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A bstract. { W e show that the carrder "antbinding" observed recently in sem iconductor
quantum dots, ie., the fact that the ground state energy of two electron-hole pairs goes above
tw ice the ground-state energy of one pair, can entirely be assigned to a charge separation e ect,
w hatever its origin. In the absence of extemalelectric eld, this charge separation com es from
di erent "spreading-out" of the electron and hole wavefiinctions linked to the nite height of
the barriers. W hen the dot size shrinks, the two-pair energy always stays below when the
barriers are in nite. On the opposite, because barriers are lss e cient for sm all dots, the
energy of twopairs in a dot with nite barriers, ends by behaving like the one in bulk, ie., by
going above tw ice the onepair energy when the pairs get too close. For a full understanding
ofthis "antbinding" e ect, we have also reconsidered the case of one pairplus one carrier. W e

nd that, while the carriers just have to spread out of the dot di erently for the "antbinding"
of twopairs to appear, this "antbinding" for one pair plus one carrier only appears if this
carrier is the one which spreads out the less. In addition a rem arkable sum rule exists between
the "binding energies" of two pairs and of one pair plus one carrier.

A very large am ount ofw orks are stilldevoted to the study of sam iconductor quantum dots
because of their possble applications In nanotechnology. The fiindam ental aspects of these
quantum dots are however now essentially understood i_]:]: when a few carriersofm assm are
con ned 1 a box of characteristic size R, their kinetic energy is ofthe order of =m R ?, whike
their Coulomb energy is order of €?=R ; so that, if the box size is an all com pared to ~?=m &
(the so—called "strong-con nement regin e"), Coulomb e ectsplay a m inor role | even ifthe
absolute value of the Coulomb energy in a dot is lJarger than the usual one in buk, for the
carriers are closer. T his iswhy the physics of quantum dots is essentially a onedbody physics,
driven by con nem ent: besides an all energy shifts and level splittings, m any-body e ects In
a dot are not expected to be of great Interest in these con ned system s.

R ecently, how ever, a rather surprising "antbinding" e ect hasbeen cbserved in these dots:
if one m easures the lowest energy of tw o electron-hole pairs in the strong con nem ent regin e,
one nds that it goes from below to above tw ice the ground state energy of onepair, when
the dot size decreases (see refs 'E:{iﬂ] and references therein). Let us stress that this is not
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really an "antdbinding" e ect because the carriers always stay bound to the dot due to the
strong con nement. A two-pair energy above tw ice onepair is however surprising at st
because we are used to biexciton always having an energy below tw ice the exciton energy.
This actually com es from the fact that, In extended system s, the excitons can m ove freely;
so that, to decrease their energy, they adjist their distance at an optinum value D which
results from the com petition between the kinetic energy they lose and the Coulomb energy
they gain when they get closer.

The sam e argum ent m ay actually lead to think that the observed "antbinding” is in fact
Just nom al ! Tndeed, if the particles get closer than D , which is what happens In an all
dots, the energy of twopairs In buk should start to rise because of the kinetic contribution.
Tt should thus end by getting above tw ice the energy of one exciton. Consequently, i m ay
appear as reasonabl to nd a two-pair "antbinding" when the dot size decreases, the pairs
ending by being too close.

Thisway ofthinking is actually incorrect: in a dot, the carriers are forced to stay together,
at a given distance, by con nem ent. They have no choice ! The kinetic energy necessary to
stay so close, is actually paid once we put the carriers in the box. W hen com paring the energy
oftw o pairs to tw ice the energy of one pair, we are thus left w th the Coulomb partsonly. A s
the dipolar attraction between electron-hole pairs m akes their C oulom b contrbutions to the
energy always negative, this should lead to a two-pair energy always below tw ice the energy
of one pair, in contradiction w ith the experin entaldata.

T he purpose of this paper is to show that the energy of two pairs going above tw ice the
energy of one pair can entirely be assigned to charge separation, whatever its origin. Tt m ust
be pointed out that such a charge separation exists even in the absence of an extemal electric

eld. It results from a "spreading-out" e ect which Increases when the dots shrink. The
pairs, forced to stay closer than their optimum distance D , would love to get out of the
box, n order to behave lke free pairs In a buk sam pl. This is of course I possble if the
barrier height is really In nie: for such a barrier, the two-pair energy always stays below
tw ice onepair. However, for nite barriers, the carriers can partly escape from the dot and
experience a subtle interplay between Coulom b interaction and con nem ent, ie., Interaction
w ith the continuum linked to the environm ent ofthe dot i§]; C onsequently, the price in kinetic
energy needed to put a carrier inside the dot is not really constant but depends on the dot
size, through a harrier-dependent term .

