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We examine the coherence/incoherence transition temperature of a generic molecular spin. Our
results demonstrates that a molecular spin with a high coherence/incoherence transition temperature
should possess a low spin number and low axiality, or high spin number and high axiality. Interestingly,
the latter is better protected from the magnetic noises than the former and thus be the best candidate
for a robust electron-based molecular spin qubit/qudit. The transition temperature can be further
optimized if a large non-axial component of the spin Hamiltonian exists.

I. INTRODUCTION

Magnetic materials based on molecules have gained a lot of traction in the last several decades [1–8]. In the area
of single-molecule magnets (SMMs) [2, 4, 9, 10], recent observations of the hysteresis at high temperature resulting
from creative chemical designs and a deep understanding of the fundamental factors influencing the magnetization
relaxation has generated a lot of excitement toward a future where each molecule can be a storage bit [11–13]. No less
important is the rapid development of the area of molecular spin qubit where the paramagnetic molecule is proposed to
be used as qubit, the elementary unit for the quantum information processing, or as qudit, a simple molecular quantum
processor with more functions/qubits incorporated [3, 4, 14–18]. Recently, the realization of a Grover search algorithm
on a qudit based on a set of addressable nuclear spin states within a single molecule [19] once more demonstrates the
potential of this area in particular and the molecular magnetism in general.

In SMM, one of the key characteristics of the material is the relaxation time of the magnetization where the quantum
tunneling of magnetization (QTM) plays an important role due to the nanoscale size of the molecule [2, 4, 7, 9, 10]. At
high temperature, this QTM process can be treated in an incoherent manner [20, 21]. The magnetization relaxation in
this regime can be considered as operating in only one single relaxation mode [22–27]. Meanwhile, the most important
requisite for a robust molecular spin qubit is a long decoherence time of the quantum superposition within the ground
doublet, which necessarily requires a large tunneling frequency and a sufficiently low operating temperature so that
at least the thermal noise is suppressed [3, 10, 16, 18]. Essentially, a molecular spin qubit needs to operate in the
coherence limit of the quantum tunneling of magnetization where at least two relaxation modes with complex conjugate
relaxation rates coexist. Assuming effect of nuclear and neighboring electronic spins are negligible, a molecular spin
in principle can transit between two mentioned limits, coherent and incoherent quantum tunneling, by lowering the
temperature [26, 27]. The remaining question is at which temperature this coherence/incoherence transition occurs
and how to calculate it. Practically, this coherence/incoherence transition temperature plays roles as 1) the upper
boundary of the temperature domain where a molecular spin qubit shows the coherence; 2) the lower boundary where
the incoherent approximation of the quantum tunneling of magnetization is fully invalidated. As far as we are aware,
none of the research so far approaches this problem from a theoretical point of view.
In the previous papers, we have proposed and worked out the formula of a quantity named transition decoherence

rate γ0 as the boundary between the coherence and incoherence relaxation of the magnetization [26, 27]. As mentioned
above, considerable attention has been usually paid to the temperature where the transition between the coherence
and incoherence relaxation occurs. In principle, this transition temperature can always be found given the transition
decoherence rate γ0. The problem is that besides the temperature, the transition decoherence rate is also a function
of other characteristics of the molecular spin system such as the spin number or anisotropy of the spin system.
Consequently, the expression for the transition temperature may significantly vary from one spin Hamiltonian to
another spin Hamiltonian. This variation raises additional important questions in practice: which molecular spin
system will have a high coherence/incoherence transition temperature and/or be insensitive to the magnetic noise?
These properties are crucial for a complex candidate to be a molecular spin qubit since they may indicate that the
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decoherence induced by the thermal and magnetic noise is optimized. They are also of importance for the application
of the incoherent quantum tunneling approximation and accordingly the interpretation of the magnetization relaxation
in single-molecule magnets. Based on the results presented in the previous works [26, 27], we will seek the answers to
all of these questions.

II. COHERENCE/INCOHERENCE TRANSITION TEMPERATURE

A molecular spin system of spin number S (transition metal complexes) (or total angular momentum quantum
number J - lanthanide-based complexes) with the following generic Hamiltonian is considered:

H =
∑
mth

(
εm +

Wm

2

)
|m〉 〈m|+

(
εm −

Wm

2

)
|m′〉 〈m′|+

∑
mth

(
∆m

2
|m〉 〈m′|+ ∆∗m

2
|m′〉 〈m|

)
+
∑
nth

εn |n〉 〈n| , (1)

where m (n) indicates the doublet mth (or the singlet nth), Wm is the energy bias caused by the magnetic field, and
∆m is either the intrinsic or field-induced tunneling splitting gap. It is worth noting that the Hamiltonian is formulated
in the localized basis [23, 25, 28] and the spin system S is assumed to be subject to the Redfield equation [22, 23], i.e.
weakly interacting with the surrounding thermal bath.

