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W estudy the tt%4%-J m odelw ith param eters chosen tom odelan electron-doped high tem perature
superconductor. Them odelw ith one, two and four charge carriers is solved on a 32-site lattice using
exact diagonalization. O ur results dem onstrate that at doping levels up to x = 0:125 the m odel
possesses robust antiferrom agnetic correlation. W hen doped w ith one charge carrier, the ground

state has m om enta ( ;0) and (O; ).

On further doping, charge carriers are unbound and the

m om entum distrbution function can be constructed from that of the single-carrier ground state.
The Fem i surface resem bles that of am all pockets at single charge carrier ground state m om enta,
which is the expected result In a lightly doped antiferrom agnet. T his feature persists upon doping
up to the largest doping lkevelwe achieved. W e therefore do not cbserve the Fem i surface changing

shape at doping levels up to 0.125.

I. NTRODUCTION

Tt iswellknown that electron-doped high T. m aterials
have very di erent properties com pared to hole-doped
ones. Like holedoped m aterials, their undoped parent
com pounds are insulatorsw ith antiferrom agnetic spin or—
der. But the electron-doped cuprate Nd; x Ce;Cu0O 4
rem ains an antiferrom agnetic insulator up to doping
¥vel x = 0:13 whereas In the holedoped cuprate
La; x S, Cu0 4 a relative an all doping level of x 0:02
is enough to destroy its antiferrom agnetic correlation ¥
T heoretically it has been postulated that this asymm e~
try In properties of electron— and hole-doped m aterials
can bem odeled by @gdding intra-sublattice hopping term s
to the tJ model?? Compared to the nearest neigh—
bor hopping motion in the tJ m odel, Intra-sublattice
hoppings do not frustrate the spin background. Con-
sequently the antiferrom agnetic order of the undoped
system is better preserved upon doping. W ithin this
context, various theoretical and num erical studies have
con m ed that the electron-doped m odel has robust an—
tiferrom agnetic order. In addition, appropriate intra—
sublattice hopping tem s shift sihglecarrier ground state
momenta from ( =2; =2) In the t-J modelto ( ;0)
and its equivalent points. This means that in a lightly
doped system gm all charge carrier pockets will form at
( ;0) and isequivalent points in the st B rilloun zone.
This agrees,w ith angleresolved photoem ission ARPES)
experim ent?® on Nd; « C 80 402 - Various properties of
the electron-doped m ode®?#22¢ incliding its electronic
states, spin dynam ics, and Fem i surface evolution have
been worked out w,ith em phasis on com parison w ith ex—
perin ental results?}

In thispaperw e are interested in the interaction am ong
charge carriersdoped into the parent com pound. Forthis
reason we conduct a system atic study on the electron—
doped m odel w ith a few charge carriers using exact di-
agonalization. In this approach, larger lattices are al-
ways preferred in order to m inin ize nie-=size e ects.
Furthem ore, in order to study Fem i surface evolution
the Jattice m ust have allowed k points along the antifer-
rom agnetic B rillouin zone AFBZ) boundary, ie., from

(;0) to (0; ). Square lattices having only 20 or 26
sites w ith periodic boundary conditions do not have this
property. T he 32-site lattice is the next available square
lattice that has this property and on which calculations
are still m anageable. The tJ model with up to four
charge carriers on this lattice,has been studied in detail
using exact diagonalization 24232424 But previous calcu—
lations on the electron-doped m odel on this lattice have
been lin ired to two charge carriers only 24 Since antifer—
rom agnetic order in electron-doped cuprates is robust,
we need m ore charge carriers to m ake the antiferrom ag—
netic phase unstable. In this paper we report resuls for
the electron-doped m odelw ith one, two, and four charge
carriers on a 32-site lattice, covering doping levels up to
x = 0:425.

