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Abstract

In the present work the formal definition of the scission point - the
maximal elongation at which the nucleus splits into two fragments -
is given. The shape and the deformation energy at the scission point
are calculated within the macroscopic-microscopic model.

Three minima in the scission point deformation energy are found
corresponding to the ”standard”, ”supershort” and ”superlong” fis-
sion modes. The contribution of each fission mode to the mass distri-
bution of the fission fragments and total kinetic energy is discussed
and compared with the experimental results. On the example of the
fission process of U-235 by thermal neutrons it is shown that the
present approach reproduces correctly the position of the peaks of
the mass distribution of the fission fragments, the value and the fine
details of the total kinetic energy distribution and the magnitude of
the total excitation energy of the fission fragments.

1. Introduction

In the theory of nuclear fission quasistatic quantities
like the potential energy surface, the ground state en-
ergy and deformation, the fission barrier height, etc., are
commonly calculated within the macroscopic-microscopic
method [II 2]. In this method the total energy of the fis-
sioning nucleus consists of the two parts, macroscopic and
microscopic. Both parts are calculated at the fixed shape
of nuclear surface. In the past a lot of shape parameteriza-
tions were proposed and used. A good choice of the shape
parametrization is often a key to the success of the theory.
Usually, one relies on physical intuition for the choice of
the shape parametrization.

A method to define the shape of the nuclear surface
which does not rely on any shape parametrization was
proposed by V. Strutinsky in [3, 4]. In this approach the
shape of an axial, left-right symmetric nucleus was de-
fined by looking for the minimum of the liquid-drop en-
ergy under the additional restrictions that fix the volume
and elongation of the drop.

Recently the method was further developed [5l 6] by
incorporating the axial [7, 8] and left-right asymmetry [9]
of the nuclear shape.

The important result of the Strutinsky procedure [3] is
the possibility to definite in a formal way the scission point
as the maximal elongation at which the nucleus splits into
two fragments.
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In the present work the attention is focused on the scis-
sion point configuration. The shape at the scission point
and the corresponding deformation energy are examined
in detail and an approximation is suggested for the evalu-
ation of the fission observables: the mass, the total kinetic
energy and the total excitation energy distribution of the
fission fragments. A similar investigation was carried out
in [TI0] where the shape of nucleus around the scission point
was parametrized in terms of Cassini ovals.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2] contains
a short overview of the Strutinsky prescription [3]. Mass-
asymmetric shapes are considered in detail in Sect. Bl The
scission point configuration and the deformation energy
are defined in Sect. [ In Sectll the calculated results for
the mass distribution of fission fragments, the total kinetic
and excitation energies are compared with the experimen-
tal data for the fission of 23°U by thermal neutrons. A
short summary is given in Sect.

2. The optimal shapes of fissioning nuclei

It was suggested in [3] to describe the shape of a left-right
and axial symmetric nucleus by some profile function p(z).
The shape of the surface is obtained then by rotation of the
p(2) curve around the z-axis. A formal definition of p(z) is
obtained by searching for the minimum of the liquid-drop
energy, 1. p = Esur + Fcoul, under the constraints that
the volume V' and the elongation Rjo are fixed,
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In () A and A2 are the corresponding Lagrange multi-
pliers. The elongation parameter R12 was chosen in [3] as
the distance between the centers of mass of the left and
right parts of the nucleus.

The variation in (I) results in an integro-differential
equation for p(z)
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Here &g = ®(z,p(z)) is the Coulomb potential at the
nuclear surface, and z;, is the fissility parameter of the
liquid drop.

By solving Eq. @) for given x;,p and Ao (A1 is fixed by
the volume conservation condition) one obtains the profile
function p(z) which we refer to as the optimal shape.

The liquid drop deformation energy EX2 = Epp — EIE(])D)
(in units of the surface energy for a spherical shape)

Eaer = SR /B,

sur

f = Bourt — 1 + 221D (BCOul - 1) , (4)

calculated with these shapes is presented in Fig @ In @)

Bcou = ECoul/Ecoul and Bgyt = Esurf/Esurf where an
index (9 refers to the spherical shape.
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Fig. 1: Liquid-drop deformation energy () as function of pa-
rameter Ri2 for a few values of the fissility parameter zip.

One can see from Fig. [[l that the elongation Rio of the
shapes shown in these figures is limited by some criti-
cal value R(Cm). Above this deformation mono-nuclear
shapes do not exist. This critical deformation was inter-

preted in [3] as the scission point.

