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Abstract
It is well-known that water in both liquid and vapor phases exhibits exceptionally weak absorption of light in the visible range.

Recent experiments, however, have demonstrated that at the liquid-air interface, absorption in the visible range is drastically
increased. This increased absorption results in a rate of evaporation that exceeds the theoretical thermal limit by between two
and five times. Curiously, the evaporation rate peaks at green wavelengths of light, while no corresponding absorptance peak
has been observed. Experiments suggest that photons can cleave off clusters of water molecules at the surface, but no clear
theoretical model has yet been proposed to explain how this is possible. This paper aims to present such a model and explain
this surprising and important phenomenon.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Water exhibits minimal absorption of light within the
visible spectrum, with an absorption length on the order
of 40 meters [1, 2]. Consequently, direct solar evaporation
of water through thermal processes is inefficient without
the incorporation of additional absorbing materials [3–5].
Surprisingly, recent studies have shown that polyvinyl al-
cohol (PVA) hydrogel can achieve evaporation rates that
surpass the theoretical thermal evaporation limit [6, 7].
Other porous materials have also demonstrated this en-
hanced evaporation effect [8–10].

Several hypotheses have been proposed to explain
these enhanced evaporation rates. One suggestion is that
the latent heat of water is reduced within hydrogels [6],
however, thermodynamic and heat transfer analysis have
consistently shown that this hypothesis is problematic
[7, 11, 12]. The most compelling hypothesis, as pre-
sented in [7, 13], is the photomolecular effect. This effect
posits that photons can directly cleave clusters of wa-
ter molecules from the surface at the liquid-air interface.
A comprehensive range of experiments supports this hy-
pothesis [7, 13, 14].

The photomolecular effect shares notable similarities
with the photoelectric effect—first observed by Hertz and
later explained by Einstein; however, there are three crit-
ical differences: (1) no electronic transition is involved,
(2) it occurs in the visible spectrum, where bulk water
does not absorb, and (3) one photon can cleave off a clus-
ter of molecules rather than a single electron.

Studies have shown that wetted hydrogels exhibit sig-
nificantly increased absorption of visible light compared
to either water or dry hydrogels alone [7]. These findings
suggest a surface effect: if water at the liquid-air interface
can absorb more light than bulk water, the exceptionally
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large surface area of the hydrogel can greatly enhance
these surface effects.

A particularly intriguing observation is that green light
is exceptionally efficient at driving evaporation. When
plotting evaporation rate versus wavelength, there is a
pronounced peak at green light. Surprisingly, however,
no corresponding peak in the absorption spectrum has
thus far been observed.

Despite the extensive experimental data supporting
the photomolecular effect hypothesis, a theoretical frame-
work explaining its microscopic mechanism has been
lacking. Such a microscopic model could provide key in-
sights into how to increase efficiency for this light-driven
evaporation. Around 12% of industrial energy consump-
tion comes from drying [15], and desalination of water
has enormous humanitarian benefits [16, 17]. A theo-
retical understanding of the photomolecular effect could
lead to the creation of hyper-efficient drying technologies
and distillation plants. Further, it has been observed
that clouds absorb more visible light than simulated re-
sults predict [18–21]; the photomolecular effect may be
the ultimate source of this increased absorption, which
could significantly improve the accuracy of climate mod-
els. Therefore there is an urgent need to construct a
microscopic theory that explains the origins of the photo-
molecular effect. A recent work proposed a macroscopic
model involving generalized Maxwell boundary condi-
tions, demonstrating that the enhanced absorptance can
be modeled by Feibleman parameters [22], but further
work is needed to understand why photomolecular evap-
oration occurs. This paper aims to provide such a the-
oretical understanding. We seek to answer several key
questions: Why is green light uniquely effective? How
can the surface absorption rate lack a green light peak,
yet evaporation shows a pronounced peak? How is it that
visible light is absorbed at such high rates at the surface
when both liquid and gaseous water absorb little visible
light? Is this effect inherently quantum mechanical or
can it be explained classically?

To address these questions, we begin with a sim-
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ple mathematical model based on minimal assumptions.
This model shows that the peak in the evaporation curve
can be explained through a basic counting argument.
We then develop a more refined quantum field theoretic
model, which elucidates how visible light absorption at
the surface can be significantly higher than in the bulk
and how a single photon can cleave off an entire cluster
of molecules. A crucial yet counter-intuitive feature of
our model is that the evaporation peak is not necessarily
accompanied by a corresponding absorption peak; that
is, green photons need not be absorbed at higher rates
than other wavelengths but are in fact able to vaporize
water more efficiently. This fundamentally quantum me-
chanical effect cannot be explained classically and sug-
gests that quantum evaporation can vastly exceed ordi-
nary thermal evaporation. In addition to explaining the
available data, we make testable predictions to evaluate
the veracity of this theory.

II. A SIMPLE COUNTING ARGUMENT

Before building a quantum field theoretic model for
the photomolecular effect, it is helpful to understand in
principle how such a model might operate. The primary
question we aim to address here is: why does one partic-
ular wavelength of light (i.e. green light) lead to higher
rates of evaporation than other wavelengths in the visible
spectrum? One might suppose that this peak in evapora-
tion should result from the resonance absorption of green
light by water molecules at the surface. Unfortunately,
however, while there exist molecular resonances of water
in the infrared and ultraviolet regimes that can lead to
significant rates of absorption, no such resonances exist
in the visible spectrum [1]. To account for these facts,
we employ a model relying on combinatorics to explain
the evaporation peak.

Suppose that an incoming photon strikes the sur-
face of water and scatters one or more molecules into
the surrounding air, thereby causing evaporation. If
the strength of molecular bonding is ∆E, then a nat-
ural assumption is to suppose that a photon can vapor-
ize n or fewer water molecules if its frequency satisfies
ℏω ≥ n∆E. Let p(n, ω) be the probability that a pho-
ton of frequency ω vaporizes n water molecules. More-
over, as a crude approximation suppose that p(n, ω) =
Θ(ℏω−n∆E)pn, that is, so long as the photon has enough
energy to vaporize n water molecules, the probability of
doing so is frequency-independent. There is no particular
reason to suppose this is true; it is just for the sake of
simplicity. Later when we consider a more careful micro-
scopic model, we will find deviations from this assump-
tion.

