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Abstract

O We describe a new version of tlEe8 code that solves the nuclear Skyrme-Hartree-R&®S problem using a 3-dimensional
O\l cartesian mesh. Several new features have been implemeitite@spect to the earlier version published in 2005. Iripalar, the
+ numerical accuracy has been improved for a given mesh sifi¢ inyplementing a new solver to determine the Coulomb pidaén
O for protons (i) implementing a more precise method to daleuthe derivatives on a mesh that had already been implechen
earlier in our beyond-mean-field codes. The code has beea weay flexible to enable the use of a large variety of Skyrmexgn
density functionals that have been introduced in the lasts/éFinally, the treatment of the constraints that can tsediniced in the
mean-field equations has been improved. The @&@ds today the tool of choice to study the variation of the egarfga nucleus
—from its ground state to very elongated or triaxial defoliova with a well-controlled accuracy.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY /NEW VERSION PROGRAM
SUMMARY
ManuscriptTitle:
Solution of the Skyrme HFBCS equation on a 3D mesh
Il. A new version of theEv8 code
Authors: W. Ryssens, V. Hellemans, M. Bender, P.-H. Heenen
ProgramTitle: Ev8
JournalReference:
Cataloguddentifier:
Licensingprovisions: None
Programmindanguage FORTRAN-90
Computer: AMD Opteron 6274, AMD Opteron 6134, AMD Opteron
2378, Intel Core i7-4700HQ

Operatingsystem: Unix, Linux, OS X

—~ 'RAM: On the order of 64 megabytes for the examples provided.
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Keywords: Self-consistent mean field; Hartree-Fock; HerFock-BCS;
Skyrme interaction; Quadrupole deformation.

Classification: 17.22: Hartree-Fock Calculations
Catalogueddentifier of previousversion: ADWA

Journalreferenceof previousversion:

P. Bonche, H. Flocard, P.-H. Heenen, CPT1(2005), 49-62

Doesthe newversionsupersedé¢he previousversion?: Yes, but when
used in the same conditions both codes give the same results.
Natureof problem:

By means of the Hartree—FoekBCS method for Skyrme-type energy
density functionalsgv8 allows to study of the evolution of the bind-
ing energy of even-even atomic nuclei for various shapesroned
by the most general quadrupole and monopole constraints.
Solutionmethod:
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The program expands the single-particle wave-functiores D Carte-
sian mesh. The nonlinear mean-field equations are solvdtehynag-
inary time step method. A quadratic constraint is used tainldtates
corresponding to given values of the monopole and quadeugméra-
tors.

Summaryof revisions:

1.
2.
3.
4.

Skyrme energy functionals with tensor terms
Improved accuracy for calculating derivatives
Improved accuracy for solving Coulomb problem
Improvement of the numerics of constraints

Restrictions:

Ev8 assumes time-reversal invariance and nuclear shapesitexdnib
three plane-reflection symmetries. Pairing correlatioesteeated at
the BCS level of approximation.

Runningtime: A few minutes for the examples provided, which con-
cern rather heavy nuclei in modest boxes with an initial gugsNils-
son wavefunctions.

1. Introduction

At present, the only microscopic theoretical tools that can
be applied throughoutthe entire nuclear chart are methaskh
on a nuclear energy density functional (EDF). Among these,
the self-consistent mean-field approach is the simplesaade
can be used as a starting point to introduce correlationsrizby
the mean field. Three main families of EDFs are extensively
used for low-energy nuclear spectroscdﬂy [1]. One of thém, t
Skyrme EDF, is built from local densities and is tailor-fir fo
numerical schemes that solve the mean-field equations in coo
dinate space.
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Although frequently called Skyrme—Hartree—Fock (Skyrmedifference formulas which are adopted in several 1D spherical

HF) approach, the method described here is also often bhbelecodeszbEﬂZ] and in 3D cod

as density-dependent HF, HBCS, self-consistent mean-field,
nuclear density functional theory (DFT), or single-refere en-
ergy density functional (SR EDF) method in the literaturaclk
of these designations tries to underline that tiective interac-
tion is used in a manner that in one way or the othfeds from
what is described as HF equations in introductory textbpaks
though the equations that are solved are similar. Firstl offed

l[__’V, 8]. Alternative choices
for the 3D codes are a Fourier representation of the derasti
[14,[23] or splines-based techniques [23]. Finally, one@ain

for a Lagrange mesh representation as propos@n [24]. This
representation is a subclass of the so-callégtrete Variable
Representatioin Quantum Chemistrm‘i:iZB]. In short, the
spatial functions are expanded onto an orthogonal set of con
tinuous basis functions, each of which is non-zero at only on

density dependence of Skyrme’s interaction gives rise ao-re of the collocation points. In the Lagrange-mesh method, the

rangement termé|[2] 3] that are absent in ordinary HF. Secontbasis functions are chosen such that the derivatives atésa m
in the code described here, pairing correlations are taken i points are the exact inverse of the integration. The sante tec
account in the BCS approximation to the full Hartree—Fock-nique applied to the rotation operators for angular-momn@ant
Bogoliubov scheme which simplifies the equations to be gblve projection [@]E]?] leads to very accurate results, indepandf
Third, and most importantly, in this method the total endsyy the size of the rotation angles.

rarely set-up as the expectation value of a many-body Hamilt

In Ev8, we impose time-reversal invariance to the wave func-

nian. On the one hand, the pairing interaction is chosen to b#on and spatial symmetries are chosen such that the space ca
different from the Skyrme and Coulomb interactions used fobe limited to one octant of the box. This significantly redsice

the “particle-hole” or “mean-field” part. On the other hasde-

the computing time and enables one to perform large-scéle ca

cific terms in both the Skyrme and Coulomb energies are alsoulations, even with rather limited computer resourcesadn

routinely modified. We will come back to this in Sect._3]2.5.

dition to Ev8, our group has set up a family of codes where

The motivations for these distinctions and their often subvarious combinations of symmetries are lifted and thatadb
tle formal consequences are irrelevant for the purpose ef thbe published in the future. By constructi@v,8 can be used to
present paper and we refer to Reﬂiﬂﬂéﬂ 5, 6] for detail® Thstudy triaxial deformation in the ground state of nucleialdo
only relevant point for our discussion is that the fundaraknt permits to verify whether minima obtained in axial calcidas
object in the present framework is the expression for thal tot are stable againstdeformations.

energy, the EDF, and not a many-body Hamiltonian.

In this article, we present an update of tes code first
published in Ref.[[l?] to solve the mean-field equations fer th
Skyrme EDF. Since 198@[8], a large number of problems in
nuclear spectroscopy — going from the lightest to the hesavie

nuclei — has been addressed. This code has also been the start

ing point for beyond-mean-field calculations based on aargul
momentum projection and configuration mixing in the Genera-
tor Coordinate MethotﬂﬂO].

In Ev8, the single-particle wave functions are discretized on
a 3-dimensional (3D) mesh to solve the mean-field equations.
This gridding technique was first introduced in the 1970’s to
solve the time-dependent Hartree-Fock (HF) probl&h 1, 12
|E], for which it is still the representation of choice todag,

@]. Such a coordinate-space representatiters several ad-
vantages over the widely-used harmonic-oscillator (HGjida
representatiormﬂﬂ 19]. Indeed, the single-darstates
exhibit the correct asymptotic behavior by constructiorreas

a rescaling|_L_1|8] is required for an HO expansion. Moreover, a
large variety of diterent shapes associated with nuclear states
can be described with similar accuracy. This has to be con-
trasted with the need to optimize the parameters of the H@ bas
for each deformation or to introduce a two-centre basis éoy v
elongated shapes. It comes at the prize that coordinatespa
representations are more demanding than a HO expansion from
a computational point of view.

Since the 1970s, several implementations of the equidistan
discretization of space have been proposed in the litexatod
they mainly difer by the symmetries imposed on the mean-
field wave function and the treatment of derivative opeator
For the latter, the most straightforward choice are thedfinit
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Compared to the previous version of the code, the most im-
portant updates concern

e The treatment of the various options and choices for the

EDF. All Skyrme parametrizations widely used today are
based on the same form of the EDF. During their fit, how-
ever, diferent choices have been made for the treatment
of the density-dependent, spin-orbit, and tensor terms of
the Skyrme interaction, the Coulomb exchange term, the
corrections for spurious motion of the centre of mass, and
also for the values of fundamental constants such as the
nucleon masses. The updat@eB offers most of these
options, as parametrizations should always be used with
the original choices made for their fit.

The tensor terms of the EDF have been introduced in the
code and their dierent representations occurring in the
literature are printed.

A new numerical representation of the derivatives of func-
tions on a 3D mesh has been implemen@ [24]. This
treatment was already included in our beyond-mean-field
codes Eb@?] and greatly improves the numerical accu-
racy of Ev8.

e The solution of the Coulomb potential on the 3D mesh is

now based on a second-order discretisation of the Lapla-
cian operator, resulting in a significant gain of accuracy.

New cutdf procedures for the constraints - mainly the
quadrupole constraint - as well as a new constraint have
been incorporated. In practice, the diitproposed by
Rutzet al. [@] is found to be the most stable.



e The in- and output of the code were reorganized and ex-
tended to make them more transparent.

