arXiv:1911.00733v3 [cond-mat.supr-con] 26 Jan 2021

Version as published in Phys. Rev. B 102, 176501 (2020), but now including an Appendix with a reply to the authors’ published Reply

Comment on “Temperature range of superconducting fluctuations above T_c in YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ} single crystals”

D. Sóñora, J. Mosqueira, and F. Vidal QMatterPhotonics Research Group, Departamento de Física de Partículas, Universidade de Santiago de Compostela, E-15782 Santiago de Compostela, Spain (Dated: April 25, 2023)

Contrary to the starting assumption of Grbić et al. (Phys. Rev. B 83, 144508 (2011)), here we will first argue that a 16 T magnetic field is not enough to quench all superconducting fluctuations above Tc in YBa2Cu3O_{7−δ} . We then conclude that through their measurements of microwave absorption these authors actually determine the ac-fluctuation magnetoconductivity at 16 T, instead of the zero-field ac paraconductivity as they pretend. So, the temperature proposed by Grbić et al. for the onset of the superconducting fluctuations, T^′, will correspond to the one at which the finite-field effects at 16 T become measurable in their experiments, and the actual fluctuations onset will be located well above T^′. These conclusions, which also concern influential recent publications on that issue, are then confirmed by analyzing some of the Grbić et al., data on the grounds of the Gaussian Ginzburg-Landau (GGL) approach for the finite-field (or Prange) fluctuation regime.

The starting assumption of the Grbić and coworkers analysis of their interesting microwave absorption measurements in YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ} (YBCO) single crystals is that the field of 16 T is well sufficient to suppress all superconducting fluctuations above the zero field T_c.^1 Accordingly, these authors claim to extract the real part of the in-plane ac paraconductivity in zero magnetic field, as the difference of the curves (of the conductivities) measured in zero field and in the field of 16 T. The temperature at which this difference becomes measurable with their experimental resolution, denoted T^′, is then identified with the onset of the superconducting fluctuations. To further support their conclusions, Grbić and coworkers claim that the so-obtained zero field acparaconductivity may be quantitatively explained on the grounds of the GGL scenario.