For the mentioned system, we have figured out in the previous works [26, 27] that the transition between coherence
and incoherence relaxation occurs at a specific value of the decoherence rate γ defined as γ ≡ (γ11′ − Γe) /2 where
γ11′ is the escape rate of the ground doublet population and Γe is the effective relaxation rate as if the tunneling
splitting gap of the ground doublet is zero. Generally speaking, γ is temperature dependent but it is up to a specific
spin system that γ can have different types of dependence on the temperature T . However, if we restrict our objective
only to an estimation of the temperature at which there is a transition in magnetization relaxation from incoherence to
coherence, we may consider a common case when the transition rate to the nearest excited doublet/singlet at energy U
contributes the most to the escape rate γ11′ and γ11′ � Γe. In this case, γ can be roughly approximated by:

γ
O
≈ 3k5

B

π~4ρv5

U3

exp (U/T )− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣〈S − 1|
∑
αβ

D̃αβSαSβ |S〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

O
≈ 3k5

B

π~4ρv5

S4 (2S − 1)
3
D5

exp [(2S − 1)D/T ]− 1
. (2)

Here we use the notation LHS
O
≈ RHS to indicate the left-hand side (LHS) is of the order of magnitude of the right-hand

side (RHS). Eq. (2) is taken from Chapter 5 of Ref. [2] where S is the spin number, D is the (second-order) axial
anisotropy parameter and U ≈ (2S − 1)D.

On the other hand, the transition decoherence rate γ0 is closed related to the spin Hamiltonian of the spin system,
especially the ground doublet, and given by [26, 27]:

γ0 =



∆1 for W1 = 0,(√
∆2

1−8W 2
1 +3∆1

)√
4W 2

1−∆1

√
∆2

1−8W 2
1 +∆2

1

8
√

2W1
for 0 ≤W1 <

∆1

2
√

2
,

3
2
√

2

√
∆2

1 − 2W 2
1 for ∆1

2
√

2
≤W1 <

∆1√
2
,

0 for W1 ≥ ∆1√
2
.

(3)

From Eq. (2) and (3), we can now proceed to a rough estimation of the coherence/incoherence transition temperature
T0 corresponding to the transition decoherence rate γ0 in both cases: at resonance (W1 = 0) and out of resonance
(W1 6= 0).

A. At resonance

From Eq. (2), it is straightforward that at resonance:

T0
O
≈ U

ln
[
1 +

3k5
B

π~4ρv5
S4

(2S−1)2
U5

γ0

] O≈ (2S − 1)D

ln
[
1 +

3k5
B

π~4ρv5

S4(2S−1)3D5

∆1

] . (4)
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Origin of ∆1 S δH ∆1 T0

Rhombic anisotropy Integer B
4

(
S2
+ + S2

−
) 8DS2(2S)!

(S!)2

(
B

16D

)s (2S−1)D

ln

[
1+

3k5
B

8π~4ρv5
(S!)2S2(2S−1)3

(2S)! ( B
16D )−sD4

]

Tetragonal anisotropy Even C
(
S4
+ + S4

−
) 8DS2(2S)!

[(S/2)!]2

(
C

16D

)s/2 (2S−1)D

ln

[
1+

3k5
B

8π~4ρv5
S2(2S−1)3[(S/2)!]2

(2S)! ( C
16D )−s/2

D4

]

Transverse field Any gµBHxSx
8DS2

(2S)!

(
gµBHx

2D

)2s
(2S−1)D

ln

[
1+

3k5
B

8π~4ρv5
S2(2S−1)3(2S)!

S2S

(
gµBHx

2SD

)−2s
D4

]

Table I. Estimations of the coherence/incoherence transition temperature T0 at resonance for some typical origins of the tunneling
splitting in molecular spin systems.
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Figure 1. Dependence of the coherence/incoherence transition temperature T0 on the spin number S and the axial anisotropic
parameters D and B for a rhombic anisotropic molecular spin.

