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This paper investigates interaction-induced symmetry breaking in circular quantum dots. We explain that
the anisotropic “static Wigner molecule” ground states frequently observed in simulations are created by
interference effects that occur even in the non-interacting limit. They have nothing in common with the
interaction-driven crystallization of the uniform electron gas described by Wigner. This leads us to define
the term Wigner molecule more carefully, via a finite analog of the spontaneous symmetry breaking that
arises in the homogeneous electron gas when the interactions are strong. According to this definition, the
charge density patterns characteristic of true interaction-induced Wigner molecules can only be seen if a
small symmetry-breaking perturbation is applied to a strongly interacting quantum dot. A simple argument
based on separation of variables into center-of-mas and internal coordinates shows that the strength of the
perturbation required to produce a finite effect on the density tends to zero in the limit as the strength of the
interaction tends to infinity. We confirm computationally that interaction-inducedWigner molecules satisfying
these two criteria exist. The neural-network variational Monte Carlo method used in our simulations proves
more accurate than the coupled cluster and diffusion Monte Carlo methods employed in previous benchmark
calculations of quantum dots.

PACS numbers: 02.70.Ss, 02.70.Uu

I. INTRODUCTION

Two-dimensional (2D) quantum dots have been a
topic of research and technological interest for many
years. They provide a simple system in which to explore
semiconductor heterostructures,1,2 electron-electron in-
teractions and quantum Hall phases.1,3,4 Quantum dot
lasers have found widespread use in optical commu-
nications, sensing and metrology.5 The properties of
quantum dots are easily tunable with electromagnetic
fields,6 suggesting that dots may be useful as ele-
mentary qubits for quantum computation.7–11 Compu-
tationally, quantum dots have been studied using a
wide range of methods, including unrestricted Hartree-
Fock,12–14 exact diagonalization,15–19 density functional
theory (DFT),20–24 variational and diffusion quan-
tum Monte Carlo (VMC and DMC),25–28 configuration
interaction,29–31 path-integral Monte Carlo,32 and cou-
pled cluster with single, double, and perturbative triple
excitations (CCSD(T)).28,33–35 In particular, a great deal
of attention has been paid to the formation of Wigner
molecules.6,12,15,18,36–40

This paper aims to dispel some of the confusion in the
literature on Wigner molecules, provide a sharper defi-
nition of the concept of a Wigner molecule, and demon-
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strate that interaction-induced Wigner molecules satis-
fying the new definition exist. In the process, we use
the recently developed neural-network variational Monte
Carlo (NNVMC) method to solve the many-electron
Schrödinger equation for a range of quantum dots con-
taining up to 20 electrons, providing new benchmark re-
sults of higher accuracy than the CCSD(T) and DMC
results currently available.
In 1934, Wigner predicted that a uniform electron gas

undergoes an interaction-driven phase transition as the
electron density is lowered at zero temperature. Al-
though the neutralizing positive background charge den-
sity is forced to remain uniform, the electrons localize
into a state with long-range crystalline order.41,42 Two-
dimensional Wigner crystals were recently imaged op-
tically for the first time.43 A short explanation of the
Wigner transition appears at the beginning of Sec. II.
Computational studies of small circular quantum dots

often yield ground states with broken rotational sym-
metry and sometimes reveal blob-like maxima in the
electron density. The number of blobs only rarely
matches the number of electrons, but it is neverthe-
less tempting to identify them as localized electrons and
interpret the state as a molecular analog of a Wigner
crystal.6,12,15,18,36–40 Section II explains that the rota-
tional symmetry breaking is in fact caused by a simple
interference effect36,39,44 and can be observed equally well
in non-interacting systems. It has nothing to do with
electron-electron interactions, correlations or the Wigner
transition. As far as we are able to ascertain, nobody has
ever seen a true interaction-induced, symmetry-breaking
Wigner molecule in a circular quantum dot. Section II
concludes by discussing what a true Wigner molecule
would look like and how to identify one.
Although simulations of quantum dots often produce
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non-circular electron densities, these are not universal.
Some dots have circularly symmetric electron densities
but show interesting patterns in the electron-electron
pair-correlation function. Ground states of this type
are sometimes called rotating Wigner molecules and are
viewed as analogous to the floating Wigner crystals dis-
cussed in papers on the electron gas.45,46 The nomencla-
ture is more appropriate in this case, but the appearance
of rotating Wigner molecules is often ascribed to sponta-
neous symmetry breaking at a phase transition. Quan-
tum dots cannot undergo phase transitions because they
are finite, and the structure in the pair-correlation func-
tion is present even when the ground state possesses the
full rotational symmetry of the Hamiltonian. Rotating
Wigner molecules are introduced in Sec. II and consid-
ered in more detail in Sec. III.

Section III begins by introducing the continuum model
Hamiltonian we use to describe quantum dots and then
considers the weakly interacting limit, demonstrating
computationally that the ground-state spin and orbital
angular momenta agree with Ghosal’s39 modified version
of Hund’s rules. These rules predict the L ̸= 0 interfer-
ence patterns often described as static Wigner molecules.

Another source of confusion concerns the nature of
the sudden changes in ground state sometimes observed
as the strength of the harmonic confining potential is
changed at fixed electron number. As discussed in
Sec. III, all sudden changes in the quantum dot ground
state are level crossings and should not be described
as phase transitions. Furthermore, they have nothing
to do with the formation of static or rotating Wigner
molecules. The symmetry breaking observed in the
ground-state density of a static Wigner molecule is not
caused by a level crossing.

Section IV provides a brief review of the NNVMC
method and describes the calculations carried out. Sec-
tion V presents our benchmark results for quantum dots
with up to 20 electrons and demonstrates the existence of
true static Wigner molecules caused by electron-electron
interactions. Section VI concludes.

