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∗
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The dynamical cluster-decay model (DCM) with mass window restriction and channel temperature is applied
to study the decay of hot and rotating compound nucleus 181Re∗ formed through the reaction 12C + 169Tm
at three different experimental incident energies, 77.18, 83.22, and 89.25 MeV, for spherical and deformed
fragments. So far in DCM, the evaluation of various fission observables such as mass and charge distribution,
decay cross section, kinetic energy, excitation energy, etc., were studied considering the entire mass range
covering the limiting values of the mass asymmetry from 0 to 1, accounting for emission of light particles,
complex intermediate mass fragments, as well as fission fragments. These emissions are considered as the
dynamical collective mass motion of preformed clusters through the barrier. In this work, restriction of the mass
window is considered in DCM as that of the experimental data for which cross section of the fission fragments
is measured. The mass window restriction enhances the formation probability of the fragments. Further, instead
of using a fixed temperature for all mass asymmetries (or channels), temperature tuning is attempted to see its
effect on the outcome of the model. The obtained results of cross section values are found to compare reasonably
well with the experimental data.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevC.101.014614

I. INTRODUCTION

In low energy heavy-ion collisions, apart from light par-
ticle emission (A � 4), intermediate mass fragment (fission
fragment) emission has been investigated in light to medium
mass parent nuclei. Though the emission of light particles
can happen either through direct reaction or from preequilib-
rium emission, the fission fragment emission along with light
particle emission usually takes place from an equilibrated
compound nucleus, which is mainly dictated by the excitation
energy imparted to it. In such fusion-fission reactions, there
is always a competition between light particle emission and
fission fragment emission. Conventionally, the light particle
emission is always treated within the statistical picture, and
fission type models such as the scission point model or the
saddle point fission model are used to account for the emission
and dynamics of fission fragments.

Different theoretical models explain the binary decay of
the compound nucleus in the light and the heavy mass re-
gions. Light heavy-ion fusion reactions are explained using
the extended Hauser-Feshbach method (EHFM) [1]. This
formalism assumes the fission probability to be proportional
to the available phase space at the scission point. In this
method, the cross section of the compound nucleus forma-
tion at a certain excitation energy and angular momentum
is proportional to the decay ratio, which is determined by
the ratio of partial width to the total width. The partial
width is related to phase-space integration, which in turn
depends on the level density of the compound state. For the
calculation of evaporation residues, statistical-model codes
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like CASCADE, PACE, or LILITA use the Hauser-Feshbach for-
malism. The saddle point model [2,3] requires knowledge of
the macroscopic fission barrier as functions of the spin and
mass asymmetries of the decaying channels. Saddle points
were located using suitable shape parametrization, and the
saddle point energies calculated depend on Coulomb, rota-
tional, and nuclear energies. This model accounts for the
fusion cross section of the compound nucleus in the light mass
region and depends on its spin distribution. The fission width
is calculated using the level density, which is evaluated using
the Fermi-gas formula. The scission point model [4,5] relies
on the assumption that the properties of the fission fragment
distributions depend on the available energy of the different
configurations at the scission point. Fission fragments are
assumed to be deformed and are separated. Wilkins et al. used
an exponential dependence on the potential to evaluate the
mass distribution, whereas Lemaître et al. used a level density
calculation to determine fragmentation yield.

However, the dynamical cluster-decay model (DCM) of
Gupta and collaborators [6–8] takes into account both the
light particle emission and fission fragment emission at the
same level of theory based on the quantum mechanical frag-
mentation process. The uniqueness of this model is that,
to account for the structure effects, the DCM considers the
fragment (or cluster) preformation in the compound nucleus
before the fragments undergo subsequent decay as in a cluster
decay process. Within DCM, temperature effects [7,9–11] and
deformation and orientation effects [12] were included to cal-
culate the actual cross sections and average kinetic energies of
the light particles and heavy fragments. Since the compound
nucleus has the excitation energy from the entrance channel,
the temperature (T ) dependence in the model is important to
account for the cross section and kinetic energy values from
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the experimental results. In Ref. [13], a reformulated DCM
which uses Krappe’s T -dependent binding energy formula
[14] is reported.

