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Background: The fluctuation-dissipation mechanism underlying non-equilibrium transport in low-energy
heavy-ion reactions remains unclear. Although the time-dependent Hartree-Fock (TDHF) method provides a
reasonable description of average reaction outcomes and one-body dissipation, it is known to significantly un-
derestimate fluctuations of observables.
Purpose: The purpose of this work is to investigate deep-inelastic collisions of 144Sm+144Sm and
154Sm+154Sm with microscopic mean-field approaches and to show a predominant role of one-body dissipation
as well as one-body fluctuations and correlation in low-energy heavy-ion reactions.
Methods: Three dimensional TDHF calculations are carried out for 144Sm+144Sm at Ec.m. = 500MeV and
154Sm+154Sm at Ec.m. = 485MeV for a range of impact parameters with Skyrme SLy5 energy density func-
tional. Backward time evolutions are performed as well to evaluate fluctuations and correlation in nucleon
numbers within time-dependent random phase approximation (TDRPA).
Results: As results of TDHF calculations we obtain total kinetic energy loss (TKEL), scattering angles, and
contact time, for a wide range of impact parameters. TKEL takes almost constant values in an impact parameter
range of 0 ≤ b ≲ 6 fm, indicating a fully-damped character of the reactions. We find a systematically lower
TKEL for 144Sm+144Sm collisions as compared with the other, presumably because of the shell effects of
N = 82. With TDRPA we calculate mass- and charge-number fluctuations, σAA and σZZ , as well as the
correlation between neutron and proton transfers, σNZ , for each impact parameter. By combining these results,
we make a comparison of the σ2-TKEL plot with available experimental data. We demonstrate that TDRPA
quantitatively reproduces the experimental σ2

AA-TKEL distributions, whereas it systematically underestimates
the charge fluctuation, σZZ . The double-differential cross sections of reaction products are calculated, showing
good agreement with the experimental data. We confirm a long-thought characteristic property that the closed-
shell structure limits nucleon transfer at small energy losses, based on our microscopic TDHF and TDRPA
calculations.
Conclusions: It has been shown that one-body fluctuations and correlation in TDRPA, built on top of TDHF
mean-field dynamics, are the predominant mechanism in deep-inelastic collisions. TDRPA systematically over-
estimates proton-number fluctuations σZZ in both 144Sm+144Sm and 154Sm+154Sm reactions, which offers a
room for refining our understanding of reaction mechanisms in low-energy heavy-ion reactions.

I. INTRODUCTION

In deep-inelastic collisions, a substantial portion of the rela-
tive kinetic energy between the collision partners is dissipated
into intrinsic degrees of freedom, typically accompanied by
extensive nucleon transfer [1]. It is generally assumed that the
dominant mechanism for energy dissipation is one-body dis-
sipation, wherein energy is transferred through the sequential
exchange of independent nucleons, with each nucleon impart-
ing recoil momentum [2]. The nucleon exchange induces dis-
persion (denoted as σ2, where σ corresponds to fluctuation)
in the particle numbers of the fragments, and σ2 become in-
creasingly pronounced with greater total kinetic energy loss
(TKEL). However, at small TKEL (grazing collisions), many
experimental data deviate from the systematic σ2–TKEL rela-
tionship predicted solely by sequential exchange of indepen-
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dent particles [3–5]. This deviation is clearly influenced by
the strong driving potential of the potential energy surface of
the dinuclear system in theN -Z plane, including shell effects,
that leads to fast isospin equilibration [6–8]. Moreover, the
average free path of nucleons is limited by the Pauli block-
ing during dissipation processes, which in turn influences
particle-number fluctuations [9–11]. Overall, the fluctuation-
dissipation mechanism underlying non-equilibrium transport
in many-body quantum systems remains unclear.

