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We calculate the decoherence caused by photon emission for a charged particle travelling through
an interferometer; the decoherence rate gives a quantitative measure of how much “which-path”
quantum information is gained by the electromagnetic field. We isolate the quantum information
content of both leading and sub-leading soft photons, and show that it can be extracted entirely from
information about the endpoints of the particle’s paths. When infrared dressing is properly incor-
porated, the leading order soft photons give no contribution to decoherence, and carry no quantum
information. The sub-leading soft photons carry finite which-path information, and the sub-leading
contribution to decoherence takes an extremely simple, time-independent form depending only on
the size of the interferometer.

I. INTRODUCTION

Our subject in this paper is the well-known “2-path”
problem in quantum mechanics [1], in the present case for
a charged particle coupled to the electromagnetic (EM)
field. We thus assume a pointlike particle with electric
charge e, which is travelling through an interferometer,
and is put into a superposition of trajectories falling into
two distinct classes [2], which we label L and R. We will
sometimes refer to this particle as an electron, although
it could of course be some other charged particle of larger
mass.

An external observer then has the choice of either (i)
measuring which path the particle has followed, or (ii)
letting it simply pass through the interferometer unmo-
lested by any measuring system. As is well known, in the
former case no interference is seen between the 2 paths,
whereas in the latter case, a standard interference pat-
tern is seen on any screen which intercepts the 2 paths.

However, it is also well known that on its way through
the interferometer, the particle couples to the electro-
magnetic (EM) field, which may be either at tempera-
ture T = 0 (in its ground state) or at finite T in the rest
frame of the interferometer. In either case, the EM field
is able to, in effect, passively “measure” which path the
particle has followed; in quantum-information-theoretic
language, it can act as a “witness” as to which path is
followed. This mechanism is of course quite general, and
is usually called “environmental decoherence” [3–6]; be-
cause of it one expects partial or total destruction of the
interference between the 2 paths.

The particular case of decoherence for 2-path systems
in which electrons coupled to photons has been repeat-
edly discussed in the literature [7–9]. In this paper we
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wish to revisit this topic, and clarify the role of low fre-
quency infrared (IR) photons in bringing about the de-
coherence. Our main result will be explained in more
detail below – we show that decoherence actually comes
not from the leading IR divergent terms in the effective
electron-photon coupling (which actually give zero con-
tribution), but rather the sub-leading terms.

We stress that in any real experiment there will be
other processes also causing decoherence – these include
coupling of the electron to any gas particles in the experi-
ment, as well as the long-range interaction of the electron
with “charge fluctuators” in the apparatus. The former
can be understood using scattering theory [10], and the
latter using a “spin bath” theory [11]. We will ignore
these contributions in what follows, since we are primar-
ily interested in the EM decoherence mechanism.

The topic of IR divergences, and their influence on the
quantum electronic dynamics, of course has a long his-
tory, dating all the way back to the work of Bloch and
Nordsieck [12]. Early work clarified the ways in which the
leading divergences coming from radiative corrections to
scattering processes [12–14] were cancelled by divergences
from virtual soft particles, leading to the derivation of
multiplicative “soft factors” (see, eg., refs. [15–17], and
also refs. [18–21]) in scattering processes. These factors,
when correctly handled, give finite multiplicative correc-
tions to scattering cross-sections.

One can write soft factors for any electron-photon scat-
tering process. Here we are interested in the 3-point
electron-photon scattering process (see Fig. 1), in which
the incoming state is an electron with 4-momentum pa,
and the outgoing state is an electron and a photon, with
momenta pa − qa and qa respectively. The “soft photon
theorem” then says that one can write the fully renor-
malized vertex for this process in the form

Λ(p, q) = K2(p)
[
S(0)(q) + S(1)(q)

]
+ O(|q|) (1)

where K2(p) is the fully renormalized 2-point propagator
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for the electron alone, with no photon emission. Here the
divergent leading soft factor S(0)(q) ∼ O(1/|q|), where q
is the 3-momentum, and the sub-leading factor S(1)(q)) ∼
O(1).

= + etc.Λ S

p

qp-q

p

q

FIG. 1. The 3-point electron-photon vertex Λ(p, q) written,
for small |q|, as a product of the single electron propagator
K2(p) and the “soft factor” S(q); compare eq. (1) in the text.

Later work has shown that this result can also be un-
derstood by using either an eikonal analysis [22–24], or a
coherent state representation for the coupled electron-
photon system [25–30]. The latter representation, in
which the system is represented by “dressed” electron
states, is quite illuminating, for two reasons.

First, it highlights that the näıve photon vacuum is
non-unique; there are infinitely many field configurations
with zero energy. Thus, one needs to be careful in trying
to calculate decoherence: the decoherence rate one finds
will diverge if one evaluates scattering processes between
the usual photon Fock states, due to transitions between
these superselected vacua, but will will be convergent if
one instead uses dressed states [31, 32]. This is physi-
cally rather obvious – the electrons are at no point ever
undressed, so one should always work with dressed states.

Second, the coherent state representation affords a nice
way of separating the leading contributions to the scat-
tering processes from all sub-leading contributions, first
discussed in perturbative calculations [33–36] (this sep-
aration is also done in a very clear way in the eikonal
expansion [22, 23]). The separation of terms will be cru-
cial in what follows, since what we wish to establish here
is that the leading IR contributions to the soft factor in
QED make no contribution at all to decoherence. It is in-
stead the sub-leading contributions that are responsible
for the lowest-energy decoherence in QED.