Thus far, in DCM, in the calculation of fragments cross
section of fission fragments emitted from the compound nu-
cleus (CN) formed in low energy heavy ion induced reactions,
the complete mass window has been taken into account. It
may be appropriate to study the effect of restriction of the
mass window if the parent nucleus mass is heavy. The mass
window region can be chosen either based on experimental
observation or by studying its role for different mass win-
dows. Such mass window restriction was recently reported
by us [15] for the neutron-induced fission of 235U within
fragmentation theory. Further, in DCM, for the deexcitation
studies of compound nuclei formed in heavy-ion reactions,
the temperature for the fragmentation process is considered
to correspond to the excitation energy of the compound
nucleus (E∗

CN ). However, at the instant of scission (at fixed
distance R, defined later), the available excitation energy of
the compound nucleus E∗

CN has to be distributed to the two
subsystems. In this scenario, the temperature corresponding
to the compound nucleus may not conserve the total energy
of the two subsystems, demanding the tuning of temperature
for each channel. This available excitation energy at scission
will then be liberated as the kinetic energy, excitation energy,
and Q value of the fragments. A deexcitation study discussing
the effect of channel temperature over a constant temperature
within the statistical theory and level density approach was
reported recently [16] for the calculation of ternary fragmen-
tation potential energies of 252Cf. Also, in another recent
work [17], the mass distribution of neutron-induced binary
and ternary fission of 235U within a modified scission point
model considered the effect of channel temperature. Recently,
in Ref. [15], a detailed account of channel temperature in
the calculation of the mass distribution of neutron-induced
fission of 235U was reported. The present work is a sequel
to our earlier reported work on neutron-induced fission [15].
In this work, the role of deformation of the fragments is also
considered.

In this work, our interest is to see the effect of channel tem-
perature and choice of the mass window on the deexcitation of
the compound nucleus formed in heavy-ion induced reactions
within DCM. For our study, we have considered a recent work
of Sood et al. [18], in which the fission fragment cross sections
of the compound nucleus 181Re∗ formed through the reaction
12C + 169Tm at three different laboratory energies, Elab =
77.18, 83.22, and 89.25 MeV, are reported. There has been
experimental interest in the production of proton-rich isotopes
of Re (a higher homologue of technetium and with a more
favorable half-life than technetium) as it may find clinical
applications as an alternative to 99mTc (see [19] and references
therein). Several experimental investigations were carried out
using light ion induced reactions for the production of proton-
rich to neutron-rich Re isotopes. The heavy-ion induced re-
actions are also of interest for the production of Re isotopes.
In one such study Lahiri et al. [20] reported the production
of 181Re through 16O activation on a natural thulium target.
The complete as well as the incomplete fusion of the reaction
12C + 169Tm were studied by Chakrabarty et al. in [21].

They measured the cross section of evaporation residues in
the 12C + 169Tm reaction over a range of beam energies from
60 to 84 MeV. They studied the competition of complete
and incomplete fusion processes by studying the recoil-range
distributions using the recoil-catcher technique and offline
γ -ray spectrometry. Further, the 181Re∗ compound system
formed through 16O + 165Ho and 12C + 169Tm have also
been reported in Refs. [22,23]. Using a stacked foil activation
technique with incident energies near the Coulomb barrier,
Sharma et al. [23] reported the preequilibrium emission pro-
cess of the fusion reactions of 12C with 128Te and 169Tm,
and of 16O with 159Tb and 169Tm. They calculated the cross
sections of the evaporation residues as a function of energy,
which was compared with the results from the statistical code
PACE4 [24]. Such radionuclides with characteristic activity,
half-life, and decay mode may be useful for medical appli-
cations.

