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It was recently published [1]a quite long list ofob-

jectionsaboutthephysicalvalidity fortherm alstatistics

ofthe theory som etim es referred to in the literature as

nonextensive statisticalm echanics. This generalization

ofBoltzm ann-G ibbs(BG )statisticalm echanicsisbased

on the following expression forthe entropy:

Sq = k
1�

P W

i= 1
p
q

i

q� 1
(q2 R ;S1 = SB G � � k

W
X

i= 1

pilnpi):

(1)

The author of[1]already presented orally the essence

ofhisargum entsin 1993 during a scienti� c m eeting [2].

I am replying now sim ultaneously to the just cited pa-

per, as wellas to the 1993 objections (essentially,the

violation of\fundam entaltherm odynam ic concepts",as

stated in the Abstractof[1]).The listofobjectionsand

criticalstatem ents being extrem ely long, it is perhaps

not really necessary at the presentstage to reply to all

the points.Fortim e and spaceeconom y,Iwilltherefore

address here only a few selected points, hopefully the

m ostrelevantones,physically and/orlogically speaking.

Aboutthe nonextensivity ofthe entropy Sq:

The entropy Sq is nonextensive for independent sys-

tem s (see Eq. (6) of [1]), which by no m eans im plies

thatitcannotbe extensive in the presence ofcorrelations

at allscales. Nowhere in [1]is there clear evidence of

taking thisfactinto accountin whatconcernsthe valid-

ity ofthe q-therm ostatistics.Itisneverthelessofcrucial

im portance,as we illustrate now for the sim ple case of

equiprobability (i.e.,pi = 1=W ;8i).In such sim plesitu-

ation,Eq.(1)becom es

Sq = klnq W (lnq x � (x1�q � 1)=(1� q);ln1 x = lnx):

(2)

Ifa system constituted by N elem entsissuch thatitcan

bedivided into two orm oreessentially independentsub-

system s(e.g.,independentcoinsordices,orspinsinter-

actingthrough short-rangecoupling),wegenericallyhave

W � �N (� > 1). Consequently,Sq=k � lnq �
N . There

isan uniquevalueofq,nam elyq= 1,forwhich weobtain

the usualresultSq / N . Butifthe system issuch that

we have W � N � (� > 0),then Sq=k � lnq N
�. O nce

again,there is a unique value ofq,nam ely q = 1� 1=�

for which,Sq / N . This fact is wellknown to m any

scientistsworking on nonextensivestatisticalm echanics,

and hasbeen published in the specialvolum e dedicated

to the subjectindicated in Refs. [5,6,14]ofpaper[1].

Thesam eproperty holdsin factforS�(q),�(q)being any

sm ooth function ofq such that�(1)= 1 (e.g.,� = 1=q,

or� = 2� q).Forthecorrelated case,wehaveS�(q) / N

only for q satisfying (1� �(q))� = 1. The relevance of

this property (S / N ) for therm odynam ics needs, we

believe,no furthercom m ents.

Aboutthe conceptof\weak coupling" in [1]:

M uch of the criticism in [1]involves the concept of

\weak coupling". To m ake this point clear through an

illustration,letusthink ofthe ground state ofa Ham il-

tonian m any-body classicalsystem whose elem ents are

localized on a d-dim ensionallattice and have two-body

interactionsam ongthem .Letusfurtherassum ethatthe

(attractive)coupling constantis given by Cij = � c=r�ij
(c > 0, � � 0, and rij = 1;:::). The potential en-

ergy U (N ) per particle generically satis� es U (N )=N /

� c
P

i6= j
1=r�ij ’ � c

RN
1=d

1
drrd�1 r�� / � cN

1� � =d
�1

1��=d
.

