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Shortly after the discovery of high-temperature superconducting cuprates, Anderson proposed
that Mott physics is instrumental in understanding their phase diagrams. Specifically, he suggested
that, similar to the ‘almost-localized’ Fermi liquid in 3He, the effective mass renormalization in
the cuprates is characteristic of a doped Mott insulator, scaling inversely with doping p away from
half-filling. However, Mott physics has struggled to account for the ‘strange metal’ behavior, charac-
terized by a linear-in-temperature (T ) ‘Planckian’ resistivity that extends to very high temperatures,
casting doubt on the relevance of Mott physics in the cuprates. Here, we report a comprehensive
survey of calorimetry and resistivity data spanning broad doping and temperature ranges. We find
that the entropy at high temperatures closely adheres to that of an almost-localized Fermi liquid,
implying that Mott physics remains relevant at high energies. We find that the strong doping de-
pendence of the coefficient of the T -linear resistivity at high temperatures also scales inversely with
p, suggesting a true universality of the Planckian relaxation rate across the entire phase diagram.
Thus, the physics of the cuprates over their entire phase diagram is determined by the joint action of
Mott physics and Planckian relaxation physics, with each operating at very different energy scales.

INTRODUCTION

A central question in the study of high-transition-
temperature (Tc) superconducting cuprates is the origin
of the ‘strange metal’ behavior, noted for its linear-in-
temperature (T ) resistivity extending from high to low
temperatures [1, 2]. It has been shown that the T -linear
behavior of the resistivity extends over a broad range of
dopings if measured at sufficiently high temperatures [3–
7]. Recent suggestions indicate that the relaxation rate
1/τ is largely doping-independent [8], implying a univer-
sal (or ‘Planckian’) relaxation rate 1/τℏ [9–12]:

ℏ/τℏ = αkBT (1)

with α ≈ 1 being weakly dependent on doping. However,
such universality was demonstrated experimentally only
over a narrow range of dopings near the ‘critical doping’
p∗ ≈ 0.2. For Equation (1) to be truly universal (i.e.,
valid over the entire doping range), the entire doping
dependence of the coefficient of the T -linear resistivity
must be determined solely by the quasiparticle effective
mass on the Fermi surface [8]. It is therefore imperative
to thoroughly characterize and understand the behavior
of this mass enhancement across the entire doping range.

The prevailing view links the strange metal to quantum
criticality [13–23], associated with fluctuations of a dis-
tinct order parameter—a phenomenon well-documented
in heavy fermion materials [24–28]. The universal ap-
peal of this hypothesis in the cuprates is that it posits
these fluctuations as the pairing glue. It has also been
argued that these same fluctuations, which are strongest
near the critical doping p∗ at low enough temperatures,
must also cause the mass enhancement [29–31]. Yet it
has remained an open question whether the mass renor-

malization is itself determined by such fluctuations or has
an independent origin.
It is interesting to note that a similar discussion once

took place concerning the direct role of order parame-
ter fluctuations in enhancing the effective mass in the
Fermi liquid state of 3He [32, 33]. While it was initially
believed that the pressure-dependent quasiparticle mass
and Landau parameters in 3He were due to its proxim-
ity to a Stoner instability [34], it was subsequently shown
that such an instability could not simultaneously account
for the observed magnitude of the effective mass and
magnetic susceptibility [35–37]. Instead, it was shown
that Fermi liquid relations require the observed ther-
modynamic properties to be determined by an enhance-
ment of the quasiparticle effective mass that occurs in-
dependently of magnetic fluctuations. The transforma-
tive idea that enabled a quantitative understanding of
the pressure-dependent Fermi liquid parameters in 3He is
that the enhancement of the quasiparticle effective mass
is caused by the suppression of the mobility of 3He atoms
by hard-core repulsive interactions. This is referred to as
an ‘almost-localized Fermi liquid,’ in analogy with a Mott
insulator doped away from half-filling by a small amount
p [35–37].
To account for the strong short-range repulsion in 3He,

