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When encountering complex fluorescence decays that deviate from exponentiality, a very appealing and powerful ap-

proach is to use lifetime (or equivalent rate constant) distributions. These are related by Laplace transform to multi-

exponential functions, stretched exponentials, Becquerel’s law, and others. In the case of bimolecular quenching,

time-independent probability distributions of the rate constants have occasionally been used. Here we show that this

mathematical formalism has a clear physical interpretation only when the fluorophore and quencher molecules are

immobile, as in the solid state. However, such an interpretation is no longer possible once we consider the motion

of fluorophores with respect to quenchers. Therefore, for systems in which the relative motion of fluorophores and

quenchers cannot be neglected, it is not appropriate to use the time-independent continuous reaction rate or decay time

distributions to describe, fit, or rationalize experimental results.

I. INTRODUCTION

The temporal evolution of luminescence depends on many

different physicochemical phenomena that occur not only lo-

cally but also in the environment of the chromophore.1,2 The

simplest dynamic behavior follows an exponential law and

can be understood as a transition between two electronic lev-

els. Considering the fact that measurements are usually per-

formed on ensembles, the obtained observations are averages.

In such systems, the basic experimental quantity is the lumi-

nescence decay, I(t), between states of the same spin mul-

tiplicity, i.e. the fluorescence decay. We focus here on the

fluorescence decay after an initial, very short pulse of light.

Frequently, a finite number of exponents can be used to fit

the experimental luminescence decay data:

I(t) =
w

∑
j=1

h je
−t/τ̃ j =

w

∑
j=1

h je
−ṽ jt . (1)

In the above formula, τ̃ j-s are decay times, while the param-

eters ṽ j = 1/τ̃ j are usually called rate constants, although the

term decay rates seems more appropriate; h j-s are the corre-

sponding weights.

On occasion, however, strong deviations from the expo-

nential or simple multiexponential decay law are observed.

Their origins are varied: solvation dynamics, heterogeneous

distribution of molecules, intramolecular excited state reac-

tions, or diffusion-assisted bimolecular reactions. When one

of these decreases the amount of observed luminescence with

respect to a reference situation, it is referred to as quenching.

In many of these cases, a better fit to the experimental data

is obtained by using other mathematical functions instead of

(1).3–6 These can be, for example, the single Becquerel func-

tion (compressed hyperbola)4, a weighted sum of Becquerel

functions, a Kohlrausch function (stretched exponential), the

unification of Becquerel and Kohlrausch functions3,7, or even

more exotic functions like Mittag-Leffler or Heaviside’s ex-

ponential functions.5,6,8,9 Therefore, instead of the multiex-

ponential fit (1), its generalization to the case of continuous

rate constants or decay times is sometimes used.8–14 In this

approach, (1) is replaced by

I(t) =

∫ ∞

0
H̃(ṽ)e−ṽtdṽ =

∫ ∞

0
f̃ (τ̃)e−t/τ̃ dτ̃. (2)

Importantly, both H̃(ṽ) and f̃ (τ̃) are assumed to be time-

independent.

The class of decay laws described by (2) is quite large. For

a suitable choice of the weighting function H̃(ṽ) one obtains

not only (1), but also the Becquerel and Kohlrausch func-

tions mentioned above, as well as many other functions as

special cases.3–6 If I(t) satisfies certain conditions, H̃(ṽ) is

non-negative and can be treated as a probability distribution.

For this reason, we will use the term "rate distribution formal-

ism" (RDF) for the approach that utilizes the equation (2) to

fit and rationalize the experimental data. This formalism is

discussed in detail in the section III.

The rate distribution formalism is still widely used (Ref. 3

has more than 650 citations) to describe luminescence decay

in various chemical systems. These include "fluorophores in-

corporated in micelles, cyclodextrins, rigid solutions, sol–gel

matrices, polymers, proteins, vesicles or membranes, biolog-

ical tissues, fluorophores adsorbed on surfaces, or linked to

surfaces, quenching of fluorophores in micellar solutions, en-

ergy transfer in assemblies of like or unlike fluorophores,

etc.".3 In particular, we are interested in applications of the

rate-distribution formalism as a description of the fluores-

cence quenching.

It follows from (2) that H̃(ṽ) can be obtained from the lumi-

nescence decay I(t) by computing the inverse Laplace trans-

form. This can be numerically challenging (the problem is

ill-conditioned) and requires very good quality experimental

data.6 However, even if one succeeds in obtaining H̃(ṽ), there

remains the question of the physical interpretation of the rate

constants ṽ.

Here we show that if the positions of fluorophores and

quenchers are fixed (time-independent), then H̃(ṽ) can be un-

ambiguously determined, provided that we know both the
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functional form of the microscopic transfer rates and the spa-

tial distribution of quenchers around the fluorophore (i.e., the

fluorophore "microenvironment").

However, the time-independent distribution H̃(ṽ) has no

clear physical interpretation in any system where the relative

motion of fluorophores and quenchers cannot be neglected.

This includes not only simple liquids, but also most soft mat-

ter systems. Admittedly, in such cases one can use the relation

(2) to calculate H̃(ṽ) from the experimental data on I(t). But

the quantity obtained in this way will no longer be the true

distribution of rate constants resulting from detailed knowl-

edge of microscopic details of the system: the transfer rates

and "microenvironments" of the excited fluorophores.

To show all this, we use a theoretical framework of Ref.

15, which is equivalent to the Differential Encounter Theory

(DET).16–18 However, our conclusions are quite general. In

particular, they do not depend on the strength of iteractions

between quenchers.

From a technical point of view, the explanation of the lim-

itations of the rate-distribution formalism of Refs. 3–6 is the

following: If the positions of quencher and fluorophore are

fixed, the survival probability for a given excited fluorophore

surrounded by any number of quenchers decreases exponen-

tially with time, which corresponds to the term exp(−ṽt) in

(2). Precisely for this reason, the observation time t can serve

as a Laplace variable conjugated to ṽ, but this is only possible

for time-independent H̃(ṽ).

In the general case, i.e. in the presence of motion (diffu-

sive or otherwise) of the quenchers or fluorophores, the time

dependence of the survival probability is no longer exponen-

tial. The rate-distribution formalism in the form presented in

Refs. 3–6 is not sufficient to describe such a situation. There-

fore, here we extend the original formulation of this theoret-

ical framework. Namely, we construct distributions of rate

constants that correctly incorporate microscopic details of the

physical system in question, yet can be used in the presence

of diffusion. However, such distributions are generally time-

dependent, and in contrast to the time-independent distribu-

tions H̃(ṽ) of Refs. 3–6, they cannot be determined from the

experimental luminescence decay data.

Everything that was said about rate constants ṽ applies

also to the decay times τ̃ . This is because there is a sim-

ple one-to-one mapping between these two distributions vari-

ables and their probability distributions. Our main conclusion

also holds in the discrete case: H̃(ṽ) = ∑w
j=1 h jδ (ṽ− ṽ j) and

f̃ (τ̃) = ∑w
j=1 h jδ (τ̃ − τ̃ j), which, when used in (2) results in

the equation (1). Therefore, even the parameters of the simple

multiexponential fit do not have a clear interpretation as soon

as the fluorophores or quenchers are mobile.

Nevertheless, in the literature one can find examples of the

application of rate or decay time distributions (either contin-

uous or discrete) to describe luminescence decay in the pres-

ence of quenching molecules in liquids or soft matter systems.

We found a number of such examples11,13,19–22, although we

did not perform a systematic literature search.

II. KINETICS PROCESSES

We consider here a system with fluorophores (F) and

quenchers (Q) in liquid, soft matter or solid state. At t = 0 a

fraction of the fluorophore molecules are excited by the short

light pulse: F+ hν −→ F∗. The excited fluorophore F∗ can

return to the ground state either by spontaneous emission and

internal conversion

F∗ 1/τ0−−→ F, (3)

where τ0 is a natural lifetime of the excitation, or by reacting

with the quencher. The quenching reaction may involve the

transfer of energy (E), protons (p+) or electrons (e−), or other

processes,

F∗+Q
k f (X)−−−→ Products. (4)

In the above, k f (X) is the intrinsic rate of the elementary for-

ward reaction responsible for the quenching. X is the vector

of variables that are required to describe the position and ori-

entation of a quencher relative to a fluorophore.

