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We demonstrate that the plasma analogy is generally unreliable at predicting the edge properties
of quantum Hall (QH) states, as it fails to account for the local edge velocity. This discrepancy
arises from a fundamental difference between QH droplets and Coulomb gases (CGs): the former
are incompressible liquids subject to area-preserving deformations, while the latter are governed
by electrostatics and thus involve conformal transformations. We illustrate this QH/CG mismatch
across various examples and show its impact on physical quantities, measurable in both solid-state
samples and quantum simulators. Specifically, we discuss fluctuations of local observables and their
connection to state-of-the-art microwave absorption experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

This work critically contrasts two commonly related
physical systems. The first is a topological phase of mat-
ter famously responsible for the quantum Hall (QH) ef-
fect [1–5]: a two-dimensional (2D) incompressible quan-
tum liquid of electrons in a strong perpendicular mag-
netic field. The second is a 2D Coulomb gas (CG) [6–
15]: a classical statistical system of planar point charges
interacting via a 2D electrostatic potential. Both sys-
tems are confined into droplets of finite area by trapping
potentials, inherently present in any experiment.

Our investigation is motivated by what is known as the
plasma analogy, stating that QH systems are equivalent
to suitable CGs. This correspondence underlies Laugh-
lin’s theory of the fractional QH effect [5] and provides a
handle on microscopic aspects that are otherwise out of
reach due to strong electronic correlations. The analogy
naturally also holds for integer QH droplets of free elec-
trons in harmonic potentials, whose one-body wave func-
tions coincide with those of a random matrix ensemble—
the (elliptic) Ginibre ensemble [16, 17]. This includes the
simplest, familiar case of isotropic QH droplets, whose
wave functions have definite angular momentum. How-
ever, the plasma analogy remains untested for arbitrary
potentials. This is a significant gap in the literature,
given that realistic QH potentials are always disordered
and anisotropic [18–20]. Besides, even in quantum simu-
lators, where the potential can be controlled [21–27], it is
desirable to know how much of the plasma analogy may
be harnessed to model QH physics.

The present paper puts the plasma analogy to the test.
This relies on a recent semiclassical treatment of integer
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Figure 1. QH droplets and CGs, shown in yellow along with
a few level curves of the confining potential in the QH case.
Both involve maps that send them on a disk D, with different
geometric constraints: symplectic (area-preserving) in QH,
conformal (angle-preserving) in CG. Given the same initial
droplet Ω, such maps do not generally coincide, leading to
different angle coordinates governing the emergent long-range
edge correlations: the coordinate is θ for QH, α for CG, and
φ in the isotropic case.

QH droplets in general anisotropic potentials [28], allow-
ing for direct comparisons with CG predictions. The
question is: Does the plasma analogy work for generic
QH droplets? Strikingly, while reproducing bulk prop-
erties, the answer for edge phenomena is negative: QH
droplets and CGs of identical shape almost always have
different electronic correlations along the edge, resulting
e.g. in unequal values for fluctuations of local observ-
ables. Such fluctuations can in principle be measured,
at least indirectly, through microwave absorption exper-
iments [29–33], so the implications of the QH/CG mis-
match are both theoretical and experimental.

These differences between QH droplets and CGs should
not come as a surprise. Since CGs ultimately rely on
electrostatics, their physics is entirely dictated by their
shape—albeit in a non-local manner. By contrast, QH
physics is that of an incompressible fluid, so it depends
not only on a droplet’s shape, but also on the local slope
of the potential at the edge. This is the core of our ar-
gument. Abstractly, it can be phrased in terms of maps
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that send anisotropic droplets on their isotropic cousins,
as in Fig. 1: the map is symplectic (area-preserving) for
QH, but conformal (angle-preserving) for CG. It is still
true that QH and CG predictions sometimes coincide,
but this only occurs for fine-tuned setups, such as har-
monic potentials [9]. Needless to say, no such fine-tuning
is expected in solid-state experiments, where even just
determining the confining potential is a challenge.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. II briefly re-
views the links between QH physics and symplectic ge-
ometry on one hand, and CGs and conformal geometry
on the other. This highlights the QH/CG discrepancy,
whose implications are then examined in the remaining
sections. Indeed, Sec. III illustrates the difference be-
tween QH and CG edge correlations through various ex-
plicit examples, and Sec. IV focuses on the consequences
for fluctuations of local observables, some of which are
evaluated using Monte-Carlo numerics on the CG side.
Finally, we conclude in Sec. V. Further details on the mis-
match, including brief reviews of QH droplets and CGs,
are deferred to the Supplemental Material (SM) [34].

II. QUANTUM HALL IS SYMPLECTIC,
COULOMB GAS IS CONFORMAL

Here we review the basics of QH and CG physics, and
outline their respective links with symplectic and confor-
mal geometries.

Quantum Hall droplets. To begin, consider a classical
particle with charge q in the plane, subjected to a uniform
perpendicular magnetic field B and a confining potential
V . Assuming the magnetic field is strong, the particle
traces high-frequency cyclotron orbits whose guiding cen-
ter x(t) slowly drifts along equipotentials (level curves)
of V (x). The drift velocity is

ẋi = −ϵij ∂jV
qB

(1)

in Cartesian coordinates x = (x1, x2) = (x, y), using
the Levi-Civita symbol ϵij . Viewing Eq. (1) as an equa-
tion of motion for the coordinates (x, y) with Hamilto-
nian V (x, y), the space where the particle lives effectively
becomes the phase space of its guiding center. Thus,
guiding-center coordinates do not commute; they are in-
stead canonically conjugate, satisfying {x, y} = 1/qB.

This symplectic structure has important implications
for QH systems. Namely, the guiding-center velocity (1)
is tangent to equipotentials of V , and its norm

v(x) ≡
√
ẋ2 + ẏ2 =

1

qB

∣∣∇V (x)
∣∣ (2)

is generally non-constant. One can nevertheless make the
motion look isotropic in terms of well-chosen coordinates,
at least when the equipotential has the topology of a
circle. Indeed, let the equipotential have length L and

label its points by the arc length s to define an angle

θ(s) ≡ 2π

∫ s

0

ds′

v(s′)

/∫ L

0

ds′

v(s′)
, (3)

where s = 0 is arbitrary and v(s) is the norm (2) at s.
This is the canonical angle coordinate along the equipo-
tential, unique up to rotation. It is conjugate to a canon-
ical action coordinate A, with dimensions of area, such
that dA ∧ dθ = 2π dx ∧ dy [35]. Each value of A labels
a level curve of V , so the potential can be written as
V (x) = V0(A(x)) for a strictly increasing function V0(·)
of A only, at least in a neighbourhood of the equipotential
[36]. These coordinates make the guiding center motion
(1) uniform in the sense that

Ȧ = 0, θ̇ =
2π

qB
V ′
0(A) > 0. (4)

When V has a unique minimum surrounded by nested
level curves, action-angle coordinates are globally well-
defined on the plane and A can be chosen to be the actual
area enclosed by an equipotential. For example, if V is
isotropic, then A = πr2 and θ = φ in polar coordinates.

The problem of solving the equation of motion (1) thus
boils down to finding a canonical (area-preserving) map

F : R2 → R2 : (x, y) 7→ (A, θ) (5)

that converts the anisotropic potential V into its isotropic
cousin V0(A), as in Fig. 1. Here we write the map as if it
was globally well-defined, which is generally neither true
nor required: all one needs is that it sends a neighbour-
hood of an equipotential on a neighbourhood of a circle
in a smooth, bijective, and area-preserving manner. In
the QH case, the equipotential of interest will be the edge
of a droplet, whose topology is always that of a circle no
matter how disordered the bulk potential is.

These classical structures carry over to quantum
physics, including many-body states at low energy. Posi-
tion operators projected to the lowest Landau level (LLL)
fail to commute, and the position of a coherent state
in the LLL satisfies Eq. (1) in the semiclassical limit of
weak potentials and strong magnetic fields [37–39]. Re-
latedly, semiclassical eigenstates in the LLL are local-
ized on equipotentials, each enclosing a quantized area
A = 2πmℓ2 where ℓ ≡

√
ℏ/|qB| is the magnetic length

and m is a (large) positive integer [28, 40, 41]. Extrap-
olating to a many-body system of N ≫ 1 free electrons
in the LLL is straightforward: they occupy the domain
Ω where V (x) ≤ EF for some Fermi energy EF, forming
a quantum Hall (QH) droplet with area A = 2πNℓ2 and
uniform bulk density ρ = 1/2πℓ2. A similar picture is
expected for fractional QH droplets confined by a weak
potential [2, 5], then with total area A = 2πNℓ2/ν and
bulk density ρ = ν/2πℓ2, both depending on the filling
fraction ν.

One of the hallmarks of topology in QH droplets is that
they are bulk insulators but admit gapless edge modes,
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responsible for long-range correlations along the bound-
ary. In particular, density-density edge correlations uni-
versally behave as

1

sin2
(
[θ1 − θ2]/2

) (quantum Hall) (6)

in terms of the canonical angle (3) along the edge [28, 42].
(The actual correlator includes prefactors that are irrele-
vant here; cf. Eq. (26) or the SM [34] for details.) Equiv-
alently, low-energy edge modes propagate at a constant
angular velocity in the θ coordinate [28], similar to that
of guiding centers (4). Note that this is also expected to
hold for fractional QH droplets, underscoring once more
the significance of the area-preserving map (5). The lat-
ter determines all the edge properties, hence the low-
energy physics, of QH systems in the semiclassical limit.

