Nuclear multifragmentation time-scale and fluctuations of largest fragment size

D. Gruyer,^1 J.D. Frankland,^{1, ∗} R. Botet,^2 M. Płoszajczak,^1 E. Bonnet,^1 A. Chbihi,^1 G. Ademard,^3 M. Boisjoli,^{1, 4} B. Borderie,^3 R. Bougault,^5 D. Guinet,^6 P. Lautesse,^6 L. Manduci,^7 N. Le Neindre,^5 P. Marini,^1 P. Pawłowski,^8 M. F. Rivet,^3 E. Rosato,^9 G. Spadaccini,^9 M. Vigilante,^9 and J.P. Wieleczko^1 (INDRA collaboration) 1GANIL, CEA-DSM/CNRS-IN2P3, Bvd. Henri Becquerel, F-14076 Caen CEDEX, France 2Laboratoire de Physique des Solides, CNRS UMR8502, Université de Paris-Sud bât. 510, F-91405 Orsay CEDEX, France 3Institut de Physique Nucléaire, CNRS/IN2P3, Université Paris-Sud 11, F-91406 Orsay CEDEX, France 4Département de physique, de génie physique et d’optique, Université Laval, Québec, G1V 0A6 Canada 5LPC, CNRS/IN2P3, Ensicaen, Université de Caen, F-14050 Caen CEDEX, France 6Institut de Physique Nucléaire, Université Claude Bernard Lyon 1, CNRS/IN2P3, F-69622 Villeurbanne CEDEX, France 7École des Applications Militaires de l’Énergie Atomique, B.P. 19, F-50115 Cherbourg, France 8H. Niewodniczański Institute of Nuclear Physics, PL-31342 Kraków, Poland 9Dipartimento di Scienze Fisiche e Sezione INFN, Universita di Napoli ‘‘Federico II,’’ I-80126 Napoli, Italy

Distributions of the largest fragment charge, Zmax, in multifragmentation reactions around the Fermi energy can be decomposed into a sum of a Gaussian and a Gumbel distribution, whereas at much higher or lower energies one or the other distribution is asymptotically dominant. We demonstrate the same generic behavior for the largest cluster size in critical aggregation models for small systems, in or out of equilibrium, around the critical point. By analogy with the timedependent irreversible aggregation model, we infer that Zmax distributions are characteristic of the multifragmentation time-scale, which is largely determined by the onset of radial expansion in this energy range.

PACS numbers: 25.70.Pq 64.60.An

Introduction In central heavy-ion collisions at beam energies of ∼20-150 MeV/A multiple production of nuclear fragments can be observed, compatible with the quasi-simultaneous break-up of finite pieces of excited nuclear matter [1–7]. This so-called “nuclear multifragmentation” is a fascinating process [8] which has long been associated with a predicted liquid-gas coexistence region in the nuclear matter phase diagram at sub-critical temperatures and sub-saturation densities [9–11]. Statistical [12–19] and dynamical [20–24] aspects have been widely studied, and evidences supporting equally well either a continuous phase transition of the liquid-gas universality class [13, 14, 25–30], a discontinuous (“first-order”) transition occurring within the coexistence region [29–35], or indeed the survival of initial-state correlations in a purely dynamical picture [36, 37] have been presented. This state of affairs well demonstrates the difficulty of quantitatively identifying a phase transition in small systems such as atomic nuclei, where finite-size effects blur the nature of the transition [38–40] whose order may indeed change with the size of the system [29, 30], along with the importance of long-range Coulomb forces [4, 19, 41, 42], and presence of dynamical effects such as radial flow [43– 49].