II. WIGNER CRYSTALS AND WIGNER MOLECULES

A. The Wigner Transition

We begin by reviewing the physics of the Wigner tran-
sition in an electron gas. Consider a finite, 2D, homoge-
neous electron gas in a box of side d and area A = d2

under periodic boundary conditions. The Schrödinger
equation separates into center-of-mass and difference co-
ordinates. The center-of-mass part of the Hamiltonian
is

− ℏ2

2mN
∇2

rc
, (1)

where N is the number of electrons, m is the electron
mass, and the Laplacian is taken with respect to the po-

sition vector rc of the center of mass. The normalized
center-of-mass eigenfunctions are plane waves, eik·rc/d,
and the center-of-mass ground state is at zero energy with
k = 0. It follows that the ground state is invariant un-
der simultaneous translations of all of the electrons. The
lowest-energy eigenstate with center-of-mass momentum
ℏk has energy ℏ2k2/2mN = ℏ2k2/2mnA, where n is the
electron number density.
At low enough density, the Coulomb potential domi-

nates and long-range order develops in the wave function
of the difference coordinates. The new state is called
a floating Wigner crystal45,46 and is visible in the pair-
correlation function. Defining ρ(r1, r2) ≡ A

N(N−1) ρ̃(r1 −
r2), where ρ is the pair-density function and ρ̃ is normal-
ized to unity, the Fourier component

FG =

∫
d2rρ̃(r)eir·G, (2)

where G is a reciprocal lattice vector of the emergent
floating lattice, remains finite even in the limit as d →
∞ at constant n = N/A. Hence, FG acts as an order
parameter for the phase transition.
Although the ground-state one-electron density is still

uniform, the differences between the ground state energy
and the energies of the low-energy excited states created
by adding center-of-mass momentum tend to zero as d→
∞ at constant electron density n. Hence, in the thermo-
dynamic limit, an arbitrarily small perturbation is suffi-
cient to mix states with different center-of-mass k and lo-
calize the center of mass. This interaction-induced spon-
taneous symmetry breaking produces a static Wigner
crystal, visible in both the one-electron density and the
pair-correlation function.

B. Static Wigner Molecules as Interference Effects

We now move on to investigate the formation of
Wigner molecules in quantum dots. Start with a single
electron in a 2D parabolic potential and consider an en-
ergy eigenstate with l ̸= 0, where ℏl, l ∈ Z, is the orbital
angular momentum. Note that l may be negative in 2D,
and that there is no 2D analog of the magnetic quantum
number m. Due to time-reversal symmetry, eigenstates
with angular momentum quantum numbers ±l are de-
generate. Hence, any linear superposition of the states
|+l⟩ and |−l⟩ is also an energy eigenstate. The electron
number density depends on the particular superposition
chosen: if |ψ⟩ = α |+l⟩+ β |−l⟩, the angular density

n(θ) =
1

2π
[1 + 2|αβ∗| cos(2lθ + arg(αβ∗))] (3)

has 2l angular maxima and 2l angular minima.
The ground state of a one-electron circular quantum

dot has l = 0 and is thus rotationally uniform, but N -
electron quantum dots are analogous to atoms, where
shell-filling effects often yield ground states with finite
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FIG. 1. Electron densities for two degenerate ground states
of a four-electron circular quantum dot in the non-interacting
limit. Both states have total spin S = 2. The system has
time-reversal symmetry, so many-electron states with in-plane
total orbital angular momentum ±L are degenerate. Left: cir-
cularly symmetric electron density, corresponding to an an-
gular momentum eigenstate with L = +2. Right: electron
density with angular modulation, corresponding to an equal
superposition of states with angular momentum L = +2 and
L = −2. Distances are measured in units of l0, defined in
Eq. (5).

values of the total angular momentum. The expecta-
tion value L of the total angular momentum operator

L̂ =
∑N

i=1 l̂i, where l̂i is the angular momentum of elec-
tron i, is then non-zero. As shown in Appendix A, the
one-electron density of any simultaneous eigenstate of the
Hamiltonian Ĥ and the total angular momentum oper-
ator L̂ must be circularly symmetric. However, as in
the one-electron case, a general linear combination of the
degenerate eigenstates |±L⟩ has a non-uniform angular
density with 2L angular maxima and 2L angular mim-
ina. In particular, restricting to real wavefunctions will
always produce a non-uniform angular density if the an-
gular momentum is non-zero. All simulations of circular
quantum dots that have produced non-uniform angular
densities have had ground states of this type.

Figure 1 shows two possible ground-state electron den-
sities for a non-interacting four-electron quantum dot
with total spin S = 2: the ground state without ro-
tational symmetry in the single-particle density, shown
on the right, is constructed by superposing degenerate
ground states with equal and opposite total angular mo-
mentum L = ±2. Quantum dot ground states of this
type are often called (static) Wigner molecules.29,40,47–50

However, as pointed out in Refs. 36, 39, and 44, the non-
uniformity is caused by the ±L interference effect and
has nothing to do with interactions or correlations.

C. True Wigner Molecules

If the confining potential binding the electrons to a
quantum dot is weak, the electrons are far apart on aver-
age and the interaction energy, although small, is larger
than the kinetic energy. This is the strongly interacting

regime. If the confining potential is strong, the electrons
are close together, the kinetic energy dominates, and the
dot is weakly interacting. One might hope to encourage
the formation of true Wigner molecules by decreasing
the confining potential and thus increasing the effective
strength of the Coulomb interaction of the quantum dot.

