arXiv:2406.09803v1 [nucl-th] 14 Jun 2024

Triaxial shape of the one-proton emitter^{149}Lu

Qi Lu,^1 Kai-Yuan Zhang,^{2, ∗} and Shi-Sheng Zhang^{1, †} 1School of Physics, Beihang University, Beijing 102206, China 2Institute of Nuclear Physics and Chemistry, China Academy of Engineering Physics, Mianyang, Sichuan 621900, China ( Dated: June 17, 2024)

We revisit the proton emitter^{149}Lu utilizing the recently developed triaxial relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov theory in continuum (TRHBc). By incorporating the microscopic nuclear structure properties from the TRHBc theory into the WKB approximation, we successfully reproduce the measured proton-emission half-life of^{149}Lu within experimental uncertainties. A triaxial ground state characterized by (β = 0.17, γ = 31^∘) has been clarified for^{149} Lu. The inclusion of triaxiality significantly changes nuclear density distributions and potentials, which results in enhanced binding of both the nuclear system and the proton-emitting orbital. As a result, a slightly extended half-life for the proton emission of^{149}Lu is achieved after considering triaxial deformation degrees of freedom.

I. INTRODUCTION

Exotic nuclei near the dripline might exhibit novel features such as nuclear halos [1, 2], changes of magic numbers [3], and emissions of nucleons [4, 5], etc. These arouse great attention from nuclear structure and inevitable impact on nucleosynthesis in nuclear astrophysics [6, 7].

Proton radioactivity is one of the most appealing phenomena observed in nuclei beyond the proton dripline [8]. So far, more than 30 proton emitters have been identified from experiments [9–12]. Among those, the one-proton emitter^{149}Lu was discovered lately with the shortest directly measured halflife of T_{1/2} = 450^{+170}_{−100} nanoseconds (ns) [12]. Such a short and accurate half-life puts stringent constraints on the test of various nuclear theories.

Actually, the description of proton radioactivity is rather challenging due to its sensitive dependence on many factors, including decay energies, potential barriers, and spectroscopic factors [8]. Numerous efforts have been devoted to evaluate the half-lives of proton emitters [13–19]. Recently, based on the proton-nucleus potential and the spectroscopic factors from the deformed relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov theory in continuum (DRHBc) [20, 21] that assumes axially symmetric shape for atomic nuclei, the half-life of^{149}Lu was reproduced within experimental uncertainties by using the WKB approximation [22]. This success is attributed to the fact that the DRHBc theory incorporates deformation, pairing correlations [23], and continuum effects in a microscopic and selfconsistent way, which are essential to describe exotic nuclei near the dripline [24–41].

For^{149}Lu, the potential coexistence of prolate and oblate deformations has been indicated by both the nonadiabatic quasiparticle model [12] and the DRHBc theory [22]. However, its possible triaxial deformation has not been taken into account yet previously. We notice that many proton-rich Lu isotopes including^{161}Lu [42],^{163}Lu [43, 44],^{165}Lu [45], and^{167}Lu [46] have been reported to manifest the wobbling mode, which is a fingerprint of triaxiality [47]. Therefore,

∗ zhangky@caep.cn † zss76@buaa.edu.cn

we are triggered to check if^{149}Lu is triaxially deformed and evaluate the possible impact on the proton-emission half-life with newly developed triaxially deformed relativistic Hartree- Bogoliubov theory in continuum (TRHBc) [48], which inherits all advantages of the DRHBc theory and further includes the triaxial deformation degrees of freedom.

In this Letter, we briefly introduce the theoretical framework in Sect. II, discuss the results in Sect. III, and finally make a summary in Sect. IV.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. The WKB approximation

Following Refs. [22, 49], we employ the WKB approximation to calculate the proton emission half-life,

T_{1/2} = ℏ ln 2 S_F Γ

, (1)

where S_F is the spectroscopic factor and Γ is the decay width. For a parent nucleus with its valence proton occupying a certain orbital, S_F can be estimated as [50]

S_F = u^2, (2)

where u^2 denotes the nonoccupation probability of this orbital in the daughter nucleus and can be obtained self-consistently in the TRHBc framework. The decay width Γ is calculated by averaging Γ (θ, ϕ) in all directions, Γ = ∫ Γ (θ, ϕ)dΩ 4π , (3)

with θ being the orientation angle and ϕ being the azimuthal angle of the emitted proton with respect to the daughter nucleus [51].

