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The primary function of organic light-emitting diodes (OLEDs) is to convert electrons into pho-
tons. However, only 25 % of the electronic states (singlets) in electrically excited fluorescent
molecules can emit light, which is why triplet harvesting has attracted significant attention. Specif-
ically, one often aims to maximize the rate of triplet-to-singlet conversion, while at the same time,
it is crucial to depopulate the singlets fast enough—before they convert to triplets or interact with
other excited states, potentially breaking molecular bonds. Planar microcavities provide a viable
architecture to address these issues. By confining the emitters within planar microcavities one can
couple the excitons to cavity modes and engineer the population dynamics to one’s liking. While
the weak-coupling regime is renowned for Purcell-enhanced emission, strongly coupled excitons and
photons hybridize to form entirely new energy eigenstates known as polaritons. To fully understand
and optimize exciton-photon interactions and light-emission mechanisms across various coupling
regimes, a unified theory of optically coupled (and uncoupled) OLEDs is needed. In this article,
we introduce a quantum master equation model spanning the zero-, weak-, and strong-coupling
regimes. We derive the different rates using Fermi’s golden rule and Marcus theory, show how the
different regimes converge, and finally evaluate the internal quantum efficiencies in all cases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Organic light-emitting diodes (OLEDs) are revolution-
izing display and lighting applications with their unique
advantages over traditional inorganic LEDs. Producing
vibrant colors, achieving high-contrast ratios, and op-
erating on flexible substrates, OLEDs have become the
cornerstone of next-generation devices such as foldable
smartphones, advanced televisions, and even transpar-
ent displays [1–7]. In addition, it can be eco-friendlier
to manufacture and recycle OLEDs than LEDs [8–11].
Despite of their benefits, there are some inherent chal-
lenges with OLEDs that have hindered their adoption
in a wider range of applications, particularly in general
illumination. Most notably, excitons can exist in two
fundamentally different spin configurations: one singlet
state and three triplet states [12].

The singlet exciton is the only one that can efficiently
and rapidly emit light through fluorescence. In contrast,
triplet excitons cannot directly emit photons due to spin
conservation rules, making them non-emissive in typical
fluorescent OLEDs [3]. The non-emitting triplet states
not only fail to contribute to light output but also pose
additional challenges. At higher input currents and exci-
ton densities, triplet excitons are more likely to interact
with other excitons or polarons. These interactions con-
vert excitonic energy into heat rather than light, reducing
the overall efficiency of the device—a phenomenon known
as efficiency roll-off [13–15]. Furthermore, the accumula-
tion of long-lived triplet states increases the likelihood of
collisions that can break molecular bonds, causing irre-
versible degradation of the organic materials [16].
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The issues outlined above can be addressed using pla-
nar microcavity architectures [17–21]. By embedding the
emitting molecules within optical cavities and engineer-
ing the photonic environment, it becomes possible to con-
trol exciton dynamics and enhance light emission. In the
weak-coupling regime, the Purcell effect increases the ra-
diative decay rate of singlet excitons, thereby improving
overall emission efficiency [22]. Furthermore, as the sin-
glets depopulate quickly enough, they do not have time
to convert into harmful triplets via inter-system crossing
(ISC). For phosphorescent OLEDs, this is equivalent to
Purcell-suppressed reverse ISC (RISC) [19]. In this ar-
ticle, OLEDs operating in the weak-coupling regime are
referred to as microcavity OLEDs (MOLEDs).

In the strong-coupling regime, where exciton-photon
interactions exceed exciton-photon losses, light and mat-
ter hybridize to form collective energy eigenstates known
as (exciton) polaritons [23–27]. Polaritons offer new op-
portunities to manipulate energy transfer processes. For
instance, in the few-molecule case, where the number of
coupled emitters is sufficient to preserve polaritonic ef-
fects, RISC can be enhanced by tuning the lower po-
lariton below the first-order triplet state [28–31]. We
call OLEDs in this regime polariton OLEDs (POLEDs).
Fig. 1(a) shows a single molecule in such a device.

While both coupling regimes provide unique advan-
tages, fully understanding and exploiting the exciton-
photon interactions remains a challenging yet promising
frontier in OLED optimization. Theoretical insights in
this regard often rely on quantum master equations [32–
38]. Despite recent advancements, a comprehensive mas-
ter equation model covering all the coupling regimes has
been missing. Such a unified model could bridge the gap
between different coupling regimes and provide a more
complete understanding of light-emission mechanisms in
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ELECTRICAL EXCITATION(a)

FIG. 1. (a) A schematic picture of the system: organic molecule(s) inside an optical cavity. We consider no coupling (OLEDs),
weak coupling (MOLEDs), and strong coupling with the cavity mode (POLEDs). The molecules are weakly coupled to the
surrounding phonon bath and experience electrical excitation, polariton transitions, dephasing, ISC, RISC, emission, and
nonradiative losses. Even though a single, strongly coupled molecule with its polariton contributions is shown, we consider
an ensemble of N molecules. UP/N = one N th of upper polariton [cf. Eq. (14)], ER/N = one N th of exciton reservoir,
LP/N = one N th of lower polariton, T = triplet, G = ground state. (b) A snapshot of the main results: (relative) internal
quantum efficiencies (IQEs) of OLEDs (R = 0), MOLEDs (R = 0.8), and POLEDs (R = 0.99) as functions of cavity thickness,
normalized to OLED IQE. R = mirror reflectivity and N = 106. Other parameters are given in Table I.

these devices, guiding the design of more efficient OLEDs.
In this article, we take the first steps in developing such
a model.

