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18O-induced single-nucleon transfer reactions on 40Ca at 15.3A MeV within a multichannel analysis
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Background: Nucleon transfer reactions are selective tools for nuclear physics investigations. The theoretical
and computational limits affecting in the past their data analysis could be nowadays surmounted thanks to the
advent of methods with refined approximations and constraints, even when heavy-ion collisions are considered.
Purpose: Modern microscopic calculations of heavy-ion-induced transfer reactions combined with precise
experimental data offer the chance for accurately testing different reaction models as well as the nuclear structure
description of the involved nuclear states.
Method: Single proton and neutron transfer reactions were measured with the MAGNEX magnetic spectrometer
for the 18O + 40Ca system at 15.3A MeV. Excitation energy spectra and angular differential cross section
distributions were extracted. The experimental results are compared with theoretical calculations performed in
distorted wave and coupled channel Born approximation. The use of a coupled channel equivalent polarization
potential to effectively describe the coupling effects affecting the initial state interaction is also considered.
Spectroscopic amplitudes derived from a large-scale shell model with appropriate interactions adapted for the
involved nuclei are employed.
Results: Our theoretical calculations are in good agreement with experimental data, without the need for any
scaling factor, validating the adopted reaction and nuclear structure parameters. Moreover, under the present
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experimental conditions, a weak dependence of the obtained results on the choice of the reaction models was
observed.
Conclusions: The good agreement between experimental and theoretical results validates the reliability of
the parameter sets entering the calculations. They are extracted from or tested in complementary analyses of
other reaction channels under the same experimental conditions. Such a multichannel approach represents the
best option to pursue a solid, comprehensive, and model-independent description of the single-nucleon transfer
reactions. The successful description of the present one-nucleon transfer data is also propaedeutic to the accurate
assessment, under the same theoretical description, of higher-order transfer processes, like the sequential nucleon
transfer mechanisms which are in competition with the direct charge exchange reactions.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevC.104.064609

I. INTRODUCTION

Nucleon transfer reactions have historically played a sig-
nificative role among direct nuclear reactions. One-nucleon
transfer processes are, in fact, suitable tools to investigate the
single-particle property of the populated nuclear states [1–3]
while two-nucleon transfer ones selectively probe pairing
correlations in atomic nuclei [4–6]. In the past, however, lim-
itations from the adopted theoretical approximations and the
parameters entering in the reaction calculations have often af-
fected the final conclusions of the performed studies. This has
frequently prevented to get agreement between measured and
calculated cross sections [7–11]. Nowadays, improvements in
the theoretical models and computational capabilities allow to
tackle nucleon transfer reactions with an unprecedented level
of accuracy [12,13], even when medium-mass and heavy ions
are considered [14,15]. In this view, transfer reactions rep-
resent the ideal ground to test the different nuclear structure
models.

High precision results are imperative when considering
nucleon transfer reactions as part of more complex reaction
networks. One- and two-nucleon transfer reactions, indeed,
are among the main competitive processes of direct heavy-
ion charge exchange reactions, both single (SCE) and double
(DCE). Multinucleon transfer processes, in fact, can also feed
the same final nuclear states populated by SCE and DCE reac-
tions. Such transfer contributions to charge exchange reaction
channels have already been investigated in the past [16–23].
The main conclusion was that the competition between the
direct and nucleon transfer driven charge exchange reactions
can vary, changing kinematic conditions and involved nuclei.
Thus, the topic can be considered still open for those nuclear
systems that have not been investigated yet.

Furthermore, the charge exchange reactions are the object
of a renewed extensive interest. In particular, the NUMEN
project [24–27] aims at investigating the possible connection
between the nuclear matrix elements of the heavy-ion-induced
DCE reactions and the double β decay. To this extent, only the
direct charge exchange reaction cross sections mediated by the
in-medium nucleon-nucleon interaction are of primary inter-
est [28,29]. Thus, such contributions have to be disentangled
from the ones due to the multinucleon transfer mechanisms
induced by the nuclear mean-field interaction [30]. Although
multinucleon transfer driven DCE cannot be totally avoided,
it is important to find the conditions that favor the dominance
of the direct mechanisms. In this view, also one- and two-
nucleon transfer reactions are measured within the NUMEN

experimental runs, in the same experimental conditions of
the investigated DCE reactions. A successful description of
the available nucleon transfer reaction channels represents,
in fact, the utmost elements to constrain the analysis of the
complete multinucleon transfer processes which are in com-
petition with the direct charge exchange mechanisms.

The theoretical analysis for the transfer reactions can be
performed within the distorted wave Born approximation
(DWBA) framework. In this scheme, however, the couplings
with the excited states in the initial partition are neglected.
Such couplings could significantly affect, in principle, the
transfer mechanisms, especially when heavy-ion collisions
are considered. To properly take into account such effects,
coupled channel methods can be invoked, such as resorting to
the well-known coupled channel Born approximation (CCBA)
scheme [31]. In this view, an alternative is represented also by
the coupled channel equivalent polarization (CCEP) potential
approach [32,33]. The latter is an effective technique able to
incorporate the inelastic coupling effects in the DWBA frame-
work by properly modifying the adopted optical potential.
Thus, it may be interesting in more involved reaction studies,
where such couplings and their effects cannot be explicitly
incorporated.