In the WKB approximation, Γ (θ, ϕ) is calculated by Γ (θ, ϕ) = N ℏ^2 4μ exp ( −2 ∫_{r3} r_2 k(r, θ, ϕ)dr ) , (4) in which N refers to the quasi-classical bound-state normalization factor, μ denotes the reduced mass of the emitted proton and the daughter nucleus, and k(r, θ, ϕ) is related to the decay energy E and potential barrier V (r, θ, ϕ) via k(r, θ, ϕ) = √ 2μ|E − V (r, θ, ϕ)|. (5) Here, r_i represents the i-th turning point of the potential barrier with respect to the decay energy E. The normalization factor N is defined as [52] 1 N (θ, ϕ) = ∫_{r2} r_1 dr k(r, θ, ϕ) cos^2 (∫_r r_1 dr^′k(r^′, θ, ϕ) − π 4 ) . (6) The potential barrier includes the nuclear, Coulomb, and centrifugal contributions, V (r, θ, ϕ) = V_N (r, θ, ϕ) + V_C (r, θ, ϕ) + ℏ^2 2μ l(l + 1) r^2

, (7)

where V_{N/C} (r, θ, ϕ) refers to the nuclear/Coulomb potential and l denotes the orbital angular momentum of the emitted proton, also self-consistently obtained in TRHBc calculations.

B. The TRHBc theory

The potential barrier is crucial for the calculation of protonemission half-life. As the TRHBc theory is capable of describing triaxial exotic nuclei near the drip line [48], it is adopted to provide nuclear and Coulomb potentials. In the TRHBc theory, the relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov (RHB) equation reads [53] ( h_D − λ Δ −Δ^∗ −h^∗_D + λ ) ( U_k V_k ) = E_k ( U_k V_k ) , (8)

in which h_D is the Dirac Hamiltonian, λ denotes the Fermi surface, Δ represents the pairing potential, and E_k and (U_k, V_k)^T respectively refer to the quasiparticle energy and wave function. In coordinate space,

h_D(r) = α · p + V (r) + β [M + S(r)] , (9)

with the vector potential V (r) and the scalar potential S(r) constructed by various densities, and

Δ(r_1, r_2) = V^{pp}(r_1, r_2)κ(r_1, r_2), (10)

with V^{pp} and κ being the pairing interaction and the pairing tensor, respectively. Following the DRHBc theory, the present TRHBc theory employs the zero-range density-dependent pairing interaction,

V^{pp}(r_1, r_2) = V_0 1 − P^σ 2 δ(r_1 − r_2) ( 1 − ρ(r_1) ρ_{sat} ) , (11) where V_0 is the pairing strength, ρ_{sat} represents the saturation density of nuclear matter, and the operator (1−P^σ)/2 projects onto the spin-zero component.

To incorporate triaxial deformation degrees of freedom, potentials and densities are expanded in terms of spherical harmonics, f(r) = ∑ lm f_{lm}(r)Y_{lm}(Ω). (12)

Due to the assumed spatial reflection symmetry and mirror symmetries respect to xy, xz, and yz planes, the expansion orders l and m are restricted to be even numbers, and the radial components satisfy the condition f_{lm}(r) = f_{l−m}(r) [54].

Nuclei near the drip line may exhibit significantly diffuse density distributions. To describe properly such possible large spatial extensions, the RHB equation (8) should be solved in a basis that has appropriate asymptotic behavior at large r. To this end, a Dirac Woods-Saxon basis [55, 56], which turns out to be successful in many nuclear models [57–60], is adopted in the TRHBc theory.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the previous work [22], several relativistic density functionals were employed in the DRHBc calculations, and the results were found almost density-functional independent. Therefore, in this work we take the density functional NL3^∗ [61] as an example, and other numerical details in our calculations remain the same as those employed in Ref. [22].

FIG. 1. Potential energy surfaces for^{149}Lu and^{148}Yb in the β-γ plane from the TRHBc theory. The energy separation between each contour line is 0.4 MeV. All energies are normalized with respect to the energy of absolute minimum (triaxial ground state) indicated by a red star. The ground-state deformation predicted by the DRHBc theory is denoted by a red closed circle.

