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Evaporation Residue (ER) cross-sections and ER-gated γ-ray fold distributions are measured for
the 32S + 154Sm nuclear reaction above the Coulomb barrier at six different beam energies from
148 to 191 MeV. γ-ray multiplicities and spin distributions are extracted from the ER-gated fold
distributions. The ER cross-sections measured in the present work are found to be much higher
than what was reported in a previous work using a very different target-projectile (48Ti + 138Ba)
combination, leading to the same compound nucleus 186Pt, with much less mass asymmetry in the
entrance channel than the present reaction. This clearly demonstrates the effect of the entrance
channel on ER production cross-section. The ER cross-sections measured in the present work
are compared with the results of both the statistical model calculations and the dynamical model
calculations. Statistical model calculations have been performed to generate a range of parameter
space for both the barrier height and Kramers’ viscosity parameter over which the ER cross-section
data can be reproduced. The calculations performed using the dinuclear system (DNS) model
reproduce the data considering both complete and incomplete fusion processes. DNS calculations
indicate the need for the inclusion of incomplete fusion channel at higher energies to reproduce the
ER cross-sections.

I. INTRODUCTION

Studies in heavy-ion-induced fusion-fission reactions
continue to be at the forefront of research in low, and
medium-energy nuclear physics. Understanding the com-
plex dynamics involved in fusion-fission reactions induced
by heavy ions has remained a significant challenge for nu-
clear physicists for the past five decades. The underly-
ing dynamics governing the fusion of two heavy ions and
the subsequent evolution of the fused system manifest
themselves through intriguing features over a wide range
of beam energy. Experimentally, it has been well es-
tablished that sub-barrier fusion cross-sections are much
more enhanced than predictions of one-dimensional bar-
rier penetration calculations. This is now well under-
stood as due to the coupling between different channels
[1]. Interestingly, as one goes down much below the bar-
rier, the couplings seem to vanish leading to lower-than-
expected fusion cross-sections, a feature, now known as
deep sub-barrier fusion hindrance [2, 3]. The studies in
the fusion of heavy ions continue well above the barrier
to understand the response of the hot and rotating nu-
cleus with angular momentum and temperature. The
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fused nucleus may evaporate light particles and stabi-
lize to form an evaporation residue (ER) or may undergo
fission into two massive fragments of two equal or un-
equal masses. The measurement of the survival proba-
bility of the compound system against fission is again a
topic of great interest. Experimentally, one measures ei-
ther the evaporation residues or the fission fragments and
compares them with statistical or dynamical model cal-
culations. The sum of the fission and ER cross-sections
tells us about the total fusion cross-section. The substan-
tial amount of experimental data and phenomenological
analyses have established that the cross-section of the for-
mation of the compound system is intricately connected
with the beam energy and the target-projectile combina-
tion in the entrance channel. The mass asymmetry in the
target-projectile system is particularly crucial in deter-
mining the fate of the system. The target and projectile
may mutually get captured to form a di-nuclear system,
to be separated again as target- and projectile-like frag-
ments, a phenomenon known as quasi-fission [4–8]. In ad-
dition, one may also encounter the process known as fast
fission where the mono-nuclear system instantly breaks
into two nearly equal masses. This process is likely to
happen at a critical angular momentum where the po-
tential pocket vanishes and the mono-nucleus rolls back
to the scission point. In the case of complete equilibration
in all degrees of freedom, a compound system is formed
which may either produce the ER or may undergo fission
[9]. In addition to the entrance channel mass asymmetry,
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the effect of shell structure has also been a topic of much
research. ER cross-sections have been measured and an-
alyzed in light of the closed shell structure of the target
or the compound system [10–12]. The effect of target and
projectile deformations governing the fusion process has
also been a topic of much interest [13]. In order to have
a better insight into the rather complex nature of the
fusion-fission process, it is necessary to carry out exclu-
sive measurements of the ER at different beam energies
and angular momentum windows. In addition, it is also
necessary to measure the ER from the same compound
nucleus produced by different target-projectile combina-
tions with differing mass-asymmetry parameters in the
entrance channel.
In the present experiment, we have measured ER cross-
sections and ER-gated gamma-ray fold distributions for
the 186Pt compound nucleus populated by bombarding
32S beam on 154Sm target. The ER cross-sections for
this system have previously been measured by Gomes et
al. [14] primarily below and around the barrier. The fis-
sion fragments for the same system had earlier been mea-
sured by Back et al. [13, 15]. The present measurements
have added five new data points on the ER cross-sections
above the barrier and have also generated the spin distri-
butions for the first time. The ER cross-sections for the
same 186Pt CN have previously been measured by Rajesh
et al. [16] using a significantly different target projec-
tile combination. An important outcome of the present
measurement is the very different ER cross-section from
that of [16] over the same region of energies in the center
of mass frame. The difference is a clear manifestation
of the entrance channel effect on the fusion and subse-
quently ER production cross-section. The measured ER
cross-sections and the spin distributions have been ana-
lyzed within the framework of both statistical model and
the dynamical DNS model. The present analysis of the
ER cross-section using the DNS model also hints toward
the role of incomplete fusion (ICF). In addition to the
DNS calculations, we have tried to analyze the ER data
using a statistical model and have examined the roles of
variable fission barriers and nuclear viscosity. We have
generated the range of the parameter spaces for both the
barrier and the Kramers’ viscosity parameter that repro-
duces the data.
The paper is organized into five sections. Section II pro-
vides the experimental details followed by a detailed de-
scription of the data analysis in Section III. The sub-
sections IIIA, III B, and III C in Section III discuss the
determination of HYRA efficiency, ER cross-sections,
and ER-gated spin distributions, respectively. Theoret-
ical calculations are presented in Sections IV with the
statistical model and dynamical model calculations given
in sub-sections IVA and IVB, respectively. The results
obtained from the analysis are discussed in section V fol-
lowed by a summary in Section VI.

II. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

The experiment was performed at the Inter-University
Accelerator Centre (IUAC), New Delhi [17]. The 186Pt
compound nucleus was populated by bombarding the
154Sm target with a pulsed beam of 32S from the Pel-
letron - LINAC accelerator facility at IUAC. An average
beam current of ∼ 0.5 pnA was maintained throughout
the experiment. The 98.89% isotopically enriched 154Sm
target of thickness 118 µg/cm2 had carbon capping and
backing of 10 µg/cm2 and 25 µg/cm2, respectively. The
measurements were performed at lab energies (Elab) of
148.4, 154.8, 176.4, 181.3, 186.4 and 191.5 MeV with
pulse separation of 2 µs. The detection facility involved
the HYbrid Recoil mass Analyzer (HYRA) in gas-filled
mode, coupled with the TIFR 4π sum-spin spectrome-
ter. The configuration of the electromagnetic elements
of gas-filled HYRA is Q1Q2-MD1-Q3-MD2-Q4Q5 where
Q and MD stand for quadrupole and magnetic dipole, re-
spectively. The schematic diagram of the setup is shown
in Fig. 1. For operating HYRA in gas-filled mode, He-

FIG. 1. (Color online) A schematic diagram (not to the
scale) of TIFR 4π Sum-Spin spectrometer and gas-filled HY-
brid Recoil mass Analyzer (HYRA). Q1-Q5 are the magnetic
quadrupoles; MD1 and MD2 are magnetic dipoles. MWPC
is the Multi-Wire Proportional Counter at the focal plane of
HYRA.

lium gas was used at a pressure of 0.21 Torr. A carbon
foil with a thickness of 650 µg/cm2 was used to segre-
gate the gas-filled zone from the beam line maintained in
vacuum. For a fuller description and technical details of
HYRA, we refer to [18]. The optimization of the mag-
netic field values for different beam energies was done
using a simulation program [19]. The optimum field val-
ues were chosen by scanning within ± 10% of the cal-
culated values in steps of 2% for each lab energy. The
ERs, filtered through the mass analyzer, were detected in
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a multi-wire proportional counter (MWPC) at the focal
plane of HYRA. The MWPC had an active area of 150
mm × 50 mm and was operated using isobutane gas at
a pressure of ∼ 2.0 Torr. A 0.5 µm thick mylar foil was
used to separate the MWPC from the gas-filled region of
HYRA. Two silicon surface barrier detectors (referred to
as monitor detectors in the text) were used to measure
the Rutherford (elastically) scattered beam for normal-
izing the reaction cross-sections. These detectors were
placed inside the target chamber at a distance of 47 mm
from the center of the target and at an angle of 23.4◦

polar angle in the horizontal plane. The spin distribu-
tion was measured by detecting the low energy, discrete
γ-rays using the TIFR-4π spin-spectrometer around the
scattering chamber. The spin spectrometer is an array
of 32 NaI(Tl) detectors in a soccer ball geometry cover-
ing 4π solid angle. The NaI(Tl) detectors are conical in
shape with pentagonal and hexagonal cross-sections. The
array is comprised of 12 hexagonal and 20 pentagonal de-
tectors. Together they form a spherical shell around the
target. In the present measurements, 29 out of 32 detec-
tors were used after accommodating the inlet and outlet
sections of the beam pipe and the target ladder. The
compact array of the 29 detectors covered a total solid
angle of around 86% of 4π. Each of the detectors was en-
ergy calibrated with γ-ray sources of 137Cs (662 keV) and
60Co (1173 and 1332 keV). The response of the array to
single and multiple γ-rays was simulated using Geant4
package [20–22]. The determination of the fold-to-spin
distribution using the spectrometer will be discussed in
detail in section V. The cleanly separated ER events were
obtained using the time-of-flight (TOF) approach. We
used two time-to-amplitude converters (TACs) for this
purpose. The first TAC measured the time difference be-
tween the start signal from the MWPC anode and the
stop signal from the rf signal of the beam. The sec-
ond TAC measured the time difference between the start
signal from the MWPC-anode and the stop signal from
suitably delayed logic OR of all the NaI(Tl) detectors in
the 4π spin spectrometer. The master strobe for data
acquisition was the logic OR signal of the two monitor
detectors and the anode signal of the MWPC. The CAN-
DLE software was used for data collection and reduction
[23].

