arXiv:2501.05362v2 [nucl-th] 4 Mar 2025

Shell effects and multi-chance fission in the sub-lead region

F. A. Ivanyuk^∗ Institute for Nuclear Research, 03028 Kiev, Ukraine

C. Schmitt^† IPHC, University of Strasbourg, 67200 Strasbourg, France^‡

C. Ishizuka^§ Institute of Science Tokyo, Tokyo, 152-8550 Japan

S. Chiba^¶ NAT Corporation, 38 Shinko-cho, Hitachinaka City, Ibaraki Prefecture, 312-0005, Japan (Dated: today)

Within the recently developed five-dimensional Langevin approach for the description of fission of heavy nuclei, we have calculated the fission fragments mass and kinetic energy distributions for the fission of^{180}Hg and^{190}Hg formed in the reactions^{36}Ar +^{144}Sm ⇒^{180} Hg and^{36}Ar +^{154}Sm ⇒^{190} Hg at few excitation energies and found very good agreement between the calculated and experimental results. Special attention was paid to the accurate description of the dependence of shell effects on the excitation energy. It was shown that the effect of multi-chance fission on the mass distribution is noticeable only at small excitation energies. The kinetic energy distributions are more sensitive to pre-scission neutron emission.

PACS numbers: 24.10.-i, 25.85.-w, 25.60.Pj, 25.85.Ca Keywords: nuclear fission, Langevin approach, fission fragments mass distributions, shell effects

I. INTRODUCTION

Since its discovery in the late 1930s [1–3], nuclear fission has been extensively studied both theoretically and experimentally. Nuclear fission is still a mysterious phenomenon, characterized as a complex large-amplitude collective motion of a finite number of nucleons influenced by both liquid-drop behavior and shell structure.

Among these studies, the mass number distribution of fission fragments and the total kinetic energy (TKE) exhibit both clear systematic trends and anomalies that deviate from these trends. These include the systematic double-humped mass distribution in the actinide region driven by shell effects of^{132}Sn and deformed shell in the region around A=142, the abrupt change to a sharply single-humped distribution in the Fm region, and the change from a single-humped distribution dominated by liquid-drop behavior in the pre-actinide region to an unexpected double-humped distribution in^{180}Hg [4]. Such systematic trends and anomalies are intricately intertwined. In the superheavy element region, there may also exist a super-asymmetric mode driven by the shell effects of^{208}Pb [5–11].

We have previously used a fluctuation-dissipation mo-

‡Present address: Henryk Niewodniczanski Institute of Nuclear Physics PAN, 31-342 Krakow, Poland ∗Electronic address: ivanyuk@kinr.kiev.ua †Electronic address: christelle.schmitt@iphc.cnrs.fr §Electronic address: chikako@zc.iir.titech.ac.jp ¶Electronic address: absmithjp@gmail.com

del based on the four-dimensional Langevin equations [12, 13] to study these aspects of nuclear fission, successfully elucidating the mechanisms of systematic trends and anomalies from the actinide to the superheavy element region. Recently, we have extended this model to five dimensions (5D) [14] and have been able to describe the emergence of a triple-humped structure in the thorium region.

In this study, we apply the five-dimensional Langevin method to quantitatively reproduce the emergence of a double-humped mass distribution in^{180}Hg observed in [15]. The study aims to explore the mechanism behind this phenomenon. To this end, we consider fission of 180Hg and^{190}Hg induced in the reactions^{36}Ar +^{144}Sm ⇒^{180}Hg and^{36}Ar +^{154}Sm ⇒^{190}Hg [15], and compare the calculated fragment mass and total kinetic energy (TKE) distributions with the experimental data at several bombarding energies.

Since the surprising result of Andreyev et al [4], theoretical work on fission of nuclei in the sub-lead region [16–25], has been restricted to either static analyses of potential energy surfaces from various models (macroscopicmicroscopic and self-consistent) leading to ’hand waving’ conjectures about the shape of the mass distribution, scission point models, the WKB+Born-Oppenheimer approximation, the Brownian shape motion model, or selfconsistent TDHF restricted to the very last stage of the saddle-to-scission descent. To the best of our knowledge, no fully dynamical model of fission starting from the equilibrium shape up to scission has been applied to the sublead region so far. We undertook the challenge using our five-dimensional Langevin code with the aim to understand fission in the region from a unique perspective. It must be noticed that we do not assume any distribution as the initial condition; our calculation starts from deltafunction in the 5 variables. This means that the distributions in the mass and TKE themselves arise as results of shape evolution described by Langevin equations.

Besides, in the present work we tried to clarify the role of shell effects the influence of which due to multi-chance fission is seen at rather high excitation energies, 30-50 MeV, observed e.g. in [15, 26, 27].

The importance of shell effects in nuclear fission is well established in numerous experiments and described by many theoretical works. The delicate question here is the dependence of shell effects on the excitation energy. The nuclear deformation energy is most often described within the macroscopic-microscopic models as the sum of the macroscopic (liquid-drop) energy and the temperature-dependent shell correction. The calculation of the shell correction at finite temperature is quite involved. So, as a rule, the shell correction δE is calculated at zero temperature and for the dependence of δE on the excitation energy some approximation is used.

According to a very popular prescription by A. Ignatyuk [28] the shell correction decreases exponentially with growing excitation energy E^∗, δE(E^∗) = δE(0) × exp (−E^∗/γ) with the damping factor γ ≈ 20 MeV. At the same time there is information from the experiments [15, 26, 27] that the shell effects in fission are seen at rather high excitation energies, E^∗ = 30-50 MeV. That is why, in the present work we have put special attention on the dependence of shell corrections on the excitation energy.