With the consideration of triaxial deformation degrees of freedom, the TRHBc theory predicts that both^{149}Lu and its proton-emission daughter nucleus^{148}Yb are triaxially deformed. The ground-state deformation parameters (β, γ) are (0.17, 31^∘) and (0.17, 35^∘) for^{149}Lu and^{148}Yb, respectively. Figure 1 exhibits their potential energy surfaces (PESs), in which the absolute minima are indicated by red stars. Due to the only one proton difference, the PES and the triaxial ground-state deformation for the daughter nucleus^{148}Yb are

FIG. 2. Proton density distributions of^{149} Lu in xy, xz, and yz planes calculated from the TRHBc theory (upper panels) and the DRHBc theory (lower panels). In each plot, a circle in dotted line is drawn to guide the eye.

analogous to those for the parent nucleus^{149}Lu. It can be clearly seen that the oblate deformations (red closed circles) predicted by the DRHBc theory are in fact saddle points in the PESs. This demonstrates the importance of the inclusion of triaxial deformation in the microscopic description of^{149}Lu and^{148}Yb. Although the energy difference between the saddle point and the absolute minimum is less than 0.4 MeV in both PESs, the triaxial density distributions and potential barriers with γ ≳ 30^∘ largely deviate from those with axial symmetry, which might affect the proton-emission half-life.

For an intuitive comparison, we display the proton density distributions of^{149}Lu in different planes by the TRHBc and DRHBc theories of Fig. 2. With z as the symmetry axis, the density distributions calculated by the DRHBc theory in the xy plane shows rotational invariance, and those in xz and yz planes are identical. Due to the predicted oblate shape, the density is more extended along x and y axes than that along z axis, as shown in Figs. 2(e) and 2(f). Namely, z axis is the short one of the density distribution in the DRHBc theory. However, this is not the case in the TRHBc theory that self-consistently incorporates triaxiality, i.e. the proton density distributions in three planes are different from each other. It can be easily distinguished from Figs. 2(a) and 2(c) that y is the short axis of the proton density distribution. A detailed comparison between the density distribution in xz plane and the dotted circle in Fig. 2(b) unveils that z is the long axis while x is the intermediate one. Therefore, the spatial density distribution for^{149}Lu from the TRHBc theory is remarkably different from that from the DRHBc theory. Definitely, the triaxially deformed potential barriers in the TRHBc theory also deviate from the axially symmetric ones in the DRHBc theory, which would affect the value of the decay width Γ .

With the nuclear structure inputs from the DRHBc and

TABLE I. Half-life of the proton emitter^{149}Lu. Note that for theories the orbital refers to the main component of the single-proton level occupied by the valence proton.

149 Lu Exp. [12]

NL3^∗ (+ WKB) DRHBc TRHBc Orbital 1h_{11/2} 1h_{11/2} 1h_{11/2} β / −0.18 0.17 γ / / 31^∘ lgΓ / −14.86^{+0.14}_{−0.09} −14.89^{+0.12}_{−0.12} SF / 0.80 0.70 T_{1/2} (ns) 450^{+170}_{−100} 438^{+136}_{−102} 504^{+160}_{−116}

TRHBc theories, including the orbital angular momentum l carried by the emitted proton and the spectroscopic factor S_F , the half-life of^{149}Lu can be estimated by the WKB approximation [22]. The structure properties and the calculated half-lives are listed in Table I in comparison with available data. Following [22], we employ the experimental Q value and its error to compute the half-life and estimate the corresponding uncertainty. In both theoretical results, the valence proton in^{149}Lu occupies a single-proton level with dominant 1h_{11/2} component, in agreement with the experimental data [12]. Furthermore, the estimated proton-emission halflives are consistent with the measured data within uncertainties, which validates our calculations. However, disregarding uncertainties, the predicted proton-emission half-life from the TRHBc + WKB model is longer than that from the DRHBc +

WKB model by 66 ns. Surprisingly, it is found that the reduction of S_F from 0.80 to 0.70 by including triaxial deformation contributes predominantly to the increase of T_{1/2}, while the decay widths calculated from the triaxially and axially deformed potential barriers are close to each other, which seems to contract with the speculation based on density distributions.

FIG. 3. The logarithm of the decay width, the height of potential barrier, and the width of potential barrier as functions of the orientation angle θ and the azimuthal angle ϕ. The left and right panels exhibit results from the TRHBc + WKB and DRHBc + WKB models, respectively.

