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Rullier-Albenque et al. Reply: In the preceding
Comment, Ramos-Álvarez, Mosqueira, and Vidal [1]
criticize the analysis of our magnetoresistance data in
LiFeAs [2] and conclude that this “poses serious doubts
about the conclusions drawn in our Letter about the 2D
nature of fluctuation effects in LiFeAs”.
To allay these doubts, we argue that LiFeAs is very
peculiar among pnictides and it is not a priori obvious that
superconducting fluctuations should display similar dimensional behavior for all the superconducting pnictides [3].
The authors use the fact that the expected value of
fluctuating conductivity Δσ would be 2 orders of magnitude
smaller than the normal state conductivity σ B to argue that
extracting Δσ in these crystals would require a highly precise
procedure. Let us notice that Ramos-Álvarez, Mosqueira,
and Vidal quote here a paper (Ref. [2] of the Comment) that
uses a much less precise procedure to extract fluctuating
conductivity from transport measurements. However, we do
show that our method, based on the deviation of the quadratic
H2 dependence of the normal state magnetoresistance,
allows us to determine Δσ very precisely. Consequently,
the issue addressed by the authors in the Comment does not
call into question the precision of the experimental measurements, but the analysis of the experimental data.
Ramos-Álvarez, Mosqueira, and Vidal claim that the
magnetoresistance curves at 45, 50 and 60 K, where no
superconducting fluctuations are expected, display a relative rounded behavior quite similar to that seen at 25 K.
However, they display our data in a rather misleading way.
We argue, on the contrary, that it is dangerous to isolate just
one part of the curve to draw a conclusion. Just taking the
data points at high magnetic field without considering those
at low magnetic field is not very serious. It is clear that the
magnetoresistance signal is much smaller at 45, 50, and
60 K and that some experimental noise cannot be avoided.
We have reported in Fig. 1(a) in the full field range the high
T magnetoresistance curves plotted in Fig. 1 of the
Comment together with two curves taken at lower T in
Fig. 1(b). Contrary to what is claimed by Ramos-Álvarez,
Mosqueira, and Vidal, it is obvious that very good linear fits
versus H2 can be accomplished for the three displayed
isotherms (45, 50, and 60 K). Given the measurement
sensitivity, it is difficult to determine some deviations from
a H 2 behavior at any magnetic field. The situation appears
very different at low temperature, where the signals are 1
order of magnitude larger, which allows us to determine
unambiguously deviations from the high magnetic field H2
behavior. Let us also notice that deviations are expected to
occur at increasing magnetic field with decreasing temperature, which is indeed observed from 45 to 18.8 K. It is
worth mentioning here that such deviations from a H2
behavior have been also reported by Kasahara et al. [4] at
low temperatures.
Let us note that we had already given different arguments
in our Letter [2] to stress that the order of magnitude of the
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deviation from the H2 behavior of Δσ cannot be explained
in a multiband approach using expression (9) of the
Supplemental Material of our Letter. Moreover, the Hall
effect remains linear versus H in this whole temperature
range [5]. To make things clearer, we show in the inset of
Fig. 1(a) that the Hall effect at 60 K is perfectly linear up to
14 T, while the analysis of our magnetoresistance data by
Ramos-Álvarez, Mosqueira, and Vidal should have implied
a strong deviation below 10 T.
We have shown in this Reply that the criticism of
Ramos-Álvarez, Mosqueira, and Vidal relies on a selective
interpretation of the data and does not, in fact, pose a
serious critique of our measurements and analysis.
Consequently, the conclusions they draw are not well
argued and do not allow them to assert that the deviations
observed in the magnetoresistance curves are due to a
normal state effect.

FIG. 1 (color online). (a) Magnetoresistance curves versus H 2
at 45, 50, and 60 K for sample FP1. Straight lines are linear fits of
the data. The inset shows the Hall effect data for sample VdP1 at
60 K for magnetic fields up to 14 T. The straight line is a linear fit
of the data. (b) Magnetoresistance curves versus H 2 at 20 and
25 K. Straight lines are linear fits of the data at high magnetic
fields.
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