Unfortunately, a simple symmetry argument (see Ap-
pendix A) shows that the single-particle density of any

simultaneous eigenstate of the Hamiltonian Ĥ and the to-
tal orbital angular momentum L̂ must remain circularly
symmetric regardless of the strength of the interaction.
Weakening the confining potential is not sufficient to cre-
ate static Wigner molecules. Instead, as the interaction
strengthens, angular structure develops smoothly in the
pair-correlation function.39 Ground states with molecule-
like structure in the pair-correlation function but not
the one-electron density are sometimes called rotating
Wigner molecules.

In the limit as the strength of the interaction tends to
infinity, Appendix B shows that the separation in energy
between states with different values of the center-of-mass
angular momentum lc tends to zero. (Note that lc is
not the same as the total angular momentum L.) There-
fore, any small SO(2)-breaking perturbation mixes states
with different center-of-mass angular momenta. The ro-
tating Wigner molecule becomes locked into its lowest
energy orientation and the angular structure, previously
seen only in the pair-correlation function, becomes visi-
ble in the one-electron density. The stronger the inter-
action, the smaller the energy difference between states
with different center-of-mass orbital angular momenta,
the weaker the perturbation required to localize the ro-
tating Wigner molecule.

The symmetry-broken state created by the small per-
turbation is a true static Wigner molecule. Its electron
density is localized into N blobs (N being the number of
electrons), independent of the total angular momentum
L. Figure 3 in Sec. V shows the characteristic electron
density of a true static Wigner molecule in two examples
of quantum dots with L = 0 ground states. Rotating
and true static Wigner molecules are induced by strong
Coulomb interactions and are not trivial interference ef-
fects.

Unfortunately, applying a small symmetry-breaking
perturbation also picks out a specific linear combination
of the degenerate eigenstates |+L⟩ and |−L⟩, polluting
the density signature of the Wigner crystal with that of
the interference effect. This complicates the electron den-
sities observed in strongly interacting quantum dots with
L ̸= 0.
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III. STATIC AND ROTATING WIGNER MOLECULES IN
A MODEL QUANTUM DOT

A. Hamiltonian

We model quantum dots by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ =

N∑
i=1

(
− ℏ2

2m
∇2

i +
1

2
mω2r2i

)
+

N∑
i=1

N∑
j>i

e2

4πϵ0|ri − rj |
,

(4)

where m is the electron mass, N is the number of elec-
trons, ω is the harmonic potential strength, e is the elec-
tron charge, ϵ0 is permittivity of free space, and ri is the
position of electron i. This Hamiltonian can be made
dimensionless by defining

l0 =

√
ℏ
mω

, λ =
e2

4πϵ0l0ℏω
, (5)

where l0 has dimensions of length and λ is dimensionless.
Expressing distances in units of l0 and dividing by ℏω,
we obtain

Ĥ =
Ĥ

ℏω
=

N∑
i=1

(
−1

2
∇2

i +
1

2
r2i

)
+

N∑
i=1

N∑
j>i

λ

|ri − rj |
, (6)

where λ is interpreted as an effective Coulomb interac-
tion strength, and we have introduced r′ = r/l0 and then
relabeled r′ → r. All variables in Eq. (6) are dimension-
less. This is the form of the Hamiltonian used for our
NNVMC calculations.

B. Hund’s Rules

The one-electron energy eigenfunctions of a 2D har-
monic oscillator with m = ω = 1 are known as Darwin-
Fock states and take the form51

ψnl(r, θ) =
eilθ√
π

√
n!

(n+ |l|)!
e−r2/2r|l|L|l|

n (r2), (7)

where n ∈ N is the principal quantum number, l ∈ Z is

the 2D orbital angular momentum, and L
|l|
n is a gener-

alized Laguerre polynomial. The corresponding energy
eigenvalues are

Enl = 2n+ |l|+ 1. (8)

Unlike in 3D, the value of |l| may exceed n.
In the limit as λ → 0, the N -electron ground state

of the Hamiltonian from Eq. (6) is a Slater determinant
of the N single-particle orbitals of the lowest energy. If
the highest occupied one-electron orbital is degenerate
and λ is finite but small, our simulations confirm that
N -electron quantum dots satisfy the modified version of
Hund’s rules proposed by Ghosal et al.:39 the ground

FIG. 2. Electron densities for unpolarized quantum dots. The
subfigure labels indicate the number of electrons in the quan-
tum dot. Densities labeled ‘i’ were calculated from a Slater
determinant of non-interacting one-electron orbitals occupied
according to the modified Hund’s rules. Densities labeled ‘ii’
were computed using the NNVMC method at λ = 1. All
subfigures show the region −4l0 ≤ x, y ≤ 4l0 and all densities
are obtained from real superpositions within every degenerate
subspace.

state is the one that maximizes the total spin, and then,
if there is a tie, orbitals are occupied in descending order
of |l|, thus maximizing

∑
i occ |li|. This differs from the

2D analog of the rule for atoms, which would maximize
|L| = |

∑
i occ li|.

Consider as an example the 10-electron, spin unpolar-
ized quantum dot. We use the following notation: (n, l)σ
indicates the principal quantum number n, the 2D orbital
angular momentum l, and the spin projection σ of a one-
electron orbital; whilst {L, S} indicates the total angular
momentum and total spin of an N -electron energy eigen-
state. In the limit λ→ 0, the ground state is a Slater de-
terminant of the following single-particle orbitals: (0, 0)↑,
(0, 0)↓, (0, 1)↑, (0,−1)↑, (0, 1)↓, (0,−1)↓, (0, 2)↑, (0,−2)↑,
(1, 0)↑, (0, 2)↓, which has {L, S} = {2, 1}. Therefore, if
one works with real superpositions, four maxima should
be seen in the single particle density, as seen in Fig. 2.

