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Instituto Interuniversitario Carlos I de F́ısica Teórica y Computacional (iC1), Apdo. 1065, E-41080 Sevilla, Spain
(Dated: March 2, 2023)

The discrepancy between experimental data and theoretical calculations in one-nucleon removal
reactions at intermediate energies (quantified by the so-called “quenching factors”) and its depen-
dence on the isospin asymmetry of the nuclei has been an open problem in nuclear physics for the
last fifteen years. In this work, we propose an explanation for this long-standing problem, which
relies on the inclusion of the process of core destruction due to its interaction with the removed
nucleon. To include this effect, we extend the commonly used eikonal formalism via an effective
nucleon density, and apply it to a series of nucleon knockout reactions. The effect of core destruction
is found to depend strongly on the binding energy of the removed nucleon, leading to a significant
reduction of the cross section for deeply bound nucleons, which reduces the isospin dependence of
the “quenching factors”, making them more consistent with the trends found in transfer and (p, pN)
reactions.

Single nucleon knockout reactions with light targets
(9Be, 12C) at intermediate energies have been a key ex-
perimental tool to study the structure of unstable nuclei
[1–7]. These reactions can be described as P (C + V ) +
T → C+X , where the projectile P collides with the tar-
get T so that the residual nucleus (the core)C is detected,
while the valence nucleon V can be detected (diffractive
breakup) or is absorbed (stripping). From the momen-
tum distribution of the core, properties of the valence
nucleon can be extracted [8, 9]. The dynamics of the col-
lision is standardly modelled within the eikonal approxi-
mation [10], which is reasonable for sufficiently high ener-
gies (∼80-90 MeV per nucleon). Other nucleon removal
reactions such as nucleon transfer [11] and quasifree nu-
cleon removal with proton targets (p, pN) [12] provide
complementary information on the properties of the re-
moved nucleons.

A systematic study of the cross section of nucleon
knockout reactions in light and medium-mass nuclei
showed an intriguing trend [13], where the discrepancy
between experimental cross sections and theoretical pre-
dictions, quantified by the so-called “quenching factor”
(Rs = σexp/σtheor), shows a marked dependence on the
isospin asymmetry of the nucleus, such that for very
asymmetric nuclei, the removal of the more abundant
nucleons presents a small “quenching” (Rs ∼ 1) while
the removal of the less abundant ones suffers from a large
reduction (Rs ∼ 0.2−0.4). This tendency has been inter-
preted as the effect of short-range correlations on the less
abundant and more deeply bound nucleons. However,

other systematic studies with transfer [11, 14, 15] and
(p, 2p) reactions [16–18] have failed to find this marked
dependence on isospin asymmetry, while the addition
of new data for heavy-target nucleon-knockout reactions
has only reinforced it [19, 20]. A recent overview on this
topic can be found in [21]. Whether this isospin depen-
dence is a manifestation of short-range correlations not
included in standard, small-scale shell-model calculations
or an artifact derived from a not yet understood defi-
ciency of the reaction model [22] is a pressing question in
nowadays nuclear physics which calls for a careful revi-
sion of both the structure and reaction inputs employed
in these analyses.

Eikonal descriptions assume straight-line trajectories
for core and valence nucleon and ignore their mutual
final-state interaction. A potentially important effect ab-
sent from this description of knockout reactions is the
destruction of the residual core because of its interaction
with the valence nucleon after its removal from the pro-
jectile. This core destruction would naturally lead to a
reduction in the knockout cross section, an effect that
should be larger when removing more deeply bound nu-
cleons, with stronger interactions with the core, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. In fact, intranuclear cascade calculations
using the Liege implementation (INCL) [23, 24] point
to this increased reduction for more deeply-bound nucle-
ons. Moreover, for exclusive breakup reactions, where
both valence nucleon and core are detected, the inclu-
sion of this effect in the standard Continuum-Discretized
Coupled-Channel (CDCC) formalism [25] has also shown

http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.00426v1


2

a larger reduction in cross section for the removal of the
more deeply-bound species [26]. A recent publication [27]
has presented a Green’s function description of knockout
reactions, but without numerical results.
It is the goal of this work to investigate the effect