Anderson and Vollhardt [35–37] introduced the lattice-
gas model with on-site interaction U . Importantly, they
recognized that the number of sites in the lattice model
of 3He liquid differs from the number of atoms. Conse-
quently, the liquid is described by a new thermodynamic
parameter p (labeled δ in their work), which exists along-
side pressure and temperature, akin to an order parame-
ter without symmetry breaking [40, 41]. This parameter
defines a small difference between the volume per site of
the lattice, vs, and the volume per atom, va, expressed as
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FIG. 1. a, Measured electronic contribution to the entropy S versus T of LSCO (see Appendix) at several hole dopings p [38].
b, Plot of 1/S300K (inverse electronic entropy at 300 K) versus p (the lines are rescaled from d). c, Simulated S versus T curves
using fitted values of m/m∗ from d and the tight-binding dispersion (see Appendix for details). d, Fitted values of m/m∗

plotted versus p. The solid line corresponds to m/m∗ = (1.03± 0.02)× p, with the error corresponding to the standard error
of (1/p)(m/m∗). The dotted line is the extrapolation of the solid line to p = 0. e, Measured entropy [39] (circles) at three
different temperatures compared to that simulated (solid lines) using m/m∗ = 1.03×p (see Appendix for details). f, Ratio of
the experimentally measured electronic entropy [39] Sexp and simulated entropy Ssim (circles) from e.

p = 1 − vs/va; essentially, it acts as an effective doping.
Similar to the Landau description of phase transitions, p
is determined by minimizing the free energy. While the
Mott insulating state occurs at p = 0, it is preempted
by solidification in 3He at p ≈ 0.05, corresponding to a
pressure of 34.36 bar [37, 41].

In the limit of strong hard-core repulsion, the effec-
tive mass enhancement in 3He is inversely proportional
to the doping: m∗/m ≈ 1/2p [36, 37]. Here, m corre-
sponds to the mass of an isolated 3He atom, while m∗

is the renormalized effective mass near the Fermi surface
at temperatures well below the Fermi energy. Accord-
ingly, the 1/p-enhancement of the effective mass driven
by hard-core repulsion at short distances is the hallmark
of an almost-localized Fermi liquid.

A comprehensive understanding of the effective mass
enhancement in 3He [35–37] was predicated on the Fermi
liquid behavior of 3He at very low temperatures [32, 33].
We therefore begin our study of m∗/m in the cuprates
from very high dopings, where they are established to be
Fermi liquids at sufficiently low temperatures [42–46]. In
the case of the cuprates, m refers to the band structure
mass, calculated using a local density approximation that
neglects electron correlation effects [47–49].

RESULTS

In a Fermi liquid, the effective mass can be directly
inferred from the electronic entropy S = γT and the
electronic specific heat coefficient γ = C/T = ∂S/∂T ,
where C is the electronic specific heat and T is the tem-
perature. In a layered metal, γ is related to m∗ via
γ = m∗(πk2BNAa

2/3ℏ2) ≈ m∗/me×1.4 J mol−1K−2 [45],
with a being the in-plane lattice constant (see Appendix).
In Fig. 1a, we plot the measured electronic entropy of
the cuprate La2−xSrxCuO4 (LSCO) [38, 39] over a wide
range of temperatures and dopings (see Appendix for ex-
perimental details and plots of γ).

Assuming Fermi liquid phenomenology [50], the elec-
tronic entropy S300K at 300 K in Fig. 1a can be used
to determine the electronic coefficient of specific heat,
which in turn can be used to estimate the effective mass.
Figure 1b shows that the inverse electronic entropy is
proportional to p from p∗ to p = 0.45, which implies that
the effective mass is proportional to 1/p.

Our reason for considering the entropy at highest ac-
cessible temperature is that it avoids the low-temperature
deviation from linearity (see Fig. 1a), which we attribute
to the proximity to a Van Hove singularity [51]. Our
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detailed simulation, which incorporates the effect of the
Van Hove singularity through an existing tight-binding
approximation to the electronic dispersion [51] (see Ap-
pendix for details), is shown in Fig. 1c. This simulation
produces m/m∗ directly as a fitting parameter (plotted
in Fig. 1d), whose value is independent of the Van Hove
singularity. Both the qualitative estimate from S300K and
the quantitative analysis of the full temperature depen-
dence yield:

m
∗
/m ≈ 1/p. (2)

Such behavior is the hallmark of an almost-localized
Fermi liquid, as discussed by Vollhardt [36] for 3He. The
approximate twofold larger factor for the mass renormal-
ization in the LSCO cuprates was in fact proposed by An-
derson using a different approximation to a doped Mott
insulator [52, 53]. The p-inverse behavior of the quasi-
particle mass at p > p∗ in the Fermi liquid regime implies
that the mass enhancement is predominantly governed by
short-range, local repulsive interactions similar to those
in 3He [52, 54–56].