It turned out that the calculated first chance fission results for the fission fragment mass distributions are very close to the experimental data. Then we took into account the multi-chance fission. The agreement with the experiment became even better, especially for the TKE distributions.

Describing fission of actinides (like many models are able to do nowadays) is not sufficient to reveal the multiple facets of the process. A consistent description in other regions of the nuclear chart, and in particular in the sublead corner which has shown to exhibit rather different features as compared to actinides, is mandatory.

In Section II we present the main relations of the Langevin approach to the description of nuclear fission process. In Section III we explain how the collective potential energy is calculated. Section IV contains the description of the used mass and friction tensors. The results of numerical 5D calculation are given in Section V. The account of multi-chance fission with neutron emission is presented in Section VI. Section VII contains a short summary.

II. THE LANGEVIN APPROACH

In the Langevin approach one solves the set of differential equations for the time evolution of collective variables q_μ describing the shape of the nuclear surface. For the shape parametrization we use in our works that of the two-center shell model (TCSM) [29]. In this model the shape of the axially symmetric nucleus is characterized by 5 deformation parameters q_μ = z_0/R_0, δ_1, δ_2, α and ϵ. Here, z_0/R_0 refers to the distance between the centers of left and right oscillator potentials, with R_0 being the radius of the spherical nucleus. The parameters δ_1 and δ_2 describe the deformation of the right and left parts of the nucleus. The fourth parameter α is the mass asymmetry and the fifth parameter ϵ of TCSM shape parametrization regulates the neck radius. All details about the shape variables used in the present work can be found in Ref.[14].

FIG. 1: The TCSM shapes for δ1 = δ2 = α=0.2 at the scission point for few values of parameter ϵ

In several of our previous works, the parameter ϵ was kept constant, and equal to 0.35. In a recent publication [14] we considered ϵ as a dynamical variable, similar to the other four deformation parameters. Calculations within the 5D dynamical Langevin approach provides a better description of the experimental data, as compared with 4D calculations. In particular, the transition from mass-symmetric to mass-asymmetric fission via the triple-humped distribution in fission along the thorium isotopic chain can be reproduced, see Ref. [14].

Formally, the parameter ϵ controls the neck radius. However, since the fragment properties are calculated at the scission point defined with a fixed neck radius, the variation of ϵ gives access to very elongated or compact shapes, see Fig. 1. Such shapes contribute to the superlong or super-short fission modes, respectively [13].

The first-order differential equations (Langevin equations) for the time dependence of the collective variables q_μ and the conjugate momenta p_μ are: dq_μ dt = ( m^{−1} ) μν p_ν , (1) dp_μ dt = − ∂F (q, T ) ∂q_μ − 1 2 ∂m^{−1}_{νσ} ∂q_μ p_ν p_σ

− γ_{μν} m^{−1}_{νσ} p_σ + g_{μν} R_ν (t), (2)

where the sums over the repeated indices are assumed. In Eq.(2) F (q, T ) is the temperature dependent free energy of the system, γ_{μν} and (m^{−1})_{μν} are the friction and inverse of mass tensors, and g_{μν} R_ν (t) is the random force.

The free energy F (q, T ) is calculated as the sum of the macroscopic (folded Yukawa) energy and the temperature dependent shell correction δF (q, T ). The shell corrections at zero temperature are calculated from the single-particle energies in the deformed Woods-Saxon potential [30, 31] fitted to the mentioned above TCSM shapes.

The configuration space for solving Eqs. (1, 2) should be large enough to include all shapes that can be populated during the fission process. In the present work we used 0.08 ≤ z_0/R_0 ≤ 4.28, Δz_0/R_0 = 0.105, −0.75 ≤ δ_1, δ_2 ≤ 0.75, Δδ_{1,2} = 0.05, −0.78 ≤ α ≤ 0.78, Δα = 0.04, 0.1 ≤ ϵ ≤ 0.9, Δϵ = 0.1.

During the time evolution the trajectory may reach the boundary of the deformation space. If one were to abandon such trajectory very few trajectories would reach the scission region and the calculations would take a lot of time. The popular method to keep the trajectory inside the deformation space is to change the sign of the collective velocity in the direction of the boundary when the trajectory ’hits’ the boundary or to put the walls at the boundaries. Both methods are not perfect. In both methods the trajectory receives a ’kick’ from the boundaries that is not consistent with Eq. (1) and energy conservation. The trajectories gain additional kinetic energy from the boundary, the temperature becomes negative very soon and such trajectory is stopped.

A more accurate method of treating the collisions with the boundaries was proposed by A. Sierk [32]. He proposed to put a ’soft wall’ at the boundaries, which is a potential V (x) that is parabolic at small (positive) distance x to the boundary and rise exponentially at large distances from the boundary:

V (x) = V_{wall}[exp(x) − 1.0 − x], (3)

where V_{wall} is a constant of the order of 100 MeV, see Fig. 2. By moving in the potential (3) the energy is conserved. Therefore, the trajectory is rejected by the boundary with the same energy. This method keeps the trajectories within the boundaries for a long time. Many trajectories have a chance to reach the scission point, thus making the computations faster which is very important for the very time-consuming 5D calculations.

The collective inertia tensor m_{μν} is calculated within the Werner-Wheeler approximation [33] and for the friction tensor γ_{μν} we used the wall-and-window formula [34, 35].

The random force g_{μν} R_ν (t) is the product of the normally distributed white noise R_ν (t), ⟨R_μ(t)R_ν (t^′)⟩ = 2δ_{μν} δ(t − t^′), and the temperature-dependent strength factors g_{μν} . The factors g_{μν} are related to the temperature and friction tensor via the modified Einstein rela-

FIG. 2: The dependence of the potential energy (7) of^{180}Hg at T = 0 on the deformation parameter ϵ at the saddle point is shown by the solid line,and the ’soft wall’ (3) with V_{wall}=100 MeV is shown by the dashed line.

tion,

g_{μσ} g_{σν} = T^∗γ_{μν} , T^∗ = h̄ϖ 2 coth h̄ϖ 2T , (4)

where the effective temperature T^∗ is defined in the references [36, 37]. The parameter ϖ represents the local frequency of collective motion [37]. The minimum value of T^∗ is determined by h̄ϖ/2. For large excitations T^∗ approaches T .

