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The density fluctuation spectrum captures many fundamental properties of strange metals. Using
momentum-resolved electron energy-loss spectroscopy (M-EELS), we recently showed that the den-
sity response of the strange metal Bi2Sr2CaCu2O8+x (Bi-2212) at large momentum, q, exhibits a
constant-in-frequency continuum [Mitrano, PNAS 115, 5392 (2018); Husain, PRX 9, 041062 (2019)]
reminiscent of the marginal Fermi liquid (MFL) hypothesis of the late 1980s [Varma, PRL 63, 1996
(1989)]. However, reconciling this observation with infrared (IR) optics experiments, which show
a well-defined plasmon excitation at q ∼ 0, has been challenging. Here we report M-EELS mea-
surements of Bi-2212 using 4× improved momentum resolution, allowing us to reach the optical
limit. For momenta q < 0.04 r.l.u., the M-EELS data show a plasmon feature that is quantitatively
consistent with IR optics. For q > 0.04 r.l.u., the spectra become incoherent with an MFL-like,
constant-in-frequency form. We speculate that, at finite frequency, ω, and nonzero q, some at-
tribute of this Planckian metal randomizes the probe electron, causing it to lose information about
its own momentum.

I. INTRODUCTION

The strange metal is a peculiar phase of matter whose
resistivity violates the Mott–Ioffe–Regel limit [1, 2] and
exhibits Planckian dissipation, conjectured to represent a
quantum limit on dissipation in a many-body system [3–
6]. There is currently no generally accepted paradigm for
understanding strange metals, with approaches varying
from quantum criticality to holographic duality [3, 7].

A useful early framework for describing strange met-
als is the so-called marginal Fermi liquid (MFL) phe-
nomenology, which hypothesizes that the polarizability,
Π′′(q, ω), is proportional to 1/T for ω < T , constant for
ω > T , and independent of momentum, q [8, 9]. This
hypothesis explains many defining properties of strange
metals, including the linear-in-T resistivity [2], quasipar-
ticle lifetime ∼ (ω2 + T 2)1/2 [10, 11], and a frequency-
dependent conductivity that exhibits a power law at op-
tical frequencies, σ(ω) ∼ ω−2/3 [12, 13], which implies a
renormalized scattering rate, 1/τ∗ ∼ ω [13].

Despite its success, the MFL hypothesis seems unphys-
ical. Any quasiparticle-based framework, for example
based on the random phase approximation (RPA), would
result in a polarizability that is highly q dependent [14].
Measurements of the density response of strange metals
at nonzero q are therefore greatly needed.
We previously performed momentum-resolved electron

energy-loss spectroscopy (M-EELS) measurements, in re-
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flection geometry, of optimally doped Bi2Sr2CaCu2O8+x

(Bi-2212), a strange metal, at large q. We observed a
continuum that, for all q > 0.05 reciprocal lattice units
(r.l.u.), is constant in frequency for ω > 0.1 eV [14, 15],
reminiscent of the MFL hypothesis. For q ∼ 0.05 r.l.u.,
we observed a plasmon, consistent with early reflection
EELS at this momentum [16]. However, its lineshape is
significantly broader than that observed in infrared (IR)
optics experiments at q ∼ 0 [12]. This raises the question
of how M-EELS data at nonzero q relate to optical data
in the q → 0 limit [12, 13, 17].
Quantitatively comparing M-EELS and IR optics is

not trivial because they measure different charge re-
sponse functions. Optics measures the complex dielectric
function, ϵ(q, ω) = [1 + V (q)χ(q, ω)]−1, where V (q) =
e2/ϵ0q

2 and χ(q, ω) is the charge response function of
the system, in the small momentum (q → 0) limit. By
contrast, M-EELS measures the dynamic charge suscep-
tibility of the surface of a material (called the “surface
response”) [18–21], its doubly differential scattering cross
section being given by,

∂2σ

∂Ω∂ω
= σ0N(ω)V 2

eff(q)χ
′′
s (q, ω), (1)

where N(ω) =
[
π(e−ℏω/kBT − 1)

]−1
is the Bose factor,

Veff(q) =
e2/ϵ0

q2 + (kiz + ksz)
2

(2)

is the Coulomb matrix element, kiz and ksz are the out-of-
plane components of the momenta for the incoming and
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FIG. 1. Phase space area of the incident electron beam in
our M-EELS instrument, measured by performing an energy-
angle map using the electron analyzer for (a) the current mea-
surements and (b) for the measurements presented in Refs.
[14, 15]

scattered electrons respectively, σ0 is a constant defined
in Ref. [21], and

χ′′
s (q, ω) =

∫ ∞

0

dz1dz2e
−q(z1+z2)χ′′(q, ω, z1, z2) (3)

is the response function for reflection EELS measure-
ments, and is sometimes called the “surface loss func-
tion” [18, 21]. χ(q, ω, z1, z2) is the charge response of
a semi-infinite system, q representing the in-plane mo-
mentum, and z1 and z2 representing the depth below the
surface [18, 21]. M-EELS and IR optics are therefore
closely related, but a direct comparison requires some
subtle analysis.