We assume that the quenching reaction (4) is irreversible

- there is no backward reaction leading to the fluorophore

molecule in the excited state, F∗. However, there could be re-

combination leading to the neutral fluorophore in the ground

state (geminate ion recombination in the case of electron

transfer) or energy dissipation. Nevertheless, the distribution

of the rate constants H̃(ṽ) in (2) depends on the forward trans-

fer (4), but is not affected by the recombination process.

Let N(t) be the number of excited fluorophore molecules at

time t. The basic experimental quantity of interest here is

N(t)

N(0)
= I(t) = exp

[

− t

τ0

− c

∫ t

0
k(t ′)dt ′

]

. (5)

I(t) (5) is called the ’decay law’6 or the ’fluorescence δ -

response function of a fluorescent sample’.23 The last equality

in (5) defines the time-dependent quenching rate k(t); c is the

bulk quencher concentration. We assume here that N(t) is

large enough to be treated as a continuous variable. It is also

assumed that N(0) ≪ Vc, where V is the total volume of our

system.

I(t) defined by (5) is the solution of the following equation:

dI(t)

dt
=− I(t)

τ0

− ck(t)I(t), (6)

with the initial condition I(0) = 1. The time-dependent

quenching rate k(t) can be treated as a phenomelogical quan-

tity defined by (5) or (6), but it can also be computed using

various theoretical approaches.15–18,24

III. RATE DISTRIBUTION FORMALISM

In the introduction we briefly described the rate-distribution

formalism (RDF).3–6 We will now analyze this mathematical

framework in more detail.
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After decomposing each rate constant or decay time into

the part describing the natural decay of the excited state (3)

and the remaining part:

ṽ j =
1

τ0

+ v j =
1

τ0

+
1

τ j

=
1

τ̃ j

, (7)

the equation (1) takes the form

I(t) = e−t/τ0

w

∑
j=1

h je
−t/τ j = e−t/τ0

w

∑
j=1

h je
−v jt . (8)

From the definition (5) it follows that I(0) = 1 and hence

∑w
j=1 h j = 1. For simplicity in what follows we will restrict

our attention to the rate constants v and their distributions. The

corresponding distributions for the decay times τ can easily be

obtained if needed.

Using (7) we can rewrite (2) as the continuous counterpart

of (8),

I(t) = e
− t

τ0

∫ ∞

0
H(v)e−vtdv = e

− t
τ0 L [H(v)](t), (9)

where v = ṽ− 1/τ0. Therefore, we have

H(v) = L −1[et/τ0 I(t)](v) = L −1[Ĩ(t)](v). (10)

L [. . .] and L −1[. . .] denote the Laplace transform and its in-

verse, respectively. In (10) we also defined

Ĩ(t)≡ I(t)et/τ0 . (11)

H(v) (10) differs from H̃(ṽ) appearing in Eq. (2) only by

shift of the argument: H̃(ṽ) = H (ṽ− 1/τ0). Clearly, (9) is the

generalization of the multiexponential function (8), the latter

being obtained for H(v) = ∑w
j=1 h jδ (v− v j).

H(v) appearing in (9) is the central quantity of the RDF.

If Ĩ(t) (11) is completely monotone,6 that is, if for any k =
0,1, . . . and any t we have

(−1)k dk Ĩ(t)

dtk
> 0, (12)

then H(v) is non-negative and normalized, so it can be inter-

preted as probability distribution function (analogous condi-

tion for H̃(ṽ) is (−1)kI(k)(t) > 0). This is the case for exam-

ple, for Ĩ(t) described by the Becquerel function mentioned in

the Introduction

Ĩ(t) =
1

(1+(1− γ)t/τc)1/(1−γ)
, 0 < γ ≤ 1, (13)

for which the distribution of rate constants H(v) is the shifted

gamma distribution. For a Kohlrausch function,

Ĩ(t) = exp

[

−
(

t

τb

)β
]

, 0 < β ≤ 1, (14)

H(v) cannot be expressed in terms of elementary functions if

β 6= 1/2.6 For β = 1/2 we get

H(v) =
τb

2
√

π(τbv)3/2
exp

(

− 1

4τbv

)

. (15)

In (13), (14) and (15), τb and τc are paramters with the dimen-

sion of time.

The essential feature of the original formulation of the

RDF3–6 is that the distribution of the rate constants H(v) does

not depend on time. This makes it possible to compute H(v)
as an inverse Laplace transform, as in the examples above.

However, within the formalism of Refs. 3–6, the following

time-dependent generalization of H(v) is also introduced:

J(v, t) =
H(v)e−vt

∫ ∞
0 H(v)e−vtdv

=
H(v)e−vt

Ĩ(t)
. (16)

J(v, t) obeys the following time-evolution equation

∂J(v, t)

∂ t
= [ck(t)− v]J(v, t) (17)

with the initial condition

J(v,0) = H(v). (18)

Comparing (5) and (9) we get expressions for the time-

dependent quenching rate k(t), appearing in Eqs. (5) and (6):

ck(t) =

∫ ∞
0 vH(v)e−vtdv
∫ ∞

0 H(v)e−vtdv
=
∫ ∞

0
vJ(v, t)dv. (19)

Note that the time dependence of J(v, t) is of a rather special

form, which takes into account only the change in the number

of excited fluorophores due to the first-order process charac-

terized by the rate constant v: H(v)→ H(v)e−vt . The denom-

inator in Eq. (16) then ensures the correct normalization of

J(v, t). Such a form of J(v, t) does not allow to properly de-

scribe situations where the diffusive motion of fluorophores

or quenchers cannot be neglected. (A generalization of J(v, t)
that has a correct physical interpretation even in the presence

of the relative motion of the fluorophor or quencher molecules

will be derived in section V B).

However, in the case of immobile fluorophores and

quenchers, the rate distribution formalism presented above

can be given a precise physical interpretation in terms of mi-

croscopic quantities, see section V. Furthermore, RDF has an

alternative derivation and interpretation, based on a particular

system of first-order reactions, see Appendix A. This heuristic

derivation does not go into microscopic details of the system,

but is very simple, intuitive, and completely general - in ad-

dition to fluorescence quenching, it can describe many other

physical, chemical, or biochemical processes.

IV. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this section we present the mathematical formalism of

Refs. 15 and 24, which is equivalent to the Differential En-

counter Theory (DET).16–18 The former approach is based

on the backward Smoluchowski equation, which governs the

time evolution of the survival probability for the fluorophore-

quencher pair, i.e. the probability that in a system of one flu-

orophore and one quencher no transfer process has occurred
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by time t. This probability can then be used to construct the

survival probability for a single fluorophore and an arbitrary

number of quenchers.

In section V we will use the theoretical framework of Refs.

15 and 24 to show that the rate constants v have no clear physi-

cal interpretation when the fluorophores or quenchers are mo-

bile, while they have such an interpretation when the posi-

tion and orientation of the fluorophores and quenchers do not

change with time. Therefore, we argue that the rate distri-

bution formalism of section III should not be used when the

effects of diffusion cannot be neglected. Then, in section V B,

we show how to construct rate distributions that are valid in

the case of mobile quenchers or fluorophores.

A. Single fluorophore-quencher pair

First, consider a single fluorophore-quencher pair in a

medium where relative motion of an quencher with respect

to a fluorophore is possible (i.e., liquid phase). The vari-

ables needed to describe the initial position and orientation

of a quencher with respect to a fluorophore form a vector X.

In general, the components of X are the Cartesian coordinates

and all angles necessary to describe the mutual orientation of

the quencher and fluorophore molecules.