In the present work we used for ϖ the deformationindependent value h̄ϖ=2 MeV.

The temperature T in (4) is related to the initial energy E^∗_{(in)} and the local excitation energy E^∗ by

E^∗ = E_{gs} + E^∗_{(in)} − 1 2 m^{−1}_{μν} p_μp_ν − V_{pot}(q, T = 0) = aT^2, (5) where V_{pot} is the potential energy and a is the level density parameter. For the level density parameter we use the approximation of [38]

a = A(1.0 + 3.114A^{−1/3} + 5.626A^{−2/3})/14.61 MeV, (6)

were the mass number is denoted by A. More details can be found in our earlier publications, see [13, 39–41].

Usually, the initial values of momenta p_μ are set to zero, and calculations are started from the ground state deformation. The calculations are continued until the trajectories reach the ”scission point”. In our older publications the ”scission point” was defined as the point in deformation space where the neck radius becomes zero. However, the zero critical neck radius is not well justified. It was shown in the so called optimal shapes model [42, 43] that the nuclear liquid drop loses stability with respect to elongation at an almost constant elongation z_0 ≈ 2.3 R_0 and rather thick neck, r^{crit}_{neck}. Thus, in all our calculations below we used the finite value of the critical neck, r^{crit}_{neck} = 2 fm. For each system, five millions of trajectories were run.

III. THE TEMPERATURE DEPENDENCE OF THE POTENTIAL ENERGY

The potential energy F (q) is calculated within the macroscopic-microscopic model,

F (q) = E_{LDM} (q) + δF (q, T ) (7)

FIG. 3: (color online) The dependence of the mean value of the potential energy ⟨F ⟩ (7) of^{180}Hg on the elongation z0/R0 and the mass asymmetry α.

The macroscopic part of the energy E_{LDM} (q) is calculated within the folded Yukawa model [44–46]. At zero temperature the shell correction to the free energy δF (q, T = 0) coincides with the shell correction to the collective potential energy δE(q). The shell correction δE(q) is calculated by Strutinsky’s prescription [47, 48] from the energies of single-particle states in the deformed Woods-Saxon potential fitted to the TCSM shapes. The shell correction δE(q) contains contributions from the shell effects within the independent particle (shell) model δE_{shell} and in the pairing energy δE_{pair} as shown in the equation δE(q) = ∑ n,p ( δE^{(n,p)}_{shell} (q) + δE^{(n,p)}_{pair} (q) ) . (8)

In order to project the five-dimensional deformation energy onto the 2-dimensional surface we show in Fig. 3 the mean value ⟨F ⟩(z_0/R_0, α) given by ⟨F ⟩(z_0/R_0, α) = ∑ δ_1 ,δ_2,ϵ F (qμ)e −F (q_μ )/T_{coll} ∑ δ_1,δ_2 ,ϵ e −F (q_μ)/T_{coll} (9) Here q_μ is the set of parameters q_μ ≡ {z_0/R_0, δ_1, δ_2, α, ϵ} and for T_{coll} we used the value T_{coll}= 2 MeV.

As one can see, the mean value of the potential energy ⟨F ⟩(z_0/R_0, α) is mass-symmetric both before and after the saddle. At the saddle there is a small bump with a symmetric shape that force trajectories to deviate from mass symmetry and leads to a mass-asymmetric yield.

FIG. 4: (color online) The total shell correction δF = δF_{shell} + δFpair (23) (black solid line) and δF_{shell} (14) (dash) as a function of the excitation energy E^∗ for^{180} Hs at the ground state. Red line - the approximation (25), blue - the function (26), and the dotted line is the exponential approximation (24) to δF .

For the energy E(T ) of system of independent particles at finite temperature one has

E(T ) = 2 ∑ k ϵ_kn^T_k , with n^T_k = 1 1 + e^{(ϵk−μ)/T} . (10)

The averaged energy ~E(T ) is defined by replacing the sum in (10) by the integral with the smoothed density of states ~g(e) ~E(T ) = ∫_∞ −∞ ~g(e)en^T_e de, (11) with n^T_e ≡ 1/[1 + e^{(e−μ̃)/T} ]. The chemical potentials μ and μ̃ in (10)-(11) are defined by the particle conservation condition as 2 ∑ k n^T_k = ∫_∞ −∞ ~g(e)n^T_e de = N. (12)

The integrals in (11)-(12) should be calculated numerically. The shell correction to the energy at finite temperature is then δE_{shell}(T ) = E(T ) − ~E(T ). (13) Another quantity of interest is the shell correction to the free energy given by δF_{shell}(T ) = δE_{shell}(T ) − T δS_{shell}(T ), (14) For the entropy, the standard definition of S(T ) for the system of independent particles is used as

S(T ) = −2 ∑ k [n^T_k log n^T_k + (1 − n^T_k ) log(1 − n^T_k )]. (15)

The average part of S(T ) is defined in an analogous way by replacing the sum in (15) by the integral ~S(T ) = − ∫_∞ −∞ ~g(e)[n^T_e log n^T_e + (1 − n^T_e ) log(1 − n^T_e )]de.

(16) And the shell correction to the entropy is the difference between (15) and (16), δS_{shell}(T ) = S(T ) − ~S(T ). (17) The calculated value of δF_{shell}(T ) at the ground state of 180Hg is shown by the dashed line in Fig. 4.