Coulomb gases. Consider now N classical point
charges in the plane with positions x1, . . . ,xN , interact-
ing through a pairwise repulsive logarithmic potential,
with no kinetic energy. The system’s total energy is

E(x1, . . . ,xN ) = −
∑

1≤i<j≤N

log |xi − xj |+
N

2

N∑

j=1

W (xj),

(7)
where W is a confining potential that grows faster than
log |x| as |x| → ∞. When such a system is prepared at a
finite temperature β−1, it is known as a 2D Coulomb gas
(CG) or log-gas. Its link with QH droplets stems from a
coincidence, known as the plasma analogy : whenW (x) =
|x|2 is isotropic and harmonic, the probability density of
a configuration x1, . . . ,xN at temperature β−1 coincides
with theN -body probability density of the Laughlin wave
function at filling fraction ν = 2/β [5]. As we shall argue,
the analogy generally fails to extend to anisotropic states,
at least as far as edge properties are concerned.

In the thermodynamic limit N ≫ 1, the CG ground
state is the configuration that minimizes Helmholtz free
energy. In practice, energy dominates entropy due to
the long-range interaction in Eq. (7) [43], so it suffices to
minimize energy alone, regardless of temperature. This is
most easily described in terms of the (normalized) mean
density ρ(x) ≡ 1

N

〈∑N
j=1 δ(x − xj)

〉
, where the expecta-

tion value ⟨·⟩ is taken in the canonical ensemble. When
N → ∞, the density is supported in some domain Ω [44].
Minimizing the energy (7) over all density profiles yields
the Euler-Lagrange equation [34]

W (x)
2

−
∫

Ω

dy ρ(y) log |x − y| = const (8)

valid for all x ∈ Ω, where dy ≡ dy1dy2. Taking the
Laplacian of both sides gives ρ = ∇2W/4π inside the
droplet and ρ = 0 outside, which fixes the density. In
turn, plugging ρ = ∇2W/4π back into Eq. (8) implicitly
determines Ω through a (generally complicated) inverse
problem. The droplet’s shape is thus determined by the

potential W but, in contrast to QH droplets, it is also
strongly affected by Coulomb interactions. (This is why
our use of V versus W is important to distinguish QH
and CG potentials.) A much easier task is to first choose
Ω and a normalized ρ therein, then reverse-engineer the
potentialW in Ω through Eq. (8). In fact, this is precisely
how CGs with uniform bulk density are meant to be used
in the plasma analogy.

Note that the left-hand side of Eq. (8) is the total elec-
trostatic potential at x: it is the sum of the external
potential W and the mean potential ⟨Φ(x)⟩ created by
the CG itself, with

Φ(x) ≡ −
N∑

j=1

log |x − xj |. (9)

In that sense, Eq. (8) is a screening condition: the CG be-
haves as a perfect conductor. It implies that CGs are gov-
erned by 2D electrostatics in the thermodynamic limit.

A simple way to understand the relevance of confor-
mal geometry outside CGs and on their edge is to study
correlations. In that context, the fundamental object is
the (connected) two-point function of the field (9), which
can be determined from linear response. Indeed, suppose
a (small) charge q is inserted at some position x, so that
the energy E in Eq. (7) is modified to E+qΦ(x). Denot-
ing by ⟨·⟩x the corresponding expectation value, linear
response yields

⟨Φ(y)⟩x − ⟨Φ(y)⟩ ∼ −qβ ⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c . (10)

Here ⟨·⟩c denotes the connected correlator and the left-
hand side is the potential indirectly created by the charge
q at some other point y, without including the potential
−q log |x − y| due to the point charge itself. By screen-
ing, the CG acts as a perfect conductor, so computing
the left-hand side of Eq. (10) boils down to an electro-
static problem whose solution depends on whether x,y
are inside or outside the droplet; see Fig. 2 and the SM
[34] for details. When x,y are inside, the total potential
⟨Φ(y)⟩x−⟨Φ(y)⟩−q log |x−y| is constant and its gradient,
the total electric field, vanishes in Ω as in any conductor.
When x is inside and y outside (or vice-versa), screening
implies that the total field only depends on the point out-
side. However, when both x, y are outside the droplet,
the total potential is the Green’s function K(x,y) of the
Laplacian −(1/q)∇2 outside Ω, with Dirichlet boundary
conditions on ∂Ω.

If Ω is the unit disk, the corresponding Green’s func-
tion K0(x,y) can be found explicitly through the method
of images. Green’s functions in more complicated ge-
ometries are then related to K0 by conformal maps [34].
Specifically, the relevant conformal transformation

G : R2 \ Ω → R2 \ D : x 7→ G(x) (11)

maps the exterior of the droplet on the exterior of the
disk [45], whereupon the Green’s function outside Ω is
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Figure 2. Monte-Carlo simulation of the norm of the total
electric field E(y) = −∇y

(
⟨Φ(y)⟩x − ⟨Φ(y)⟩ − log |x− y|

)
for

N = 256 particles and potential W (x, y) = x2 + y2 − (x3 −
3xy2)/10, shown as a function of y = (y1, y2). (The potential
is polynomial so as to give an anisotropic CG at minimal
numerical cost, but is otherwise unimportant.) Left: Fixed
unit charge at x ∈ Ω; its effect is screened over short distances.
Right: Fixed unit charge at x /∈ Ω, in which case the electric
potential is a long ranged Green’s function. In both plots,
the electric field vanishes inside Ω and is discontinuous on
∂Ω, signaling charge accumulation on the boundary.

K(x,y) = K0(G(x), G(y)). This provides a natural “con-
formal” angle coordinate, which we denote α: for x ∈ ∂Ω,
it is the polar angle of the vector G(x).

We stress that conformal maps such as (11) are ex-
tremely rigid, since they have to be invertible and holo-
morphic (in the coordinate x1 + ix2) everywhere outside
Ω. Indeed, provided the map (11) sends infinity on itself,
the Riemann mapping theorem ensures that it is unique
up to an overall rotation. Put differently, all correlations
in a CG are fully determined by the shape of the droplet
Ω.

An important application of the conformal map (11)
is provided by density-density correlations, especially
since they can be compared to their counterparts in QH
droplets. While bulk correlations are short ranged due
to screening [6], edge correlations are long ranged. They
can be predicted from electrostatics: they are, in fact,
correlations of the edge charge density produced at the
boundary of the CG by the discontinuous electric field;
see again Fig. 2. The resulting correlator behaves as

1

sin2
(
[α1 − α2]/2

) (Coulomb gas) (12)

in terms of the conformal angle α along the edge, deter-
mined by the map (11) [8, 12, 46, 47]. (As in Eq. (6),
prefactors are omitted here; see the SM [34] for details.)

The mismatch. The difference between QH droplets
and CGs can be summarized in terms of the maps (5)
and (11). Consider a (simply connected) domain Ω in
the plane and compare two scenarios: one where it is oc-
cupied by a QH droplet in a potential V , and another
where it is occupied by a CG in a potential W . Both
systems share the same boundary ∂Ω. The density corre-
lator between points x1 and x2 on ∂Ω is given by Eq. (6)
with θi = θ(xi) for QH, and by Eq. (12) with αi = α(xi)
for CG. The coordinates θi and αi are respectively de-

rived from the area-preserving map (5) and the angle-
preserving map (11). These maps usually differ, except
in a few highly specific cases, causing the discrepancy
between Eqs. (6) and (12) despite their superficial sim-
ilarity. Physically, this is because electrostatics is only
sensitive to the shape of a CG, while QH physics is sen-
sitive to both the shape and the local gradient of the
confining potential at the edge.

This mismatch is our main statement, so let us
rephrase it for later reference. Namely, the maps (5) and
(11) yield two parametrizations of the edge:

θ : ∂Ω → S1 : x 7→ θ(x) (quantum Hall), (13)

α : ∂Ω → S1 : x 7→ α(x) (Coulomb gas). (14)

These typically differ, in the sense that the 1D diffeo-
morphism α ◦ θ−1 : S1 → S1 is not just a rotation
φ 7→ φ + const (except in rare special cases). In the
remainder of this work, we verify this claim in several
situations of interest and point out its experimental ram-
ifications.

III. MISMATCHED EDGE CORRELATIONS
IN ANISOTROPIC DROPLETS

Below we provide detailed examples of the difference
between the angle coordinates (13) and (14). We be-
gin with disk-shaped QH droplets whose confining po-
tential is anisotropic, then consider anisotropic droplets
obtained from the “edge-deformed potentials” introduced
in [28], including square droplets where CG predictions
are known analytically.

