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Abstract
Cavity polaritonics is capturing the imagination of the chem-
istry community because of the novel opportunities it cre-
ates to direct chemistry. Electron transfer (ET) reactions are
among the simplest reactions, and they also underpin bioen-
ergetics. As such, new conceptual strategies to manipulate
and direct electron flow at the nanoscale are of wide ranging
interest in biochemistry, energy science, bio-inspired mate-
rials science, and chemistry. We show that optical cavities
can modulate electron transfer pathway interferences and
ET rates in donor-bridge-acceptor (DBA) systems. We de-
rive the rate for DBA electron transfer systems when they
are coupled with cavity photon fields (which may be off-
or on-resonance with a molecular electronic transition), em-
phasizing novel cavity-induced pathway interferences with
the molecular electronic coupling pathways, as these inter-
ferences allow a new kind of ET rate tuning. We also ex-
amined the ET kinetics for both low and high cavity fre-
quency regimes as the light-matter coupling strength is var-
ied. The interference between the cavity-induced and intrin-
sic molecular coupling pathway interference is defined by
the cavity properties, including the cavity frequency and the
light-matter coupling interaction strength. Thus, manipulat-
ing the cavity-induced interferences with the chemical cou-
pling pathways offers new strategies to direct charge flow at
the nanoscale.

Coupling molecular system to a photon field in
an optical cavity allows new strategies to redi-
rect chemistry.1–28 Theory has played an important
role in defining the principles of cavity quantum-
electrodynamics (cQED) that enable new reactivities
in a photon-molecule hybrid system. Despite encour-
aging progress, understanding electron transfer (ET)
mechanisms in molecules coupled to an optical cavity
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is challenging. Previous theoretical studies7,29–32 ad-
dressed cavity effects on ET activation free energies
and nonadiabatic interactions that arise when coupling
the cavity mode to local donor excitations, or with
the donor-to-acceptor transitions. These earlier stud-
ies indicate that ET rates can be altered significantly,
through their effective Franck-Condon factors, when a
molecule is coupled to a cavity.

Our goal is to understand how cavity interactions
may modulate electron tunneling from donor to accep-
tor and, in particular, how the cavity may alter the cou-
pling pathway interference in donor-bridge-acceptor
(DBA) systems. In bridge-mediated ET with off-
resonant bridges, the donor-acceptor coupling arises
from a combination of through-bond and through-space
interactions, and ET occurs via superexchange medi-
ated by the many coupling pathways established by
these interactions.33–36 Interestingly, we find that the
cavity modulates the effective donor-acceptor (DA) in-
teraction and the nature of the interference between
direct (cavity mediated) and superexchange coupling
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pathways. Without light-matter coupling, we use a
Marcus-like 37 nonadiabatic ET rate theory to describe
the bridge-mediated ET. We further derive a rate ex-
pression in the weak coupling (nonadiabatic) limit for
the hybrid cavity DBA system when the cavity mode is
off- or on-resonance with molecular electronic transi-
tions. In particular, we explore thermal ET in mixed va-
lence (MV) DBA compounds when the cavity mode is
resonantly coupled to the intervalence charge-transfer
electronic excitation (IV-CT).38–41 The IV-CT band
is an optically induced charge transfer transition that
shifts the electron from D to A.42–44

We find that the optical cavity creates a family of
field-mediated donor-acceptor coupling pathways that
interfere with the superexchange paths that are intrin-
sic to the DBA structure in the absence of the cavity.
Importantly, the cavity tunes the strength of the inter-
ference between the two classes of coupling pathways.
By changing the properties of the cavity, including the
photon frequency, light-matter coupling strength, and
quantum state of the photon, we show that one can plau-
sibly suppress or enhance the rate of ET in DBA struc-
tures. This finding suggests the possibility of modulat-
ing coupling pathways and ET rates in optical cavities,
creating a new strategy for ET rate manipulation.45

We use the Pauli-Fierz (PF) non-relativistic quan-
tum electrodynamics (QED) Hamiltonian16,21,30,46,47

ĤPF to describe the DBA system (electrons and nuclei)
ĤM coupled to the radiation field Ĥp = (â†â+ 1

2)h̄ωc
through Ĥint. For a molecule coupled to a single photon
mode inside an optical cavity in the long wavelength
limit,21 the PF Hamiltonian is

ĤPF = ĤM + ĤP + Ĥint (1)

= ĤM +(â†â+
1
2
)h̄ωc + χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ(â† + â)+

(χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ)2

h̄ωc

= ĤM +
1
2

P̂2
c +

1
2

ω2
c

(
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ
)2

â† and â are the photon creation and annihilation op-
erators respectively. Q̂c =

√
h̄/2ωc(â† + â) and P̂c =

i
√

h̄ωc/2(â† − â) are the photon coordinate and mo-
mentum operators, where ωc is the photon frequency in
the cavity. Ĥint = χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ(â† + â)+ (χ̂χχ·µ̂µµ)2

h̄ωc
describes the

light-matter interaction, where, χ̂χχ =
√

h̄ωc
2ε0V

ê. The unit
vector ê is along the polarization direction, and V is
the quantization volume for the cavity-photon field. ε0
is the permittivity in the cavity. Finally, µ̂̂µ̂µ is the molec-
ular dipole operator (for both electrons and nuclei).