On the other hand, multinucleon transfer (MNT) reactions,
which often accompany substantial energy dissipation and
could also be classified as deep-inelastic collisions, show
promise for synthesizing new isotopes far from the β-stability
line, and may even open promising avenues for reaching the
“island of stability” for superheavy elements [12–15]. One of
the primary challenges in synthesizing new isotopes via MNT
reactions is minimizing energy dissipation during the transfer
of large numbers of nucleons, thereby enhancing the survival
probability of the reaction products [16,17]. Addressing this
challenge also requires a deeper understanding of the inter-
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play between nucleon transfer and energy dissipation. This
characteristic should also be taken into consideration in the
adopted entrance channel conditions. For instance, the U+U
system [18,19], under identical energy loss conditions, ex-
hibits a markedly higher σ2

ZZ compared to the Pb+Pb system
[20], suggesting that the average energy loss per exchanged
proton is lower. These differences can likely be attributed to
the shell effects of both the target and projectile nuclei, as well
as the average binding energy of the valence nucleons.

In recent years, a substantial body of research on MNT
reactions has emerged based on both macroscopic and mi-
croscopic models [21–43]. Although these models can ade-
quately reproduce many experimental observations, they gen-
erally fail to capture the more subtle structural effects. Time-
dependent mean-field approaches, such as time-dependent
Hartree-Fock (TDHF) or time-dependent density functional
theory (TDDFT), have shown remarkable successes in de-
scribing nuclear excitations and dynamics microscopically
[44–48]. Especially, recent TDHF calculations (with or with-
out addition of pairing correlations) have shown that the main
(or average) reaction outcomes can be described quantitatively
without adjustable parameters, while self-consistently incor-
porating both static and dynamical structural effects. Further
developments of the theoretical framework and its applica-
tions can thus be considered to be promising to develop our
understanding of complex reaction mechanisms in low-energy
heavy-ion reactions.

However, there is a well-known, longstanding drawback in-
herent in the standard TDHF approach, that is, it severely un-
derestimates the width of fragment mass and charge distri-
butions [44]. Recent theoretical efforts have shown that this
drawback can be overcome by incorporating one-body fluc-
tuations and correlations on top of the average (TDHF) tra-
jectory, based on, e.g., time-dependent random phase approx-
imation (TDRPA) [45] or stochastic mean-field theory (SMF)
[49,50]. Although those approaches have shown successful
reproductions of existing experimental data [51–62], we need
further systematic calculations in comparison with available
experimental data, to unveil underlying reaction mechanisms.

To this end, we have conducted TDRPA calculations for
144Sm+144Sm (spherical + spherical) and 154Sm+154Sm (de-
formed + deformed) systems for which old, yet great experi-
mental data are available [6,7]. The choice of symmetric sys-
tems is particularly important for conducting TDRPA calcu-
lations, because it has been recognized that TDRPA, at least
in the present formulation, cannot be applied for asymmet-
ric systems [53]. The experimental data include TKE-A, σ2-
TKEL, as well as mass and charge distributions, allowing us
to make a detailed comparison between the theory and exper-
iments. This paper provides essential information on applica-
bility of the TDRPA approach which incorporates one-body
dissipation, fluctuations and correlations, on top of the TDHF
mean-field dynamics.

The article is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we will
introduce theoretical framework of the TDHF and TDRPA
approaches, and computational settings are presented in
Sec. III. The correlation including the structural effects be-
tween particle-number fluctuations and energy dissipation, as

well as the double-differential cross sections of reaction prod-
ucts are discussed in detail in Sec. IV. The conclusions and
outlook are presented in Sec. V.