In this context we have tried to establish generic features of multifragmentation in order to deduce its nature in a less model-dependent way. In our previous works [50], we used the model-independent universal fluctuations theory [51] to determine that the order parameter of nuclear multifragmentation is the size of the largest fragment of each partition. This means that we know to which class of generic cluster models nuclear multifragmentation belongs, answering the question raised in [52]: it is an aggregation phenomenon (“condensation of vapor”), not a fragmentation process (“shattering of glass”). Next [53], we studied the order parameter distributions for a wide range of data and showed that, to a first approximation, they tend towards one of two laws : the Gaussian distribution of the central limit theorem at the lowest energies, or the Gumbel distribution [54, 55] of extreme value statistics [56] at the highest. The system-size dependence of the energy of transition from one regime to the other was mapped out and tentatively associated with the observed behavior of limiting temperatures for finite nuclei [57].

In this letter we will study in more detail the transition from one regime to the other, using new data on largest fragment distributions for multifragmentation in central collisions at bombarding energies intermediate between the two asymptotic regimes. We will show that, in the transition region, these distributions are better approximated by an admixture of the two asymptotic distributions with proportions which evolve with the bombarding energy. We will then compare this behavior with that seen in two generic models of aggregation, for finite systems around a critical point.

Figure 1: (color on-line) (Symbols) Log-log correlation between the first two cumulant moments (⟨Zmax⟩^2and σ^2) of the order parameter distribution; (Lines) linear fits performed in the range 50-32 MeV/A (resp. 32-25 MeV/A) which correspond to a slope Δ ∼ 1 (resp. Δ ∼^1/2) (see text).

Experimental analysis Collisions of^{129}Xe+^{nat}Sn were measured using the INDRA 4π charged product array [58] at the GANIL accelerator facility. This detector, composed of 336 detection cells arranged according to 17 rings centered on the beam axis, covers 90% of the solid angle and can identify fragments from hydrogen to uranium with low thresholds. More details can be found in [53, 59]. Data used here were taken during two separate campaigns: beam energies of 25, 32, 39, 45 and 50 MeV/A were previously analyzed in [50, 53]; measurements at beam energies of 27, 29, and 35 MeV/A were subsequently performed specifically in order to probe the energy range around the change of scaling regime observed in [50], and are presented here for the first time.

We want to study central collisions, requiring the geometrical overlap between projectile and target to be as close as possible to total, while detecting all fragments event by event in order to correctly measure the distribution of the largest fragment charge, Z_{max}. We therefore look for events which maximize the quantity (Et_{12}×Z_{tot}): Et_{12} is the total transverse energy of light charged particles (Z = 1, 2), which increases with collision centrality [60], while Z_{tot} is the sum of the atomic numbers of all detected charged products in each event. For each beam energy we define a centrality cut corresponding to the last percentile of the (Et_{12}×Z_{tot}) distribution measured with the on-line trigger condition (charged product multiplicity M ≥ 4).

We begin by examining the scaling properties of Z_{max} fluctuations including the three new data points at 27, 29 and 35 MeV/A. Figure 1 shows the correlations between the first two cumulant moments of the Z_{max} distribution (⟨Z_{max}⟩^2and σ^2), for each beam energy. As in Fig.1(c) of [50], the data fall on two branches, σ^2 ∼ ⟨Z_{max}⟩^{2Δ}, with different values for the scaling parameter, Δ [51, 61]: Δ ∼ 1 above 32 MeV/A, and Δ ∼^1/2 below 32 MeV/A. The new data points present a consistent behavior which

Figure 2: (color on-line) (a-d) (dots) Zmax distributions for 129Xe+^{nat}Sn central collisions for different beam energies; (full line) fit using Eq.(1); (red dashed line) Gumbel component; (blue dotted line) Gaussian component. (e) Relative strengths of the two components, R (see text), as a function of the beam energy.

follows the systematic scaling trend.