Previous findings indicate that the coupling with an
optical cavity can significantly change ET rates by in-

fluencing the Franck-Condon factor.7,12,23–25,29–32,48–50

However, prior studies did not explore how the cav-
ity might alter the bridge-mediated (superexchange)
couplings or their interferences with the direct cavity-
mediated interaction between D and A. We study a
DBA system coupled to one radiation mode in an opti-
cal cavity. The DBA molecular Hamiltonian ĤM is:

ĤM = T̂s +∑
i

Ui|i〉〈i|+VDB(|D〉〈B|+ |B〉〈D|) (2)

+VBA(|B〉〈A|+ |A〉〈B|)+∑
i

1
2

Msω2
s (Rs−R0

i )
2|i〉〈i|

+ Ĥsb,

where |i〉 ∈ {|D〉, |B〉, |A〉} indexes the diabatic donor,
bridge, and acceptor states, T̂s = P̂2

s /2Ms is the kinetic
energy operator of the reaction coordinate, Rs, centered
at R0

i , with nuclear mass Ms and frequency ωs. Further,
Ui is the (constant) diabatic state energy (site energy)
associated with state |i〉. VDB and VBA are the constant
diabatic couplings of donor with bridge and bridge with
acceptor, respectively. The direct diabatic coupling be-
tween |D〉 and |A〉 is neglected i.e., VDA = VAD = 0
as the donor to acceptor distance is typically larger
than 1 nm. The solvent reorganization energy is de-
fined as λDA = 1

2 Msω2
s (R

0
D − R0

A)
2. We take R0

D = 0
and R0

A =
√

2λDA/ f0, where f0 is the force constant
and ωs =

√
f0/Ms. We used a solvent reorganization

energy of λDA = 0.65 eV and we assume degenerate
donor and acceptor states. That is, the site-energy dif-
ference between donor and acceptor states is UD−UA =
0. Also, the site-energy difference between the (off res-
onance) bridge and the donor is ∆E = UB−UD = 1.5
eV. Ĥsb is the system-bath interaction Hamiltonian.31

The above molecular system Hamiltonian is character-
istic of type-II MV compounds, where the effective DA
coupling is less than the reorganization energy λ .38,41

For type-II MV structures of interest, we assume that
both the transition and permanent dipole moments of
the molecule are constant, i.e., they are not a function
of the solvent polarization coordinate. We assume that
these dipoles are aligned with the cavity field polariza-
tion direction ê and that the light field couples directly
with the IV-CT electronic transition. Hence, the light-
matter interaction is

χ̂χχ · µ̂̂µ̂µ = χµDA(|D〉〈A|+ |A〉〈D|)+χµDD|D〉〈D|
+χµAA|A〉〈A| (3)

where, χ =
√

h̄ωc
2ε0V

and we further assume that both χ̂χχ
and µ̂µµ are oriented along the cavity field polarization
direction ê. Using Eq. 3, the light-matter interaction
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Figure 1: (A) Schematic energy landscape for a DBA-ET
structure without a cavity. Electron tunneling from D to A
through the bridge is described using an effective two-level
Hamiltonian as illustrated in panel (B). Green arrows indi-
cate bridge-mediated interactions, and no direct interactions
are present without the cavity. (B) A typical potential en-
ergy surface for the IV-CT DBA complex and its absorption
spectra, which are resonantly coupled with the cavity photon
field. νmax is the frequency of the absorption band maxima.
(C) Light-matter hybrid DBA structure, where |D,n〉 and
|A,m〉 are the donor and acceptor photon dressed states, re-
spectively. The green arrows represent the bridge-mediated
interactions and the red arrow indicates the direct DA inter-
actions in the light-matter hybrid manifold.

Hamiltonian Ĥint, is

Ĥint = h̄gc(|D〉〈A|+ |A〉〈D|)(â† + â)+(χµDD|D〉〈D|

+χµAA|A〉〈A|)(â† + â)+
(χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ)2

h̄ωc
, (4)

where the coupling strength h̄gc ≡ χµDA, and (χ̂χχ·µ̂µµ)2

h̄ωc
is

the dipole-self energy (DSE). Note that, χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ has units
of energy, and the unit of χ̂χχ is energy/dipole moment.
We set the transition and permanent dipole moment as
unitless parameters (as we scaled by units of dipole mo-
ment in the denominator). In this model, we used the D
to A transition dipole moment µDA = 1 and the perma-
nent dipole moments µDD = 5 and µAA = -5.

Figure 1 shows a typical DBA electron-transfer sys-
tem with and without the cavity, and the associated
IV-CT excitation. Without the cavity, ET is mediated
by superexchange via one bridge state and by the di-
rect through-space donor-acceptor electronic coupling
interaction (Figure 1(A)). When the molecule is cou-
pled to the cavity (Figure 1(C)), ET occurs via cavity-
created light-matter hybrid states, such as |D,n〉 (the
donor state with n photons in the cavity), and |A,m〉
(the acceptor state with m photons in the cavity). Each
dressed channel is separated by the energy of the pho-
ton field h̄ωc in the cavity. The bridge state is not
dressed by the photon numbers, because the light field
is only resonant with the |D〉 → |A〉 IV-CT transi-
tion. In this cavity-enabled mechanism, ET occurs by
(1) bridge-mediated superexchange (|D,n〉 → |B〉 →
|A,m〉), and (2) direct through-space donor to acceptor
tunneling (|D,n〉 → |A,m〉) mediated by cavity modes.
These two classes of pathways provide very different
rate profiles with respect to the light-matter interaction
strength. Importantly, The ET rate depends on the inter-
ference between the superexchange and direct coupling
pathways.