To show this we will use the recent discovery that
the leading and sub-leading “soft photon factors” are
encoded at the endpoints of charged particle worldlines
[37]. We shall see that we can use this result to isolate
the quantum information content of both leading and
sub-leading soft photons in our model; and we shall see
that the former is zero, and the latter is finite. What is
more, it is not necessary to go to any asymptotic limit
to show this – we will see that even in some experiment
in which all processes are confined to a finite spacetime
region, these results still hold – the leading term still

gives identically zero, and the sub-leading contribution
is time-independent, depending only on the size of the
interferometer.

The results we obtain for the total amount of deco-
herence is in fact consistent with a result derived two
decades ago by Breuer and Petruccione [9]. It is satisfy-
ing that their result – which was found without worrying
about the subtleties of the different contributions to soft
factors – be confirmed, since its derivation was clearly
based on physical arguments. However it is also satisfy-
ing to be able to unravel the different soft contributions –
from leading and sub-leading terms – to the decoherence
functional, entirely in terms of the boundary (endpoint)
currents. This method makes for a simple derivation,
since we don’t have to worry too much about the details
of the paths between the endpoints. It also allows for a
rather novel and transparent interpretation of decoher-
ence in the infrared.

A. Summary & Structure of the Paper

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. First, in
Section II we introduce what is by now a standard semi-
classical interferometry model. We describe the assumed
geometry of the interferometer, and discuss the way in
which we evaluate decoherence in the model using the
decoherence functional Γ.

In Section III we discuss relevant features of the mo-
mentum space electromagnetic current ja(q) which ap-
pears in the decoherence functional. This will allow us
to review results from our recent work [37], which showed
that boundary terms in the electromagnetic current en-
code the “soft factors” appearing in both the leading and
sub-leading soft photon theorems.

We then show in Section IV that superpositions of the
leading soft factor generically cause the decoherence func-
tional Γ to diverge in the infrared – even for finite-time
experiments. We must deal with these infrared diver-
gences properly in order to obtain sensible results for the
quantum information content of the photon field, so Sec-
tion IV also discusses how we ought to “dress” the time
evolution operator in our semiclassical model in order to
render the decoherence functional infrared-finite. After
adding the appropriate dressing, the leading soft pho-
tons cease to obtain any quantum information about the
matter particle.

Section V contains the evaluation of the corrected ex-
pression for Γ in our model. We show that sub-leading
soft photons still contribute to Γ, and isolate the con-
tribution coming from the difference in the sub-leading
soft current on each branch of the superposition. The
sub-leading contribution to decoherence turns out to be
time-independent, and to depend only upon the spatial
extent of the model interferometer.

The paper concludes in Section VII with a discussion
of our results, and of some open questions.

Here we use the mostly-negative metric signature,
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ηab ≡ diag(1,−1,−1,−1), units in which ~ = c = ε0 = 1,
and a bar over a quantity will indicate its complex con-
jugate.

II. INTERFEROMETER MODEL

Let us begin by introducing the simple model we will
use to describe a charged particle traversing an interfer-
ometer - this model is fairly standard in quantum optics
[38]. The spatial trajectories taken by the superposed
particle are illustrated in Figure 2. The particle enters
the apparatus along the x̂ direction with four-velocity
Ẋa

2 ; upon reaching the point Xa
1 at time t = 0, the parti-

cle is put into a superposition, in which it is either kicked
into the ŷ direction to follow the trajectory Xa

L(s), or
allowed to proceed in the x̂ direction and follow the tra-
jectory Xa

R(s). Here s is the proper time experienced by
the particle as it evolves along the trajectories.

Ẋa
1

Ẋa
2

Ẋa
2

Ẋa
1

x

y

l

Xa
i

Xa
L

Xa
R

D

FIG. 2. Top-down view of the two-path geometry traversed
by the charged particle.

As the system then evolves, that branch of the super-
position following the trajectory Xa

L(s) (the solid line in

Figure 2) proceeds with the four-velocity Ẋa
1 to the point

Xa
L, and then with four-velocity Ẋa

2 until it reaches the
detector D. The branch following the trajectory Xa

R(s)

(dashed line) proceeds with the four-velocity Ẋa
2 to the

point Xa
R, and then with four-velocity Ẋa

1 to the detec-
tor. On both paths, the speed of the particle is taken to
be constant at v ≡ l/τ , where l is the length of one side of
the interferometer, so that the particle reaches either Xa

L
or Xa

R at time t = τ and reaches the detector at t = 2τ .
As noted in the introduction, Fig. 2 is schematic in

the sense that in reality, a single path shown going along
the left or right trajectory actually represents the set of
all paths passing through the left arm of an interferom-
eter (this shorthand way of representing entire classes of
path appears to have originated in Feynman’s celebrated
description of two-path experiments [1]).

In the computations that follow however, we will use a
semiclassical model of interferometry, consisting of a sim-
ple discrete superposition of two classical electromagnetic

currents, jaL and jaR in the interferometer. The electro-
magnetic current of a pointlike particle with charge e,
which follows either of the trajectories Xa

L/R(s), is

jaL/R(x) = e

∫ sf

si

ds Ẋa
L/R(s)δ(4)(x−XL/R(s)), (2)

where again s is the particle’s proper time, and
Ẋa
L/R(s) ≡ d

dsXL/R(s) its four-velocity. The bounds on

this integral are chosen such that the initial and final
proper times coincide with the beginning and end of the
experiment, X0

L/R(si) = 0 and X0
L/R(sf ) = 2τ .

Assuming the photon field is in vacuum at the time the
experiment starts, under time evolution the electromag-
netic environment will be placed into a superposition of
states |L〉 and |R〉 which will be coherent photon states,
sourced by either the L or R current:

|L/R〉 ≡ T e−i
∫
d4x jaL/R(x)Âa(x)|0〉 (3)

These coherent states are obtained by the action of the
interaction-picture time evolution operator acting on the
photon vacuum |0〉, and here T denotes time-ordering.
In writing this expression we have assumed as in (2) that
the currents jaL/R(x) have support only for the duration

of the experiment (between si and sf ), so we can let the
integral

∫
d4x run over all values of t ∈ (−∞,+∞).