Next, we account for the pairing interaction in the Bardeen-Cooper-Schriffer (BCS) approximation [49]. For the energy of independent quasi-particles at finite temperature one has,

E_{BCS} (T ) = 2

k_2∑

k=k_1 ϵ_kn^{Δ,T}_k − Δ^2 G , with

n^{Δ,T}_k ≡ 1 2 ( 1 − ϵ_k − λ E_k tanh E_k 2T ) , (18)

where G is the strength of the pairing interaction, k_1 and k_2 are the limits of the so called pairing window, Δ is the pairing gap and E_k are the quasi-particle energies

E_k = √ (ϵ_k − λ)^2 + Δ^2. (19)

For the entropy one has the expression analogous to (15),

S(T ) = −2

k_2∑

k=k_1 [n^{Δ,T}_k log n^{Δ,T}_k + (1 − n^{Δ,T}_k ) log(1 − n^{Δ,T}_k )]

(20) The pairing energy is then defined by the difference between (18) and the energy of independent particles within the pairing gap: E_{pair} (T ) = E_{BCS} (T ) − 2 k_2∑

k=k_1 ϵ_kn^T_k . (21)

Similar, the pairing contribution to the entropy is S_{pair}(T ) = 2 k_2∑

k=k_1 [n^T_k log n^T_k + (1 − n^T_k ) log(1 − n^T_k )]

−2 k_2∑

k=k_1 [n^{Δ,T}_k log n^{Δ,T}_k + (1 − n^{Δ,T}_k ) log(1 − n^{Δ,T}_k )].(22)

The average counterparts of E_{pair} and S_{pair} are defined by replacing the sum over quantal states |k⟩ by the integrals with the average density of single-particle states defined in terms of Strutinsky smoothing, see [50]. Then, the shell correction to the pairing energy is given by δF_{pair} (T ) = E_{pair} (T )− ~E_{pair}(T )−T [S_{pair}(T )− ~S_{pair}(T )]. (23)

The sum of δF_{shell} + δF_{pair} at the ground state of^{180}Hg is shown by the solid line in Fig. 4 as a function of the excitation energy E^∗ = aT^2.

The calculation of δF at finite temperature is very time-consuming. To avoid lengthy computations one usually uses some parametrization of the dependence δF on T or the excitation energy E^∗. Most often the exponential approximation

δF (E^∗) = δF (0) exp(−E^∗/γ), with γ ≈ 20 MeV, (24)

is used, written in analogy to Ignatyuk’s approximation [28] for the level density parameter a. This approximation works well for systems without pairing. In the presence of pairing correlations the dependence of δF on E^∗ is more complicated. At small excitations the variations of δF_{shell} and δF_{pair} almost cancel each other and the sum δF = δF_{shell} + δF_{pair} does not vary much with the excitation energy, as shown by the black solid curve in Fig. 4.

A more accurate approximation of the dependence δF on E^∗ was developed in [50], δF (E^∗) = δF (0), if |δF_{shell}(0)Φ(E^∗)| ≥ |δF (0)| , or δF_{shell}(0)Φ(E^∗), if |δF_{shell}(0)Φ(E^∗)| ≤ |δF (0)| .(25) The function Φ(E^∗) is given by

Φ(E^∗) = (e^{−E1/E0−1})/(e^{(E∗−E1)/E0} − 1), (26)

The parameters E_0 and E_1 were defined by fitting the calculated δF_{shell}(E^∗) by the function (26). The approximation for the values of E_0 and E_1 averaged over the mass number A can be found in [50].

The most important conclusion from Fig. 4 is that in the presence of pairing correlations the shell correction δF_{shell}+δF_{pair} decreases with the excitation energy much slower than the popular exponential approximation (24). This may be the reason, why the influence of shell effects is observed in nuclear fission at relatively high excitation energies E^∗ = 40 ÷ 50 MeV.

IV. THE TENSORS OF FRICTION AND INERTIA

In the present work we utilize the macroscopic transport coefficients commonly employed for solving the Langevin equations. These depend solely on the shape of the system and are independent of the excitation energy of the system.

The macroscopic mass tensor M^{W W}_{μν} is typically defined in the Werner-Wheeler approximation [33] as: M^{W W}_{μν} = πρ_0 ∫ ρ^2(z, q) [ A_μA_ν + ρ^2(z, q) 8 A^′_μA^′_ν ] dz, (27) where ρ(z, q) is the profile function and

A_μ(z; q) = 1 ρ^2(z, q) ∂ ∂q_μ ∫_{zR} z ρ^2(z^′, q)dz^′. (28)

The shape of an axially symmetric nucleus is obtained by the rotation of the profile function ρ(z, q) around z-axis.

The macroscopic friction tensor is determined by the so-called wall-and-window formula [35]. The wall-and-window friction is a generalization of wall friction [34] which for axially symmetric shapes can be expressed as [51],

γ^{wall}_{μν} = πρ_0v̄ ∫ dz (_{∂ρ2} ∂q_μ + ∂ρ^2 ∂z ∂z_{cm} ∂q_μ ) (_{∂ρ2} ∂q_ν + ∂ρ^2 ∂z ∂z_{cm} ∂q_ν ) √ 4ρ^2(z, q) + (∂ρ^2(z, q)/∂z)^2 , (29) where ρ_0 = 3mA/(4πR^3_0) and v_F represents the Fermi velocity. The derivatives ∂ρ^2(z, q)/∂q in Eq. (5.172) of [51] should be calculated under the condition that the nuclear center of mass remains fixed during the fission process. This condition is satisfied by including terms proportional to ∂z_{cm}/∂q in the numerator of (29).