Anisotropic disks. Consider a QH droplet whose
domain Ω is a disk, but whose confining potential is
anisotropic as in Fig. 3(b) (so its level curves are not
concentric circles). Edge modes then propagate with a
velocity whose norm (2) is non-constant, leading to a
canonical angle (3). When the droplet Ω is a disk, the
arc length is s = Lφ/2π and the angle (3) becomes a non-
trivial function θ(φ), expressed as a functional of the local
norm v(φ) of the edge velocity. The resulting map (13) is
a non-trivial diffeomorphism of the circle since ∂Ω = S1.

Now suppose one were to use the plasma analogy to
predict edge correlations in this setup. Consider there-
fore a disk-shaped CG with uniform bulk density. The
corresponding potential in the screening condition (8)
is necessarily isotropic and the conformal map (11) is
just the identity (up to rotation), so the coordinate α in
the edge correlator (12) coincides with the polar angle,
α = φ. This manifestly differs from the canonical angle
(3), exemplifying the announced mismatch.

Note that potentials giving rise to disk-shaped droplets
with anisotropic edge velocities can be built explicitly.
Indeed, let θ(φ) be any smooth function such that [48]

θ(φ+ 2π) = θ(φ) + 2π, θ′(φ) > 0. (15)
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(a) (b)

Figure 3. Two confining potentials, with their level curves as
insets. The one in (a) is isotropic, so the norm (2) of the edge
velocity is uniform in the resulting QH droplet. The one in
(b) is anisotropic, but at least one of its equipotentials is a
circle, so it gives rise to a QH droplet whose edge modes have
an inhomogeneous velocity (2) despite the droplet’s isotropic
shape. QH physics distinguishes these two situations. By con-
trast, from the CG perspective, the two systems are equivalent
since edge properties are determined by the droplet’s shape
alone.

Then choose a radius R for the QH droplet, and let the
potential near the edge take the form

V (r, φ) = V0

(
πR2 + π

(
r2 −R2

)/
θ′(φ)

)
(16)

for some monotonically increasing function V0(·). The
corresponding action-angle coordinates in a neighbour-
hood of the edge are

A = πR2 + π
(
r2 −R2

)/
θ′(φ), θ = θ(φ). (17)

Fixing the Fermi energy at V0(πR
2), the edge of the

droplet is the circle r = R, but the norm (2) of the edge
velocity is generally anisotropic since v(φ) = const/θ′(φ).

Flower droplets. Let us turn to anisotropic QH
droplets confined by edge-deformed potentials as in [28]:
given any smooth function θ(φ) satisfying Eq. (15), de-
fine

V (r, φ) ≡ V0
(
πr2/θ′(φ)

)
, (18)

where V0(·) is again a monotonically increasing function.
The corresponding action-angle coordinates are given by
Eq. (17) with R = 0, and the equipotentials

r2 =
A
π
θ′(φ) (19)

are nested as in Fig. 1. An advantage of this family of
potentials is that their semiclassical eigenstates in the
LLL can be found analytically, for any θ(φ) [28].

A subclass of edge-deformed QH droplets is provided
by flower deformations with an integer number k of
“petals”, for which the function θ(φ) in the potential (18)
is given by

eikθ(φ) =
cosh(λ)eikφ + sinh(λ)

sinh(λ)eikφ + cosh(λ)
, (20)

Figure 4. Differences between coordinates θ(φ) and α(φ)
for edge-deformed droplets (19) given by flower deformations
(20) with (k, λ) = (3, 0.2) (purple), (k, λ) = (3, 0.4) (yellow),
(k, λ) = (2, 0.4) (blue), and a square (21) (magenta). Equipo-
tentials of the respective QH droplets are shown on the side.

where λ ∈ R is a deformation parameter. (The cases
k = 2 and 3 are shown in the inset of Fig. 4.) It is
then straightforward to express the QH density-density
correlator (6) in terms of the polar angle φ, for any k
and λ. For k = 2 and V0(A) ∝ A, the potential (18) is
actually harmonic [and anisotropic if λ ̸= 0 in Eq. (20)].

Now suppose again one uses the plasma analogy to de-
scribe this situation. To this end, consider a CG with
uniform bulk density, whose shape Ω is a flower droplet
with a boundary given by Eq. (19) in polar coordinates,
with some fixed area A. The resulting edge density corre-
lator takes the form (12) in terms of the restriction of the
conformal map (11) to the boundary ∂Ω. The problem is
to find this map x 7→ G(x). As before, G(x) is uniquely
fixed by the shape of the droplet through the Riemann
mapping theorem. It admits no known analytical expres-
sion (unless k = 2), but it can be built numerically using
Fekete points [49]. This is how Fig. 4 was obtained: in
it, we show the difference θ(φ)−α(φ) for flower droplets
with k = 2 or 3 petals. The difference is manifestly non-
constant when k = 3, confirming that θ(φ) and α(φ)
differ by more than a rotation. In fact, the mismatch
worsens when λ increases. Similar conclusions hold for
all droplets with k ̸= 2 petals, and generally for the vast
majority of QH droplets confined by edge-deformed po-
tentials (18).

The exception k = 2 corresponds to droplets whose
boundary (19) is an ellipse. In that case, the conformal
map (11) can be found analytically [34] and the CG edge
correlator (12) coincides with the correlator (6) of a QH
droplet in the potential (18); see the straight line where
θ(φ) = α(φ) in Fig. 4. There is a deep reason for this
coincidence: the distribution of particles in an elliptic CG
coincides with the distribution of eigenvalues of random
matrices in the elliptic Ginibre ensemble [9, 17], which in
turn coincides with the density of LLL wave functions in
a harmonic potential.

A geometric way to understand why k = 2 is excep-
tional is to bluntly impose θ(φ) = α(φ) on the edge (19),
then attempt to view α(φ) as the boundary value of a bi-
jective conformal map (11). One readily verifies that this
fails for any flower deformation (20), unless k = 2. The
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failure is due to zeros or poles of the would-be conformal
extension, which always appear outside Ω unless k = 2;
see the SM [34] for details. More generally, for any edge-
deformed droplet, imposing θ(φ) = α(φ) on the curve
(19) makes it impossible to view α(φ) as the restriction
of a bijective conformal map (11), except in exceedingly
fine-tuned cases. This underscores again that the plasma
analogy is typically unreliable on the edge of anisotropic
QH droplets.

Square droplets. We finally turn to a case where both
QH and CG can be treated analytically, namely a square
droplet. On the QH side, we build the droplet by choos-
ing an edge-deformed potential (18) whose equipotentials
are squares. The corresponding canonical angle coordi-
nate is

θ(φ) = q(φ) +
π

4
tan
(
φ− q(φ)

)
, q(φ) ≡ π

2

⌊
2φ

π
+

1

2

⌋
,

(21)

using the floor function ⌊·⌋. On the CG side, the problem
is to find the conformal map (11) that sends the outside
of a square on the outside of a disk, thereby fixing the CG
angle (14). The solution is well known: it is given by a
Schwarz-Christoffel map [50] whose explicit form involves
a hypergeometric function [34]. The ensuing CG angle
can be expressed as

α(φ) = −i log

[
G

(√
π

2

eiφ

| cos(φ+ q(φ))|

)]
(22)

in terms of the polar angle φ and the map G in (11),
which is holomorphic in the complex coordinate x + iy.
One can again compare the QH and CG angles (21)–(22):
their difference θ(φ) − α(φ), shown in Fig. 4, fails to be
a constant, exhibiting once more the QH/CG mismatch.

IV. CONSEQUENCES FOR
FLUCTUATIONS AND ADMITTANCE

Differences between QH droplets and their would-
be plasma analogues affect the computation of physical
quantities. Indeed, the mismatch between the correlators
(6) and (12) entails different predictions for the contribu-
tion of low-energy edge modes to, say, linear-response co-
efficients of anisotropic droplets. Here we demonstrate its
consequences for fluctuations of local operators, known as
linear statistics in the CG literature [12, 51, 52]. As we
shall explain, the fluctuation-dissipation theorem makes
it possible to probe such fluctuations through microwave
absorption experiments that are within reach using cur-
rent technologies [29–33].

Fluctuations in QH droplets. To begin, consider the
QH side. Given a smooth real function U(x), define the

Fock-space operator

Û ≡
∫

dxU(x)ĉ†(x)ĉ(x), (23)

where ĉ(†)(x) are local fermionic annihilation (creation)
operators, {ĉ(x1), ĉ

†(x2)} = δ(2)(x1 − x2). We wish to
evaluate the variance of Û in the ν = 1 QH ground state.
By Wick’s theorem, one can express the variance as

Var[Û ]QH =
1

2

∫∫
dx dy |C(x,y)|2

[
U(x)−U(y)

]2
, (24)

where C(x,y) is the electronic two-point correlation func-
tion. The latter is short ranged in the bulk, where

|C(x,y)|bulk ∼ 1

2πℓ2
e−

|x−y|2

4ℓ2 (25)

with ℓ the magnetic length introduced below (5). By
contrast, correlations are long ranged along the edge, as
mentioned around Eq. (6). A more precise statement,
derived in [28] for edge-deformed potentials, is

|C(x,y)|edge ∼
N√

v(θx)v(θy)

exp
(
− d2

x
2ℓ2 − d2

y
2ℓ2

)

2 sin
(
|θx − θy|/2

) (26)

up to an omitted normalization N [34], where θx is the
canonical angle coordinate (13) of x, dx is the Euclidean
distance between x and the edge, v(θx) is the norm (2)
of the edge velocity at θx, and similarly for y. Plugging
this and Eq. (25) into the variance (24), and assuming
that the function U(x) varies slowly on length scales of
the order of ℓ, yields

Var[Û ]QH ∼
∫

Ω

dx
4π

|∇U |2 +
∮

dθ1dθ2
32π2

(
Uθ1 − Uθ2

)2

sin2
(
θ1 − θ2

2

) ,

(27)
where Uθ is the function of θ obtained by restricting U(x)
to the edge and labeling points by their canonical angle.
The result (27) holds at leading order in the thermody-
namic limit N → ∞ with Nℓ2 kept finite. It exhibits a
splitting between bulk and edge contributions, the latter
being sensitive to the norm (2) of the local edge velocity
through the coordinate θ.

