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We present simultaneously measured barrier distributions for the 2’Ne + 2%Pb system derived from large-
angle quasielastic scattering and fusion, in the latter case by means of the detection of fission fragments. Both
distributions turned out to be smooth, in spectacular disagreement with the results of standard coupled-channels
calculations. Namely, they do not posses the strong structure expected from coupled-channels calculations, even
if apparently they take into account explicitly all relevant strong couplings. This points to the importance of weak
channels, i.e., transfer reactions and scattering connected with noncollective excitations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most important near-barrier reactions is fu-
sion. It turns out that there is a connection between the
reaction mechanism and the structure of the interacting
nuclei which manifests itself as a strong enhancement of
the fusion cross-section at sub-barrier energies. This can
be understood as a result of the interplay between various
reaction channels: elastic and inelastic scattering, transfer
reactions, breakup, and fusion. The coupling to collective
(rotational and/or vibrational) excitations, connected with the
static or dynamical deformations, is particularly important.
This leads to a decrease in the fusion barrier, manifesting
itself in a strong enhancement of the fusion cross sections at
sub-barrier energies; see the review papers [1,2] and references
therein. The importance of this phenomenon in low-energy
nucleosynthesis is evident; see, e.g., Ref. [3]. However, such
effects also have important analogs in other branches of science
and belong to the general phenomenon known as “tunneling
in the presence of an environment” [4-6]. In the case of
nuclear physics the “environment” is the structure of the
interacting nuclei. It has been demonstrated experimentally
in many systems that the fusion barrier between two nuclei
does not have a unique value but rather a weighted distribution
of heights, Dy,s, which can be determined directly from fusion
excitation function measurements [7]:

2

Ds(E) = ——
fus( ) T[R%dEz

(GfusE )v (1)
where E is the projectile energy in the center of mass system
and Rjp is the mean barrier radius. Distributions obtained by
this method have been published and discussed in many papers
[1,2,8-29]

It has been shown both theoretically [30-32] and exper-
imentally [30] that the difficult fusion measurements can
be replaced by much simpler quasielastic (QE) scattering
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measurements at backward angles, giving rise to the barrier
distribution D . The latter method consists of determining
the excitation function of the quasielastic scattering of the
projectile-like nuclei at large angles. The quasielastic cross
section is the sum of the elastic, inelastic, and transfer channels,
with no need to identify individually the particular channels
involved. The barrier distribution is obtained directly from the
data as the first derivative with respect to energy of the ratio of
the quasielastic cross section to the Rutherford cross section:

_d(oge/or)
dE '

The advantages of this method are discussed in Refs. [1,33].

Recently, Zagrebaev [34] has remarked that the QE method
determines a threshold distribution for all reaction processes
rather than just for fusion, and that this has important
implications in the case of heavy or weakly bound projectiles,
where contributions from deep-inelastic collisions or breakup
processes are important. Here, however, we will concentrate
on a system where these processes are negligible and, thus, the
“total reaction threshold distribution” should really reflect the
“barrier distribution.”

Experimentally, the measurements reduce to counting the
number of projectile-like nuclei (in some excitation-energy
window) registered at backward and forward angles, the latter
being used as a measure of the Rutherford scattering. Since
the publication of Ref. [30], this method has been widely
used; see Refs. [1,35-48]. When the barrier distributions are
structureless, the two approaches (i.e., fusion and quasielas-
tic scattering) usually give similar results [30,35,40,49-51].
However, when the barrier distributions exhibit structure the
situation is less clear, as data are scarce. In one case (*°Ca +
N7r) the agreement is very good [52], while in another
system (%0 + '%Sm) the structure is visible only in the
Dy, distribution, while Dy is without any trace of structure
[30,43]. Why this should be so is not certain, although in

Dop = ()
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Ref. [53] we suggested that this could be due to the stronger
sensitivity of Do to the smoothing action of numerous weak
channels.

The best theoretical description of barrier distributions can
be made in the framework of the coupled-channels (CC)
method, according to which the distribution is a manifestation
of strong coupling of the relative motion to different reaction
channels, in particular to strong collective excitations of the
participating nuclei. In some cases the distribution turns out
to be markedly structured and gives a fingerprint of the
couplings involved [1,54]. However, the role of the weaker
direct-reaction channels is less clear as their inclusion in a CC
scheme is usually difficult or impossible owing to their large
number and the complexity of their couplings.