For an anisotropic molecular spin with spin number S (J), the ground doublet tunneling splitting ∆1 depends on its
spin Hamiltonian Hsp. This Hamiltonian has the form Hsp = H0 + δH where the axial component H0 commutes with
operator Sz and the non-axial component δH does not. Tunneling splitting of the spin system is caused by the latter
and thus may possess various forms. In order to determine the transition temperature dependence on spin number and
the anisotropy of the molecular spin system, we thus need to expand ∆1 from the above as a function of the anisotropy
and spin number of the system. This is what we show in Table I where some typical forms of δH [2, 29] and the
corresponding estimated T0 derived straightforwardly from Eq. (4) are listed. It is apparent from the table that the
transition temperature is proportional to the axial anisotropy parameter D as well as approximately the spin number
S when these are large since the natural logarithm in the denominator of T0 (the fourth column of Table I) increases
slower than the one in the numerator. In the case of a small S and/or D, the transition temperature is inversely
proportional to some power of D since the denominator involves the logarithm function where ln (1 + x) ≈ x for x→ 0.
That is to say, the case of large S and D or the case of small S and D will maximize the coherence/incoherence
transition temperature.
To have a clearer view on the dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the spin number and anisotropy

of the spin system as well as giving a clue to designing a molecular spin qubit where coherence can be observed at
high temperature, we illustrate this dependence in Fig. 1, 2, and 3 for difference types of the anisotropy listed in
Table I. As can be seen, regardless of the origin of the tunneling splitting, whether it is from rhombic anisotropic,
tetragonal anisotropic, or transverse field, a molecular spin with a high transition temperature either must have a high
spin number S (J) and highly axial (large D), or low spin number S(J) and low axiality (small D). In both cases,
a large non-axial Hamiltonian component (B, C, Hx, ...) is required to maximize the transition temperature. This
conclusion is highly likely applicable for any candidate for molecular spin qubit, whether it’s 3d- or 4f-complexes.
The above conclusion can be explained if we consider physics of the quantum coherence in the ground doublet. In

particular, for enhancing quantum coherence in molecular spin, either the ground doublet must be far from other
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Figure 2. Dependence of the coherence/incoherence transition temperature T0 on the spin number S and the anisotropic
parameters D and C for a tetragonal anisotropic molecular spin.
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Figure 3. Dependence of the coherence/incoherence transition temperature T0 on the axial anisotropic parameter D and the
transversal field Hx for an axial anisotropic molecular spin where the tunneling splitting results from a transverse magnetic field.
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excited states to reduce the decoherence, in particular the thermal dephasing rate, to the latter (hence high S and
highly axial system), or increasing the quantum tunneling splitting to amplify the effect of the quantum tunneling
process (hence low S, low axiality). Of course, for both cases, a large non-axial Hamiltonian component always help to
increase the mixing between two tunneling-split states, accordingly increase the tunneling splitting and coherence
within the ground doublet.

For the well-known SMM Mn12ac, we have C ≈ 5× 10−5 K, D ≈ 0.5 K, and S = 10 (cf. Ref. 21). The transition
temperature thus is estimated to be around 0.25 K at resonance. It is worth noting that throughout all calculations
and figures above and hereinafter, the mass density ρ = 1.5× 103 kg/m3 and the sound velocity v = 1.5× 103 m/s are
used.

B. Out of resonance

From γ0 is given in Eq. (3) and the corresponding transition temperature T0 is approximated in Eq. (4), it is
straightforward to obtain the function T0 (W1),

T0 (W1)
O
≈ (2S − 1)D

ln
[
1 + r0

rW1

] , (5)

where

r0 =
3k5
B

π~4ρv5

S4 (2S − 1)
3
D5

∆1
, (6)

rW1 =
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∆2
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1
∆2

1
+1

8
√

2
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∆1
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< 1

2
√

2
,

3
2
√

2

√
1− 2
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1

∆2
1

for 1
2
√

2
≤ W1
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< 1√

2
,

0 for W1

∆1
≥ 1√

2
.

(7)

For tunneling splitting ∆1 resulting from rhombic anisotropy, tetragonal anisotropic and transverse field, a table
similar to Table I can be easily introduced. However, we do not include it here since it is lengthy and difficult to
infer any conclusion from that. Instead, we resort to a visual illustration. In Fig. 4, Fig. 5, and Fig. 6, we examine
the dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the energy bias W1 in the ground doublet for two potentially
best molecular spin qubit systems concluded from the above section: 1) small spin number S (J) and small axial
anisotropy; 2) large spin number S (J) with large axial anisotropy. As can be seen from these figures, the transition
temperature T0 in former system generally declines faster and faster w.r.t an increasing in the energy bias W1 and
becomes 0 at W1 = ∆1/

√
2. On the contrary, the transition temperature T0 in the latter system with large S (J) and

large axial anisotropy remains approximately constant until W1 ≈ ∆1/
√

2. Technically, this results from a large r0 due
to a large S and D in the latter system but small r0 due to a small S and D in the former system . This interesting
dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the energy bias W1 suggests that those systems with large S (J) and
highly axial anisotropy have more potential to be a practical molecular spin qubit than the one with small S (J) since
their coherence/incoherence transition temperature, and accordingly the coherence within the ground doublet, are
insensitive to the magnetic noise from the environment. This also means in order to observe the coherence, an extreme
magnetic dilution can be avoided to a certain extent for this kind of molecular spin system.