of these final-state-interactions between the removed nu-
cleon and the residual core on the survival probabilty of
the latter in knockout reactions. For that, a novel exten-
sion of the eikonal formalism is presented that accounts
for such effects and is applied to measured removal reac-
tions for deeply- and weakly-bound nucleons.
Theoretical framework: In the following, we will focus

on the stripping process. The development for diffrac-
tive scattering is beyond the scope of this work. The
stripping channels, although not individually resolved,
can be identified by an index j which labels the com-
plex target-nucleon state which, along with the outgoing
core, describes the final state. In particular, j = 0 labels
the nucleon-target elastic state where the target remains
in its ground state, whereas j > 0 correspond to states
in which the nucleon excites the target, contributing to
stripping. ~k is the relative momentum between the nu-
cleon and the core. The stripping probability, for some
impact parameter ~b, can be written as

Pstr(~b) =

∫

d3~k
∑

j 6=0

|Aj(~b,~k)|2

Aj(~b,~k) =

∫

d3~rφg(~r)
∗S0

CT (bCT )S
j
V T (bV T )ψ

(−)(~k,~r),

(1)

where φg is the bound core-valence state, S0
CT is the core-

target elastic S-matrix while Sj
V T is the valence-target

S-matrix for state j and ψ(−)(~k,~r) is the final unbound
core-valence state. See Fig. 2 for a representation of the
impact parameters bCT and bV T . A key magnitude in
this approach is the nonlocal density:

〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉 =
∫

d3~k
(

ψ(−)(~k, ~r2)
)∗

ψ(−)(~k, ~r1). (2)

If the core-nucleon interaction is real (i.e., if the nu-
cleon cannot break the core), closure can be used, and
〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉 = δ(~r1 − ~r2). This allows the use of unitarity
in the valence-target S-matrix,

∑

j 6=0

|Sj
V T (bV T )|2 = 1− |S0

V T (bV T )|2, (3)

and leads to the standard compact eikonal expression [10]

PEi
str(
~b) =

∫

d3~r |φg(~r)|2|S0
CT (bCT )|2

(

1− |S0
V T (bV T )|2

)

,

(4)
However, in a more realistic situation, where the inter-

action between valence and core is taken as complex and
energy dependent (for example, to describe the excitation

FIG. 1. Schematic illustration of one-proton and one-neutron
removal processes in the 40Si knockout reaction. Note that
more channels corresponding to an unbound core are open
when a deeply bound nucleon is removed, which leads to larger
destruction of the core.

or break-up of the core) this is not the case. This is the
key contribution of our work, as compared to standard
eikonal approximations. Instead of assuming closure, we
will use complex valence-core interactions to get explic-
itly the continuum wavefunctions at all energies, and then
evaluate 〈~r1|ρf |~r2〉, which would be non local.

In this work, we look for an expression as close as pos-
sible to the eikonal derivation. The expression of the pro-
ton removal probability requires integration over two ra-
dial variables, ~r1, ~r2. The integrand involves the product
of two S matrices Sj

V T (bV T (~r1))(S
j
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗, which
are evaluated at different impact parameters, so unitarity
(Eq. (3)) cannot be applied. This problem with unitarity
can be avoided by approximating the two impact param-
eters in the previous expressions by an average impact
parameter defined as bV T =

√

(b+ αx)2 + (αy)2, where

α = A−1
A , x = x1+x2

2 and y =

√

y21 + y22
2

. bCT requires

an equivalent expression. Then we can approximate

∑

j 6=0

Sj
V T (bV T (~r1))(S

j
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗ ≃ 1−|S0
V T (bV T (x, y))|2,

(5)
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FIG. 2. Scheme of the coordinates used in this work. The
beam is perpendicular to the paper.

leading to

Pstr(~b) ≃
∫

dxdy ρ(2)eff(x, y)

× |S0
CT (bCT )|2

(

1− |S0
V T (bV T )|2

)

(6)

ρ(2)eff(x, y) =

∫

d3 ~r1

∫

d3 ~r2 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉φ∗g(~r2)φg(~r1)

× δ

(

x− x1 + x2
2

)

δ

(

y −
√

y21 + y22
2

)

