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In their Comm ent rE.'], Sandvik, Sengupta, and Cam p—
bell present som e num erical evidences to support the ex—
istence of an extended bond-orderwave BOW ) phase at
ooupJJngs (U;V) weaker than a tricritical point (U;Vi)

-3 In the ground state phase diagram of the one-
dm ensionalhalf- lled UV Hubbard m odel. They clain
that their results do not agree w ith the phase diagram
proposed In my Letter E_él], which showsa BOW phase for
couplings stronger than the critical point only. H ow ever,
T argue here that their results are not conclusive and do
not refiite the phase diagram described in the Letter.

First, while the parameter U = 4t used in the Com —
m ent is an aller than the tricritical coupling Uy found in
Ref. r[_3], it is Jarger than other estim ations of Uy (see ref-
erences In the Letter). T herefore, results orU = 4tonly
are not su clent to determ ine the position of the BOW
phase w ith respect to the tricritical point, which is the
m ost In portant qualitative di erence between the phase
diagram in the Letter and those described in Refs. @, d1.
To prove the existence of a BOW phase at couplings
weaker than the tricritical point, one should use param —
eters U sm aller than any estin ation ofUy.

Second, the nitesize-scaling analysis of the charge
susceptbility (@) in Fig.1l@) ofthe Comment ism is-
lading. A correct analysis isto take the Iim i N ! 1

rst and then look at the g ! 0 lim it. Sandvi, Sen—
gupta, and Cam pbell takes both lim its sin ultaneously

= 2 =N ), which can lad to incorrect resuls. For in—

stance, the function Fy (@) = 1=(@N ) vanishes ifthe Ilim it

N ! 1 istaken &mst, but tends to a constant 1=2 if
both Il is are taken simulaneously. Thus, the results

shown in the C om m ent are no proofofa continuousphase

transition as a function ofV forU = 4t.

Third, although I can not rigorously exclude the ex—
istence of an extended BOW region in the phase dia-
gram ,my results show that iswidth would certainly be
much sm aller than predicted in Ref. @#]. The main fea-
tures ofthe BOW phase (as com pared to the com peting
M ott lnsulator phase) are (i) a longrange-ordered BOW

(dIn erization) and (ii) a spin gap. IThave ound a vanish—
ing spin gap in the them odynam ic lim it for the exam ple
presented n Fig. 1 () of the Comment. In their previ-
ous work f_&’], Sengupta, Sandvik, and Cam pbell did not
present any conclisive evidence for the opening ofa spin
gap In an extended region outside the charge-density—
wave CDW ) regimne. It is possble that the soin gap is
too an allto be detected in the nite system s nvestigated

(I} 1024 sites), but it is as lkely that nie-=size ef-
fectsand an arbitrary extrapolation to the in nite system

lim i are responsible forthe rather am alldim erization re—
ported In the Comm ent. I consider that the existence

of the BOW phase is dem onstrated only in those cases

for which num erical results are consistent. In particu—
lar, both the extrapolated spin gap and the extrapolated

din erization should be clearly larger than zero.

Fourth, the discrepancies between Sandvik, Sengupta,
and C am pbell results and my resuls are certainly not a
failireoftheDM RG m ethod noran e ect ofopen bound-
ary condiions. In the ground state, the staggered bond
order of an open nite chaln is always larger than in a
corresponding periodic system because of the Friedel os—
cillations induced by the chain edges. For both types
of boundary conditions the staggered bond order ob-
tained with DM RG decreases w ith increasing num erical
accuracy (ie. an Increasing num berm ofdensity-m atrix
elgenstates kept). Thus, DM RG resuls for an open -
nite system system atically overestim ate the din erization
ofthe In nite system . T he lkely cause of the discrepan—
ciesisthedi culy in extrapolating num erical resuls to
the them odynam ic 1im it in the critical region U 2V .

Finally, them ost signi cant nding In my Letter isthe
presence ofthe BOW phase at couplings clearly stronger
than the tricriticalpoint. T his findam entally contradicts
the theory -g] predicting an extended BOW phase only
at couplingsweakerthan (Uy;Vi). Nevertheless, Sandvik,
Sengupta, and C am pbell do not dispute this nding nor
provide any explanation forthis ailire ofthe theory that
they clain to con m in their Comm ent.

In conclusion, none of the num erical resuls presented
In the Comm ent refute the conclusions of my Letter.
W hilke the phase diagram presented in the Letter is par-
tially based on som e hypotheses, it is supported by reli-
able num erical results and a consistent theory.
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