In this Comment, we first stress that a magnetic field amplitude of 16 T is much smaller than different proposals for the upper critical magnetic field amplitude, H_{c2}(0), of YBCO. As it is well known since the pioneering studies of M. Tinkham and coworkers in low temperature superconductors (LTSC),^{2,3} a field amplitude much smaller than H_{c2}(0) is not enough to suppress the superconducting fluctuations above T_c. As we will stress here, such a conclusion is general and will apply also to the high temperature superconductors (HTSC). As a consequence, instead of the real part of the zero field in-plane ac-paraconductivity, we will argue that the measurements of Grbić and coworkers determine the real part of the total in-plane ac-magnetoconductivity at 16 T, and that the onset temperature of the superconducting fluctuations, T_{onset}, will be located well above T^′. These conclusions are confirmed by analyzing, as an example, some of the data of Ref. 1 for the overdoped sample on the grounds of the GGL approach for the finite-field (or Prange) fluctuation regime,^{3–5} and by taking also into account the frequency dependence of the ac conductivity.^{3,6} Although Ref. 1 has been published eight years ago, the interest and suitability of our present Comment is enhanced by the fact that some of the assumptions and/or conclusions of the paper that we now question are still being used in influential studies to support different phenomenological descriptions of the rounding effects around T_c,^{7–9} which are in some cases contradictory.^{10} The central aspect of the procedure used by Grbić and coworkers was to approximate the zero-field in-plane paraconductivity, Δσ_{ab}(ε, 0) ≡ σ_{ab}(ε, 0) − σ_{abB} (ε, 0), by the in-plane magnetoconductivity, Δσ̃_{ab}(ε, H) ≡ σ_{ab}(ε, 0) − σ_{ab}(ε, H). In these expressions, σ_{ab}(ε, H) and σ_{abB} (ε, H) are respectively the as-measured and background (or normal-state) in-plane electrical conductivities, at a reduced temperature ε ≡ ln(T/T_c) and at a magnetic field, H, applied perpendicularly to the ab planes. However, this simple and well known approximation (see e.g., Refs. 3, 5, 11–15, and references therein), which would allow to estimate the zero-field paraconductivity from two directly measurable observables, is applicable only if two conditions are fulfilled: First, if the normal state magnetoconductivity can be neglected, i.e., if σ_{abB} (ε, 0) ≈ σ_{abB} (ε, H), and second, if it is used a field amplitude, H_q , large enough to quench the superconducting fluctuations at all reduced temperatures, i.e., σ_{ab}(ε, H_q) = σ_{abB} (ε, H_q ). The adequacy of the first approximation noted above, namely the smallness of the normal state magnetoconductivity when compared with the one associated with the superconducting fluctuations, has been earlier proved in different HTSC, including YBCO, at least at a qualitative level and up to moderate reduced temperatures and magnetic fields.^{3,5,11–15} In what concerns the amplitude of H_q, the pioneering measurements of Gollub and coworkers of the fluctuation induced diamagnetism in several LTSC suggested that it is of the order of H_{c2}(0), a result that these authors related to the shrinkage of the superconducting coherence length at high reduced magnetic fields and temperatures, already suggesting the generality of their finding.^{2,3} These conclusions were later confirmed by measurements in other LTSC^{16} and also in a HTSC with a low H_{c2}(0).^{17} The corresponding experimental results were accounted at a quantitative level on the grounds of the GGL scenario by introducing a socalled total-energy cutoff, which takes into account the limits imposed by the uncertainty principle to the shrinkage of the superconducting coherence length.^{18} Measurements of the dc paraconductivity under high magnetic fields (up to 60 T) in different HTSC, including YBCO compounds, also support H_q ∼ H_{c2}(0).^{14,15}

The question now is, therefore, if the H_{c2}(0) values of the samples studied in Ref. 1 are of the order or less than 16 T, the largest magnetic field used in these measurements. As already stressed in Tinkham’s textbook,^3 H_{c2}(0) in HTSC is poorly defined, because of fluctuation rounding of the transition. In fact, even in the case of the highly studied YBCO compounds around their optimal doping the discrepancies between different determinations of H_{c2}(0) remain up to now very important, the proposals leading to field amplitudes between 100 T and 400 T.^{3,5,8,9,11–13,15,19} For the most underdoped YBCO compound studied in Ref. 1, with T_c = 57 K, different proposals lead to μ_0H_{c2}(0) values between 30 T and 90 T,^{13,15,19} in any case still much larger than the field amplitudes used in Ref. 1. For both compounds, the largest H_{c2}(0) values are those extracted from the analysis of the superconducting fluctuations around T_c on the grounds of the GL scenario, this last procedure probably being, as suggested by the above comment in Tinkham’s textbook, the most adequate to determine H_{c2}(0) in HTSC.

The qualitative analysis summarized above already suggest that T^′ in Ref. 1 actually corresponds to the temperature at which the finite-field effects at 16 T become measurable in their experiments. On the grounds of the GGL approach, these effects are expected to be appreciable when ε becomes of the order of the reduced magnetic field h ≡ H/H_{c2}(0),^{2–5,11} i.e.,

T^′ ≈ T_c(1 + h), (1)