3. The mass-asymmetric scission shapes

The optimal-shape approach of [3] can be generalized to
mass-asymmetric shapes. For this goal one has to include
into Eq. () one more constraint fixing the mass asymme-
try of the drop.

Here we should note that the formal definition of the
mass asymmetry does not exist. In the theory of fission
(and fission experiments) one usually understand the mass
asymmetry ¢ as the relative difference between left and
right parts of the nucleus,
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In the case that the nuclear shape has a neck, z* coincides
with the position of the neck, z* = znpeck. BY Zneck We
mean here the point where the derivative dp(z)/dz turns
into zero.

This definition is meaningful for separated fragments
or for shapes with a neck, i.e. at large deformation
R15. Shapes of small deformation, or pear-like shapes
are commonly characterized by the quadrupole @2 and
octupole Q3 moments. In principle, both pairs of con-
straints { Ri2,d} or {Q2, @3} can be used for the definition
of mass-asymmetric optimal shapes.

However, it turns out [9] that these two sets of con-
straints lead to rather different scission point shapes and
deformation energies. For an accurate description of the
mass-asymmetric nuclear shape at the scission point it is
necessary to construct an interpolation between the two
sets of definitions for the elongation and mass asymme-
try which are applied successfully at small deformations
or for separated fragments. Such an interpolation can be
achieved by the replacement of the |z| and Sign z functions
which appear in (B) and (&) by the following smoothed ab-
solute value and Sign functions

2+ (Az2)?,

Z
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The expressions (2) and (B]) for the elongation and mass
asymmetry change then into

Ry = élg — /f2 z—2" ( )dZ (7)
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The replacement (@) contains an additional parameter
- the smoothing width Az. In principle, one can consider
it as an additional collective parameter which has to be
taken into account in the dynamical calculations. In the
quasi-static limit one could expect that the value of Az
is close to the neck radius in the scission region. In the
calculations reported below Az was chosen as in [9] as
Az = 0.25Ry. The calculated results do not change much
if Az varies within the limits 0.1Ry < Az < 0.5Ry.

4. Scission shape and potential energy

The use of the constraints given in (7)) leads to the follow-
ing FEuler-Lagrange equation

1) ~ ~
— [ELD — MV —XRi2— 36| =0. (8)
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Eq.[®) can be solved in the same way as Eq.([@). Some
examples of the shapes at the scission point R(Cm) (max-
imal possible value of R15 at fixed A\3) for a few values of
the mass asymmetry § are shown in Fig.

The optimal shapes given by the solutions of () have
two degrees of freedom - elongation and mass asymmetry.
The neck radius for given elongation and mass asymme-
try takes on the most favored value which corresponds



to the minimum of the potential energy. In dynamical
calculations of the fission process the neck radius is often
considered as an independent collective variable which can
deviate from the one corresponding to the bottom of the
potential energy surface.

Fig. 2: Solutions of Eq. ([8) (with Az=0.25Ry) at the maximal
(crit)
12

elongation R for different values of the mass asymmetry

§=0,0.1,...0.6.

In order to include the neck degree of freedom in the
optimal-shapes procedure it was suggested in [9] to add in
Eq. (®) the constraint Agf4(z), where f4(2) is a measure
of the amount of matter in the neck region,

fi=1 [aviGe [— (‘T)] )

For simplicity it was assumed that Az has the same mean-
ing and value as in Eq. (B]). Such type of a constraint was
introduced already in [IT].

The inclusion of a constraint Ayf4(2) allows to vary
the critical elongation. However it turned out not to be
enough. The shape of fissioning nuclei is defined not only
by the liquid drop part of the deformation energy but also
by the shell effects. It was shown in [I2] that due to the
shell structure in the deformation energy of actinide nuclei
there exists a deep minimum corresponding to the shape
at which one part is almost spherical due to the large
shell correction of the double magic fragment 32Sn and
another part is very elongated. Clearly, such a shape can
not be obtained within the variational approach (8] where
the deformation of the fragments is completely fixed by
the deformation dependence of the liquid-drop energy.

