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In the framework of the dinuclear system model, the synthesis mechanism of the superheavy nuclides with
atomic number Z = 112,114, 115 in the reactions of projectiles *>**8Ca bombarding on targets 233U, 24Py,
and 2**Am at a wide incident energies (excitation energy from 0-100 MeV) have been investigated systemat-
ically. Based on the available experimental excitation functions, the dependence of calculated synthesis cross
sections on collision orientations has been studied thoroughly. The TKEs of these collisions with the fixed col-
lision orientation show its orientation dependence which can be used to predict the tendency of kinetic energy
diffusion. The TKEs are dependent on incident energies which have been discussed. The method of Coulomb
barrier distribution function has been applied in our calculations which could treat all of the collision orienta-
tions from the tip-tip to side-side approximately. The calculations of excitation functions of “8Ca + 238U, *8Ca
+ 242py, and *®Ca + 2**Am have a nice agreement with the available experimental data. The isospin effect
of projectiles on production cross sections of moscovium isotopes and the influence of entrance channel effect
on the synthesis cross sections of superheavy nuclei have been discussed. The synthesis cross section of new
moscovium isotopes 278 ~286Mc have been predicted as large as hundreds pb, in the fusion-evaporation reactions
of 3537C] 4 248Cf, 3840 Ay 4 24T 3941 | 24Ty 4042,44.460y | 238 Ay A5G | 242py g 46:48.50T; 4
243Np, 51V + 238U at the excitation energy interval of 0-100 MeV.
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I. INTRODUCTION

"

Since the "island of stability" of superheavy nuclei has
been predicted by the shell model in the 1960s[1], the syn-
thesis of superheavy nuclei were an exciting frontier field in
the laboratories, which could provide a unique tool to explore
the properties of nuclei and atomic structure under the ex-
treme strong Coulomb force. However, due to the extremely
low production cross sections, the synthesis of superheavy
nuclei in current experiments spend long-time and cost lots
of money. So it is particularly necessary to make reliable the-
oretical calculations that provide a reasonable reference for
experiments. In recent years, to synthesize superheavy ele-
ments in the low energy heavy-ion collisions near Coulomb
barrier has attracted extensive attentions from theorists and
experimentalists.

On the experimental side, in past three decades, there were
fifteen superheavy elements from Z = 104-118 have been
synthesized and identified in the laboratories all over the
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world[2]. Generally, the superheavy synthesis methods were
classified by the excitation energy of compound nuclei as cold
fusion and hot fusion, resulting in the compound nuclei sur-
vived by emitting 1-2 neutrons and 3-5 neutrons respectively,
against fission. Based on cold fusion, in 1969, rutherfordium
257,258,259Rf was essentially discovered simultaneously in
Dubna([3] and Berkeley[4] in the reactions of 249Cf(1213C, 3-
4n)257:258,259R f at the incident energy Fi,p = 10.4 MeV/nu-
cleon. Thirteen rutherfordium isotopes have been reported
so far. In 1970, 269261Db was essentially discovered si-
multaneously in Dubna[5] and Berkeley[6] in the reactions
of 249Cf(15N,4n)%%°Ds at F,, = 85 MeV and 2*3Am(??Ne,
4n)?%1Ds at Ey,,, = 114 MeV. Up-to-now, eleven dubnium iso-
topes have been reported. In 1974, 259:263Sg was essentially
discovered simultaneously in Dubna[7] and Berkeley[8] in
the reactions of 207Pb(°4Cr,2n)?%?Sg at Ey,;, = 262 MeV and
249C£(180, 4n)?53Sg at Fl,;, = 95 MeV. Twelve seaborgium
isotopes have been discovered. In 1981, 262Bh was essen-
tially discovered in GSI[9] in the reactions of 209Bi(°4Cr,
1n)262Bh at Ey,p, = 4.85 MeV/u. So far, ten bohriumium iso-
topes have been synthesized. In 1984, 263—265Hs was essen-
tially discovered simultaneously at GSI[10] in the reactions
of 298Pb(°®Fe, 2n)?%°Hs at Ej,, = 5.02 MeV/u. Hithergo,
twelve hassium isotopes have been identified. In 1982, 266Mt
was essentially discovered simultaneously at GSI[11] in the
reactions of 299Bi(°®Fe, 1n)?%Mt at E,;, = 5.15 MeV/u.
Seven meitnerium isotopes have been obtained. In 1995,
269Ds was essentially discovered simultaneously at GSI[12]
in the reactions of 2°Pb(52Ni, 1n)2%°Ds at Ej,, = 311 MeV.
Eight darmstadtium isotopes have been published up-to-now.
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In 1995, 272Rg was essentially discovered simultaneously at
GSI[13] in the reactions of 29°Bi(%4Ni, 1n)?"?Rg at Ey,}, =
318, 320 MeV. Seven roentgenium isotopes have been iden-
tified. In 1996, 277Cn was essentially discovered simultane-
ously at GSI[14] in the reactions of 2°®Pb(7Zn, 1n)?""Rg at
Ej,1, = 344 MeV. Six copernium isotopes have been reported
so far. In 2004, 278Nh was essentially discovered simultane-
ously at RIKEN[15] in the reactions of 2°°Bi("°Zn, 1n)?>"®Nh
at Fy,, = 352.6 MeV. Six nihonium isotopes have been re-
ported so far. In 2004, 286=289F] was essentially discovered
simultaneously at Dubna[16] in the reactions of 24Pu(*3Ca,
3-6n)286—289F] at F)., = 352.6 MeV. Five flerovium iso-
topes have been reported so far. In 2004, 288Mc was es-
sentially discovered simultaneously at Dubna[17] in the reac-
tions of 243 Am(*8Ca, 3n)?88Mc at E,}, = 248, 253 MeV. Four
moscovium isotopes have been reported. In 2004, 286—289Ly
was essentially discovered simultaneously at Dubna[18] in
the reactions of 24°Cm(*®Ca, xn)?9%~*Fl at Ej,}, = 243 MeV.
Four livermorium isotopes have been reported so far. In
2011, 293=294Ts was essentially discovered simultaneously at
Dubna[19] in the reactions of 249Bk(*®Ca, 3-4n)293~294F] at
FEhap =247, 252 MeV. Two tennessine isotopes have been re-
ported. In 2006, 24Og was essentially discovered simultane-
ously at Dubna[20] in the reactions of 24°Cf(*8Ca, 3n)??*Og
at Ej,, = 251 MeV. One oganesson isotope has been synthe-
sized so far. The synthesis information of the most neutron-
rich and proton-rich superheavy nuceli with atomic num-
ber Z=104-118 were elements, isotopes, reactions, channels,
laboratories and year, as illustrated in Table 1. Chinese
superheavy group has synthesized the superheavy isotopes
of 258:259Dp[21], 264,265,266Bh[22] and 27'Ds[23] in IMP
Lanzhou China.