Consider a scenario in which photons of frequency ω
are shone on the water, and suppose their total amount
of energy is E. How many water molecules evaporate
as a result? If ω < ∆E/ℏ, clearly nothing will happen.
Now suppose frequency ω1 = ∆E/ℏ; then a single water
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FIG. 1: depicts the evaporation rate and absorptance,
with Λ = .85 chosen for illustrative purposes. Energy is
measured in terms of binding energy ∆E. Curves are
jagged; dotted lines highlight smooth envelopes. The
crucial feature of these plots is that the clear peak in
evaporation rate has no corresponding peak in
absorptance.

molecule can be vaporized per incident photon. More-
over, there are N1 = E/∆E total photons, so the total
number of vaporized water molecules is

N1 = p1E/∆E. (2.1)

Next suppose the photons have frequency ω2 = 2∆E/ℏ.
Then the total number of photons is N2 = E/2∆E and
either one or two water molecules can be vaporized by
a single photon. As a result, the number of vaporized
water molecules is

N2 = N2(p1 + 2p2) =
E

∆E

(
1

2
p1 + p2

)
, (2.2)

For the general case of photons of frequency ωn =
n∆E/ℏ, the number of vaporized water molecules is

Nn =
E

∆E

n∑
k=1

k

n
pk. (2.3)

How should the various probabilities pn be related to each
other? In general, this will be a heavily model-dependent
relationship, but we can take a guess. In general, we
should expect the likelihood of an n-molecule scattering
event to get smaller and smaller as n increases, that is
pn+1/pn < 1. As a very simple model, let us suppose this
ratio is independent of n and define Λ < 1 by

Λ ≡ pn+1

pn
. (2.4)

Define p0 = p1/Λ. Then we find that the total number
of vaporized water molecules by photons of frequency ωn

is

Nn =
Ep0
∆E

n∑
k=1

k

n
Λk, (2.5)
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and the absorption probability for a given photon is

Γn = p0

n∑
k=1

Λn. (2.6)

We can see in Fig.1 that there exists a peak in the evapo-
ration rate per unit energy, while there is no peak in the
absorption rate. Thus, this simple counting argument at
least qualitatively explains the data and relies on only
three very plausible assumptions:

• We assumed the energy required to vaporize n wa-
ter molecules is simply n∆E. While this is a rea-
sonable order of magnitude guess, it could be dif-
ferent depending on how bonding works when there
are multiple molecules present.

• We assumed that p(n, ω) has no frequency depen-
dence beyond the cutoff mandated by energy con-
servation and photon frequency quantization. Ex-
plicitly,

p(n, ω) = Θ(ℏω − n∆E)pn. (2.7)

• We supposed that interactions with n + 1 water
molecules is less likely than with n; moreover we
assumed the ratio pn+1/pn = Λ < 1 is independent
of n.

When we consider a more careful quantum model, we will
see that such assumptions can be slightly relaxed while
retaining the important qualitative features.

III. THE QUANTUM MODEL

The aforementioned mathematical model can explain
important qualitative features of the photomolecular ef-
fect, but leaves much to be desired. Most notably, we
have yet to explain how photons in the visible spectrum
are absorbed at the surface at rates that far exceed those
of both bulk liquid water and water vapor. Additionally,
we might wonder how the angle or polarization of inci-
dent light will influence the absorption and evaporation
rates, and whether the jagged nature of the evaporation
and absorption curves are an artifact of the overly sim-
plistic model or real, experimentally detectable features.
Lastly, how does a single photon lead to the vaporization
of multiple water molecules?

A. The water cluster size distribution function

It is well-known that, in the liquid phase, hydrogen
bonding leads to the formation of short-lived water clus-
ters or hydrogen-bonded networks [23–25]. These clus-
ters are bound states of water molecules that exist for
brief moments of time; the probability that a given clus-
ter consists of n molecules is given by the water cluster

FIG. 2: Illustrated schematics of the microscopic
mechanism behind the photomolecular effect. Sharp
electric field gradients of interfacial light generate
enhanced cluster-photon interactions with amplitude
Dαβ

ϵ,q, allowing a single photon to vaporize an entire
water cluster. The water cluster size distribution
function Wn plays an important role in generating the
evaporation peak at green wavelengths.

size distribution function Wn. We will suppose that a
photon, if it possesses sufficient energy, will knock out an
entire water cluster at once. Indeed there is experimental
evidence to support this assumption [13, 14]. As a result,
we may suppose that the probability pn ∝Wn.

To model Wn, suppose that the energy associated
with a cluster consisting of n molecules is given approx-
imately by Gn = n∆G, for some effective binding en-
ergy ∆G. This binding energy represents the average
energy connecting a molecule in the cluster to the sur-
rounding water, so a plausible estimate is to suppose
∆G ∼ 0.01 − 0.03eV, namely the van der Waals energy
[26, 27]. Then we may suppose a Boltzmann distribution

Wn ∝ e−ξn, ξ ≡ ∆G

kBT
. (3.1)

Thus, taking Λ ≡ e−ξ, we see that pn ∝ Λn, as we sup-
posed in our mathematical model. Such a model, how-
ever, neglects the fact that there will be a degeneracy
factor for each n such that larger clusters possess higher
degeneracy than smaller clusters. We will suppose this
degeneracy factor can be modeled by a simple power-law
nb for b > 0. Comparing with numerical simulations [24],
we should expect Wn to peak near n ∼ 10, suggesting
that b = 10ξ, yielding

Wn =
1

Z
n10ξe−ξn, Z =

∞∑
n=1

Wn. (3.2)

At room temperature, kBT ≈ 0.03eV, suggesting that
ξ ∼ 0.1− 10.
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B. Light-water-cluster interaction

In order to give a more complete microscopic account,
we employ a combination of first and second quantiza-
tion. The idea is to construct a second-quantized the-
ory describing the interaction of light and water clusters
in which the various coefficients are determined using a
first-quantized Hamiltonian for the water clusters.

Consider the structure of the second-quantized Hamil-
tonian. Let a†ϵ,q and aϵ,q be the creation and annihilation
operators for photons of momentum ℏq and polarization
ϵq, and let d†α and dα create and annihilate water clusters
in quantum state α. For the time being, we will consider
a single water cluster consisting of nmolecules and let the
quantum numbers for the water cluster α, β, . . . remain
generic; we will give a physical account of these quantum
states shorty. The second-quantized Hamiltonian can be
expressed as

H = HEM +Hcluster +H(1)
int +H(2)

int , (3.3)

HEM =
∑
ϵq

ℏωqa
†
ϵ,qaϵ,q, Hcluster =

∑
α

Eαd
†
αdα,

(3.4)

H
(1)
int =

∑
αβϵq

Dαβ
ϵ,qd

†
αdβaϵ,q + h.c., (3.5)

H
(2)
int =

∑
αβϵϵ′qq′

Mαβ
ϵ,ϵ′,q,q′d

†
αdβa

†
ϵ,qaϵ′,q′

+two-photon absorption/emission terms.