The order parameter distributions (largest fragment charge, Z_{max}, distributions) for four bombarding energies are presented in Fig.2(a-d). They become more asymmetric with increasing bombarding energy, tending towards the asymptotic Gumbel distribution at 50 MeV/A. At intermediate energies (see e.g. new data at 29 MeV/A, Fig.2(b)) the distribution is clearly of neither one or the other asymptotic forms, leading us to propose the following ansatz: the effective Z_{max} distribution at any beam energy is an admixture of a Gaussian and a Gumbel distribution,

f(x) = ηf_{Gauss}(x) + (1 − η)f_{Gumbel}(x) (1)

with 0 < η < 1 and x = Z_{max}. As a first test of its validity, fits to the Z_{max} distribution using Eq.(1) are shown in Fig.2. It should be noted that in these fits the positions and widths of the two components, as well as their relative weights, were left as free parameters. Reduced χ^2 values for all energies lie between approximately 4 and 10, and can further be reduced if Z_{max} distributions are smoothed to remove odd-even staggering of the yields [62]: in that case all χ^2 values are close to 2, except for data at 32 MeV/A for which a significantly larger value (χ^2 ∼ 4) is obtained. These values are significantly better than those obtained for single-component fits (as in

Figure 3: (color online) (a-d) (dots) smax distributions for bond percolation on a 6 × 6 × 6 lattice for different values of the bond probability, p; (full line) fit using Eq.(1); (red dashed line) Gumbel component; (blue dotted line) Gaussian component. (e) Relative strengths of the two components, R (see text), as a function of p. Vertical line indicates the critical bond probability pc = 0.312.

[53]).

The quantity R = 2η − 1 has been defined in such a way that R = ±1 for pure Gauss/Gumbel distributions, and R = 0 when both are equally important. Its evolution over the bombarding energy range 25-50 MeV/A is presented in Fig. 2(e). The vertical bars show an estimated uncertainty coming from the fitting procedure. The monotonically decreasing value of R reflects the continuous evolution of the form of the order parameter distribution. It is interesting to note that the value R = 0 is reached between 29 and 32 MeV/A, in the same bombarding energy range as the change of Δ-scaling (Fig. 1). Theoretical models We will now consider some results of generic aggregation models in order to see if our ansatz, Eq.(1), is just a convenient fitting function or if it can have some physical interpretation.

First of all, let us consider the most well-known and widely-used model of this kind, percolation [63]. Indeed, percolation models have long been used in the analysis and interpretation of multifragmentation data [28, 64– 69]. In bond percolation, each lattice site corresponds to a monomer, and a proportion p of active bonds is set randomly between sites. Then clusters of size s are defined as an ensemble of s occupied sites connected by active bonds. For a definite value of p = p_c, a macroscopic cluster appears, corresponding to the sol-gel transition. The order parameter of the transition is the size of the largest cluster, s_{max}, and it is known that for subcritical finite lattices, s_{max} has a Gumbel distribution [70], while at criticality in the mean-field limit s_{max} follows the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) distribution [71].

Fig.3(a-d) show s_{max} distributions calculated for cubic 6 × 6 × 6 lattices with bond probabilities p above and below the critical value of p_c = 0.312. For p ≪ p_c the distribution is well described by the Gumbel distribution alone, as expected [70], while for p ≫ p_c the distribution approaches a Gaussian form. In the critical region the distribution of s_{max} takes on a non-trivial form which is rather well fitted by the ansatz of Eq.(1). It should be noted that deviations close to p = p_c are to be expected, as in this case correlations cannot be neglected as required for either Gumbellian or Gaussian statistics to be strictly valid. Nevertheless the ansatz of Eq.(1) is a good approximation to the order parameter distribution for all values of p.

Fig.3(e) presents the evolution of the relative strengths of the two components, R, in the critical domain. It varies smoothly from −1 to +1 with increasing p. The value R = 0 corresponds to very large fluctuations of s_{max}(see Fig.3(c)), but is reached for p > p_c, not at the infinite-lattice critical point, due to the finite size of the lattice. It is interesting to note that the value R ≈ −0.45 at p = p_c is very close to the value obtained from a fit to the K-S distribution with Eq.(1).

