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M asuda et al. reply: In our origihal work EI_:] we
reported the observation of an incom m ensurate ordered
state in the frustrated quasione-din ensional antiferro—
magnetLiCu,0,. TheComm entby D rechsleretal. chal-
lenges our conclusions regarding the hierarchy of relevant
exchange interactions in the system and the m icroscopic
origih of frustration. In Ref. {] we postulated a sin —
plm odelthat seem ed to explain the available data w ith
only two AF exchange constantsJ; > J; > 0 (seeinsetn
Fig.1). D rechskr et al. point out that structural argu—
ments and LDA calculations E_Z] favor a totally di erent
picture fil: 34> J;> Oand J; 0.

A determ ination of exchange param eters from bulk
data is notoriously ambiguous. To resolve the contro—
versy we have instead recently perform ed 3-axis inelastic
neutron scattering experin ents that probe the coupling
constants directly E]. Fig.1l (symbols) shows the soin
w ave dispersion m easured along the (0:5;k;0) reciprocal
space rod at T = 1:7 K.Additional data (not shown)
were taken along (h;0:827;0) and reveala sihusoidaldis—
persion wih maxima at integer h values and a band-
width of 75 m &V . The m easured digpersion curves can
be analyzed in the fram ework of linear soin wave the-
ory (SW T) iff]. Tt can be shown that in the generalized
J1-J,-J4 model wih interchain coupling J, there are
exactly two sets of SW T ocoupling constants that t the
data: (i) J; = 105meV,J, = 34meV,J; = 2meV and
J, = 02meV and ({) J; = 64meV,JdJ, = 119mev,
J; = 74méeV and J, = 18 meV. In the energy range
shown iIn Fig. 1, the spectra claculated from these two
models (solid line) are indistinguishable . Solution ()
aln ost exactly corresponds to our original J;-J, m odel
N ote, how ever, that the tted e ective J’s are unrealis—
tically large. W hilk thism ay m erely re ect severe quan-—
tum renomm alization corrections, the altemative m odel
(i) appearstobe am ore lkely candidate forLiCu,0,. It
hocorporates a ferrom agnetic J; bond, jast lke the LDA -
based m odel of i_ﬁ]. However, it nvolves only weak frus—
tration and requires a strong AF J; bond, as origihally
proposed In our work. In addition, the estin ated inter—
chain coupling constant is an aller than the LDA result
by half an order ofm agniude. These two discrepancies
w il have opposite e ects on the CurieW eiss tam pera—
ture, which could In tum explain why the LD A -based
m odel still yields reasonable estim ates of this quantity.

Trying to reconcile the result by D rechsler et al. with
the m easured dispersion of spin waves, we note that just
the data taken along (0:5;k;0) can be also perfectly re—
produced by J; = 0, J, = 10mev,Jd; = 7TmeV and
J, = 8méeV.This set of param eters is at least qualita—
tively consistent w ith their m odel. H ow ever, w ith these
numbers SW T gives an a-axisbandw idth of13mev, al-
m ost tw ice as large as observed. O ne possbility is that
D rechsler’s m odel is actually correct, but SW T breaks
down qualitatively, and can not give correct excitation
energies in the entire B rillouin zone even using som e ef-
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FIG. 1l: Spinh wave digpersion in LiCu,0, m easured usihg
constant-E (solid sym bols) or constant) scans (open sym —
bols). Lines are as describbed in the text.

fective set of renom alized coupling constants. T his in—
triguing possibility deserves a closer theoretical Investi-
gation, but seem s unlkely. Indeed, in LiCu,0, the sup-
pression of T, is not too pronounced, and a renom alized
quasiclassical picture should work rather well.

In sum m ary, the frustration m echanisn in LiCu,0, is
m ore com plex than we orighally thought, and involves
a ferrom agnetic J, bond. However, our present under-
standing of the inelastic neutron scattering resuls sug—
gests a strong \rung" interaction J; and weak inter<hain
coupling, In contradiction w ith the m odelofD rechsler et
al. This work was partially supported by the C ivilian
Research and D evelopm ent Foundataion project RU-P 1—
2599-04. W ork at ORNL was supported by the U. S.
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