(3.6)

In the above, ωq = cq, where c is the speed of light.

The other coefficients Eα, Dαβ
ϵ,q and Mαβ

ϵ,ϵ′,q,q′ must be
computed for a particular quantum system and can be
determined using a first-quantized Hamiltonian in three
dimensions. For the moment, treat the cluster as a fea-
tureless point-particle (later we will incorporate impor-
tant effects of its internal degrees of freedom) so the first-
quantized Hamiltonian is

H = − ℏ2

2M
∇2 + V (x), (3.7)

where M is the mass of the cluster and V (x) is a poten-
tial modeling of the binding of the cluster to the bulk of
the water. The resulting energy eigenvalues are Eα. To
determine the coefficients describing light-cluster inter-
actions, introduce the electromagnetic vector potential
A(x) by replacing

∇ → ∇− i

ℏ
(µ ·∇)A, (3.8)

where µ is the electric dipole moment of the water clus-
ter. Then there are terms H(1) that are linear and H(2)

that are quadratic in the photon fields given by

H(1) =
iℏµi

2M
{∂j , ∂iAj}, H(2) =

µiµj

2M
∂iAk∂jAk. (3.9)

The inclusion of H(2) in the first-quantized Hamilto-

nian and, correspondingly, H(2)
int in the second-quantized

Hamiltonian, is necessary for gauge invariance. We are,
however, only interested in the leading-order photon ab-
sorption rate, so such terms are irrelevant for present
purposes. We will henceforth consider only the single-

photon terms H(1) and H(1)
int .

The atomic vibrational and rotational modes of water
molecules have frequencies in the infrared range, while
the electronic excitations have frequencies in the ultra-
violet [28, 29]. As the photons are in the visible range,
the ultraviolet degrees of freedom can be safely neglected,
while the infrared excitations will be significant. We will,
however, postpone the treatment of these infrared de-
grees of freedom, taking µ constant for the moment.

To account for the fact that the photons exist in the
presence of an air-water dielectric interface, we suppose
generic mode functions fϵ,q(x), resulting in the photon
quantum field

A(t,x) =
∑
ϵq

√
ℏ

2ε0ωqV
[
e−iωqtfϵ,q(x)aϵ,q + h.c.

]
,

(3.10)

where ε0 is the vacuum permittivity, V is the volume
of space, ωq is the frequency of light, and coordinates
(t,x) span the entire 3 + 1 dimensional spacetime. In
a vacuum, each mode function would take the from
fϵ,q(x) = ϵqe

iq·x, where ϵq is the polarization vector,
while in the presence of a dielectric interface at the sur-
face defined by z = 0, it takes the form[30]

fϵ,q(x) =
[
ϵqe

iq·x +Rϵ,qe
iqR·x] Θ̂(z)+Tϵ,qe

iqT ·xΘ̂(−z),
(3.11)

where we take z > 0 to be air and z < 0 to be liquid
water. We take q and qR to be, respectively, the incom-
ing and reflected photon wave vector in air, while qT is
the transmitted wave vector in water. Here, Θ̂(z) is some
step-function that looks like the Heaviside theta-function
on large scales, but smoothly interpolates between 0 and
1 for z ∼ 0. We will consider the precise natures of the
reflection and transmission coefficients later. This mode
function is of crucial importance: the sharp gradient of
Θ̂(z) at the surface of the water will lead to enhanced
light-cluster interaction that is absent for water molecules
in the bulk or vapor phase. The interaction Hamiltonians
in the second quantized theory are specified by those in
the first-quantized theory by

H(i)
int ≡

∑
αβ

⟨α|H(i)|β⟩d†αdβ , i = 1, 2, (3.12)
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from which the coefficients can be read-off

Dαβ
ϵ,q =

√
ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
iµi

M
⟨α|{∂j , ∂if jϵ,q(x̂)}|β⟩, (3.13)

Mαβ
ϵ,ϵ′,q,q′ =

ℏµiµj

4Mε0V
√
ωqωq′

⟨α|∂ifkϵ,q(x̂)∂jfkϵ′,q′(x̂)|β⟩.

(3.14)

We must now specify an explicit physical model to
describe the binding of the water cluster to the sur-
face. We shall suppose a delta-function binding potential
V (x) = −V0δ(3)(x). In this way, there is only one bound
state that we represent by |B⟩. Our model postulates
that a photon knocks the cluster out of the bound state
|B⟩ into a scattering state |φk⟩ characterized by momen-
tum ℏk. Letting EB be the binding energy,[31] define
κ ≡

√
2MEB/ℏ; then the wave functions for the scatter-

ing and bound states in Fourier space are respectively

φk(p) = (2π)3δ(3)(p− k)− 2gk
p2 − k2 − i0+

, (3.15)

φB(p) =

√
8πκ

p2 + κ2
, gk ≡ 2π

κ+ ik
. (3.16)

See [32] (or supplementary material) for a careful deriva-
tion of these results. We therefore see that the cluster
quantum numbers α, β, . . . can take on the value B, in-
dicating the bound state, or k representing the scattered
(i.e. vaporized) states.