Having shown that the physics of an almost localized
Fermi liquid applies at dopings p > p∗, an important
question concerns whether this physics extends into the
underdoped regime p < p∗. If Mott physics extends into
this regime [52], then the effective mass renormalization
is expected to become much stronger. A difficulty with
considering specific heat measurements at p < p∗ is that
the reduced Fermi velocity in the antinodal region of the
Brillouin zone, relative to the nodal region, causes the
specific heat of the Fermi liquid regime to be dominated
by antinodal states. This leads to a dramatic reduction in
the entropy relative to the simulated curve (see Fig. 1e)
once these states become gapped by the pseudogap [39],
which primarily affects the antinodal states [57]. Consid-
ering the ratio of the measured and simulated entropy in
Fig. 1f, it is clear that the loss of entropy continues to be
significant even at 300 K, which is the highest tempera-
ture to which it has been measured [39].

We can instead address the question of whether the
physics of an almost localized Fermi liquid persists in the
regime p < p∗ by considering electrical resistivity mea-
surements [6–8]. The electrical resistivity is dominated
by nodal states, which have a higher mobility [11] and re-
main ungapped [57]. This enables the high-temperature
limiting behavior of the resistivity to be accessed at lower
temperatures than is possible with specific heat measure-
ments.

Over a broad range of dopings and at sufficiently high
temperatures, the electrical resistivity in the cuprates
has been found to exhibit a T -linear behavior [3–7]. In
LSCO, we find the T -linear behavior to occur above a
doping-dependent crossover temperature, Tco, as shown
in Fig. 2a (see Appendix). The coefficient of the T -linear
resistivity, A = ∂ρ/∂T , inferred from high-temperature

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

0

100

200

300

400

0

1

2
 Ando

 Legros

 Giraldo‐Gallo

1
/A

(K


‐1
cm

‐1
)

LSCO

b

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
0

1

2

3

4

5

p




LSCO

 = 1

 Ando

 Legros

 Giraldo‐Gallo

a

p

T 
(K
)

LSCO

c

 T  

Universal Planckian

Tc

Tco

 Ando

FIG. 2. a, Crossover temperature Tco above which ρ is T -
linear determined from linear fits to LSCO resistivity mea-
surements [6] (see Appendix for details). b, 1/A versus p in
LSCO from Ando et al. [6] determined using linear fits (see
Appendix for details). Also included are 1/A from Legros et
al. [8] and Giraldo-Gallo el al. [7]. c, Estimates of α according
to a Drude approximation, using α = A(e2ℏn/kBm∗), where
m∗ is obtained assuming m∗ = γ/(πk2

BNAa
2/3ℏ2) [45] and

the simulated γ for LSCO from Fig. 3a. For this purpose, it
is sufficient to approximate the density with that of a half-
filled band: n = 1/(a2c) (see Appendix).

measurements, has also been found to increase with de-
creasing hole doping [3–7]. In LSCO, we find the doping
dependence of the T -linear slope (A) of the resistivity in
the high-temperature regime to follow the same p-inverse
law as the effective mass enhancement (see Fig. 2b).

Generally, the electrical resistivity in a correlated
metal is considered starting from the Einstein rela-
tion [58, 59], where the conductivity is the product of
the compressibility and diffusion constant on the Fermi
surface. From this relation: ρ ≈ m∗/ne2 × (1/τ), con-
sistent with the simpler Drude approximation [8]. It is
important to note that the density n here refers to the



4

total number of electrons (or holes), including the one
electron per site in the half-filled band (see Fig. 2).