,

(7)

where 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉 must be computed without applying

closure. A more detailed derivation of ρ
(2)
eff can be

found in the Supplementary Material. Thus, core de-
struction through interaction with the valence particle
can be simply described, in standard eikonal calcula-
tions, by using an effective two-dimensional local den-
sity ρ(2)eff(x, y), which is obtained from the nonlocal fi-
nal density 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉 and the nonlocal initial density
φ∗g(~r2)φg(~r1). In the usual eikonal approach, this two-
dimensional local density is obtained by integrating the
ground state density on z, giving rise to:

ρ(2)Ei(x, y) =

∫

dz|φg(~r)|2. (8)

As the impact parameters defining valence and target ab-
sorption depend on the coordinates (x, y), the densities
required to do the calculations of the stripping proba-
bilities require the two-dimensional densities ρ(2)Ei(x, y),
ρ(2)eff(x, y). One may also compute one-dimensional den-
sities for x (or y) as:

ρ(1)eff(x) =

∫

dyρ(2)eff(x, y) (9)

ρ(1)Ei(x) =

∫

dyρ(2)Ei(x, y). (10)

In the Supplementary Material, an expansion to opti-
mize the calculation of ρeff is presented. A fundamental
difference between this method and standard eikonal cal-
culations (e.g. [28]) lies in the consideration that valence
particle and core keep interacting after the absorption

of the former by the target, while standard calculations
neglect this interaction. We believe that this interaction
is still important for the dynamics of the reaction even
after the valence particle has been absorbed (as it has
not disappeared, rather it has become deeply correlated
with the internal degrees of freedom of the target), which
is consistent with the spirit and results from INCL cal-
culations [23, 24].
Results: We apply this formalism to a selection of the

knockout reactions presented in [20], for removal of neu-
tron and proton from a neutron-rich nucleus (40Si), a
proton-rich nucleus (24Si) and an isospin symmetric one
(12C). These nuclei were selected because both proton
and neutron removal were measured, only a few single-
particle configurations of the removed nucleon had to be
considered (except for neutron removal from 40Si) and
because the ingredients for the original calculations were
accessible in the literature. In order to restrict the inte-
gration in ~k in the evaluation of 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉, we included a

weighting factor e−k4a4

with a = 0.15 fm−1 and expanded
ψ(−)(~k,~r) in multipoles up to lmax = 29 (see Supplemen-
tary Material). For the single-particle wavefunction we
used the same geometry [13, 29, 30] used in the results
presented in [13, 19, 20] for 24Si, 12C and 40Si respec-
tively. To build the continuum wavefunctions, an optical
potential is required. For consistency and to focus on
core destruction, for the evaluation of this potential, we
have considered the imaginary part of the global energy-
dependent dispersive potential by Morillon et al. [31] for
all considered nuclei. This potential reproduces reason-
ably the reaction cross sections from the ENDF database
[32] between p−11B and n−11C for energies > 20 MeV.
As is general for optical potentials, the computed reac-
tion cross section (related to the imaginary part of the
potential) includes the formation of compound nucleus,
which may decay into the original valence-core channel,
not resulting in the destruction of the core. Therefore,
for a proper description of the destruction of the core,
the potential must be modified to eliminate this process
from the reaction cross section. In order to evaluate the
importance of this “elastic-compound-nucleus” contribu-
tion, we have performed compound-nucleus calculations
to obtain the fraction of the cross section that results in
actual destruction of the core for the different systems in
a range of relevant energies. Then, for the different ener-
gies, we have rescaled the reaction cross sections obtained
with the Morillon potential by this factor and modified
the depth of the imaginary surface term of the potential
to reproduce this core-destruction cross section (when
required, the imaginary volume term was removed) (see
supplementary material). Given the significant disper-
sion in compound nucleus results [33], we present the
results using two widely-used compound-nucleus codes:
PACE [34, 35], which will be referred to as Model I, and
GEMINI [36, 37], which will be referred to as Model II.
The effects of the neglect of elastic compound nucleus are
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FIG. 3. One-dimensional effective density for the valence neu-
tron (left) and proton (right) in the 1f7/2 and 1d5/2 orbitals,

respectively, for 40Si. The red line corresponds to the effective
density without core destruction, and the orange one to the
eikonal calculation. The blue and green curves correspond to
the calculation with core destruction, for model I and model
II, respectively. The potential required no modification for
the valence proton, so both curves coincide in the right panel
(see text).

