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W e have perform ed a system atic doping dependent study of La; xS CuO 4

(LsCco) (003

x 0.3) by angleresolved photoem ission spectroscopy. In the entire doping range, the underly—
Ing \Fem i surface" detemm ined from the low energy spectral weight approxin ately satis es Lut-
tinger’s theorem , even down to the lightly-doped region. This is in strong contrast to the result
onCa; xNayCuO,CL WNa€COC),which shows a strong deviation from Luttinger’'s theorem . The
di erencesbetween LSCO and NaCCO C are correlated w ith the di erent behaviors of the chem ical
potential shift and spectral weight transfer induced by hole doping.

PACS numbers: 74.25.Jb, 71.18 4y, 74.72Dn, 79.60 4

T he pseudogap behavior in the underdoped high-T.
cuprates has attracted signi cant attention and is one of
them ost challenging problem s in strongly correlated sys—
tam s. A sa result ofpseudo-gap opening around k= ( ,0),
which is observed by angleresolved photoem ission spec—
troscopy ARPES) studies of underdoped cuprates [1],
the electronic speci cheat |4,3,l4] and the Paulipara—
m agnetic susceptbility s E] decrease w ith decreasing
hole concentration x. Such unconventional behaviors in
the underdoped cuprates are thought to be a rem ark—
able exam ple of strong deviation from the nom alFem i
liquid. However, it is still unclar whether they can be
understood starting from a Ferm i liquid or should be un—
derstood from a fiuindam entally new kind ofground state.

Theoretically, two pictures In the underdoped
cuprates, nam ely, a large Ferm isurface centered at ( ; )
or a gnall Fem i surface centered at ( =2; =2) have
been considered. In theories starting from the Fem i lig—
uid In uenced by strong antiferrom agnetic uctuations,
the large Fem i surface has been obtained [E]. Uniform
resonantvalencebond RV B) states [€], cellular dynam —
icalmean eld theory CDMFT) |I], etc., also predict
the large Fem i surface. On the other hand, ux RVB
and other kinds of exotic sym m etry breaking [H,19] lead
to the am all Fem i surface. In the Fem iliquid theory,
the carrier num ber is given by the Fem i surface volum e
(Luttinger’s theorem ) . H ow ever, even forthe largeFem 1
surface, m ost of num erical calculations on the Hubbard
and t-J m odels have predicted noticeable deviation from
Luttinger’s theorem in the underdoped region that the
occupied area of the Ferm isurface becom es signi cantly
larger than that expected from the hole concentration
[10,1113,112]. Since the Fermm i surface and is Luttinger’s
theorem are at the center of the Fem iliquid concept,

system atic experin ental studies ofthe Ferm isurface and
its volum e change as a function ofhole doping should be
crucial or understanding the ground state of the pseudo
gap state In the cuprates.

Recent ARPE S studies on lightly-doped cuprates [L3,
14] have shown that the Femm i surface is basically
large and that, whik the ( ,0) region rem ains (pseudo)
gapped, a quasiparticle (Q P ) band is form ed and crosses
the Fem i level Er ) in the nodal (0,0)—( , ) direction,
leading to the picture that only part ofthe Fem isurface
survives as an \arc" around the node. The QP crossing
In lightly-doped LSCO and m oderately lightly-doped N a—
CCOC iscertainly responsble for theirm etallic behavior
[15]. Thevolum e ofthe \Fem isurface" which isde ned
under thisFem iarc/pssudo—gap situation) m Na-CCOC
was found to strongly deviate from Luttinger’s theorem
as the doping approaches zero [L4], consistent w ith the
theoretical predictions [10,111,112].

In the present study, the doping evolution of the un—
conventionalelectronic structure of LSCO w ith theFerm i
arc and the pseudogap have been system atically studied
by ARPES in the entire doping range. W e have revealed
the evolution of the \Fem i surface" with hole doping
and found that the Ferm isurface area alm ost ful lls Lut-
tinger’s theoram In the entire doping range even down to
x 0203, nam ely, down to the \spin-glass" region. This
is In strong contrast wih Na-CCOC [14]. W e shall dis-
cuss phenom enological as well as m icroscopic origins of
the di erences between the two system s.