In the experiment of Ref. [18], the reaction products were
identified based on their characteristic γ rays and half-lives
obtained from the decay curve analysis. The intensities of the
observed γ rays were then used to calculate the formation
cross section of evaporation residues. Using the recoil-catcher
activation technique followed by offline γ spectroscopy, the
production cross sections for fission-like events were mea-
sured. Twenty-six fission-like events with fragment charge
numbers between 32 and 49 were identified, corresponding
to three different excitation energies of 57, 63, and 69 MeV.
They observed a broad and symmetric mass distribution of
the fission fragments, emphasizing their production via the
compound nuclear process. The mass window range from
mass numbers 75 to 106 corresponding to the experimental
fission-like events is considered in the present study. The
selection of mass window restriction is simply based on the
reported experimental mass window.

The details of the dynamical cluster model will be de-
scribed briefly in the following section. In the subsequent
sections, the results and summary are presented.

II. METHOD

Gupta and collaborators developed the dynamical cluster-
decay model for hot and rotating nuclei based on the pre-
formed cluster model (PCM) [25,26] for ground-state de-
cays. In DCM, the complex fragments (the intermediate mass
fragments or clusters) and light particles are treated as the
dynamical collective mass motion of preformed fragments
through the barrier. The dynamical collective clusterization
process is referred to as a possible alternative of the fission
process. In terms of the barrier picture, a cluster-decay process
is a fission process with structure effects of the CN included
through the preformation of the fragments, but without any
phase-space arguments. The PCM and DCM find their roots
in the quantum mechanical fragmentation theory (QMFT)
[26–28], developed for fission and heavy-ion reactions and
used later for predicting exotic cluster radioactivity. Further,
the dynamical fragmentation theory is based on the asym-
metric two-center shell model (ATCSM) [29]. The two-center
shell model provides the microscopic part of the potential
energy surface. QMFT is a unified description of both fission
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(including cluster radioactivity) and fusion (heavy-ion col-
lisions) of nuclei. This theory uses a set of coordinates to
characterize the nuclear shape evolved during fission. This
theory works in terms of the collective coordinates of the mass
and charge asymmetries, defined as

η = (A1 − A2)/(A1 + A2)

and

ηZ = (Z1 − Z2)/(Z1 + Z2),

where Ai and Zi (i = 1, 2) are the mass and charge num-
bers, with 1 and 2 referring to heavy and light fragments
respectively. The other coordinate of this model is the relative
separation R between the fragments.

For the reaction under study, viz., 12C + 169Tm → 181Re∗,
the entrance channel Q value, known as Qin, is −14.768 MeV.
This Qin adds to the entrance channel kinetic energy Ec.m.,
giving the excitation energy of the compound nucleus E∗

CN as

E∗
CN = Ec.m. + Qin. (1)

It is assumed that the total excitation energy of the compound
nucleus E∗

CN is distributed to binary subsystems at the saddle
point as

E∗
CN = (E∗

1 + E∗
2 )|saddle, (2)

where the individual excitation energies of the two fragments
at saddle are evaluated using E∗

i = BE (T )i − BE (T = 0)i

with i = 1, 2. Here BE (T )i and BE (T = 0) are the tempera-
ture dependent binding energy at temperature Ti and at T = 0
respectively. To evaluate the temperature-dependent binding
energy, Krappe’s T -dependent binding energy formula is used
[13]. In the exit channel, beyond the saddle point, the total
excitation energy of the compound nucleus E∗

CN is contributed
by the Q value of the outgoing channel, the total kinetic energy
(TKE), and the total excitation energy (TXE) of the outgoing
fission fragments as

E∗
CN = Qout + TKE + TXE. (3)

In DCM, thus far, the temperature of all channels is taken
to be constant, corresponding to the excitation energy of the
compound nucleus, denoted as TCN in MeV and is related to
the excitation energy, E∗

CN , as

E∗
CN = (A/9)T 2

CN − TCN . (4)

