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Abstract

The interplay between electronic and intramolecular high-frequency vibrational de-

grees of freedom is ubiquitous in natural light-harvesting systems. Recent studies have

indicated that an intramolecular vibrational donor-acceptor frequency difference can

enhance energy transport. Here, we analyze the extent to which different intramolec-

ular donor-acceptor vibrational frequencies affect excitation energy transport in equi-

librium (coherent light excitation) and the more natural nonequilibrium steady state

(incoherent light excitation) configurations. It is found that if the Huang-Rhys factors

remain constant, the acceptor population increases when the intramolecular vibrational

frequency of the acceptor exceeds that of the donor. The increase in the acceptor pop-

ulation due to the vibrational frequency difference is higher for higher values of the

Huang-Rhys factors or the vibronic coupling strengths. However, the nonequilibrium

steady state results show that the vibrational donor-acceptor frequency difference does

not significantly enhance energy transport in the natural scenario of incoherent light

excitation and under biologically relevant parameters. Insight about a potential mech-

anism to optimize energy transfer in the NESS based on increasing the harvesting time

at the reaction center is analyzed.
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Introduction .—Excitation energy transport in natural light-harvesting systems (LHS),

e.g., photosynthetic pigment-protein complexes, has been intensively studied with an aim

of extracting design principles applicable to artificial (human-made) light-harvesting sys-

tems.1–4 It is worth noting that the interaction between molecular electronic and vibrational

degrees of freedom influences the energy transfer in LHS.3,5–26 The vibrational degrees of

freedom can be classified as inter- and intramolecular vibrational modes. The intermolec-

ular vibrational modes are usually modeled as a low-frequency phonon bath characterized

by a spectral density. The intramolecular vibrational modes are considered as discrete un-

derdamped vibrations of high-frequency. Experimental spectra results of photosynthetic

pigment-protein complexes indicate the presence of several intramolecular vibrational modes

with different frequencies and strengths coupling to the electronic degrees of freedom.8,15,27–29

Despite different high-energy vibrational frequency modes in the spectra, most theoretical

models of light harvesting systems accounting for vibronic effects consider couplings to vi-

brational modes of the same frequency.

Recently, it has been reported that the energy transfer quantum yield in a prototype

photosynthetic dimer is enhanced when the donor is coupled to a vibrational mode whose

frequency is larger than that on the vibrational mode coupled to the acceptor.30 In this

donor-acceptor energy transfer,30 it was assumed that the entire population is initially in

the donor chromophore, representing a scenario commonly considered under coherent light

excitation conditions. These laboratory-designed/controlled conditions contrast with those

in nature, where the natural light-harvesting systems are continuously illuminated by inco-

herent radiation (sunlight),31–41 leading to a nonequilibrium steady state (NESS).37,40–44 In

this Letter, we examine the conditions that lead to an increase in the quantum yield for

both equilibrium and nonequilibrium steady states for coherent (laboratory) and incoher-

ent (natural) light excitation, considering different intramolecular vibrational donor-acceptor

frequencies and different Huang-Rhys factors for a prototypical photosynthetic dimer.

It is important to note that for energy transfer technologies even small improvements in
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energy transfer, e.g. 5%, can be significant. Here we show that if such improvements are

seen in equilibrium they are washed out in the NESS regime. Furthermore, in the particular

case of biophysical systems we show that, contrary to some suggestions in the literature,

donor-acceptor frequency differences do not significantly affect energy transfer.

We consider a prototype photosynthetic electronic dimer, adopting parameters typical

of the Fenna-Matthews-Olson (FMO) complex.8,15,27–29 The dimer is immersed in a protein-

solvent environment modeled as a vibrational thermal bath at 300K, composed of intra- and

intermolecular vibrational modes and describe the incoherent light as a blackbody radiation

thermal bath at 5600K.36,45 Additionally, exciton recombination and harvesting are consid-

ered. We solve for the equilibrium and nonequilibrium steady state using the numerically

exact hierarchical equations of motion (HEOM) method.46–51 The steady state acceptor pop-

ulation is regarded as the criterion to evaluate the energy transfer efficiency from donor to

acceptor.

In this letter, we analyze the steady state acceptor population for different intramolecular

vibrational donor-acceptor frequencies, Huang-Rhys factors, and vibronic coupling strengths

in an equilibrium configuration (dimer + vibrational bath only), and in the nonequilibrium

configuration (dimer + vibrational bath + radiation bath + exciton recombination and har-

vesting). In doing so, we demonstrate, for example, and as noted above, that in the natural

scenario of incoherent light excitation and under biologically relevant parameters, the vibra-

tional donor-acceptor frequency difference does not significantly enhance energy transport.