Figure 2b establishes that the slope of the T -linear re-
sistivity follows a p-inverse law over the entire doping
range, overlapping with the doping range p > p∗ where
the specific heat provides direct evidence for the mass
following such a law. If one attributes the doping depen-
dence of A entirely to the doping dependence of m∗, then
this would extend the p-inverse law of m∗ deep into the
underdoped regime. The Planckian relaxation rate 1/τℏ
must therefore be weakly doping-dependent across the
entire doping range, i.e., truly universal. With this uni-
versality in mind and using n defined above, in Fig. 2c
we use the slope A, together with m∗ estimated from
the simulated specific heat (see Fig. 3), to determine the
doping dependence of the coefficient α in Equation (1).
The doping dependence of α, as thus obtained, is close
to unity over the entire doping range (see Appendix).

Given the continuous doping dependence of the slope
of the T -linear resistivity across the critical doping and
the universal character of the Planckian relaxation rate,
we should scrutinize prior reports of an anomalously large
effective mass near the critical doping [29–31].

We begin this discussion by considering low tem-
perature specific heat measurements plotted in Fig. 3.
Figures 3a & b show the doping dependences of the
low-temperature electronic specific heat coefficient γ in
LSCO [31], and in La2−y−xNdySrxCuO4 (Nd-LSCO) and
La2−y−xEuySrxCuO4 (Eu-LSCO) [30], respectively. The
sharp peak in the low-temperature specific heat coeffi-
cient has been interpreted as evidence for a mass en-
hancement near a quantum critical point. A quantum
critical origin of the mass enhancement was further sub-
stantiated in the same work by the observation of a loga-
rithmic temperature dependence of the electronic specific
heat coefficient (Fig. 3c) [30].

Instead, the solid lines in Figs. 3a & b show that
the doping and temperature dependences can be under-
stood in their entirety by the model, which includes p-
inverse behavior of the mass renormalization together
with the Van Hove singularity [51]; the same model used
in Figs. 1c and d without any further adjustments. The
peak in γ in Nd-LSCO and Eu-LSCO [30] can be at-
tributed entirely to the band effects associated with prox-
imity to a Van Hove singularity (see schematic in Fig. 3d).
This also applies to the logarithmic temperature depen-
dence (see Fig. 3c). Hence, in all three systems the
peaked contribution from the Van Hove singularity ef-
fectively rides on top of a dominant, smoothly varying p-
inverse background driven by correlation effects [36, 37];
see illustration in Fig. 3d. In the case of LSCO, the di-
rect observation of the Van Hove peak is preempted by
the opening of the pseudogap. Also, because the sin-
gularity in γ is logarithmic in temperature, its effect on
the entropy is strongly suppressed at high temperatures,
causing S300K in Fig. 1c to be largely unaffected. This is

why 1/S300K and m/m∗ are very similar in Figs. 1c and
d.

DISCUSSION

From the very beginning [61], the discussion of the
cuprates has been a standoff between two opposing views:
one rooted in the physics of a Mott insulator at very
high energies, and the other based on an abundance of
empirical evidence for quantum criticality, mostly near
p∗ [2, 10, 20, 52, 56, 62–64]. Our finding of a p-inverse
doping dependence of the effective mass renormalization
provides direct evidence for Mott physics. Hence, the
two opposing views cannot be considered in isolation but
must together determine the observed behavior. The
physical properties of the cuprates are governed by short-
range Mott physics at high energies and by a univer-
sal Planckian relaxation rate associated with long-range
fluctuations at very low energies. There is no longer a
standoff between the opposing views if the Mott and
Planckian mechanisms operate at very different energy
scales and are thus described by entirely different princi-
ples [65]. Such a decoupling between the high and low en-
ergy physics is not without precedent: it was previously
established in the Fermi liquid state of 3He [36, 37].
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APPENDIX

The measured electronic contribution to S in
Fig. 1. The most detailed description of the differential
calorimetry method used to extract the electronic contri-
bution to S and γ is provided in Ref. 66. The differential
method involves the use of Zn doping to alter the elec-
tronic contribution while leaving the phonon contribution
largely unchanged. While this method was originally ap-
plied to Y123, the same method has been applied to other
cuprates, including LSCO [38].