The mechanism of fusion-evaporation could not reach the
next new period in the periodic table of elements easily be-
cause of the limited available combinations of projectile-
target. With the development of suitable separation and de-
tection techniques, the multinucleon transfer (MNT) mecha-
nism might be as the most promising method used to synthe-
size unknown superheavy elements, which has been applied
to produce massive heavy and superheavy isotopes[35]. The
laboratories all over the world such as Institute of Modern
Physics (IMP)[36], Gesellschatt Fiir Schwerionenforschung
(GSI) [37, 38] and DUBNA[39, 40], RIKEN[41-43], the
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL)[44], Aus-
tralian National University (ANU)[45] devoted constantly to
synthesize new superheavy elements and their isotopes. From
the chart of nuclei, in the superheavy region, there are sub-
stantial isotopes of superheavy elements which are still un-
known yet. One aim of this paper is to predict the production
cross sections of moscovium isotopes in fusion-evaporation
reactions based on the different combinations of projectile-
target.

In the theoretical side, to depict the production mech-
anism of superheavy nuclei, some theoretical models
have been built, for example, time-dependent Hartree-Fock
(TDHF) [46—48], the improved quantum molecular dynam-
ics (ImQMD) model[49-51], the dynamical approach based
on Langevin equations[52, 53], the dinuclear system model
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Table 1. The synthesis of the most neutron-rich and proton-rich su-
perheavy isotopes with atomic number Z=104-118 were illustrated
as the production reactions, evaporation channel, synthesis labora-
tory, year and reference.

Element Isotopes  Reactions  Channel Lab  Year Ref.
Rf(104) 253 Rf 50 Ti+204pPp In GSI 1997 [24]
267Rf  48Ca + 242py o Dubna 2004 [25]
Db(105) 256Db  50Tj 4 209B;j 3n GSI 2001 [26]
270ph  48Ca+249Bk  3na  Berkely 2010 [19]
Sg(106) 2588g 51y 4 209Bj 2n GSI 1997 [24]
271gg  48Ca 4 238U o Dubna 2004 [25]
Bh(107) 260Bh 52Cr+ 209Bi o  Berkely 2008 [27]
274Bh “48Ca+2%9Bk  3na  Dubna 2010 [19]
Hs(108) 203Hs 956Fe + 208pp In  Berkely 2009 [28]
27THs  48Ca+2%Pu 3na  GSI 2010 [29]
Mt(109) 266Mt 58Fe + 209Bi In GSI 1982 [30]
278Mt  “8Ti+249Bk  3na Dubna 2010 [19]
Ds(110) 267Ds  59Co + 209Bj In  Berkely 1995 [31]
281ps  48Ca+24Pu 3na  Dubna 2004 [18]
Rg(111) 272Rg  64Ni + 299Bi In GSI 1995 [32]
282Rg 48Ca+2%9Bk  3na  Dubna 2010 [19]
Cn(112) 277Cn 79Zn+208pb  In GSI 1996 [33]
285Cn  48Ca+2%Pu  3na Dubna 2004 [18]
Nh(113) 278Nh 7°Zn+209Bi In  RIKEN 2004 [34]
286Nh  48Ca+249Bk  3na Dubna 2010 [19]
FI(114) 2%5FI 48Ca+2%2Pu  5n  Berkely 2010 [16]
289F1  48Ca+ 24Py 3n  Dubna 2004 [18]
Mc(115) 28"Mc 4%Ca+243Am  4n  Dubna 2004 [17]
290Mc  48Ca+249Bk  3na Dubna 2010 [19]
Lv(116) 2%°Lv 48Ca+2%5Cm  3n  Dubna 2004 [I18]
293Ly 48Ca+245Cm In  Dubna 2004 [18]
Ts(117) 293Ts 48Ca+24°Bk  4n  Dubna 2010 [19]
294Tg  48Ca+249Bk  3n  Dubna 2010 [19]
Og(118) 2940g *%Ca+249Cf 3n  Dubna 2006 [20]

(DNS)[54-58] etc.. The calculations of these theoretical
models basically could have a good agreement with the avail-
able experimental data in which have their own features. In
this work, the DNS model have been applied, which have
some featured advantages such as the better consideration
of shell effect, dynamical deformation, fission, quasi-fission,
deep-inelastic and odd-even effect, and its calculation effi-
ciency is very high. In previous work[54, 55, 58, 59], the
DNS model have nicely reproduced the available experiment
results and predicted the synthesis production cross sections
of superheavy elements and exotic heavy nuclei in the mech-
anisms of fusion-evaporation and MNT reactions.

In this paper, we have investigated the dependence of the
evaporation residue cross sections on collision orientations
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and the influence of entrance channels effect on the evapora-
tion residue cross sections. We have proposed the Gaussian-
like barrier distribution function for treating the problem of
collision orientation dependence. The article is organized as
follows: In Sec. II we give a brief description of the DNS
model. Calculated results and discussions are presented in
Sec. III. Summary is concluded in Sec. IV.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

Initially, the dinuclear system (DNS) concept were pro-
posed to depict the deep inelastic reaction mechanism which
was a molecular-like configuration of two colliding partners,
keeping their own individuality in the collision process. The
DNS model has been used to describe the fusion-evaporation
reactions and multinucleon transfer reactions widely. The
complete fusion evaporation reaction can be depicted as the
three process. Firstly, the colliding partners overcome the
Coulomb barrier to form the composite system. Secondly,
the kinetic energy and angular momentum dissipating into the
composite system to enable the nucleons transfer between the
touching colliding partners. Finally, all the nucleons have
been transferred from projectile nuclei to the target nuclei
which could form the compound nuclei with a few excita-
tion energy and angular momentum. The highly excited com-
pound nuclei will be de-excited by evaporating the light par-
ticles ( i.e. neutrons, y-rays and light charged particles) or
fission. Based on the DNS model, the evaporation residual
cross sections of superheavy nuclei can be written as

rh? e
Ec m.) = 5 . 2 )T Ec.m.a
0ER (Ec.m.) 2 Fcm. Jz::o( J+1T( J)

PCN (Ec.m.7 J>Wsur(Ec.m.7 J) (1)

Where, the penetration probability T'(E. ., J) is the prob-
ability of the collision system passing through the Coulomb
barrier which was calculated by the empirical coupling chan-
nel model[54]. The fusion probability Peng, ., ,7) is the
probability to form compound nuclei[60, 61]. The survival
probability Wy, is the probability of the highly excited com-
pound nuclei surviving by evaporating light particles against
fission. The maximal angular momentum was set as Jyax =
30-50, because the fission barrier for the superheavy nuclei
may vanish at the high spin [62].

