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Open system dynamics of an electron is studied in the presence of radiation field, confined between
two parallel conducting pates. It has been suggested in previous works that the quantized zero-point
modes of this field lead to finite decoherence effects, possibly due to the Casimir force. However, in
this work it is shown that the off-diagonal elements of the reduced density matrix of the electron are
suppressed due to the sudden switching on of the interaction with the environment, and would not
be observationally relevant in typical scenarios. The work clarifies important theoretical aspects of
the setup and argues that any irreversible loss of coherence, in general, should not be ascribed to
vacuum fluctuations. It can only originate from emission of bremsstrahlung by the electron, due to
the acceleration caused by the effective Coulomb potential of all the infinite image charges.

I. INTRODUCTION

Previous works [1–7] have considered the intriguing
possibility of observing decoherence effects solely due to
the presence of vacuum fluctuations 1. Any such loss of
coherence would also compete with the models of wave-
function collapse [11–14] in predicting the quantum-to-
classical transition of perfectly isolated systems. How-
ever, it was shown in [3, 6, 7] that there can be no observ-
able decoherence due to vacuum fluctuations alone. The
overall effect of the vacuum is merely to dress the bare
electron with a cloud of virtual photons [3, 6]. The QED
vacuum state depends upon the position of the charged
particle but has no memory of its trajectory. It cannot
acquire which-path information about the particle and
results in no irreversible loss of coherence. Therefore,
the presence of zero-point modes cannot be deduced by
measuring the loss of coherence for the free electron.

One can infer the presence of vacuum fluctuations,
however, by measuring the stress two parallel and per-
fectly conducting plates exert on each other [15–19]. Sim-
plest way to understand the Casimir effect is to notice
that the boundary conditions imposed by the plates do
not allow for all the zero-point modes to be present,
since the allowed mode-wavelengths are constrained by
the separation between the plates. Thus, there is a favor-
able energy gradient in bringing the plates from infinity
to a finite separation, resulting in the attractive Casimir
force. A review of the subject can be found in [20, 21].

The question then arises whether the Casimir force can
also monitor the motion of a charged particle and thus
lead to decoherence. In other words, it remains to be
understood whether the role of the environment played
by vacuum fluctuations changes from being trivial, in
empty space, to something significant and observable,
when the radiation field is confined between conducting

∗ anirudh.gundhi@units.it
1 An introduction to open quantum systems can be found in [8, 9].
See also [10] for a discussion on decoherence in electrodynamics.

plates. Such effects have been studied in [22–24] (single
conducting plate) and in [25] (where the case of paral-
lel conducting plates was also considered explicitly). It
was concluded that the zero-point fluctuations of the ra-
diation field result in some decoherence at the level of
the electron, and that this effect might be related to the
Casimir force.

Instead, in this work it will be shown that the suppres-
sion of the off-diagonal elements of the reduced density
matrix is unphysical and due to the sudden switching on
of the interaction between the electron and the radiation
field. There is no physical mechanism through which
the electron’s which-path information can be lost irre-
versibly to the environment, especially if the plates are
treated as ideal conductors and effects such as ohmic re-
sistance to the image currents, as considered in [26], are
ignored 2. Nevertheless, the initial jolt, resulting from
the sudden switching on of the interaction, leads to pe-
culiar features in the reduced density matrix which are
typically not found in other open systems. These fea-
tures are explained by realizing that part of the initial
jolt in the radiation field would affect the dynamics even
at later times, since it is reflected back and forth by the
conducting plates on either side of the electron. Although
it would have little observational relevance in typical sce-
narios, the dynamics might still serve as a special refer-
ence for this widely discussed technical aspect of open
quantum systems, dealing with the transient effects due
to the sudden switching on of the system-environment
(S-E) interaction [30–37].

In summary, it is here that from a physical point
of view, in which such an initial jolt would be ab-
sent, decoherence can only result from the emission of
bremsstrahlung, induced by the force exerted on the elec-
tron by the image charges, but not from the vacuum fluc-
tuations of the radiation field.

2 Non-ideal conductors [27] or dynamical boundary conditions [28,
29] might also lead to irreversible decoherence.
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II. IMAGE CHARGES

FIG. 1. Infinite number of positive (blue) and negative (red)
image charges induced by the plates, located at x = −L/2 and
x = L/2, to cancel the Coulomb field of the electron (center)
along their surface.