Further, IR optics probes the material at very small
q, ∼ 0, while M-EELS measurements have previously fo-
cused on large q [14, 15]. Therefore, a quantitative com-
parison also requires M-EELS measurements to be per-
formed at sufficiently small q such that the optical limit
is reached. In this limit, effects from the Coulomb matrix
element (Eq. (2)) are important, and it’s also crucial to
properly account for the finite momentum resolution of
the measurement.

In this study, we account for all these effects to inves-
tigate the consistency between M-EELS and optics and
to improve the overall understanding of the density re-
sponse of a strange metal at all values of q.

II. EXPERIMENT

Optimally doped single crystals of strange-metal-phase
Bi-2212, with superconducting transition temperature,
Tc = 91 K, were grown using the floating zone method
described previously [22]. While the oxygen stoichome-
try, x, is not known precisely, this Tc value correponds
to a doping concentration of p = 0.16 [23].
Surface reflection M-EELS measurements of optimally

doped Bi-2212 were done with an Ibach type, HR-EELS
spectrometer [20] using a beam energy of 50 eV and en-
ergy resolution ∆E = 5 meV. Noting that the M-EELS

data near 1 eV energy loss show no temperature depen-
dence for optimal doping [14, 15], we performed reflection
M-EELS measurements at room temperature, T = 300
K. High momentum accuracy was achieved by motorizing
the scattering angle, called “tth,” and aligning the axis
of rotation to the center of a eucentric sample goniome-
ter with a sphere of confusion of ∼ 80 microns. Bi-2212
single crystals were cleaved in situ, and the orientation
matrix determined by locating the (0,0,20) specular rod
and (1,0,20) Bragg reflections. Momenta in this arti-
cle are expressed using Miller indices in reciprocal lat-
tice units, i.e., (h, k, l) represents q = 2π(h/a, k/b, l/c),
where for Bi-2212 in tetragonal units a = b = 3.81Å,
c = 30.8Å. Sample and detector angles were rotated in
coordination with the analyzer pass voltage to keep both
the in-plane and out-of-plane momentum transfer fixed
during loss scans (l = 20 for all measurements).
The current measurements were done with improved

beam tuning techniques that optimize the full phase
space area of the beam, as illustrated in Fig. 1. This
resulted in an energy resolution of 5.6 meV and a mo-
mentum resolution of 0.02 Å−1, which is ∼ 4× better
than our previous studies [14, 15] (Note that while the
beam resolution stated in Refs. [14, 15] was 4 meV, this
referred to a vertical cross section through the beam pro-
file in Fig. 1. The integrated resolution was, in actuality,
closer to 24 meV).
Quantitatively comparing M-EELS to IR optics re-

quires precise knowledge of the momentum resolution,
which is determined by the divergence angle of the inci-
dent beam (viz. Fig. 1), the angular acceptance of the
analyzer [25], and the quality (flatness and roughness) of
the sample surface.
We quantified our momentum resolution by perform-

ing a broad, elastic scattering (ω = 0) map of the cleaved
Bi-2212 surface (Fig. 2). This diffraction pattern shows
the (1,0) and (-1,0) Bragg reflections, and numerous re-
flections from the well-known Bi-2212 structural super-
modulation [24]. The widths of these reflections give the
momentum resolution convolving beam and surface ef-
fects. Fitting the curves with Voigt functions, we obtain
momentum resolutions ∆qH = 0.01013(41) r.l.u. in the
scattering plane and ∆qV = 0.0744(29) r.l.u. in the out-
of-plane direction (see Appendix A).

III. RESULTS

M-EELS spectra from Bi-2212 at T = 300 K are shown
in Fig. 3(a). Here, q =

√
h2 + k2 is in-plane momentum

transfer in the (1,-1) direction in reciprocal lattice units
(r.l.u.) [14, 15], h and k being Miller indices, and is held
fixed during energy scans. The out of plane momen-
tum, l = 20 r.l.u., for all measurements, and we focus
on the long-wavelength limit, with q ≤ 0.1 r.l.u. (Note
that l = 20 represents the momentum transferred to the
probe electron, which describes the geometry of the ex-
periment, and does not mean we are creating excitations
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FIG. 2. Elastic momentum map of the strange metal phase
of Bi-2212 at room temperature. The bright spots are elastic
Bragg reflections, most of which come from the well-known
supermodulation [24]. (lower inset) ϕ scans through a selec-
tion of reflections with different values of q. The structure in
some of the curves in the inset arises from imperfect periodic-
ity of the structural supermodulation[24]. Here, q⊥ represents
the component of the momentum perpendicular to both q and
qz. The blue line represents a Voigt fit to determine the out-
of-plane momentum resolution, ∆qV . (upper inset) θ scan
through the specular reflection at q = 0 (black points). The
Voigt fit (black line) gives the momentum resolution in the
scattering plane, ∆qH .

