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R ecently de B oissieu et al. proposed an explanation forthe broadening of acousticm odes observed
In quasicrystals (QC). It is the transcription of a weltknown m odelused for glasses. W e raise two
findam ental ob fctions against applying it to Q C . A fter the text of the Comm ent we report the
m ethodology that hasbeen used to thw art the publication ofthis C om m ent, which isperfectly valid.

I. THE COMMENT

R ecently, de Boissieu et al. [l]proposed am echanism to explain the broadening ofphonons starting from a threshold
wavevector In Q C, as is systam atically ocbserved in experim entaldata. The m echanian (the coupling of sound w aves
to a heath wave) is quite generaland not new, as it hasbeen known form any years in glasses. T here is obviously no
doubt that them echanisn iself is sound but we m ust take issue w ith the way it isbeing used through a transcription
to the eld ofquasicrystals. Below, we explain our ob fctions on two levels:

(1) On a general level, phonon broadening is an intrinsic property of quasicrystals, even in a com pletely ham onic
m odel, such that there is a priori no need for the introduction of an assum ption of anham onicity in the form ofa
coupling.

(2) On am ore detailed level, the authors try to blow new life into a cluster scenario proposed by Janot et al.lZ], by
using the idea of localized m odes on clusters as a basic ingredient for the m icroscropic realisation of the m echanian .
The localized m odes on the clusters are this tim e no longer directly responsble for the broadening, but they are
proposed to be at m odes, that coupl to the sound waves. To cite them verbatin : "The building bricks of all
Q C structures are atom ic clusters. T hese clusters are not m ere geom etrical constructions but real physical entities
regoonsble for speci ¢ features n the Q C vibrational spectrum (e4g., resoonsble for localized m odes)" \E]

Hence on two levels assum ptions are introduced that are not granted or even not needed, whilk through the
presentation the readerm ight be left w ith the im pression that the experin ental data present evidence In support of
these assum ptions.

(1) There exists an extensive literature on phonons in QC, eg. on the Fibonacci chain, based on the transfer
m atrix m ethod.[4]W hat transpires from such (rigorous) studies is that the phonon eigenm odes are not at allperiodic
and even not quasiperiodic. (T here exist eg.

so—called recurrent eigenm odes: A s a function of its position in space the am plitude of a m ode can exhibi hum ps
around the values a ", where is the golden mean, n is the set of integers, and a a constant (length). In
betw een the hum ps, the am plitude of the m ode is never zero but it can be very weak). The sin ple argum ent of the
non-quasiperiodicity of the eigenm odes show s that their Fourder analysis in term s of wave vectors Q w ill not show
digpersion curves of zero linew idth as In crystals, but broader features, and that this broadening is not in energy
(@as de Boissieu et al. think) but in the wavewvector Q . For the recurrent m odes, specialists even wonder if it is a
m athem atically legitin ate to take it for granted that they have a Fourder transform in Q -space, and in the case it is
not, what kind of inform ation the neutron data contain about these m odes.

These features occur even in m odels that are perfectly ham onic w ithout any coupling between the m odes. O £
course calculations in the ham onic approxin ation on successive approxin ants can never reveal such broadening,
because they give rise to zero lnew idths by de niion. A key Intrinsic di culty of the problem is thus jist being
m issed by such an approach, but it is from the blind spot inherent to such calculations that one m ight feel the urge
to infct additional assum ptions of anham onicity into the problem under the form of localization or couplings.

Tt would be cheap to push the present ob ctions aw ay, by arguing that realQ C s are not one-din ensional, and that
surely therew illbe a loophole ofescape from these ob fctions, when we go to higherdim ensions. Such vague argum ents
would (a) reverse the charge ofproof, and (o) contain a tacit denialofthe horrendousdi culty ofeigenvalue problem s
(w ith the correct boundary conditions) on quasiperiodic structures. W e m ay add to this that (c) anham onicity can
be experin entally evidenced by the tem perature dependence of the D ebyeW aller factor.[5]

W hen one drops fi1lllm athem atical rigor, approxin ate eigenm odes that are periodic or quasiperiodic, lrading to zero
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approxin ate line w idths, are only expected to exist in the long-wavelength lim it. T his correlation between absence of
broadening and long wavelengths iscon m ed by the experin entalobservations. But the clusterm echanism proposed
by de Boissieu et al. only holds in the 1im it in which acoustic wavelengths are m uch larger than a typical cluster size,
ie. the very lin i where on the basis of the preceding argum ents the broadening of the line w idths is rather expected
(and observed) to be m inor.

