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Abstract

Planar normal state resistivity data from two families of hole doped single layer

cuprate superconductors Bi2201 (Bi2Sr2CuO6+x) and T l2201 (Tl2Ba2CuO6+x)

are calculated using the extremely correlated Fermi liquid theory (ECFL)[1, 2,

3]. This theory was recently employed[4] for understanding the three families of

single layer cuprate superconductors LSCO, BSLCO and NCCO. Adding these

two systems accounts for essentially all single layer compounds where data is

available for a range of densities and temperatures. The added case of Bi2201 is

of particular interest since it was the original system where the almost linear in

temperature resistivity was reported in 1990[9, 8], and has been followed up by

a systematic doping analysis only recently in 2022 [10]. The T l2201 system has

two distinct set of band parameters that fit the same Fermi surface, providing

new challenges and insights into the ECFL theory.

1 Introduction

Strongly correlated systems such as high Tc systems provide a formidable chal-

lenge to our current understanding of the physics of interacting Fermi systems.
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The standard framework is largely built using the density functional theory of

Kohn et. al, supplemented by methods incorporating weak or moderate strength

interactions. New techniques to calculate the physics of strongly correlated sys-

tems, where interactions are much bigger than the band energy are few, and

their reliability is not fully established. A major question that remains to be

settled is whether such strongly correlated systems are Fermi liquids, or some

variety of non-Fermi liquids. Monitoring and interpreting the behavior of the

resistivity in the normal state can- in principle- identify the nature of the under-

lying normal state and distinguish between Fermi-liquids and non Fermi-liquids.

Experimental data on many systems shows a complex set of T dependences in

different regimes, varying with the density, and understanding them from the

theoretical viewpoint is our main task.

The extremely correlated Fermi liquid theory (ECFL) [1, 2] was developed

starting in 2011, to fill in this technical gap, and seems to hold promise for

certain classes of systems that can be modeled by a single correlated band-

describable by the large U-Hubbard model or the t-J model. The ECFL theory

is able to provide quantitative results for the resistivity, using the following

ingredients:

(i) A single copper oxide with dimensionless band parameters t′/t, t′′/t . . .

retrieved from the shape of the Fermi surface determined by angle resolved

photo emission (ARPES). Here the interlayer hopping is assumed to be

negligible.

(ii) The particle density n (the number of electrons per copper), usually ob-

tainable from the Luttinger-Ward area of the Fermi surface found from

ARPES.

(iii) The interlayer lattice constant c0 obtainable from crystallography- it is

usually half the c axis lattice constant cL in the almost tetragonal unit

cell.

These items determine all parameters in the t-J model Eq. (1), with the

exception of J and t itself. Our earlier results suggest that J is not a sensitive

parameter[3] and we take J/t ∼ 0.17 in most of our work. The value of t is the

single adjustable parameter that is fixed for each family of materials studied, by



1 INTRODUCTION 3

choosing a reasonable overall fit to the resistivity over many densities. Having

access to data sets containing several densities is advantageous, with an overall

fit one can expect to reduce the implicit bias in the fits if only a single density

is considered. It should be noted that the results of the ECFL (see Fig. (5, 11))

can be broadly characterized as leading to a resistivity that is quadratic in

temperature below a surprisingly low scale (given the large t∼ 1 eV), which

crosses over to an almost linear behavior over a wide temperature scale, often

with another crossover- and finally with sight curvature reappearing at fairly

high T (∼ 600 K). The quasiparticle weight turns out to be much reduced from

unity, and the crossover T scales are sensitively dependent on the density and

band parameters t′/t, t′′/t . . .. The detailed equations of the ECFL theory given

in [1, 2, 4], and summarized below, produce this complex variety of behaviour

starting from the microscopic parameters defining the model Eq. (1).