The electric field along the surface of an idealized per-
fect conductor is zero. It is well-known from standard
electrostatics that if an electron is placed between two
parallel conducting plates, as shown in Fig. 1, this re-
quirement can be met with the help of an infinite num-
ber of image charges, whose position is determined by
the position of the electron between the plates. If the
electron is placed at a coordinate x, the position-state of
the image charges is given by

|+⟩x = |· · ·,−(2n− 1)L− x, · · ·, (2n− 1)L− x, · · ·⟩ ,
|−⟩x = |· · ·,−2nL+ x, · · ·, 2nL+ x, · · ·⟩ , (1)

where n ≥ 1 is an integer.
From an open quantum system point of view, these

infinite image charges belong to the environment. One
might therefore ask whether or not there would be any
direct positional decoherence due to the image charges
themselves, since the position state of the images is per-
fectly correlated to the position state of the electron.
This is the subject of this section, while decoherence due
to vacuum fluctuations is studied in the following ones.

To find an answer for the loss in coherence, one might
look at the off-diagonal elements of the reduced density
matrix ρ̂r. The standard expression for ρ̂r is given by

ρ̂r(t) = ΣE ⟨E|Ψt⟩ ⟨Ψt|E⟩ , (2)

where |Ψt⟩ represents the full S-E state at time t, and
|E⟩ the environmental basis states. In general, due to
the S-E interaction, the state of the environment |E⟩ be-
comes correlated to the position of the system such that
|Ψt⟩ =

∫
dxψt(x) |Ex⟩ |x⟩, where ψt(x) is the probability

amplitude for the system to be at a position x at time
t. In such a scenario, the off-diagonal elements of ρ̂r are
given by

⟨x| ρ̂r(t) |x′⟩ = ⟨Ex′ |Ex⟩ψt(x)ψ
∗
t (x

′) . (3)

If the environmental states for two different states of the
system are completely orthogonal, the system is gener-
ally understood to have decohered completely. If one fol-
lows this line of reasoning strictly, the decoherence kernel

D(x, x′) due to image charges will be given by

D(x, x′) := ⟨Ex′ |Ex⟩ = x′ ⟨+,−|+,−⟩x . (4)

It is clear that D(x, x′) = 0 whenever x′ ̸= x and
D(x, x′) = 1 for x′ = x. Thus, one might conclude that
the image charges measure the electron’s position per-
fectly and instantaneously.

However, this suppression of the off-diagonal elements
represents false decoherence. In order to observe loss of
fringe contrast in a double-slit experiment, the environ-
ment must be able to acquire which-path information
rather than which-position information about the sys-
tem. The interference fringes appear because the electron
reaches a given point on the detector screen while being
in a superposition of different paths. As it approaches
the screen and is detected at a given point, the state of
the image charges would only be correlated to the posi-
tion at which the electron is detected on the screen, and
would not have any memory of which slit the electron
passed through3. In other words, D → 1 for the two
paths that pass through different slits but end at a given
point on the screen where the electron is detected. There-
fore, there would be no loss in fringe contrast due to the
images. The situation here is analogous to empty space
where it is understood why there are no decoherence ef-
fects due to the particle’s Coulomb field itself [38, 39]. For
a loss in fringe contrast, the environment should continu-
ously monitor the system, like a thermal bath, where the
photons scattering off the electron at different times can
effectively measure its full trajectory between two fixed
points. Instead, if D depends only on the position of the
system, which-path information cannot be acquired.

While the image charges cannot directly decohere the
electron, there is an indirect way by which they can. It is
due to the acceleration caused by the image charges, re-
sulting in bremsstrahlung, which carries away which-path
information about the electron. The effective potential
at the electron’s location can be computed by summing
over the Coulomb potential due to all the infinite images.
In doing so, one might first notice that the distance be-
tween a given negative image charge and the electron
is | ± 2nL + x − x| = 2nL. Since it is independent of
the electron’s position, the Coulomb potential due to the
negative images cannot influence the electron’s dynam-
ics, as it simply adds a constant to the Hamiltonian. It
is therefore sufficient to compute the Coulomb potential

3 It might be argued that by looking at the images one can deduce
which slit the electron passed through, and therefore the inter-
ference pattern should be lost. However, in this line of reasoning,
an extra environment is introduced which can look at the images
themselves and then remember the outcome. This should not be
done, since the only environment we have is that of the image
charges.
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due to the positive image charges only. It is given by

Vim = −αℏc
∞∑

n=1

[
1

(2n− 1)L− 2x
+

1

(2n− 1)L+ 2x

]
,

(5)

where α = e2/(4πϵ0ℏc) is the fine structure constant.
This sum is divergent, but not the dependence on x. To
see this, the expression above is re-written as

Vim = −αℏc
∞∑

n=0

2(2n+ 1)L

(2n+ 1)2L2 − 4x2

= −αℏc
∞∑

n=0

[
2

(2n+ 1)L

(
1− 4x2

(2n+ 1)2L2

)−1
]
.