Figure 2 compares one-electron densities for unpo-
larized quantum dots obtained: (i) by occupying non-
interacting one-electron orbitals according to the modi-
fied Hund’s rules; and (ii) by using NNVMC simulations
to compute the interacting ground state at λ = 1. Real
wave functions are used in both cases; if complex eigen-
functions of L̂ had been used, all densities would have
been circularly symmetric. The interactions push the
electrons in the NNVMC simulations further apart, but
the qualitative agreement between the non-interacting
densities computed using the modified Hund’s rules and
the interacting densities computed using NNVMC is ex-
cellent.
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C. Level Crossings

A simple example of a level crossing is seen the N = 3
quantum dot. The non-interacting S = 3/2 ground state
is obtained by occupying the (0, 0)↑, (0, 1)↑ and (0,−1)↑
orbitals, for a total non-interacting energy of 5ℏω. The
non-interacting S = 1/2 ground state is obtained by oc-
cupying the (0, 0)↑, (0, 0)↓ and (0, 1)↑ orbitals, for a total
non-interacting energy of 4ℏω. Hence, for small enough
values of λ, the overall ground state has quantum num-
bers {L, S} = {1, 1/2}.

Hund’s first rule indicates that, in the presence of
Coulomb interactions, the total spin will be maximized.
A rewording of this statement is that the Coulomb en-
ergy, when treated as a perturbation, is lower the larger
the total spin eigenvalue. Therefore, as we increase λ, the
perturbation overtakes the difference in energy between
the {1, 1/2} state and the {0, 3/2} state. The two states
cross and the L and S quantum numbers of the ground
state change discontinuously at some specific interaction
strength λc. An exact-diagonalisation study showing this
crossing as a function of λ can be found in Ref. 17.

As far as we have been able to ascertain, all of the
quantum dot “phase transitions” discussed in the litera-
ture40,52,53 are level crossings of this type. Furthermore,
although changes in L resulting from level crossings may
produce ground states with densities that depend on an-
gle, suggesting a Wigner transition, the non-uniformity
is caused by the ±L interference effect and disappears
when complex eigenfunctions of Ĥ and L̂ are used. It
never indicates the appearance of a true Wigner crystal.

The perturbative argument above explains why level
crossings may happen as λ increases, but the argument
is only reliable when the perturbing potential is small in
comparison with the eigenvalue separation, in which case
it cannot make up the energy difference between levels.
We are pushing the argument beyond its range of valid-
ity and transitions may or may not happen in practice.
Indeed, in the limit as λ → ∞, we expect levels with
different values of S to become degenerate. This is be-
cause the Hamiltonian is spin independent, so the spin
only matters in the form of fermionic exchange. As the
strength of the Coulomb interaction diverges, the elec-
trons are driven arbitrarily far apart, their wave func-
tions no longer overlap, and their relative spins no longer
affect the energy.12

D. Wigner Molecules Revisited

The literature on rotating Wigner molecules contains
inconsistencies, similar to the case of static Wigner
molecules. They are often said to exist only after a tran-
sition, in the regime where λ > λc,

17,18,32,36,40 and the
state with λ > λc is often called a symmetry-broken
phase.32,37,40 The implication is that the structure in
the pair-correlation function is caused by a symmetry-
breaking phase transition. We do not consider this to be

an appropriate definition for the following reasons:

1. If any properties of the ground state change discon-
tinuously at some interaction strength λc, it must
be due to a level crossing. Phase transitions can
only happen in the thermodynamic limit.54

2. In some quantum dots, the ground state has the
same total spin and angular momentum eigenvalues
for all studied values of λ,18 and hence could never
become a rotating Wigner molecule under this def-
inition. However, the properties of such dots at
high λ are indistinguishable from those of rotating
Wigner molecules.

3. All quantum dots with N > 1 show angular struc-
ture in the pair-correlation function. The structure
strengthens as λ increases and may change discon-
tinuously at level crossings, but does not appear
suddenly.

4. Level crossings can happen at relatively small λ,
where the Coulomb interaction is not yet dominant.

5. The state that becomes the ground state for λ > λc
still exists when λ < λc, although it is not in general
the ground state in that regime.

A better way to think about rotating and static Wigner
molecules uses the idea of spontaneous symmetry break-
ing adapted for finite systems. Let us first recap the
essential features of the Wigner transition of a uniform
electron gas, as discussed in Sec. II. The ground state
is invariant under simultaneous translation of all of the
electron positions (i.e., the center of mass has k = 0),
but the energy required to boost the center-of-mass mo-
mentum from 0 to k scales as N−1 ∝ A−1. In the ther-
modynamic (N → ∞) limit, the ground state becomes
degenerate with states of any k and an arbitrarily small
local perturbation is sufficient to collapse the state into a
Wigner crystal, breaking the translational symmetry of
the Hamiltonian.
A closely analogous way to identify a true Wigner

molecule is to check whether the following four criteria
are obeyed:

1. Except at level crossings, which are not directly rel-
evant to Wigner molecule formation, the properties
of quantum dots are continuous functions of the
strength of the Coulomb interaction. The features
identified with Wigner molecules appear smoothly
as λ increases (ω decreases).

2. If no symmetry-breaking perturbation is present
and the ground state is chosen to be a simultaneous
eigenstate of total energy and total orbital angular
momentum, the single-particle density is rotation-
ally invariant. The pair-correlation function still
has interesting stuctures, which strengthen gradu-
ally as λ increases.39 If the modulation of the pair-
correlation function is strong, we call such systems
rotating Wigner molecules.
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3. When the interaction strength λ is large, energy
eigenstates with many different center-of-mass an-
gular momenta lie very close in energy to the
ground state. (This is shown mathematically in
Appendix B.) A small symmetry-breaking pertur-
bation can mix these states, allowing the construc-
tion of highly angularly localized states we call
static Wigner molecules. The angular structure al-
ready present in the pair-correlation function then
becomes visible in the one-electron density. The
observed structure depends on the number of elec-
trons occupying the quantum dot, not its total an-
gular momentum.