In order to account for the influence of shell effects on
the shape of the scissioning nucleus, it is necessary to in-
clude into the optimal shapes more degrees of freedom.
For this purpose, instead of Asf4(z), we include in the
variational procedure (§) another two constraints which
allow to vary the shape of left and right fragments,

5 _ _
5—p[ELD—A1V—/\2R12—>\35—/\5Q2L—/\6Q2R] =0. (10)

In (I0) Q21 and Q2g are the quadrupole moments of left
and right parts of nucleus where the limit between left and
right is defined at the neck position zye.; where p’(z) van-
ishes. In what follows we are interested only in shapes at
the scission point where the neck position is well defined.
Solving (0] for large values of A5 and A\g one gets very
elongated (A5 and Ag both large positive) or very short
shapes (A5 and A¢ both large negative) or shapes where
one part is close to spherical and another very elongated
(opposite sign of A5 and Ag).
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Fig. 3: The shell component of the scission point deformation
energy of 236U as function of the heavy fragment mass number
Ap and the maximal elongation RS,

For each value of the mass asymmetry the scission point
turns in this case into the “scission surface”. In order
to visualize this scission surface energy we reduce it to a
“scission line”. Each point on the scission surface is char-
acterized by the deformations of left and right fragment
QL and Qg and by the critical elongation RS (which
is a function of Qr and Qr). For each value of Rgczm)
the total deformation energy (liquid drop part plus shell
correction) was minimized with respect to the fragments
deformation @7 and Qg. In this way one gets the de-
formation energy at the scission point as function of the
critical elongation Rg;”t). Figs. Bl and M show separately
the shell correction and the liquid drop energy obtained
as the result of the above described minimization.

One clearly notices two minima in Fig.[8l One, at short
scission shape at Ay ~ 134 is caused by the large shell
correction for ¥28n. The other minimum is caused by
the “deformed shell” at Ay ~ 142. As will become clear
below, these minima have a large influence on the fission
fragment mass distribution and the total kinetic energy.

As one could expect, the liquid-drop energy grows with
increasing mass asymmetry and decreases with growing

critical deformation R{S™ as seen on Fig. Al

The total scission-point deformation energy for 236U is
shown in Fig. Due to overlay of the liquid drop and
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Fig. 4: The liquid drop component of the scission point defor-
mation energy of **°U as function of the hea.vy fragment mass

number Ax and the maximal elongation RICQM 2

shell components of the energy, the minimum around
Ap = 134 is no longer seen. However, it influences the
calculated results for the fission observables (see below).
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Fig. 5: Total energy (liquid drop plus shell correction) for 2*¢U
at the scission point as function of the heavy fragment mass
number Ap and the maximal elongation R(c”t). The mean
value () of RS is shown by thick line.

5. Comparison with experimental data

The yield. The description of the fission process requires
a solution of the dynamical problem. Unfortunately, the
description of fission based on the Langevin equations for
the time evolution of some shape variables [17] is very
time consuming. Sometimes (see e.g. the recent work of
Ref. [13]) one describes the fission fragment distributions
in terms of fission modes introduced by Brosa et al. [I4].
In this way one parametrizes the mass distribution of the
fission fragments by a few Gaussians. The parameters of

these Gaussians are fixed by a fit to experimental results.
Having at ones disposal the potential energy surface
shown in Figs. BHEl it is worth to try to calculate the dis-
tributions measured in the experiments, such as the fis-
sion-fragment mass distribution, the total excitation and
kinetic-energy distribution and the neutron multiplicity.
Keeping in mind that fission is a slow process, one could
assume that during the fission process the state of the
fissioning nucleus is close to thermal equilibrium, i.e. each
point ¢; on the deformation-energy surface is populated
with a probability given by the Boltzmann distribution,

) F = _Tcoll IOg Z €
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(11)
Here Ty is a parameter characterizing the width of the
distribution () in the space of deformation parameters.
E(6;,¢;) in () is the sum of the liquid-drop deformation
energy (@) and of the shell correction Fghen, as shown in
Fig.

The distribution (I]) is a basic assumption of the
scission-point model suggested in [I5] (see also [I6]). The
parameters of this model were fitted in [I5] so as to re-
produce the numerous experimental data. T..;; was found
to be close to 1 MeV. In the calculations shown below we
used the value T,.,;;=1.5 MeV.

The normalized mass distribution of the fission frag-

ments Y (J) can be expressed then in terms of the defor-

mation energy at the critical deformation R{S™,

:ZP(év(J'L)

In (II) the summation is carried out over the set
{QL,QR,R(CM)(QL,QR)}. Below we have calculated
some distributions for the fission of 2*6U for which ex-
perimental data are available. The fission of 23U by
thermal neutrons was analyzed in details in [I8]. It was
shown that the experimental fission-fragment mass distri-
bution of [I9] can be decomposed into three peaks cen-
tered around Apy = 141 (main peak), Ay = 134 (three
times lower) and a much smaller one ( 1072 of the main
peak) at the symmetric splitting.