an approximate relationship which will breakdown when H ≈ H_{c2}(0). In Ref. 1 the measured parameters are T_c and T^′(16 T), so the easiest way to check the applicability of Eq. (1) is to estimate the corresponding H_{c2}(0) values. This leads to μ_0H_{c2}(0) ∼ 200 T for sample OD89 (with T_c =89.4 K and T^′ − T_c ≈ 7 K), and μ_0H_{c2}(0) ∼ 40 T for sample UD57 (with T_c = 57.2 K and T^′ − T_c ≈ 23 K). These H_{c2}(0) values are in reasonable agreement with the ones in the literature,^{3,5,11–13,15,19} taking into account the error sources affecting both the experimental parameters and Eq. (1), in particular the assumption that the normal-state magnetoconductivity may be neglected. Note also that the seemingly much wider temperature range of the superconducting fluctuations observed in the most underdoped sample with T_c ≈ 57 K (when compared to the widths observed in the almost optimally doped samples), a result claimed by Grbić and coworkers^1 as the most intriguing in the current controversy about the nature of the pseudogap in deeply underdoped HTSC, may be easily explained by just taking into account in Eq. (1) the much lower value of the upper critical field in this deeply underdoped sample.

The finite field effects predicted by the GGL approach may also easily explain the central result above T_c in Fig. 6 of Ref. 1: The overlapping a few degrees (7-8 K) above T_c (denoted T^′) of the two curves of the in-plane complex conductivity of sample UD87 measured under 0 and 16 T. This result just confirms the presence of the expected field effects below T^′(16 T), and it does not exclude at all the presence of appreciable superconducting fluctuations in the entire temperature region above T^′ covered by these data. So, the conclusion of Ref. 1 that by taking the difference of the conductivities in the zero field and in 16 T field, one may constrict a reliable procedure for extracting the pure superconducting fluctuation contribution to the conductivity avove the zero field T_c, is unfounded.

A quantitative check of the crude conclusions summarized above may be done on the grounds of the GGL approach by analyzing, as an example, the results on the real part (see Ref. 20) of the ac measurements presented in Fig. 9(a) of Ref. 1 for the overdoped sample OD89, which is the closer to the prototypical optimallydoped YBCO. As commented above, these data actually correspond to the ac in-plane magnetoconductivity, Δσ̃_{ab}(ε, 16 T). By neglecting the normal state magnetoconductivity when compared with the one associated with the superconducting fluctuations, these data may be then approximated as, σ_{ab}(ε, 0) − σ_{ab}(ε, 16T ) ≈ S(ω, T ) [Δσ_{ab}(ε, 0) − Δσ_{ab}(ε, 16T )] . (2) For the pre-factor S(ω, T ), which takes into account the high-frequency influence on the ac conductivity, we have used Eq. (12) of Ref. 6, as in Ref. 1. In turn, for the dc paraconductivity, Δσ_{ab}(ε, H), we have used Eq. (8) in Ref. 5.

The solid line in Fig. 1 corresponds to the best fit of Eq. (2) to the σ_{1ab} data in Fig. 9(a) of Ref. 1. In doing this fitting we have excluded the data within the transition width ΔT_c reported in Ref. 1 (ε < ΔT_c/T_c, dashed bar) probably affected by T_c inhomogeneities^{21}, and the only free parameter was the cutoff Λ arising in S(ω, T ). For the remaining parameters, those arising in Δσ_{ab} (the in-plane and transverse coherence lengths, the relative GL relaxation time, and the total-energy cutoff), we have used the values recently obtained in optimally doped YBCO through measurements of the precursor diamagnetism and the dc paraconductivity and magnetoconductivity, summarized in Table 2 of Ref. 5: ξ_{ab}(0) = 1.1 nm, ξ_c(0) = 0.11 nm, τ_{rel} = 1 and ε_c = 0.55.

FIG. 1. The solid line corresponds to the best fit of the inplane magnetoconductivity given by Eq. (2) to the σ_{1ab} data in Fig. 9(a) of Ref. 1 for the overdoped sample OD89. This solid line was approximated as the difference between the inplane ac paraconductivity measured without field and with 16 T (dashed lines). This fit excludes data within the transition width (below ∼ ΔTc/Tc), which may be deeply affected by Tcinhomogeneities. In this GGL scenario, the well-defined onset temperature of the superconducting fluctuations is noted Tonset (which corresponds to a total-energy cutoff of 0.55), whereas T^′ was proposed in Ref. 1. However, as it may be appreciated, this last corresponds instead, well within the experimental resolution, to the onset of the field effects at 16 T (i.e., when ε ≈ h). For other details see the main text.