In con ned system s, what is really in portant is not so much the absolute value of the
barrier height, but its relative value com pared to the characteristic energy of the dot, nam ely
~2=m R?. This ld us to Introduce tj] the din ensionless param eter ; which characterizes a
barrier of height V; for a carrier of mass m ; trapped in a spherical dot of radius R. This
param eter isde ned as

2,2

_ i

Vi = om R2 @)
W hile ; isalwaysin niewhen V isin nie, it goesto zero for nieVwhen the dot shrinks
: A dot size reduction m akes a given barrier less and lesse cient to prevent the carriers from
soreading-out.

The purpose of this work is to show that the charge separation between the electron
and the hol of a dot lads, just by itself, to a two-pair energy going above tw ice the one—
pair energy. The analytical results presented here are very general, and apply to quantum
dots of any geom etry w thin the strong con nement regine : to use them for a particular
experin ent, one just has to introduce the speci c¢ carrier wave functions of the dot in the
relevant quantities given in egqs(2,11,13). For the purpose of illustration, the num erical resuls
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given here correspond to a m odel spherical dot. In order to fully control the physics of this
phenom enon, we have also reconsidered analytically the case of one pair plus one carrier Eﬁ].
Even w ithout electric eld, the energy ofone pairplusone hol endsby going above the energy
of one pair plus the energy of one hole if ~but only if —the electron spreads out m ore than the
hole, whilk in the case of two pairs, the electron and hole jist have to spread out di erently,

for the "antbinding" to appear.

G enerallackground on a few carriers in quantum dot. { O ne carrier, electron (e), orhole
(), trapped in a dot, is characterized by a quantum numbern;, wih i= (e;h), itsenergy and
wave fiinction being r(,l) and ' r(11> (r). Ifwe put m ore than one carrier In a dot, they feel each
other by Coulomb interactions —and possbly by Pauli exclusion, if their spins are identical.
The Coulomb potential in a con ned geom etry is characterized by a set of m atrix elem ents

Vn(‘lii)Om . betw een electrons, between holes and between electrons and holes, de ned as
R R ALk
Z 2
d3) _ 33,0, @ G 0 € () .0y, @)
Vatngm gny = TEETT g0 )70 ) S Ty ()7, () @

In sn all enough dots, it is wellknown that the energy of a few carriers is dom inated by the
kinetic contridbution, and so that the C oulom b Interactions can be treated as a perturbation E.',
nfi]. Up to second order, the ground state energy of one electron-hole pair thus reads as

€h) _ (e () (eh) (eh)
E = 5, *+ 5 Voooo + W + 3)

where 0 is the ground state quantum num ber, the second order Coulomb tem W %3 being

(i3) 2
X j]nim jOOj
1) + (3) (€} (3)
(nim 5)6 (0;0) O 0 ni m 5

w 4 = @)

In the sam e way, the ground state energy ofone pairplis one carrieri= (g;h), wih di erent
spins, reads

ehi) _ () () ) (i) (eh) (i) (eh)
E, = ot o' Ft o * Voo 2Vpopo T W + 2W )

while the ground state energy oftwo pairsw ith di erent spins is given by

(eehh) _ (e) (h) (ee) (hh) (eh) (ee) (hh) (eh)
E, =2, *+2 5"+ Voot Voooo 4Viygp0 T W + W + 4W + 6)

T he Coulom b expansions of the carrier energies given above are valid when the dot size is
an all, m ore precisely when the din ensionless param eter ry, characterizing a dot of volime
de ned as

4
=3 ria, el
is snall compared to 1, ay = ~?= &? being the Bohr raduswith ! = m ! + mh1 . For
sphericaldot , ry is just the dot radius in Bohrunits). The Coulom b expansions z_?.—:g), valid
for an all dots, In fact correspond to a sn all ry expansion.

