arXiv:2104.03049v1 [nucl-th] 7 Apr 2021

Single-nucleon removal cross sections on nucleon and nuclear targets

J. A. Tostevin^{1, 2} 1Department of Physics, Tokyo Institute of Technology, 2-12-1 O-Okayama, Meguro, Tokyo 152-8551, Japan 2Department of Physics, Faculty of Engineering and Physical Sciences, University of Surrey, Guildford, Surrey GU2 7XH, United Kingdom (Dated: April 8, 2021)

The eikonal direct-reaction model, as used in spectroscopic studies of intermediate-energy nucleonremoval reactions on light target nuclei, is considered in the case of a proton target and applied to neutron removal from^{29}Ne at 240 MeV/nucleon. The computed cross sections and their sensitivities are compared using an earlier detailed analysis of carbon target data. The nuclear structure input, for the^{29}Ne ground-state and^{28}Ne final states, is that deduced from the carbon target analysis. The comparisons quantify the sensitivity of the two reactions to the angular momenta and binding energies of the active valence orbitals - showing the carbon target to be relatively more efficient for removals from weakly-bound, low-ℓ, halo-like orbitals. Probing this sensitivity experimentally would provide useful tests of these predictions and of the model’s description of the reaction mechanism.

I. INTRODUCTION

The evolving shell structure and resulting spectroscopy seen in very neutron-rich nuclei in the region of the Island of Inversion [1] near Z = 10 is complex. Extensive studies in this demanding region of the chart of nuclides, see e.g. [2], have provided challenging tests of large-scale shell-model calculations and have stimulated and guided the development of improved shell-model effective interactions, e.g. Refs. [3–6]. Data sets and analyses of numerous intermediate-energy (80−250 MeV/nucleon) nucleonremoval reactions on both lead and light nuclear targets, such as carbon and beryllium, have proved highly effective in: (a) identifying the active valence single-particle orbitals near the neutron and proton Fermi surfaces, and (b) mapping their migration with A and Z in such nuclei far from stability. Developments in reaction targets and experimental capabilities, e.g. [7], have generated an increased interest in such fast, direct nucleon-removal (or knockout) reactions induced on a proton target. In this work, our focus is on direct-reaction model calculations for fast nucleon removal reactions from the projectile^{29}Ne on a proton target at a reaction energy of 240 MeV/nucleon. The^{29}Ne system is chosen: (a) as detailed comparisons are possible with an earlier analysis of removal reaction data on a carbon (and lead) target [8] performed at the same beam energy, and (b)^{29}Ne is rather typical if weakly-bound, neutron-rich systems in this mass/charge region, with occupancies of both sdshell and pf-shell (intruder) valence orbitals.

As in the model treatment of reactions on light nuclear targets, usually carbon or beryllium, the basis of calculations is the use of: (i) the eikonal (forward scattering) and sudden (fast collision) approximations to the collision dynamics, combined with (ii) spectroscopic factors from shell-model wave function overlaps, which determine the strengths of the active configurations of the removed nucleons [9, 10]. Importantly, the use of a proton target fundamentally alters the dominant direct reaction mechanism and thus the reaction inputs, parameter choices, and also, potentially, the resulting structural and parameter sensitivities.

II. DIRECT REACTION MODEL

In the eikonal-model description of inverse-kinematics single-nucleon removal reactions from a mass A projectile incident on a nuclear target, removal events result from both elastic and inelastic interactions of the struck (removed) nucleon with the target. As the target finalstates from these two removal mechanisms are distinct, if only the mass A−1 residual nucleus is detected, these two (incoherent) contributions to the single-particle removal cross section must be summed, i.e. σ_{sp} = σ_{inel} + σ_{elas}. In this sudden, eikonal-model approach, details of which have been presented elsewhere [9], the S-matrices that enter the approximate expressions for σ_{inel} and σ_{elas} describe the effects of the complex optical-model interactions between the removed valence nucleon and the mass A−1 reaction residue with the target. These S-matrices account for the loss of flux of the fast, forward-traveling nucleon and residual nucleus due to scattering and absorption by these optical potentials. For reactions on a target of light composite nuclei, the calculated inelastic (also called stripping) mechanism is the more important, and σ_{inel} dominates the removal cross section. These fractions of inelastic and elastic removal events, sensitive to the nucleon’s separation energy, have also been measured in several cases and shown to be very well described by the model calculations for reactions involving nucleon removal from both well-bound (≈17 MeV) and weakly-bound (≲1 MeV) valence orbitals [11, 12].

