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We derive the transition rates, dephasing rates, and Lamb shifts for a system consisting of many
molecules collectively coupled to a resonant cavity mode. Using a variational polaron master equa-
tion, we show that strong vibrational interactions inherent to molecules give rise to multi phonon
processes and suppress the light–matter coupling. In the strong light–matter coupling limit, multi-
phonon contributions to the transition and dephasing rates strongly dominate over single phonon
contributions for typical molecular parameters. This leads to novel dependencies of the rates and
spectral line widths on the number of molecules in the cavity. We also find that vibrational Lamb
shifts can substantially modify the polariton energies in the strong light–matter coupling limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The confinement of a mode in a microcavity enhances
the interaction strength between the light and charged
matter within the cavity [1]. The effective interaction
strength also scales as the square root of the number of
matter systems coupled to the light due to a collective
enhancement [2]. When the effective interaction strength
exceeds dissipation mechanisms and disorder in the joint
cavity–matter system, the cavity photons hybridize both
in and out of phase with a symmetric superposition of the
matter states—the so-called bright state—to form two
polariton states. Polaritons inherit properties from both
constituents, for example, a small effective mass from the
photonic component, whilst retaining the material abil-
ity to interact with other polaritons [3]. Additionally,
since the bright state is delocalised across many matter
systems—often tens-to-thousands of billions—polaritons
also afford long range control of matter properties [4].
The remaining matter state superpositions—known as
the dark states—remain uncoupled from the light mode.

Originally demonstrated in an atomic system [5], re-
search has recently been directed towards using polari-
tonic physics to modify and control the properties of
molecular systems. For example, superabsorption [6],
energy transfer [7, 8], chemical reactivities [9–14], pho-
tophysical dynamics [15], and photoluminescence [16].
Molecular eigenstates are hybridizations of electronic ex-
citations (excitons) with vibrational states that inter-
act, often strongly, through displacement interactions.
The joint excitonic–vibrational eigenstates are called po-
larons [17].

The current state-of-the-art in analytical theoretical
modelling of molecular polaritons is within the assump-
tion of weak vibrational coupling [18, 19], or for strong vi-
brational coupling but a single matter system [20]. There
has also been numerical calculations for an infinite num-
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ber of matter systems using mean-field theory [21], and
to obtain steady state properties and decay rates using
the transfer tensor method [22].
Weak vibrational couplings induce single phonon tran-

sitions between all eigenstates of the joint cavity–
molecule system, with the dark states acting as popula-
tion traps when there are a large number of molecules
[18, 19]. When the effective light–matter interaction
strength exceeds the high frequency cutoff of the vi-
brational baths—a regime now reachable in experiments
[23]—transitions between eigenstates are strongly sup-
pressed. Refs. [18, 19] identify a zero frequency, single
phonon contribution to the polariton–ground state de-
coherence which is suppressed only inversely with the
number of molecules. Consequently, this contribution
dominates the polariton line widths in spectra when the
effective light–matter coupling is strong.
On the other hand, when the vibrational couplings are

strong, the effective light–matter couplings between the
polarons and light mode are suppressed, and transitions
between the eigenstates may also occur through multi
phonon processes [20]. In practice, strong light–matter
coupling in molecular cavity experiments is achieved with
N ∼ [1010, 1012] molecules [6, 23] resulting in two po-
lariton states and N − 1 ≫ 2 dark states. The role of
dark states in the strong vibrational coupling regime re-
mains an open question because for the N = 1 system in
Ref. [20] there are no dark states.
In this paper we derive analytical expressions for the

key dynamical rates and Lamb shifts that remain accu-
rate when the vibrational coupling is strong and for an
arbitrary number of molecules in the cavity. We ana-
lyze our expressions for the parameter regimes most rel-
evant to recent experiments [6, 23]. Our methodology
builds upon Refs. [18, 19] by utilizing a variational po-
laron transformation, and upon Ref. [20] by including
an arbitrary number of molecules. Our model and main
results are illustrated in Fig. 1.
This paper is organized as follows. In Section II we in-

troduce the Hamiltonian of the model, and in Section III
we summarize Refs. [18, 19] by deriving the transition
rates, decoherence rates, and Lamb shifts valid when the
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FIG. 1. An illustration of our model and main results. (a)
Our model consists of N two-level systems, each coupled to a
common cavity mode which causes polariton formation, and
to a local vibrational bath which causes polaron formation.
The phonon dressing within the polaron suppresses the light–
matter coupling strength g by a factor 0 < B < 1. In the
large N limit our main results are as follows. (b) The N − 1
degenerate dark states {|d⟩} act as population traps (in agree-

ment with Refs. [18, 19]) but, if Ωr = gB
√
N ≫ ω0 where

ω0 is the high frequency cutoff of the vibrational baths, then
multi phonon processes strongly dominate over single phonon
processes. Typically processes with 2 or 3 phonons domi-
nate, indicated by the saturation of the arrow colors. (c) The
decoherence rates have different N scaling depending on the
size of the collective light–matter coupling Ωr compared to
the inverse temperature β. When Ωr ≲ 10/β, decoherence is
dominated by processes with even numbers of phonons, whilst
when Ωr ≳ 10/β, only two-phonon processes contribute sig-
nificantly. When Ωr ∼ Ωβ the N dependence is more compli-
cated and not illustrated. (d) When Ωr ≲ 10/β, the polari-
ton states are Lamb shifted by an equal and opposite amount
proportional to the bare splitting Ωr which can be substan-
tial for moderately strong vibrational coupling, whilst when
Ωr ≳ 10/β, only the dark states are shifted by the vibrational
reorganization energy (‘R.E.’). All Lamb shifts shown result
from transitions involving the dark states. Typical molecular
experiments operate within the regime Ωr ≲ 10/β [6, 23] but
can reach Ωr ≳ ω0 [23].

vibrational couplings are weak. In Section IV we trans-
form the Hamiltonian into the variational polaron frame
and identify parameter regimes with distinct dependen-
cies on the light–matter and vibrational couplings. We
also show that when the light–matter and vibrational
couplings are simultaneously strong, “resonant” cavity
experiments should be modelled by non-resonant Hamil-
tonians. In Section V we study the expressions for tran-
sition rates, decoherence rates, and Lamb shifts in the

variational polaron master equation, with an emphasis on
presenting simple and generic conclusions for the param-
eter regime most relevant to experiments. In Section VI
we discuss corrections for non-resonant systems. Finally
we summarize our results in Section VII.

II. MODEL

We consider N identical molecules treated as two-level
systems with transition energy ωm and independent but
identical vibrational baths, see Fig. 1(a). The transition
dipoles of the molecules couple to a cavity mode with
energy ωc with a light–matter coupling of g. We neglect
permanent dipole interactions with the cavity which is
a typical assumption within molecular polaritonics [13].
This is the localized bath model considered in Refs. [18,
19].
We partition the Hamiltonian as H = HS+HB+HSB .

The system, which consists of the quantised cavity mode
and molecules, is described by

HS = ωca
†a+

N∑
i=1

[
ωmσ+

i σ
−
i + g

(
aσ+

i + a†σ−
i

)]
, (1)

where a† and σ+
i create an excitation in the cavity mode

and ith molecule, respectively. Later we will enforce reso-
nance between the cavity mode and molecular transition.
However, the requirement for resonance differs for weak
and strong vibrational couplings, and so we discuss each
in the appropriate sections.

The vibrational baths of the molecules are described
by

HB =

N∑
i=1

∑
k

ωkb
†
kibki, (2)

where b†ki creates a phonon of wavevector k and energy
ωk in the vibrational bath of the ith molecule. The dis-
placement interactions induced by the vibrational baths
are described by

HSB =

N∑
i=1

σ+
i σ

−
i

∑
k

fk

(
b†ki + bki

)
, (3)

where fk is the coupling strength of a mode with wavevec-
tor k. The vibrational coupling of each molecule to
its local bath is characterised by the spectral density,
J(ω) =

∑
k f

2
kδ(ω − ωk). We consider spectral densities

of the form

J(ω) = AΘ(ω)
ωp

ωp−1
0

e
−ω2

ω2
0 , (4)

where ω0 is the high frequency cut-off, p is the Ohmicity,
Θ(ω) is the Heaviside step function, and A is a dimen-
sionless coupling constant with A ≳ 0.1 signalling strong
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coupling. We choose Eq. (4) to make connection with
Refs. [18, 19] where the Ohmic (p = 1) case is studied
at weak vibrational coupling, although our results hold
for any spectral density which does not suffer from the
well-known infrared divergence of the variational polaron
transformation [24, 25]. Eq. (4) is suitable for modelling
the broad low-frequency contribution to molecular spec-
tral densities [26], but omits the peaked structure that
can generate strongly non-Markovian dynamics [27–29].

Realistic values for the model parameters can be iden-
tified from recent experiments [6, 23]. In Refs. [6]
and [23], phonon renormalized light–matter couplings of
gB = 0.01 µeV and gB = 0.1 µeV, and maximum col-
lective light–matter coupling strengths (Ωr = gB

√
N) of

4.2 meV and 20.7 meV were found, respectively. As we
demonstrate in Appendix A, we estimate A = 0.083 for
the dye molecules in Ref. [6] which is near to the strong
vibrational coupling regime. In Ref. [23], the cut-off fre-
quency for the bath is ω0 = 6 meV, and the experiments
in both Refs. [6] and [23] were performed at room temper-
ature T = 1/β = 0.0258 eV which is typical in molecular
polaritonics. We will frequently refer to typical molec-
ular parameters which we take as the following: bare
light–matter coupling g = 0.1 µeV, high frequency cutoff
ω0 = 6 meV, vibrational coupling strength A = 0.083,
and temperature T = 300 K.

III. THE WEAK VIBRATIONAL COUPLING
MASTER EQUATION

In this section we summarize the results of Refs. [18,
19] relevant to our study by deriving the Redfield mas-
ter equation resulting from HSB in Eq. (3) perturbing
HS+HB in Eqs. (1)–(2). This weak vibrational coupling
master equation (WCME) becomes inaccurate once the
vibrational and collective light–matter couplings become
comparable. We will introduce a parameter to quantify
this comparison in Section IV.

Deriving the master equation requires diagonalizing
HS in Eq. (1). We assume that the total number of ex-
citons at any given time does not exceed one [18], which,
because HS preserves the total number of excitations,
decouples the eigenstates into sets uniquely identified by
photon number n. Each set is spanned by N + 1 states,
{|G,n⟩ , |ei, n− 1⟩i=1,...,N}, where |mol, n⟩ = |mol⟩ ⊗ |n⟩
is a product state with n photons and either zero exci-
tons (|mol⟩ = |G⟩) or an exciton in the ith molecular
state only (|mol⟩ = |ei⟩). The set relevant to the master
equation is determined by the number of photons in the
cavity, which we assume to be constant on timescales in-
duced by the vibrational interactions. Following Ref. [18]
we choose n = 1, but, as shown in Fig. 2, the states with
n > 1 differ only by constant factors in the transition
energies [30].