II. METHODS: TDHF AND TDRPA

The TDHF is a microscopic dynamical approach that has
been extensively employed in the study of low-energy nuclear
reactions [44–48]. We begin with the variation of the action
expressed as:

S =

∫ t2

t1

⟨Ψ(t)|(iℏ d

dt
− Ĥ)|Ψ(t)⟩dt, (1)

where S is the action, |Ψ(t)⟩ is the many-body wave function,
and Ĥ is the Hamiltonian. The wave function |Ψ(t)⟩ in the
TDHF framework is typically represented as a single Slater
determinant composed of single-particle orbitals:

|Ψ(t)⟩ = 1√
N !

det{ψi(rσq, t)}, (2)

where A is the number of nucleons, and ψi(rσq, t) denote the
time-dependent single-particle wave functions with spatial co-
ordinate r, spin σ, and isospin q, at time t. By performing the
variation of the action with respect to the single-particle wave
functions ψ∗

i (rσq, t), one can derive the equations of motion
for the single-particle states. This variation leads to a set of
coupled equations, which are essentially the time-dependent
Schrödinger equations for each single-particle state in the self-
consistent mean field:

iℏ
d

dt
ψi(rσq, t) = ĥ(t)ψi(rσq, t), (3)

where ĥ(t) is the single-particle Hamiltonian that includes the
mean field generated by all the other nucleons. These nonlin-
ear equations are solved using a three-dimensional Cartesian
grid, enabling a thorough analysis without imposing any sym-
metry restrictions.

As mentioned earlier, TDHF can accurately capture the av-
erage behavior, but severely underestimates fluctuations [44].
This is primarily due to the squared operators, required to
compute fluctuations of one-body observable expressed by X̂
as

σXX =

√
⟨X̂2⟩ − ⟨X̂⟩2, (4)

which lies outside the variational space of the TDHF frame-
work [63]. Moreover, under the constraints of the least-action
principle in TDHF, the collective trajectory of the system
remains a uniquely classical path, even though the single-
particle wave function embodies quantum characteristics. As
a result, the TDHF wave function after collision becomes a
superposition of states with different transfer channels. With
the particle-number projection (PNP) method [64], one can in-
deed extract transfer probabilities and it has been extensively
applied in the calculation of production cross sections in MNT
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reactions [65–73]. However, the PNP method exhibits vary-
ing degrees of inadequacy when describing the net transfer of
large numbers of nucleons or capturing neutron-proton corre-
lations [54]. This limitation is caused by the use of the sin-
gle Slater determinant that hinders the proper amplification
of fluctuations during TDHF evolution, ultimately leading to
an underestimation of the distribution width of observables
[74,75].

In fact, Balian and Vénéroni proposed in 1981 an action-
like quantity expressed as:

J = Tr
[
Â(t1)D̂(t1)

]
−
∫ t1

t0

Tr

[
Â(t)

(
dD̂(t)

dt
+
i

ℏ
[
Ĥ(t), D̂(t)

])]
dt,

(5)

in order to incorporate the observable of interest into the vari-
ational space [63,76,77]. D̂(t) is the density matrix represent-
ing the state of the system, and Â(t) is the observable, which
respectively satisfy the boundary conditions:

D̂(t0) = D̂0, Â(t1) = Â1. (6)

t0 and t1 represent the initial and final times of the evolu-
tion, respectively. With the boundary conditions, performing
δDJ = 0 leads to the evolution equation of obsevable as:

iℏ
dÂ(t)

dt
=
[
Ĥ, Â(t)

]
, (7)

which is the time reversal of the Heisenberg equation of mo-
tion. Under this variational space, the fluctuations/correla-
tions of the observable can be represented as:

Cij(t1) = lim
εi,εj→0

1

2 εi εj
Tr
[(
ρ(0)(t0)− ηi(t0, εi)

)
(
ρ(0)(t0)− ηj(t0, εj)

)]
,

(8)

where the single particle matrices η(t, ε) obey the TDHF
equation with a boundary condition defined at final time t1
as:

ηj(t1, εj) = ei εj Xj ρ(0)(t1) e
− i εj Xj . (9)

Here, Xj is the one-body operator extracted from Â ≡
e−

∑
j εjX̂j . ε permits the incorporation of possible fluctu-

ations in the small amplitude limit (RPA-level) within the
TDHF mean-field evolution. The solution of the variational
principle with this choice of variational spaces (5) and bound-
ary conditions given in Eq. (6) could be found in Refs. [45,
77,78]. In Eq. (9), the phase multiplication generates fluctua-
tions that are propagated backward from t1 to t0 in the Heisen-
berg picture. Consequently, to calculate the correlations, the
state at t1 is evolved backward to the initial time t0, which
explains why the correlations at t1 depend on the density ma-
trices defined at t0. Futhermore, if the backward propagated
trajectories share the same mean field as the forward evolu-
tion, the TDRPA fluctuations reduce to the intrinsic TDHF
fluctuations; otherwise, Cij will be amplified over time.