By contrast, in the case of a proton target: (i) the removed nucleon-target S-matrix describes the nucleonnucleon (NN) system, and (ii) at the energies of interest here the proton is inert. The relative importance of the two reaction mechanisms is thus completely altered and the removal cross section is now determined by σ_{elas}. Thus, the use of a proton target also permits analyses based on a number of alternative direct reaction model approaches that are suited to breakup studies - including the continuum-discretized coupled-channels (CDCC) methodology [13] and more recently developed coupledchannels approaches [14] to the (p, 2p) and (p, pn) processes. The CDCC approach was used successfully by Kondo et al. [15] in the case of neutron removal reactions from^{18,19}C on a proton target. Quasi-free, distortedwaves impulse approximation (DWIA) nucleon knockout models have also been explored and applied with some success for a limited range of projectiles–primarily the oxygen and carbon isotopes–see for example Refs. [16– 18]. Here, the effects of the change in the dominant reaction mechanism are studied using the more computationally efficient eikonal-model approach – that derives a closed-form expression [9] for the elastic breakup cross section of interest, integrated over all continuum final states of the residue and removed nucleon. The residual nucleus momentum distributions from this model, on a proton target, were used successfully to identify the angular momenta of^{28}F final states in Ref. [19], but no comparisons of cross sections were available there. A similar model to that used here was applied to the^{17}C(−n) reaction at the lower beam energy of 70 MeV/nucleon [20], but these calculations were not benchmarked against nuclear target data, the primary interest here. We compare the sensitivity of the modelled cross sections on a proton and nuclear target and quantify their differences, both as potential probes of the reaction mechanisms and for use in spectroscopy.

A. Nucleon-nucleon description

The required NN S-matrix, describing the removed nucleon-target proton collisions, will be denoted S_{jp}(b) where j denotes the species of the removed nucleon, i.e. j = n,p. This NN scattering operator, expressed as a function of the impact parameter, b, of the NN relative motion, is conventionally written [21]

S_{jp}(b) = 1 − Γ_{jp}(b) (1)

where Γ_{jp}, the NN profile function, is determined by the two-dimensional (2D) Fourier transform of the NN scattering amplitude f_{jp}(q). That is

Γ_{jp}(b) = 1 2iπk ∫ d^2q e^{−iq·b} f_{jp}(q) , (2) where q, the momentum transfer, is in the plane perpendicular to the beam direction. As is often used, the profile function is parameterized as

Γ_{jp}(b) = σ_{jp} 2i (i + α_{jp}) g_2(β_{jp}, b) (3)

where g_2(β, b) is the normalized two-dimensional (2D) Gaussian form factor

g_2(β, b) = 1 2πβ exp(−b^2/2β) (4) representing the finite-range of the NN interaction. Thus, from the inverse transform of Eq. (2) f_{jp}(q) = k 4π σ_{jp} (i + α_{jp}) exp(−β_{jp}q^2/2) (5)

and, from the optical theorem identity, namely

Im. f(0^∘) = Im. f(q = 0) = k 4π σ_{tot} , (6) one notes that the σ_{jp} are the np and pp total cross sections. These are computed here from the Charagi and Gupta parameterization [22] of the experimental NN data, giving σ_{pp} = 22.02 mb and σ_{np} = 37.14 mb at the relevant laboratory energy of 240 MeV per nucleon. Also clear from Eq. (5), the parameters α_{jp} are the ratios of the real to the imaginary parts of the NN forwardscattering amplitudes, f_{jp}(q = 0), while β_{jp} determines the range of the assumed Gaussian form factor (of Gaussian range γ_{jp} = √ 2β_{jp}). Here, the α_{jp} are interpolated from the tabulation (on the interval 100–1000 MeV) of Ray [23], giving values α_{np} = 0.533 and α_{pp} = 0.991. For the range parameters β_{jp}, we follow Ref. [24] and dictate, since the NN interaction energy is below the pion production threshold and the NN scattering is entirely elastic, that the total and total elastic cross sections derived from the NN S-matrices are equal. This requirement fixes the range parameter β_{jp} such that β_{jp} = σ_{jp} ( 1 + α^2_{jp} ) 16π . (7)