To understand the obtained similar decay widths from the TRHBc + WKB and DRHBc + WKB models, we compare the calculated lgΓ in different directions in the upper panels of Fig. 3. In the calculations of the TRHBc + WKB model shown in Fig. 3(a), small decay widths appear in an ellipselike region centered around (θ = 90^∘, ϕ = 90^∘). As θ or ϕ deviates from the center, the decay width increases until lgΓ reaches the maximum values of ≈ −14.5. The results of the DRHBc + WKB model in Fig. 3(b) are only θ-dependent due to the assumed axial symmetry and have completely different features. Large decay widths with lgΓ ≳ −14.5 appear in the region of 45^∘ ≲ θ ≲ 135^∘. The decay width reduces with the decrease of θ smaller than 45^∘ or the increase of θ larger than 135^∘. Note that the contribution of each (θ, ϕ) point to the angle average is not equal because of a term sin θ in the angular integral of Eq. (3). While in the majority of the θ-ϕ plane, the calculated decay widths from the TRHBc + WKB model are larger than those from the DRHBc + WKB model. It occurs in an opposite way for θ close to 90^∘ with larger sin θ values. So it is the cancellation of these two effects that results in almost the same angle-averaged decay width with two models.

On the other hand, the significant discrepancy between the results shown in Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) indicates that triaxial deformation definitely affects the decay width in specific directions. The heights and widths of the potential barrier are displayed in middle and lower panels of Fig. 3, respectively. The barrier height is defined as the peak value of the potential, and the barrier width refers to the distance between the second and third turning points of the potential with respect to the Q value, r_3 −r_2. A negative correlation between the decay width and the barrier height/width is clearly revealed from both the TRHBc + WKB and DRHBc + WKB results. This can be explained by the fact that, the higher or wider the barrier is, the more difficult it is for the valence proton to tunnel through.

To clarify the effects of triaxial deformation on the height and width of the potential barrier in^{149}Lu, we present the potential (7) along z (θ = 0^∘), x (θ = 90^∘, ϕ = 0^∘), and y axes (θ = 90^∘, ϕ = 90^∘) in Fig. 4. The TRHBc and DRHBc results share the same centrifugal potential (l = 5 for 1h_{11/2}). Along each direction, there is no significant discrepancy between the Coulomb potentials for two theories. As a result, the difference in barriers mainly stems from nuclear potentials. It is then necessary to point out that since the Coulomb potential decays with r gradually, the peak of the barrier is located where the nuclear potential approaches zero and its height decreases with this position away from the center. A higher barrier also corresponds to a smaller r_2 and thus is wider, which explains the similarity of Figs. 3(c, d) as Figs. 3(d, f). In Fig. 4(a) for θ = 0^∘, the nuclear potential diminishes to nearly zero at z < 8 fm in the DRHBc theory, while it vanishes at z ≈ 10 fm in the TRHBc theory. This is due to a positive correlation between the nuclear density and potential. In the DRHBc calculations, z is the short axis of the oblate density distribution, while it becomes the long axis of the triaxial density distribution in the TRHBc calculations. Therefore, along this axis the barrier in the DRHBc theory is higher and wider than that in the TRHBc theory. In Fig. 4(c) for θ = 90^∘ and ϕ = 90^∘, the situation is just reversed as y is the long (short) axis in the DRHBc (TRHBc) theory. In Fig. 4(b) for θ = 90^∘ and ϕ = 0^∘, the calculated barrier heights (widths) are close to each other.

Finally, to explore the mechanism behind the reduction of the spectroscopic factor S_F after considering triaxial deformation, we depict in Fig. 5 the evolution of the spectroscopic factor starting from the oblate side (γ = 60^∘) to the prolate one (γ = 0^∘). A monotonic decline of S_F can be seen from 0.8 to ≈ 0.48 with the decrease of γ from 60^∘ to 0^∘. The triaixal ground state in between corresponds to S_F = 0.7. Given that S_F is defined as the nonoccupation probability u^2 of the valence orbital after the proton emission, the evolution of its single-particle energy with triaxial deformation is also shown in Fig. 5 (right vertical axis). Similar as S_F , the singleparticle energy also demonstrates a monotonic decline with the decrease of γ. Now, it can be understood, e.g., in a simple BCS picture, that the orbital becomes more easily occupied with its decreasing single-particle energy. Hence, with triax-

FIG. 4. Potentials along z (θ = 0^∘), x (θ = 90^∘, ϕ = 0^∘), and y (θ = 90^∘, ϕ = 90^∘) axes. The solid and dotted lines show results from the TRHBc and DRHBc theories, respectively. The black, red, blue, and green lines represent the total, Coulomb, nuclear, and centrifugal potentials, respectively.