Fluctuations in CGs. On the CG side, the plasma
analogue of the quantum variance (24) is the thermal
fluctuation of the linear statistics

∑N
j=1 U(xj), where U

is the same function as in Eq. (23). One is usually inter-
ested in the thermodynamic limit,

Var[U ]CG ≡ lim
N→∞

Var

[ N∑

j=1

U(xj)

]
. (28)

The latter can be split into bulk and edge correlations
in direct analogy to Eq. (27). Indeed, it was shown in
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[12, 51, 53] that the CG variance (28) is [34]

Var[U ]CG =

∫

Ω

dx
2πβ

|∇U |2+
∮

dα1dα2

16π2β

(
Uα1

− Uα2

)2

sin2
(
α1 − α2

2

) ,

(29)
where Uα is defined analogously to Uθ in (27), but using
the conformal coordinate (14) instead of the canonical
one (13). For the free-fermion value β = 2, Eq. (29)
looks identical to Eq. (27), up to one key difference: the
angles θ, α stem from different maps—(5) versus (11)—,
leading to distinct functions Uθ, Uα.

Mismatch. Returning to the examples of Sec. III, it is
straightforward to illustrate the quantitative mismatch
between the fluctuations (27) and (29). Indeed, take for
simplicity the function U(x, y) = x for which |∇U |2 = 1,
so that the bulk terms in Eqs. (27) and (29) are propor-
tional to the droplet’s area. The resulting total variances
are plotted in Fig. 5 for flowers with k = 3 petals in
Eqs. (19)–(20), showing that QH and CG predictions dis-
agree and that the mismatch worsens as the anisotropy
increases. The same conclusions can be drawn for the
square droplet: in that case, the variances (27) and (29)
turn out to be

Var[Û ]QH ≈ 0.5183083, Var[U ]CG ≈ 0.5469944,
(30)

which manifestly differ. Their exact values can be ex-
pressed using an infinite series and a hypergeometric
function, respectively [34].

Microwave absorption. One way to measure the edge
contribution to the QH fluctuation (27) is through mi-
crowave absorption experiments [29–33]. Indeed, con-
sider a QH droplet perturbed by an electrostatic poten-
tial energy U(x) cos(ωt), with driving frequency ω > 0
close to the angular Fermi velocity ωF of edge modes
[54]. Time-dependent perturbation theory applied to
low-energy eigenstates then predicts that the droplet ab-
sorbs this radiation at a rate [28]

Γ(ω) ∼ 1

2ℏ2
∞∑

p=1

p|Up|2δ(ω − pωF), (31)

where Up ≡
∮

dθ
2π e

ipθUθ is the pth Fourier mode of the
function Uθ in Eq. (27). [Just as Eq. (27), the result (31)
relies on the assumption that U(x) is almost constant
on length scales of order ℓ.] Integrating Γ(ω) over all
frequencies yields

∞∫

0

dω Γ(ω) =
1

2ℏ2
∞∑

p=1

p|Up|2 =

∮
dθ1dθ2
2ℏ2

(
Uθ1 − Uθ2

)2

sin2
(
θ1 − θ2

2

) ,

(32)
which is nothing but the edge contribution to the vari-
ance (27). In this sense, the latter is measurable in QH
experiments, allowing direct verification of the deviation
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Figure 5. The total variance of U(x, y) = x for flower droplets
with k = 3 petals and λ ranging from 0 to 0.4. Main figure:
The variance (27) for QH droplets is compared to the CG
result (29) obtained from a numerical evaluation of the con-
formal map (11), including an extrapolation based on Monte-
Carlo (MC) data for the CG at λ = 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 [34].
The two match for λ = 0 but not λ > 0. Inset: Details of
the extrapolation for λ = 0.3. The variance is extrapolated
by a fit of the form a+ b/

√
N for N = 64, 128, 256 particles.

The intercept with the y axis yields the coefficient a, which is
shown as an empty green circle and differs significantly from
its QH counterpart. To further illustrate this, we include a
Monte-Carlo point for N = 1024, which has a larger error bar
but remains consistent with a leading 1/

√
N correction.

between QH and CG physics.
Note that the link (32) between absorption and vari-

ance was to be expected, given the fluctuation-dissipation
theorem. In fact, the latter ensures that the full variance
(27)—including the bulk term—is the integral of the full
absorption rate—including effects of higher Landau lev-
els. No such bulk term appears in Eq. (32) since the rate
(31) is limited to low-energy transitions within the LLL.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the plasma analogy was tested on
QH droplets formed by anisotropic confining potentials.
While it reproduces QH data in the bulk, the analogy
generally fails at the edge—apart from exceptional, fine-
tuned scenarios. Such discrepancies are expected to be
directly relevant for experiments, both because of ad-
vances in measurement techniques for solid-state systems
[32, 33, 55, 56] and increases in the precision of quantum
simulators [21–27]. In each case, deviations from leading-
order results are becoming visible, which is where the
conclusions of this work are expected to be most strik-
ing.

We showed that the edge discrepancies stem from an
elementary mismatch between QH and CG physics: the
former is incompressible hydrodynamics, the latter is
electrostatics. In geometric terms, QH is symplectic
while CG is conformal. This distinction entails differ-
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ent angular dependencies of the corresponding correla-
tors (6) and (12), which in turn affects e.g. fluctuations
of local observables—quantities proposed to be measur-
able in the near future [29–33]. Such a breakdown of
the plasma analogy is similarly expected near the edge of
fractional QH states, as electron interactions are unlikely
to improve the situation.
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Supplemental Material
This supplemental material has three parts. Parts A and B respectively review the physics of quantum Hall (QH)

droplets and Coulomb gases (CGs). Part C complements the main text by showing that the parametrization of the
edge by a canonical angle coordinate generally fails to extend to the biholomorphism required in the CG setting,
despite the fact that local conformal maps do reproduce the correlations of edge-deformed QH droplets.

PART A: QUANTUM HALL DROPLETS

Here we review certain aspects of (anisotropic) QH droplets used in the main text. The presentation is limited to
droplets of free fermions, although a similar picture is expected for fractional QH states as well. The key formulas
are Eqs. (40)–(42), which are repeatedly used in the main text. We refer to [28] for more details.

Landau Hamiltonian with a trap

Our starting point is the quantum mechanics of a charged particle (charge q, mass M) in two dimensions (2D). The
particle is confined by some potential V and placed in a perpendicular, uniform magnetic field B = Bdx∧dy (viewed
for convenience as a two-form on the plane). The Hamiltonian of the particle is

H =
1

2M
(p − qA)2 + V (x), (33)

where x denotes position, p is canonical momentum, and A is a vector potential such that dA = B (viewing A as a
one-form). We work in the regime of strong magnetic fields, in the sense that V (x) varies slowly on length scales of
the order of the magnetic length

ℓ ≡
√
ℏ/qB (34)

(assuming qB > 0 for definiteness). The problem is to find eigenstates of the Hamiltonian (33), and use them to build
QH droplets consisting of a large number N ≫ 1 of free, spin-polarized electrons.

For vanishing potential V = 0, the Hamiltonian (33) is the usual Landau Hamiltonian of a free particle in a
magnetic field. The energy spectrum then consists of discrete Landau levels, each of which is infinitely degenerate
with energy En = (n + 1/2)ℏqB/M in terms of a level index n = 0, 1, 2, . . .. The lowest Landau level (LLL) is the
level n = 0, separated from the level n = 1 by the cyclotron gap ℏqB/M . In symmetric gauge where A = (Br2/2)dφ,
an orthonormal basis of the LLL is provided by wave functions

ϕm(x) =
1√
2πℓ2

zm√
m!

e−|z|2/2 (35)

labeled by an angular momentum quantum number m = 0, 1, 2, . . ., where z ≡ (x + iy)/
√
2ℓ is a dimensionless

complex coordinate. The wave function of any state in the LLL is thus a holomorphic function times the Gaussian
factor e−|z|2/2.

We denote by P =
∑∞

m=0 |ϕm⟩⟨ϕm| the LLL projection operator. One of its key properties is to make space non-
commutative: [PxP, PyP ] = iℓ2. Thus, in the LLL, space becomes akin to a symplectic manifold and the magnetic
length (34) is analogous to Planck’s constant. We therefore refer to the limit of strong magnetic fields (ℓ → 0) as a
“classical limit.”