The top part of Fig. [6] shows the mean value of the
deformation energy of 236U at the scission point

ZEdef 6 Ql (67 Ql)/ZP(éa ql) .

whereas the bottom part shows the yield (I2)). In principle,
the contributions of all three minima of the deformation
energy shown in Figs. 3] [ are seen in the yield ([IZ). The
“superlong” minimum of the liquid-drop energy causes the
raise of the yield for symmetric splitting, the “standard”
minimum at Ay =~ 141 is responsible for the main peak
of the yield and the “supershort” minimum at Ay ~ 134
contributes to another peak of the mass distribution of
fission fragments. The relative magnitude of these peaks

(12)

(Egef (6 (13)
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Fig. 6: Top: Mean value (I3) of the deformation energy just
before scission. Bottom: Calculated fragments yield (I2]) for
the fission of 2**U by thermal neutrons.

deviates, however, substantially from the results of the
analysis in [1§].

The total kinetic energy. The measured distribution
of the total kinetic energy is rather complicated. First of
all one notices a sharp drop of the order of 10-15 MeV
around symmetric fission. Such a drop is typical for the
fission of all actinide nuclei. There is also a peak around
Apg = 130, the position of which does, however, not co-
incide with the main peak of the yield. Evidently these
features should be related somehow to the shell structure
of the fissioning nucleus.

To calculate the kinetic energy distribution we note that
it consists of two parts: the pre-scission kinetic energy
and the Coulomb repulsion energy of the fragments im-
mediately after scission. During the fission process, due
to the friction force, part of the collective kinetic energy
can turn into heat and the rest would contribute to the
pre-scission kinetic energy. Within the quasi-static limit
we can give only an estimate for the pre-scission kinetic
energy exploiting the fact that in case of fission of 23°U by
thermal neutrons the excitation energy and the fission bar-
rier height are approximately the same, so the excitation
energy of 236U at the barrier is very small. From the cal-
culations of the friction tensor within the linear response
theory [20] it is known that at small excitations the friction
force is negligibly small. So, in the case considered here,
one could neglect the dissipative effects and estimate the
pre-scission kinetic energy from the energy balance: the
ground state energy F,s of 235U plus the neutron bind-
ing energy B,, is equal to the potential energy just before
scission FE7% plus the pre-scission kinetic energy K Eye,
ie.,

KEy.e = Eys + B,, — B (14)

As E7% we use here the mean value of the energy shown
in the upper part of Fig. The bump of E7** for sym-

metric splitting leads then to a lowering of KF,.. and,
consequently, the total kinetic energy for symmetric split-
ting.

Another contribution to the total kinetic energy comes
from the Coulomb repulsion energy EZY , immediately af-
ter scission. This quantity is defined mainly by the dis-
tance between centers of mass of the future fragments just
before scission. The measured dependence of the total ki-
netic energy on the fragment mass can be explained if for

symmetric splitting the main value of R(C”t)

ZR(crzt) s, Qz‘)P(év qi)/ZP(é, Qi)

would be relatively large and around Ay = 130 the main
R(cmt)

< (crzt) (15)

value of would be relatively small.

To calculate the Coulomb interaction energy it is as-
sumed here that immediately after scission the shape of
the system is given by the optimal shape of two sepa-
rated fragments with a mass asymmetry 0 placed at the
distance R(Cm)(é, Qr,QRr) between their centers of mass.
As mentioned in [9] the optimal shape of the fragments
immediately after scission is very close to two spheres.
Small quadrupole deformations of the fragments can be
neglected. The Coulomb repulsion energy for such a con-
figuration is just the repulsion energy of two point charges.
As one can see from Fig. B the (RS (5)) (thick solid
curve) has required maximum at A = 118 and minimum
around Ay = 132, what is consistent with the experimen-
tal data. Together with the minimum of the pre-scission
kinetic energy this leads to the minimum of the total ki-
netic energy at a symmetric splitting. As one can see from
Fig. [[ the calculated and the measured total kinetic ener-
gies are in a good agreement. This is at least an indication
that the shape calculated just before scission is correct.

In these calculations the value of ry that appears in
the Coulomb energy of a spherical nucleus was taken as
ro = 1.225fm. This value was fixed by Pashkevich [12]
through a comparison of calculated and measured fission
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Fig. 7: The calculated (solid line) and the measured (circles
[22], squares [23]) total kinetic energy of fission fragments.



barrier heights. The same value was used here for the
calculation of the optimal shapes.