In addition, we correct recently published erroneous results,30 for the equilibrium steady

state case, which states that the acceptor population increases when the intramolecular vi-

brational frequency of the donor is larger than at the acceptor for constant Huang-Rhys

factors. Furthermore, we find that if the vibronic coupling strengths are fixed, the acceptor

population will increase when the vibrational frequency of the donor is larger than at the

acceptor.

Model .—Consider a prototype photosynthetic complex modeled as a dimer (donor-
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acceptor (D-A) configuration) immersed within a protein-solvent environment. We assume

an electronic dimer model representing the system of interest using open quantum system

methodology and described through the Frenkel Hamiltonian

ĤSys = εDφ̂
+
D φ̂

−
D + εAφ̂

+
A φ̂

−
A + VDA

(
φ̂+

D φ̂
−
A + φ̂+

A φ̂
−
D

)
. (1)

The two first terms of the right-hand side of Eq. 1 account for the donor (acceptor) excited

state electronic energies εD (εA), and the last term for the excitonic coupling VDA. The

electronic excitation creation (annihilation) operators φ̂+
D,A

(
φ̂−

D,A

)
are defined by |εD,A⟩ =

φ̂+
D,A|gD,A⟩, |gD,A⟩ = φ̂−

D,A|εD,A⟩. We consider the two-level approximation on each site, where

only the electronic ground state |gD,A⟩ and the electronic first excited state |εD,A⟩ are taken

into account. The eigenstates of system ĤSys|ei⟩ = Eei |ei⟩ denote the exciton basis {|e+⟩, |e−⟩},

where the exciton states can be defined as linear superpositions of the electronic site states

|ei⟩ =
∑

D,A
j cij|εj⟩, with energies Ee± = εA+εD

2
± 1

2

√
∆ε2 + 4V 2

DA, and where ∆ε = εD − εA is

the site energy difference.

The protein-solvent environment is considered as a collection of harmonic vibrational

modes. This vibrational bath is composed of both intra- and intermolecular vibrational

modes. The Hamiltonian for the vibrational bath reads

ĤVB = ℏΩDb̂
†
Db̂D + ℏΩAb̂

†
Ab̂A +

D,A∑
i

∑
j

ℏω(i)
j b̂

(i)†
j b̂

(i)
j . (2)

We consider only one intramolecular vibrational on each site. The creation (annihilation) op-

erators for the intramolecular vibrational modes of frequencies ΩD and ΩA are denoted by the

calligraphic letters b̂†D,A, (b̂D,A). The creation (annihilation) operators for the intermolecular

vibrational modes of frequencies ω
(i)
l are denoted by b̂

(i)†
l , (b̂

(i)
l ).
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The interaction between the system and the vibrational bath is given by the Hamiltonian

ĤSys−VB = ℏGDφ̂
+
D φ̂

−
D

(
b̂†D + b̂D

)
+ ℏGAφ̂

+
A φ̂

−
A

(
b̂†A + b̂A

)
+

D,A∑
i

∑
j

ℏg(i)j φ̂+
i φ̂

−
i

(
b̂
(i)
j + b̂

(i)†
j

)
,

(3)

where GD =
√
SDΩD (GA =

√
SAΩA) denotes the coupling between the electronic donor

(acceptor) state and the intramolecular vibrational mode of frequency ΩD (ΩA) (referred

to below as vibronic coupling), where SD (SA) is the dimensionless Huang-Rhys factor at

the donor (acceptor). In Eq. 3, g(D)j (g(A)j ) represents the coupling between the electronic

donor (acceptor) state and the jth intermolecular vibrational mode. Therefore, the global

Hamiltonian for the prototype photosynthetic complex is given by Ĥ = ĤSys+ĤSys−VB+ĤVB.

All the information about the vibrational bath is encoded in the spectral density of the

donor and acceptor

JD,A(ω) = Jintra(ω) + Jinter(ω)

=
4ΛD,AΓΩ

2
D,Aω

(Ω2
D,A − ω2)2 + 4Γ2ω2

+
2λγ ω

ℏ(ω2 + γ2)
.