Therefore,for �=d > 1 (short-range interactions in the

presentcontext),wehavethatlim N ! 1 U (N )=N is� nite,

and BG statisticalm echanicscertainly providesthe ap-

propriate answerforthe stationary state (therm alequi-

librium ) ofthe system . In this case,allthe usualpre-

scriptionsoftherm odynam icsaresatis� ed,aswellknown

[3]. If the interactions are, however, long-range (i.e.,

0 � �=d � 1),then lim N ! 1 U (N )=N diverges,and the

caseneedsfurtherdiscussion.Itm ightwellhappen that,

dynam ically speaking,theN ! 1 and thet! 1 lim its

do not com m ute. If so, only the lim N ! 1 lim t! 1 or-

dering correspondsto the BG stationary state,whereas

theoppositeordering,lim t! 1 lim N ! 1 ,m ightbea com -

plex one,di�erentfrom the BG state,and in som e oc-

casions possibly related to the one obtained within the

q-form alism . Itisclearthen that,ifwe have long-range

�
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interactions and N > > 1 (say ofthe order ofthe Avo-

gadro num ber),it m ightvery wellhappen that the BG

equilibrium isphysically inaccessible,and theonly physi-

cally relevantstationaryorquasi-stationary(m etastable)

state is a non-G ibbsian one. Such situation is indeed

found in [4],asdiscussed below.

W e can now address the m anner used in [1]to refer

to \weak coupling". It applies essentially in the sim ple

m annerstated in [1]only for�=d > 1,being conceptually

m uch m ore subtle for 0 � �=d � 1. For exam ple, if

0 � �=d < 1,U (N )=N divergesasN 1��=d (N ! 1 )for

any nonvanishing value ofc,even forccorresponding to

... 10�10 eV ! Consistently,the generic use,withoutfur-

therconsiderations(such asthe (N ;t)! (1 ;1 )lim its,

and the rangeof�=d),ofrelationssuch asEqs.(5)and

(7) of[1]seem s irreducibly unjusti� ed; as they stand,

they trivially yield to no otherpossibility than q= 1.In

fact,thispointhasalready been transparently addressed

by Ferm iin 1936 [5].

About the determ ination of the value of q for a given

system :

Theentropicparam eterqisreferred in [1]asan \unde-

term ined param eter".M oreover,the authorclaim shav-

ing proved that \q m ust be a universalconstant, just

like the Boltzm ann constant k...". I have di� culty in

unam biguously � nding in thepaperwhetherthiskind of

statem entwould only apply to Ham iltonian system s,or

perhapsalso to dissipativeones;to system swhosephase

space is high-dim ensional,or perhaps also to the low-

dim ensionalones. By \undeterm ined",it rem ains not

totally clearwhetherthe expression isused in the sense

that q is \undeterm inable",or in the sense of\not yet

determ ined". However,ifwe put allthis together,one

m ightsuspect that whatis claim ed in [1]is thatit can

be determ ined from � rstprinciples,and thatthe author

hasdeterm ined itto necessarily be q= 1.

To m akethispointtransparent,we m ay illustrate the

factualnonuniversality ofq by addressing the logistic-

like fam ily ofm aps xt+ 1 = 1� ajxtj
z,whose usefulness

in physics can hardly be contested (at leastfor z = 2).

As conjectured since 1997 [6],num erically exhibited in

m any occasions(e.g.,in [7{10]),and analytically proved

recently [11,12]on renorm alization group grounds,q does

depend on z,and isthereforenotuniversal,in neatcon-

trastwith whatisclaim ed in [1].Itsvalueforz = 2 (i.e.,

thestandard logisticm ap),asgiven by thesensitivity to

the initialconditions,is q = 0:244487:::at the edge of

chaos(e.g.,a = 1:401155:::),whereasit is q = 1 for all

valuesofa forwhich the Lyapunov exponentispositive

(e.g.,for a = 2). W e have illustrated the nonuniversal-

ity ofq for nonlinear dynam icalsystem s with its value

at the edge ofchaos ofthe logistic m ap. It is perhaps

worthy to noticethat,sinceithasbeen proved to bean-

alytically related to the Feigenbaum universalconstant

�F [1=(1� q)= ln�F =ln2],and sincethisconstantisal-

ready known with notlessthan 1018 digits,we actually

know thisparticularvalueofq with thesam enum berof

digits. Such a precision is self-explanatory with regard

to thefactthatq can bedeterm ined from � rstprinciples

and thatitcan bedi� erentfrom unity (seealso [13,14]).