(2) In key positions of their paper (the abstract and the nal conclusion) the authors stress the in portant role
they propose clusters to play in the m icroscopic realisation of theirm echanisn . T he authors discuss the relevance of
isolated clusters, and present the issue in tem s of a unique isolated spherical nclusion in a vbratingmediim (€4g. a
m etallic sphere Inside a rubberm edium ). They digm iss such a scenario w ith great em phasis, but this does not really
clarify the assum ptions that underly their paper w ith respect to the issue ifthere are isolated clusters in quasicrystals:
T he scenario chosen to assess this issue is too obviously wrong, and the real issue if there are isolated clusters in
quasicrystals ism ore subtle.

W e have to address here a di cul situation of possbly am biguous term inology, because the authors do indeed
Introduce a conoept of \isolated" clusters, di erent from the one that m ight be nferred from their presentation. Let
us call the type of isolation evoked by the m odel of a unique spherical inclusion \type 1" and the type of isolated
clusters used by the authors \type 2". The inadequacy of the type2 isolated cluster m odel does not hinge on the
abundance of clusters in the structure as one m ight infer from the typel m odel w ith is unigque cluster. It rather
consists In tacitly denying the in portance of boundary conditions in the set of coupled di erential equations that
describe the phonon problm (and which are in general expressed in term s of a dynam icalm atrix).

The point is easily understood as follows. Take eg. a onedin ensional crystal that is based on the periodic
repetition ofthe sm allm otif LSLL S taken from the F bonaccichain. The crystalisthus #LSLLSLSLLSLSLLS:::.
Based on visual clues we could clain that LSLLS is a cluster, and that the crystal is a dense packing of clisters.
T he eigenm odes and eigenvalues of an isolated cluster LSLLS are com pltely di erent from those of the crystal
SLSLLSLSLLSLSLLS:: In fact, the cluster LSLLS has six discrete at m odes w ith a certain dynam ical form
factor, S Q) that extends throughout reciprocal space. The m odes are thus at due to the nite extension of the
cluster in space. Them odes ofthe crystalare com pletely di erent: T hey do not correspond to a few isolated discrete
energies, but build a whole dispersion curve and for each eigenm ode (ie. each energy) in the acoustic regim e the
Q dependence is D iraclke In reciprocal space (ifwe lin it ourselves to one B rillouin zone).

O foourse, it would be com pletely nappropriate to clain on the basis of the visual clie that we can discem clisters
LSLLS in the crystalline structure that there are at m odes In the crystal, and that there would exist a coupling
between sound waves and these atmodes in the crystal. The aw In such a reasoning is uniquely based on a tacit
change of the boundary conditions: It replaces periodic boundary conditions (w ith a rather sm ooth variation of the
force constants across the "cluster" boundaries) by an abrupt discontinuity at the \surface" of the in aginary cluster.

In other words: T ype-l isolation refers to the absence of sim ilar clusters in the surroundings, the cluster is alone.
T ype2 isolation refers to a decoupling of the cluster from the surroundings in tem s of the force constants. And of
course what is relevant for the phonon problem is not if the cluster is alone (type-l isolation) but how the clusters
couple to their surroundings at their supposed boundaries (type2 isolation). Even in the exam pl ofa unigque m etallic
sphere In a rubberm edium , it is type2 isolation that is physically relevant.

Q C s are not periodic, and are sub ct to other boundary conditions than the ones that prevail in a crystal (see
below ). But this certainly cannot m ean that our exam ple would not be appropriate and that the introduction of
\clusters" by the authors would have less of a hidden problm w ith the prevailing boundary conditions, because the
crucial point of our ob fction lies in the postulated abrupt discontinuity, not in the periodicity. W hen I am raising
an ob fction against the use of (ype 2) isolated clusters, it can thus certainly not in ply that Twould have m issed the
passage in the paper w here the authors acknow ledge that there are no (ype 1) isolated clisters In quasicrystals. T he
statem ent that there are no (type 1) isolated clusters in Q Cs (pecause they are a dense packing of clusters) cannot
hide the fact that it is the very use of (type 2) isolated clusters which is the basic ingredient for the m icroscropic
Interpretation proposed by the authors.