Starting from the Holstein-Tavis-Cummings (HTC)
Hamiltonian [34, 35], and using both the Fermi’s golden
rule (FGR) [39] and Marcus theory of electron trans-
fer [40], we derive rates for electrical excitation, po-
lariton transitions, dephasing, ISC, RISC, emission,
and nonradiative losses, as schematically illustrated
in Fig. 1(a). Then, using the Gorini-Kossakowski-
Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) master equation of open
quantum systems [41], we solve the system’s population
dynamics in all the coupling regimes. We apply our
model in estimating the system’s internal quantum ef-
ficiency (IQE), i.e., the ratio of photons generated to ex-
citons formed by injected charge carriers. Fig. 1(b) shows
a snapshot of these results. With optimized cavity pa-
rameters, our model predicts the cavity advantage of ap-
proximately 2 % for 1,3,5-tris(4-(diphenylamino)phenyl)-
2,4,6-tricyanobenzene (3DPA3CN). Even though we re-
strict ourselves to weakly coupled environment and lin-
ear processes, we believe our results will help with actual
device design, particularly in optimizing the cavity thick-
ness and mirror reflectivity.

This article is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we
present a detailed description of our model, focusing on
the derivation and comparison of all the different POLED
rates. As we shall see, the majority of MOLED and
OLED rates can be expressed in terms of these rates.
In Sec. III, we demonstrate how the classical rate equa-
tions emerge from the model and how they change, as
we first approach the MOLED case and eventually the
basic OLED case with decreasing light-matter coupling
strength (or increasing cavity losses). In Sec. IV, we use

the steady-state solutions of these rate equations to eval-
uate the IQE in all the coupling regimes. Finally, Sec. V
provides a summary, conclusions, and discussion.

II. THEORY

A. Hamiltonian and main assumptions

Our system of interest consists of N identical organic
molecules coupled to a single cavity mode. We consider

TABLE I. Example parameters used in this article.

Parameter Value

N 106

Vst 20 µeV
λst 100 meV

λgt 330 meV

µ 9× 10−30 Cs

Es 2.51 eV

Et 2.41 eV

Es,cut 80 meV

Et,cut 70 meV

neff 2

γ(J) 1

J 100 mA/cm2

A 1 µm2

T 293 K

R 0.99
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the weak-pumping and weak system-environment cou-
pling regimes. That is, the molecules are assumed to
carry at most one exciton at a time, and the exciton is
weakly coupled to the surrounding phonon bath, which
we assume is common for all the molecular sites. Tak-
ing both the singlets (S) and triplets (T ) into account,
we can describe the system with the HTC Hamiltonian
H = HS + HB + HI [34, 35]. Using the rotating-wave
approximation and omitting the triplet-cavity mode cou-
plings, we have

HS =

N∑
n=1

Es|Sn⟩⟨Sn|+
N∑

n=1

Et|Tn⟩⟨Tn|+ Ecâ
†â

+ Vst

N∑
n=1

(
|Sn⟩⟨Tn|+ |Tn⟩⟨Sn|

)
+ g1

N∑
n=1

(
|Sn⟩⟨G|â+ |G⟩⟨Sn|â†

)
, (1)

HB =
∑
l

ϵlb̂
†
l b̂l, (2)

HI = h̄
∑
l

N∑
n=1

(
σl|Sn⟩⟨Sn|+ τl|Tn⟩⟨Tn|

)
(b̂l + b̂†l ). (3)

Here, Es and Et are the ∗0↔0 transition energies. This
simplification makes it more straightforward and mean-
ingful to compare the different coupling regimes. Namely,
while it is typically the ∗0→2 (0→2∗) transition that
dominates weak (strong) coupling, focusing on the ∗0↔0
transition allows us to consider both simultaneously
within a unified framework. Physically, this would mean
internal conversion being faster than any other timescale
in the system, effectively redistributing population to the
lowest vibrational state before any significant emission or
absorption event occurs.
â† (â) is the creation (annihilation) operator of a

photon with the energy Ec. For simplicity, we re-
strict our attention to the smallest possible energy Ec =
πh̄c/(neffLc), where neff and Lc are the cavity’s refrac-
tive index and thickness, respectively. Vst is the singlet-
triplet coupling strength. Global ground state is denoted
by |G⟩. gN = µ

√
NEc/(2ϵ0V ) is the light-matter cou-

pling strength with µ and V being the transition dipole
moment (TDM) and mode volume, respectively. The
TDM of triplets is typically negligible [23], which allowed

us to omit the triplet-cavity mode interactions. b̂†l (b̂l)
is the creation (annihilation) operator of a delocalized
phonon with the energy ϵl. Finally, σl (τl) is the cou-
pling strength between the lth harmonic mode and a sin-
glet (triplet) exciton. While more realistic models would
consider a continuum of cavity modes [42], direct sums of
H often give sufficient fits in multimode experiments [43].

Since one of our objectives is to assist with actual de-
vice design, the effects of cavity thickness should be taken
more accurately into account; By tuning Lc, one can ad-
just Ec out of resonance with Es, in which case the cou-
pling strength should gradually vanish. However, this

does not occur with the current definition of gN .
Writing HS in the interaction picture and perform-

ing time coarse graining over some adequate timescale
∆t [44], we get

H ′
S ≈ g1

∆t

N∑
n=1

∫ ∆t

0

(
ei(Es−Ec)s/h̄|Sn⟩⟨G|â

+e−i(Es−Ec)s/h̄|G⟩⟨Sn|â†
)
ds.

