 51, 1592 (2012).

35J. Galego, F. J. Garcia-Vidal, and J. Feist, Nat. Commun. 7, 13841 (2016). 36J. Fregoni, G. Granucci, E. Coccia, M. Persico, and S. Corni, Nat. Commun. 9, 4688 (2018).

37A. Mandal and P. Huo, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 10, 5519 (2019). 38J. Fregoni, G. Granucci, M. Persico, and S. Corni, Chem 6, 250 (2020). 39P. Antoniou, F. Suchanek, J. F. Varner, and J. J. Foley, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 11, 9063 (2020).

40B. Munkhbat, M. Wersäll, D. G. Baranov, T. J. Antosiewicz, and T. Shegai, Sci. Adv. 4, eaas9552 (2018).

41S. Felicetti, J. Fregoni, T. Schnappinger, S. Reiter, R. de Vivie-Riedle, and J. Feist, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. , 8810 (2020).

42N. Nefedkin, E. Andrianov, and A. Vinogradov, J. Phys. Chem. C 124, 18234 (2020).

43I. S. Ulusoy and O. Vendrell, J. Chem. Phys. 153, 044108 (2020). 44E. Davidsson and M. Kowalewski, arXiv:2010.09587 (2020). 45D. M. Coles, N. Somaschi, P. Michetti, C. Clark, P. G. Lagoudakis, P. G.

Savvidis, and D. G. Lidzey, Nat. Mater. 13, 712 (2014).

46X. Zhong, T. Chervy, L. Zhang, A. Thomas, J. George, C. Genet, J. A.

Hutchison, and T. W. Ebbesen, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 56, 9034 (2017).

47M. Du, L. A. Martínez-Martínez, R. F. Ribeiro, Z. Hu, V. M. Menon, and J. Yuen-Zhou, Chem. Sci. 9, 6659 (2018).

48R. Sáez-Blázquez, J. Feist, A. I. Fernández-Domínguez, and F. J. García- Vidal, Phys. Rev. B 97, 241407 (2018).

49B. Xiang, R. F. Ribeiro, M. Du, L. Chen, Z. Yang, J. Wang, J. Yuen-Zhou, and W. Xiong, Science 368, 665 (2020).

50A. Shalabney, J. George, J. Hutchison, G. Pupillo, C. Genet, and T. W.

Ebbesen, Nat. Commun. 6, 6 (2015).

51S. R. Casey and J. R. Sparks, J. Phys. Chem. C 120, 28138 (2016). 52K. Hirai, J. A. Hutchison, and H. Uji-i, ChemPlusChem 85, 1981 (2020). 53A. Thomas, J. George, A. Shalabney, M. Dryzhakov, S. J. Varma, J. Moran, T. Chervy, X. Zhong, E. Devaux, C. Genet, J. A. Hutchison, and T. W. Ebbesen, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 128, 11634 (2016).

54A. Thomas, L. Lethuillier-Karl, K. Nagarajan, R. M. A. Vergauwe, J. George, T. Chervy, A. Shalabney, E. Devaux, C. Genet, J. Moran, and T. W. Ebbesen, Science 363, 615 (2019).

55J. Lather, P. Bhatt, A. Thomas, T. W. Ebbesen, and J. George, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 58, 10635 (2019).

56K. Hirai, R. Takeda, J. A. Hutchison, and H. Uji-i, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 132, 5370 (2020).

57J. Galego, C. Climent, F. J. Garcia-Vidal, and J. Feist, Phys. Rev. X 9, 021057 (2019).

58J. A. Campos-Gonzalez-Angulo and J. Yuen-Zhou, J. Chem. Phys. 152, 161101 (2020).

59V. P. Zhdanov, Chem. Phys. 535, 110767 (2020).

60T. E. Li, A. Nitzan, and J. E. Subotnik, J. Chem. Phys. 152, 234107 (2020). 61J. A. Campos-Gonzalez-Angulo, R. F. Ribeiro, and J. Yuen-Zhou, Nat. Commun. 10, 4685 (2019).

62X. Li, A. Mandal, and P. Huo, ChemRxiv (2020). 63Y. Oyola and D. A. Singleton, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 131, 3130 (2009). 64D. R. Glowacki, C. H. Liang, S. P. Marsden, J. N. Harvey, and M. J. Pilling, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 132, 13621 (2010).

65B. K. Carpenter, Chem. Rev. 113, 7265 (2013).

66C. Climent and J. Feist, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 22, 23545 (2020). 67A. Thomas, A. Jayachandran, L. Lethuillier-Karl, R. M. A. Vergauwe, K. Nagarajan, E. Devaux, C. Genet, J. Moran, and T. W. Ebbesen, Nanophotonics 9, 249 (2020).

68R. A. Marcus, Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 15, 155 (1964). 69V. G. Levich, Adv. Electrochem. Electrochem. Eng 4, 249 (1966). 70J. Jortner, J. Chem. Phys. 64, 4860 (1976).

71N. T. Phuc, P. Q. Trung, and A. Ishizaki, Sci. Rep. 10, 7318 (2020). 72A. Strashko and J. Keeling, Phys. Rev. A 94, 023843 (2016). 73V. May and O. Kühn, Charge and Energy Transfer Dynamics in Molecular Systems (Wiley, 2011).

74G. Agarwal, Quantum Optics (Cambridge University Press, 2013). 75A. D. Dunkelberger, B. T. Spann, K. P. Fears, B. S. Simpkins, and J. C.

Owrutsky, Nat. Commun. 7, 13504 (2016).

76B. Metzger, E. Muller, J. Nishida, B. Pollard, M. Hentschel, and M. B.

Raschke, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 153001 (2019). 77M. Pelton, Nat. Photonics 9, 427 (2015).

78A. Semenov and A. Nitzan, J. Chem. Phys. 150, 174122 (2019). 79I. Vurgaftman, B. S. Simpkins, A. D. Dunkelberger, and J. C. Owrutsky, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 11, 3557 (2020).

80B. Xiang, R. F. Ribeiro, L. Chen, J. Wang, M. Du, J. Yuen-Zhou, and W. Xiong, J. Phys. Chem. A 123, 5918 (2019).

81A. D. Dunkelberger, R. B. Davidson II, W. Ahn, B. S. Simpkins, and J. C.

Owrutsky, J. Phys. Chem. A 122, 965 (2018).

82D. Polak, R. Jayaprakash, T. P. Lyons, L. Á. Martínez-Martínez, A. Leventis, K. J. Fallon, H. Coulthard, D. G. Bossanyi, K. Georgiou, A. J. Petty II, J. Anthony, H. Bronstein, J. Yuen-Zhou, A. I. Tartakovskii, J. Clark, and A. J. Musser, Chem. Sci. 11, 343 (2020).

83D. M. Leitner and P. G. Wolynes, Chem. Phys. Lett. 280, 411 (1997). 84T. Hümmer, F. J. García-Vidal, L. Martín-Moreno, and D. Zueco, Phys. Rev. B 87, 115419 (2013).