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Abstract

The differences in potential models used in our work and in the original paper of the authors of

the Comment are discussed. The neglecting of simple rules of reaction calculations is shown as a

possible origin of the defect in the temperature dependence of the reaction rates in the work of the

authors of the Comment.
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As the authors of the original paper ”Detailed study of the astrophysical direct capture

reaction 6Li(p,γ)7Be in a potential model approach” published in Ref. [1] we confirm that

there are several points in the Comments which should be taken into the consideration.

Firstly, the Gaussian potentials are widely used by many authors in nuclear, atomic, and

particle physics. In nuclear physics, the most famous α − α potential was published a long

time ago in Ref. [2]. The authors of the Comment stated that the p +6 Li potentials in

Ref. [1] are slightly modified versions of their original potentials from Ref. [3]. However, as

can be found in Ref. [1], the parameters of the Gaussian potentials in the most important

initial S-wave and final P -wave states have been adjusted to the experimental data, deduced

from recent research collaboration reports.

The S-wave Gaussian potential of Ref. [1] with parameters V0=-52.0 MeV and α0=0.297

fm−2 were adjusted to reproduce the low-energy astrophysical S-factor of the LUNA collabo-

ration published in Ref. [4]. This potential additionally reproduces the experimental phase

shifts at low energies of Ref. [5]. On the other hand, the parameters of the S-wave potential

of Ref. [3] are different: V0=-58.0 MeV and α0=0.4 fm−2. The most important point here is

that these potentials yield quite different S-wave scattering lengths, a01=10.01 fm of Ref. [1]

and a01=11.45 fm of Ref. [3]. Since the S-wave scattering cross-section at low energies is

defined by the square of the scattering length, the above potentials differ by about 30% in

the description of the scattering cross-section. The parameters of the final state 2P3/2-wave

(V0= -76.6277 MeV, α0=0.175 fm−2) and 2P1/2-wave (V0= -74.8169 MeV, α0=0.1731 fm−2)

potentials of Ref. [1] have been adjusted to new central empirical squared ANC values of

4.81 fm−1 and 4.29 fm−1 from Ref. [6] for the 7Be(3/2−) ground and 7Be(1/2−) excited

bound states, respectively. The closest versions (2 and 5) of the potential model of Ref. [3]

yield the corresponding estimates of 5.1076 fm−1 and 4.6656 fm−1, respectively. Since the

astrophysical S-factor is defined by the square of the ANC, one can easily find that the

differences in the corresponding values of Ref. [1] and Ref. [3] are of order 20%.

Another important point is that the correct description of the direct LUNA data for the

astrophysical S-factor and empirical reaction rates requires a reproduction of both absolute

values and energy dependence of the S-factor and temperature dependence of the reaction

rates. A reproduction of the temperature dependence means that the theoretical curve

should be parallel to the empirical curve. Although the theoretical curve of Ref. [3] lies close

to the empirical reaction rates of the LUNA collaboration inside the error bar, they are not
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parallel each to other. A possible reason could be the neglecting of simple rules of reaction

calculations in Ref. [3]. Namely, the authors use the atomic mass units, mp=1.00727647 amu,

m(6Li)=6.01347746 amu for the calculations of the astrophysical S-factor and the reaction

rates. However, they put h̄2/m0 = 41.4686 MeV fm2 instead of h̄2/m0 =41.8016 MeV fm2,

which is not consistent with the chosen system of units. Our calculations show that such a

drawback seriously affects the final results for the astrophysical S-factor and reaction rates.
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