II. MOTIVATION OF THE EXPERIMENT

Our program of measurements has concentrated on the
20Ne projectile, since this nucleus has spectacularly large
deformation parameters: 8, = 0.46, 83 = 0.39, and B4 =
0.27 [55-57]. According to calculations performed using the
coupled-channels codes CCQEL [58] and FRESCO [59], this
projectile, used in conjunction with a relatively inert target
nucleus, should give rise to a strongly structured barrier
distribution.

The results of our measurements were perplexing: the
barrier distributions for 2°Ne + !12116.118Gn turned out to be
smooth [60]. On the other hand, the simultaneously performed
measurements for the °Ne + "Ni system resulted in a
clearly structured distribution [61], in very good agreement
with calculations based on the coupled-channels method.

The natural suspicion is that the smoothing of the distribu-
tions in the case of the Sn targets is due to some couplings
not taken into account in our calculations; for example, those
connected with transfer channels. Nothing is known about
the influence of a-particle transfer on the barrier distributions
(which is expected to be particularly strong for this projectile
because of its cluster structure), but our measurements with
a 22Ne beam (where the a-transfer reaction turned out to be
much weaker than in the 2°Ne case) apparently eliminated
from our investigations this channel as the main source of the
smoothing [62].

A possible hypothesis is that the smoothing is due to the
neutron pickup and proton stripping channels, as it is known
that sometimes transfers significantly influence the barrier
distribution (see, e.g., Ref. [63]). We expected that for the
Ni target the transfers should be much weaker than for Sn.
This expectation relies on the Rehm transfer cross-section
systematics [64], for which the effective Q value [65] is the
main factor influencing the transfer probability. While for both
cases the Q values are negative, the expected neutron transfer
cross sections are much smaller for the magic **Ni nucleus
than for ''8Sn.

However, in Ref. [53] we showed that there is still another
possibility. Namely, our experiment suggested that, at least
for the °Ne + *2Zr system, the QE barrier distribution is
smoothed due to the numerous weakly coupled noncollective
inelastic channels. Recent theoretical papers [66,67] seem to
confirm such a possibility.
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To continue these studies on the influence of weak couplings
on the barrier distributions we performed the experiment
presented below, in which we measured simultaneously both
Do and Dy, distributions for the 0Ne + 208pp system. A
doubly magic nucleus was chosen as the target because in this
way we expected to minimize the noncollective excitations.
Moreover, the width of the barrier distribution roughly scales
as Zproj*Ziarg [1], thus we could expect a kind of “Coulomb
zoom” of the barrier distribution, where the high Z value of the
target should give rise to a strong barrier distribution structure,
confirmed explicitly by the results of CC calculations. The
aims of the experiment were thus to check

(i) whether for this system the Dy, and Do distributions
are similar, and

(ii) whether they possess the strong structure predicted by
the CC calculation.

Some partial, preliminary results were reported previously
in conference proceedings [68].

III. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND DATA ANALYSIS

The method and experimental setup were similar to those
described in Ref. [33]. That is, we measured large-angle
quasielastic scattering and (this was new with respect to our
previous measurements) the fusion/fission excitation function
using semiconductor detectors placed at 130°, 145°, and
155° (with 2° aperture) in the laboratory system. In addi-
tion four “Rutherford” semiconductor detectors were placed
symmetrically at 14° (collimated to +0.1°) with respect to the
beam. The forward detectors were used both for normalization
[see Eq. (2)] and the precise determination of the beam
energy.

A *Ne beam, with an intensity of ~20 p nA, from the
K-130 Jyvaskyla cyclotron (the acceleration of noble gas
ions, such as Ne, cannot be performed with the tandem
accelerators usually used in this kind of study) bombarded
a 150 pg/cm? target of *°Pb (enriched to 99%) on a
60 pg/cm? Al,O3; backing. To enable measurements with
small energy steps (in the range 93-117 MeV in the laboratory
reference system), we used nickel foils as energy degraders.
Energy calibration was performed using a precise pulse
generator and a 2*Ra a-particle source (the estimated pulse-
height defect of the semiconductor detectors was less than
0.3 MeV).