Our procedure then assures a crucial check of consistency with previous dc studies.^{22} Another important aspect of our present analysis is that it leads to Λ = 0.23, in reasonable agreement with the theoretical expectations^6 (see also below). Note also that, as the ε-region where the field effects at 16 T become relevant is relatively close to T_c, the resulting fit will not be appreciably affected by a cutoff in the dc paraconductivity (although the totalenergy cutoff is crucial to precisely locate T_{onset} in the GGL scenario^{5,18}).

Taking into account the crude approximation used to estimate the high-frequency effects (although similar to the one used in Ref. 1), and that the only free parameter was the cutoff Λ arising in S(ω, T ), the results summarized in Fig. 1 may be considered as reasonable, and compare favorably with the analysis performed in Ref. 1. This conclusion is illustrated in Fig. 2, where the same data were compared in Ref. 1 with the zerofield in-plane paraconductivity, with all fitting parameters free and without excluding the data-points closer to T_c. As it may be seen, the agreement is good in the region surely affected by T_c-inhomogeneities but worse at higher-ε.^{21} Moreover, the fitting parameters present non reasonable values: Λ = 0.026 is anomalously smaller than the unity, and the ε-onset of the critical fluctuation region (Γ = 0.21) is one order of magnitude larger than in the literature.^{11,23}

FIG. 2. Analysis performed in Ref. 1 (see the Fig. 9(a) there) of the same data that we have analyzed in our Fig. 1. However, in this case these data were compared with the zerofield in-plane ac-paraconductivity, with all fitting parameters free and without excluding the data-points closer to Tc. One may appreciate here that the agreement is good in the region probably affected by Tc-inhomogeneities, but worse at higher ε (see the main text and the note in Ref. 21).

It is finally worth noting that, the T^′ value proposed in Ref. 1 agrees, well within the experimental uncertainties, with the onset of the predicted field effects on the paraconductivity at 16 T (see Fig. 1). The implications of the precise location of T_{onset}, in particular in relation to the so-called pseudogap temperature, is still at present a debated central aspect of the phenomenological descriptions of the superconducting transition in HTSC (comments on this issue may be seen in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of Ref. 5, and also in Refs. 7 and 8 and references therein).

In conclusion, some of the interesting microwave absorption measurements of Ref. 1 in a overdoped YBCO sample have been explained quantitatively, and consistently with high quality dc measurements in similar samples, on the grounds of the GGL approach for conventional superconducting fluctuations. In particular, our results confirm that the reduced-temperature range of the superconducting fluctuations above T_c extends well beyond the one proposed in Ref. 1, almost one order of magnitude in the case of the overdoped YBCO sample. These conclusions also concern several of the proposals, in some cases contradictory, of Refs. 7–9, and enhance the interest of extending to other HTSC and to other observables, quantitative analysis on the grounds of the GGL scenario.

Note added in proof. Two other references are relevant to this discussion [24 and 25].

This work was supported by the Agencia Estatal de Investigación (AEI) and Fondo Europeo de Desarrollo Regional (FEDER) through projects FIS2016-79109-P and PID2019-104296GB-I00, and by Xunta de Galicia (grant GRC no. ED431C 2018/11).

APPENDIX: Reply to the author’s Reply

In their original paper, Grbić et al. considered the onset temperature estimated in their microwave measurements, T^′, as the onset temperature of “all superconducting fluctuations above the zero field T_c”. However, in the Reply to our Comment, a new physical meaning is attributed to T^′, this time referring to the “onset temperature of the superconducting fluctuations in the microwave spectral range above T_c”, which “do not preclude superconducting fluctuations with frequencies outside the microwave window at elevated temperatures”. Additionally, the cited authors avoid any further comparison with theoretical models. The aim of this Appendix is to show that the reasoning in that Reply against our Comment remains unfounded, and that the new physical meaning assigned to T^′ is still incorrect. Nevertheless, we must stress that when correctly analyzed, their experimental data agree with the DC measurements of the paraconductivity in optimally doped YBCO and are explained by the GGL scenario.