The n = 1 single excitation subspace of HS contains
an upper polariton |+⟩, lower polariton |−⟩, and N − 1
degenerate dark states {|d⟩} for d ∈ {d1 . . . dN−1}. The

upper and lower polaritons are symmetric and antisym-
metric superpositions of single excitation states,

|±⟩ = 1√
2
(|G, 1⟩ ± |B⟩) , (5)

where |B⟩ =
∑N

i=1 |ei, 0⟩ /
√
N is the bright state. The

dark states,

|d⟩ =
N∑
i=1

uid |ei, 0⟩ , (6)

are the N − 1 degenerate superpositions of single exci-
ton states orthonormal to |B⟩. The coefficients uid are
complex valued and satisfy∑

d

uidu
∗
jd =

{
− 1

N if i ̸= j
N−1
N if i = j,

(7)

N∑
i=1

uidu
∗
id′ = δdd′ , (8)∑

i

uid = 0, (9)

which enforces unit trace of the density operator (Eq. (7))
and orthonormality of the eigenstates (Eqs. (8)–(9)).
Resonance between the cavity mode and molecular

transitions in Eq. (1) is enforced by choosing ωc = ωm.
On resonance, the polariton energies are ω± = ωc ± Ω
where

Ω = g
√
N, (10)

is the collective light–matter coupling, and, regardless of
resonance, the dark states have an energy ωd = ωm.
Denoting the reduced density operator for the light–

matter system as ρS(t) = TrB [ρ(t)]—where TrB [·] is
the trace over the joint Hilbert spaces of the vibrational
baths—one finds that the WCME in the Schrödinger pic-
ture [31] is

ρ̇S(t) = −i [HS , ρS(t)]

+
∑

α,β,γ,δ

cαβγδΓ1(ωδ − ωγ) [ΠγδϱS(t),Παβ ] + H.c., (11)

where Παβ = |α⟩ ⟨β| is an eigenstate transition operator,
ωδ is the energy of eigenstate |δ⟩, Greek indices sum over
all eigenstates in the n = 1 single exciton manifold, and
‘H.c.’ denotes the Hermitian conjugate. The coefficients
are

cαβγδ =

N∑
i=1

uiαu
∗
iβuiγu

∗
iδ, (12)

where uiα = ⟨ei, 0|α⟩ such that ui± = ±1/
√
2N and uid

satisfy Eqs. (7)–(9). The Fourier transform of the bath
correlation function is

Γ1(ν) =
1

2
γ1(ν) + iS1(ν), (13)
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FIG. 2. The zero and single exciton manifolds of HS when the
cavity mode is resonant with the molecular transition energy.
Due to the symmetry of HS each set of N+1 states identified
by photon number n ≥ 1 are decoupled. To study the linear
response of the system we study the dynamics for n = 1.

where

γ1(ν) = 2π ×

{
J(ν)ñB(ν)] if ν ≥ 0,

J(|ν|)nB(|ν|) if ν < 0,
(14)

with nB(ν) = 1/(exp(βν) − 1) the Bose-Einstein distri-
bution, ñB(ν) = 1 + nB(ν), and

S1(ν) = P
∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)

[
ñB(ω)

ν − ω
+

nB(ω)

ν + ω

]
, (15)

where P denotes the principal value.
The subscript ‘1’ denotes that the correlation func-

tion originates from single phonon interactions. Eq. (11)
is the same non-secular master equation as derived in
Refs. [18, 19]. In this paper, we are only interested in the
transition rates, dephasing rates, and Lamb shifts of the
eigenstates, which are secular contributions to the master
equation. These terms can be obtained from any mas-
ter equation by deriving the coefficient of the element
ρµν(t) ≡ ⟨µ|ρS(t)|ν⟩ within the equation of motion for
ρ̇µν(t), where µ and ν label any eigenstates of HS . This
term takes the general form

ρ̇µν(t) = −rµνρµν(t) + . . . , (16)

where

rµν =
k↓µ + k↓ν

2
+ kϕµν + iδµν , (17)

and terms in the ellipsis in (16) do not depend on ρµν(t).
In Eq. (17) we have defined the total loss rate of state
|µ⟩ as,

k↓µ =
∑
α̸=µ

kµ→α, (18)

where kµ→α is the transition rate from state |µ⟩ to |α⟩.
We have also defined the dephasing rate, kϕµν , of the co-
herence between states |µ⟩ and |ν⟩ with the properties
kϕµµ = 0 and kϕµν = kϕνµ. The last term in Eq. (17) is
the Lamb shifted transition energy from state |µ⟩ to |ν⟩,
given by δµν = (ωµ + λµ) − (ων + λν) where λµ is the
Lamb shift of state |µ⟩. In the following subsections we
analyse the expressions for the quantities appearing in
Eq. (17).

A. Transition rates

The transition rates obtained from the WCME in
Eq. (11) are

kµ→α = cµααµγ1(ωµ − ωα). (19)

Evaluating cµααµ using Eq. (12) we find

k±→∓ =
1

4N
γ1(±2Ω), (20)

k±→d = kd→∓ =
1

2N
γ1(±Ω), (21)

kd→d′ ̸=d =
1

N
γ1(0), (22)

and all transition rates involving the zero excitation state
|G, 0⟩ are zero. Eqs. (20)–(21) describe decay by single
phonon emission (positive frequency arguments) and ex-
citation by single phonon absorption (negative frequency
arguments). These expressions take the form of Fermi’s
Golden Rule. Eq. (22) describes transitions between de-
generate states, which, being zero frequency transitions,
do not contribute to overall population transfer. How-
ever, these transitions will contribute to decoherence and
Lamb shifts.
From Eqs. (20)–(22) we obtain the following loss rates

for each state

k↓± =
1

4N
γ1(±2Ω) +

N − 1

2N
γ1(±Ω), (23)

k↓d =
1

2N
[γ1(Ω) + γ1(−Ω)] +

N − 2

N
γ1(0). (24)

As noted by Ref. [18], since there are (N − 1)/2 times
more dark states than polaritons, in the large N limit
the dark states act as population traps.

B. Dephasing rates

The dephasing rates obtained from the WCME are

kϕµν = γ1(0)

[
cµµµµ + cνννν

2
− cµµνν

]
. (25)

We now briefly introduce terminology to distinguish the
three possible contributions to decoherence. Generally,
the decoherence rate of the coherence between states |µ⟩
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and |ν⟩ is the real part of rµν in Eq. (17) for µ ̸= ν. The
three possible contributions to this are: (1) transitions
from either state, (2) virtual transitions from either state
back to itself, or (3) other pure dephasing contributions.
Whilst transitions contribute to decoherence they are not
dephasing processes. The first term in Eq. (25) arises
from virtual transitions from |µ⟩ → |µ⟩ and |ν⟩ → |ν⟩,
and the second term from other pure dephasing contri-
butions. Both dephasing processes depend on the zero
frequency bath correlation function.

Using Eq. (12) to evaluate cµµµµ and cµµνν we find the
following dephasing rates

kϕ+− = kϕdidj
= 0, (26)

kϕ±G = kϕ±d =
1

8N
γ1(0), (27)

kϕdG =
1

2N
γ1(0), (28)

where subscript ‘G’ refers to the zero excitation state
|G, 0⟩. The dephasing rate of the coherence between |±⟩
and |∓⟩, denoted kϕ+−, is zero because only the molecu-
lar parts of the polariton wavefunctions interact with the
vibrational baths—see HSB in Eq. (3)—and both polari-
tons feature the same molecular wavefunction up to a
phase [19]. This symmetry will be broken by the varia-
tional polaron transformation.

As we show in Appendix B, within the validity of the
WCME—where phonon sidebands are small, and pho-
ton leakage and non-radiative molecular decay are slower
than vibrational decoherence—and of the quantum re-
gression theorem—where the Born and Markov approxi-
mations hold [32]—the absorption spectrum of the cavity
is given by

A(ω) =
A0

2

∑
p∈{+,−}

Re[rpG]

Re[rpG]2 + (δpG − ω)
2 , (29)

where A0 is the intensity. The spectrum describes
two Lorentzian peaks centered at the Lamb shifted po-
lariton energies, with full width half maxima equal to

2Re[r±G] = k↓±+2kϕ±G. As discussed in Ref. [18], Eq. (27)
predicts that when N is large enough to satisfy Ω ≫ ω0—
so that transition rates are exponentially suppressed by
the high frequency cutoff of the vibrations—the width
of the polariton peaks in the cavity absorption spectrum

will be dominated by kϕ±G in Eq. (27), which scales as
1/N . As illustrated in Fig. 1(c) this prediction will be
challenged by the variational polaron master equation.

The single phonon dephasing rates in Eqs. (27)–(28)
depend on

γ1(0) =
2π

β
lim
ω→0

J(ω)

ω
. (30)

Eq. (30) is only non-zero and non-divergent if the spectral
density is exactly linear in frequency at small frequencies,
which is unlikely to be the case in molecular systems.

Generally, pure dephasing cannot have single-phonon
Markovian contributions, because it results from interac-
tions between the system and the baths which do not lead
to energy exchange. Therefore, single-phonon Markovian
pure dephasing could only occur through emission, or,
equivalently absorption, of a zero frequency phonon, re-
sulting in the spurious expression in Eq. (30) which varies
discontinuously as the Ohmicity changes. Conversely,
single-phonon non-Markovian pure dephasing is entirely
possible—the system emits a finite energy phonon which
is later re-absorbed—and so is multi -phonon Markovian
pure dephasing—the system simultaneously emits and
absorbs an equal number of phonons of the same finite
frequency.
Single-phonon non-Markovian processes can be de-

scribed by the WCME in Eq. (11) if the Markovian
assumption in the bath correlation function is relaxed.
However, multi-phonon Markovian processes require a
strong vibrational coupling theory. We defer the discus-
sion of both processes to Section V so that the present
section remains a faithful summary of Refs. [18, 19].