A second illustration ofthenonuniversalityofqcan be

found in thethree-com ponentLotka-Volterra m odelin a

d-dim ensionalhypercubic lattice [15]. This illustration

is quite interesting because this m odelis a m any-body

problem .Thecorrespondinggrowth ofdropletshasbeen

shown to yield,through im position ofthe � niteness of

the entropy production per unit tim e,q = 1 � 1=d for

d = 1;2 [16].Thislaw hasalso been checked ford = 3;4

[17].Itisofa rathersim plenature,essentially related to

thefactthatthegrowth ofthebulkregionsofthisspeci� c

m odelischaracterized by the dropletlinearsize linearly

increasing with tim e[17].A sim ilarlaw isobtained fora

quitedi� erentm odel,nam elyaBoltzm ann d-dim ensional

lattice m odelfor the incom pressible  uid Navier-Stokes

equations. Indeed,an unique entropy,nam ely Sq,with

an unique value ofq,is m andated by the im position of

the m ostbasic G alilean invarianceofthe equations.For

thesingle-speed single-m assm odelitisq= 1� 2=d [18].

Form oresophisticated m odelsqisdeterm ined by atran-

scendentalequation [19]. These exam plesshow how the

entropy Sq enables to put on equalgrounds situations

thatarephysically quite disparate.

G iven the preceding illustrations of dissipative sys-

tem s,and m any othersexisting in theliterature,itcould

hardly be a big surprise if,also for m any-body Ham il-

tonian system s,q turned out to be a nonuniversalin-

dex essentially characterizing what we m ay consider as

nonextensivity universality classes(in totalanalogy with

theuniversality classesthatem ergein thetheory ofcrit-

ical phenom ena). M ore precisely, one expects q = 1

forshort-rangeinteractions(�=d > 1 in the exam ple we

used earlier),and qdepending on (d;�)(perhapsonly on

�=d) for long-range interactions (i.e.,0 � �=d < 1),in

thephysicallym ostim portantorderinglim t! 1 lim N ! 1 .

Although expected,the uncontestable evidence has not

yetbeen provided.Itisnothard forthereaderto im ag-

ine the analytic and com putationaldi� culties that are

involved. However,suggestive results are accum ulating

which pointtowardstheapplicabilityofnonextensivesta-

tisticalm echanics for such long-range Ham iltonian sys-

tem s.Although weshalllatercom eback onto thisprob-

lem ,letusalready m ention the following points.

(i) The one-body m arginaldistribution of velocities

during the well known longstanding quasi-stationary

(m etastable) state of the isolated classical inertial

X Y ferrom agnetically coupled rotators localized on

a d-dim ensional lattice can be anom alous (i.e., non-

M axwellian). Indeed, it approaches, for a non-zero-

m easure class of initial conditions of the � = 0 (8d)

m odeland not too high velocities,a q-exponentialdis-

tribution (we rem ind that exq � [1 + (1 � q)x]1=(1�q),

hence ex1 = ex) with q > 1 [4]. If the energy dis-

tribution followed BG statistics,the one-body m arginal

distribution of velocities ought to be quasi-M axwellian
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(strictly M axwellian in the N ! 1 lim itsince then the

m icrocanonical-ensem blenecessarycuto� in velocitiesdi-

verges),but it is not. As speci� cally discussed in [4],

the num ericalresults are incom patible with BG statis-

tics. However,they do notyetprove thatthe one-body

distribution ofvelocitiespreciselyis,forthecanonicalen-

sem ble,the onepredicted by nonextensivestatistics.In-

deed,considering the appropriatelim it(N ;M ;N =M )!