C. Single-cluster absorption rate

We now have a complete microscopic model (aside from
the internal cluster degrees of freedom) and can compute
the absorption rate of a given cluster. To begin let us use
Fermi’s golden rule to compute the absorption rate of a
single photon by a water cluster consisting of n molecules
starting off in the bound state φB . To account for the
fact that the water cluster can be scattered into the z > 0
region, but not the z < 0 region, in which the liquid water
resides, we suppose that the only final states the cluster
can occupy satisfy kz > 0. Then, we may use Fermi’s
golden rule to compute the single-cluster absorption rate

Γn(q, ϵq) =
2πN
ℏ

∫
kz>0

d3k

(2π)3
∣∣Dk,B

ϵ,q

∣∣2 δ(Ek −∆q),

(3.17)

Ek ≡ ℏ2k2

2M
, ∆q ≡ ℏωq − EB , (3.18)

where N is the total number of incoming photons. Water
clusters are measured in angstroms, while the wavelength
of visible light is measured in hundreds of nanometers; as
a result we may work in the long-wavelength limit. This
limit amounts to neglecting all x-dependence in the mode
function save for the sharp gradients of Θ̂(z). Moreover,

the z-component of the electric field can be discontinu-
ous at the interface, but the x-and y-components must
be continuous. As a result, only the z-component fzϵ,q(x)
of the mode function exhibits a sharp gradient. Conse-
quently, the derivative of the mode function is

∂if
j
ϵ,q(x) = ηϵ,qδziδzj δ̂(z), ηϵ,q ≡ ϵzq +Rz

ϵ,q − T z
ϵ,q,

(3.19)

where δ̂(z) ≡ ∂zΘ̂(z). We should expect the mode func-
tion to transition from its vacuum value (in air) to its
dielectric value (in water) over length scale ℓ ∼ Å. For
small clusters, EB should be on the order of the van der
Waals energy, while for large clusters, it will be close to
the photon energy; in every case we find that the cluster
wave function has position uncertainty κ−1 ≪ ℓ. As a re-
sult, we may expand the photon mode functions in small

z near z = 0, meaning that Θ̂(z) ∼ z/ℓ and δ̂(z) ∼ 1/ℓ.
Then the single-cluster absorption rate is computed to
be (see supplementary material)

Γ(q, ϵq) =
4|ηϵ,q|2µ2

zI
3κ2ℓ2ε0cℏ2ωq

F (x), (3.20)

F (x) = x3/2(1− x)3/2Θ(x), x = 1− EB/ℏωq,
(3.21)

where I ≡ cℏωqN/V is the intensity of incoming light
and Θ is the step function. Note that κ and EB in the
above expression have implicit n-dependence, while the
cluster electric dipole moment µz should have minimal
n-dependence [33], which we ignore. We should expect
the cluster mass to simply be M = nm, where m is the
mass of a single water molecule. Similarly, for small clus-
ters, one might suppose that EB ∝ n∆E, where ∆E
is the binding energy of a single water molecule; this
is what we assumed in our simple mathematical model.
For large clusters, however, we should suppose that only
the water molecules at the surface of the cluster con-
tribute to the binding energy, suggesting a surface area
law EB ∝ n2/3∆E. To interpolate these two extremes,
model EB = na∆E, where we take 2/3 ≤ a ≤ 1 to be a
fitting parameter.

While the quantum uncertainty of the cluster’s posi-
tion is much smaller than ℓ, the physical size of the cluster
is larger than ℓ. If we take the opposite limit and suppose
that the mode function is genuinely discontinuous, that

is, δ̂(z) = δ(z), then the only change to the single-cluster
absorption rate is the mode function must be replaced by
(see supplementary material)

F (x) → 3κ2ℓ2

16

√
1− x

(
tanh−1 √x−

√
x
)
Θ(x). (3.22)

We see, therefore, depending on the precise properties of
the mode function fϵ,q(x), the form factor F can change.
A good model for a generic form factor that can interpo-
late between these two extremes is

F (x) ∝ xζ1(1− x)ζ2Θ(x). (3.23)
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In particular, fixing ζ1 = 3/2 and ζ2 = 1/10 yields a
good approximation of (3.22). We therefore should ex-
pect 1/10 ≤ ζ1,2 ≤ 3/2.

D. Degeneracy effects

So far we have computed the absorption rate assum-
ing that the water cluster has no internal structure. In
general, this internal structure will be quite complicated
and would require intricate numerical computations to
fully understand. We can, however, get a sense of its
most important feature, namely that it enlarges the final
state phase space enormously, especially for larger clus-
ters. This enlarged phase space will vastly increase the
absorptance and evaporation rate.

We will make the simplifying assumption that the wa-
ter cluster remains a single bound state after vaporiza-
tion. In this case, the internal degrees of freedom can
be classified into three categories (1) vibrational modes
of each molecule (2) rotational modes of each molecule,
and (3) collective modes associated with the relative mo-
tion of water molecules within the cluster. Each of these
modes has some characteristic length scale l; the proba-
bility of exciting ν such modes is suppressed by the factor
(l/ℓ)2ν (see supplementary material), where the reader
will recall ℓ ∼ Å. The respective characteristic length
scales for these three types of modes are

lvib ∼
√

ℏ
mHωvib

, lrot ∼ rH2O, lcoll ∼ rclust, (3.24)

where mH = 2 × 10−27kg is the mass of a hydrogen
atom, ωvib ∼ 4 × 1014Hz is the characteristic vibra-
tional frequency of a water molecule, and rH2O ∼ Å
and rclust ∼ 1 − 10Å are the radius of a water molecule
and cluster, respectively [24, 34]. We therefore find that
lvib ∼ 0.1Å, while lrot ∼ lcoll ∼ Å. As a result, exci-
tations of vibrational modes should be suppressed by a
factor of (lvib/ℓ)

2 ∼ 0.01 and we will hence ignore them.
Both rotational modes and collective modes have very
little suppression of this variety. The energy cost for ex-
citing rotational modes is the smallest, so we will focus
primarily on these internal degrees of freedom. It should
be noted, however, that for a more careful treatment of
the effective degeneracy factor, collective modes could
be quite significant. Indeed the strength of interactions
among the molecules of the cluster is considerable, so the
distinction between rotational and collective modes could
be significantly blurred.

Suppose that after absorbing the photon and scatter-
ing into the final state, ν internal modes are excited by
the photon. If these modes are rotational in nature,
letting IH2O ∼ 2 × 10−46kgm2 be the moment of iner-
tia for a water molecule, the energy cost will be on the
order of ℏ2ν/IH2O ∼ ν × 10−3.5eV, which is negligible
even for large ν. Moreover, the interaction energy be-
tween molecules comes primarily from hydrogen bonding,

which is orders of magnitude larger than the rotational
energy. As a result, energy from a single photon can be
distributed among rotational degrees of freedom of many
molecules. Supposing that each molecule can have at
most one quantum of angular momentum, the degener-
acy of this process is given by the binomial coefficient(
3n
ν

)
. We will suppose that exciting ν modes should be

more likely than exciting ν+1 modes and denote the sup-
pression factor by χ ∼ (ℓ/lrot)

2. As a result, the effective
degeneracy associated with the excitation of ν internal
degrees of freedom is given by

Dn =
∑
ν

(
3n

ν

)
χ−ν , χ > 1. (3.25)

This suppression factor’s exact value is considered as a
fitting parameter. As the length scale ℓ is often more
precisely estimated to be between 1−3Å, it is reasonable
to choose a value of χ somewhere in the range 1− 10.