A. Capture probability

The capture cross sections of the two colliding partners was
given as

wh?

_ _ 2
2uB¢ m. @

cap(Eem.) > @] + DT (Ee., J).

J

Here, the penetration probability T'(Ec.r,. j) is evaluated by
the Hill-Wheeler formula [63] with the barrier distribution
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function.

T(Ec.rrm J) = /f(B)
1

3

B_ FL?J(J+1)} } dB

[Bem. = B = 5505

27
1+ exp {——hwu)
Here hw(J) is the width of the parabolic barrier at the posi-
tion Rp(J). The normalization constant is with respect to the
relation [ f(B)dB = 1. The barrier distribution function is
assumed to be in an asymmetric Gaussian form[54, 64]

b exp[~(2554)] B < By,

f(B) )

Lexpl—(582)] B > B,
Here Ao = (Bg-By)/2, A1=As-2 MeV, B,,,=(Bo+Bs)/2, By
and By are the Coulomb barriers of the side-side collision and
the saddle point barriers in dynamical deformations[64]. The
nucleus-nucleus interaction potential was calculated by

V({e}) =Ve({a}) + Ww({a}) + Vaer )

with
Viet = 301 (81— B2 + 3Ca(B2 — B3)°)

The 1 and 2 represent the projectile and the target, re-
spectively. R = R; + Ry + s and s are the distance be-
tween the center and the surface of projectile-target. R;
and Ry are the radii of the projectile and target, respectively.
The 510(2) are the static deformation of projectile-target. The
Bi(2) are the adjustable quadrupole deformation in which it
was varied to find the minimal V' ({a}). The {a} stand for
{R, 1, B1,B2,01,02}. To reduce the number of deforma-
tion variables, we assume that the deformation energy of col-
liding system were proportional to their mass[64], namely,
C182/Ca83 = A1 /As. So we could use only one deforma-
tion parameter as 5 = [ + [B2. The stiffness parameters
Ci(i = 1,2) were calculated by the liquid-drop model[65], as
parameterization formula

3 72e?
27 Ri(2A + 1)

Ci=M\-1)|(A\=1)R%0 — (6)

Here, the R; is the radius of the spheroidal nucleus which has
the formula R;=1 .18Ai1 /3 (i=1,2) In this work, the quadrupole
deformation was taken into account (A = 2). The o is the

coefficient of surface tension which fits 47ri20=asAi2/ % where
the a5 = 18.32 MeV is surface energy. The nuclear potential
is calculated by the double-folding method [60-62].

W%{R%F”URUM&EW+/MM

pﬁr—RMRN+&ﬂ/mWMAT—RMd> )

with

Ny —Zi Ny~ 7,

F‘in(cx) = lin(ex) + f{n(ex) Aq A,
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It depends on the nuclear density and orientation of the de-
formed colliding partners. The parameters Cy = 300 MeV
fm3, fin =0.09, fox = —2.59, f;, =0.42, f:. =0.54, and po
=0.16 fm?3 were used in our calculations. The Woods-Saxon
density distribution was presented as:

_ Po
1 +exp[(r—Ri(01))/ a1]

p(r) ®)
and
_ Po

1+ exp[(Jr — R| — Ra2(62))/as)

Here, R;(6;)(i = 1,2) were the surface radii of the nuclei
with the formula %;(6;)=% [1 4+ 5;Y20(6;)] where the R; was
spheroidal nuclei radius. The a; was the surface diffusion
coefficient which was taken as 0.55 fm in our calculations.
The Coulomb potential was derived by the Wong’s formula,
as follows [66].

Z1 2262

Ve({a}) = ,

0 \V2 /7 7 2\ 2
N <2077) < lr?,2 ) ZR?&PQ(COS )
i=1

3\ [ Z1Za¢?
() (%55

where 6;, 8;, R;, and P»(cos ;) are the angle between the
symmetry axis of the deformed projectile-target and collision
axis, quadrupole deformation, the radius of the projectile-
target, and Legendre polynomial, respectively. The Wong’s
formula was in good agreement with the double-folding
method.

p2(r — R) ©))

2
Z R? (5P cos 0;)°

i=1

(10)

B. Fusion probability

The composite system has been formed after the capture
process where the dissipation of kinetic energy and angular
momentum happened, to activate nucleons transfer between
the touching configuration of the projectile-target which re-
sult in the mass probability diffusion. The mass probability of
the formed fragments was evaluated by solving a set of mas-
ter equations. The term of mass probability P(Z;, Ny, E1,t)
contain that proton number, neutron number of Z;, and Ny,
and the internal excitation energy of F; for given fragment
A;. The master equation was shown as [59, 61, 67]

dP(Zy, N1, Ei,t)
dt
> Wz, nyizg 3 (0)[dz, N, P(Z), Ny, Ef L t)
z;
de/PNlP(Zl, Ni,Ei,t)] +

> Wz, Nyize v (0)[dz, x,P(Z1, Nf Ef )
Nj

—dz, N P(Z1,N1, Eq, t)] —

[A?Qf;,Eht(@) + Agsl,El,t (9)]P(Z17 Nla Ela t) (] 1)