(1 ;1 ;1 ) (N being the num ber ofrotators ofthe iso-

lated system ,and M being thatofa relatively sm allsub-

system ofit)iscrucial.W orkalongthislineisin progress.

(ii) In the sam e m odel, at high total energy, the

largestLyapunov exponent vanishes like 1=N � where �

depends on �=d [20,21]. Also during the lonstanding

state,thelargestLyapunov exponentvanishes,thistim e

like 1=N �=3 [22]. Itisclearthat,with a vanishing Lya-

punov spectrum ,the system willbe seriously prevented

from satisfying Boltzm ann’s \m olecular chaos hypothe-

sis",hence the \equalprobability" occupation ofphase

space.

(iii) In the longstanding regim e of the � = 0 (8d)

m odel,there isaging [23],som ething which istotally in-

com patible with the usualnotion oftherm alequilibrium .

Thecorrelation functionsdepend on the\waiting tim e",

and are in all cases given by q-exponential functions.

Even at high totalenergy, where the one-body distri-

bution ofvelocitiesisM axwellian,and wherethereisno

aging,thetim ecorrelation functionsarestillgiven by q-

exponentialswith q > 1,instead ofexponentials,which

isthe standard expectation in BG statistics.

(iv)Thetem perature(/ m ean kineticenergy perpar-

ticle)relaxes,afterthequasistationary stateobserved in

the one-dim ensional0 � � < 1 m odel,towardsthe BG

tem peraturethrough aq-exponentialfunction with q> 1

[24].

(v)In Lennard-Jonesclustersofup to N = 14 atom s,

the distribution ofthe num beroflinkspersite hasbeen

num erically com puted [25],where two localm inim a of

them any-body potentialenergy are\linked" ifand only

ifthey are separated by no m ore than one saddle-point.

Thisdistribution isa q-exponentialwith q’ 2,ascan be

checked through direct� tting. The possible connection

with ourpresentdiscussion com esfrom thefactthatthe

averagediam eteroftheclusteris(in unitsofatom icsize)

ofthe orderof141=3 ’ 2:4. Consequently,although the

Lennard-Jonesinteraction is nota long-range one ther-

m odynam ically speaking (indeed,�=d = 6=3 = 2 > 1),

it can e� ectively be considered as such for sm allclus-

ters,since allthe atom s substantially interact with all

the others.

(vi)The distribution ofthe num beroflinkspernode

fortheAlbert-Barabasigrowth m odel[26]yielding scale-

freenetworksisanalytically established to be,in thesta-

tionary state,a q-exponentialwith q= [2m (2� r)+ 1�

p� r]=[m (3� 2r)+ 1� p� r]� 1,where(m ;p;r)arem i-

croscopicparam etersofthem odel.Ifweassociatetothis

networkan � = 0interaction perlink,thejustm entioned

distribution also represents the distribution ofenergies

pernode. Although thisisnotthe sam e distribution as

thatofthe energy ofm icroscopic statesassociated with

a Ham iltonian,itisneithervery farfrom it.

(vii)Although notbeing m any-body problem s,letus

m ention at this point som e results that have been ob-

tained with the d = 2 standard m ap and with a d = 4

set of two coupled standard m aps. Both system s are

conservativeand sim plectic,havingthereforethedynam -

icalsetup ofa standard Ham iltonian. The d = 4 sys-

tem has Arnold di� usion as soon as the nonlinear cou-

pling constanta isdi� erentfrom zero;thisguaranteesa

chaoticsea which issingly connected in phasespace(we

m ay say that ac = 0). The structure is m ore com plex

for the d = 2 case because no such di� usion is present;

consistently,unless a is su� ciently large,disconnected

chaotic \lakes" are present in the phase space; below

ac = 0:97:::,closed K AM regions em erge in the prob-

lem . The rem ark that we wish to do here is that, in

strong analogy with them any-body long-rangeHam ilto-

nian caseswe have been discussing,both the d = 2 and

the d = 4 m aps present a longstanding quasistationary

states before crossing over to the stationary ones. The

crossovertim e tcrossover divergeswhen a approachesac
from above. This is very sim ilarto whathappens with

the above (d;�) Ham iltonian,for which strong num eri-

calevidenceexists[4,22,28]suggesting thattcrossover di-

vergesas(N 1��=d � 1)=(1� �=d)when N ! 1 .