In a recent paper [4] we applied the ECFL to four major families of cuprate

superconductors- LSCO[5], BSLCO[5], NCCO[6] and LCCO[7]- where all the

above ingredients are present. These systems are characterized by a single

sheeted Fermi surface and with single layer (i.e. well separated) copper oxide

planes, that allow or a quasi 2-dimensional theory to be applied. It is shown

in that paper that theory shows quantitative agreements with experiments over

several densities. For LSCO we studied samples at 11 densities, and for BSLCO

we studied samples at 7 densities. For the electron doped materials NCCO we

studied the 2 available metallic samples and for LCCO we studied samples at

4 densities. The temperature range of most of the systems was from Tc up to

300 and 400 K in the case of LSCO. In most cases [4] reports a close agreement

between theory and experiment.

The single layer system Bi2201 was omitted from our study in [4] since results

were available for only a single density at that time[8, 9], and is included in this

work since further data has been published meanwhile[10]. This system was

experimentally studied in a few influential papers [8, 9] in 1989-90. In these

papers T-linearity of resistivity was reported over a remarkably large range of

T, between 8 K and ∼800 K. This result was expected to be a harbinger of

universal T-linearity of resistivity in the cuprates, therefore possibly implying

the general demise of any kind of Fermi liquid theory in these systems. However

the reported results were confined to a single composition, and hence some of the
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ingredients mentioned above were missing. The situation remained unchanged

for almost three decades until very recently. This system has been studied

recently in [10], who have reported data on a few different densities overlapping

with that in [8, 9], albeit over a smaller temperature range T <∼ 300K. New

results on another interesting single layer system Tl2201 at a set of densities

have also been reported recently in [11, 12, 13]. This system is of additional

interest since it allows convenient access to the highly overdoped regime. The

present work extends the earlier work [4] to include parameters relevant to the

available samples of Bi2201 and Tl2201. We mention that Tl2201 leads to

an interesting and unexpected theoretical situation, we found that the reported

Fermi surface can be fit with a significantly different set of band parameters from

the ones reported in [12, 13], and we are able to non-trivially test a theoretical

hypothesis that it is the shape of the Fermi surface- rather than the values of

the band parameters- that determine the computed resistivity. For context we

note that in the t-J model, the hopping parameters multiply the (Gutzwiller)

correlated Fermi operators which can be viewed as consisting of 4 Fermions, and

hence this hypothesis seems to require testing.

1.1 The t-J model and the ECFL methodology

The t-J model [14] is very important for understanding strongly correlated sys-

tems. This model is related to the Hubbard model in the U → ∞ limit, pre-

cluding double occupancy. The model is written in the usual form

H = PGHtbPG + J
∑
<i,j>

(S⃗i.S⃗j −
1

4
ninj) (1)

where the first term is the Gutzwiller projected band energy, i.e. PG is the

Gutzwiller projector, and the exchange term is restricted to nearest neighbours.

The tight binding term is written as a sum over a range of neighbours, where

r⃗i → i are the locations of the lattice sites assumed to be on a square lattice

with lattice constant a0 and with

Htb = −
∑
ij

tijC
†
iσCjσ =

∑
kσ

εkC
†
kσCkσ (2)

with

−tij = −tδ|i−j|=a0
− t′δ|i−j|=

√
2a0

− t′′δ|i−j|=2a0
(3)
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and the Fourier transform of −tij is the band dispersion εk⃗ given by

ε(k⃗) = −2t(cos(kxa0)+cos(kya0))−4t′ cos(kxa0) cos(kya0)−2t′′(cos(2kxa0)+cos(2kya0)).

(4)

Details of the ECFL formalism has been discussed extensively in prior papers

[1, 2], and also the resistivity related paper [4]. Here we will provide the barest

overview to familiarize the reader with notations.