C. Lamb shifts

The Lamb shifts obtained from the WCME are

λµ =
∑
α

cµααµS1(∆µα), (31)

where S1(ν) is given in Eq. (15). The frequency de-
pendence of S1(ν) is generally complicated, but, when
|ν| ≫ ω0, one can ignore the ±ω in the denominators
of the integrand in Eq. (15), resulting in S1(ν) ∼ 1/ν
for any spectral density. Consequently, when Ω ≫ ω0,
Lamb shifts resulting from terms with µ ̸= α in Eq. (31)
scale as cµααµ/Ω which will be negligible in comparison to
the bare energy splittings, scaling as Ω, when N is large.
Additionally, since ui± = ±1/

√
2N , the only Lamb shifts

with µ = α that may be comparable to the bare energy
splitting at large N are the contributions to λd resulting
from real and virtual dark state transitions. One finds
that these contributions are

λd ≈ lim
N≫1

N − 1

N
S1(0) → −

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω
, (32)

which is the negative of the reorganisation energy of
the vibrational baths. Therefore, if the vibrational cou-
pling is comparable to the Rabi frequency, |S1(0)| ≳ Ω,
then the dark state energy may be non-negligibly Lamb
shifted. However, in this regime the WCME is no longer
accurate.

D. Summary of weak vibrational coupling

We have derived the Redfield equation in the limit of
weak vibrational coupling and recovered the same ex-
pressions for the transition rates, decoherence rates, and
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Lamb shifts found in Refs. [18, 19]. There remain a num-
ber of questions unanswered by the weak vibrational cou-
pling theory.

(1) For the single matter system model in Ref. [20],
strong vibrational coupling suppressed the bare light–
matter coupling strength and introduced multi phonon
processes. How does the suppression scale with the num-
ber of molecules? And, do multi phonon processes qual-
itatively change the dynamics?

(2) When Ω ≫ ω0, the WCME predicts that the deco-
herence rates—and so the line widths of the polaritons—
are dominated by the 1/N pure dephasing contribution
from the single-phonon Markovian process described by
γ1(0) given in Eq. (30). This term produces divergences
or zero values for most spectral density types. What
happens if the Markovian assumption is relaxed? And,
to leading order, is decoherence a multi phonon process?

(3) Are the Lamb shifts still negligible in the large N
limit when the vibrational coupling is strong?

The answer to these questions requires a strong vibra-
tional coupling theory.

IV. VARIATIONAL POLARON THEORY

A polaron master equation is a Redfield equation de-
rived after transforming the Hamiltonian H by a state-
dependent phonon displacement. The resulting master
equation is perturbative in a quantity that remains small
when the vibrational coupling is strong [33]. However,
the perturbative quantity grows proportional to any driv-
ing in the system, which, in our model, is the collective
light–matter coupling. This breakdown can be mitigated
by employing a variational version of the unitary trans-
formation [34–36]. The unitary operator is optimised
such that the Gibbs state of the unperturbed Hamilto-
nian is as close to the equilibrium steady state as permit-
ted by a polaron–type transformation, and so the residual
interaction is more amenable to perturbation theory.

The Hamiltonian in the variational frame is H =
U†HU where

U =
∑
i

(
σ−
i σ

+
i +Biσ

+
i σ

−
i

)
, (33)

and Bi = exp[−
∑

k(ηk/ωk)(b
†
ki − bki)] is a displacement

operator. We use calligraphic notation to denote oper-
ators transformed into the variational frame. Eq. (33)
describes a transformation that displaces a vibrational
bath when the corresponding molecule is in its excited
state, but otherwise does not transform the bath. The
variational parameters, ηk, are free parameters used to
optimize the transformation, and have the general form
ηk = G(ωk)fk where

G(ω) =
ω

ω + Ḡ coth
(

βω
2

) . (34)

The intuition within Eq. (34) is that, after molecular ex-
citation, the low frequency phonon modes displace more

slowly than high frequency ones, with the boundary be-
tween slow and fast modes determined by the parameter
Ḡ, which we will define soon.
After applying the transformation in Eq. (33) we find

the polaron Hamiltonian H = HS +HB+HSB . The sys-
tem part is the Tavis–Cummings Hamiltonian with renor-
malized molecular energy and light–matter coupling,

HS = ωca
†a+

N∑
i=1

[
(ωm − λv)σ+

i σ
−
i

+Bg
(
aσ+

i + a†σ−
i

) ]
, (35)

where

λv =

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω
G(ω) (2−G(ω)) , (36)

and 0 < B < 1 is a suppression of the light–matter cou-
pling by the vibrational coupling, given by

B = exp

[
−1

2

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)G2(ω)

ω2
coth

(
βω

2

)]
. (37)

The bath part of the Hamiltonian is the same as be-
fore the transformation, HB = HB , and the interaction
Hamiltonian has two components, HSB = HD + HP .
There is a displacement–type interaction,

HD =

N∑
i=1

σ+
i σ

−
i

∑
k

(fk − ηk) (b
†
ki + bki), (38)

named due to its similarity to Eq. (3), and a polaron–
type interaction,

HP =

N∑
i=1

g
(
a
[
B†

i −B
]
σ+
i + a† [Bi −B]σ−

i

)
. (39)

When ηk → 0 the polaron–type interaction vanishes
(HP → 0) and the Hamiltonian reverts back to its orig-
inal form (H → H). Conversely, when ηk → fk the
displacement–type interaction vanishes (HD → 0) as the
polaron incorporates the total energy of the displacement
described by HSB . Generally, the ηk range from 0 to fk
as the frequency of the mode increases, such that both in-
teraction types contribute to the dynamics with a weight-
ing determined by G(ω) [37].
In the vibrational coupling theory in Section III, reso-

nance in HS was enforced by choosing the cavity energy
ωc = ωm where ωm is the energy of the molecular exci-
tation. Clearly, the same choice for ωc in HS in Eq. (35)
does not yield a resonant Hamiltonian. Moreover, since
the variational polaron frame molecular energy ωm − λv

depends on G(ω), the value of ωc that leads to resonance
implicitly depends on itself [38]. This leads one to con-
sider how to correctly enforce resonance. The relevant
question is, how, in the experiments we are modelling, is
the molecular energy determined?



7

To answer this question it is helpful to consider the
Hamiltonian for an isolated molecule,

Hmol = ωmσ+σ− +
∑
k

ωkb
†
kbk

+ σ+σ−
∑
k

fk(b
†
k + bk). (40)

Hmol is diagonalized by a full polaron transformation—
the variational polaron transformation with G(ω) =

1—yielding Hmol = (ωm + S1(0))σ+σ− +
∑

k ωkb
†
kbk

where S1(0) is given in Eq. (32). In a measurement
of the molecular energy—for example, by coupling the
molecule to a weak probe field and measuring the ab-
sorption spectrum—the vibrational reorganisation en-
ergy S1(0) cannot be separated from the excitonic en-
ergy ωm. Therefore, after assuming that the Lamb shift
induced by the weak probe field is negligible, one would
attempt to enforce resonance by building a cavity with
ωc = ωm + S1(0). This is not the resonance condition
for HS in the weak vibrational coupling theory consid-
ered in Section III. However, as we will soon show, if
|S1(0)| ≪ 2Ω—a good definition of weak vibrational
coupling—then ωc = ωm is a good approximation to res-
onance in the weak vibrational coupling regime.

In variational polaron theory, ωc = ωm + S1(0) is also
not generally the resonance condition for HS . Conse-
quently, “resonant” experiments should be modelled by
a non-resonant Hamiltonian in the variational polaron
frame. The resulting detuning between the cavity and
molecular transition is ∆ = ωm−λv −ωc, and substitut-
ing in ωc = ωm + S1(0) yields

∆ =

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω
(1−G(ω))

2
. (41)

Eq. (41) shows that the system will be non-resonant when
the vibrational and light–matter coupling strengths are
strong and comparable because a large ∆ requires a si-
multaneously small G(ω) and large J(ω).
To complete the transformation we must define Ḡ in

Eq. (34). This is found through an optimization scheme
detailed in Appendix C, yielding

Ḡ =

2Ω2
r

θ sinh
(

βθ
2

)
(

Ω2

g2 − 1
)
e−

β∆
2 + cosh

(
βθ
2

)
− ∆

θ sinh
(

βθ
2

) , (42)

and

θ =
√

∆2 + 4Ω2
r, (43)

is the polariton detuning in the non-resonant theory.
Eq. (43) shows that resonance requires 2Ωr ≫ ∆. Since
both B and ∆ are functions of Ḡ, one must solve
Eqs. (34), (37), and (41) self-consistently.

The value of Ḡ in Eq. (42) and its dependence on the
renormalized collective light–matter coupling Ωr is essen-
tial to understanding how the rates and Lamb shifts scale

with the number of molecules. The N scaling of Ḡ only
depends on the size of Ωr compared to the temperature,

Ωβ =
10

β
. (44)

There are slight variations in the N dependence of ∆
and B if ω0 ≲ Ωβ or ω0 ≳ Ωβ , but, these differences do
not qualitatively change the N dependence of the master
equation. Here in the main text, we present analysis for
ω0 ≲ Ωβ , but, as we show explicitly in Appendix D, our
main conclusions hold when ω0 ≳ Ωβ because the scaling
of Ḡ with N is unchanged. For the typical molecular
parameters introduced earlier, one requires temperatures
below 7 K to enter the ω0 ≳ Ωβ regime, and so most
molecular experiments are within ω0 ≲ Ωβ .
In Fig. 3 we show Ḡ, B, and ∆ as a function of Ωr/Ωβ .

There are two distinct regimes, demarcated by Ωr ∼ Ωβ

and with a transitory region near the boundary. One can
show that

Ḡ =

{
Ḡ0 if Ωr ≲ Ωβ

Ωr if Ωr ≳ Ωβ ,
(45)

where

Ḡ0 =
∆

1 +
(

∆2

g2B2 − β∆
)
nB(∆)

. (46)

Eq. (46) is independent of N which occurs because of
the dark state contribution (Ω2/g2− 1)e−β∆/2 in the de-
nominator of Eq. (42). Without dark states one would
instead find that limΩr→0 Ḡ ∝ N .
Recent experiments [6, 23] have Ωr < 4.2 meV and

20.7 meV, and so for room temperature experiments
where Ωβ = 258 meV, the relevant regime is Ωr ≲ Ωβ .
For typical molecular parameters, one finds that Ḡ0 ≈
2.6×10−14 eV. Since the integrand of ∆ in Eq. (41) scales
with (1−G(ω))2 ∝ Ḡ2, ∆ is negligible in this regime—as
also shown in Fig. 3—and so for typical molecular pa-
rameters one can safely take the resonant limit of the
variational polaron theory. The resonant value of Ḡ0 is

Ḡ0 =
2g2rβ

2 + g2rβ
2
. (47)

The small value of Ḡ0 for typical molecular parameters
means that the WCME is expected to be very inaccurate
for Ωr ≲ Ωβ . Moreover, in this regime, Fig. 3 shows that
the light–matter coupling can be heavily suppressed by
B for strong vibrational coupling.
In the regime less relevant to recent experiments [6, 23],

Ωr ≳ Ωβ , we find Ḡ ∝ Ωr with the proportionality be-
coming an equality if the system is approximately reso-
nant, 2Ωr ≫ ∆. In this very strong light–matter coupling
regime (or very low temperature regime), Ḡ may be large
enough that G(ω) ≈ 0 for all phonon frequencies ω that
contribute to the dynamics. In this regime the WCME
will be accurate and B ≈ 1. However, also in this regime,
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FIG. 3. The variational parameter Ḡ, light–matter coupling
renormalisationB, and detuning ∆ are plotted against Ωr/Ωβ

and vibrational coupling strength A in the experimentally rel-
evant regime with ω0 < Ωβ . The dotted lines are discontinu-
ities in both x and y coordinates, occurring because B is
discontinuous near Ωr = Ωβ and B is used in the definition
of the x-axis. We have used p = 3 in the spectral density
in Eq. (4). Other parameters: the typical molecular values
discussed previously.