The ARPES measuraments were carried out at
BL10.0.1 of Advanced Light Source, using incident pho—
tonsof555&V .W eused a SCIENTA SES-2002 analyzer
w ith the totalenergy resolution of 20 m €V and the m o—
mentum resolutionsof0.02 inunisofl/a,wherea=3.8
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FIG.1l: (Colbronline) ARPES spectra of Lai:97S1m:03Cu0 4.
(@) Intensity plot In E %k space (ft) and M DC'’s (right) for
the nodal cut (inset). () Intensity plot In E k space (left)
and M DC’s (rght) for the antimnodal cut near ( ,0) (Inset).
Red dots represent the peak positions n MDC’s. Even in
the pseudogap region near ( ,0), one can detem Ine kr by
extrapolating the M DC peaksto Er .

A is the lattice constant. H igh-quality single crystals of
LSCO were grown by the traveling-solvent oating—zone
m ethod. T he critical tem perature (T.) ofx = 0.07,0.15

and 022 sam pleswere 14, 41 and 22 K , respectively, and
0.03 and 030 sam ples were non-superconducting.
T he sam pleswere cleaved in situ and m easurem entswere
perform ed at 20 K as in the previous studies [14]. In the
present m easurem ents, the electric vector E of the in—
cident photons lies within the CuO; plane, 45 degrees
rotated from the Cu-© direction and is paralkel to the
Fem isurface segm ent around the diagonalregion. T his
m easurem ent geom etry enhances dipole m atrix elem ents
in this k region because the wave fiinction has x?>  y?

symm etry [Ld1.

Fiure [l shows ARPES results for LSCO (x=0.03),
ilustrating how the \Fem i surface crossing" in the
pseudo—gap state can be determ ined from the m om en-
tum distrbution curves M D C’s). In the nodaldirection
[@) ], where there isno gap, the underlying Ferm isurface
is easily determ ined by the M DC peak posiion at E .
Near the ( ,0) point [()], on the other hand, the soec—
tralweight is strongly suppressed due to the pseudo-gap
formm ation. H owever, as shown in panel (o), one can de-
tem Ine ky by extrapolating the M DC peaksup to Eg
even when the spectralweight is suppressed toward Ex .
H ereafter, we refer to the Femm i surface thus detemm ined
n the pseudo—gap state as the \underlying" Fem i sur—
face. Thisunderlying Ferm isurface is consistent w ith the
strong tem perature dependence of Hall coe cient Ry
E, m] if the low-energy spectral weight around ( ,0)
does not contrbute to charge transport at low tem pera—
tures but does at high tem peratures E].

A ccordingly, we have determ ined the (underlying)
Fem i surfaces for the entire doping range as shown in
Fig. . Here, red dots in the mom entum space indi
cate the kry position of the (underlying) Fem i surface

X =

determm ined using M D C'’s. Spectralweight at Er is also
m apped in colorplot. W hile the optin um and overdoped
sam ples (x 0.15) show strong intensities throughout the
entire Ferm i surface, the underdoped sampls x 0.1)
show weak or suppressed spectral weight around ( ,0),
ie. a \truncated" Fem i surface or a Fem i \arc" due
to the pseudo-gap fom ation around ( ,0). W ith the kg
points in the rst and second B rillouin zone BZ) aswell
as the shadow band in the rstBZ |E], we could pre—
cisely determ ine the absolute m om entum position of the
Fem i surface for the entire doping range. From the E —
k space ARPES intensity plots shown in Fig. @, one
can clearly see the doping dependence of the pseudogap
opening around ( ,0). A though the spectral intensiy at
Er around ( ,0) becomes weak for x 015 because
of the pssudogap or superconducting gap opening, it
is possble to dentify the underlying band dispersions
from the M DC peak positions (red dots) as described
above. Thus, one can detem ine the kg around ( ,0)
even near the crossover from the hole-lke Fem i surface
to the electron-lke Fem i surface.