The energy resolution was continuously monitored during
the experiment using the energy spectra measured in the
forward detectors, and was found to be 0.6-0.7 MeV, full width
at half maximum (FWHM); much smaller than the expected
~4 MeV structure width. About half of the resolution came
from the characteristics of the beam; the rest was due to
straggling in the degrader and the target. Other effects, for
example detector geometry, had very little influence on the
energy resolution. The stability of the electronics and detectors
was continuously monitored using a precise pulse generator
and the elastic scattering peak.

Usually in this kind of experiment the fusion excitation
function is measured via detection of the evaporation residues
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FIG. 1. (Color online) Sample E-TOF spectrum (on a logarithmic
scale) registered in the detector placed at 130° at a beam energy
of 113 MeV. The light charged particles (Icp) of the background,
quasielastically scattered projectiles (QE), and fission fragments (FF)
can be easily separated.

(ERs), requiring the use of some equipment (e.g., an electro-
magnetic deflector) enabling separation of the ERs from the
beam ions. Instead, we used a novel method, exploiting the
fact that the complete fusion product (***U) mainly undergoes
immediate fission. The semiconductor detectors registered
simultaneously both backscattered ions and fission fragments.
To distinguish between them we identified the mass of the
detected ions using the time-of-flight (TOF) technique, with
the start/stop generated by the semiconductor detector and
cyclotron RF signals, respectively. A sample E-TOF spectrum
is presented in Fig. 1. In this way we could determine
simultaneously (which is rather unique) both Dy, and Dgg
distributions.

The data analysis was performed in a similar way to that
described in Refs. [33,53]. The fusion-fission and QE events
were extracted from the data by applying appropriate gates
to the E-TOF spectra. From the quasielastic kinetic-energy
spectra we calculated the Q-value spectra for the forward
and backward detectors, assuming two-body kinematics. The
spectra were then integrated over wide limits: [—3,10] MeV for
the forward and [—3,50] MeV for the backward detectors (the
results are almost independent of these values). In this way
the number of counts (Nyog and Ngyn) was obtained. Next,
Esr (which takes account of the “angle-dependent” centrifugal
energy [52]) was calculated: E.¢ = Wgcw/z) (E and 6 are
the center-of-mass energy and scattering angle) and the ratios
NoEe/Nrum as a function of E.¢ were calculated. Then, the
NoE/Nru (Eer) results were binned over 0.75 MeV intervals
and normalized (separately for every detection angle) to 1.0 at
the lowest measured energy. This makes precise knowledge of
the target thickness, beam intensity, and detector solid angles
unnecessary.

For the fusion, the full fission fragment spectra (from the
E-TOF gates) were integrated and from the E,,; dependence
of the ratios Ny,/Nrum the fusion excitation function was
determined. This procedure assumes that in the excitation
energy range covered by the experiment ogss changes only
weakly, which (according to Ref. [69]) seems to be the
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Excitation functions (upper panels) of
the QE backscattering (a) and fusion (b) obtained for the °Ne +
208ph system. The lower panel (c) presents the quasielastic and
fusion barrier distributions as functions of E.g and E.s, respectively.
Different symbols refer to different laboratory detector angles. Lines
connect experimental points to guide the eye.

case. The Nggs/Nrutm (Ecms) data were binned over 1.0 MeV
intervals and normalized to the calculated value at the highest
energy, where couplings have very weak influence on the
result.

The barrier distributions were determined using the numer-
ical finite-difference method. The results are shown in Fig. 2.
The experimental method employed resulted in spectacularly
small statistical errors. The most important observation is that
while Dy, and Dgg are similar (although they admittedly
differ in some details) no significant structure is observed in
either of them, in striking disagreement with calculations (see
below).

It is important to mention that the correctness of the experi-
mental procedure for the determination of Dy g was confirmed
through barrier distribution measurements performed using the
same experimental method for 2’Ne + "*Ni and 2°Ne + *'Zr,
where structured distributions were observed [53,61] even
though the energy resolution was no better than in the present
experiment, while the predicted barrier distribution structure
was much weaker than in the present case. Therefore, the
observed smoothing is not a result of the experimental energy
resolution.
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IV. COUPLED-CHANNELS CALCULATIONS

We followed the same approach applied previously with
success in the case of other targets. All calculations used the
code CCQEL [58].