(4)

Assuming small disorder in the singlet energies, the de-
tunings become independent. And because N ≫ 0, cen-
tral limit theorem allows us to replace the uniform dis-
tributions with Gaussians. Evaluating the integrals and
returning to the Schrödinger picture, we can replace gN
with

geff ≈ gNe
− 1

2

(
Es−Ec
Ecut

)2
. (5)

Here, Ecut is a cut-off energy that should satisfy Ecut ≫
g1 for the interaction-picture state to remain nearly con-
stant over the averaging interval ∆t [45]. Accordingly, we
use Ecut = g1× 104. While the detailed derivation of op-
timal Ecut falls outside the scope of this article, this spe-
cific value—with the rest of the parameters—will allow a
tuning range of ±20 nm for the cavity thickness, which is
consistent with prior works (see, e.g., Refs. [19, 24]). In
actual experiments, Ecut could be treated as a fitting pa-
rameter. In fact, Eq. (5) has been shown to provide good
experimental fits in similar physical systems [46, 47].
Let us proceed by diagonalizing the system Hamilto-

nian. Assuming the dominance of light-matter coupling
and that Vst ≪ |Es−Et|, h̄σl ≪ |Es−ϵl| , h̄τl ≪ |Et−ϵl|,
HS can be diagonalized (nearly) independently from the
singlet-triplet couplings and HI . In the triplet manifold,
we get the N trivial eigenstates |Tn⟩. In the polariton
manifold, we get the following N + 1 eigenstates,

|P+⟩ =
α√
N

N∑
n=1

|Sn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩+ β|G⟩ ⊗ |1⟩, (6)

|P−⟩ =
β√
N

N∑
n=1

|Sn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ − α|G⟩ ⊗ |1⟩, (7)

|Dk⟩ =
1√
N

N∑
n=1

ei2πnk/N |Sn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩, k ∈ [1, N − 1]. (8)

|P+⟩ is the upper polariton (UP), |P−⟩ is the lower po-
lariton (LP), and |Dk⟩ are the dark states, which are col-
lectively referred to as the exciton reservoir (ER). The
parameters α and β satisfy

|α|2 =
1

2

(
1 +

Es − Ec√
(Es − Ec)2 + 4g2eff

)
, (9)

|β|2 =
1

2

(
1− Es − Ec√

(Es − Ec)2 + 4g2eff

)
, (10)
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the squares being known as the Hopfield coefficients,
whereas the eigenenergies of the polaritons are

E± =
Es + Ec

2
±
√
g2eff +

(Es − Ec)2

4
. (11)

Note that, due to the omitted phonon couplings, these
energies actually correspond to the centers of the polari-
ton spectra. The N − 1 dark states, in turn, share the
eigenenergy Es.

B. Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad master
equation and jump operators

The time evolution of open quantum systems ρ, caused
by inevitable interactions with the environment, is cap-
tured by the GKSL master equation [41]

ρ̇ = − i

h̄
[HS , ρ] +

∑
k

Γk

(
L̂kρL̂

†
k − 1

2
{L̂†

kL̂k, ρ}
)
. (12)

The commutator [HS , ρ] := HSρ − ρHS gives the uni-
tary dynamics of the system, while the sum over jump
operators L̂k gives the non-unitary, environment-induced
dynamics. Each channel is weighted by the rate Γk, and
the anti-commutator is defined as {X,Y } := XY + Y X.
Eq. (12) is the main tool of this article. That is, ρ

describes the joint state of singlets, triplets, and cavity
mode. All the processes we are interested in are schemat-
ically visualized in Fig. 1(a), and we will derive their rates
in the following subsections.

C. Electrical excitation

Let us begin by constructing phenomenological op-
erators for electrical excitation and the corresponding
rates. In the singlet-triplet basis, we can consider the
simple projections |Sn⟩⟨G| and |Tn⟩⟨G| with the rates
ΓG→Tn

= 3ΓG→Sn
; For clarity, we omit the specific spin

configurations of triplets and only require there to be
three times as many triplets as singlets.

From a simplistic point of view, ΓG→Sn
depends on

only two factors: how many electrons and holes per sec-
ond and molecular site are injected to the system and
where the available sites are located. The number of
electrons per second is given by the ratio of current and
elementary charge, I/e, which we can also write in terms
of the current density J and the mode volume’s effec-
tive cross-section A as JA/e. To account for correct spin
configurations and possible electron-hole mismatch, we
multiply by γ(J)/4, where γ(J) is the electron-hole bal-
ance ratio [48]. Taking the sites into account, we get
γ(J)JA/(4eN); The more sites there are, the less prob-
able it is for the specific site n to get excited.

Then, say the electrons and holes move at the drift
velocities ve and vh, respectively, and once they meet

somewhere between the electrodes, they combine to form
excitons in the characteristic recombination time τ =
∆z2/(4Deff) [49]. Here, ∆z is the width of the exciton
formation zone and Deff = DeDh/(De +Dh) is the effec-
tive diffusion coefficient of electrons and holes. Assuming
equal probability for all sites inside the exciton forma-
tion zone to get excited and zero outside of it, we get the
pumping rate

ΓG→Sn =χ
( veL

ve + vh
−
√
Deffτ ,

veL

ve + vh
+
√
Deffτ , zn

)

× γ(J)JA

4eN
, (13)

where L is the distance between the electrodes, zn is
the distance between the nth molecule and cathode, and
χ(z1, z2, z) = 1 if z ∈ [z1, z2] and χ(z1, z2, z) = 0 other-
wise.
Moving to the polariton basis, we get

|Sn⟩ =
1√
N

(
α∗|P+⟩+ β∗|P−⟩+

N−1∑
k=1

e−i 2πnk
N |Dk⟩

)
,

(14)
and the polaritonic pumping rates can be identified as

ΓG→P+ = |α|2⟨ΓG→Sn⟩, (15)

ΓG→Dk
= ⟨ΓG→Sn

⟩, (16)

ΓG→P− = |β|2⟨ΓG→Sn
⟩, (17)

where ⟨•⟩ denotes the arithmetic mean over all molecular
sites. Here we omitted possible polariton coherences, but
that is justified in the presence of very strong dephasing.

