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We calculate the binding energy, root-mean-square radidsjgadrupole deformation parameter for the re-
cent, possibly discovered superheavey element Z=122j tisinaxially deformed relativistic mean field (RMF)
and non-relativistic Skyrme Hartree-Fock (SHF) formabstihe calculation is extended to include various iso-
topes of Z=122 element, strarting from A=282 to A=320. Wedprehighly deformed structures in the ground
state for all the isotopes. A shape transition appears at#290 from a highly oblate to a large prolate shape,
which may be considered as the superdeformed and hypemtsdostructures of Z=122 nucleus in the mean
field approaches. The most stable isotope (largest bindiargg per nucleon) is found to B&122, instead of
the experimentally observed®122.

PACS numbers: 21.10.Dr., 21.60.-n., 23.60.+e., 24.10.Jv.

I. INTRODUCTION The half life is again estimated to be the same as above, i.e.
T\ /> >10° y and abundance (1-10).0~'? relative to***Th.

This possibility of an extremely heavey Z nucleus motivated
us to see the structures of such nuclei in an isotopic mass
chain. Therefore, based on the relativistic mean-field (RMF
pnd non-relativistic Skyrme Hartree-Fock (SHF) methods, w
calculated the bulk proporties of Z=122 nucleus in an isiatop
hain of mass A=282-320. This choice of mass range covers
oth the predicted neutron magic numbers N=172 and 184.

The stability of nuclei in superheavy mass region was pre
dicted in mid sixties [1,12,/3] when shell correction was atide
to the liquid drop binding energy and the possible shellules
was pointed out at Z=114 and N=184. Myers and Swiateck
[4] concluded that the half-lives of nuclei near the shedi-cl
sures must be long enough to get observed. In other word)g
nuclei with zero shell effects would not be stable and deca

immediately, as was predicted by macroscopic liquid drop The paper is organised as follows: Section Il gives a brief
models for Z-100 nuclides. Recentally, however, the spec-description of the relativistic and non-relativistic meféid
troscopic studies of the nuclei beyond Z=100 have becomegymalisms. The effects of pairing for open shell nuclet, in
possiblel[5], and the heaviest nucleus studied so far irsthis  cluded in our calculations, are also discussed in this @ecti
ries of experiments [6] i8>*No (Z=102, N=152). Thus, the The results of our calculations are presented in Sectipart

progress in experimental techniques has drawn our attentioy summary of the results obtained, together with concluding
and opened up the field once again for further theoretical inremarks, are given in the last Section IV.

vestigations in structure physics of nuclei in the superhea
mass region.

Even though, experimentally, the elements upto Z=118
have been synthesized to-date, with half-lives varyingnfro
few minutes to milliseconds|[7| 8], the above mentioned the-
oretically prgdicted center of island_of stabil_ity couldt_rhm . THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
located precisely. Recently, more microscopic theorktiah
culations have predicted various other regions of stgbilit
namely, Z=120, N=172 or 184/[9,/10,/111] and Z=124 or 126, A. The Skyrme Hartree-Fock (SHF) method
N=184 [12,/18]. Apparently, there is a need to design the
new experiments to solve the outstanding problem of locat-
ing the precise island of stability for superheavy elemelnts The general form of the Skyrme effective interaction, used
an effort in this direction, using inductively coupled ptas  in the mean-field models, can be expressed as an energy den-
sector field mass spectroscopy, Marirehal. [14] have ob-  sity functional#, given as a function of some empirical pa-
served some neutron-deficient Th isotopes in naturallysccu rametersi[16, 17], as
ing Thorium substances. Long-lived isomeric states, wéth e
timated half-livesT’ /, >10° y, have been identified in the
neutron-deficient!!-213:217:218Th jsotopes, which are asso- H=K+Ho+Hs+Hess+ - 1)
ciated with the superdeformed (SD) or hyperdeformed (HD)
states (minimma) in potential energy surfaces (PES). Ima si
ilar search for long-lived, trans-actinides in natural enatls, whereK is the kinetic energy ternf{, the zero rangeHs
more recently, these authors|[15] obtained a possible rugle the density dependent arfd. ;s the effective-mass depen-
for the existence of a long-lived superheavy nucleus witesna dent terms, which are relevant for calculating the propsrti
number A=292 and atomic number Z=122 in natural Thorium.of nuclear matter. These are functions of 9 parameters;
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(: =0,1,2,3)andn, given as All the quantities have their usual well known meanings.
From the above Lagrangian we obtain the field equations for
1 the nucleons and mesons. These equations are solved by ex-
Ho = —to [(24 x0)p? — (2x0 + 1)(p2 + p2)] , 2 . : q . oy
0 1" [( z0)p” = (220 +1)(p; p”)] @) panding the upper and lower components of the Dirac spinors
1 and the boson fields in an axially deformed harmonic oscil-
_ Ul 2 2 2 Yy
Hs = optsp [(2+23)p" = (223 + Doy +02)] , ) lator basis with an initial deformatiofi,. The set of cou-
2 1 (2 £ (2 pled equations is solved numerically by a self-consistent i
eff = 3 [t1(2 + 21) + £2(2 + z2)] 7p eration method. The centre-of-mass motion energy correc-