Percolation is an equilibrium model of reversible aggregation. The irreversible sol-gel transition can be modeled using the coupled nonlinear differential equations in the concentrations of clusters of mass s per unit volume, known as the Smoluchowski equations [72]. The probability of aggregation per unit time between clusters is a homogeneous function of cluster masses, and after a time t_c, called the critical gelation time, an “infinite” cluster appears. It was shown in [61] that for this model s_{max} exhibits the Δ = 1 scaling at t = t_c, and Δ =^1/2 scaling with a symmetric distribution for t ≫ t_c. Fig.4(a-d) present the s_{max} distributions obtained at different times for a system of total mass N = 216. These distributions and their evolution over time are very similar to those obtained from percolation as a function of the bond probability, Fig.3. Fits to these distributions using Eq.(1) are shown, and once again they are a good approximation for s_{max} distributions both far from and around the critical region. Fig.4(e) shows the relative strengths of the two components, R, obtained from the fits as a function of time: as in the case of percolation calculations, R = 0

Figure 4: (color on-line) (a-d) (dots) smax distributions for irreversible aggregation in a system of size N = 216 for different times; (full line) fit using Eq.(1); (red dashed line) Gumbel component; (blue dotted line) Gaussian component. (e) Relative strengths of the two components, R (see text), as a function of time with respect to tc. Vertical line indicates critical gelation time.

does not coincide with the infinite-system critical gelation time (in fact it occurs between t = t_c and the time of maximum fluctuations). Also, it may be remarked that at the critical time, the value of R is very close to the K-S distribution one, and indeed independent of the size, N, of the system. Moreover, these results are unchanged if a fragmentation kernel is included in the equations, i.e. if clusters can also split into smaller pieces [73].

Discussion We have shown that there is a strong similarity between Z_{max} distributions for central collisions of 129Xe+^{nat}Sn and the order parameter distributions obtained for two very different generic aggregation models in their critical domain. We would now like to understand this similarity. The percolation model offers little scope for interpretation, as all physics is “hidden” in the bond probability, p. On the other hand, the physical picture of clusters being built up over time by agglomeration described by the Smoluchowski equations recalls microscopic approaches in which fragments result from the spinodal decomposition of the hot, expanding nuclear matter formed by the head-on collision of two nuclei [74– 77].

In this framework, we can infer that the Z_{max} distribution and its form, quantified by the ratio R, reflect the time-scale of fragment formation, whose determining factor is the amount of collective radial expansion which increases with bombarding energy [8]. It has been shown that for central^{129}Xe+^{nat}Sn reactions the onset of significant radial expansion occurs for beam energies above 25 MeV/A [59]. The similarity between Figs. 2 and 4 can therefore be understood in terms of fragment size distributions being determined on shorter and shorter timescales due to increasingly rapid expansion.

We can use this interpretation to understand the system mass-dependence of the energy of transition from Δ =^1/2 to Δ = 1 scaling presented in [53]: for^{58}Ni+^{58}Ni collisions, measured from 32 MeV/A to 90 MeV/A, a change of Δ-scaling and of the form of the Z_{max} distribution were observed, as for^{129}Xe+^{nat}Sn but at a higher bombarding energy of 52 MeV/A; for the lighter system 36Ar+KCl, studied from 32 MeV/A to 74 MeV/A, only the Δ =^1/2 regime was observed, with quasi-Gaussian Z_{max} distributions; on the other hand, for the much heavier^{197}Au+^{197}Au system, at bombarding energies between 40 MeV/A and 80 MeV/A, only the Δ = 1 regime occurs, with Gumbel Z_{max} distributions.

Radial expansion in central heavy-ion collisions occurs after significant compression of the incoming nuclear fluid, and as such depends not only on static nuclear matter properties such as incompressibility, but also on transport properties such as the degree of stopping achieved in the collision [78]. The latter increases with the mass of the colliding nuclei, as shown in [79]. Thus for light systems, such as^{36}Ar+KCl or^{58}Ni+^{58}Ni, the bombarding energy required to achieve sufficient initial compression for there to be significant radial expansion is higher than for the heavier systems like^{129}Xe+^{nat}Sn and^{197}Au+^{197}Au. This explains why the Δ-scaling transition occurs at higher energy for^{58}Ni+^{58}Ni than for 129Xe+^{nat}Sn . For the very light^{36}Ar+KCl system the threshold is higher still than for^{58}Ni+^{58}Ni, outside the range of measured bombarding energies. On the other hand, for^{197}Au+^{197}Au both the greater initial compression and the far larger Coulomb contribution may come into play in order to reduce the fragment formation timescale even at the lowest bombarding energy.