The interaction potential, which we also used in our
previous papers, was of Woods-Saxon type with the following
parameters:

V =50 MeV,
W =20 MeV,

Top = 1.23 fm,

Fow = 1.0 fm,

a, = 0.63 fm,
a, = 0.4 fm.

The “interior” imaginary potential simulates the ingoing-wave
boundary condition. The couplings taken into account are
given in Table I.

The values of the deformation parameters for 20N, By =
0.46, B3 = 0.39, B4 = 0.27, and B3 = 0.11 for 2Pb, were
taken from Refs. [55-57]. The results converge rapidly as
the number of states is increased, due to the large excitation
energy of the first excited state of °Ne (E, = 1634 keV).
The 1- and 2-phonon 3~ octupole states (E3 = 2.615 MeV) in
the target were also included. It was verified that truncation
of the calculations at the 6 level is entirely sufficient for
our purposes and, as one sees in the upper panel of Fig. 3,
including the 67 level and the second octupole vibrational
level of 28Pb changes only the details of the calculated fusion
barrier distribution.

Calculations were performed including reorientation and
mutual excitation terms, but the latter influenced only the
minor details of the resulting distributions. To compare with
experimental data, the calculated results were folded with our
experimental resolution of 0.7 MeV (FWHM), which (since
the structure width is much wider) influenced the distributions
only marginally.

In Fig. 3 we see that the coupled-channels calculations
result in Dgr and Dy, distributions possessing two distinct
peaks, in contrast to the experimental data which are quite
smooth. One should emphasize that this structure cannot be
removed by changing the coupling-constant values within the
observed scatter quoted in Ref. [57]. By changing the optical
model parameters (with only one exception) one can only shift
or slightly change the details of the calculated distributions.
The exception is the imaginary potential in the surface region,
where most of the interactions take place: by increasing it,
the distribution structure can be smoothed out. This may be
achieved, e.g., by increasing the parameter r,,,. The results are
shown in Fig. 4.

We would like to stress that we did not try to fit the
experimental barrier distribution; we wished only to test the
influence of the surface imaginary potential on the structure.
This purely phenomenological test cannot, of course, be

TABLE 1. Couplings taken into account in our CC calculations.

Coupling 20Ne levels 208pp Jevels
A 2%, 4%, 6%; 3 (1 phonon) 3~ (2 phonons)
B 2%, 4%; 37 (1 phonon) 3~ (1 phonon)
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Comparison of the measured (points) and
calculated (lines) barrier height distributions D¢ (b) and Dy, (a) for
the Ne + 2%Pb system. For the calculated curves the experimental
resolution of 0.7 MeV (FWHM) was taken into account. Dgg
distributions were measured and calculated (according to coupling
scheme A of Table I) for 130°, 145°, and 155° in the laboratory
system. In the upper panel we show the degree of sensitivity of our
calculated results to the coupling scheme taken into account in our
calculations.

considered an explanation of the smoothing, since it only
mocks up the mechanism responsible for the lack of barrier
structure observed in the system under study, but which is
apparently much weaker in the case of the 2’Ne + "Nij
and Ne + %7Zr interactions. It suggests, however, that
perhaps some couplings were not taken into account in our
CC calculations. Since we believe that we included all the
relevant strong reaction channels, the obvious candidates for
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Smoothing of the fusion barrier distribu-
tion by the surface imaginary potential. Similar results were obtained
for the Dy distribution. The r,, parameter was set to 1.23 fm. For
other optical model parameters see the text.
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the observed smoothing are the weak couplings, such as
transfers and noncollective excitations.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have simultaneously determined the fusion and
quasielastic barrier height distributions (Dys and Dgg) for
the °Ne + 2%8Pb system and concluded that their shapes
are similar to each other but spectacularly different from
those predicted theoretically. Namely, they do not posses the
strong structure expected from coupled-channels calculations,
even if apparently we take into account explicitly all relevant
strong couplings. This points to the importance of weak
channels, i.e., transfer reactions and scattering connected with
noncollective excitations. An experimental study of these

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 85, 054608 (2012)

channels in this and several other systems was performed in a
separate experiment [70].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to the staffs of the University of
Jyvaskyla Cyclotron and the Warsaw Cyclotron for the
excellent beams they provided. This work was funded in
part by Grants No. N202 152 31/2796 and No. 2 P0O3B
026 24 and was supported by the cooperation agreement
(03-110) between IN2P3 (France) and the Polish Labora-
tories, by the EU Integrating Infrastructure Initiative, Con-
tract No. 506065 (EURONS), and by the Academy of
Finland under the Finnish Centre of Excellence Programme
20062011.