FIG. 5. Spectroscopic factor (left vertical axis) and single-proton energy (right vertical axis) as functions of γ for the daughter nucleus 148Yb. The vertical grey line corresponds to the ground-state (g.s.) triaxial deformation.

ial deformation included, not only the whole nuclear system but also the orbital involved in the proton emission become more bound, giving rise to the decrease of the spectroscopic factor.

IV. SUMMARY

In conclusion, we revisit the recently identified proton emitter^{149}Lu utilizing the TRHBc + WKB approach and successfully reproduce the measured proton-emission half-life of^{149}Lu within experimental uncertainties. Different from the previous studies indicating the coexistence of prolate and oblate shapes in^{149}Lu, triaxiality is taken into account selfconsistently in the TRHBc theory. In this scheme, the obtained PES unequivocally reveals a triaxial ground state characterized by (β = 0.17, γ = 31^∘) for^{149}Lu. Remarkably, the oblate ground-state deformation predicted by the DRHBc theory turns out a saddle point in the PES. The triaxial groundstate density distribution significantly differs from the axially symmetric one. In the former, z, x, and y are respectively the long, intermediate, and short axes, whereas in the latter, z is the short axis. Consequently, pronounced discrepancies emerge in the triaxially and axially deformed nuclear potentials, which lead to distinct barrier heights and widths along specific directions. Nonetheless, upon averaging contributions from all directions, we find that the angle-averaged decay width from the TRHBc theory approximately matches that from the DRHBc theory. On the other hand, the inclusion of triaxiality results in enhanced binding of both the nuclear system and the proton-emitting orbital, yielding a reduced spectroscopic factor compared to that in the DRHBc calculations. Ultimately, a slightly extended half-life for the proton emission of^{149}Lu is achieved when considering triaxial deformation degrees of freedom.

V. DECLARATION OF COMPETING INTEREST

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

VI. DATA AVAILABILITY

Data will be made available on reasonable request.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We thank Prof. Xiaohong Zhou for his useful discussions and careful reading of the manuscript. This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 12175010 and 12305125) and Sichuan Science and Technology Program (Grant No. 2024NSFSC1356).

[1] I. Tanihata, H. Hamagaki, O. Hashimoto, Y. Shida, N. Yoshikawa, K. Sugimoto, O. Yamakawa, T. Kobayashi, and N. Takahashi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 2676 (1985).

[2] N. Kobayashi, T. Nakamura, Y. Kondo, J. A. Tostevin, Y. Utsuno, N. Aoi, H. Baba, R. Barthelemy, M. A. Famiano, N. Fukuda, N. Inabe, M. Ishihara, R. Kanungo, S. Kim, T. Kubo, G. S. Lee, H. S. Lee, M. Matsushita, T. Motobayashi, T. Ohnishi, N. A. Orr, H. Otsu, T. Otsuka, T. Sako, H. Sakurai, Y. Satou, T. Sumikama, H. Takeda, S. Takeuchi, R. Tanaka, Y. Togano, and K. Yoneda, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 242501 (2014).

[3] A. Ozawa, T. Kobayashi, T. Suzuki, K. Yoshida, and I. Tanihata, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 5493 (2000).

[4] A. Spyrou, Z. Kohley, T. Baumann, D. Bazin, B. A. Brown, G. Christian, P. A. DeYoung, J. E. Finck, N. Frank, E. Lunderberg, S. Mosby, W. A. Peters, A. Schiller, J. K. Smith, J. Snyder, M. J. Strongman, M. Thoennessen, and A. Volya, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 102501 (2012).

[5] B. Monteagudo, F. M. Marqués, J. Gibelin, N. A. Orr, A. Corsi, Y. Kubota, J. Casal, J. Gómez-Camacho, G. Authelet, H. Baba, C. Caesar, D. Calvet, A. Delbart, M. Dozono, J. Feng, F. Flavigny, J.-M. Gheller, A. Giganon, A. Gillibert, K. Hasegawa, T. Isobe, Y. Kanaya, S. Kawakami, D. Kim, Y. Kiyokawa, M. Kobayashi, N. Kobayashi, T. Kobayashi, Y. Kondo, Z. Korkulu, S. Koyama, V. Lapoux, Y. Maeda, T. Motobayashi, T. Miyazaki, T. Nakamura, N. Nakatsuka, Y. Nishio, A. Obertelli, A. Ohkura, S. Ota, H. Otsu, T. Ozaki, V. Panin, S. Paschalis, E. C. Pollacco, S. Reichert, J.-Y. Rousse, A. T. Saito, S. Sakaguchi, M. Sako, C. Santamaria, M. Sasano, H. Sato, M. Shikata, Y. Shimizu, Y. Shindo, L. Stuhl, T. Sumikama, Y. L. Sun, M. Tabata, Y. Togano, J. Tsubota, T. Uesaka, Z. H. Yang, J. Yasuda, K. Yoneda, and J. Zenihiro, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, 082501 (2024).