Conclusions We have shown that, for finite systems, the largest cluster size distribution in critical aggregation models is an admixture of the two asymptotic distributions observed far below and above the critical region. This result holds true for both equilibrium (percolation) and out-of-equilibrium (irreversible aggregation) models. A similar decomposition has been shown for the experimentally-observed charge distribution of the largest fragment per event produced in nuclear multifragmentation, indicating that the critical domain lies around

E_{beam} ≈ 30MeV/A for the^{129}Xe+^{nat}Sn system. By analogy with the irreversible aggregation model, where the form of the order parameter distribution depends on the time-scale of the process, we interpret such criticality along with the corresponding change of Δ-scaling as the onset of an “explosive” multifragmentation regime in which initially compressed heated nuclear liquid clusterizes in the presence of significant radial expansion [46, 80]. The mass-dependence of the energy at which the onset occurs for different (symmetric) systems is related to nuclear stopping and hence to transport properties of hot nuclear matter. Such an overall picture is both consistent with, and provides a link between, recent results on the role of radial expansion in nuclear multifragmentation [59, 81] and the systematic study of nuclear stopping around the Fermi energy [79].

The authors would like to thank the staff of the GANIL Accelerator facility for their continued support during the experiments. D. G. gratefully acknowledges the financial support of the Commissariat à l’Énergie Atomique and the Conseil Régional de Basse-Normandie. This work was also supported by the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique and by the Ministère de l’Éducation Nationale.

∗ Corresponding author; Electronic address:

john.frankland@ganil.fr [1] D. Fox, R. T. de Souza, L. Phair, D. R. Bowman, N. Carlin, C. K. Gelbke, W. G. Gong, Y. D. Kim, M. A. Lisa, W. G. Lynch, et al., Phys. Rev. C 47, 421 (1993).

[2] G. F. Peaslee, M. B. Tsang, C. Schwarz, M. J. Huang, W. S. Huang, W. C. Hsi, C. Williams, W. Bauer, D. R. Bowman, M. Chartier, et al., Phys. Rev. C 49, 2271 (1994).

[3] D. Heuer, A. Chabane, M. E. Brandan, M. Charvet, A. J.

Cole, P. Désesquelles, A. Giorni, A. Lleres, A. Menchaca- Rocha, J. B. Viano, et al., Phys. Rev. C 50, 1943 (1994).

[4] M. D’Agostino, G. J. Kunde, P. M. Milazzo, J. D. Dinius, M. Bruno, N. Colonna, M. L. Fiandri, C. K. Gelbke, T. G. F. Gramegna, D. O. Handzy, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 4373 (1995).

[5] G. J. Kunde, S. Gaff, C. K. Gelbke, T. Glasmacher, M. J. Huang, R. C. Lemmon, W. G. Lynch, L. Manduci, L. Martin, M. B. Tsang, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 2897 (1996).

[6] N. Marie, R. Laforest, R. Bougault, J. P. Wieleczko, D. Durand, Ch, J. F. Lecolley, F. Saint-Laurent, G. Auger, J. Benlliure, et al., Phys. Lett. B 391, 15 (1997).

[7] J. A. Hauger, P. Warren, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P.

Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 57, 764 (1998).

[8] B. Borderie and M. F. Rivet, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 61, 551 (2008).

[9] P. J. Siemens, Nature 305, 410 (1983).

[10] H. R. Jaqaman, A. Z. Mekjian, and L. Zamick, Phys.

Rev. C 29, 2067 (1984).