In the wall-and-window model the velocities of nucleons are considered relative to the velocities of the centers of mass of the left or right parts of the nucleus and a ”window” term is added [35, 51],

γ^{w+w}_{μν} = πρ_0v̄ (∫_0 z_L I_L(z) dz + ∫_{zR} 0 I_R(z)dz ) + γ^{window} μν , (30) where

I_{L,R}(z) = (_{∂ρ2} ∂q_μ + ∂ρ^2 ∂z ∂z_{cm}(L,R) ∂q_μ ) (_{∂ρ2} ∂q_ν + ∂ρ^2 ∂z ∂z_{cm}(L,R) ∂q_ν ) √ 4ρ^2(z, q) + (∂ρ^2(z, q)/∂z)^2 (31) and γ^{window} μν = 1 2 ρ_0v̄ [ Δσ ( ∂R_{12} ∂q_μ ∂R_{12} ∂q_ν ) + 32 9Δσ ∂V_L ∂q_μ ∂V_L ∂q_ν ] , (32) where R_{12} is the distance between the centers of mass of the left and right parts of the nucleus and Δσ is the area of the ”window”.

One expects a smooth transition between the regime where the wall formula applies and the part of the fission path where wall-and-window friction should be used. For this Nix and Sierk [52] proposed the phenomenological ansatz γ^{total}_{μν} = sin^2(πϕ/2)γ^{wall}_{μν} + cos^2(πϕ/2)γ^{w+w}_{μν} , (33) with ϕ = (r_{neck} /R_{min})^2, where R_{min} is the minimal semi-axis of the two outer ellipsoidal shapes.

Shortly after the introduction of wall friction it was noted that the wall friction is too strong and the reduction factor, k_s = 0.27, was introduced by Nix and Sierk [53] based on the analysis of widths of giant resonances. This reduction factor was used in all our Langevin calculations.

V. THE FISSION FRAGMENTS MASS AND TOTAL KINETIC ENERGY DISTRIBUTIONS

In this section we present the results of the numerical solution of the five-dimensional Langevin equations (1,2) with the specified potential energy and transport coefficients. In these calculations the damping of shell correction with the excitation energy was described using the method developed in [50]. The frequency of local collective vibration was assumed to be constant, h̄ϖ=2 MeV. In principle, ϖ should depend on the deformation, but accounting for this dependence makes the computation time too long.

FIG. 5: (color online) The comparison of calculated fission fragment mass distributions (Eq.34, red lines) for^{180}Hg with the experimental data [15] (black lines with black points - error bars are omitted for legibility reason). Blue lines show the effect of multichance fission (37). For E^∗=33.4 MeV, the contributions of first, second and third chance fission are shown by black solid, dashed and dotted lines, respectively.

For solving Eqs.(1,2), in addition to the coefficients of the equations, one should fix the initial values and final conditions. The calculations for all mercury isotopes were started from the same point close to the ground state deformation, {q_μ} = {0.8, 0.0, 0.0, 0.0, 0.3} with zero collective momenta {p_μ} = 0. The integration of the equations continued until the neck radius reached r^{(crit)} neck =2 fm. At this point the solutions of the equa-

tions provide all the information on the shape, collective velocities and excitation energy of the system. This information enables the calculation of the moments of the density distribution, the mass distribution of fission fragments, the prescission and total kinetic energies, and the excitation energy of the nucleus just before scission.

The mass distribution of fission fragments Y (A_F ) is defined as the normalized to 200% sum of contributions of all trajectories whose fragment mass A_{F i} at the scission point does not deviate from A_F more than by 1/2 amu,

Y (A_F ) = 200 ∑ |A_{F μ} −A_F |≤1/2 1/ ∑ A_F ∑ |A_{F μ} −A_F |≤1/2 1. (34)

The A_{F μ} in Eq. (34) is the fission fragment mass at the deformation point q_μ. It is defined as A_{F μ} = 0.5A_{CN} (1+ α_μ), where A_{CN} is the mass number of the compound nucleus. By definition, A_F is the integer value closest to A_{F μ}. The calculated fission fragment mass distributions formed in the reactions^{36}Ar +^{144}Sm ⇒^{180}Hg and^{36}Ar + 154Sm ⇒^{190}Hg at few excitation energies are shown in Figs. 5 and 6 by red lines. The black lines represent the experimental results from [15]. The agreement between the theory and experiment appears to be very good.

We define the total kinetic energy T KE as the sum of collective kinetic energy in the fission direction and the Coulomb repulsion energy between the point charges placed at the centers of mass of ’fragments’ at the scission point T KE = 1 2 (m^{−1})_{z0 z0} p_{z0} p_{z0} + e^2

Z_1Z_2 D , (35)

where D is the distance between the centers of mass of the left and right parts of nucleus at the scission point. The nucleus is divided into ’left’ and ’right’ by the position of the neck.

The distributions P_{T KE} of fission events in total kinetic energy for the reactions^{36}Ar +^{144}Sm ⇒^{180}Hg and 36Ar +^{154}Sm ⇒^{190}Hg are presented in Fig. 7. The P_{T KE} was defined as the number of fission events with the total kinetic energy within the interval T KE ± 1/2 MeV.

The agreement with experiment is reasonably good. Please note that all the calculations were carried out with the same set of ”free” parameters, k_s=0.27, r_{crit}=2 fm, h̄ω= 2 MeV. No fitting was done.