The nucleon transfer predictions provided within all the
mentioned theoretical frameworks are sensitive to few but
crucial ingredients, which have to be properly chosen. In par-
ticular, the most important quantities are the optical potentials
introduced to model the initial and final state interactions
among the colliding nuclei and the spectroscopic amplitudes
which account for the structure properties of the involved
systems. The nuclei typically adopted as projectiles in nucleon
transfer reaction studies vary from light to heavy systems. In
the present article the one-neutron stripping and one-proton
pickup transfer reactions for the 18O + 40Ca system at 15.3A
MeV are investigated. The 18O has already been considered as
a probe for intermediate-mass nuclei [34–37], demonstrating
a selective population of single-particle components in bound
and resonant states. In Ref. [38], in particular, some nucleon
transfer channels were already analyzed for the 18O + 40Ca
system, even if at lower bombarding energy. The experi-
mental results there obtained, however, were not in excellent
agreement with the theoretical calculations, thus motivating
a modern investigation for such a system. In our perspec-
tive, moreover, the analysis of the (18O, 19F) one-proton
and (18O, 17O) one-neutron transfers completes the examina-
tion of all the interesting reaction channels experimentally
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investigated in the NUMEN runs for the 40Ca target at the
incident energy of 15.3A MeV. This already includes the elas-
tic and inelastic scattering, the two-neutron and two-proton
transfers, as well as the SCE and DCE reactions [28,39–42].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II the experimen-
tal setup and the data reduction procedure are presented. In
Sec. III the theoretical models and the corresponding parame-
ters adopted to perform the one-nucleon transfer cross section
calculations are described. In Secs. IV and V the one-neutron
stripping and the one-proton pickup results are discussed,
respectively. In Sec. VI the conclusions of the present work
are drawn and the future perspectives commented.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND DATA REDUCTION

The experiment was performed at the INFN-LNS
laboratory in Catania. The 18O beam was accelerated by the
K800 Superconducting Cyclotron at the energy of 15.3A MeV
and transported to the MAGNEX experimental hall preserving
its good optical characteristics [43]. The 250 ± 12 μg/cm2

40Ca target, manufactured by evaporation onto a carbon
backing of 47 μg/cm2 by the INFN-LNS Target Laboratory,
was kept in vacuum until its placement in the MAGNEX
scattering chamber to minimize the oxidation phenomena.
The 18O8+ beam was intercepted by a Faraday cup located
15 cm downstream of the target and equipped with a −200 V
suppressor ring to measure, with an accuracy better than 10%,
the incident ion flux. The MAGNEX spectrometer optical
axis was set at 8◦ in the laboratory frame thus spanning the
3◦ < θlab < 14◦ angular range. The 19F and 17O ejectiles were
momentum analyzed by MAGNEX and then measured by its
focal plane detector [44,45]. Thanks to the large acceptance
in momentum of the spectrometer [43], the two investigated
reaction channels, the (18O, 17O) one-neutron stripping and
the (18O, 19F) one-proton pickup, were measured under
the same experimental conditions, namely, in the same
experimental runs within a unique magnetic setting. The
data reduction in terms of particle identification and ejectile
trajectory reconstruction was performed following the tech-
niques described in Refs. [46–50], finally deducing the
scattering angle and the excitation energy distributions.

The excitation energy spectra of the two reaction channels
under study are shown in Figs. 1 and 2, where Ex = Q0 − Q
is the difference between the Q values corresponding to the
ground and the given excited states. Examining the spectra,
both of them present clear peaks and structures; thus they were
further analyzed in order to distinguish among the different
possible transitions. In more detail, a fit procedure was per-
formed considering the spectra in angular steps of 0.5◦ or 1◦,
depending on the available collected statistics.

An example of the one-neutron transfer excitation energy
spectrum is shown in Fig. 1. The distribution up to 4 MeV
is described by five Gaussian functions corresponding to as
many visible structures. The first and the second ones corre-
spond to the transitions to the ground state (g.s.) and the first
excited state of the 17O ejectile at 0.871 MeV, respectively.
In fact, the energy resolution of about 600 keV full width
at half maximum allows to distinguish the two contributions,
although they are not fully separated also because the excited

FIG. 1. Excitation energy spectrum for the (18O, 17O) one-
neutron stripping reaction in the 5.0◦ < θlab < 5.5◦ angular range.
The visible structures up to ≈4 MeV are fitted by a global curve
(solid red line) given by the sum of five Gaussian functions; the
first two (the diagonally shaded magenta and the horizontally shaded
blue) correspond to single transitions while the third one (the verti-
cally shaded cyan) corresponds to the excitation of two different 41Ca
excited states (see Table I). The auxiliary Gaussian functions that
peak beyond 2 MeV (dashed green and dotted orange) are introduced
to better reproduce the shape in such a region. The peak labeled with
an asterisk is polluted by target contamination contributions.

state yield is considerably smaller than the g.s. one. The third
visible bump around 2 MeV is expected to be the sum of the
two transitions to the 41Ca states at 1.942 and 2.010 MeV (see
Table I). To better reproduce the spectrum shape in such an
energy region, fourth and fifth auxiliary Gaussian functions
were introduced to model the visible bumps observed around
3 and 3.5 MeV which, however, are not considered in the
present analysis. The higher excitation energy structure shown
in the spectrum is dominated by the oxygen and carbon target
contaminations, so it will not be analyzed in the following.