Semiclassical wave functions

In the limit of strong magnetic fields, the cyclotron gap diverges and the low-energy eigenstates of the full Hamil-
tonian (33) belong to the LLL. It is thus meaningful to seek the spectrum of the LLL-projected Hamiltonian PHP ,
as opposed to the unprojected H. The projection P essentially quashes the kinetic energy to a common zero-point
value, so that the projected Hamiltonian boils down to a projected potential: PHP = PV P +const. It readily follows
that semiclassical eigenstates of H are localized on level curves of V . The issue is to understand which equipotentials
are “allowed” by quantization, how localized the eigenstates are, and how their local norm and phase vary along the
equipotential.
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These questions were addressed in the mathematics literature [40, 41], but they only recently gained appreciation
in physics. Indeed, it was shown in [28] that semiclassical eigenstates can be built thanks to a holomorphic WKB
ansatz that produces explicit formulas for wave functions, with many-body consequences that can be computed in
closed form.

The results of [28, 40, 41] can be summarized as follows. Assume that the potential V in Eq. (33) is monotonic
in the sense that it has a unique global minimum with nested level curves away from it. As explained in the main
text, this implies the existence of global action-angle coordinates (A, θ) in the plane, using which the potential can
be written as V (x) = V0(A(x)). Eigenstates of the PV P operator can then be labeled by the quantized area that
they enclose, namely Am ≡ 2πmℓ2 with m a large integer. (Technically, the semiclassical limit is such that ℓ→ 0 and
m→ ∞ with mℓ2 kept finite.) This label m specifies the energy eigenvalue

Em = V0(2πmℓ
2) +O(ℓ2) (36)

and may be seen as generalizing angular momentum. Up to subleading corrections, the corresponding eigenstate of
PV P can be expressed as

ψm(x) ∼ eimθ+iΘm(x)
√
2π3/2ℓ

√
θ̇(Am)

vm(θ)
e−d2/2ℓ2 . (37)

This is written here in terms of the canonical angle θ on the equipotential Am = 2πmℓ2, the distance d from x to
the equipotential, the constant angular velocity θ̇(Am) = 2π

qBV
′
0(Am) as in Eq. (4), and the Euclidean norm (2) of

the guiding-center drift velocity on the equipotential. The classical phase mθ gives all the winding of ψm with θ, and
is accompanied by a slowly varying quantum correction Θm(x) that we leave unspecified here. Note the intuition
in Eq. (37): it confirms that the probability density |ψm(x)|2 is localized as a Gaussian with width ℓ on the mth

equipotential of V , and that the corresponding probability density |ψm(x)|2 is proportional to the inverse of the
guiding-center velocity. This agrees with expectations based on classical reasoning: the link between quantum wave
function and classical local velocity is one of the hallmarks of the WKB method.

Correlations in anisotropic quantum Hall droplets

Starting from the wave functions (37), it is straightforward to build a QH ground states of N ≫ 1 free electrons,
since it is just a Slater determinant of occupied states ψ0, ψ1, . . . , ψN−1 with N ≫ 1. (Strictly speaking, we have no
access to wave functions ψm for low quantum numbers m, but this is not an issue for edge properties, which occur
at m ∼ N ≫ 1.) Since each wave function is localized on an equipotential that encloses an area 2πmℓ2, the ground
state forms a QH droplet with area 2πNℓ2.

Many-body observables readily follow. Let us write |Ω⟩ for the QH ground state and ĉ(†)(x) for fermionic annihilation
(creation) operators. Then, for instance, the droplet’s density

ρ(x) ≡ ⟨Ω|ĉ†(x)ĉ(x)|Ω⟩ =
N−1∑

m=0

|ψm(x)|2 (38)

is found to be uniform in the bulk (2πℓ2 ≪ A ≪ 2πNℓ2), where it takes the value 1/2πℓ2 consistent with the Středa
formula for a QH droplet with filling ν = 1. By contrast, near the edge (A ∼ 2πNℓ2), the density falls off as an error
function with width ℓ. Another key observable is the electronic correlation function

C(x,y) ≡ ⟨Ω|ĉ†(x)ĉ(y)|Ω⟩ =
N−1∑

m=0

ψ∗
m(x)ψm(y), (39)

which is similarly found to be short ranged in the bulk [recall Eq. (25)] but long ranged along the edge. Specifically,
plugging the wave functions (37) into Eq. (39) and summing over k ≡ N − m yields a geometric series due to the
leading phase eimθ. This results in the following asymptotic expression, verified in [28] for edge-deformed droplets:

C(x,y)
∣∣
edge ∼

eiΘ(x,y)

2π3/2ℓ

ωF√
v(θx)v(θy)

i exp
(
− d2

x
2ℓ2 − d2

y
2ℓ2

)

2 sin
(
[θx − θy]/2

) . (40)
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Here Θ(x1,x2) is a complicated overall phase, ωF ≡ θ̇(AN ) is the angular Fermi velocity, v(θ) ≡ vN (θ) is the norm (2)
of the edge velocity, and we assume θx ̸= θy. We have thus recovered Eq. (26) in the main text, with the normalization
N ≡ ωF/2π

3/2ℓ. Finally, the connected density-density correlator for free fermions is

⟨Ω|ρ̂(x)ρ̂(y)|Ω⟩c ≡ ⟨Ω|ĉ†(x)ĉ(x)ĉ†(y)ĉ(y)|Ω⟩ − ρ(x)ρ(y) = ρ(x)δ(x − y)− |C(x,y)|2, (41)

incidentally implying Eq. (24) in the main text. It follows that density-density correlations along the QH edge are
given by the square of Eq. (40) provided θx ̸= θy:

⟨Ω|ρ̂(x)ρ̂(y)|Ω⟩c
∣∣
edge ∼ − 1

4π3ℓ2
ω2

F
v(θx)v(θy)

exp
(
−d2

x
ℓ2 − d2

y
ℓ2

)

4 sin2
(
[θx − θy]/2

) . (42)

Neglecting all prefactors on the right-hand side, constant or angle-dependent, leaves the leading behavior (6) an-
nounced in the main text. As stressed there, the key property of this result is its dependence on the canonical angle
coordinate θ, as opposed to other conceivable coordinates along the QH edge. Note that the omission of prefactors can
be made more precise, as the quantity (6) is the actual density-density correlator of the edge conformal field theory
(CFT). Indeed, we showed in [28] that a double (Gaussian) integral of Eq. (40) along the action variables of x,y gives
rise to the universal 1/ sin

(
[θx − θy]/2

)
correlator of chiral fermions. Its square is the density-density correlator in the

edge CFT, whose expression is just Eq. (6) without any influence of the local velocity (2).

PART B: COULOMB GASES

Let us now review the physics of classical 2D CGs. This material is well understood in the literature, but we cover
it here for completeness. The key formula is Eq. (63), which is repeatedly used in the main text. For more, see e.g.
[8, 13–15, 43].

A classical conductor at finite temperature

Consider a gas of N classical point charges in the plane, with positions xj ∈ R2, j = 1, . . . , N . Given a configuration
x1, . . . ,xN , we assume as in Eq. (7) that its energy is

E(x1, . . . ,xN ) ≡ −
∑

1≤i<j≤N

log |xi − xj |+
N

2

N∑

j=1

W (xj), (43)

where the first term is a 2D electrostatic interaction and the second reflects the presence of some (real) external
potential W . The latter is assumed to grow sufficiently fast at infinity |x| → ∞ (anything faster than log |x| is
sufficient). Note also the factor N in front of the last term, ensuring that interactions and potential are of the same
order if the |xj | are all of order one, and facilitating comparison with some of the literature.

As defined in Eq. (43), the energy of the system is dimensionless for simplicity, which is to say that its temperature
is measured in units of some (unimportant) overall energy scale. Indeed, we are interested in placing this system in
the canonical ensemble at temperature β−1. Then the joint probability density of finding the particles at positions
x1, . . . ,xN is

P (x1, . . . ,xN ) =
e−βE(x1,...,xN )

Z
with Z ≡

∫
dx1 . . . dxN e−βE(x1,...,xN ), (44)

where dxj ≡ dxjdyj and Z is the usual canonical partition function. This readily leads to the plasma analogy that
relates CGs to QH droplets. Indeed, the probability density (44) coincides with the probability density of an isotropic
Laughlin wave function of N electrons at filling fraction ν = 2/β [5], provided the CG potential is W (x) = |x|2
in terms of dimensionless Cartesian coordinates x ≡ X/

√
βNℓ2, where ℓ is the magnetic length (34) and X are

dimensionful Cartesian coordinates. The value β = 2 corresponds to the free-fermion point, where the QH droplet is
a Slater determinant of wave functions in the LLL.