The kr 's determ ined in Figs. [ have been tted to
the shgleband tightbinding (TB) model ", = "
2t(coskya+ coskya) 4tPcoskyacoskya 2tP(cos2kya+
cos2kya), as shown by blie curves. Here, t, t° and ¥
are the 1rst, second and third nearest neighbor transfer
Integrals between Cu sites. W e have assum ed constant
t= 025 eV and relationshipp t%=t° = 1=2 for all the
doping levels, and regarded t° and " as adjistable pa—
ram eters. The tthg resultsofthe TB param eters, £=t
and "o are shown in each panelofF ig.[d. A Ithough the
absolute values of t, t° and t® are an aller than those de—
term ined by the band structure calculation by a factor
of 0.5, the relative m agnitude of the TB param eters
agree rather well w ith the band-structure calculation, e.
g. t=t 015 2d]. I the overdoped region, the entire
dispersion is alm ost perfectly tted by the TB model,
although somem is t can be seen for the kink structure
due to phonons (particulary in the nodalkink) 21,24
and the extrem ely at band dispersion around ( ,0) in
the underdoped region. H ere, the best— t TB param eters

t%=t shown in Fig.[d exhbit a clear doping dependence.
The increase of t’=tw ith decreasing x can be explained
by the increase of the Cu-apical oxygen distance w ith
decreasing x 23] according to Re£.R0]. A 1o, it is consis—
tent w ith the CDM FT calculation [1]which indicates the
Increasing correlation e ects in the underdoped region.

Figure[ (@) summ arizes the experim ental Ferm i sur—
faces. The hole number deduced from the area of the
experim entalFem isurface, xXr 5 , ocbtained assum ing Lut—
tinger’s theorem is plotted in Fig.[ (o) as a finction of
x. It is rem arkable that xr 5 approxin ately accordsw ith
that predicted by Luttinger’s theorem (oroken lines) in
the entire doping range. T his resul is in strong contrast
w ith the result on Na-CCOC ], where the xg g show s
a strong deviation from Luttinger’s theorem in the un-
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FIG.2: (Colr) Spectralweight m apping in k-space at Er In La, xS CuO 4. Red dots indicate kr positions determ ined by
theM DC peaksatEr (see Figlll). The blue curves show the Femm isurface interpolated by the tight-binding m odel.
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(Color) Intensity plot in E k space along symm etric lines (0,0)—( ,0)—( ;

) In Laz xS CuO4. The direction and

length of the arrow s in the inset correspond to the horizontal axis of the color plots. The blue lines show the tightboinding

Interpolation. Red dots indicate M D C peaks.

derdoped region, as also shown in Fig.@ ). However, a
closer inspection revealsthat therem ay be a slight devia-
tion from Luttinger’s theorem in the lightly doped LSCO
(x=0.03) In the sam e direction asNa-CCOC .]

In order to highlight the di erent shapes of the Fem i
surfacebetween LSCO andNa€COC,wehavealso plot—
ted the doping dependence of the krp position in the
nodal direction in Fig. M(). Extrapolation of kg to
x=0 gives ( /2, /2) orNaCCOC, probably re ecting
the situation where the low energy excitation in the low —
doping lim it com es from (the tail of) the top ofthe lower
Hubbard band (LHB), which has the band m axinum at
( /2, /2),on the boundary of the antiferrom agnetic B Z