Fig. 3 shows that the detuning becomes equal to the vi-
brational reorganization energy. Consequently, one must
assess whether the system is resonant by comparing the
size of 2Ωr to ∆ = −S1(0).
In Table I we summarize the ω0 ≲ Ωβ regime of the

variational transformation. Until Section VI, we now en-
force resonance, ∆ ≡ 0, because this describes the most
experimentally relevant parameter regimes, and substan-
tially simplifies the presentation of equations. In Sec-
tion VI we summarize important corrections in the non-
resonant regime.

V. THE VARIATIONAL POLARON MASTER
EQUATION

We are now in a position to derive the Redfield mas-
ter equation in the variational polaron frame. As a
second order perturbation in HSB given in Eqs. (38)–
(39) we expect the variational polaron master equation
(VPME) to have three distinct contributions. First, a
displacement–type master equation O(H2

D), which by
comparison of Eq. (38) to Eq. (3) will be identical to the

ω0 ≲ Ωβ

Ωr ≲ Ωβ
Ωr ≳ Ωβ

2Ωr ≲ |S1(0)| 2Ωr ≫ |S1(0)|

Ḡ = Ḡ0 Ḡ ∝ Ωr Ḡ = Ωr

G(ω) ≈ 1 G(ω) ≈ 0 G(ω) ≈ 0
∆ = 0 ∆ ̸= 0 ∆ = 0

TABLE I. The variational polaron transformation for the dif-
ferent parameter regimes. The experimentally relevant regime
has both ω0 ≲ Ωβ and Ωr ≲ Ωβ . G(ω) and ∆ values shown
are for the typical molecular parameters. For a similar break-
down in the regime ω0 ≳ Ωβ , see Appendix D.

WCME in Eq. (11) but with the replacement J(ω) →
J(ω)(1 − G(ω))2 in the Fourier transforms of the corre-
lation functions. Second, a polaron–type master equa-
tion O(H2

P ), and finally, a variational–type contribution
O(HDHP ).
Rather than obfuscating the text by stating the general

non-secular VPME—which we give in Appendix E—we
will instead move onto discussing the transition rates, de-
phasing rates, and Lamb shifts predicted by the VPME.
Analagously to the WCME in Eq. (16), the relevant part
of the VPME is

ϱ̇µν(t) = −Rµνϱµν(t) + . . . , (48)

where ϱµν(t) = ⟨µ|ϱ(t)|ν⟩ is an element of the variational
frame density operator ϱ(t) = Uρ(t)U† and

Rµν =
K↓

µ +K↓
ν

2
+Kϕ

µν + i∆µν , (49)

where capitalized symbols are the equivalent quantities
in the VPME to the corresponding lowercase symbols in
Eq. (17) for the WCME. The loss rates can be written as
summations of the transition rates,

K↓
µ =

∑
α ̸=µ

Kµ→α, (50)

and the Lamb shifted transition frequencies are

∆µν = (ωµ + Λµ)− (ων + Λν) . (51)

A. Transition rates

The displacement–type and variational–type master
equations generate single phonon processes, whilst the
polaron–type master equation generates single and multi
phonon processes. After collecting all terms, one finds
that the transition rates are

K±→∓ =
1

4N
γ(±2Ωr), (52)

K±→d = Kd→∓ =
1

2N
γ(±Ωr), (53)



9

and Kd→d ̸=d′ = kd→d̸=d′ is equal to the WCME rate in
Eq. (22). We have defined γ(ν) = 2Re[Γ(ν)] with

Γ(ν) = Γ1(ν) + Γ>1(ν), (54)

where Γ1(ν) is the Fourier transform of the single phonon
bath correlation function, with real and imaginary parts
given in Eqs. (14) and (15), respectively. The Fourier
transform of the multi phonon bath correlation function
is

Γ>1(ν) = ν2
∑

m∈{m(ν)}

1

m!
Φm(ν), (55)

with {m(±Ωr)} = {2, 3, 4, . . .} and {m(±2Ωr)} =
{3, 5, 7, . . .}, and we have defined

Φm(ν) =

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiντϕ(τ)m, (56)

as the Fourier transform of the mth power of the phonon
propagator,

ϕ(τ) =∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)
G(ω)2

ω2

(
nB(ω)e

iωs + ñB(ω)e
−iωs

)
. (57)

The mth term in the summation in Eq. (55) is the contri-
bution of processes involving m phonons. The total loss
rates from the eigenstates are

K↓
± =

1

4N
γ(±2Ωr) +

N − 1

2N
γ(±Ωr), (58)

K↓
d =

1

2N
[γ(Ωr) + γ(−Ωr)] +

N − 2

N
γ1(0). (59)

Compared to transition rates in the WCME in
Eqs. (23)–(24), transition rates predicted by the VPME
differ in two important ways. First, by the replacement
Ω → Ωr in the transition energies, the effects of which are
well demonstrated in Fig. 3. Second, by the introduction
of multi phonon transitions.

The effect of multi phonon transitions depends on the
size of Ωr compared to the high frequency cutoff ω0. To
demonstrate why, it is helpful to expand the bath cor-
relation function associated with two phonon decay into
its contributions. For decay processes at transition fre-
quency Ωr, the two-phonon contributions to the rates are
proportional to

1

π
Re[Φ2(Ωr)] =∫ Ωr

0

dω JP (ω)JP (Ωr − ω)ñb(ω)ñb(Ωr − ω)

+

∫ ∞

Ωr

dω JP (ω)JP (ω − Ωr)ñb(ω)nb(ω − Ωr)

+

∫ ∞

0

dω JP (ω)JP (Ωr + ω)nb(ω)ñb(Ωr + ω), (60)

a) b)

c)

FIG. 4. The transitions described by the integrands in
Eq. (60). The downwards and upwards arrows denote emis-
sion and absorption of a phonon of the indicated energy, re-
spectively. (a), (b) and, (c) correspond to the first, second,
and third terms of Eq. (60), respectively, and ω is integrated
between the limits shown in Eq. (60). Since the transition
energy is Ωr, the upper and lower states could be |+⟩ and |d⟩,
or |d⟩ and |−⟩.

where JP (ω) = J(ω)G(ω)2/ω2. In Fig. 4 we illustrate
the transitions described by Eq. (60).

When Ωr ≫ ω0, the transition rates are significantly
suppressed by the high frequency cutoff of the vibrational
baths. In this regime, multi phonon processes dominate
over single phonon processes, because the process of de-
caying by emitting two phonons of energy less than Ωr—
shown in Fig. 4(a)—is substantially more probable than
emitting a single phonon of energy Ωr. This is because
J(Ωr) ≪ J(Ωr/2)

2 when Ωr ≫ ω0 for typical spectral
densities [39]. The same arguments apply for decays and
excitations through higher order phonon processes; how-
ever, unless the vibrations are very strong (A ≫ 1), pro-
cesses involving more than two or three phonons will not
significantly contribute.

On the other hand, when Ωr ≲ ω0, the cut-off fre-
quency of the bath does not have as great an effect on the
rates. Whether or not multi phonon processes are domi-
nant in this regime, and how they scale with N , depends
on the form of the spectral density J(ω). In general, one
must evaluate the rate functions in Eqs. (52) and (53)
to determine the contribution of multi phonon processes
when Ωr ≲ ω0.

In Fig. 5 we calculate the multi phonon contributions
for Ohmicities p = 2, p = 3, and p = 4 (p is defined in
Eq. (4)) in the experimentally relevant regime Ωr ≲ Ωβ .
One can see that each Ohmicity affords different ratios
of single to multi phonon contributions when Ωr ≲ ω0,
but in all cases the multi phonon contributions strongly
dominate when Ωr ≫ ω0.

This discussion holds for all values of Ωr compared to
Ωβ so long as the system is resonant to a good approxima-
tion. In the regime less relevant to recent experiments,
Ωr ≳ Ωβ , the m phonon contribution scales by a fac-

tor of N−m/2 differently to the same contribution when
Ωr ≲ Ωβ because, when Ωr ≳ Ωβ , Ḡ ∝ Ωr as shown in
Eq. (45). In the regime Ωr ≳ ω0, the additional factor of
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FIG. 5. The transition rates from |+⟩ to |−⟩ (K+→−) and from |+⟩ to all dark states |d⟩ ((N−1)K+→d) as a function of Ωr. In
the top row we show the single phonon (K1—solid curves) and multi phonon (K>1—dashed curves) contributions keeping up
to third order phonon interactions and normalized with respect to the single phonon contribution when N = 2. In the bottom
row we plot the ratio of the single and multi phonon contributions shown in the panel above. Each column has a different
Ohmicity, p, in the spectral density in Eq. (4). This figure shows that when Ωr ≲ ω0, whether multi phonon contributions
dominate depends on the particular model, and that when Ωr ≳ ω0 multi phonon contributions always dominate. Parameters
common to all panels: ω0 = 6 meV, g = 0.1 µeV, and T = 300 K. For Ohmicity p = 3 and p = 4 we use A = 0.083 whilst for
p = 2 we use A = 0.0083, which give a similar value of B in each column.

N−m/2 will not change the fact that multi phonon pro-
cesses will be exponentially more probable than single
phonon processes.

This leads us to our first main result illustrated in
Fig. 1(b). In the large N limit the dark states become
population sinks, and, if Ωr ≳ ω0, the transitions are
strongly dominated by multi phonon processes.