In the following, we limit ourselves to the presentation of
the key equations necessary to understand the input andthe o
put of the code, most of which have already been presented in
other publications to which we refer the reader for further d
tails.

2. Principles of the method

Here, we briefly review those aspects of the self-consistent
mean-field approach relevant to the discussion of the featur
of Ev8.

2.1. The many-body state

The many-body wave function of a nucleus is determinedtigure 1: The symmetries assumed allBwg to represent the nucleus only in
using the HR-BCS approximation. In short, one assumes thafJ8th of the total box, indicated by the grayed cube.

the single-particle Hamiltoniah and the density matrix &an

be diagonalized simultaneously, or, equivalently, thaydne  getails. The anti-linea8] operator not only establishes a spa-

pairing matrix elements between pairs of conjugate states atja| symmetry of the single-particle states, but also fiesirt
different from zerol[3]. The paired independent-particle stat@elative phases [29, B1].

then takes the form In addition to these spatial symmetries, the single-plartic
B i states are imposed to be pure proton or neutron states. Time-
BCS = n(uk Vi) 10). () reversal invariance is also enforced, by requiring thaglsin

k>0 particle states of opposite signature are related by tenersal,

whereV2 are the occupation probabilities of the single-particle V(") = T ¥i(r) and¥k(r) = —T ¥i(r), and form two-fold
states¥y(r) andWi(r). Theu, and vy are linked by the nor- Kramers—degener_ate pairs. Such pairs of single-partiates
malization conditionsZ + v2 = 1. We use the phase convention will be called conjugate statgswhere we use the usual con-

U = U > 0 andvi = —vi > 0. vention thak > 0 labels single-particle stat&4(r) of positive
signaturen, andk < 0 single-particle states of negative signa-
2.2. Single-particle states turen. Only positive signature states and their properties are

. . . . xplicitl lcul nd prin h .
In a Cartesian 3D representation, the single-particlestat explicitly calculated and printed by the code

_ i . ]
Wi (r) = (rla,|0y are reprgsent.ed by four real functions corre 2 3. The local densities
sponding to the real and imaginary parts of the upper andrlowe

spinor components With the symmetries assumed here, only a few local normal
densities
Yk(r, o= +) Yia(r) + i ynca(r) i
lP r) = = ? - ? . 2 =
<0 ( (.o = -) wes() +ivna(r) ) P pa(r) 2§Vi%(r)%(r), (4)
The Ev8 code is restricted to nuclear shapes that have three To(r) = ZZJVE[V\Pk(r)]T - [Vk(n)] (5)
plane reflection symmetries intike= 0,y = 0, andz = 0 planes. k>0
This allows to reduce the calculation tg8lof the full box Jo() = —i Zvﬁ{‘f’ﬂ(f)&v \AZG)
and can be achieved by choosing the single-particle wave fun <o
tions to be irreps of the three-generator subgroup oﬂlﬁé ¥ oA
~ N -V, P(r v Pr(r)t, 6
group @], generated ysignatureR,, parity P and they time VO] 0 ¥l )} ©
simplexS)T for protons and neutrong,= p, n, are needed to calculate the
. _ total energy and other observables. These are the local den-
I?E‘Pk(r) = i), (32) ity p, the kinetic densityr, and the Cartesian components of
PW(r) = =£%(r), (3b)  the spin-current tensor densily,. For the expressions of the
g; P(r) = +¥(r). (3c)  densities in terms of the real functiopg; we refer to the Ap-

pendices of ReflEO], which also discuss their plane ratiact
The wave function®,(r) themselves, however, do not acquire symmetries. A detailed discussion of the relation betwhesé
plane reflection symmetries. Instead, the real functiangr)  local densities and the full one-body density matrix anchefit
have a specific plane reflection symmetry depending on the sigjeneral properties is provided by Réf./[29].

nature and parity of the single-particle state, cf. feo



Finally, instead of the Cartesian components of the spinThe tyx are matrix elements of the kinetic energy, WE@km
current density, it is sometimes preferable to recouplentt®  are (non-antisymmetrized) matrix elements charactegitie
a pseudo-scalaléo)(r), an antisymmetric Vectodé,lk)(r) and a mean-field or particle-hole interaction, whereas vﬂ?ér:ﬁ_are
symmetric and traceless pseudo-teméa;(r) [32,133] anti-symmetrized matrix elements of a pairing interactowl
the f; are cutdf factors that will be specified later. Depending
Jg,0(r) = 16, JO) + %Z e IE() + 32 (r).  (7)  on their nature, some correction terfBgy will be treated as
X being part ofEp, others as being part &pair.

wheres... is the Kronecker svmbol the Levi-Civita ten As it will be discussed later, in practice, the matrix eletsen
ered, Is the Kronecker symbol angl, the Levi-Civitaten-  ph o0 most of the time not related to an interaction.

I I i kmkm
sor. The inverse refations are given by The equations of motion are derived from the condition of a

Jéo)(r) Z Jau(r), 8) stationary total energy under the restriction of orthodeimale-
u

particle states, and with additional constraints on theigar
] 9 numbersN andZ [IZ |3]. This leads to two systems of coupled
Z €y Jgyur(F) » ©) equations. Those for the single-particle states are giyen b
v n
Rg(r) Wi(r) = & P(r). (17)

1300 (1) + Jgu()] = 56D | Jqu(r) -(20)

Qv Q. v/ oaxk\l) - , . N

2 . * ”ZK: With the symmetries assumed here, the kinetic, Skyrme and
Coulomb energies can be rewritten as integrals over enengy d

NI

3G

58{;;’;‘:262:5(1 parity as assumed here, the pseudo-scaityden sities that are a functional of the local densifig§’), 74(r), and
p .

With the symmetries chosen here, a proton-neutron repre‘]-q’”V(r)

sentation is the mostigcient from a numerical implementation E = fd3r &illpg, Tg, Jgut] - (18)
point of view. For the discussion of the physics content ef th
EDF on the other hand, it is more advantageous to recouple th-lxg"e
proton and neutron densities to isoscata (0) and isovector ho(r) = =V - By(r) V + Ug(r) — i quw(r) V.5,  (19)

single-particle Hamiltonian is then found to bel [30]

(t = 1) densities, i.e. o
po(r) = pn(r)+pp(r), whereBqy(r) = h?/2m(r) = 6E/674(r) is proportional the in-
p1(t) = palr) = pp(r). (11) Vverse of a position-dependeffitective massJq(r) = 6E/5pq(r)
is the central potential, and/y,,(r) = E/dJq.(r) a gener-
and similar forr(r) andJ,,(r). alization of the spin-orbit potential in the presence ofstan
terms.
2.4. Mean-field and pairing equations The set of equations that determine the occupation numbers

The total binding energy is given by the sum of the kineticVg ©f the single-particle states of each nucleon spegiese
energy, the Skyrme EDF that models tiféeetive interaction ~derived from the variation of

- P .
betwee_n nucleons, _the Coulpmb energy, the pairing enengy, a _(ZZ 6P — (NG + Epair) 0. (20)
corrections for spurious motions ovj\ &

E = Exin + Esk + Ecoul + Epair + Ecorr (12)  Wwhere thelq are Lagrange multipliers (or the Fermi energies),

introduced to obtain the requested mean number of protahs an
Different interactions are used for the mean-field and the gairinneutrons andy = (1 - vﬁ)l/2 is a function ofvﬁ. For a given set
channels. Hence, the contributions of both channels tootiaé t  of single-particle states and single-particle energiesleter-
energy are separated, which makes our approachnot886  mined at each mean-field iteration, this leads to the exjmess

approximatiorin stricto sensu 1 &—Ag
In practice, this means that the energy is separated into a Vﬁ =5 [1 "B } ) (21)
one-body kinetic contribution, a particle-hole type mdmody apk
part consisting oEsyx andEcoy, and a pairing part for the occupation numbers for proton and neutron statesrevh
E = Exin + Eph + Epairs (13) Eqpk = \/(Ek - )+ T AL (22)

are the quasi-particle energies ang is the pairing gap for

which in the canonical basis can be written as . X X X
each pair of conjugate single-particle states

Ekn = 2 V2 tkk (14) i
’ é ‘ A= fntmvim 2 (23)
B h m>0
Bon = 4k;0\/§ Vzmvﬁmkm’ (15) The two systems of equatiois{17) and (21) are coupled by self
i air consistency and need to be solved for each particle species.
Epair = Z fic UVic fim UmVim Vigmﬁ- (16) For further details about the BCS scheme and the interpre-
k,m>0 tation of the quantities defined above we refeﬂm@, 35].