Figure 2 shows the excitation energy spectrum up to
5 MeV in a selected angular range for the one-proton transfer
reaction channel. It was fitted including four Gaussian func-
tions corresponding to as many low-lying peaks. In particular,
peak 1 and peak 2 are expected to receive contributions from
the population of few states of the 19F ejectile only, while
peak 3 and peak 4 involve several possible transitions of
both the ejectile and the 39K residual nuclei (see Table II).
However, such clear structures and the corresponding widths,
approximately comparable with the ones expected in case of
individual transitions, point to a condition of a single or a
very few states’ dominance. Higher excitation energy bumps
visible in the reported spectrum are polluted by oxygen and
carbon target contaminations, so they will not be included in
the present analysis.
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FIG. 2. Excitation energy spectrum for the (18O, 19F) one-proton
pickup reaction in the 5.0◦ < θlab < 5.5◦ angular range. The visible
structures up to ≈5 MeV are fitted by a global curve (solid red line)
given by the sum of four Gaussian functions, each of them account-
ing for several different transitions (see Table II for the details). The
peaks labeled with asterisks are polluted by the target contamination
contributions.

Figures 3 and 4 show the extracted angular differential
cross section distributions for the one-neutron and one-proton
transfer, respectively. The error bars reported in the plots
include the statistical contribution and for the cross section
angular distributions the uncertainties due to the solid angle
evaluation and the fit procedure. The cross section values
could be affected by a systematic error estimated as about
10%, generated by the target thickness and the charge col-
lection uncertainties, not reported in the plots.

III. ONE-NUCLEON TRANSFER REACTION
CALCULATIONS

One-nucleon transfer reactions can be described in a fully
quantum microscopic approach under some assumptions [51].
In the case of single-nucleon transfer between the initial (α =
a + A) and the final (β = b + B) partitions, the transition

TABLE I. List of the considered final partition channels
populated in the experimentally observed structures of the
40Ca(18O, 17O) 41Ca one-neutron transfer excitation energy spectrum
of Fig. 1.

Label Final partition

g.s. 17Og.s. (5/2+) + 41Cag.s. (7/2−)
17O � 17O0.871 (1/2+) + 41Cag.s. (7/2−)
41Ca � 17Og.s. (5/2+) + 41Ca1.942 (3/2−)

17Og.s. (5/2+) + 41Ca2.010 (3/2+)

TABLE II. List of the considered final partition channels
populated in the experimentally observed structures of the
40Ca(18O, 19F) 39K one-proton transfer excitation energy spectrum of
Fig. 2.

Label Final partition

Peak 1 19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)

Peak 2 19F1.345 (5/2−) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)
19F1.458 (3/2−) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)
19F1.554 (3/2+) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)

Peak 3 19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F2.779 (9/2+) + 39Kg.s. (3/2+)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)

Peak 4 19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K3.597 (9/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K3.597 (9/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K3.597 (9/2−)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K3.883 (5/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K3.883 (5/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K3.883 (5/2−)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K3.939 (5/2+)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K3.939 (5/2+)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K3.939 (5/2+)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K3.944 (11/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K3.944 (11/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K3.944 (11/2−)
19F1.345 (5/2−) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F1.345 (5/2−) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19F1.345 (5/2−) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)
19F1.458 (3/2−) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F1.458 (3/2−) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19F1.458 (3/2−) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)
19F1.554 (3/2+) + 39K2.522 (1/2+)
19F1.554 (3/2+) + 39K2.814 (7/2−)
19F1.554 (3/2+) + 39K3.018 (3/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K4.082 (3/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K4.082 (3/2−)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K4.096 (1/2+)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K4.096 (1/2+)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K4.096 (1/2+)
19Fg.s. (1/2+) + 39K4.127 (7/2−)
19F0.110 (1/2−) + 39K4.127 (7/2−)
19F0.197 (5/2+) + 39K4.127 (7/2−)

amplitude can be expressed in DWBA as

T =
∫

d �rαd �rβχ
(−)
β

〈ψB|ψA〉Vα,β〈ψb|ψa〉χ (+)
α , (1)

where χ
(±)
α,β are the outgoing and incoming distorted waves

in the entrance and exit partitions, Vα,β is a suitable effective
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FIG. 3. Comparison between theoretical and experimental one-
neutron transfer angular distributions. The different panels refer
to the different peaks shown in the excitation energy spectrum of
Fig. 1. (a, b) The OM(SPP)+DWBA, OM(CCEP)+DWBA and
CCBA(SPP) single-transition calculations are indicated by the dash-
dotted blue, dashed green, and solid red lines, respectively. (c) The
same symbol code is adopted for the total summed curves whereas
the different single transitions, calculated in the CCBA(SPP) scheme,
are reported as dotted lines.