only with momentum qz = 2πl/c, since qz is not per-
fectly conserved in a surface measurement. See Sections
IV and V). For plotting, the data were scaled to constant
spectral weight, defined as the first frequency moment of
the loss spectrum. Otherwise, these are the raw data,
not corrected for matrix elements, finite resolution, or
interference from the elastic line.

For q > 0.06 r.l.u., the spectra show the continuum
reported previously [14, 15]. For 0.02 < q < 0.04 r.l.u.,
the spectra exhibit a bump-like structure at ∼ 1 eV aris-
ing from the 1 eV plasmon [12], as demonstrated previ-
ously [14, 16, 21]. For q < 0.02 r.l.u., the spectra show
a strongly energy-dependent tail, which is a rapidly de-
creasing function of ω.

This tail is an effect of the Coulomb matrix element,
Veff (Eq. (2)) [26]. Fig. 3(b) plots V 2

eff against ω for the
same momenta as in Fig. 3(a). For q ≳ 0.03 r.l.u., V 2

eff
is basically constant. However, for q ≲ 0.03 r.l.u., V 2

eff
is a rapidly decreasing function of ω, since the values kiz
and ksz change during an energy scan when q and qz are
held fixed. The 1 eV “bump” and continuum in Fig 3(a),
not visible in Fig. 3(b), are properties of Bi-2212 that we
aim to compare to IR optics data.
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FIG. 3. (a) Raw M-EELS data at different q (open circles),
scaled to constant spectral weight and offset for plotting pur-
poses. Solid lines are the calculated M-EELS intensity from
Eq. (6) (see text). (b) Matrix element V 2

eff for each of the
momenta showed in panel (a). These curves are also offset for
clarity.

IV. DENSITY RESPONSE OF A LAYERED
METAL

We now establish a quantitative relationship between
M-EELS and IR optics measurements. Bi-2212 is a lay-
ered, quasi-2D material in which interlayer hopping is
significantly smaller than hopping within the layers [24].
The problem of the density response of a system of weakly
coupled, metallic layers was solved analytically by Jain
and Allen in 1985 [27]. In their analysis, they consid-
ered a semi-infinite, layered system, with a well-defined
surface, in which the individual metallic layers are arbi-
trarily thin and coupled only by the Coulomb interaction.
The interlayer tunneling between the layers was assumed
to be negligible. Their analysis was intended to inter-
pret Raman scattering experiments from semiconductor
superlattices [28], but their derivation of the density re-
sponse function is general and may be applied just as well
to M-EELS data from Bi-2212.
Solving the Dyson equation, Jain and Allen found that

the density response of a semi-infinite stack of metallic
layers consists of two distinct terms corresponding to the
bulk and surface responses of the material[27],

χbulk
l,l′ = Π0

[
δl,l′ +Π0V sinh(qd)(b2 − 1)−

1
2u−|l−l′|

]
(4)

χsurface
l,l′ = (Π0)2V

u2A− 2uB + C

2u2(b2 − 1)Q
u−(l+l′) (5)

where l and l′ are layer indices. V = V (q) represents
the in-plane, 2D Fourier transform of the Coulomb in-
teraction. b, u, A, B, C and Q are complex functions
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of the polarizability, Π0, the in-plane momentum, q, and
the layer spacing, d, that Jain and Allen defined in their
paper[27].

The quantity Π0 = Π0(q, ω) is the polarizability of a
single layer, which contains all the microscopic physics
of the CuO2 planes. The assumption of discrete layers is
valid as long as the thickness of a CuO2 bilayer ≪ 1/q.
This constraint is satisfied for our smallest momenta, q ∼
0.01 r.l.u., though not for the largest momentum, q =
0.1 r.l.u. [29]. We will return to this point later in our
discussion.

The difference between the bulk χbulk
l,l′ and the surface

χsurface
l,l′ is that the former depends only on the distance

between the layers, l − l′, and therefore has the same
translational symmetry as the bulk of the material, while
the latter decays exponentially with l+ l′, so is localized
near the surface.