(6)

From the setup shown in Fig. 1, it can be
seen that −L/2 < x < L/2 and therefore the term(
1− 4x2/((2n+ 1)L)2

)−1
can be written as a geomet-

ric series. The zeroth order term in x of this expansion
would again just give an irrelevant (divergent) constant
contribution to the Hamiltonian and can therefore be ig-
nored. The remaining x-dependent part of the potential
is given by

Vim(x) =
−2αℏc
L

∞∑
n=0

1

2n+ 1
× 4x2

(2n+ 1)2L2 − 4x2
=

αℏc
2L

[H (−1/2− x/L) +H (−1/2 + x/L) + ln(16)] ,

(7)

where, H(x) is the standard Harmonic number function
generalized to the domain of real numbers. Note that the
expression for the effective potential Vim has been previ-
ously derived in [40], using a more formal technique, but
not by explicitly summing over the Coulomb potential
due to all the image charges.

-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

x/L

V
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FIG. 2. Exact Coulomb potential due to the infinite image
charges, Eq. (7), at a location x between the plates.

It can be seen from Fig. 2 that the electron would be
in an unstable equilibrium at x = 0 and inevitably at-
tracted to either one of the two plates. This is inevitable,
because in quantum mechanics one cannot have both the

position and velocity to be zero simultaneously 4. The
effect of the images on the electron dynamics if far from
being negligible. It is clear that the electron would expe-
rience strong acceleration, especially near x = ±L/2, and
thus decohere due to which-path information being car-
ried away by bremsstrahlung. To conclude this section,
a simple scenario is analyzed in which the effects of the
image charges can be computed easily, and contrasted
with the predictions in empty space.
To study decoherence effects over large time scales, one

might introduce an external harmonic potential poten-
tial,

Vext(x) =
1

2
mΩ2x2 , (8)

which restricts the electron dynamics in the neighbor-
hood of the origin. This is because the electron would
otherwise run-away towards the plates. In such a sce-
nario, it is useful to expand Vim(x) in powers of x/L and
to keep the leading order term. The potential due to the
images (7) can be written as

Vim(x) =
αℏc
L

∞∑
n=1

ψ(2n, 1/2)

(2n)!

( x
L

)2n

, (9)

where ψ(2n, 1/2) := d2nψ(x)/dx2n, evaluated at x =
1/2, ψ(x) being the digamma function. Therefore, for
a large enough Ω, the overall effect of the image charges
is to lower the frequency of the harmonic oscillator (since
ψ(2, 1/2) = −16.8288)

Veff = Vim + Vext =
1

2
mΩ2

effx
2 ,

Ω2
eff = Ω2 +

αℏcψ(2, 1/2)
mL3

, (10)

and thus red shift the spectrum. To leading order in
1/L, the emission of bremsstrahlung between the plates
is the same as in empty space. This is simply because
in the limit L → ∞ we should recover the dynamics as
in empty space. Therefore, to leading order, decoherence
in the presence of parallel plates can be described by the
master equation for bremsstrahlung [42]

∂tρ̂r(t) =− i

ℏ

[
p̂2

2m
+

1

2
mΩ2

eff x̂
2, ρ̂r(t)

]
− iαΩ2

eff

3mc2
[x̂, {p̂, ρ̂r(t)}]−

αΩ3
eff

3c2
[x [x̂, ρ̂r(t)]] .

(11)

We see that since Ωeff < Ω, the overall effect of the im-
age charges is to increase the coherence length, simply
because the plates effectively lower the frequency of the

4 In this context, one may find the discussion on the quantum
mechanical treatment of the inverted oscillator in [41] relevant.
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external harmonic potential Vext. Nevertheless, it is clear
that the image potential exerts an additional force on the
electron, which is absent in empty space, leading to de-
coherence rates which are different compared to those in
empty space. The rate can be lower or higher, depend-
ing upon the setup. For other experimental scenarios,
one might use the exact potential derived in Eq. (7) and
compute the decoherence rate using the full noise kernel,
presented in the next section. Further details concerning
the effect of image charges on the electron dynamics will
not be discussed. The main objective of this section is
to highlight how the effective potential inevitably accel-
erates the electron, leading to irreversible decoherence.

III. ZERO-POINT MODES

The final aspect of the analysis is to understand
whether vacuum fluctuations, confined between conduct-
ing plates, can lead to observable decoherence. To an-
swer this question, one must distinguish between true
and unphysical decoherence, and study whether the en-
vironment remembers the state of the system, even af-
ter its interaction with the system is switched-off after
some finite time. If it does not, the general implication
would be that the environment is only correlated to the
state of the system at a given time, and not to its his-
tory/trajectory. The situation would then be identical to
that of Sec. II, where it was explained why environments
of this type do not lead to a loss in fringe contrast.