3. The energy density functional =1 te{[8(1-K) (02 K) = (01 o) K?| 6(r 1)

3.1. The kinetic energy L 5(r = 1) [3(o1 - K) (02 - K) = (01 - 0) kz]}
The kinetic energy density is given by AT {[3 (@1-K) 80— 1) (02 K)
h? o - roste et
Ein= ) o Tall). (24) (o1 02) K - 6(r — 1) K|
mp 8 +[3(02-K)o(r 1) (1K)
where the summation runs over protons and neutrons. In the —(o1-o2) k- S(r—r) k’]}. (28)

new version of the code it is possible to set the valueso@2m,)
to any value, which also might beftérent for protons and neu- A few further comments on the structure of the Skyrme force
trons (see the explanation of the data in 9dct. 9). Only when t

two masses are equal, the kinetic energy is an isoscalar. e The terms multiplied byo, t1 andte act in even partial
waves, whereas the, Wy andt, terms act in odd partial
3.2. The Skyrme energy waves.

As explained in the Introduction, there are two mainwaysto e The (1+ %P, factors give diferent strength to the spin
introduce the “standard” Skyrme EDF. It can be derived dliyec singletS = 0 and tripletS = 1 channels of the two-body
from a Skyrme force or be constructed from local densitieks an interaction [[__3]4]_
their derivatives in the spirit of DFT. The early paramedriz
tions, proposed in particular by the Orsay group and stillekj e By construction, the spin-orbitand tensor forces actin the
used today [36, 37, B8], were determined for a (density-depe S = 1 channel onlyl[34]; hence, multiplying them with a
dent) Skyrme force, but some contributions to the energy gen spin exchange operator is redundant.

erated by the force were neglected for numerical reasoris. Fo
lowing the modern terminology they would have to be called
EDFs, as most of the more recent ones. These tiferdint
points of views to introduce EDFs have led téfdient ways of
expressing the parametrizations. In the following sectiave
present how they are related. We discuss in particular theste
related to the tensor interaction that were not includedhen t
previous version of the code.

e Most standard parametrizations comprise only one density-
dependent term, but they8 code can handle two such
terms with diferent exponents as used for example in the
parametrizations of Refﬂ4|Z|43].

3.2.2. Isospin representation of the EDF
Limiting ourselves to the terms that are non-zero under the
time-reversal and parity-invariance assumed here, theaten

3.2.1. The standard Skyrme force and spin-orbit interactions of Eq$. {26) andl(27), respebtj
o yield the energy functional

Let us start with a Skyrme force that consists of central;

spin-orbit and tensor interactions geentral | olS
{ = (central | gfensor , olS (25) = Z (Af[PO] ptz + AtAp PtApr+ A pr Tt
t=0,1
The most Widely-l_Jsed fo_rm pf the_ density-dependent central A Z Jo Jp + A V- \]t), (29)
two-body Skyrme interaction is defined E|[39] X
geentiagy 7y whereu andv run over the spatial componentsy andz, and
= to(L+%P,) 5(r - 1) wheret runs over the isoscalar and isovector terms. The use of

A rn, , N the coupling constamd| with a relative minus sign might ap-
+3t (L4 xaPy) [k 6(r — 1) + o(r - 1) K] pear as an unnecesrgry complication of notation, but itps ke
+to (L+ %P, ) K - 6(r —r') k for consistency with the definition of the full Skyrme EDF tha
+1 taa (1 + XaaPs) p%2(R) 6(r — 1) also contain_s the so-called time-odd terms @,_30]. Thang, t

6 0 term and a time-odd one have the same coupling constant be-

1 > a ’
+5 tao (1+ XaPo) pp°(R) 6(r = 1), (26)  cause of gauge invariance of the functional. The coupling co
whereP, is the spin exchange operat&r,z —12(V - V') the stants are given by
relative momentum operator acting to the right deidis its Aglpol = %to + 4%[t%pga(r) + 13 052 ()]
complex conjugate acting to the left, apg(R) is the isoscalar Flod = —Lto(d + %)
density aR = 1(r +1’). The spin-orbit part is given by [39,40] el = 410 2 lXO .
S o VRS i —3531t3a(3 + Xaa) P (1) + tan(3 + Xa0) Po° (1)1,
(r,r) = Wo(01+072) K xé(r—r’) (27) T %t1+711t2 (%+X2),

which sometimes is also accompanied by a tensor [pdrt [41] Al = —%tl(% +X1) + %tz(% +X2),

e, ) A = gt LG )



AY = A+ At ). = QEa) 090 (34
AE = _%tl(% - X1) + %tz(% + %2), oy

Al = _Tlstl 4 1_lst2’ with coupling constants given by [33]

A = —iVb, Gt = 3G +3Cl, (35)
A = —Iwg. (30) c? = -cl-1icf, (36)

Not all of these are independent, though. The A§é are pro-  and where we drop a term bilinear in the pseudoscalar density
portional to each other, and also the t&b can be expressed Only the term bilinear in the vector spin-current densigyin

through theA! andA[Ap, cf. Table | of Ref.|[4]. (34) contributes at spherical shape, such that the tiferdint
The contribution of the tensor forde {28) to the EDF is givenCartesian tensor terms cannot be distinguished there. ufFor f
by [32,[33] ther discussion of the tensor terms we refer to Ref$/[30, 33]

In a framework based on density-dependent forces the co-
gtensor — Z ( - B/ Z Ity Jpv — % Bf Z Jt,,th,Vﬂ), (31) efficients of the energy density are related to those of the-inter
ny J7R%

=01 actions[(Z6),[(27), an@(28) through the relations
where the summation overandv is again over spatial com- Clloal = Allpol,
ponentsx, y andz The tensor force[(28) yields two bilin- cr o= A,
ear combinations of the spin-current tensor dengity, one Ap Ap
symmetric and the other one asymmetric. A third combina- G" o= A,
tion, (X, JW)Z, is only non-zero when parity is not conserved ¢’ o= A,
and hence vanishes Bv8. Again, the coupling constan& c/ = A +8,
and Bf, their signs and the factor/2 are defined to be con- CtF _ BtF 37)

sistent with the complete functional including also tingdo
terms Ei?f’ib . They are related to the parameters of then®&yr for t = 0, 1. Both central and tensor interactions contribute to

force [31) by[[32] the terms proportional tG, .
B = —3(te+3t)., Bl = %(te—to), (32a)  3.2.4. Proton-neutron representation of the functional
By = Z(te+3to), Bf = —2(te - to). (32b) While the isospin representation of the EDF in Hql (33) is

more appropriate to analyze its physics content, a repte&sen
Obviously, the two isoscalar coupling constants are pripraal  tion explicitly using proton and neutron densities is mava
to each other, as are the isovector coupling constants. venient for numerical implementations. Then, the Skyrme en
ergy density is written in the forrﬂkm%]
3.2.3. Combining central, spin-orbit and tensor interadati

| LS
Combining Eqs[{29) and_(B1), the complete expression for Esk EFNELL EE1

the Skyrme energy density representing cenfirdl (26), siit- = bip®+bspr+bspAp
(27), and tensof{28) interactions is given by +h7a 2% + byp P2 + g pV - J
83k — 8<:entral+ atensor+ 8LS +bl4z ‘]llV Jyv + blSZ Jyv va
J7R% J7R%
= {C{’ [po] p7 + C* pt Apt + Cf pr 7
t:zo;l + Z (b2 pg + b4 pq g + bs pg Apg
g=n.p
-C{ > Juw I — 2CE DY i I
‘ ; b St 2 ; by o +bga p* p§ + ben P oG + boq pqV - Ig
+CIV'thV . Jt} ) (33) +bys Z Jouv Jguv + b1z Z Jo v Jq,vzz)’ (38)
v 5%

It can be shown that this expression contains all possible biwhere densities without isospin index are total densii{es =
linear terms up to second order in derivatives that can be com(r) + pn(r) and similar for the othefd. This choice is not
structed from local densities and that are invariant unpatial  unique, and several other conventions coexist in the tilega
and time inversion, rotations, and gauge transformati8gp [ [@ ]. The coupling constants are given by

The expressions for the terms that are bilinear in the spin- L %
current tensor density, which are usually dubbed "tensargé by = 3t(l+3),
[@,@], can be recoupled in terms of the vector and spHerica
pseudotensor densities of Eql. (7)

1 Even though the ‘total’ local densities are identical to igwscalar local

T Z 33 _1CF Z 33 densities as defined for example through Eql (11), we us@eaetit notation to
t tuy Stuy ™ %t Ly Sty clearly distinguish between the isospin representatichtha proton-neutron
784 My representation used in our codes.



b, = -ito(3+ %), coupling constantsg, bgg, bia, bis, bis, andby7 for the

by = %[t1(1+ 4) +tp(1+ %)], fspin-orbit and tensor terms can be chpsen independently
11 1 rom the others. For a Skyrme force this can only be done
by = —3[t(G +x1) -3 + %)], for three among them, one for the spin-orbit terms and
bs = _1—15[3t1(1 +3) -1+ 2)], two for the tensor terms. However, as can be seen from
bs = %6[31:1(% +x1) + tg(% + %), Eq. (39), _there is a one-to-one correspondencg between
1 . the codficients of the central part of the Skyrme interac-
bra = ftaall+F), tion and the cofficientsb; to bg, of the EDF. This means
bga = —liztga(% + X3a) » that for the time-even part of the Skyrme functional, the
by = Sta(l+®) parametrization can be given equivalently in terms of the
b 12'3b 2 ) . .
1.1 codficientst;, x;,i = 1 to 3 of the central part of the EDF,
by = —5tan(5 + Xab), which is common practice in the literature. Some exam-
by = —%Wo, ples of parametrizations falling into this category are the
beg = - %Wo, recent UNEDF parametrlzatlorE[@ 56].
by = —%(tlxl + %) + S(te + 1), o Hy_brid parametrizations. o _
bis = L(ti—1t) - L(te—to) Thl_s category groups parametnzatlops that were adjusted
15 g\l ™2/ ™ alle ™ o) as if they were derived from a density-dependent force,
bie = —2(te+to), but with the coéicients of one or a few terms of the EDF
bi7 = 2(te—to). (39) modified in such a way that the link of the dbeients to
a force is broken for some terms, but not for all of them.
3.2.5. Practical implementations of the Skyrme energy-func For example, in many of the early Skyrme parametriza-
tional tions, the contribution of the central part of the interac-
Animpressive number of Skyrme parametrizationshasbeen  tion to the tensor terms is set to zero, mainly for compu-
published since the beginning of the 70's. They fall into two tational reasons. A popular example of such a hybrid is

categories: some have been constructed for a Skyrme force ~ SLy4 [53].