Here, instead of a fixed temperature, the temperature for
each channel, Tη, is iteratively obtained, such that Eq. (2) is
satisfied. This temperature Tη is then used to determine the
temperature-dependent fragmentation potential V (η, Tη, β, �)
at a fixed R and deformation [30], and is given by

V (η, Tη, β, �)

= −
2∑

i=1

[BELDM (Ai, Zi, Tη )] +
2∑

i=1

δUi(Tη ) exp

(
−T 2

η

T 2
0

)

+ EC (β, Tη ) + VP(β, Tη ) + V�(β, Tη ). (5)

The first term is evaluated using Krappe’s binding energy
formula. The shell corrections δUi are taken to go to zero
exponentially with T , with T0 = 1.5 MeV [31]. The fragments

are treated as deformed with deformation values taken from
Möller’s mass table [30]. Here only the quadrupole defor-
mation is considered. The Coulomb potential for deformed
fragments [32] is

EC (β, Tη ) = EC0

{
1 + EC1 + EC2 + EC3 + EC4

}
, (6)

with

EC0 = Z1Z2e2

Rt (Tη )
,

EC1 = 3

2
√

5πRt
2(Tη )

[
R2

01(Tη )β1 + R2
02(Tη )β2

]
,

EC2 = 3

7πR2
t (Tη )

[
R2

01(Tη )β2
1 + R2

02(Tη )β2
2

]
,

EC3 = 9

14πR4
t (Tη )

[
R4

01(Tη )β2
1 + R4

02(Tη )β2
2

]
,

EC4 = 27R2
01(Tη )R2

02(Tη )

10πR4
t (Tη )

β1β2.

β1 and β2 are the quadrupole deformations of heavy and light
fragments respectively. Rt is the distance between the centere
of the deformed fragments corresponding to an orientation of
θ = 0, and the touching configuration is defined as Rt = R1 +
R2 + 	R with the radii of deformed nuclei

Ri(θi) = R0i[1 + βiY20(θi )]. (7)

R0i is the radii of spherical nuclei of mass number Ai (i = 1, 2),
which is evaluated as

R0i(Tη ) = [
1.28A1/3

i − 0.76 + 0.8A−1/3
i

](
1 + 0.0007T 2

η

)
.

(8)

	R is the only free parameter of the model and is referred to
as the neck-length parameter.

The nuclear potential is given by

VP(β, Tη ) ≈ S(β1, β2)VN0(Tη ). (9)

The strength of nuclear interaction introduced by deformation
is included through the factor S(β1, β2). VN0 is the nuclear
part of the interaction potential between the same nuclei, but
with spherical shapes. The smallest distances between the
surfaces of spherical and deformed nuclei are taken to be
same. The factor S(β1, β2) is related to the surface curvatures
of deformed nuclei [33] as

S(β1, β2) =
R2

1 (π/2)R2
2 (π/2)

R2
1 (π/2)R2(0)+R2

2 (π/2)R1(0)

R01R02
R01+R02

. (10)

For the nuclear part of the interaction potential correspond-
ing to spherical nuclei, the Blocki [34] prescription is used.
The proximity potential for the spherical fragments is defined
as

VN0(Tη ) = 4π R̄γ b(Tη )φ[s(Tη )], (11)

where R̄ is the inverse of the root-mean-square radius and is
given by

R̄ = R01R02

R01 + R02
, (12)
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and φ[s(Tη )], the universal function, is given as

φ[s(Tη )] =
{

− 1
2ξ 2 − 0.0852ξ 3, s � 1.251,

−3.437 exp
(− s

0.75

)
, s � 1.251,

(13)

with ξ = (s − 2.54), and γ , the nuclear surface energy term
is given by

γ = 0.9517

[
1 − 1.7826

(
N − Z

A

)2
]
. (14)