O ur paper is organized as ollows. W e rst de ne the
m odel In section II. In section :J:I_:t we look at quasipar-
ticle properties of a single charge carrier doped into the
system . Next we consider system s w ith mthJpJe charge
carriers and study the binding energies in section -IV. and
the real space charge carrier correlation in section V'
They provide the rst evidence that charge carriers are
unbound at these doping levels. Section i/_i deals w ith
the m om entum distrdbutions of spin ob jFcts which indi-
cates the Fem isurface at di erent doping levels. In sec—
tion V T we calculate the spin correlations which clearly
dem onstrate that antiferrom agnetic order persists upon
doping, and in section 'V]I[ we attem pt to search for
other exotic orderw hen the antiferrom agnetic oon:e]ann
isweakened. F inally we give our conclision in section -]X.

II. HOLE-AND ELECTRON-DOPED M ODELS

W e start from the extended tJ m odelw hich was orig—
nally proposed to describbe hole-doped m aterials,

X X
H = tij e & +& & )+J Si §

hiji nn

Zninj
@)

T he nearest neighbor (n) soin exchange constant J is
xed at 0:3. Fartherthan nearest neighborhopping tem s


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0508035v2

are necessary In order to distinguish between hole and
ekctron doping. ti; = _t;t% and t° when hiji is a pair
of sites at distances 1, E, and 2 apart respectively, and
is zero otherw ise. The best tting to ARPES results ¢n
SCu0,CL yiedst= 1, 2= 03, and 2 = 02L1
In the case of hole doping, 6}1’ is a spin (or electron)
creation operator . To describe electron-doped m ateri-
als i isusualto apply the electron-hole transform ation
e ! al ,wherea! isaholk creation operator. The re—
suling H am iltonian for electron-doped m aterials is iden—
ticalto (1) butwith & replaced by &; , etc, and ti; re—
placed by ti.Asa result we can tum the Ham iltonian
{l) into an electron-dgped m odelby ipping the signs of
the hopping term st P D espite this sin ilarity, one should
be rem Inded that in the case ofhol doping the operators
e In theH am ilttonian are electron operatorsand the vac—
uum state is a state w ith no electron. T he condition ofno
double occupancy m eans that no m ore than one electron
can occupy the sam e site. At half- Iling, each site has
exactly one electron and doping with holes m eans cre—
ating vacancies by rem oving electrons. Translating into
the language of the electron-doped m odel, the operators
e are hol operators and the vacuum state is a state
w ith no hol, ie., it cannot accom m odate any m ore elec—
tron. T he condition of no doubl occupancy m eans that
each site can have no m ore than one hole. At half- 1ling,
each site has exactly one hole and doping m eans 1ling
up holes w ith electrons. To avoid confusion, we use the
temm s \spin ob gcts" and \charge carriers" to describe ob—
cts in the H am iltonian (r_]:) . In the case of hole doping,
Spin ob Ects refer to electrons and charge carriers refer to
holes. In the case of electron doping their m eanings are
reversed | soin ob fcts refer to holes and charge carri-
ers refer to electrons. In this paper, by \electron-doped
m odel" we m ean ('_]:) w ith hoppihng parameterst= 1,
= 03, and t® = 02. (8] In principle hok-doped
m odel should refer to the sam e extended t-J m odelw ith
t=1,%= 03,and tP= 02. But due t{o com plications
caused by excited states of that m odeltt we choose to
com pare the electron-doped m odel w ith the simple tJ
model, ie, with t= 1 and 2= t¥ = 0. We rmark
that the tJ m odel was orighally proposed to descrbe
hole-doped m aterials. But since they have di erent hop—
pihg tem s, it will be unfair to conduct a quantitative
com parison between the t-J and electron-doped m odels.
Instead we will m ostly concentrate on their qualitative
di erences.

T he electron-doped m odel w th Ham iltonian (:g,') and
parameters J = 03,t= 1,t%= 03,andtP= 02 is
solved by exact diagonalization on a square lattice w ith
32 sites and periodic boundary conditions. Tab]e::[ show s
the ground state energies and sym m etries of the electron—
doped m odel w ith one, two, and four electrons. Calcu—
lations on the m odelw ith four electrons were perform ed
on a cluster of AM D O pteron serversw ith 64 CPUs.

TABLE I: G round state energies, m om enta and point group
sym m etries of the electron-doped m odelw ith N . charge car—
riers. N is the num ber of basis In that particular subspace.
The ground state energy at half- lling E § is 11:329720.