(Egs. [26) to[(2B)), the others for a functional (HQI(33)MwW  as said above, the fierences between these variants become
out linking the coéicientsC; to thet;, x andWo. The difer-  mych more obvious when time-reversal invariance is broken.
ences between these groups of EDFs become much more obyirthat case, parametrizations fitted as Skyrme forces ane-so

ous when time-reversal invariance is broken. Then, mani addijmes used as hybrids, or hybrids used as general funcgional
tional terms appear in the functional [30] 32, 46.

e Full equivalencdetweerthe EDF anda Skyrmeforce. 3.3. The Coulomb energy

In this case, there is a strict relation between the coef- | he directterm of the Coulomb energy is given by
ficients of the functional and the Skyrme force param- s _ &2 f g (1) pp(r)
Coul — E ra-r

eterd] The relations[{30) td(37) anf{B9) between the ) (40)
codficients of the density-dependent Skyrme force and

the EDF are all verified. This means also that there isvherepp(r) is the proton density that is assumed to be the
only one parameter for the spin-orbit interactiqu{ = charge density. One of the spatial integrations can beditad
3AYJ or by = bgg). In practice, there are only a few through calculation of the Coulomb potential of the protomns
parametrizations that fall into that category. Let lﬁlquotéhe nucleus, which obeys the electrostatic Poisson equatio

in particular the Lyon parametrizations SLy5, SLy7/[53],

the T Js [44] and the BSK's [34]. AU(r) = ~4r€pp(1) (41)

Ir—r’]

o . wheree? = 1.43996446 MeV fm is the square of the elementary
* Parametrizationadjustedo the dataasanEDF. charge, using the latest NIST-recommended value [57]. When

The codficients of the EDF are determined without ref- : . . o ;
. . - solving this equation, boundary conditions need to be iragos
erence to an underlying force. In this case, all coupling o
. T at the edge of the box. To that end, the Coulomb potential is
constants of the functional can be treated as being inde- . . :
. expanded on the spherical harmonics outside the boundary of
pendent. For the present case, this means that the

“lfie mesh and is approximated to the terms up+o?

_ g N ez(on)Yzo(r) +(Q) %Yzz(r)’

r3

2|t has to be stressed that also in this case only the pahilepart of the u(r)
EDF is derived from a density-dependent Skyrme force, rsopdiring part.
The parametrizations SkP_[47] and SkS1-SKS# [48] have bited fo provide |\ 100 the multipole momen@,o, Q. are defined in terms of
also the pairing energy, but this option is rarely used angravided byEvS. . . .

Also, it is not guaranteed that a parametrization that has benstructed as a  th€ spherical harmonicéo, Y22 as in Eq.[@0L).
density-dependent Skyrme force can be consistently useddts as many of The direct Coulomb energy is then calculated as

these parametrizations exhibit finite-size instabilifie®ne or the other spin-

isospin channel [30. 4B.149.150] 51], sometimes even nunietter instabilities d 3

signaled by Landau parametelrs|[52], at densities found e fimuclei. ECoul = | dru (r)pp(r) : (43)

(42)



Instead of its numerically costly exact calculation, theidanb
exchange enelrIIgly is calculated in the vefiycéent local Slater

approximation
33\ a4
/3
E¢ (;) fd rpy(r),

Coul =

(44)

by the ambiguity of its definition when studying fusion or fis-
sion. Examples are SLy4d (a refit of SLy4 for use in TDHF
calculations|[63]), UNEDF1 [55], and UNEDFﬂ56] TheSs
code can handle all of these choices.

For some parametrizations, such as skx [64], the centre-
of-mass correction is approximated by a simple analytial
dependent formula. This is not calculated by the code, but it

that was used during the fit of almost all widely-used Skyrmezan pe trivially subtracted from the total binding energyewh

parametrizations and which provides in general a satigfgmn
proximation [58/ 59].

3.4. Centre-of-mass correction

the code is run without centre-of-mass correction.

3.5. Pairing correlations
In addition to a HF-like mode, where pairing correlations

The breaking of translational invariance by approximatingare neglected and the lowest single-particle levels areped

a finite self-bound system with a Iocallzed mdependentrq:jer

at each |terat|on the code can handle several choices éor th

the nuclear ground state. Their contribution to the totatiivig
energy can be estimated to be

Ecm ==
g=n,p

<Pq> = Ecm,l + Ecm,z, (45)

2M

whereP is the total momentum operatdét,= k=0 Pk with p =
—ihVy, andM = Nm, + Zm, the total mass of the nucleus. This
so-called centre-of-mass correction can be separated one-
body

o zgovicmv ¥

Eomi=— ). (46)

g=n.p
and a two-body part

hZ
Eomz == > 5or D, eV (VVm + Uili) (| Verd” + [Vicrl?)
g=n,p k,m>0
(47)
where theVi, = (P V|¥m) are single-particle matrix elements

of the nabla operator. Note that the nabla operator has oaly m
trix elements between single-particle states of oppositiyp

For numerical reasons, most parametrizations of the Skyrme
EDF take into account the one-body part only, which amounts

to a renormalization of the kinetic energy

Eun — Eom1 = 5 (1~ m f r 74(r). (48)

g=n.p
Itis usually included in the variational equations and cibotes
to the total energy and to the single-particle Hamiltonién o

h2
2m,

Eqg. (I9). When, however, the two-body contribution is also

taken into account, the total centre-of-mass correctioreis
duced to about a third of the one-body contributlon [60]. Ao

the few parametrizations which include the two-body part in
[53].

the variation of the energy, one can quote SLy6 and SQ

There exist also some parametrizations, such as Ski3,16K]4 [
and SV-min 1@2], for which the one-plus-two-body correatio
is only calculateda posteriori and contributes perturbatively
to the total energy, but not to the single-particle energks

nally, let us note that for some parametrizations no ceoftre-
mass correction is introduced at all. This choice is mogidat

8

used in early apphcatlons of the HBCS method.

1. Monopole’ constant strength pairing
Vo' = —Gg, With Gq > 0. For each nucleon species
q = n p, the pairing gap{23) is a constant independent
of the single-particle stat& = Ay . The pairing energy
is then given byEpairg = —Aé/Gq. Such a form for pair-
ing should definitely not be used for loosely-bound nuclei
41,651
. Constant gap pairing
Monopole pairing where the pairing gy has a fixed
value for each nucleon species|[66]. The pairing strength
Gq can then be calculated from E.{23) and, at conver-
gence, this option is equivalent to a monopole pairing
calculation. However, it avoids a collapse of pairing cor-
relations during the iterative process and is sometimes
useful to stabilize the initial stages of the mean-field it-
erations during which the single-particle states can vary
rapidly. This option has also been used to generate wave
functions for a generator coordinate study of pairing vi-
brationsl[__6_|7E8].
Zero-range contact pairing interaction
This interaction can depend on the nuclear density and
has the form

3.

B 1) = Va1~ po;) ), (49)

]6(r

whereps = 0.16 fn 3, Vq > 0, andR is defined as in
Eqg. [28). For time- reversal invariant BCS states, the ma-
trix elements|r6|9] are given by

I o

Po(r)]
g,kkmm
XWL(r) WE(r) Win(r) W)

(50)

from which A,i and the pairing energy are determined
through Eqs[(23) an@(1.6). Note that the state dependent
pairing gaps\,i depend on the overlaps between pairs of
particles.