The state of the matter+radiation system as the par-
ticle enters the detector D is taken to be

1√
2

[|ψL〉|L〉+ |ψR〉|R〉] , (4)

with |ψL/R〉 the states of the matter particle after travers-
ing the L/R arm of the interferometer. As the particle
enters the detector, its position space probability distri-
bution is then

P (x) =
1

2
|ψL(x)|2 +

1

2
|ψR(x)|2 (5)

+
1

2
〈R|L〉ψL(x)ψ̄R(x) +

1

2
〈L|R〉 ψ̄L(x)ψR(x),

where we have defined the position space wavefunctions
ψL/R(x) ≡ 〈x|ψL/R〉.

The quantity governing the quantum coherence of the
particle in the two-path experiment is then the inner
product between the photon coherent states,

〈R|L〉 ≡ eiΘ−Γ; Θ,Γ ∈ R, Γ ≥ 0. (6)

Here, Γ ≡ −Re (ln〈R|L〉), and Θ ≡ Im (ln〈R|L〉). Be-
cause the coherent states |L/R〉 are fully determined by
the classical currents jaL/R, we can think of the inner

product (6) as a functional of these currents,

〈R|L〉 ≡ 〈R|L〉[jL, jR]. (7)

Consequently Γ ≡ Γ[jL, jR] and Θ ≡ Θ[jL, jR] are func-
tionals of the classical currents as well.
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The quantity Γ will be of particular importance to us,
and is called the decoherence functional [5, 7, 39, 40]. It
will be a functional of the entire currents along the L and
R paths, and is entirely responsible for the suppression
of interference terms when measuring the matter state,
as it alone governs the modulus of the electromagnetic
inner product

|〈R|L〉| = e−Γ. (8)

The electromagnetic decoherence functional was first
derived long ago [40, 41], and has been discussed more
recently e.g. by Ford [8], and by Breuer and Petruccione
[9]. At zero temperature it takes the form

Γ[jL, jR] =
1

2

∫
d3q

(2π)32ω
Pab δj

a(q)δjb(−q), (9)

where δja ≡ jaL − jaR is the difference in electromagnetic
currents along the two superposed paths, qa ≡ ω(1, n̂),
with n̂ an angular unit vector, is a null four-momentum,

and
∫

d3q
(2π)3 ≡

∮ dS2(n̂)
(2π)2

∫∞
0

dω
2πω

2. Finally, the transverse

projector Pab can be written in terms of the momentum
qa as Pjk ≡ δjk − qjqk

ω2 , with P0a = 0.
Note that Γ as written is a functional of currents which

may have support for times t ∈ (−∞,+∞). However we
have restricted to finite-time dynamics here by restricting
the range of the proper time integrals in (2).

III. FORM OF ELECTROMAGNETIC
CURRENTS & DECOHERENCE FUNCTIONAL

Let us now further discuss the matter currents we will
insert into the decoherence functional (9); we will wish to
understand in particular the various contributions to the
decoherence functional – which is central to any analysis
of decoherence, for any system – coming from the end-
points of the particle’s paths through the interferometer.

What appears in the decoherence functional is ac-
tually the Fourier transform of the current, ja(q) ≡∫
d4x eiq·xja(x), which using (2) is

ja(q) = e

∫
ds Ẋa(s) eiq·X(s). (10)

This current can be rewritten as

ja(q) = e

∫
ds Ẋa

(
1

iq · Ẋ

)
d

ds
eiq·X , (11)

so that integrating by parts in s gives

ja(q) =− ie
∫
ds

d

ds

(
eiq·X

Ẋa

q · Ẋ

)

+ ie

∫
ds eiq·X

d

ds

(
Ẋa

q · Ẋ

)
.

(12)

Discarding the boundary term appearing here [37, 42,
43] ensures that the current is conserved, qaj

a(q) = 0,
leaving us with the following corrected expression for the
particle current in momentum space:

ja(q) = ie

∫
ds eiq·X

d

ds

(
Ẋa

q · Ẋ

)
(13)

Notice that the form (13) of the matter current has
the property that the current vanishes when the parti-
cle is not accelerating (Ẍa = 0). Plugging the current
into the decoherence functional (9), we note immediately
the important fact that there is no decoherence without
acceleration.

A. Soft Electromagnetic Currents

Recently, we showed [37] that the electromagnetic cur-
rent of a point particle (13) possesses two pieces which
are entirely localized to the boundary of the worldline the
particle traces out in space-time. These boundary terms
turn out to be the parts of the current which dominate at
low frequencies. In particular we showed that, expanding
(13) in powers of q, we get

ija(−q) = e
[
∆Sa(0)(q,mẊ) + ∆Sa(1)(q,X,mẊ)

]
+O(q).

(14)
If the proper time integral in (13) runs from si to sf ,
then the ∆ in this expression has the meaning

∆f(s) ≡ f(sf )− f(si) =

∫ sf

si

∂sf(s), (15)

showing that these contributions live on the endpoints
of the particle worldline, at si and sf , and we have de-
fined the leading and sub-leading electromagnetic “soft
factors”

Sa(0)(q, p) ≡
pa

q · p
, Sa(1)(q, x, p) ≡ i

qbJ
ba

q · p
. (16)

Here, Jab ≡ 2p[axb] is the angular momentum tensor.
Ref. [37] further showed that these boundary terms ex-
plain the factorization of the leading and sub-leading soft
photon theorems at tree level.

