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ABSTRACT

Neutron-induced reaction rates, including fission and neeutapture, are calculated in the temperature ran§e<10(K) < 10%
within the framework of the statistical model for targetgiwihe atomic number 84 Z < 118 (from Po to Uuo) from the neutron
to the proton drip-line. Four sets of rates have been catiaitilizing - where possible - consistent nuclear datanéutron separa-
tion energies and fission barriers from Thomas-Fermi (Tkjelded Thomas-Fermi plus Strutinsky Integral (ETFSIpjteiRange
Droplet Model (FRDM) and Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov (HFBegictions. Tables of calculated values as well as analgtiers pa-
rameter fits in the standard REACLIB format are supgligtle also discuss the sensitivity of the rates to the inputjra at a better
understanding of the variations introduced by the nucleput
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1. Introduction 2004; [ Martinez-Pinedo etial. 2007). Thus, the need to pro-

S . vide a compilation of neutron-induced fission rates is obvi-
Investigations of nucleosynthesis processes make usedfoe s |njtia| investigations have been undertakeh by Panall e
networks including thousands of nuclei and tens of thousaid 7605 and Goriely et all (2009). Here we present extended ca
reactions. Most of these reactions occur far from stabz_irhyi culations of neutron-induced fission rates foffefient predic-
thus cannot yet be directly studied in the laboratory. It j5ns of masses and fission barriers. The present work afse co
most of the nuclear properties including reaction ratesSewh p 104 existing nuclear neutron-capture rate sets by dign
are alsq requweql for the calculation of Cross sections &d e works of Rauscher & Thielemanh (2000) and Panoviet al.
trophysical reaction rates, are not experimentally knoiiitee  60g) g the region 84 z < 118 in order to provide the
Therefor_e, predictions b_a_sed on theoret_|cal mO(_jeIs firesqe%ecessary input for nucleosynthesis studies under high neu
sary. While close to stability partial experimental inf@mon is - ¢, gensities. As i Panov et al. (2005), the statisticabieto
available, relying fully on theoretical information leatisrela- - 5nhr0ach of Wolfenstein-Hauser-Feshbach (WolfersteFi19
t|\_/_ely Iar_ge_ variations in computed cross sections far fma_} Hauser & Feshbach 1952) for compound nuclear reactions was
bility. This is especially true for the region of fissionableclei, ,seq, but employing more recent and complete data and predic
which is the focus of th_e present investigation. tions for masses, spins, and fission barriers.

In the past, a series offferts were applied to calculate  nclear mass and fission barrier predictions have a strong
neutron-capture rates for r-process nucleosynthesis #m 0 ,q4e| dependence, and none of the existing models can repro-
astrophysical applications (e.g.. Arnauld_1972; Holmeaslet y,ce gl experimentally known data. Moreover, the fissicm pr
1973{ Woosley et all_19 ?E;’_ sargood 1942, Thielemanniet E_Ess itself is complicated, and extended calculationsdatron-
1987, |Cowan etal.| 1991, Rauscher & Thielemann__200fqyced fission across the nuclear chart have to be done care-
Alkayva_et all 2005; Goriely et al. 2008, a_nd reference_s; fhre fully. Here, we aim to provide rates for studying the endpoin

_Fission has often been neglected in astrophysical calgji-the r-process and the possible production of super-hebvy
lations. In early applications to as'grophysmal nuclembgelg, ements. By comparing rates obtained witifefient choices of
usually only one mode was considered, beta-delayed fissigRss and fission barrier predictions we attempt to give auneas
(Thielemann et al. 1983) or a phenomenological model of SpQk¥ ihe involved variations. Astrophysical models, provglithe
taneous fission[_(Goriely & Clerbaux 1999; Freiburghauset ucleosynthesis conditions, bear large variations in teves.

1999 Cowan et al. 1999). However, it was shown recently thagis js especially true for the r-process, for which theasitys-
neutron-induced fission is more important than beta-delfige
sion in r-process nucleosynthesis (Panov & Thielemann)2003 Tables 3-18 with these data are only available in electrfanin at
the CDS via anonymous ftp to cdsarc.u-strasbg.fr (130285) or via
Send offprint requests to: I.V. Panov, e-mailIgor.Panov@itep.ru http;//cdsweb.u-strasbg/fgi-biryqcat?JA+A/
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ical site is still unknown despite decades of study. For fgtéa 2341 TYE, I, EX, 3%, 70) Tow(E, J7)
and exhaustive exploration of synthesis conditions, satimmhs Z( +1) To(E, I7)

do not only have to vary astrophysical parameters, but ase h i

to include a variation range of involved reaction rates it¥ The total transmission céiecient Ty = 3, T2 describes the
different mass and fission barrier models. transmission into all possible bound and unbound states
Our paper is structured as follows. In Sédt. 2 we briefly ded| energetically accessible exit channelgincluding the en-
scribe the statistical model used in the calculations a$ &l trance channd). The fission transmission cfieientT;(E, J%)
the nuclear input data and give a comparison of cross sectigficludes the sum over all possible final states and is eveduat
or rates for a number of experimentally known nuclei with exgs discussed in Bjornholm & Lyhh (1880), Cowan €t/al. (1991),
isting experimental information and other theoretical ®led [Panov et dl. [(2005) and is related to the fission probability
These methods are then applied to supplement the_ rate setpqu J7) = T¢(E, J°)/Ti(E, J¥) considered in the papers cited
Rauscher & Thielemann (2000) af,y)-rates for chemical ele- ahove. Since the work of StrutinsKy (1967) fission has been ge
ments withZ > 83 and predict neutron-induced fission cross segrally described within the framework of double-humpeddiss
tions and rates (where available in comparison to expetishenparriers. When making use of a double-humped fission barrier
Sectior[ 8 presents these results and shows the sensitiitity Whe fission transmission cfigients can be calculated in the limit
respect to mass models and fission barriers employed. Ratedit complete damping, which averages over transmission reso
for utilization in astrophysical calculations are dis@s Sect. nances, assuming that levels in the second minimum between
M. In Sect[ 5 we give a brief discussion and some example&of the first and second barriéi, andEg are equally spaced. If de-
mass distribution of fission fragments, which will be pradn  tajled information concerning the level structure in thecse
an extended way in a forthcoming paper. The final Séct. 6 caell is missing, this method gives the best resitsfurther re-
tains conclusions and a summary. The explanation of thesabyuires the transmission cfieients through the first and second
and their structure are given in Appendix The complete ta- parrier T, and Tg, which are evaluated by an integral over the
bles of reaction rates and their fits are found at CDS in ede@r first and second barrier potential, weighted with the leeglsity
form. at the appropriate energy and corresponding deformatiba. T
individual barriers can be approximated by individual érted
parabola) Hill-Wheeler barrier shapes. The level dersjtie
andpg show an enhancement over the level densities at ground
As in previous approaches (e.d.. Thielemann etal. |198tate deformation, and it is important to include proper isyan
Cowan et al. 1991; Rauscher & Thielemann 2000) we have dfy classes in the calculations at corresponding saddiegdin
plied the statistical Wolfenstein-Hauser-Feshbach fdisma the absence of detailed information, standard factorswf(for
(Wolfenstein 1951 Hauser & Feshbach 1952) for the calculthe axially asymmetrjenass symmetric barrier) and two (axially
tion of neutron-induced cross sections and reaction riatesl- Symmetrigmass asymmetric) over the ground state level den-
dition to (n, y)-reactions the fission channel was also included afy were applied. (Bjornholm & Lynn 1930). Whenever possi-
outlined in Thielemann et al. (1983, 1989), Cowan ét al. ()99 ble, experimentally known fission barriers were used, tdian
Panov et dl.[(2005). The statistical model is applicablea®r 'Smirenkin (1993), the compilation of Mamdouh et al. (1998),
trophysical rate calculations as long as there is @igently and the database of Belgya et al. (2006). The other transmis-
high density of excited states in the compound nucleus at tpien codficients were calculated aslin Rauscher & Thielermann
relevant bombarding energy, which is the case for most he&dp00), utilizing up to 19 experimentally known excitedteta(if
nuclei. However, at shell closures and with decreasingroaut available). The data were taken from Firestone & Shitle@€)9
separation energies, level densities at the astrophisiedé- up to the first level for which the spin assignment is unknown.
vant compound formation energy in neutron-induced reastioGround state spins and parities are known for many unstable n
become too small for the application of the model, as showiei. Far df stability, ground state spins and parities were taken
by[Rauscher et al. (1997). In those cases, single resonandesfrom IMdller et al. (1997) when experimental values were un-
contributions from the direct reaction mechanism have to lawailable. Above the last known state, the nuclear levesitgn
taken into account (Rauscher el al. 1998; Goriely & Khan 200®flRauscher et al. (1997) was used. This method is based on the
This underlines on the one hand that reliable mass preditidack shifted Fermi-gas approach, where the level densignpa
for the separation energies are absolutely necessarypfocess eteraand back shift are obtained globally from the appropriate
applications far from stability, and on the other hand tiw t mass model employed.
prediction of spectroscopic properties for resonant amecdi In Fig.[d we compare our predictions for neutron-induced
capture awaits improvement as well. Here we calculate aautr fission cross sections of some U, Np and Pu isotopes
induced rates still based purely on the statistical mod@ree Wwith evaluated neutron data from JENDL-3.3 (Nakagawa et al.
vide a full set of rates for extended r-process calculatamms 2005; | Soppera et al. 2008). (The accuracy of the evalu-
the possible formation of superheavy nuclei for a varietgibf ated data is usually not declared. In the region of interest,
ferent sets of mass models and fission barrier predictions. 10.01 < Tg < 10 MeV, the accuracy of up-to-date mea-
influence of the direct reaction mechanism on the rates dan fr surements for plutonium isotopes hy Tovesson etlal. (2009)
stability needs to be explored separately in a future study. ~ varies from 2% to 15%, and for our plots is not bigger
We outlined the general treatment within the statisticéian the plot signs. The detailed experimental information
model for applications, the cross section for a neutromiged! can be found in the_experimental nuclear reaction datarlibra
reactioni®(n, out) ("out" standing for gamma-emission or fis-(2009)). Experimental masses and fission barriers or masses
sion) from the target ground statewith center of mass energyand fission barriers were employed fronffeient mass mod-