A. Master equation

Up to second order in the charge e, using the influence-
functional formalism [43, 44], the time evolution of the
reduced density matrix of the electron was recently de-
rived in [7], starting from the non-relativistic QED La-
grangian. It reads

∂tρ̂r =− i

ℏ

[
Ĥs, ρ̂r(t)

]
− 1

ℏ

∫ t−ti

0

dτN (t; t− τ) [x̂, [x̂Hs
(−τ), ρ̂r(t)]]

+
i

2ℏ

∫ t−ti

0

dτD(t; t− τ) [x̂, {x̂Hs
(−τ), ρ̂r(t)}] .

(12)

In the equation above, Hs is the system part of the full
Hamiltonian H

H := Hs +HEM +Hint , (13)

where HEM governs the free evolution of the radiation
field and Hint governs the system-environment (S-E) in-
teraction

HEM =

∫
d3r(Π2 + c2B2) , Hint = erΠ(r, t) . (14)

The system Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥs =
p̂2

2m
+ Veff(x̂) + VEM(x̂) , (15)

where Veff is the effective potential due to the images
and some external potential that might be applied, and
VEM = e2ω3

maxx̂
2/(3π2ϵ0c

3) is a divergent contribution,
that scales with the UV cutoff ωmax, originating from the
Legendre transformation relating the QED Lagrangian
and the Hamiltonian [1, 7]. The role played by VEM is to
cancel the divergence coming from the dissipation kernel
D in the master equation (12), as shown in [7].

For the motion of the electron considered along the x-
axis, the noise kernel N and the dissipation kernel D in
Eq. (12) are defined to be

N (t1; t2) :=
e2

2ℏ

〈
{Π̂x(t1), Π̂

x(t2)}
〉
0
,

D(t1; t2) :=
ie2

ℏ

〈[
Π̂x(t1), Π̂

x(t2)
]〉

0
θ(t1 − t2) . (16)

The kernels involve the freely evolved conjugate momen-
tum operator of the environment Π̂x(t), while the expec-
tation value in the kernels is taken with respect to the
initial state of the environment. In this case we take it to
be the ground state |0⟩ of the free electromagnetic (EM)
field, assuming that there are no photons at the initial
time ti = 0 and that the initial S-E state is completely
uncorrelated, i.e., ρ̂(ti) = ρ̂s(ti) ⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|. The kernel
N describes decoherence while D describes energy lost
by the system to the environment. Since it is impor-
tant to distinguish between the decoherence effects due
to bremsstrahlung and those due to zero-point modes of
the EM field, we imagine a situation in which the electron
is kept steady in a superposition of x and x′. In such a
scenario, x̂Hs

(−τ), which is the Heisenberg time-evolved
position operator with respect to the system Hamiltonian
Ĥs, is given by x̂ − p̂τ/m. Moreover, in the absence of
acceleration, the dissipation kernel would not give any
contribution to the master equation as the electron can
only loose energy to the environment via radiation emis-
sion upon acceleration (to second order in e).

Thus, the master equation describing decoherence re-
duces to

∂tρ̂r|dec = −1

ℏ

∫ t−ti

0

dτN (t; t− τ) [x̂, [x̂, ρ̂r(t)]] . (17)

The decoherence kernel in Eq. (4) for the problem at
hand can also be computed more directly, without refer-
ring to the influence functional formalism, as it will be
shown later. However, computing decoherence effects via
Eq. (17) has the advantage of discussing any possible con-
nection between the Casimir force and decoherence in a
straightforward way. Therefore, in what follows, the de-
coherence kernel D is derived using both the approaches.
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B. Decoherence

The freely evolved momentum operator, same as the
transverse electric field operator of the free EM field, in
the presence of conducting plates, is given by [25, 45]

Π̂(x∥, x, t) =

− i

√
2ℏ
ϵ0L

∞∑
n=0

f(n)

∫
d2k∥

2π

√
ωn

2
ei(k∥·x∥−ωnt)×[

â1(k∥, n)(k̂∥ × x̂) sin

(
nπ(x+ L/2)

L

)
+

â2(k∥, n)

{
ik̂∥nπc

ωnL
sin

(
nπ(x+ L/2)

L

)
−
x̂k∥c

ωn
cos

(
nπ(x+ L/2)

L

)}]
+HC . (18)

Here, f(n) is a weighing function such that f(0) = 1/
√
2

and f(n) = 1 ∀n > 0 [15], k̂∥ is a unit vector along the

plates, ω2
n/c

2 := k2∥ + n2π2/L2, and â1, â2 are the anni-

hilation operators corresponding to the two modes of the
EM field. It can also be seen that Π̂∥ = 0 along the plates
at x = ±L/2, thus satisfying the appropriate boundary
conditions.