Tight-binding electronic dispersion used in cal-
culating S. Throughout, we assume the tight-binding
approximation to the electronic dispersion to be renor-
malized by m/m∗ [67, 68] so that

ϵk =
m

m∗

[
− 2t

(
cos(akx) + cos(aky)

)
+ 4t′ cos(akx) cos(aky)− 2t′′

(
cos(2akx) + cos(2aky)

)
+ 4t′′′

(
cos(akx) cos(2aky) + cos(aky) cos(2akx)

)
+ 2tz cos(akx/2) cos(aky/2)

[
cos(akx)− cos(aky)

]2
× cos(ckz)

]
+ µ.

(3)

Here, kx, ky, and kz represent components of the recipro-
cal lattice vector, a is the planar lattice spacing, c is the
interlayer lattice spacing, and µ is the chemical potential,
adjusted to produce an unreconstructed Fermi surface
cross-section comprising 1 + p carriers, consistent with
Luttinger’s theorem [69, 70]. We use the nearest neigh-
bor hopping, t = 430 meV, as determined for the bare
conduction band by electronic structure calculations [47–
49], and ratios t′/t, t′′/t′, and tz/t that are fixed. These
ratios have been determined elsewhere [51] and are listed
in Table I.

Calculating S in Fig. 1. Starting from Luttinger’s
discussion of Fermi liquid thermodynamics [69, 70], we
adopt the approximation in which the quasiparticle re-
laxation rate is neglected; a reasonable assumption in
the overdoped cuprates where A is smallest and Tco is
large (see Fig. 2). The electronic density of states per
copper oxide plane is therefore

ρ(E) = 2a2
∫

d2k

(2π)2
δ
(
ϵk − E

)
. (4)

Here, the prefactor of 2 corresponds to the number of
spins, and δ

(
ϵk−E

)
is a delta function defined such that∫

ρ(E)dE = 2. The entropy is then given by [69, 70]:

S = NA

∞∫
−∞

dE ρ(E)
[
nF lnnF+[1−nF] ln(1−nF)

]
, (5)

where nF = 1/(1 + exp{E/kBT}) is the Fermi-Dirac dis-
tribution, and NA is Avogadro’s number.

Cuprate t′/t t′′/t′ t′′′/t′′ tz/t

LSCO 0.12 0.50 0 0.07

Nd-LSCO 0.14 0.50 0 0.07

Eu-LSCO 0.14 0.50 0 0.07

Hg1201 0.228 0.762 0.25 -

Y123 0.32 0.5 0 -

Y124 0.32 0.5 0 -

TABLE I. Ratios of hopping parameters for various
cuprates [51, 71, 72].
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FIG. 4. a, Measured electronic coefficient γ of the specific
heat. b, Calculated γ versus T curves using fitted values of
m/m∗.

Fitting m/m∗. Using the above fixed values of t and
the ratios t′/t, t′′/t′, and tz/t, we calculate the entropy
in Fig. 1c using Equation (5). Parity with the experi-
mentally measured entropy in Fig. 1a is achieved by ad-
justing m/m∗ in Equation (3). The resulting values of
m/m∗ are plotted in Fig. 1d. The errors are estimated
from the small deviation of the calculated curve from the
experimental curve.

The electronic specific heat versus temperature.
Figs. 4a and b show the measured [39] and calculated γ
versus T curves, respectively. In the calculated curves,
the Van Hove singularity gives rise to a weak maximum
in γ as a function of temperature. While the Van Hove
singularity accounts for the overall trends in γ versus T
and p, the maximum itself appears to be visible in the
experimental data only at p = 0.35. At p = 0.24 and
0.27, it is rendered unobservable by the superconducting
anomaly. While the measurements of γ are affected by
experimental noise, this is mostly integrated out when
we consider the entropy in Fig. 1a and c.