E qs.@;_({) allow to obtain the lowest energies of one pair, two pairs and one pair plus one

carrier for any dot shape and barrier height, up to second order in Coulomb interaction: to

1)

get them , we just need to rst detem ine the free carrder eigenstates, »; and ’I(ll) (r) (see
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eg. [g,:;,:ﬁ]), and then to use these wave functions in the V 99 Coulomb m atrix elm ents
de ned in eq:_(.‘Z) .

Forthe purpose of illustration, w e here consideram odel sphericaldotsw ith in nite barriers.
The problem is quite sin ple in the case of spherical dots because the free carrier eigenstates
are then analytically known, the ground state energy being given by

1)
= —— R 8
0 rczimi X 8)

with Rx = ~*=2 aZ . As the wave functions ’ r(ll) (r) Hr n nite barriers do not depend on
m ass, the Vn((frjn)om ., 'sdo not depend on (i; Jj), the one between ground states being equal to
FREEE

Vool 7 357Ry =ry. This m akes all the second order Coulomb terms W 49 also equal for
equalelectron and holem asses —while they di er orme 6 my .

Consequently, In the case of spherical dots wih In nie barriers, we nd the follow ing
energy expansions:

2
(eh) 357
E, ' = Ry Z c®™ meimy)+ O (ra)
d Ty
2
; 357 .
ESY = Ry — 1+ — 2T e g mn) + O ()
rczi me 4
2
357
Ef = 2Ry 5 T M memu)+ 0 @) ©
d Ty
Forme = my, allthe W 's are equalto ( Ry ) wih = 0:133 so that c®* = , whik
cehd = gleehh) = 3 Note that E ™ has a factor 2 in front). For di erent electron

and hole m asses, m ore precisely, In the particular case of m = 00665 and m,, = 0:340,
which corresponds to pure G aA s, these quantities become c®®) = 0:182, c®®) = 0772,
c®h®) = 0444 while c®P?) = 0:608 (The st 20 electron and 20 hole levels were taken into
acocount to achieve convergence of these sum s).

Carrier "binding" energy. { The "bindig" energy ©"? of one pair plus one carrier
i= (e;h) can be de ned as

(eh i) E (ehi) E (eh) (1)
0 0 0
(ehi) (ehi)

= ; 7+ 5, 7+ 10)

Using egs.{8), we nd that the second order tem is Jist Z(ehi) =W © + i & yhile the
rst order term can be rew ritten :_|:9], using the de nition of}fggé given in eq.(2), as
Z 2
(ehi)

o .
= dral’—— i) 70 O F 1)
! r 5 To 603

wheren;)=n) = I M ©0F 75 @©F pri=handni(r)= n@) Pri= e.
In the sam e way, the "binding" energy oftwo pairs can be de ned as
_ Egeehh) 2E0(eh)

hh hh
_ 1(ee )+ 2(ee )+ 12)

(eehh)
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W hen using egs. @/6), the second order tem is st Z(GEhh) =W ©) + 5 BB 4 2w € ywhie
the st order term now reads
Z 2
(eehh) o € 0
1 = drdr —— - n@n() 13)
¥ %

From Eqs.C_l-l:,:[Ii') and the de niionsofthe s, i iseasy to check that a ram arkable sum

rule exists between the "binding energies" oftwo pairs and of one pair plus one carrier:

(eehh) _ (ehe)+ (ehh)

1 1 1
(eehh) (ehe) (ehh)

N = + (14)
Let us stress that Eqs.{_f]_:,:_l-é) aswell as Eq.c_l-é_i') are com pltely general, ie., they do not
rely on any speci ¢ assum ption for the dot geom etry nor on a possibly non—zero ekctric eld.
From E qs.C_l]_:,:_lgi') wealready seethatthe rstorderCoulomb term softhese "binding" energies
reduce to zero ifn (r) = 0 everywhere, ie., if the dot has a local carrier neutrality.

Dot with local carrier neutrality. { Local carrier neutrality im plies the absence of any
extemalelectric eld which tends to tear apart opposite charges. W ealso need to assume in  —
nite barriers or, possibly, carriers spreading out of the dot identically, for their wave functions
to be the sam e.