[6] M. He, S.-S. Zhang, M. Kusakabe, S. Xu, and T. Kajino, Astrophys. J. 899, 133 (2020).

[7] S. Zhang, S. Xu, M. He, and M. S. Smith, Euro. Phys. J. A 57, 114 (2021).

[8] D. Delion, R. Liotta, and R. Wyss, Phys. Rep. 424, 113 (2006). [9] P. J. Woods and C. N. Davids, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 47, 541 (1997).

[10] B. Blank and M. Borge, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 60, 403 (2008). [11] M. Pfutzner, M. Karny, L. V. Grigorenko, and K. Riisager, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 567 (2012).

[12] K. Auranen et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 112501 (2022). [13] G. Cattapan and E. Maglione, Phys. Rev. C 61, 067301 (2000). [14] A. T. Kruppa and W. Nazarewicz, Phys. Rev. C 69, 054311 (2004).

[15] C. N. Davids and H. Esbensen, Phys. Rev. C 64, 034317 (2001).

[16] S. Åberg, P. B. Semmes, and W. Nazarewicz, Phys. Rev. C 58, 3011 (1998).

[17] E. Maglione, L. S. Ferreira, and R. J. Liotta, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 538 (1998).

[18] A. T. Kruppa, P.-H. Heenen, H. Flocard, and R. J. Liotta, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 2217 (1997).

[19] D. Vretenar, G. A. Lalazissis, and P. Ring, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 4595 (1999).

[20] S.-G. Zhou, J. Meng, P. Ring, and E.-G. Zhao, Phys. Rev. C 82, 011301 (2010).

[21] L. Li, J. Meng, P. Ring, E.-G. Zhao, and S.-G. Zhou, Phys. Rev. C 85, 024312 (2012).

[22] Y. Xiao, S. Z. Xu, R. Y. Zheng, X. X. Sun, L. S. Geng, and S. S. Zhang, Phys. Lett. B 845, 138160 (2023).

[23] X. Meng, S. Zhang, L. Guo, L. Geng, and L. Cao, Phys. Rev. C 102, 064322 (2020).

[24] J. Meng and S. G. Zhou, J. Phys. G 42, 093101 (2015). [25] X.-X. Sun, J. Zhao, and S.-G. Zhou, Phys. Lett. B 785, 530 (2018).

[26] K. Zhang, D. Wang, and S. Zhang, Phys. Rev. C 100, 034312 (2019).

[27] X.-X. Sun, J. Zhao, and S.-G. Zhou, Nucl. Phys. A 1003, 122011 (2020).

[28] K. Zhang, M.-K. Cheoun, Y.-B. Choi, P. S. Chong, J. Dong, L. Geng, E. Ha, X. He, C. Heo, M. C. Ho, E. J. In, S. Kim, Y. Kim, C.-H. Lee, J. Lee, Z. Li, T. Luo, J. Meng, M.-H. Mun, Z. Niu, C. Pan, P. Papakonstantinou, X. Shang, C. Shen, G. Shen, W. Sun, X.-X. Sun, C. K. Tam, Thaivayongnou, C. Wang, S. H. Wong, X. Xia, Y. Yan, R. W.-Y. Yeung, T. C. Yiu, S. Zhang, W. Zhang, and S.-G. Zhou (DRHBc Mass Table Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 102, 024314 (2020).

[29] X.-X. Sun and S.-G. Zhou, Sci. Bull. 66, 2072 (2021). [30] X.-X. Sun, Phys. Rev. C 103, 054315 (2021). [31] Z. H. Yang et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 082501 (2021). [32] K. Zhang, X. He, J. Meng, C. Pan, C. Shen, C. Wang, and S. Zhang, Phys. Rev. C 104, L021301 (2021).