In this work, the fluctuations and correlation in nucleon
transfers in deep-inelastic collisions are mainly investigated,
where one can use the particle-number operator for a subspace
V ,

X̂ = N̂
(q′)
V =

∑
i,σ,q=q′

∫
â†i (rσq)âi(rσq)Θ(r)dr, (10)

where Θ(r) = 1 in the volume V that contains one of reaction
products, and 0 elsewhere. In accordance with Eq. (9), at time
t1 one can transform the single-particle orbitals as:

ϕ
(X)
i

(
rσq, t1) = e−iεX̂ψi

(
rσq, t1

)
. (11)

Hence, the fluctuations/correlations in Eq. (8) can be rewritten
as:

σXY (t1) =

√
η00(t0) + ηXY (t0)− η0X(t0)− η0Y (t0)

2 ε2
,

(12)
where we set εi = εj = ε and

ηXX′ =

A∑
i,j=1

∑
σ

∣∣∣〈ϕ(X)
i (rσq, t0)

∣∣∣ϕ(X′)
j (rσq, t0)

〉∣∣∣2(13)

with 〈
ϕ
(X)
i (rσq, t0)

∣∣∣ϕ(X′)
j (rσq, t0)

〉
≡
∑
σ

∫
ϕ
(X)∗
i (rσq, t0)ϕ

(X′)
j (rσq, t0)dr. (14)

The subscript ‘0’ in Eq. (12) means that ϕ(0)i (rσq, t0) is com-
puted by the backward evolution using X̂ = 0. By changing
X and Y in Eq. (12), one can obtain neutron- and proton-
number fluctuations, σNN and σZZ , as well as the correlation
σNZ . The mass fluctuation of a fragment can be calculated as

σ2
AA = σ2

NN + σ2
ZZ + 2σ2

NZ . (15)

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

In this work, the calculation of static nuclei and the dy-
namic reaction process are described coherently by static HF
and TDHF methods using the Sky3D code [79]. The code
has been extended to carry out the particle-number projection
[73] as well as TDRPA. The Skyrme energy density functional
SLy5 [80] has been utilized in both static and dynamic pro-
cesses, as well as TDRPA calculations. The static HF cal-
culations are performed using the damped gradient iteration
method, and the box grid points are established to be 30 ×
30 × 30 with a mesh spacing of 0.8 fm, while 70 × 30 × 70
of box grid points for dynamical simulation are further fixed.
The time step is set to be ∆t = 0.2 fm/c.

The Hartree-Fock ground state of 154
62Sm92 is deformed in a

prolate shape with β2 ≈ 0.32 and with a small β3, while that
of 144

62Sm82 is of spherical shape, because of the N = 82 shell
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closure. Note that the latest experiment has precisely mea-
sured the deformation parameter β2 = 0.2925(25) for 154Sm
[81]. In the dynamic calculations, the projectile and target nu-
clei are placed in the computational box boosted with proper
momentum on the Rutherford trajectory. We take the collision
axis parallel to the x axis, while the impact parameter vector is
set along positive y direction, thus the reaction plane is the xy
plane. For the 154Sm+154Sm (defomed + deformed) system,
three orientations, i.e. Tip-Tip, Side-Side, and Tip-Side, were
considered. In the Tip-Tip (Side-Side) configuration, the sym-
metry axis of two 154Sm nuclei are set parallel to x (y) axis at
the initial time. In the Tip-Side configuration, the symmetry
axes of projectile and target nuclei are set parallel to x and
y axes, respectively. The center-of-mass energies were set at
500 MeV for 144Sm+144Sm and 485 MeV for 154Sm+154Sm
to facilitate comparison with the existing experimental data
[6,7]. For each system, 50 sets of TDHF time evolutions were
simulated with an impact parameter increment of 0.2 fm. For
each TDHF time evolution, three backward time evolutions
were performed: one for neutron, one for proton, and one
without any modification for ψi(rσq, t1) (11). Consequently,
this work simulated a total of 800 time evolutions, with an ad-
ditional 150 simulations conducted to investigate the depen-
dence on ε. The choices of ε = 10−2, 10−3, and 10−4 had
little impact on the results. In the following, we show results
obtained with ε = 10−3.