We emphasize that these boundary terms on the world-
line are not necessarily located at asymptotic coordinate
times t → ±∞. They exist and take the form (14) for
any choice of bounds on the proper time integral in (13).

From eq. (14) it is then clear that we can always split
the point particle current into three pieces,

ja(q) ≡ jadiv(q) + jasub(q) + jahard(q), (17)



5

with

jadiv(q) ≡ ie∆
Ẋa

q · Ẋ

jasub(q) ≡ e∆
qb[X

aẊb − ẊaXb]

q · Ẋ
jahard(q) ≡ ja(q)− jadiv(q)− jasub(q).

(18)

We interpret the currents jadiv, j
a
sub, and jahard as the

sources of leading soft radiation, sub-leading soft radi-
ation, and hard radiation, respectively. In this work, we
then define “leading soft radiation” as radiation which
is sourced by jadiv, “sub-leading soft radiation” as radi-
ation which is sourced by jasub, and “hard radiation” as
radiation which is sourced by jahard. This interpretation
is illustrated in Figure 3.

We note immediately that the leading soft current jadiv
is infrared divergent, as it goes like 1/ω and blows up
as ω → 0. The sub-leading soft current jasub is however
O(1) and perfectly infrared-finite, and the hard current
jahard is O(ω) and vanishes completely in the soft ω → 0
limit. Additionally we note that each of these currents is
individually conserved, i.e.,

qaj
a
div(q) = qaj

a
sub(q) = qaj

a
hard(q) = 0. (19)

The identification of these soft currents will allow us to
rather directly assess the contribution to the decoherence
functional (9) from leading and sub-leading soft photon
modes. In particular we will expand the decoherence
functional (9) in terms of the splitting (17) to get

Γ =
e2

2

∫
d3q

(2π)32ω
Pab×

[δjadiv(q) + δjasub(q) + δjahard(q)]×[
δjbdiv(−q) + δjbsub(−q) + δjbhard(−q)

]
,

(20)

displaying clearly the contributions from the leading and
sub-leading soft currents to Γ.

We will see later on that this expression for Γ is un-
physical, since it contains divergent terms that in the end
make no contribution. The true physical form for Γ will
be given in eq. (32) below.

B. Decoherence Functional for Interferometer

The general form of a decoherence functional Γ is in-
dependent of the geometry of the system – but we wish
to have a specific form for our 2-path system. Later we
will see what is specific to our interferometric setup, and
what is more generally true.

To do this, we first write the electromagnetic currents
along the left and right trajectories as

jaL(q) = ie

∫
ds eiq·XL(s)∂s

[
Ẋa
L(s)

q · ẊL(s)

]
,

jaR(q) = ie

∫
ds eiq·XR(s)∂s

[
Ẋa
R(s)

q · ẊR(s)

]
.

(21)

si

sf

Time

Space si

sf

FIG. 3. Left – two charged particle trajectories which source
different hard radiation, but the same soft radiation. Right
– two trajectories which source different hard and soft radia-
tion, due to differences in the soft currents jadiv and jasub at the
worldline boundary. The hard radiation is shown schemat-
ically in purple, the leading soft radiation in red, and the
sub-leading soft radiation in orange.

The difference between the two currents on the super-
posed paths,

δja(q) ≡ jaL(q)− jaR(q) (22)

can then be approximated in the geometry illustrated in
Figure 2 as

δja(q) = ie
[
eiq·Xi − eiq·XL − eiq·XR

] [ Ẋa
1

q · Ẋ1

− Ẋa
2

q · Ẋ2

]
.

(23)
Notice that the current difference consists of terms asso-
ciated with the points Xa

i , X
a
L, and Xa

R. These are the
space-time events at which the particle accelerates and
would radiate photons.

If we assume that the particle travels non-
relativistically – by which we mean that

v ≡ l

τ
� 1 (24)

in units with c = 1 – then we can assume that the spatial
parts of the phases appearing in (23) can be neglected to
leading order. This is just the well-known dipole approx-
imation [46]; we are assuming that the radiation emitted
during the experiment will have a wavelength that is long
compared to the spatial extent of the interferometer, and
so cannot resolve the spatial separation of the points at
which the particle radiates.

In this approximation, the current difference can be
further simplified to

δja(q) ≈ ie
(
1− 2eiωτ

) [ Ẋa
1

q · Ẋ1

− Ẋa
2

q · Ẋ2

]
. (25)

Plugging this current difference into the decoherence
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functional gives

Γ ≈ e2

4(2π)3

∫ Ω

λ

dω

ω
(5− 4 cosωτ)× (26)∮

dS2(n̂)ω2

[
2

Ẋ1 · Ẋ2

(q · Ẋ1)(q · Ẋ2)
− 1

(q · Ẋ1)2
− 1

(q · Ẋ2)2

]
.

Note that the sphere integral here is independent of ω,
since the term in square brackets goes like 1

ω2 and this

gets multiplied by the factor ω2 from the integration mea-
sure.

Note here that although the decoherence functional
formally includes a frequency integration from ω = 0 to
ω → ∞, we have included a hard ultraviolet cutoff Ω in
order to characterize the size of the “scattering” regions
Xa
{i,L,R} inside of which the particle experiences accel-

eration. An ultraviolet cutoff of this sort also emerges
naturally if one smears out the superposed trajectories
we are considering, allowing the currents to have support
along worldtubes of finite width ∼ 1/Ω, rather than on
perfectly-localized one-dimensional worldlines [9]. The
length scale l0 ≡ 1/Ω is then the shortest length scale
relevant to our analysis.

The result (26) for Γ incorporates all the soft contri-
butions – what we will now show is that the contribution
from the leading divergent contributions is actually zero.