We use two analytical rate theories to quantify the
ET rate constants for our dressed molecular system.
Without the cavity, the ET rate is described by a non-
adiabatic Marcus-like rate .37,51 With the cavity, the
Fermi golden rule (FGR) description of the polari-
ton mediated electron transfer (PMET) rate remains
valid.7,29–32,48

(1) Marcus-like nonadiabatic ET: The rate for the
DBA system, without the cavity is:

kMT =
2π|V eff

DA|2
h̄

√
1

4πλDAkBT
exp
[
− (∆G+λDA)

2

4λDAkBT

]
,

(5)
where, V eff

DA is the effective coupling between D and A
diabatic states.

V eff
DA =−VDBVBA

2
[

1
UB−UA

+
1

UB−UD
]. (6)

∆G = (UA−UD)− V 2
BA

(UB−UA)
+

V 2
DB

(UB−UD)
is the effective

ET driving force, λDA is the reorganization energy,
where, kB is Boltzmann’s constant and T is the tem-
perature (T = 300K).

(2) Fermi’s golden rule for PMET: We now de-
scribe the PMET rate when the photon frequency is res-
onant with the IV-CT band. PMET occurs from a set of
photon-dressed donor states |D,n〉 to a set of photon
dressed acceptor states |A,m〉 via a virtual bridge state
|B〉, or via direct interaction between |D,n〉 to |A,m〉
states. To calculate the rates associated with each pho-
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ton dressed channel for the two reaction pathways, we
follow earlier approaches7,29–31 and use Fermi’s golden
rule for the ET rates: 52–54

kFGR = ∑
n

Pn ∑
m

|Fnm|2
h̄

√
π

λDAkBT

× exp
[
− (∆Gnm +λDA)

2

4λDAkBT

]
, (7)

where Fnm is the effective DA coupling among photon
dressed states

Fnm = h̄gc[
√

nSDA
n−1,m +

√
n+1SDA

n+1,m]︸ ︷︷ ︸
direct DA coupling

(8)

−
Ṽ DB

n,0 Ṽ BA
0,m

2

[
1

(UB−UA)−mh̄ωc
+

1
(UB−UD)−nh̄ωc

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
bridge mediated coupling

with, Ṽ DB
n,0 = VDBSDB

n,0 , Ṽ BA
0,m = VBASBA

0,m and SDA
nm =

〈n|e−i/h̄
√

2/h̄ω3
c χ(µDD−µAA)P̂c |m〉, SDB

n,0 = 〈n|e−i/h̄
√

2/h̄ω3
c χµDDP̂c |0〉,

and SBA
0,m = 〈0|ei/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

c χµAAP̂c |m〉. The derivations of
Eq. 7 and Eq. 8, and the expressions for ∆Gnm (the
effective driving force between photon-dressed donor
and acceptor states), are provided in the SI. The thermal
population of the corresponding cavity mode is

Pn =
exp[−βnh̄ωc]

∑n exp[−βnh̄ωc]
, (9)

where, β = 1/kBT . We also derive the rate for the off-
resonance case (where the cavity mode is not resonant
with any electronic transitions). The effective DA cou-
plings and the rate constants for the off-resonance the-
ory appear in the SI.

We first describe the PMET (polariton mediated elec-
tron transfer) rate obtained from the FGR rate expres-
sion (Eq. 7) for on-resonance conditions. Figure 2
shows the computed PMET rates as a function of effec-
tive light-matter coupling (gc/ωc) strengths with h̄ωc
= 860 meV (solid lines) and h̄ωc = 430 meV (dashed
lines) at ∆E = 1.5 eV. The colored lines represent VDB
and VBA couplings: VDB = VBA = 0.02 eV (black),
VDB = VBA = 0.04 eV (green), and VDB = VBA = 0.06
eV (orange). When the molecule is decoupled from the
cavity, the ET occurs via |D〉 → |B〉 → |A〉 superex-
change and the rate is analyzed using Eq. 5.

In the presence of a cavity, ET is mediated by two
classes of coupling pathways

• Pathway 1: ET from photon dressed donor
states |D,n〉 to photon dressed acceptor states
|A,m〉 via a single bridge state |B〉 (the bridge
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Figure 2: PMET rates constants computed for a range of
effective light-matter coupling strengths (gc/ωc). The solid
lines correspond to h̄ωc= 860 meV and the dashed lines to
h̄ωc= 430 meV. The colors represent different VDB and VBA
values: VDB =VBA = 0.02 eV (black), VDB =VBA = 0.04 eV
(green), and VDB =VBA = 0.06 eV (orange). The smaller the
VDB and VBA values, the larger the PMET rate enhancement
is found to be.

is not coupled with the light-field).

• Pathway 2: ET from direct transitions between
|D,n〉 and |A,m〉. This direct transition is de-
termined by cavity properties, such as the light-
matter coupling strengths and the photon fre-
quency.

First, one finds that increasing gc/ωc causes the re-
action rate to grow compared to the cavity free situa-
tion (when gc/ωc = 0). This is found because increas-
ing the light-matter coupling strength causes the ET to
occur mostly via direct transitions between |D,n〉 and
|A,m〉 (pathway 2); the direct coupling is proportional
to the light-matter coupling strength, which is under-
stood through Eq. 8. The first term in Eq. 8 grows with
increasing light-matter coupling strength.