Although none ofthe (seven) factualargum ents that

we have just presented constitutes a proof, the set of

them does provide,in ourundestanding,a quite strong

suggestion that the longstanding quasistationary states

existing in long-range m any-body Ham iltonians m ight

be intim ately connected to the nonextensive statistics,

with q depending on basic m odelparam eters such as d

and �. The entropic index q would then characterize

universality classes ofnonextensivity,the m ost fam ous

ofthem being naturally theq= 1,extensive,universality

class. Such viewpointisalso consistentwith the discus-

sion aboutnon-G ibbsian statisticspresented in [29].Last

but by no m eans least,it is consistent with Einstein’s

1910criticism [30]oftheBoltzm ann principleS = klnW

(lengthily com m ented in Ref.[6]of[1]).

Abouttherm alcontactbetween system swith di�erentval-

uesofq and the 0th principle oftherm odynam ics:

W e focus now on a strong and crucialstatem ent in

[1],nam ely "... a Boltzm ann-G ibbstherm om eterwould

notbe able to m easure the tem perature ofa q-entropic

system ,and thelawsoftherm odynam icswould therefore

failto have generalvalidity." [1]. W e shallpresenthere

the results [39]ofm olecular-dynam icalsim ulations (us-

ing only F = m a as m icroscopic dynam ics) which will

precisely exhibitwhatis claim ed in [1]to be im possible.

W e shallillustrate thiswith the isolated � = 0 m odelof

planarrotators,and proceed through two steps.

W e� rstshow (Fig.1)how the\tem perature"(de� ned

astwicetheinstantaneouskineticenergy perparticle)of
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a relatively sm allpartofa largesystem relaxesonto the

\tem perature"ofthelargesystem whilethisisin thequa-

sistationary regim e(wherethesystem hasbeen de� nitely

shown to be non-Boltzm annian,and whereitm ightwell

bedescribed by theq-statistics).W everify thattherest

ofthe system actsfora generic sm allpartofitselfasa

\therm ostat",in totalanalogy with whathappens in BG

therm alequilibrium .Thisisquiterem arkableifwethink

that the system is in a state so di�erent from therm al

equilibrium thatiteven has aging!

W e then show (Fig. 2) how a BG therm om eter (its

internaldegrees offreedom are those of�rst-neighbor-

coupled inertialrotators,hence de� nitively a q = 1 sys-

tem ) does m easure the \tem perature" ofthe in�nitely-

range-coupled inertialrotatorsduring theirquasistation-

ary state, hence where the statistics is de� nitely non-

Boltzm annian. At the lightofthis evidence,it appears

that the 0th principle oftherm odynam ics is even m ore

generalthan thealready im portantrolethatBG statisti-

calm echanicsreservesforit.Naturally,the  uctuations

thatweobservein both � guresareexpected todisappear

in the (N ;M ;N =M )! (1 ;1 ;1 )lim it.

The facts that we have m entioned up to this point

heavily disqualify the essence ofthe critique presented

in [1]. I believe,nevertheless,that it is instructive to

furtheranalyzeit.