Forn (r) = 0, the rst order tem s, 1( and feehh) reduce to zero LL-(_i] Ifwe now tum
to the second order tem s, Z(Ghi) and Z(GEhh) , we see that they are both negative, for all the
W ’'s are negative, the sum they contain being taken over excited states. T hese second order
tem s, which are the dom inant ones in sm all dots In the absence of rst order tem s, m ake
the two binding energies €9 and €M) positive (for the latter case, sce B)). W e conclude
that, n a an alldot wih in nite barrier, two-pairs, and one-pair plis one carrier, are always
below the "dissociated" con guration, ie., tw ice onepair or onepair and one carrier.

eh i)

Dot with local charge separation. { For non—zero electric elds, or for nite barriers

and di erentm asses, ie., di erent (m;V;), the two types of carriers generally have di erent

wave finctions, so that n (r) di ers from zero. Due to &= 1%, the integrals of ;" and

(eehh)

A , In eqs.{_l-]_},:_fé), are dom hated by the r / r’ domai. As for such (r;r’), we have
nm)nE®) 7 hEPF, so that the integrand of feehh) is positive in the relevant part of the
Integral, whatever the sign ofn (r), m aking {eehh) always posiive.

Ifwe tum to f‘hi) , we see that, due to the addiional ¥ éi) (r) j2, the In portant part of

the Integral given In eq.C_l-l:), isnow the one orr R . Consequently, the sign of fehi) is

controlled by the sign of n; (r) inside the dot. A s the electron is usually the carrier which
Soreads out the m ore, the hole wave function in the dot is larger than the electron one, for

the wave functions are nom alized. T his leads to n (r) essentially positive n the dot, m aking
(ehh (ehe

1 " positive and 1 " negative.
W hen the rstand second ordertermm sareboth negative, as for (ehe), the carrier "binding”
energy is unam biguously positive, even for extrem ely am alldots. O n the opposite, when the
rst order termm is positive, as for (eehh) and (€hh), this st order temn —even if it is very
an all, ie., ifthe electron and hole nearly have the sam e w ave function —m ust end by being the
dom inant Coulom b contribution when the dot shrinks. Consequently, the carrier "binding"
energy, positive for interm ediate dot sizes — as it is then dom nated by the second order
Coulomb temm - must tum negative when the dot shrinks, In qualitative agreem ent w ith
experin ental data ig,:_:%]. T herefore the phenom enon of com petition between rst and second
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order C oulom b contributionsdrives the crossoverbetw een binding and antbinding. In [_l-(_i] we

nd a num erical calculation up to second order In the C oulom b Interaction illistrating ideally
our argum ent. O ne even notices that our sum rule C_l-é_i) is accurately veri ed by Fig2 of:_[-l_b]
In m ost of the size range (ham ely above r = 90A). Unfrtunately in the antbinding region,
below r= 90A , a an alldiscrepancy appears, probably due to lin itations in the calculation of
the second order tem . N evertheless the overallnum erical result of F ig 2 beautifully con m s
the ndingsofour analyticaltheory.

To conclide we state ourm ain thesiswhich saysthat, n orderto nd an "antbinding" for
tw o—electron-hole pairs, we jist need n (r) 6 0, ie., a carrier localnon-neutrality, whileto nd
such an "antbinding" for onepair plus one carrier, we need an excess charge inside the dot
of the sam e sign than the additionnal carrier. T his conclusion fiilly agree w ith experim ental
data {L413).

Link with the carrier spreadingout. { Let us end this work by taking again for an
ilustration, a quantum dot w ith a spherical geom etry, and show how we can relate the dot
size for the crossover from "binding" to "antbinding" of (eehh) and (ehh), to one of the
In portant physical quantities for carriers in dots, nam ely their soreading-out lengths.

In a previous comm unication tj], we have shown that the energies of a particke wih
massm; In a spherical dot of radius R and barrier height Vi, are given by 2~?*=2m ;R?

fRx (?=r})(=m;). The i'sforstateswith 1= 0 symmetry ful 1;= ;=si( ;), where

; is the param eter de ned in Eq.-'_(i). In the large ; lm i, ie. for large V;, this leads to

i =1+ .ll ) for the ground state; so that the spatial extension d; of this ground state,
de ned asE; = ~?=2m ;d?, variesw ith thee ective barrierheight ; asd; / R (1+ ;' ).Note
that, as expected, d; is just equalto R for in nite barriers, ie., orin nie;.