interaction potential, and 〈ψb|ψa〉 and 〈ψB|ψA〉 are the
projectile-ejectile and target-residual overlap functions. The

latter, assuming the fractional parentage decomposition
B = A + x with x the transferred nucleon, can be written
as [52]

〈ψB|ψA〉 ∝
∑
nl j

CAnl jϕ
xA
nl j (�r), (2)

where C is an isospin Clebsch-Gordan coefficient, Anl j is the
spectroscopic amplitude (SA) and ϕxA

nl j (�r) the internal single-
particle wave function of x relative to subsystem A. Equations
(1) and (2) illustrate that a restricted number of ingredients af-
fects the one-nucleon transfer calculations, namely, the optical
potential which determines the distorted waves χ

(±)
α,β , the ef-

fective potential Vα,β , and the spectroscopic amplitudes Anl j .
All of them have represented, in the past, critical quantities
when performing nucleon transfer calculations. Nowadays,
however, the theoretical and computational refinements have
mitigated many sources of uncertainties, allowing to properly
tackle transfer calculations in a quite straightforward way.

In the present work, the São Paulo double-folding potential
(SPP) [53,54] was adopted as the optical potential in the initial
and final partitions. Its effectiveness is indeed already well
established since it was systematically tested against a wide
range of experimental data [55–57]. Furthermore, SPP was
recently employed to analyze, in optical model (OM), DWBA,
and coupled channel (CC) schemes, the elastic and inelastic
scattering data collected for the identical colliding system at
the same bombarding energy of the experiment here examined
[39]. In such work as well as in some previous ones [58,59],
it was highlighted that, when considering 18O and 17O nuclei,
the matter diffuseness value of the Fermi-Dirac density distri-
butions used to generate the potential via the double-folding
method should be set to 0.61 fm, increased by about 10%
compared to the systematic value of 0.56 fm. Thus, the same
prescription was adopted also in the calculations performed in
the present case.

The single-particle wave functions are generated adopting,
as core effective interactions for the 17O +n and 18O +p sys-
tems, Woods-Saxon potentials having a reduced radius (r0) of
1.25 fm and a diffuseness (a0) of 0.70 fm. The latter is slightly
larger than the typical one used for similar systems (a0 = 0.65
fm) following the same argument introduced to justify the
matter diffuseness increase for the optical potentials of the
same oxygen isotopes [60]. For the heavier targetlike sys-
tems, 39K +p and 40Ca +n, r0 = 1.20 fm and a0 = 0.60 fm
were adopted, as typically done when considering similar
medium-mass nuclei [40]. The depths of such Woods-Saxon
potentials were optimized in order to match the experi-
mental one-neutron and one-proton separation energies. The
FRESCO code [61,62] was adopted to perform all the described
calculations.

The one-neutron and one-proton spectroscopic amplitudes,
reported in Tables III and IV, were calculated, for both the
projectile and the target overlaps, from large-scale shell-
model calculations. Regarding the projectile-ejectile systems,
they are performed by means of the shell-model code KSHELL

[63] within a model space spanned by the proton and neu-
tron 1p3/2, 1p1/2, 2s1/2, 1d5/2, and 1d3/2 orbitals above an
4He core. As an effective Hamiltonian, we have adopted the
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FIG. 4. Comparison between theoretical and experimental one-proton transfer angular distributions. The different panels refer to the
different peaks shown in the excitation energy spectrum of Fig. 2. The sum of the OM(SPP)+DWBA, OM(CCEP)+DWBA, and CCBA(SPP)
calculations are indicated by the dash-dotted blue, dashed green, and solid red lines, respectively. Single transitions as well as partial sums,
calculated in the CCBA(SPP) scheme, are reported as dotted lines.

p-sd-mod interaction [64] which is a modified version of
the PSDWBT one [65] to account for multiparticle-multihole
states around 16O. This interaction was adopted in several of
our previous studies, for instance in Refs. [35,37,60,66–68],
to calculate one- and two-nucleon spectroscopic amplitudes
and was tested by comparing experimental and theoretical ex-
citation energies of the projectiles and ejectiles involved in the
studied reactions [60,67,68]. In particular, in Refs. [35,37,67]
it was used to describe oxygen and fluorine nuclei. The spec-
troscopic amplitudes for the target-residual systems, instead,
were computed using the NUSHELLX code [69]. The effective
interaction adopted to describe the calcium and potassium iso-
topes considers a model space composed by the 2s1/2, 1d3/2,
1 f7/2, and 2p3/2 valence orbits for both protons and neutrons
on the top of a 28Si core and employs a modified version
of the Zucker-Buck-McGrory-2 (ZBM2) effective interaction
[70] which was developed from the two-body matrix elements
of Ref. [71] in order to describe even and odd Ca isotopes.
The ZBM2-modified interaction was also recently used in
Ref. [40] to analyze the 40Ca(18O, 20Ne) 38Ar transfer reac-
tion. In this paper, the theoretical spectra and electric prop-
erties for 38Ar, 39K, and 40Ca were also shown, evidencing a
reasonably good agreement with the experimental values.