Second, the rate enhancement described above de-
creases as VDB and VBA couplings grow (see the black
dashed/solid line and orange dashed/solid line). This
finding is understood by considering the destructive in-
terference (see Eq. 8) that arises between the bridge-
mediated superexchange coupling (pathway 1), and
the direct (through-space) DA coupling (pathway 2).
Increasing VDB and VBA causes the bridge-mediated
pathway to interfere strongly with the direct (through-
space) coupling from D to A, so the rate enhancement
is reduced compared with the case of smaller VDB and
VBA values.

Third, in this model, the PMET rate is larger for high
cavity frequencies. The rate is nearly one order of mag-
nitude larger when h̄ωc = 860 meV compared to h̄ωc =
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430 meV. This effect can also be understood as aris-
ing from coupling pathway interferences. The smaller
the photon frequency, the higher energy donor dressed
states (|D,n〉) are thermally populated, and there will
be larger interactions of donor-dressed states with the
bridge state, producing stronger destructive pathway in-
terferences and slower ET rates. Interestingly, the cav-
ity frequency modulated PMET rate enhancement also
depends on the ET driving force (-∆Gnm). Previous
studies30,31 found that the PMET rate is significantly
enhanced by a low cavity frequency in the Marcus nor-
mal regime. One observes this effect by computing the
PMET rate as a function of the molecular driving force,
and this finding is also consistent with the DBA model
system analysis.

PMET rates may be measured using methods re-
ported earlier,40 for example through the IR spec-
tral broadening of Ru(II/III) mixed-valence complexes.
Further, it is well known that ET couplings and reor-
ganization energies can be derived from intervalence
spectra in the weak DA coupling limit. 38,40,42–44 Anal-
ogous measurement of intervalence spectra can provide
information on how the donor-acceptor couplings are
influenced when the cavity mode is resonantly coupled
with the IV-CT absorption band.

In addition to the resonant treatment describe above,
we also developed an off-resonance rate theory for
PMET (see SI). In this regime, the D, B, and A states
couple with the photon field. Figure 3 shows the com-
puted PMET rate found for the off-resonance regime.
In this case, ET occurs from photon dressed donor
states |D,n〉 to photon dressed acceptor states |A,m〉
via bridge-mediated channels |B, l〉 (|D,n〉 → |B, l〉 →
|A,m〉) and also direct transition from |D,n〉 → |A,m〉
channels (see Figure 3(A)). The key difference, relative
to the resonant theory, is the contribution of the many-
fold virtual bridge states that produce stronger destruc-
tive interferences. Figure 3(A) shows the light-matter
hybrid DBA-ET energy landscape for off-resonance su-
perexchange. Figure 3(B) and 3(C) show the computed
reaction rate as a function of the effective light-matter
coupling (gc/ωc) at ∆E = 1.5 eV for h̄ωc = 200 meV
and h̄ωc = 40 meV. Details of the model Hamiltonian
and additional parameters appear in the SI. Each panel
shows three different rate signatures, (a) the ET rate
from D to A, ktotal, (b) the ET rate for just the direct
(through-space) D-A transition, kdirect, (calculated us-
ing only the direct coupling term (see Eq. S19 in the
SI)), and (c) the ET rate for just bridge mediated (su-
perexchange) coupling, kbridge, (calculated using only
the bridge mediated coupling (see Eq. S20 of the SI)).
In Figures 3(B) and 3(C), the initial rate suppression is
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Figure 3: (A) DBA cavity-hybrid model system, where
the cavity mode is off of resonance with the DBA elec-
tronic transition. |D,n〉, |B, l〉, and |A,m〉 are the photon
dressed donor, bridge and acceptor states, respectively. (B)
PMET rate constants calculated over a range of effective
light-matter coupling strengths (gc/ωc) with h̄ωc = 200 meV
and (C) h̄ωc = 40 meV. The solid black line corresponds to
the total rate, the orange dashed line refers only to the cav-
ity established direct (through-space) donor-to-acceptor rate,
and the dashed green line represents the bridge assisted (su-
perexchange) rate.

followed by a rate enhancement. This feature is ex-
plained by considering interference between the two
coupling paths. Weaker light-matter couplings cause
the direct and the bridge-mediated paths to interfere
strongly, producing rate suppression. Further increas-
ing the effective light-matter coupling (gc/ωc), kdirect
dominates over kbridge and the overall ET rate is en-
hanced. The rate suppression is broader for Figure 3(C)
compared to Figure 3(B). This behavior arises since, at
the lower photon frequency of Figure 3(C), the high ly-
ing donor states are thermally populated. These states
thus participate in the ET process, and they produce
stronger interactions with bridge states. Hence, the en-
hancement of kdirect is weaker for Figure 3(C), leading
to a broader suppression as a function of gc/ωc, and the
kdirect value is almost an order of magnitude smaller, ex-
plaining the faster growth of kdirect in Figure 3(B) com-
pared to 3(C). This produces two different light-matter
coupling modulated ET rates in Fig. 3(B) and 3(C).

We developed PMET rate theories for DBA systems
in the limit of on-resonance coupling (where the pho-
ton mode is resonant with the IV-CT band) and off-
resonance coupling. The computed PMET rates in-
dicate that rate modulation occurs via two coupling
pathways: (a) through space paths (cavity created, di-
rect |D〉 → |A〉 transition) and (b) through-bond paths
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(cavity modulated |D〉 → |B〉 → |A〉 transitions). We
found that ET rates can be suppressed or enhanced as a
function of the effective light-matter coupling strength.
This rate control is largely determined by the cav-
ity modulated interference between the through-space
and through-bond coupling pathways. This perspec-
tive on cavity-modulated coupling pathway interfer-
ences points to a novel approach for modulating charge
flow though molecules in cavities, supplementing ear-
lier strategies.7,29–31

This study reveals the quantum pathway interference
analysis for DBA structures in a cavity. PMET is
predicted to enable the tuning of ET kinetics by ma-
nipulating the interference between through-bond and
through-space coupling pathways in cavities, and this
approach is anticipated to provide novel strategies to
manipulate the polariton chemistry of ET systems.