IV. COMPUTATIONAL RESULTS

A. Average outcomes of TDHF

First, let us examine average reaction dynamics obtained
from TDHF caluclations. Figure 1 presents the impact pa-
rameter dependence of three critical observables: total con-
tact time, TKEL, and scattering angle. The contact time is
defined as the duration during which the minimum density
between the colliding nuclei exceeds ρ = 0.08 fm−3. Our
analysis reveals distinct dynamics depending on the initial
orientations: Side–Side collisions at small impact parame-
ters (b ≲ 4 fm) produce compact dinuclear configurations,
while Tip–Tip collisions develop an elongated dinuclear sys-
tem and it subsequently ruptures. This structural effect nat-
urally explains the significantly prolonged contact times ob-
served in Side–Side collisions compared to the Tip–Tip case
at small b-values. Correspondingly, Side–Side configurations
predominantly yield forward-peaked angular distributions at
small b-values. However, the system exhibits remarkable be-
havioral inversion at larger impact parameters (b ≳ 4 fm)
that the underlying reaction mechanisms undergo a transi-
tion, leading to an interchange of the observed behaviors be-
tween the two configurations [82]. Intermediate configura-
tions (Tip–Side) and the 144Sm+144Sm system display transi-
tional characteristics that interpolate between these extremes.
While TKEL demonstrates limited sensitivity to interaction
duration in small impact parameter region, a pronounced cor-
relation emerges in grazing collisions where reduced reac-
tion times correspond to systematically lower TKEL. These
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Figure 1. Contact time (a), total kinetic energy loss (TKEL)
(b), and scattering angle in the center-of-mass frame (c) are shown
as functions of the impact parameter. Results for 144Sm+144Sm,
154Sm+154Sm with orientation of Tip-Tip, Side-Side, and Tip-Side
are shown by orange circles, blue squares, red upper triangles, green
lower triangles, respectively. In the panel (c), the scattering angle for
the Rutherford trajectory is also shown by gray dashed curve and the
shaded area represents the angular coverage of the experiments [6,7].

orientation-dependent effects align basically with prior theo-
retical investigations [82], which is consistent with our con-
clusions. The blue-shaded region in Fig. 1(c) indicates the an-
gular range covered by experimental detection systems [6,7],
and subsequent quantitative comparisons with theoretical val-
ues will incorporate impact parameter cut constrained by this
angular acceptance.

B. Fluctuations and correlation in TDRPA

Next, we present the results of TDRPA calculations for the
particle-number fluctuations and correlation. The particle-
number fluctuations are quantified through Eq. (12) for each
impact parameter. Since the TKEL presented in Fig. 1(b)
and σ2 are calculated for each impact parameter, we can re-
late them to investigate the dissipation-fluctuation relation-
ship. The results for the 144Sm+144Sm and 154Sm+154Sm
reactions are presented in Figs. 2(a)(b) and 2(c)(d), respec-
tively. For comparison, TDHF-based fluctuations are com-
puted with Eqs. (4) and (10), which are shown in Fig. 2(a) and
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Figure 2. In panels (a) and (b), TKEL is plotted as a function of mass
and charge dispersions, σ2

