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Abstract. Nuclear reaction data required for astrophysics and applications is incomplete, as not all nuclear
reactions can be measured or reliably predicted. Neutron-induced reactions involving unstable targets are
particularly challenging, but often critical for simulations. In response to this need, indirect approaches,
such as the surrogate reaction method, have been developed. Nuclear theory is key to extract reliable cross
sections from such indirect measurements. We describe ongoing efforts to expand the theoretical capabilities
that enable surrogate reaction measurements. We focus on microscopic predictions for charged-particle
inelastic scattering, uncertainty-quantified optical nucleon-nucleus models, and neural-network enhanced

parameter inference.

1 Addressing data needs for unstable
isotopes with indirect measurements

Neutron-induced reactions play an important role for
nuclear astrophysics and applications. Many required
reaction cross sections are unknown and extremely
difficult to determine experimentally, as their
measurement involves colliding neutrons with short-
lived or highly-radioactive targets. For compound-
nuclear reactions, Hauser-Feshbach (HF) statistical
reaction calculations are used to determine the cross
sections of interest. However, HF calculations require a
number of nuclear physics inputs and suffer from large
uncertainties in the absence of data that provide
constraints on the models and parameters used.
Reactions that are difficult to measure, but are of
interest, include neutron capture, inelastic neutron
scattering, (n,2n), and (n,f) reactions, as well as
reactions with charged particles in the exit channel.

When direct measurements are not possible,
indirect approaches such as the surrogate reaction
method [1] may be used. This approach was originally
introduced to infer (n,f) cross sections from inelastic
scattering or transfer reactions, but significant theory
developments have made it possible to also determine
(n,y) cross sections [2-4].

The surrogate reaction method is designed to
provide constraints for the models describing the decay
of the compound nucleus B* through which the reaction
(a+ A > B* - ¢ + C) proceeds. When the entrance
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channel of interest (a + A) cannot be produced
experimentally, one can use a surrogate reaction (d + D
— B* + b) to produce the same compound nucleus B*
and observe the decay of B* into the channel of interest
(c + C). For most compound reactions, the decay of B*
depends on the spins and parities (Jrt) populated in the
surrogate reaction, therefore theory is required to infer
decay model constraints from the indirect measurement.
This requires a description of the surrogate reaction and
a calculation of the Jr distribution F(Eex,J,w) of B*, at
relevant excitation energies Eex, prior to decay. The
F(Eex,J,m) are used to predict the observables from the
indirect measurement. By adjusting the decay model
and associated parameters to reproduce the data, the
method yields the desired constraints. Subsequently, the
cross section for the desired reaction can be calculated.

To make the surrogate reaction method more
broadly applicable and to increase the impact of the
resulting cross sections, further advances in nuclear
reaction theory and a focus on parameter inference are
required. Here, we will highlight recent developments
that address both aspects.

2 Charged-particle inelastic scattering
as surrogate reaction mechanism

Recent applications of the surrogate reaction method to
obtain neutron capture cross sections demonstrated that



modelling the (p,d) and (d,p) transfer reactions utilized
involves knowledge of nuclear structure effects and
higher-order reaction contributions, such as two-step
transfers or breakup-fusion [2,3,5]. Inelastic scattering
opens opportunities to reach additional compound
nuclei as well as excitation energies high enough (tens
of MeV) to study decays relevant to (n,n’) and (n,2n)
reactions. It is therefore important to build on and
expand the initial modelling for charged-particle
scattering [4,6-8] to enable a broader range of
experiments.

To model the direct inelastic scattering process
relevant to such a surrogate reaction measurement, we
utilize an integrated nuclear structure and reaction
framework. To describe the properties of the ground and
various excited states involved in the surrogate reaction,
we utilize a structure theory that is able to predict both
low-lying and highly-excited states and that can be used
for medium-mass and heavy nuclei across the isotopic
chart: Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) and quasi-
particle Random Phase Approximation (QRPA)
calculations provide us with ground-state properties and
transition densities for states reached by inelastic
scattering. Our particular implementation is built on the
Gogny interaction [9,10] and utilizes an axially-
symmetric deformed basis [11,12]. We use a folding
approach and convolute the transition densities with an
effective projectile-target nucleon interaction to obtain
transition potentials suitable for use in a coupled-
channels code, such as FRESCO [13].
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Fig. 1. Electromagnetic transitions of monopole and
quadrupole character in the K"= 0* QRPA component of
deformed nucleus *Zr. The inserts show radial transition
densities for highlighted states near Eex = 15 MeV.