[33] C. Pan, K. Y. Zhang, P. S. Chong, C. Heo, M. C. Ho, J. Lee, Z. P. Li, W. Sun, C. K. Tam, S. H. Wong, R. W.-Y. Yeung, T. C. Yiu, and S. Q. Zhang, Phys. Rev. C 104, 024331 (2021).

[34] X.-T. He, C. Wang, K.-Y. Zhang, and C.-W. Shen, Chin. Phys. C 45, 101001 (2021).

[35] S. Y. Zhong, S. S. Zhang, X. X. Sun, and M. S. Smith, Sci. China Phys. Mech. Astron. 65 (2022).

[36] K. Zhang, M.-K. Cheoun, Y.-B. Choi, P. S. Chong, J. Dong, Z. Dong, X. Du, L. Geng, E. Ha, X.-T. He, C. Heo, M. C. Ho, E. J. In, S. Kim, Y. Kim, C.-H. Lee, J. Lee, H. Li, Z. Li, T. Luo, J. Meng, M.-H. Mun, Z. Niu, C. Pan, P. Papakonstantinou, X. Shang, C. Shen, G. Shen, W. Sun, X.-X. Sun, C. K. Tam, Thaivayongnou, C. Wang, X. Wang, S. H. Wong, J. Wu, X. Wu, X. Xia, Y. Yan, R. W.-Y. Yeung, T. C. Yiu, S. Zhang, W. Zhang, X. Zhang, Q. Zhao, and S.-G. Zhou (DRHBc Mass Table Collaboration), Atom. Data Nucl. Data Tabl. 144, 101488 (2022).

[37] C. Pan, M.-K. Cheoun, Y.-B. Choi, J. Dong, X. Du, X.-H. Fan, W. Gao, L. Geng, E. Ha, X.-T. He, J. Huang, K. Huang, S. Kim, Y. Kim, C.-H. Lee, J. Lee, Z. Li, Z.-R. Liu, Y. Ma, J. Meng, M.-H. Mun, Z. Niu, P. Papakonstantinou, X. Shang, C. Shen, G. Shen, W. Sun, X.-X. Sun, J. Wu, X. Wu, X. Xia, Y. Yan, T. C. Yiu, K. Zhang, S. Zhang, W. Zhang, X. Zhang, Q. Zhao, R. Zheng, and S.-G. Zhou (DRHBc Mass Table Collaboration), Phys. Rev. C 106, 014316 (2022).

[38] K. Y. Zhang, P. Papakonstantinou, M. H. Mun, Y. Kim, H. Yan, and X. X. Sun, Phys. Rev. C 107, L041303 (2023).

[39] K. Y. Zhang, S. Q. Yang, J. L. An, S. S. Zhang, P. Papakonstantinou, M. H. Mun, Y. Kim, and H. Yan, Phys. Lett. B 844, 138112 (2023).

[40] J. L. An, K. Y. Zhang, Q. Lu, S. Y. Zhong, and S. S. Zhang, Phys. Lett. B 849, 138422 (2024).

[41] P. Guo, X. Cao, K. Chen, Z. Chen, M.-K. Cheoun, Y.-B. Choi, P. C. Lam, W. Deng, J. Dong, P. Du, X. Du, K. Duan, X. Fan, W. Gao, L. Geng, E. Ha, X.-T. He, J. Hu, J. Huang, K. Huang, Y. Huang, Z. Huang, K. D. Hyung, H. Y. Chan, X. Jiang, S. Kim, Y. Kim, C.-H. Lee, J. Lee, J. Li, M. Li, Z. Li, Z. Li, Z. Lian, H. Liang, L. Liu, X. Lu, Z.-R. Liu, J. Meng, Z. Meng,

M.-H. Mun, Y. Niu, Z. Niu, C. Pan, J. Peng, X. Qu, P. Papakonstantinou, T. Shang, X. Shang, C. Shen, G. Shen, T. Sun, X.- X. Sun, S. Wang, T. Wang, Y. Wang, Y. Wang, J. Wu, L. Wu, X. Wu, X. Xia, H. Xie, J. Yao, K. Y. Ip, T. C. Yiu, J. Yu, Y. Yu, K. Zhang, S. Zhang, S. Zhang, W. Zhang, X. Zhang, Y. Zhang, Y. Zhang, Y. Zhang, Z. Zhang, Q. Zhao, Y. Zhao, R. Zheng, C. Zhou, S.-G. Zhou, and L. Zou (DRHBc Mass Table Collaboration), Atom. Data Nucl. Data Tabl. 158, 101661 (2024).