Depending on the parametet the pairing interaction
(@9) will be mainly active on the surface of the nucleus
(‘surface pairing’) forx = 1 [65,[70[ 71, 712] or in the core



of the nucleus (‘volume pairin 5)@ =0 @,@]. whose dependence aR is ignored during the variation. The
The so-called ‘mixed pairing [I?S] corresponds tooccupation numbers of the BCS stdfk (1) are obtained hs [72]

a=1/2.
A cutoff of the pairing is introduced to avoid a basis-size de- V==l1 &~ Aq (56)
. . k - - ’

pendence of the total energy, which would ultimately lead to 2 \/(6, _ 192 + f2AZ
divergence for all pairing options used here|[8, 65, 76]. The ke KTk
Iio?r(;iusnesr e;lt]%er a Fermi function that cuts\af above the . W o

ermi energy.[s] € = €+ 4pq (V2 — 05), (57)

fie = [1 + glotamteallua] 12 (51)  with & the expectation values of the single-particle Hamilto-

i . nian [I7). The fect of the LN correction on the single-patrticle
or the product of two such Fermi functions that cul&jabove  gpecirum can be seen in this equation: the levels far below
and below the Fermi energy {71] the Fermi level ¢ ~ 1) are pushed up and those far above
fo=[1+ e(fk_ﬂq_Aeq)/yq],l/g[l N e(ek_ﬁqﬂfq),ﬂq],l/z (52) are pu.IIed down, rendering thg_spectrum more compressed and
’ favouring the presence of pairing correlations. Howevae o

where theAe, for neutrons and protons are input parametersShould not forget that the LN prescription is an approxima-

denoted byencur and epcur, respectively andy is fixed to 10N of a particle-number projection and is thus going beyan
0.5MeV. The restriction of pairing correlations to only a few SIMPle quasi-particle model. Therefore, the meaning gjlein
single-particle states below the Fermi energy prevents a mdduasiparticle energies is not clearly defined anymoreteNo
chanical increase of the pairing energy when the number dfat the quasi-particle energiés{22) printedss$ are calcu-
neutrons or protons is increased. In the same way, the meutrdated from the energieg (57) instead of the single-particle en-
pairing energy is artificially larger if all the states beldme ~ €rgi€s when the LN prescription is applied. _
Fermi level are included for heavy nuclei, where the numiber o The€ total binding energy is corrected for particle-number
neutrons is much higher than the number of protons. fluctuations by adding

As it is well known, one must be careful when using the A 2
BCS approximation for nuclei far from stability. In coordie S Z A2q((ANg)) - (58)
space representation, as soon as the pairing window irelude a=pa
single-particle states beyond the continuum threshoéseltbe-  one-body operators can be corrected in a simpler manner by
gin to form an nonphysical particle gas [47] 65]. Such a probra|cylating @ective LN occupation numbers [78,79]
lem is artificially hidden when using a basis confining the nu-
cleons in space. _ _ _ (29 { aSE-3 SZC}

Finally, the dispersion of the particle-number definedas ~ wi = V2 + > 5>

AL A|(29)?-35s'+25 ) -4(3 %)

(ANgY?) = (NG - (Ng)? = 4 )" udvg (53) (59)

o0 where we use the shorthangls= |2uvi, ¢ = v2— 2, as well as
> = Yo 312 and similar for other sums. Corrected expecta-
tion values of time-even hermitian one-body operators ban t

351 BCSLN scheme be calculated as nE[.’VEWQ]

The Lipkin Nogami (LN) prescription is used to enforce Oy = ZZWk Ok (60)
pairing correlations in the weak-pairing limit, where a BCS =0
scheme would break down to the trivial HF solution without
pairing. This option of the code is meaningless when usingvhere theOy are the single-particle matrix elementsafThe
constant gap pairing. Ev8 code prints several multipole moments calculated this way.
The LN method is an approximation to a variation after
particle-number projection. It is not fully variationalpwever. .
The variation of the BCS Routhian {20) is replaced by the-vari 4. The shape of the nuclear density

provides a measure of pairing correlations.

ation of The shape of the nuclear density distribution can be ana-
5 . - lyzed in terms of the multipole moments
i

=0 (Qrmy = (F¥em) . (61)

where the parametels q is not a Lagrange multiplier, but cal-

i Because of the symmetries imposedtirs, these moments are
culated from the expreSSIOEI??]

real and obey the relatiof®Q:m) = (Q;_m). They vanish identi-
~pair /X 12 o oo pair . o cally for all but even values afandm. Ev8 provides the values
(AN ~ (AND))) (AND) — (5" ANG) (ANZ) . (55) ofthese moments up to= 6 at the end of the iterative process.

A2q = S = = -
((ANg) — (AN2)2) (ANZ) — (ANG)?




4.1. Radii (@) > [@a)] > [@))]
Mean-square (ms) and root-mean-square (rms) radii for the Prolate Oblate
neutron, proton, and mass densities are computed bgige . ) ) . . .
code, together with the neutron skim,,. They are defined as ‘<Q’> g |<Q”>‘ - |<Q’>‘ ‘<Qz> z |<Q"> ” ‘<Qy>‘
1 ES
rg’ms = N_q fde'r I’qu(r), (62) Oblate ) Prolate
r'q,rms = ﬂrg'ms, (63) ‘<Qu>‘ > ‘<Q:> > |<Qz> ‘<Qz> > |(Qu>| > <Qz>
Arnp = Tms— rp,rms» (64) Prolate Oblate
where we follow the definition of the neutron skin of Reéf.|[80] @] > @] > @2

To be compared to experimental data, radii have to be cedect o _ ‘

for the composite nature of nucleons and their extendedyehar Figure 2: G_raphlcal interpretation of the relation pemr&&rq,y and thgql, L7

distribution ] For charae radii. a simple estimate isvided representation of the quadrupole moments. Taking onergeatahe circle is
1S A : g ' p MQ suficient to parametrize all possible ellipsoid shapes. Axates are confined

by adding the mean-square radius of the proton to the meagy theq,, g, axes; all other states are triaxial.

square radius of the point proton distributiogis printed by

the codefcms = Fpms + 0.64 fm [10]. or

4.2. Quadrupole Moments q

The guadrupole moments play a central role in collective
models ]__3|5]. Here, they are used as constraints to generat

N + 0+ i, (73)

‘/§Q2

energy surfaces. For these reasons, the code providemiafor y = 2arcta > > -(74)
tion on several parametrizations of these moments. 200+ )" + 30 + 201 + G
In their Cartesian representation, they are defined as the &fne connection between the Cartesian,dhe and theqs, gp
pectation value of representations is summarized by
R R R R 1
Oy = - /%ﬂ (Q20 _ \/ész) =2 -2 -2, (65) (Qx) = —E(% —0z) =-—qcosf +60), (75)
A 1
A 4 [ o A 2w (Qy) = =501 + 2g2) = — gcosfy - 60), (76)
Q=7 (Quo+ VBQe) =27 - -7, (66) S
e (Q)) = +5(2q1 + gp) = + qcosty). (77)
QZ = —Q20 = 222 - )’22 - S\/Z . (67) i . .
5 To define a quadrupole constraint, one must fix the order of the

An alternative representation is given in terms of the defor ~ Cartesian quadrupole moments. Any permutation ofxthg

tion parameteq and the triaxiality angle.. These parameters Z coordinates will indeed lead to the same total energy for the
are related to the Cartesian quadrupole moments by nucleus but to dferent wave functions. Theftierent possibil-

ities are illustrated in Fig.J2. For a calculation limitedawial
shapes, the most convenient choice is to use the same syynmetr
16m ) ~, Ay 2 a0 Ay A axis for prolate and oblate configurations. This can be &eklie
a= \/? <on + 22> = \/;3, <QX +Qp+ QZ>’ (68) by varyingq; from negative values for oblate shapes to posi-

V3(O2) tive values for prolate onegp being always zero. This choice
y=2 arctar{ — = — ] (69) corresponds to the-axis as symmetry axis and = 180 for
V(Q20)? + 2(Q22)? + (Qz0) oblate configurations and®@or prolate ones. To explore tri-
A A axiality, one can limit the calculation tp andq, positive, the
= 2 arcta (- Qp . (70)  triaxiality angley varying then from 0to 60" and the symmetry
/2@% _ Q)Qy) +(Oy — Qy> axis from thez-axis for prolate shapes to tlyeaxis for oblate
ones.

Another set of variableg); and g, is used to define the )
quadrupole constraints (see SECt] 9.5). They are related to4-3- Deformation parameters

andy by The deformation of a nucleus is not an observable in the
strict sense. Only for nuclei presenting large deformagiion
1 i i
. = Qcosf)— —qsin(), (71)  theirgroundstate, the quadrupole momentobtained fromemme
3 field model can be approximately related BE2)-values |I_13

2 gsing) (72) @]. Still, it is interesting to compare the deformationg-pr
\/§q Y- dicted by diferent models and to relate theffdrent ways of
parameterizing the deformation.
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The first way used in the code is simply a rescaling the mul-

tipole moments. We define deformation paramegersby ex-

As is well known [3[ 85] it is more ficient to use quadratic
constraints than linear ones. One then minimizes a modified

tracting the main dependence in the total mass of the momenRouthian

given by Eq.[(6l)

4o
ﬂ[m = 3_€A<Q€m> P

Ry

whereRy = 1.2 AY3fm andA is the mass number. When con-
sidering deformation parameters for individual nucleoscsps,

(78)

Exin + Eph + C((0) — p)*, (82)

instead ofEyin + Epn to derive the single-particle Hamiltonian
in Eq. (I9). This results in a contributid®((O) — 1)O to the
potential. Thus, the quadratic constraint on the energgusve
alentto a linear constraint with a Lagrange multip@gtO)—p)
that varies during the iterations. Several constraints beagc-