4. In the limit as λ → ∞, the symmetry-breaking
perturbation required to create a static Wigner
molecule becomes arbitrarily small.

Explicit computational examples of condition 3 are pre-
sented in the next section.

If one replaces ‘Wigner molecule(s)’ by ‘Wigner crys-
tal(s)’, ‘quantum dots’ by ‘electron gas simulation cells’,
‘orbital angular momentum’ by ‘linear momentum’, ‘ro-
tationally’ by ‘translationally’, ‘rotating’ by ‘floating’,
‘center-of-mass angular momenta’ by ‘center-of-mass mo-
menta’, ‘angularly’ by ‘translationally’, and ‘angular’ by
‘translational’, these criteria also describe the Wigner
crystallization of a finite simulation cell of uniform elec-
tron gas subject to periodic boundary conditions. In
that case, however, instead of letting the strength of
the Coulomb interaction tend to infinity, we can let the
number of electrons in the system tend to infinity, in-
creasing the size of the periodic box as required to keep
the electron density fixed. If the electron density lies
below some critical value, the ground state of the infi-
nite system remains crystalline no matter how weak the
symmetry-breaking perturbation; if the electron density
lies above the critical value, the degree of crystallinity
(the order parameter) tends to zero as the strength of
the perturbation tends to zero. Unlike Wigner molecule
formation, Wigner crystallization in an infinite system is
a true phase transition.

IV. THE NEURAL-NETWORK VARIATIONAL MONTE
CARLO METHOD

The difficulty of computing the properties of interact-
ing many-particle quantum systems lies in the exponen-
tial growth of the size of the Hilbert space with particle
number. Solutions for systems of a few particles moving
in a few specific potentials are known exactly, but com-
putational methods are required to tackle more complex
problems.

One such method, variational Monte Carlo (VMC), re-
lies on the use of a parameterized trial ground-state wave
function. The expectation value of the Hamiltonian de-
pends on the wave function parameters, the optimal val-
ues of which may be found by minimizing the expected

energy using gradient descent or other optimizers. If the
ansatz is sufficiently flexible, the minimal energy expec-
tation value is a good upper bound on the true ground-
state energy and the corresponding trial wave function
approximates the true ground state.
Traditional implementations of VMC require the user

to choose a finite basis set of one-electron functions. Lin-
ear superpositions of the basis functions define single-
particle orbitals, which are used to construct Slater de-
terminants. The ansatz is a linear combination of Slater
determinants multiplied by a Jastrow factor, and the op-
timization determines the best available orbitals, deter-
minant coefficients, and Jastrow parameters.
In practice, the choice of finite basis set often limits

the quality of the trial wave function. An alternative
approach that has had great success in recent years re-
places the orbitals in the Slater determinants by deep
neural networks, which can be evaluated without choos-
ing a specific basis set. The FermiNet55 network ar-
chitecture used here has had remarkable success pre-
dicting the ground and excited states of molecules and
solids,56–60 phase transitions,61 positronic chemistry,62

and superfluids.63 Calculations can also be acceler-
ated using pseudopotentials64 and forward Laplacian
evaluation.65 Alternative network architectures include
PauliNet,66,67 DeepQMC,68 NetKet69 (mostly for lattice
models) and modifications,70 the Psiformer self-attention
approach,71 and more.72–74

A distinguishing feature of most NNVMC methods is
that the orbitals no longer depend on the coordinates of
just one electron. In addition to the dependence on a
particular electronic position rj and spin σj , they also
depend on the positions and spins of all of the other elec-
trons:

Ψ =

ndet∑
k

ak det
ij

[ψk↑
i (j)] det

ij
[ψk↓

i (j)], (9)

where i and j label the rows and columns of the Slater
matrices and k indexes the Slater determinants evaluated
from those matrices. Here

ψkσ
i (j) ≡ ψkσ

i (rσj , {rσ/j}, {r
σ}), (10)

where σ ∈ {↑, ↓} is a spin label, {rσ/j} denotes the set of

positions of all spin-σ electrons excluding electron j, and
{rσ} is the set of positions of all electrons of the opposite
spin. As the use of set notation suggests, the value of the
orbital in Eq. (10) is invariant under interchanges of the
elements in {rσ/j} or {r

σ}. Any wave function in the form

of Eq. (9) obeys Fermi-Dirac exchange statistics, while
the general nature of the many-electron orbitals improves
the expressivity of the ansatz and reduces the number of
determinants required in the linear combination.56

The orbitals ψkσ
i are represented as a function, ϕkσi ,

generated by a neural network, modulated by an enve-
lope, fkσi :

ψkσ
i (j) = fkσi (j)ϕkσi (j), (11)
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where

fkσi (j) = exp
[
−(Ξkσ

i rσj )
2
]
, (12)

and the Ξikσ are learnable parameters. The neural net-
work takes the electron positions and spins as inputs and
returns the corresponding values (and derivatives) of all
of the ϕkσi (j). Gaussian envelopes were used as the single-
electron eigenstates of a harmonic circular quantum dot
include a Gaussian factor. This allows the envelope to
capture the behavior of the wave function far from the
center of the harmonic well, where the parabolic potential
dominates over the Coulomb interaction. The structure
of the deep neural network that generates the ϕkσi (j) is
described in Refs. 56 and 57.