The overlap or separation distance, in units of b, between the
two colliding surfaces is

s(Tη ) = Rsph
t − (R01 + R02)

b(Tη )
, (15)

with surface width b(Tη ) = 0.68(1 + 7.37 × 10−3T 2
η ), and

Rsph
t is the relative separation corresponding to spherical

nuclei at the touching point and is defined as Rsph
t = R01 +

R02 + 	R.
Similarly, the centrifugal potential is defined as

V�(β, Tη ) = h̄2�(� + 1)

2IS (β, Tη )
, (16)

where, in the complete sticking limit, the moment of inertia is

IS (β, Tη ) = μR2
t (Tη ) + 2

5 A1mR2
1(Tη ) + 2

5 A2mR2
2(Tη ), (17)

with μ = A1A2
A1+A2

m being the reduced mass and m being the
nucleon mass.

Using the decoupled approximation to R and η motion, the
preformation probability P0 referring to η motion and pene-
tration probability, P referring to R motion can be obtained.
The preformation probability of the fragments is obtained by
solving the stationary Schrödinger equation governing the η

coordinate motion at a fixed R = Rt :{
− h̄2

2
√

Bηη

∂

∂η

1√
Bηη

∂

∂η
+ VR(η, β, Tη )

}
ψν (η)

= E νψν (η), (18)

with ν = 0, 1, 2, 3, . . . corresponding respectively to the
ground and excited states. The normalization then gives the
preformation probability as

P0(Ai ) = |ψ[η(Ai)]|2
√

Bηη

2

A
, (19)

A being the mass number of the compound nucleus and
i = 1, 2. The kinetic energy part in Eq. (18) is represented
using the hydrodynamical mass of Kröger and Scheid [35]. At
temperature T , the preformation factor P0 is calculated with
temperature effects included in ψ (η) through a Boltzmann-
like function as

|ψ |2 =
∞∑

ν=0

|ψν |2 exp(−E ν/TCN ). (20)

The barrier penetration probability P is obtained using the
Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin approximation governing the R

motion at a fixed η:

P = exp

[
−2

h̄

∫ Rb

Ra

{2μ[Vη(R, β, Tη ) − Qeff ]}1/2dR

]
. (21)

Ra and Rb are the first and second turning point satisfying
Vη(Ra) = Vη(Rb) = Qeff . The scattering potential Vη(R, β, Tη )
is defined as

Vη(R, β, Tη ) = EC (β, Tη ) + VP(β, Tη ) + V�(β, Tη ). (22)

The decay cross section is defined in terms of the partial waves
as

σ = π

k2

�max∑
�=0

(2� + 1)P0P, k =
√

2μEc.m.

h̄2 . (23)

Here �max is the critical � value (for the present work, its value
is taken to be the same as in [18]).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The complete charge minimized binary fragmentation po-
tential of 181Re∗ corresponding to one of the incident energies
(Elab = 77.18 MeV) for two different angular momentum
values (� = 0 and 40h̄) are shown in Fig. 1(a) as a function of
the fragment mass number A2. The fragmentation potential is
evaluated assuming spherical fragments and interaction terms
are treated as a function of Tη. The angular momentum has
not changed the minimum present in the potential energy
landscape. The potential energy is scaled as the angular
momentum value increases. In this figure, the temperature
for each channel is evaluated by fine-tuning the sharing of
excitation energy between the fragments at the saddle (or
a fixed 	R value) corresponding to the incident energy of
77.18 MeV. The tuned temperature Tη is found to exhibit a
strong structural variation, with prominent maximum values
for the fragment pairs A2 = 44, 46, 50, and 83 and their com-
plementary values A1 = 137, 135, 131, and 98 respectively.
The fragment pairs corresponding to these maximum values
are found to have minimum potential energy, as presented
in Fig. 1(a). Within the fragmentation theory, a stronger
minimum in the potential energy landscape indicates the most
probable exit channel pairs of the fragments. These probable
exit channel fragments are evident from the calculations of
the preformation probability shown in Fig. 1(b) as a function
of fragment mass numbers A2 and A1, corresponding to the
potential energies presented in Fig. 1(a). The angular momen-
tum scales the probability values, except for light fragments
where no change in the probability values is seen as the
angular momentum increases. Two prominent peaks are seen
in the preformation probability values. However, considering
the full mass window, the preformation probability values are
found to be very low, and with an increase in angular momen-
tum the change in probability is found to be only 3 to 5 orders
of magnitude. Even at higher angular momentum values, the
probability of preformation of the fission fragments of interest
around A = 75 up to A = 106 is found to be very low.
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FIG. 1. (a) Fragmentation potential for the binary breakup of CN
181Re∗ at Elab = 77.18 MeV using Tη for two different � values
corresponding to the 	R value of 0 fm. (b) The preformation
probability of all mass asymmetries corresponding to the potential
energy of (a) assuming spherical fragments.