Ahas to be replaced by the appropriate particle number i, (live at the same time. At every intermediate print@ prints

but not in the definition oR.

the energy associated with the constraints and their dexea

To compare deformations between self-consistent modeRC((O) — 1), which represent the slope of the associated energy
as used ifEv8 and microscopic-macroscopic models where thesurface.

mean-field potential is parametrized by a simple potertiad

The constanC determines the strength of the constraint;

can introduce deformation parameters such that the uniforrs value should be such that the contribution of the coirdtra

distribution of matter inside the nuclear surface definedhasy
multipole expansior [82]

RQ) = c(@) Ro[1+ ) arYeo(@)], (79)
t

reproduces the HFBCS expectation value of the multipole mo-
ments. This correspondence is analyzed byEt@ code for
axial deformations witly = 0° andy = 180 only, and also for
guadrupole and hexadecapole moments only. The corggtgnt

in Eq. (79) is introduced in order to conserve the same volume

as a function of deformatioﬁVEBZ]. Taking only the terms u
to second order i, anday, quadrupole and hexadecapole de-
formation parameters, anda4 are solutions of the following
equations

3 2 |5 20 |5 12
QZO: EA%[Q,Z-F ?\/;Q’g'f' 7—7\/;0'[21"' ﬁa?al] B

(80)
729 300

+ 24 ) ,
1001vr 47 77vEe 2
(81)

3 9
= —A 2
Q40 an %(04 + 7\/; (e}

whereRy = 1.2 AY3fm. Note that the values taken ly and
a4 are always smaller than those of the correspongingiven
by Eq. [Z8). Note also that, anda, are sometimes referred to
asBz andp,

4.4. Constraints

to the energy is of the order of a few MeV at the start of the
iterations. The constant corresponds to the value that one
wants to obtain at convergence for the matrix eleni®nt It is
possible to let the code modify the valuewofo uey during the
iterations in such a way that the constrai@ = x is satisfied
with a high accuracy. The changeofs controlled by an input
parameteepscst. Starting for the constraint from a valug at

the first iteration, the value at iterationl is given as a function
of the value at the previous iteration by

RS YO R— (((é))('”) - yo) , (83)
whereepscst is a constant between 0 and 1.

The adjustment of the constraintsig is similar to that of
the augmented Lagrangian method of Staszetak [l@]. The
two methods mainly dier in that the parametepscst can be
freely chosen irEv8, if desired. In general, however, the default
value provided b¥Ev8 leads to an excellent convergence of the
constraints, as can be seen from the example in Seci] 613igt. T
procedure is used since our first calculations of superrdedd
bands in the neutron deficient Hg isoto@ [84]

4.5. Cutgf of the constraints

Multipole operators are unbound for~ o and can lead to
unphysical results when used as constraints in mean-fiedd-ca
lations Eds]__&I?] if the wave functions are allowed to spreatl o
very far in space. This kind of instabilities is hidden whae t
wave functions are expanded on a basis that automaticaby cu
them at large distances from the nucleus, but such an irhplici

Several constraints on the mean value of operators can aitof depends on the size of the basis. The problem becomes

imposed during the variation of the total energy of the atomi
nucleus

o rms radii V(F2), V(F2)n, (F)p |

® (it, gan, Yip

® (2t, 0on, 2p

whereq; ; are defined as in Eq§.(71) andl(72) and the subscrip

the total density or on the neutron and proton density seglsra

11

t
t, p, andn indicate that the constraints can either be placed on

more apparent in a solution of the mean-field equations on a
mesh as irEv8. Therefore, the codefiers the possibility to
cut the constraining operators at large distance by intiodLa
form factor f(r, p) [28] in the constraints

(@ = [ 1000 Quntr). (84)
\g/heref(r,p) is dependent on the valuesrofit, icutg andacut.
First, whenicutq is equal to 2, a spherical cutfas used to

calculate the quadrupole moments. It amounts to taki{ingo)



in Eq. (84) density independent In the asymmetric rotor modéL[35], the spurious rotational
energy of a deformed BCS state can then be estimated as
{ eXpCd - ifd>0

1+exp(—d)
_1+eiyid) ifd <0, (85)
Erot =

|I'|—RCUT. (86)

£(r.p) 2
(3
" 20, ’ (92)

d =
ACUT . . i .
which for an axially-symmetric nucleus can be rewrittelEgs =

(J2)/(20.), with ®, being the moment of inertia perpendicular
to the symmetry axis. Note that the matrix eIementﬁ?pare

o(r) printed by the code in units ¢f and the moments of inertia in
+tanht . (87)  units ofh?/MeV, such that the rotational energy in MeV can be
easily constructed.

A second option is used whecutq is equal to 1. This proce-
dure uses a density dependent ¢ifiactor

_p(n) p(r)
f(r,p) = ot [1—tanr? oot

A third, and recommended, option was first proposed in @]. [2

Itis used whericut is equal to 0. The factof(r, p) is 6. Numerical algorithms

(88)  6.1. Derivatives on a mesh

Our calculations are performed on a 3D mesh. It implies
that the wave functions are discretized and that their wadie
the mesh points are the variational parameters. The two pa-
rameters controlling the accuracy of the calculation aeedils-
tancedx between the discretization points and the dimension
5. Rotational Properties of the box in which the wave functions areferent from zero.

) ) _ We consider only meshes with equidistant points. Integrads
For a deformed nucleus, the single-particle wave functiong,gp, simply calculated by summing the values of the diszeeti

are in general not eigenstates of the angular momentum-Opergynctions at the mesh points. Note that the dimension of the b
tors, such that the value @¥y|j2|'¥k) is not restricted to half-  cap e diferent along the three Cartesian axes, which is useful
integer multiples of.. Its value is printed at each intermediate \\hen studying very elongated shapes.
printout, as well as the valujg defined in units of: by In the previous version of the code, derivatives were calcu-

- o lated using finite-dference formulae. It is still the case during

2 —

(Pl = Jiclic + 1) (89 the iterations but all derivatives entering the EDF are Ieca

lated after convergence using a more precise method. It has
d‘pdeed been showlﬁ|24] that any function defined by its value
on a set ofN equidistant points can be expressed as a function
of N orthonormal functions, called Lagrange functions,

f(r,p) = ———.
(r-p) 1+exp(w)

acut
In this expression the numbelris the distance between the
pointr and the surfacpeq = 0.1 max{p}.

Furthermore, the symmetries assumediis lead to vanishing
(j}) and(fy>. For the same reasons, the expectation values
the many-body angular momentum operati;r,sl =XV, 2z are
also zero. The quantitiegj2) and(J?) are in general neither
zero, nor restricted to specific multiplesiaf

In addition, an estimation of the Belyaev moment of inertia f(X) = 1 sm[&(x— rdx)] (93)
is determined using [3, 35] N sin[%(&,\‘dx] ’
(TP )WV} — i) whererdx are the mesh points. These functions, called La-

®Belyae\1p = 252 Z

inj20

> (90)  grange interpolation functions, have the property thay tre
equal to 1 wherx = r dx and zero for all the other mesh points.
For a 3D mesh, three sets of such functions are defined along
“the three Cartesian axes. In the following, we limit oureslio
one direction. Centering the mesh around the origin and con-
|sidering an evei, we obtain non-integer values othat vary
ffom —(N - 1)/2 to (N — 1)/2 in steps of 1.
Then, the functior(x) can be calculated at any point be-
tween+dx(N + 1)/2 by means of

Eqpi + Eqpj

where theEq, i are the quasiparticle energies of Hg.l(22). Un
like other quantities calculated by the code, the sum in[&@). (
is not cut by the occupation numbers, but by the quasiparticl
energies in the denominator. As a consequence, some sing
particle states above the pairing cfiithat contribute to Eq[{90)
might not be contained in the space considered for the @alcul
tion, leading to a slight underestimation®geiyaey, -
As an alternative, the code also prints the rigid-rotor mo- _
ments of inertia 909 = Z‘ 906) fr (). (©4)

Origidy = mfd3rp(r) rﬁ’ (91) Itis equal to zero atdx(N + 1)/2 and takes the valuegx)
at the mesh points. This expression can be used to calchiate t
is the distance to the axis of values of the wave functions at the points of &atient mesh,

for u = x, y, andz, wherep; X . ; .
K ¥ Pu defined either by a change of the mesh size or a rotation.

rotation.
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It also dfers an alternative to the use of finitefdrence these new densities to construct the mean-field potentiglstm
formulas for the calculation of derivatives on a mesh. The exlead to numerical instabilities. It is usually safer to const
pression for the first order Lagrangian derivativefdk) at a  the new mean-field with densities that are averaged between

mesh points dxis given by two iterations
(i+1) _ NXMU (i)\2 gi+1) (i+1)
df(¥) 1 tortxs P = g 2 () T O W0
X = Ndxsin(z(t — s)/N) k=0
e fort=s 100 (97)
(95) 100 7 ,

The second-order Lagrangian derivative is given by . _ _
where the input parametekmu is an integer between 0 and