D. Polariton transitions and dephasing

Transitions between polaritons (including the dark
states) are given by the projections |f⟩⟨i|, where i, f =
P±, Dk and i ̸= f . In dephasing, we have i = f . We
calculate the rates Γi→f using FGR [3, 39],

Γi→f =
2π

h̄
|⟨f |HI |i⟩|2/eV. (18)

Note that here we have seemingly omitted the density
of states, since we are interested in the transition rates
between pairs of states and not, e.g., UP and all the dark
states simultaneously.

1. UP-to-ER and ER-to-UP

The UP-to-ER coupling term can be identified by writ-
ing the term |Sn⟩⟨Sn| in HI in the polariton basis. Be-
cause moving from UP to ER means creating a (high-
energy) phonon, we can omit the annihilation opera-

tors b̂l. As the final bath state, we use b̂†l′ρthb̂l′/tr[•]
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and its purification |ψth+1⟩ = b̂†l′ |ψth⟩/
√

tr[•]. Here,
l′ labels the harmonic mode of the transition energy
∆+s = E+ − Es. We take multiphonon processes to
be negligible. Using the definition of the spectral density
J(E) := 2πh̄

∑
l |σ(El)|2δ(E−El) = 2πh̄|σ(E)|2/eV [41],

we get

ΓP+→Dk
=

2π

h̄

∣∣∣⟨Dk| ⊗ ⟨ψth+1|
∑
l,n

αh̄σl
N

e−i 2πnk
N |Dk⟩

⟨P+|b̂†l |P+⟩ ⊗ |ψth⟩
∣∣∣2/eV (19)

=
2πh̄|α|2

N2tr[•]∣∣∣∑
l,n

σle
−i 2πnk

N ⟨ψth|b̂l′ b̂†l |ψth⟩
∣∣∣2/eV (20)

=
2πh̄|α|2

tr[•]
|σl′ |2⟨ψth|(b̂†l′ b̂l′ + 1)|ψth⟩2/eV (21)

= |α|2J(∆+s)tr[•] (22)

= |α|2J(∆+s)[n(∆+s) + 1], (23)

where n(E) is the Bose-Einstein distribution,

n(E) =
1

e
E

kBT − 1
. (24)

The ER-to-UP transition rate is given by otherwise the

same approach but with b̂l,n and |ψth−1⟩ instead of b̂†l,n
and |ψth+1⟩. This gives us

ΓDk→P+
= |α|2J(∆+s)n(∆+s). (25)

Throughout the rest of this article, we shall use the super-
Ohmic spectral density with the cut-off energy Es,cut,

J(E) =
1

h̄

E3

E2
s,cut

e−E/Es,cut . (26)

2. ER-to-LP and LP-to-ER

Here, the FGR calculations yield

ΓDk→P− = |β|2J(∆s−)[n(∆s− + 1], (27)

ΓP−→Dk
= |β|2J(∆s−)n(∆s−). (28)

3. UP-to-LP and LP-to-UP

Finally, the transition rates between the bright polari-
ton states become

ΓP+→P− = |α|2|β|2J(∆+−)[n(∆+−) + 1], (29)

ΓP−→P+
= |α|2|β|2J(∆+−)n(∆+−). (30)

With geff approaching zero, we can see that the transi-
tion rates weighted by |β|2 approach zero as well. In the
weak-coupling regime, however, the light-matter coupling
can be treated as a perturbation, and the rates ΓP+→P−

and ΓDk→P− are replaced by

Γweak
Sn→M = FP

E3
sµ

2

3πϵ0h̄
4c3

e−
1
2

(
Es−Ec
Ecut

)2
, (31)

where M stands for (cavity) mode and FP is the Purcell
factor [50]

FP =
3

4π2

Q

V

(2πh̄c
Es

)3
. (32)

Here, Q is the cavity quality factor that can be written
in terms of the cavity mirrors’ reflectivities R as [3]

Q =
EcLc

h̄c

√
R

1−R
. (33)

As the loss rates dominate in this regime, we can assume
that the photon escapes the cavity before it can re-excite
the singlets. Hence, we set the upward rates to zero.

4. Dephasing

Because with dephasing there is no energy exchange
with the environment, the initial and final bath states
are the same (in energy). Therefore ⟨f |HI |i⟩ = 0 and we
need to apply the second-order perturbation theory [51],

Γi→f =
2π

h̄

∑
m

∣∣∣∣∣ ⟨f |HI |m⟩⟨m|HI |i⟩
Ei − Em

∣∣∣∣∣
2

/eV, m ̸= i. (34)

Whenever the intermediate bath state |m⟩ is above |i⟩ =
|f⟩ in energy (i.e., when the intermediate system state is
lower in energy), we use the intermediate state |ψth+1⟩.
And whenever |m⟩ is lower in energy, we use the inter-
mediate state |ψth−1⟩.
The dephasing rates for UP, ER, and LP become

ΓP+
=

h̄

2π

{
(N − 1)

|α|4

∆2
+s

J(∆+s)
2[n(∆+s) + 1]2

+
|α|4|β|4

∆2
+−

J(∆+−)
2[n(∆+−) + 1]2

}
× eV, (35)

ΓDk
=

h̄

2π

{
|α|4

∆2
+s

J(∆+s)
2n(∆+s)

2

+
|β|4

∆2
s−
J(∆s−)

2[n(∆s−) + 1]2

}
× eV, (36)

ΓP− =
h̄

2π

{
|α|4|β|4

∆2
+−

J(∆+−)
2n(∆+−)

2

+ (N − 1)
|β|4

∆2
s−
J(∆s−)

2n(∆s−)
2

}
× eV, (37)
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respectively. Eq. (36) also gives the transition rate be-
tween different dark states, ΓDk→Dk′ = ΓDk

. However, if
the different dark states behave in a symmetric fashion,
these transitions cancel out.