We are mainly interested in studying decoherence for
the electron in a superposition along the x̂ axis. Thus,
only the x̂ component of Π̂ enters the noise kernel in
Eq. (17). For electron superpositions prepared near the
origin, on length scales |x−x′| ≪ L (superpositions over
a distance L will also be discussed later), the two-point

correlation ⟨0| Π̂x(1)Π̂x(2) |0⟩ is given by

⟨0| Π̂x(1)Π̂x(2) |0⟩ =

ℏc2

ϵ0L

∞∑
n=−∞

∫
d2k∥

(2π)2
k2y + k2z
2ωn

cos2(nπ/2)ei(k∥·∆x∥−ωnτ)

(19)

where ∆x∥ := x
(1)
∥ −x

(2)
∥ and τ := t(1)−t(2). The surface

integral above can be turned into a volume integral by
introducing δn(kx) := δ(kx − nπ/L) such that

⟨0| Π̂x(1)Π̂x(2) |0⟩ =
ℏc2

ϵ0L

∑
n even

∫
d3k

(2π)2
k2 − k2x

2ω
ei(k∥·∆x∥−ωτ)δn(kx) . (20)

Further, using the properties of the Dirac comb, one can
write ∑

n even

δn =

∞∑
n=−∞

δ2n =
L

2π

∞∑
m=−∞

eimkxL . (21)

Using this identity, the two-point correlation becomes

⟨0| Π̂x(1)Π̂x(2) |0⟩ =

ℏc2

2πϵ0

∞∑
m=−∞

□̂m

∫
d3k

(2π)22ω
ei(k·∆xm−ωτ)e−k/kmax , (22)

where ∆xm := {xm,∆x∥}, xm := mL, □̂m := −∂2τ/c2 +
∂2xm

, and the UV cutoff has been introduced in the cal-
culations by inserting exp(−k/kmax) inside the integral.
Further, the dependence on ∆x∥ can be ignored not only
because we are mainly interested in the dynamics along
the x-axis, where ∆x∥ = 0, but also because ∆x∥ ≪ cτ
for a non-relativistic particle. The integral can now be
easily evaluated and gives

⟨0| Π̂x(1)Π̂x(2) |0⟩ = ℏc
π2ϵ0

∑
m

1

(m2L2 − c2(τ − iϵ)2)2
,

(23)

where ϵ := 1/(kmaxc). The noise kernel is thus given by

N (τ) =
e2c

2π2ϵ0

∞∑
m=−∞

1

(m2L2 − c2(τ − iϵ)2)2
+HC .

(24)

Some important observations can already be made at this
stage. The m = 0 term in the summation is indepen-
dent of L and is the only piece that survives in the limit
L→ ∞. It must therefore correspond to the noise kernel
N0 of empty space without any conducting plates. In-
deed, it can be seen that the m = 0 term matches the
noise kernel derived in [7] (c.f. Eqs. (47) - (49) therein).
When the acceleration of the charged particle can be ne-
glected, the suppression of the off-diagonal elements of
the density matrix due to N0 is false [3, 7]. It is thus
not relevant to observable decoherence effects. Thus, the
observationally relevant part Nob(τ) is given by

Nob(τ) =
e2c

ϵ0π2

∞∑
m=1

1

(m2L2 − c2(τ − iϵ)2)2
+HC . (25)

Another interesting aspect emerges if we consider the
large L limit or, more correctly, the limit cτ ≪ L which
is given by

NCas =
16e2

ℏϵ0
× π2ℏc

720L4
. (26)

The expression is written in a suggestive way since
π2ℏc/(720L4) is nothing but the Casimir energy density
(c.f. pg. 13 in [21]). One might therefore attribute the
leading order contribution to decoherence to the Casimir
effect. This, however, should not be done. If expres-
sion (26) is used in Eq. (17), the off-diagonal elements of
the density matrix would be suppressed as

⟨x′| ρ̂r(t) |x⟩
Cas.
= ⟨x′| ρ̂r(0) |x⟩ exp

{
−4π3αc2t2(x− x′)2

90L4

}
.

(27)

We see that within the validity of the 1/L expansion
of Nob, i.e. ct ≪ L, there will be practically no loss
of coherence over any length scale |x − x′| ≤ L. One
might, however, extrapolate the consequences to the time
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domain ct ≫ L and conclude that eventually coherence
will be lost over time due to the plates. This should not
be done, since the behavior of the full noise kernel is very
different from the leading order term.