(4)

The first term in Eq. 4 corresponds to the contribution of the intramolecular vibrational mode

through an underdamped Brownian oscillator spectral density. The second term accounts

for the intermolecular vibrational modes, corresponding to a low-frequency vibrational bath

described by a Drude-Lorentz spectral density. Here, ΛD,A = SD,AΩD,A =
√

SD,AGD,A is the

reorganization energy and Γ is the peak width (cut-off frequency). We assume independent

baths on each site at temperature TVB = 300K.

Equilibrium steady state configuration .—We analyze the effect of the vibrational

bath described by Eqs. 2–4 on the energy transfer from the donor to the acceptor by ex-

amining acceptor population changes due to vibronic effects in the steady state. The entire

population is initially assumed to be in the donor chromophore ρDD(t = 0) = 1. This condi-
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Figure 1: Equilibrium steady state acceptor population ρAA as a function of the intramolec-
ular vibrational frequencies at the donor ΩD and the acceptor ΩA considering different
fixed Huang-Rhys factors SA = SD = {0.05, 0.2}. The vibrational bath parameters are
λ = 50 cm−1, γ = 200 cm−1, Γ = 10 cm−1 , and TVB = 300K.

tion is commonly considered under coherent light excitation conditions. Consistent with the

literature in this scenario, the steady state corresponds to a thermal equilibrium state, where

the acceptor population ρAA quantifies the quantum yield. Specifically, we consider differ-

ent intramolecular vibrational donor and acceptor frequencies for several fixed Huang-Rhys

factors and vibronic coupling strengths. Other physical effects, such as incoherent light ex-

citation, exciton recombination and harvesting, are analyzed below. We assume parameters

characteristic of prototypical photosynthetic complexes, such as the Fenna-Matthews-Olson

(FMO) complex, i.e., ∆ε = 100 cm−1, with εD > εA, VDA = 50 cm−1, the excitonic en-

ergy splitting is given by ∆Ee = 141.4 cm−1, and for the vibrational bath λ = 50 cm−1,

γ = 200 cm−1, Γ = 10 cm−1, and TVB = 300K.

Figure 1 depicts the thermal equilibrium acceptor population ρAA (quantum yield) as a

function of the intramolecular vibrational donor ΩD and acceptor ΩA frequencies for two con-

stant Huang-Rhys factors SA = SD = {0.05, 0.2}. The intramolecular vibrational frequencies

satisfy ΩD,ΩA > ∆ε,∆Ee, VDA. Figure 1 shows that ρAA increases when the intramolecular

vibrational frequency at the acceptor is larger than at the donor ΩA > ΩD and decreases when

ΩA < ΩD. For constant Huang-Rhys factors SA = SD, the thermal equilibrium acceptor pop-

ulation decreases linearly∗ with ΩD when ΩA is constant, i.e., ρAA(ΩD; ΩA, SA = SD) ∝ −ΩD

∗The decrease in ρAA is no longer linear for large values of the Huang-Rhys factors (SA = SD ≥ 1).
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Figure 2: Equilibrium steady state acceptor population ρAA as a function of the intramolec-
ular vibrational frequencies at the donor ΩD and the acceptor ΩA considering fixed vibronic
coupling strengths GA = GD = 100 cm−1. The vibrational bath parameters are λ = 50 cm−1,
γ = 200 cm−1, Γ = 10 cm−1 , and TVB = 300K.

(see the right panel in Figure 1). In this case, ρAA becomes larger when ΩA > ΩD because

the vibronic coupling in the acceptor is larger than in the donor, i.e., GA > GD. That means,

for instance, when ΩA is constant (GA is also constant), if ΩD increases, then GD increases,

since SD is constant, which leads to lower eigenenergies at the donor and, therefore larger

donor populations and lower acceptor populations (thermal equilibrium distribution).

Figure 1 shows that when SA and SD increase, the maximum and minimum of ρAA in-

creases and decreases, respectively. The latter is a consequence of the increase in the vibronic

coupling, which leads to lower and higher eigenenergies. For relevant biological values of the

Huang-Rhys factors: SA = SD = 0.05, ρAA changes by up to ∼ 5%. Hence, devices designed

for enhanced energy transfer would benefit from larger Huang-Rhys factors. The changes in

ρAA are marginal when ΩA = ΩD (≲ 0.1%), i.e., values along the diagonal. Note that the

results for SA = SD = 0.2 (middle panel in Figure 1) were recently obtained incorrectly,30

being opposite to the results presented in this Letter.