In section III B we assess the sensitivity of our calculated removal reaction cross-sections to this choice of α_{jp} (and hence β_{jp}). It will be shown there that this NN parameter sensitivity is actually very weak.

B. Target proton-residue interactions

The remaining dynamical input to the removal cross section is the eikonal S-matrix that describes the interaction of the mass A−1 reaction residue with the proton target. This is computed in the optical limit, or tρ folding approximation to the proton-residue optical potential. This potential, and its S-matrix, includes the effects of the size and neutron-proton asymmetry of the residual nucleus (r) through its point-neutron and proton one-body densities ρ^{(j)}_r . The potential used is thus U_{pr}(R) = ∑ j=n,p ∫ drρ^{(j)}_r (r)t_{jp} (|R + r|) , (8) where the NN effective interaction, t_{jp}, consistent with our treatment of the NN profile function and S-matrix given above, is t_{jp}(r) = − ℏv 2 σ_{jp} (i + α_{jp}) g_3(β_{jp}, r) . (9)

Here, v is the residue-proton relative velocity, g_3(β, r) is a normalized 3D Gaussian function with range parameter β, and the parameters σ_{jp}, α_{jp} and β_{jp} are the same as were stated above.

The reaction residue one-body densities, ρ^{(j)}_r , are computed using spherical Skyrme Hartree-Fock (HF) calculations using the Skyrme SkX interaction [25]. Such HF calculations have been shown to provide a very good global description of the root mean squared (rms) sizes [26] and radial forms of the matter and charge distributions of both stable and neutron-proton asymmetric nuclei [27].

C. Removed-nucleon radial overlaps

In common with reactions on a composite target, the geometries of the neutron bound-states potentials, that generate the normalized single-particle overlaps of the removed nucleons in the projectile ground state, were constrained by Skyrme (SkX interaction) HF calculations. As discussed in some detail in Ref. [28], for consistency with the range of the residue-target optical potential, determined by the ρ^{(j)}_r of the residue, the bound-states potential geometry is adjusted to reproduce the separation energy and the rms radius of each single-particle orbital as obtained using the HF. We generate Woods-Saxon binding potential geometries with reduced radius and diffuseness parameters (r_0, a_0) = (r_0, 0.7) fm. A Thomasform spin-orbit potential with a depth of 6 MeV and the same geometry parameters is also included. For neutron removal from^{29}Ne, the so-constrained reduced radii r_0 (for further details see Section III of Ref. [28]) are 1.250 fm (ν2s_{1/2}, ν2p_{3/2}, ν1f_{7/2}) and 1.243 fm (ν1d_{3/2}, π1d_{5/2}), as were used in Ref. [8], allowing detailed comparisons with the results of that analysis. Having determined these HF-constrained geometries, the bound-state form factors are computed using the empirical groundstate to ground-state separation energy and the excited shell-model final-state energies.

D. Shell-model calculations

There are a number of large-basis shell-model calculations, using effective interactions developed for sdpf-shell calculations in the mass/charge region of interest, e.g. (i) sdpf-m [3], (ii) sdpf-u-mix [4, 5] and (iii) sdpf-ekk [6]. In our methodology, the projectile and residual nucleus shell-model wave functions provide: (a) the spectra of the bound final states of the residues, and (b) from their overlaps, the spectroscopic factors C^2S(α, nℓ_j ) between the projectile ground state and all bound residue final states α ≡ [E^∗_α, J^π_α ] that can be reached by direct removal of a single-neutron with quantum numbers nℓ_j . Here, we will use only the results of the sdpf-m interaction [3], that were used in the carbon and lead target analysis of Ref. [8], and with which we can thus make detailed comparisons. These shell-model calculations included the full sd-shell plus 1f_{7/2}, 2p_{3/2} states for neutrons while the protons are confined to the sd-shell. Further comparisons, using the predictions of the alternative shell-model interactions, will be profitable as experimental data becomes available.