presented in the Supplementary Material. We note that
for the deeply bound nucleons many open channels exist
even at zero relative energy (as illustrated in Fig. 1) so
the elastic channel was not significantly populated in the
compound-nucleus calculations and no potential modifi-
cation was required. The same occurred for all nuclei at
valence-core energies > 30 MeV. The computed effective
density is presented as a function of x in Fig. 3, where
the left panel corresponds to the valence neutron in 40Si
in the 1f7/2 orbital (bound by 4.72 MeV) and the right
panel to the valence proton in the 1d5/2 orbital (bound
by 23.1 MeV). To validate the density calculation, the

red line corresponds to calculations where ψ(−)(~k,~r) were
taken as plane waves, which should coincide with the
density for the eikonal calculation corresponding to the
orange line. For both cases, the plane-wave and eikonal
calculations agree very well, except for small oscillations
in the interior, which can be related to the cutoff in k
and l. When comparing the plane-wave calculation to
that with core destruction (the blue line corresponds to
model I and the green line to model II), core destruc-
tion is shown to produce a significant reduction in the
density for both cases, particularly in the interior. This
reduction is larger for the more bound case (less abun-
dant species), as expected due to the abundance of open
channels (see Fig. 1).

To evaluate the effect of this reduction on stripping
cross sections, the latter have been computed using the
effective density from Eq. (7). The values for S0

CT (bCT )
and S0

V T (bV T ) have been taken from the original refer-
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FIG. 4. a) Ratio between computed stripping cross sections
and standard eikonal calculations [10] as a function of the
difference in proton-neutron separation energy ∆S. Calcula-
tions are shown without the N+C potential (red squares) and
with core destruction modelled with model I (blue diamonds)
and with model II (green triangles). b) Standard (red dia-
monds) and modified “quenching factors” Rs as a function of
∆S, considering for the N+C system model I (blue triangles)
and model II (green triangles). (See text).

ences. The top panel of Fig. 4 shows ratios between
the computed stripping cross sections and those from the
standard eikonal model [10] as a function of the difference
between the separation energy of the removed species and
its isospin pair ∆S = Sn(p) −Sp(n) [13], with Sn(p) taken
from [38]. For all cases except 40Si(−n), only one single-
particle configuration was dominant in the cross section.
For 40Si(−n), the 1f7/2, 2p3/2, 1d5/2 and 2s1/2 configu-
rations were considered and weighted by their spectro-
scopic factors from the SDPF-U interaction [30], which
accounts for 95% of the cross section. Red squares cor-
respond to the effective density computed without core
destruction, with a difference to the standard calcula-
tion of at most 1.5%. Blue diamonds and green triangles
correspond to the calculations using models I and II, re-
spectively. The results show larger reduction for removal
of the more deeply-bound nucleon (to the right of the
graph), ∼ 0.5 and smaller reduction in the weakly-bound
case, ∼ 0.9. The reduction in cross section is smaller than
the one in the norm of the density, as seen in Fig. 3, due
to the peripherality of the reaction, since in the nuclear
surface the reduction due to core destruction is smaller
than in the interior.

The bottom panel of Fig. 4 shows the effect of this re-
duction on the “quenching factors” Rs. Red diamonds
correspond to the original values from [20]. Since we have
only studied the effect of core destruction in stripping, to
compare to experimental data, which also include diffrac-
tive scattering, we will assume the same reduction for
diffractive scattering. Since stripping is the main con-
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tributor to the cross section [13, 29, 30], we consider this
approximation to be sufficient for the purposes of this
work. Therefore, the values of Rs with core destruction
are computed through:

Rcdes
s =

σexp
σcdes

=
σexp
σeik

σeik
σcdes

≃ σexp
σeik

σeik,str
σcdes,str

=
Rorig

s
σcdes,str
σeik,str

,

(11)
(where σexp, σeik, σcdes are the experimental, standard
eikonal and with-core-destruction knockout cross sections
and σeik,str, σcdes,str the ones for stripping) and are pre-
sented in the bottom panel of Fig. 4 as blue and green
triangles, corresponding to calculations using models I
and II, respectively. These modified “quenching” factors
present a significantly smaller dependence on ∆S, with
a slope of −0.004MeV−1 for model I and −0.005MeV−1

for model II, which is less than half the original value:
−0.013MeV−1. Therefore, these results indicate that
a large part of the dependence of the “quenching fac-
tors” on ∆S can be related to the destruction of the
core through its interaction with the removed particle,
an effect that can be included in standard eikonal calcu-
lations using the effective density from Eq. (7). Includ-
ing core destruction significantly reduces the dependence
on isospin asymmetry, making the trend for nucleon-
knockout reactions consistent with that in transfer and
(p, pN) reactions. It is remarkable that the tendency
with core destruction agrees quite well with the reduc-
tion in spectroscopic factors found in coupled-cluster cal-
culations for oxygen isotopes [39], which would suggest
that the remaining dependence on ∆S could be described
by many-body correlations. These results show that the
low-energy interaction between removed particle and core
is fundamental to properly interpret the measurements
from nucleon-knockout experiments. Therefore, better
information on this interaction, obtained from theoreti-
cal calculations starting from first principles or from mea-
surement of nucleon-core reaction cross sections (partic-
ularly for exotic species with larger |∆S|), is essential
to extract significant spectroscopic information from nu-
cleon knockout experiments.

Summary and outlook: In this work, we have investi-
gated the effect of core destruction due to its final-state
interaction with the removed nucleon in nucleon stripping
reactions. The inclusion of this effect significantly flat-
tens the dependence of the “quenching factors” on isospin
asymmetry, making this dependence consistent with that
found in transfer and (p, pN) reactions. Therefore, core
destruction appears as one of the key contributors to an-
swer the open question on this dependence. Experimen-
tal measurements that detect the products of core de-
struction could be used as validation of these results. A
precedent exists for these measurements: in [24] exper-
imental results were compared to INCL calculations for
nucleon removal from 14O. As well, confirmation of these

results would require more accurate optical potentials be-
tween valence nucleon and core, which could be extracted
via ab-initio methods [40]. Experimental measurements
to extract the core-nucleon reaction cross section would
also be useful to reduce the uncertainties in the poten-
tials required for these calculations. Some improvements
in the formalism are also desirable, such as an extension
to diffractive scattering or a more sophisticated descrip-
tion of the reaction going beyond the eikonal approxima-
tion, with proper energy and momentum conservation,
such as the Ichimura-Austern-Vincent (IAV) formalism
[41–45], which could be extended to include valence-core
destruction. In addition, the inclusion of the real part of
the valence-core interaction (and its bound states), which
has been neglected in this work, should be considered.
Further work on the latter points is currently underway.
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M. Gómez-Ramos, B. Kay, A. Moro, T. Nakamura,
A. Obertelli, K. Ogata, S. Paschalis, and T. Uesaka,
Progress in Particle and Nuclear Physics 118, 103847 (2021).

[22] S. Paschalis, M. Petri, A. Macchiavelli, O. Hen, and
E. Piasetzky, Physics Letters B 800, 135110 (2020).

[23] C. Louchart, A. Obertelli, A. Boudard, and F. Flavigny,
Phys. Rev. C 83, 011601 (2011).

[24] Y. L. Sun, J. Lee, Y. L. Ye, A. Obertelli, Z. H. Li,
N. Aoi, H. J. Ong, Y. Ayyad, C. A. Bertulani, J. Chen,
A. Corsi, F. Cappuzzello, M. Cavallaro, T. Furono,

Y. C. Ge, T. Hashimoto, E. Ideguchi, T. Kawabata,
J. L. Lou, Q. T. Li, G. Lorusso, F. Lu, H. N. Liu,
S. Nishimura, H. Suzuki, J. Tanaka, M. Tanaka, D. T.
Tran, M. B. Tsang, J. Wu, Z. Y. Xu, and T. Yamamoto,
Phys. Rev. C 93, 044607 (2016).