IV. CONTRIBUTION FROM LEADING
DIVERGENT TERM

In order for the integral (26) to be well-defined, we
have also been forced to introduce an infrared cutoff λ.
The integrand of (26) diverges like 1/ω as ω → 0, so
the frequency integral goes to infinity like − lnλ as we
take the infrared cutoff λ→ 0. Taken näıvely, this leads
one to predict an infinite amount of decoherence, since
Γ→∞ in the IR limit; this is clearly unphysical.

In earlier discussion of IR divergences, noted in the
introduction, it was necessary to introduce complicated
devices (eg., measuring systems designed to observe IR
photons) to deal with these divergences, and show how
they were either cancelled or otherwise eliminated. How-
ever in what follows we will show how our understanding
of soft currents allows these divergences to be handled in
a fairly straightforward way, which simply reduces their
contribution to Γ to zero.

A. Infrared Divergences

Begin by splitting the current (25) into its relevant
soft (O(ω−1) and O(1)) and hard (O(ω)) pieces. In this

model we have δja ≡ δjadiv + δjasub + δjahard, with

δjadiv(q) ≈ −ie

[
Ẋa

1

q · Ẋ1

− Ẋa
2

q · Ẋ2

]

δjasub(q) ≈ 2eωτ

[
Ẋa

1

q · Ẋ1

− Ẋa
2

q · Ẋ2

]
(27)

δjahard(q) ≈ 2ie
(
1− eiωτ + iωτ

) [ Ẋa
1

q · Ẋ1

− Ẋa
2

q · Ẋ2

]
in the dipole approximation.

From the general form of the decoherence functional,
eq. (20), we see that Γ contains a term involving only
the leading soft current jadiv:

Γ ⊃ 1

2

∫
d3q

(2π)32ω
Pab δj

a
div(q)δj

b
div(−q)

=
e2

4(2π)3

∫ Ω

λ

dω

ω
× (28)∮

dS2(n̂)ω2

[
2

Ẋ1 · Ẋ2

(q · Ẋ1)(q · Ẋ2)
− 1

(q · Ẋ1)2
− 1

(q · Ẋ2)2

]
.

It is this term that causes the infrared divergence when
taking λ→ 0, seen here as the logarithmically divergent

integral
∫ Ω

λ
dω
ω . The infrared divergence is caused by a

superposition of the leading soft current, i.e. Γ → ∞
because δjadiv 6= 0. The resulting infinite amount of de-
coherence should thus be understood as coming from in-
formation loss into leading soft photon modes.

B. Infrared Dressing

If this result turned out to be the end of the story,
then the leading-order soft photons would always make
a perfect which-path measurement of the charged par-
ticle in any experiment of the sort shown in Figure 2.
This is obviously wrong: if it were the case, we would
have Γ → ∞ for any choice of experimental parameters
(e, l, τ), and from eq. (5) we see that there would never
be any observable interference pattern once the particle
reaches the detector! Because quantum interference is
observed in Nature, we must reject this result.

This conclusion is not new, and indeed has informed
all investigations of IR divergences in QED since Bloch
and Nordsieck [12]. That one needs to properly handle
these divergences is also obvious in the eikonal formula-
tion of QED [22, 23] and was a motivating factor in the
coherent state formulation of QED in terms of dressed
states [25–31]. In the coherent state formulation, the IR
divergences are eliminated by dressing the electron, so
that soft photons appear already in the time evolution
operator.

It turns out to be incredibly simple to effect IR dress-
ing in our treatment. We show in Appendix A that the
net effect of applying a “minimal” implementation of the
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dressed formalism, which we define in that appendix, is
that we can simply set the divergent soft current jadiv to
zero everywhere in our calculations – the physical result
of IR dressing can then be interpreted as the total decou-
pling of jadiv from the Maxwell field. After incorporating
the dressing, when studying the electromagnetic radia-
tion caused by the charged particle moving through our
model interferometer, what we do is define dressed co-
herent states in the same way as we defined the coherent
radiation states in eq. (3), but now explicitly subtracting
out the divergent current jadiv, i.e., we write:

||L/R〉〉 ≡ T e−i
∫
d4x [jaL/R−j

a
L/R,div](x)Âa(x)|0〉 (29)

We can then define a dressed decoherence functional in
the same way we defined Γ in the “undressed” case, but
using the dressed coherent states instead,

|〈〈R|L〉〉| ≡ e−Γdressed . (30)

The dressed decoherence functional Γdressed can be ob-
tained from the undressed decoherence functional (20) by
simply setting the divergent current jadiv to zero, giving

Γdressed =
e2

2

∫
d3q

(2π)32ω
Pab×

[δjasub(q) + δjahard(q)]×[
δjbsub(−q) + δjbhard(−q)

]
.

(31)

The expression (31) makes it clear that in the dressed
formalism, the leading soft current no longer plays a role
in decoherence of the matter state. Because infrared
divergences necessitate this dressing, we conclude that
leading soft photons do not cause decoherence, and there-
fore do not carry any quantum information about the
matter.

V. SUB-LEADING SOFT PHOTONS

After having “dressed away” the leading soft photon
contributions to decoherence, we can now begin our study
of the remaining sub-leading contributions. We will do
this by once more evaluating the decoherence functional,
but this time using the dressed expression (31).

A. True Dressed Decoherence Functional

We begin by inserting the sub-leading and hard parts
of the current difference from (27) into (31) gives

Γdressed ≈
2e2

(2π)3

∫ Ω

0

dω

ω
(1− cosωτ)× (32)∮

dS2(n̂)ω2

[
2

Ẋ1 · Ẋ2

(q · Ẋ1)(q · Ẋ2)
− 1

(q · Ẋ1)2
− 1

(q · Ẋ2)2

]
.