AA and σ2
ZZ , respectively, for collisions of

144Sm+144Sm at Ec.m. = 500MeV. TDRPA and TDHF results are
shown by solid and open circles, respectively. Panels (c) and (d)
are the same as upper panels, but for collisions of 154Sm+154Sm at
Ec.m. = 485MeV. TDRPA results for the Tip-Tip, Side-Side , and
Tip-Side orientations are displayed as blue squares, red upper trian-
gles, and green lower triangles, respectively. Experimental data are
shown by solid lines with shaded area obtained by the quadratic in-
terpolation. Horizontal bars reflect the bin width of TKEL (25 MeV)
[7].

2(b). As mentioned above, the fluctuations in TDHF are sig-
nificantly underestimated in the system 144Sm+144Sm, both
for the charge and mass numbers. In contrast, with increasing
TKEL, the TDRPA fluctuations gradually deviate from those
predicted by TDHF and closely reproduce the experimental
values of σ2

AA, see Fig. 2(a). It is important to notice, how-
ever, our calculations reveal that the charge fluctuation σZZ

is overestimated by TDRPA, as shown in Fig. 2(b). The ob-
served discrepancy may offer a room for refining terms in the
EDF that are related to the mobility of protons (e.g. shell ef-
fects or other time-odd contributions) with experimental data
of low-energy heavy-ion reactions. Nonetheless, it is evident
that TDRPA significantly improves the description of fluctu-
ations and correlation within the microscopic mean-field ap-
proach.

For deformed nuclei, relative orientations play an impor-
tant role [83]. However, such orientation effects can induce
symmetry breaking in the colliding system, generating non-

0
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/
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Z )2

(b)

0.0
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N
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(c)
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2 XX
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4 S
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)
2 XX

(15
4 S

m
)

(a)
2
ZZ
2
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Expt. TDRPA

144Sm
154Sm

Expt. TDRPA

Figure 3. In panel (a), the ratio of dispersions for 144Sm+144Sm
and 154Sm+154Sm is shown as a function of TKEL. The theo-
retical (symbols) and experimental (lines with shaded area) ratios
of σ2

ZZ(
144Sm)/σ2

ZZ(
154Sm) and σ2

AA(
144Sm)/σ2

AA(
154Sm) are

shown in orange and blue colors, respectively. In panels (b), (c),
and (d), the ratio of σ2

AA/σ
2
ZZ , the correlation coefficient ρNZ =

σ2
NZ/σNNσZZ , and ρNZσZZ = σ2

NZ/σNN are shown as func-
tions of TKEL, respectively. Orange and blue colors are used for
the 144Sm+144Sm and 154Sm+154Sm systems, respectively. Ex-
perimental data [6] are shown by lines with shaded area obtained
by a quadratic interpolation. TDRPA results for the reaction of
144Sm+144Sm and 154Sm+154Sm are shown by circles and squares,
respectively. In panel (b), the (A/Z)2 value of the systems for
144Sm+144Sm and 154Sm+154Sm are indicated by orange-dotted and
blue-dashed lines, respectively.

zero net nucleon transfer that fundamentally undermines the
validity of TDRPA calculations [51]. In this study, both the
Tip–Side and Side–Side orientations (the latter due to a small
β3 obtained from 154Sm) exhibit varying degrees of failure,
resulting in significant unphysical fluctuations1. In contrast,
the Tip–Tip orientation yields results that are in good agree-
ment with experimental observations, in which the symmetry
is preserved for all times. Consequently, subsequent theoret-
ical calculations will be principally focused on the Tip-Tip

1 We note that if one of 154Sm nuclei were rotated by 180◦ on the reaction
plane in our initial states, the symmetry should have been preserved even
for the Side-Side configuration.
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configuration to ensure physical reliability.
The distinct dynamical behaviors between the two nuclear

systems are quantitatively characterized through comparative
analysis of charge and mass distribution variances. Figure 3
shows the ratio of these variances, calculated by TDRPA for
the two systems, alongside the experimental data. Here, a
linear interpolation between TKEL and σ2 is applied to ob-
tain a uniform TKEL for evaluating the variance ratios in
Fig. 3(a). Notably, the experimental ratio of σ2