To test the quality of the structure predictions, we
calculate properties for chains of isotopes, e.g. for stable
Zr and Mo isotopes. Ground-state properties, including
deformations and charge radii agree well with measured
values (not shown). In Figure 1, we show a
representative example of monopole and quadrupole
excitations in the deformed nucleus *Zr. The main part
of the figure shows reduced transition probabilities for
iso-scalar EO (upper portion) and E2 (lower portion)
excitations. Only K™=0* QRPA components are shown,
to demonstrate that there exists coupling between the EO

and E2 excitations for many states in this deformed
nucleus. K™ = +1* 42+ components (not shown) also
contribute to E2 excitations, and are shifted in energy
due to deformation effects. Radial transition densities
for representative states are shown in the inserts. These
radial functions are used to generate the transition
potentials, which in turn are used in distorted-wave Born
Approximation (DWBA) or coupled-channels (CC)
direct-reaction calculations.

In addition to testing the structure model against
experimental data, it is important to carefully consider
the reaction mechanisms involved in predicting
scattering observables. It has long been known from
studies of giant resonances that inelastic scattering
calculations of this type are only able to reproduce a
fraction of the observed cross section [14]. The general
approach in the giant-resonance studies is to introduce
an ad hoc procedure for removing a large portion of the
cross section from consideration and to focus on the
portion deemed relevant for investigating the resonances
[15]. This procedure is not adequate for surrogate
reaction applications, as the unexplained part of the
cross section is expected to contribute to CN formation
and, importantly, to the spin-parity distribution that is
needed for a proper implementation of the method. A
better understanding of CN formation in inelastic
scattering is required to address this issue.

3 Parameter inference and uncertainty
quantification for cross sections from
indirect data

Applications require not only reaction cross sections,
but also estimates of the associated uncertainties.
Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) methods allow
for the propagation of uncertainties and determination of
correlations. Neural networks are being explored to
speed up the parameter inference process. While the
focus of the surrogate reaction approach is on obtaining
constraints for the decay of the CN, the optical model
potentials used, and the associated uncertainties deserve
additional consideration.

3.1 Parameter inference using Hauser-
Feshbach theory and Markov-Chain Monte-
Carlo

The objective of the surrogate reaction approach is to
determine constraints for Hauser-Feshbach reaction
calculations. More specifically, we solve the inverse
problem of propagating uncertainty for dependent
variables (HF model of surrogate reaction data) into
uncertainty for the independent variables (decay
parameters). In earlier applications a Bayesian approach
with a simple Monte-Carlo parameter variation was
employed [2,3]. An improved algorithm, shown
schematically in Figure 2, utilizes a MCMC method to
obtain posterior distributions for parameters and their
correlations. These distributions can then be sampled to



calculate the desired cross section, along with
covariances.
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Fig. 2. Parameter inference for Hauser-Feshbach decay
models using a Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo approach. MCMC
is used to solve the inverse problem of obtaining parameters to
describe the data. MC can then be used in the forward
propagation of newly determined constraints on model
parameters into predictions for the desired cross section.

3.2 Speeding up parameter inference and
interpretation with neural networks

Typical Hauser-Feshbach calculations are not
computationally challenging. While pre-calculating
transmission coefficients with coupled-channels codes
may take a little longer, many HF calculations run in
seconds or minutes. An exception are runs with HF
codes that implement a Monte-Carlo computational
scheme, rather than a deterministic approach [16,17].
Parameter fitting with MC-based codes can take
considerable time, depending on the number of
parameters to be adjusted and the number of reactions
under consideration. Surrogate reaction applications
require both decay calculations to fit the decay
parameters and calculations for the desired reaction
cross sections. It therefore becomes important to
consider efficient alternatives to full HF calculations.
We are exploring neural networks as potential
emulators for Hauser-Feshbach decay and reaction
calculations. In a first step, we use the HF code YAHFC
[17] to generate training data for a neural network. The
data consisted of 1848 YAHFC input/output pairs, each
with 13 input parameters and 5 output curves of
calculated surrogate coincidence probabilities with 155
data points. We trained a feed-forward network with one
60-node hidden layer, mapping the 13 input features to
155 outputs. The trained ‘proxy’ model is then used in
conjunction with surrogate reaction data and the MCMC
framework described above to determine a posterior
parameter distribution. The top panel of Figure 3 shows
a comparison of the calculated probabilities with the