If we ignore for a moment the spontaneous fluorescence

decay (3), then for the single fluorophore-quencher pair the

time evolution of the survival probability S
(e)
1 (t|X) of the flu-

orophore excited state is given by the following backward

Smoluchowski equation15

∂S
(e)
1 (t|X)

∂ t
=−k f (X)S

(e)
1 (t|X)+ L̂+(X)S

(e)
1 (t|X). (20)

In the above equation, k f (X) is the forward electron or en-

ergy transfer rate (see Eq. (4)), whereas L̂+(X) is the adjoint

Smoluchowski operator describing the diffusive motion of the

quencher with respect to the fluorophore.15 In the simplest

case of effectively spherical molecules and spherical symme-

try of the system, X reduces to R0: an initial (i.e., at t = 0)

fluorophore-quencher separation. In such a case we have25

L̂+
r (R0) =

1

R2
0

eVr(R0)
∂

∂R0

(

Dr(R0)R
2
0e−Vr(R0)

∂

∂R0

)

, (21)

where Vr(R0) is a total interaction potential between fluo-

rophore and quencher divided by kBT .26 We assume that there

is no Coulomb interaction between the quencher and the fluo-

rophore in the excited state, but we still include the ’potential

of the mean force’, defined as24

Vr(R0) =− ln[gr(R0)], (22)

where gr(R0) is the fluorophore-quencher radial pair distribu-

tion function. Note that if Vr(R0) 6= 0 then the adjoint Smolu-

chowski operator L̂+
r (R0) (21) is different from the operator

L̂r(R) appearing in the corresponding forward Smoluchowski

equation.15

1. Initial and boundary conditions. The concept of a
"bubble"

The equation (20) must be supplemented with the initial

condition

S
(e)
1 (0|X) = 1 (23)

and the boundary conditions. The latter will be discussed

here only for the simplest, spherically symmetric case when

S
(e)
1 (t|X) = S

(e)
1r (t|R0), k f (X) = k f r(R0) and L̂+(X) = L̂+

r (R0).
First, the flux must vanish at R0 = Rm (reflective bound-

ary condition), where Rm is the sum of the fluorophore and

quencher radii (fluorophore-quencher contact distance), i.e.

∂

∂R0

S
(e)
1r (t|R0)|R0=Rm

= 0. (24)

To discuss the outer boundary condition, note that

lim
R0→∞

gr(R0) = 1, lim
R0→∞

k f r(R0) = 0. (25)

For any value of the observation time t we also have

lim
R0→∞

S
(e)
1r (t|R0) = 1. (26)

We can choose Rg, Rk, and RD such that, to a good approxi-

mation, we have

gr(Rg)≈ 1, k f r(Rk)≈ 0, S
(e)
1r (t|RD)≈ 1. (27)

For each fluorophore excited at t = 0 we can now define a

’bubble’, i.e. all points lying inside a sphere with radius Rb.

Our system contains N(0) bubbles, each with a single flu-

orophore molecule in the center. We assume that the fluo-

rophore concentration is so low that we can ignore the inter-

penetration of the bubbles. This condition can only be strictly

met in the solid state, where both fluorophores and quenchers

are immobile. In such case we take

Rb = max(Rm,Rk) (solids). (28)

In the case of liquids, the lack of bubble interpenetration can

be a good approximation, but now we have to define Rb as

Rb = RD (liquids) (29)

where usually RD ≫ max(Rm,Rk). For liquids, the average

fluorophore-fluorophore distance should also be larger than

2Rb. We assume that our system is diluted enough to satisfy

this condition for any value of the observation time t of inter-

est, although RD clearly depends on both t and the diffusion

coefficient D. In addition, it follows from (27) and (29) that

the net diffusive flux of quenchers across the bubble boundary

is approximately zero.

Note that any model we use should be constructed in such

a way that once we have chosen the radius of the bubble ac-

cording to the formula (28) or (29), further increases in its size

should not affect the values of macroscopic, observable phys-

ical quantities such as a luminescence decay I(t) or a quench-

ing rate k(t).
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B. Single fluorophore and many quenchers

Now we are ready to discuss the case of a "bubble" with a

fluorophore molecule in the center (R0 = 0) and n quenchers

(labeled by i = 1,2, . . . ,n) with initial distances from the fluo-

rophore R0i obeying R0i < Rb for all i.

We assume first that transfer process (4) between a fluo-

rophore and a given quencher is not altered in any way by

the presence of other quenchers (’transfer independence’).

Our second assumption is ’coordinate independence’: we

assume that the quencher molecules do not interact with

each other, they "feel" the presence of the fluorophore only

through the potential of the mean force (radial pair distribu-

tion function), Eq. (22). Therefore, the coordinates Xi of the

quencher molecules are not correlated. We still ignore a natu-

ral decay(3).

With these assumptions, instead of (20), we have

∂S
(e)
n (t|Xn)

∂ t
=

n

∑
i=1

[
L̂+(Xi)− k f (Xi)

]
S
(e)
n (t|Xn). (30)

In the above, Xi describes the initial position and orientation

of the i-th quencher and X
n = (X1,X2, . . . ,Xn). The form of

the Smoluchowski operator L̂+(Xi) for the i-th quencher is

consistent with the assumption of non-interacting quenchers;

in the general case it would depend on the positions and ori-

entations of other quencher molecules. The solution of (30)

has the following form

S
(e)
n (t|Xn) =

n

∏
i=1

S
(e)
1 (t|Xi), (31)

i.e. the survival probability for the system of one fluorophore

and n quenchers is just a product of the n independent survival

probabilities for each fluorophore-quencher pair. Finally, tak-

ing into account the spontaneous transition from the excited

state to the ground state of the fluorophore with fluorescence

lifetime τ0, we obtain the full survival probability

S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0) = e

− t
τ0 S

(e)
n (t|Xn). (32)

S̃
(e)
n = S̃

(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0) (32) obeys the following equation

∂ S̃
(e)
n

∂ t
=− 1

τ0

S̃
(e)
n +

n

∑
i=1

[
L̂+(Xi)− k f (Xi)

]
S̃
(e)
n . (33)

If there is no diffusion, L̂+(Xi) = 0 for all i, the equations (20)

and thus both (30) and (33) can be solved easily. We get

S
(e)
1 (t|X) = e−k f (X)t , S

(e)
n (t|Xn) =

n

∏
i=1

e−k f (Xi)t , (34)

and therefore

S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0) = e−t/τ0

n

∏
i=1

e−k f (Xi)t . (35)

Importantly, (35) is valid not only for the independent, ran-

domly distributed quencher molecules, but also in a situation

where the positions of the quenchers are arbitrarily correlated.

Now we need to relate the survival probabilities discussed

above to the fluorescence decay law I(t). To find the relation

in question, note that (5) can be rewritten as

I(t) =
N(t)

N(0)
=

∑n Nn(t)

N(0)
= ∑

n

Nn(0)

N(0)

Nn(t)

Nn(0)
= ∑

n

anIn(t).

(36)

In the above, Nn(t) denotes the number of excited fluorophore

molecules surrounded by a ’bubble’ with exactly n quenchers

(the bubble concept is defined in subsection IV A 1). Now

an =
Nn(0)

N(0)
(37)

is a fraction of such n-quencher bubbles in our system, i.e. the

probability of finding a bubble with n quenchers when ran-

domly drawing excited florophore at t = 0. We also have

In(t) =
Nn(t)

Nn(0)
=

∫

Bn
S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0)qn(X

n)dX
n, (38)

where qn(X
n) is the probability distribution of the initial co-

ordinates of the n molecules and Bn = B×B× . . .×B
︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

. In(t)

(38) is the total survival probability for the fluorophore’s ex-

cited state in the bubble with n quenchers. Combining (36)

and (38) we finally get

I(t) = ∑
n

anIn(t) = ∑
n

an

∫

Bn
S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0)qn(X

n)dX
n. (39)

The above equation provides a link between observable quan-

tity: decay of luminescence and microscopic characteristics

of the system as given by an, S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0) and qn(X

n).