A1. On the quenching of the superconducting fluctuations by low reduced magnetic fields, and background estimations

The only quantitative argument in the Reply proposed by Grbić et al. is based on Fig. 1, where new data for a slightly overdoped sample are presented. They claim that for temperatures above 91 K, the difference between the two curves under magnetic fields of 12 T and 16 T “falls below our experimental limit (0.1 ppm). Hence both high field data can be used as background for T > 91 K ”. This argument is, in fact, the same as their original paper’s. As it was already stressed in our Comment, the apparent coincidence of these curves at temperatures slightly above T_c is because the finite field effects associated with relatively low reduced fields are present only near T_c. A rough approximation of these effects can be obtained using Eq. (1) of our Comment: For the slightly overdoped YBCO sample μ_0H_{c2}(0) ∼ 300 T, as it follows from a coherence length amplitude of ξ(0) ∼ 1 nm, and the onset of finite-field effects is about 92.5 K and 94 K under a 12 T and 16 T magnetic field, respectively. These values are in good agreement with the temperatures at which the 12 T and 16 T data series in Fig. 1 of the Reply merge with the 0 T measurement.

It is also worth noting that, in the Reply, it is mentioned that “the same criterion was used in the pioneering work of Tinkham and co-workers [4,5], evoked by the authors of the preceding Comment [1], for the determination of zero magnetization (background) in their experiments”. But this is not true: In these works Tinkham and coworkers take advantage of the temperature independence of the magnetization in the normal state, and for each applied field use as background the constant magnetization value for T ≫ T_c.

FIG. A1. (a) Temperature dependence of the as-measured inplane DC conductivity under zero magnetic field (blue open squares) and under an external magnetic field of 9 T (red open circles), of a YBCO film, with Tc = 91.1 K. These data were taken from Fig. 2(a) of Ref. 5. The solid line is the background conductivity, obtained by extrapolating through the superconducting transition the normal state resistivity, as indicated in the inset, where the corresponding resistivity curves are also shown. Following Grbić et al. criterion (still maintained in their Reply), the onset temperature for the superconducting fluctuations (T^′ in the figure) would be in flagrant disagreement with the comparison between the measured and the background conductivities shown in this figure, and with the GGL approaches. It is particularly enlightening the comparison of these curves with those of Fig. 6 of the Grbić and coworkers original article. (b) Log-log plot of the in-plane DC paraconductivity obtained from the data shown in (a), together with the actual in-plane DC fluctuation magnetoconductivity under a magnetic field of 9 T. For clarity, in some of these datasets only some of the data points are shown.

A2. Comparison with DC measurements

Two curves of the in-plane DC conductivity of an optimally doped YBCO film (T_c = 91.1 K) are presented in Fig. A1. These curves were extracted from Fig. 2 of Ref. 5 and correspond to DC measurements of the zero-field resistivity (blue open squares) and under a 9 T magnetic field (red open circles). The latter data were obtained at a higher magnetic field than the cited authors consider “sufficient to suppress superconductivity at temperatures above the zero-field T_{c0}”. From the resistivity data, shown in Fig. A1(a) inset, the background resistivity (solid line) can be calculated as an extrapolation of the linear normal-state resistivity well above T_c (see Ref. 5 for more details). As it can be seen in Fig. A1(a), the linear representation shows a rather similar result to the one obtained by Grbić et al. in their original paper (see Fig. 6 therein): at about 5 K above T_c, the two curves visually merge. However, considering that these measurements were taken in DC, and following their criteria, it would follow that T^′ is the onset temperature of all (not just in the microwave spectral range) superconducting fluctuations above T_c, and the curve obtained for a 9 T field would correspond to the background conductivity. This is in stark contrast with the estimated background conductivity (solid line in Fig. A1(a)).