B. Dephasing rates

The dephasing rates have contributions from the
displacement–type and polaron–type master equations,
but not from the variational–type master equation. One
finds that the overall dephasing rate of the coherence be-
tween states |µ⟩ and |ν⟩ is

Kϕ
µν = kϕµν + kΦµν , (61)

where kϕµν is the single phonon contribution arising from
the displacement–type interaction, exactly equal to the
WCME dephasing rate in Eq. (25), and

kΦµν = γϕ
>1(0)

[
δµ± + δν±

2
− µνδµ±δν±

]
, (62)

is the polaron–type dephasing. The first term of kΦµν is
the contribution from virtual self transitions whilst the
second term is from other pure dephasing processes. The

function γϕ
>1(0) = 2Re[Γϕ

>1(0)] where

Γϕ
>1(0) = g2B2

∫ ∞

0

dτ (cosh (ϕ(τ))− 1) , (63)

describes multi phonon dephasing processes. Using
Eqs. (25) and (62) we find the following dephasing rates

of the coherences,

Kϕ
+− = 2γϕ

>1(0), (64)

Kϕ
±G = Kϕ

±d =
1

8N
γ1(0) +

1

2
γϕ
>1(0), (65)

Kϕ
dG =

1

2N
γ1(0), (66)

Kϕ
didj

= 0. (67)

Notice that multi phonon dephasing contributes to

Kϕ
+−—whereas for symmetry reasons single phonon de-

phasing did not—and to Kϕ
±G which contributes to the

polariton line widths.
By expanding cosh(ϕ(τ)) in Eq. (63) as a series in ϕ(τ),

one finds that polaron–type dephasing is caused by pro-
cesses with even numbers of phonons. The lowest order
contribution is second order,

γϕ
>1(0) = 2πg2B2

∫ ∞

0

dω

[
J(ω)G(ω)2

ω2

]2
× nB(ω) [1 + nB(ω)] +O(J(ω)4), (68)

which describes simultaneous phonon absorption and
emission at all possible frequencies. The leading order
contribution of the multi phonon dephasing has the fol-
lowing scaling with N ,

γϕ
>1(0) ∼

{
1 if Ωr ≲ Ωβ ,
1

N2 if Ωr ≳ Ωβ ,
(69)

which follows from Eq. (45).
In the variational polaron frame, the absorption spec-

trum of the cavity is described by Eq. (29) but using
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the quantities from the VPME. For instance, the line
widths of the polariton peaks are equal to 2Re[R±G] =

K↓
± + 2Kϕ

±G. In the experimentally relevant regime,
Ωr ≲ Ωβ , one finds from Eqs. (65) and (69) that the
leading order contribution to the line widths is multi
phonon dephasing independent of N . Conversely, when
Ωr ≳ Ωβ , the leading order contribution is single phonon
dephasing scaling as γ1(0)/N ; however, as discussed in
Section III, γ1(0) is zero or divergent for many spectral
density choices. The next leading order term is two-
phonon dephasing scaling as 1/N2.

Although less relevant to recent experiments [6, 23],
it is important to understand the leading order dephas-
ing rate when Ωr ≫ Ωβ . To do so we must clarify the
zeros and divergences in the single phonon contribution,
γ1(0), given in Eq. (30). As discussed in Section III, these
non-finite results stem from an unjustified Markovian as-
sumption. Specifically, taking the infinite limit of the
upper integration domain in the bath correlation func-
tion. Relaxing this assumption one finds that the single
phonon pure dephasing rate is

γ1(0, τ) = 2

∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)(1−G(ω))2

× coth

(
βω

2

)
sin (ωτ)

ω
. (70)

The Markovian limit is recovered by using the δ-function
representation: limτ→∞ sin(ωτ)/ω = πδ(ω).

Eq. (70) should replace the factors of γ1(0) appearing
in Eqs. (65)–(66). After a time t, the non-Markovian
single phonon rate γ1(0, τ) suppresses the coherences by
a factor of

Da,N (t) = exp

(
− 1

aN

∫ t

0

dτ γ1(0, τ)

)
= exp

(
− 1

aN
Re [ϕD(t)− ϕD(0)]

)
, (71)

compared to the initial value of the coherences. The fac-
tor of 1/(aN) in the exponent of Eq. (71), where a is
constant, is the coefficient of γ1(0, τ) in either Eq. (65)
or Eq. (66). For example, D8,N (t) is the suppression
factor of ϱ±G(t) and ϱ±d(t) at time t due to γ1(0, τ) ap-
pearing in Eq. (65). In Eq. (71) we have also defined the
displacement–type phonon propagator,

ϕD(t) =

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω) (1−G(ω))

2

ω2

×
(
nB(ω)e

iωs + ñB(ω)e
−iωs

)
, (72)

which is analogous to the polaron–type phonon propa-
gator in Eq. (57). The exponent of Eq. (71) is the so-
called decoherence function [31] which describes pure de-
phasing caused by emitting a finite frequency phonon at
time 0 and re-absorbing the same phonon at time t ≥ 0.
Note that D1,1(t) exactly describes the dephasing of the

excited–ground state coherence of an isolated molecule
with Hamiltonian Hmol in Eq. (40) [31].

As shown in Fig. 6(a), D1,1(t) describes approxi-
mate exponential suppression of the coherences in time,
but, crucially, to a non-zero—albeit sometimes small—
minimum value. This is an important distinction be-
tween Markovian and non-Markovian dephasing. On
the one hand, Markovian dephasing—with a generic
time-independent rate γM—leads to a coherence sup-
pression factor at time t of exp(−γM t). On the other
hand, non-Markovian dephasing—with a generic time-
dependent rate γnM (τ)—leads to a suppression factor of

exp[−
∫ t

0
dτ γnM (τ)]. Therefore, whilst Markovian de-

phasing always suppresses the coherences to zero when
t → ∞, the non-Markovian suppression factor may be
greater than zero at t → ∞. This difference is partic-
ularly important for molecular experiments, where the
regime in which γ1(0, τ) is relevant, Ωr ≳ Ωβ , can only
be reached with N ≳ 1012 molecules. Fig. 6(b) shows
that the 1/N suppression within the exponent of Da,N (t)
causes the long-time limit to approach unity, even for
N ≪ 1012. Indeed, one finds that Da,N (t) → 1 at all
times for relatively small values of N , such that single
phonon dephasing becomes negligible. This discussion
suggests that all non-Markovian contributions to rates
that scale inversely with N—which includes all rates in

the VPME with the exception of γϕ
>1(0) in the regime

Ωr ≲ Ωβ—are negligible compared to the Markovian con-
tributions.
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FIG. 6. (a) D1,1(t) is shown as a function of time, and (b)
D8,N (t = ∞) as a function of N . In both panels, the different
coloured curves correspond to different Ohmicity values p of
the spectral density in Eq. (4), indicated in the legend, and
τβ = β/π is the thermal bath time [31]. We enforce G(ω) = 0
for all parameters shown because we are interested only in
the regime with Ωr ≳ Ωβ . Other parameters take the typical
molecular values introduced earlier.

This finding leads us to our second main result, il-
lustrated in Fig. 1(c). When Ωr ≳ ω0, decoherence is
dominated by dephasing, which, for typical molecular pa-
rameters, is a multi phonon processes involving all even
orders of phonon interactions that scales independently
of N when Ωr ≲ Ωβ , and a two phonon process scaling
as 1/N2 when Ωr ≳ Ωβ .
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C. Lamb shifts

We find the following expressions for the Lamb shifts,

Λ± =
1

4N
Sv(±2Ωr) +

N − 1

2N
Sv(±Ωr)

+
1

4N
Sv
1 (0) + Sϕ

>1(0), (73)

Λd =
1

2N
[Sv(Ωr) + Sv(−Ωr)] +

N − 2

N
Sv
1 (0)

+
1

N
Sv
1 (0), (74)

and ΛG = 0, where we have defined Sv(ν) = Sv
1 (ν) +

S>1(ν) which has the single phonon contribution

Sv
1 (ν) = P

∫ ∞

0

dω J(ω)
[ ñB(ω)

ν − ω
G(ν, ω)

+
nB(ω)

ν + ω
G(−ν, ω)

]
, (75)

with

G(ν, ω) =
(
1 +

[ ν
ω

− 1
]
G(ω)

)2

, (76)

and multi phonon contribution S>1(ν) = Im[Γ>1(ν)]
where Γ>1(ν) is given in Eq. (55). Eq. (73) also con-
tains a contribution from virtual multi phonon transi-

tions, Sϕ
>1(0) = Im[Γϕ

>1(0)], where Γϕ
>1(0) is given in

Eq. (63).
The first lines of Eqs. (73)–(74) arise from transitions

between states, with the (N − 2)Sv
1 (0)/N contribution

in Eq. (74) arising from transitions between degenerate
dark states. The second lines of Eqs. (73)–(74) arise from
virtual transitions from a state back to itself.

In the large N limit, the Lamb shifts in Eqs. (73)–(74)
are dominated by contributions from single phonon tran-
sitions involving the large numbers of dark state, such
that

Λ± ≈ N − 1

2N
Sv
1 (±Ωr), (77)

Λd ≈ N − 2

N
Sv
1 (0). (78)

In the WCME discussed in Section III C, we found that
the polariton shifts were negligible compared to the Rabi
splitting because, in the WCME, when |ν| ≫ ω0 the rel-
evant function S1(ν) in Eq. (15) was inversely dependent
on ν. Consequently, S1(±Ω) and S1(±2Ω) vanished in
the large N limit. However, in the variational polaron
theory, the relevant function is instead Sv

1 (ν) in Eq. (82),
which generally has a different dependence on frequency
owing to the presence of G(±ν, ω). We are able to eval-
uate the Sv

1 (ν) when |ν| ≫ ω0 in the limits Ωr ≲ Ωβ

and Ωr ≳ Ωβ , because, for typical molecular parameters,
Eq. (45) indicates that we can approximate G(ω) = 1

and G(ω) = 0 in these limits, respectively. Within these
parameter regimes one finds that

lim
Ωr≫ω0

Λ± ≈

{
±Ωr

2 B2(β) if Ωr ≲ Ωβ

± 1
2Ωr

B0(β) if Ωr ≳ Ωβ ,
(79)

where

Bj(β) =

∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ωj
coth

(
βω

2

)
. (80)

Eq. (79) shows that in the parameter regime relevant to
recent experiments [6, 23], Ωr ≲ Ωβ , single phonon Lamb
shifts modify the polariton energies to

ω± → ωc ± Ωr

(
1 +

1

2
B2(β)

)
. (81)

For example, for the typical molecular parameters at
room temperature, B2(β) = 0.634 when p = 3, which
is a significant Lamb shift [40].
Returning to the leading order contribution to the dark

state Lamb shift in Eq. (78), using Eq. (75) one finds that
in the large N limit

Λd ≈ −
∫ ∞

0

dω
J(ω)

ω
(1−G(ω))

2
= −∆, (82)

which is equal to the negative of the detuning inHS . This
Lamb shift is negligible for typical molecular parameters
in the limit Ωr ≲ Ωβ because 1−G(ω) ∝ Ḡ, but may be
large when Ωr ≳ Ωβ if the system is non-resonant.
This discussion brings us to our third main result, illus-

trated in Fig. 1(d). When Ωr ≳ ω0 and for typical molec-
ular parameters, if Ωr ≲ Ωβ the polaritons are Lamb
shifted by equal and opposite amounts proportional to
Ωr, whilst, if Ωr ≳ Ωβ , the dark state is Lamb shifted by
an amount equal to the vibrational reorganization energy.