The experimental data of the fission fragments cross sec-
tion are measured for a certain mass range, hence it becomes
necessary to choose a convenient mass window for the present
study, to see its role in the cross section values. Initially,
we consider a mass range from 75 to 106, similar to that
of experimental data. In Fig. 2, the plot of fragmentation
potential energy for the mass window restricted case is shown.
The superscript W denotes the window restricted mass range.
This potential energy is the same as that presented in Fig. 1(a)
but for the chosen mass window corresponding to different
angular momentum values and for the use of the tuned chan-
nel temperature at Elab = 77.18 MeV. A closer observation
indicates a three-nucleon transfer leading to the minima in
the potential energies, with the deepest minimum occurring
for the pair of fragments 85Br and 96Zr, with 85Br having
a neutron closed shell of N = 50. The structural variation

FIG. 2. The charge minimized fragmentation potential for the
restricted mass range for the binary breakup of CN 181Re∗ at Elab =
77.18 MeV using Tη for different � values, assuming spherical
fragments.

present in potential energy is simply not an odd-even effect.
We mention here that for very light mass nuclei, such as
56Ni∗ formed in low energy heavy-ion collisions, the potential
energy exhibits four-nucleon transfer, indicating preference of
α-nuclei clusters such as 12C, 16O, etc. [8].

In order to understand the role of mass windows, in
Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) the cross section distributions of various
mass windows are presented for two different 	R values
corresponding to Elab = 77.18 MeV, assuming the fragments
to be deformed. The solid line in both cases (a) and (b)
corresponds to the cross section variation for the complete
binary fragmentation from A2 = 1. The distribution is slightly
enhanced when the mass window is considered from A2 = 5,
indicating the influence of considering light particle emis-
sion on the same footing as that of heavy fragments. This
result reveals that light particle emission and fission fragment
emission have to be accounted for separately. With further
restriction of the mass window (say A2 = 11, 21, 31, 41, 51,
61, and 71), the variations of cross section values are found
to be more or less comparable near the symmetric region.
Hence, window restriction only influences the magnitude of
cross section of fragments, with the most probable fragments
remaining the same. At the same time, It is evident that the
magnitude of cross section greatly changes with 	R value, as
shown in Fig. 3(b) for 	R = 0.8 fm.

In Figs. 4(a) and 4(b), the cross section distribution of
the fission fragments corresponding to Elab = 77.18 MeV for
two sets of different 	R values are presented. The former
plot shows the cross section values assuming fragments to
be spherical and the latter gives a similar distribution con-
sidering deformed fragments. The calculations are carried out
for the angular momentum �max of 37h̄, as reported in the
experiments corresponding to an incident energy of Elab =
77.18 MeV. The theoretical calculation of �max in terms of
the bombarding energy Ec.m. of the entrance channel is nearly

014614-5



C. KOKILA AND M. BALASUBRAMANIAM PHYSICAL REVIEW C 101, 014614 (2020)

FIG. 3. The cross section variation for various mass windows
including quadrupole deformation of fragments with neck length
parameters (a) 	R = 0 fm and (b) 	R = 0.8 fm, corresponding to
Elab = 77.18 MeV.