This expression incorporates both the sub-leading cur-
rent difference δjasub(q), and the hard current difference
δjahard(q); and cross-terms between them. We stress that
since the contribution form the divergent leading photon
terms to Γ is zero, eq. (32) should be regarded as the
correct expression for the decoherence functional.

We see that after incorporating the infrared dressing,
the integrand of the frequency integral now goes to zero
as ω → 0, killing off the divergence we found before, and
rendering the integral finite so that we can evaluate it
properly, even with the infrared cutoff λ now taken to
zero. The dressing is working as intended, and we note
that since there are no further infrared divergences, there
seems to be no immediate need to add any sort of “sub-
leading dressing.”

To arrive at (32), we have again assumed that
the particle travels through the interferometer non-
relativistically, v � 1, which, as discussed earlier, al-
lowed us to invoke the dipole approximation, in which
we ignored spatial parts of the phases appearing in the
decoherence functional. In almost any realistic interfer-
ometer, v � 1; thus, when evaluating Γdressed we can
now also assume that Ωτ � 1, i.e. that the the time of
completion of the experiment, τ , is much greater than
the time it takes light to cross the “scattering” regions
at the corners of the interferometer, at which the particle
accelerates, so that τ � 1/Ω.

We evaluate the expression (32) using these approxi-
mations in Appendix B 1, with the result

Γdressed ≈
e2v2

3π2
ln Ωτ. (33)

which agrees with previous calculations of electromag-
netic decoherence [9, 45].

Note also that the decoherence is dipolar as expected
from electromagnetic radiation – we can write Γdressed ∝
(∂teδx)2, where eδx is the difference in electric dipole
moments between the L and R branches.

B. Purely Sub-Leading Contribution

In addition to computing the full amount of photon
decoherence in our model, we would now like to focus on
the decoherence coming only from the sub-leading terms
in our dressed expression (32) for Γdressed.

In the general form (31) of the dressed decoherence
functional, we see that the purely sub-leading term
Pabδj

a
subδj

b
sub, the cross terms Pabδj

a
subδj

b
hard, and the

purely hard part Pabδj
a
hardδj

b
hard are all of different or-

ders in ωτ , and so can be classified according to this
order. The first purely sub-leading term gives decoher-
ence caused purely by superpositions of the sub-leading
soft current. Writing this contribution as Γsub, we then
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have

Γsub ≡
1

2

∫
d3q

(2π)32ω
Pab δj

a
sub(q)δj

b
sub(−q)

=
e2

(2π)3

∫ Ω

0

dω ωτ2× (34)∮
dS2(n̂)ω2

[
2

Ẋ1 · Ẋ2

(q · Ẋ1)(q · Ẋ2)
− 1

(q · Ẋ1)2
− 1

(q · Ẋ2)2

]
,

where we have used the expression for δjasub found in eq.
(27), and where we see that this result is nothing but the
lowest order term in the expansion of the integrand of
(32) in powers of ωτ .

The quantity Γsub has an intuitive interpretation.
Imagine allowing the electromagnetic field to couple only
to the sub-leading soft current jasub during our hypothet-
ical interferometry experiment. The resulting states of
the electromagnetic radiation sourced by the sub-leading
current on the L/R branches would then be

||l/r〉〉 ≡ T e−i
∫
d4x jaL/R,sub(x)Âa(x)|0〉, (35)

and Γsub would encode the modulus of the inner product
between these two states as

|〈〈r|l〉〉| ≡ e−Γsub . (36)

Γsub is then a decoherence functional in its own right, and
is the natural measure of the decoherence caused by the
electromagnetic field’s direct response to a superposition
of sub-leading soft currents.

We evaluate the sub-leading contribution (34) in Ap-
pendix B 2, with the result

Γsub ≈
e2

3π2
Ω2v2τ2. (37)

Because v ≡ l/τ , this expression is equivalent to

Γsub ≈
e2

3π2
Ω2l2 ≡ e2

3π2

(
l

l0

)2

, (38)

where we have used the fundamental length scale l0 ≡
1/Ω defined by our ultraviolet cutoff.

The result (38) is then that the purely subleading con-
tributions to Γdressed have a remarkable form: they only
depend upon the strength of the coupling e of the particle
to the electromagnetic field, and on the size of the inter-
ferometer l, measured in units of l0, the size of a “pixel” in
the implicit coarse-graining of space-time implied by our
use of an ultraviolet cutoff. Unlike the expression (33) for
the total amount of decoherence, this purely sub-leading
soft contribution does not depend directly upon the par-
ticle’s velocity v or on the time τ taken to carry out the
experiment.

VI. DISCUSSION

Interpreting the result (38) is mostly straightforward.
The full electromagnetic field causes an amount of de-
coherence given by (33). The amount of this decoher-
ence attributable solely to the difference between the
sub-leading soft radiation emitted by each branch of the
matter superposition is given by (38), which shows that
the sub-leading soft contribution grows quadratically in l,
the size of the interferometer. This makes sense, because
sub-leading soft photons are by definition excitations of
the electromagnetic field with a very long wavelength,
and are capable of resolving only large-scale details of the
matter system. The interpretation of (38) is then: the
larger the matter system, the more capable sub-leading
soft photons are of making quantum measurements of it.
For larger experiment geometries, more of the quantum
information broadcast by the charged particle then ends
up being stored in sub-leading soft modes, relative to
the hard modes. Keep in mind of course that we have
obtained our results using the dipole approximation, in
which we assume that the wavelength of any emitted radi-
ation is still much larger than the size of the experiment.
It would be interesting to go beyond this approximation
in future work.