N Ns Ej° k symm etry
1 150,297,603 13913616 ( ;0),0; )

2 150,295,402 16:601689 0;0) A2 y2

4 2,817,694,064 20:461647 0;0) s

ITII. QUASIPARTICLE DISPERSION IN THE
ONEELECTRON SYSTEM

In the electron-doped m odel the spectral function of
spin ob fcts at half- lling is de ned adt?
EL+ED); @)

X
Aki)= hod Joif

n

where E and  are the ground state energy and wave

finction of the m odel at half- 1ling, and E} and ! are
energy and wave function of the nth excited state of the
m odelw ith one charge carrier. A (k;!) can be evaluated
easily using the continued fraction expansion. At each k
point we use 300 ierations and add an arti cialbroad-
ening factor = 0:05 to the delta function. Fig.'] shows
A (k;!) along three branches in the st Brillouin zone.
At the Brillouin zone center (0;0), the spectral function
has a broad structure. It does not have any noticeable
low energy peaks. As we move along the (1;1) direc—
tion towards ( ; ) Fig.i(a)]the spectralw eight spreads
to Iower and higher energies, orm ing wellde ned peaks
at low energies. W hen we go pass ( =2; =2), the re—
verse occurs and at ( ; ), the spectral function has a
broad structure again. A sin ilar trend is observed in
the branch from (0;0) to ( ; ) through ( ;0) Fig.id ©)].
Thisbranch has the largest digpersion. A di erent trend
is observed along the AFBZ boundary, ( ;0) to 0; )
F jg.:;I: (© 1. T here the spectralw eight m ostly concentrates
In low energy states. A susualwe de ne the quasiparticle
weight Z, as

hoiE 34T
14
h 93 & Joi

w here i is the lowest energy one-electron state which

has non-zero ove:_:]ap wih e j gi. T hese values are tab—
ulated in TabledI together w ith the quasipartick energy,

Zyx = @3)

Ek)=E, Eg; @)
which is the energy of the state | in Eq.{) reltive to
the ground state energy at half- lling. M ost Zy are too
an allto m ake their corresponding peaksvisble n F jg.:_]: .
T heir positions are Indicated by shaded arrow s. An ob—
vious exoegption isk = ( ;0) which is the ground state
mom entum of the oneelectron system . There the low—
est energy peak hasm ore than 60% ofthe total spectral



TABLE II: Quasiparticle energy and weight in the electron-
doped m odel.

k E k) Zy
0,0) 1452767 0:00008
Gr7) 1:689698 0:00354
(3 /g) 1596649 0:00465
[ i 1:669586 0:00045
(/) 1:450790 0:00005
(r3) 1:986268 0:00237
( ,0) 2:583895 0:63608
(5 ,0) 2:007321 0:02755
Crrg) 21092922 0:01890

weight. T he quasiparticle energy isplotted in F ig.d. The
bandw idth is 3{777J, which is In qualitative agreem ent
w ith the prediction of spin-polaron calculation £

Iv. BINDING ENERGY

The N ~charge carrier binding energy isde ned as the
excess energy of a system -w ith N . charge carriers over
i
N . shgle-carrier system s235

1

Ex.: E5° EJ) N.E, EJ): )

Tt indicates the tendency of the N . charge carriers to
form a bound state. From values In Tab]e:_iwe nd that
Eor = 0:1042 and E4r = 12037. Com pared to the tJ

modelwhereE,; = 0:051523 it is tem pting to interpret
these num bers as evidence show ing that two charge car-
riers In the electron-doped m odelhave Jarger tendency to
form a bound pair than in the t-J m odel. However, we
have tw o reasons to believe that this isnot a fair conclu—
sion. First ofallwe should not com pare the tendency to
form bound pairs in the two m odelsbased on them agni-
tudes oftheirbinding energiesbecause they havedi erent
hopping tem s. A s we shall see In the next section, two
charge carriers in the electron-doped m odel In fact have
a am aller tendency to form a bound state than in the
tJ m odel. Second, one must be carefil In Interpreting
binding energiesde ned in Eq. (16) because they are very
susceptible to nitesize e ects. B nding energies found
In a nie system tend to be lower than their true values
in the therm odynam ic lin it. A s already pointed out in
Ref. :_Lgl, we have no a priori reason to believe that E 21

can be extrapolated linearly n 1=N , where N is the lat-
tice size. Nevertheless, doing so wih resultsat N = 16
and 32 we obtain E ,7 001. This an allvalue already
hinted that the charge carriers m ay not form a bound
state. W hen there are four charge carriers in the system ,
the large and positive E 41 clearly show s that they have
no tendency to form a bound state.