[25] N. Austern, Y. Iseri, M. Kamimura, M. Kawai, G. Raw-
itscher, and M. Yahiro, Phys. Rep. 154, 125 (1987).
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M. Freer, J. C. Angélique, W. N. Catford, N. M.
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1 Derivation of the approximate expression of the product

of S-matrices for different core-valence coordinates

The expression of the proton removal probability will require integration over two radial variables,
~r1, ~r2. The integrand would involve the product of two S matrices Sj

V T (bV T (~r1))(S
j
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗,
which are evaluated at different impact parameters, so unitarity (see Eq. (3) of the manuscript)
cannot be applied. This problem with unitarity can be avoided approximating the two im-
pact parameters in the previous expressions by an average impact parameter defined as bV T =
√

(b+ αx)2 + (αy)2 where α = A−1
A , x = x1+x2

2 and y =

√

y21 + y22
2

.

Here, we will indicate how this derivation is obtained. The value of Sj
V T (bV T (~r1)) can be

written, to first order in bV T (~r1)− bV T as

Sj
V T (bV T (~r1)) ≃ Sj

V T (bV T )e
2(αj

V T
+iβj

V T
)(bV T (~r1)−bV T ), (1)

where 2(αj
V T + iβj

V T ) is the logarithmic derivative of Sj
V T (bV T ) with respect to the impact param-

eter of the valence particle with respect to the target bV T . Note that if we express Sj
V T (bV T ) =

exp(2iδj) in terms of the phaseshift then αj
V T is the derivative of the imaginary part of the phase-

shift, while then βj
V T is the derivative of the real part of the phaseshift, Similarly,

(Sj
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗ ≃ (Sj
V T (bV T ))

∗e2(α
j

V T
−iβj

V T
)(bV T (~r2)−bV T ). (2)

Then, the product of the two S-matrices is given by

Sj
V T (bV T (~r1))(S

j
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗ ≃ |Sj
V T (bV T )|2e2α

j

V T
(bV T (~r1)+bV T (~r2)−2bV T )e2iβ

j

V T
(bV T (~r1)−bV T (~r2))

(3)
Note that a judicious choice of bV T can minimize the effect of the first exponential. In fact, a
Taylor expansion of bV T (~r1), bV T (~r2) and bV T in terms of x1, y1, x2, y2, x, y, which are considered
small compared to the impact parameter b, yields

(bV T (~r1) + bV T (~r2)− 2bV T ) ≃ α(x1 + x2 − 2x) +
α2

2b
(y21 + y22 − 2y2), (4)

so, this justifies the choice x = (x1 + x2)/2 and y =
√

(y21 + y22)/2, which makes (bV T (~r1) +

bV T (~r2)− 2bV T ) ≃ 0, and hence, for arbitrary αj
V T , e

2αj

V T
(bV T ( ~r1)+bV T (~r2)−2bV T ) ≃ 1.

The second exponential introduces a phase that is independent of the choice of bV T . β
j
V T is the

derivative of the phaseshift with respect to the impact parameter, and the phaseshift is the integral
of the real potential with respect to the time. As the radial derivative of the potential is a force,
and the integral on time of the force is a momentum, βj

V T can be seen as a transverse momentum

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.00426v1


given by the target to the valence particle. We can argue that, if the energy of the collision is
sufficiently large, then the collision time is small, and so the factor βj

V T becomes small for large

collision energies. This cannot be said about the factor αj
V T , which indicates the dependence of the

imaginary phaseshift with the impact parameter. This dependence will be relevant at all collision
energies, as we expect that larger impact parameters will lead to valence survival, and smaller
ones to strong absorption. However, as previously shown, a judicious choice of x, y cancels the
dependence on αj

V T .
With these considerations, we can approximate

Sj
V T (bV T (~r1))(S

j
V T (bV T (~r2)))

∗ ≃ |Sj
V T (bV T )|2, (5)

provided that bV T =
√

(b+ αx)2 + (αy)2, taking x = (x1 + x2)/2 and y =
√

(y21 + y22)/2.

2 Computation of ρ(2)eff

Let us start with the expression for ρ(2)eff(x, y) given in the main document:

ρ(2)eff(x, y) =

∫

d3 ~r1

∫

d3 ~r2 δ(x− x1 + x2
2

)δ(y −
√

y21 + y22
2

)

× 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉φ∗g(~r2)φg(~r1) (6)

〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉 =
∫

d3~k
(

ψ(−)(~k, ~r2)
)∗

ψ(−)(~k, ~r1). (7)

In order to constrain the integration over k we introduce a factor exp(−k4a4) where a is taken
as small as possible.