C. Liquid phase or disordered solid with uncorrelated initial

positions of quencher molecules

Before we move to our results (Section V) we first need to

consider the special situation when the intial positions of flu-

orophores and quenchers are uncorrelated, as is the case of

liquid phase or a completely disordered solid. For this case,

we re-derive the results known from the literature15,24, in par-

ticular the formulas linking the luminescence decay I(t) and

the time-dependent quenching rate k(t) to the conditional sur-

vival probability S
(e)
1 (t|X) for a single fluorophore-quencher

pair. However, unlike e.g. Refs. 15 and 24, we do not pass

to the limit of infinite volume of the bubble. Instead, we ex-

plicitly use the Poisson distribution to model the probability

of having n of quenchers in each bubble, see equation (41).

We assume that the quenchers interact with a fluorophore,

but do not "feel" each other: their interactions are neglected.

Furthermore, although we consider the fluorophore-quencher

excluded volume (through the presence of the pair distribution

function g(X)), we neglect the quencher-quencher excluded

volume effect. As a result, the quencher positions are assumed

to be uncorrelated, and we have

qn(X
n) =

n

∏
i=1

q1(Xi). (40)
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If the positions of the quenchers are independent (as for the

non-interacting molecules in solution), then the probability an

of finding n quenchers in any bubble is given by a Poisson

distribution27,

an =
αn

n!
e−α , (41)

where α is the average number of quenchers in a bubble: α =
∑n nan. Combining (31), (32), (39), (40) and (41) we get

I(t) = ∑
n

anIn(t)

= e
− t

τ0 ∑
n

αn

n!
e−α

n

∏
i=1

∫

B
S
(e)
1 (t|Xi)q1(Xi)dXi

= e
− t

τ0 e−α ∑
n

1

n!

(

α

∫

B
S
(e)
1 (t|X)q1(X)dX

)n

= exp

{

− t

τ0

+α

[∫

B
S
(e)
1 (t|X)q1(X)dX− 1

]}

.

(42)

Probability distribution q1(Xi) is proportional to the radial

(fluorophore - quencher) pair distribution function g(Xi):

q1(X) =
g(X)

Ωg

, (43)

where

Ωg =

∫

B
g(X)dX. (44)

We also define CV = NA/V , where NA is the total number

of quenchers in a system and V is the total system volume.

Ω is the volume of the bubble and C(X) = cg(X) is the lo-

cal concentration field. Without loss of generality, for sim-

plicity we consider here the case of a spherically symmetric

"microenvironment" of the fluorophore and spherically sym-

metric molecules, hence C(X) = cr(R0) = cgr(Rb). We then

assume that Ωg defined by (44) can be used instead of the vol-

ume of the bubble: Ωg ≈Ω and that CV ≈ cr(Rb)≈ c (because

gr(Rb)≈ 1). In this case, α - the average number of quencher

molecules in the bubble - can be replaced by cΩg,

α = cΩg. (45)

Thus, from (42) and (45) we finally get

I(t) = exp

[

− t

τ0

+ c

∫

B

(

S
(e)
1 (t|X)− 1

)

g(X)dX

]

. (46)

Note that in (42) the unphysical dependence of α and q1(X)
on Ωg (or on the bubble radius Rb) cancels out. Therefore (46)

is expressed only by quantities like c, S
(e)
1 (t|X) or g(X) which

do not depend on the choice of the bubble boundary once the

condition (28) or (29) is satisfied.

Comparing (46) with Eq. (5) we obtain the following ex-

pression for the time-dependent quenching rate k(t),

k(t) =−
∫

B

∂S
(e)
1 (t|X)

∂ t
g(X)dX =

∫

B
k f (X)S

(e)
1 (t|X)g(X).

(47)

V. RESULTS

In this section we show that when quenchers and fluo-

rophores are immobile, the distribution of the rate constants

H(v) can be expressed in a simple way using the probabili-

ties an, the probability distributions of the initial coordinates

of the quenchers, qn(X
n), and the forward transfer rate k f (X).

However, if we consider the diffusion of either quencher or

fluorophore molecules, then H(v) determined by an, qn(X
n)

and k f (X) no longer agrees with the distribution of rate con-

stants obtained from the observed luminescence decay I(t).
This is the central result of the present work.

A. Dependence of the distribution of the rate constants

H(v) on the microenvironments of the fluorophores

How to define v and H(v) using the transfer rates k f (Xi)
and the knowledge of the microscopic details of each fluo-

rophore’s molecular environment (’microenvironment’), de-

fined by the distributions an (37) and qn(X
n)? First, consider

only the bubbles containing exactly n quenchers. Then the

rate constant v should be defined as

v =
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi). (48)

This is the only reasonable - and indeed inescapable - relation

between the microscopic transfer rates k f (Xi) and the observ-

able decay rates v.

To define the distribution of the rate constants H(v), we

must first define the contribution to H(v) of the fluorophores

surrounded by exactly n quenchers. This quantity is denoted

here by Hn(v), its natural definition is

Hn(v) =

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)

qn(X
n)dX

n. (49)

In the above, δ (x) is the Dirac delta distribution. The equation

(49) is the standard formula for changing the variables of the

probability distribution27, here from X
n = (X1,X2, . . . ,Xn) to

v. Note again that qn(X
n) does not have to be in the product

form (40), because in general case the initial coordinates of

the quenchers do not have to be independent. We assume that

the order of integration with respect to X
n and v in (49) can be

interchanged, and therefore for every n the distribution Hn(v)
(49) is properly normalized:

∫ ∞
0 Hn(v)dv = 1.

If there were only bubbles with exactly n quenchers in a

system (as might be the case in a simple crystalline solid),

we would have Hn(v) = H(v). In the general situation we

have a contribution to H(v) from bubbles (fluorophores) with

different numbers n of quenchers, and we get

H(v) = ∑
n

anHn(v), (50)

where an-s are the probabilities of finding the excited fluo-

rophore surrounded by n quenchers (i.e. the n quencher bub-

ble), as defined by (37). Of course, in the general case, an

does not have to be given by the Poisson distribution (41).
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The formulas (49) and (50) express the dependence of H(v)
on the microenvironment of a fluorophore, but different com-

binations of an, k f (X) and qn(X
n) can lead to the same H(v).

Note that H(v) defined by (49) and (50) is completely deter-

mined by the values of the physical quantities at t = 0, knowl-

edge of the values of these quantities at any t > 0 is not re-

quired. This is consistent with the original formulation of the

rate distribution formalism,3–6 where H(v) is the initial condi-

tion for the time-dependent distribution J(v, t): J(v,0)=H(v),
see Eq. (18).

1. H(v) has clear microscopic interpretation only when
fluorophore and quencher are immobile

The distribution of the rate constants H(v) defined by (49)

and (50) leads to the correct formula for I(t) as given by (39)

only if the positions and orientations of the quencher or flu-

orophore molecules are fixed and do not change with time.

Indeed, in such a case, using (34), (35), (39), (49) and (50),

we obtain

e
− t

τ0

∫ ∞

0
e−vtH(v)dv = e

− t
τ0 ∑

n

an

∫ ∞

0
e−vtHn(v)dv = e

− t
τ0 ∑

n

an

∫ ∞

0

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)

e−vtqn(X
n)dX

ndv

= e
− t

τ0 ∑
n

an

∫

Bn
e−t ∑n

i=1 k f (Xi)qn(X
n)dX

n = e
− t

τ0 ∑
n

an

∫

Bn
S
(e)
n (t|Xn)qn(X

n)dX
n

= ∑
n

an

∫

Bn
S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0)qn(X

n)dX
n = ∑

n

anIn(t) = I(t). (51)

For immobile quenchers or fluorophores we can replace

∏n
i=1 e−k f (Xi)t = e−t ∑n

i=1 k f (Xi) by S
(e)
n (t|Xn), so the equation

(9) is indeed satisfied. Note that qn(X
n) in (51) does not

have to be of the product form (40), because in the absence

of diffusion we do not have to assume that the positions of the

quenchers are uncorrelated to be able to use (35).