[1] M. Dasgupta, D. J. Hinde, N. Rowley, and A. M. Stefanini,
Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 48, 401 (1998).

[2] A. B. Balantekin and N. Takigawa, Rev. Mod. Phys. 70, 77
(1998).

[3] V. L. Zagrebaev, V. V. Samarin, and W. Greiner, Phys. Rev. C
75, 035809 (2007).

[4] In Proceedings of the 4th International Symposium on Founda-
tions of Quantum Mechanics, Tokyo, 1992, JJAP Series 9 (Japan
Society of Applied Physics, Tokyo, 1993).

[5] U. Weiss, Quantum Dissipative Systems, 3rd ed. (World
Scientific, Singapore, 2008).

[6] W. Koch, F. Grossmann, and D. J. Tannor, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105,
230405 (2010).

[7] N. Rowley, G. R. Satchler, and P. H. Stelson, Phys. Lett. B 254,
25 (1991).

[8] N. Keeley, J. S. Lilley, J. X. Wei, M. Dasgupta, D. J. Hinde, J. R.
Leigh, J. C. Mein, C. R. Morton, H. Timmers, and N. Rowley,
Nucl. Phys. A 628, 1 (1998).

[9] C. R. Morton, A. C. Berriman, M. Dasgupta, D. J. Hinde,
J. O. Newton, K. Hagino, and 1. J. Thompson, Phys. Rev. C
60, 044608 (1999).

[10] F. Scarlassara, S. Beghini, G. Montagnoli, G. F. Segato,
D. Ackermann, L. Corradi, C. J. Lin, A. M. Stefanini, and L. F.
Zheng, Nucl. Phys. A 672, 99 (2000).

[11] A. M. Stefanini, L. Corradi, A. M. Vinodkumar, Yang Feng,
F. Scarlassara, G. Montagnoli, S. Beghini, and M. Bisogno,
Phys. Rev. C 62, 014601 (2000).

[12] C. R. Morton, A. C. Berriman, R. D. Butt, M. Dasgupta, D. J.
Hinde, A. Godley, J. O. Newton, and K. Hagino, Phys. Rev. C
64, 034604 (2001).

[13] J. O. Newton, C. R. Morton, M. Dasgupta, J. R. Leigh, J. C.
Mein, D. J. Hinde, H. Timmers, and K. Hagino, Phys. Rev. C
64, 064608 (2001).

[14] A. Y. Abdul-Magd and M. H. Simbel, Eur. Phys. J. A 10, 57
(2001).

[15] V. Tripathi, Lagy T. Baby, J. J. Das, P. Sugathan, N. Madhavan,
A. K. Sinha, P. V. Madhusudhana Rao, S. K. Hui, R. Singh, and
K. Hagino, Phys. Rev. C 65, 014614 (2001).

[16] M. R. Spinella, J. E. Testoni, O. Dragn, and H. D. Marta, Nucl.
Phys. A 687, 385 (2001).

[17] D. J. Hinde, A. C. Berriman, R. D. Butt, M. Dasgupta, C. R.
Morton, A. Mukherjee, and J. O. Newton, Eur. Phys. J. A 13,
149 (2002).

[18] G. Montagnoli, S. Beghini, F. Scarlassara, A. M. Stefanini,
L. Corradi, C. J. Lin, G. Pollarolo, and A. Winther, Eur. Phys. J.
A 15,351 (2002).

[19] M. Dasgupta, P. R. S. Gomes, D. J. Hinde, S. B. Moraes, R. M.
Anjos, A. C. Berriman, R. D. Butt, N. Carlin, J. Lubian, C. R.
Morton, J. O. Newton, and A. Szanto de Toledo, Phys. Rev. C
70, 024606 (2004).

[20] A. M. Stefanini, F. Scarlassara, S. Beghini, G. Montagnoli,
R. Silvestri, M. Trotta, B. R. Behera, L. Corradi, E. Fioretto,
A. Gadea, Y. W. Wu, S. Szilner, H. Q. Zhang, Z. H. Liu,
M. Ruan, F. Yang, and N. Rowley, Phys. Rev. C 73, 034606
(2000).