In ECFL a one electron Green’s function can be broken into the product of

an auxiliary Green’s function g and the caparison function µ̃:

G(k⃗, iωn) = g(k⃗, iωn)× µ̃(k⃗, iωn) (5)

with ωn = 2π
β (n + 1

2 ) is the fermionic Matsubara frequency, and g(k⃗, iωn) is a

canonical fermion propagator. µ̃ and g are found from two self energies Ψ(k⃗, iωn)

and χ(k⃗, iωn)

µ̃(k⃗, iωn) = 1− λ
n

2
+ λΨ(k⃗, iωn),

g(k⃗, iωn)
−1 = iωn + µ′ − µ̃(k⃗, iωn)(ε(k⃗)− u0/2)− λχ(k⃗, iωn), (6)

where λ is an interpolation parameter set equal to 1 at the end, µ′ = µ− 1
2u0 +

λnJ , and u0 is a Lagrange multiplier, which along with the thermodynamic

chemical potential µ is fixed from two particle number sum-rules

nG = 2ΣkG(k)eiωn0
+

= n,

ng = 2Σkg(k)e
iωn0

+

= n. (7)

In the ECFL theory the two self energies satisfy coupled integral equations

that are available as an expansion in powers of λ, this is truncated to second

order for this problem as in [4]. We note that λ = 0 gives the non-interacting

theory, whereas the exact Gutzwiller projected theory requires a summation of

the λ expansion to all orders. By truncating the expansion to second order we

are making an approximation to the exact theory, which captures some of the

significant effects of strong correlations, as argued in [1, 2, 4]. Solving these

equation gives the spectral function A(k⃗, ω) found by analytically continuing

to real frequencies from the Matsubara frequencies iωn → ω + i0+ by using

A(k⃗, ω) = − 1
π ImG(k⃗, ω).
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1.2 Formulation for resistivity

Within the ECFL theory we express the resistivity as

ρ = RvK × c0 × ρ̄

(
t′

t
,
t′′

t
,
kBT

t
,
J

t
, n

)
(8)

where RvK = h
e2 = 25813Ω is the von Klitzing resistance, n is the particle

density, c0 is the interlayer separation for the cuprates- equalling half the c-

axis lattice constant cL for the single layer compounds considered here. Here

ρ̄ is the dimensionless resistivity computed in terms of the microscopic model

parameters and temperature measured in units of t. We express ρ̄ in terms of

the band velocities v⃗k⃗ = ∂⃗k⃗εk, the Fermifunction f(ω) = {eβω + 1}−1 and the

electron spectral function A(k⃗, ω) obtained from the ECFL formalism [1] as

1

ρ̄
=

(2π)2

a20

∫ ∞

−∞
dω(−∂f(ω)

∂ω
)⟨A2(k⃗, ω)(h̄vxk)

2⟩k⃗. (9)

The behaviour of ρ̄ is quite intricate and it is discussed below as a function of

various parameters.

For typical parameters encountered in our study, the resistivity ρ is found

to be linear in T in a certain range of temperature, wherein one can express it

in a Drude type form ρ = m∗
n∗e2τ

, where the relaxation time τ = h
kBT involves

only Planck’s constant. This is sometimes referred to as the “Planckian limit”

[13], which is free from any material specific scale. Taking this observation as

seriously suggesting a universal and otherwise scale free physics seems hard. It

is impossible to extract τ from experiments- unencumbered by other essential

parameter such as n∗,m∗. The parameters n∗,m∗ in such a fit can be determined

in each case and are far from being invariant - they vary with all other basic

parameters of the theory. A similarly non-universal situation seems to occur

in most experiments as well, where specific sets of data show a linear in T

behaviour over a restricted range.