VI. NON-RESONANCE

We now briefly summarize the effects of non-resonance
on our three main conclusions summarized in Fig. 1 re-
garding multi phonon transitions, dephasing, and Lamb
shifts. We derive these results from the non-resonant
variational polaron master equation given in Appendix F.
Recall that inadvertent non-resonance occurs if both
|S1(0)| ≳ 2Ωr and Ωr ≳ Ωβ are satisfied, which re-
quires strong vibrational coupling and either strong
light–matter coupling or very low temperature. One
could also avoid inadvertent non-resonance by building a
wedge-shaped cavity and continuously tuning the mode
energy until it becomes resonant with the matter system
[41].
Regarding multi phonon transitions into the dark

states, when the system is non-resonant, transitions be-
tween the polariton states and the dark states become

K±→d(∆) =

(
1± ∆

θ

)
K±→d(0), (83)
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where θ is the polariton detuning in Eq. (43) and
K±→d(0) are the resonant values in Eq. (53). Conse-
quently, in far off-resonant systems where ∆ is compara-
ble or larger than 2Ωr, transitions from the upper and
lower polaritons to the dark states will be, respectively,
enhanced and suppressed.

Regarding multi phonon dephasing, the non resonant
expression is

γϕ
>1(∆, 0) =

(
1− ∆2

θ2

)
γϕ
>1(0), (84)

where γϕ
>1(0) is the resonant multi phonon dephasing rate

defined through Eq. (63). In far off-resonant systems,
the dephasing rate will be slower than anticipated from
a resonant theory.

Lastly, non-resonance does not affect Lamb shifts.
This is because non-resonance requires Ωr ≳ Ωβ , and
in this limit we have shown in Section VC that the only
non-negligible Lamb shift is to the dark state energy, orig-
inating from transitions between degenerate dark states.
Since non-resonance does not affect properties of the dark
states, this Lamb shift is also unaffected.

The non-resonant corrections in Eqs. (83)–(84) scale
to leading order as [∆/(2Ωr)]

2. Since non-resonance
requires Ωr ≳ Ωβ , and at room temperature Ωβ =
0.258 eV, non-resonant corrections will only appear for
very strong vibrational coupling strengths, or in low tem-
perature experiments. For example, at room tempera-
ture and for an Ohmic spectral density with ω0 = 6 meV,
one requires A > 30 for [∆/(2Ωβ)]

2 > 0.1, which is or-
ders of magnitude larger than the typical molecular value
of A = 0.083. Conversely, for A = 0.083, one requires
T < 0.8 K.

VII. CONCLUSION

By deriving the Redfield equation in the variational po-
laron frame we have shown that multi phonon processes
and vibrational suppression of the light–matter coupling
are important phenomena in molecular polaritonics.

Vibrational displacement interactions cause transitions
between the upper polariton, lower polariton, and the
dark states. When the collective light–matter coupling is
smaller than the high frequency cutoff of the vibrations

(Ωr ≲ ω0) we have shown in Section VA that whether
multi phonon processes dominate transition rates de-
pends strongly on the spectral density. Conversely, when
Ωr ≫ ω0—a parameter regime now accessible to experi-
ments [23]—one finds that multi phonon processes always
dominate. An important result found in Refs. [18, 19],
valid for weak vibrational coupling, was that the dark
states act as population sinks when there are a large
number of molecules. This result holds at strong vibra-
tional coupling, but we found here that the transfer is
carried out through single and multi phonon processes
when Ωr ≲ ω0, and almost exclusively by multi phonon
processes when Ωr ≫ ω0.
Vibrational displacement interactions also cause de-

phasing of eigenstate coherences. This is particularly
important in the limit Ωr ≫ ω0 where the contribu-
tion of the decay rates to decoherence is exponentially
suppressed with increasing N such that decoherence is
dominated by dephasing. In Section VB, we found that
dephasing is always a multi phonon process to leading or-
der in N . When Ωr ≲ Ωβ—the regime relevant to recent
experiments [6, 23]—one finds that dephasing is inde-
pendent of N , whilst when Ωr ≳ Ωβ , dephasing scales as
1/N2. The N -independence of the dephasing rates when
Ωr ≲ Ωβ originates from the contribution of the N − 1
dark states to the free energy of the system, manifest-
ing in Ḡ being independent of N in Eq. (45). This is
an important and novel role of dark states in molecular
polaritonics.

In Section VC we showed that, when Ωr ≲ Ωβ , the
polariton energies can be significantly Lamb shifted even
for only moderately strong vibrational coupling. This
prediction cannot be obtained from the weak vibrational
coupling theory, and arises due to transitions from the
polaritons into the dark states. We derived a simple ex-
pression for the Lamb shifted polariton energies, given
in Eq. (81), valid for when Ωr ≫ ω0. We also showed
that if N is increased or the temperature is reduced such
that Ωr ≳ Ωβ , then the polariton Lamb shifts become
negligible but the dark states become Lamb shifted by
an amount equal to the negative of the cavity–molecule
detuning.

Finally, in Section VI we briefly discussed corrections
to the multi phonon transition and dephasing rates when
the model is non-resonant. We found that non-resonant
effects are likely to be negligible for molecular experi-
ments unless they are performed at temperatures below
one Kelvin.
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[41] B. Schütte, H. Gothe, S. Hintschich, M. Sudzius, H. Fröb,
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Appendix A: Data from Ref. [6]

In this appendix we summarize the necessary data from
Ref. [6] to calculate Ωr and ∆ in the non-resonant vari-
ational polaron master equation.

From the ‘Materials and methods’ section of Ref. [6]
one finds that the light–matter coupling is g = 10.6 neV,
N ∈ [0.21, 16] × 1010 across the experiments which were
performed at room temperature. The dephasing rate is
(1.68/N) meV which, due to the 1/N scaling, means that
we must assume an Ohmic spectral density. Using Eq. (4)
with p = 1 in Eq. (30) one finds that A = (4β/π) ×
1.68 meV = 0.083.

Appendix B: Width of polariton peaks in absorption
spectrum

In this appendix we derive an expression for the widths
of the polariton peaks in terms of quantities discussed in
the main text.

The absorption spectrum of the cavity is [33, 42]

A(ω) = Re

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiωτ lim
t→∞

⟨E+(R, t+ τ) ·E−(R, t)⟩,

(B1)
which is the Fourier transform of the correlation func-
tion between the positive and negative components of
the electric field,

E+(R, t) = +ie

√
ωc

2V
a(t)eiωcR, (B2)

and E−(R, t) = E−(R, t)†, where R is the position of
the detector, V and e are the quantization volume and
polarization vector of the cavity mode, and a(t) is the
photon annihilation operator in the Heisenberg picture.

Assuming that the detector is far enough from the
dipole that we can ignore the phase factors, the absorp-
tion spectrum is

A(ω) = A0Re

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiωτ lim
t→∞

⟨a(t+ τ)a†(t)⟩, (B3)

where A0 = ωc/(2V ). Note that the area of the spectrum
is a constant,∫ ∞

0

dω A(ω) = πA0

(
1 + ⟨a†(∞)a(∞)⟩

)
. (B4)

Using the quantum regression theorem [32] in the vari-
ational polaron frame, one finds that

lim
t→∞

⟨a(t+ τ)a†(t)⟩ = Tr [aζ(τ)] , (B5)

where

ζ(τ) = lim
t→∞

TrB

[
U0(τ)a

†ϱ(t)U†
0 (τ)

]
, (B6)

and U0(τ) = exp[−iHτ ]. The operator ζ(τ) evolves with
respect to τ under the same master equation as ϱ(τ)—
the variational polaron frame master equation—but has
the modified initial state,

ζ(0) = a†ϱ(∞). (B7)

Within the n = 1 single exciton manifold the only non-
zero term in the trace in Eq. (B5) comes from ⟨G, 0| a =
⟨G, 1| such that

lim
t→∞

⟨a(t+ τ)a†(t)⟩ = ⟨G, 1|ζ(τ)|G, 0⟩ (B8)

=
1√
2
[ζ+G(τ) + ζ−G(τ)] , (B9)

where subscript ‘G’ refers to the zero excitation state
|G, 0⟩. The matrix elements ζ±G(τ) evolve in τ identi-
cally to the time evolution of the coherences between the
polariton states |±⟩ and the ground state |G, 0⟩. There-
fore, the absorption spectrum is related to the variational
polaron frame master equation by

A(ω) =
A0√
2
Re

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiωτ [ζ+G(τ) + ζ−G(τ)] , (B10)

with ζ±G(0) = ϱGG(∞)/
√
2 obtained from Eq. (B7). No-

tice that Eq. (B10) yields
∫∞
0

dω A(ω) = πA0ϱGG(∞)
for the area of the spectrum. When compared to Eq. (B4)
this implies that ρGG(∞) = 1 and ⟨a†(∞)a(∞)⟩ = 0,
that is, all photons must eventually leak from the cav-
ity. This appears to contradict our assumption in the
main text that the number of photons in the cavity is
constant and equal to one. But, we retain consistency if
photon leakage from the cavity occurs over a much longer
timescale than the vibrational dynamics.
We must now evaluate the integral in Eq. (B10) using

the variational polaron frame master equation. To ob-
tain results that we can interpret in terms of parameters
in the main text we secularize the variational polaron
frame master equation. In a secular master equation, co-
herences evolve generally as ϱ̇µν(τ) = −Rµνϱµν(τ) with
solution

ϱµν(τ) = ϱµν(0)e
−Rµντ , (B11)

where µ ̸= ν and Rµν is given in Eq. (49) for the varia-
tional polaron master equation. Compared to Eq. (48),
we can neglect the other terms within the ellipses in
Eq. (B11) because we are only concerned with coherences
µ ̸= ν and we have secularized the master equation.
One can now substitute Eq. (B11) into Eq. (B10), re-

placing ϱ±G(τ) with ζ±G(τ) and using the initial condi-

tions ζ±G(0) = 1/
√
2. Performing the integration yields

Eq. (29) in the main text but with the WCME quan-
tities replaced with the VPME quantities: rpG → RpG

and δpG → ∆pG. The spectrum describes two Lorentzian
distributions with maxima at the Lamb shifted polariton
energies ∆±G = ω± + Λ±, and full width half maxima

equal to 2Re[R±G] = K↓
± + 2Kϕ

±.
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Appendix C: Variational optimisation

In this section we derive the optimisation scheme that
determines which variational parameters {ηk} give the
unperturbed Hamiltonian HS in Eq. (35) that most
closely resembles the equilibrium state of the full Hamil-
tonian H.