VI. THE MULTI-CHANCE FISSION

The compound nuclei^{180}Hg or^{190}Hg were produced at high excitation energies, between 30 and 70 MeV. At

FIG. 6: (color online) The comparison of calculated fission fragment mass distributions (Eq.34, red lines) for^{190}Hg with the experimental data [15] (black lines with black points - error bars are omitted for legibility reason). Blue lines show the effect of neutron evaporation (37). For E^∗=47.8 MeV, the contributions of first, second, third and fourth chance fission are shown by black solid, dashed, dotted and dashed-dotted lines, respectively.

such energies nuclei can emit particles before undergoing fission. The fission after emission of charged particles is only a few percent of the total fission events. The most probable emission is that of neutrons. Therefore, we consider only neutron emission in the present work.

The fission probabilities P_f after neutron emissions were calculated within the statistical Hauser-Feshbach model [54] by the TALYS code [55]. For the reduction of excitation energy due to neutron emission we used the approximation

E^∗(^{A−1}Hg) = E^∗(^AHg) − S_n(^AHg) − 2T (^AHg). (36)

Apart from the neutron separation energy S_n the emitted neutron takes away a part of the nucleon’s kinetic energy, approximately equal to 2T , where T = √ E^∗/a, and a is the level density parameter (6). For the neutron separation energies S_n and fission barriers we used the values calculated in [56, 57].

Then, the total mass distribution Y consists of contributions from multi-chance fission, Y = ∑ n=0,1,... P_f (^{A−n}Hg)Y (^{A−n}Hg)/ ∑ n=0,1,... P_f (^{A−n}Hg),

(37)

8

FIG. 7: (color online) The normalized to 100% calculated distributions of fission events in total kinetic energy (red lines) and the experimental data [15] (black lines - error bars are omitted for legibility reason). The red lines refer to the firstchance fission, and the blue lines refer to multi-chance fission (38).

with A=180 or A=190.

For the Hg isotopes involved in the different fission chances, we consider the same mass and inertia tensors, as they do not vary much with mass within a few units in the framework of the macroscopic prescriptions. On the contrary, the potential energy is recalculated for each chance, viz. it takes properly into account the change in neutron number of the fissioning isotope.

The number of terms in (37) depends on the initial excitation energy E^∗. For larger E^∗ the number of terms in (37) becomes larger. In the present calculations we accounted up to three subsequent neutron emission.

The mass distributions (37) are shown by the blue lines in Figs. 5,6. As one can see, the results of multi-chance fission do not differ much from the first chance fission. The effect of multi-chance fission is seen only at small excitation energies. This can be understood in the following way. The shape of all mass distributions (experimental and first-chance) is almost the same for all excitation energies. So, the admixture of the yields with smaller E^∗ does not have a large effect on the yields. Only around E^∗=20 MeV, and below, the shell effects are clearly seen. However, the fission width at small excitations is very small, and the contribution of the third-, fourth-chance fission to the total yield is also small. Besides, due to the competition of fission and neutron evaporation, the probability of fission gets additionally smaller with smaller excitation energy.

In case of^{180}Hg at E^∗=33.4 MeV the calculated mass distribution shows somewhat more shell effects compared with experimental results.

We have estimated also the contributions of multichance fission to the distribution of fission events in kinetic energy P_{T KE} = ∑ n=0,1,2,... P_f (^{A−n}Hg)P_{T KE} (^{A−n}Hg)

/ ∑ n=0,1,2,... P_f (^{A−n}Hg), (38)

where P_{T KE} (^{A−n}Hg) are the TKE distributions calculated for the reduced excitation energies.

The values P_{T KE} (38) are shown by blue curves in Fig. 7. One can see that the account of multi-chance fission has a noticeable effect on the TKE distributions, and leads to an extremely good description of the measurements. While the influence of post-scission evaporation (by the fragments after scission) is well known and has been widely discussed, the influence of pre-scission evaporation (by the compound nucleus before scission) has been rarely addressed. The present work demonstrates its non-negligible influence. Figure 8 presents the cor-

FIG. 8: (color online) The distribution of fission events in TKE - mass asymmetry plane. The average value of TKE is shown by red solid line.

relation between mass number and total kinetic energy (TKE) of the fission fragments of^{180}Hg at an excitation energy of 13 MeV. In the case of the uranium region, it is known [58] that the asymmetric fission region has higher TKE due to the so-called Standard modes, S1 and S2, driven by the shell effects [58, 59], in addition to a Superlong symmetric mode (liquid drop model component) characterized by lower TKE. However, for^{180}Hg, it is observed that only an asymmetric fission component exists. This suggests that the asymmetric and symmetric fission pathways originating from the compound nucleus are separated by a higher ridge in^{180}Hg compared to the uranium region. The complete absence of the Superlong mode is unexpected and constitutes an important finding for understanding the fission mechanism.

Figure 9 shows the average quadrupole moment ⟨Q_{20}⟩ as a function of fission fragment mass number for a few values of the excitation energy. This quantity provides us with general information about the shape of the fission fragments. From the figure, it can be seen that this quantity tends to increase overall as the fragment mass number increases. In other words, it shows that in the fission of^{180}Hg the heavy fragments are produced in a more deformed shape than their light counterparts. Interestingly, it can be seen that there is a kink in the symmetric fission component at low excitation energies of 13 and 20 MeV. Here, fission fragments near A_F =90, namely^{90}Zr, are produced in a more compact shape compared to fragments having nearby mass numbers. But, such peculiarity seems to wash out as the excitation energy increases. Furthermore, although the shell effect at A_F =90 has a strong influence on the shape of the fission fragments, it does not seem to give any enhancement in terms of the mass number distribution. Such independence of the ”shape” and ”mass distribution” of fission fragments seems to be a unique characteristic of the scission mechanisms of^{180}Hg isotope.

FIG. 9: (color online) The quadrupole moments of light and heavy parts of^{180} Hg just before scission. The values corresponding to different excitation energies are shown by different colors. Two examples of representative scission shapes for (AL, AH )=(86, 94) and (AL, AH )=(60, 120) at E^∗=13 MeV and E^∗=60 MeV are shown by black and pink contours, respectively.

