arXiv:2312.10452v1 [nucl-th] 16 Dec 2023

Reply to the “Comment on ‘Effect of density and nucleon-nucleon potential on the fusion cross section within the relativistic mean field formalism’”

M. Bhuyan^{1,2}, Raj Kumar^3, Shilpa Rana^3, D. Jain^4, S. K. Patra^{5,6}, and B. V. Carlson^7 1Department of Physics, Faculty of Science, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur 50603, Malaysia 2Institute of Research and Development, Duy Tan University, Da Nang 550000, Vietnam 3School of Physics and Materials Science, Thapar Institute of Engineering and Technology, Patiala 147004, India 4Department of Physics, Mata Gujri College, Fatehgarh, Punjab 140407, India 5Institute of Physics, Sachivalaya Marg, Sainik School, Bhubaneswar 751005, India 6Homi Bhabha National Institute, Anushakti Nagar, Mumbai 400085, India and 7Instituto Tecnológico de Aeronáutica, São José dos Campos 12.228-900, São Paulo, Brazil (Dated: December 19, 2023)

In reply to the Comment made by M. V. Chushnyakova et al. on our paper [Phys. Rev. C 101, 044603 (2020)], we argue that the calculations, results and conclusions of our paper remain valid. We have shown here the calculations for one reaction using the deformed densities and the R3Y nucleon-nucleon potential obtained within the relativistic mean-field (RMF) formalism. Suitable clarifications and justifications are given to address all the points raised in the Comment.

The main concern of the authors of comment [1] on our paper [2] is regarding the use of spherical densities for the considered target nuclei. First, we would like to clarify here that the spherical densities were used in [2] as a simplifying assumption, as it was the first step towards implementing a new theoretical formalism, that is, the relativistic mean field (RMF) approach for the study of nuclear fusion. It is well-known that the deformations and orientations of both the fusing nuclei have significant effects on the interaction potential and, consequently, on the nuclear fusion. Moreover, in addition to nuclear shape degrees of freedom, nuclear fusion is also affected by numerous other factors such as nuclear shell corrections, pairing energy, incompressibility of nuclear matter, energy dependence of the interaction potential, mass, charge, and isospin asymmetry of the entrance channel [3–7]. The step-wise refinements are done in the theoretical models to study the role of various structure effects on nuclear fusion. Following the similar footing, in our recent studies [8, 9], the in-medium effects were introduced in the relativistic R3Y nucleon-nucleon (NN) potential in terms of the density-dependent nucleon-meson couplings and the nuclear potential obtained using this density-dependent R3Y (DDR3Y) NN potential was further used to study the nuclear fusion.

Furthermore, the authors of the Comment have also presented the calculations for^{48}Ca+^{238}U reaction using the 2pF densities along with Paris and Reid versions of the effective M3Y NN potential [1]. It is worth noting here that we have used the RMF densities along with the relativistic R3Y effective NN potential in [2] to obtain the nuclear potential, and the results were compared with the Reid version of the M3Y NN potential. Therefore, to study the effect of deformation within the same microscopic RMF formalism, here we present the calculations performed with the deformed RMF densities and the relativistic R3Y NN potential for^{48}Ca+^{238}U reaction at same center of mass energies as considered in [1]. The quadrupole (β_2 = 0.283) deformation parameter for 238U target nucleus is obtained within the axially deformed RMF formalism for NL3^∗ parameter set, and its effect is further included in the description of the nuclear densities through the radial vector. The capture crosssection obtained from ℓ-summed Wong model [2, 8, 9] for^{48}Ca+^{238}U reaction using the deformed RMF densities and R3Y effective NN potential is shown in Table I. The experimental data [10] and the calculated crosssection obtained by folding the Reid version of M3Y NN potential with deformed RMF densities are also given in Table I for the sake of comparison. We also note that the experimental data used in our paper was taken from the recent work of Wakhle et al. [11], and the original references therein. It can be clearly noticed from Table I that the cross section increases with inclusion of target quadrupole deformations, especially at the lower barrier energies. On comparing the calculated cross-sections with the experimental data, it is observed that for the case of spherical densities, the R3Y NN potential gives a much better match with the experimental data than the M3Y NN potential. The overlap between the experimental and theoretical results further improves on accounting for the quadrupole deformations of the target nuclei, and the R3Y NN potential still gives a better match than the Reid version of the M3Y potential. Here, we have taken the impact of only quadrupole deformations of the target nucleus into account. A more detailed study with the inclusion of more nuclear shape degrees of freedom in the nuclear potential obtained within the RMF formalism is under process and will be communicated shortly. Further, the comparison of results obtained for Reid M3Y NN potential with deformed RMF densities and those presented in Comment [1] using the 2pF densities shows that there is a noticeable difference in the cross-section obtained using the two different approaches for the nuclear density distributions. All these observations infer that nuclear fusion depends upon various structural properties of both of the interacting nuclei, and systematic studies are required to explore the impact of one or another factor.

Next, the author’s comment points out the use of the

TABLE I. Capture cross-section σ (mb) for^{48}Ca+^{238} U reaction calculated using effective R3Y and M3Y NN potentials folded with deformed RMF densities. The experimental data from [10] is also given for comparison.