V. CHARGE CARRIER CORRELATION IN
REAL SPACE

T he real space correlation am ong charge carriers can be

clearly displayed in the charge carrier correlation fiinction

C@=hl n )@ nei; (6)

wheren, &l is the number operator of spin cb Fcts
asin Eq. {). Note that we use the convention3

1 X
= - 1
cw NcNg (r) (

where Ng (r) is the num ber of equivalent pairs w ith sep—
aration r. In this convention the correlation function
satis esthe sum rule
X
Ng (£)C (r) = N¢

r> 0

1; 8)

and the probability for nding a pair of charge carriers
at distance r apart is

P(x)=Ng @C @=O, 1): 9)

Results in the two—and fourelectron system s are shown
in Fig.d. Note that we use di erent symbols to dis-
tinguish between two groups of correlations { those be-
tween pairs of electrons in the sam e and opposite sub-—
lattices. A striking feature In the two-electron system

is that the correlation between two electrons in oppo—
site sublattices does not decay signi cantly with r. Ik is
aln ost constant, in plying that electrons in opposite sub—
lattices arem ostly uncorrelated. T he correlation betw een
tw o electrons in the sam e sublattice show s a very di er-
ent trend. It is com paratively sm aller than that in the
other group and decaysm ore signi cantly w ith distance
r. T he overallprobability of nding a pair ofelectrons in
the sam e and opposite sublattices are 0:3935 and 0:6065
respectively. From these results we conclude that in the
tw o—electron system , electrons prefer to stay in opposie
sublattices where they can m ove alm ost independently
of each other. Obviously this results from the fact that
intra~sublattice hopping tem st and t° .n H do not frus—
trate the spin background and therefore allow electrons
to m ove m ore freely. W hen we increase the number of
electronsto four, thebehaviors ofthe tw o groups of corre—
lation becom e very sin ilar. They show an all uctuations
about the uncorrelated value W, 1)=N 1), which is
Indicated by a dotted lne In Fig. 3 This show s that
even In the fourelctron system the electrons arem ostly
uncorrelated. The root-m ean-square separation betw een
two electrons  hr?i are 22786 and 24131 in the two-—
and four-electron system s respectively. T he proxin iy of
these values to the root-m ean-square separation between
two uncorrelated electrons, 2.3827, again suggests that
electrons in our system s are alm ost uncorrelated.
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FIG.3: (Coloronline) Charge carrier correlation in system s

FIG .2: Quasiparticle dispersion re]atljgn obtained from the
spectral function at half- lling in Fig. &. The line is a guide
to the eyes only.

VI. CHARGE CARRIER CORRELATION IN

M OMENTUM SPACE

Next we go to the mom entum space and study the
m om entum distribbution function of spin ob gctsny i=

doped w ith two and four electrons. Squares and circles Indi-
cate that the pair of electrons are In the sam e and opposite
sublattices respectively. D otted lines are pair correlations of
uncorrelated electrons in the regpective cases.

he & i. Onemotivation for smudying ny 1 is to leam
about the Ferm isurface ofthem odel. Forthispurpose it
is in portant to realize that in t-J-lkem odelsthem om en—
tum distribbution finction has a dom e shape in the 1rst