AA exhibits
weak TKEL dependence, maintaining a mean value of 0.82
that deviates slightly from (144/154)2 ≈ 0.87. This dis-
crepancy implies an enhanced dynamical uncertainty in the
deformed nuclear system, which can potentially be attributed
to deformation-induced nucleon exchange complexity. Fur-
thermore, in the low-TKEL region, TDRPA captures a pro-
nounced enhancement of σ2

ZZ in the 144Sm+144Sm system,
especially for TKEL ≈ 50–100MeV. Several explanations for
this phenomenon have been proposed in the Refs. [6,7], with
the consensus that the neutron shell closure in 144Sm hinders
neutron transfer and thus favors proton transfer with low en-
ergy loss. The shell blocking mechanism gradually weakens
with increasing energy dissipation, eventually disappearing.

This also explains the behavior of σ2
AA/σ

2
ZZ between the

systems as shown in Fig. 3(b). However, the overestimation
of σ2

ZZ by TDRPA, as displayed in Fig. 2, leads to a break-
down in the prediction of σ2

AA/σ
2
ZZ for individual systems,

allowing only a qualitative description of the gradual reduc-
tion in differences between them. TDRPA yields σ2

AA/σ
2
ZZ

values are lower than the experimental values, even if closer to
the relation σ2

AA/σ
2
ZZ = (A/Z)2 at the highest TKEL given

by both theoretical calculation [84] and some experimental re-
sults of other reaction systems [85–88]. The observed discrep-
ancy requires further investigations, e.g., EDF dependence of
the σ2

AA/σ
2
ZZ ratio, or processes that are missing in TDRPA

such as two-body dissipations [89,90], which we leave for fu-
ture works.

The systematic correlation between neutron and proton
transfer dynamics is quantitatively examined in Fig. 3(c)
through the normalized covariance coefficient, defined as
ρNZ = σ2

NZ/σNNσZZ . Globally, the normalized correla-
tion coefficient obtained from TDRPA show smaller values as
compared with the experimental data, partly because of the
overestimated σZZ values. One can see that the correlation
between neutron and proton transfers increases with energy
dissipation, reaching the full correlation (with ρNZ → 1) at
the highest TKEL. This behavior suggests a transition in the
reaction mechanism from a quantum transport regime, where
single-particle and shell structure play an important role, to a
stochastic diffusion regime dominated by statistical nucleon
exchanges with increasing energy dissipation.

To isolate the influence of overestimated σZZ in the cor-
relation coefficient analysis, we introduce a new observable
defined as ρNZσZZ = σ2

NZ/σNN , with experimental verifi-
cation presented in Fig. 3(d). The associated measurement un-
certainties were systematically calculated through error prop-
agation analysis. TDRPA calculations successfully repro-
duce the neutron-proton correlations observed in both the
144Sm+144Sm system and the 154Sm+154Sm system at a wide
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350

400

450

500

TK
E 

(M
eV

)

TDRPA

Expt.

0.3

0.7

1.
4

2.8

7.0

Figure 4. Double-differential cross sections d2σ/dEdA for the
154Sm+154Sm reaction at Ec.m. = 485MeV are shown in the TKE-
A plane. Contour lines obtained from TDRPA calculations are shown
in the lower panel, while experimental data taken from Ref. [7] are
shown in the upper panel.

TKEL region. At TKEL≈ 200 MeV, the TDRPA maintains
a systematic overestimation of experimental values, attributed
to the combined effects of fully correlation (ρNZ → 1) and
amplified estimation of σZZ .