Having a strategy to manipulate coupling pathway in-
terference may also leads to new approaches to control
chemical reactivity by coupling the vibrational degrees
of freedom with the radiation field, specifically in the
strong vibrational coupling and nonadiabatic limits.
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Model Hamiltonian for the Off-Resonance Rate Theory

In this section, we describe the model Hamiltonian used to describe a light-matter hybrid

DBA system in off resonance conditions. As with the on resonance condition (see main text),

we also begin with the Pauli-Fierz (PF) Hamiltonian.

ĤPF = ĤM + ĤP + Ĥint (S1)

= ĤM + (â†â+
1

2
)h̄ωc + χ̂ · µ̂(â† + â) +

(χ̂ · µ̂)2

h̄ωc

,

where â and â† are the photon creation and annihilation operator. ωc is the photon frequency

in the cavity and Ĥint is the light-matter interaction Hamiltonian:

Ĥint = χ̂ · µ̂(â† + â) +
(χ̂ · µ̂)2

h̄ωc

(S2)
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Under off resonance conditions, the donor (|D〉), bridge (|B〉), and acceptor (|A〉) states are

all coupled with the light field and the light-matter interaction term is written:

χ̂̂χ̂χ · µ̂̂µ̂µ = χµDB(|D〉〈B|+ |B〉〈D|) + χµBA(|B〉〈A|+ |A〉〈B|) + χµDD|D〉〈D|

+ χµBB|B〉〈B|+ χµAA|A〉〈A| (S3)

where, χ =
√

h̄ωc

2ε0V . We set µDA = µAD = 0, as charge transfer band absorption is typically

weak. Using the Eq. S3 the Ĥint term is:

Ĥint = h̄gc(|D〉〈B|+ |B〉〈D|)(â† + â) + h̄ηc(|B〉〈A|+ |A〉〈B|)(â† + â)

+ (χµDD|D〉〈D|+ χµBB|B〉〈B|+ χµAA|A〉〈A|)(â† + â) +
(χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ)2

h̄ωc

, (S4)

where the coupling strength h̄gc ≡ χµDB, h̄ηc ≡ χµBA. In this light-matter hybrid system,

we took µDB = µBA = 1, and the permanent dipole moment differences are µDD − µAA = 1,

µDD−µBB = 5, and µBB−µAA = 5. We treat the transition and permanent dipole moments

as unitless numbers, but χ̂χχ · µ̂µµ has units of energy, and the DBA molecular Hamiltonian ĤM

is the same as in Eq. (2) of the main text. The model parameters for ĤM are exactly the

same as in the on-resonance case (see main text), except that we set VDB = VBA = 5 meV,

and the site energy difference between donor and acceptor states is UD − UA = 150 meV.

Derivation of the PMET Rate Theory for the Off-Resonance Case

We use the following polaron transformation operator? ? of the photonic degrees of freedom

(DOF)

Ûpol = exp

[
i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ
∑

j∈D,B,A

µjj|j〉〈j|P̂c

]
. (S5)

S2



The polaron transformation operator shifts the photonic coordinate, e−
i
h̄
Q0P̂cÔ(Q̂c)e

i
h̄
Q0P̂c =

Ô(Q̂c −Q0). Ûpol transforms |D〉〈B| as follows:

Û †pol|D〉〈B|Ûpol = e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c|D〉〈B|.

This can be shown (with Π̂c = 1
h̄

√
2
h̄ω3

c
χP̂c) as follows:

Û †pol|D〉〈B|Ûpol = e−iΠ̂c

(
µDD|D〉〈D|+µBB|B〉〈B|+µAA|A〉〈A|

)
|D〉〈B|eiΠ̂c

(
µDD|D〉〈D|+µBB|B〉〈B|+µAA|A〉〈A|

)

= e−iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|e−iΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|e−iΠ̂c·µAA|A〉〈A||D〉〈B|eiΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|eiΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|eiΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|

= e−iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|e−iΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|
[
1̂e − iΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|+ ...

]
|D〉〈B|

[
1̂e + iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|+ ...

]

× eiΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|eiΠ̂c·µAA|A〉〈A|

= e−iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|e−iΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B||D〉〈B|eiΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|eiΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|

= e−iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|
[
1̂e − iΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|+ ...

]
|D〉〈B|

[
1̂e + iΠ̂cµBB|B〉〈B|+ ...

]
eiΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|

= e−iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D||D〉〈B|eiΠ̂cµBBeiΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|

= eiΠ̂cµBB

[
1̂e − iΠ̂cµDD|D〉〈D|+ ...

]
|D〉〈B|

[
1̂e + iΠ̂cµAA|A〉〈A|+ ...