The study of CGs essentially consists in computing expectation values of various local observables in the thermo-
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dynamic limit N → ∞. Given any observable O(x1, . . . ,xN ), its mean and variance are respectively

⟨O⟩ ≡
∫

dx1 . . . dxNO(x1, . . . ,xN )P (x1, . . . ,xN ), Var[O] ≡ ⟨O2⟩ − ⟨O⟩2. (45)

For instance, the particle density introduced above Eq. (8) is the random variable 1
N

∑N
j=1 δ(x− xj), and its mean is

ρ(x) ≡ 1

N

〈 N∑

j=1

δ(x − xj)
〉
. (46)

This is normalized so that
∫
dx ρ(x) = 1, since the total number N of particles does not fluctuate. For an isotropic

harmonic potential W (x) = |x|2, the density (46) in the thermodynamic limit is uniform in a disk and zero outside.
In what follows, we explain this fact and various others, e.g. involving the density-density correlator

〈∑
i,j δ(x −

xi)δ(x − xj)
〉

or the variance of the one-body observable
∑N

j=1 U(xj) for some (smooth) function U .

Energy minimization and resulting droplet

Let us ask how the mean density (46) behaves in the limit N → ∞. In statistical mechanics, there is usually a
non-trivial competition between energy and entropy, but this is not so here (at least to leading order) due to long-
range Coulomb interactions: the energy (43) is of order N2, while entropic fluctuations turn out to be of order N
[43]. The density profile can thus be found from mere energy minimization, without thermal effects. For large N , one
can approximate sums by integrals to rewrite the energy (43) as E ≈ (N2/2)E [µ], where what one seeks to minimize
is the energy functional

E [µ] = −
∫

dxdyµ(x)µ(y) log |x − y|+
∫

dxµ(x)W (x). (47)

The minimizer µ = ρ is to be found among all possible densities µ, i.e. non-negative functions that integrate to one,∫
dxµ(x) = 1. Under mild technical conditions on the potential W , one can show that the minimizer exists, is unique,

and has compact support; see [49] for a mathematical discussion. The region where ρ is supported is identified as the
droplet Ω; then ρ(x) = 0 for all x /∈ Ω.

From a field-theoretic perspective, it is straightforward to find the minimizer ρ of (47). One can indeed deal with
the normalization constraint by introducing a Lagrange multiplier λ and defining the new functional

E ′[µ, λ] ≡ −
∫

dxdyµ(x)µ(y) log |x − y|+
∫

dxµ(x)W (x)− λ

[∫
dxµ(x)− 1

]
. (48)

The corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations are ∂E ′/∂λ = 0 and δE ′/δµ(x) = 0. The first reproduces the normaliza-
tion constraint, while the second implies that ρ satisfies the screening condition (8):

W (x)−
∫

Ω

dy ρ(y) log |x − y|2 = λ ∀x ∈ Ω, (49)

for some fixed λ. By inspection, one can infer why the droplet must be finite: the integral in Eq. (49) grows
logarithmically as |x| → ∞ while the potential W (x) grows faster than that, so the equality cannot hold if Ω has
non-compact support. Now, taking the Laplacian ∇2 = ∂2x + ∂2y of both sides of Eq. (49) gives

ρ(x) =
∇2W (x)

4π
∀x ∈ Ω, (50)

which was written in the main text below Eq. (8). Note that we implicitly assume the Laplacian of W to be
positive, which is not a restriction for the plasma analogy where the bulk density is uniform anyway. For the example
W (x) = |x|2, it follows that ρ(x) = 1/π inside the droplet Ω, which is a unit disk.

Plugging Eq. (50) back into the screening condition (49) implicitly determines the droplet Ω. In practice, finding
Ω in this way is a difficult inverse problem; the most one can say at first glance is that anisotropic potentials yield
anisotropic droplets. However, one can reverse the logic by first choosing a region Ω and a density ρ therein, then
asking what potential W corresponds to that choice. The answer is trivially provided by the screening condition (49),
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which yields

W (x) =
∫

Ω

dy ρ(y) log |x − y|2 for x ∈ Ω. (51)

Outside of Ω, the potential is nearly unconstrained: all that is needed is that W (x) be greater than maxx∈Ω |W (x)|,
with sufficiently fast growth at infinity. It is even possible to take W (x) = +∞ outside to ensure this, since the
potential need not be continuous.

Eq. (51) is useful to numerically simulate CGs of any given shape. For comparison with QH droplets, we restrict
attention to CGs with uniform bulk density (50), i.e. CGs whose potential has constant Laplacian; see e.g. [51] for
a discussion. Without loss of generality, we choose the droplet’s area to equal π, hence the normalized bulk density
ρ = 1/π. It is then convenient to use complex coordinates z ≡ x1 + ix2, w ≡ y1 + iy2 and turn the 2D integral (51)
into a 1D integral thanks to Stokes’ theorem:

W (z) = |z|2 + Re
[∮

∂Ω

dw

iπ
w̄ log(1− z/w)

]
. (52)

Eq. (51) guarantees that this holds for z ∈ Ω, but it also turns out to be a valid choice outside the droplet (z /∈ Ω).
The key advantage of Eq. (52) is that it can be approximated numerically to high precision by a rectangle rule, so it
provides a good approximation of the potential needed to simulate any given droplet shape. In the main text, Eq. (52)
was used to produce the potential corresponding to flower droplets (19). The potential was then plugged into the
energy (43) to eventually yield the Monte-Carlo data behind Fig. 5, similar to that in Ref. [58].

Correlations in Coulomb gases

The left-hand side of the screening condition (49) is the total electric potential in the bulk of a CG, due to the
external potential W (x) and to the potential created by the CG itself. Eq. (49) thus says that the bulk of a CG
supports a vanishing electric field, i.e. that a CG is a perfect 2D conductor. It follows that bulk perturbations are
screened by charges which rearrange themselves so that the bulk potential (49) remains constant, while perturbations
outside of Ω have genuinely long-range effects. This is illustrated in Fig. 2, and it leads to charge accumulation at the
CG boundary, as for any conductor. In turn, this implies sharply different behaviors for bulk and edge correlations
of point charges. Such correlations are essential for our argument on the mismatch between QH droplets and CGs,
so we review them here.

As explained in the main text, the key object for correlations is the field (9), i.e. the potential

Φ(x) ≡ −
N∑

j=1

log |x − xj | (53)

created at x by all the point charges of the CG. Its mean value in the thermodynamic limit is

lim
N→∞

1

N
⟨Φ(x)⟩ = −

∫

Ω

dy ρ(y) log |x − y|, (54)

so it is indeed the potential created by the CG in the screening condition (49). To see how correlations come about,
consider the effect of adding a small point charge q at x to the gas with energy (43). Then the perturbed energy is
E + qΦ(x) and the mean of the potential (53) in the perturbed CG is

⟨Φ(y)⟩x ≡
∫
dx1 . . . dxN Φ(y)e−βE−βqΦ(x)
∫
dx1 . . . dxN e−βE−βqΦ(x) = ⟨Φ(y)⟩ − qβ

(
⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩ − ⟨Φ(x)⟩ − ⟨Φ(y)⟩

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡ ⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c

+O(q2). (55)

Here we expanded the mean up to first order in q, i.e. at the order of linear response, and we introduced the connected
two-point function of Φ. The result (55) was announced in the main text in Eq. (10). It says that correlations of the
potential (53) determine the effects of small perturbations of the CG.

One can now combine Eq. (55) with screening to determine the universal behaviors of the correlator ⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c
in the thermodynamic limit [8]. The answer depends on whether the points x,y are inside or outside the conductor.
In total, there are three different cases:
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• Assume that both x and y are in the bulk, though not too close to each other. By screening (49), the total
potential ⟨Φ(y)⟩x − ⟨Φ(y)⟩ − q log |x − y| is constant, whereupon Eq. (55) implies

⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c = − 1

β
log |x − y|+ const for x,y ∈ Ω. (56)

In this sense, the potential (53) behaves as a massless free boson in the bulk of a CG. We stress, however, that
the relevant conformal structure will be outside the droplet, and ultimately has nothing to do with the conformal
behavior of Φ(x) as a free boson.

• Now let x be outside the droplet while y lies in the bulk. Then the total potential ⟨Φ(y)⟩x−⟨Φ(y)⟩−q log |x−y|
is that created by a perfect conductor with N + 1 particles, and is therefore harmonic when seen as a function
of x. Hence,

⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c = − 1

β
log |x − y|+H(x) for x /∈ Ω, y ∈ Ω, (57)

where H is harmonic. The latter only depends on x, which is ultimately why it will play no role for edge
correlations below. The case where x is in the bulk while y is outside is analogous, as follows from the symmetry
of the two-point correlator.

• Finally, let both x and y lie outside the droplet. Then the total potential ⟨Φ(y)⟩x − ⟨Φ(y)⟩ − q log |x−y| is the
Green’s function for the Laplacian −(1/q)∇2 outside Ω, with Dirichlet boundary conditions on the edge ∂Ω.
Thus,

⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c = − 1

β
log |x − y| − 1

β
K(x,y) + const for x,y /∈ Ω, (58)

where K(x,y) satisfies −∇2
xK(x,y) = 2πδ(x − y). Such Green’s function are most conveniently studied using

complex analysis, so in the following we identify vectors x,y ∈ R2 with complex numbers z, w ∈ C. If the
droplet is the unit disk, the Green’s function can be computed through elementary means and reads

K0(z, w) = log

∣∣∣∣
1− zw̄

z − w

∣∣∣∣ . (59)

For more complicated simply connected domains, the Green’s function can be expressed using conformal maps;
see e.g. [49]. More precisely, it is given by

K(z, w) = K0

(
G(z), G(w)

)
= log

∣∣∣∣∣
1−G(z)G(w)

G(z)−G(w)

∣∣∣∣∣ , (60)

where G is the (unique) conformal map (11), from the exterior of the droplet Ω to the exterior of the unit disk,
that behaves at infinity as G(z) ∼ z/a for some a > 0. We stress that “conformal” here means that the map
(11) is a biholomorphism (a holomorphic bijection).