But if the positions of fluorophore and quencher are

not fixed, the solution of (20) is no longer of the sim-

ple exponential form (34): S
(e)
1 (t|X) = e−k f (X)t (34) does

not obey (20) with L̂+(X) 6= 0. So if L̂+(X) 6= 0 then

S
(e)
n (t|Xn) 6= ∏n

i=1 e−k f (Xi)t and therefore S̃
(e)
n (t|Xn,τ0) 6=

e
− t

τ0 ∏n
i=1 e−k f (Xi)t . As a consequence, once diffusion cannot

be neglected, the fundamental equation (9) of the rate distri-

bution formalism can no longer hold.

The last statement is true for a rather general form of the

(adjoint) Smoluchowski operator L̂+(X), i.e. in situations

when the molecules can no longer be assumed to be effec-

tively spherical or when rotational diffusion has to be taken

into account. It also holds for the more general situation where

quencher molecules interact with each other and the equation

(30) is replaced by

∂S
(e)
n (t|Xn)

∂ t
=

n

∑
i=1

[
L̂+

i (X
n)− k f (Xi)

]
S
(e)
n (t|Xn). (52)

In this case, the diffusion operator for the i-th quencher de-

pends on the positions and orientations of the remaining

quenchers (we recover the equation (30) for non-interacting

quenchers if we put L̂+
i (X

n) = L̂+(Xi)). As a consequence,

S
(e)
n (t|Xn), which is the solution of (52), usually does not have

the product form (31). It is even more so clear that the so-

lution of the backward Smoluchowski equation (52) in gen-

eral does not have simple exponential form (34). S
(e)
n (t|Xn) =

∏n
i=1 e−k f (Xi)t (34) would be a solution of (52) only if the fol-

lowing identity was true

n

∑
i=1

L̂+
i (X

n)e−∑n
i=1 k f (Xi)t = 0. (53)

However, in general situation (e.g. for arbitrary value of time

variable) this cannot be the case. Note that ∑n
i=1 L̂+

i (X
n) does

not depend on time, while S
(e)
n (t|Xn) does. Therefore, as we

want to emphasize again, our conclusions remain valid for

a rather general form of a diffusion operator L̂+
i (X

n). This

means that the rate distribution formalism has no clear inter-

pretation not only in the case of liquids, but also in the case of

various soft matter systems (polymers, gels, liquid crystals),

including biological systems.

2. D → 0 and D → ∞ limits

There is clearly one situation where the diffusive motion of

the molecules is present but the rate distribution formalism is

still applicable: the case of very slow diffusion (D≈ 0). In this

limit S
(e)
n (t|Xn) (34) can be treated as an approximate solution

of the Smoluchowski equation (30) or (52).

More subtle is the case of infinitely fast diffusion (D →
∞).28,29 More precisely, "infinitely fast" means that the dif-

fusion is much faster than the transfer reaction (4). In such a

situation instead of (34) we have for all values of X
n

S(e)(t|Xn) = e−t〈k f (X
n)〉α . (54)

In the above 〈k f (X
n)〉α is the average not only over the equi-

librium distribution of positions and orientations X
n of n

quenchers, but also over different values of n – the number
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of quenchers in a bubble. Explicitly, we have

〈k f (X
n)〉α = ∑

n

e−α αn

n!

∫

Bn

[
n

∑
i=1

k f (X j)

]
n

∏
i=1

q1(Xi)dXi

= ∑
n

e−α αn

n!

∫

B
nk f (X)q1(X)dX = α〈k f (X)〉1,

(55)

where

〈k f (X)〉1 =

∫

B
k f (X)q1(X)dX. (56)

The equation (54) can be derived from the following intuitive,

heuristic arguments. In the D → ∞ limit, we first average

k f (X
n) and only then we solve the time evolution equation

for the survival probability, which now reads

∂S(e)(t|Xn)

∂ t
=−〈k f (X

n)〉α S(e)(t|Xn). (57)

In the present situation n is not well defined, since we have

to assume that the number of quenchers in each bubble varies

rapidly (hence S(e)(t|Xn) (54) has no n lower index). But all

bubbles are equivalent, and all fluorophores have (on average)

exactly the same environment. Also, no matter what n and X
n

we start from, we have the same solution, because the memory

of the initial conditions is lost immediately. Still, we assume

that the quenchers move independently and that there is no

correlation between their positions or orientations.

From what has been said above, it follows that in the present

situation we have a simple mono-exponential luminescence

decay,

I(t) =
N(t)

N(0)
= exp

(
−t〈k f (X

n)〉α

)
. (58)

Note that 〈k f (X
n)〉α = c

∫

B k f (X)g(X)dX, so it does not de-

pend on the choice of the bubble boundary, provided that the

condition (28) or (29) is satisfied.

But what about the applicability of the rate distribution for-

malism in the present case? Do rate constants and their dis-

tribution have a well-defined meaning also for the D → ∞
limit? Since the survival probability (54) is not of the form

(34), the equation (51) is, strictly spekaing not satisfied, de-

spite the simple exponential form of (54). Still, one can argue

that in the limit in question, instead of (48), we should define

the observable rate constants using the following formula

v = 〈k f (X
n)〉α , (59)

where 〈k f (X
n)〉α is given by (55). If this is the case, then

the rate distribution formalism is still applicable, and we

get a (rather trivial) rate distribution corresponding to mono-

exponential decay (58),

H(v) = δ
(
v−〈k f (X

n)〉α

)
. (60)

Note, however, that in the D → ∞ limit the validity of the

rate distribution formalisms depends entirely on the alterna-

tive definition (59) of the macroscopic rate constant v.

3. Deterministic quencher motion

Our conclusions hold not only for diffusive motion, but also

for deterministic motion of an quencher with respect to the

fluorophore along a given trajectory Z(t). For n quenchers

we have n such trajectories and the corresponding motions:

Z1(t),Z2(t), . . . ,Zn(t). These can be solutions of any equa-

tions of motion, however complicated, with arbitrary inter-

actions of quenchers, etc., and with the initial conditions

Zi(0) = Xi for each i = 1,2, . . . ,n. Now, instead of (30),

S
(e)
n (t|Xn) obeys the following equation

dS
(e)
n (t|Xn)

dt
=−

n

∑
i=1

k f [Zi(t)]S
(e)
n (t|Xn). (61)

Therefore we have

S
(e)
n (t|Xn) =

n

∏
i=1

e−
∫ t

0 k f [Zi(t
′)]dt′ . (62)

Note that the simple product form of S
(e)
n (t|Xn) (62) relies on

the fact that the electron or energy transfer from a fluorophore

to a given quencher is in no way affected by the presence of

other quenchers (’transfer independence’ mentioned in sub-

section IV B). However, we must assume that the quenching

reaction (4) is much faster than molecular motion. More pre-

cisely, we assume that the relative position and orientation of

the fluorophore and the quencher will not change significantly

during the time corresponding to the transfer process.

In principle one can imagine trajectories

Z1(t),Z2(t), . . . ,Zn(t) which are chosen in such a way

that ∑n
i=1 k f [Zi(t)] remains constant. Then (62) reduces to

(34). But this is clearly not true in general, so S
(e)
n (t|Xn) (62)

is most likely not of simple exponential form (34).

Thus, in the general case there is no direct connection be-

tween the microscopic parameters and the rate constants v,

and hence the rate constants have no clear physical interpre-

tation. Once again, we see that when fluorophore or quencher

molecules become mobile, the rate distribution formalism of

Refs. 3–6 is no longer applicable.