While Eqs. (4-5) were developed for analyzing Ra-
man scattering data, we can use them to express the the
M-EELS response (Eq. (3)) in terms of the layer polar-
izability,

χs =
∑
l,l′

(
χbulk
l,l′ + χsurface

l,l′
)
e−qlde−ql′d (6)

where d = c/2 is the bilayer spacing. The only unknown
in Eq. (6) is the polarizability of a single layer, Π0(q, ω).
At zero momentum, q = 0, Π0 is directly related to the
dielectric function measured with IR optics [30],

Π0(q, ω)
∣∣∣
q∼0

=
ϵ∞ − ϵ(ω)

V3D
d (7)

where ϵ∞ is the background dielectric constant and
V3D(q) is the three-dimensional Fourier transform of the
Coulomb interaction.

Hence, we have found a way to make an explicit and
quantitative comparison between M-EELS and IR optics
experiments. Using Eq. (7), we can determine the polar-
izability of a single layer directly from the optical data,
at least in the small momentum limit, q ∼ 0. This func-
tion can then be used to evaluate Eq. (6), and compared
directly to the M-EELS data without any adjustable pa-
rameters.

The only limitation of this approach is that IR optics
gives us the value of Π0(q, ω) only at q = 0. Because
optics experiments only probe the long wavelength re-
sponse, comparison at larger values of q is not possible.
But this can serve the purpose of validating the M-EELS
data at small q, which will increase confidence in mea-
surements at larger momenta that optical techniques can-
not reach.

We emphasize here that the current analysis, and our
use of the Jain-Allen framework, is not a microscopic
theory of the marginal Fermi liquid or of Bi-2212. We
offer no microscopic explanation for the form of Π0(q, ω).
Our analysis is just a way of validating M-EELS data
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FIG. 4. (a) Dielectric function for optimally doped Bi-2212
from Refs.[12, 13], showing a zero crossing of the real part at
ω ∼ 1 eV. (b) Calculated 2D polarizability, for q = 0.01 r.l.u.
from (a), using Eq. (7).

against much better established IR measurements in the
long-wavelength limit, where the two techniques should
be equivalent.

V. RELATING M-EELS TO IR OPTICS

Fig. 4 shows Π0(q, ω) for Bi-2212 determined from the
IR optical data of Refs. [12, 13] at T = 300 K, using
their value ϵ∞ = 4.5. The dielectric function, ϵ(ω) (Fig.
4(a)), exhibits a non-Drude response with conductivity
σ(ω) ∼ ω−2/3 [13]. The polarizability determined from
Fig. 4(a) using Eq. (7) is shown in Fig. 4(b). Note that
Π0(q, ω) is formally zero at q = 0, because V (q) in Eq.
(7) diverges as q → 0. Thus Fig. 4(b) is evaluated at a
small but nonzero value of q.
While the polarizability in Fig. 4(b) is valid only at

small q, it allows us to check the consistency between
M-EELS and IR in the optical limit. At larger q, dis-
crepancies are expected, both because Π0(q, ω) may be
q-dependent, and because the thin layer approximation,
qd ≪ 1, breaks down.
The bulk and surface response functions determined

from Eqs. (4) and (5), using Π0(q, ω) in Fig. 4, are shown
in Fig. 5. No adjustable parameters were used; even the
value of ϵ∞ is known [12, 13]. The bulk response (Fig.
5(a)), at the lowest momentum q = 0.01 r.l.u., shows a
band of excitations beginning with a sharp peak at 98
meV, followed by a broad plateau that extends beyond
the plasma frequency of 1 eV. This spectrum corresponds
to the well-known spectrum of plasmons in a layered elec-
tron gas [31]. The broad band appears because M-EELS
is a surface probe that does not conserve qz [21]. The
sharp, lowest energy feature corresponds to the gapless,
out-of-phase mode at qz = π/d [31, 32] reported in sev-
eral recent RIXS experiments [33–35]. As q is increased,
the out-of-phase mode disperses in the expected way for
small q. For sufficiently large q, the entire spectrum
merges into a single, broad peak at 1.15 eV, which is
similar to the frequency of the in-phase mode at qz = 0.
Consider now the surface response, Fig. 5(b). This

quantity can be negative so long as the total response
(Eq. (6)), the experimental observable, is positive. The
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same features are visible as in the bulk response, with an
out-of-phase mode at low q that merges with the rest of
the spectrum at large q.
The combined response is shown in Fig. 5(c). Curi-

ously, adding the bulk and surface responses suppresses
the out-of-phase (qz = π/d) feature in the spectrum, an
effect that was previously noted in Ref. [27]. The re-
sult is that most of the weight is concentrated near the
in-phase qz = 0 plasma frequency.
Note that the total response is predicted to be highly

q-dependent, the plasmon being strongly dispersive, even
though we assumed, by construction, that Π0 is q-
independent. This implies that the plasmon can acquire
some dispersion purely from the Coulomb interaction be-
tween the layers.