Figure 2 shows the thermal equilibrium acceptor population ρAA (quantum yield) as a

function of ΩD and ΩA for a constant vibronic coupling strength GA = GD = 100 cm−1.

Figure 2 shows that ρAA increases when the intramolecular vibrational frequency at the

donor is larger than at the acceptor ΩA < ΩD and decreases when ΩA > ΩD (ρAA changes

by up to ∼ 11%). This contrasts with the case of constant Huang-Rhys factors discussed
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above. For constant vibronic coupling strengths GA = GD, the thermal equilibrium acceptor

population increases proportionally to
√
SD ΩD when ΩA is constant, i.e., ρAA(ΩD; ΩA,GA =

GD) ∝ √
SD ΩD (see the middle panel in Figure 2). To confirm this, the right panel of

Figure 2 shows that ρAA/
√
SD grows linearly† with ΩD when ΩA is constant. That means, for

instance, when ΩA is constant, if ΩD increases, then the donor eigenenergies will be higher,

since GD is constant, which leads to lower donor populations and larger acceptor populations

(thermal equilibrium distribution). Note that SD varies inversely with ΩD, in contrast to the

constant Huang-Rhys factors SA = SD analyzed above. Hence, for constant vibronic coupling

strengths GA = GD, ρAA becomes larger when ΩA < ΩD (SA > SD).

We recently examined the role of the electronic-vibrational (vibronic) resonance in the

nonequilibrium steady state transport of the PEB dimer in the cryptophyte algae PE545.41

We found that an equilibrium steady state reached due to the interaction with a thermal

bath is not sensitive to vibronic resonance. This is also confirmed for the dimer analyzed

here. When the intramolecular vibrational frequencies at the donor and acceptor are in

resonance with the excitonic energy splitting ΩD,ΩA ≈ ∆Ee (i.e., ΩD = ΩA = 142 cm−1),

the changes in the thermal equilibrium acceptor population ρAA compared to off-resonance

frequencies are insignificant (≲ 0.05%). The analysis and conclusions obtained so far remain

valid when εD < εA with the same parameters considered before.

Nonequilibrium steady state configuration .—The scenario analyzed above, i.e., a

thermal equilibrium state reached when the system interacts with a vibration bath only,

is often examined in the context of pulsed laser excitation, in which it is assumed, for

example, that the coherent light source prepares an initial state in the molecular system

with the entire population in the donor or the highest energy exciton state. The system

then interacts with the vibrational bath and the energy transfer dynamics to the acceptor

are analyzed.30 However, this differs from natural conditions, in which the light-harvesting

system is continuously illuminated with incoherent natural light,31–40 such as sunlight and
†The increase in ρAA/

√
SD is no longer linear for large values of the Huang-Rhys factors (SA = SD ≥ 1).
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additional processes contribute. Here, we examine the effect of different intramolecular

vibrational frequencies at the donor and acceptor in the nonequilibrium steady state energy

transport under the influence of a vibrational bath (Eqs. 2–4), incoherent light excitation,

exciton recombination, and exciton harvesting at the reaction center. We show below that

any parameter dependencies observed in the equilibrium case for the acceptor population

are washed out in the resultant NESS.

The interaction between the system and the radiation bath (incoherent light) is given by

the Hamiltonian

ĤSys−RB = −µ̂D · Ê(t), (5)

where µ̂D is the transition dipole operator of the donor, and Ê(t) = Ê(+)(t)+Ê(−)(t) is electric

field,52 with Ê(+)(t) = i
∑

k,s

√
ℏω

2ϵ0V
âk,s ek,se

−iωt and Ê(−)(t) =
[
Ê(+)(t)

]†
. The creation

(annihilation) operator for the kth radiation field mode in the sth polarization state is denoted

â†k,s (âk,s), and ek,s is the radiation polarization vector. We assume that the transition

electric dipole operator of the acceptor is perpendicular to the radiation polarization vector,

i.e., only the donor chromophore is pumped by incoherent light. The latter is a typical

scenario analyzed in the context of energy transfer.41,44,53 The Hamiltonian for the radiation

bath reads

ĤRB =
∑
k,s

ℏck â†k,sâk,s. (6)

The radiation bath is described by a super-Ohmic spectral density with cubic-frequency

dependence

JRB
D (ω) =

2ℏω3

3(4ϵ0π2c3)
. (7)

This spectral density generates long-lasting coherent dynamics provided by the lack of pure

dephasing dynamics and by the strong dependence of the decoherence rate on the system

level spacing.36 The temperature assumed for the radiation bath is TRB = 5600K, and the

transition dipole moment is µD = 6D.