It is also interesting to reflect upon the different roles
played in our model by the leading and sub-leading soft
photon modes. Leading soft radiation was completely
removed from our discussion by the incorporation of in-
frared dressing, meaning that leading soft photons do
not carry quantum information about the matter. Sub-
leading soft photons in contrast do carry quantum in-
formation away from the charged particle, causing an
amount of decoherence given by (38).

We could, if we wanted, also consider “dressing away”
the sub-leading modes [44]. In our semiclassical model we
could try adding sub-leading dressing in the same way as
we dressed away the leading modes, by setting jasub to
zero everywhere. However, although we can do this, it
isn’t clear why we would need to; infrared divergences ap-
pear to mandate that we dress away jadiv, but the contri-
bution of jasub is perfectly well-behaved. Furthermore the
soft currents jadiv and jasub have been shown [37] to encode
the leading and sub-leading soft photon theorems at tree
level. While the leading soft photon theorem is exact at
tree level, the sub-leading soft photon theorem in general
receives loop corrections [47–50]. It then seems prudent
to explore quantum corrections to our simple semiclas-
sical model, if we hope to fully understand whether any
sub-leading dressing is required, and what form it might
take.
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Appendix A: Dressing, in Detail

In this appendix, we will illustrate the usual “dressed”
formalism [25–30] using a scattering amplitude involving
only a single charged particle in QED. This simple exam-
ple suffices for our needs, since our interferometry model
too involves only a single charged particle. We then show
how the dressing works in our finite-time model, proving
that a minimal form of infrared dressing can be accom-
plished simply by setting the divergent soft current jadiv
to zero everywhere.

1. Dressed Scattering

In textbook QED, the scattering amplitude for a
charged particle to transition from the momentum eigen-
state |pi〉 to the momentum eigenstate |pf 〉, while the
photon field transitions from |α〉 to |β〉 is

〈pf , β|Ŝ|pi, α〉, (A1)

where Ŝ is the QED S-matrix. Applying infrared dressing
to this formalism amounts to making the replacement

〈pf , β|Ŝ|pi, α〉 → 〈pf , β|e−R̂f Ŝ eR̂i |pi, α〉, (A2)

where the “dressing operator,” which acts on the photon
Hilbert space, is

R̂i/f ≡
∑

h=+,−

∫
d3q

(2π)3
√

2ω

[
Fhi/f (q)â†h(q)− F̄hi/f (q)âh(q)

]
,

(A3)

in which â†h(q) and âh(q) respectively create and annihi-
late a photon with momentum qa ≡ ω(1, n̂) and helicity
h, and obey[

âh(q), â†h′(q
′)
]

= δhh′(2π)3δ(3)(~q − ~q′). (A4)

We have also defined

Fhi/f (q) ≡ e
εh(q) · pi/f
q · pi/f

φ(q, pi/f ), (A5)

with εah the polarization vector corresponding to the he-
licity h, and φ(q, p) is a mostly arbitrary function, which
must go smoothly to 1 as |~q| → 0 in order for the dressing
to properly remove the infrared divergence we saw in the
main text.

To remove the divergence, it suffices to choose φ(q, p)
nonzero only in a neighborhood of |~q| = 0, where the di-
vergence occurs. Such a choice would however necessitate
the introduction of an arbitrary new energy scale “Λ” to
our model, in order to characterize the size of the mo-
mentum neighborhood involved in the dressing. There
is no physical energy scale in our interferometry model
with which we could identify Λ, so instead we make a

more conservative choice involving no new parameters at
all, simply letting

φ(q, p) = 1, (A6)

a choice which has been referred to elsewhere as “mini-
mal” dressing [51]. With this choice, the frequency inte-
gral in (A3) should be understood as extending from the
infrared cutoff λ up to the ultraviolet cutoff Ω, with λ
eventually being taken to zero. We will use this choice of
φ(q, p) in what follows, and we will see that the minimal
dressing has a very clean interpretation in terms of the
infrared divergent soft matter current jadiv, making it a
natural choice in light of the deep interplay between the
soft currents and infrared radiation [37].

Evolving states using the dressed S-matrix e−R̂f Ŝ eR̂i

instead of the bare S-matrix Ŝ allows one to avoid un-
physical infrared divergent decoherence rates. This has
been shown already in scattering calculations [31], and
we will now show how it works in our finite-time inter-
ferometry model. In particular we want to dress the in-
teraction picture time evolution operator, which we used
in eq. (3), as

T e−i
∫
d4x ja(x)Âa(x)

→ e−R̂f

[
T e−i

∫
d4x ja(x)Âa(x)

]
eR̂i ,

(A7)

with R̂i/f given by (A3), but now with the factors Fhi/f (q)

of (A5) evaluated at the beginning and end of the inter-
ferometry experiment (at proper times si/f ), rather than
at the asymptotic times t → ±∞ relevant in scattering
scenarios. We will now show that in order to effect mini-
mal dressing, using (A6), we need only set the divergent
part jadiv of the electromagnetic current ja appearing here
to zero. That is, we will show that

e−R̂f

[
T e−i

∫
d4x ja(x)Âa(x)

]
eR̂i

= T e−i
∫
d4x [ja−jadiv ](x)Âa(x).

(A8)

The mechanism by which minimal infrared dressing re-
moves infrared divergences is thus the wholesale decou-
pling of the Maxwell field from the infrared divergent soft
current jadiv.