4. Interim summary: difference between microscopic and

observable quantities

For clarity, in this Subsection we denote by Hobs(v) the dis-

tribution of rate constants obtained from the experimental val-

ues of the luminescence decay I(t) = Iobs(t) using Eq. (10). In

contrast, Hmic(v) denotes the ’microscopic’ distribution of rate

constants, which can be computed using Eqs. (49) and (50),

thus depending on our knowledge of the microscopic transfer

rates k f (X) and the ’microenvironment’ of each fluorophore

given by an and qn(X
n).

The discussion of Subsection V A 1 can be now rephrased

and summarized as follows: with the help of equation (10)

one can use luminescence decay obtained from the experi-

ment (Iobs(t)) to determine the following distribution of rate
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constants,

Hobs(v) = L −1[et/τ0Iobs(t)]. (63)

We can also use (9) to predict the time dependence of the lu-

minescence decay I(t) = Imic(t) by assuming a certain func-

tional form of H(v) = Hmic(v), i.e, by choosing a certain

model for the transfer rates k f (X) and the distributions an and

qn(X
n),

Imic(t) = e
− t

τ0

∫ ∞

0
e−vtHmic(v)dv. (64)

But if either the quencher or the fluorophore is mobile, we

usually have

Hmic(v) 6= Hobs(v), (65)

hence Imic(t) 6= Iobs(t). Note that Hmic(v) is completely deter-

mined by an, k f (X) and qn(X
n), which appear in the formulas

(49) and (50) but does not depend on the details of the diffu-

sion operator L̂+(Xn). In particular, Hmic(v) does not depend

on the diffusion coefficient. On the other hand, Hobs(v) de-

termined from the experimental data using (63) will generally

depend on the diffusion coefficient D. If we change the viscos-

ity of the solvent and thus the value of D, the time evolution of

the system will also change. For different values of D we get

different experimental data on Iobs(t), and this dependence of

Iobs(t) on D is naturally carried over to Hobs(v) by (63). There-

fore, only in the case of immobile fluorophore and quencher

molecules we can hope to get Hmic(v) = Hobs(v), provided we

model an, k f (X) and qn(X
n) correctly.

5. Our conclusions are also valid for the intramolecular

transfer

The conclusions reached in this paper also hold when the

quencher and fluorophore are different fragments of a macro-

molecule, such as a protein. The relative motion of flu-

orophore and quencher is then related to internal motions

within that macromolecule. Such a situation has been de-

scribed and studied e.g. in Ref. 28. There we have the fol-

lowing passage: ’As a concrete example consider an electron

transfer reaction which depends exponentially on distance.

Suppose that the electron fluorophore and electron quencher

are imbedded inside a large protein. In such a macromolecule

many bonds can rotate, bend, or vibrate, leading to large fluc-

tuations of fluorophore-quencher distance. The random varia-

tions in this distance can be described by a diffusion equation.

These variations are coupled to the electron transfer process

because of the distance dependence of the rate constant.’.28

Whether we describe this motion as diffusion or as deter-

ministic motion does not change our main conclusion: the de-

scription of such a system within the rate-distribution formal-

ism has no clear physical interpretation, just as in the situation

where the fluorophore and quencher are separate molecules.

B. How to construct rate distributions when fluorophore and
quencher diffusion cannot be neglected?

Within the formalism of rate distributions, besides the

distribution of the rate constant H(v) (10), also its time-

dependent generalization J(v, t) (16) is defined.6 As in the

case of H(v), we will show here that J(v, t) defined by (16),

with its very special form of the time dependence has no clear

physical interpretation if the fluorophores and quenchers are

mobile. We will also show how to define the correct general-

ization of J(v, t), which can be used even in the presence of

mutual motion of fluorophore and quencher.

This is done in two steps. First, we define H (v, t) -

the time-dependent generalization of H(v). This H (v, t) re-

duces to H(v)e−vt in the case of immobile fluorophores and

quenchers. Therefore, H (v, t) is not normalized to unity:
∫ ∞

0 H (v, t)dv < 1 for t > 0, so it is more appropriate to call

it a pseudo probability distribution. Then we introduce the

normalized counterpart of H (v, t): J (v, t), which is a direct

generalization of J(v, t) (16). For simplicity, we assume in

this section that the quenchers do not interact, so their posi-

tions and orientations are independent.

1. Preliminary definitions

For our present purposes, it is convenient to use not only the

survival probabilities S
(e)
1 (t|X) obeying the Backward Smolu-

chowski Equation (20), which we have used so far, but also the

pair correlation function n(X, t) of the Differential Encounter

Theory.16–18,30 These two quantities are related by the follow-

ing equation31

S
(e)
1 (t|X) =

n(X, t)

n(X,0)
=

n(X, t)

g(X)
, (66)

where g(X) is the pair distribution function. The mapping

between the Differential Encounter Theory (DET) and the

formalism based on the Backward Smoluchowski Equation

(BSE) allows one to work with the standard diffusion operator

and not its adjoint form. For g(X) = 1 we have S
(e)
1 (t|X) =

n(X, t) and L̂+(X) = L̂(X), so these two approaches lead to

exactly the same equations.

To construct H (v, t) and J (v, t), we first define the fol-

lowing probability distributions

p(X, t) =
n(X, t)

∫

B n(X,0)dX
≡ n(X, t)

Ωg

(67)

and

φ(X, t) =
p(X, t)

∫

B p(X, t)dX
≡ p(X, t)

Q(t)
. (68)

These two equations also define the quantities Ωg (already de-

fined by Eq. (44) in section IV C)) and Q(t). By invoking (66)

and (67), we see that Q(t) is the total survival probability for a

single fluorophore-quencher pair, i.e., the probability that no
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quenching reaction involving this pair has occurred by time

t,28

Q(t) =
∫

B
p(X, t)dX =

∫

B
S
(e)
1 (t|X)q1(X)dX. (69)

This follows from the fact that

q1(X) = Ω−1
g n(X,0) = p(X,0) = φ(X,0) (70)

is the probability distribution of the initial coordinates of the

quencher, see Eq. (43). Note that φ(X, t) (68) is normal-

ized to unity,
∫

B φ(X, t)dX = 1 while p(X, t) (67) is not:
∫

B p(X,0)dX = 1 but
∫

B p(X, t)dX ≤ 1 for t > 0. Never-

theless, both p(X, t) and φ(X, t) describe the distribution of

quenchers around a fluorophore at time t.

2. Definitions of H (v, t) and J (v, t)

Now we are ready to define the time-dependent counterpart

of H(v), which is also a generalization of H(v)e−vt :

H (v, t) = ∑
n

ãn(t)Hn(v, t). (71)

In the above, Hn(v, t) is the time-dependent counterpart of

Hn(v) (49) and is given by

Hn(v, t) =

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)
n

∏
i=1

φ(Xi, t)dXi, (72)

while for ãn(t) we have

ãn(t) =
αn[Q(t)]n

n!
e−α . (73)

The factor [Q(t)]n appearing in the definition of ãn(t) reflects

the fact that we consider only those bubbles that contain ex-

cited fluorophores at time t. If we neglect spontaneous decay

(4), the probability that a fluorophore surrounded by n inde-

pendent quenchers is in the excited state at time t is equal to

[Q(t)]n. From the equations (40), (41), (49), (50), and (70) -

(73) it follows that

H (v,0) = H(v). (74)

For t > 0 the probability distribution ãn(t) (73) is not normal-

ized to unity,

∞

∑
n=0

ãn(t) = exp

[

c

∫

B

(

S
(e)
1 (t|X)− 1

)

g(X)dX

]

= exp

[

c

∫

B
[n(X, t)− n(X,0)]dX

]

= Ĩ(t),

(75)

and so we have
∫ ∞

0
H (v, t)dv = Ĩ(t) = et/τ0 I(t)≤ 1. (76)

The normalized counterpart of H (v, t) is therefore

J (v, t) =
H (v, t)

∫ ∞
0 H (v, t)dv

=
H (v, t)

Ĩ(t)
. (77)

J (v, t) (77) is a direct generalization of J(v, t) (16). For ex-

ample, one can check that Eq. (19) is still valid if J(v, t) is

replaced by J (v, t),

ck(t) =

∫ ∞

0
vJ (v, t)dv. (78)

Using (66), (67), (68), (70), and (72), we can rewrite H (v, t)
as given by (71) in the following form

H (v, t) = e−α ∑
n

cn

n!