[21] A. M. Stefanini, B. R. Behera, S. Beghini, L. Corradi, E. Fioretto,
A. Gadea, G. Montagnoli, N. Rowley, F. Scarlassara, S. Szilner,
and M. Trotta, Phys. Rev. C 76, 014610 (2007).

[22] A. M. Stefanini, G. Montagnoli, R. Silvestri, S. Beghini,
L. Corradi, S. Courtin, E. Fioretto, B. Guiot, F. Haas,
D. Lebhertz, N. Marginean, P. Mason, F. Scarlassara, R. N.
Sagaidak, and S. Szilner, Phys. Rev. C 78, 044607 (2008).

[23] K. P. Santhosh, V. Bobby Jose, Antony Joseph, and K. M. Varier,
Nucl. Phys. A 817, 35 (2009).

[24] L. F. Canto and R. Donangelo, Phys. Rev. C 79, 037601 (2009).

[25] H. Esbensen and C. L. Jiang, Phys. Rev. C 79, 064619 (2009).

[26] A. M. Stefanini, G. Montagnoli, R. Silvestri, L. Corradi,
S. Courtin, E. Fioretto, B. Guiot, F. Haas, D. Lebhertz, P. Mason,
F. Scarlassara, and S. Szilner, Phys. Lett. B 679, 95 (2009).

[27] A. M. Stefanini, G. Montagnoli, L. Corradi, S. Courtin,
E. Fioretto, A. Goasduff, F. Haas, P. Mason, R. Silvestri,
Pushpendra P. Singh, F. Scarlassara, and S. Szilner, Phys. Rev.
C 81, 037601 (2010).

[28] G. Montagnoli, A. M. Stefanini, L. Corradi, S. Courtin,
E. Fioretto, F. Haas, D. Lebhertz, F. Scarlassara, R. Silvestri,
and S. Szilner, Phys. Rev. C 82, 064609 (2010).

[29] V. V. Parkar, R. Palit, Sushil K. Sharma, B. S. Naidu, S. Santra,
P. K. Joshi, P. K. Rath, K. Mahata, K. Ramachandran, T. Trivedi,
and A. Raghav, Phys. Rev. C 82, 054601 (2010).

[30] H. Timmers, J. R. Leigh, M. Dasgupta, D. J. Hinde,
R. C. Lemmon, J. C. Mein, C. R. Morton, J. O. Newton, and
N. Rowley, Nucl. Phys. A 584, 190 (1995).

[31] K. Hagino and N. Rowley, Phys. Rev. C 69, 054610
(2004).

[32] L. F. Canto, P. R. S. Gomes, R. Donangelo, and M. S. Hussein,
Phys. Rep. 424, 1 (2006).

054608-5


http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nucl.48.1.401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.77
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.70.77
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.035809
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.75.035809
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.230405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.230405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90389-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90389-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(97)00597-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.60.044608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.60.044608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00056-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.62.014601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.034604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.034604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.064608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.064608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100500170144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100500170144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.014614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00582-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00582-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2002-10034-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2002-10034-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.70.024606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.70.024606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.73.034606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.73.034606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.014610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.78.044607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2008.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.79.037601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.79.064619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.07.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.037601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.81.037601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.064609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.054601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(94)00521-N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.69.054610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.69.054610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2005.10.006

E. PIASECKI et al.

[33] E. Piasecki, M. Kowalczyk, K. Piasecki, L. Swiderski,
J. Srebrny, M. Witecki, F. Carstoiu, W. Czarnacki, K. Rusek,
J. Iwanicki, J. Jastrzgbski, M. Kisielifiski, A. Kordyasz,
A. Stolarz, J. Tys, T. Krogulski, and N. Rowley, Phys. Rev.
C 65, 054611 (2002).

[34] V. 1. Zagrebaev, Phys. Rev. C 78, 047602 (2008).

[35] H. Q. Zhang, F. Yang, C. Lin, Z. Liu, and Y. Hu, Phys. Rev. C
57, R1047 (1998).

[36] O. A. Capurro, J. E. Testoni, D. Abriola, D. E. DiGregorio,
G. V. Marti, A. J. Pacheco, and M. R. Spinella, Phys. Rev. C 61,
037603 (2000).