A multipole expansion can be carried out for 〈~r2|ρf |~r1〉, and the integration for the angles k̂
can be analytically performed, using

ψ
(−)
0 (~k,~r) =

∑

ℓm

fℓ(k, r)Y
∗
ℓm(~r)Yℓm(~k) (8)

so

〈~r1|ρf (a)|~r2〉 =
∑

ℓ

2ℓ+ 1

4π
Pℓ(r̂2 · r̂1)Gℓ(a; r2, r1) (9)

Gℓ(a; r2, r1) =

∫ ∞

0

k2dk exp(−k4a4)f∗
ℓ (k, r2)fℓ(k, r1). (10)

We have derived this expression neglecting spin-dependent forces. However, these may be
included, so that the interaction, as well as the scattering wavefunction, depend on the channels
spin s as well as on the orbital angular momentum ℓ and the total angular momentum j of the
projectile. We get for this general case:

〈~r1|ρf (a)|~r2〉 =
∑

jℓs

2j + 1

(2s+ 1)4π
Pℓ(r̂2 · r̂1)G(ℓs)

j (a; r2, r1) (11)

G
(ℓs)
j (a; r2, r1) =

∫ ∞

0

k2dk exp(−k4a4)f (ℓs)∗
j (k, r2)f

(ℓs)
j (k, r1). (12)

A similar multipole expansion can be performed for φ∗g(~r2)φg(~r1), leading to

ρ(2)eff(x, y) =
∑

jℓℓgs

2j + 1

(2s+ 1)(4π)2

∫

d~r1

∫

d~r2δ(x̄)δ(ȳ) Pℓ(r̂1 · r̂2)Pℓg (r̂1 · r̂2) (13)

× G
(ℓs)
j (a; r1, r2)ϕ

ℓgs
g (r1)ϕ

ℓgs∗
g (r2), (14)
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where δ(x̄) = δ(x − x1+x2

2 ) and δ(ȳ) = δ(y −
√

y21 + y22
2

). It is convenient to describe explicitly

this sixfold integral in cartesian coordinates, which we label ranging all by d6X in the interval
(−∞,∞). The integrals in yi and zi can be restricted to the positive range (0,∞), taking into
account the effect that the sign change has on the polynomials. Thus, we get

ρ(2)eff(x, y) =

∫

d6X
∑

jℓℓgs

δ(x̄)δ(ȳ)G
(ℓs)
j (a; r1, r2)ϕ

ℓgs
g (r1)ϕ

ℓgs∗
g (r2)Q

(ℓℓg)
j (X) (15)

Q
(ℓℓg)
j (X) = 4

2j + 1

(2s+ 1)(4π)2
{

Pℓ(a)Pℓg (a) + Pℓ(b)Pℓg (b) + Pℓ(c)Pℓg (c) + Pℓ(d)Pℓg (d)
}

, (16)

with

a =
x1x2 + y1y2 + z1z2

r1r2
(17)

b =
x1x2 − y1y2 + z1z2

r1r2
(18)

c =
x1x2 + y1y2 − z1z2

r1r2
(19)

d =
x1x2 − y1y2 − z1z2

r1r2
(20)

It is convenient to define new variables to perform the integration, noticing that the profile factors
(1− |SV T |2)|SCT |2, as indicated in the main text, depend only on x = (x1 + x2)/2 and y fulfilling
2(x2+y2) = u21+u

2
2. So, instead of the variablesX = (x1, x2, y1, y2, z1, z2) we take x = (x1+x2)/2,

which is defined in the interval (−∞,∞); y fulfilling 2(x2 + y2) = u21 + u22, which is in the interval
(0,∞); w = x1−x2, which is in the interval (−∞,∞); θ given by the conditions y1 =

√
2y sin θ and

y2 =
√
2y cos θ, which is in the interval (0, π/2) and z1 and z2 are left unaffected. The Jacobian of

these transformations is 2y. Thus, one gets

ρ(2)eff(x, y) = 2y

∫ ∞

−∞

dw

∫ π/2

0

dθ

∫ ∞

0

dz1

∫ ∞

0

dz2 G
(ℓs)
j (a; r1, r2)ϕ

ℓgs
g (r1)ϕ

ℓgs∗
g (r2)Q

(ℓℓg)
j (X).