B rillouin zone,.-T his feature resuls from m nin izing the
kinetic energy?4?3 and is not related to the actualFem i
surface of the m odel. N evertheless, those k points along
the AFBZ boundary arenota ected by thiskinem aticef-
fect. T herefore it ispossible to extract Infom ation on the
Fem isurface from these k points. A second m otivation
for studying them om entum distribution function isto see
w hether the single-carrier ground state is relevant to the
physics of the m ultiply-doped system, .,This has been a
sub et of discussion in the t-J m odel23242% N ote that in
the electron-doped m odel som e authors choose to report
the m om entum distrbution function of charge carriers,
M i= hs ¢ i, nstead of ny i. These distrbution
functions have the follow ing properties:

my iX+}ﬁki " N+ NJ=N; (10

lmy 1= N ; 11)

l'ﬁk i= NC; (12)
k

where N is the number of spin cb gctswih soin . In
this section we w ill start w ith the singleelectron m om en—
tum distribbution functions. W e w ill show that they are
qualitatively sin ilarto those in the t-J m odel. T hustheir
features are generic to t-J-lkem odels. W e w ill then dis—
cuss m om entum distribution functions of the two— and
fourelectron system s. W e will show that they can be
constructed from the sihglecarrier result and that the
Fem isurfacesare consistent w ith an allpocketsat single—
carrier ground state m om enta.

A . One-electron system

Let us begin w ith the one-electron ground state w ith
S, = 1=2 andmomentum ( ;0). NNote that S, refers to
the total spin of spin ob Ects.) Them om entum distrbu-
tion functions are shown in Fjg.:ff. W e Inm ediately no—
tice tw o very prom inent features that exist In both hny i
and nysi: ({) there exist very sharp m Inima at ( ;0)
or (0; ); (i) besides these sharp m inim a, they are of a
dom e shape wih a maximnum around ( ; ) and slopes
down towardsam ininum at (0;0).

A sdiscussed above, thedom e e isa generic feature
that also exists in the tJ m odell3 The only di erence
is that the locations of the m axInum and m ininum of
the \dom e" are interchanged com pared to those in the
tJ m odel. T his is cbviously due to the opposite signs of
t in the two m odels. T his dom eshape feature therefore
does not represent the shape of the true Fem i surface.
N ote that ny »1 and hny 4 1 shift above and below the half-

lled value 0f1/2 respectively due to the restriction from
Eq. {{0), mx i n"ax.

Sin ilarly, sharp m Inin a found in Fjg.:ff are also found
In them om entum distrbution fiinctions ofthe t-J m odel
with one hole. Just lke in the tJ model, a \dp" in
41 is found at the ground state m om entum [( ;0) in

(0,m) (mt,1M)
0.2822- - - 0.5297- - - 0.5308
o

.
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i 0.5079
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.
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FIG.4: Momentum distrbution functions @) nyg»i and
) hnk 1 in the ground state of the one-electron system w ith
one spin-down ob Fct rem oved and m om entum ( ;0).Due to
sym m etry, only one quadrant of the B rillouin zone is shown.

F jg.:fl ()], and an \antidips" in hny » i is found at a k point
w hich isdisplaced from the dip by the antiferrom agnetic
momentum ( ; ) [(0; ) Fig.4@)]. From Fig.4 @) we

nd that thedepth ofthedipn( ; 41 M ,0)3y13s0.334.
Thisisvery closeto Z ( ,5)=2 which is 0318, indicating its
close tie w ith the Fem i surface. Furthem ore, Zx along
the edge of the AFBZ are very small. Therefore our
data is consistent w ith a an all Fermm i surface, or carrier
pocket, at ( ;0). This is to be expected In a lightly
doped antiferrom agnet.@q N ote that all features described
so farare qualitatively the sam e in the hole-and electron—
doped m odels. They are generic features resulting from
the kinem atic e ect and the antiferrom agnetic order of
the spin background. They do not re ect the di erent
physics of the hole—-and electron-doped m odels.

B . System swith two and four electrons

W hen there isan even num ber of spin ob cts, myri=
my 4iand we drop the spin variable from Iy i.Fig.§
shows nyi In system s doped wih two and four elec-
trons. Again we can identity the sam e \dom eshape"
structure found in the oneelectron system. It is a
generic feature of the m odel and does not re ect the
physics of the charge carriers. Further evidence for this
com es from the \height" ofthe dom e, which isde ned as

n m,,1i ng,)i. Inthe two-elctron system i is
0114, which is roughly the sasmeas n«~+ n = 0:117
in the oneelectron system . And in the fourelectron sys—
tem it is 0225, roughly tw ice of that in the tw oelectron
system . These agreem ents show that the dom eshaped
structures at di erent doping levels are due to the sam e
e ect.