[37] S. Sinha, R. Varma, R. K. Choudhury, B. K. Nayak, A. Saxena,
R. G. Thomas, and B. V. Dinesh, Phys. Rev. C 61, 034612
(2000).

[38] S. Santra, P. Singh, S. Kailas, A. Chatterjee, A. Shrivastava, and
K. Mahata, Phys. Rev. C 64, 024602 (2001).

[39] O. A. Capurro, J. E. Testoni, D. Abriola, D. E. DiGregorio,
J. O. Fernandez Niello, G. V. Marti, A. J. Pacheco, M. R.
Spinella, M. Ramirez, C. Balpardo, and M. Ortega, Phys. Rev.
C 65, 064617 (2002).

[40] R. F. Simoes, D. S. Monteiro, L. K. Ono, A. M. Jacob, J. M.
B. Shorto, N. Added, and E. Crema, Phys. Lett. B 527, 187
(2002).

[41] D. S. Monteiro, R. F. Simoes, J. M. B. Shorto, A. M. Jacob,
L. K. Ono, L. Paulucci, N. Added, and E. Crema, Nucl. Phys. A
725, 60 (2003).

[42] S. Mitsuoka, H. Ikezoe, K. Nishio, K. Tsuruta, S. C.
Jeong, and Y. Watanabe, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 182701
(2007).

[43] F. M. Zamrun and K. Hagino, Phys. Rev. C 77, 014606
(2008).

[44] S. Mukherjee, B. K. Nayak, D. S. Monteiro, J. Lubian, P. R. S.
Gomes, S. Appannababu, and R. K. Choudhury, Phys. Rev. C
80, 014607 (2009).

[45] K. Zerva, A. Pakou, K. Rusek, N. Patronis, N. Alamanos,
X. Aslanoglou, D. Filipescu, T. Glodariu, N. Keeley,
M. Kokkoris, M. La Commara, A. Lagoyannis, M. Mazzocco,
N. G. Nicolis, D. Pierroutsakou, and M. Romoli, Phys. Rev. C
82, 044607 (2010).

[46] J. E. P. Huiza, E. Crema, A. Barioni, D. S. Monteiro, J. M. B.
Shorto, R. E. Simoes, and P. R. S. Gomes, Phys. Rev. C 82,
054603 (2010).

[47] P. Roy, A. Saxena, B. K. Nayak, E. T. Mirgule, B. John,
Y. K. Gupta, L. S. Danu, R. P. Vind, Ashok Kumar, and
R. K. Choudhury, Phys. Rev. C 84, 011602(R)
(2011).

[48] C. J. Lin, H. M. Jia, H. Q. Zhang, F. Yang, X. X. Xu, Z. H.
Liu, and S. T. Zhang, Eur. Phys. J. Web Conf. C 17, 05005
(2011).

[49] A. A. Sonzogni, J. D. Bierman, M. P. Kelly, J. P. Lestone,
J. F. Liang, and R. Vandenbosch, Phys. Rev. C 57, 722
(1998).

[50] H. Timmers, J. R. Leigh, N. Rowley, A. M. Stefanini,
D. Ackermann, S. Beghini, L. Corradi, M. Dasgupta, J. H. He,
D. J. Hinde, J. C. Mein, G. Montagnoli, C. R. Morton, J. O.
Newton, F. Scarlassara, and G. F. Segato, J. Phys. G 23, 1175
(1997).

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 85, 054608 (2012)

[51] R. Varma, Shrabani Sinha, B. K. Nayak, R. G. Thomas,
A. Saxena, D. C. Biswas, L. M. Pant, D. M. Nadkarni,
R. K. Choudhury, and P. Bhattacharya, Phys. Rev. C 57, 3462
(1998).

[52] H. Timmers, D. Ackermann, S. Beghini, L. Corradi, J. H. He,
G. Montagnoli, F. Scarlassara, A. M. Stefanini, and N. Rowley,
Nucl. Phys. A 633, 421 (1998).

[53] E. Piasecki et al., Phys. Rev. C 80, 054613 (2009).

[54] A. M. Stefanini, D. Ackermann, L. Corradi, D. R. Napoli,
C. Petrache, P. Spolaore, P. Bednarczyk, H. Q. Zhang,
S. Beghini, G. Montagnoli, L. Mueller, F. Scarlassara, G. F.
Segato, F. Soramel, and N. Rowley, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 864
(1995).