1.3 Computation

The ECFL equations were solved iteratively on four Nk ×Nk lattices with Nk

= 81, 86, 91 and 96, with a frequency grid of Nω = 214 points. In [4] smaller

systems Nk=62 were studied, but otherwise we used the identical computational

procedure. Our systems are still too small to display the systematics expected



2 BI2201 RESULTS 7
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Figure 1: The band parameters used here are given in Eq. (12). The resulting

Fermi surfaces at densities n = 0.75, 0.8, 0.85 are shown in red in the two figures

and compared to those from other suggested models, (Left) with parameters

t′/t = −0.3143, t′′/t = 0.04286 (in blue) quoted in [10] and, (Right) with

parameters t′/t = −0.156, t′′/t = 0.164 (dashed lines) quoted in [15].

from finite-sized scaling analysis. The different sizes studied show small but

unsystematic variations. These are treated by averaging the resistivity results

over the four samples. With a few exceptions at the lowest T values fluctuation

δρ/ρ is generally less than 2%. Also as in [4] theoretical resistivities extending

below T=77.8 K (asuming t= 1eV) are found by extrapolating from a fit ρ ∼
α T 2

T+T0
.

2 Bi2201 Results

2.1 Fermi surface and band parameters of Bi2201

We study Bi2201 using the tight binding parameters

Bi2201 tight binding parameters: t′ = −0.4t, t′′ = 0.0, J = 0.17t,

t = 1.176eV

cL, c0 = 24.6, 12.3Å (10)
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where the magnitude of t is estimated from a best fit with the resistivity over

all available samples, as discussed below in Fig. (2). Our choice in Eq. (12) is

guided by requiring the simplest parameterization, with the smallest number of

non-zero hopping elements, and differ somewhat from other schemes in litera-

ture. The band parameters suggested in [10], upon conversion to the convention

used here are expressible in the form t′ = −0.3143 t, t′′ = 0.04286 t, and earlier

estimates from band theory [15] are further away t′ = −0.156 t, t′′ = 0.164 t.

Fig. (1) shows that both of these alternate schemes lead to very similar Fer-

misurfaces found from Eq. (12) . While t′/t and t′′/t are obtainable from the

measured Fermi surface when available, the magnitude of t remains undeter-

mined by these considerations. The magnitude of the single theoretical param-

eter t is determined to give a good overall fit to the resistivities over available

densities, as noted in Fig. (2). We also made a few further checks with the the

parameterization in [10], which yielded very similar resistivities after adjusting

the scale of t.

We first summarize the available samples from [10, 9, 8] in Table 1, and

discuss their resistivity in detail below. Their Tc’s and other parameters are

listed in Table 1. In the last row of Table 1 we also include the early measurement

of [9, 8]. Here we review those early findings in the context of recent and modern

measurements in [10], as well as calculations from the ECFL theory.

In [10] the normal state resistivity of samples S:1-S:4 are reported for tem-

peratures up to 300K. The question of determining the hole density x in this

system is discussed in [10]. They estimate x ( = p ) by comparing the observed

resistivity ρ(T ) and dρ(T )/dT with observations on LSCO at different densities

[5]. They observe that for x deduced from different arguments, such as the

ARPES Luttinger count, comparing resistivity and its T derivatives and the

phenomenological relation (Eq. (13)) between Tc and x lead to rather different

results in general. For the samples studied further in this work, we could not find

the recommended estimates of x in the paper [10], and therefore used Eq. (13) to

arrive at the x- column using the quoted Tc values, as detailed in [16]. Since the

ECFL calculation- with suitable parameters- leads to a consistent quantitative

description of the LSCO resistivity ρ and the derivative dρ/dT data from [5], we

go ahead and compare the current calculation with all the reported resistivity

data below- where we evaluate and comment on the quoted x values as well as
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Sample # Ref. Tc in K x (Eq. (13)) Tmax in K

S:1 [10] 7 0.258 300

S:2 [10] 17 0.239 300

S:3 [10] 27 0.213 300

S:4 [10] 31 0.197 300

S:5 [9] 6.5 0.259 (?) 800

Table 1: Samples S:1-S:4 of Bi2201 studied in 2022[10], and sample S:5 studied

in 1989[9, 8] are compared with theory below. Resistivity measurements are

reported up to Tmax. In [10] the observed Tc for each of these overdoped sam-

ples is used to estimate the hole density x using the phenomenological relation

Eq. (13). The quoted Tc of sample S:5 [9, 8] converts to a density x=0.259 by

using Eq. (13). This value is essentially identical to that of sample S:1 in [10],

but is observed to have a substantially different magnitude of resistivity from

it, as seen in Fig. (3). Theoretically (see Fig. (4)) x=0.32 seems overall to be

more consistent for sample S:5.

make suggestions to revise them.