W e could never wam the reader enough against the pitfall that would consist in getting one’s attention sidetracked
tow ards the issue if there is convincing evidence for the presence of clusters in Q Cs or otherw ise. That would be
certainly an interesting topic In is own right, but rather pointless and m isleading in the present discussion, as the
issue if there are (type=2) isolted clusters In quasicrystals cannot be replaced by an issue if there are clusters in
quasicrystals all together, nor by the issue if clusters are physically m eaningfiil in quasicrystals. T he verdict on the
latter issues w ill m oreover depend on the context of the application: A possble cluster argum ent in a problem of
stability or electronic properties w illbe di erent from the one in a phonon problem .

T he authors form ulate the statem ent that clusters are not m ere geom etrical constructions w thout any proof as
though it would be an obvious thruth, and the di culy that they can overlap is passed under silence. The clain that
the origion ofthe atm odes observed n AP dM n can be attributed to a localization on clisters is also put forward
w ithout any proof.



T o Introduce theboundary condiionsunderlying their clister assum ptions, the authors should have given argum ents
that there is a discontinuiy In the force constants at the surface of these clusters. In certain points on the clister
boundaries, the contrary rather seam s to be true, viz. when Instead ofbeing isolated clusters overlap, which is often
the case. In such points it rather looks as though nothing in the whole set of the atom ic forces betw een pairs ofatom s
In a QC singles out a cluster as an isolated entity, de ned by such a discontinuity. T he forces between the atom s
nside the clusters are not ocbviously di erent from thosebetween an atom ofthe cluster and a neighbouring atom that
lies just outside the cluster (put inside the overlapping clister of the sam e type). A few phason jum ps can create the
illusion that a whole cluster has jum ped, which also clearly ilustrates the relative arbitrariness of assigning an atom
to a cluster and of suggesting that a cluster would be an isolated entity whose existence would be obviously de ned
by a discontinuiy in the atom ic forces at is surface.

M athem atically spoken, if a cluster is taken large enough it can even be a covering cluster for the whole QC .One
can In agihe a crystal that could be depictured as a (periodic) arrangem ent of physically acceptable, overlapping
dentical clusters of a certain size, and that would not lead to any localization or broadening. A ny attem pt to escape
from this trivial ob fction m ust therefore forcedly end up in a discussion of the global, non-periodic arrangem ent of
the clusters and their overlaps.

D iscussing Q C problem s in tem s of clusters rather than atom s, is thus just a kind of renom alization procedure,
thatm erely shiftsthe Intrinsicdi culty ofnon-periodicity to a di erent length scale, but doesnot tackle thedi culy
itself. t isa blunt denialofthe subtlety and di culty ofthe elgenvalue problem to overem phasize the rdle of clusters.
W e can illustrate thisw ith the F bbonaccichain. It startswih LSLLSLSLLSLLSLSLLSLSLLSLLSLSLLSLLS s,
w here we have subdivided the sequence in building bricks LSLLS and LSL. Each of the ocurrences L SL : herein
is seen to be Pllowed by LS as both building bricks L.SL:and LSLLS:begh wih LS. Hence the whole sequence
can be seen asm ade from the \covering cluster" LSLLS, whereby we have to allow for overlaps LS, which appear
exactly at the positions where we have separated out L SL:. Sin ilarly we could even consider LSL as a covering
cluster (the overlap would then be L). Now, the phonon eigenm odes of the isolated sequences LSL and LSLLS can
be calculated (from the corresponding4 4 and 6 6 dynam icalm atrices) . W hat does this handfiil of eigenm odes tell
us about the phonons of the F bonacci chain? Hardly anything! A s we pointed out above, even the phonons of the
periodic sequencesbased on LSL or LSLLS do not give us the correct picture, despite the fact that In such sequences
the clusters are no longer com pletely isolated (which would be a com pletely irrealistic boundary condition) and one
at least allow s for the point that they are embedded In a larger structure (which com pletely changes the eigenvalie
problem ).

The idea of clusters LSL and LSLLS certainly has great eye appeal. O nem ight think at st sight that i must
yvield great nsight in the dynam ics of the F bonacci chain. But as we explained above, all this is m ere deception.
A Iready the overlap LSLLSLLS oftwo clusters of the type LSLLS will yield com petely di erent solutions for the
eigenvalie problem than LSLLS iself. The sam e basic ob Ections about the boundary conditions rem ain perfectly
valid In the three-dim ensional case, such that the fact that we work on the one-din ensional case does not present
a loophole from these ob gctions. A1l the use of the clusters LSL and LSLLS allows us to do is to rew rite the
transfer m atrix form alisn In tem s of m atrices that correspond to LSL and LSLLS rather than in tem s of the
m ore elem entary m atrices that correspond to S and L. This ilustrates how replacing atom s by clusters is just a
renom alization procedure, aswe stated. It is an underestin ation of the com plexiy of eigenvalie problem s and their
boundary conditions (which is golal) to suggest that they could be approached locally by focusing one’s attention to
an allbuilding bricks. P utting the bricks together just changes everything.