(21)

The corresponding cross section can be obtained integrating the scattering probability for all
impact parameters.

σ =

∫ ∞

0

2πb db PP (b) ≃ 2

∫ ∞

−∞

dx

∫ ∞

0

dy ρ(2)eff (x, y)

∫ ∞

0

2πb db (1− |SV T |2)|SCT |2 (22)

3 Subtraction of elastic-compound nucleus cross sections

from reaction cross sections

In Figs. 1 and 2 results are presented in which the optical potential has been taken as the imaginary
part of the potential by Morillon et al, without readjusting to remove the contribution of compound
nucleus formation leading to the core-nucleon channel.

As mentioned in the main text, the results for a large (positive) ∆S did not need modification
to remove the elastic contribution of the compound nucleus formation. As such, the results for
24Si(−n) and 40Si(−p) are the same as those from the main text. Meanwhile, for negative ∆S
the difference is significant, resulting in “quenching factors” greater than unity. We note that
the Morillon potential (as other global potentials) predicts a finite reaction cross section even at
zero relative energy between nucleon and core even for the weakly-bound cases, where no open
channels exist at this energy, apart from the elastic channel (and the bound state, which can only be
reached by radiative capture, a process not considered in global optical potentials). As mentioned

3



0 5 10
x (fm)

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2
ρ(1

) (x
) 

(f
m

-1
)

Morillon pot.
Plane wave
Eikonal

40
Si(-n) (1f

7/2
 S

n
=4.72 MeV)

0 5 10
x (fm)

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

ρ(1
) (x

) 
(f

m
-1

)

40
Si (-p) (1d

5/2
 S

p
=23.1 MeV)

a) b)

Figure 1: One-dimensional effective density for the valence neutron (left) and valence proton (right)
in the 1f7/2 and 1d5/2 orbitals, respectively, for 40Si. The red line corresponds to the effective
density without core destruction, and the orange one to the eikonal calculation. The black curve
corresponds to the calculation with core destruction, modelled with the dispersive potential by
Morillon.

in the main text, this reaction cross section corresponds to the formation of the compound nucleus,
which, for the weakly-bound cases, can only decay in the core-nucleon channel and, as such, does
not remove flux from this channel, so its inclusion results in an artificially high core destruction
(and artificially high Rs). In order to remove this contribution, the method with compound nucleus
calculations described in the main text was used.

4 Scaling factors for the surface term of the potential

In Table 1 the scaling factors used to rescale the imaginary part of the Morillon potential are
presented as a function of the nucleon-core relative energy. These factors were fitted with a
powered Woods-Saxon type function for interpolation. When the reaction cross section obtained
from compound-nucleus calculations was too small, the imaginary volume term had to be nullified.
These cases are denoted by an asterisk. It should be noted that for the deeply-bound nucleons
(p+39Al and n+23Si) no modification was required, so all factors were 1. It is also notable that
the calculations with GEMINI give systematically larger factors than those with PACE.
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Figure 2: a) Ratio between computed stripping cross sections and standard eikonal calculations
as a function of the difference in proton-neutron separation energy ∆S. Calculations are shown
without the N+C potential (red squares) and with the N+C potential of Morillon (black circles).
b) Standard (red diamonds) and modified “quenching factors” Rs as a function of ∆S, considering
for the N + C system the potential by Morillon (black triangles).

n+39Si p+23Al p+11B n+11C
Energy (MeV) PACE GEMINI PACE GEMINI PACE GEMINI PACE GEMINI

5 0.000* 0.034* 0.000* 0.030 0.000* 0.001 0.092 0.138
10 0.003* 0.160 0.000* 0.054 0.550 0.209 0.757 0.504
15 0.637 0.854 0.022* 1.000 0.347 0.468 0.672 0.660
20 0.920 0.991 0.278 1.000 0.814 0.677 0.875 0.801
25 1.000 1.000 0.685 1.000 0.914 0.865 0.891 0.918
30 1.000 1.000 0.912 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.963 0.973
35 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
40 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
45 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
50 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
55 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Table 1: Scaling factors for the surface imaginary part of the optical potential as a function of the
core-nucleon relative energy. For the cases with ∗ the volume part was set to 0.
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