To see this, the full expression for Nob in Eq. (25)
needs to be integrated. Doing that, the evolution of the
off-diagonal elements, and thus the decoherence kernel
(Eq. (4)), is obtained to be

ρr(x
′, x, t) = exp

(
− (x′ − x)2

ℏ
N2(t)

)
ρr(x

′, x, 0) ,

N2(t) :=

∫ t

0

dt′
∫ t′

0

dτNob(τ)

=

∞∑
m=1

e2

2π2ϵ0m3L3
× t ln

(∣∣∣∣1 + ct/mL

1− ct/mL

∣∣∣∣) ,
(28)

where the limit ϵ→ 0 has been taken at the end. Before
going into the properties of the decoherence kernel D, it is
instructive to derive it using a more direct approach. As
mentioned in Sec. II, for a particle held in a superposition
of x and x′, D(x, x′, t) is given by the overlap of the
environmental states corresponding to the two particle
locations. Given the interaction Hamiltonian in Eq. (14),
to leading order in e, the state of the environment (in the
interaction picture) is given by

|E(x)⟩t = exp

(
−iex
ℏ

∫ t

0

dt′Π̂x(x, t′)

)
|0⟩ . (29)

Since the operator Π̂x given in Eq. (18) is simply a linear
sum of creation and annihilation operators, |E(x)⟩t is a
coherent state |α(x, t)⟩. To work out the overlap between
the coherent states corresponding to different particle lo-
cations, the use of dipole approximation is well justified if
the superpositions are prepared around x = 0. Therefore

⟨α(x′, t)|α(x, t)⟩ =
∏
k∥

∏
n

〈
αk∥n(x

′, t)
∣∣αk∥n(x, t)

〉
=

exp

{
−e2(x′ − x)2

4π2ℏϵ0L

∞∑
n=−∞

∫
dk∥×

×
(k∥c)

2 cos2(nπ/2) sin2(ωnt/2)

ω3
n

}
, (30)

where, the relation for the coherent states,

⟨β|α⟩ = exp
(
−(|β|2 + |α|2 − 2β∗α)/2

)
, (31)

has been used. Using the Dirac comb (21), the integral
above can be evaluated exactly and gives

D(x, x′, t) =

exp

{
−e2(x′ − x)2

2π2ℏϵ0L3

∞∑
m=1

t

m3
ln

(∣∣∣∣1 + ct/mL

1− ct/mL

∣∣∣∣)
}
, (32)

where again, the contribution from the m = 0 term has
been discarded for the reasons described before. We see
that the expression for the decoherence kernel is indeed
the same when derived using the influence functional for-
malism (Eq. (28)), or when it is obtained by computing
the overlap between the environmental states correlated
to different electron positions.

0 10 20 30 40 50

ct/L



FIG. 3. Time evolution of the decoherence kernel showing
suppression of the off-diagonal elements at times t = mL/c,
and an otherwise constant curve for ct ≫ L.

IV. INITIAL JOLT

In this section it will be argued that all the features in
D, as depicted in Fig. 3, are due to the sudden switching
on of the S-E interaction. These effects should not be
considered physical, since in a realistic scenario there is
no such sharp instant of time at which the electron starts
interacting with the EM field vacuum.
A sudden switching on of the S-E interaction results

in a disturbance in the state of the environment, which
is sometimes referred to as a jolt (c.f. [34], the references
therein, and [37]). In general, after the initial jolt has
passed away, an equilibrium between the system and the
environment is established. However, in the setup that
is being considered in this work, part of the initial jolt
would always influence the dynamics and the S-E equi-
librium is never established. This can be seen from the
periodic fall in D at times tm = mL/c.
A possible explanation of these features is that the jolt

in the EM field at time t = 0 propagates, gets reflected
by the plates, and arrives at the location of the electron
again. Since the superpositions are assumed to be near
the center, this jolt would arrive at the electron loca-
tion again at times tm, resulting in a temporary fall in
coherence 5.
The same features can also be equivalently described in

terms of the image charges. It can be seen from Eq. (1)

5 Sudden switching on of the S-E interaction might also lead to
emission of real photons. However, possible irreversible decoher-
ence due to scattering of such photons is a fourth order effect in
e and would thus be absent in D(x, x′, t) shown here.
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that for an electron located at the center x = 0, the
nearest images are at a distance L, the next nearest at 2L,
and so on. As the initial jolt is sourced by the electron
at the center, the images must source a counter-jolt in
order to maintain the boundary conditions. That is, by
the time the jolt from the electron arrives at one of the
plates, a counter jolt must arrive at the same plate from
the nearest image to nullify the electric field along the
plate. Subsequently, the jolt from the nearest images
reaches the electron at t = L/c, from the next nearest
images at t = 2L/c and so on 6, explaining the fall in D
at times tm.
The reasoning above indicates that the sharp falls in

the off-diagonal elements would not be present in the
absence of a jolt. Therefore, in such a more realistic sce-
nario, the decoherence kernel D would then only have
a steady value, given by the constant upper bound in
Fig. 3. This asymptotic value can be calculated analyti-
cally. If ct≫ L, the main contribution to D comes from
the modes for which mL ≪ ct, since the contribution of
the higher modes is greatly suppressed due to the 1/mL
dependence. In this limit ln{(1+mL/ct)/(1−mL/ct)} ≈
mL/ct and therefore

D(x, x′, t) ≈ exp

{
−2α(x′ − x)2

πL2

∞∑
m=1

1

m2

}
. (33)

The asymptotic expression for the coherence length is
rather simple and involves both the fine structure con-
stant α and the separation length L. Further, since∑

m 1/m2 = π2/6, the off-diagonal elements would be
unaffected over length scales L/

√
α 7, which basically

means no decoherence at all.
Therefore, it is important to realize that the environ-

ment under consideration does not have a typical behav-
ior. For instance, in the environment of thermal photons,
the off-diagonal elements decay exponentially in time (ig-
noring dissipation, c.f. Fig. 3.8 in [8]). Thus, the extrap-
olation of Eq. (27) in thinking that the Casimir force
leads to a continuous irreversible loss of coherence, like
ordinary environments, does not hold.