Both the one-neutron and the one-proton transfer reac-
tions were described within the OM+DWBA and the CCBA
frameworks, adopting the prior representation with complex
remnant terms. As shown by the schemes sketched in Fig. 5, in
the OM+DWBA approach, the couplings between the ground
and the excited states of the initial partition are neglected
as well as the transfer transitions from such excited states
to the final channels of the outgoing partitions. Both these
routes, however, could be relevant when considering transfer
processes between heavy ions, so they should be included in
a reliable calculation. The CCBA, in fact, as schematically
shown by the dashed red arrows sketched in Fig. 5, explic-
itly considers the mentioned couplings in the initial partition
and the corresponding additional paths for the transfer transi-
tions. In the performed CCBA calculations, the adopted model
space included the first 2+ excited state at 1.982 MeV for
the 18O projectile and the first 3− and 2+ states at 3.797
and 3.904 MeV for the 40Ca target (see Fig. 5). It is worth
mentioning that the just defined initial partition model space
coincides with the one adopted in Ref. [39]. Thus, the re-
duced matrix elements and deformation lengths [M(E2) =
6.555 e fm2 and δ2 = 0.921 fm for the (2+

1 ) 18O, M(E3) =
135.640 e fm3 and δ3 = 2.042 fm for the (3−

1 ) 40Ca, and
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TABLE III. List of the one-neutron spectroscopic amplitudes
(SAs) adopted in the calculations for the projectile and target over-
laps, obtained by shell-model calculations with the p-sd-mod and
ZBM2-modified interactions, respectively. The final and initial states
as well as the principal quantum number (n), the orbital angu-
lar momentum (l), and the spin ( j) of the neutron orbitals are
reported.

Initial state Final state nl j SA

18Og.s. (0+) 17Og.s. (5/2+) (1d5/2) 1.2708
17O0.871 (1/2+) (2s1/2) −0.4345

18O1.982 (2+) 17Og.s. (5/2+) (1d3/2) 0.0799
(1d5/2) 1.0734
(2s1/2) 0.5093

17O0.871 (1/2+) (1d3/2) −0.1737
(1d5/2) −0.4994

40Cag.s. (0+) 41Cag.s. (7/2−) (1 f7/2) −0.9376
41Ca1.942 (3/2−) (2p3/2) 0.9265
41Ca2.010 (3/2+) (1d3/2) 0.3183

40Ca3.737 (3−) 41Cag.s. (7/2−) (2s1/2) −0.3926
(1d3/2) 0.4626

41Ca1.942 (3/2−) (1d3/2) −0.1377
41Ca2.010 (3/2+) (2p3/2) 0.1499

(1 f7/2) −0.3135
40Ca3.904 (2+) 41Cag.s. (7/2−) (1 f7/2) −0.1350

(2p3/2) 0.0452
41Ca1.942 (3/2−) (2p3/2) −0.0088

(1 f7/2) −0.1001
41Ca2.010 (3/2+) (2s1/2) 0.4326

(1d3/2) 0.3001

M(E2) = 9.618 e fm2 and δ2 = 0.540 fm for the (2+
1 ) 40Ca],

which account for the Coulomb deformations and the nuclear
excitations, respectively, were deduced adopting the same pre-
scriptions there reported. Reference [39] highlighted also that,
for such a colliding system, when assuming in CC calculations
a quite restricted model space like the one presently consid-
ered for the initial partition, the optimal strength coefficient
for the imaginary part of the corresponding optical potential
should be set to 0.78. Another way to implicitly embed the
effects of the inelastic excitations on the elastic channel is
to resort to a CCEP potential [32]. The latter, obtained by

TABLE IV. List of the one-proton spectroscopic amplitudes
(SAs) adopted in the calculations for the projectile and target over-
laps, obtained by shell-model calculations with the p-sd-mod and
ZBM2-modified interactions, respectively. The final and initial states
involved as well as the principal quantum number (n), the orbital
angular momentum (l), and the spin ( j) of the proton orbitals are
reported.

Initial state Final state nl j SA

18Og.s. (0+) 19Fg.s. (1/2+) (2s1/2) −0.5539
19F0.110 (1/2−) (1p1/2) −0.2444
19F0.197 (5/2+) (1d5/2) 0.6644
19F1.458 (3/2−) (1p3/2) −0.0106
19F1.554 (3/2+) (1d3/2) −0.4238

TABLE IV. (Continued.)