]

= eiΠ̂cµBBe−iΠ̂cµDD |D〉〈B| = e−iΠ̂c(µDD−µBB)|D〉〈B| (S6)

In the second line of Eq. S6, we used
[
|A〉〈A|, |D〉〈D|

]
=
[
|B〉〈B|, |D〉〈D|

]
=
[
|B〉〈B|, |A〉〈A|

]
=

0 to split an exponential operator into two parts : eX̂+Ŷ = eX̂eŶ when [X̂, Ŷ ] = 0. Following

the same procedure, we find:

Û †pol|B〉〈D|Ûpol = e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c|B〉〈D|. (S7)

Û †pol|A〉〈B|Ûpol = e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c |A〉〈B|. (S8)

Û †pol|B〉〈A|Ûpol = e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|. (S9)

Û †pol|D〉〈D|Ûpol = |D〉〈D|. (S10)

S3



Û †pol|B〉〈B|Ûpol = |B〉〈B|. (S11)

Û †pol|A〉〈A|Ûpol = |A〉〈A|. (S12)

Using the result of Eq. S6 and Eq. S12 we find the following polaron transformation

Û †pol

[
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ̂̂χ̂χ · µ̂̂µ̂µ
]
Ûpol

= Û †polQ̂cÛpol +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χÛ †pol

[
µDB

[
|D〉〈B|+ |B〉〈D|

]
+ µBA

[
|B〉〈A|+ |A〉〈B|

]

+ µDD|D〉〈D|+ µBB|B〉〈B|+ µAA|A〉〈A|
]
Ûpol

= Q̂c −
√

2

h̄ω3
c

χ(µDD|D〉〈D|+ µBB|B〉〈B|+ µAA|A〉〈A|) +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDB

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|

+ e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|

]
+ µBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c|A〉〈B|

]

+

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ(µDD|D〉〈D|+ µBB|B〉〈B|+ µAA|A〉〈A|)

= Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDB

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|

]

+

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c|A〉〈B|

]
(S13)
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With the above results, and the fact that eŶ Ô(X̂)e−Ŷ = Ô(eŶ X̂e−Ŷ ) for a unitary operator

eŶ , we apply Ûpol to ĤPF and find the following polaron transformed PF Hamiltonian:

H̃PF = Û †polĤPFÛpol = Û †polĤmÛpol +
1

2
P̂ 2

c + Û †pol

1

2
ω2

c

[
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ̂̂χ̂χ · µ̂̂µ̂µ
]2
Ûpol

= Û †polĤmÛpol +
1

2
P̂ 2

c +
1

2
ω2

c

[
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDB

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|

+ e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|

]
+

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c|B〉〈A|

+ e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c |A〉〈B|

]
]2

= Û †polĤmÛpol +
1

2
P̂ 2

c +
1

2
ω2

c Q̂
2
c +

1

h̄ωc

χ2µ2
DB

[
|D〉〈D|+ |B〉〈B|

]
+

1

h̄ωc

χ2µ2
BA

[
|B〉〈B|

+ |A〉〈A|
]

+ ω2
c Q̂c

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDB

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|

]

+
1

h̄ωc

χ2µDBµBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µAA)P̂c|D〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µDD)P̂c |A〉〈D|

]

+ ω2
c Q̂c

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c|B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c |A〉〈B|

]

= Û †polĤmÛpol + (â†â+
1

2
)h̄ωc +

h̄g2
c

ωc

[
|D〉〈D|+ |B〉〈B|

]
+
h̄η2

c

ωc

[
|B〉〈B|+ |A〉〈A|

]

+ h̄gc(â+ â†)
[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|

]

+
h̄gcηc

ωc

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µAA)P̂c |D〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µDD)P̂c |A〉〈D|

]

+ h̄ηc(â+ â†)
[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c |A〉〈B|

]
(S14)
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From the second to third line of Eq. S14, we used the fact that, (â + b̂ + ĉ)2 = (â + b̂ + ĉ) ·

(â+ b̂+ ĉ), where,

â = Q̂c,

b̂ =

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDB

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c|B〉〈D|

]
,

ĉ =

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµBA

[
e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c |A〉〈B|

]
. (S15)

The fourth line of Eq. S14 is the final expression for the polaron transformed Hamiltonian

of a DBA system where the cavity frequency is not in resonance with electronic transition.

Note that, to proceed from the third to fourth line of Eq. S14 we used Q̂c =
√

h̄
2ωc

(â + â†),

h̄gc = χµDB, and h̄ηc = χµBA. Thus Û †polĤmÛpol is

Û †polĤmÛpol =
P̂ 2

s

2Ms

+
∑

i

1

2
Msω

2
s (Rs −R0

i )
2|i〉〈i|+

∑

i

Ui|i〉〈i| (S16)

+ VDB(e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c|D〉〈B|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µDD)P̂c |B〉〈D|)

+ VBA(e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µAA−µBB)P̂c|A〉〈B|) + Ĥsb

With this polaron transformed Hamiltonian in Eq. S14, we can extract the effective couplings

between the donor and bridge (Ṽ DB
n,l ), and the bridge and acceptor(Ṽ BA

l,m ) state as follows

Ṽ DB
n,l = 〈D, n|H̃PF − T̂s − Ĥsb|B, l〉

= 〈D, n|VDBe
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|B, l〉

+ h̄gc〈D, n|(â+ â†)e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |D〉〈B|B, l〉

= VDBS
DB
n,l + h̄gc

[√
nSDB

n−1,l +
√
n+ 1SDB

n+1,l

]
(S17)
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Similarly,

Ṽ BA
l,m = 〈B, l|H̃PF − T̂s − Ĥsb|A,m〉

= VBAS
BA
l,m + h̄ηc

[√
nSBA

l−1,m +
√
l + 1SBA

l+1,m

]
(S18)