It was shown in [7] that if one considers a time de-
pendent coupling q(t) with the environment, i.e., q(t) =
−ef(t) such that f(t) = 1 for most of the dynamics be-
tween the initial time t = 0 and the final time t = T ,
while f(0) = f(T ) = 0, the noise kernel in Eq. (17), and

defined in Eq. (16), transforms as N → Ñ , with

Ñ = f(t1)f(t2)N (t1; t2) = f(t1)f(t2)N (t1 − t2) . (34)

6 The method of images can be applied not only to electrostatics,
but also in dealing with the radiation field. For instance, the
well-known Casimir force was derived by explicitly referring to
images in [46].

7 Although on such length scales the validity of the dipole approx-
imation can be questioned. However, for any superpositions on
scales much less than L, it is clear that no coherence is lost over
time. The case of wider superpositions will also be discussed
explicitly later.

It was further shown at a very general level that if N2

approaches a constant value on some time scale, which
in this case is L/c, and if the S-E interaction is switched
on adiabatically over this time scale, then N2 transforms
as N2 → Ñ2 (c.f. Eq. (27) in [7]) with

Ñ2(T ) =
N2

2

(
f2(0) + f2(T )

)
= 0 , (35)

implying no irreversible decoherence. These considera-
tions imply that in a typical scenario in which the S-E
interaction is not switched on suddenly, there would be
no irreversible loss of coherence at the level of the elec-
tron and thus no loss in the fringe contrast in a double
slit type of experiment. The reasoning and the arguments
presented in this section are confirmed in Sec. VI, where
the decoherence kernel is computed after adiabatically
switching on the S-E interaction.

V. SUPERPOSITIONS OVER LARGER
LENGTH SCALES

For particle superpositions near the center, the anal-
ysis shows that there is no loss in coherence over time
and that the features in D(x, x′, t) are solely due to the
sudden switching on of the interactions. One may still
question the validity of these conclusions for superposi-
tions prepared over large length scales. It should first
be clear that when considering superpositions along the
x-axis, the results will not be affected by the y and z
dependence of the noise kernel. This is because the de-
pendence on the difference between the y and z coordi-
nates, of the non-relativistic particle superpositions, can
be ignored since ∆x∥ ≪ cτ . This can be seen easily from

Eq. (22) 8.
With this in mind, the decoherence kernel for the elec-

tron in a superposition over large length scales, x = −L/2
and x′ = L/2, is now computed. In this case, the two-
point correlation is given by

⟨0| Π̂x(−L/2, t1)Π̂x(L/2, t2) |0⟩ =

ℏc2

ϵ0L

∞∑
n=−∞

∫
d2k∥

(2π)2
k2y + k2z
2ωn

(−1)nei(k∥·∆x∥−ωnτ) . (36)

As before, the surface integral can be converted into a
volume integral by inserting a Dirac comb, and then sum-
ming over

∑
n(−1)nδn. This sum can be written as

∞∑
n=−∞

(−1)nδn = 2

∞∑
n=−∞

δ2n −
∞∑

n=−∞
δn . (37)

8 See also the discussion in Sec. 2.1.5 (and the footnote below)
of [50], where it is mentioned that corrections to the dipole ap-
proximation are only relevant when relativistic effects become
important.
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The identity involving the Dirac comb can now be applied
to both the terms on the RHS of the equation above.
With little algebra, it is easy to see that it gives

N (τ) =
e2c

ϵ0π2

∞∑
m=−∞

1

(m2L2 − c2(τ − iϵ)2)2
+HC

−e2c
ϵ0π2

∞∑
m=−∞

1

(m2(2L)2 − c2(τ − iϵ)2)2
+HC .

(38)

The decoherence kernel is then immediately obtained to
be

D(−L/2, L/2, t) =

exp

{
−e2(x′ − x)2

π2ℏϵ0

∞∑
m=1

t

m3
×[

1

L3
ln

(∣∣∣∣mL+ ct

mL− ct

∣∣∣∣)− 1

(2L)3
ln

(∣∣∣∣2mL+ ct

2mL− ct

∣∣∣∣)]} .