1 tion is estimated by the usual harmonic oscillator formula
+3 [ta(2x2 + 1) — t1(2z1 + 1)] (Tppp + Trpn)- Eem. = 2(41A7Y/3). The quadrupole deformation param-
(4)  eter B, is evaluated from the resulting proton and neutron

quadrupole moments, &= Q,, +Q, = 1/ 2= (2 AR?f,).

The root mean square (rms) matter radius is definéelas =

L [ p(ro, z)r*dr, whereA is the mass number, andr . , 2)

is the deformed density. The total binding energy and other
observables are also obtained by using the standard redatio
givenin [22]. We use the well known NL3 parameter set [23].

The kinetic energyC = %T, a form used in the Fermi gas
model for non-interacting fermions. Heray, is the nucleon

mass. The other terms, representing the surface contritsuti
of a finite nucleus witth, andd), as additional parameters, are

Hs, = i {3t1(1 + 1201) —to(1 + l;@)] (6p)2 This set not only reproduces the properties of stable nuclei
16 2 2 but also well predicts for those far from tisestability valley.
1 1 1 As outputs, we obtain different potentials, densitiesgl&n
T 3ti(xy + 5) + to(22 + 5) particle energy levels, radii, deformations and the bigdin-

= - ergies. For a given nucleus, the maximum binding energy cor-
X [(an) + (Vpp) } , and (5)  responds to the ground state and other solutions are obtaine

1 - o o - o as various excited intrinsic states.
Hor = =3 [b4pv T+ (pa - T+ ppV - J,,)] .(6)
Here, the total nucleon number density= p,, + p,, the ki- C. Pairing Effect
netic energy density = 7,, + 7,,, and the spin-orbit density
J = Jn+ Jp. The subscriptg andp refer to neutron and pro- Pairing is a crucial quantity for open shell nuclei in de-

ton, respectively. Thefq =0, ¢ = n orp, for spin-saturated termining the nuclear properties. The constant gap, BCS
nuclei, i.e., for nuclei with major oscillator shells corafly ~ pairing approach is reasonably valid for nuclei in the val-
filled. The total binding energy (BE) of a nucleus is the inte-ley of 5-stability line. However, this approach breaks down
gral of the energy density function®. when the coupling of the continum becomes important. In
At least eighty-seven parametrizations of the Skyrme-interthe present study, we deal with nuclei on the valley of sta-
action are published since 1972 (see, €.g!, [18]). In masieof bility line since the superheavy elements, though veryiexot
Skyrme parameter sets, the coefficients of the spin-orbit pon nature, lie on thes-stability line. These nuclei are unsta-
tentialby = b, = Wy [19], but we have used here the Skyrme ble, because of the repulsive Coulomb force, but the aieact
Ski4 set withb, # b, [2d]. This parameter set is designed for nuclear shell effects come to their resque, making the super
considerations of proper spin-orbit interaction in finitectei, ~ heavy element possible to be synthesized, particularlynwhe
related to the isotope shifts in Pb region. a combination of magic proton and neutron number happens
to occur (largest shell correction). In order to take carthef
pairing effects in these nuclei, we use the constant gapréer p
B. The relativistic mean-field (RMF) method ton and neutron, as given in [24], = RB,e* 1" /Z1/3
and A, = RB,e*I=t" JA1/3 with R=5.72,5=0.118,1=
The relativistic Lagrangian density for a nucleon-mesor8-12,B,=1, andl = (N — Z)/(N + Z). This type of pre-
many-body systeni [21, 22], scription for pairing effects, both in RMF and SHF, has al-
ready been used by us and many others authors [25]. For this
pairing approach, it is shown [25,126] that the results foidbi