1)

2. The statistical model and nuclear data input

Ein and reduced mags, given by els: ETFSI [(Aboussir et al. 1995; Mamdouh etial. 1998), TF
) (Myers & Swiateckl 1996, 1999), HFB-14 (Gaoriely et lal. 2009)
nh 1 and the older liquid drop predictions by Howard & Méller

0 —
T(nout) = (21inEin) X (ZJi() +1)- (23, + 1)X (1980), here shown as Panov et al. 2005). It can be seen that
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Fig. 1. Present predictions of energy-dependent} cross sections—;(E) for some target nuclei of U, Np and Pu calculated
in the framework of dierent mass and fission barrier predictions (ETFSI, TF, HEBahd experimental data, marked® as
well. Experimentally measured cross-sections were usied 3ENDL-3.3 |(Nakagawa etlal. 2005), averaged by the coddSA
Soppera et al! (2008), displayed by a black line. All the mtéshs are given for a ground-state population. Our prasicesults
(Panov et al. 2005) are shown as well.

when using experimental fission barriers, the agreemetit wédpproach are similar or even closer to the experiment than th
experimental if, f) cross sections is within the typical factoresults given therein. As we make use of the same barriers, we
of two to three known for statistical model calculations. Itelate the diference mainly to the fferent level density predic-
can also be seen thatfidirent barrier predictions can lead tdions (here a back-shifted Fermi gas with parameters oddain
large variations, which will clearly remain for predictefiar from a global mass model, there a combinatorial approadhto s
from stability where no experimental information is avhla gle particle spectra from a microscopic HFB mass model). We
These results can also be compared to a recent investigatioaw the same conclusions from the comparison with their Fig
by the Reference Input Parameter Library (RIPL) communi§and our calculations with experimental barriers. WhilenoH
(Goriely et all 2009), making use of the code TALYS and HFBscopic investigations should be in principle more advanties

14 fission barriers plus nuclear level densities obtainethfa back-shifted Fermi gas approach based on global mass models
combinatorial approach based on single particle speamafhe seems still more robust in its predictive power. While renak
corresponding Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov calculationse Tie- izations of fission paths and level densities can improwseptu-

sion barriers inl(Goriely et al. 2009) were employed followi ture (see their Figs. 10-12), this is only possible if exmemtal

the fission path via a Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin phasegrag data are available. As our investigations are meant fooplsyrs-
which should be superior to a Hill-Wheeler inverted parabolcal applications far from stability, where no experimeintéor-
treatment. When examining their Fig. 8, which is based oe pumnation is available, we come to the conclusion that our aggro
predictions, it can be recognized that our results with HFEB- is well suited for this endeavor. It does, however, depenthen
fission barriers employed via a double-humped fission barrie



4 Panov & et al: Neutron-induced rates...

quality of mass and fission barrier predictions, and thi$ el (http;//www-astro.ulb.ac.h®lucdat@gMassegetfsi2-plain)

the focus of the present work. are based on the force SkSC18 (Goriely
In astrophysical plasmas, reactions also occur on theyma?000), while the ETFSI fission barriers
excited target states. The stellar cross secttbrcan then be (httpy//www-astro.ulb.ac.h®lucdat@Fisbayfisbarl) were

defined as a sum of the cross sectiorisfor those excited obtained with the force SkSC4 (Mamdouh €etlal. 1998). Thus,
statesx with excitation energy¥x and spinJy, weighted by the it is difficult to perform fully consistent calculations, and the
Boltzmann excitation probability quality of barrier heights is not really known especially in
. the region far from experimentally known nuclei, where the
_ k@K +Dorew o) I-process proceeds. For this reason the choice of tiferdnt
SN @K+DeR @) sets of fission barriers, TF and the ETFSI, permits to test the
sensitivity range. When utilized together with mass prealis
Theo* were calculated in the same way as shown in Eqg. (Irpm the same models (see however the remarks in the previous
for the ground state, i.e. for= 0. Only the stellar cross sectionsparagraph), a reasonably consistent treatment is possible
can be used to compute the appropriate astrophysical seactiddition, we also chose to explore a combination of TF fission
rates. The reaction rate for a specific reaction at a given stearriers and FRDM nuclear mass predictions and to gauge
lar temperaturd was then determined by folding the stellar rethe resulting &ect. The latter are close to the TF predictions,
action cross sectioor*(E) with a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribu- containing also the same shell correctians (Myers & Swidtec
tion of relative velocities between projectiles and tasgeébwler [1996) and have already been used in some astrophysical rate
1974): calculations for nuclei witlz < 84.
Figure[4 shows the quantity of primary importanBe - Sy,
1 . E for the calculation of neutron-induced fission cross sestio
TIEE fo' (E)Eexp(—ﬁ)dE. (3)  based on the two model sets FRBWF and ETFSIB; — S, in-
0 dicates the regions of nuclei where neutron induced fissitesr

can be high enougtB¢ — S, < 0) and are important for the r-

Figured2 an@3 show a typical comparison of present Nelfocess nucle i ; i ;
ions o - osynthesis (see also the discussion of Figves)
tron capture rate calculations6PU and®*Pu to experimentally ee that both sets display a quit&elient behavior and note that
based rates from JENDL-3.3 (Nakagawa et al. 2005) and t €_3. is generally larger for ETFSI than FRDMNTF.