When we wish to explore condition 3 in the definition
of a Wigner molecule, we add the following rotational
symmetry breaking perturbation to the Hamiltonian Ĥ
from Eq. (4),

P̂ = −µ
∑
i

1√
2πσ

exp

[
−|ri − r0|2

2σ2

]
, (13)

where r0 is chosen to lie at the first maximum away from
the origin of the radial density n(r). Dividing by ℏω
and measuring distances in units of l0, the perturbation
added to Ĥ in Eq. 6 becomes

P̂ = −ηλ
∑
i

1√
2πσ0

exp

[
−|ri − r0|2

2σ2
0

]
, (14)

where η = µ4πϵ0/e
2 and σ = σ0l0. Both η and σ0 are

dimensionless. Note that P̂ grows linearly with λ. Ap-
pendix B shows that the separation of energy levels with
different center-of-mass angular momentum is of order
ℏω. In the dimensionless form used here, where ener-
gies are expressed in units of ℏω, this becomes a sepa-
ration of order unity for all λ ≥ 0. Hence, no matter
how small the strengthen µ of the SO(2)-breaking per-
turbation, it will be sufficient to mix states of different
center-of-mass angular momentum and freeze the rotat-
ing Wigner molecule when the interaction strength λ is
large enough. This is in agreement with condition 3.

V. COMPUTATIONAL RESULTS

We are unaware of any previous work on circular quan-
tum dots using NNVMC, so we compare our results
against benchmarks computed using two other highly ac-
curate methods: DMC and CCSD(T).28 The DMC and
NNVMC methods are variational, so the computed en-
ergy is an upper bound on the exact ground-state en-
ergy and calculations that yield lower energies are bet-
ter. CCSD(T) is not variational and may yield results
below the exact ground-state energy. Nevertheless, if the
NNVMC result happens to be lower than the CCSD(T)
result, the NNVMC result is closer to the exact en-
ergy. Surprisingly, although the CCSD(T) energies from

N ω FermiNet CCSD(T) DMC

2
0.5 1.659 768(5) 1.659 772 1.659 75(2)
1.0 3.000 00(2) 3.000 000 3.000 00(3)

6
0.28 7.597 44(5) 7.600 6 7.600 1(1)
0.5 11.781 3(1) 11.783 7 11.788 8(2)
1.0 20.154 8(1) 20.157 0 20.159 7(2)

12
0.28 25.626 34(8) 25.632 4 25.635 6(1)
0.5 39.146 7(1) 39.151 6 39.159(1)
1.0 65.684 6(2) 65.688 6 65.700(1)

20
0.28 61.910 3(2) 61.915 6 61.922(2)
0.5 93.852 6(3) 93.855 8 93.867(3)
1.0 155.849 2(4) 155.857 1 155.868(6)

TABLE I. NNVMC energies of unpolarized (Sz = 0) quan-
tum dots obtained with the FermiNet ansatz. Also shown
are DMC results and CCSD(T) results computed in a basis
set including 20 major oscillator shells. (There are no triples
when N = 2, so CCSD(T) reduces to CCSD in that case.)
All energies are expressed in Hartrees. Bold values represent
the best result for a given electron number and harmonic po-
tential strength ω. The CCSD(T) and DMC values are taken
from Ref. 28.

Ref. 28 were not extrapolated to the complete-basis-set
(CBS) limit, they lie below the CCSD(T) energies from
Ref. 34, which were extrapolated. We therefore compare
with Ref. 28. As shown in Table I, the ground-state ener-
gies obtained with NNVMC are consistently better than
the DMC and CCSD(T) energies.
We now consider adding the symmetry-breaking per-

turbation defined in Eq. (14). All calculations were made
with σ0 = 0.1. The results reported in Table II show
that, as λ increases, smaller values of η become sufficient
to produce a ground state with substantial symmetry
breaking. We measure the symmetry breaking by first
calculating the angular single-particle density n(θ), mea-
suring its root mean square deviation (RMSD) over one
period, and comparing against a critical value, chosen to
be 0.01. Electron densities for two example systems are
shown in Fig. 3 as functions of the perturbation strength
η. In the limit as η → 0, both have ground states with
angular momentum L = 0. The number of blobs appear-
ing when the symmetry is broken matches the number
of particles, showing that the localization is not a trivial
interference effect.

VI. CONCLUSION

Most papers on Wigner molecules argue that they
resemble Wigner crystals in the homogeneous electron
gas and are caused by strong interactions and correla-
tions. As we demonstrated mathematically and compu-
tationally, however, the states identified as static Wigner
molecules in the literature to date are caused by simple
interference effects that have nothing to do with interac-
tions. They can even be seen in non-interacting systems.
We also discussed how sudden changes in the symmetry
of the ground state of a quantum dot can be explained in



Interaction-Induced Symmetry Breaking in Circular Quantum Dots 8

N Sz λ ηmin

3 3/2

1 >1
5 0.5
10 0.1
15 0.1
20 0.05

6 0

1 >1
5 0.5
10 0.1
15 0.05
20 0.05

TABLE II. Minimum value of η necessary to collapse dif-
ferent quantum dots into a symmetry-broken ground state.
We refer to a state as “symmetry-broken” if the root mean
square deviation (RMSD) of the angular single-particle den-
sity n(θ) surpasses a critical value, chosen to be 0.01. For
each quantum dot, all values of η ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1.0}
were checked. For the weakest interaction strength consid-
ered, λ = 1, setting η = 1 was insufficient to cause significant
circular symmetry breaking.

FIG. 3. Effect of the SO(2)-breaking perturbation defined in
Eq. (14). Top row: N = 3, Sz = 3/2, L = 0, λ = 15. Bottom
row: N = 6, Sz = 0, L = 0, λ = 15. Columns represent
different values of η, from left to right: 0, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1.
Lengths are measured in units of l0.

terms of level crossings and a modified version of Hund’s
rules. Level crossings are not analogous to spontaneous
symmetry breaking at a continuous phase transition and
do not lead to the formation of Wigner molecules.