2.2 Resistivity of Bi2201

In Fig. (2) we compare the ECFL theory resistivity with that from samples S:1-

S:4 of [10]. We note that the dρ/dT of the two sets are close, however the sample

S:4 has somewhat bigger ρ than the theoretical estimate-indicating that the

estimated x might be slightly off. For this purpose, the top left panel in Fig. (2)

shows the ECFL resistivities at n = 0.81 (x=0.19) as well as n = 0.8 (x=0.2)

with identical remaining parameters, which seem to bracket the experimental

result for the sample S:4.

Turning to the data from S:5 [9, 8], in Fig. (3) we compare the resistivity

with S:1 from [10]. In Table 1, we see that by using the phenomenological

relation [17, 16], these two are expected to be very close, but the resistivities do

not appear to be very close. We next compare these with the ECFL resistivities

at n = 0.71, 0.68 using the previously determined value t=1.176eV. It seems

thus that these two curves bracket the result for S:5. We explore this further

by plotting the resistivity over a much bigger T scale- up to 800K in Fig. (4).
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Figure 2: Clockwise from top left-the ECFL resistivities (in red and magenta)

at n = 0.80 and 0.81, then (in red) at n = 0.787, 0.761, 0.742 plotted against the

resistivity data of Berben et. al. [10] for samples S:4,S:3,S:2,S:1 respectively.

The experimental data has been adjusted for impurity contribution by a simple

shift in each case.The top left panel shows the theoretical ECFL resistivities at

n = 0.81 (x=0.19) as well as n = 0.8 (x=0.2), which seems to bracket the data.

The ECFL curves use the band parameters in Eq. (12) with t = 1.176 eV for all

the curves. This value of t seems to be reasonable for the overall available data

set, and the tight binding parameters Eq. (12) are used in calculation of all the

Bi2201 figures below. For T <∼ 70K the ECFL results are parabolic in T.
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Figure 3: ECFL resistivity at n = 0.68 and n = 0.71 plotted against the data

from Martin. et. al. [9, 8] and S:1 from Berben et. al. [10].

It is seen here that there is reasonable match between the two curves over most

of the range.

In Fig. (5) we display the ECFL resistivities using the band parameters in

Eq. (12) over a wide set of densities and a broad range of T. We note that the

nonlinear (usually quadratic) corrections to the resistivity become more evident

as the particle density n increases, being almost linear over the whole range at

the lowest density- as also seen in Fig. (4).

3 Tl2201 Results

3.1 Fermi surface and band parameters of Tl2201

The ARPES determined Fermi surface for Tl2201 is available in [11, 12]. This

work fits it to a band structure

ϵ(kx, ky) =
1

2
τ1(cos(kx)+cos(ky))+τ2 cos(kx) cos(ky)+

1

2
τ3(cos(2kx)+cos(2ky))

+
1

2
τ4(cos(2kx) cos(ky) + cos(ky) cos(2ky)) + τ5 cos(2kx) cos(2ky) (11)
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Figure 4: ECFL resistivity at n = 0.68 (blue) plotted against the data from

Martin. et. al. [9, 8] over wide T range.
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ECFL Bi2201 at typical densities

n=0.68 0.71 0.74 0.77 0.8 0.83

Figure 5: ECFL resistivities at typical densities over a wide temperature win-

dow.
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where in units of eV τ1 = −0.725, τ2 = 0.302, τ3 = 0.0159, τ4 = −0.0805 and