(1) 2 2 cosfr(t — 9)/N] L 100. Exp.erienc_e has shown.thf'it a valnxgu = 25is areason-
d2f(X) Ndx —sinz[n(t— /NI S able choice. Similar prescriptions, using the same pammet
e Nxmu, are used for the kinetic energy densify) and the diver-

= )2
o (ﬂ_) (1 - iz) fort=s. gence of the spin-orbit curreRt- J(r).
3dx N (96) The contribution of the constraints to the mean-field Hamil-
. L . tonian are also averaged over two iterations with anothmurtin
Hence, the calculation of the derivatives of  function a th parameteraL. The contribution to the single-particle Hamil-
mesh points amounts to a matrix multiplication, implyiNg

L L ; tonian coming from a constraint on the matrix element of an
multiplications for each direction. Then, the numericastco g

A . . C(i+1) - .
increases rapidly with the number of mesh points. Thereforemjerato'O atiterationi +1,hs™"is given by

from a numerical point of view it is morefigcient to use finite-
difference formulas during the mean-field iterations. More pre-
cisely, the first order derivative is approximated by a tforder

finite-difference scheme while a fourth-order scheme is chos

{c?;rzgssteocnslmijr;grrg:ggg:il\rgg\:le.v\\//\i/tzlltileerfjr?wrbe:rlz? ’rnnlelmsllm"er-i The occupation probabilities of the single-particle Sateed

: y slinearly o to compute the mean-field densities are those calculatdgkat t
Finally, Lagrange derivatives based on E{s] (95) (9B) ar_ . o .

; . 4 . previous mean-field iteration.
used at the end of the iterative procedure to obtain a higher a
curacy. Detailed testﬂb8] demonstrate that this schemie si
nificantly reduces the computing time while maintainingghhi
numerical accuracy on the total energy.
For the numerical integration used, the derivati{es (98) an

(©@8) are numerically exact such that expressions tHEtrdpy

ﬁ(g’l) = (1-raAL) ﬁ(c") +RrAL2C ((é) - ,u(i)) o (98)

for a quadratic constraint, as defined in Eq.](82). The case of
fhear constraints is analogous.

6.2.2. Step 2: Advancing in imaginary time

The number of wave functions that can be constructed on
a mesh is very large. With 20 mesh points in each direction,
which is a typical number for a medium mass nucleus using a

o . . : step size of B fm, this number is equal to 64 000 taking into
partial integration become numerically equivalent. Alpply- account the symmetries imposed in the code. Most of them

ing twice the first derivativd (95) on a mesh function is numer
9 4.(95) however, do not have any relevance and do not need to be cal-

ically equivalent to applying once the second derivativd) (9 .
vy ed bpyIng ( culated. To obtain a good convergence on the mean-value of

on the same function. Neither is the case when using finite: ; .
: L 9 the particle number operators, the BCS occupation of thé mos
difference formulas for the derivatives.

excited single-particle states that are calculated shmeilldwer
than 10“. Taking into account the two-fold Kramers degener-
) ) ] ] ~acy of the states, this implies that the number of singldigar
The HF+BCS equations are solved iteratively using the imaggaye functions to be explicitly included in the calculatisn
inary time step method [89]. At each iteration, the code 88¢C of the order of the number of neutrons and of protons. The

6.2. Numerical scheme

sively executes the following steps imaginary-time method [89] is very well adapted to perform a

1. Compute the mean-field densities using the occupatiofliagonalization limited to a few low-lying states. The miin

numbersv(k'))z. ple is to use the exponential of the mean-field Hamiltoniaa as
. . . (i+1)\ _ _Sth 0} filter
2. Advance in imaginary timeld} | > = (1 hh) |‘I’k > |<I)(i+1)> ~exp _dte l‘*’(i)> (99)
3. Orthonormalise the single-particle wave functions k i k />
(i+1) (i+1) . . . . .

|(Dkl+ > - |‘ykl+ > wheredt is the size of the time step. Since the transformation

4. Solve the BCS equations for the occupation numhgtdj2. defined by Eq.[[99) is not unitary, the state '_+1) need to be
5. Check for convergence. If the convergence criteria ar@thonormalized at each iteration, resulting in the nevglsin

satisfied, stop. Otherwise, return to siép 1. particle state®{ .
In practice, the exponential operator is approximated by a
6.2.1. Step 1: Computing the densities Taylor expansion to first order
The mean-field densities are recalculated at each iteration ) St ]
using to the expressions given [45]. However, to use tirec |<1>E+1)> = (1 - %h) |‘PE)> . (100)
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At each iteration and for eachﬂ), the weight of the eigenstates

of h corresponding to eigenvalues larger thamust be de-
creased. This is only possible%’ times the largest eigenvalue

of h is lower than one. As such, it fixes an upper limit fir
which could otherwise be chosen as large as possible taxdtai
fast convergence. An upper bound of the largest eigenvhaie t
can be obtained on a mesh is provided by the largest possible
kinetic energy. The latter is obtained for a single-pagtishve
function constant in absolute value but changing sign ah eac
mesh point. This upper limit of the kinetic energy increases
when the accuracy of derivatives on a mesh is increased and
is the largest when using the derivatives of EqJ (96). As such
the use of finite-dterence formulas during the iterative process
permits a larger choice for the value dif As a reference, for

a mesh spacingx = 0.8fm, 6t = 0.012x 10?%s is a safe
choice. For a spacing afx = 0.64 fm, the time step has to be
decreased, a value étf = 0.01x107?2s being usually sicient.

e The change in Fermi energy for both particle species

]Ag% A <epsr j=12,...,7. (103)

e When it is constrained, the change of quadrupole mo-

ment. The relative dierence from the required value
must be lower than a given tolerance. The condition must
be satisfied for the three Cartesian components of the
quadrupole moment

<Qx,y,z> - Qx,y,z
Qx,y,z

whereQyy ; is the desired value.

< EPSQ, (104)

In case of a spherical configuration, the meaning of EPSQ
is different and the absolute value of each component is
checked

Note that these values depend slightly on the parametizati

for parametrizations with very smalffective masses, one may

have to decreas#. e The sum of the dispersions of the single particle energies,
weighted by their occupation probabilities

|<Qx,y,z>| < EPSQ. (105)

6.2.3. Step 3: Orthonormalising the single-particle wawved

tions 2 S 2 [ (w2 — (2| < 106
As mentioned above, the imaginary-time method generates Zkzt; k[< KN — (Fudhl k>] <epsor.  (106)

a set of state®( ™ that are not orthonormal. The well-known
Gram-Schmidt procedure is applied to determine the sﬂﬁ{j‘é@
from thed)ﬂ*l).

At each iteration, the diagonal matrix elements of the ging|
particle Hamiltonian are calculated

a = (FIRwD).

6.3. Accuracy of the calculations

For a given EDF (mean and pairing fields), the code pro-
vides a numerically approximate solution of the mean-fietdp
lem. Instead of a number of oscillator shells and of the fezgu
cies of the oscillator, the parameters governing the nurakri

. ) accuracy are:
and are used to solve the BCS equations. It is only at conver-

gence that the, become eigenvalues bf

(101)

e The box size should be large enough to avoid an artificial

) cut of the tail of the single-particle wave functions.
6.2.4. Step 4: Solve the BCS equations

The single-particle energies and wave functions obtained i
step 2 are used to solve the pairing equations of §egt. 3&. Th
(V)2 are determined iteratively. The iterations are halted when
the Fermi energy varies by less than 1 keV. This ensuregtbat t
mean number of particles is obtained with an accuracy high
than 10° particles.

For each single-particle state, the occupationi$)j, the
pairing gapsA(k'% and the quasiparticle energies are printed a
every intermediate printout.

e The mesh spacingx that governs the accuracy of the
calculation of derivatives.

e The Coulomb boundary conditions that are not exact.

©6.3.1. Box Size Discretization of the mesh
An extensive test of the accuracy of our numerical scheme
will be published in a separate pap[88], where we will in
barticular show that our method is very well suited to cadtel
nuclei for a very large range of deformations. Here, we extra
a few results from this study that can guide the choice of the
number of mesh points and the size of the box required tombtai
aQ'given accuracy. In Tablé 1, we illustrate thEeet of the size
of the box on the energy of the three spherical nu®ea,**?Sn
and?%®Pp. The mesh size used in the calculation.&ft. In
terms of the number of points, a convergence better than 1 keV
is achieved at 12 points fdfCa, at 14 for**?Sn and at 18 for
208pp, For smaller mesh sizes, the same physical dimension of
the box should be used.
In Table[2, we confront the energies obtained VEtt8 to
those calculated with the spherical HFB cadateur [@] for
the same nuclei. Because of the large number of discretizati

14

6.2.5. Step 5: Check of convergence

field calculation. The code terminates the iteration pre@es
tomatically when four criteria are met, with toleranced e
fixed in the data. To avoid an accidental stop of the calcutati
at a given iteration, these criteria must be met during 7estcc
sive iterations. They concern:

e The relative change in total energy

0 _ gl-i)
——————| < EPSE

i=12....7. (102)