[11] N. K. Glendenning, L. P. Csernai, and J. I. Kapusta, Phys. Rev. C 33, 1299 (1986).

[12] D. H. E. Gross, Rep. Prog. Phys. 53, 605 (1990). [13] M. Gilkes, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, S. Costa, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 1590 (1994).

[14] W. Bauer and A. Botvina, Phys. Rev. C 52, R1760 (1995).

[15] J. Bondorf, A. S. Botvina, A. S. Iljinov, I. N. Mishustin, and K. Sneppen, Phys. Rep. 257, 133 (1995).

[16] M. D’Agostino, A. S. Botvina, P. M. Milazzo, M. Bruno, G. J. Kunde, D. R. Bowman, L. Celano, N. Colonna, J. D. Dinius, A. Ferrero, et al., Phys. Lett. 371, 175 (1996).

[17] A. H. Raduta and A. R. Raduta, Phys. Rev. C 55, 1344 (1997).

[18] L. Beaulieu, T. Lefort, K. Kwiatkowski, W. Hsi, L. Pienkowski, R. G. Korteling, R. Laforest, E. Martin, E. Ramakrishnan, D. Rowland, et al., Phys. Rev. C 63, 031302R (2001).

[19] J. Toke and W. U. Schröder, Phys. Rev. C 79, 064622 (2009).

[20] C. Grégoire, B. Remaud, F. Sébille, L. Vinet, and Y. Raffray, Nucl. Phys. A 465, 317 (1987).

[21] J. Aichelin, Phys. Rep. 202, 233 (1991).

[22] G. F. Burgio, P. Chomaz, and J. Randrup, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 69, 885 (1992).

[23] R. Wada, T. Keutgen, K. Hagel, Y. G. Ma, J. Wang, M. Murray, L. Qin, P. Smith, J. B. Natowitz, R. Alfarro, et al. (NIMROD Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 69, 044610 (2004).

[24] M. Colonna, A. Ono, and J. Rizzo, Phys. Rev. C 82, 054613 (2010).

[25] A. S. Hirsch, A. Bujak, J. E. Finn, L. J. Gutay, R. W.

Minich, N. T. Porile, R. P. Scharenberg, B. C. Stringfellow, and F. Turkot, Phys. Rev. C 29, 508 (1984).

[26] J. Pochodzalla, T. Möhlenkamp, T. Rubehn, A. Schüttauf, A. Wörner, E. Zude, M. B. Blaich, Th, H. Emling, A. Ferrero, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 1040 (1995).

[27] J. B. Elliott, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, S. Costa, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 62, 064603 (2000).

[28] M. Kleine Berkenbusch, W. Bauer, K. Dillman, S. Pratt, L. Beaulieu, K. Kwiatkowski, T. Lefort, Hsi, V. E. Viola, S. J. Yennello, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 022701+ (2001).

[29] R. P. Scharenberg, B. K. Srivastava, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 64, 054602 (2001).

[30] B. K. Srivastava, R. P. Scharenberg, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 65, 054617 (2002).

[31] M. D’Agostino, F. Gulminelli, P. Chomaz, M. Bruno, F. Cannata, R. Bougault, F. Gramegna, I. Iori, N. L. Neindre, G. V. Margagliotti, et al., Phys. Lett. B 473, 219 (2000).

[32] X. Campi, H. Krivine, E. Plagnol, and N. Sator, Phys.

Rev. C 71, 041601+ (2005).

[33] J. B. Elliott, L. G. Moretto, L. Phair, G. J. Wozniak, L. Beaulieu, H. Breuer, R. G. Korteling, K. Kwiatkowski,

T. Lefort, L. Pienkowski, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 042701 (2002).

[34] L. G. Moretto, J. B. Elliott, L. Phair, and G. J. Wozniak, Phys. Rev. C 66, 041601 (2002).