predictions of Aikawa et all (2005); Goriely et al. (2008080).
The agreement between rate predictions and data for other M

gli?{ilonntgIgl:)nnasi’hrsr\]/gﬁear%]?fstggiﬁ’?nz]iereo[)daesr.edN(())tr? g)‘(at(::;ze itting the existence of a double or single hump barriere Th
masses Whigh leads toyan averagg agreement with epxpeaajkneh ights_of bOth. barf'ers f were predicted in the calculation
cross séctions within a factor of 1.5. The expected variatiil Howard & Moller {1980) (HM) and Mamdouh et al' (‘200.1)'
be larger far from stability Where. theoretical mass andiearr However, the TF mod_el predlct_s only one of the fission basrier
. - In order to employ this model in our calculations we assumed
predictions have to be utilized. that the predicted fission barrier is the higher of both leasri
and derived the lower one as described below and in Panov et al

3. Neutron-induced fission rates for a variety of (2005). In order to derive the height of the lower barrier, we

mass models compared two methods: (i) keeping theéfdience in height of

the first and second barrier of the original HM barriers aid (i

Early r-process calculations (Thielemann et al. 1983)ctim- keeping the same height ratio, i.e. relative height, of theib
cluded fission, made use of the mass predictions_by Hilflet &Fs. The resulting cross sections were not vefietgnt because
(1976) and the fission barriers of a macroscopic-microscophe heights of the lower barriers calculated in these twosway
model byl Howard & Moller [(1980). For many yearsfférent differ only by a few percent for the majority of cases. Only in
authors used the fission barriers from Howard & Moller (1980& small number of cases the cross sectiofiedby more than
as they were the only complete set of barriers available.eMat0% (but the largest deviations do not exceed a factor of.two)
recently, renewed interest (and increased computing powEpr the rates shown here we chose to use tiieréince in height
spurred a number of new calculations of large sets of basreer of the first and second barrier of HM to predict the lower learri
dictions within various models, resulting on "average"igher for the TF approach. In this manner, the new fission rate tacu
values of fission barriers than predicted lby Howard & Mélletions were extended to the region above charg&QD, whereas
(1980). For a consistent treatment of nucleosynthesispfissHoward & Moller (1980) presented results only fér < 100.
rates should be calculated with the neutron separation enEhis allows us to perform r-process calculations in extigme
gies, reaction Q-values and fission barrier heights deffis@d neutron-rich environments as well as to study superheassy el
the same mass model (see the discussion in Cowail et al. 199¢nt production in rapid neutron capture nucleosynthesis p
Rauscher et al. 1994). cesses.

As explained in Secf]2, flerent mass- and fission barrier ~An extended comparison to evaluated neutron-induced fis-
predictions were utilized to test the sensitivity stemmingion cross sections, based on evaluated data (Nakagawa et al
from different underlying models. The models used ar@2005) for the trans-lead region is shown in [Eify. 5. The leftgla
masses taken from the Finite Range Droplet Model (FRDMijsplays the ratio of predicted to evaluated cross sectibanw
by IMdéller etal. (1995), the Extended Thomas-Fermi withising experimentally known fission barriers (circles). alyece-
Strutinsky Integral (ETFSI) model by Aboussir et al. (1996)d ment of the calculated rates based on the experimentalsafue
the Thomas-Fermi (TF) model of Myers & Swiatecki (1996)fission barriers is quite good with the majority of ratiosdas
fission barriers are taken from the ETFSI (Mamdouh et akithin factors of two to three. Some outliers of up to a facibr
2001) and TF [(Myers & Swiatecki_1999) models. It shoulten are observed in a few cases, but the experimental agcurac
be emphasized that the ETFSI masses employed hefghe barrier determination is not known for these caseg Th

*

8 1/2
(') =(oV)" = (E)

Our fission cross section calculations were performed
hin the framework of a double-hump fission barrier (per-
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Fig. 2. Comparison ofrf, y)-rates (integrated over Maxwell-Boltzmann distribusaf targets and projectiles for the displayed tem-
peratures) from present calculations and other existiadiptions for the target nucléU (left) and?*?Pu (right) with experiment.
The symbols are chosen as follows: Aikawa etlal. (2005) (olagh-dot line), Goriely et al. (2008) (thin blue line), JENB.3
(Nakagawa et al. 2005) (crosses), new Talys-based (Gaielly| 2009) predictions (green dash-dot line). Our catmnia are
shown for reaction rates including only the ground state)(@% thermally populated target (&8s). Only the GS rates can be
compared to experimental data. The results of Aikawa ef8D%); Goriely et al.[(2008) correspond to G$ps conditions.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of§, f)-rates (integrated over Maxwell-Boltzmann distribusaof targets and projectiles for the displayed
temperatures) from present calculations and other egigtiadictions for the target nucléi®U (left) and?#?Pu (right) with the
experiment. The symbols are chosen as follows: Goriely. ¢2@0D9) (green two-dot-dash line), JENDL-3.3 (Nakagawa|£2005)
(crosses). Our calculations are shown for reaction ratdgdimg only the ground state (GS) or a thermally populaaegit (GS-tps)

for different nuclear data predictions (HFB or ETFSI). The restilGariely et al. (2009) correspond to GStps conditions.

middle panel shows the fiiérence between the calculated oneisg to note that a weak systematic can be seen. Cross sections
when the HFB mass and fission barrier predictions were usedcalculated with ETFSI as well as HFB fission barrier preditsi
this work (triangles down) and by Talys (crosses). Existlifg show a large scatter above and below the measured values for
ference in two Hauser-Feshbach calculations can have eaherthe lighter end of the plotted mass range, whereas they tend t
from the diferences in fission barriers values (due to renormalnderpredict the fission cross sections for heavy massesdrh
ization byl Gariely et al. (2009)), fferent level density used etc.culations using the recent barriersiby Mdéller et lal. (20G®ns
In the right panel of Fig]5 the calculated cross sectionsemamb show a similar behavior with a smaller scatter, but they ar
use of mass and fission barrier predictions from TF and ETFSIrrently available only for a more limited number of nuclei
as well as new predictions by Mdller et al. (2009). The results obtained with the TF barriers exhibit fietent pat-
tern, the predicted cross sections agree well for the lightess

Contrary to the comparison with the left panel (circlespuclei, but seem to be systematically too large for the tezavi
when using only experimental barriers we found that thfedi ones.
ence between calculated cross sections and measured anes ca
be many orders of magnitude (up to a factof)1(X is interest-
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Fig. 4. Contour plot of the quantit¥s — S (in MeV) for two choices of models for masses and fission besriFRDM masses
plus TF fission barriers (left) and ETFSI-predictions (tigihlso indicated are known superheavy nuclei (boxes) aeditip-line
(line), whereB¢ — S, determines whether the r-process continues towards lreawtei or fission cycling to lighter fission products
occurs.