data. The curves give the distribution resulting from this
process.

In the second step, we use the same HF code to
generate training data for calculating the desired cross
section, here ®*Mo(n,y). A second ‘proxy’ model is then
trained and subsequently used to sample the posterior
distribution from the first step and generate cross section
predictions. Preliminary results are shown in the bottom
panel of Figure 3.
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Fig. 3. Parameter inference for Hauser-Feshbach (HF) decay
models using predictions from neural network emulators for
HF calculations (Preliminary Results). Top panel: Posterior
distribution of coincidence probabilities predicted by the first
neural network HF emulator. Bottom panel: Posterior
distribution of the cross section predicted by the second HF
emulator. In both cases, the black curve gives the median, the
dark and light grey bands indicate the central 68th and 98th
percentiles of the distributions.

The initial results from the neural-network approach
are encouraging: The trained models agree well with
full HF calculations, for both the decay and the cross
section calculations. The time to complete the training,
parameter inference, and final predictions for the cross
section, within the MCMC framework, is only about one
sixtieth (1/60) of the time it takes for the equivalent
process that uses the full HF calculations. More work is
needed to explore cases involving reactions with
additional decay channels and more parameters.

3.3 Uncertainty-quantified optical potentials

Present applications of the surrogate reactions approach
do not incorporate uncertainties due to the optical model
potentials (OMPs) used in the calculations. In the cases
studied, all of which involve nuclei near the valley of
stability, unconstrained level densities and gamma-ray
strength functions are known to be the primary source
of uncertainty. Moreover, most nuclear data
evaluations, which are adjusted to directly-measured



data, do not account for optical-model uncertainties
either. To achieve a more complete assessment of the
reliability of calculated cross sections, it is necessary to
develop uncertainty-quantified optical-model potentials
[18].

We have developed updated parameterizations and
well-calibrated uncertainties [19] for two widely-used
nucleon-nucleus OMPs, the Chapel-Hill CH89 OMP
and the Koning-Delaroche KD OMP [20,21]. A large
data corpus of scattering observables was compiled. A
new framework was developed that includes outlier
identification and assessment of unaccounted-for
uncertainty and a MCMC approach was employed to
update the parameters and obtain complete covariance
information. Scattering predictions from the parameter
ensembles generated in this context show improved
performance against the original (training) and newly
measured (test) data (not shown). Case studies, such as
the one shown in Figure 4, demonstrate the utility of the
ensembles for propagating uncertainties into reaction
calculations, here for proton capture on 8Sr.
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Fig. 4. Predictions for the p + ¥Sr system, calculated after
obtaining updated parameterizations CHUQ and KDUQ for
the CH89 and KD potentials, respectively. Uncertainties have
been propagated forward into essential nuclear data inputs,
such as transmission coefficients (top panel) and capture cross
sections (bottom panel). Figure adapted from Ref. [19].

4 Conclusions and outlook

The availability of reliable nuclear data with quantified
uncertainties is essential for basic and applied science.
The last decade has seen much progress in the
development of theory tools that allow for more accurate
evaluations for compound (statistical) nuclear reactions.
Significant theory development aimed at describing
surrogate reaction mechanisms have made it possible to
determine neutron capture cross sections for short-lived
targets indirectly. We have described ongoing
developments to achieve predictions for charged-

particle inelastic scattering, uncertainty-quantified
optical nucleon-nucleus models, and neural-network
enhanced parameter inference. Together with new
experimental efforts, these advances will make this
indirect approach more accurate and more broadly
applicable to address nuclear data needs.
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