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)
n

∏
i=1

n(Xi, t)dXi = e−α ∑
n

αn

n!

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)
n

∏
i=1

S
(e)
1 (t|Xi)q1(Xi)dXi.

(79)

For t = 0 we have S
(e)
1 (0|X) = 1. Recalling (49) and (50), it is then easy to see from (79) that (74) is indeed fullfiled. Earlier we

stated that if fluorophores and quenchers are immobile, we have H (v, t) = H(v)e−vt . To show this, note that in such a situation

we also have S
(e)
1 (t|Xi) = e−k f (Xi)t (see Eq. (34)), and (79) can be rewritten as

H (v, t) = e−α ∑
n

αn

n!

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)
n

∏
i=1

e−k f (Xi)tq1(Xi)dXi

= e−α ∑
n

αn

n!

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)

e−vt
n

∏
i=1

q1(Xi)dXi = H(v)e−vt . (80)

In the above we have used the definition of H(v) given by (49)

and (50) as well as the following identity obeyed by Dirac’s

delta distribution: h(x)δ (x−x0) = h(x0)δ (x−x0), where h(x)
is an arbitrary function.
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The crucial point now is that only for immobile fluo-

rophores and quenchers we have H (v, t) = H(v)e−vt , and

only then can H(v) (and therefore H (v, t)) be obtained from

Ĩ(t) by using Eq. (9). However, if the fluorophores or

quenchers are free to move, H (v, t) cannot be determined

from the experimental data of the luminescence decay law

I(t). This is because in such a case Eq. (76) does not have

the form of the Laplace transform with time t playing the role

of the Laplace variable. Therefore, one cannot use the inverse

Laplace transform to compute H (v, t) from the knowledge of

I(t) - there is no generalization of Eq. (10).

On the one hand, the fact that in the presence of fluorophore

or quencher diffusion neither H (v, t) nor J (v, t) can be de-

termined from I(t) is the obvious drawback of these distri-

butions. On the other hand, we simply do not need them

at all to predict values of experimentally observable quan-

tities like I(t) and k(t) based on knowledge of the micro-

scopic quantities describing the system. The construction of

H (v, t) and J (v, t) is only an intermediate step on the way

from microscopic quantities to macroscopic observables, a

step that can be skipped altogether. Nevertheless, the time-

dependent rate constant distributions H (v, t) and J (v, t) are

worth discussing, since an analysis of their construction and

properties sheds additional light on the rate distribution for-

malism. Moreover, time-dependent rate constant distributions

have been used in the literature.21

3. Time-averaged rate distribution H (v)

We know that H (v,0) = H(v), see (74). Is it possible to

get H(v) from H (v, t) in an alternative way – by some kind

of time averaging? Within the original formulation of the rate

distribution formalism we have the following identity

∫ ∞

0
H(v)e−vtdt =

H(v)

v
. (81)

Now in (81) we replace H(v)e−vt by its generalization:

H (v, t) and define

∫ ∞

0
H (v, t)dt = H (v). (82)

We have

∫ ∞

0
H (v)dv =

∫ ∞

0
Ĩ(t)dt. (83)

In general,
∫ ∞

0 Ĩ(t)dt 6= 1, so H (v) is not properly normalized.

However, it is easy to check that the following function

χ(v)≡ vH (v) (84)

is properly normalized:
∫ ∞

0 χ(v)dv = 1 and χ(v) can therefore

be regarded as a probability distribution. One can now ask if

it is possible that

H(v) = χ(v)? (85)

As one might guess, the answer is affirmative only if the flu-

orophores and quenchers are immobile. To show this, it is

convenient to first compute the following Laplace transform

of H (v, t),

L [H(v)](t) =

∫ ∞

0
H (v, t)e−svdv = e−α ∑

n

αn

n!

∫ ∞

0

∫

Bn
δ

(

v−
n

∑
i=1

k f (Xi)

)

e−sv
n

∏
i=1

S
(e)
1 (t|Xi)q1(Xi)dXidv

= e−α ∑
n

αn

n!

∫ ∞

0

∫

Bn
e−s∑n

i=1 k f (Xi)
n

∏
i=1

S
(e)
1 (t|Xi)q1(Xi)dXi = exp

{

c

∫

B

[

e−sk f (X)S
(e)
1 (t|X)− 1

]

g(X)dX

}

= exp

{

c

∫

B

[

e−sk f (X)n(X, t)− n(X,0)
]

dX

}

≡ G (s, t)≡ exp [Z (s, t)] , (86)

which, except for the sign of s, is the time-dependent moment

generating function for H (v, t). Note that now the Laplace

variable is no longer the observation time t, and G (s, t) has no

physical interpretation, it is just a useful mathematical quan-

tity. We have

G (0, t) = Ĩ(t), (87)

so the fact that H (v, t) is not properly normalized (see equa-

tion (76)) is correctly encoded in G (s, t) (86).

Coming back to (85), we want to know when the equality

holds. Using generating functions, the condition (85) can be

expressed in the following equivalent form

Ĩ(s) =
∫ ∞

0
H(v)e−svdv =

∫ ∞

0
χ(v)e−svdv

=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
vH (v, t)e−svdtdv =− ∂

∂ s

∫ ∞

0
G (s, t)dt.

(88)

In (88) we have used (84), the basic properties of the Laplace

transforms, and the fact that the order of integration with re-

spect to s and t can be interchanged. If the positions of the flu-

orophores and quenchers are fixed, we have e−tk f (X)n(X,0) =
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n(X, t). In this case Z (s, t) defined by (86) simplifies to

Z (s, t) = c

∫

B

[

e−sk f (X)e−tk f (X)− 1
]

n(X,0)dX (89)

so it is a symmetric function of its variables: Z (s, t) =
Z (t,s). Therefore, G (s, t) is also symmetric. Moreover, a

much stricter condition is satisfied – the partial derivatives of

Z (s, t) with respect to s (denoted Z ′(s, t)) and with respect

to t (denoted Ż (s, t)) are also symmetric and equal to each

other:

Z ′(s, t) = Z ′(t,s) = Ż (s, t) = Ż (t,s). (90)

The same conditions are satisfied by partial derivatives of

G (s, t). Now using (90) we can easily prove (88). We have

− ∂

∂ s

∫ ∞

0
G (s, t)dt = −

∫ ∞

0
G ′(s, t)dt

=−
∫ ∞

0
Ġ (s, t)dt = G (s,0) = G (0,s) = Ĩ(s), (91)

hence the condition (88) is satisfied. But if fluorophores or

quenchers are free to move, it is no longer generally true that

e−tk f (X)n(X,0) = n(X, t), neither G (s, t) nor Z (s, t) is a sym-

metric function with symmetric and equal partial derivatives,

and the above derivation breaks down. Therefore, in such a

case, (85) is also generally not true.

VI. CONCLUSSIONS

Within the standard variant of the rate-distribution formal-

ism, both the decay rates themselves and their probability

distributions have a well-defined physical interpretation only

when fluorophores and quenchers are immobile. In this case,

the probability distributions of the rate constants can be calcu-

lated from knowledge of the initial (t = 0) microscopic proper-

ties of the system, such as the distribution of quenchers around

the fluorophore and the microscopic transfer rates.

However, if fluorophores or quenchers are allowed to move

(either by diffusion or by some deterministic motion), we lose

the physical interpretation of the rate constants and the con-

nection between microscopic details of the system and observ-

able macroscopic quantities such as luminescence.