W e now use this resuk in the "binding" energy rst order tem s, Eqs.:_(-l_:]l;l_‘B) : since, due
to din ensionalarguments, § @ 7 1=d3, the rst order tem ,**"
be estim ated as

, given In eq.{_l-j), can

(eehh) R3R3e_2 i i
1 " T
, eZ (de dh )2 , ez ( el hl )2 15
=3 R3 15)

while the sam e argum ent leads to

16)

. L h
w ith a sin ilar result for 1(e e

W enow de ne the characteristic length 1 overwhich a carrierm ; spreadsout ofam aterdial
having a barrier Vi, as

2

Vi = om P a7

P—
N ote that this L is inversely proportionalto m ;V;, while it isexactly 0 orin nite barrier).
Follow Ing part I, the second order Coulom b term is of the order of ( e’=ay ), so that, from

the de nition of ; given in eq.@') —In which enters the dot radiis —we obtain a crossover
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radiis from "binding" to "antbinding" which behaves as

r -

RO 7Py b k)2 1s)

, X q—

R G oL ax @ L 19)
j= (e/h)

where (x) is the step function. This gives a nite crossover radiis for (eehh) whatever
(k;L%) are, whilk the one for (hi) depends on the sign of ¢ L). Fork L > 0,which
is the m ost usual situation, the crossover radius or (€hh) is nite while the one for (€he) is
zero, ie., no cross-over takes place when the dot is negatively charged.

Eqs.C_l-gl—;@) also show that when the barriers are very high, the spreading-out lengths L
are very an all, so that the cross-over radiiare very sm all. For usualbarrier heights, how ever,
the 1’s are of the order of the Bohr radiis ax , m aking the cross-over radii also of the order
ofay . In order to t a particular experim ent, it is possble to get precise values of these
cross-overs by going back to the expressions of the energies given in eqs.@-:_é), the purpose of
this last part being just to get a physical understanding of this cross-over by establishing its
physical link with the carrier spreading-out kengths.

O ne should not however concluide in all cases that charge separation increases when the
quantum dot size din inishes. For exam pl in wurtzitetype G aN /A G aN heterostructures,
w here piezoelectricity or spontaneous polarization are prom inent e ects, charge separation
e ects may Increase wih the quantum dot size :_-ﬂ_'é 1, therefore the behaviour of "binding
energies" w ith the box size m ay be strongly a ected.

Comparison with other approaches. { A number of authors have m ade very com plex
calculations of 3D wave functions (@ccounting for the details of the con nem ent potential
resulting from the inhom ogeneous strain, band m ixing, and the piezolklectric potential), and
subsequently have carried out con guration-interaction calculation of the biexcion binding
energy. A though it is not our purpose here to nclide such e ects, our approach is able
fully exploit the results of any such com plex 3D num erical single particle w ave functions: the
contrast lies In the analysis of the results. An evaluation oqu.C_l-Zj) w ith such wave functions
allowsto m ly assess the exact size 1im it for the validity of the strong con nem ent regin e:
for that, we just have to com pare the lvel shifts of the two approaches. M ore Im portant,
Eq.C_l-g:) also allow s to assess the relative m agniude of the rst and second order Coulomb
contributions fordi erent dot sizes. N ote that In the second order oon_u:butjon, can also enter
a nearby continuum of states. F inally, a num erical evaluation ofE q.{_lj) allow s to prove that
charge separation is already of In portance at st order, and being actually the m ain cause
for the antbinding of tw o pairs.

Let us now show how the results presented here, which are com pletely general, would
actually bring usefiil insights in the understanding of speci ¢ experim ents.

W e ous on Refs. {,d]w here the transition from binding and antibinding is system atically
studied, both experim entally and num erically. T hese authors nd a qualitative agreem entw ith
experin ents w hen the aspect ratio is varied, but not the dot size. T heir results also show that,
In the two-pair ground state of the largest dot, nam ely 20 nm , there is stilla relatively sm all
m ixing w ith the other excited states due to the C oulom b interaction, show ing In thisway that,
In an aller dots, the strong con nem ent regin e is certainly reached. T he antbinding is then
attrbuted to a number of combined e ects such as "3D con nem ent, quenching correlations
and exchange, and causing localcharge separation", w ithout precise evaluation oftheir relative
In portance, this relative In portance being how ever crucial for physical understanding.