We consider the exciton recombination accounting for the nonradiative electronic ex-
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citation decay to the ground state as a localized process on each site and occurring on

a nanosecond time scale (recombination time τrec).42–44,53,54 The exciton recombination is

described by the effective Lindbladian

Lrec [ρ̂] = τ−1
rec

D,A∑
i

(
|gi⟩⟨εi|ρ̂|εi⟩⟨gi| −

1

2
[|εi⟩⟨εi|, ρ̂]+

)
, (8)

where [Ô1, Ô2]+ denotes the anticommutator between operators Ô1 and Ô2. The same

recombination time for the donor and acceptor is taken as τrec = 1ns.

The electronic excitation harvesting (trapping) at the reaction center occurs on a picosec-

ond time scale (trapping time τtrap). Under localized trapping conditions, only the acceptor

chromophore is coupled to the reaction center, and the trapping process is modeled by the

Lindbladian42–44,53,54

L(loc)
trap [ρ̂] = τ−1

trap

(
|RC⟩⟨εA|ρ̂|εA⟩⟨RC| −

1

2
[|εA⟩⟨εA|, ρ̂]+

)
. (9)

For localized trapping conditions and under weak incoherent light excitation the NESS quan-

tum yield η = ΓRC

rabs
ρ(neq)

AA is proportional to the acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA , since the ground

state population ρgg ≃ 1 at all times.42,44 Here ΓRC = τ−1
rec /2 is the trapping rate constant

that quantifies the coupling strength to the reaction center, and rabs is the incoherent light

absorption rate.

Figure 3 shows the nonequilibrium steady state acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA as a function

of the intramolecular vibrational donor ΩD and acceptor ΩA frequencies for different Huang-

Rhys factors SA = SD = {0.05, 0.2, 0.5}, assuming localized trapping conditions. The values

reported in color are 10−5 smaller than those in Figure 1, reflecting the weak incident inco-

herent light, exciton harvesting and recombination effects.36,39,41 We assume a recombination

time τrec = 1ns and a trapping time τtrap = 10 ps. The displayed intramolecular vibrational

frequencies satisfy ΩD,ΩA > ∆ε,∆Ee, VDA. Figure 3 shows that ρ(neq)

AA increases when the

intramolecular vibrational frequency at the acceptor is larger than at the donor ΩA > ΩD.
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Figure 3: Nonequilibrium steady state acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA as a function of the in-
tramolecular vibrational frequencies at the donor ΩD and the acceptor ΩA considering dif-
ferent fixed Huang-Rhys factors SA = SD = {0.05, 0.2, 0.5} for localized trapping condi-
tions. The baths parameters are λ = 50 cm−1, γ = 200 cm−1, Γ = 10 cm−1, TVB = 300K,
TRB = 5600K. Typical values for recombination τrec = 1ns and trapping τtrap = 10 ps times
are assumed. Note that the color scales are on the order of 10−6.

Therefore, when ΩA is constant, ρ(neq)

AA decreases when ΩD increases. Figure 3 shows that as

SA and SD increase, the maximum and minimum of ρ(neq)

AA increase and decrease, respectively.

The color pattern displayed in Figure 3 is similar to that of the top panels in Figure 1, for

the thermal equilibrium state. However, the changes in ρ(neq)

AA are seen to be insignificant

(< 1%) for all Huang-Rhys factors considered. When the trapping time τtrap increases by

one order of magnitude, e.g., τtrap = 100 ps, ρ(neq)

AA also increases by one order of magnitude,

and the changes the ρ(neq)

AA are ∼ 3% (S = 0.2) (data not shown). Therefore, increasing the

trapping time would enhance the energy transfer in the NESS.

In the nonequilibrium steady state, the population flux between the donor and accep-

tor is linked to the imaginary part of the intersite coherence.41,44,55–57 Here, we find that

the nonequilibrium steady state intersite coherence displays the same trend as for ρ(neq)

AA in

Figure 3 (Figure not shown). In addition, the case of constant vibronic coupling strengths

GA = GD = 100 cm−1 was also considered with similar results. The pattern of change in

the nonequilibrium steady state acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA is similar to that presented for

the equilibrium steady state above, and the changes ρ(neq)

AA as those discussed in Figure 3.