2. Minimal Dressing Removes the Divergent Soft
Current

To prove eq. (A8), let us begin with the second line
and work our way backward. The second term in the
exponent there is

i

∫
d4x jadiv(x)Âa(x), (A9)
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with jadiv defined by eq. (18). Using the usual mode

expansion of Âa(x),

Âa(x) =
∑

h=+,−

∫
d3q

(2π)3
√

2ω
[εha â

†
h(q)eiq·x+ε̄ha âh(q)e−iq·x],

(A10)
we can rewrite (A9) as

i

∫
d4x jadiv(x)

∑
h=+,−

∫
d3q

(2π)3
√

2ω
[εha â

†
he
iq·x + ε̄ha âhe

−iq·x]

= i
∑

h=+,−

∫
d3q

(2π)3
√

2ω
[εha â

†
hj
a
div(q) + ε̄ha âhj

a
div(−q)]

(A11)

=
∑

h=+,−

∫
d3q

(2π)3
√

2ω
[ε̄ha âh − εha â

†
h]
Ẋa(sf )

q · Ẋ(sf )
− (sf → si).

Comparing to eqs. (A3) and (A5), this is nothing but

− R̂f + R̂i, (A12)

with pai/f = mẊa(si/f ) and the choice of minimal dress-

ing φ(q, p) = 1.
This result allows us to conclude that

T e−i
∫
d4x [ja−jadiv ](x)Âa(x)

= T e−i
∫
d4x ja(x)Âa(x)−R̂f+R̂i .

(A13)

We can rewrite this using the form (2) of the position
space current ja(x) as

T e−ie
∫ sf
si

ds Ẋa(s)Âa(X(s))−R̂f+R̂i , (A14)

in order to see explicitly that the time ordering of opera-
tors using the coordinate time t gives the same result as
ordering operators using the proper time s. Because the
dressing operators here act at the beginning and end of
the experiment – i.e. R̂i/f contains a contribution only

when the proper time is si/f – we can thus pull R̂f out
from under the time ordering operator T to the left, and
we can pull R̂i out to the right, leaving

e−R̂f

[
T e−ie

∫ sf
si

ds Ẋa(s)Âa(X(s))
]
eR̂i , (A15)

or equivalently

e−R̂f

[
T e−i

∫
d4x ja(x)Âa(x)

]
eR̂i , (A16)

proving eq. (A8).

Appendix B: Integrals

This appendix includes further detail on the evalua-
tion of the dressed decoherence functional Γdressed, and
the sub-leading soft contribution Γsub to this, which are
defined in the main text. Our approach to these calcula-
tions is similar to that of Breuer & Petruccione [9].

1. The Dressed Decoherence Functional

First write Γdressed (eq. (32)) as

Γdressed ≡
2e2

(2π)3
IωIn̂ (B1)

with

Iω ≡
∫ Ω

0

dω
(1− cosωτ)

ω
(B2)

and

In̂ ≡ (B3)∮
dS2(n̂)ω2

[
2

Ẋ1 · Ẋ2

(q · Ẋ1)(q · Ẋ2)
− 1

(q · Ẋ1)2
− 1

(q · Ẋ2)2

]
.

We will evaluate each of these integrals one at a time.
The frequency integral Iω can be written as (using

$ ≡ ωτ) ∫ Ωτ

0

d$
(1− cos$)

$
. (B4)

We can then use the following identity [52] involving the
cosine integral,

Ci(Ωτ) ≡ −
∫ ∞

Ωτ

d$
cos$

$

= γEM + ln Ωτ −
∫ Ωτ

0

d$
(1− cos$)

$
,

(B5)

where γEM ≈ 0.577 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
from which it follows that Iω is∫ Ωτ

0

d$
(1− cos$)

$
= γ + ln Ωτ − Ci(Ωτ). (B6)

In the limit Ωτ � 1 discussed in the main text, the loga-
rithm dominates this expression, giving the approximate
result

Iω ≈ ln Ωτ . (B7)

The angular integral In̂ is a sum of three terms with
integrals of the form∮

dS2(n̂)ω2 ẊA · ẊB

(q · ẊA)(q · ẊB)

=

∮
dS2(n̂)

(1− ~vA · ~vB)

(1− n̂ · ~vA)(1− n̂ · ~vB)
,

(B8)

with A,B ∈ {1, 2}. The Lorentz-invariance of this inte-
gral allows us to evaluate it in any reference frame. For
convenience we can choose the frame in which ~vB = 0,
bringing In̂ into the simple form∮

dS2(n̂)
1

(1− n̂ · ~vAB)
=

4π

vAB
tanh−1 vAB , (B9)
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where vAB is the relative velocity,

vAB ≡
√

1− 1

(ẊA · ẊB)2
. (B10)

We can use the result (B9) to see that the angular integral
(B3) is

In̂ = 8π

[
1

v12
tanh−1 v12 − 1

]
. (B11)

In the geometry illustrated in Figure 2, the relative ve-
locity v12 is approximately

v12 ≈
√

2v, (B12)

in the case of non-relativistic speeds, v � 1,where again
v ≡ l/τ . We can further approximate

1

v12
tanh−1 v12 = 1 +

1

3
v2

12 + · · · ≈ 1 +
2

3
v2 (B13)

In this limit, the angular integral is

In̂ ≈
16π

3
v2. (B14)

Plugging eq. (B7) and eq. (B14) into eq. (B1) yields
eq. (33),

Γdressed ≈
4e2v2

3π2
ln Ωτ. (B15)

2. The Sub-Leading Soft Contribution to the
Decoherence Functional

The sub-leading soft part of the dressed decoherence
functional, given by equation (34), can also be written in
the form of a frequency integral multiplied by an angular
integral:

Γsub ≡
e2

(2π)3
I ′ωIn̂ (B16)

Here, the angular integral In̂ is the same one we have
already evaluated, so we can simply use the result (B14).
The frequency integral is different, however; we have

I ′ω ≡
∫ Ω

0

dω ωτ2 =
1

2
Ω2τ2. (B17)

Plugging these results into (B16) gives the result (37)

Γsub ≈
e2

3π2
Ω2v2τ2. (B18)
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