Initial state Final state nl j SA

18O1.982 (2+) 19Fg.s. (1/2+) (1d5/2) −0.5864
(1d3/2) 0.2806

19F0.110 (1/2−) (1p3/2) 0.0301
19F0.197 (5/2+) (1d5/2) 0.4265

(1d3/2) −0.1563
(2s1/2) 0.3113

19F1.345 (5/2−) (1p1/2) −0.1366
(1p3/2) −0.0186

19F1.458 (3/2−) (1p3/2) 0.0022
(1p1/2) −0.1639

19F1.554 (3/2+) (1d5/2) −0.3146
(1d3/2) −0.3185
(2s1/2) −0.3539

40Cag.s. (0+) 19F2.779 (9/2+) (1d5/2) −0.7872
39Kg.s. (3/2+) (1d3/2) 1.787
39K2.522 (1/2+) (2s1/2) −1.277
39K2.814 (7/2−) (1g7/2) −0.718
39K3.018 (3/2−) (2p3/2) 0.223
39K3.939 (3/2+) (1d3/2) 0.218
39K4.082 (3/2+) (2p3/2) 0.172
39K4.096 (1/2+) (2s1/2) −0.362
39K4.127 (7/2−) (1 f7/2) 0.245

40Ca3.737 (3−) 39Kg.s. (3/2+) (2p3/2) 0.137
(1 f7/2) 0.538

39K2.522 (1/2+) (1 f7/2) 0.406
39K2.814 (7/2−) (2s1/2) 0.253

(1d3/2) 0.847
39K3.018 (3/2−) (1d3/2) −0.017
39K3.597 (9/2−) (1d3/2) 0.207
39K3.883 (5/2−) (2s1/2) 0.316

(1d3/2) 0.629
39K3.939 (3/2+) (2p3/2) 0.048

(1 f7/2) −0.018
39K4.082 (3/2+) (1d3/2) 0.593
39K4.096 (1/2+) (1 f7/2) 0.080
39K4.127 (7/2−) (2s1/2) 0.086

(1 f7/2) 0.595
40Ca3.904 (2+) 39Kg.s. (3/2+) (2s1/2) −0.030

(1d3/2) −0.008
39K2.522 (1/2+) (1d3/2) −0.014
39K2.814 (7/2−) (2p3/2) 0.253

(1 f7/2) 0.847
39K3.018 (3/2−) (2p3/2) −0.147

(1 f7/2) −0.356
39K3.597 (9/2−) (1 f7/2) 0.260
39K3.883 (5/2−) (2p3/2) −0.026

(1 f7/2) −0.174
39K3.939 (3/2+) (2s1/2) −0.153

(1d3/2) −0.464
39K3.944

(11/2−)
(1 f7/2) 0.213

39K4.082 (3/2+) (2p3/2) 0.047
(1 f7/2) 0.234

39K4.096 (1/2+) (1d3/2) 0.154
39K4.127 (7/2−) (2p3/2) 0.026

(1 f7/2) 0.249
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FIG. 5. Coupling schemes for the projectile-ejectile and target-residual systems for the described (a) one-proton and (b) one-neutron
transfer reactions. The solid blue arrows refer to the couplings considered only in the OM+DWBA calculations. In the CCBA framework,
instead, both the solid blue and the dashed red arrows are included.

adding to the bare optical potential an additive local term
known as a trivially equivalent local potential (TELP) [72],
includes in an effective way the inelastic couplings among
the different considered states, already in the OM scheme
[33]. Such an approach was recently tested with success on
the 18O + 40Ca system elastic transition, which represents its
natural test ground, measured at the same kinetic energy of
the experiment here presented [39]. In the same paper, more-
over, its use was also extended to the direct SCE reactions
to effectively introduce, in the corresponding DWBA calcula-
tions, the initial partition coupling effects, since any different
reaction scheme is not implemented at the moment for the
direct heavy-ion SCE. Therefore, it could be interesting also
in the one-nucleon transfer reaction case to test and compare
the results obtained by such an OM(CCEP)+DWBA approach
with the ones given by the traditional OM(SPP)+DWBA and
CCBA(SPP) schemes.

IV. 40Ca(18O, 17O) 41Ca ONE-NEUTRON TRANSFER
RESULTS

The cross section angular distributions for the
40Ca(18O, 17O) 41Ca reaction are shown in Fig. 3. In Fig. 3(a)
the transition to 17Og.s.(5/2+) + 41Cag.s.(7/2−) is considered.
An almost structureless shape with an exponential decrease
is observed, also typical of the 18O beam impinging at
similar bombarding energy on different medium-mass targets
[34]. The OM(SPP)+DWBA, OM(CCEP)+DWBA, and
CCBA(SPP) calculation results are quite similar, with the
CCBA(SPP) distribution presenting a slightly steeper slope
than the OM(SPP)+DWBA and OM(CCEP)+DWBA ones,
which better reproduces the experimental trend at large
angles. Similar considerations can be extended to the cross
section angular distributions corresponding to the excitation
of the 17O0.871(1/2+) + 41Cag.s.(7/2−) channel, shown in
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Fig. 3(b). The OM(SPP)+DWBA and OM(CCEP)+DWBA
calculations well describe the data in the most forward angular
region, slightly overestimating them, instead, at larger angles.
The CCBA(SPP) distribution presents a different slope which
is less steep than the OM(SPP)+DWBA and OM(CCEP)+
DWBA trends. The third angular distribution plotted in
Fig. 3(c) refers to the excitation of both 17Og.s.(5/2+) +
41Ca1.942(3/2−) and 17Og.s.(5/2+) + 41Ca2.010(3/2+) final
channels, respectively. The summed curves are practically
exhausted by the transition towards the 41Ca(3/2−) state,
since the contribution from the (3/2+) one is about one order
of magnitude lower. This result is not entirely surprising
since the weakness of the transition to the state at 2.010 MeV
was also observed in light-ion-induced transfer reactions
at low and intermediate bombarding energies [73,74].
Comparing the results provided by the different reaction
schemes, it can be observed that OM(SPP)+DWBA and
OM(CCEP)+DWBA are very similar. The coupled channel
terms introduced in the CCBA(SPP) calculation, instead,
slightly decrease the final distribution, improving the
matching with the experimental data.