:\ T \\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\\\\\é\ L \: 1e+0 ?\ T \V\ T rrrrrr TTrrrrrrrrr \\\\L; 1e+0 ?\ T ‘ TrrrrrrrT \\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\L;

A E 3 E o 3
2 o | 3 Xy E 3 S o E
5' 10 o3 1000¢, v - 1000 o o o -
pd E o0 oo 9o i X - = o 8 af § o, ° -
w [0y 90 8507 %G5 T O o o] 1ok E 100, " .4 @ o Og E
P/E 1 80 oo 0y ° TR éeégé 8fsn® _ 8980 85 3
% e 0.0 % 9 S . 1 0.1 0.l “o % Lofa © gf o 0
> F 0 1 E - £ og %% 4 Z ° s -
~ o] E 3 E 3
9 o1 ° - 0.00%- M Xvx o7 o 000 ot oo
8 E E E x x v N VV . g 3 E A 3
~ r . ex ] E v 3 E Ho 3
o [ | o thiswork B ’ 1 1e-05 | x Talys, B(HFB) v xv v 32 le-05% i II\EA'(I?ll:lgIO8 Z ¢ 3
V 0.0l | E | v thiswork, B(HFB) v E 2 o TR E
' E L1l ‘ ) T T ‘ ) T T ‘ I E ]-e_o_ll§ 111 ‘ I T T I ‘ N T ‘ 111 Y \X§ ]-e_o_ll§ L1l ‘ N T T B ‘ N T T B ‘ I I 'l %

230 240 250 230 240 250 230 240 250
A A A

Fig.5. Calculated maxwellian averaged neutron-induced fissiogsceections in comparison to evaluated experimental fissio
cross sections at 30 keV. Left panel: experimental fissianidra were utilized in the calculations (circles) of maties aver-
aged cross-sections in comparison to experimental vabressfisotopes from Th to Fm taken from JENDL-3.3 (Nakagavad et

); central panel: the same ratio of calculated and atediexperimental values, but employing theoretical fisb@rrier pre-
dictions from diferent sources: the Extended Thomas-Fermi model by Mamdain(@001) (diamonds), the Thomas-Fermi by
Myers & Swiateckil(1999) (squares), and recent predictfora/Maller et al. (2009) (green triangles up). When not eipentally
known, consistent nuclear masses were utilized from theesponding model predictions. Right panel: comparisonatwellian
averaged cross-sections from our calculations (triapgled from the Talys (Goriely et al. 2009) calculations (ses, both utiliz-
ing HFB predictions (with BSk14 Skyrme force) of masses asgldh barriers.

Table 1.Neutron separation ener@y, and fission barrier predictions for nuclei$8U formed after neutron capture B§*U.

Mass andB; models ETFSI TF TF FRDM TF ETFSI HM
262U Bfl sz Sn Bfl sz Sn Bfl Bf2 Sn Bfl Bf2 Sn Bfl Bf2 Sn
[ calculated values, inMeV 3.9 530 4.46] 1.20 456 4.05] 1.20 4.56 3.81 | 1.20 456 4.46] 0 3.36 4.14)

The above comparison underlines the considerable varihis reason we compute and compare below rates foéerdint
tions still inherent in fission barrier predictions. Howewse sets of nuclear properties and also provide tables and fitseof
suggest that by comparing TF with ETFSI (and with Méller et atates for all these cases.

) predictions, the relevant variation range can benastid.
Theoretical cross sections depend strongly on the fissioirba  Figure[ shows fission cross sections (left panel) and rates
ers, and a high accuracy for their values is required. Becafis (right panel) calculated by combiningftéirent sets for predic-
the impact of the fission barrier uncertainties, nucledsgsit tions of masses and fission barriers. The arrows in the left pl
studies at present should explore a variety of barrier sdtie show the diference between the fission barrier height and the
waiting for further measurements and improved predictios neutron separation enerdt — Sy given by predictions of the
TF model (red arrow at the top of the left panel) and the ETFSI
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model (dashed arrow at the bottom). The exact values candiber calculated reaction types are not important in akfreigal
found in Tabld L. The cross sections (and thus the ratesndepapplications.
essentially on the available enerBy — Sy, in the fission chan- The format of the tables is explained in Appendix A. The
nel, minor dependencies on fission barriers heights andareutfull electronic versions of the tables available on-linth&t CDS
separation energies, individually, are due to the conipetitith  include all rates for all mass predictions (Tables 3—6). iEloe
the (, y)-channel. tope and element ranges for which rates as well as rate fits are

It can be seen from Fid] 6 that the neutron-induced fissi@vailable are given in Tablg 2 for the FRDM, TF, ETFSI and
cross sections (as well as the rates) increase with deorgfisi HFB mass predictions. This amounts to 2151 (ETFSI), 2637
sion barriers and thatt™ > oIF > oETFS! The diterence at (TF), 2400 (FRDM-masses, TF-barriers) and 1323 (HFB) in-
low energies is due to theftiirent mass predictions used (comvolved nuclei. The partition functions for all isotopes gieen
paring calculations with TF fission barriers buffdient neutron on a grid of 24 temperature$; = 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5,
separation energies,). The small decrease By, when predic- 0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0, 1.5,2.0,2.5, 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5,6@ 7.0,
tions for masses and fission barriers (based on the two set84% 9.0, 10.0 and can be found in CDS'’s Tables 3—6 as well. We
input data) are changed from FFF to FRDM+TF, results in a also provide the fit caicient needed to compute the photodis-
decrease of the neutron-induced fission cross sectionertaccintegration rate (see SeCt. #.1).
panied by decreasing,(y)-cross sections). The same influence
is illustrated by the cases where sets of consistent detations
for S, and B¢ are replaced by sets fromffrent mass predic-
tions. For example, fierent predictions of neutron separatiofReaction rates have been calculated on a grid of 24 tempera-
energies were used for the same TF — fission barrier predgctiotures:T9=0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0, 1.5,
Therefore, cross sections for low energieffati significantly, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 6.0, 7.0, 8.0, 9.0, 10.Mesas
but for higherE the diference in cross section becomes mudior partition functions. These rates include the thermatimo
smaller for the same fission barriers (here we used TF bs)riefication in the stellar plasma, i.e. consider reactions fi@m
The temperature averaged rates (Fig. 6, right panel) shew tlited states in the target. For easy application in astrsiphy
same dependence. cal investigations, these stellar rates were fitted withsdume

As expected, the rate sets calculated on the basis of FRIBEACLIB parameterization as used for other reaction types e
masses and the TF model for masses and fission barriers l@e(Rauscher & Thielemarnn 2000):
quite comparable (Fi@] 7). On the other hand, when the sets jn . ) 13 13
clude ETFSI vs. FRDMTF or TF comparisons, the results cadVa (oV)" = exp(ao taiTy” + 8Ty " +agTg ™ +auTg
differ by up to eight orders of magnitude. The most extreme dif- 5/3
ferencey oprTFSgI-based and other rates was obtained foeinucl +85Tg " +3sIn Tg) ’ @
with neutron numbers close to 184, for which the ETFSI modslith the seven open parameters— ag and the stellar tempera-
predicts very high fission barriers, leading to small fiss@tes. tureTg given in 10 K. This parameterization proved to be flex-
The diference between rates, calculated on the basis of ETRSE enough to accommodate thefdient temperature depen-
and HFB mass and fission barriers predictions is less than dencies of the various reaction types across the fitted teanpe
tween ETFSI and TF, especially for high®s. For smallerTy  ture range of @1 < Ty < 10. Parameterizations of the present
the we can see thatftirence of rate values has the opposite sigates in the form used in_Holmes et al. (1976) can be found in
for regions with A~ 240- 280 andA > 280. This agrees with Appendices. The best fit was obtained by minimizing the devia
Fig.[5. Some of the combinations employed in Eig. 7 are showion ¢ (Eq. (8)) using the FUMILI code (Dymov etlal. 2000).
to underline the huge problems which can arise when not using The flexibility of the fitting function makes it prone to nu-
consistent data. The extrapolation of rate calculatiomegmns merical problems outside the calculated range at low temper
of very exotic nuclei is a hard task, and only further invgsti tures. In some cases they tend to diverge strongly. THisglity
tions can answer which kind of prediction is more preferaite can be avoided by additionally providing fit data at low tem-
the moment the only choice is to test all available preditim peratures to the calculated values by appropriately ealatipg
r-process calculations that are compared to astronomicad-a the rates to lower temperatures. However, it has to be empha-
dance observations. sized that the considered parameterization is only valithiwi

the temperature range ofdd < Ty < 10.0, although many fits
will show a “proper” behavior down to lower temperature.