Since the map (11) sends ∂Ω on a unit circle, one can label any point x ∈ ∂Ω by the angle α such that G(x) = eiα.
This is the “conformal” angle coordinate that governs the density-density correlations (12) on the edge of a CG. To
derive these correlations, the key intuition stems again from electrostatics: as we saw, correlators of the field (53) are
closely related to the electric potential generated at y (or w) by a point charge set at x (or z) in the presence of a
conductor, the droplet Ω. The resulting electric field is discontinuous on the boundary ∂Ω (see Fig. 2), resulting in a
non-zero edge charge density σ(x) for x ∈ ∂Ω. The main argument in [8] is that this phenomenon is responsible for
the power-law decay of edge density correlations. Indeed, the edge charge density is

σ(x) ≡ 1

2π
nx ·

[
E+(x)−E−(x)

]
, (61)

where nx is the outward normal unit vector at x ∈ ∂Ω and E±(x) ≡ E(x ± ϵnx) are electric fields right outside and
right inside the droplet. Since the electric field is E = −∇Φ, correlations of the charge density (61) can be related
to those of Φ in Eqs. (56)–(58). The only non-zero contribution to the correlator ⟨σ(x)σ(y)⟩c turns out to stem from
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the Green’s function K(x,y) in Eq. (58), and one finds

⟨σ(x)σ(y)⟩c = − 1

4π2β
∇nx∇nyK(x,y) for x,y ∈ ∂Ω. (62)

Here we assume that x,y do not coincide, and the derivatives are taken in a direction normal to the boundary. The
result can be recast in complex coordinates using the map (11) and the Green’s function (60), which yields

⟨σ(z)σ(w)⟩c = − 1

2π2β

|G′(z)G′(w)|
|G(z)−G(w)|2 for z, w ∈ ∂Ω. (63)

This is the key formula for edge correlations in a CG: using the angle such that G(z) = eiα on ∂Ω, the denominator
of Eq. (63) is that announced in Eq. (12) of the main text. Note the striking similarity with the QH correlator (42)
integrated in a direction normal to the boundary, with factors 1/v(θ) playing a role analogous to the derivatives G′(z)
in Eq. (63). In fact, at the free fermions point β = 2, Eq. (63) can be recovered from an asymptotic expansion of
microscopic correlations similar to those of QH droplets in Eq. (42); see Theorem 1.3 in [47].

A comment is in order regarding the conformal map (11) that plays a central role in the correlator (63). It turns
out that the inverse map G−1 : R2\D → R2\Ω is often slightly easier to understand than the actual map itself, and
can always be written as

G−1(ζ) = aζ +
∑

k≥0

akζ
−k (64)

for some complex coefficients a and ak (k ∈ N). The latter are related via |a|2 = 1 +
∑

k≥1 k|ak|2 when D is a unit
disk and the droplet Ω has area π (without loss of generality). In practice, analytical expressions for conformal maps
are rare, so one often has to rely on numerical evaluations, based e.g. on Fekete points [49]. A simple exception is the
case of an elliptic droplet, for which the inverse conformal map is

G−1(ζ) = ζ cosh(λ) +
1

ζ
sinh(λ), (65)

where the half-width is eλ and the half-height is e−λ. Another is the square droplet (or more generally any polygonal
droplet [50]), for which the inverse of (11) involves the Gauss hypergeometric function:

G−1(ζ) =
Γ(1/4) ζ

2
√
2Γ(3/4)

2F1(−1/2,−1/4; 3/4,−1/ζ4). (66)

Eqs. (65) and (66) were used in Fig. 4 of the main text, respectively for the ellipse and the square.

Fluctuations of one-body observables

We conclude our review of CGs with the fluctuations of one-body observables
∑

j U(xj), mentioned in Sec. IV of
the main text and also known as linear statistics in the CG literature. In particular, we recall how Eq. (29) follows
from screening and the edge correlator (63).

Our starting point is to express the variance through density-density correlations, similarly to Eq. (24):

Var[U ]CG = −1

2

∫
dx dy [U(x)− U(y)]2 ⟨ρ(x)ρ(y)⟩c , (67)

where dx ≡ dx1dx2 and similarly for y. The strategy will be to split the integral on the right-hand side in two
pieces—one due to short-range bulk correlations, the other to long-range edge correlations. At leading order in the
thermodynamic limit, the two contributions decouple. To compute the bulk term, it is easiest to first consider a
one-body observable Ũ which vanishes on ∂Ω. Bulk correlations are translation-invariant, so going to center-of-mass
coordinates r ≡ (x + y)/2 and s ≡ x − y yields

Var[Ũ ]CG = −1

2

∫

Ω

dr
∫

ds
[
Ũ(r + s/2)− Ũ(r − s/2)

]2
⟨ρ(s)ρ(0)⟩c ∼ −1

2

∫

Ω

dr
∫

ds
[
s · ∇Ũ(r)

]2
⟨ρ(s)ρ(0)⟩c , (68)
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where we used the fast decay of correlations to perform a Taylor expansion of Ũ . Further using the rotational
invariance of bulk correlations yields the desired result,

Var[Ũ ]CG ∼ −1

4

∫

Ω

dr(∇Ũ)2
∫

ds s2 ⟨ρ(s)ρ(0)⟩c =
∫

Ω

dr
2πβ

|∇Ũ |2, (69)

where the second equality follows from the Stillinger-Lovett sum rule [59]
∫

ds s2 ⟨ρ(s)ρ(0)⟩c = − 2

πβ
. (70)

We emphasize that the latter is exact for all β, even though the two-point function itself is not known away from
the free-fermion point β = 2. Formally, the sum rule follows from ∇2Φ(x) = −2πρ(x), writing ⟨ρ(x)ρ(y)⟩c =
∇2

x∇2
y ⟨Φ(x)Φ(y)⟩c, using the bulk result (56) and performing integration by parts. It can thus be seen as a sum rule

for the density of any perfect 2D conductor.
For general U as opposed to Ũ , edge effects come into play. A reasoning similar to the one that led to Eq. (69)

then yields

Var[U ]CG ∼
∫

Ω

dx
2πβ

|∇U(x)|2 − 1

2

∮

∂Ω

dz

2πiz

∮

∂Ω

dw

2πiw
[U(z)− U(w)]2 ⟨σ(z)σ(w)⟩c . (71)

Here the edge correlator ⟨σ(z)σ(w)⟩c appears due to the double integral, in Eq. (67), along a direction perpendicular
to the boundary ∂Ω. Eq. (29) of the main text then follows from Eq. (71) upon using the edge correlator (63). While
physically reasonable, the decoupling between bulk and edge contributions in Eq. (71) can also be checked by explicit
computations at the free-fermion point β = 2. It is ultimately justified by the fact that Eq. (29) can be proved with
more advanced techniques; see [12].

Finally, note that Eqs. (29) and (71) can be recast as

Var[U ]CG ∼
∫

Ω

d2z

2πβ
|∇U |2 + 2

β

∞∑

k=1

kUkU−k, (72)

where Uk =
∫ 2π

0
dα
2πU(G−1(eiα))e−ikα is the kth Fourier mode of the periodic function U(G−1(eiα)). This alternative

form is sometimes convenient for concrete calculations. For instance, the variance of U(z) = Re(z) for a square droplet
follows from the conformal map (66) and reads

Var[U ]CG =
1

2β
+

Γ(1/4)2

192β Γ(3/4)2

[
12 + 4F3

(
1

2
,
1

2
,
3

4
,
3

4
;
7

4
,
7

4
, 2; 1

)]
(73)

in terms of a generalized hypergeometric function. This is the exact formula behind the second value in Eq. (30) of
the main text. It should be contrasted (at β = 2) with the QH variance (26) for an edge-deformed square droplet:
the QH variance can then be written as an infinite series

Var[Û ]QH =
1

4
+

∞∑

m=0

(2m+ 1)

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ π/4

−π/4

8
√
πe−i(−1)mφ (π + 4iφ)m−1

(π − 4iφ)m+2
dφ

∣∣∣∣∣

2

, (74)

whose numerical value is the first one given in Eq. (30).

PART C: SYMPLECTIC VERSUS CONFORMAL MAPS

Since edge correlations of QH droplets and CGs are governed by the angles (13)–(14), a natural question is whether
these sometimes coincide. An equivalent phrasing is to ask if the restriction of the area-preserving map (5) to the
edge ∂Ω can be extended to a biholomorphism (a holomorphic bijection) outside the droplet Ω.