R N 71 1 L 1 2 2
L = di{in' O — Myvi + 50%00,0 — gmgo ing energies and quadrople deformations are almost identic

2

1 . 1, — Lo with the predictions of relativistic Hartree-BogoliubdviiB)
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dard SHF Hamiltonians and RMF Lagrangians. In many ofHowever it converges to some other local minimum wisgn
our previous works and of other authars![11, 22,123,[27, 28is drastically different, and in this way we evaluate a daifg
29] the ground state properties, like the binding enerd@d&y,(  isomeric state for a given nucleus.

guadrupole deformation parametéks charge radii«.), and
other bulk properties, are evaluated by using the varioas no
relativistic and relativistic parameter sets. It is fouinett
more or less, most of the recent parameter sets reprodute w
the ground state properties, not only of stable normal mucle
but also of exotic nuclei which are far away from the valley of
(-stability. This means that if one uses a reasonably accef
able parameter set, the predictions of the model will remai
nearly force independent.
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FIG. 2: The total binding energy féf2~32°122 nuclei in SHF(Skl4)
and RMF(NL3) calculations.

-2040
The PES, i.e., the potential energy as a function of
- . . . - guadrupole deformation paramefgr, for the superheavy nu-
20— "5 cleus?92122, is shown in Fig. 1. Both the RMF and SHF re-

[32 sults are given for comparisons. The calculated PES is shown
for a wide range of oblate to prolate deformations. We notice
FIG. 1: The potential energy surfaces f8¢122 nucleus as a func- from this figure that in RMF, minima appear at arousg
tion of quadrupole deformation parameter. The circles watid-line ~ -0.436,-0.032 and 0.523. The energy differences between th
is for SHF using Skl4 parameter set, and the squares withliesh ground and the isomeric states are found to be 0.48 and 1.84
is for RMF calculations using NL3 parameter set. MeV for the nearest consucative minimas. For SHF, the min-
ima appear at aroung,= -0.459,-0.159 and 0.511. The in-
trinsic excited state energy differences are 1.30 and 0&& M
From the figure it is clear that the mimima and the maxima in
both the RMF and SHF are qualitatively similar. The absolute
value differ by a constant factor from one another, i.e.,af w
scale the lower curve by, say, a scaling factor c= 1.0075 then
In this subsection, we first calculate the potential energyhoth the curves will coincide with each other. This differen

surfaces (PES) by using both the RMF and SHF theories iin energy is also reflected in the binding energy calculation
a constrained calculation [29,/30,/ 31/ 32, 33], i.e., indt@&  of this nucleus in an isotopic chain, which will be discussed
minimizing the Hy, we have minimizedd’ = Hy — AQa, in the following subsection.
with A as a Lagrange multiplier an@,, the quadrupole mo-
ment. Thus, we calculate the binding energy corresponding
to the solution at a given quadrupole deformation. Héfg,
is the Dirac mean field Hamiltonian (the notations are stan-
dard and its form can be seen in Refs.|[22,131, 33]) for RMF o ) )
model and it is a Schrodinger mean field Hamiltonian for SHF  Fig. 2 shows the calculated binding energy, obtained in

model. In other words, we get the constrained binding energ$oth the SHF and RMF formalisms. We notice that, similar
fromE, = 3 <9ilHo=AQ2[;> 404 the “free energy” from to the PES, the binding energy obtained in the RMF model

i <Yilv;> also over-estimates the SHF result by a constant factor. In
BE = Y, ullolvs> lculations, the f iplicati
= Zij Zuilg,> - nour calculations, the iree energy other words, here also the multiplication by a constanbiact
solution does not depend on the initial guess value of thisbas’c’ will make the two curves overlap with one another. This
deformations3, as long as it is nearer to the minimum in PES. means that a slight modification of the parameter set of one

A. Potential energy surface

B. Binding energy and Two-neutron separation energy



TABLE I: The SHF(Skl4) and the RMF(NL3) results for bindingergy BE, two-neutron separation energy, and the quadrupole deforma-
tion parameteps, compared with the Finite Range Droplet Model (FRDM) da#] [T he energy is in MeV.