At least In the present context we can thus state that unless a rigorous proof of the contrary is given, i is wise to
adopt cautiously the conservative view point that the rigorous application of the idea of clusters, even if they look
physically attractive, has rem ained 1im ited to jist a convenient pictorial shorthand to describe parts of the structure,
nothing m ore. W e can appreciate from this discussion how both ob fctions (1) and ) are linked, In the sense that
both are based on a tacit modi cation of highly sensitive details of an eigenvalue problem , that is very hard to
soot. The exam ple of how the recurrent m odes com pletely escape the analysis in temn s of periodic approxin ants,
show s to what kinds of catastrophies such lack of rigor can lead. O nce again, this concem about rigor should not be
m isrepresented by saying that Iwould claim that there are no clusters in quasicrystals, or that clusters could not play
a role In quasicrystals, etc...

W ithout any justi cation, the localized m odes Invoked are identi ed with the atm odes that have been reported
in APPdM n, and a coupling m echanism between these localized m odes and sound waves is proposed. W e have two
ob Fctions to this:

(@) Such an explanation for the atm odes is Just one between several other possibilities. O ne of the altematives
is docum ented and can therefore not be ignored: By a scrutiny of the displacam ent pattems in their num erical
sin ulations Hafmer and Krayi [6] were able to associate the at modes with a restriction (\con nement") of the
vbrations to disclination lines of atom s that are topologically di erent from average (eg. the atom s have a 13-old
coordination, rather than a nom all2-fold one). T his has nothing to do w ith the vibration on a cluster.



) The issue if the at modes are due to a localization on clusters is not open-ended w ithin the present state
of know ledge. It can be unam biguously settled. It su ces to check if the structure factor ofa at m ode is indeed
com patible w ith the dynam ical structure factor of a cluster vibration (as Buchenau has done to prove hism odel for
the dynam ics of silica) . A lthough the dynam ical structure factors ofthe atm odes have not been published, it m ust
be straightforward to extract this rstrank inform ation from the authors’ already existing data, and a num erical
calculation of the vibrational spectrum of a Bergm an or a M ackay cluster w ith realistic force constants, involving
typically 33 to 55 atom s, is certainly not unfeasble.

Hence, before one can form ulate any possble approach of the type proposed by the authors, it is a perem ptory
prerequiste that one rst proves on the basis of existing data, that (1) the observed structure factors of the at
m odes are com patble wih an interpretation of these m odes in tem s of cluster phonons, and (2) that there are
anham onicities w ithin the system , eg. on the basis of D ebyeW aller factor anom alies of which one has proved
beyond any doubt that they cannot possbly be attrbuted to an onset phason hopping. These are necessary but
not su cient, m Inin al conditions that have to be met. They stand com pltely free from any theoretical consid—
erations, and therefore add up com pltely independently to the two m ain ob fctions outlined in the present C om m ent.

II. THE PEER REVIEW OF THE COMM ENT

W e would like to give the reader an Inkling about the m ethods that are used to have valid C om m ents of this type
refected. Iwould have prefered to quote the referee reports literally rather than paraphrasing them but it has been
pointed out to m e that it is illegal to reproduce referee reports literally as this constitutes a violation of copyright.
Imust state that I feel very uncom fortable about this. First of all, i kind of din inishes my credbility and exposes
m e to cheap and easy criticisn that Iam distorting the truth because I would not reproduce what has been w ritten
literally. Secondly, when one literally reproduces what has been w ritten, one cannot be accused ofbeing responsble
for whatever that m ight be contained in it and look disgracious, while when one has to paraphrase i, one becom es
sub ectively accredited w ith this regponsbility. Thirdly, it is apparently not enough that anonym ous peer review
exposes people alm ost defenseless to the huge prejudices that can be in  icted by sham peer review , especially when
it becom es system atical if som e group has m anaged to com pltely nvade the horizon of an editorialboard. V ictin s
are this way also obstructed from denouncing what they have undergone and m aking the communiy aware of it. I
m ust ask the reader to consider how this obligation to m ention what hasbeen stated only indirectly, can only result
In a down-sized and Yered account of the adversity and the personal attacks I have been faced w ith.

