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Ourwork has argued for a particular scaling form goveming the distrbbution M ( ;t) ofm agneti-
sation overbias , for a system of dpolar-interacting m olecular spins. This form , which was found

InM onteCarlo M C) sim ulations, leads inevitably to a short-tin e form

=2 forthe m agnetisation

relaxation in the system . T he authors of the C om m ent argue that the m agnetisation should decay

rather as

£, wih the exponent p depending on the lattice type— and they argue this form is

valid up to iIn nite tim es. They also clain that our conclusion is based on an assum ed exponential
dependence of the function M ( ;t) on 4e (), the e ective m olecular relaxation time. In fact our
resuls do not depend on any such dependence, which was used m erely for illistrative purposes,
but only on the scaling form we found. Repeating our M C sim ulations for di erent lattice types
and di erent param eters, we always nd a square root relaxation for short times. W e nd that the
results of the comm ent are awed because they try to t their resuls over far too large a range of
tin es (ncluding the in nite tin e lin i, where no sin ple theory applies).

The comm ent:l‘ m isrepresents both our work and the
physics of the problem . Our results are esgentially that
Hrboth strongly polarised? and depolarised? dipolar sys—
tem s, the shorttine re tion (@fter an initial tran-—
sient) has the form M t, regardless of lattice type-
w ith concom itant results for the hqle w idth and the scal-
ing functipn M ( ;t) introduced ;2. It is argued in the
comm ent? that (i) our results are based on the assum P
tion ofan exponential form for the finction M ( ;t); and
(i) that the m agnetisation relaxation in lattices of vari-
ous symm etry m ay be describbed over huge tin e ranges,
encom passing up to 3 orders ofm agnitude in m agnetisa—
tion (rom M = 1toM = 10 3) by a power law m

M (t) €, wih p dependent on lattice symm etry. W e
resoond to these In tum:

@ Thee ective relaxation rate del () was introduced
i, and extracted and studied using direct t-dependent
M C sinulations. It describbes molecules in large bias

elds , and, we clain ed, has a Lorentzian-tail depen—
dence ' () . Asbefore we write the total nor-
m alised m agnetisation ofthesystem M (t)= d M ( ;b),
whereM ( ;t) is the nom alised distrbution ofm agneti-
sation over the localbias elds acting on each m olecu—
lar spin; In tem s of the probability P ( ;t) or a soin
to be n a bias eld at tine t, one has M ( ;t) =
P~ ( ;%) P: ( ;t)]. In com m enting on our paper A lonso
and Femandez have introduced a function f ( ;t) which
is nothing but £ ( ;t) = M (;t). They argue that
our conclisions are based on the assum ption that our
M ( ;t) depends on 4o () via an exponential fom , ie.,
thatM (;t) / e ¥ e ) In fact this is not correct—the
crucial conclusion in our paper about g () was that it
scales as 2, so that we can write M ( ;t) as a function

of one scaled variable alone, satisfying the scaling law

M (;D ME?) M @); 1)
wherez= t= g« t=2.Theactualfom ofM (z) isnot
so crucial. In our paper we used an exponential decay
form forM (z) (thisis just the standard -approxin ation
resul, and so the sin plest form to use). This was used
for Mustrative purposes only, and none of our conclusions
is based on the speci ¢ form of this fiinction— contrary
to the comment’s clain ! In fact i is very easy to see
that the functional form of M (z) is irrelevant for the

nal conclusion that the m agnetization decay is  £72,
which sin ply and inm ediately follow s from the use ofthe
scaling form M ()= dM (;b), e, from the scaling
form alone. T hisscaling form was found to be valid in our
M C sinulations for di erent lattice types, provided one
assum es that t >  (f. assum Ing iniial transients are
over) and that M =M (t= 0) 1 (de., assum ing that the
long-tin em ulispin correlationshavenotyet set in). W e
also assum ed that Wp hereWp isthe half
w idth of the dipole energy distrbution, . isthe nuclar
spin bath param eter, and . is the characteristic single—-
m olecule relaxation tin € —hereafter we m easure tine in
units of , and energies in unisof ).

(i1) A lonso and Femandez are basically arguing that
the scaled variabl z shoul be rather w ritten as t= 1P
w ith the exponent p depending on the lattice type; cor-
respondingly,M () € and orFCC lattices they found
p’ 0:73.ForSC latticesthey undp= 05. nFig.alwe
present M C solutions ofkinetic equations for the m agne-
tization decay in the FCC lattice w ith 60° spins ECE,
BCC and triclhic lattices were also analyzed in Reff).
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A frer the usual jpitial trangient behavior
discussed in R

t (@lready
2 aswellad’), we cbserve a Jong inter—
valw ith the t relaxation at least until the fractional
change in M () M O)F () 05. At longer tin es
relaxation deviates from the £72 behavior, but the du-

ration of the  £72 interval in a dem agnetized sample

is onger than In a polarized samplk (compare gures in

Refs? anddf).

0.15

FCC lattice, M(0)=0.15

0 2 4 6 8 10 t172

FIG.1:M () vsT T the FCC Iattice for nitalm agnetiza—
tion M (0) = 0:15 and three valuesofEp : Ep = 25 (circks),
Ep = 5 (diam onds) and Ep = 10 (trianglks). The inset show s
the e ective relaxation tine g4e () Vs 2. Solid lines in the
inset are the shifted Lorentzian curves describbed in the text
wih € p) 0:0415;0:0205;0:0114 forEp = 2:5;5;10. The
tin estep In theM C simulationswas t=, = 10 2,

Sin ulttaneously, we nd that the functional form ofthe
e ective relaxation rate in the FCC lattice is well de-
scribed by the shiffed Lorentzian ' ()= (1= )=( 2+
1)+ Ep)wihsnall Ep) 1=Wp (@gamn, o= 1on
our units); at am all values of initial polarization in the
FCC lattice W p 10Ep , where Ep  is the strength of
the dipoledipol interactions between nearest neighbor
soins. W edid not nd any qualitative di erence between
the SC, triclinic, BCC and FCC cases.

Tt is Inportant to notice that when the number of
m olecules In resonance isvery am all (@s it is In the lin it
ofvery sm allvalies of =W p , garticularly or FCC lat-
tices), the usual initial transient? of M () can be rather
Iong, and is duration sensitive to the crystal structure
because the dipole eld spectrum isdiscrete in this lim it.
Then M C results on a small nite system are not rele—
vant to experin ents on m acroscopic sam ples where the
num ber ofm olecules in resonance is also m acroscopic) .
1
In the com m ent, and 1 a previous paperf, the authors
have argued that they can t the whole tin e range, in-
cluding both very short and even in niely long tines,
using a single theory w ith a single power lay exponent p
(see, eg., Figs. 3,4 ofthecomm ent and R eff?, paragraphs
before Egtn. 22 and affer Egtn. 24 of this paper), i &
nd this in plausble. Neither our M C sin ulationg?2¢=
nor our analytic work€ have ever claim ed or attem pted
to explain m ore than the initial transient and the short-
tin e relaxation that ensues after this transient, in the
tin e Interval before m ultispin correlations buid up. It
is In this restricted tim e range that we have argued for
sim ple scaling and the associated square root relaxation.
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