SHF(SkI4 parameter seRRMF(NL3 parameter sef) FRDM results

Nucleug BE Son 52 BE Son 52 BE Son 52
294 12062.4916.29 0.534 (2045.5216.71] 0.530 [2053.14 -0.155
296 |2078.4615.94 0.529 |2061.7416.21 0.527 [2068.9915.84-0.130
298 12093.8115.34] 0.526 (2077.4415.700 0.536 (2084.2615.26/-0.096
300 |2108.67114.81] 0.526 [2092.6215.18 0.548 |2099.6415.38 0.009
302 |2123.0114.34] 0.529 (2107.3014.68 0.562 (2113.9814.34]0.418
304 |2136.8313.821 0.545 [2121.4714.17| 0.603 |2126.87412.89 0.000
306 |2150.0313.20 0.556 [2135.2313.76) 0.608 [2139.4312.56 0.000
308 [2162.4912.45 0.560 (2148.3013.08 0.618 (2150.8411.41| 0.001
310 |2174.4912.00 0.571 |{2160.6612.35 0.641 |2162.0911.22 0.003
312 |2187.1012.62] 0.584 (2172.5811.92] 0.742 (2173.4211.36| 0.005
314 |2199.1212.02] 0.594 {2184.1711.59 0.739 |2184.6711.25 0.006
316 |2210.4911.37| 0.595 [2195.3911.22] 0.736 |2195.7411.07| 0.007
318 [2221.0210.65 0.588 [2206.3010.91 0.722 (2214.1118.37/ 0.541
320 |2231.2310.21] 0.575 [2216.96§10.67| 0.728 |2224.8410.76 0.543

formalism can predict the binding energy similar to thathaf t
other.

Table | shows a comparison of the calculated binding e
ergies with the Finite Range Droplet Model (FRDM) predic 20
tions of Ref. [34], wherever possible. The two-neutron sep
ration energySs,,(N,Z)=BE(N,Z)-BE(N-2,2) is also listed in
Table I. From the table, we find that the microscopic binc 18
ing energies and th#&,,, values agree well with the macro- I
microscopic FRDM calculations. ()

The comparison of5;,, for the SHF and RMF with the é
FRDM result are further shown in Fig. 3, which shows clear w&
that the twosS,,, values coincide remarkably well, except a
mass A=318 which seems spurious due to some error sol
where in the case of FRDM. Apparently, ti$g,, decrease
gradually with increase of neutron number, except for the n
ticeable kinks at A=294 (N=172) and 312 (N=190) in RMF T T T T N T T
and at A=304 (N=182) and 308 (N=186) in FRDM. Interes 280 284 288 292 296 300 304 308 312 316 320
ingly, these neutron numbers are close to either N=172 or 1 A
magic numbers. However, the SHF results are smooth.

The binding energy per particle for the isotopic chain ipals
plotted in Fig. 4. We notice that here again the SHF an
RMF curves could be overlapped with one another through
constant scaling factor, and the FRDM calculation lie in be-
tween these two calculations. This means, qualitativdly, a
the three curves show a similar behavior. However, unlike th
BE/A curve for SHF or RMF, the FRDM results do not show
the regular behaviour. In general, the BE/A start incregisin ing energy differencé\ E between the two solutions, noting
with the increase of mass number A, reaching a peak value atat the maximum binding energy solution refers to the gdoun
A=302 for all the three formalisms. This means tH%122  state and all other solutions to the intrinsic excited ste
is the most stable element from th binding energy point ofFrom Fig. 5, we notice that in RMF calculations, the energy
view. Interestingly?02122 is situated towards the neutron de- difference/AE is small for neutron-deficient isotopes, but it
ficient side of the isotopic series of Z=122, and could bertake increases with the increase of mass number A in the isotopic
as a suggestion to synthesize this superheavy nucleus-expesgeries. On the other hand, in SHF formalistvE value re-
mently. mains small throughout the isotopic chain. This later resul

Also, we have calculated the "free solutions” for the whole means to suggest that the ground state can be changed to the
isotopic chain, both in prolate and oblate deformed configuexcited state and vice-versa by a small change in the input,
rations. In many cases, we find low lying excited states. Adike the pairing strength, etc., in the calculations. In aage,

a measure of the energy difference between the ground barsdich a phenomenon is known to exist in many other regions
and the first excited state, we have plotted in Fig. 5 the bindef the periodic table.