Finally, we compare the results in Fig. 5(c) with the
experimental M-EELS data (Fig. 3(a)). We multiplied
the full response (Fig. 5(c)) by the Bose factor and cor-
responding matrix elements (Fig. 3(b)), and then con-
volved with the momentum resolution determined from
Fig. 2. It was necessary to treat the overall magnitude as
an adjustable parameter, since Figs. 5(c) and 3(a) have
different units. The results are shown as solid lines in
Fig. 3(a). At the smallest q values, q < 0.04 r.l.u., the
agreement is excellent, the calculated spectra reproduc-
ing both the rapidly decreasing tail at q ≤ 0, 0.01 r.l.u.
and the plasmon feature at 1 eV. Note that the shape
of the calculated curve is not exactly the same as the
experiment, falling slightly below in some regions of the
spectrum and slightly above in others. But, overall, the
main features of the data are reproduced. We conclude
that M-EELS and optics are quantitatively consistent in
the q → 0 limit (in opposition to past conjectures [7]).

At larger momenta, q ≳ 0.04 r.l.u., in the region of the
MFL-like continuum [14, 15], the curves are no longer
consistent. The Jain-Allen analysis predicts an asym-
metric, peak-like feature that disperses to higher energy
with increasing q. By contrast, the actual M-EELS spec-
tra just show a momentum-independent continuum that
does not visibly change for q > 0.05 r.l.u. [14, 15]. As
mentioned earlier, a discrepancy is expected, because Π0

may be q-dependent, and because the thin-layer approx-
imation, qd ≪ 1, breaks down for q ≳ 0.04. We conclude
that M-EELS and IR optics are quantitatively consistent
in the q → 0 limit, but not for appreciably large values
of q.

VI. POSSIBILITY OF MOMENTUM
SCRAMBLING

In the previous section, we treated the momentum
resolutions, ∆qH = 0.01013(41) r.l.u. and ∆qV =
0.0744(29), as fixed properties of the instrument, which
we quantified by fitting diffraction data. Good agree-
ment between M-EELS and IR was achieved for small
momenta q < 0.04 r.l.u., where the two techniques must
agree, by convolving the Jain-Allen susceptibility with
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FIG. 6. (a) Range of integrated momenta for the “momentum
scrambling” exercise described in Section VI. The horizontal
axis represents the nominal, in-plane momentum. The dot-
ted lines represents the experimental momentum resolution,
∆qH , determined from Fig. 2. The grey region represents the
expanded integration range used to obtain the fits. (b) Fits
using the expanded momentum integration range (panel (a))
(solid lines) to the same experimental data shown in Fig. 3(a)
(open circles). The fit at large q is greatly improved compared
to Fig. 3



6

these resolutions.
In this section, we will treat the momentum resolution

as adjustable, to see if better agreement can be obtained
for q > 0.04 r.l.u.. We follow the same procedure out-
lined in Sections IV-V. However, we now treat the smaller
of the two resolutions, ∆qH , as tunable, introducing an
artificial Gaussian broadening in the in-plane direction
(because ∆qV is much larger, we keep this quantity fixed
to the same value used earlier). There is no physical
reason to expect the momentum resolution to be com-
promised in this way. So, for the moment, this should be
considered a purely mathematical exercise.

The results of this tuning are summarized in Fig. 6.
Panel (a) shows the fit value of ∆qH for different values of
the in-plane momentum, q. Panel (b) shows the resulting
fits compared to the experimental data, reproduced from
Fig. 3. The calculation, which is still based on the same
IR optical data, matches very well to the M-EELS data
for all momenta, from q = 0 all the way up to q = 0.1
r.l.u.. The fit not only reproduces the rapidly decreasing
tail at q ≤ 0.01 r.l.u., but also the plasmon feature at
q <0.04 r.l.u. and the MFL-like continuum at q ≳ 0.04
r.l.u.

What this fit suggests, highly speculatively, is that
some phenomenon is randomizing the momentum of the
probe electron. As shown in Fig. 6(a), the degree of ran-
domization depends on the value of q, increasing for in-
creasing in-plane momenta. For q ≤ 0.02 r.l.u., ∆qH has
the value estimated from elastic momentum map, mean-
ing it is determined by instrument and sample surface
effects (see Section II). As q increases, however, ∆qH in-
creases monotonically such that ∆qH/q ∼ 0.88 is roughly
a fixed number.

It is hard to imagine what phenomenon could scram-
ble the electron momentum in this way. Because the
value of ∆qH greatly exceeds the instrumental value, we
speculate that this behavior originates from the material
itself. Note that this behavior cannot be explained by
multiple scattering, which tends to push spectral weight
to higher energy by making multiple excitations [36, 37].
The broadening considered here is only in the momentum
direction. We conjecture that this effect may be due to
some previously unobserved property of Bi-2212.