Generally, it can be noticed that, for the one-neutron trans-
fer results just discussed, the agreement with the experimental
data is quite satisfactory, validating the employed nuclear
structure and reaction models and confirming that absolute
agreements can be reached without the need for any arbitrary
scaling. Moreover, the different adopted reaction schemes re-
turn similar results, demonstrating a substantial equivalence
among the different approaches.

V. 40Ca (18O, 19F) 39K ONE-PROTON TRANSFER RESULTS

The cross section angular distributions for the 40Ca(18O,
19F) 39K reactions are presented in Fig. 4. Regarding peak 1
and peak 2 shown in Fig. 2 and located in the g.s. region and at
about 1.4 MeV, three transitions are expected to contribute to
each one (see Table II). They correspond to as many 19F states,
since for the 39K residual nucleus no nuclear state different
from its g.s. lies in such energy regions.

For peak 1, as shown in Fig. 4(a), the transition toward
the 19F(5/2+) state at 0.197 MeV is expected to dominate
over the other two, the (1/2+) g.s. and the (1/2−) state at
0.110 MeV, shifting the centroid of peak 1 at about 200 keV.
The obtained result reflects the corresponding theoretical SA
values (see Table IV). In particular, the ratio between the
(1/2−) and the (5/2+) ones is close to the one experimen-
tally extracted from a previous spectroscopic study of 19F
[75]. The differences among the calculations performed in
OM(SPP)+DWBA, OM(CCEP)+DWBA, and CCBA(SPP)
are very small. In the angular region explored by the present
data, the OM(CCEP)+DWBA distribution is slightly larger
than the OM(SPP)+DWBA one, showing also a similar os-
cillation pattern. The CCBA(SPP) distribution is found to be
lower than the other two calculations at small scattering an-
gles, also presenting the smoothest trend. In any case, within
all the different theoretical schemes, the agreement between
calculations and experimental data is highly satisfactory.

The angular distribution for peak 2, shown in Fig. 4(b), is
practically exhausted by just one of the three possible transi-

tions, the one toward the (3/2+) state at 1.554 MeV, which
has been strongly excited also in similar heavy-ion collisions
[34,37]. Indeed, the angular distributions due to the (5/2−)
state at 1.345 MeV and the (3/2−) at 1.458 MeV are more
than three orders of magnitude smaller. This is not surpris-
ing examining the corresponding SA, also for the two-step
transitions via the 18O1.982 state which are expected to be
quite suppressed. In the present calculations, in particular, the
contribution from the (3/2−) state at 1.458 MeV was included
only in the CCBA(SPP) calculation. In fact, the correspond-
ing OM(SPP)+DWBA spectroscopic amplitude cannot be
provided within the adopted shell-model space, considering
that such a state cannot be populated from the 18Og.s. (0+).
Examining the results performed with the different reaction
models, it can be noticed that also in this energy region the
OM(CCEP)+DWBA distribution is slightly larger than the
OM(SPP)+DWBA one in the range explored by the presented
experimental data. The CCBA(SPP) calculation lies between
the two DWBA distributions up to ≈15◦, then showing more
pronounced oscillations.

In peaks 3 and 4 the number of the involved channels of
the final partition is significantly larger than in the previous
cases since both the ejectile (19F) and the residual nucleus
(39K) may populate many possible excited states in the cor-
responding energy ranges (see Table II). Namely, peak 3 can
receive contributions from ten final partition channels. Never-
theless, as it is shown in Fig. 4(c) and was already observed in
the previous energy ranges, few transitions dominate over all
the others. In particular, the 19F0.197(5/2+) + 39K2.522(1/2+)
final transition gives the largest contribution while a lim-
ited enhancement in the oscillation pattern is provided by
the transition towards the 19Fg.s.(1/2+) + 39K2.522(1/2+) final
channel which, according to previous spectroscopic study, is
expected to contain most of the 2s1/2 strength [76]. The sum of
all the other transitions gives a suppressed and almost constant
contribution. Comparing the results obtained applying the dif-
ferent theoretical schemes, the OM(SPP)+DWBA is slightly
smaller than the OM(CCEP)+DWBA distribution as already
seen in previous energy regions, providing an excellent agree-
ment with the data in both cases. The CCBA(SPP) angular
distribution is instead higher than the others especially at large
scattering angles, slightly overestimating the experimental
result.