E. Cross-section calculations

Given the model framework and the inputs discussed above, single-particle removal cross sections, σ_{sp} – the cross sections computed assuming a normalized nucleon overlap function – can be computed to each bound shellmodel final state. As clarified earlier, with a proton target this is the elastic breakup (or diffraction dissociation) component σ_{elas}, as given by Eq. (6) of Ref. [9], there denoted σ_{sp}(diff ).

The contribution to the partial cross section for a given final state α, of excitation energy E^∗_α and spin-parity J^π_α , due to removal of a nucleon with single-particle quantum numbers nℓ_j , is [10]

σ^{th}_{−1n}(nℓ_j , S^∗_α) = ( A A − 1 )_N C^2S(α, nℓ_j ) σ_{sp}(nℓ_j , S^∗_α)

(10) where σ_{sp}(nℓ_j , S^∗_α) is the single-particle cross section. Here, S^∗_α(= S_n + E^∗_α) is the effective neutron separation energy to the final state α with S_n the empirical groundstate to ground-state separation energy. N , in the Adependent center-of-mass correction to the shell model spectroscopic factor C^2S(α, nℓ_j ), is the number of oscillator quanta associated with the major shell from which the neutron is removed [29]. Since the odd-A,^{29}Ne initial state has non-zero spin, the total theoretical partial cross section to final state α, σ^{th}_{−1n}(α), is the sum

σ^{th}_{−1n}(α) = ∑ σ^{th}_{−1n}(nℓ_j , S^∗_α) (11)

of the σ^{th}_{−1n}(nℓ_j , S^∗_α), of Eq. (10), from all orbitals nℓ_j with a non-vanishing shell-model spectroscopic factor to that final state.

III. RESULTS

The earlier carbon target removal reaction analysis of Ref. [8] showed conclusively that the^{29}Ne ground-state is a deformed, weakly-bound p-wave neutron-halo system – also exhibiting a large Coulomb dissociation cross section on a lead target. The spin-parity of the^{29}Ne ground state was unambiguously determined to be 3/2^− using the neutron removal cross sections on both targets and the momentum distribution of^{28}Ne for the carbon-target induced removal reaction. In particular, the narrow momentum distribution is typical of a p-wave neutron and excluded the earlier (3/2^+) evaluated assignment [30]. The 3/2^− assignment is also in line with the enhanced reaction cross section of^{29}Ne [31] that favors a low-ℓ valence orbital.

The bound sdpf-m^{28}Ne(J^π_α ) shell-model final states, their C^2S(α, nℓ_j ), and the calculated partial cross sections to these states from the^{29}Ne(3/2^−) projectile are presented in Table I. The results from the analysis of the same transitions on a carbon target can be found in Table VI of Ref. [8] where these shell-model calculations provided an excellent description of the ground-state and excited-states inclusive data. Given these earlier data and its detailed analysis, the present p(^{29}Ne,^{28}Ne)pn reaction calculations offer a test case to compare the sensitivities of the carbon target calculations with those on a proton. To be fully consistent in these comparisons we take the^{29}Ne neutron separation energy to be 963 keV [32] as used previously.

TABLE I. Calculated neutron-removal reaction partial and inclusive cross sections from the 3/2^− sdpf-m shell-model state of^{29}Ne for a proton target at a beam energy 240 MeV/nucleon. Tabulated are the neutron-removal partial cross sections to all particle-bound shell-model^{28}Ne final states - states up to and within the stated error on the first neutron threshold of 3.822(155) MeV [34]. The theoretical cross sections, σ^{th}_{−1n}(nℓj , S^∗_α) and σ^{th}_{−1n}(α) include the center-of-mass correction factor [A/(A − 1)]^N to the shell-model spectroscopic factors, as per Eq. (10).