Fits to determine A and Tco in Fig. 2 from the
measured resistivity. To establish whether the data
is well described by a T -linear behavior at high temper-
atures, in Fig. 5 we fit the function ρ = ρ0 + AT to the
in-plane resistivity data in LSCO [6] above 250 K for
each hole doping. While this temperature is chosen ar-
bitrarily, we find that the linear regression continues to
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FIG. 5. Measured ρ versus T at different hole dopings [6], as
indicated in different colors. Dashed lines indicate fits to de-
termine A. The obtained values of 1/A are plotted in Fig. 2b.

describe the data for a range of temperatures below this
value. At p = 0.18, the T -linear behavior extends all the
way from 400 K down to Tc. We define the crossover
temperature Tco as the characteristic temperature below
which the resistivity deviates from linearity. We choose
3 µΩcm as the threshold above which a deviation from
linearity is considered significant and estimate the error
in Tco by increasing the threshold to 10 µΩcm.

The downward departure of 1/A from the dashed line
below p ≈ 0.15 in Fig. 2b could arise either from a larger
effect of the pseudogap at lower dopings or from a larger
crossover temperature at these dopings (see Fig. 2a). It
is also well-known that at these lower dopings, disorder
effects are prevalent [73], leading to a glassy behavior
approaching p ∼ 0.05.

Carrier density and mass values used in esti-
mating α in Fig. 2c. Rather than considering the
change in the Fermi surface from hole-like to electron-
like at the Van Hove singularity, we have assumed n
to be approximately constant: n = 1/(a2c), where
a ≈ 3.87 Å and c ≈ 13.2 Å are the lattice parame-
ters. Accounting for the change in density of the form
1 + p or 1 − p [8] as well as more realistic band struc-
ture parameters will only result in a change in α of
around 10%, which is not significant for the rough es-
timate in this paper. To improve upon this estimate,
one will need to account for the above effects and con-
sider a realistic pseudogap model. In the case of m∗, we
have estimated this from γ at 2 K using the conversion
γ = m∗(πk2BNAa

2/3ℏ2) ≈ m∗/me×1.4 J mol−1K−2 [45].

Effect of interlayer hopping on γ in the vicin-
ity of the Van Hove singularity in Fig. 3c. At

temperatures below ∼ 2 K, γ in Fig. 3c becomes sen-
sitive to the interlayer hopping. Whereas Ref. 51 finds
tz/t = 0.07, Ref. 60 finds tz/t = 0.03. The measurements
of γ close to p = 0.23 were performed under strong mag-
netic fields [30]. It has been argued that orbital-averaging
leads to a suppression of the interlayer hopping [74],
which could cause the effective ratio tz/t to drop to a
significantly smaller value. For tz/t = 0, the logarithmic
divergence in Fig. 3c continues down to T = 0.

Scattering from defects introduces a residual scatter-
ing rate at T = 0, which can also cause γ to satu-
rate. Angle-dependent magnetoresistance measurements
have found the residual scattering rate to be momentum-
dependent [11]. However, since the Fermi velocity van-
ishes along all momentum directions at the point of
the Fermi surface where the Van Hove singularity oc-
curs, angle-dependent magnetoresistance measurements
are unable to constrain a value for this scattering rate
at this point on the Fermi surface [11]. In order for the
mean free path to remain non-vanishing at this point,
τ−1 must vanish at this point.

The specific heat of Tl2201. Specific heat measure-
ments have been performed on Tl2Ba2CuO6 (Tl2201) [75]
over a much narrower range of hole dopings than LSCO
(see Fig. 6). Here, we have used values of the doping-
dependent band mass m in Ref. 45 to simulate a curve
of γ versus p. We first estimate m∗ using m∗/m =
1.03/p (i.e., using the same dependence on p as ob-
tained in Fig. 1d). Next, we calculate γ using γ =
m∗(πk2BNAa

2/3ℏ2) ≈ m∗/me × 1.4 J mol−1K−2 [45].
Owing to the combined effect of the 1/p scaling of m∗

and the occurrence of the Van Hove singularity at much
higher dopings in Tl2201 [43] than LSCO, the simulated
γ is weakly dependent on p over the range in p where
specific heat measurements have been made.

It should be noted that the phonon contribution
used for extracting γ in Tl2201 was estimated from a
non-superconducting composition at higher hole dopings
rather than by performing additional measurements on
samples in which Cu was substituted with Zn. This
causes the doping dependence of the extracted γ curves
in Tl2201 to be reliable only at the high and low tem-
perature limits [75]. It is for this reason that the normal
state values of γ plotted in Fig. 6a are for T = 200 K.