[35] M. D’Agostino, R. Bougault, F. Gulminelli, M. Bruno, F. Cannata, P. Chomaz, F. Gramegna, I. Iori, N. Le Neindre, G. Margagliotti, et al., Nucl. Phys. A 699, 795 (2002).

[36] P.-B. Gossiaux and J. Aichelin, Phys. Rev. C 56, 2109 (1997).

[37] K. Zbiri, A. L. Fèvre, J. Aichelin, J. Łukasik, W. Reisdorf, F. Gulminelli, U. Lynen, W. F. J. Müller, H. Orth, C. Schwarz, et al. (ALADIN Collaboration and INDRA Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 75, 034612 (2007), URL http://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevC.75.034612.

[38] F. Gulminelli and P. Chomaz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 1402 (1999).

[39] J. M. Carmona, J. Richert, and P. Wagner, Phys. Lett.

B 531, 71 (2002).

[40] H. Behringer and M. Pleimling, Phys. Rev. E 74, 011108 (2006).

[41] S. Levit and P. Bonche, Nucl. Phys. A 437, 426 (1985). [42] B. K. Srivastava, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, J. L. Chance, Y. Choi, S. Costa, et al. (EOS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 64, 041605 (2001).

[43] G. Buchwald, G. Graebner, J. Theis, J. Maruhn, W. Greiner, and H. Stöcker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 52, 1594 (1984).

[44] G. Peilert, H. Stöcker, W. Greiner, A. Rosenhauer, A. Bohnet, and J. Aichelin, Phys. Rev. C 39, 1402 (1989).

[45] H. W. Barz, J. P. Bondorf, R. Donangelo, R. Elmér, F. S. Hansen, B. Jakobsson, L. Karlsson, H. Nifenecker, H. Schulz, F. Schussler, et al., Nucl. Phys. A 531, 453 (1991).

[46] W. Bauer, J. P. Bondorf, R. Donangelo, R. Elmér, B. Jakobsson, H. Schulz, F. Schussler, and K. Sneppen, Phys. Rev. C 47, R1838 (1993).

[47] G. J. Kunde, W. C. Hsi, W. D. Kunze, A. Schüttauf, A. Wörner, M. Begemann-Blaich, T. Blaich, D. R. Bowman, R. J. Charity, A. Cosmo, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 38 (1995).

[48] R. Pak, D. Craig, E. E. Gualtieri, S. A. Hannuschke, R. A. Lacey, J. Lauret, W. J. Llope, N. T. B. Stone, A. M. V. Molen, G. D. Westfall, et al., Phys. Rev. C 54, 1681 (1996).

[49] C. B. Das, L. Shi, and S. Das Gupta, Phys. Rev. C 70, 064610 (2004).

[50] R. Botet, M. Płoszajczak, A. Chbihi, B. Borderie, D. Durand, and J. Frankland, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 3514 (2001).

[51] R. Botet and M. Płoszajczak, Universal Fluctuations - The Phenomenology of Hadronic Matter (World Scientific Lecture Notes in Physics, 2002).

[52] J. Aichelin and J. Huefner, Phys. Lett. B 136, 15 (1984). [53] J. D. Frankland, A. Chbihi, A. Mignon, M. L. B. Blaich, R. Bittiger, B. Borderie, R. Bougault, J. L. Charvet, D. Cussol, R. Dayras, et al. (INDRA collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 71, 034607 (2005).

[54] R. A. Fisher and L. H. C. Tippet, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 24, 180 (1928).

[55] E. J. Gumbel, Statistics of Extremes (Columbia University Press, New York, 1958).

[56] B. Gnedenko, Annals of Mathematics 44, 423 (1943).

[57] J. B. Natowitz, R. Wada, K. Hagel, T. Keutgen, M. Murray, A. Makeev, L. Qin, P. Smith, and C. Hamilton, Phys. Rev. C C 65, 034618 (2002).

[58] J. Pouthas, B. Borderie, R. Dayras, E. Plagnol, M. Rivet, F. Saint-Laurent, J. Steckmeyer, G. Auger, C. Bacri, S. Barbey, et al., Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A 357, 418 (1995).