Finally, peak 4 receives contributions from many consid-
ered final partition channels, which are listed in Table II.
However, similarly to what has already seen in case of peak
3, only a few of them dominate over all the others. In par-
ticular, in the experimentally explored angular region, the
19F1.554(1/2+) + 39K2.522(1/2+) channel accounts for about
60% of the total cross section while the sum of all the
other transitions amounts to the remaining 40%. Comparing
the different distributions, in this case a significant discrep-
ancy is observed between the experimental data and the
OM(SPP)+DWBA curve, which is partially recovered by
the OM(CCEP)+DWBA one and to a larger extent by the
CCBA(SPP) distribution.

Generally, it can be noticed that, for the one-proton trans-
fer results, the agreement with the experimental data can
be judged satisfactory, considering that also in this case no
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arbitrary factors have been introduced in the calculations.
The present analysis confirms also the dominant role, in the
explored portion of the energy spectra, of the transitions to
specific low-lying states of 19F and 39K. Namely, the (5/2+)
state at 0.197 MeV and the (3/2+) state at 1.554 MeV are
strongly populated for the 19F ejectiles, while the (3/2+) g.s.
and the (1/2+) state at 2.522 MeV are involved for the 39K
residual nuclei. This result is a consequence of the domi-
nant single-particle configuration of the mentioned 19F states
and single-hole configuration for the 39K ones, reflected by
the large SA for such configurations. Despite that this result
could appear not surprising, it is interesting anyway as it
indicates a clear selectivity of the studied (18O, 19F) proton
pickup reaction, a feature which is not much known for heavy-
ion-induced processes above the Coulomb barrier. Moreover,
from the present analysis, it turned out that also the simplest
OM(SPP)+DWBA scheme can acceptably reproduce the ex-
perimental distributions, at least in the first three excitation
energy regions (peaks 1, 2, and 3) which extend up to about
3 MeV. The theoretical results obtained within the more com-
plete and sophisticated OM(CCEP)+DWBA and CCBA(SPP)
frameworks, indeed, are very similar to each other. In the case
of peak 4, instead, a discrepancy between the experimental
data and the OM(SPP)+DWBA curve is observed. Such a
result is not surprising, since this distribution corresponds to
the experimental peak located at the highest excitation energy
(≈4 MeV) among the analyzed structures. Thus, it includes
those transitions which are expected to receive the largest
contributions from the transfer processes originating from the
initial partition excited states, which are not included in the
OM(SPP)+DWBA scheme. As a partial confirmation of this
argument, the observed discrepancy in the angular distribution
of peak 4 is only partially recovered when just the effects
of the initial partition excited states are effectively incorpo-
rated as done in the OM(CCEP)+DWBA calculation. The
agreement is improved performing the CCBA(SPP), where
the transfer paths from also the inelastic states are included.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The 40Ca(18O, 17O) 41Ca one-neutron stripping and the
40Ca(18O, 19F) 39K one-proton pickup reactions induced by
an 18O beam at 15.3A MeV on a 40Ca target were investi-
gated, both experimentally and theoretically. They complete
the analysis of the interesting reaction channels explored so
far for the 40Ca target within the NUMEN project. Several
structures were identified in the corresponding excitation en-
ergy spectra and their angular cross sections distributions
were extracted. The theoretical calculations were performed
adopting different reaction frameworks: OM(SPP)+DWBA,
OM(CCEP)+DWBA, and CCBA(SPP). To reduce the model
dependency of such theoretical results, the nuclear parameters
entering in the calculations were constrained on the basis

of complementary analyses involving other reaction chan-
nels investigated in the same experimental conditions. Indeed,
all the main parameters used in the present calculations are
constrained by other data analyses, such as for the elastic
and inelastic scattering [39] and two-proton transfer reaction
[40], thus refining the reaction and nuclear structure model
responses provided within the available systematics. The latter
point confirms that, in the present multichannel framework,
the adopted physical quantities and models needed to perform
a modern nucleon transfer calculation are under control with-
out resorting to any arbitrary scaling.

Comparing the results obtained with the different reaction
schemes, it emerges that, in the present experimental condi-
tions, the coupling effects to the first low-lying excited states
and the two-step contributions are quite suppressed. Such a
result demonstrates that, for the reaction system under investi-
gation, also the simplest DWBA scheme represents a suitable
framework to analyze such heavy-ion nucleon transfer reac-
tions. This may be connected to the doubly magic nature of the
40Ca nucleus, so this behavior is not necessarily universal. The
results obtained within the OM(CCEP)+DWBA framework
are, for both the reactions under investigation, very similar
to the ones reached with the OM(SPP)+DWBA approach.
Therefore, no apparent significant difference exists between
the two approximations for the considered transfer reactions.

Finally, the present results here obtained set the stage,
under the same experimental and theoretical conditions, to
an accurate and reliable analysis of the sequential-nucleon
transfer processes in competition with the charge exchange
reactions.
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