E. ISC and RISC

ISC and RISC are important processes from the point
of view of triplet harvesting. While the singlet-to-
triplet ISC rate should be minimized, the triplet-to-
singlet RISC rate should be maximized. According to
the celebrated Marcus theory of electron transfer, these
rates are given—under the assumption of very fast in-
ternal conversion, i.e., when the lowest vibrational levels
dominate—by [3, 40]

kM (i, f) =
2π

h̄
|⟨f |Hst|i⟩|2ρ(Eif ) (38)

=
V 2
st

h̄

√
π

λfikBT
e
−

(λfi+∆fi)
2

4λfikBT . (39)

Here, Hst is the singlet-triplet interaction term appearing
in the HTC Hamiltonian, ρ(Eif ) is the joint density of
states of the initial and final wavefunctions, λfi = λif is
the reorganization energy—independent of the process’s
direction—and ∆fi = Ef−Ei is the change of free energy.

1. ISC

Applying Eqs. (38) and (39) to UP, we get the ISC rate

ΓP+→Tn
=

2π

h̄
|⟨Tn|Hst|P+⟩|2ρ(E+t) (40)

=
2π

h̄

∣∣∣Vst α√
N

∣∣∣2ρ(E+t) (41)

=
|α|2

N
kM (+, t). (42)

Similar calculations for the dark states and LP yield

ΓDk→Tn =
1

N
kM (s, t), (43)

ΓP−→Tn
=

|β|2

N
kM (−, t). (44)

2. RISC

The RISC rates differ from the corresponding ISC rates
only in terms of the order of arguments,

ΓTn→P+ =
|α|2

N
kM (t,+), (45)

ΓTn→Dk
=

1

N
kM (t, s), (46)

ΓTn→P− =
|β|2

N
kM (t,−). (47)

3. Reorganization energies

In Ref. [29], the authors defined the polaritonic reor-

ganization energies as
(√
λst +

√
λgt
)2
, where g stands

for the electronic ground state. This definition, how-
ever, does not take into account the different exci-
tonic/photonic contents of UP and LP. For example, ei-
ther one can be fully excitonic, in which case the reorga-
nization energy should just be λst. Hence, we define the
polaritonic reorganization energies differently.
The reorganization energy is more generally defined

as [3]

λfi =
1

2
κ(Qf −Qi)

2, (48)

where κ is the curvature of the potential energy surfaces
(same for initial and final states) and Qi(f) is the nu-
clear coordinate of the initial (final) state. Assuming
that the nuclear coordinate of UP is the convex combi-
nation Q+ = |α|2Qs + |β|2Qg and similarly for LP, it is
quite straightforward to show that

λ+t =
(
|α|2

√
λst + |β|2

√
λgt
)2
, (49)

λ−t =
(
|β|2

√
λst + |α|2

√
λgt
)2
. (50)

F. Emission

Emission from POLEDs and MOLEDs is described by
the annihilation operator â and the rate [37]

κ =
Ec

2Qh̄
. (51)

When R = 0, also Q = 0 and the photon immediately es-
capes the “cavity”. In this case—effectively the bare-film
case—the rate of emission is actually given by Γweak

Sn→M
with FP = 1 and Ecut = ∞. We denote this rate by

Γfree
Sn→M . Setting Ecut = ∞ is equivalent to the emitter

freely emitting to the continuum of available modes with-
out any spectral selectivity or restrictions, which aligns
with the scenario of no coupling to a cavity mode.

G. Nonradiative losses

The nonradiative relaxation rates of singlet and triplet
excitons can be estimated with FGR. In the polariton
manifold, we get

ΓP+→G ≈ |α|2J(E+)[n(E+) + 1], (52)

ΓDk→G ≈ J(Es)[n(Es) + 1], (53)

ΓP−→G ≈ |β|2J(E−)[n(E−) + 1]. (54)

As for the triplets, we get

ΓTn→G ≈ J̃(Et)[n(Et) + 1]. (55)
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(a)

(c)

(e)

(b)

(d)

(f)

FIG. 2. Rates of linear processes in optically coupled OLEDs at normal incidence, as functions of the cavity thickness. Note
the logarithmic scale in all the other panels except (a).

The spectral density J̃(E) of triplets may differ from
J(E) in terms of its cut-off energy.

ΓDk→G can be used to evaluate whether we are in the
strong-coupling regime, which occurs if [23, 52]

h̄(ΓDk→G + κ)

2
< 2geff <

min{Es, Ec}
5

. (56)

With smaller coupling strengths we are in the weak-
coupling regime, i.e., we are dealing with either MOLEDs
or basic OLEDs. With larger coupling strengths, we en-
ter the ultrastrong-coupling regime, where the rotating-
wave approximation does not hold anymore.