Reaction E^∗_α J^π_α nℓj σsp(nℓj , S^∗_α) C^2S(α, nℓj ) σ^{th}_{−1n}(nℓj , S^∗_α) σ^{th}_{−1n}(α) (MeV) (mb) (mb) (mb) C[^{29}Ne(3/2^−),^{28}Ne(α)] 0.00 0^+_1 2p_{3/2} 21.19 0.438 10.31 10.31 Sn(^{29}Ne) = 0.963 MeV 1.36 2^+_1 2p_{3/2} 18.51 0.072 1.48 4.02 1f_{7/2} 13.69 0.167 2.54 2.21 0^+_2 2p_{3/2} 17.43 0.005 0.10 0.10 2.76 4^+_1 1f_{7/2} 12.97 0.417 6.01 6.01 2.99 2^+_2 2p_{3/2} 16.63 0.066 1.22 1.43 1f_{7/2} 12.87 0.015 0.21 3.57 2^−_1 2s_{1/2} 15.04 0.036 0.58 1.01 1d_{3/2} 11.36 0.035 0.43 3.69 3^−_1 1d_{3/2} 11.30 0.236 2.86 3.09 1d_{5/2} 12.37 0.017 0.23 3.98 2^+_3 2p_{3/2} 15.81 0.153 2.69 2.76 1f_{7/2} 12.46 0.005 0.07 3.99 4^+_2 1f_{7/2} 12.46 0.258 3.57 3.57

Excited states sum 22.0 Inclusive 32.3

We see that the calculated inclusive cross section is 32.3 mb and its ground-state component is 10.3 mb, to be compared with those for the carbon target, of 69.0 mb, and 31.6 mb. In considering these absolute cross-sections and their likely uncertainties with regard the model inputs, we note the most recent evaluated^{29}Ne groundstate separation energy is S_n = 971(196) keV [34]. Repeating the present calculations for this value of S_n, and its quoted uncertainty, the calculated ground-state and excited-states-inclusive cross sections are 10.30^{+0.29}_{−0.25} mb and 22.0^{+0.19}_{−0.18} mb, respectively, and remain in agreement with the values shown in Table I. So, the ≈ 20% uncertainty on the ground-state separation energy results in cross-section changes smaller than the errors on typical measurements by about a factor of three.

A. Neutron orbital sensitivity

It is widely expected, see e.g. Ref. [16] and references therein, that the use of a proton target will increase the sensitivity of the reaction to the overlap functions (removed-nucleon wave functions) in the projectile interior. The extent of this sensitivity will depend on the beam energy and reflects a modest increase in the transparency and penetration of the proton at the projectile surface. The reaction on the proton target is thus less surface localised than when very highly-absorptive optical interactions with a nuclear target are present. We quantify this effect in the case of weakly-bound, neutronrich^{29}Ne.

The partial cross section results of Table I and those of Table VI of Ref. [8], that involve several ℓ values and a range of separation energies, are compared. One clear result from this comparison is that the proton target reaction is significantly less effective in overlapping with and removing neutrons from the more spatially extended configurations, i.e. the more weakly-bound and low-ℓ orbitals, such as the ground-state to ground-state removal. To elucidate these different sensitivities Table II summarizes the two cases and separates the calculated contributions to the bound-states-inclusive cross sections (on the proton and carbon targets) according to their ℓ-value. The table also presents the percentage contributions to the inclusive cross section for removal from the lower ℓ, s + p-state, and higher ℓ, d + f-state, single-particle orbitals; showing the relatively higher percentage of cross section, 49%, due to the d- and f-wave orbitals in the proton target case – as compared to 35% for the carbon target. The ratios of the cross sections from each ℓ on the proton and carbon targets are also shown. The smallest p:C ratio (0.36), for p-wave contributions, is dominated by the weakly-bound ground-state to ground-state 2p_{3/2} neutron component. This ℓ = 1 ground-state transition alone has ratio 10.3 : 31.6 = 0.33, showing the greater efficacy of the carbon target in removing such halo-like nucleon configurations. The ratios for ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 orbitals is 0.65, a factor of two difference. Confirmation of such sensitivities is possible given current experimental capabilities.