equivalent to the experimental observation for the three inci-
dent energies, and it is seen that the cross section distribution
does not change much with �max. For the other two incident
energies of 83.22 and 89.25 MeV, the �max values are taken
as 41h̄ and 45h̄ respectively. The role of the neck length
parameter has much influence on the outcome. The compari-
son with experimental data for the three energies considered
clearly indicates the importance of inclusion of deformation
in the model, because the spherical calculation exhibits a
two humped distribution whereas the deformed calculation
exhibits strong structural variation like the experimental data.
Further, the importance of neck distance 	R is evident. We
mention that, in the present study, fine-tuning of the parameter
	R for each channel is not done; rather a bound of two 	R
values is given, within which the model would fairly compare
with experimental data. The poor comparison for the fragment
pairs around the symmetric region may be due to the fact

FIG. 4. (a) The cross section distribution of spherical fission
fragments for the restricted mass window for Elab = 77.18 MeV,
taking two 	R values 0.9 fm and 0.95 fm. (b) Similar to (a), but
for the deformed fission fragments with 	R of 0.8 and 0.85 fm.

that,these fragments are just away from the neutron closed
shell of N = 50. A further analysis is needed, by considering
higher order deformations in the model calculations. The
obtained results indicate that the fine-tuning of the param-
eter 	R may give a better comparison. The role of 	R is
similar to that of fixed deformation β for all the fragments.
The cross section obtained with fixed β for all fragments
shows a distribution similar to that of the result with a
definite 	R.

For the other two Elab energies similar results are obtained,
and are presented in Fig. 5. The calculated values correspond
to deformed fragments with 	R values of 0.8 and 0.85 fm.
The solid line with squares shows the experimental cross
section along with the experimental uncertainty. The solid
lines with triangles and circles correspond to the cross section
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FIG. 5. (a) The cross section variation for the decay of 181Re∗

corresponding to Elab = 83.22 MeV for deformed fragments (	R =
0.8 and 0.85 fm). (b) Similar to (a), but for Elab = 89.25 MeV.

obtained by treating fragments as deformed for 	R of 0.8 and
0.85 fm respectively. Overall, our model results are found to
fairly compare with the experimental data.

IV. SUMMARY

The dynamical cluster-decay model developed for the
decay of hot and rotating compound nuclei is applied to
study the binary decay of 181Re∗ formed through the reac-
tion 12C + 169Tm for three different experimentally reported
incident energies. In DCM, we have incorporated the as-
pects of channel temperature and mass window restriction for
spherical and deformed fragments. By conserving the sum of
excitation energies of individual fragments and the excitation
energy of the compound nucleus at saddle distance, the frag-
ment temperature for a given channel (mass asymmetry) is
evaluated. Further, as the experimental data are available for
a certain mass range, we have considered the mass window
range from A = 75 to 106 in the model. The window restricted
DCM picture with channel temperature is used to calculate
the preformation (P0) probability within the fragmentation
theory. Combining preformation probability P0 with penetra-
tion probability P, the fission decay cross section is evaluated
for three Elab energies: 77.18, 83.22, and 89.25 MeV, with
neck-length parameter 	R = 0.9 fm for spherical fragments
and 	R = 0.8 fm for deformed fragments. The comparison
of the cross section with the experimental result indicates
a dependence on 	R, Tη, and deformation of fragments in
the evaluation of fission observables. The window restriction
does not influence the cross section distribution of fission
fragments when binary fragmentation is considered above
A2 = 11. For better comparison with the experimental data,
window restriction is needed, as indicated by the results of
the preformation probability and cross section calculations.
With full window consideration, the probability of fission
fragments of interest is found to have very low values. How-
ever, with the restriction of the mass window, an enhanced
probability can be obtained for the experimentally observed
fission fragment mass range. The other aspect considered,
namely, the channel temperature, exhibits structural variation
in the cross section values near the symmetric breakup. A
better comparison may be obtained by fine-tuning the free
parameter of the model, which is not attempted.
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