The paraconductivities, obtained from the conductivity and background curves shown in Fig. A1(a), are presented in Fig. A1(b) in a log-log scale, where the fluctuation magnetoconductivity, obtained as the difference between the zero-field and the 9 T paraconductivity, is also shown (green triangles). Taking into account the amplitude reduction associated with the high-frequency cutoff effects arising in the microwave measurements, the comparison with the results in the original article by Grbić et al. provides a further confirmation that “... these authors actually determine the ac fluctuation magnetoconductivity at 16 T, instead the zero-field ac paraconductivity as they contend”, as it was stressed in the abstract of our Comment.

A3. On the presence of Tc-inhomogeneities

Another major criticism that can be made is that in their Reply Grbić et al. have still neglected the role played by the presence of T_c inhomogeneities. This is perhaps surprising, because in a recent article (Ref. 24 in our Comment), co-authored by one of the authors of the commented paper, it is proposed that the resistivity rounding above T_c is dominated by the presence of intrinsic inhomogeneities in these compounds. The intrinsic character of these inhomogeneities may be questionable, but their presence would support the disagreement with the GGL approach that we observe below ε ≈ 0.02, and are difficult to reconcile with the excellent agreement below that ε-value claimed by Grbić and coworkers (see Figs. 1 and 2 of the Comment). Although it should be noted that T_c inhomogeneities alone cannot account for the observed resistivity rounding at higher ε, at least in optimally doped YBCO, as it has been concluded a long time ago by using the effective-medium theory (see Ref. 25 in our Comment).

1 M. S. Grbić, M. Poz̆ek, D. Paar, V. Hinkov, M. Raichle, D. Haug, B. Keimer, N. Baris̆ić, and A. Dulc̆ić, Temperature range of superconducting fluctuations above Tc in YBa2Cu3O_{7−δ} single crystals, Phys. Rev. B 83, 144508 (2011).

2 J. P. Gollub, M. R. Beasley, R. Callarotti and M. Tinkham, Fluctuation-induced Diamagnetism above Tc in Superconductors, Phys. Rev. B 7, 3039 (1973).

3 M. Tinkham, Introduction to Superconductivity (McGraw- Hill, New York, 1996), Chaps. 8 and 9, and references therein.

4 C. Carballeira, J. Mosqueira, A. Revcolevschi, and F. Vidal, First Observation for a Cuprate Superconductor of Fluctuation-Induced Diamagnetism Well Inside the Finite- Magnetic-Field Regime, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 3157 (2000).

5 R.I. Rey, C. Carballeira, J.M. Doval, J. Mosqueira, M.V.

Ramallo, A. Ramos-Álvarez, D. Sóñora, J.A. Veira, J.C. Verde, F. Vidal, The conductivity and the magnetization around Tc in optimally-doped YBa2Cu3O_{7−δ} revisited: quantitative analysis in terms of fluctuating superconducting pairs, Supercond. Sci. Technol. 32, 045009 (2019), and references therein.

6 D.-N. Peligrad, M. Mehring, and A. Dulc̆ić, Short-waveleng cutoff effects in the ac fluctuation conductivity of superconductors, Phys. Rev. B 67, 174515 (2003).