III. DATA ANALYSIS

This section presents a detailed account of the data
analysis conducted for this experimental work. In par-
ticular, Subsection IIIA describes the procedure for cal-
culating HYRA efficiency, which is critical for estimat-
ing ER cross-sections. Furthermore, Subsection III B ex-
plains the methodology used for determining experimen-
tal ER cross-sections. The analysis of the ER-gated spin
distribution is provided in Subsection III C.

A. Determination of HYRA efficiency

The transmission efficiency of HYRA is one of the im-
portant factors for the determination of the ER cross-
sections. It can be defined as the ratio of the total ERs
detected at the focal plane to the total ERs produced in
the target and depends on the beam energy, entrance
channel, target thickness, exit channel, magnetic field
values, the angular acceptance of HYRA, gas pressure
settings of the HYRA, and the size of the focal plane de-
tector (MWPC) [24]. To find the transmission efficiency
(ϵH) for the present measurement, we have used the for-
mula:

ϵH =
YER

YMon

(
dσ

dΩ

)
Ruth

ΩMon
1

σER
(1)

where YER is evaporation residue yield at the focal plane,
YMon is the yield of elastically scattered projectiles de-
tected by silicon surface barrier detectors and given by
the geometric mean (

√
(YLYR)) of counts in thetwo

detectors placed at 23.4◦,
(
dσ
dΩ

)
Ruth

is the differential
Rutherford scattering cross-section, ΩMon is the solid an-
gle subtended by monitor detector at the center of the
target, σER is ER cross-section. The differential Ruther-
ford scattering is given by,(

dσ

dΩ

)
Ruth

≈ 1.296

(
ZpZt

Elab

)2
[

1

sin4( θ2 )
− 2

(
Ap

At

)2
]
(2)

where Zp and Ap, Zt and At are the atomic and mass
numbers of the projectile and target, respectively. Elab

and θ are the energy of the incident projectile in the lab
frame and the scattering angle of the projectile-like par-
ticles in the laboratory frame of reference, respectively.
Experimental ER cross-sections for the 32S +154Sm sys-
tem at lower energies than the present measurements are
already available in literature [14]. We have matched one
energy point Ec.m.=127.9 MeV at the center of the tar-
get (Ec.m.=128.4 MeV just before the target) with the
present measurements to find the efficiency of HYRA.
The experimentally extracted efficiency was found to be
10.7%. The transmission efficiencies of HYRA at other
energies were obtained by multiplying ϵH at energy 127.9
MeV with the ratio of the area under the curve of the
normalized ER angular distribution yield at 127.9 MeV
to the energy at which efficiency to be evaluated. An-
gular distribution of ERs was calculated using the semi-
microscopic Monte Carlo simulation code TERS [25] and
the relative yield of each ER channel for different energies
was calculated using the statistical model code PACE4
[26]. TERS calculates the event-by-event interaction of
the beam with the target and generates the ER angular
distribution spectrum by taking realistic input like neu-
tron, proton and α separation energies. The charge-state
acceptance of HYRA was assumed to be 100%, but due
to the restricted aperture of the target chamber used, the
acceptance angle was limited to 9.5◦. Thus, only the area
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Normalized angular distributions of
ERs for the 32S +154Sm at different lab energies calculated
using TERS code [25]. Angular acceptance of HYRA is 9.5◦

(marked as a vertical dashed line).

TABLE I. Extracted transmission efficiencies for ERs at
different beam energies for the 32S +154Sm reaction.

Elab (MeV) Ec.m. (MeV) Transmission efficiency (ϵH) (%)

148.4 122.9 10.7 ± 2.1

154.8 128.2 10.7 ± 2.0

176.4 146.0 11.4 ± 2.1

181.3 150.1 11.0 ± 2.1

186.4 154.4 10.8 ± 2.1

191.5 158.6 10.8 ± 2.1

under the curve up to 9.5◦ was considered. The suitable
weight factor was multiplied with individual ER chan-
nels, then adding all ER channels resulted in normalized
yield at each energy. The angular distributions of the ER
yield for different lab energies are shown in Fig. 2. The
extracted values of transmission efficiencies are shown in
Table I.

B. Determination of ER cross-sections

Evaporation residue cross-sections were calculated us-
ing the formula:

σER =
YER

YMon

(
dσ

dΩ

)
Ruth

ΩMon
1

ϵH
(3)

Fig. 3 shows a typical 2D-spectrum showing the ERs
from the compound nucleus 186Pt at lab energy 181.3
MeV. Total ER cross-section values are given in Table
II. ER cross-sections measured in the present experiment
are shown in Fig. 4. The errors in the experimental
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Two-dimensional spectrum between
energy loss (∆E) signal from the MWPC cathode and TOF
for ERs of 186Pt compound nucleus at lab energy 181.3 MeV
(Ec.m.=150.1 MeV).

TABLE II. Total ER cross-section of 32S +154Sm at different
energies.