The total excitation energy. The total excitation
energy T X F is easy to calculate from the energy conser-
vation condition

E,(AL+Ap)+B, = Egs(AL)+Eys(Aa)+TKE+TXE.
(16)
In (I6) E4s is the ground-state energy of the mother nu-
cleus or the fragments. The ground-state energy is calcu-
lated by the macroscopic-microscopic method (or it can be
taken from the published tables [21]). The total kinetic en-
ergy is calculated as explained above. The resulting TX E
is compared with the experimental results in Fig. Bl The
deviation between them is of the order of 10-20% and the
agreement is therefore only of qualitative nature.
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Fig. 8: Measured [24] and calculated (open circles) total exci-
tation energy (I8) for the fission of *>U by thermal neutrons.

6. Summary

In the present work a method to calculate the shape of
fissioning nuclei at maximal deformation where the nu-
cleus splits into two fragments is proposed. The method
takes into account both the liquid drop properties and the
shell structure of atomic nuclei. The deformation energy
of the nucleus Uranium-236 just before scission is exam-
ined in detail and an approximation for the evaluation of
the basic quantities measured in the fission experiments
such as the fission-fragment mass distribution, the total
excitation and the kinetic energy of the fission fragments
is proposed. It is demonstrated that the calculated distri-
butions of fission fragments are in qualitative agreement
with experimental data.

Acknowledgement

The author would like to express his gratitude to Profs. J. Bar-
tel, N. Carjan and K. Pomorski for useful discussions and to the
Theoretical Physics Division, UMCS for the hospitality during
his stay at Lublin were the part of results reported in this paper
was obtained.

References

[1] V. M. Strutinsky, Nucl. Phys. 3, 449 (1966); Nucl.
Phys. A95, 420 (1967); Nucl. Phys. A122, 1 (1968).

[2] M. Brack, J. Damgaard, A. S. Jensen, H. C. Pauli,
V. M. Strutinsky and C. Y. Wong, Rev. Mod. Phys.
44, 320 (1972).

[3] V. M. Strutinsky, N. Ya. Lyashchenko, N. A. Popov,
Nucl. Phys.46, 659 (1963).

[4] V.M. Strutinsky, Zh.Exp.Theor.Fiz. 45, 1891 (1963).
[5] F. Ivanyuk, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 18, 130 (2009).

[6] F.Ivanyuk and K. Pomorski, Phys. Rev. C 79, 054327
(2009).

[7] F. A. Ivanyuk, K. Pomorski, J. Bartel, Int. J. Mod.
Phys. E 21, 1250032 (2012).

[8] F. A. Ivanyuk, K. Pomorski, Phys. Scr. T 154, 014021
(2013).

[9] F. A. Ivanyuk, Physics Procedia 47, 17 (2013).

N. Carjan, F.A. Ivanyuk and V.V. Pashkevich, Phy-
sics Procedia 31, 66 (2012).

M. Warda, J. L. Egido, L. M. Robledo, and K. Po-
morski, Phys. Rev. C 66, 014310 (2002).

V. V. Pashkevich, Nucl. Phys. A 169, 275 (1971).

N. Carjan, F.-J. Hambsch, F. A. Ivanyuk, P. Talou,
to be sumitted to Physics Procedia.

U. Brosa, S. Grossmann, A. Miiller, Z. Naturfor. 41a,
1341 (1986).

B. D. Wilkins, E. P. Steinberg, and R. R. Chasman,
Phys. Rev. C 14, 1832 (1976).

[15]

[16] H.-J. Krappe and K. Pomorski, Theory of Nuclear

Fission, Springer Verlag, Heidelberg, 2012.

[17) Y. Abe, S. Ayik, P.-G. Reinhard, and E. Suraud,
Phys. Rep. 275, 49 (1996).

F.-J. Hambsch, I. Ruskov, private communication.

F.-J. Hambsch, H.-H Knitter, C. Budtz-Jorgensen
and J. Theobald, Nucl. Phys. A 491, 56 (1989).

F. A. Ivanyuk, H. Hofmann, Nucl. Phys. A 657, 19
(1999).

P. Moller, J. R. Nix, W. D. Myers, and W. J.
Swiatecki, At. Data. Nucl. Data Tables 59, 249
(1995).

[22] R. Muller et al., Phys. Rev. C 29, 885 (1984).
[23] H. Baba et al., J. Nucl. Sc. Techn. 34, 871 (1997).
[24] K. Nishio et al., Nucl. Phys. A 632, 540 (1998).



	1 Introduction
	2 The optimal shapes of fissioning nuclei
	3 The mass-asymmetric scission shapes
	4 Scission shape and potential energy
	5 Comparison with experimental data
	6 Summary