TABLE II. Calculated neutron-removal cross sections from 29Ne. The σ^{th}_{−1n}(ℓ), for s, p, d and f-wave orbitals, present the contributions to the inclusive cross-section arising from each ℓ-value of the removed nucleon’s orbital, on the proton (from Table I) and carbon targets (from Table VI of Ref. [8]). The ratios of these cross sections on the two targets and the percentage contributions to the inclusive cross section to bound^{28}Ne shell model final states from low-ℓ (2s_{1/2} and 2p_{3/2}) and higher-ℓ (1d_{3/2}, 1d_{5/2} and 1f_{7/2} ) neutron orbitals are also shown.

p target C target Ratio(p:C) σ^{th}_{−1n}(s) (mb) 0.58 1.17 0.50 σ^{th}_{−1n}(p) (mb) 15.80 43.36 0.36 σ^{th}_{−1n}(d) (mb) 3.51 5.38 0.65 σ^{th}_{−1n}(f) (mb) 12.40 19.10 0.65 Inclusive (mb) 32.3 69.0 0.47 s + p : d + f (%) 51 : 49 65 : 35

Referring to Table I, the calculated percentage of the inclusive cross section from the ground-state:excitedstates transitions is 32 : 68% on the proton target – whereas on carbon these contributions are comparable, with 46 : 54%. Again, these differences are significant and accessible to experimentation. The ratio from the carbon target data was 49(9) : 51%, consistent with the model calculations. Again, the larger proton target crosssection contribution from excited states confirms the expected increased sensitivity to the more spatially localized, higher-ℓ and more well-bound orbital components in the^{29}Ne ground-state.

B. Parameter sensitivity: NN S-matrix

As part of this benchmark study, it is also useful to clarify the sensitivity of the calculated removal reaction single-particle cross sections, σ_{sp}, to the parameters used in the description of the NN profile function and S-matrix; namely the α_{jp} and the associated β_{jp}. This assessment is presented in Table III, which shows the σ_{sp} calculated for a selection of the important sdpf-m^{28}Ne shell-model final states from Table I. The calculations use: (i) the α_{np} values from the Ray tabulation [23], as used above, and (ii) the extreme choice that α_{np} = 0. In both cases the β_{np} were determined using Eq. (7). For the Ray value, α_{np} = 0.533, β_{np} = 0.0949 fm^2, which corresponds to a Gaussian range, γ_{np} = √ 2β_{np} = 0.436 fm.

Taking α_{np} = 0, then β_{np} = 0.0739 fm^2, or γ_{np} = 0.384 fm. TABLE III. Calculated single-particle cross sections for selected sdpf-m shell-model^{28}Ne final states at 240 MeV/nucleon, when using different parameters αnp, and their associated βnp, computed via Eq. (7), in the NN S-matrix. The αnp = 0.533 cross sections are as in Table I. All calculations use σnp = 37.14 mb.

State E^∗ (MeV) nℓj σsp (mb) σsp (mb) αnp = 0.533 αnp = 0.0 0^+ 0.00 2p_{3/2} 21.19 20.67 2^+ 1.36 2p_{3/2} 18.51 18.28 1f_{7/2} 13.69 13.76 4^+ 2.76 1f_{7/2} 12.97 13.07 3^− 3.69 1d_{3/2} 11.30 11.38 1d_{5/2} 12.37 12.44

Inspection of these σ_{sp} shows that the proton target calculations are extremely insensitive to details of the α_{jp} (and β_{jp}) parameters in the NN S-matrix parameterization, i.e. to details of the NN system beyond the experimentally-constrained NN total cross section σ_{np}. This provides confidence in the stability of the calculated values with respect to realistic variations of these model inputs.

IV. SUMMARY COMMENTS

Intermediate-energy nucleon removal reactions are used as a valuable and efficient tool to study the singleparticle degrees of freedom and their evolution with mass and charge in nuclei far from stability. We have presented model calculations for such reactions on a proton target, for which a basic input is the NN collision Smatrix. We show that, in the model used, calculations are highly insensitive to details of the parameters used to describe the NN profile function, beyond the empirically well-determined NN total cross sections. We compare the computed cross sections to the sdpf-m shell-model 28Ne final states in the p(^{29}Ne,^{28}Ne)pn reaction at 240 MeV/nucleon with the earlier analysis of the reaction on a carbon target at the same incident energy per nucleon.