H. Comparative overview

The cavity thickness Lc—modulating the cavity pho-
ton’s energy Ec—clearly has a significant impact on
nearly all the rates derived above, as shown in Fig. 2.
We use 3DPA3CN as an example molecule due to it being
well-characterized in the existing literature [29, 53]. The
material-specific parameters are listed in Table I, along

with other example parameters used in this article. We
calculate the mode volume using [54]

V =

∫
ϵ⟨Ê2⟩d3r

max{ϵ⟨Ê2⟩}
, (57)

where ϵ is the dielectric function and Ê =√
Ec/(ϵ0V )(â + â†) sin(qz), with wave number q and

position z, is the electric-field operator inside the cav-
ity [55]. Assuming constant ϵ, or absorbing any of its
spatial variations into the average cross-section A, we
find V = ALc/2. For simplicity, we further assume that
all the molecular sites lie within the exciton formation
zone.
With our parameter choices, the singlet and cavity

mode are in resonance at Lc ≈ 123 nm. This is espe-
cially evident from Fig. 2(a), where the rates of electri-
cally exciting UP and LP are not only equal but symmet-
ric around this point. In fact, the LP and UP pumping
rates are essentially just the Hopfield coefficients; The
more excitonic they are, the more closely they follow
the pumping rate of the entirely excitonic ER. This ap-
plies for the transition rates in Fig. 2(b), (R)ISC rates
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in Fig. 2(d), and nonradiative rates in Fig. 2(e) too. Im-
portantly, for large N , electrical excitation is governed
almost exclusively by the ER and triplet manifold.

Even though the downward transitions in Fig. 2(b)
clearly dominate the upward transitions, it is interesting
to notice how large the latter can also get near resonance.
Here, all the rates are on picosecond timescales or less,
which is a few orders of magnitude greater than in typi-
cal, femtosecond intramolecular vibrational energy redis-
tribution [56]. This can be attributed to both the weak
phonon couplings and spectral density. As the polari-
tons become more photonic, the rates rapidly decrease
even further—something that is also explained by our
definition of geff [see Eq. (5)].

The slight asymmetry around resonance is much more
pronounced in Fig. 2(c), especially with the dephasing of
LP. While this rate remains below nanosecond timescales
at smaller cavity thicknesses, it rapidly vanishes at larger
thicknesses equally far from the resonance. We attribute
this behavior to the asymmetric dependence Ec ∝ 1/Lc.
Still, because the other dephasing channels operate on
attosecond timescales, we can omit coherences in the
following section and focus on the incoherent quantum
jumps.

The polaritonic (R)ISC rates in Fig. 2(d) are partic-
ularly small, which is explained by their inverse scal-
ing with N . Note also that even though the RISC rate
ΓTn→P− (pink, dashed) can exceed the ISC rate ΓP−→Tn

(red, solid), the total RISC rate (sum of dashed curves)
always remains below the total ISC rate (sum of solid
curves). But if the polariton branch depopulates fast
enough, even nonradiatively, there will be nothing left to
convert into triplets. Still, Fig. 2(e) suggests that there

is no prospect of enhancing nonradiative processes. On
the contrary, Fig. 2(e) illustrates the ability of polaritons
to effectively decouple from phonons [34]. Once again,
the asymmetry is highly noticeable.
Finally, the rates of emission shown in Fig. 2(f)—κ in

the case of POLEDs and MOLEDs, Γfree
Sn→M in the case of

OLEDs—are independent of the cavity thickness. While
the measured free-space emission rate of 3DPA3CN is
1.61 × 108 s−1 [53], the value here, ∼ 107 s−1, makes
perfect sense, as we are focusing on the ∗0↔0 transition
with lower oscillator strength. In the considered range
of cavity thickness, the Purcell factor decreases mono-
tonically, almost linearly, from 29 to 19. Since perfect
spectral overlap is extremely challenging to achieve,
Purcell factors in practical devices tend to range between
1 and 10 [57–62]. For example, the Purcell factor in
Ref. [29], comparing with [53], is FP ≈ 1.4. Note that,
in the absence of radiative pumping, also Γweak

Sn→M can be
interpreted as the rate of MOLED emission. In fact, it is
the smaller of κ and Γweak

Sn→M that primarily determines
this process.

III. RATE EQUATIONS

The population dynamics of UP, ER, LP, and triplets
can be calculated by plugging all the jump operators
into Eq. (12) and simply taking the expectation values

⟨Ṗ+⟩, ⟨Ḋ⟩ =
∑N−1

k=1 ⟨Ḋk⟩, ⟨Ṗ−⟩, and ⟨Ṫ ⟩ =
∑N

n=1⟨Ṫn⟩,
where ⟨Ẋ⟩ = ⟨X|ρ̇|X⟩. Due to the rapid dephasing [see
Fig. 2(c)], ρ is approximately diagonal in its eigenbasis,
which means that the coherences and unitary dynamics
can be omitted. The resulting system of coupled rate
equations reads

⟨Ṗ+⟩ = ΓG→P+⟨G⟩+ ΓDk→P+⟨D⟩+ ΓP−→P+⟨P−⟩+ ΓTn→P+⟨T ⟩

−
[
ΓP+→G + (N − 1)ΓP+→Dk

+ ΓP+→P− +NΓP+→Tn
+ |β|2κ

]
⟨P+⟩, (58)

⟨Ḋ⟩ = (N − 1)
[
ΓG→Dk

⟨G⟩+ ΓP+→Dk
⟨P+⟩+ ΓP−→Dk

⟨P−⟩+ ΓTn→Dk
⟨T ⟩
]

−
[
ΓDk→G + ΓDk→P+

+ ΓDk→P− +NΓDk→Tn

]
⟨D⟩, (59)

⟨Ṗ−⟩ = ΓG→P−⟨G⟩+ ΓP+→P−⟨P+⟩+ ΓDk→P−⟨D⟩+ ΓTn→P−⟨T ⟩

−
[
ΓP−→G + ΓP−→P+

+ (N − 1)ΓP−→Dk
+NΓP−→Tn

+ |α|2κ
]
⟨P−⟩, (60)

⟨Ṫ ⟩ = N
[
ΓG→Tn

⟨G⟩+ ΓP+→Tn
⟨P+⟩+ ΓDk→Tn

⟨D⟩+ ΓP−→Tn
⟨P−⟩

]
−
[
ΓTn→G + ΓTn→P+

+ (N − 1)ΓTn→Dk
+ ΓTn→P−

]
⟨T ⟩, (61)