=
N
T

FIG. 3: The two-neutron separation enetgpn for 227320122 nu-
lei, obtained from SHF(Skl4) and RMF(NL3) formalisms, aoan-
ared with the FRDM results [34], whereever available.



OGO RMF
#—% SHF
<L [B-EFROM -

6.9

b N A RPN R SR
280 285 290 295 300 305 310 315 320
A

A . A TP T U P B P |
80 284 288 292 296 300 304 308 312 316 320
A

FIG. 4. The binding energy per particle BE/A for the supeuyea FIG. 6: Comparision of quadrupole deformation parametéainbd
isotopes?%2-320122, obtained in SHF(Skl4) and RMF(NL3) for- from nonrelativistic SHF(Skl4) and relativistic mean fiédmalism
malisms, compared with the FRDM results|[34], whereeveil-ava RMF(NL3), compared with the FRDM resulis [34], whereeveaihv
able. able.

- deformation parametet, plotted in Fig. 6 for SHF and RMF,

- and compared with FRDM resulis [34], show that the FRDM
results differ strongly. Both in the SHF and RMF results, we
find highly deformed oblates solutions in the g.s. confugura
tion for isotopes near the low mass region. Then, with ireeea
of mass number there is a shape change from highly oblate to
] highly prolate in both SHF and RMF models. Interestingly,
most of the isotopes are superdeformed in their g.s. confugu
- rations, and due to the shape co-existance proporties ¢ the
isotopes, some time it is possible that the g.s. could be the
hyperdeformed solution.

AE (MeV)
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FIG. 5: The energy difference between the ground state aad th
first excited state both in nonrelativistic SHF(SkI4) antatigistic
RMF(NL3) formalisms. D. Nuclear radii

_ The root mean square (rms) radius for protgg) (neutron
C. Quadrupole deformation parameter (r,) and matter distributions(,), both in SHF and RMF for-
malisms, is shown in Fig. 7. The upper pannel is for the SHF
The quadrupole deformation parametgy, for both the and the lower one for the RMF calculations. As expected,
ground and first excited states, are also determined witlgin t the neutron and matter distribution radius increases with i
two formalisms. In some of the earlier RMF and SHF calcu-crease of the neutron number. Although, the proton number
lations, it was shown that the quadrupole moment obtained=122 is constant in the isotopic series, the value olso
from these theories reproduce the experimental data pretincrease as shown in the figure. This trend is similar in both
well [12,116, 20, 211, 22, 23, 27, 35,/36]. We have seen in Figthe formalisms. A minute inspection of the figure shows that,
1 that both the ground-state and intrinsic excited quadeupo in RMF calculation, the radii show a jump at A=312 (N=190)
deformation parameters for SHF and RMF results agree wehfter the monotonous increase of radii till A=310. Note that
with each other (the same is true for “free solutions”, notsimilar trend was observed in RMF calculations far, (see,
shown here). However, the ground-state (g.s.) quadrupol€ig. 3).



TABLE II: The Q. and T, calculated on the SHF(Skl4) and the RMF(NL3) models, andpaoed with the Finite Range Droplet Model