4. Computed rate sets and mass ranges As a measure of the accuracy of a given fit, the quartity

. ) . ) ) (marked in tables and figures Bsv) is used. It is defined by
As we discussed in the introduction, our aim was to prepare

sets of neutron-induced reaction rates, suited for caionls 1 i(ri — fi )2
i=1

4.1. The fits for neutron-induced and reverse rates

of the r-process up to very high atomic masses. In this senée; 24 fi ()

our rates extend the previously published onesZox 84

(Rauscher & Thielemarin 2001) up to the regions8Z < Zyax  with r being the original rate value as calculated at each of the 24

(Zmax depends on available nuclear input and varies from 102 fi@imperature3o= 0.1, 0.15 ... 10.0, anf is the rate calculated

HFB-predictions to 118 for FRDM data). The exact range of nfirom the fit at these temperatures. A small valug afidicates

clei for the diferent choices of mass and fission barrier input in accurate fit over the entire temperature range. Higheesal

given in TabldD. of £ are mainly caused by deviations at low temperatures, where
Our calculations include all outgoing channels and giwates are slow and a larger deviation is permissible. Fontae

simultaneously predictions for neutron-induced fissiany)¢, jority of nuclei the value of is less than 1 and lies in the range

(n,p)-, and (ny) rates. However, here we only provide table8.1-10* (see FiglB). We should mention here that the modified

and fits for the neutron-induced fission and neutron capaiesr approximation formula by Cyburt & Davids (2008) can proba-

Due to their small values for neutron-rich nuclei, the ratethe bly give the better fit. Its accuracy can be high and should be
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Fig. 6. Dependence of neutron-induced fission cross sectign€E) (left) and ratestys = Na (ov)(right) on mass- and fission
barrier predictions fof%U. The sources for fission barrieBs and neutron separation energi&s(Howard and Méller, Thomas-
Fermi, extended Thomas-Fermi, finite range droplet modeljradicated in the panel. Arrows show théfdience between fission
barrier and neutron separation eneByy- S,, for ETFSI (dashed line) and TF (full line) predictions.
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Fig.7. RatioR = :"—m‘g; of reaction rates for dlierent fission barrier and mass predictions at temperafiges 0.3 (left) and

Tg = 10 (right). The indexes I,J define the mydxssrier predictions utilized in the calculations: ETFSKL), Thomas-Fermi (132)

or Thomas-Fermi for fission-barriers and FRDM for mass-jgtamhs (1,J=3), Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov (HFB-14) predictions
(1,J=4). As the Thomas-Fermi model and the Finite Range Dropletdéfigive similar mass predictions, the deviation for the
combination 23 is the smallest (and also decreases with temperature)e¥owhe use of TF (or FRDM) vs ETFSI (or HFB-14)
predictions changes the rates drastically and thus theangje of possible magnitudes shown in Eig. 4 is obtained.

applied for reactions, whose rates can be calculated witiera is open and the penetration through the remaining higheidbar
high accuracy. For our case fitting the average accuracytis moclose to constant, but the height of the higher barrieerdet
bad (see Fid.18), and is much better than accuracy of calcuaines the size of then( f) cross section. This behavior is seen
tions of neutron-induced rates for very neutron rich nudlée in Fig.[§ below about 0.1 MeV (left panel). In the right panel
applied the approximation Ed.](4), used earlier in a numiber the corresponding rate is shown and seen to be close to abnsta
previous predictions of neutron rates. below abouflg = 1.

The temperature dependence of the rate can be one of twoin contrast, the opening of a fission barrier as a function of
types, as illustrated in Fi@] 8. These types of behavior @n bnergy, i.e. an exponentially increasing transmissiorficient
understood when one recalls the discussion of[Hig. 6. A fissiglose to the barrier energy, leads to a sudden rise of the cros
transmission cd&cient which is constant or slowly varying as asection, and consequently also of the rate as a functiomof te
function of energy leads to an,(f)-cross section which (similar perature. We see this behavior for bombarding energiesen th
to a pure neutron capture) shows/avE dependence, if s-wave order ofB; — S, in the left panel of Fig6 and a similar behavior
dominated. Averaging such a cross section over a Maxwdibr the rates in the right panel. The size of this change fram a
Boltzmann distribution yields a constant rate. This sitiabc- almost constant to a steeply rising rate is a function of treier
curs for example when the neutron bombarding energy leaals tioeight. The right panel of Fi§] 8 is a very representativerexa
compound nucleus energy above the lower and below the higpés of such a case (almost constant rate at low temperatndes a
barrier of a double-hump fission barrier. Then the loweribarr a steep rise by orders of magnitude at a critical temperature
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Table 2. Ranges of isotopes for which we calculated rates based o firgon the models TF, FRDM, ETFSI and HFB. Given are
the charge numbeét and the lower and upper limi,,;, andAmax Of the neutron number of the targets in the isotopic chain.

TF-shc FRDM ETFSI HFB TF-shc FRDM ETFSI

Z Amin Amax Amin Amax Amin Amax Amin Amax z Amin Amax Amin Amax Amin Amax
84 | 180 269 180 269 | 180 267 | 193 269 | 102 | 233 331 | 233 331 | 233 331
85 | 185 270 | 185 270 | 185 270 | 193 270 | 103 | 240 335| 240 334 | 240 328
86" | 187 269 | 187 269 | 187 269 | 196 269 | 104 | 239 337 | 239 337 | 239 324
87 | 190 280 | 190 280 | 190 280 | 200 278 | 105 | 242 337 | 242 331 | 242 330
88 | 193 283 | 193 283 | 193 279 | 202 279 | 106 | 245 337 | 245 331 | 247 337
89 | 196 288 | 196 288 | 196 284 | 206 285 | 107 | 248 337 | 248 332 | 243 337
90 | 199 293 | 199 293 | 199 287 | 220 287 | 108 | 251 337 | 251 327 | 245 337
91 | 212 296 | 212 296 | 212 288 | 229 289 | 109 | 254 337 | 254 327 | 247 337
92 | 204 299 | 204 299 | 204 291 | 230 291 | 110 | 257 337 | 257 339 | 249 337
93 | 220 302 | 220 302 | 220 293 | 232 293 111 | 260 337 | 260 331 | 251 329
94 | 210 305| 210 305| 210 295| 234 295| 112 | 263 337 | 263 332 | 253 329
95 | 215 309 | 215 308 | 215 297 | 238 297 | 113 | 267 337 | 267 327 | 255 329
96 | 216 312 | 216 311 | 216 300| 240 300 | 114 | 270 337 | 270 327 | 257 329
97 | 225 315| 225 314 | 225 303 | 243 315 115 | 273 337 | 273 337 | 275 329
98 | 222 319 | 222 319 222 317 | 245 319 116 | 276 337 | 276 337 - -
99 | 225 322 | 225 322 225 320 | 250 322 || 117 | 279 337 | 279 337 - -
100 | 227 325| 227 325 | 227 325| 251 325 118 | 282 337 | 283 337 - -
101 | 239 328 | 239 328 | 239 326 | 254 328 | 119 - - - - - -

for these chemical elements there are no HFB-predictiofissibn barriers

*
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Fig. 8. Representative fits of neutron-induced fission rat€€f and?°*Cm) for two types of temperature dependences. The general
aim is to attain sfiicient accuracy with one set of seven fitting fiments (see Eq. (4)), as shown in the left curve. In some cases
the superposition of two such sets is necessary (right pamebrrectly reproduce the low- as well as high-tempembahavior.