Elab Ec.m. E∗
CN σER ± error

(MeV) (MeV) (MeV) (mb)

148.4 122.9 62.3 180 ± 43

154.8 128.2 67.6 260 ± 30

176.4 146.0 85.4 232 ± 54

181.3 150.1 89.5 249 ± 59

186.4 154.4 93.8 239 ± 58

191.5 158.6 98.0 223 ± 53

cross-section (as shown in Table II) were calculated us-
ing error in the HYRA efficiency (ϵH), statistical error
obtained from the measured yields YER and YMon and
other systematic errors. The main contribution to the
error comes from the HYRA efficiency parameter. Be-
fore proceeding further with the next part of the data
analysis, namely, the determination of the spin distribu-
tion and subsequent theoretical calculations, we would
like to point out an important observation that emerges
while comparing our ER cross-sections with a previous
set of data. The ER cross-sections from the 186Pt com-
pound nucleus have been measured in recent times by
Rajesh et al. [16] over the same energy range covered in
the present measurements. However, they have used 48Ti
+ 138Ba reaction. The difference in mass asymmetry is
considerable between the two reactions and is reflected in
the rather low ER cross-sections reported by Rajesh et
al. compared to the present measurements. Fig. 5 shows
the ER cross-sections from 32S + 154Sm and 48Ti + 138Ba
reactions. The very large difference between the cross-
sections from the two reactions is a clear demonstration
of the effect of mass asymmetry in the entrance channel
on the formation of the compound nucleus and eventual
ER cross-sections. Theoretical models have suggested
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fusion inhibition for projectile and target combinations
with ZpZt ≥ 1600 [27, 28]. However, in the compound
nucleus 216Ra populated through different entrance chan-
nels, the fusion has been found to be suppressed down to
approximately half of the predicted value of ZpZt [7].
This reduction in fusion is ascribed to the quasi-fission
resulting from mass asymmetry in the entrance channels,
which causes a decrease in the cross-section of evapora-
tion residues. In light of this, the lower ER cross-sections
reported by Rajesh et al. [16] compared to the present
work can be attributed to the difference in mass asym-
metries in the two entrance channels.
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FIG. 4. The measured ER cross-sections for 186Pt compound
nucleus as a function of the center of mass energy (Ec.m.).
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projectile combinations) as discussed in the text. (Lines are
to guide the eyes only)

C. Determination of ER gated spin distribution

The ER spin distribution was measured using the
TIFR 4π spin spectrometer. The spin spectrometer has
been described in some detail in section II. We also re-
fer to previous measurements with the HYRA + 4π spin
spectrometer combination [12, 29–32]. All 29 detectors
used in the present measurements were time-aligned us-
ing homemade delay units. The energy threshold of each
detector was set at about 120 keV. Timing OR and mul-
tiplicity signals from all detectors were generated using
multi-channel CFD (Constant Fraction Discrimination)
units. Fig. 6 presents typical raw and ER-gated fold
distributions for the reaction at 191.4 MeV beam energy.
The difference in the two spectra clearly demonstrates
the power of the ER-tagging using HYRA. The next steps
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Raw and ER-gated γ-ray fold distri-
bution at Elab = 191.4 MeV.

in the analysis involved extraction of the spin distribution
from the experimentally measured fold distributions for
the different beam energies. Fold distribution probability
P (k) can be given by:

P (k) =

∞∑
Mγ=0

R(k,Mγ)P (Mγ) (4)

where R(k,Mγ) is the response function, in other words,
it is the probability of firing k detectors out of N detec-
tors for M uncorrelated γ rays and P (Mγ) is the prob-
ability of multiplicity distribution. We have carried out
realistic simulations of the response of the spectrometer
to multiple gamma-rays using the Geant4 package [20–
22, 33, 34]. Fold distributions for different multiplicities,
i.e. for a given gamma multiplicity M , distribution in
fold k for the spin-spectrometer were generated. The
Geant4 simulated response of TIFR 4π spin spectrom-
eter for different gamma multiplicities Mγ is shown in
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Geant4 [33, 34] simulated response of
TIFR 4π spin spectrometer for different γ-ray multiplicities
(Mγ) events.

Fig. 7. Traditionally, one convolutes the response func-
tion with the multiplicity distribution of some functional
form and fits the experimentally measured fold data with
free parameters [12, 32, 35–37]. The assumed multiplicity
distribution with the Fermi function form is given by:

P (Mγ) =
2Mγ + 1

exp(
Mγ−Mo

∆M ) + 1
(5)

where Mγ is gamma-multiplicity, Mo and ∆M are free
parameters. The fold distribution is then simulated by
convoluting the response function R(k,Mγ) with the
Fermi function as given in Eq. (5) and by varying free pa-
rameters Mo and ∆M , to fit the experimental fold data.
The best fit to the experimental fold distribution with
free parameters gives the most probable spin distribu-
tion at a particular energy. Fig. 8 shows the simulated
fold fitted to the experimental fold for Elab=154.8 MeV
with free parameters M0 =10 and ∆M=2.
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FIG. 8. (Color online) The experimental and simulated fold
distributions for 32S +154Sm at Elab=154.8 MeV.
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We have also tried to extract the multiplicity and spin
distributions directly from the experimental fold distri-
bution without assuming any specific functional form for
the spin distribution. Here again, we make use of the re-
sponse function R(k,Mγ) generated by the Geant4 sim-
ulation. The response function is basically a matrix of
given dimensions with each column corresponding to the
probability of fold distribution for a particular multiplic-
ity. Having carried out the necessary de-convolution pro-
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FIG. 10. Extracted spin distributions associated with ER
formation for the 32S +154Sm system at different Elab.