Comparison with magnetic quantum oscillation
measurements. We also consider the effective mass as
determined from quantum oscillations. The mass mea-
sured at high dopings is consistent with the almost-
localized Fermi liquid picture. Figure 6a shows m∗/m
determined from measurements in Tl2201 [45], where m
refers to the bare band mass specific to Tl2201 [45].

Quantum oscillation measurements in the underdoped
regime, by contrast, pertain to small reconstructed sec-
tions of the Fermi surface comprising a number of carriers
much smaller than 1+ p [76]. A direct comparison of the
measured effective mass with that in overdoped Tl2201
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is therefore uninformative.

One might still be able to make a comparison by
considering the orbitally-averaged Fermi velocity v∗orb =√
2eℏF/m∗ from quantum oscillation measurements,

where F is the quantum oscillation frequency [77]. This
is because the Fermi velocity vF = pF/m along the nodal
directions is believed to be only weakly affected by the
pseudogap phenomenon [20, 78]. In such a case, the
renormalized velocity v∗F = pF/m

∗, assuming Luttinger’s
theorem [69, 70], provides a more reliable indicator of
the underlying mass enhancement. Because the velocity
away from the nodal directions is smaller than v∗F, v∗F
provides only an upper bound for the orbitally-averaged
value; hence v∗F/vF ≥ v∗orb/vF. All of the data from
Refs. 29, 71, 79–81 in Fig. 6b fall close to or below the
v∗F/vF ≈ p line (see Appendix).

The values of vF used in determining the ratio v∗orb/vF
are obtained by calculating the band velocity v = 1

ℏ
∂ϵk
∂k of

the bare conduction band, at the point on the Fermi sur-
face along the nodal direction. Using the hopping param-

eters for the tight-binding dispersion, we obtain v{node =
7.2 × 105 ms−1, 6.6 × 105 ms−1 and 6.6 × 105 ms−1 for
Hg1201, Y123, and Y124, respectively. This velocity does
not depend strongly on p.
Since v∗F/vF ≈ p (dashed line in Fig. 3b) represents

only an upper bound and quantum oscillations are mea-
sured at temperatures similarly low to those of the spe-
cific heat in Figs. 3a and b, the observed values of v∗orb/vF
below this dashed line, as in the case of YBa2Cu3O6+x

(Y123) [29] (Y123a in Fig. 3b), do not contradict our
findings. For example, the significant folding of the Bril-
louin zone required to produce small pockets can also
produce Van Hove singularities in the reconstructed band
structure, leading to an increase in the effective mass
at low temperatures in the vicinity of a Lifshitz transi-
tion [82, 83]. It has further been suggested that quan-
tum fluctuations can directly affect the temperature de-
pendence of the quantum oscillation amplitude via the
anomalous self-energy, causing the Lifshitz-Kosevich fit-
ting to overestimate m∗ [84]. Whether this is the case
requires a more careful quantitative study of this effect.
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FIG. 6. a, Measured γ versus p at T = 200 K for Tl2201 [75]
(dot-centered circles) compared against γ simulated using
m/m∗ = 1.03×p (lines) and the calculated p-dependent band
mass m from Ref. 45. Also shown are m∗/me values (open
circles) obtained from de Haas-van Alphen (dHvA) measure-
ments in overdoped Tl2201 [45]. Here, again, we assume
γ = m∗(πk2

BNAa
2/3ℏ2) ≈ m∗/me × 1.4 J mol−1K−2 [45].

b, The ratio of the orbitally-averaged Fermi velocities v∗orb in-
ferred from quantum oscillation measurements of small pock-
ets to the nodal Fermi velocity vF of the bare conduction band
(see Appendix). Data are shown for YBa2Cu3O6+x (Y123)
from Ref. 29 (Y123a) and Ref. 81 (Y123b), HgBa2CuO4+δ

(Hg1201) from Refs. 71 and 79, and YBa2Cu3O8 (Y124) from
Ref. 80. The green line is a guide to the eye. The black
solid and dashed lines correspond to m/m∗ = 1.03 × p and
v∗F/vF = 1.03× p, respectively.
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