In a rst reply de Boissieu stated that the verbatin quotation I m ade at the beginning ofmy Comm ent: "The
buiding bricks ofallQ C structures are atom ic clusters. These clusters are not m ere geom etrical constructions but
real physical entities responsible for speci c¢ features in the Q C vibrational spectrum (9., resoonsble for localized
m odes)" would not be In his paper, and that my Comm ent would distort the point of view of his paper by m aking
quotations out of context.

He also stated that it was not appropriate to take issue w ith the fact that his analysis is based on isolated clusters,
while on p.5 of his paper he had clearly stated that the picture of one isolated cluster is not adequate or Q Cs, and
that one should rather think ofa Q C in tem s of a dense packing of clusters. T he reader should not get confised by
this would-be catching me In my own contradictions. T he contradictions are entirely from the hand of de B oissieu
et al. them selves. Yes, de Boissieu et al. state w ith great em phasis in the beginning of their paper that they do not
use isolated clusters, refering to the exam ple of a m etallic sphere in a rubberm edium . But, no, this cannot hide that
the whole argum ent is exactly based on an assum ed isolation of the clusters. It is just that the isolation at stake is
very di erent from the one suggested by the exam plk of a single m etallic sphere n a rubber m ediim . It is not by
sorting two entirely di erent situations under a sam e descriptive phrasing that they would becom e equal. In fact, the
problem of isolated clusters is not one of numbers (\one" against \a dense packing"), as one could infer from this
reply, but one of m utual overlap. In order to overcom e the confusion that could result from this reply, I introduced
the de nitions and the distinction between type-1 and type2 isolation in my Comm ent.

de Boissieu further stated that the scienti ¢ content of my comm ent would be very sn all, that i contained vague
and generalview s, that were In Jack of scienti c evidence and that were not supported by recent papers. He stated
that I overinterpreted the literature.

Finally, he replaced the true issue of my Comm ent, viz. that the clusters are not isolated, by another issue, viz.
if there are clusters in quasicrystals at all, and then gave a detailed reply on this replacem ent issue, w ith several
citations. Even if this reply had been entirely correct, it did not address the issues T had raised n my Comm ent.

W ith respect tomy argum ent that it isnot true that clusters are isolated in the sense ofhaving signi cantly stronger
Intra-clister bonding, de Boissieu stated that he certainly agreed that the existence of clusters is still a m atter of
debate, but that it has not been proved that the forces are of equal strength throughout the Q C and that therefore



my argum ent had no m ground. He added that the problem of the energetics of Q C s is very com plicated and one
could not expect the nalsolutions to be given soon.

W ith respect to my citation of the work of K rajiand Hafer he stated that this was wrong, because the ve at
m odes reported by these authors have an Insigni cant participation ratio, and because there has been no analysis of
their vibbration pattems, such that their true nature is still not clear, even if it is clear that they are associated w ith
disinclination lines.

Tt was also stated that electron density m easurem ents on a cristalline approxin ant of A ReSi indicate a larger
bonding character w ithin clusters than in between them . (T his argum ent is clearly not generalas can inm ediately
be appreciated from the fact that clusters very often overlp, which is the realissue ofmy Comm ent).

Tt was also stated that G ratias approved the cluster approach, while it very clearly transpires from G ratias’ papers
that he rather very cautiously considers them as a convenient shorthand to describe the structure.

Tt su cestopoint out that allthis does not address at allthe issue I raised, which is that the clusters often overlap.
T he point is thus not if there are clusters at all In quasicrystals, but that these clusters are not type2 isolated.

A fter Thad replied to this, the correspondence was sent to two referees. O ne of them appeared biased tome. But
eventually, both ofthem recom m ended publication w ih smallm odi cations. However, I leamed later on that one of
them w rote a seperate note to the editorsw herein he/she stated that he/she did not w ish to review m y m anuscript any
further, because the m anuscript would not be presented in the properm anner. (T he \he/she" re ect a tem inology
that wasused by the AP S).