⟨Ġ⟩ =
(
ΓP+→G + |β|2κ

)
⟨P+⟩+ ΓDk→G⟨D⟩+

(
ΓP−→G + |α|2κ

)
⟨P−⟩+ ΓTn→G⟨T ⟩

−
[
ΓG→P+

+ (N − 1)ΓG→Dk
+ ΓG→P− +NΓG→Tn

]
⟨G⟩. (62)

These equations provide a comprehensive description of POLED dynamics.
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(a)                   N = 105  (b)                 N = 106  (c)                 N = 107

FIG. 3. Internal quantum efficiencies (IQEs) at normal incidence, as functions of cavity thickness and reflectivity, shown for
different numbers of molecules. The black solid curves separate the weak-coupling regimes (below) from the strong-coupling
regimes (above). In the diagonally hashed regions, MOLEDs and POLEDs beat the IQE of basic OLEDs, ∼ 97.4 %. In the
crosshatched regions, POLEDs beat both OLEDs and MOLEDs in IQE.

The operating region of MOLEDs, i.e., the weak-
coupling regime, is reached with less molecules, thicker
cavities, or lower reflectivities. Here, UP becomes the
“missing” k = N dark state that is entirely excitonic
and LP becomes the Fock state |1⟩. In this regime, the
light-matter coupling can be treated as a perturbation,
and we take interest in the singlet population that satis-
fies ⟨S⟩ ≈ N⟨P+(geff = 0)⟩ ≈ N⟨D(geff = 0)⟩/(N − 1).
The singlets, triplets, and photonic mode, which we now
denote by M , are coupled via

⟨Ṡ⟩ ≈ N
(
ΓG→Dk

⟨G⟩+ ΓTn→Dk
⟨T ⟩
)

−
(
ΓDk→G + Γfree

Sn→M +NΓDk→Tn

)
⟨S⟩, (63)

⟨Ṁ⟩ ≈ Γweak
Sn→M ⟨S⟩ − κ⟨M⟩, (64)

⟨Ṫ ⟩ ≈ N
(
ΓG→Tn

⟨G⟩+ ΓDk→Tn
⟨S⟩
)

−
(
ΓTn→G +NΓTn→Dk

)
⟨T ⟩, (65)

⟨Ġ⟩ ≈ ΓDk→G⟨S⟩+ ΓTn→G⟨T ⟩+ κ⟨M⟩
−N

(
ΓG→Dk

+ ΓG→Tn

)
⟨G⟩. (66)

Going to basic OLEDs, we set R = 0 so that Q = 0
and κ → ∞. Physically, this means that the photonic
mode M immediately depopulates, i.e., it gets adiabati-
cally eliminated. The population dynamics is then given

by the above equations with Γfree
Sn→M replacing Γweak

Sn→M

and κ⟨M⟩ = Γfree
Sn→M ⟨S⟩.

IV. INTERNAL QUANTUM EFFICIENCIES

We can now turn our attention to the figure of merit
of this work, IQE, which can be expressed as

IQEP =
κ
(
|β|2⟨P+⟩+ |α|2⟨P−⟩

)∑
X ΓG→X⟨G⟩

for POLEDs, (67)

IQEM =
κ⟨M⟩∑

X ΓG→X⟨G⟩
for MOLEDs, and (68)

IQEO =
Γfree
Sn→M ⟨S⟩∑
X ΓG→X⟨G⟩

for basic OLEDs. (69)

For simplicity, we omit frequency-dependent efficiency
factors and angle dispersion. We evaluate the IQEs by
numerically solving the rate equations (58)–(66) and sub-
stituting the steady-state populations into Eqs. (67)–
(69). Again, we use the parameters in Table I and
assume uniform pumping, i.e., all the molecular sites
lie within the exciton formation zone. Fig. 3 shows
the resulting IQEs in all coupling regimes as functions
of both the cavity thickness Lc and mirror reflectiv-
ity R. The white thick curves give the IQE of basic
OLEDs, ∼ 97.4 %, while the black thick curves sepa-
rate the weak-coupling regimes (MOLEDs, below) from
the strong-coupling regimes (POLEDs, above). In the
diagonally hashed regions, we have IQEP/M > IQEO. In

the crosshatched regions, we have IQEP > max{IQEM}.
We consider three different numbers of coupled

molecules, N = 105–107, a range that aligns with prior
studies [29, 63–65]. As expected, when we go from
N = 105 [Fig. 3(a)] to N = 107 [Fig. 3(c)], the strong-
coupling regime expands, its border following the Gaus-
sian shape determined by Eq. (5). Notice the trade-off
involving the diagonally hashed region of MOLED advan-
tage: for N = 107 this advantage disappears entirely. For
N = 108, a third region would appear in the IQE maps,
the ultrastrong-coupling regime. In all cases, the max-
imum IQE of MOLEDs and POLEDs is approximately
2 % higher than that of the basic OLED.
The borders of the diagonally hashed MOLED advan-

tage regions also exhibit a Gaussian shape. Hence, it is
interesting to notice how drastically the corresponding
borders of POLED advantage differ. In fact, they seem
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to follow the Hopfield coefficient |α|2 [cf. Fig. 2(a)]. The
more excitonic (photonic) the UP (LP) is, the better.
A more excitonic UP efficiently exchanges energy with
the ER, enabling effective population transfer to the LP.
Conversely, if the UP is more photonic, it decouples from
the ER, reducing the flow of population and limiting the
system’s overall efficiency. Meanwhile, a more photonic
LP is advantageous as it enhances radiative decay and
light extraction.