E. Evaporation rate and absorptance

With this expression for the single-cluster absorption
rate in hand, we can now compute the total absorption
rate per cluster, which is given by the weighted average

Γtotal(q, ϵq) =

∞∑
n=1

WnDnΓn(q, ϵq). (3.26)

Letting σ ∼ 1018m−2 be the average cluster number-
density per unit surface area[35] the evaporation rate per
unit surface area is

R(q, ϵq) = mσ

∞∑
n=1

nWnDnΓn(q, ϵq). (3.27)

Lastly, we find the absorptance (the ratio of absorbed
intensity to incoming intensity measured at the surface)
is

γ(q, ϵq) =
ℏωqσ

I cos θI
Γtotal(q, ϵq), (3.28)

where θI is the angle of incidence of the incoming photon.
Fig.3 depicts the evaporation rate and the absorptance.
A crucial feature of our model is that there is a peak
in the evaporation curve at green wavelengths, but no
corresponding green peak in absorptance. We emphasize
the fact that this mismatch between evaporation rate and
absorptance is only possible in a model in which the evap-
oration peak does not come from resonance absorption.
Notice that the jagged curves of Fig.1 are now absent,
meaning they were mere artifacts of the simplistic math-
ematical model. It should be noted that our model can
only be trusted for light in the visible spectrum in which
vibrational and electronic forms of absorption are negli-
gible. As a result, the true evaporation and absorption

6
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FIG. 3: The numerical results of the absorption and evaporation. (A) The cluster size distribution function Wn,
with different ξ. The photon wavelength is fixed at 520 nm while the incoming intensity is 1000W/m2. It peaked at
the cluster size of 10 molecules, the estimated average cluster size. (B) The weighted single cluster absorption rate
WnDnΓn, with the fixed 520 nm photon wavelength and the incoming intensity is 1000W/m2. The degeneracy effect
causes the peak shift. (C) The numerical results for the evaporation rate. The different lines represent the different
results with different ζ1,2 and modified a to guarantee the evaporation rate peaked at around 520 nm for photon
wavelength. (D) The numerical results for the absorptance. The settings are the same as the case presented in (C).
All choices of ζ1,2 yield an evaporation peak at a green light; smaller choices make the peak more pronounced.
Crucially, the absorptance curve has no corresponding green peak, which is a characteristic feature of our
non-resonant mechanism of absorption and constitutes a clear, testable prediction of our model.

curves should be quite different in the ultraviolet and
infrared ranges.

We determine several related parameters listed below
to produce the numerical results presented in Fig.3. The
cluster electric dipole moment is assumed to equal that of
a single molecule, namely µz = 1.85D. The mass of a sin-
gle water molecule ism = 3×10−26kg. The averaged vol-
ume of a water molecule is approximately 3× 10−29nm3,
from which we estimate σ = 1.036 × 1018m−2, assum-
ing there are ten molecules per cluster. The incoming
photon’s incidence angle is fixed at θI = 45◦, with the
intensity of incoming light given by one solar intensity,
1000W/m2. The single-molecule binding energy is cho-
sen to be ∆E = 0.05 eV, an upper-estimate for van
der Waals bond energy.[36] The length scale is ℓ = Å.
We choose ξ = 0.715, χ = 4 to determine the cluster

size distribution function and the degeneracy effect. Ad-
just ζ1,2 = 3/2, 1/2, 1/10, and select the corresponding
a = 0.666, 0.686, 0.704 for the binding energy relation
to keep the evaporation rate peaked at around 520 nm,
we reach the final simulated results. To get a practi-
cal numerical estimation, the summation of the cluster
for evaporation rate and absorptance takes the cutoff at
n = 300 since the larger water clusters should have a
negligible probability to exist.

F. Boundary vs bulk effects

When devising a model for how water molecules at
the boundary can absorb visible light, we must be able
to give an account of why this novel mechanism does not

7
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A. Light passes from air into water.
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B. Light passes from water into air.

FIG. 4: Angular dependence for the evaporation rate is proportional to |ηϵ,q|2, and for the absorptance is
proportional to |ηϵ,q|2/ cos θI . In (A) light passes from air into water so A = 1.33, while for (B) light passes from
water into air so A = 0.75. Notice a significant increase in absorptance and evaporation rate when light passes from
air to water at optimal angles.

lead to the absorption of visible light far from the surface,
in the bulk of the water. After all, the absorption of
visible light in the bulk is extremely small. There are
two key differences between the bulk and the boundary.
First, notice that when a water cluster at the boundary
absorbs an incoming photon, it can be excited into a
free—that is vaporized—state. By contrast, in the bulk
no such free states are accessible. Nevertheless, one could
imagine a scenario in which a bulk water molecule or
cluster might absorb a photon and convert the energy
into kinetic motion, which would rapidly dissipate into
sound and heat. As such the lack of access to vaporized
states, which is characteristic of bulk molecules, is not
sufficient to ensure the transparency of liquid water.

The second, and far more important, difference be-
tween the bulk and boundary states involves the mode
function (3.11), which has exceptionally sharp gradients
at the surface but small gradients in the bulk. The inter-
action of light and water that we are positing does not in-
volve excitations that change the magnitude or direction
of the intrinsic dipole moment µ. As such this mech-
anism relies on quadrupole absorption, which typically
vanishes in the long-wavelength limit. Thus this effect
is extremely small in the bulk, suppressed by a factor of
(ℓ/λ)2 ∼ 10−7,[37] when compared with the absorption
process at the surface.