W hen Thad adapted m y version to these com m ents, the editors of PRB requested that I should rem ove the sentence
from my paper that very explicitly stated that one should be careful in not being sidetracked tow ards the fake issue
if there are clusters In Q Cs, as the true issue is if these clusters are isolated in a very soeci ¢ sense. Thad made a
citation towards de Boissieu’s reply to the editors in this respect. It was argued that I would not have the right to
cite correspondence from the peer review process. It was also stated that the editorialboard w as \positively inclined"
to acoegpt my Comm ent or publication. Judging that the way de B oissieu changed the issues was apt to m islead a
m any reader, I reform ulated the sentence such as to keep its contents but to rem ove the citation. Then PRB put
my paper \on hold" for six m onths, reflising to give any explanation. T hey had done that already a rst tin e in the
review process. Perhaps I should have understood from this that my Comm ent was not well considered by the AP S
itself, and that this gentle use of force wasm eant to be discouraging enough to m ake m e just give up. Finally after
ninem onths, they sentm e all at once a report from a fourth referee. T here had very obviously not been the slightest
reason to ask advice from a fourth referee.

T his referee replaced again the issue if the clusters are isolated by the false issue if there are clusters all together.
O n this replacem ent issue he stated that an intense debate was going on w ithin the com m unity, and again developed
a whole argum entation about this non-issue, citing the m odel of closed electronic shells by Janot et al., the fracture
experin ents by Ebert et al,, con m ed by num erical sin ulations by Roesch et al. and the cluster friction m odel by
Feuerbacher et al. Tt was also stated that the whole developm ent based on the F ibonacci chain was insigni cant,
and unsuiable to disprove the assum ption that there are clusters in Q Cs, because real three-dim ensional clusters
are very di erent from sections of the Fibonacci chain (eg. In containing m any shells). T hat the looks of one-and
three-din ensional clusters are di erentm ay very wellbe true, but is irrelevant for the realissue, which is not ifthere
are clusters In Q C s, but that these clusters are not segparated. And the latter issue can equally wellbe explained on
the F bonaccichain ason a three-dim ensionalm odel. Tt was also stated that as long there was no rigorous proofthat
there are no clusters in QCs, i would be allowed to assum e that clusters are present and to build m odels on this
assum ption. O nce again, the issue is not if there are clusters all together, but that these clusters are not isolated.

T he referee also paraphrased m e by stating that I would have clain ed that the considerations of de B oissieu are
redundant, because phonon broadening is an Intrinsic property of QCs. He argued that this m ight be plausble,
but that i would be too sim plistic, because the broadening cannot be calculated, while de Boissieu et al. would
convincingly explain the experin entaldata.

I responded m ore or kess as follow s (Iam forced to paraphrase the exact statem ents from the report n order not to
violate copyright) :

Ickarly wrote n my Comm ent that "W e could never wam the reader enough against the pitfall that would consist
In getting one’s attention sidetracked tow ards the issue if there is convincing evidence for the presence of clusters in
Q Cs or otherw ise." T his sentence sum m arizes a num ber of argum ents that are clearly developed In my paper: The
issue isnot if there are clusters or otherw ise. T he issue is that de B oissieu et al. ignore the consequences ofthe crucial
fact that the clusters often overlap, and that they therefore are not isolated (in the type?2 sensede ned in my paper).
(A nd the issue that the clusters are not isolated is a very di erent one from the one that de B oissieu digm issed after
evoking an isolated m etallic sphere in a rubber m edium , which of the type-l de ned in my paper). The fact that T
de ne two types of isolation already clearly show s that the issue is not if there are clusters all together in QCs. The
issue is that these clusters are not isolated in the type2 sense. Thave a whole discussion ofthis In term s ofboundary
conditions w thin the paper. The referee nds it convenient to ignore this all together, and cites work of Janot et al,,



Ebert et al,, Roesch et al. and Feuerbacher et al. as proofs for the existence of clusters w hile this is totally pointless,
as clarly explained in my paper and the sentence I quoted from i above. The referee thus goes resolutely for the
pifall Twamed against in m y paper, which I form ulated because de B oissieu had attem pted this elusive m ove already
In his st reply.

T he referee builds further on this swap towards a false issue, by stating that the exam ple of the F bonacci chain,
which would take a disproportionate large part ofmy Comm ent could not be used to prove the cluster assum ption
wrong. In my paper, the Fibonacci chain is not being used in order to prove that there would be no clusters in a
QC .A s TIalready pointed out above, the issue if there are clusters or otherw ise is pointless for our discussion. W hat
m atters is that the clusters often overlap (ie. are not isolated In the type2 sense) and in order to point this out,
the F bonacci chain is as good as a full- edged 3D m odel. And the referee firther Insists on focusing the attention
to this pointless issue of the existence of clusters or otherw ise when he w rites that three-din ensional clusters are ot
com parable to sections of the F dbbonacci chain, and that it is legitin ate to use the cluster assum ption as long as there
is no strikking argum ent against it.