About the existing m athem aticalfoundations of nonex-

tensive statisticalm echanics:

It is essentially claim ed in [1]that it can be proved,

from the very foundationsofstatisticalm echanics,that

the only physically adm issible one is that ofBG .It is

howeverintriguing how such a strong statem entm ay be

done without clearly pointing the m athem aticalerrors

that should then exist in the available proofs ofthe q-

exponentialdistribution.Such proofshavebeen provided

by Abe and Rajagopal[31{34];they are m ultiple,m u-

tually consistent,and generalize the wellknown proofs

done, for BG statistics, by Darwin-Fowler (in 1922),

K hinchin (in 1949)and Balian-Balazs(in 1987),respec-

tively using thesteepest-descentm ethod [31],thelawsof

largenum bers[32],and thecountingforthem icrocanoni-

calensem ble[33].Alltheseproofsareignored in [1].The

critiquetherein developed outcom esseverely dim inished.

Sim ilarly, no m ention at all is m ade in [1] of the

q-generalizations of Shannon 1948 theorem , and of

K hinchin 1953theorem ,which areuniversally considered

as part ofthe foundations ofBG statisticalm echanics

since they prove under what conditions SB G is unique.

These two q-generalizations [35,36]analogously exhibit

the necessary and su� cient conditions associated with

the uniquenessofSq.

Finally,no m ention atallism ade ofthe factthatSq
(8q> 0)shareswith SB G threerem arkablem athem atical

propertiesthatarequitehard tosatisfy,especially sim ul-

taneously.Thesethree propertiesareconcavity (Ref.[1]

of[1]),stability [37],and �nitenessofentropy production

per unittim e (see [38],am ong others). The di� culty of

having such agreablem athem aticalfeaturescan bem ea-

sured by the fact that Renyientropy (Eq. (19) of[1]),

forinstance,satis� esnone ofthem forabitrary q> 0.

Itisperhapsfornotpaying due attention to allthese

theorem s that the cyclic argum ent involving Eqs. (22-

26) of [1] has been included in the critique. Indeed,

thatargum entusesEq. (22)to \prove" Eq. (26). Such

a consistency can hardly be considered as surprising

since the distribution in Eq. (22) is currently estab-

lished precisely using the BG entropy,i.e.,the form of

Eq. (26). By the way,im m ediately after Eq. (26) we

read \provided f(1) = f(0) = 0,which corresponds to

the requirem ent that the entropy vanishes at T = 0".

It is in fact only f(1) = 0 which is related to the van-

ishing entropy at T = 0. The property f(0) = 0 has

in generalnothing to do with it; it is instead related

to the expansibility of the entropy, i.e., the fact that

S(p1;p2;:::;pW ;0)= S(p1;p2;:::;pW ).

About existing exact solutions of anom alous Fokker-

Planck and Langevin equations:

The standard d = 1 Langevin equation (with a drift

coe� cient  and an additive noise), and the standard

d = 1 Fokker-Planck equation adm it as exact solutions

the G aussian distribution, and are usually considered

asparadigm aticm esoscopic descriptionsassociated with

BG statisticalm echanics. They can be naturally gen-

eralized by also including a m ultiplicative noise (with

am plitude M ) in the Langevin equation, and by con-

sidering the so called \porousm edium equation",i.e.,a

nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation where the Laplacian

operatorappliesto the power� ofthe distribution.The

exactsolutionsofthese two nontrivial(nonlinear)equa-

tionsare q-G aussians,with q = (3M + )=(M + )� 1

fortheform er[40],and q= 2� � < 3 forthe latter[41].

Thesesuggestivem athem aticalfactsareignored in [1].

M iscellanous

Thepreciseform ulation ofnonextensivestatisticalm e-

chanicshas,since1988,evolved along tim e in whatcon-

cernsthe way ofim posing the auxiliary constraintsun-

der which Sq is optim ized (see Refs. [1-3]of[1]). The

paradigm atic case occurs for the canonical ensem ble,

where one m ustdecide how to generalizethe traditional

energy constraint. The correctm anner is nowadaysac-

cepted to bethatindicated in Ref.[3]of[1],i.e.,Eq.(3)

of[1],nam ely

P W

i= 1
p
q

i�i
P W

j= 1
p
q

j

= Uq (3)

Thisparticularwriting ofthe energy constrainthasvar-

ious interesting features. Let us m ention here three of

them (further convenient features can be found in Ref.