VII. DISCUSSION

Based on the above analysis, it is clear that, for mo-
menta q < 0.04 r.l.u., surface M-EELS data fully sup-
port the existence of a plasmon mode in the strange
metal phase of Bi-2212, whose energy and lineshape are
consistent with previous IR optics experiments [12, 13].
At larger momenta, q > 0.04 r.l.u., the data are no
longer consistent with IR optics, and no longer support
the existence of a well-defined plasmon, exhibiting in-
stead a frequency-independent continuum reminiscent of
the MFL hypothesis [8, 9]. This observation seems to
contradict early, high-energy EELS measurements on Bi-

2212, which observed a propagating, free-electron-like,
RPA plasmon at all values of q [38, 39]. However, more
recent transmission EELS measurements with improved
energy resolution, <20 meV, are inconsistent with early
studies, and show a continuum feature similar to what
is observed with M-EELS[15, 40, 41]. Further measure-
ments are needed to reconcile these conflicting observa-
tions.
There are several ways our Jain-Allen-based approach

could have gone wrong. First, the polarizability, Π0(q, ω),
may strongly depend on q. It is tempting, then, to fit our
data in Fig. 3(a) to determine the full, q-dependent Π0 at
q ̸= 0. Doing so requires deconvolving the instrument res-
olution, which is highly statistically unstable, and would
lead to the absurd conclusion that Π0 exhibits a strong
q dependence that exactly cancels the q dependence of
the Jain-Allen formulas in such a way as to render the
M-EELS data q-independent. Such a conclusion would
be farfetched.
The thin-layer approximation could also be breaking

down. This problem could be corrected by accounting
for the microscopic charge distribution within the CuO2

layers, and would result in slightly different predictions.
However, it seems unlikely to give a response that is
frequency- and momentum-independent, like we observe.
A final possibility is that some property of Bi-2212 ran-

domizes the momentum of probe electrons undergoing
losses of order ωp, causing the M-EELS scattering itself
to become incoherent. Bi-2212 is a Planckian metal in
which the scattering rate is thought to be near a quantum
limit [3, 4, 7, 42]. Perhaps this effect influences the probe
electrons, though only for momenta q > 0.04 r.l.u.. It is
worth considering whether the MFL effect itself may de-
rive from momentum scrambling, i.e., translational sym-
metry being somehow dynamically broken, rather than
an exotic spectrum of quantum critical fluctuations [43].
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Appendix A: Momentum resolution

The current measurements were done with an im-
proved energy and momentum resolution compared to
Refs. [14, 15], allowing us to reach the optical limit where
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FIG. 7. (a) Cartoon of M-EELS scattering process. Shaded rectangle is referred as sample. Blue arrows refer to incoming and
scattered probing electrons. (b) As ϕ rotates, momentum transfer q rotates accordingly in reciprocal lattice space.

comparison with IR optics measurements is meaningful.
Nevertheless, accurate comparison between M-EELS and
IR measurements requires precise knowledge of the mo-
mentum resolution–not only in the horizontal scattering
plane, but also in the vertical direction, perpendicular to
the scattering plane. The resolution in both directions
can be obtained by measuring the angular widths of the
specular reflection as well as non-specular Bragg reflec-
tions from the Bi-2212 crystal itself (see Fig. 2).

The relationship between the widths of a Bragg reflec-
tion and the momentum resolution is illustrated in Fig. 7.
Here, the x−z plane represents the horizontal, scattering
plane, and the shaded rectangle represents the sample.
θ corresponds to sample rotations around the y direc-
tion, i.e., the angle of incidence on the sample surface.
ϕ represents azimuthal sample rotations around its sur-
face normal. If the momentum resolution were perfect,
the momentum transfer would lie purely in the horizontal
plane. Defined with respect to the sample surface (Fig.
7(a)), the momentum transfer, q = (qx, qy, qz), where

qx = ki sin θ − ks sin(tth− θ)

qy = 0

qz = ki cos θ + ks cos(tth− θ).

(S1)

Here, (qx, qy) represents the component of the momen-
tum in the plane of the sample surface, qx representing
the horizontal irection, and qz is the component normal
to the surface.

The relevant quantity for scattering is is the momen-
tum transfer in sample coordinates, q = (qh, qk, ql), illus-
trated in Fig. 7(b). If the azimuthal angle, ϕ = 0, then
q = q, i.e., (qx, qy, qz) = (qh, qk, ql). As we rotate ϕ, q
rotates in sample coordinates,


qh = qx cosϕ

qk = qx sinϕ

ql = qz.