[42] P. Bringel, G. B. Hagemann, H. Hübel, A. Al-khatib, P. J. Bednarczyk, A. Bürger, D. Curien, G. Gangopadhyay, B. Herskind, D. R. Jensen, D. T. Joss, T. Kröll, G. L. Bianco, S. Lunardi, W. C. Ma, N. Nenoff, A. Neusser-Neffgen, C. M. Petrache, G. Schönwasser, J. Simpson, A. K. Singh, N. Singh, and G. Sletten, Euro. Phys. J. A - Hadrons and Nuclei 24, 167 (2005).

[43] S. W. Ødegård, G. B. Hagemann, D. R. Jensen, M. Bergström, B. Herskind, G. Sletten, S. Törmänen, J. N. Wilson, P. O. Tjøm, I. Hamamoto, K. Spohr, H. Hübel, A. Görgen, G. Schönwasser, A. Bracco, S. Leoni, A. Maj, C. M. Petrache, P. Bednarczyk, and D. Curien, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 5866 (2001).

[44] D. R. Jensen, G. B. Hagemann, I. Hamamoto, S. W. Ødegård, B. Herskind, G. Sletten, J. N. Wilson, K. Spohr, H. Hübel, P. Bringel, A. Neußer, G. Schönwaßer, A. K. Singh, W. C. Ma, H. Amro, A. Bracco, S. Leoni, G. Benzoni, A. Maj, C. M. Petrache, G. L. Bianco, P. Bednarczyk, and D. Curien, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 142503 (2002).

[45] G. Schönwaßer, H. Hübel, G. Hagemann, P. Bednarczyk, G. Benzoni, A. Bracco, P. Bringel, R. Chapman, D. Curien, J. Domscheit, B. Herskind, D. Jensen, S. Leoni, G. Lo Bianco, W. Ma, A. Maj, A. Neußer, S. Ødegård, C. Petrache, D. Roßbach, H. Ryde, K. Spohr, and A. Singh, Phys. Lett. B 552, 9 (2003).

[46] H. Amro, W. Ma, G. Hagemann, R. Diamond, J. Domscheit, P. Fallon, A. Görgen, B. Herskind, H. Hübel, D. Jensen, Y. Li, A. Macchiavelli, D. Roux, G. Sletten, J. Thompson, D. Ward, I. Wiedenhöver, J. Wilson, and J. Winger, Phys. Lett. B 553, 197 (2003).

[47] A. Bohr and B. R. Mottelson, in Nuclear Structure, Vol. II, edited by A. Bohr and B. R. Mottelson (Benjamin, New York, 1975).

[48] K. Y. Zhang, S. Q. Zhang, and J. Meng, Phys. Rev. C 108, L041301 (2023).

[49] S. Z. Xu and S. S. Zhang, EPJ Web Conf. 260, 11037 (2022). [50] R. A. Sorensen, E. K. Lin, and B. L. Cohen, Phys. Rev. 142, 729 (1966).

[51] Y. Qian and Z. Ren, Eur. Phys. J. A 52, 68 (2016). [52] B. Buck, A. C. Merchant, and S. M. Perez, Phys. Rev. C 45, 1688 (1992).

[53] H. Kucharek and P. Ring, Z. Physik A - Hadrons and Nuclei 339, 23 (1991).

[54] Y. Xiang, Q. Luo, S. Yang, and K. Zhang, Symmetry 15, 1420 (2023).

[55] S.-G. Zhou, J. Meng, and P. Ring, Phys. Rev. C 68, 034323 (2003).

[56] K. Y. Zhang, C. Pan, and S. Q. Zhang, Phys. Rev. C 106, 024302 (2022).

[57] W. H. Long, P. Ring, N. V. Giai, and J. Meng, Phys. Rev. C 81, 024308 (2010).

[58] S.-G. Zhou, J. Meng, P. Ring, and E.-G. Zhao, Phys. Rev. C 82, 011301 (2010).

[59] J. Geng, J. Xiang, B. Y. Sun, and W. H. Long, Phys. Rev. C 101, 064302 (2020).

[60] J. Geng and W. H. Long, Phys. Rev. C 105, 034329 (2022). [61] G. A. Lalazissis, S. Karatzikos, R. Fossion, D. Pena Arteaga, A. V. Afanasjev, and P. Ring, Phys. Lett. B 671, 36 (2009).