The equilibrium density operator of the model is
exp(−βH)/Z where Z = TrB [exp(−βH)] is the partition
function, which has a free energy F = −β−1 lnZ that
is minimised in equilibrium. Substituting the partition
function into F and then using the Feynman-Bogoliubov-
Peierls upper bound identity [34] we find that,

F = −β−1 lnTrB

[
e−β(H0+HSB)

]
≤ −β−1 lnTrB

[
e−βH0

]
+

TrB [HSBe
−H0 ]

TrB [e−H0 ]
+O

(
H2

SB

)
,

(C1)

where H0 = HS +HB is the unperturbed Hamiltonian.
By construction, TrB [HSB exp(−βH0)] = 0, and further
ignoring terms of second order and greater in the pertur-
bation leads to

F ≲ −β−1 lnTrB
[
e−βH0

]
≡ FFBP. (C2)

Eq. (C2) indicates that the free energy of system plus
bath is less than or equal to the free energy of the un-
perturbed variational polaron frame Hamiltonian, FFBP.
By choosing {ηk} to minimise FFBP, H0 will be defined
such that it gives the closest representation of the equi-
librium state as permitted by a polaron type transforma-
tion. Therefore, the equilibrium contribution of HSB to
the dynamics will be minimal, and a theory perturbing
in HSB as accurate as possible through optimising {ηk}.
Using the eigensystem of H0 we find

FFBP = − 1

β
ln

(
1 +

∞∑
n=1

[
2 cosh

[
βθn
2

]
e−β(∆

2 +nν)

+ (N − 1) e−β(∆+nν)
])

tr
[
e−βHB

]
, (C3)

where ∆ = ωm − λ − ωc is the detuning and θn =√
∆2 + 4Ω2

rn. Throughout the main text we assume that
there is one photon in the cavity which means that only
the eigenstates with n = 1 contribute to the dynamics.
The equivalent assumption here is to only take the n = 1
term in the summation in Eq. (C3). We then minimise
FFBP with respect to ηk to find the optimal expression
for G(ωk) = ηk/fk given by Eqs. (34)–(42) in the main
text.

Appendix D: Variational optimization in the low
temperature regime

In the main text we focused on the experimentally rel-
evant, room temperature regime with ω0 ≲ Ωβ . In this

appendix we discuss differences when the temperature is
low enough that ω0 ≳ Ωβ . For a typical molecular high
frequency cutoff of ω0 = 6 meV [23] this requires tem-
peratures below 7 K.

Fig. 7 is similar to Fig. 3 in the main text but now
within the low temperature regime with ω0 ≳ Ωβ . There
are two differences between the high and low tempera-
ture parameter regimes. (1) At low temperature, Fig. 7
demonstrates that the effects of increasing vibrational
coupling strength are diminished because the baths are
essentially ‘frozen out’. (2) At low temperature, the size
of Ωr compared to both Ωβ and ω0 are important for B
and ∆, whereas at high temperature only Ωβ was impor-
tant. These differences do not change any of the qualita-
tive conclusions we have drawn in the main text regarding
the N scaling of the master equation. This is because in
both Fig. 3 and Fig. 7, Ḡ is described by Eq. (45), and the
system is always non-resonant to a good approximation
when Ωr ≪ Ωβ .
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FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 3 but here in the low temperature
regime with ω0 ≳ Ωβ . Parameters used: g = 0.1 µeV, ω0 =
50 meV, T = 0.1 K, and p = 3. Note that we use exaggerated
values for ω0 and T to clearly demonstrate the regime Ωβ <
Ωr < ω0.

Appendix E: Master equation derivation

In this appendix we derive the non-secular Redfield
equation in the variational polaron frame. The Redfield
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equation in the Schrödinger picture is

∂tϱ(t) = −i [HS , ϱ(t)]

−US(t)

∫ ∞

0

dτ trB

[
H̃SB(t),

[
H̃SB(t− τ), ϱ(t)

]]
US(t)

†

(E1)

where a tilde denotes operators transformed into the in-
teraction picture, trB [·] is a trace over the Hilbert spaces
of the baths, and US(t) = exp(−iHSt). HS is the sys-
tem Hamilton in Eq. (35) and HSB = HD + HP is the
system–bath interaction given in Eqs. (38)–(39). For
later algebraic ease we decompose the master equation
into contributions from each interaction type,

∂tϱ(t) = −i [HS , ϱ(t)] +
∑

a,b∈{D,P}

Lab[ϱ(t)], (E2)

where

Lab [ϱ(t)] =

− US(t)

∫ ∞

0

dτ trB

[
H̃a(t),

[
H̃b(t− τ), ϱ(t)

]]
US(t)

†.

(E3)

The superoperators LDD[ϱ(t)] and LPP [ϱ(t)] are the
displacement–type and polaron–type master equations
arising solely from HD and HP , respectively, and
LPD[ϱ(t)] + LDP [ϱ(t)] is a superoperator unique to the
variational polaron master equation.

We will now derive each master equation contribu-
tion in turn. We use subscripts {α, β, γ, δ} to denote
any eigenstate |+⟩, |−⟩ and {|d⟩} for d ∈ {d1, . . . , dN−1}
whilst we use {p, q, r, s} to label only the polaritons |+⟩
and |−⟩. Finally, we define the transition energies and
eigenstate transition operators,

ωαβ = ωα − ωβ , (E4)

Παβ = |α⟩ ⟨β| . (E5)

1. Displacement–type contribution

Substituting HD in Eq. (38) into LDD[ϱ(t)] yields the
displacement–type master equation which has the same
form as the second line of the weak vibrational coupling
master equation in Eq. (11) of the main text, except that
the spectral density in the correlation functions is re-
placed with the displacement–type spectral density,

JD(ω) = J(ω) (1−G(ω))
2
. (E6)

The origin of this difference can be seen by compar-
ing the form of the couplings in the lab and varia-
tional frame displacement–type interactions in Eq. (3)
and (38), respectively. That is, one makes the substitu-
tion fk → fk−ηk = fk(1−G(ωk)) to move from the weak
couplingHSB to the variational frame displacement–type
interaction HD.

We find that

LDD[ϱ(t)] =
∑

α,β,γ,δ

cαβγδΓ
D
1 (ωδγ) [ΠγδϱS(t),Παβ ] + H.c.,

(E7)
where cαβγδ is defined in Eq. (12) and

ΓD
1 (ν) = M+ [JD(ν)] , (E8)

where

Re (M± [F (ν)]) = π ×

{
±F (ν)ñB(ν) if ν ≥ 0,

F (−ν)nB(−ν) if ω < 0,
(E9)

and

Im (M± [F (ν)]) =

P
∫ ∞

0

dω F (ω)

[
± ñB(ω)

ν − ω
+

nB(ω)

ν + ω

]
, (E10)

for any function F (ν). The functional with a negative
subscript, M−[F (ν)], will be used in the variational–type
master equation. In this notation, the Fourier transform
of the single phonon correlation function given in Eq. (13)
is Γ1(ν) = M+[J(ν)].

2. Polaron–type contribution

Substituting HP in Eq. (39) into LPP [ϱ(t)] yields,

LPP [ϱ(t)] = (E11)

−
∑
αβpq

(
c
P (−)
αβ ΓP (−)(ωqβ) [Παp,ΠβqϱS(t)] (E12)

+ c
P (−)∗
αβ ΓP (−)(ωβq) [Πpα,ΠqβϱS(t)] (E13)

+ c
P (+)
αβ ΓP (+)(ωβq) [Παp,ΠqβϱS(t)] (E14)

+ c
P (+)∗
αβ ΓP (+)(ωqβ) [Πpα,ΠβqϱS(t)]

)
+H.c.,

(E15)

where the rate functions are

ΓP (±)(ν) =
Ω2

r

2N

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiντ
(
e±ϕ(τ) − 1

)
, (E16)

and the coefficients are,

c
P (−)
αβ =

N∑
i=1

uiαuiβ , (E17)

c
P (+)
αβ =

N∑
i=1

uiαu
∗
iβ . (E18)

The polaron–type phonon propagator ϕ(τ) is defined in
Eq. (57) and depends on the polaron–type spectral den-
sity function,

JP (ω) = J(ω)
G(ω)2

ω2
. (E19)
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By expanding exp(ϕ(τ)) ≈ 1 + ϕ(τ) in Eq. (E16), one
can identify the single and multi phonon contributions of
the polaron–type master, by using∫ ∞

0

dτ eiντ
(
e±ϕ(τ) − 1

)
= ±M+ [JP (ν)]

+

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiντ
(
e±ϕ(τ) − 1∓ ϕ(τ)

)
. (E20)

3. Variational–type contribution

Substituting HD and HP in Eqs. (38) and (39) into
LDP [ϱ(t)] + LPD[ϱ(t)] yields

LDP [ϱ(t)] + LPD[ϱ(t)] = (E21)

−
∑
αβγp

(
cV1,αβγΓ

V (ωγp) [Παβ ,ΠpγϱS(t)] (E22)

+ cV2,αβγΓ
V (ωβα) [Πγp,ΠαβϱS(t)] (E23)

+ cV1,αβγΓ
V (ωβα) [ΠαβϱS(t),Πpγ ] (E24)

+ cV2,αβγΓ
V (ωpγ) [ΠγpϱS(t),Παβ ]

)
+H.c., (E25)

where the rate function is

ΓV
αβγ(ν) =

Ωr√
2N

M− [JV (ν)] , (E26)

the coefficients are,

cV1,αβγ =

N∑
i=1

uiαu
∗
iβu

∗
iγ (E27)

cV2,αβγ =

N∑
i=1

uiαu
∗
iβuiγ , (E28)

and the real and imaginary parts of M−[·] are given in
Eqs. (E9)–(E10). The variational–type spectral density
function is

JV (ω) = J(ω) (1−G(ω))
G(ω)

ω
(E29)

=
√
JD(ω)JP (ω). (E30)

Appendix F: Non resonance

As shown in Fig. 3 in the main text, if Ωr ≫ Ωβ then
the detuning becomes equal to the vibrational reorgani-
zation energy, ∆ = −S1(0). If the vibrational coupling
is strong enough that |∆| is comparable to 2Ωr, then the
system must be described by a non-resonant Hamiltonian
in the variational polaron frame.