Ecm (MeV) 181 186 193 201

σexp (mb) 0.0248 3.04 40.2 107

σ_{sph} (mb) R3Y-NL3^∗ 9.133 ×10^{−5} 3.652 41.202 105.93

M3Y-Reid 1.183 ×10^{−10} 1.736 ×10^{−5} 3.073 99.992

σ_{def} (mb) R3Y-NL3^∗ 0.0294 3.698 42.844 105.93

M3Y-Reid 0.0077 1.864 24.315 103.686 σsph σexp R3Y-NL3 ∗ 0.004 1.201 1.025 0.990

M3Y-Reid 4.773 ×10^{−9} 5.712×10^{−6} 0.076 0.935 σdef σexp R3Y-NL3 ∗ 1.187 1.217 1.066 0.990

M3Y-Reid 0.312 0.613 0.605 0.969 σsph(RMF ) σsph(2pF ) M3Y-Reid 2.534 0.025 0.003 0.567 σdef (RMF ) σdef (2pF ) M3Y-Reid 0.384 1.008 1.036 0.859

term “phenomenological” for M3Y NN-forces. In the original work, Ref. [12], the term “phenomenological” is used for the optical potential obtained using M3Y NNpotential. Both the M3Y and the R3Y attempt to be “microscopic” by folding two nuclear densities with what purports to be an effective nucleon-nucleon potential, which is “phenomenological”. One could argue (as we do) that the R3Y is more “microscopic” than the M3Y one, as it takes its parameters from a relativistic mesonexchange interaction that also describes the nuclear mean field rather than from a fit to non-relativistic G matrix elements.

The authors of the comment have also pointed out the concern regarding the references in our paper. The articles authored by Schiff et al. [13, 14] are included as the bibliographical source in which a solution containing the extremely important non-linear σ-meson interaction terms is proposed. In Ref. [13, 14], Schiff develops the mathematical procedure that can be used to obtain an analytical solution for the field equation containing non-linear terms. The same procedure is also adopted to obtain the R3Y NN potential containing non-linear selfcoupling terms [15]. Concerning the omission of other references on the M3Y potential, in most of the articles suggested by the authors of the comment, the densitydependent versions of M3Y NN potentials are adopted, which we have not used in our study [2]. Although some of the references might have been missed by us, the references we considered relevant to our development were included. The same observation can be applied to the very important initial work by Walecka on the subject of relativistic mean fields. However, we point out that we did include in the references of our paper an important review of the subject by J.D. Walecka and B.D. Serot (see Ref. [53] of original article [2]), published in Advances in Nuclear Physics in 1986.

In conclusion, these comments do not affect the correctness and relevance of our results and/or change the conclusions of our paper [2].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by DAE-BRNS Sanction No. 58/14/12/2019-BRNS, FOSTECT Project Code: FOS- TECT.2019B.04, FAPESP Project Nos. 2017/05660-0, FAPESP Projects No. 2017/05660-0, and by the CNPq - Brazil.

[1] M. V. Chushnyakova, I. I. Gontchar and O. M.

Sukhareva, Phys. Rev. C 106, 069801 (2022).

[2] M. Bhuyan, R. Kumar, S. Rana, D. Jain, S. K. Patra, and B. V. Carlson, Phys. Rev. C 101, 044603 (2020).

[3] L. F. Canto, V. Guimaraes, J. Lubian and M. S. Hussein, Eur. Phys. J. A 56, 281, (2020).

[4] G. Montagnoli and A. M. Stefanini, Eur. Phys. J. A 53, 169 (2017).

[5] A. J. Toubiana, L. F. Canto and M. S. Hussein, Braz. J.

Phys. 47, 321 (2017).

[6] M. Dasgupta, D. J. Hinde, N. Rowley and A. M. Stefanini, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 48, 401 (1998).

[7] Nuclear Structure Physics, edited by A. Shukla and S.

K. Patra, (CRC Press, Boca Raton, 2020), Chapter 5. [8] M. Bhuyan, S. Rana, N. Jain, R. Kumar, S. K. Patra, and B. V. Carlson, Phys. Rev C 106, 044602 (2022).

[9] S. Rana, M. Bhuyan and R. Kumar, Phys. Rev. C 105, 054613 (2022).

[10] M. G. Itkis, et al., Nucl. Phys. A 734, 136 (2004). [11] A. Wakhle, K. Hammerton, Z. Kohley, D. J. Morrissey, K. Stiefel, J. Yurkon, et al., Phys. Rev. C 97, 021602(R) (2018).

[12] G. R. Satchler and W. G. Love, Phys. Rep. 55, 183 (1979); Proceedings of La Rabide, International Summer School on Heavy Ion Collisions La Rabida (Huelva) Spain, (1982).

[13] L. I. Schiff, Phys. Rev. 84, 10 (1951); 83, 252 (1951). [14] L. I. Schiff, Phys. Rev. 84, 1 (1951).

[15] B. B. Sahu, S. K. Singh, M. Bhuyan, S. K. Biswal, and S. K. Patra, Phys. Rev. C 89, 034614 (2014).