(S2)

Low-energy electrons typically undergo two types of
elastic scattering: (1) specular reflection off the sam-
ple surface, and (2) Bragg reflection off the crystal lat-
tice. If the crystal is perfect, i.e., both crystallograph-
ically and in terms of the flatness of the sample sur-
face, specular scattering will only be visible when the
in-plane (qx, qy) = (0, 0). Similarly, Bragg scattering will
only be visible when the in-plane wave vector coincides
with a reciprocal lattice vector of the sample surface, i.e.,
(qh, qk) = 2π(H,K)/a, where H and K are integer Miller
indices. Reflections of the latter type can be called LEED
reflections. Under perfect conditions, both specular and
Bragg reflections are infinitely sharp and exhibit zero an-
gular width (though are broad in the qz direction).
In a real scattering measurement, the beam is not per-

fectly collimated and will have a nonzero divergence in
both the horizontal and vertical directions. Similarly, the
crystal may have nonzero mosaicity, and the surface may
be non-flat or have finite roughness. In this case, the mo-
mentum resolution of the measurement will be finite, and
both specular and Bragg reflections will be broadeneed.
The most direct way to measure the momentum resolu-
tion of a surface EELS measurement, then, is to measure
the angular widths of various elastic reflections, in situ
after the crystal is cleaved, which quantifies the momen-
tum resolution incorporating both beam divergence and
sample quality effects.
In this situation, Eqs. (S1) are no longer strictly true.

For a given motor positions, θ and tth, the instrument
will integrate over a range of momenta in the horizontal
and vertical directions,

qx = ki sin θ − ks sin(tth− θ)±∆qH/2

qy = ±∆qV /2

qz = ki cos θ + ks cos(tth− θ)±∆qz/2

(S3)

where ∆qH and ∆qV represent the FWHM momentum
resolutions in the horizontal and vertical directions. Be-
cause the scattering is broad anyway in qz direction, be-
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cause the surface breaks translational symmetry in the
z direction, the effect of ∆qz is unimportant and can be

ignored. In terms of sample coordinates, Eqs. (S3) have
the form

{
qh = [ki sin θ − ks sin(tth− θ)] cosϕ± (∆qH/2) cosϕ∓ (∆qV /2) sinϕ

qk = [ki sin θ − ks sin(tth− θ)] sinϕ± (∆qH/2) sinϕ± (∆qV /2) cosϕ.
(S4)

As a consequence of Eqs. (S4), the Bragg condition
(qh, qk) = 2π(H,K)/a is no longer rigid, and will be sat-
isfied for a range of motor angles, θ and tth, defined by
the momentum widths ∆qH and ∆qV .
For case of elastic scattering, Eq. (S3) gives a relation-

ship between the FWHM momentum width of the spec-
ular reflection and the momentum transfer resolution in
the horizontal direction,

∆qx = ∆qH . (S5)

Meanwhile, near a Bragg reflection 2π(H,K)/a, it is use-
ful to define the momentum transfer perpendicular to the
scattering plane,

q⊥ =
√

q2h + q2k · sin(ϕ− ϕ0), (S6)

where ϕ0 is the azimuthal angle of the Bragg peak of
interest, ϕ0 ≡ arctan (K/H). Using Eqs. (S4), in a
given diffractometer configuration, the experiment will
integrate over a range of q⊥ given by,

q⊥ = [ki sin θ − ks sin(tth− θ)] sin(ϕ− ϕ0)± (∆qH/2) sin(ϕ− ϕ0)± (∆qV /2) cos(ϕ− ϕ0) (S7)

At Bragg condition, ϕ = ϕ0, and Eq. (S7) reduces to

q⊥ = ±∆qV /2 (S8)

Eq. (S7) implies that the momentum resolution of the
measurement in the vertical direction, ∆qV , is simply the
width of a Bragg peak in a scan that varies the value of

q⊥. An example of such a scan would be rotating the ϕ
motor to rock the crystal through the Bragg condition,
as shown in Fig. 2 of the main manuscript. The width
of this scan directly gives

∆q⊥ = ∆qV . (S9)
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M. Lizaire, B. Vignolle, D. Vignolles, H. Raffy, Z. Li,
et al., Universal t-linear resistivity and planckian dissi-
pation in overdoped cuprates, Nature Physics 15, 142
(2019).

[7] P. W. Phillips, N. E. Hussey, and P. Abbamonte, Stranger
than metals, Science 377, eabh4273 (2022).

[8] C. Varma, P. B. Littlewood, S. Schmitt-Rink, E. Abra-
hams, and A. Ruckenstein, Phenomenology of the normal
state of cu-o high-temperature superconductors, Physical
Review Letters 63, 1996 (1989).

[9] P. Littlewood and C. Varma, Phenomenology of the nor-
mal and superconducting states of a marginal fermi liq-
uid, Journal of applied physics 69, 4979 (1991).