A nother feature comm on to the one-, two— and four-
electron system s is that their ny 1 have very prom nent
dipsatk = ( ;0) and (0; ). These dips resemble elec—
tron pockets. This is certainly not a generic feature pof
t-J-lkem odelsbecause it isnot und in the t-J m odel3
Notethat ( ;0) and (0; ) arealongthe AFBZ boundary
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FIG.5: Momentum distribution function hnyxi In system s
wih (@) two and (b) fur electrons.

where Imy i is not disguised by the generic dom e-shape
feature. T herefore these pocket-like features should re—

ect the physics of the system s. The fact that pocket—
like features are found at these doping levels In m ediately
suggests the relevance of the singly-doped state to the
m ultiply-doped one. If electrons doped into the parent
system behave lke weakly interacting ferm ions, then it is
reasonable to expect that m ultiple-electron system s can
be approxim ated by 1ling up the single-electron band.
This should lkad to electron-pockets at single-electron
ground state m om enta. To m ake this argum ent quanti-
tative, we consider the dqarge—carner distribbution finc—
tion W i. From Eg. le Hix i can be considered as
the suppression of my i from its maxinmum value upon
doping. Ifm ultipleelectron states can be buil up from
single-electron states, we expect the suppressions n lny i
due to individual electrons doped into the system to be
additive,

iy ip
iy ’

Myndy + Mgyds;
2(ngniy + Mggds;) 13)

where ny iy, isthedistribution function ofa system w ith
N . elkctrons. Tablk EII:Zt show s that In the two-electron
system the additive approxin ation issatis ed at allavail-
able k points. In the fourelectron system it works satis—
ﬁctorﬂy at m ost k points. O bvious exceptions are ( ;0)
d (3 =4; =4).Note that at this doping kvelEq. 3)
cannot hold at ( ;0) w ithout viclatingEqg. (ld) Asare—
sult, Instead of 1ling states at ( ;0) som e electrons w i1l
1l the next available low energy states which, according
to Fig. :_2:, are at (3 =4; =4). T herefore our resuls show
that the addiive approxim ation works in the electron—
doped m odel at doping levels up to at least 0.125. Note
that this conclusion is consistent w ith that in section :_BZ: :
ifthe electrons are uncorrelated, w e expect that m ultiply—
doped states can bebuild up from the singly-doped state.

TABLE III: Charge—carrier distribution finction hnx i in sys—
tem sdoped w ith two and four electrons. N um bers in brackets
are the corresponding results from the additive approxin ation
Eqg. @13). Note that in Eq. (13) we have to average the one-
carrier resuls over all degenerate ground states.

k tw o—electron system
0.1150 (0.1179)
0.0935 (0.0941)
0.0304 (0.0301)
0.0008 (0.0009)
0.0006 (0.0008)
0.0024 (0.0021)
03574 (0.3550)
0.0932 (0.0928)
0.0361 (0.0362)

four-electron system
02280 (02357)
02002 (0.1882)
0.0614 (0.0602)
0.0021 (0.0018)
0.0027 (0.0015)
0.0051 (0.0042)
03901 (0.7099)
02108 (0.1855)
0.1338 (0.0724)
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VII. SPIN ORDER

O ur previous discussions have been based on the sce—
nario that antiferrom agnetic soin order ispreserved upon
doping. This is a direct consequence of the fact that
the t° and t° hoppig tem s do not frustrate the spin
background. In this section we provide evidence for
the existence of antiferrom agnetic correlation . A ntiferro—
m agnetic spin order can be m easured directly using the
soin oon:e]atjon function hSy; $i. Results are shown In
Fig.4(@). At half- lling the system _is known to possess
]ong—range antiferrom agnetic orde?? and its Soin corre—
lation is shown as a reference. W e note that in the two—
electron system the soin correlation is not m uch weaker
than that at half- lling, and m ore in poytantly it does
not show signi cant decay beyond r = 2. This indi-
cates that strong antiferrom agnetic spin order exists in
the system . T he sam e qualitative trend is also observed
In the fourelctron system . A though the soin correla-
tion is nevitably weakened due to hjgherlglc_Jpjng level,
it does not decay signi cantly beyond r = 2. Another
way to disgplay the sam e data is through the static struc—
ture factor,