cess we generate the multiplicity distribution as shown in
Fig. 9. Finally, the spin distribution is generated from
the extracted multiplicity distributions for all the beam
energies simply assuming each gamma ray carries 2ℏ an-
gular momentum as presented in Fig. 10. Errors in the
multiplicity and spin distribution include ± 10% error in
the efficiency of NaI(Tl) detector [29]. The experimen-
tally measured spin distributions, so extracted from the
analysis, have been used as input in the present statistical
model calculations.
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IV. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

This section is devoted to the theoretical analysis of
the experimental results obtained in the present work.
As mentioned in the introductory section, we have ana-
lyzed the decay of the 186Pt nucleus to form ERs or fis-
sion fragments using phenomenological statistical model
calculations. In addition, we have also carried out dy-
namical calculations within the framework of the DNS
model to reproduce the data.

A. Statistical model calculations

We have carried out detailed statistical model calcu-
lations using a modified version of the CASCADE code
[38–42]. At the starting point, the calculations require
information about the spin distribution of the compound
nucleus formed by a given target-projectile combination.
In the analysis, the experimentally measured spin dis-
tributions have been taken as input in the CASCADE
calculations. The total fusion cross-sections, obtained by
summing the experimental ER and fission cross-sections,
are fed into the calculations as input and are distributed
by the measured spin distributions. The next very im-
portant ingredient to be tuned for statistical model cal-
culations is the Nuclear Level Density (NLD), which is
one of the most important physical quantities governing
the decay of the compound nucleus. In the present cal-
culations, we have used the Ignatyuk-Reisdorf formalism
to calculate the NLD [43, 44]. The Ignatyuk ansatz takes
care of the shell effects as a function of excitation energy
as given in Eq. 6.

a(E) = ã

(
1 +

f(E)

E
δW

)
(6)

where

f(E) = 1− exp

(
−E

Ed

)
;

ã is the asymptotic or liquid drop level density parame-
ter, Ed is the rate at which effects of the shell disappear,
and δW is the shell correction taken from the difference
between the experimental and liquid drop model masses.
We have used the following expansion proposed by Reis-
dorf [44] to calculate ã :

ã = 0.04543r30A+ 0.1355r20A
2/3BS + 0.1426r0A

1/3BK

(7)
where A is the nuclear mass, r0 is the nuclear radius, Bs

and Bk are the surface and curvature terms of the liquid
drop model, respectively [38]. The survival of the com-
pound nucleus against fission and the formation of the
ERs are crucially dependent on the fission barrier. The
barrier height is dependent on both temperature and an-
gular momentum. In the present calculations, both the
rotating liquid drop model (RLDM) and Sierk (finite-
range rotating liquid-drop model (FRLDM)) barriers are

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Angular Momentum (h
_
 )

0

4

8

12

16

B
ar

ri
er

 (
M

eV
)

Sierk barrier
RLDM Barrier

FIG. 11. (Color online) Sierk and RLDM fission barrier dis-
tribution for 186Pt compound nucleus.

used. The Sierk model [45] is a more advanced model
and differs from the RLDM in many respects. Notable
among them are (i) the replacement of the surface energy
of the liquid drop model by the Yukawa-plus-exponential
nuclear energy and (ii) considering a realistic surface dif-
fusion in the calculation of the Coulomb energy. The bar-
riers calculated using RLDM and Sierk prescriptions are
compared in Fig. 11. It is seen that the two approaches
(RLDM and Sierk) produce significantly different heights
at smaller angular momentum. However, as the angular
momentum increases the difference narrows down and al-
most vanishes beyond 40 ℏ.
In addition to the barrier heights, another physical quan-
tity that controls the flow of the flux from the equilibrium
position to the scission point is nuclear viscosity due to
dissipative processes. Our modified version of the CAS-
CADE code includes Kramers’ prescription to deal with
the dissipative mechanism. The entire path from the
equilibrium position to the scission point is divided into
two parts, namely, equilibrium to the saddle point and
then from the saddle to the scission point. The viscosity
parameter (γ) is treated differently for these two regions
and is labeled as pre-saddle and post-saddle. For further
details, we refer to [41]. The Bohr-Wheeler fission width
is reduced by the Kramers’ factor as shown below

ΓKramers′

f = ΓBW
f [(1 + γ2)1/2 − γ] (8)

where ΓKramers
f is Kramers’ fission width and ΓBW

f is
Bohr-Wheeler fission width. In addition, there is also a
temporal variation of the fission width in reaching the
Kramers’ value as shown below in Eq. (9).

Γf (t) = ΓKramers
f [(1− exp(−2.3t/τf )] (9)

where τf is the delay time for flux to reach quasi-
stationary value [46, 47]. τf = (β/2ω2

1)ln(10Bf/T ) where
β=2γω is reduced viscosity, ω is barrier frequency and Bf

is fission barrier height.
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FIG. 12. (Color online) Variation of the ER cross-sections for
32S +154Sm with RLDM fission barrier (scaling factor kf ) at
different Elab.