[59] E. Bonnet, B. Borderie, N. Le Neindre, M. Rivet, R. Bougault, A. Chbihi, R. Dayras, J. Frankland, E. Galichet, and F. Gagnon-Moisan (INDRA collaboration), Nucl. Phys. A 816, 1 (2009).

[60] E. Plagnol, J. Lukasik, G. Auger, Ch, N. Bellaize, F. Bocage, B. Borderie, R. Bougault, R. Brou, P. Buchet, et al. (INDRA collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 61, 014606 (1999).

[61] R. Botet and M. Ploszajczak, Phys. Rev. E 62, 1825 (2000).

[62] L. B. Yang, E. Norbeck, W. A. Friedman, O. Bjarki, F. D. Ingram, R. A. Lacey, D. J. Magestro, M. L. Miller, A. Nadasen, R. Pak, et al., Phys. Rev. C 60, 041602 (1999).

[63] D. Stauffer and A. Aharony, Introduction to Percolation Theory (Taylor & Francis Publishers, London, 1994).

[64] W. Bauer, D. R. Dean, U. Mosel, and U. Post, Phys.

Lett. B 150, 53 (1985).

[65] X. Campi, Phys. Lett. B 208, 351 (1988). [66] J. B. Elliott, L. G. Moretto, L. Phair, G. J. Wozniak, S. Albergo, F. Bieser, F. P. Brady, Z. Caccia, D. A. Cebra, A. D. Chacon, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 1194 (2000).

[67] D. Sisan, W. Bauer, O. Bjarki, D. J. Magestro, A. Nadasen, R. Pak, K. A. G. Rao, N. T. B. Stone, A. M. V. Molen, G. D. Westfall, et al., Phys. Rev. C 63, 027602 (2001).

[68] A. J. Cole, Phys. Rev. C 65, 031601 (2002). [69] J. Brzychczyk, Phys. Rev. C 73, 024601+ (2006). [70] M. Z. Bazant, Phys. Rev. E 62, 1660 (2000). [71] R. Botet and M. Ploszajczak, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 185702 (2005).

[72] P. G. J. van Dongen and M. H. Ernst, Phys. Rev. Lett.

54, 1396 (1985).

[73] R. Botet, Proceedings of Science PoS, 007 (WPCF2011). [74] G. F. Bertsch and P. J. Siemens, Phys. Lett. B 126, 9 (1983).

[75] J. López and G. Lübeck, Phys. Lett. B 219, 215 (1989). [76] P. Chomaz, M. Colonna, and J. Randrup, Phys. Rep.

389, 263 (2004).

[77] G. Tabacaru, B. Borderie, P. Désesquelles, M. Pârlog, M. Rivet, R. Bougault, B. Bouriquet, A. Buta, E. Galichet, B. Guiot, et al., Eur. Phys. J. A 18, 103 (2003).

[78] W. Reisdorf, A. Andronic, A. Gobbi, O. N. Hartmann, N. Herrmann, K. D. Hildenbrand, Y. J. Kim, M. Kirejczyk, P. Koczoń, T. Kress, et al. (FOPI Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 232301 (2004).

[79] G. Lehaut, D. Durand, O. Lopez, E. Vient, A. Chbihi, J. D. Frankland, E. Bonnet, B. Borderie, R. Bougault, E. Galichet, et al. (INDRA collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 232701 (2010).

[80] W. Reisdorf, F. Rami, B. de Schauenburg, Y. Leifels, J. P.

Alard, A. Andronic, V. Barret, Z. Basrak, N. Bastid, M. L. Benabderrahmane, et al. (FOPI Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 595, 118 (2004).

[81] E. Bonnet, B. Borderie, N. Le Neindre, A. Raduta,

M. F. Rivet, R. Bougault, A. Chbihi, J. D. Frankland, E. Galichet, F. G. Moisan, et al. (INDRA collaboration),

Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 142701 (2010).