X .
Sk)= e* hs, gi: (14)
r
Fjg.-'_é(b) show s the structure factors In system s doped
wih two and four electrons. A s the doping level in—
creases, the height ofthe antiferrom agneticpeak at ( ; )
isreduced. But it still rem ains prom inent and there isno
sign of enhancem ent at any other k point. O ur results
therefore ndicate that antiferrom agnetic order persists
at least up to x = 0:125. Note that this doping level is
close to the point w here the antiferrom agneticphase ends
in the phase diagram of NdCeCuO ¥ which isx = 0:3.

VIII. CHARGE CURRENT CORRELATION

The existence of a staggered pattem In the charge
current correlation function has been established in the
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FIG.6: (Colronline) (@) Spin correlation function and ()
static structure factor of system sw ith two and four electrons.
Resuls at half- 1ling are given for reference purpose. In @),
em pty and lled sym bols represent positive and negative cor-
relations respectively.

tJ model?82¢ I has been interpreted as a direct ev—
dence for the staggered—- ux phase in the mean- eld
pictureffq In this picture the hopping m otions of charge
carriers frustrate the antiferrom agnetic soin background
and lead to staggered chiral spin correlation. B inding
of charge carriers ism ediated through the attraction be-
tween charge carriers w ith opposite vorticity. Num eri-
cally i has been found that staggered current pattem
exists in the twohole tJ modelwith d,> 2 symm etry
only when the holes are Ioosely bound. It does not ex—
ist In states with other symm etry, nor when J=t is so
large that the holes are tightly bound. T he vorticity and
charge correlations are found to be proportional to each
other. However, in the electron-doped m odel a very ba-
sic ingredient ofthe above picture ism issing, nam ely, the
hopping m otions of charge carriersarem ostly unfrustrat—
Ing. The resul is that antiferrom agnetic order is robust
and charge carriers do not have signi cant correlation.
Consequently it is very unlkely that staggered current
correlation can exist. H ow ever, as antiferrom agnetic spin
order isweakened at hjigher doping level, m ore subtle cor-
relationsm ay em erge.'?l: W e therefore calculate the cur-
rent correlation in the two—and four-carrierground states
and see if there exists a system atic trend as doping level
ncreases.
F jg.:j show s the spatial variation of the current corre—
lation function hijki n i, where
Ja= ige )i as)
for system s doped w ith two and four electrons. A nother
way to display the sam e data is to de ne the vorticiy
V (r) of a square plaquette by summ ing up the current
around it In the counterclockw ise direction. T he vorticity
correlation Cyvy (r) W @)V (0)i=x is shown in Fig. .
O ur result for the two-electron system leaves little doubt

that there is no staggered pattem in either hij1j, o1 or
Cyv (). In the Purelctron system there is again no
clear ndication ofa staggered pattem. W e therefore con—
clude that intra-sublattice hopping term s in the electron—
doped m odel do not favor the form ation of a staggered
pattem in the current correlation. This agrees wih,a
recent m ean— eld study on the electron-doped m odel®%
Furthem ore, In the m ean—- eld picture the loss of vor-
ticity correlation inplies that charge carrier binding is
not favored, which agrees w ith our results in section V,.
Finally we ram ark that in our fourelectron system, it
seam s like at short distances the current correlation is
stronger and exhibit a staggered pattem. This ism ost
obvious when we com pare Fjg.zj(a) and (o). Thisseem s
to suggest that at doping level x = 0125 the system

m ay be starting to develop som e other order due to the
w eakening ofantiferrom agnetic correlation. H ow ever, the
range w ithin which we observe the \right" correlation is
too short and the correlation is too weak for us to de—
cide whether it has any signi cance. Therefore we are
not able to m ake any de nite statem ent conceming this
m atter.