4
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Here the Wz n, zin, (Wz, n;z,,~,) Wwas the mean
transition probability from the channel (Z;, Ny, E;) to
(Z1,N1, EY) [or (Z1, Ny, Ey) to (Zy, N1, E})]. The dz, n,
denotes the microscopic dimension corresponding to the
macroscopic state (Z7, Ny, E1). The sum contains all pos-
sible numbers of proton and neutron for the fragment 2, Ny
own. However, only one nucleon transfer at one time was
supposed in the model with the relation Z; = Z; £ 1, and N
= N; £ 1. The excitation energy F; was the local excitation
energy ¢} for the fragment (Z], N;) which was derived by
the dissipation of the relative motion along with PES of the
DNS [68]. The time of dissipation process was evaluated by
the parameterization classical deflection function [69]. The
motion of nucleons in interaction potential was governed by
the single-particle Hamiltonian,

H(t) = Ho(t) + V(1) (12)

where the total single particle energy and interaction potential
were

Ho(t)= Z Z Cuk (t)oz,'fK (t) o (1)

K vk

Z Z uaKaﬁK’aIK (t)aﬁx (t)

K,K' ax,Bk

= Z Vi k()

K,K’

(13)
V(t)=
(14)

The quantities €, ;¢ and uq,, g, represent the single particle
energies and the interaction matrix elements, respectively in
which the single-particle state was defined as the centers of
colliding nuclei assumed to be orthogonal in the overlapping
region. Then the annihilation and creation operators were de-
pendent on time. The single-particle matrix elements were
Uoe g, = U (t)
1 e (t) — e (b
x{exp |:_2( CYK() ,BK()

parameterized as
2
- 60& ’
AK,K/ (t) ) :| KHBK }

Here, The calculation of the Uk x/(t) and du g, (t) have
been described in Ref.[70]. The proton transition probability
was microscopically derived by

Tmem(ZlavaEl; ZLNlaEi)
dz, N,dz; N, I
<Y (24, Ny, By, i\ V| Zy, Ny, By i)

i3/
The neutron transition probability has the similar formula.
The memory time and the interaction elements V' could be
seen in the Ref.[60].

The evolution of the DNS along the distance R lead to
quasi-fission. The decay probability of quasi-fission were cal-
culated based on the one-dimensional Kramers equation as
[70, 71]

5)

WZl,Nl;ZiJ\h =

(16)

af __ v T By 2 1
AR a(O) =g |V () H P = o5
qu(Al)
- 17
xexp{ O(A1,Eq,t) a7
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where the Bqs(A1) was the quasi-fission barrier. The w and
wBat were the frequencies of the harmonic oscillator approx-
imation at the bottom and top of the interaction potential
pocket which were constants as fwPaf = 2.0 MeV and hw
= 3.0 MeV in this work. The I' = 2.8 MeV was the quan-
tity characterizing the average double width of the single-
particle state. The local temperature was given by the Fermi
gas model © = (¢*/(A/12))'/2. In the nuclear collision pro-
cess, heavy fragments might lead to fission where the fission
probability were calculated by the Kramers formula

fis _ Wes & 2 2 _ E
Be(Aq)
e { e(Al,El,ﬂ] (1%

where the w, . and w; were the frequencies of the oscillators
approximating the fission-path potential at the ground state
and the top of the fission barrier for fragment A;, respec-
tively, which were set as hwg . = Aiwe = 1.0 MeV and I'y = 2
MeV. The fission barrier was calculated by the macroscopic
part plus the shell correction energy. In relaxation process
of the relative motion, the DNS will be excited by the dissi-
pation of the relative kinetic energy and angular momentum.
The excited composite system opens a valence space Ack in
fragment K (K = 1, 2) which has a symmetrical distribution
around the Fermi surface. The nucleons in the valence space
were actively enable to be excited and transfer. The averages
on these quantities are performed in the valence space,

4e¥ A
Aeg = | =K, e ="K g = Ag/12, (19)
gK A

where the ¢* is the local excitation energy of the DNS, which
provide the excitation energy for the mean transition proba-
bility. There are N = gk Ack valence states and my = Ny /2
valence nucleons in the valence space Ae, which gives the

dimension
N N.
d(ml,mg)—( 1)( 2). (20)
mq mo
The local excitation energy is given by
e = FEx — (Uar(A1,A2) — Uar(Ap, A7) (2D)

Where the Ug, (A1, A2) and Uy, (Ap, A1) were the driving
potentials of fragments A;, As and Ap, Ar, respectively.
The detailed calculation of the driving potentials is from Eq.
22. The excitation energy E of the composite system was
converted from the relative kinetic energy dissipation[61].
The potential energy surface (PES) of the DNS was written
as

Uar(A1, A2; J,61,02) = By + Ba — Box
+V(Ar, A2;01,02) + Vn(Ar, As; 601, 02)

~ Viet (J)
(22)

Here B; (z = 1, 2) and B¢y were the negative binding en-
ergies of the fragment A; and the compound nucleus A =
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A1+A,, respectively, where the shell and the pairing correc-
tions were included reasonably. The V.SV is the rotation en-
ergy of the compound nuclei. The ; represent the quadrupole
deformations of binary fragments. The 6; denote collision ori-
entations. The Vi and Vi were derived by Eq. 10 and Eq. 7,
respectively.

By solving a set of master equations, the probability of all
possible formed fragments were presented. The hindrance
in the fusion process named inner fusion barrier By,s which
was defined by the difference from the injection position to
the B.G. point. In the DNS model, these fragments overcom-
ing the inner barrier which were considered to lead to fusion.
Therefore, the fusion probability were evaluated by adding all
of the fragments which could penetrate the inner fusion bar-
rier. The fusion probability with the barrier distribution was
evaluated by

Acn

Z P(A, Eq, Tint (Ec.m.a J, B>023)
A=Apc

PCN(EC.m.7 J7B>

Here, the interaction time iyt (Ec.m., J, B) was obtained from
the deflection function method [68]. We calculated the fusion
probability as

Pox (B, J) = / F(B)Pox(Bem. J,B)AB  (24)

The Coulomb barrier distribution function f(B) were taken
as Eq. 4, so the fusion cross section was written as

Ufus(Ec.m.) = Ucap(Ec.m.)PCN(Ec.m.7 J) (25)

C. Survival probability

The compound nuclei formed by the all nucleons transfer
from projectile nuclei to target nuclei which has a few of ex-
citation energies. The excited compound nuclei was extreme
unstable which would de-excited by evaporating v-rays, neu-
trons, protons, « etc.) against fission. The survival probabil-
ity of the channels x-th neutron, y-th proton and z-alpha was
expressed as [59, 67, 72]