In general, the IQEs in Fig. 3 are very high. This is be-
cause, even though the ISC-RISC cycle is dominated by
ISC [see Fig. 2(d)], the RISC channels outweigh the non-
radiative triplet losses [see Fig. 2(e)]. In other words, it
is more likely for a triplet exciton to undergo consecutive
RISC and radiative relaxation than it is for a singlet ex-
citon to undergo consecutive ISC and nonradiative relax-
ation. At higher singlet energies, the RISC rates become
smaller and we get the conventional IQEP/M/O = 25 %.
Unaligned TDMs, greater phonon couplings, nonuniform
pumping, other transition energies, and other in-plane
momenta might also reduce the IQE. Nevertheless, the
different coupling regions in Fig. 3 should be comparable
with each other.

Importantly, IQE sets the upper bound for external
quantum efficiency (EQE), because not all generated
photons are extracted as usable light; some are lost due
to mirror attenuation, scattering or absorption in differ-
ent layers, and surface plasmon polariton (SPP) losses
at interfaces [66]. Achieving EQE = IQE requires mini-
mizing these losses. One solution would be to integrate
distributed Bragg reflectors, which reflect light toward
the desired direction while reducing attenuation and SPP
coupling [11, 67]. Additionally, optimizing the refractive
indices of layers and using low-loss materials could fur-
ther bridge the gap between EQE and IQE. Here, how-
ever, we focused on introducing the first unified model of
OLEDs, MOLEDs, and POLEDs, laying the foundation
for future EQE studies.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduced the first unified quan-
tum master equation model for OLEDs, MOLEDs, and
POLEDs. Specifically, we derived the rates for electrical
excitation, polariton transitions, dephasing, ISC, RISC,
emission, and nonradiative losses in the weak-pumping
and weak system-environment coupling regimes. Fur-
thermore, we solved the population dynamics by incor-
porating these rates, along with the corresponding jump
operators, into the GKSL master equation. We ap-

plied our model to calculate and compare the IQE of
3DPA3CN in all the coupling regimes. Notably, we ob-
served that POLEDs converted excitons to photons most
efficiently. While the model is relatively simple, we be-
lieve it can serve as a guide for actual device design. Im-
portantly, evenly propagating errors would ensure that
the IQEs in Fig. 3 remain comparable, meaning that
max{IQEP } > max{IQEM} > IQEO. While the exper-
imental validation is beyond the scope of this work, our
predictions for the trends of MOLED IQE are consistent
with prior studies [19].
Expanding the model is as important as it is chal-

lenging. While we leave this task for future studies,
here we speculate on how such a model might be con-
structed. First, a more realistic model would include
all relevant transition energies, their internal conversions,
and other emission angles. Second, stronger phonon cou-
plings should be considered, introducing additional chan-
nels such as radiative pumping [68]. Non-Markovian
memory effects would also become significant in this
context [69, 70]. Third, achieving higher luminances—
and eventually efficiency roll-off—would require stronger
pumping rates and moving beyond the linear regime.
Most notably, annihilation processes involving singlets,
triplets, and polarons would become critical [14]. How-
ever, diagonalizing the HTC Hamiltonian in the strong-
coupling regime quickly becomes a formidable task as
the number of excitations grows, necessitating the use
of permutation symmetries [71], mean-field approxima-
tions [72], or hierarchical equations of motion [73]. Fi-
nally, as the IQE represents the upper bound of EQE—an
end-user-relevant quantity—future theoretical investiga-
tions should also address outcoupling efficiency. For ex-
ample, our model could be combined with transfer matrix
methods to explore this aspect [74].
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[68] J. B. Pérez-Sánchez and J. Yuen-Zhou, Radiative pump-
ing vs vibrational relaxation of molecular polaritons:
a bosonic mapping approach (2024), arXiv:2407.20594
[quant-ph].

[69] H.-P. Breuer, E.-M. Laine, J. Piilo, and B. Vacchini,
Colloquium: Non-Markovian dynamics in open quantum
systems, Reviews of Modern Physics 88, 021002 (2016).

[70] I. de Vega and D. Alonso, Dynamics of non-Markovian
open quantum systems, Reviews of Modern Physics 89,

015001 (2017).
[71] J. A. Campos-Gonzalez-Angulo and J. Yuen-Zhou, Gen-

eralization of the Tavis-Cummings model for multi-level
anharmonic systems: Insights on the second excitation
manifold, The Journal of Chemical Physics 156, 194308
(2022).

[72] H. Hu, H. Deng, and X.-J. Liu, Polariton-polariton in-
teraction beyond the Born approximation: A toy model
study, Physical Review A 102, 063305 (2020).

[73] Y. Tanimura, Numerically ”exact” approach to open
quantum dynamics: The hierarchical equations of motion
(HEOM), The Journal of Chemical Physics 153, 020901
(2020).

[74] B. C. Krummacher, S. Nowy, J. Frischeisen, M. Klein,
and W. Brütting, Efficiency analysis of organic light-
emitting diodes based on optical simulation, Organic
Electronics 10, 478 (2009).

https://doi.org/10.1039/D4MH01561D
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.20594
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.20594
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.20594
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.20594
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.20594
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0087234
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0087234
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.063305

	Exciton Dynamics and Quantum Efficiencies in Optically Coupled OLEDs:A Unified Quantum Master Equation Approach
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theory
	Hamiltonian and main assumptions
	Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad master equation and jump operators
	Electrical excitation
	Polariton transitions and dephasing
	UP-to-ER and ER-to-UP
	ER-to-LP and LP-to-ER
	UP-to-LP and LP-to-UP
	Dephasing

	ISC and RISC
	ISC
	RISC
	Reorganization energies

	Emission
	Nonradiative losses
	Comparative overview

	Rate equations
	Internal quantum efficiencies
	Conclusions and discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References