The direct donor to acceptor coupling is found to be:

Ṽ DA
n,m = 〈D, n|H̃PF − T̂S − Ĥsb|A,m〉

=
h̄gcηc

ωc

SDA
n,m (S19)

where, SDB
n,l = 〈n|e−i/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

cχ(µDD−µBB)P̂c |l〉, SBA
l,m = 〈l|e−i/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

cχ(µBB−µAA)P̂c |m〉, and SDA
n,m =

〈n|e−i/h̄
√

2/h̄ω3
cχ(µDD−µAA)P̂c |m〉

The bridge mediated effective donor-acceptor coupling (V
′DA
n,m ) can be calculated by per-

turbative technique i.e. the transformation method,? and

Ṽ
′DA
n,m = −

∑

l

Ṽ ∗DB
nl Ṽ BA

l,m

2

[
1

(UB − UA) + (l −m)h̄ωc

+
1

(UB − UD) + (l − n)h̄ωc

]
(S20)

Hence, the total DA coupling is:

FDA
n,m = Ṽ DA

n,m + Ṽ
′DA
n,m

=
h̄gcηc

ωc

SDA
n,m −

∑

l

Ṽ DB
n,l Ṽ

BA
l,m

2

[
1

(UB − UA) + (l −m)h̄ωc

+
1

(UB − UD) + (l − n)h̄ωc

]

(S21)

With the above polaron transformation, the polariton mediated electron transfer (PMET)

rate is:

kFGR =
∑

n

Pn
∑

m

|FDA
n,m|2
h̄

√
π

λDAkBT
exp

[
− (∆Gn,m + λDA)2

4λDAkBT

]
, (S22)
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where, ∆Gn,m is the effective driving force for each channel

∆Gn,m = −(UD − UA) + (m− n)h̄ωc −
∑

l

(Ṽ BA
l,n )TṼ BA

l,m

(UB − UA) + (l −m)h̄ωc

+
∑

l

(Ṽ DB
n,l )(Ṽ DB

m,l )T

(UB − UD) + (l − n)h̄ωc
(S23)

with,

Pn =
exp[−βnh̄ωc]∑
n exp[−βnh̄ωc]

. (S24)

Derivation of the PMET Rate for the On-Resonance Case

As in the previous section, we introduce the following polaron transformation of the photonic

DOF

Ûpol = exp

[
i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ
∑

j∈D,A

µjj|j〉〈j|P̂c

]
. (S25)

In this system the bridge state is not coupled with the light field. Following the same

derivation as described in the previous section, we find:

H̃PF = Û †polĤPFÛpol = Û †polĤmÛpol +
1

2
P̂ 2

c + Û †pol

1

2
ω2

c

[
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χ̂̂χ̂χ · µ̂̂µ̂µ
]2
Ûpol (S26)

= Û †polĤmÛpol +
1

2
P̂ 2

c +
1

2
ω2

c

[
Q̂c +

√
2

h̄ω3
c

χµDA(e
i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ∆µP̂c

σ̂† + e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ∆µP̂c

σ̂)
]2

= Û †polĤmÛpol + (â†â+
1

2
)h̄ωc + h̄gc(â

† + â)(e
i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ∆µP̂c

σ̂† + e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χ∆µP̂c

σ̂) +
h̄g2

c

ωc

1̂e.
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where ∆µ = µDD − µAA, σ̂† = |A〉〈D|, σ̂ = |D〉〈A|, 1̂e = |D〉〈D| + |A〉〈A|, and h̄gc = χµDA.

Finally, Û †polĤmÛpol is

Û †polĤmÛpol =
P̂ 2

s

2Ms

+
∑

i

1

2
Msω

2
s (Rs −R0

i )
2|i〉〈i|+

∑

i

Ui|i〉〈i| (S27)

+ VDB(e
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χµDDP̂c |D〉〈B|+ e

i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χµDDP̂c |B〉〈D|)

+ VBA(e
i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χµAAP̂c |B〉〈A|+ e

− i
h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χµAAP̂c |A〉〈B|) + Ĥsb

With the polaron transformed Hamiltonian in Eq. S26, we can compute the effective cou-

plings between the donor and bridge (Ṽ DB
n,l ), and the bridge and acceptor(Ṽ BA

l,m ) states as

follows:

Ṽ DB
n,0 = 〈D, n|H̃PF − T̂s − Ĥsb|B, 0〉

= 〈D, n|VDBe
− i

h̄

√
2

h̄ω3
c
χµDDP̂c|D〉〈B|B, 0〉

= VDBS
DB
n,0 (S28)

Similarly,

Ṽ BA
0,m = 〈B, 0|H̃PF − T̂s − Ĥsb|A,m〉

= VBAS
BA
0,m (S29)

The direct donor to acceptor coupling is:

Ṽ DA
nm = 〈D, n|H̃PF − T̂S − Ĥsb|A,m〉

= h̄gc[
√
nSn−1,m +

√
n+ 1Sn+1,m] (S30)

where, SDB
n,0 = 〈n|e−i/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

cχµDDP̂c|0〉, SBA
0,m = 〈0|ei/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

cχµAAP̂c |m〉, and SDA
n,m = 〈n|e−i/h̄

√
2/h̄ω3

cχ(µDD−µAA)P̂c|m〉

We again calculate the through-bridge interactions using the transformation method.?
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The indirect coupling between donor and acceptor state is:

Ṽ
′DA
n,m = − Ṽ

∗DB
n0 Ṽ BA

0m

2

[
1

(UB − UA)−mh̄ωc

+
1

(UB − UD)− nh̄ωc

]
(S31)

Hence, the total donor to acceptor coupling is:

FDA
n,m = Ṽ DA

n,m + Ṽ
′DA
n,m

= h̄gc[
√
nSn−1,m +

√
n+ 1Sn+1,m]− Ṽ DB

n,0 Ṽ
BA

0,m

2

[
1

(UB − UA)−mh̄ωc

+
1

(UB − UD)− nh̄ωc

]
,

(S32)

which is found in Eq. (7) of the main text. Finally, the polariton mediated electron transfer

(PMET) rate is:

kFGR =
∑

n

Pn
∑

m

|V DA
nm |2
h̄

√
π

λDAkBT
exp

[
− (∆Gnm + λDA)2

4λDAkBT

]
, (S33)

where, ∆Gnm is the effective driving force for each channel

∆Gnm = −(UD − UA) + (m− n)h̄ωc −
(Ṽ BA

0,n )TṼ BA
0,m

(UB − UA)−mh̄ωc
+

Ṽ DB
n,0 (Ṽ DB

m,0 )T

(UB − UD)− nh̄ωc
(S34)

with,

Pn =
exp[−βnh̄ωc]∑
n exp[−βnh̄ωc]

. (S35)

Additional Numerical Results

Here, we present additional numerical results for polariton mediated electron transfer (PMET)

in the off-resonance limit. We describe the PMET rate obtained from the FGR rate expres-

sion (Eq. S22). Figure S1(A) and S1(B) show the computed PMET rates as a function of the

donor-bridge energy gap ∆E = UB − UD at a high cavity frequency (h̄ωc = 200 meV) and

at a low cavity frequency (h̄ωc = 40 meV). We set gc and ηc to be equal, where h̄gc = χµDB,
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h̄ηc = χµBA.
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Figure S1: PMET rate constant obtained over a range of ∆E = UB − UD for off resonance
condition with (A) h̄ωc = 200 meV and (B) h̄ωc = 40 meV. Different colored lines correspond
to different light-matter interaction strength.

When the molecule is decoupled from the cavity, the electron transfer occurs via the

|D〉 → |B〉 → |A〉 superexchange pathway and one finds that the ET rate decreases with

∆E = UB−UD. This is understood by analyzing at the donor-acceptor coupling V eff
DA, which

is inversely proportional to the donor-bridge energy gap (see Eq. (6) of the main text). With

a cavity, ET in mediated by two different coupling pathways (as described in the main text)

• Pathway 1: ET from photon dressed donor states |D, n〉 to photon dressed acceptor

states |A,m〉 via bridge mediated channels |B, l〉.

• Pathway 2: ET from direct transitions between |D, n〉 to |A,m〉. This direct transition

is controlled by the cavity properties, such as the light-matter coupling strengths and

the photon frequency.

Figure S1(A) shows the computed PMET rate for a high photon frequency (h̄ωc = 200

meV, h̄ωc � kBT ). In this regime, only |D, 0〉 has appreciable thermal population. Hence,

the predominant reactive channels are |D, 0〉 → ∑
l |B, l〉 → {|A, 0〉, |A, 1〉} via pathways
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(1), (bridge mediated), and |D, 0〉 → {|A, 0〉, |A, 1〉} via pathways (2), (direct transitions

from donor to acceptor). The higher energy acceptor states |A, 2〉, |A, 3〉... are energetically

disfavored due to their reduced Franck-Condon factors. At relatively low ∆E (∼ 0.5-1 eV),

these two pathway interfere destructively, so the overall rate is smaller compared to the

cavity free scenario. Increasing ∆E causes the charge transfer to occur mostly via pathway

(2), so the destructive interference is reduced and the reaction rate is enhanced. This rate

enhancement is proportional to the light-matter coupling strength, as indicated in the figure.

The rate enhancement can also be understood from Eq. S21. The first term in Eq. S21

describes the direct transition from donor to acceptor, and this term grows with increasing

light-matter coupling. For smaller ∆E values, the ET rate decreases due to the larger

destructive interference between pathways (1) and (2). Strong light-matter coupling can

overcome this destructive interference and boost the overall rate. For instance, Figure S1(A)

shows that at ∆E = 0.5-1.0 eV, and gc = ηc > 2 meV, the rates are largely enhanced in

comparison with the case of gc = ηc ≤ 2 meV.

Figure S1(B) shows the PMET rate at low photon frequency (h̄ωc = 40 meV, h̄ωc �

kBT ). The fundamental difference is that the high lying donor dressed states (i.e., |D, 1〉,

|D, 2〉, |D, 3〉...) are initially populated or have appreciable thermal population. Thus, these

high-lying channels can participate in the ET reaction. The significant difference is that, at

low photon frequency, the destructive interference is larger compare to the case with high

photon frequencies. For example, for comparable effective light-matter coupling strengths

(gc/ωc), with gc = 4.0 meV (gc/ωc ' 0.02) in Figure S1(A) and gc = 1.0 meV (gc/ωc ' 0.025)

in Figure S1(B), the overall rate profile for Figure S1(B) is much smaller in magnitude

compared to the data in Figure S1(A). This difference in the rate profiles arises from the

multiple-donor dressed states that induce destructive interference for low photon frequency

(Figure S1(B)) that is more pronounced over a wide range of ∆E.
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