We then gave a better definition of Wigner molecules
in terms of four concepts:

1. There is no sharp transition between the normal
and Wigner molecule regimes.

2. If the ground state is chosen to be a simultane-
ous eigenstate of energy and orbital angular mo-
mentum, the electron density must always be ro-
tationally invariant. Angular modulations, often
called “rotating Wigner molecules”, may be seen
in the pair-correlation function and grow smoothly
in strength with the interaction.

3. If the interaction is strong enough, or, equivalently,
if the frequency ω associated with the parabolic

potential is low enough, eigenstates with many dif-
ferent center-of-mass orbital angular momenta lie
close in energy to the ground state. Thus, apply-
ing a small symmetry-breaking perturbation is suf-
ficient to mix states with a wide range of center-
of-mass angular momenta and collapse the system
into a strongly symmetry-broken state. The non-
uniform angular density that results constitutes a
static Wigner molecule, caused by strong electron-
electron correlations.

4. In the limit as the interaction strength tends to
infinity (ω → 0), the strength of the symmetry-
breaking perturbation required to create a static
Wigner molecule with strong angular modulations
tends to zero.

Concepts 2 and 4 were demonstrated mathematically in
Appendices A and B and all four concepts were veri-
fied computationally. To the best of our knowledge, true
static Wigner molecules as defined above have not previ-
ously been observed.
Finally, our NNVMC simulations have provided new

benchmark results for the energies, electron densities and
pair-correlation functions of quantum dots with up to
20 electrons. More systems can be found in the sup-
plementary information. The new benchmarks are more
accurate than the CCSD(T) and DMC results already
available in the literature.28

VII. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The authors have provided three kinds of supplemen-
tary material. The first is a document which explains the
additional data available. It also contains a table (Table
S1) with ground state energies of several fully-polarized
quantum dots. This table is also available as a CSV file
in the supplementary material and FigShare. Lastly, we
provide the electron density plots of the systems available
in the supplementary material.
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Appendix A: Electron density under SO(2) symmetry

Electronic angular modulations in 2D quantum dots
were first seen using DFT within the local spin den-
sity approximation (LSDA), which showed a spin-density
wave.20,21 Unrestricted Hartree-Fock showed both a spin-
density wave and a charge-density wave. However,
this was soon explained in terms of the approximations
made.39 Due to the SO(2) symmetry of the Hamiltonian
under a collective rotation of all of the electron coor-
dinates, the set of ground states must transform under
an irreducible representation of SO(2). As SO(2) is an
Abelian group, its representations are one dimensional
and can be written as eiLθ. Hence

ψ(R(θ)r1, R(θ)r2, . . . , R(θ)rN ) = eiLθψ(r1, r2, . . . , rN ),
(A1)

where L, the total angular momentum, takes integer val-
ues. We show below that all such states produce a rota-

tionally uniform one-electron density

n(r) = N

∫
d2r2 . . . d

2rN |ψ(r, r2, . . . , rN )|2. (A2)

Consider a rotation of the electron density,

n(R(θ)r) =

= N

∫
d2r2 . . . d

2rN |ψ(R(θ)r, r2, . . . , rN )|2

= N

∫
d2r2 . . . d

2rN |ψ(R(θ)r, R(θ)r2, . . . , R(θ)rN )|2

= N

∫
d2r2 . . . d

2rN |eiLθψ(r, r2, . . . , rN )|2 = n(r),

(A3)

where R(θ) is a 2D rotation matrix, and we have used
det(R(θ)) = 1. Therefore, there always exists a basis for
the possibly degenerate space of ground states that has a
circularly symmetric electron density. This implies that
the charge-density waves observed are artifacts of picking
a particular (in most cases real-valued) superposition of
the degenerate ground states. They are not interaction-
driven effects. As was shown in Fig. 1, they can even be
seen in the non-interacting limit.

Appendix B: Separation of Variables

This appendix demonstrates that, at low enough ω,
there exist a large number of states near the ground
state in energy, with different center-of-mass angular mo-
menta. Start with

H =
∑
i

(
− ℏ2

2m
∇2

ri +
1

2
mω2r2i

)
+

∑
i<j

e2

4πϵ0rij
. (B1)

Consider the following coordinate transformation
rc
∆1

∆2

...

 =
1

N


1 1 1 . . .
1 −1 0 . . .
0 1 −1 . . .
...

...
...

. . .



r1
r2
r3
...

 , (B2)

where rc is the center of mass and ∆i =
1
N (ri−ri+1) are

difference coordinates. For convenience, we define A to
be the matrix in Eq. (B2), including the 1/N prefactor.
Noting that

AAT =
1

N2


N 0 0 0 . . .
0 2 −1 0 . . .
0 −1 2 −1 . . .
0 0 −1 2 . . .
...

...
...

...
. . .

 , (B3)
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we can write

ℏ2

2m

N∑
i=1

∇2
ri =

ℏ2

2mN
∇2

rc
+

ℏ2

mN2

N−1∑
i=1

∇2
∆i

− ℏ2

mN2

N−2∑
i=1

∇∆i
·∇∆i+1

. (B4)

Consider now the harmonic potential term

1

2
mω2

N∑
i=1

r2i =
1

2
mω2xTx,

=
1

2
mω2yT (A−1)T (A−1)y,

=
1

2
mω2yTBy, (B5)

where x =
(
r1 r2 . . .

)T
, y =

(
rc ∆1 . . .