A correct extrapolation to low temperaturesQD < Tg < 0.1) is important to avoid unphysical abundance changes (sedte
explanation of tables).

On the other hand, when the compound energy is close to the. Photodisintegration rates and partition functions

barrier height already for small bombarding energies, tosx . . , .
section and rate are already large at small energies (temp&©" @ full implementation of the neutron captures in a reacti
tures). Such an example can be seen in the left panel ofFigN§work, the inverse photodisintegration rates also haviset
reflecting a double-hump behavior with small energjediences KNOWn. The photodisintegration rates (and their fits) arteexe
between the lower and higher barrier. For a discontinuihen Plicitly given in the tables, but can be computed from the in-

To-dependence (right panel), the fit was performed as a Sumf%q;mation contained therein. To calculate the reverseahtke

two contributions and is given by two lines in the TablelA.2 oﬁ‘fe%Ctiong(nY)D’ I.e. the reaction D,(,r.1)B, the seven parameters
the paper and CDS’s Tables 7—18. ay' - &g’ are determined as follows:

For all cases it is recommended to use the fits only down to
the temperaturéy > 0.01. Moreover, close to the drip-line, the
statistical model may not be applicable for reactions wit | ag’ = ag + In(9.8685>< 109(
Q value, even above that temperature. Although the fit may be
good, the user should be aware of that possible complicationai® = a; — 1160455, ,

Ap—-1\"° 25 +1
AD) Jprient ]



10 Panov & et al: Neutron-induced rates...

= I I = FET o1 I I 3
1L B 1 E
° s 0.1 -
- 000008 % @ B Sgnbo00 O ] g 3
= 0-1? ° . %% —~ 0.01=— =
2 PR 2 s E
] LSRR ] i 0.00% . -
E—_ 0.01;f°° Se @ = -E E ° 3
S Pl TS E
a 0.002%, 008: J g Q 1le-0 E
RN ; 1e-0 —
0.0001 ° . :
E E le-0 -
le_07\ | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 ‘7 1eOU 1 o‘ 0\ L lo + d | | ‘:
200 220 240 260 280 300 320 34 200 220 240 260 280 300 320 34

A A

Fig. 9. The accuracy of fits is defined by a mean-square error (se@pggshown here forr{, y)-rate fits (left panel) and neutron-
induced fission rate fits (right panel). We see that the uppendary of errors is in the range of 10%. This should be copgar
the variations of these calculations (see Higs. 1[and 5).

g =a 5. Fission fragment distributions

rev _
& =& A proper inclusion of fission in r-process calculations aigeo
ay' =a4 (6) quires the knowledge of the resulting distribution of fissiag-
aal = a5 ments, which have to be entered as reaction products. This by
a® = ag+ 15 self requires a majorteort and will be presented with a thorough

description of the treatment plus detailed fission yieldriig-
tions in a forthcoming paper. However, at the end of the priese

with Ap the mass number of nucleus O}, the spin of neutron . L - . ;
andJg, Jp the ground state spins of nuclei B and D, respectivel nﬁfﬁg%ﬁﬁgﬁwfnt to give a short outlook on how this ¢opi

These parameters for the reverse reaction are also givérin L o .
In principle, such distributions are dependent on the exci-

tables (see explanations in the appendices). .
( b bp ) tion energy of the compound nucleus and thus would lead

Itis important to note that the value compute_d _by applyin a changing yield distribution for each bombarding energy
Eq. (2) with the above cdcients has to be multiplied by theHowever we found that the distributions vary smoothly and

ratio of the partition functions for the residual and tangetleus

Gs/Go to obtain the actual photodisintegration rate. Exampl&@WIY @s a function of the excitation energy. Thus, for tien

are shown in AppendikJA. As it was shown in detail earlie on energy range in astrophysical applications, the yitid
ribution at the neutron separation energy (i.e., for a staing

(Rauscher & Thielemann 2000), the temperature-dependent : : S
tition functionG(T*) normalized to the ground state sghofa "eutron bombarding energy) is a very good approximatiois Th
would permit us to multiply the fitted (n,f)-rates from theepr

nucleus is defined as in Fowler et al. (1367) vious section with a static distribution of yields for alhtpera-
(23° + 1)G(T*) = T (23 + 1)e BT (7) tures.
Here we only briefly show a few examples of such fis-
sion distributions. Properties of fission fragments, neasses,
atomic numbers, excitation and kinetic energies, wereutatied
based on the macro-microscopic approach (similar to theNRD
with p being the level density ang, the last included exper- model) and the separability of compound-nucleus and fragme
imentally known state. For the temperature range consideggroperties on the fission path (Schmidt et al. 2008; Wilkinasle
here, the maximum enerdy"® above which there are no morel976). The original technical description of the fragment-
significant contributions to the partition function is otborder formation model was published in_Benlliure et al. (1998) and
of 20 - 30 MeV (Rauscher & Thielemahn 2000). The temperd<ruglov et al. (2002). In the calculations shown here we used
ture dependent partition functions are available at the Gi3S an updated description that will be the subject of a forthiogm
well as the fit cofficients in Eq.[(4) (Tables 7-18) for the, /), publication.
(y,n) and (n,f) rates. In the model it is assumed that thefdrent ways of split-
This subsection discussed photo-induced reaction ratestiag up the total mass are basically determined by the number
inverse reactions of neutron capture rates, which are ptede of available transition states above the potential eneugiase
in full detail in the present publication. Photo-inducedations behind the outer saddle point. The macroscopic propettigeo
can also lead to fission when the Planck distribution of phtopotential-energy landscape of the fissioning system aiibaitd
provides a significant fraction of photons with energiesiglibe to the strongly deformed fissioning system, which are dedluce
fission barrier. This reaction channel is not discussed inatri's  from mass distributions at high excitation energies (Rasan
possible influence in r-process environments will be areadyim  |11997) and Langevin calculations (Nadtochy et al. 2005).rmhe
a future investigation. croscopic properties of the potential-energy landscaplesofis-

EMmax

+ [ TawI+ 1) ple, J, n)de
Exm
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sioning system are given by the qualitative features of tiedl s HFB). An extended comparison of neutron-induced fissioasrat
structure in the nascent fragments. They are determined fravith experiment and with available independent predictioas

the observed features of the fission channels (Broselet@l)19done. The dependence of rates on nuclear input data, mdst of a
according to the procedure described by Schmidtlet al. (R008ssion barriers, is high. Astrophysical nucleosynthemsklpre-
The dynamics of the fission process responsible for the fradjetions, especially in the transuranium region, shouke tato
ment formation was considered in an approximate way: It wascount these largeftéérences in order to explore the variations
assumed that the phase space near the outer saddle poinird@lved. For this reason extended tables for neutrondeddis-
termines the mass asymmetry of the system, which is moresion rates as well neutron capture rates are presentedtfienstit
less frozen during the descent to scission. On the other, litandnass and fission barrier predictions in fitted form for nusjen
was also assumed that thg§Z collective degree of freedom isthesis calculations. Their structure is given in the Apperfd
determined near the scission point. The excitation engmgfie (note that the full rate and fit tables are available at the DS
the created fragments were calculated from the availaldiggex Given that fission predictions far from stability have notbe
tion energy at the scission point and the deformation easifi tested yet, and even close to stability none of the existindets

the fragments at scission. The deformation energies ofrtltg f has yet been proven to be superior (see[Hig. 3). Nucleossisthe
ments were assumed to be specific to the individual fission-chaalculations should probably continue to use a variety es¢h
nels. They were deduced from experimental data (MWahl|1988pdels. A further requirement for nucleosynthesis modgin
Bockstiegel et al. 2008, and references therein) on totadtld the region of fissioning nuclei is the knowledge of the mass di
energies and neutron yields. Kinetic energies were theruealtribution of fission products. This work is in progress (seetS
lated applying the energy conservation law. Finally, the ax- [5).