In order to show how we can analyze the results of the num erical approaches w thin our
procedure, ket us focus on the calculation presented in E.’]. In this work, the authors do
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not vary the dot size to understand the transition to antdbinding —which is the physically
relevant param eter —but vary the num ber ofcon ned states they include in the sum s —which
only is a m athem atically relevant param eter. Indeed, their num erical procedure is (i) to x
the dot size at 13 nm and ({H) to vary the num ber of bound states taken into account in the
calculation, between 1 and 3. From our approach, it is clear that there are fundam ental aws
In this procedure: indeed, the con nem ent energy and the rst and second order Coulomb
contrbutions all have a di erent, but crucial, dot size dependence (see eg. the explicit rg
dependence n E q.(:§)) these dependences having nothing to do w ith the possible variation of
the number of con ned states nclided in the num erical calculation. The latter procedure
am ounts to only change the m agnitde of the second order tem s, w ithout any size e ect.

A re ned set of calculations is presented In Ref. :_B] where the previous criticism do not
fully apply. Indeed the authors convincingly show that a com plex C I calculation reproduces
the trend ofthe experin entswhen one truly variesthe QD size. T hey attribute the crossing to
"correlation" (which we here sin ply call "second order corrections"). T he authors ofRef. B]
check that the num ber of excited hole bound states a ect the crossing, whilst the electrons
do not. W e agree and think that this is a natural result of the sn aller hok level spacing.
H ow ever besides the convergence check we feel again that it is di cul to draw de nitive
physical conclusions about the actual num ber of bound states from this arti cial procedure.
In particular we note that there are also in principle contrbutions from the continuum , and
w hen a higherbound state "disappears", it m erges In the continuum , how ever i is not cbvious
to guesshow much thise ect increases the contribution of the continuum .

The "Quantum Con ned Stark E ect" on one and two-pair states in sm all dots has also
been investigated In two di erent sets of experin ents nam ely, random local e]d:_-D_:2], or
extemal eld :_[-l_li]. Both show that the binding energy oftw o-pairs decreasesw ith the extemal
electric eld strength at the dot position. Such a behaviour is in perfect agreem ent w ith our
discussion conceming the im portance, the sign and m agniude of the rst order tem :_(-l_B) n
an alldots, as a function of charge separation.

E xperim ents f_l-il: {:_l-I_i'], nhvolring the statesofone pairplisone carrier (the so-called "charged
excitons"), w ith possbly an additional extemal eld :_ﬂ_x’Z',_-l_'B], show that, in sm all dots, the
binding energy is of opposite sign for the two types of excess charge, and that the trend to
"antbind" is enhanced by the eld for both types of excess charge. T he authors explin it
qualitatively by saying that the electric eld tends to tear apart opposite charges and keep
together identical charges, so that the repulsive Coulomb interactions are wining over the
attractive oneswhen the eld increases. This rst explanation is fully intuitive. O urEq.:_Q:l)
shinesnew light on this problem because i dem onstrates that, in the end, it is just this exact
Integral nvolving only the charge separation, evaluated w ith sihgleparticle wavefunctions,
that m atters to understand the behaviour of the "binding energy".

Conclusion. { W e have shown, In very general tem s, that the two-pair ground state
energy, In strongly con ned quantum dots, can possbly go above tw ice the energy of one-
pair due to a single physical quantiy: the local charge separation. O ur conclusion holds
Independently of the physical origin of the charge sgparation, which can be com plx and
Intemal (eg. due to piezoekctric elds resulting from strain), or extemal (eg. applied
electric elds). Even in the absence ofelectric  eld, local charge separation can be induced by

nite barrier heights, the carriers spreading out of the dot di erently. O nly the precise value
of the crossover is In uenced by the com plicated geom etry of real dots. It is attributed to
a com petition e ect between the rst and second order Coulomb contributions. W hile such
an "antbinding" always exists for twopairs, it only exists for onepair plus one carrier if the
additionnal carrier is the one which spreads out the less. For illustration, we have, in the
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case of sphericaldots, related the radius of the crossover from "binding" to "antbinding” to
the typical carrier spreading-out lengths induced by the nite dot barriers. A s a by-product
we have also found a rem arkable sum rul for the "binding energies" of two pairs and one
pair plus one carrier. Finally, we have shown how our approach can be used to analyse the
results of com plex num erical calculations of tw o-pair states in realistic dot geom etry, and how
it allow s to reinterpret a variety of experim entaldata in strongly con ned quantum dots.
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