T he Jatter contains actually a reversalof de B oissieu’s charge of proof: O ne could m ake asm any unproved clain s
asone lkes, it isup to others to prove them w rong. de B oissieu and the referee know very well that this is not viable.
T his shines through clearly enough when it com es down to attacking m y work, rather than defending the work ofde
B oissieu, and one tries to m ake prevail totally irrelevant ob fctions against it to m ake us wonder if perhaps I did not
failtomest my charge of proofon som e very tiny loopholes.

O ne of these irrelevant ob fctions is that the Fibonacci chain would not be pertinent in the present discussion.
T he argum ents developed on the F bonaccichain arenota ected by his irrelevant distinctions between the F dbbonacci
chain and 3D Q Cshewould like us to believe crucial. T he F bonaccichain is perfectly suited for discussing the type2
isolation and other issues at stake. M aking the sam e pointson a 2D or3D Q C would require to lnclude into the paper
elaborate F igures to show the clusters and how they overlap, etc... W hile w ith the F bonacci chain one can describe
the whole situation exhaustively and very clarly by referring to the letters L and S. O ne issue ofmy paper is that
the possble overlap of the clusters (the lack of type2 isolation) is pointing out a taci cheat about the valies of the
Interatom ic forces: Ik tacitly in plies that the bonds between atom s w ithin the cluster are stronger than the bonds
between atom s of a cluster and surrounding atom s. T hat this is not true is totally obvious when two clusters A and
B overlap, as discussed In my paper. And the referee can check it also on a 3D m odel. It is nothing speci c for the
F bonaccichain only. T his entails that the clusters are not at alldoing what de B oissieu clain s they are doing. This
point is exactly the sam e one as voiced by Henley in his paper "C lusters, phason elasticity, and entropic stabilization :
a theory perspective"” Phil M ag. 86, 1123 (2006): Am es conference proceedings) In the rst sentence of the section
"2. Clusters" on page 1124. It is this issue, and not the m ere presence of clusters or otherw ise, that is essential and
m akes de Boissieu’s position untenable. To m ake this untenable position prevail nevertheless, the referee carefully
eludes discussing this crucialpoint of overlap. H e diverts the attention away from it by ham m ering incessantly on the
irrelevant issue if clusters exist all together.

T also addressed the paraphrasing ofmy argum ent that the use of clusters would be redundant. In fact, this is a
com pltely false presentation of the issues, as anyone who reads the paper carefully can see. T he referee operates a
very subtle shift when he paraphrases my ob gction by stating that I would have clain ed the considerations of de
Boissieu et al. are redundant. As far as I can see I wrote: "There is a priori no need for the Introduction of an
assum ption of anham onicity in the form of a coupling." If one thinks carefdully about it, this does not m ean that
the considerations are redundant, but that they could ke redundant. T he snag to this aln ost sublin inal shift is that
if T had clain ed that the consideratrions are redundant I would be invested w ith a charge to prove . W hik if the
considerations could ke redundant, it is the charge ofproofofde B oissieu that hasnot been properly m et. Hence this is
a hidden reversalofthe charge of proof, that is very hard to spot. T hat phonon broadening is an intrinsic property is
notm erely plausble ashe states, it is a m athem atical certainty, because the eigenm odes are not quasiperiodic. H ence
here the referee unduly questions (@gain In an ino ensive looking way) an established cbvious factualm athem atical
truth. T hat nobody is able to solve the horrendously di cul problem of the calculation of the g-dependence of the
Intrinsic broadening, does not exclude that the broadening cbserved could be entirely due to this intrinsic broadening.
Let one plase not jum p onto this sentence to put again things In my m outh that I do not say. I do not say that
the broadening is entirely Intrinsic, I say that cannot be excluded that it could be entirely intrinsic. T he m echanism
of Intrinsic broadening has at least the m errit that it is physically sound, while the cluster scenario is conclisively
proved w rong by eg. the type2 isolation issue, which the referee carefully eludes to discuss.

Tt is therefore ridiculous to exploi the di culty ofthe problem of calculating the intrinsic broadening to com pare
this scenario unfavourably w ith the (ilusory) succesofthe clusterm odelby stating that the resul ofthe Q -dependence
of the line w idth presented by Boissieu et al. is convincing. The m odel is proved w rong and that the data can be

tted w ith a polynom ialofthe fourth degree ishardly inform ative and a nding that could be derived from scores of
otherm odels.