τ5 = 0.0034. Our preference is to use fewer parameters for performing the ECFL

calculations involving a large number of further steps. Hence we checked for the

possibility of fitting the Fermi surface resulting from Eq. (11) with at most two

sets of neighbours i.e. with t, t′, t′′ only, and found that there are two distinct

type of parameters which provide excellent fits of the above Fermi surface over

the full range of densities studied- as seen in Fig. (6). We refer to these as

Model-A and Model-B. The two hopping variable sets are given by

Tl2201 tight binding parameters: Model-A t′ = −0.430t, t′′ = 0.005t

t = 1.82eV, J = 0.17t,

Model-B t′ = −0.237t, t′′ = 0.138t

t = 1.053eV, J = 0.17t

cL, c0 = 23.1, 11.56Å (12)

and we included the standard value of J used for easy reference.

Ref. [13] presents the normal state resistivity of four samples with densities

n=0.817, 0.773, 0.744, 0.726. We display in Fig. (6) the Fermi surfaces from

Eq. (12) compared with the Fermi surface from Eq. (11).

3.2 Resistivity of Tl2201

In Fig. (7) - Fig. (9) we compare model A and model B for n = 0.726, 0.744 and

0.773 to experimental results from Cooper et. al. [13]. In general the resistivi-

ties of Model-A and Model-B are very close over all densities and temperatures.

Fig. (10) shows experimental results for n = 0.817. This curve does not agree

well with either of our models and seems to be somewhat higher in magnitude.

Two higher density results for model A are displayed for additional comparison,

the curve at n = 0.86 seems closer in scale to the data. Further data at nearby

densities would be helpful to clarify the resistivity-density systematics.

In Fig. (11) we display the full set of results at different densities for Model

B over a wide range of T, Model-A gives very similar results and is therefore

not displayed.
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Figure 6: (Left) The Fermi surfaces at n=0.7. Blue curves are from Model-B

(Eq. (12)) and the red curve is from Model-A (Eq. (12)). The inset shows the

Model-B in blue and the Fermi surface from the experimentally derived energy

dispersion in Eq. (11) in black. These are essentially indistinguishable. (Right)

the same curves at density n=0.8. We thus see that the result from Model-A is

fairly close to the experimentally derived Fermi surface, while the Model-B is

exact at these densities.

4 Concluding Comments

We first comment about a minor difference in the treatment of the impurity

contribution to resistivity this work from that in [4]. In the case of Tl2201, the

data for each sample presented in [12, 13] is in the convenient form of a fit to

a simple function ρ = ρ0 + ρ1T + ρ2T
2, and hence we drop the term with ρ0

to compare with theory. We note that for the case of Bi2201, we digitized the

published data and fit it to the same functional form, and followed the same

recipe.

Our results for the single layer compound Bi2201 are compared with theory

in Fig. (2). Theory is in reasonable accord on an absolute scale with the data

from [10] at n=0.787, 0.761 and 0.742. At n=0.80 the theoretical result for

n=0.80 is somewhat off from the data, while the result for n=0.81 is close- albeit

with a slightly greater slope. There seems to be no single scaling of t which could

improve matters at all densities. A notable aspect of the comparison is that the
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Figure 7: ECFL resistivity for Tl2201 using parameters in Eq. (12) at a den-

sity n=0.726 with Model-A (blue) and Model-B (black), compared with the

experimental curve from [13]. The two values of t for the two models quoted

in Eq. (12) are fixed by fitting the theoretical temperature with the observed

one, and are taken to be fixed for other densities. We see that the theoretical

curves as well as the experimental one show a significant quadratic correction

in T here and at most other densities.

100 150 200 250 300
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ρ μΩ cm
n=0.744

Expt Model-A Model-B

Figure 8: ECFL resistivity for Tl2201 using parameters in Eq. (12) at a density

n=0.744 with Model-A (blue) and Model-B (black), compared with the exper-

imental curve from [13]. Below 250 K, the theoretical and experimental curves

are seen to be close at this density.
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Figure 9: ECFL resistivity for Tl2201 using parameters in Eq. (12) at a density

n=0.773 with Model-A (blue) and Model-B (black), compared with the exper-

imental curve from [13]. The experimental curve is somewhat shifted upwards

from the theoretical one.
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Model-A(n=0.83) Model-A(n=0.86)

Figure 10: ECFL resistivity for Tl2201 using parameters in Eq. (12) at a density

n=0.83 (blue) and 0.86 (red) compared with the experimental curve at n=0.817.