The time taken by the flux to move from the saddle to
the scission point is also expected to be prolonged due to
the presence of viscosity and is given by [48],

τssc = τ0ssc[(1 + γ2)1/2 + γ] (10)

where τ0ssc is the time without considering any viscosity.
We now discuss the results of the CASCADE calcula-
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FIG. 13. (Color online) Variation of the ER cross-sections for
32S +154Sm with Sierk fission barrier (scaling factor kf ) at
different Elab.

tions to reproduce the ER cross-sections by varying the
fission barrier and the viscosity parameter. The calcu-
lated ER cross-sections are shown and compared with the
measured values in Figs. 12-14. While the present sta-
tistical model calculations can grossly reproduce the ER
cross-sections, it is of primary importance to have some
insight into the range of the vital parameters over which
the data can be reproduced. In addition, for a highly dy-

namic process with multiple controlling factors, it is es-
sential to have some idea about the relative contributions
of the different parameters. In the present analysis, we
have tried to reproduce the ER data by varying both the
fission barrier height as well as the viscosity parameter.
The calculations were performed for both cases (i) with
no viscosity (γ = 0) and variable fission barriers and (ii)
with variable viscosity parameter and a fixed Sierk bar-
rier. As shown in Figs. 12 and 13, the RLDM and the
Sierk barrier were required to be scaled up by a factor
kf to reproduce the ER cross-sections. In the case of the
RLDM barrier, the experimental ER cross-sections were
best matched with the calculations after up-scaling of the
barrier by around 15%, while in the case of the Sierk bar-
rier, the scaling factor had to be changed by nearly 30%
to best fit the data. This is obvious from the fact that
the RLDM is higher than the Sierk barrier up to 40 ℏ
angular momentum. The increase in the barrier height is
expected to hinder the fission and lead to increased pro-
duction cross-section of the ERs. The viscosity, inside the
barrier, also plays the same role in inhibiting the flow of
the flux towards the saddle and eventually increasing the
ER cross-sections. We have performed the calculations
by varying the Kramers’ pre-saddle viscosity parameter
γ while keeping the fission barrier fixed. The outcome
of these calculations is shown in Fig. 14. In this calcu-
lation, a fixed Sierk barrier was considered while vary-
ing the dimensionless viscosity parameter γ from zero to
ten. While γ = 0 is inadequate to reproduce the data,
increasing the value up to 1 grossly reproduces the ER
cross-sections at low energies. It is noteworthy that this
low value of γ is in conformity with previous analyses
concluding much lower value of the viscosity parame-
ter inside the saddle in comparison to the much larger
values for the saddle-to-scission path [38]. We conclude
this section by summarising the salient features of this
phenomenological statistical model analysis. The basic
motivation has been to do a realistic analysis and re-
duce the multi-dimensional parameters space, so as, not
to stretch any of the parameters unrealistically. To this
end, we started off by feeding the experimentally deter-
mined spin distribution in the calculations. In order to
have a realistic treatment of the Nuclear Level Density we
have made use of the Ignatyuk-Reisdorf ansatz. We have
carried out systematic analysis to estimate the possible
range of the fission barrier and the viscosity parameter
over which the ER data can be reproduced. After a com-
parative study of both the RLDM and Sierk barrier we
zeroed upon the Sierk barrier as it is more advanced than
the RLDM. Finally, fixing the Sierk barrier we can esti-
mate the dimension-less viscosity parameter, required to
produce the data, to be around 1.0.

B. Dynamical model calculations

In the DNS approach, the spin distribution of the CN
formed in heavy ion collisions is calculated as the angular
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momentum distribution of the DNS formed at capture of
the projectile nucleus by the target nucleus [49, 50]. The
cross-sections of the ERs formed after the emission of
x-particles from the intermediate nucleus with the exci-
tation energy E∗

x at each step x of the de-excitation cas-
cade is calculated as the sum of the partial cross-section
of ER formation in collision with the orbital angular mo-
mentum L = ℓℏ by the formula [50, 51]:

σ
(x)
ER(E

∗
x) =

ℓd∑
l=0

(2ℓ+ 1)σ
(x)
ER(E

∗
x, ℓ), (11)

where

σ
(x)
ER(E

∗
x, ℓ) = σx−1

ER (E∗
x−1, ℓ)W

x
sur(E

∗
x−1, ℓ). (12)

Here, σ
(x−1)
ER (E∗

x−1, ℓ) is the partial cross-section of the
intermediate excited nucleus formation at the (x − 1)th
step and obviously,

σ
(0)
ER(E

∗
CN, ℓ) = σfus(E

∗
CN, ℓ), (13)

W
(x)
sur(E∗

x−1, ℓ) is the survival probability of the xth inter-
mediate nucleus against fission along the de-excitation

cascade of CN. The survival probability W
(x)
sur(E∗

x−1, ℓ)
is calculated by the statistical model contained in KEW-
PIE2 [52], which is dedicated to the study of Super Heavy
Elements (SHE). The CN excitation energy E∗

x is calcu-
lated by taking into account the CN rotational energy
V ℓ
CN:

E∗
x(ℓ) = Ec.m. +Qgg − V ℓ

CN − xϵ, (14)

where Qgg = BP + BT − BCN is a reaction energy bal-
ance; wherein BP , BT , and BCN are the binding ener-
gies of the colliding nuclei and CN are obtained from
the nuclear mass tables in Refs. [53, 54]; ϵ is the emis-
sion energy of a particle; V ℓ

CN is rotational energy of

the compound nucleus and given by V ℓ
CN = 5L(L +

1)/(2mACN(a
2
CN + b2CN)), where m is a nucleon mass;

aCN and bCN are the long and short axes of the ellip-
soid compound nucleus. The partial fusion excitation
function used in Eq. (13) is determined by the partial
capture cross-sections σℓ

cap(αi, βi) and fusion probabili-
ties PCN (Ec.m., ℓ, {αi, βi}) of DNS for the heavy colli-
sions with the given orbital angular momentum ℓ:

σfus(E
∗
c.m., ℓ, {αi, βi}) = σcap(E

∗
c.m., ℓ; {αi, βi})

PCN(E
∗
c.m., ℓ; {αi, βi}). (15)

In case of collision of the spherical and deformed nuclei,
for example, for the 32S + 154Sm reaction, a partial fu-
sion cross-section is found by averaging over all values of
the orientation angles α2 symmetry axis of the deformed
154Sm nucleus:

σfus(E
∗
c.m., ℓ, α1, β1) =

π/2∫
0

σfus(E
∗
c.m., ℓ;α1, α2)

× sinα2dα2, (16)

and by averaging over the surface vibrational states β1

of the spherical 32S as independent harmonic vibrations
and the nuclear radius is taken to be distributed as a
Gaussian distribution [55],

g(α1, β) = exp

[
−
R2

0(
∑

λ βλY
∗
λ0(α1))

2

2σ2
β

]
(2πσ2

β)
−1/2,

(17)
where α1 is the direction angle of the axis along which the
surface of the spherical nucleus vibrates and deformation
parameters are changed between the negative and pos-
itive values around the spherical shape. For simplicity,
we use α1 = 0:

σ2
β1

= R2
0

∑
λ

2λ+ 1

4π

ℏ
2Dλωλ

=
R2

0

4π

∑
λ

β2
λ, (18)

where ωλ is the frequency and Dλ is the mass parameter
of a collective mode.
As the amplitudes of the surface vibration, we use the

deformation parameters of the first excited 2+ and 3−

states of the colliding nuclei. The values of the defor-
mation parameters (β+

2 ) and (β−
3 ) of the first excited 2+

and 3− are presented in Table III which are taken from
Ref(s). [56] and [57], respectively.
Partial fusion cross-section is found by averaging over

values of the vibrational states βi of the spherical nuclei
(α1 = 0):

σfus(E
∗
c.m., ℓ) =

+β
(1)
0∫

−β
(1)
0

g1(β1)dβ1σfus(E
∗
c.m., ℓ;β1). (19)

The cross-sections of the ER formation in xn channels
of the incomplete fusion (ICF) [58, 59] accompanied by
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the emission of the α particle have been calculated by
replacing the fusion probability PCN of nuclei with the
probability of the α-particle emission in Eq. (15):

σICF(E, ℓ, {αi, βi}) = σcap(E
∗
c.m., ℓ; {αi, βi})

YZ(E
∗
c.m., ℓ; {αi, βi}). (20)

In the case of the ICF, the excitation energy E∗
ICF of

the system at the break up is calculated using the ex-
pression:

E∗
Z(Ec.m., A, L, {βi, αi}) = Ec.m. +∆Qgg(Z,A)

−V (Z,A,Rm, L, {βi, αi}), (21)

where ∆Qgg(Z,A) = B + Bc − BP − BT ; B and
Bc are binding energies of the α particle (Z = 2
and A = 4) and conjugate nucleus, respectively;
V (Z,A,Rm, L, {βi, αi}) is the minimum value of the po-
tential well of the α-nucleus interaction. Details of calcu-
lation of V (Z,A,R,L, {βi, αi}) are given in Refs. [49, 50].
Fig. 15 shows the partial fusion cross-section σfus calcu-
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FIG. 15. (Color online) The partial fusion cross-section
σfus(Ec.m., ℓ) calculated in this work for the 32S+154Sm re-
action as a function of the collision energy Ec.m. and orbital
angular momentum ℓ.

lated by Eq. (19). Its values have been used in calcu-
lating the ER cross sections for the xn emission channels
by Eq. (11). The spin distribution of the compound

TABLE III. Deformation parameters β2 and β3 of first
excited 2+ and 3− states of the colliding nuclei 32S and

154Sm used in the calculations in this work.