Wsur(E*CN» xX,y,%, J) = P(EZ}Nv X,Y,4%, J)

i=1 Ftot(E;ka J) j=1 Ftot(Eikv J) k=1 Ftot(E]t, J)

(26)

where the E¢q and J were the excitation energy and the spin
of the excited nucleus, respectively. The total width I'y,; was
the sum of partial widths of particles evaporation, y-rays and
fission. The excitation energy Eg before evaporating the s-th
particles was evaluated by

Bl =E: - B! - BP — Bf - 2T, 27)

with the initial condition E'=E¢ and s=i+j+k. The By,
ij , By are the separation energy of the ¢-th neutron, j-th
proton, k-th alpha, respectively. The nuclear temperature T;
was defined by E; = oT?? — T} with the level density param-
eter a. The decay width of the y-rays and the particle decay
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were evaluated with the similar method in Ref. [72]. We set
E* — B, — § — §, to the term p.

The widths of particles decay were evaluated with the
Weisskopf evaporation theory as

My

T, (E*,J) = v
V(BT ) m2h2p(E*,J)

(2sy +1)

[y
X / Ep(g + 0 — Erot —&, J>Uinv(5)d5' (28)
0

Here, s,, m, and B, are the spin, mass and binding energy
of the particle, respectively. The pairing correction energy &
was set to be 12/ VA, 0, —12 / VA for even-even, even-odd
and odd-odd nuclei, respectively. The inverse cross section
was taken by 0i,, = TR2T(v). The penetration probability
was set 1 for neutrons and T'(v) (1 + exp(n(Ve(v) —
€)/hw))~! for charged particles with the Aiw = 5 and 8 MeV
for proton and a, respectively. The Coulomb barrier of the
emitting charge particles and daughter nuclei was calculated
by

(ZCN — i)Z 62

Vo
ri(Ady_; + A%

(29)

In this work, we set proton emitting 7, = 1.7 fm, and « emit-
ting o = 1.75 fm, more detail information could be seen in
Ref. [73]. The fission width was calculated by Bohr-Wheeler
formula as in Ref.[60, 61]. We set £* — By — E,ot — 0 — 0
to the term k.

1

1 /“*W
27Tpf(E*7 J) 0

pr(k —e+0,J)de
14+ exp[—2n(k —e+ 8+ o)/ )]

Ly(E*,J) =

(30)

For heavy fragments, the fission width was usually taken as
hw = 2.2 MeV [74], and d; was the pairing correction for
the fission barrier. The fission barrier was divided the micro-
scopic part and the macroscopic part which was written as the
following form

Bi(E*,J) = BFP + BM(E* = 0, J)exp(—E*/Ep) (31)

where the macroscopic part was derived from liquid-drop
model, as follows

0.38(0.75 — 2)Ey ,(1/3 <z < 2/3)

BfP = (32)
0.83(1 —z)3Ey ,(2/3 <z <1)
with
Eco
= . 33
2FEsg (33)

Here, E.y and Eyy were the surface energy and Coulomb en-
ergy of the spherical nuclear, respectively, which could be
taken from the Myers-Swiatecki formula

Ey = 17.944[1 — 1. 7826(N )2JA%/3 MeV  (34)
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and

2

E =0.7053——= NG

MeV. (35)
Microcosmic shell correction energy were taken from [75].

Shell damping energy was

5.48A1/3
P Tisa s Y (0
or
Ep = 0.4A%%/a MeV (37)

Here a is the energy level density parameter. the fission level
density was set as ay = 1.1a. The moments of inertia of fis-
sion compound nuclei at the ground state (gs) and the saddle
point (sd) configuration are given by
2 s(sd)

Cus(ea) =k x zaor 2(1 4 pEcd 3). (38)
Here, k = 0.4 and 35 was quadrupole deformation which were
taken from Ref. [75]. The 359 * +0.2 was the quadrupole
deformation at the saddle point Wthh was calculated by rela-

tivistic mean field theory. Based on the Fermi gas model, the
energy level density could be expressed as [75]

2J+1
E* =K
p( aJ) coll X 24\/>O_3a1/4(E* _ 6)5/4
J+1/2)

X exp |2v/a

with 02 = 6m?\/a(E* —6)/7? and m ~ 0.24A%/3. The
K., was the collective enhancement factor which contain
the rotational and vibration effects. The level density parame-
ter was combined with the shell correction energy Esp,(Z, N)
and the excitation energy E* as

(39)

a(E*,Z,N) =a(A)[l + Ex(Z, N)I{(E*)/(E*)] (40)
Here, a(A) = aA + BA?/3b, was the asymptotic Fermi-gas
value of the level density parameter at high excitation energy.
The shell damping factor was given by

FE") =1 —exp(—E")

with v = a/(eA*/3). The a, 3, b, and € were set as 0.114,
0.098, 1. and 0.4, respectively.

The realization probability of evaporation channels was
the important component in the survival probability equation.
The realization probability of one particle evaporation was
given by

(41)

B, —
202

(Eon

2
2T) ) 42)

where o was the half-height width of the excitation function
of the residual nucleon in the fusion-evaporation reactions
which was taken as 2.5 MeV in our calculation. For the mul-
tiple neutrons evaporation channels (x > 1), the realization

P(Ex.J) = exp (—
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probability could be derived by the Jackson formula, as fol-
lows

P(EéNv‘g)J) = I(A&QS - 3) - I(As+1,25 - 1) (43)

where the quantities / and /A were given by

1 z
I(z,m) = ﬁ/o ue " du (44)

T (45)