As anticipated, the calculated final-state cross sections on the proton target show a significantly different sensitivity to the ℓ-value and separation energy of the orbital of the removed nucleon – with relatively enhanced cross sections for larger-ℓ and more bound orbitals. The proton target efficacy is less for removals from low-ℓ and more halo-like valence orbitals – compared to reactions on a carbon target. These differences are quantified and predicted to be significant. Measurements of these differences in sensitivity, e.g. of the ratios of measured finalstate-exclusive cross sections on proton and carbon targets, could help to experimentally identify states having a halo-like character. Future analyses, where measured and calculated partial or inclusive cross sections can be compared, can test these quantitative model predictions. Such data should include both neutron and proton removals from projectile nuclei with an extended range of (N, Z) values. These will include cases of strongly-bound nucleons and so can probe the reaction model predictions over a significant range of nucleon separation energies.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Valuable discussions with Professor Takashi Nakamura and members of his laboratory, including comments on an earlier draft of this work are acknowledged. Visiting researcher support at Tokyo Institute of Technology, from MEXT KAKANHI Grant No. JP18H05400 and the support of the Science and Technology Facilities Council (U.K.) Grant No. ST/L005743/1 are acknowledged.

[1] E.K. Warburton, J.A. Becker, and B.A. Brown, Phys.

Rev. C 41, 1147 (1990).

[2] A. Gade, T. Glasmacher, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 60, 161 (2008), Section 5.1.3, and reviewed references therein.

[3] Y. Utsuno, T. Otsuka, T. Mizusaki, and M. Honma, Phys. Rev. C 60, 054315 (1999).

[4] A Poves, E Caurier, F Nowacki, and K Sieja, Phys. Scr.

T150, 014030 (2012).

[5] E. Caurier, F. Nowacki, and A. Poves, Phys. Rev. C 90, 014302 (2014).

[6] N. Tsunoda, T. Otsuka, N. Shimizu, M. Hjorth-Jensen, K. Takayanagi, and T. Suzuki, Phys. Rev. C 95, 021304 (2017).

[7] A. Obertelli, A. Delbart, S. Anvar, L. Audirac, G. Authelet, B. Bruyneel, D. Calvet, F. Château, A. Corsi, J. -M. Gheller, A. Giganon, C. Lahonde-Hamdoun, D. Leboeuf, D. Loiseau, A. Mohamed, J. -Ph. Mols, C. Péron, A. Peyaud, E. C. Pollacco, G. Prono, J. -Y. Rousse, C. Santamaria, H. Baba, P. Doornenbal, H. Otsu and T. Uesaka, Eur. Phys. J. A 50, 8 (2014).

[8] N. Kobayashi, T. Nakamura, Y. Kondo, J. A. Tostevin, N. Aoi, H. Baba, R. Barthelemy, M. A. Famiano, N. Fukuda, N. Inabe, M. Ishihara, R. Kanungo, S. Kim, T. Kubo, G. S. Lee, H. S. Lee, M. Matsushita, T. Motobayashi, T. Ohnishi, N. A. Orr, H. Otsu, T. Sako, H. Sakurai, Y. Satou, T. Sumikama, H. Takeda, S. Takeuchi, R. Tanaka, Y. Togano, and K. Yoneda, Phys. Rev. C 93, 014613 (2016).

[9] J.A. Tostevin, Nucl. Phys. A682, 320 (2001). [10] P.G. Hansen and J.A. Tostevin, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part.

Sci. 53, 219 (2003).

[11] D. Bazin, R. J. Charity, M. A. Famiano, A. Gade, V.

Henzl, D. Henzlova, S. Hudan, H. C. Lee, S. Lukyanov, W. G. Lynch, S. McDaniel, M. Mocko, A. Obertelli, A. M. Rogers, L. G. Sobotka, R. T. de Souza, J. R. Terry, J. A. Tostevin, M. B. Tsang, and M. S. Wallace, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 232501 (2009).