I have never stated that the broadening would be uniguely intrinsic. A s I explained it already above I have only



evoked this as a possbility. Because, what the argum ent of the Intrinsic broadening was intended to show is that
the assum ptions de Boissieu m akes are in lack of justi cation, by giving a counter exam ple. E g. the tacitly in plied
assum ption that there is anhamm onicity is gratuious. In view of the possbility of intrinsic broadening which will
occur even in a com pltely ham onic m odel, it is a perem ptory prerequiste to prove that the forces are anham onic
before one can Introduce the assum ptionsthat underly de B oissieu’sm odel. A sking to develop the intrinsic broadening
scenario into a full calculation as the referee does is, again, a reversal of the charge of proof. M oreover it tries to
saddle m e up w ith the obligation of a dem onstratio diabolica.

The editorial board of PRB refused to consider my reply to this referee report. They even refused to state this
refisal. They jist m oved on tow ards a statem ent that this ended the review ofmy Comm ent. T hey eluded answ ering
by addressing non-scienti c issues, m aintained my Comm ent refected and even eluded responding to an appeal of
m Ine. They had arti cially m ade the whole procedure last ©rm ore than two years. They even recom m ended that I
try to have it published in another pumal, because other pumals have other criteria for approvalthan the AP S.

Wemay nally point out that we already had attem pted to write a Comm ent on the arti cial cluster issue, back
In 1993 when i was introduced In reference [Z]. Janot et al. dropped an o -hand comm ent on my work tow ards the
end of that paper that my interpretation of the quasielastic data In tem s of phason hopping would be wrong. In
reality, their data did not w arrant such questioning ofm y work. In fact, reference 2] reported a failure to observe the
quasielastic scattering that I had m easured and that corresponded to the decrease of the elastic intensity when the
tem perature was raised. Such elastic data can never be used to challenge the Interpretation ofthe m uch m ore detailed
and speci c quasielastic data. Nevertheless, Janot et al. did this, denigrating m y work. I had to discover this as an
accom plished fact In the published literature. To undo the dam age, Iwas forced to w rite a Com m ent to reference 2],
w ith reversed rights of reply. U sing this reversed situation, Janot answ ered that m y sam ples w ere suspicious and that
the quasielastic signal was due to preferential segregation of Cu into the grain boundaries. On the editorial board
of PhysicalReview Letters S.M oss stated that he felt m uch m ore sym pathetic towardsm y argum ents, but that the
exchange would be too long to publish it in PhysicalR eview Letters. S.M ossand R . Schuhm ann suggested tom e that
Isend i to PhysicalReview B .But when Idid this, Iwas told that Physical Review B does not handl C omm ents
on papers published In PhysicalReview Letters. In my Comm ent I had pointed out that the cluster scenario was
analogous to scenarios used in glasses. But in reference [1] it is stated towards the end, that after the work was

nished, the authors discovered that a sin ilar approach had been used in glasses.

A fter the refection ofmy Comm ent on 2], a proposalofm ine forbeam tin e at the ILL tom easure phason dynam ics
was reected on thebasis a statem ent by D ubois in the scienti cevaluation com m ittee that the experim ent had already
been done by Janot. It was just not true. W hen I protested, and I expressed my fears that my ideaswould be stolen,
Janot w rote a letter to m e w ith copy to the director of the ILL, wherein he stated that Iwould be paranoid, and that
they did not intend to m easure phason dynam ics. A few m onths later he and de B oissieu m ade the experim ent n m y
place on IN 16, but they m elted their sam ple. They had m ade their attem pt to m easure phason dynam ics w ith the
sam e type of sam ple, on the sam e type of instrum ent, in the very sam e Q -range, w ith the sam e energy resolution, and
In the sam e energy and tem perature range. N evertheless, they w rote an ILL report about it wherein they stated that
this experin ent would be di erent from m ine and wherein they reported that they had gured out in the m eantin e
that the Interpretation ofthe D ebyeW aller factor n d]wasw rong. T he Interpretation ofthe tam perature dependence
of the D ebyeW aller factor had been the only elem ent of justi cation on which the whole introduction of the cluster
issue had been based. It was w rong. And already at that stage, the cbvious error in the reasoning had been that the
clusters are not isolated but overlap. N evertheless, these issues were Introduced again in reference [1].
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this constant is zero.
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