It shall be noted that the quadrupole deformation Q_{20} does not suffice to fully characterize a shape. This is illustrated in Fig. 9 where two examples of scission shapes having the largest variation of quadrupole moment with the excitation energy are shown, namely for (A_L, A_H )=(86, 94) and (A_L, A_H )=(60, 120) for E^∗=13 MeV and E^∗=60 MeV. The variation of the scission shapes with the E^∗ at fixed mass asymmetry is rather small. Thus, at larger excitation energy the fissioning shape of^{180}Hg becomes slightly shorter.

VII. SUMMARY

The fission fragments mass and kinetic energy distributions have been calculated for the fission of^{180}Hg and 190Hg formed in the reactions^{36}Ar +^{144}Sm ⇒^{180}Hg and^{36}Ar +^{154}Sm ⇒^{190}Hg at few values of the initial excitation energy. The calculations were carried out within the recently developed five-dimensional Langevin approach for the description of fission of heavy nuclei. The main development of the approach was a more accurate treatment of the collisions of fission trajectories with the boundaries of the deformation space. The so called soft wall was placed at the boundaries to keep the trajectories within the deformation space.

Special attention was paid to the accurate description of the dependence of shell effects on the excitation energy. Instead of widely used Ignatyuk’s prescription, we used more accurate approximation developed in [50].

Preliminary calculations were carried out for the so called first chance fission, for which neutron emission by the compound nucleus prior scission does not occur. The modeling was then enhanced to account for multichance fission with the probability increasing with the bombarding energy. Emission of up to three neutrons before scission was considered.

The fission fragment mass distributions are reproduced surprisingly well for both^{180}Hg and^{190}Hg for all considered excitation energies. The effect of multi-chance fission on the mass distribution is very small. The results accounting for first chance only are already quite close to the experimental yields.

The effect of neutron emission on the kinetic energy distribution has been found to be noticeable. Accounting for multichance fission leads to very good agreement with the experimental data.

While all previous work intended to point out the manifestation of multichance fission based on mass distributions, our work strongly suggests that evaporation by the compound nucleus on the pre-scission TKE has a measurable impact, and that the TKE is a very valuable observable to be investigated to study multichance fission. For cases like this, it may be of precious value.

As explained in the introduction, we do not assume any distribution as the initial condition for the five dynamical variables. Our calculation starts from δ-functions in all five variables as the initial distributions. Therefore, the positions and shapes of distributions in both mass and TKE arise as results of the time evolution described by our dynamical model. This shows that the fluctuation and dissipation nature of the theory, which conforms the essential part of our approach, is vital characteristics to understand mechanisms of nuclear fission.

The calculations presented in this work confirm that our five-dimensional Langevin approach is a reliable tool for the theoretical predictions of the fission process observables.

Acknowledgments. The authors would like to express their gratitude to Profs. K. Nishio and K. Pomorski for valuable comments and suggestions.

[1] O. Hahn, F. Strassmann, Naturwissenschaften 27, 11 (1939).

[2] L. Meitner and O.R. Frisch, Nature143, 239 (1939). [3] N. Bohr and J.A. Wheeler, Phys. Rev.56, 426 (1939) [4] A.N. Andreyev, J. Elseviers, M. Huyse, P. Van Duppen, S. Antalic, A. Barzakh, N. Bree, T.E. Cocolios, V.F. Comas et al, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 252502 (2010).

[5] C. Ishizuka, X. Zhang, M.D. Usang, F.A. Ivanyuk and S.

Chiba, Phys. Rev. C101, 011601(R) (2020).

[6] P.V. Kostryukov, A. Dobrowolski, B. Nerlo-Pomorska, M. Warda, Z.G. Xiao, Y.J. Chen, L.L. Liu, J.L. Tian, and K. Pomorski, Chin. Phys. C 45, 124108 (2021).

[7] M. Albertsson, B.G. Carlsson, T. Dössing, P. Möller, J.

Randrup, S. Aberg, Eur. Phys. Journ. A, 56:46 (2020). [8] D.N. Poenaru, R.A. Gherghescu, and W.Greiner, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 107, 062503 (2011).

[9] D.N. Poenaru, and R.A. Gherghescu, Phys. Rev. C 97, 044621 (2018).

[10] M. Warda, A. Zdeb, and L.M. Robledo, Phys. Rev. C 98, 041602(R) (2018).

[11] Z. Matheson, S.A. Giuliani, W. Nazarewicz, J. Sadhukhan, and N. Schunck, Phys. Rev. C 99, 041304(R) (2019).

[12] M. D. Usang, F. A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, and S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 96, 064617 (2017).

[13] M.D. Usang, F.A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, and S. Chiba, Scientific Reports 9, 1525 (2019).

[14] F.A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, and S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 109, 034602 (2024).

[15] K. Nishio, A.N. Andreyev, R. Chapman, X. Derkx, Ch.E.

Düllmann, L. Ghys, F.P. Hessberger, K. Hirose, H. Ikezoe, J. Khuyagbaatar, B. Kindler, B. Lommel, H. Makii, I. Nishinaka, T. Ohtsuki, S.D. Pain, R. Sagaidak, I. Tsekhanovich, M. Venhartg, Y. Wakabayashi, S. Yan, Physics Letters B 748, 89-94 (2015).

[16] P. Moller, J. Randrup, and A.J. Sierk, Phys.Rev.C 85, 024306 (2012).

[17] T. Ichikawa, A.Iwamoto, P. Moller, and A.J. Sierk, Phys.

Rev. C 86, 024610 (2012) [18] M. Warda, A. Staszczak, and W. Nazarewicz, Phys. Rev.

C 86, 024601 (2012).