[12] K. Wimmer, D. Bazin, A. Gade, J. A. Tostevin, T.

Baugher, Z. Chajecki, D. Coupland, M. A. Famiano, T.

K. Ghosh, G. F. Grinyer, R. Hodges, M.E. Howard, M. Kilburn, W. G. Lynch, B. Manning, K. Meierbachtol, P. Quarterman, A. Ratkiewicz, A. Sanetullaev, S. R. Stroberg, M. B. Tsang, D. Weisshaar, J. Winkelbauer, R. Winkler, and M. Youngs, Phys. Rev. C 90, 064615 (2014).

[13] M. Kamimura, M. Yahiro, Y. Iseri, Y. Sakuragi, H.

Kameyama, M. Kawai, Suppl. Prog. Theor. Phys. 89, 1 (1986); N.Austern, Y. Iseri, M. Kamimura, M. Kawai, G. Rawitscher, M. Yahiro, Phys. Rep. 154, 125 (1987).

[14] M. Gómez-Ramos and A.M. Moro, Phys. Lett. B 785, 511 (2018).

[15] Y. Kondo, T. Nakamura, Y. Satou, T. Matsumoto, N.

Aoi, N. Endo, N. Fukuda, T. Gomi, Y. Hashimoto, M. Ishihara, S. Kawai, M. Kitayama, T. Kobayashi, Y. Matsuda, N. Matsui, T. Motobayashi, T. Nakabayashi, K. Ogata, T. Okumura, H. J. Ong, T. K. Onishi, H. Otsu, H. Sakurai, S. Shimoura, and M. Shinohara, Phys. Rev. C 79 014602 (2009).

[16] T. Aumann, C. A. Bertulani, and J. Ryckebusch, Phys.

Rev. C 88, 064610 (2013).

[17] L. Atar et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 052501 (2018). [18] M. Holl et al., Phys. Lett. B 795, 682 (2019). [19] A. Revel et al. (SAMURAI21 collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 124, 152502 (2020).

[20] Y. Satou et al., Phys. Lett. B 728, 462 (2014). [21] J.S. Al-Khalili and J.A. Tostevin, Phys. Rev. C 57 1846 (1998).

[22] S.K. Charagi and S.K. Gupta, Phys. Rev. C 41, 1610 (1990).

[23] L. Ray, Phys. Rev. C 20, 1857 (1979).

[24] B. Abu-Ibrahim, W. Horiuchi, A. Kohama, and Y.

Suzuki, Phys. Rev. C 77, 034607 (2008). [25] B. A. Brown, Phys. Rev. C 58, 220 (1998). [26] B. A. Brown, S. Typel, and W. A. Richter, Phys. Rev. C 65, 014612 (2002).

[27] W. A. Richter and B. A. Brown, Phys. Rev. C 67, 034317 (2003).

[28] A. Gade, P. Adrich, D. Bazin, M. D. Bowen, B. A.

Brown, C. M. Campbell, J. M. Cook, T. Glasmacher, P. G. Hansen, K. Hosier, S. McDaniel, D. McGlinchery, A. Obertelli, K. Siwek, L. A. Riley, J. A. Tostevin, and D. Weisshaar, Phys. Rev. C 77, 044306 (2008).

[29] A. E. L. Dieperink and T. L. de Forest, Jr., Phys. Rev.

C 10, 543 (1974).

[30] ENSDF: Evaluated Nuclear Structure Data File, https://www.nndc.bnl.gov/ensdf/

[31] M. Takechi et al., Phys. Lett. B 707, 357 (2012). [32] M. Wang, G. Audi, A. H. Wapstra, F. G. Kondev, M.

MacCormick, X. Xu, and B. Pfeiffer, Chinese Physics C 36 1603 (2012).

[33] J. A. Tostevin and A. Gade, Phys. Rev. C 90, 057602 (2014).

[34] W.J. Huang, G. Audi, Meng Wang, F.G. Kondev, S.

Naimi, and Xing Xu, Chinese Physics C 41, 030002 (2017); 030003 (2017).