[3]of[1]).
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(i) It is precisely this form which em erges naturally

within the steepest-descentproof[31]ofthe q-statistics.

Itisatrivialconsequenceofthefactthatdexq=dx = (exq)
q.

(ii) This particular form m akes the theory to be,in

whatconcernstheenergy distribution,valid up to a sin-

gle value ofq,nam ely precisely that determ ined by the

trivialconstraint
P W

i= 1
pi = 1. Let us illustrate this in

the continuum lim it, for a typicalexam ple where the

density ofstates g(�) / � for � ! 1 ( 2 R ). Since

we wish p(�) to be norm alizable,we m ust im pose that
R
1

constant
d�g(�)p(�). Since p(�)/ �1=(1�q) for� ! 1 ,it

m ustbe  + 1=(1� q)> � 1,hence

q< (2+ )=(1+ ); (4)

(q < 2 forthe sim ple case ofan asym ptotically constant

density of states, i.e.,  = 0). The � niteness of con-

straint (3) im poses
R
1

constant
d�g(�)�[p(�)]q to be � nite,

which,interestinglyenough,yieldsthesam eupperbound

asbefore,nam ely Eq.(4).In otherwords,thism akesthe

theory to haveboth constraints(norm and energy)m ath-

em atically wellde� ned (i.e.,given by �nite num bers)all

the way up to a single upper bound for q.

(iii)Thisstructure(based on escortdistributions[42])

for the energy constraint allows the construction of a

quite generalentropic form [43]which is extrem ized by

the Beck-Cohen superstatistics [44], and which, quite

rem arkably,is stable [45](like Sq,and in variance with

Renyientropy).

Since1988,m any applicationshavebeen proposed for

the nonextensive statistics. Som e of these have been

elaborated within the 1988 way of writing the energy

constraint(Ref. [1]of[1]),othershave been elaborated

within the 1991 way ofwriting this constraint(Ref. [2]

of[1]),and � nally otherswith the 1998 way (Ref. [3]of

[1]). Itisunfortunate thatthe 1998 way wasnotfound

from the very beginning in 1988,but this is the way it

did happen (fora variety ofreasonsthatare essentially

com m ented in Ref.[3]of[1]).Consistently,itseem sfair

to nowadaysrestrictpossiblecriticism to applicationsin-

deed using the 1998 version. Unfortunately,alltypesof

applicationsarecriticized in [1]independently from what

particularm annerhavetheauthor(s)adopted fortheen-

ergyconstraint.An intriguingexam pleofsuch procedure

isthe criticism ofsom e 1995-1996 papers(Refs. [19-21]

of[1])on the possibleq-generalization oftheblack-body

radiation law.They indeed satisfy,asthey should and as

claim ed in [1],the T 4 Stefan-Boltzm ann law (explicitly

written in Eq. (18) ofRef. [19]of[1]). Nevertheless,

they do notescapethe criticism !Itisargued in [1]that

errorshavebeen donein thesethree papers,and that,if

these errorshad not been done,the papers would have

violated theT 4 law,and thereforethey alsodeservecriti-

cism .In addition tothissom ewhatcourageouscom m ent,

no rem arks are done about the fact that allthree were

published up to threeyearsbeforetheneed forre-writing

the energy constraint becam e clear. M ore signi� cantly,

thisspeci� c criticism isindeed intriguing since itcan be

trivially shown thatthe T 4 proportionality law rem ains

thesam eforallenergystatisticaldistributions(hencenot

onlytheBG one)aslongasthem icroscopicenergyscales

linearly with the tem perature (i.e.,forphotons,aslong

asthedistribution dependson thelightfrequency � and

theappropriatetem peratureT,onlythrough �=T).O nly

the proportionality coe� cientofthe T 4 law dependson

the speci� cstatistics.