The two theoretical curves bracket the experimental curve, while the theoretical

curve at n=0.817 is noticeably below the data.
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Figure 11: ECFL resistivities at typical densities over a larger temperature

window using Model-B.

data as well as theory show a T 2 correction to linear behaviour of different

extent depending on the density.

The density of the sample in [9] was not fixed precisely, as far as we could see.

With optimism that might be questionable, we estimated it crudely from the

observed Tc, using the phenomenological relation Eq. (13) to be n=0.74. This

estimate roughly coincides with the density of sample S:1 of [10]. In Fig. (3) the

data at n=0.742 from [10] and the data from [9] are compared, together with the

theoretical curves from ECFL at densities n=0.71 and n=0.68. The theoretical

curves are drawn assuming the parameters already determined from the data

sets from [10]. These densities are somewhat lower than the theoretical curve at

n=0.742 shown in Fig. (2), but seem to bracket the data of [9], suggesting that

for some unclear reason, the density of the sample in [9] is close to n=0.68. We

take this phenomenological possibility further in Fig. (4) where the theoretical

curve at n=0.68 and the data from [9] are compared. Barring the limiting values

of T, the match between theory and the data seems intriguing, especially given

the broad range of temperatures - up to 800 K.

Turning to Tl2201, our other material of focus, in Fig. (7, 8, 9, 10) we com-
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pare the data at densities n=0.726,0.744,0.773 and 0.817 with theoretical results

found using the two band models described in Eq. (12). The two theoretical

models, start from two rather different sets of parameters characterized by dis-

tinct t′/t, t′′/t values, and somewhat surprisingly describe the Fermi surface

shape almost equally well, as seen in Fig. (6). It is therefore of interest to note

that the resistivities of the two models agree very well, after a suitable choice is

made of the nearest neighbour hopping t for each model, and seems to confirm

the initial belief that the Fermi surface shape largely determines the resistivity

results. We note that the data for n=0.726 and n=0.744 agrees on an absolute

scale with theory, whereas at a higher densities n=0.773 the data is parallel but

offset from the theoretical curves. At n=0.817 the discrepancy between theory

and experiment is greater than at lower densities. To quantify this, we also

display the calculated resistivity at n=0.83 and n=0.86 along with n=0.817. It

is interesting that the theoretical curve for n=0.86 has the same scale as the

experiment, and it might be interesting to obtain data from samples with other

densities in this range.

In Fig. (5) for Bi2201 we display the theoretical resistivities over a broad

range of temperatures for six densities. A comparison with a similar Fig. (11)

for Tl2201 for a range of densities provides an overview of our results for these

two set of parameters. We hope that these figures might provide motivation for

further experiments - at higher T and at other densities in these systems.

Another interesting system is the mercury system HgBa2CuO4+δ studied in

[18, 19, 20, 21]. One of the difficulties in analyzing this data, in common with the

Bi2201 data of [10], is the lack of precise information about the electron density.

The authors of [21] quote the superconducting Tc of the different samples, but

it is not very clear to us how these can be used to infer the density [22].

5 Supplemental Material

For convenience we created smaller Nk = 92, Nω = 212 files from which we fit

and stored the spectral data as polynomials. We include this data as supplemen-

tal material, along with a Jupyter notebook for processing. This can be used

to retrieve a reasonable approximation of our resistivities, to interpolate to new

resistivities at different n values and to perform any other desired calculations
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with the spectral functions. See the README file for more information. The

files can be found in our GitHub repository here: Supplementary Data
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