III. DISCUSSIONS

Up to now, we haven’t mentioned the role of the ligand on the coherence/incoherence transition temperature. In
fact, this has been implicitly included via the anisotropy parameters of the spin Hamiltonian. On the other hand, since
our demonstration mainly involves a rough estimation of the transition temperature, the effect of specific properties of
the ligand, such as its rigidity, on the thermal vibrations of the molecule entered the demonstration via the selection of
Eq. (2) for the transition decoherence rate γ. Regarding the static effects of other magnetic noises on the molecular
spin system from surrounding nuclear or electronic spins, these are obviously covered by the energy bias W1. However,
the decoherence sources from the dynamic nature of hyperfine or dipolar interactions have not been taken into account.
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Figure 4. Dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the energy bias W1 for a rhombic anisotropic molecular spin.
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Figure 5. Dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the energy bias W1 for a tetragonal anisotropic molecular spin.
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Figure 6. Dependence of the transition temperature T0 on the energy bias W1 for an axial anisotropic molecular spin where the
tunneling splitting results from a transverse magnetic field.
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It is worth reminding that although in the main text we mainly discussed the spin number S, which is often a good
quantum number for transition metal complexes, the results are applicable to the lanthanide-based molecular spin as
well where the total angular momentum number J is a good quantum number. In addition, the technique developed in
this work can also be applied to other systems with different spin Hamiltonian to roughly estimate their corresponding
transition temperature.

The main objective of this paper is to seek the answer for the questions how to calculate the coherence/incoherence
transition temperature and what kind of molecular spin system will have a high coherence/incoherence transition
temperature and/or insensitive to the magnetic noise. Throughout an examination of the coherence/incoherence
transition temperature with some typical spin Hamiltonians, it is possible to conclude that a highly axial anisotropic
molecular spin with high spin number S (J) and a large non-axial Hamiltonian component is likely the best candidate.
The second best one is a low axial spin system with low spin number S but still having a large non-axial Hamiltonian
component. Both kinds of system are as good at giving a high coherence/incoherence transition temperature but the
former is more robust in protection against the magnetic noise. This can be explained by the energy spectrum of these
systems which either disfavors the decoherence to higher energy states or amplifies the tunneling splitting gaps by
which increasing the coherence within the ground doublet. To our knowledge, this is the first quantitative study to
deal with these questions from the theoretical point of view and also of direct practical relevance as well. Indeed, by
figuring out the characteristics of those systems with high coherence/incoherence transition temperature, the work
sets out a solid guideline on which molecular spin system is the most potential to be a good molecular spin qubit.
Furthermore, it also set an upper boundary for the temperature beyond which coherence in molecular spins cannot
be observed as well as establishes a lower limit for the temperature below which an application of the incoherent
approximation of the quantum tunneling of magnetization is no longer valid.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

L. T. A. H. and L. U. acknowledge the financial support of the research projects R-143-000-A65-133, A-8000709-00-00
and A-8000017-00-00 of the National University of Singapore. Calculations were done on the ASPIRE-1 cluster
(www.nscc.sg) under the projects 11001278 and 51000267. Computational resources of the HPC-NUS are gratefully
acknowledged.

[1] R. Sessoli, D. Gatteschi, a. Caneschi, and M. A. Novak, Nature 365, 141 (1993).
[2] D. Gatteschi, R. Sessoli, and J. Villain, Molecular Nanomagnets (Oxford University Press, 2006) pp. 1–408.
[3] A. Gaita-Ariño, F. Luis, S. Hill, and E. Coronado, Nature Chemistry 11, 301 (2019).
[4] N. F. Chilton, Annual Review of Materials Research 52, 79 (2022).
[5] E. Coronado, Nature Reviews Materials (2019), 10.1038/s41578-019-0146-8.
[6] E. Moreno-Pineda, C. Godfrin, F. Balestro, W. Wernsdorfer, and M. Ruben, Chemical Society Reviews 47, 501 (2018).
[7] E. Moreno-Pineda and W. Wernsdorfer, Nature Reviews Physics 3, 645 (2021).
[8] L. Escalera-Moreno, J. J. Baldoví, A. Gaita-Ariño, and E. Coronado, Chemical Science (2018), 10.1039/C7SC05464E.
[9] J. Bartolomé, F. Luis, and J. F. Fernández, Molecular Magnets, edited by J. Bartolomé, F. Luis, and J. F. Fernández,