G. Polarization effects

The effect of the photon’s polarization on both absorp-
tion and evaporation is captured by ηϵ,q. Our present
aim is to compute this object. We will suppose that
the dielectric coefficient of the surrounding air is ε1 and
that of water is ε2. Consider s-and p-polarized light

separately. s-polarized light is characterized by a po-
larization vector perpendicular to the plane of incidence,
meaning ϵzq = fzϵ,q = 0 and hence ηϵ,q = 0. Alterna-
tively, p-polarization is characterized by a polarization
vector that lies within the plane of incidence, in which
case ϵzq = sin θI , where θI is the angle of incidence. Fol-
lowing (3.19), we therefore have

ηϵ,q = (1 +R(θI)− T (θI)) sin θI , (3.29)

where the reflection and transmission amplitudes are
given by the standard results [38] (see supplementary ma-
terial),

R(θI) =
A−1 −B(θI)

A−1 +B(θI)
, T (θI) =

2

A−1 +B(θI)
,

(3.30)

A =

√
ε2
ε1
, B(θI) =

√
1−A2 sin2 θI

cos θI
. (3.31)

As a result,

ηϵ,q =
2(1−A−2)

1 +A−1B
sin θI . (3.32)

In general, ε2 can be a function of frequency. In the
visible spectrum, we should expect ε2 ≈ 1.77, while
ε1 ≈ 1, meaning A ≈ 1.33 [1]. For a graphical repre-
sentation, consult Fig. 4. We see that a maximum in ab-
sorptance and evaporation occur respectively at θI = 73◦

and θI = 58◦. These results are in good agreement with
both experiments [13] and the recent macroscopic, phe-
nomenological model [22]. Indeed a direct comparison
with this phenomenological model tells us that the imag-
inary parts of the perpendicular and parallel Feibelman
parameters are (see supplementary material)

d⊥i ∼ 17.5 Å, d∥i = 0. (3.33)
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IV. DISCUSSION

Our theoretical model offers a comprehensive expla-
nation for the experimental findings that constitute the
photomolecular effect. It postulates a novel mechanism
whereby visible light—typically minimally absorbed by
bulk water—is instead absorbed at the water surface at
exceptionally high rates. This increased absorption en-
ables a single photon to vaporize an entire cluster of wa-
ter molecules, resulting in a fundamentally non-thermal
mechanism for evaporation. Remarkably, the entire en-
ergy of the absorbed photon is used to vaporize the water
cluster, allowing for a hyper-efficient evaporation process
in which no energy is lost to heat. This efficiency ex-
ceeds that of even the most optimal thermal evaporation
methods.

Based on combinatorial arguments, the model provides
a non-resonant explanation for the observed evaporation
peak at green wavelengths. This leads to the counterin-
tuitive prediction that there should be no correspond-
ing absorptance peak at green wavelengths—a predic-
tion that aligns with current observations, though fur-
ther experiments are needed to conclusively determine
the absence of such a peak. Additionally, the model pre-
dicts a polarization dependence for both absorptance and
evaporation rates: s-polarized light should yield negligi-
ble absorptance and evaporation, while p-polarized light
should produce peaks in both. These predictions are in
good agreement with current experimental data. A fur-
ther prediction that has yet to be tested is the location
of evaporation and absorptance peaks when light passes
from the water to the air. Our model gives clear predic-
tions for the locations of such peaks and predicts that the
peak absorptance and evaporation rates should be sub-
stantially larger compared with the case in which light
passes from air into water.

While our minimal model successfully explains existing
experimental data and makes novel predictions, several
refinements could enhance its accuracy and applicability.
The most important refinement would be to treat the in-
ternal degrees of freedom of the vaporized cluster more
carefully. Our minimal model estimates their effect on
the final-state phase space, allowing us to parameterize

our ignorance. An ab initio calculation of the internal
degrees of freedom could vastly improve the predictive
power of this model. As the interplay between the degen-
eracy factor coming from these internal degrees of free-
dom and the water cluster size distribution function is
of crucial importance, more precise numerical modeling
of the large n tail of Wn could vastly enhance the pre-
dictive power of this model. Additionally, more refined
models for the cluster binding potential V (x) and photon
mode functions fϵ,q(x), would give a more complete pic-
ture. In particular, the surface of water is generally rough
on scales of order ℓ ∼ Å, with water molecules moving
around chaotically. As such, a more careful treatment
would include a statistically averaged mode function to
account for this roughness. This roughness would lead to
a small, but non-zero, absorptance for s-polarized light,
which has been experimentally observed [13]. Addition-
ally, the Van der Waals binding energy is of the order of
kBT (at room temperature), indicating that thermal ef-
fects may influence the photomolecular effect and should
be included in a more comprehensive model.
The implications of the photomolecular effect are sig-

nificant for optimizing water evaporation processes. The
findings suggest that leveraging this effect could enable
the design of materials and systems that maximize evap-
oration efficiency using specific wavelengths of light. This
increased efficiency could be particularly valuable for ap-
plications requiring rapid and efficient water removal,
such as in water purification technologies, where the pho-
tomolecular effect could potentially enable a highly effi-
cient form of distillation.
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S1. 3D DELTA FUNCTION POTENTIAL

The following discussion is based on [32]. Consider the water cluster bound to the surface of water. Start with the
first quantized Hamiltonian with a δ-function potential in 3D

H = − ℏ2

2M
∇2 + V0δ

(3)(x). (S1)

Let ψ(x) be an energy eigenfunction with energy E such that[
E +

ℏ2

2M
∇2

]
ψ = V0δ

(3)(x)ψ. (S2)

Define E = EM/ℏ2 and v = VM/ℏ2 to obtain[
E +

1

2
∇2

]
ψ = vδ(3)(x)ψ. (S3)

Define the Fourier transform wave function φ(p) =
∫
d3xe−ip·xψ(x); the Schrödinger equation becomes

1

2
(p2 − k2)φ(p) = −vψ(0), E =

1

2
k2. (S4)

The scattering solutions are given by the Lippmann-Schwinger equation

φk(p) = (2π)δ(3)(p− k)− 2vψ(0)

p2 − k2 − i0
. (S5)

We can self-consistently determine ψ(0)

ψ(0) =

∫
d3p

(2π)3
φ(p) = 1− 2vI(−k2 − i0)ψ(0), I(z) ≡

∫
d3p

(2π)3
1

p2 + z
. (S6)

It turns out I(z) is divergent, so we must introduce an ultraviolet cutoff |p| < Λ to find

IΛ(z) =
Λ

2π2
−

√
z

4π
+O(1/Λ), (S7)

from which we find

vψ(0) =
v

1 + 2vI(−k2 − i0)
=

(
1

v
+

Λ

π2
+
ik

2π

)−1

. (S8)

Introducing the renormalized coupling constant g defined by 1/g ≡ 1/v + Λ/π2, gives

vψ(0) =
v

1 + 2vI(−k2 − i0)
=

(
1

g
+
ik

2π

)−1

. (S9)