Therefore, time-independent continuous or discrete distri-

butions of rate constants should not be used to describe lumi-

nescence decay not only in simple liquids, but also in many

soft matter systems. This is because in such systems the rel-

ative motion of fluorophore and quencher molecules usually

cannot be neglected. The same remark applies to the decay

time distributions, since there is a one-to-one correspondence

between each such distribution and the corresponding distri-

butions of the rate constants.

The connection between microsopic and macroscopic

quantities, as well as the sound physical interpretation of

the rate constants, can be restored by introducing the time-

dependent rate constant distributions. In such a case, how-

ever, these distributions cannot be obtained from the experi-

mentally measured luminescence decay and are therefore of

limited practical use. To construct the time-dependent rate

constant distributions that are correct even in the case of flu-

orophore or quencher motion, we must rely on mathematical

models such as the backward Smoluchowski equation or dif-

ferential encounter theory.

This conclusion can be generalized to any situation where

the survival probability of the excited state is not exponential,

even if the phenomenon is unimolecular.
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Appendix A: Appendix: General scenario leading to the rate
distribution formalism

When fluorophores and quenchers are immobile, the rate

distribution formalism can be derived in a way that is heuris-

tic, formal, but very general - it does not depend on the mi-

croscopic details of a particular system. More specifically,

in this appendix we show that the rate distribution formalism

(RDF) of Berberan-Santos and co-workers can be obtained

as a continuous limit of the simple kinetic model. The ar-

guments presented below also show the "mean-field", aver-

aged nature of the probabilities of the RDF. Therefore, this

approach should be used with caution when the number of

fluorophore molecules in the system of interest is small (the

precise meaning of "small" depends on the system under con-

sideration).

Consider a molecule (or an atom) that can be described by

a finite number S +1 of discrete states Ξℓ, ℓ= 0,1,2, . . . ,S .

Let us call Ξ0 the ground state and states with ℓ = 1,2, . . . ,s
the excited states. These may or may not be actual energy

levels of the molecule itself. Ξℓ can also refer to the states

of our molecule taken together with its ’microenvironment’,

i.e. the molecules surrounding it. In any case, we assume that

only the following first-order transitions are possible

Ξℓ
vℓ−→ Ξ0, (A1)

where ℓ= 1,2, . . . ,S and vℓ are the corresponding rates.

Of particular importance to us is the situation where the

molecule of interest is the excited fluorophore surrounded by

a number of quenchers. The crucial assumption we make is

that both fluorophores and quenchers are immobile – their po-

sitions do not change with time. Then each Ξℓ with ℓ > 0

corresponds to a subset of the excited fluorophore microenvi-

ronments for which vℓ = ∑n
i=1 k f (Xi), and each such microen-

vironment is defined by the number n and the positions X
n

of the quenchers. (These variables determine the value of the

transfer rates k f (Xi) and the rate constant v = vℓ via the equa-

tion (48)).

Now let µℓ(t) be the number of excited fluorophore

molecules in the ℓ-th state at time t, ℓ ≥ 1. The total num-
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ber of excited molecules in our system is equal to

N(t) =
S

∑
ℓ=1

µℓ(t). (A2)

We are only interested in the excited molecules and ignore

those that remained in the ground state after the pulse excita-

tion applied at t = 0, hence µ0(0) = 0. Both µℓ(t) and N(t)
change with time as the molecules transition to the ground

state (ℓ = 0) either by quenching reaction (4) or by sponta-

neous emission (3).

First, for simplicity, we assume that for all values of ℓ =
1,2, . . .S the populations (occupation numbers) µℓ(t) are

large enough that we can treat them as continuous variables

(concentrations). In other words, we assume that

∀1≤ℓ≤S : µℓ(t)≫ 1. (A3)

In such a case, according to Eq. (A1), the time evolution of

each µℓ(t) can be described by the following first-order deter-

ministic kinetic equation

dµℓ(t)

dt
=−ν̃ℓµℓ(t) =−

(

νℓ+
1

τ0

)

µℓ(t). (A4)

Therefore we get

µℓ(t) = µℓ(0)e
−t/τ0e−νℓt . (A5)

A more formal and rigorous justification for the use of con-

tinuous µℓ(t) variables is provided by the formalism of the

Chemical Master Equation (CME), which allows each µℓ(t)
to be replaced by the average value of the corresponding dis-

crete molecule number, see below. Now let us define

hℓ =
µℓ(0)

∑S
ℓ=1 µℓ(0)

=
µℓ(0)

N(0)
. (A6)

Obviously, ∑S
ℓ=1 hℓ = 1 and ∀1≤ℓ≤S : hℓ ≥ 0, so hℓ can be

interpreted as a probability distribution; more precisely, as the

discrete counterpart of H(ν) (10). From (A2), (A5) and (A6)

we also have

I(t)≡ N(t)

N(0)
=

∑S
ℓ=1 µℓ(t)

∑S
ℓ=1 µℓ(0)

= e−t/τ0

S

∑
ℓ=1

hℓe
−νℓt . (A7)

In the limit of large S we can replace the sum by an integral:

S

∑
ℓ=1

hℓe
−νℓt −→

∫ ∞

0
H(ν)e−νtdν, (A8)

and (A7) gives the equation (9). The discrete counterpart of

the time-dependent distribution J(ν, t) (16) also has a very

simple and natural definition:

jℓ ≡
µℓ(t)

N(t)
=

hℓe
−νℓt

∑S
ℓ=1 hℓe

−νℓt
, (A9)

which actually coincides with (16) in the limit of large S .

So far we have assumed that all state populations µℓ(t)
(which are in fact natural numbers) are so large that they can

be approximated by continuous variables whose time evolu-

tion is governed by Eq. (A4). But clearly this is not necessar-

ily the case, especially for large values of S (large number of

states), where the population of a particular state ℓ≥ 1 cannot

be too large due to the constraint imposed by Eq. (A2). Also

at the t → ∞ limit, values of at least some µℓ(t) variables may

be close to zero. However, in such a case, the above reasoning

and all its derivations can be made perfectly valid by invoking

the Chemical Master Equation (CME) formalism. Within this

approach, instead of the deterministic kinetic equation (A4),

we use the following CME32

dPℓ(mℓ, t)

dt
= ν̃ℓ(mℓ+ 1)Pℓ(mℓ+ 1, t)− ν̃ℓmℓPℓ(mℓ, t) (A10)

with the deterministic initial condition

Pℓ(mℓ, t) =

{

1 if mℓ = Mℓ,

0 if mℓ < Mℓ.
(A11)

Again ν̃ℓ = νℓ+ 1/τ0, while mℓ = 0,1, . . . ,Mℓ is the number

of fluorophore molecules in the state ℓ. Pℓ(mℓ, t) is the proba-

bility that at time t we have exactly mℓ fluorophore molecules

in the state ℓ, provided that at t = 0 we had exactly Mℓ such

molecules as given by (A11). We also have Pℓ(Mℓ+ 1, t) = 0.

The equation (A10) can be solved,32 one gets

Pℓ(mℓ, t) =

(
Mℓ

mℓ

)(

1− e−ν̃ℓt
)Mℓ−mℓ

(

e−ν̃ℓt
)mℓ

. (A12)

But what we need now is just the fact that for the first order re-

action described by (A10), the average number of molecules,

i.e.

Aℓ(t)≡
Mℓ

∑
mℓ=0

mℓPℓ(mℓ, t) (A13)

obeys the same time evolution equation (A4) as the continuous

concentration µℓ(t) of the deterministic approach:

dAℓ(t)

dt
=−ν̃ℓAℓ(t), (A14)

and therefore

Aℓ(t) = Mℓe
−ν̃ℓt = Mℓe

−t/τ0e−νℓt , (A15)

Aℓ(0) = Mℓ. To make the derivation of the distributions hℓ
(A6) and jℓ (A9) and the formula (9) completely rigorous, it

is sufficient to use Aℓ(t) (A13) instead of µℓ(t) in both (A6)

and (A9).
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