C. Mass and charge distribution in TDRPA

We further investigate the distributions of reaction out-
comes of the 154Sm+154Sm reaction. Here, a Gaussian dis-
tribution is assumed to represent the probability distribution
of the reaction products at each impact parameter. Given that
TDRPA calculations did not account for momentum fluctua-
tions, we assigned a TKE uncertainty of σE = 5MeV, which
corresponds to the experimental resolution [7]. Consequently,
the bivariate Gaussian distribution in mass number (A) and
TKE (E) for each impact parameter can be established as fol-
lows:

P (E,A) =
1

2πσEσAA
exp

[
− (E − µE)

2

2σ2
E

− (A− µA)
2

2σ2
AA

]
,

(16)

where µE and µA are the corresponding mean values for the
reaction. Note that P (E,A) has the unit of MeV−1, which
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Figure 5. Charge distributions (a) and mass distributions (b) of primary products for the 154Sm+154Sm reaction at Ec.m. = 485MeV are
presented by different color for in each TKEL bin. The energy bins are 25-MeV wide. The midpoint value of each bin is indicated in the left
panel on the left side of distributions. Both experimental (circles) [7] and theoretical (histograms) data are multiplied by the factors indicated
in the left panel on the right side of distributions.

represents a probability distribution with respect to E and A
with the energy uncertainty of σE = 5MeV. The double-
differential cross section can subsequently be defined as:

d2σ

dE dA
(E,A) = 2π

∫ bmax

bcut

P (E,A, b) bdb. (17)

The resulting double-differential cross sections are shown in
Fig. 4. From the figure, we find that the TDRPA description of
the double-differential cross sections is in excellent agreement
with the experimental data. We emphasize that no normaliza-
tion or adjustment was introduced to reproduce the experi-
mental data, except the assumption of σE = 5 MeV TKE un-
certainty. We note, however, that ideally the TKE fluctuation
should also be determined based on microscopic calculations,
such as the TDRPA [51] or SMF [91] approach, which makes
σE impact-parameter dependent. Note that only the mass dis-
tribution is compared, as the experimentally measured charge
and neutron distributions are asymmetric, even though the de-
tected fragments originate from a symmetric system.

A more quantitative comparison of the double-differential
cross sections is presented in Fig. 5. Here, the theoretical re-
sults are obtained by integrating over consecutive TKEL inter-
vals (each 25 MeV wide, ranging from 25 MeV to 225 MeV).
Progressive broadening of mass and charge distributions with
increasing energy loss reflects enhanced fluctuations associ-
ated with nucleon diffusion dynamics. The comparison of the
mass distributions shown in Fig. 5(b) supports the validity of
the Gaussian assumption. On the other hand, however, the ex-
perimental charge distribution deviates from a Gaussian shape
as shown in Fig. 5(a), possibly due to interference from exper-
imental background [7]. Overall, TDRPA demonstrates its ca-
pability to predict the cross sections of MNT products, thereby

providing theoretical guidance for the synthesis of new iso-
topes in symmetric systems such as Yb+Yb [83] and U+U
[92].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we implement the time-dependent Hartree-
Fock (TDHF) and time-dependent random phase approxi-
mation (TDRPA) frameworks to systematically investigate
deep-inelastic collisions of the symmetric 144Sm+144Sm and
154Sm+154Sm systems. The TDRPA method effectively ad-
dresses the inherent limitations of TDHF in capturing particle-
number fluctuations and neutron-proton transfer correlations.
While TDRPA demonstrates remarkable accuracy in repro-
ducing experimental mass distributions of reaction products,
it exhibits systematic overestimation of proton distribution
widths, suggesting potential refinements in isospin-dependent
interaction treatments. Notably, the TDRPA framework suc-
cessfully resolves the characteristic suppression of nucleon
transfer in closed-shell structure observed at low energy-loss
regimes. This capability underscores its sensitivity to shell
structure effects during the dissipation process. Our results
establish TDRPA as a fully microscopic tool for probing
fluctuation-dissipation mechanisms in heavy-ion collisions.
Furthermore, the method provides critical predictive insights
for MNT reaction, particularly for synthesizing neutron-rich
exotic nuclei in symmetric systems.
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