IX. CONCLUSION

W e have soled the electron-doped m odel w ith one,
two, and four charge carriers on a 32-site square lat-
tice. Our results cover doping levels up to x = 0:425.
In the electron-doped m odel, Intra-sublattice hoppings
of charge carriers do not frustrate the spin background.
M ost of our resuls presented above can be understood
as consequences of this fact. Since hopping m otions are
m ostly unfrustrating, charge carriers can propagatem ore
freely. This is re ected in the large quasiparticle band-
w idth in the singly-doped system . In system sdoped w ith
two and four electrons, the charge carrier correlation
function show s that electrons are uncorrelated. Again
this is due to the fact that electrons can hop m ore freely
In the sam e sublattice. There is no evidence of charge
carriers form iIng a bound state. Unfrustrating hopping
m otions also m ean that antiferrom agnetic correlation in
the soin badckground is better preserved upon doping.
T his is clearly shown in the spin correlation finction and
static structure factor. It also shows up in the Fem i
surface of the system . In the singly-doped system quasi-
particle weights at k points along the AFBZ boundary
are an all exoept at the single-carrier ground state m o-—
menta, ie., ( ;0) and its equivalent points. This re-
sam bles a Fem i surface consisting of am all pockets at
sihglecarrier ground state m om enta, which is expected
in a Iightly doped antiferrom agnet.@b: These sm all pock—
ets persist iIn our system s doped w ith two and Pur elec—
trons and are clearly visble in their m om entum distri-
bution functions of soin ob fects. Furthem ore, m om en—
tum distrdbution fiinctions ofourm ultiply-doped system s
can be well approxin ated by adding up the singly-doped
mom entum distrbution functions. This reassures that



(a)
B A‘v
A Y
—
Yo A
A [ 0.002 Y A
A

b) B Y _
A4y
N
Yy 1
] -
' | 0.035
R

i
Y

FIG .7: Current correlation hjii »n i=x In the ground state ofthe (a) two-electron, and () fourelectron system s. T he reference
bond m n is indicated by a shaded line. O n otherbonds, arrow s point along the directions ofpositive correlation and line w idths
are proportional to hii1jn n i=x . For reference purpose, num erical values of hij 1} n i=x are shown next to som e of the bonds.

0.0497 | -0.0594 0.0431 0.0281| -0.0323-0.0543

0.0504 | 0.0064 0.0086 | 0.0985

-0.0351] 0.0064 0.0431 -0.0661] 0.0985 —0.0543|

0.0504 | -0.059 0.0086 | -0.032

0.0497

@ (b)

0.0281

FIG.8: Vorticty correlation Cvy (r) in the ground state
of the (@) two—electron and (b) fourelectron system s. The
reference plaquette is indicated by a cross inside it. Those
plaquettes touching the reference one do not have wellk-de ned
vorticity correlation because current operators on overlapping
bonds do not com m ute.

charge carriers are uncorrelated.

Our results show that antiferrom agnetic order in
electron-doped m odel persists at least up to doping level
0425. We nd no clkar evidence of other orders
existing In our systems. This is consistent wih the
phase diagram of Nd, x Ce,Cu0, whose antiferrom ag—

X =

netic phase persists up to x = 0:13:3 ARPES experin ent
on the sam e m aterial show s that before the Fem i sur-
face becom es a large one centered at ( ; ), sn all pock—
ets w ill start to appear at ( =2; I=.2) (and is equivalent
points) as those at ( ;0) evolvef However, the quasi
particle energy E k) at k = ( =2; =2) In the electron—
doped m odelis quite high (seeFjg.:_Z) . A ssum ing that the
quasiparticle dispersion relation does not change m uch
on further doping, electrons doped into the system will
11 lowerenergy statesat otherk points rst. T herefore it
isnot surprising that we do not see pockets developing at
( =2; =2).A recent theoreticalcalculation predicts that
pockets w ill start to appear at ( =2; =2) at x = 0:144
when the Fem i level crosses a di erent band from that
at lower doping levelst T herefore it is possble that our
doping level is not lJarge enough to observe the change in
the Fem isurface as revealed by ARPE S experim ent.
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