1



We then have the scattering wave function

φk(p) = (2π)(3)(p− k)− 2gk
p2 − k2 − i0

, gk ≡
(
1

g
+
ik

2π

)−1

. (S10)

The bound state is given by

φB(p) = −2vψB(0)

p2 + κ2
, EB = −1

2
κ2. (S11)

The normalization coefficient can be fixed by requiring
∫

d3p
(2π)3 |φB(p)|2 = 1, from which we find

φB(p) =

√
8πκ

p2 + κ2
. (S12)

This normalization coefficient then specifies a relationship between κ and g, namely

κ =
2π

g
, gk =

(
κ+ ik

2π

)−1

=
2π

κ+ ik
(S13)

S2. SINGLE-CLUSTER ABSORPTION RATE

The rate at which a water cluster in state |i⟩ is scattered to state |f⟩ by a photon of momentum ℏq is given by
Fermi’s Golden rule,

Γi→f =
2π

ℏ
|⟨f |Hint|i⟩|2δ(ℏωq − (Ef − Ei)). (S1)

Treating the water cluster as a point particle, we take the initial state to be the bound state |i⟩ = |B⟩, and the final
state to be the scattering state |f⟩ = |φk⟩. Further, let N be the total number of incoming photons. We do not care
about the final state of the photon, so we will sum over them. We thus have the total absorption rate

Γ(q, ϵq) =
2πN
ℏ

∫
kz>0

d3k

(2π)3

∣∣∣〈φk|H(1)|B
〉∣∣∣2 δ(ℏωq − (Ek + EB)), Ek =

ℏ2k2

2M
, (S2)

where we suppose kz > 0 as the cluster can only scatter into the air and not backward into the bulk. Here we take
the energy of the bound state to be −EB so that EB is a positive quantity. This expression can be rewritten as

Γ(q, ϵq) =
2πN
ℏ

∫
kz>0

d3k

(2π)3
∣∣Dk,B

ϵ,q

∣∣2 δ(ℏωq − (Ek + EB)), Ek =
ℏ2k2

2M
. (S3)

It is convenient to define

|φk⟩ = |k⟩+ |φ̃k⟩, φ̃k(p) = − 2gk
p2 − k2 − i0+

. (S4)

To compute Dk,B
ϵ,q , we must consider two cases separately.

A. Gradual mode function

Suppose that the mode function is linear in z over the length of the cluster. Then we can take ∂zf
z
ϵ,q = ηϵ,q/ℓ, where

ℓ is the characteristic lengths scale over which the mode function sharply transitions. We have

DkB
ϵq =

√
ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
iµi

M

〈
φk|{∂j , ∂if jϵ,q}|B

〉
=

√
ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
iµz

M
ηϵ,q

2

ℓ
(I + Ĩ), (S5)
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where I = ⟨k|∂z|φB⟩ = −ikzφB(k) and Ĩ = ⟨φ̃k|∂z|φB⟩ = −
∫

d3p
(2π)3 pzφ̃k(p)φB(p) = 0, where the last equality

follows from the fact that the integrand is odd in pz. Consequently, the absorption rate is

Γ(q, ϵq) =
2πN
ℏ

ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
µ2
z

M2
|ηϵ,q|2

4

ℓ2
2π

(2π)3

∫
dkk2I0(k)δ(Ek − (ℏωq − EB)), (S6)

I0(k) ≡
∫ 1

0

d cos θ
8πκk2z

(k2 + κ2)2
=

4πκk2

(k2 + κ2)2
, kz ≡ k cos θ. (S7)

Defining the intensity I ≡ cℏωqN/V,

Γ(q, ϵq) =
4|ηϵ,q|2µ2

zI
3κ2ℓ2ε0cℏ2ωq

F (x), F (x) = x3/2(1− x)3/2Θ(x), x = 1− EB/ℏωq. (S8)

B. Sharp mode function

Suppose that the mode function transitions very rapidly from its vacuum value to its dielectric value. Then we may
approximate Θ̂(z) = Θ(z), which implies ∂zf

z
ϵ,q = ηϵ,qδ(z) in the long-wavelength limit. We have

DkB
ϵ,q =

√
ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
iµi

M

〈
φk|{∂j , ∂if jϵ,q}|B

〉
=

√
ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
iµz

M
ηϵ,q(I1 + Ĩ1 + I2 + Ĩ2), (S9)

where

I1 = ⟨k|∂z ◦ δ(ẑ)|B⟩, Ĩ1 = ⟨φ̃k|∂z ◦ δ(ẑ)|B⟩, (S10)

I2 = ⟨k|δ(ẑ) ◦ ∂z|B⟩, Ĩ2 = ⟨φ̃k|δ(ẑ) ◦ ∂z|B⟩. (S11)

We find that

I1 =

∫
d3x

∫
d3p

(2π)3
⟨k|∂z|x⟩⟨x|δ(z)|p⟩⟨p|B⟩ (S12)

= −ikz
∫
dpz
2π

√
8πκ

p2z + k2∥ + κ2
= −ikz

√
2πκ

k2∥ + κ2
, (S13)

while I2 = Ĩ1 = Ĩ2 = 0, as they all involve integrands that are odd in the momentum pz, which is integrated over.
Hence, the absorption rate is

Γ(q, ϵq) =
2πN
ℏ

ℏ3

8ε0ωqV
µ2
z

M2
|ηϵ,q|2

2π

(2π)3

∫ ∞

0

dkk2I3(k)δ(Ek − (ℏωq − EB)), (S14)

I3(k) ≡
∫ 1

0

d cos θk2z
2πκ

k2∥ + κ2
, (S15)

which can be evaluated to give

Γ(q, ϵq) =
4|ηϵ,q|2µ2

zI
3κ2ℓ2ε0cℏ2ωq

F (x), (S16)

F (x) =
3κ2ℓ2

16

√
1− x(tanh−1 √x−

√
x)Θ(x), x = 1− EB/ℏωq. (S17)

S3. ANGULAR DEPENDENCE AND FEIBELMAN PARAMETERS

Define ηϵ,q ≡ ϵzq +Rz
ϵ,q − T z

ϵ,q, and note that ϵzq, R
z
ϵ,q and T z

ϵ,q are the z-components of the incident, reflected, and
transmitted electric fields, respectively, up to overall multiplicative coefficient.
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Let ε1 and ε2 be the permittivity of the air and water respectively; the refractive indices are then n1,2 =
√
ε1,2.