cited fission fragments are subject to particle (mostly roes)
andy ray emission until they reach their ground state configur%-
tions. The de-excitation process was described in the framie ACknowledgements
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of Fig.[10 show the mass distributions resulting from thddiss

of 282Cm and?%2Cf. For these nuclei, clear fiierences appear

between the phenomenological approaches (PanoVlet al; 208gpendix A: Explanation of the tables and
Kodama & Takahashi 1975) and the macroscopic-microscopic examples of how to use them
approach described above. For application in r-process sim . L . . .
ulations the 1, f)-reaction rates (which are the focus of thér.-rhIS section is intended to help with interpreting the inflae
present paper) will have to be multiplied by the displayed peion given in the electronic tables. We also give examples fo
centages for obtaining a production rate of a specific frag2/culating the reaction rate for a given reaction and keiise

ment nucleus| (Kefi et al.[ 2005] Martinez-Pinedo ef al. 2007!action. _ . N
Panov et dl. 2008). Table[A.1 shows which information is contained in the rate

Tables 3-6 for dferent mass predictions, available at the CDS
(Table[A.] illustrated some lines from CDS Table 3: rates on
6. Summary and conclusions the basis of ETFSI-predictions). The organization of Tal3ie6

. - . . with calculated rates for 24 flierent values oflg is extremely
We provide predictions of neutron-induced fission rates ar ple — all data are in eight columns. The columns give, is th

(n,y)-rates for a wide range of astrophysical temperaturg;d ;

. er, the target element, the atomic mass nungbef the tar-
(10® < T(K) < 10! and targets (proton- to neutron- drip- ’ ’ . ’
line for 84 < 7 < 118, ie. from Po to Uuo ) in the get, the temperature ify, the partition function of the target, the

neutron-induced fission rate for the ground state, the arutr

framework of the Wolfenstein-Hauser-Feshbach model, maiy o fission rate with thermally populated target stettes
ing use of a variety of dierent mass and fission barrier

- - — neutron capture rate for the ground state, and the neutqen ca
predlctlpns (Myers &_SW'?teCk' 1999, M?meUh el al. 2..Oojture rate with thermally populated target states (unitdlohges:
Aboussir et al. | 1995; Moller et al,__1995; Howard & Monercm‘3mole‘1c‘1)
1980;| Goriely et dl. 2009). The astrophysical (stellar)cties The rates .in Tables 3-6 were calculated on the basis
rates were fitte_d as in previous_ works (Thielemann gt al. :L9807f different mass and fission barrier predictions: ETFSI, TF,
Rauscher & Thielemarin 2000) in the common REACLIB sev DM(masses)TF(barriers) and HFB respectively (see main
parameter form, and these parameters are also tabulated. &t of the paper for details)
provides the basis for r-process nucleosynthesis calonkat The entries are denoted.as follows:
where the abundance predictions for the highest mass nagmber '
as well as thefect of fission cycling are strongly dependent ofgtner mother nucleus (target),
the interplay of neutron capture and fission. To stellar temperature in 2,

In order to give an impression of the reliability of the rasul 1, f, nuclear partition function,
we compared them with experiment and with available indepe(rp] ) (ny)-rate,N <U v>
dent predictions before exploring the currently unreatdhady 9 v ATy
gions of the nuclear chart with a variety of theoretical jced (n,9)* (njy)-rate,Na <0'nyV>, with thermally populated tar-
tions for nuclear masses and fission barriers (FRDM, ETHSI, T get levels,
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Fig. 10. The final mass distributions of fission fragments for the couml nuclei (after neutron capturéfu, 22°Cm and?°2Cf.
The distributions were computed with the ABLA code (Kedt al. 2008) as described in the text. In addition, we shawytblds
computed with the phenomenological parameterizationanb® et al.|(2008) and Kodama & Takahashi (1975), as well psréx
mental data (crosses).

Table A.1. Example of format of rates presented in the Talde6, available at the CDS: reaction ratig (cv) and partition
functions show a subset of calculation based on ETFSI piedi&

[ mother(A,Z)| T p.f. | (n,h) nH* | (9 (n,9)* |
Cf 273 0.10 1.00-00 | 5.07D+08 5.90D+08 | 2.89D+04 3.32D+04
Cf 273 0.15 1.015-00 | 6.59D+08 8.13D+08 | 3.71D+04 4.50D+04
Cf 273 0.20 1.02G-00 | 7.81D+08 1.01D+09 | 4.35D+04 5.50D+04
cf 273 0.30 1.08>-00 | 9.70D+08 1.33D+09 | 5.28D+04 6.99D+-04

Cf 273 7.00 7.86B3-04 | 1.89D+09 1.57D+09 | 5.70D+04 9.86D+01
Cf 273 8.00 9.13G-05 | 1.93D+09 1.53D+09 | 5.41D+04 1.47D+-01
Cf 273 9.00 1.04B-07 | 1.98D+09 1.60D+09 | 5.14D+04 2.20D+00
Cf 273 | 10.00 1.03>-08 | 2.03D+09 1.97D+09 | 4.89D+04  3.69D-01

Cf 274 7.00 3.87E05 | 1.75E+08 1.68E-09 | 4.04E+06 5.85E-02

(n,f) (n,fission)-rateNa <0'an> is calculated as = Zi.ri, with eachr; computed from thé-th
(n,f)* (n fission)-rate,Na (carv), with thermally popu- parameter set and using EQl (4).

lated target levels. The examples of Tables 3-6 are given for 1 isotope for 24
o o _ . values ofTg, and for Tables 7-18 - for 10 isotopes. Note that the
Table[A.2 shows which information is contained in the fitables of CDS show the values with an accuracy of seven digits

Tables 7-18, available at the CDS. The following informai® ) _
provided: Below we give two examples for calculating a rateTat=

7.0 with the fit parameters listed in the tables.

mother reaction target ) . .

Dev fit accuracy’ (Eq. (3)) ~ Thefirstexample is the reacti6f°Cf(n,f). In Table A.2 one

ao. . .ag seven fit parameters for the forward rate finds the parametew = 38.72,a; = -0.057,8, = 878,83 =

a®v...a® seven fit parameters for the reverse rate fit (see? 785,84 = 1.90,a85 = -0.097,a = 10.45. With }he hellp of
Sect[ZD) Eq. (2) one calculatea (o)}, = 1.574x 10° cm®s *molet or

Log;o(Na (oV)};;) = 9.20 atTg = 7.0.