7 I. Boz̆ović, X. He, J. Wu and A. T. Bollinger, The vanishing superfluid density in cuprates-and why it matters, J. Supercond. Nov. Magn. 31, 2683 (2018); D. Pelc, M. Vuc̆ković, M. S. Grbić, M. Poz̆ek, G. Yu, T. Sasagawa, M. Greven, and N. Baris̆ić, Emergence of superconductivity in the cuprates via a universal percolation process, Nat. Commun. 9, 4327 (2018); P. Popc̆ević, D. Pelc, Y. Tang, K. Velebit, Z. Anderson, V. Nagarajan, G. Yu, M. Poz̆ek, N. Baris̆ić, and M. Greven, Percolative nature of the directcurrent paraconductivity in cuprate superconductors, npj Quantum Materials 3, 42 (2018); I. M. Vishik, Photoemission perspective on pseudogap, superconducting fluctuations, and charge order in cuprates: a review of recent progress, Rep. Prog. Phys. 81, 062501 (2018); G. Yu, D.- D. Xia, D. Pelc, R.-H. He, N.-H. Kaneko, T. Sasagawa, Y. Li, X. Zhao, N. Baris̆ić, A. Shekhter, and M. Greven, Universal precursor superconductivity in the cuprates, Phys. Rev. B 99, 214502 (2019), and references therein.

8 O. Cyr-Choinière, R. Daou, F. Laliberte, C. Collignon, S.

Badoux, et al., Pseudogap temperature T^∗ of cuprate superconductors from the Nernst effect, Phys. Rev. B 97, 064502 (2018), and references therein. See also the comments in Sects. 5.2 and 5.3 of Ref. 5.

9 L. Li, Y. Wang, and N. P. Ong, Reply to “Comment on ‘Diamagnetism and Cooper pairing above Tc in cuprates’ ”, Phys. Rev. B 87, 056502 (2013). See also, R. I. Rey, A. Ramos-Álvarez, J. Mosqueira, M. V. Ramallo, F. Vidal, Comment on “Diamagnetism and Cooper pairing above Tc in cuprates”, Phys. Rev. B 87, 056501 (2013), and the comments in Sects. 5.2 and 5.3 of Ref. 5.

10 For instance, in spite that several of the articles in Refs. 7– 9 use the hypothesis and/or conclusions of Ref. 1 that we question here, their proposals to explain the observed effects above Tc include physical mechanisms as different as conventional superconducting fluctuations, phase fluctuations, or percolation processes.

11 For a review of earlier measurements of the fluctuationinduced dc conductivity and diamagnetism above Tc in HTSC, and their analyses in terms of the GGL approach for multilayered superconductors, see: F. Vidal and M. V. Ramallo, Multilayering effects on the thermal fluctuations of Cooper pairs around the superconducting transition in cuprates, in The Gap Symmetry and Fluctuations in High- Tc Superconductors. Edited by J. Bok et al., NATO-ASI Series (Plenum, New York, 1998), p. 443, and references therein.

12 K. Semba, T. Ishii, and A. Matsuda, Absence of the Zeeman effect on the Maki-Thompson fluctuation in magnetorresistence of YBa2Cu3O7 single crystals, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 769 (1991).

13 Y Y. Ando and K. Segawa, Magnetorresistence of untwined YBa2Cu3Oy single crystals in a wide range of doping: anomalous hole-doping dependence of the coherence length, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 167005 (2002).

14 B. Leridon, J. Vanakcken, T. Wambecq, and V.

V. Moshchalkov, Paraconductivity in underdoped La2−xSrxCuO4 thin-film superconductors using high magnetic fields, Phys. Rev. B 76, 012503 (2007).

15 F. Rullier-Albenque, H. Alloul, and G. Rikken, Highfield studies of superconducting fluctuations in high-Tc cuprates: Evidence for a small gap distinct from the large pseudogap, Phys. Rev. B 84, 014522 (2011), and references therein. See the Comment on that paper by M. V. Ramallo, C. Carballeira, C. Rey, J. Mosqueira, and F. Vidal, Phys. Rev. B 85, 106501 (2012), and also the footnote 7 in Ref. 5.

16 F. Soto, C. Carballeira, J. Mosqueira, M. V. Ramallo, M.

Ruibal, J. A. Veira, and F. Vidal, Breakdown by a magnetic field of the superconducting fluctuations in the normal state in Pb1−xInx alloys, Phys. Rev. B 70, 060501(R) (2004); D. Sóñora, C. Carballeira, J. J. Ponte, F. Vidal, T. Grenet, and J. Mosqueira, The paraconductivity of granular Al-films at high reduced temperatures and magnetic fields, Phys. Rev. B 100, 104509 (2019).