,41. T contrast, the ky in LSCO for x= 0.03 is still
away from ( /2, /2).Thiswould be related to the cbser-
vation that the spectralweight at Er com es from theQP
peak which is well separated from the LHB E]. W hile
the LHB In Na€COC approaches Er w ith hole doping
ﬂ],thatjn LSCO staysaway from Eg ]Jand the spec—
tralweight is transferred to the QP band nearEr . This
contrasting behavior between LSCO and Na-€CCOC is
closely related to the di erent chem ical potential shifts,
that is, while photoean ission spectra ofNa-CCOC show
rigid shifts w ith hole doping ], those 0cf LSCO show
slow shifts re ecting the pinning of chem icalpotentialat

In-gap states ﬁ]. A lthough the large Fem i surface is
observed In Na-CCO C, the doping evolution of the elec—
tronic structure is som ew hat sim ilar to the an allFem 1
surface picture in the sense that the chem ical potential
appears to be shifted from the top of the LHB down-—
ward. T he large deviation from Luttinger’'s theorem m ay
be rem niscent of the an allFerm i surface behavior.

Recently, the LHB of underdoped La,Cu0O, and
Ca,Cu0,CL have been interpreted as polaronic side
bands 24, 2€4]. A though this picture well explains the
LHB feature of the undoped sam pls, i is not straight—
forw ard to understand the di erent doping evolution be-
tween LSCO and Na-€COC mentioned above. In the
polaron picture, the peak of the LHB is shifted toward
the Er with hole doping since electron-phonon coupling
is weakened by screening e ects. However, the peak of
the LHB In LSCO stays at aln ost the sam e binding en-
ergy w ith hole doping. This suggests that in LSCO the
local charge density does not change w ith hole doping,
rem iniscent of a phase separation between holepoor and
holerich region. Indeed, the chem ical potential pinning
ocbserved for LSCO ] is a natural consequence of a
m xture of di erent hole concentrations. A ccording to
a recent theoretical study, a m ixed phase of antiferro—
m agnetic AF) and superconducting (SC) states is pro—
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FIG . 4: (Colr online) D oping dependence of the Fem i sur-
face in LSCO . (@) kr position for each doping determ ined by
MDC peaksatEr . () D oping dependence of the hole num —
ber xr s deduced from the Fem i surface area. Luttinger’'s
theorem xrs = x is shown for com parison (oroken lines). (c)
D oping dependence of the kr position in the node direction.
Data orNaCCOC [14] are also plotted.

posed to explain the coexistence ofthe Q P statesand the
LHB in LSCO R21], and captures the characteristic two—
com ponentbehaviorofthe ARPE S results ofunderdoped
LSCO [13,128]. Also, it has been predicted that phase
separation between the insulating and m etallic phases
occurs under a certain regin e of electron-phonon cou—
pling strength 29]. T hus, observed spectral features for
LSCO are suggestive of phase separation picture. This
Inference is collaborated by the transport evidence for
a phase separation in lightly-doped LSCO [30]. For a
phase-separated state, one would nom ally expect to ob—
serve two Fem 1 surfaces corresponding the two phases.
If the di erence of the hole concentration between the
AF and SC phases isnot so large or if there are tem poral

uctuations between the two phases, however, only the
average of the Fem i surfaces of the two phases would
be observed and would approxin ately fil 11 Luttiger’s
theorem . A ltematively, the observed Fem i surface m ay
com e only from the holexrich region. If the occupied
area ofthe underlying Ferm isurface becom es larger than
that expected from the hole concentration as theoreti-
cally predicted [10,111,112], thise ect and the Increase of
the hole concentration in the hole—rich region m ay cancel
each other and Luttinger’s theorem m ay be accidentally
ful ITled.

In summ ary, we have observed system atic changes of
the underlying Fem isurfaces n LSCO over a w ide dop—
Ing range. The area of the obtained underlying Femm i
surface approxim ately satis es Luttinger’s theorem even
in the lightly-doped region. T his behavior is contrasted
w ith that of Na-€CCOC, which shows a clear deviation
from Luttinger’s theorem . Possble origins of the di er-
ence between LSCO and Na-€CO C have been discussed
In relation to the chem ical potential pinning and the

phase separation in the underdoped LSCO .
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