NanoScience and Technology (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2014).
[10] D. Aravena, Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters 9, 5327 (2018).
[11] C. A. P. Goodwin, F. Ortu, D. Reta, N. F. Chilton, and D. P. Mills, Nature 548, 439 (2017).
[12] F. S. Guo, B. M. Day, Y. C. Chen, M. L. Tong, A. Mansikkamäki, and R. A. Layfield, Angewandte Chemie - International

Edition 56, 11445 (2017).
[13] F. S. Guo, B. M. Day, Y. C. Chen, M. L. Tong, A. Mansikkamäki, and R. A. Layfield, Science 0652, 1 (2018).
[14] M. N. Leuenberger and D. Loss, Nature 410, 789 (2001).
[15] M. D. Jenkins, Y. Duan, B. Diosdado, J. J. García-Ripoll, A. Gaita-Ariño, C. Giménez-Saiz, P. J. Alonso, E. Coronado,

and F. Luis, Physical Review B 95, 1 (2017).
[16] E. Moreno-Pineda, C. Godfrin, F. Balestro, W. Wernsdorfer, and M. Ruben, Chemical Society Reviews 47, 501 (2018).
[17] M. Atzori and R. Sessoli, Journal of the American Chemical Society 141, 11339 (2019).
[18] S. Carretta, D. Zueco, A. Chiesa, Á. Gómez-León, and F. Luis, Applied Physics Letters 118, 240501 (2021), arXiv:2105.00654.
[19] C. Godfrin, A. Ferhat, R. Ballou, S. Klyatskaya, M. Ruben, W. Wernsdorfer, and F. Balestro, Physical Review Letters

119, 1 (2017), arXiv:1710.11229.
[20] D. A. Garanin and E. M. Chudnovsky, Physical Review B 56, 11102 (1997).
[21] M. N. Leuenberger and D. Loss, Physical Review B 61, 1286 (2000).
[22] K. Blum, Density Matrix Theory and Applications, Springer Series on Atomic, Optical, and Plasma Physics, Vol. 64

(Springer Science & Business Media, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012) p. 343.
[23] D. A. Garanin, in Advances in Chemical Physics, Vol. 147 (Wiley, 2011) Chap. 4, pp. 213–277, arXiv:0805.0391.

https://doi.org/10.1038/365141a0
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198567530.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41557-019-0232-y
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-matsci-081420-042553
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41578-019-0146-8
https://doi.org/10.1039/c5cs00933b
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-021-00340-3
https://doi.org/10.1039/C7SC05464E
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-40609-6
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.8b02359
https://doi.org/ 10.1038/nature23447
https://doi.org/ 10.1002/anie.201705426
https://doi.org/ 10.1002/anie.201705426
https://doi.org/ 10.1126/science.aav0652
https://doi.org/10.1038/35071024
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.95.064423
https://doi.org/10.1039/c5cs00933b
https://doi.org/10.1021/jacs.9b00984
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0053378
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.00654
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.187702
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.187702
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.11229
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.56.11102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.61.1286
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-20561-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118135242.ch4
http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.0391


8

[24] L. T. A. Ho and L. F. Chibotaru, Physical Review B 94, 104422 (2016), arXiv:1607.07576.
[25] L. T. A. Ho and L. F. Chibotaru, , 9 (2017), arXiv:1710.02053.
[26] L. T. A. Ho, L. Ungur, and L. F. Chibotaru, , 10 (2022), arXiv:xxxx.xxxxx.
[27] L. T. A. Ho, L. Ungur, and L. F. Chibotaru, , 10 (2022), arXiv:xxxx.xxxxx.
[28] L. T. A. Ho, L. Ungur, and L. F. Chibotaru, , 10 (2022), arXiv:xxxx.xxxxx.
[29] F. Hartmann-boutron, P. Politi, and J. Villain, International Journal of Modern Physics B 10, 2577 (1996).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.104422
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.07576
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.02053
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.02053
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
http://arxiv.org/abs/xxxx.xxxxx
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217979296001148

	Coherence/incoherence transition temperature in molecular spin
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Coherence/incoherence transition temperature
	A At resonance
	B Out of resonance

	III Discussions
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