17 S. Salem-Sugui, Jr et al., Magnetic Phase Diagram of the layered superconductor Bi2+xSr2−xCuO_{6+δ} (Bi2201) with Tc = 7 K, Supercond. Sci. Technol. 25, 105004 (2012).

18 F. Vidal, C. Carballeira, S. R. Currás, J. Mosqueira, M. V.

Ramallo, J. A. Veira, and J. Viña, On the consequences of the uncertainty principle on the superconducting fluctuations well inside the normal state, Europhys. Lett. 59, 754 (2002).

19 G. Grissonnanche et al. Direct measurement of the upper critical field in cuprate superconductors, Nat. Commun. 5, 3280 (2014), and references therein.

20 As it may be seen in Figs. 7 to 9 of Ref. 1, the imaginary part of the complex conductivity (σ2) decays much faster with ε than the real one (σ1). This makes σ2 more strongly affected by Tc inhomogeneities, that are expected to extend up to ε ≈ ΔTc/Tc ≈ 0.02 in sample OD89. Moreover, the negligibly small values of σ2 at high ε makes difficult to reliably detect the fluctuations onset. Finally, σ1 may be more easily compared with the dc conductivity, a crucial check of consistency.

21 Following the ΔTc value in Table I of Ref. 1 for the sample OD89, the Tc-inhomogeneities are expected to affect appreciably the σ_{1ab} data at reduced temperatures below 2 × 10^{−2}, where our fitting gets worse. In contrast, this last is the reduced-temperature region where the fitting of Grbic and coworkers seems to be better. One may argue that the transition width is due to critical fluctuations, but for this analysis (down to ε = 2 × 10^{−3}) to be consistent, the Tc distribution should be 2 × 10^{−3}Tc = 0.18 K wide or less. This is improbable taking into account the non-stoichiometric nature of these compounds and the Tc dependence on the doping level (see e.g., J. Mosqueira, L. Cabo, and F. Vidal, Structural and Tc inhomogeneities inherent to doping in La2−xSrxCuO4 superconductors and their effects on the precursor diamagnetism, Phys. Rev. B 80, 214527 (2009)).

22 As in Ref. 1, we have neglected the possible contribution of vortex fluctuations, that were shown to be relevant in La2−xSrxCuO4 thin films (see, T. Ohashi, H. Kitano, I. Tsukada, and A. Maeda, Critical charge dynamics of superconducting La2−xSrxCuO4 thin films probed by complex microwave spectroscopy: Anomalous changes of the universality class by hole doping, Phys. Rev. B 79, 184507 (2009)). This is because, in contrast with the 2D nature of these last compounds, the OD89 sample sudied here is essentially 3D (see also Ref. 11).

23 See e.g., M.V. Ramallo and F. Vidal, On the width of the full-critical region for thermal fluctuations around the superconducting transition in layered superconductors, Europhys. Lett. 39, 177 (1997); L. Cabo, J. Mosqueira, C, Torrón, F. Vidal, Measurements of the fluctuation magnetization around Tc in a YBa2Cu3O7 crystal: Determination of the critical-region width, Physica C 437-438, 38 (2006); I. Kokanović, D.J. Hills, M.L. Sutherland, R. Liang and J.R. Cooper, Diamagnetism in YBa2Cu3O6+x crystals above Tc: Evidence for Gaussian fluctuations, Phys. Rev. B 88, 060505(R) (2013).

24 D. Pelc, M. J. Veit, C. J. Dorow, Y. Ge, N. Baris̆ić, and M. Greven, Resistivity phase diagram of cuprates revisited, Phys. Rev. B 102, 075114 (2020).

25 J. Maza and F. Vidal, Critical-temperature inhomogeneities and resistivity rounding in copper oxide superconductors, Phys. Rev. B 43, 10560 (1991).