The author of[1]claim s to have delivered the epis-

tem ological coup de gr̂ace to nonextensive statistical

m echanics.Indeed,expressionslike\unphysical",\m an-

ifestly incorrect", \devoid of any physical m eaning",

\do nothaveany physicalm eaning",\disregarding such

basic considerations",\nonsensical",\failureofthisfor-

m alism ",\inconsistencies",\inconsistent with the fun-

dam entalprinciples of therm odynam ics and statistical

m echanics", \absolutely no physical justi� cation has

been given", and analogous ones, have been profusely

used in [1]. W e have essentially argued here that what

wearefacingisrathertheopposite,in thesensethatitis

precisely thebasisofthecritiquein [1]which appearsto

be deeply inconsistentwith very m any,and by now well

established,physicaland m athem aticalfacts. W e have

only addressed the m ain m ispaths and inadvertences

in [1]. There are severalm ore, but the full consider-

ation of them allwould dem and an appreciable e� ort

which, at the present m om ent, does not seem worthy.

O ur overallconclusion is that,although severalim por-

tant and/or interesting points related to nonextensive

statisticalm echanicsstillneed furtherclari� cation,this

theory undoubtedly exhibitsnowadaysasensiblenum ber

ofphysically and m athem atically consistentresults. O f

course,as it has always been,only tim e willestablish

its degree ofscienti� c utility in theoreticalphysics and

elsewhere.
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FIG .1. Tim e evolution ofthe tem perature Tm icrocanonical

� 2K (N )=N (K (N )� totalkinetic energy)ofone isolated

system started with waterbag initial conditions at (conve-

niently scaled) energy per particle equalto 0:69 (N = 5000

rotators;green line),and ofthe tem perature Tcanonical �
2K (M )=M (K (M ) � subsystem totalkinetic energy) ofa

partofit(M = 500 rotators;blueline).TheM rotatorswere

chosen such that their tem perature Tcanonical was initially

below (a)orabove (b)thatofthewhole system .Itispartic-

ularly interesting the fact that,in case (b),the tem perature

ofthe subsystem ofM rotators crosses the BG tem perature

TB G = 0:476 withoutany particulardetection ofit.
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FIG .2. Tim e evolution ofthe tem perature Ttherm ostat �
2K (N )=N (K (N ) � therm ostat total kinetic energy) of

onein�nitely-range-coupled largesystem (therm ostat)started

with waterbag initialconditions(N = 100000 rotators;green

line) and of the tem perature Ttherm om eter � 2K (M )=M

(K (M ) � therm om eter total kinetic energy) of one

�rst-neighbor-coupled relatively sm allsystem (therm om eter)

started at M axwellian equilibrium at a tem perature below

thatofthetherm ostat(M = 50 rotators;blueand red lines).

Thelargesystem isin thequasistationary state(whereitisag-

ing!);its(conveniently scaled)energy perparticleequals0:69.

The therm om eter-therm ostat contact is assured by only one

bond per therm om eter rotator, and starts at tim e tcontact.

The intra-therm ostat and intra-therm om eter coupling con-

stantsequalunity;thetherm ostat-therm om etercouplingcon-

stant equals 0:001. The therm alization of the therm om e-

ter occurs at the therm ostat tem perature, and up to tim e

t = 3 � 10
5
, exhibits no detection of the BG equilibrium

tem perature TB G = 0:476 . The sam e phenom enon with the

therm om eterinitialtem peraturebeing largerthan thatofthe

therm ostat is notshown,because our num ericalresults sug-

gest that the N > > M > > 1 lim it has to be satis�ed in an

even m ore stringent m anner due to the relatively large uc-

tuations of Ttherm om eter. For clarity, not allthe points of

thecurveshavebeen represented,butthey havebeen instead

logarithm ically decim ated.
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