The fitting codficients for the (neutrom)-, (y,n)-, and .
neutron-induced fission rates withfidirent mass and fission- The_second example is for the rates of the capture
barrier predictions are placed in the Tables 7-18. The cotunteactiort’3Cf(n,y)?*Cf and its reverse reaction. Similar to the
in Tables 7—18 are organized as follows: target elementiato above example, using the parameters from Table A.2 and Eq.
mass numbeh of the target, target charge numizethe number (@) the capture rate is easily found to b& (cv);, = 120
of fitting curvesi i, seven cofficients of the forward reacticsy, cm®s *mole . With the reverse parameters the first value in the
and the mean square error. determination of the reverse rate is found tolpe=5.0x10° s~

A valueitj;=0 means that there is only one seven-paramet#rTy = 7.0. In order to obtain the actual value of the reverse
set to fit the rate. Valudgj;>1 give the number of parameter setsate, one first has to determine the ratio of the partitiorcfioms
which have to be added up to yield the final rate, i.e. the rateSzrsc; /Genes = 4.58x 10°/3.87x 10° = 1.18 (see Table A.1 and
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Table A.2. Parameterization of the(y)-, (y, n)- and (n,f)-rates, available at the CDS Talfied 8.

Example of Tabl&¢ — (n, y)-rate fits on the basis of ETFSI mass-model predictions.

13

| mother(A,2) | i tit | ag a a as a as as | Dev
cf 268 98 0 | -1.45E:01 0.00E-00 -2.94500 3.005-01 -4.69500 1.40E-01 -6.04E00 | 3.9E-02
cf 269 98 0 2.05E+01 1.43E-02 -6.95E-01 -3.73B0 1.60E-01 -3.13E-01 7.64E-01L5.0E-02
cf 270 98 0 | -2.03E-01 0.00B-00 -3.86E00 3.56E-01 -5.02E-00 1.90E-01 -7.77EO00 | 1.9E-02
cf271 98 0 -6.15E+00 1.68E-02 -3.20E00 1.94501 -2.75800 -3.24E-03 -4.49E00 | 1.1E-02
cf 272 98 0 | -1.696:01 0.00E-00 -4.68500 4.14E01 -5.826-00 1.64E-01 -9.39E00 | 3.6E-02
cf 273 98 0 2.62E+00 1.71E-02 -2.67EOO 1.32601 -1.602-00 -1.64E-01 -3.27E00 | 2.2E-02
cf 274 98 0 | -1.87E-01 0.00E-00 -5.35E00 4.34E01 -4.94E-00 2.04E-02 -1.03E01 | 4.9E-02
cf 275 98 0 2.43E+00 0.008-00 -1.74E-00 1.61501 -2.19500 -1.24E-01 -3.45E00 | 1.9E-02
cf 276 98 0 | -1.50E+01 0.00E-00 -4.72E00 3.79501 -4.15E00 -3.04E-02 -9.12E00 | 3.8E-02
cf 277 98 0 -5.426+00 0.00E-00 -3.49E-00 2.64E-01 -2.77E00 -1.12E-01 -6.64&00 | 3.1E-02

Example of Tabldl1l — reverse ¥, n)-rate fits on the basis of ETFSI mass-model predictions.

| mother(A,Z) | itit | a® a® a® ay a® a® a® |
cf 269 98 0 1.056+01 -3.46E-01 -2.94E-00 3.00E-01 -4.69E-00 1.40E-01 -4.54E00
cf 270 98 0 | 4.286+01 -5.82601 -6.95E-01 -3.73E00 1.60E-01 -3.13E-01 2.26B0
cf271 98 0 | 4.726+00 -4.43E-01 -3.86E-00 3.56E-01 -5.02E-00 1.90E-01 -6.27EOO
cf 272 98 0 | 1.61E:01 -5.62601 -3.20500 1.94601 -2.75E00 -3.24E-03 -2.99E00
cf 273 98 0 8.14E+00 -3.73E-01 -4.68E-00 414601 -5.82E-00 1.64E-01 -7.89E00
cf 274 98 0 2.49E+01 -5.28E-01 -2.67E-00 1.32E-01 -1.60E-00 -1.64E-01 -1.77&00
cf 275 98 0 6.30E+00 -3.57E01 -5.35E-00 434601 -4.94E-00 2.04E-02 -8.87E00
cf 276 98 0 247601 -5.01E-01 -1.74E-00 1.61E01 -2.19500 -1.24E-01 -1.95&E00
cf 277 98 0 1.006+01 -3.66E-01 -4.72E-00 3.79E01 -4.1500 -3.04E-02 -7.62E00
cf 278 98 0 1.68E+01 -5.026-01 -3.49E-00 2.646-01 -2.77600 -1.12E-01 -5.14&E00

Example of Tablel5— neutron-induced fission rate fits on the basis of ETFSI masdel predictions.

| mother(A,Z2) | ifit | g a a a3 y as as Dev
cf 268 98 0 3.13E+t01 -6.04E-02 8.24E00 -1.81E-01 2.22E-01 7.09E-02 8.65H00 | 5.2E-03
cf 269 98 0 3.386-01 0.00B-00 2.22E-00 -1.59E-01 1.39E00 -7.64E-02 4.52E00 | 4.5E-03
cf 270 98 0 9.75E+00 3.15E-03 -1.49&00 1.34-01 -1.776-00 1.59E-01 -2.78E00 | 7.7E-03
cf 271 98 0 3.84E+01 -5.73E-02 8.81E00 -2.75E-01 1.86E-00 -9.37E-02 1.04E01 | 1.5E-03
cf 272 98 0 | -1.30B+01 0.00E-00 -4.24B-00 4.22E-01 -5.66E-00 490E-01 -9.00E00 | 1.7E-02
cf 273 98 0 3.87E+t01 -5.66E-02 8.78E00 -2.78E-01 1.89E-00 -9.66E-02 1.04&E01 | 1.2E-03
cf 274 98 1 | -450E+01 0.006-00 0.00E-00 6.69501 -8.82E-00 6.52E-01 -8.66E00 | 1.5E-03
cf 274 98 0 3.45E+01 0.00E-00 0.00E-00 -3.97E-01 3.13E01 -1.60E-01 3.53E-00 | 1.5E-03
cf 275 98 0 8.34E+00 1.13E-02 -2.48E00 1.50E-01 -1.35E-00 8.30E-02 -3.67E00 | 1.1E-03
cf 276 98 1 -3.746+01 0.00E=-00 0.00E-00 5.39E01 -8.74E-00 6.38E-01 0.00&00 | 1.5E-02
cf 276 98 0 8.18&-00 0.00E-00 0.00E-00 -2.88E-00 6.77E00 -2.68E00 0.00E-00 | 1.5E-02
cf 277 98 1 8.74E+01 0.00E-00 0.00E-00 -7.63E-01 3.03E-00 -7.28E-02 3.10E01 | 1.2E-03
cf 277 98 0 1.87E+01 0.00E-00 0.00E-00 -4.86E-00 4.23E-00 -1.66E-00 4.15E-01| 1.2E-03

Sec[4.2). The valug' has to be multiplied by this ratio to deriveBjornholm, S. & Lynn, J. E. 1980, Rev. of Mad. Phys., 52, 725

the photodisintegration rate

Y] G273Cf Y _ 1
b = A Gy = 4y % 118=59x 100 st

Bockstiegel, C., Steinhduser, S., Schmidt, K.-H., et &d&MNucl. Phys., A802,
12

Brosa, U., Grossmann, S., & Miiller, A. 1990, Phys. Rep., 187,

Cowan, J., Pfdier, B., Kratz, K.-L., et al. 1999, ApJ, 521, 194

Cowan, J. J., Thielemann, F.-K., & Truran, J. W. 1991, Phyp.R208, 267

Cyburt, R. H. & Davids, B. 2008, Phys. Rev. C., 78, 064614

The values of the part|t|on functions 'ﬁ@ are also glven in the Dymov, S. N., Kurbatov, V. S., Silin, I. N., & Yaschenko, S.2000, Nucl. Instr.

online Tables 3-6. Note that the procedure is always the sapy
as described above, regardless of whether it is an exoargit o

endoergic reaction.
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