(39)

Consistent with the description above, it can be seen that
there will be falls in coherence not only at time inter-
vals t = 2mL/c, since it takes the time 2L/c for the
jolt sourced near one of the plates to return to the same
plate, but also at time intervals t = mL/c, since the jolt
sourced from x = −L/2 can temporarily become corre-
lated to the electron at x′ = L/2. And again, even for
the largest possible superposition, one sees that all the
features in the off-diagonal elements can be ascribed to
the sudden switching on of the interaction. The same
and consistent conclusions are reached if D(−L/2, 0, t)
or D(0, L/2, t) is computed.

VI. ADIABATIC SWITCHING ON

To confirm the physical interpretation, one can com-
pute the off-diagonal elements of the density matrix, but
this time after adiabatically switching on the S-E inter-
action. This can be modeled by evolving the state of the
environment as

|E(x)⟩adt = exp

{
−iex
ℏ

∫ t

0

dt′Π̂x(x, t′)
(
1− e−t′/T

)}
|0⟩ .

(40)

Here, T represents the time scale over which the S-E
interaction is switched on and t is some late time at which
the interaction is fully switched on. After computing the
integral, one should first take the limit t ≫ T and then
the limit T → ∞. If the limits are taken in the opposite
order, the S-E interaction would never be switched on.
After the interaction is fully switched on at some time t,

the decoherence kernel is given by

Dad(x, x′, t) = ⟨E(x′)|E(x)⟩adt =

exp

{
−e2(x′ − x)2

16π2ℏϵ0L

∞∑
n=−∞

∫
dk∥

(k∥c)
2 cos2(nπ/2)

ω3
n

}
.

(41)

Here, the calculations are performed for the case where
the superpositions are prepared near the center. The
main effect of a sudden jolt is not related to the length
scale over which the superpositions are prepared and the
conclusions of adiabatically switching on the interaction
would also apply to D(L/2,−L/2, t).
It is already interesting to notice that D in Eq. (41)

does not depend on time t, indicating that the oscillations
in Fig. 3 do not appear in the absence of a sudden jolt.
As before, the integral can be computed by inserting a
Dirac comb and using the identity (21). It gives

Dad(x, x′, t) =

exp

{
−e2(x′ − x)2

8π2ℏcϵ0
×

×
∞∑

m=1

∫ ∞

0

dk k

∫ π

0

dθ sin θ(1− cos2 θ)eimLk cos θ

}

= exp

{
−2α(x′ − x)2

πL2

∞∑
m=1

1

m2

}
. (42)

It can be clearly seen that the oscillations have disap-
peared from the decoherence kernel altogether (compared
to Eq. (32)) and that its value is the same as that of the
asymptotic curve in Fig. 3. The off-diagonal elements are
not suppressed over any length scale |x− x′| ≤ L. What
is even more important to notice is that after the S-E
interaction is fully switched on, the overlap between the
environmental states is stationary in time. Thus, the vac-
uum of the interacting radiation field effectively acts like
an environment which is only correlated to the position of
the electron. The situation then becomes identical to the
one described in Sec. II. This implies that there would be
no loss in the fringe contrast due to vacuum fluctuations,
as they are not able to resolve the two paths which end
at the same point on the detector screen.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, decoherence due to the vacuum fluctua-
tions of the EM field, confined between parallel conduct-
ing plates, is analyzed. It is shown that the loss in co-
herence that one may find is a consequence of the sudden
switching on of the S-E interaction and not of the nature
of the vacuum fluctuations themselves, and thus not re-
lated to the Casimir force. To study the time evolution
of the reduced density matrix, it is standard practice,
for technical convenience, to start from an initially un-
correlated S-E state. However, this initial condition, in
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general, is only justified when the interaction between the
system and the environment is also switched off initially,
since S-E interaction leads to S-E correlations.

Therefore, if one takes the vacuum state of the free EM
field as the initial state of the environment, uncorrelated
to the initial state of the electron, one should also switch
off their interaction initially. It is well-known from stan-
dard quantum mechanics that to go from the vacuum
state of the free EM field (i.e. the bare vacuum), to the
vacuum state of the interacting radiation field (which is
the main subject of the analysis), the interaction must
be switched on adiabatically. In other words, the gap
between the starting point (dictated by technical con-
venience), and the actual physical situation of interest,
must be bridged by adiabatically switching on the inter-
action. When this is done, it is shown in this work that
the zero-point modes of the vacuum do not lead to any

decoherence effects at the level of the electron. Decoher-
ence due to zero point modes might still be relevant in
a situation where the charged particle suddenly enters
and leaves a region confined between conducting plates.
However, in typical scenarios, the only irreversible loss
of coherence in the presence of parallel plates would be
due to the effective Coulomb potential of all the infinite
image charges, which accelerates the electron resulting in
bremsstrahlung.
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