[10] I. M. Vishik, W. S. Lee, R.-H. He, M. Hashimoto, Z. Hus-
sain, T. P. Devereaux, and Z.-X. Shen, Arpes stud-
ies of cuprate fermiology: superconductivity, pseudogap
and quasiparticle dynamics, New Journal of Physics 12,
105008 (2010).

[11] T. J. Reber, X. Zhou, N. Plumb, S. Parham, J. Waugh,
Y. Cao, Z. Sun, H. Li, Q. Wang, J. Wen, et al., A unified
form of low-energy nodal electronic interactions in hole-
doped cuprate superconductors, Nature Communications
10, 5737 (2019).

[12] J. Levallois, M. Tran, D. Pouliot, C. Presura, L. Greene,
J. Eckstein, J. Uccelli, E. Giannini, G. Gu, A. Leggett,

https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/10/105008
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/10/105008


9

et al., Temperature-dependent ellipsometry measure-
ments of partial coulomb energy in superconducting
cuprates, Physical Review X 6, 031027 (2016).

[13] D. v. d. Marel, H. Molegraaf, J. Zaanen, Z. Nussinov,
F. Carbone, A. Damascelli, H. Eisaki, M. Greven, P. Kes,
and M. Li, Quantum critical behaviour in a high-t c su-
perconductor, Nature 425, 271 (2003).

[14] M. Mitrano, A. Husain, S. Vig, A. Kogar, M. Rak,
S. Rubeck, J. Schmalian, B. Uchoa, J. Schneeloch,
R. Zhong, et al., Anomalous density fluctuations in a
strange metal, Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 115, 5392 (2018).

[15] A. A. Husain, M. Mitrano, M. S. Rak, S. Rubeck,
B. Uchoa, K. March, C. Dwyer, J. Schneeloch, R. Zhong,
G. D. Gu, et al., Crossover of charge fluctuations across
the strange metal phase diagram, Physical Review X 9,
041062 (2019).

[16] K. H. G. Schulte, The interplay of spectroscopy and cor-
related materials, Ph.D. thesis, University of Groningen
(2002).

[17] D. Basov and T. Timusk, Electrodynamics of high-t c
superconductors, Reviews of modern physics 77, 721
(2005).

[18] E. Evans and D. Mills, Theory of inelastic scatter-
ing of slow electrons by long-wavelength surface optical
phonons, Physical Review B 5, 4126 (1972).

[19] D. Mills, The scattering of low energy electrons by elec-
tric field fluctuations near crystal surfaces, Surface Sci-
ence 48, 59 (1975).

[20] H. Ibach and D. L. Mills, Electron energy loss spec-
troscopy and surface vibrations (Academic press, 2013).

[21] S. Vig, A. Kogar, M. Mitrano, A. Husain, L. Venema,
M. Rak, V. Mishra, P. Johnson, G. Gu, E. Fradkin,
et al., Measurement of the dynamic charge response of
materials using low-energy, momentum-resolved electron
energy-loss spectroscopy (m-eels), SciPost Physics 3, 026
(2017).

[22] J. Wen, Z. Xu, G. Xu, M. Hücker, J. Tranquada,
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[38] N. Nücker, H. Romberg, S. Nakai, B. Scheerer, J. Fink,
Y. F. Yan, and Z. X. Zhao, Plasmons and interband tran-
sitions in bi2sr2cacu2o8, Phys. Rev. B 39, 12379 (1989).

[39] Y.-Y. Wang, G. Feng, and A. L. Ritter, Electron-energy-
loss and optical-transmittance investigation of bi 2 sr 2
cacu 2 o 8, Physical Review B 42, 420 (1990).

[40] M. Terauchi, M. Tanaka, T. Takahashi, H. Katayama-
Yoshida, T. Mochiku, and K. Kadowaki, Electron-energy-
loss spectroscopy of oxide superconductor bi2sr 2cacu 2o
8, Japanese journal of applied physics 34, L1524 (1995).

[41] TERAUCHI, TANAKA, TSUNO, and ISHIDA, Devel-
opment of a high energy resolution electron energy-loss
spectroscopy microscope, Journal of microscopy 194, 203
(1999).

[42] A. A. Patel and S. Sachdev, Theory of a planckian metal,
Physical review letters 123, 066601 (2019).

[43] S. J. Thornton, D. B. Liarte, P. Abbamonte, J. P. Sethna,
and D. Chowdhury, Jamming and unusual charge density
fluctuations of strange metals, Nature communications
14, 3919 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.25.7867
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.25.7867
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.39.12379

	Consistency between reflection M-EELS and optical spectroscopy measurements of the long-wavelength density response of Bi2Sr2CaCu2O8+x
	Abstract
	Introduction 
	Experiment
	Results
	Density response of a layered metal
	Relating M-EELS to IR Optics
	Possibility of momentum scrambling
	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	Momentum resolution
	References