[19] S. Panebianco, J.-L. Sida, H. Goutte, J.-F. Lemaitre, N.

Dubray, and S. Hilaire, Phys. Rev. C 86, 064601 (2012). [20] J.D. McDonnell, W. Nazarewicz, J.A. Sheikh, A. Staszczak, and M. Warda, Phys. Rev. C 90, 021302(R) (2014).

[21] G. Scamps, C. Simenel, Phys. Rev. C 100, 041602 (2019). [22] H. Pasca, A.V. Andreev, G.G. Adamian, and N.V. Antonenko, Phys. Rev. C 101, 064604 (2020).

[23] T. Ichikawa and P. Moller, Phys. Lett. B 789, 619 (2019). [24] K. Pomorski, A. Dobrowolski, R. Han, B. Nerlo-Pomor-ska, M. Warda, Z. Xiao, Y. Chen, L. Liu, and J.-L. Tian, Phys. Rev. C 101, 064602 (2020).

[25] Dong-ying Huo, Zheng Wei, Kang Wu, Qiao-yue Jiang, Chao Han, Ze-en Yao, Yu Zhang, and Jun-run Wang, Eur. Phys. J. A 60, 244 (2024).

[26] V.D. Simutkin, S. Pomp, J. Blomgren, M.Ë. Osterlund, R. Bevilacqua, P. Andersson, I.V. Ryzhov, G.A. Tutin, S.G. Yavshits, L.A. Vaishnene et al, Nucl. Data Sheets 119, 331 (2014).

[27] I.V. Ryzhov, S.G. Yavshits, G.A. Tutin, N.V. Kovalev,

A.V. Saulski, N.A. Kudryashev, M.S. Onegin, L.A. Vaishnene, Yu.A. Gavrikov. O.T. Grudzevich et al, Phys. Rev. C 83, 054603 (2011).

[28] A.V. Ignatyuk, G.N. Smirenkin and A.S. Tishin, Sov. J.

Nucl. Phys. 21, 255 (1975).

[29] J. Maruhn and W. Greiner, Zeit. f. Phys. 251, 431 (1972). [30] V.V. Pashkevich, Nucl. Phys. A 169, 275 (1971). [31] V.V. Pashkevich, Nucl. Phys. A 477, 1 (1988). [32] A.J. Sierk, Phys. Rev. C 96, 034603 (2017). [33] K.T.R. Davies, A.J. Sierk, J.R. Nix, Phys. Rev. C 13, 2385 (1976).

[34] J. Blocki, Y. Boneh, J.R. Nix, J. Randrup, M. Robel, A.J. Sierk, and W. J. Swiatecki, Ann. Phys. 113, 330 (1978).

[35] J. Randrup and W.J. Swiatecki, Nucl. Phys. A 429, 105 (1984).

[36] K. Pomorski and H. Hofmann, J. Physique, 42 381 (1981).

[37] H. Hofmann, D. Kiderlen, Int. Jour. Mod. Phys. E 7, 243 (1998).

[38] T. Wada, Y. Abe and N. Carjan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 3538 (1993).

[39] M.D. Usang, F.A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, and S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 94, 044602 (2016).

[40] C. Ishizuka, M.D. Usang, F.A. Ivanyuk, J.A. Maruhn, K.

Nishio, S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 96, 064616 (2017). [41] M.D. Usang, F.A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, and S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 96, 064617 (2017).

[42] V.M. Strutinsky, N.Y. Lyashchenko, and N.A. Popov, Nucl. Phys. 46, 659 (1963) [43] F.A. Ivanyuk and K. Pomorski, Phys. Rev. C 79, 054327 (2009).

[44] S. Suekane, A. Iwamoto, S. Yamaji, and K. Harada, JAERI-memo 5918 (1974).

[45] A. Iwamoto, S. Yamaji, S. Suekane, and K. Harada, Prog.

Theor. Phys. 55, 115 (1976).

[46] K. Sato, S. Yamaji, K. Harada, and S. Yoshida, Z. Phys.

A 290, 149 (1979).

[47] V. M. Strutinsky, Nucl. Phys. A 95, 420 (1967); A 122, 1 (1968).

[48] M. Brack, J. Damgaard, A. S. Jensen, H. C. Pauli, V. M.

Strutinsky, and C. Y. Wong, Rev. Mod. Phys. 44, 320 (1972).

[49] J. Bardeen, L.N. Cooper and J.R. Schrieffer, Phys. Rev.

108, 1175 (1957).

[50] F.A. Ivanyuk, C. Ishizuka, M.D. Usang, and S. Chiba, Phys. Rev. C 97, 054331 (2018).

[51] H.J. Krappe and K. Pomorski,Theory of Nuclear Fission:

A Textbook (Springer, Berlin, 2012). Vol. 838.

[52] J.R. Nix and A.J. Sierk, Nucl. Phys. A 428, 161c (1984). [53] J.R. Nix and A.J. Sierk. Proceedings of the International School–Seminar on Heavy Ion Physics, Dubna, USSR, 1986, Joint Institute for Nuclear Research Report No. JINR-D7-87-68 453 (1987).

[54] W. Hauser and H. Feshbach, Phys. Rev. 87, 366 (1952). [55] https://nds.iaea.org/talys/.

[56] P. Moller, J.R. Nix, and K.-L. Kratz, Atomic Data and Nuclear Data Tables 66, 131–343 (1997).

[57] P. Moller, A.J. Sierk, T. Ichikawa, A. Iwamoto, and M.

Mumpower, Phys. Rev. C 91, 024310 (2015).

[58] A.N. Andreyev, K Nishio, and K-H Schmidt, Rep. Prog.

Phys. 81 016301, (2018).

[59] G. Scamps and C. Simenel, Nature 564, 382 (2018).