The By is the separation energy of the evaporation of the i-th
particle and s=x+y+z. The spectrum of realization probabil-
ities determines the distribution shape of survival probability
in the evaporation channels.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the framework of the DNS model involving all of the
collision orientations, we have calculated the excitation func-
tions of 2n-, 3n-, 4n-, Sn-evaporation channels for the colli-
sions of 48Ca+243Am, *®Ca+242Pu and 43Ca+23%U marked
by solid olive, dash red, dash-dot blue and orange short-
dash lines, respectively, as shown in Fig. 1. In the pe-
nal (a), the olive-filled up-triangle, red-filled square, and
blue-filled circle stand for the experiment results of 2n-, 3n-
, 4n-evaporation channels for the 8Ca+2*3Am taken from
Ref. [17, 80, 81]. From reference [17], the experiments of
48Ca+243 Am at incident energies E,;, = 248, 253 MeV were
carried out at FLNR, JINR. At E),, = 248 MeV, three simi-
lar decay chains consisting of five consecutive o decays. At
FErap = 253 MeV, the decay properties of these synthesized
nuclei are consistent with consecutive v decays originating
from the parent isotopes of the new element Mc, 2*"Mc and
283Mc, produced in the 3n- and 4n-evaporation channels with
cross sections of about 3 pb and 1 pb, respectively. From the
reference [80], the cross section for the 3n-evaporation chan-
nel reaches its maximum o3, = 8.5 pb at £* =34.0-38.3
MeV and decreases with further increase of the excitation en-
ergy of the compound nucleus 2°'Mc. At the excitation en-
ergy, E* = 44.8 &+ 2.3 MeV, not a single event indicating the
formation of ?83Mc was detected. The upper cross-section
limit can thus be set at the level o3, < 1 pb. At excitation
energy in the range of E* = 31.1 - 36.4 MeV, the cross sec-
tions for the formation of ERs in the 3n- and 2n-evaporation
channels were about 3.5737 pb and 2.572'T pb, respectively.
At energies E* < 36 MeV, as it could be expected for the
2n-evaporation product, 2?Mc was not detected. The upper
cross-section limit can be set at the level oo, < 3 pb. From
the reference [81], the cross sections for the formation of ERs
in the 3n- and 2n-evaporation channels are about 3.279-5 pb
and 0.3f8;§ pb at energies £* = 33 MeV, respectively. In Fig.
1 (b), the olive up-triangle, red square, blue circle, and orange
down-triangle stand for the experiment results of 2n-, 3n-, 4n-
, Sn-evaporation channels for the 18Ca+242py, respectively,
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where filled, half-filled, and open symbols represent three ex-
periments for the 48Ca+242Pu [16, 76, 77, 83]. From the Ref.
[76], a maximum cross section of 10.473> pb was measured
for the 2*?Pu(*®Ca, 3n)?*"Fl reaction. From the Ref. [16],
at excitation energy E* = 50 MeV, the 242Pu(*®Ca, 5n)?8°Fl
cross section was 0.6752 pb. The no-observation of a 3n
evaporation product gave an upper limit for the 242Pu(*8Ca,
3n)28°Fl reaction of 1.1 pb. The 3n and 4n cross section val-
ues measured at £ =41 MeV were 3.11”5:2 pb. In Fig. 1 (c),
the red square, blue circle stand for the experiment results
of 3n-, 4n-evaporation channels for the **Ca+23%U, respec-
tively, where filled, half-filled, and open symbols represent
three experiments for the 48Ca+23%U [76-79]. From the Ref.
[77], the maximum cross section values of the xn-evaporation
channels for the reaction 23%3U(*®Ca, xn)286~?Cn were mea-
sured to be 03, = 2.571F pb and 04, = 0.6705 pb. At the
excitation energies of the compound nucleus E* = 34.5 MeV,
two decay events from 283Cn were observed, resulting in the
7 pb[79]. The cross-section deduced

cross section of 2.073-%
from all four events is 0.7270 52 pb, measured at the excita-

tion energy of 34.6 MeV of the compound nucleus 226Cn[78].
From the above three panels, we can see that our calculations
have a good agreement with the available experimental ex-
citation functions of the reactions *®Ca+2%3 Am, *8Ca+242Pu
and 48Ca+238U.

To investigate the dependence of production cross section
of superheavy nuclei in the fusion-evaporation reactions on
collision orientation, we have exported four configurations of
the collision orientations from our calculations for the reac-
tion of ¥¥Ca+2*3Am as (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and
(90°,90°) marked by the solid black, red dash, olive dash-
dot and blue short-dash lines, respectively in Fig. 2. The
projectile nuclei **Ca and target nuclei 243 Am have theoreti-
cal quadrupole deformation value Sp = 0. and S = 0.224.
In Fig. 2, panel (a) shows the distributions of interaction po-
tential energy to the distance between the surfaces of projec-
tile nuclei and target nuclei. The interaction potential Vo
consists of Coulomb potential V¢ and nucleus-nucleus poten-
tial Vi, which were calculated by Wong formula [66] and
double folding method [84], respectively. The interaction po-
tential energies are increased with the large collision orien-
tations, because of the large effective interaction face. The
panel (b) displays the distributions of relative radial kinetic
energy to interaction time. The kinetic energy decreased ex-
ponentially with the increased reaction time, for the given im-
pact parameter L = 20 h. The evolution reach equilibrium at
2 x 10~2%s. The equilibrium kinetic energy are 225 MeV, 228
MeV, 235MeV and 239 MeV, corresponding to collision ori-
entations (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°,90°), re-
spectively. The kinetic energy were dissipating into internal
excitation of the composite system, correspondingly which
were increased exponentially with the reaction time and have
the same relaxation time, as illustrated in panel (c). From Fig.
2, we can see that the interaction potential and the evolution
of kinetic energy and internal excitation energy were highly
dependent on the orientations, actually, which were the basic
reasons lead to the dependence of final synthesis cross sec-
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Fig. 1. (Color online) The calculated excitation functions of 2n-, 3n-, 4n- and Sn-evaporation channels for the reactions of *®Ca+2*3Am,
48Ca+2?Pu and *®Ca+>*®U are marked by solid olive, dash red, dash-dot blue and orange short-dash lines, respectively. The experimental
measure result of excitation functions for 2n-, 3n-, 4n- and 5Sn-evaporation channels are represented by up-triangle, square, circle and down-
triangle. Vertical error bars correspond to total uncertainties. Symbols with arrows show upper cross-section limits. Data marked by open,
half-closed, and filled symbols are taken from [16, 17, 76—82], respectively.
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Fig. 2. (Color online) Panel (a) shows the interaction potential for the collisions of 48Ca+2*3Am as a function of distance with different
collision angles. The collision orientation (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°,90°) correspond to solid black, red dash, olive dash-dot
and short dash lines, respectively. Panel (b) represents the time-varying function of radial kinetic energy dissipating in the collision system
under the angular momentum L = 20 h. Panel (c) exhibits the internal excitation energy of the composite system varies with the sticking
time with the given angular momentum L = 20 A.