)T
and B =

(AAT )−1. As AAT is block-diagonal in the rc sector, the
form of B is

B =

(
N 0
0 C

)
, (B6)

where C is an N − 1 by N − 1 matrix. Hence,

1

2
mω2

N∑
i=1

r2i =
1

2
mNω2r2c + f(∆1, . . . ,∆N−1), (B7)

for some complicated function f . Therefore, the Hamil-
tonian in terms of the new coordinates is given by

H =− ℏ2

2mN
∇2

rc
+

ℏ2

2m
Nω2r2c −

ℏ2

mN2

N−1∑
i=1

∇2
∆i

+
ℏ2

mN2

N−2∑
i=1

∇∆i
·∇∆i+1

+ f̃(∆1, . . . ,∆N−1),

(B8)

where we have noted that the Coulomb term is inde-
pendent of rc and included it in f̃ . The Hamiltonian
therefore separates into terms that depend only on the
center of mass and terms that depend only on the rela-
tive coordinates. The Schrodinger equation for the terms
involving the center of mass is(

− ℏ2

2mN
∇2

rc
+

1

2
mNω2r2c

)
ψ(rc) = Ecψ(rc). (B9)

Now perform a change of variables, introducing the di-

mensionless variable q =
√

mNω
ℏ rc, to obtain the equa-

tion (
−1

2
∇2

q +
1

2
q2
)
ψ(q) =

Ec

ℏω
ψ(q), (B10)

which is solved by the Fock-Darwin states.51 The corre-
sponding center-of-mass energy eigenvalues are

Ec

ℏω
= 2nc + |lc|+ 1, (B11)

where lc ∈ Z is the center-of-mass angular momentum
and nc ∈ Z≥0 is the center-of-mass principal quantum
number. We are only concerned with how the energy
depends on lc, so set nc = 0 and ignore the zero-point
energy to obtain

Ec ∼ ℏω|lc|. (B12)

This implies that, as ω → 0, the difference in energy be-
tween eigenstates with different values of lc tends to zero.
Although the part of the Schrodinger equation that de-
pends on∆i also contributes to the total angular momen-
tum L, in the small ω limit, there exist almost gapless
excitations to different lc and hence different L. This
proves that, for small enough ω, the second requirement
for a Wigner molecule is satisfied.
As a final comment, we have not yet considered spin.

The Hamiltonian is spin independent, so spin only comes
into play in the form of exchange statistics. As rc =
1
N

∑
i ri, exchanging the positions of any two electrons

has no effect on the center-of-mass wave function. It is
the ∆i part of the wave function that must be totally
antisymmetric. Hence, in the small ω limit, there are
low-energy excitations corresponding to different lc, and
hence different L, even when spin is considered.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

In the main text, we support our theory for the forma-
tion of Wigner molecules in quantum dots with neural-
network variational Monte Carlo calculations. As dis-
cussed, the results obtained improve upon the existing
calculations found in the literature. As such, we provide
an extensive set of calculations for several quantum dots.
We use the following Hamiltonian,

Ĥ =

N∑
i=1

(
−1

2
∇2

i +
1

2
r2i

)
+

N∑
i=1

N∑
j>i

λ

|ri − rj |
, (B13)

where

l0 =

√
ℏ
mω

, λ =
e2

4πϵ0l0ℏω
, (B14)

energies are measured in units of ℏω, lengths in units of
l0, ω is the harmonic potential strength, m is the electron
mass, e is the electron charge, ℏ is the reduced Plank
constant, and ϵ0 is the permittivity of free space. We
simulate fully spin-polarized quantum dots with a large
range of electron numbers N . The values of λ are chosen
such that they are logarithmically spaced from 1 to 10.
Some simulations failed to converge, these cases have
been omitted. The results can be found in Table III, and
in CSV format as further supplementary information.
Note that in the main text, the energies obtained were
converted to Hartrees for direct comparison with the
literature, but we have not done so here. We have also
calculated the single-particle densities, which can be
found online as further supplementary information.

TABLE III: Ground state energies E of quantum dots. N is the number
of particles and λ is the Coulomb interaction strength.

N log10(λ) E

2 0.0 3.062474(9)
2 0.25 3.195002(9)
2 0.5 3.596626(8)
2 0.75 4.725604(9)
2 1.0 7.52905(2)
3 0.0 5.18665(1)
3 0.25 5.58173(1)
3 0.5 6.75805(1)
3 0.75 9.95997(2)
3 1.0 17.58717(2)
4 0.0 8.35402(2)

4 0.25 9.10084(2)
4 0.5 11.32063(3)
4 0.75 17.32070(5)
4 1.0 31.5525(1)
5 0.0 11.57910(2)
5 0.25 12.79801(2)
5 0.5 16.39926(3)
5 0.75 26.04026(5)
5 1.0 48.769(8)
6 0.0 14.86210(2)

TABLE III: (continued)

N log10(λ) E

6 0.25 16.67181(2)
6 0.5 21.98945(4)
6 0.75 36.08534(6)
6 1.0 69.0283(2)
7 0.0 19.16645(2)
7 0.25 21.61424(2)
7 0.5 28.79437(5)
7 0.75 47.78443(8)
8 0.0 23.52427(3)
8 0.25 26.71886(3)
8 0.5 36.06438(5)
8 0.75 60.68880(8)
8 1.0 118.13(3)
11 0.0 37.87611(3)
11 0.25 43.88140(3)
11 0.5 61.30126(5)
11 0.75 106.6226(1)
11 1.0 212.583(8)
12 0.0 43.39484(3)
12 0.25 50.47874(4)
12 0.5 70.99713(5)
12 0.75 124.2827(1)
13 0.0 48.97396(3)
13 0.25 57.25686(4)
13 0.5 81.19072(6)
13 0.75 143.1121(1)
18 0.0 80.39300(4)
18 0.25 95.74364(4)
18 0.5 139.74746(8)
19 0.0 87.19996(4)
19 0.25 104.21119(4)
19 0.5 152.89083(6)
20 0.0 94.05612(3)
20 0.25 112.82784(8)
20 0.5 166.43775(6)
27 0.0 148.86893(5)
27 0.25 181.62817(6)
27 0.5 274.4751(1)
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