Here we address this puzzle within the class of edge-deformed potentials (18), with special focus on flower droplets.
The corresponding action-angle coordinates are given by Eq. (17) with R = 0 and a function θ(φ) given by Eq. (20).
As we shall see, an extension from the canonical angle to a biholomorphism is possible for elliptic droplets (k = 2), but
impossible for droplets with k ̸= 2 petals. Despite this, we will find that the local (not globally bijective) conformal
extension does replicate the correlator of edge-deformed QH droplets.
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Statement of the problem

Let F be the area-preserving map (5) sending a droplet Ω on a disk D. The restriction of F to the edge ∂Ω sends
it on a circle S1 = ∂D, which defines the map F∂ ≡ θ in Eq. (13). Similarly, let G be the biholomorphism (11) that
conformally maps the outside of Ω on that of D, and let G∂ ≡ α in Eq. (14) be its edge restriction. The question is:

Q: Given an area-preserving map F , is there a biholomorphism G such that F∂ = G∂?

We shall address this problem in the specific case where F is an edge deformation, as defined around Eq. (18) in the
main text. Any such map takes the following form in polar coordinates:

F (r, φ) ≡
(

r√
f ′(φ)

, f(φ)

)
, (75)

where f(φ) is a circle diffeomorphism that satisfies the conditions (15). [To avoid confusion with the map (13), we
denote the circle diffeomorphism by f(φ) rather than θ(φ).] Since the edge ∂Ω is the set of points that satisfy Eq. (19)
in the main text, with some fixed area A, the edge restriction of the map in Eq. (75) is

F∂ : ∂Ω → S1 :

(
r =

√
A
π
f ′(φ), φ

)
7→
(√A

π
, f(φ)

)
. (76)

The question is whether this can be extended to a biholomorphism (11). In that context, the area A does not matter
(it can be rescaled by a global dilation), and it is more convenient to seek to extend the inverse of Eq. (76),

F−1
∂ : S1 → ∂Ω : eiθ 7→ eif

−1(θ)

√
(f−1)′(θ)

, (77)

where f−1 denotes the inverse of the function f in Eq. (76) and we expressed everything in terms of θ = f(φ). The
right-hand side of (77) can be written as eiθP (θ), with P (θ) some complex, smooth 2π-periodic function that admits
a Fourier expansion. It follows that the local conformal extension of the map (77) is unique: it is obtained by viewing
F−1
∂ as the restriction to S1 of

H−1(ζ) ≡ eif
−1(−i log ζ)

√
(f−1)′(−i log ζ)

, (78)

where ζ ≡ x + iy is the usual complex coordinate in the plane. Note that the argument of the function f−1 is now
complexified and involves a logarithm, suggesting that H−1 generally has branch cuts or singularities. [Despite this,
the right-hand side of Eq. (78) can be understood as a formal Laurent series in ζ in a neighborhood of the circle
|ζ| = 1.] Indeed, we will see that precisely this issue is responsible for the absence of a biholomorphic extension of
flower deformations with k ̸= 2 petals. This is also why we denote the local conformal map (78) by H rather than G
as in (11): in general, the maps H and G differ. Only G—not H—determines correlations such as (63) in a CG.

We stress that the converse of Question Q is trivial: given any biholomorphism G in (11) such that area(Ω) =
area(D), it is always possible to find a smooth area-preserving map F in (5) such that F∂ = G∂ . Indeed, given any
coordinate α along ∂Ω, there certainly exists a smooth confining potential V (x) that admits ∂Ω as a level curve, with
a gradient ∇V whose norm (2) along ∂Ω gives rise to α as the canonical coordinate (3). This is the sense in which
any CG, of any shape, admits a QH realization provided the QH potential is suitably fine-tuned. But the opposite is
not true: most QH droplets do not admit a plasma analogue.

From symplectic to conformal flower deformations

Let us illustrate the points above with flower deformations, for which the function f(φ) in Eq. (75) is given by

eikf(φ) =
a eikφ + b

b̄ eikφ + ā
, (79)
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where k is some positive integer and a, b are complex coefficients such that |a|2 − |b|2 = 1. [At fixed k, the set of
transformations (79) spans a group locally isomorphic to SU(1, 1).] The corresponding inverse map (77) is

F−1
∂ (eiθ) = eiθ

[
−ā+ be−ikθ

] k+2
2k
[
−a+ b̄eikθ

] k−2
2k , (80)

and its unique local conformal extension (78) is

H−1(ζ) = ζ
[
−ā+ bζ−k

] k+2
2k
[
−a+ b̄ζk

] k−2
2k . (81)

Note the simplification of the right-hand side when k = 2, corresponding to an elliptic droplet whose biholomorphism
was written in Eq. (65), with a = − coshλ and b = sinhλ. In that case, the answer to Question Q is positive:
H−1 = G−1 maps the outside of a disk on the outside of Ω in a smooth, bijective and conformal manner; see Fig. 6.

The situation is completely different for flowers with k ̸= 2 petals, since the function (81) then has poles (if k = 1)
or zeros (if k ≥ 3) outside D. Any such point means that H−1 fails to be a biholomorphism outside D; see Fig. 6 for
an illustration when k = 3. Equivalently, there exists no CG whose shape is that of an edge-deformed flower with
k ̸= 2 petals and whose conformal angle is given by Eq. (79).
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Figure 6. Left: Exterior of the unit disk; only the annulus with outer radius ≤ 2 is shown for convenience. Middle and Right:
Images of the annulus under the map (81) with λ = 0.12, k = 2 and 3, respectively. For k = 2, the map is biholomorphic on
C \ {0}. For k = 3, the map fails to be bijective outside D due to the presence of zeros at the cubic roots of ā/b.

Quantum Hall correlations from a local conformal extension

Despite the general failure of the local conformal map (78) to extend to a global biholomorphism outside Ω, it does
have one successful application: it can be used to predict the edge correlations of some anisotropic, ν = 1 QH droplets,
from the correlator of a chiral, free-fermion Euclidean CFT. Let us show this here, then discuss why it works.

Our starting point is the correlator of chiral free fermions on the complex plane in Euclidean CFT, K0(z1, z2) =
1/(z1 − z2). Now apply to this a conformal transformation H to find the deformed correlator

K(z1, z2) =

√
H ′(z1)H ′(z2)

H(z1)−H(z2)
, (82)

where the square root in the numerator arises because the fermionic field is Virasoro primary with conformal weight
1/2. If H is the conformal extension of the boundary map (76) associated with an edge deformation, then the value
of H(z) right on the edge is H

(
eif

−1(θ)/
√
(f−1)′(θ)

)
= eiθ by virtue of the map (77). Furthermore, the derivatives of

H in the square root factors of Eq. (82) have the complex norm
∣∣∣∣∣H

′

(
eif

−1(θ)

√
(f−1)′(θ)

)∣∣∣∣∣ =
1

|(H−1)′(eiθ)|
1∣∣∣(f−1)′(θ)1/2 + i

2
(f−1)′′(θ)

(f−1)′(θ)3/2

∣∣∣
=

1√
(f−1)′(θ) + 1

4
(f−1)′′(θ)2

(f−1)′(θ)3

, (83)

where we used Eq. (78) in the second step. Note that this can also be expressed in a way that makes explicit contact



20

with the notation in [28], namely
∣∣∣∣∣H

′

(
eif

−1(f(φ))

√
(f−1)′(f(φ))

)∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣H ′

(√
f ′(φ)eiφ

)∣∣∣ =
√√√√

f ′(φ)

1 +
[
f ′′(φ)
2f ′(φ)

]2 ≡ 1

σ(φ)
(84)

in terms of the polar angle φ in the edge deformation (75). It follows that the norm of the correlator (82), evaluated
right on the edge and expressed in φ, is

∣∣K(z1, z2)
∣∣
edge =

1√
σ(φ1)σ(φ2)

1

2
∣∣sin
(
[f(φ1)− f(φ2)]/2

)∣∣ . (85)

This is precisely the QH edge correlator (26), evaluated right on the edge (dx = dy = 0) of a droplet in
an edge-deformed potential (18) with θ(φ) ≡ f(φ). Indeed, the norm (2) of the edge velocity in that case is
v(θ) =

√
2NℓωFσ(f

−1(θ)), where ωF ≡ θ̇(AN ) is given by Eq. (4).
We have thus recovered a QH correlator (26), including its delicate dependence on velocities, from an argument

involving conformal maps. How does this not contradict our main statement—that QH physics is symplectic while
only CGs are conformal?

It is indeed true that the edge correlator of a CG takes the form (82) provided H(z) is replaced by the biholomor-
phism G(z) in (11) [46, 47]. In this sense, CG correlations and correlations in an edge-deformed QH droplet are close,
but there is again a distinction between the maps involved: the map G in (11) is a biholomorphism outside Ω, while
the map H in Eq. (78) typically is not. As explained above, H and G are generally unrelated, so the QH correlator
(85) ultimately has nothing to do with the CG correlator obtained by taking Eq. (82) and replacing H by G. This is
the difference between the angles (13)–(14), all over again. That the conformal “recipe” (82) works for edge-deformed
droplets is ultimately a coincidence, due to the relation between edge deformations and Virasoro transformations of
the edge CFT; see [28] and references therein.
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