(FRDM) results|[34], whereever available. The energy is MV

SHF(Skl4 parameter seBBMF(NL3 parameter sef) FRDM results

Nucleug Z BE Qa Ta BE | Qa Ta BE | Qa Ta
292 [122(2028.8114.31] 10~ "> [2046.1913.83 10~ %%
288 (120/2014.8213.13 10-5%° |2031.7512.35 10—3-%° |2023.0613.98 10~ %7
284 (118/1999.6514.86( 10~°'! |2015.8012.87| 10~5® |2008.6912.7010~*%8
280 (116/1986.2113.89 10~ 793 |2000.3712.92| 105-1° |1993.4912.42{10~5-10
276 (114{1971.8Q12.30| 107537 |1984.9911.82 10~*3% |1977.6212.33/10~ 54
272 |112/1955.8012.33 107597 |1968.51/11.45 10~*°7 |1961.6611.61{10~*15
268 (110/1939.8311.86( 107554 |1951.6610.92| 10~3*! |1944.9710.94/ 1037
264 (108/1923.3910.25( 10-2-3* |1934.2810.19 10-2'° |1927.6210.57]10~ 318
260 [106/1905.34 9.59| 107119 |1916.17 9.98| 10~2-2" |1909.90 9.93 |10~ 215
256 [104{1886.63 9.71| 10722 |1897.85 7.53| 10*° |1891.53 8.75| 10%-%°
252 (102/1868.04 8.71| 10°°% |1877.08 8.02| 1032 |1871.98 8.35| 10'1°
248 (100/1848.45 7.34| 10*°® |1856.8Q 7.18| 10*"™® |1852.03 7.64| 10%%!
244 | 98(1827.49 7.37| 10%'* |1835.68 6.85| 10°2°¢ |1831.38 6.90| 105-°!
240 | 96(1806.56 6.63| 10°3* [1814.23 5.91| 10852 |1809.98 6.52| 103!
236 | 94(1784.89 6.10| 1059 |1791.84 5.64| 10°26 |1788.21 5.77| 10354
232 |92(1762.69 6.09| 10°% |1768.19 5.54| 10882 |1754.15 5.14|10'!-18
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FIG. 7: The rms radii of protonr{), neutron {,,) and matter«{,,)  FIG. 8: The half-life time7’, and theQ., energy for’*122 nucleus,
distribution for**2~%20122 nuclei using nonrelativistic SHF(Skl4) using the non-relativistic SHF(SkI4), the relativistic anefield for-
and relativistic mean field formalism RMF(NL3). malism RMF(NL3), and the FRDM data [34].

E. TheQ. energy and the decay half-lifeT%, obtained by using both the RMF and SHF formalisms. Our
predicted results are compared in Table 1l with the finitegean
We choose the nuclelt82122 (Z=122, N=170) for illus- droplet model (FRDM) calculation of Ref. [34]. Thg, val-
trating our calculations of the-decay chain and the half-life ues are then calculated, also shown in Table Il and in lower
timeT,. TheQ, energy is obtained from the relation [37]:  panel of Fig. 8. Then, the half-lif€og,,T. (s) are estimated

by using the phenomenological formulla of Viola and Seaborg
Qa(NaZ):BE(sz)_BE(N_23Z_2)_BE(252) [38]

Here, BE(N, Z)is the binding energy of the parent nucleus aZ —b

with neutron numbeN and proton number, BE(2,2) is the LogioTa(s) = N (cZ +d)

binding energy of the:-particle ¢ He) andBE(N —2, Z —2)

is the binding energy of the daughter nucleus after the emisahere Z is the atomic number of parent nuclews].66175,

sion of ana-particle. b=8.5166, ¢=0.20228 andd=33.9069. The calculated
The binding energy of the parent and daughter nuclei ard.og;0T..(s) are also given in Table Il and in upper panel of




Fig. 8. ism dependence of the results. We found qualitatively simi-
From Fig. 8, we notice that the calculated values for bothar predictions in both the techniques. A shape change from
Q. andT,(s) agree quite well with the FRDM predictions. oblate to prolate deformation is observed with increase®f i
For example, the value @f,, in both the FRDM and RMF co- topic mass number at A=290. The ground-state structures are
incides for the?S* H s nucleus. Similarly, fof76114, the SHF  highly deformed which are comparable to superdeformed or
prediction matches the FRDM result. Possible shell strectu hyperdeformed solutions, in agreement with the obsematio
effects inQ,, as well as inl,,(s), are noticed for the daugh- of Ref. [15] for the superheavy region. From the binding
ter nucleus A=256 (Z=104, N=152) and 284 (Z=118, N=166)energy analysis, we found that the most stable isotope in the

in SHF and for A=256 (A=104, N=152) and 288 (Z=120, series is*°2122, instead of the observé¥122, consideed to
N=168) in RMF calculations. Note that some of these pro-be a neutron-deficient nucleus. Our predictedecay energy
ton or neutron numbers refer to either observed or prediced, and half-life timeT,, agree nicely with the FRDM calcu-

magic numbers.

IV. SUMMARY

Concluding, we have calculated the binding energy, rms

lations. Some shell structure is also observed in the catied|
guantities at N=172 or 190 for RMF and at N=182-186 for
SHF calculations for the various isotopes of Z=122 nucleus.
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