If one cannot make the resonant approximation, then
within the single photon and exciton manifold, HS in
Eq. (35) has the following polariton eigenstates,

|±⟩ = ∓
√
NU∓ |G, 1⟩ ± U± |B⟩ , (F1)

where

U± =
±1√
2N

(
1± ∆

θ

) 1
2

, (F2)

and

θ =
√
4Ω2

r +∆2. (F3)

The polariton states have energies

ω± =
ωm + ωc ± θ

2
. (F4)

The N − 1 degenerate dark states are described by the
same vectors as in the resonant model and have an energy
ωm. This means that the transition energies in the non-
resonant model are asymmetric, ω+ − ωd = (θ − ∆)/2
and ωd − ω− = (θ +∆)/2.
We will now discuss the transition rates, dephasing

rates, and Lamb shifts for the non-resonant variational
polaron master equation. As in the resonant case in the
main text, we derive these quantities by deriving the fol-
lowing element of the master equation

ϱ̇µν(t) = −Rµν(∆)ϱµν(t) + . . . , (F5)

where

Rµν(∆) =
K↓

µ(∆) +K↓
ν (∆)

2
+Kϕ

µν(∆)+i∆µν(∆). (F6)

Rµν(0) = Rµν is the resonant value given in Section IV.
The loss rates can be written as summations of the tran-
sition rates,

K↓
µ(∆) =

∑
α ̸=µ

Kµ→α(∆), (F7)

and the Lamb shifted transition frequencies are

∆µν(∆) = [ωµ(∆) + Λµ(∆)]− [ων(∆) + Λν(∆)] , (F8)

where ωµ(∆) are the non-resonant eigenenergies.
We can anticipate the effects of detuning by consid-

ering the coupling operators in HSB = HD + HP in
Eqs. (38) and (39). In the large detuning limit, the
lower polariton localizes onto the single photon state
|−⟩ → |G, 1⟩, whilst the upper polariton localizes onto
the bright state |+⟩ → |B⟩. Therefore, in HD—which
describes single phonon processes—the molecular cou-
pling operator σ+

i σ
−
i = |ei, 0⟩ ⟨ei, 0| only connects the

dark states and upper polariton together, whilst in HP—
which describes single and multi phonon processes—the
coupling operator aσ+

i = |ei, 0⟩ ⟨G, 1| only connects the
dark states and upper polariton to the lower polariton.
Consequently, in the large detuning limit, we expect sin-
gle phonon processes involving the lower polariton to be
suppressed, and multi phonon processes between the up-
per polariton and dark states to be suppressed. Addi-
tionally, since aσ+

i does not contain a state projector in
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the large detuning limit, we also expect multi phonon
dephasing processes to be suppressed. As discussed in
the main text, the leading order contribution to dephas-
ing is multi phonon, and so non-resonance will lead to
narrower polariton line widths than expected from the
resonant theory.

1. Master equations

The master equations for the non-resonant model are
modified slightly from those given in Appendix E for the
resonant model, due to the modified eigenstates.

The displacement–type master equation has the same
form as Eq. (E7) with cαβγδ given by Eq. (12). However,
the uiα now take the forms

uiα =

{
U± if α = ±,

uid if α = d,
(F9)

where U± are given in Eq. (F2) and uid are the same as
in the resonant theory.

The non-resonant polaron–type master equation can
be obtained from Eq. (E11) with the replacements,

c
P (±)
αβ → c

P (±)
αβpq = 2Nc

P (±)
αβ |U−p||U−q|, (F10)

where c
P (±)
αβ are given in Eqs. (E17)–(E18).

Lastly, the non-resonant variational–type master equa-
tion can be obtained from Eq. (E21) with the replace-
ments,

cVj,αβγ → cVj,αβγp =
√
2NcVj,αβγ |U−p|, (F11)

for j ∈ {1, 2} where cVj,αβγ are given in Eqs. (E27)–(E28).

2. Transition rates

We will write the rates in terms of a generalized rate
function,

γ∆(ν, {a, b, c}) = a γ1(ν) + b γeven
>1 (ν) + c γodd

>1 (ν)
(F12)

where a, b, and c are free parameters that may depend
on ∆. γ1(ν) describes single phonon processes and is
given in Eq. (14). The remaining functions γeven

>1 (ν) =

2Re[Γeven
>1 (ν)] and Γodd

>1 (ν) = 2Re[Γodd
>1 (ν)] describe even-

and odd-ordered multi phonon processes, given generally
by

ΓM
>1(ν) = Ω2

r

∑
m=2
m∈M

1

m!

∫ ∞

0

dτ eiντϕ(τ)m, (F13)

where M ∈ {even, odd} denotes only even or odd val-
ues of m are included in the summation, and m = 2 is

excluded if M ∈ odd. We also define the dimensionless
parameter,

ε =
∆

θ
, (F14)

which quantifies the detuning.
We find the non-resonant polariton-to-polariton tran-

sition rates,

K±→∓(∆) =
1

4N
γ∆

(
±θ,

{
1− ε2, 2ε2, 2

})
, (F15)

which indicates that in the limit of large detuning, single
phonon transitions between polaritons are suppressed,
whilst even ordered multi phonon transitions are en-
hanced. The transition rates from the polaritons to the
dark states are

K±→d(∆) =

1

2N
γ∆

(
±θ ∓∆

2
, {1± ε, 1∓ ε, 1∓ ε}

)
, (F16)

and transitions from dark states to the polaritons are the
same up to a sign change on the first argument of the
function on the right-hand-side which turns absorption
processes into emission and vice-versa. The transition
rates between degenerate dark states are the same as in
the resonant model because dark states do not change
off-resonance, Kd→d′ ̸=d(∆) = γ1(0)/N .
Eqs. (F15)–(F16) show that as the detuning increases,

transitions between the upper polariton and the dark
states are increasingly dominated by single phonon pro-
cesses, whilst multi phonon processes become increas-
ingly dominant for transitions between the lower polari-
ton and the dark states. In the limit Ωr ≫ ω0 this may
have important implications because multi phonon pro-
cesses are exponentially faster than single phonon pro-
cesses. The total loss rates from the eigenstates are,

K↓
±(∆) = K±→∓(∆) + (N − 1)K±→d(∆), (F17)

K↓
d(∆) = Kd→+(∆) +Kd→−(∆) +

N − 2

N
γ1(0). (F18)

3. Dephasing rates

As in the resonant master equation, the dephasing
rates have contributions from the displacement–type and
polaron–type master equations:

Kϕ
µν(∆) = kϕµν(∆) + kΦµν(∆). (F19)

The displacement–type contribution has the same form
as in Eq. (25) but with the cαβγδ coefficient in Eq. (12)
now dependent on the non-resonant eigenbasis as de-
scribed by Eq. (F9). The polaron–type contribution—
with kΦµν(0) given for the resonant model in Eq. (62)—
gains an overall prefactor dependent on the detuning,

kΦµν(∆) =
(
1− ε2

)
kΦµν(0). (F20)
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In terms of the generalized dephasing function,

γϕ
∆ ({a, b}) = a γ1(0) + b γϕ

>1(0), (F21)

where γϕ
>1(0) is the multi phonon dephasing rate function

defined through Eq. (63), the dephasing rates are

Kϕ
+−(∆) = γϕ

∆

({
1

2N
ε2, 2

(
1− ε2

)})
, (F22)

Kϕ
±G(∆) = γϕ

∆

({
1

8N
(1± ε)

2
,
1

2

(
1− ε2

)})
, (F23)

Kϕ
±d(∆) = γϕ

∆

({
1

8N
(1∓ ε)

2
,
1

2

(
1− ε2

)})
, (F24)

Kϕ
dG(∆) = Kϕ

dG(0) = γϕ
∆

({
1

2N
, 0

})
, (F25)

Kϕ
didj

(∆) = Kϕ
didj

(0) = 0. (F26)

When the detuning is large, multi phonon dephasing pro-
cesses are suppressed by 1 − ε2. Moreover, Eq. (F23)
shows that non-resonance breaks the equality of the po-

lariton dephasing rates such that Kϕ
+G(∆) > Kϕ

−G(∆).
However, the symmetry breaking occurs in the single
phonon dephasing processes, which are not the leading
order contribution, and so this effect may be too small
to observe even for a large detuning.

4. Lamb shifts

We will write the Lamb shifts in terms of a generalized
Lamb shift function,

S∆(ν, {a, b, c}) = a Sv
1 (ν)+b Seven

>1 (ν)+c Sodd
>1 (ν) (F27)

where Sv
1 (ν) describes single phonon processes and

is given in Eq. (82). The remaining functions are
Seven
>1 (ν) = Im[Γeven

>1 (ν)] and Sodd
>1 (ν) = Im[Γodd

>1 (ν)]

where Γeven
>1 (ν) and Γodd

>1 (ν) are given in Eq. (F13). In
terms of Eq. (F27) the Lamb shift induced by transitions
between polaritons is

Λt
±→∓(∆) =

1

4N
S∆(±θ, {1− ε2, 2ε2, 2}), (F28)

and the shift induced by transitions from polaritons to
dark states is

Λt
±→d(∆) =

1

2N
S∆

(
±θ ∓∆

2
, {1± ε, 1∓ ε, 1∓ ε}

)
.

(F29)
The superscript ‘t’ denotes that this arises from real tran-
sitions. The Lamb shifts induced by transitions from
dark states to polaritons are obtained from Eq. (F29) by
inverting the sign in the first argument of the function on
the right-hand-side. The Lamb shift induced by transi-
tions between the degenerate dark states is equal to the
resonant value, Λt

d→d′ ̸=d = S1(0)/N . Notice that Lamb
shifts induced by transitions have the same dependen-
cies on detuning as the transitions which generate them,
described in Eqs. (F15) and (F16).
Lastly, we describe the Lamb shifts induced by virtual

self transitions through the generalized function

Sϕ
∆({a, b}) = a Sv

1 (0) + b Sϕ
>1(0), (F30)

where Sϕ
>1(0) is the multi phonon contribution defined

through Eq. (63). One finds the following virtual self
Lamb shifts,

Λs
±→±(∆) =

1

4N
Sϕ
∆

(
{1± ϵ, 1− ϵ2}

)
, (F31)

Λs
d→d(∆) = Λs

d→d(0) =
1

N
Sϕ
∆ ({1, 0}) . (F32)

(F33)

Combining the Lamb shifts from virtual and real tran-
sitions, the total shift of each eigenstate is

Λ±(∆) = Λ±→∓(∆) + (N − 1)Λ±→d(∆)

+ Λ±→±(∆), (F34)

Λd(∆) = Λd→+(∆) + Λd→−(∆) +
N − 2

N
S1(0)

+ Λd→d(∆), (F35)

where each Lamb shift is a summation of the contribu-
tion from real and virtual transitions, e.g., Λ+→−(∆) =
Λt
+→−(∆) + Λs

+→−(∆).
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