tions of superheavy nuclei on collision orientations. the PES and DP of the no-deformation of the projectile-target
nuclei. The minimum trajectories and injection points were
attached to the PES, which were represented by solid black
lines and filled black stars. The panels (a) and (f) were the
PES and DP of no-deformation collision. The structure ef-
fect were clearly shown in the PESs and DPs, by the com-

parison of no-deformation collision and with duadrupole de-

The potential energy surface (PES) and driving potential
(DP) of the reaction “8Ca+2*3Am were calculated by Eq.
22 for the collision orientations of sphere-sphere, (0°,0°),
(30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°,90°), as illustrated in Fig.
3. The PES and DP were listed in the upper layer panels
and lower panels, respectively. The panel (a) and (f) shown
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Fig. 3. (Color online) The panels (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) represent the potential energy surface (PES) of 48Ca+243 Am at collision orientations
of sphere-sphere, (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°, 90°), respectively. The panels (f), (g), (h), (i), and (j) correspond to their collision
orientation-based valley trajectories in PES, respectively. Their inner barrier value are shown with Bgg The arrow lines stand for the injection

points.

formation collision. The inner fusion barrier were taken as
the difference between the injection points and Businaro-
Gallone (B.G.) points, which were 8§ MeV, 11.5 MeV, 10.5
MeV, 7.1 MeV and 6 MeV corresponding to collision orienta-
tions of no-deformation, (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and
(90°,90°), respectively. It was found that the inner fusion
barrier were highly dependent on the collision orientations,
which could reveal the fusion probability directly. The inner
fusion barriers were decrease with the increase collision ori-
entation which has the smallest value at the waist-waist colli-
sion. The sketches of collision orientations were illustrated in
the top of Fig. 3. The potential energy of the symmetry field
in the PES increase along with the increasing collision orien-
tations, because the corresponding Coulomb force increases.

In collision process, overcome the Coulomb barrier, the ki-
netic energies of the colliding partners dissipate into the com-
posite system rapidly. The probability of projectile and tar-
get diffuse along the PES, which were calculated by solv-
ing a set of master equations. The total kinetic energy
(TKE) of binary fragments were related to the incident en-
ergy, ground state binding energy, internal excitation energy
as TKE = Eon — Ven — Qge — E*. The Fig. 4 presents
the TKE-mass distributions for collision orientations of no-
deformation, (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°,90°)
at incident energy FEj,p = 1.1 X Vp, as shown in panels (a),
(b), (¢), (d) and (e), respectively. The TKE term could be
rewritten as TKE = E., — Uy, — E*. So The TKE-mass
distribution shape were highly dependent on the driving po-
tential. The TKE-mass distribution for no-deformation colli-
sion in panel (a) were more smooth than others in panels (b),
(c), (d) and (e) which shown the structure effect in the TKE-
mass distribution. The fragments in the black square passed
the B.G. points were supposed to lead to fusion. The fusion

probability were calculated by summing all of the formation
probability passed through B.G. point. From the Fig. 4, it
was hard to value the dependence of fusion probability on the
collision orientations, because it only show the one incident
energy Fip, =1.1 X Vp.

Figure 5 shows the TKE-mass distributions at the excita-
tion energies Ef y = 10 MeV, 40 MeV, 70 MeV, 100 MeV
for the tip-tip collisions of “3Ca+28 Am, as illustrated in the
panels (a), (b), (c) and (d), respectively. From Fig. 5, we can
see that the TKE-mass distribution were broader along the
increased incident energy. Obviously, the fusion probability
were increased along the larger excitation energy. However,
the compound nuclei with large excitation energy could lead
to fission easily. The maximum evaporation residue cross sec-
tion of the highly excitation compound nuclei were the bal-
ance between the fusion probability and the survival proba-
bility.

As far as possible to approach the real collision process, we
proposed a Gaussian-like barriers distributions used to con-
sider all of the collision orientations, which has the same for-
mula in Eq. (4). The olive solid lines, red dash lines, blue
dot-dash lines and orange short-dash lines stand for the calcu-
lated excitation function of the 2n-, 3n-, 4n-, Sn-evaporation
channels. The olive filled up-triangle, red filled square, blue
filled circle represent the experimental excitation function
of the 2n-, 3n-, 4n-evaporation channels, respectively. For
the reactions “8Ca+2*®Am at the excitation energy interval
of E* = 1-100 MeV, the excitation function of the 2n-, 3n-
, 4n-, Sn-evaporation channels were calculated by the DNS
model involving the barrier distribution, as shown in panel
(a), which were in a nice agreement with the experiment data
[17, 80]. The calculated excitation functions of *®Ca+2*8Am
for the collision orientations (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°),
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(Color online) The panels (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) display the calculations of TKE-mass distribution of the primary fragments

in the collisions of *®Ca+2*®Am at E. ., = 1.1x V3 for their collision orientations of sphere-sphere, (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and

(90°,90°), respectively.
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Fig. 5. (Color online) The panels (a), (b), (c) and (d) show the calculations of TKE-mass distribution of the primary fragments in the head-on
collisions of *®Ca+2*® Am at their incident energies correspond to excitation energies of compound nuclei 10 MeV, 40 MeV, 70 MeV and 100

MeV, respectively.

(90°,90°) and no-deformation were listed in panels (b), (c),
(@), (e), (), respectively. It was found that the (0°,0°) col-
lisions underestimate the experiment results. The collisions
(30°,30°) fit the experiment results relatively nice. The col-
lisions (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°, 90°) overestimate the
experiment data. From the Fig. 6, It was found that the DNS
model involving barrier distributions could reproduce the ex-
perimental results quite well.