Nucleus 32S 154Sm

β+
2 [56] 0.312 0.34

β−
3 [57] 0.410 0.13

nucleus formed at the complete fusion depends on the
beam energy Ec.m.. But the values of ℓ in the range
20 < ℓ < 50 give the main contribution to the complete
fusion. The qualitative agreement between theoretical
results of σfus(Ec.m., ℓ) (see Fig. 15) and spin distribu-
tion obtained in the experimental data presented in Fig.
10 are fairly well for the two lowest beam energies ( 150
and 155 MeV ).
The large values of ℓ of the compound nucleus are re-

stricted by the strong decrease of the fission barrier Bf

as a function of ℓ according to Fig. 11. The ER cross-
section calculated as a sum of the ones found for the xn
channels Eq. (11) at de-excitation of the heated and ro-
tating compound nucleus formed in complete fusion:

σER(Ec.m.) =
∑
x

σ
(x)
ER(E

∗
x). (22)

The results of the calculation are presented in Fig. 16.
The curve of σER(Ec.m.) corresponding to the complete
fusion decreases at Ec.m. above 140 MeV while the ex-
perimental values of σER do not decrease. This behavior
is related to decrease of the fission barrier as a function
of the excitation energy E∗

CN of the compound nucleus.

100 110 120 130 140 150 160 170

0.1

1

10

100

 This work
 Exp.[Gomes]
 DNS[Total]
 DNS[Complete]
 DNS[Incomplete]

ER
 c

ro
ss

 s
ec

tio
n 

(m
b)

Ec.m. (MeV)

32S+154Sm

FIG. 16. (Color online) Comparison of the theoretical (solid
curve) and measured the total cross-sections of the evapora-
tion residues formed in the 32S+154Sm reactions. The filled
diamonds and open squares present the experimental data
of this work and the ones obtained from Ref. [14], respec-
tively. The dashed and dot-dashed curves are contributions
of the complete and incomplete fusion mechanisms estimated
by the DNS model, respectively.

To solve this problem, we have performed calculations
to estimate the contribution of the ER cross-section re-
lated to the incomplete fusion mechanism. For this, we
have used an incomplete fusion cross-section Eq. (20)
instead of the complete fusion cross-section in Eq. (13).
The partial cross-sections of the incomplete fusion show
the “ℓ-window” 20 < ℓ < 40 for the values of the an-
gular momentum which lead to incomplete fusion (Fig.
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17). The calculated results of σICF
ER (Ec.m.) are presented

in Fig. 16 by the dashed blue line. Its contribution is
dominant at larger values of Ec.m. and this behavior is
inherent for the incomplete fusion reactions [60].

V. DISCUSSION

The discussion in this section is centered around the
salient features emerging out of the present measure-
ments and analysis. This is the second reported measure-
ment for ER cross-sections from the 186Pt compound nu-
cleus formed by 32S+154Sm reaction. The previous mea-
surements by Gomes et al. [14] have reported ER cross-
sections just about 10% above the barrier. In the present
work, five new data points going up to around 100 MeV
excitation energy have been added. In addition, we have
also, for the first time, measured the γ-fold distributions
and extracted the spin distributions for this system. The
statistical model calculations have been carried out to re-
produce the ER cross-sections. The two primary physical
quantities controlling the production cross-sections of the
ER are barrier height and nuclear viscosity. An attempt
has been made to fit the experimental cross-sections by
varying both these quantities and get some idea about
the realistic range of the parameter spaces. The repro-
duction of ER cross-sections is achieved by scaling the
fission barrier (Kf ) within the range of 1.00-1.21 for the
RLDM barrier and 1.00-1.40 for the Sierk barrier. The
best fit scaling factors are around 1.15 and 1.30 for the
RLDM and Sierk barriers, respectively. We have chosen
to use the Sierk barrier for the calculations. Keeping the
Sierk barrier fixed, the viscosity parameter (γ) is varied
over a range of 0 to 10. The data is reasonably well repro-

duced for γ around 1.0. In the present phenomenological
calculations, the viscosity parameter controlling the ER
cross-section is the Kramers’ γ value inside the barrier.
The statistical model calculations have also been comple-
mented by dynamical calculations within the framework
of the DNS model. This model calculation shows the role
of both complete and incomplete fusion channels in re-
producing the total ER cross-sections. It is shown that
the ER cross-sections from the complete fusion channel
go down beyond Ec.m. = 140 MeV. In contrast, the cross-
sections due to an incomplete fusion channel do not go
down with beam energy. The cross-sections are well re-
produced by considering both complete and incomplete
fusion processes.
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FIG. 18. (Color online) Comparison of the theoretical
(solid curve) and measured the total cross-sections of the
evaporation residues formed in the 48Ti + 138Ba reactions.
The dashed curves are contributions of the incomplete fusion
mechanisms estimated by the DNS model.

VI. SUMMARY

Compound nucleus 186Pt has been populated using 32S
+154Sm reaction. The ER cross-sections and ER-gated
spin distributions have been measured for the first time
at six different beam energies above the barrier using the
HYRA gas-filled recoil separator and the TIFR 4π sum-
spin spectrometer. Theoretical calculations have been
done using both statistical and dynamical model calcula-
tions. The statistical model calculations have generated
the range of parameter space for both the fission barrier
height and the nuclear viscosity parameter over which
the ER cross-section data can be reproduced. The DNS
model calculations reproduce the data considering both
complete and incomplete fusion processes. An important
observation of the work is the clear difference in the ER
cross-sections of the 186Pt compound nucleus compared
to previous measurements for the same compound nu-
cleus populated by a very different target-projectile com-
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bination with much less mass asymmetry. This further
demonstrates the role of quasi-fission hindering complete
fusion and less production of ER compared to an entrance
channel with larger mass asymmetry.
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