Only p-polarized light—light with polarization vector in the plane of incidence—will be considered here. The
relevant (dis)continuity equations are

ϵ1(ϵ
z
q +Rz

ϵ,q) = ϵ2T
z
ϵ,q, ϵxq +Rx

ϵ,q = T x
ϵ,q. (S1)

Here we are taking the plane of incidence to be the x, z-plane. Letting θI be the angle of incidence and θT be the
angle of transmission, these (dis)continuity equations become

ε1(−ϵq sin θI +Rϵ,q sin θI) = ε2(−Tϵ,q sin θT ), ϵq cos θI +Rϵ,q cos θI = Tϵ,q cos θT (S2)

=⇒ ϵq = Rϵ,q +
ε2
ε1

sin θT
sin θI

Tϵ,q, ϵq = −Rϵ,q + Tϵ,q
cos θT
cos θI

. (S3)

According to Snell’s law, sin θT / sin θI =
√
ε1/ε2. Consequently,

ϵq = Rϵ,q +ATϵ,q, ϵq = −Rϵ,q +BTϵ,q, (S4)

A ≡
√
ε2
ε1
, B =

cos θT
cos θI

=

√
1−A−2 sin2 θI

cos θI
(S5)

These can be expressed in the matrix equation(
1 A
−1 B

)(
Rϵ,q

Tϵ,q

)
=

(
1
1

)
ϵq. (S6)

We can now invert this matrix to obtain equations for R, T (and noting that ϵq = 1 by normalization assumption),

Rϵ,q = 1− 2A

A+B
, Tϵ,q =

2

A+B
. (S7)

Now use the above equations in conjunction with the fact that

ϵzq = sin θI , Rz
ϵ,q = −Rϵ,q sin θI , T z

ϵ,q = Tϵ,q sin θT , (S8)

we find

ηϵ,q =
2(1−A−2)

1 +A−1B
sin θI . (S9)

Comparing with the results of [11], the absorptance can be expressed as

γFeibleman(q, ϵq) =
ωq|ηϵ,q|2

c cos θI

(
d⊥i +

d∥i

B2 tan2 θI

)
, (S10)

where d⊥i (d∥i) is the imaginary part of the perpendicular (parallel) Feibelman parameter. Our model predicts an
absorptance of

γ(q, ϵq) =
4σµ2

3κ20ℓ
2ε0cℏ

|ηϵ,q|2

cos θI

∞∑
n=1

n−aWnDnF (1−∆Ena/ℏωq), κ0 ≡
√
2M∆E

ℏ
. (S11)

We therefore find that our model predicts

d⊥i =
4σµ2

z

3κ20ℓ
2ε0ℏ

F (1− EB/ℏωq)

ωq

∞∑
n=1

n−aWnDn, d∥i = 0 (S12)

Based on the parameters determined in main content with different mode function, the corresponding d⊥i ranges
from 4.6 Å, 17.5 Å to 28.6 Å, close to the concluded results in previous literature around 18.8 Å.
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S4. DEGENERACY SUPPRESSION FACTOR

In the long-wavelength limit, it is well-known that a photon can only excite a single low-lying energy-state of the
system. At smaller wavelengths, or when there are sharp gradients in the photon mode function, higher-energy
states can be excited by a single photon. In the case of a water cluster, such higher-energy modes correspond to
exciting multiple rotational states, which is possible as there are strong interactions between molecules. The
probability of exciting higher-energy modes, however, is suppressed by a ratio of length-scales, which vanishes in the
standard long-wavelength limit. We will consider a very simple example here to illustrate this suppression factor. In
particular, we (very crudely) model the internal degrees of freedom of the cluster as a one-dimensional simple
harmonic oscillator (SHO) with coordinates ξ. The center of mass of the cluster is given by x = (x, y, z); the
first-quantized Hamiltonian is then

H = − ℏ2

2M
∇2

x − ℏ2

2m
∂2ξ + V0δ

(3)(x) +
1

2
mΩ2(z − ξ)2. (S1)

Supposing that m≪M , we may solve the eigenvalue problem using the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, where
the full wave function is given by Ψ(x, ξ) = ψ(x)λ(z − ξ). Here ψ(x) is an eigenstate of the delta-function-potential
Hamiltonian and λ(z − ξ) is an eigenfunction of the SHO with mass m, frequency Ω, and equilibrium point at
z − ξ = 0. Define the SHO ladder operators by

c± =
1√
2

(
1

lSHO
(ξ − z)± lSHO∂ξ−z

)
, (S2)

where the characteristic quantum length scale is

lSHO =

√
ℏ
mΩ

. (S3)

When we consider the vibrational, rotational or collective motion of the molecules, we should identify lSHO with lvib,
lrot or lcoll, respectively.
Suppose the cluster begins in the SHO ground state and the delta-function bound state |ψB , 0⟩ and, upon
vaporization by the photon, enters the νth SHO excited state and the scattering delta-function state of momentum
ℏk, that is |ψk, ν⟩. By Fermi’s golden rule, the rate of this vaporization process is give by

Γ(ν) ∼ |⟨ψk, ν|H(1)|ψB , 0⟩|2. (S4)

Noting that H(1) ∼ fzϵ,q, ⟨ψk, 0| ∼ ⟨ψk, 0|cν , and [c, fzϵ,q] ∼ lSHO∂zf
z
ϵ,q ∼ (lSHO/ℓ)f

z
ϵ,q we find

Γ(ν) ∼ (lSHO/ℓ)
2νΓ(0), Γ(0) ∼ |⟨ψkλ0|H(1)|ψBλ0⟩|2, (S5)

where Γ(0) is the rate at which a cluster is vaporized and no internal degrees of freedom are excited. We therefore
see that the rate of exciting each additional internal quantum is suppressed by a factor of χ−1, where

χ =

(
ℓ

lSHO

)2

. (S6)

5


	Theory of the Photomolecular Effect
	Abstract
	Introduction
	A simple counting argument
	The quantum model
	The water cluster size distribution function
	Light-water-cluster interaction
	Single-cluster absorption rate
	Degeneracy effects
	Evaporation rate and absorptance
	Boundary vs bulk effects
	Polarization effects

	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References
	3D delta function potential
	Single-cluster absorption rate
	Gradual mode function
	Sharp mode function 

	Angular dependence and Feibelman parameters 
	Degeneracy suppression factor