Based on the DNS model involving barrier distribution,
to investigate the dependence of evaporation residue cross
section on the isospin of projectile, we have calculated
the reactions of *2Ca+243Am, 4Ca+243Am, 46Ca+243Am,
1BCa+23Am, “Ti+237Np, “OTi+23"Np, STi+23"Np and
0Ti+23"Np at the excitation energies interval of E* = 1— 80
MeV systematically. From the Fig. 7, it was found that
the excitation functions of evaporation residue cross section
were highly dependent on the isospin of projectile. For the
isotopes of Ca induced reactions, the cross sections of 2n-,
3n-evaporation channels were decrease along with the pro-
jectile of Ca isotopes with large N/Z, which might cause by
fusion probability. The ratio of o3y, /09, Were increase along
with the increasing N/Z, which shown that more-neutron-rich
compound nuclei prefer to evaporate more neutrons. The ex-
isted moscovium isotopes were 287 ~29°Mc. The predictions
of maximum cross sections of the new 281-286Mc were 4
pb, 45 pb, 150 pb, 50 pb, 101 pb and 30 pb, respectively in
the calcium isotopes induced fusion-evaporation. The maxi-
mum synthesis cross section of new moscovium isotopes was
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283Mc as 0.15 nb in the reactions *>Ca+%*>Am. For the Ti
isotopes induced reactions, the 2n-evaporation channel were
dominant in the evaporation residue cross sections. The max-
imum synthesis cross section of Mc was 28'Mc as 0.2 nb in
the reactions “6Ti+23"Np. The new moscovium isotopes of
278—286\[c were evaluated as 0.5 pb, 9 pb, 12 pb, 10.5 pb,
150 pb, 11 pb, 100 pb, 10 pb, 31 pb, respectively, in the tita-
nium isotopes induced fusion-evaporation.

To investigate the influence of entrance effect on the syn-
thesis cross section of superheavy moscovium in the fusion-
evaporation reactions, we have calculated the collisions of
the 3°Cl + 248Cf (n = 0.75), *°Ar + 24"Bk ( = 0.72), 3°K
+247Cm (n = 0.73), “9Ca + 2*3Am (1 = 0.72), *¥Ca + >43Am
(n = 0.67), ¥*Sc + 244Pu (n = 0.69), *¥Ti + 23"Np (n = 0.66)
and °'V + 238U (5 = 0.65) systematically based on the DNS
model, as illustrated in panels (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g)
and (h), respectively. The mass asymmetry 1 were respect
ton = (At — Ap)/(At + Ap). From the Fig. 8, we can
see that the reaction systems with large n prefer to produce
large production cross section because the large mass asym-
metry reactions were favor to fusion. In these calculations,
the new moscovium 273-286Mc have been predicted as the
production cross section value 1 pb, 10 pb, 130 pb, 50 pb, 15
pb, 100 pb, 30 pb, 200 pb, 40 pb, respectively. The 2n- or
3n-evaporation residue channels were dominant in the evap-
oration survival process. The ratio of o3, /02, illustrated the
role of odd-even effect on the production cross section of su-
perheavy nuclei. The maximum production cross section of
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Fig. 6. (Color online) In the collisions of 8Ca+248 Am, the panels show the calculations of excitation functions in 2n-, 3n-, 4n- and 5n-

evaporation channels correspond to solid olive, red dash, blue dash-dot and orange short-dash lines, respectively. Panels (b), (c), (d), (e) and
(f) display the excitation functions at orientations (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°), (90°,90°) and sphere to sphere, respectively. Panel (a)
show the total excitation function in taking all of the collision orientations by the method of Gaussian distribution. Experimental data are
marked by filled up-triangle, square, circle and down-triangle symbols are taken from [17, 80].

moscovium isotopes was predicted as 200 pb in the reaction
247Cm(39K, 3I1)283MC.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Summarizing, as far as possible to simulate the real colli-
sion process, we have proposed a Gaussian-like barrier distri-
bution function used to including all collision orientations. To
investigate the dependence of production cross section of su-
perheavy isotopes on the collision orientations, we have cal-
culated the reactions of “8Ca+243Am at the excitation ener-
gies interval of 0-100 MeV for the collision orientations no-
deformation, (0°,0°), (30°,30°), (60°,60°) and (90°,90°)
systematically. In the DNS model, for given collision ori-
entation, some physical quantities such as interaction poten-
tial, radial kinetic energy, internal excitation energy, TKE-
mass, potential energy surface, driving potential and inner
fusion barrier were exported to show the influence of colli-
sion orientations which were highly dependent on the colli-
sion orientations. We have compared the calculated excita-
tion functions of *8Ca+2*3Am at some fixed collisions ori-
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entations and the available experimental results. We found
that the large collision orientations shown the overestimated
value, compared to experiment data. The collision orien-
tation nearby (30°,30°) could fit the experiment data very
well. The barrier distribution-based excitation function were
in a good agreement with the experiment data. To test the
barrier distribution function, we have calculated the reac-
tions of 4Ca+243Pu and “8Ca+238U, which have nicely re-
produced the experimental excitation functions. Based on
the DNS model involving the barrier distribution function,
we have calculated the reactions of projectiles 42~4¥Ca bom-
barding on target 2*3Am and projectiles 4>~*8Ca on target
23TNp systematically. The influence of the isospin of pro-
jectile on production cross section have been studied. For
Ca induced EE. reactions, the o3, and o3, were dominant
in the evaporation residue cross sections which were de-
crease along with the increase N/Z in projectiles. The ra-
tio of the 03,/09, increase along with the increase N/Z
in projectiles, which might be caused by neutron-rich com-
pound nuclei were favor to lose neutrons. For Ti induced
EE. reactions, the maximum cross section were 150 pb own
by 283Mc in the reaction 23"Np(*6Ti, 2n)2®3Mc. The reac-
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Fig. 8. (Color online) The calculations of excitation functions in the collisions of 35C1+248¢f, 0 Ar+24"BKk, %°K+24"Cm, *°Ca+2*3Am,
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tions of 3°Cl+248Cf, ¥ Ar+247Bk, 39K+247Cm, 4°Ca+243 Am, the new moscovium isotopes 278—286\[¢c with the maximum
48Ca+243Am, #5Sc+244Pu, *3Ti+23"Np and >'V+238U have  cross sections 0.5 pb, 9 pb, 12 pb, 10.5 pb, 150 pb, 11 pb, 100
been calculated to investigate the entrance channel effect on  pb, 10 pb, 31 pb in the collisions of 35:37Cl + 248Cf, 3840 Ar 4
production cross sections of superheavy nuclei. The large  238Bk, 394K + 247Cm, 40:42:44:46Cq 4 238 Am, 45Sc + 242Py,
mass asymmetry systems lead to the large production cross and 46:48:50Tj 4 243Np, 51V + 238U at excitation energy inter-
section. we also found that odd-even effect might paly a role val of 0-100 MeV.

in the evaporation residue cross section. We have predicted
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