[55] S.Raman, C. W. Nestor Jr., and P. Tikkanen, At. Data Nucl. Data
Tables 78, 1 (2001).

[56] T. Kibedi and R. H. Spear, At. Data Nucl. Data Tables 80, 35
(2002).

[57] G. S. Blanpied, B. G. Ritchie, M. L. Barlett, R. W. Fergerson,
G. W. Hoftmann, J. A. McGill, and B. H. Wildenthal, Phys. Rev.
C 38, 2180 (1988).

[58] K. Hagino and N. Rowley (unpublished).

[59] I. J. Thompson, Comput. Phys. Rep. 7, 167 (1998).

[60] E.. Swiderski, P. Czosnyka, M. Kowalczyk, E. Piasecki,
K. Piasecki, M. Witecki, J. Jastrzgbski, A. Kordyasz,
M. Kisieliiski, T. Krogulski, N. Rowley, C. Marchetta,
A. Pagano, M. Mutterer, W. H. Trzaska, and K. Hagino, Int.
J. Mod. Phys. E 13, 315 (2004).

[61] L. Swiderski, E. Piasecki, P. Czosnyka, T. Krogulski, and
N. Rowley, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 14, 341 (2005).

[62] E. Piasecki, k. Swiderski, P. Czosnyka, M. Kowalczyk,
K. Piasecki, M. Witecki, T. Czosnyka, J. Jastrzebski,
A. Kordyasz, M. Kisielifiski, T. Krogulski, M. Mutterer,
S. Khlebnikov, W. H. Trzaska, K. Hagino, and N. Rowley, Phys.
Lett. B 615, 55 (2005).

[63] G. Pollarolo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 252701 (2008).

[64] K. E. Rehm, C. Beck, A. van den Berg, D. G. Kovar, L. L. Lee,
W. C. Ma, F. Videbaek, and T. F. Wang, Phys. Rev. C 42, 2497
(1990).

[65] R. Bass, Nuclear Reactions with Heavy lons (Springer-Verlag,
Berlin, 1980), p. 152.

[66] S. Yusa, K. Hagino, and N. Rowley, Phys. Rev. C 82, 024606
(2010).

[67] A. Diaz-Torres, Phys. Rev. C 82, 054617 (2010).

[68] E. Piasecki, J. Jastrzgbski, M. Kowalczyk, T. Krogulski,
K. Piasecki, K. Rusek, L. Swiderski, S. Khlebnikov,
M. Mutterer, W. H. Trzaska, M. Sillanpaa, S. Smirnov,
G. Tiourin, S. Dmitriev, E. Kozulin, A. Ogloblin, and N. Rowley,
in Frontiers in Nuclear Structure, Astrophysics and Reactions,
Crete, 2007, AIP Conf. Proc. No. 1012 (AIP, New York, 2008),
p- 238.

[69] http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/exfor.

[70] E. Piasecki, W. Czarnacki, N. Keeley, M. Kisielifiski,
S. Kliczewski, A. Kordyasz, M. Kowalczyk, S. Khlebnikov,
E. Koshchiy, T. Krogulski, T. Loktev, M. Mutterer,
A. Pidérkowska, K. Rusek, M. Sillanpaa, A. Staudt, 1. Strojek,
S. Smirnov, W. H. Trzaska, and A. Trzcifiska, this issue, Phys.
Rev. C 85, 054604 (2012).

054608-6


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.054611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.054611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.78.047602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.R1047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.R1047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.037603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.037603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.034612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.61.034612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.024602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.064617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.064617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)01171-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)01171-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(03)01603-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(03)01603-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.182701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.182701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.77.014606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.77.014606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.80.014607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.80.014607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.044607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.044607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.054603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.054603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.011602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.011602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/20111705005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/20111705005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.722
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.722
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/23/10/004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/23/10/004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.3462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.57.3462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00121-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.80.054613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.864
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.864
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/adnd.2001.0858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/adnd.2001.0858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/adnd.2001.0871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/adnd.2001.0871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.38.2180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.38.2180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301304002119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301304002119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218301305003090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2005.03.070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2005.03.070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.252701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.42.2497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.42.2497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.024606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.024606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.054617
http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/exfor
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.054604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.054604