Furthermore, even if the reorganization energy increases to λ = 100 cm−1, i.e., twice the

value previously considered, and still within the relevant range expected under biological
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Figure 4: Nonequilibrium steady state acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA as a function of the in-
tramolecular vibrational frequency at the donor ΩD and acceptor frequencies ΩA. We con-
sider different scenarios for the NESS, radiation and vibrational baths only (panel A), ra-
diation bath and exciton recombination only (panel B), radiation bath, and exciton re-
combination and localized exciton trapping (panel C). We assume the Huang-Rhys factors
S = SA = SD = 0.2. The vibrational bath parameters are λ = 50 cm−1, γ = 200 cm−1,
Γ = 10 cm−1 , and TVB = 300K. Typical values for recombination τrec = 1ns and trapping
τtrap = 10 ps times are assumed. Note the differences in the vertical scale.

conditions, changes in the acceptor population are still insignificant (Figure not shown).

Even though the natural scenario approximates the picture discussed above, where the

exciton population is collected at the reaction center and excitons have a finite lifetime

(exciton recombination), we examine individual non-unitary contributions to evaluate the

effect of the donor-acceptor intramolecular vibrational frequency difference in the NESS

acceptor population. Figure 4 depicts the acceptor population ρ(neq)

AA as a function of ΩD and

ΩA for a fixed Huang-Rhys factor SA = SD = 0.2, considering that the system only interacts

with: the incoherent light and the vibrational bath (panel A), the incoherent light and also

undergoes exciton recombination (panel B), and the incoherent light and also undergoes
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exciton recombination and localized trapping (panel C). In all the cases, ρ(neq)

AA is larger when

ΩA > ΩD and decreases as ΩD increases. Figure 4 shows that ρ(neq)

AA decreases linearly with

ΩD for panels A and B (no exciton harvesting), but when the effect of exciton trapping is

included, the decrease is no longer linear. Therefore, the nonlinear variation of ρ(neq)

AA with ΩD

is caused by exciton trapping at the reaction center, and increases when the trapping time

τtrap decreases. In addition, as discussed above for the equilibrium case, the nonlinearity

also increases when the Huang-Rhys factors increase. It is important to note that when

the system interacts with the incoherent light and the vibrational bath only, the NESS

reached allows for significant changes up to 40% in ρ(neq)

AA (panel A). Under this scenario the

interaction with the vibrational bath is stronger than the interaction with incoherent light.

Therefore, it is the exciton harvesting at the reaction center that washes out the variations in

the acceptor population related to the donor-acceptor intramolecular vibrational frequency

difference displayed in the thermal equilibrium case.

In conclusion, the HEOM method was used to analyze the effect of different intramolec-

ular vibrational frequencies on energy transfer in a prototype photosynthetic dimer system,

under both equilibrium (ESS) and nonequilibrium steady state (NESS) conditions. When an

equilibrium thermal state is reached by the interaction of the system only with a vibrational

bath, the results indicate that, for constant Huang-Rhys factors, the thermal equilibrium ac-

ceptor population (quantum yield) decreases with an increasing vibrational donor frequency

for a constant vibrational acceptor frequency. That is, the acceptor population increases

when the vibrational frequency of the acceptor is larger than in the donor because the vi-

bronic coupling in the acceptor is larger than in the donor. Conversely, for constant vibronic

coupling strengths, the acceptor population increases proportionally to the square root of the

donor Huang-Rhys factor times the vibrational donor frequency for a constant vibrational

acceptor frequency. In this case, the quantum yield increases when the vibrational frequency

of the donor is larger than in the acceptor because the Huang-Rhys factor in the acceptor is

larger than in the donor.

14



In the NESS, and considering constant Huang-Rhys factors, the variations in the acceptor

population for localized trapping conditions are much smaller than those of the thermal

equilibrium quantum yield. Therefore, under natural biological conditions of incoherent

light excitation, the NESS reached does not allow for a significant enhancement in the

quantum yield due to the intramolecular vibrational frequency difference. Technologically,

however, one can increase the quantum yield somewhat by increasing the trapping time.

For example, increasing the trapping time by one order of magnitude increases the acceptor

population by one order of magnitude, with a higher variation with the donor-acceptor

intramolecular vibrational frequency difference. Therefore, increasing the trapping time is a

possible mechanism to enhance the energy transfer in the NESS. In the future, it would be

interesting to examine more realistic exciton trapping scenarios beyond the effective Lindblad

methodology considered in this Letter.
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