E®




points in the radial coordinate, the latter values can besiden | nx | dx(fm) | E AE AE (v1)
ered exact. In all cases, a mesh size of arousdrd results 13| 1.00 -3441317| 0.1 2
in an accuracy on the total energy of a few keV. In general, 17 | 0.76 —-3442499 | 0.01 0.2
for a mesh size of 8 fm, the accuracy is better than 100keV, | 21 | 0.62 -3442612 | 0.003 | 0.03
which is suficient for most applications. The accuracy of the| 25 | 0.52 -3442631| 0.001 | 0.07
previous version of the code is presented in the last coluimn o 29 | 0.45 —3442638 | 0.0005| 0.07
Table[2 . It is less good because of the first-order discretizg 33 | 0.39 -344.2642 | 0.0001| 0.06
tion for the Laplacian in the Coulomb solver and because®fth| nx | dx(fm) | E AE AE (v1)
finite-difference formulae for derivatives. The currentimprove{ 18 | 1.0 -11034233] 0.1 3
ments made in the code increase the accuracy by more thanfapo | 0.77 -11035115| 0.05 | 1
order of magnitude. In the past, the smaller accuracy oflthe o| 22 | 0.70 ~-11035395| 0.02 | 0.8
version ofEv8 was circumvented by recalculating the energie§ 24 | 0.64 -11035496| 0.01 | 0.3
with the Lagrange derivatives in a separate code. 26 | 0.59 ~-11035538 | 0.005| 0.1
28 | 0.55 -11035558 | 0.003| 0.02
nx | E (MeV) nx | E (Mev) nx | dx(fm) | E AE | AE (VD)
10 | —34426415|| 10 | —-11027113 20 1 1.0 —163482771 0.9 14
12 | —34413149|| 12 | —11029050 24 | 0.83 _16355735| 0.1 4
14 | —-34413171|| 14 | -11029144 28| 0.71 ~16356751 | 0.03 1
16| -34413176) 16 | ~11029150 32063 | -16356945| 0.01 | 0.3
18 -34413178) 18| ~11029152 36| 055 | ~16356997 | 0.003| 0.07
20 | -34413179|| 20 | —11029152
nx | E (MeV) Table 2: Energy of°Ca (top),132Sn (middle) and°®Pb (bottom) for diferent
16 | —16348269 box parameters, using the SLy4 parametrization withoutrngaand calculated
18 | _16348274 with Lagrange dgrivatives. Parameters have bt_aen chosevetthg same vol-
ume for the box in each case. The eridt is obtained as a fference between
19 | -16348275 our results and those obtained with the spherical cadedur (see text). The
20 | -16348277 difference with the energies obtained with the previous veisibnof Eve are
21 | —16348278 given in the last column. All energies are in MeV.
22 | -16348278

EDF or from the single-particle energies. When calculateohf

Table 1: Energy of°Ca (top left),’32Sn (top right) and®®Pb (bottom) as a . ) . o
e (top left) (top right ( ) the single-particle energieg, the total energy is given as

function of box size, using the SLy4 parametrization withpairing and a step
size of 10 fm. The Lagrange formulas have been used to calculateatiges.

Exi 1
E-= Z Vifk " ;n. +Esp+ 3 Egoul+ Ec+Elon+ Epair» (207)
k>0
6.3.2. Precision of the Coulomb Solver

The precision of the Coulomb solution is determined byWhereEki[h Egom andEy,;r are defined as in_SeEi. 3, whetg is
several factors, in particular: the dimensions of the més the contribution of the constraints to the single-partaiergies

order of the discretisation of the Laplacian and the boundarthat has to be removed from the calculation of the total gnerg

conditions. A A
The boundary conditions are determined using an expan- Ec = Z ACO (<O> _“O) O, (108)
sion of the Coulomb potential limited tb= 0 and¢ = 2 as can constrained
be seen in Eq[{42). This may be too limited for very elongate e
shapes. For such configurations, the accuracy of the ctitmula dand Wher% Eouand
can be verified by adding points to the box in which the Pois- 1
son equation is solved (parameters, ney andnpz, see Sect. Esr=-3 fd3r Z axp™ (b7x'02 + bgx Z Pé), (109)
[@) and, if necessary, increase this number in the mean-fidid ¢ x=a.b a=n.p

culation. In this way, the contribution @f > 4 terms to the
boundary conditions is reduced.

Two options are available to discretize the Laplacian teesol
the Poisson equation. The second order discretizatiom2)
should be systematically used, the first order approximasio ho
kept for compatibility reasons with the previous versioE 8.

are the rearrangement energies related to the densityrdepe
terms in the Slater approximation to the Coulomb exchange en
ergy and in the Skyrme interaction, respectively.

The correction for spurious motidgf,,, to be used in[(107),
wever, might be slightly ¢lierent fromE.q introduced in
Sect[B. Depending on the options chosen for the code (more
. . . specifically the parametacrm2, see Seck]9), part of the centre-
6.3.3. Total engrgy from the ;lngle-partlcle energies of-mass correction is already included in the single-pkaen-

In self consistent mean-field methods [3], the total energ¥rgiese,. Similarly, the LN correctiorE, n, Eq. [58), has to be
can be calculated in two filerent ways, either directly fromthe 544eq fompair= 3 and 5. Thus we defing,,, as the parts of

Ecorr that are not included ifX..o Vi .
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nx | dx(fm) | AE (MeV) g, S 31

20| 1.00 | 0.321 Zr
24 | 0.83 0.113 <o°

28071 | 0.047 A

32| 0.62 0.022 7 »

36| 055 | 0.011 @n an-enen dn

40 | 0.50 0.006 600 (06)  (16)  (26) (36)  (46) (5.6) o "
44 | 0.45 0.003 7 ‘ : ° * : \<

05) - (L5) (25) -(35) (45 (55) (65

Table 3: Diference between filerent ways of calculating the total energy as a %
function of mesh size fof°8Pb, using the SLy4 parametrization without pair- 0 (09 (14 249 B84 @4 GH (64 (14 90
ing. Note that these numbers are calculated with finifiiedince derivatives.

(03)  (13) (23) (33) (43) (53) (63) (73) (

8.3)

. . 900 (02) (12 (22) (32)) (42) (52) (62) (72)  (82) 10
Theoretically, the equality of these two methods for calcu-
lating the energy is obtained at convergence. In practiee ho /<“«1> Qo ey @By @y Gno G (@) @81 o1
ever, the numerical approximations made in the calpul;tlnnn @0 do 6o 6o 4o 6H 69/ /00 69 00
not have the sameffect on both terms and the equalityisonly —+ t+ + t + t —+ t 10
approximate at convergence. This is due in particular to the © 200 400 600 800 1000

approximate treatment of the derivatives on the mesh and to Qo (fmz)

the fact that the single-particle wave functions are seteto z

at the border of the mesh instead of at infinity. We summarizéigure 3: Deformation energy surface in t@g(y) plane for84zr. The dots
in Table[3 how close one can expect the two energies to be arark the calculated points at theiga(¢p) coordinates in units of 100 ffn

; ; ; FH The contours are iso-energy lines, at every 1 MeV relativéhto spherical
a function of the mesh size. A Iargerﬂt«hrence indicates that ground state. Parameters are the ones distributed in thepdx@ncluded in the

the pox size is mos_t prObably _n_O'F Iarge enoth and the Singl%‘ode-package, in particular, the SLy4 Skyrme parameimizatnd the density-
particle wave functions are artificially set to zero at to@#ira  dependent pairing interaction.

distance.

6.3.4. Accuracy of constrained calculations mesh size in Tablg 2. While an excellent agreement between th

; ; ; oy two codes is obtained for the total energy, it results from-ca
Figure3 gives an example of calculation of a triaxial quadru ) 3 '
g g P d ellations between the fiérent components of the EDF. These

lar energy map. The input data are those given for the sampfé < )
run of#Zr included in the code package. The step size for thd"dividual components canfiiér up to a few MeV for a heavy

quadrupole moments anda is 100 fir?, The quadrupole mo- nucleus a_§°8Pb, whereas the total energy agrees up to a few
ments at the end of the iterationsfei from the targeted values K&V: This is to be expected because the total energy is thye onl
by around 16fm?, and the energies are converged within atvariational quantity. The large fiierences for the kinetic and

least a few keV. These results demonstrates the power of o€ SKyrme EDF energies can be understood from (a) therdi
method for calculations with multiple constraints. ent numerical treatment of the derivatives in both scherbgs (
If the same calculations are run at smaller mesh parametd?€ diférent asymptotic behaviour of the oscillator-basis and
dx = 0.64 fm as compared tx = 0.8 fmin Fig[3, the resulting Mesh-discretized wave functions. _ _
energy surface is extremely similar: the finer mesh calnrat Also, it is instructive to compare the energies obtained for

is systematically between 40 and 60 keV lower in energy thaf"€ 'Standard” run parameters of the codes. The resultstezpo.
the coarse calculation. in Table[% were obtained for 16 oscillator shells and thelosci

lator lengths suggested BHY)SPHE [IE]. ForEv8, we chose the
. _ parameters given in Taldlé 2 for a mesh size~ 0.8 fm. Then,
7. Comparison with other HF+BCS solvers the diferences between both codes are much larger and of the
. . 1 fth I . Wh i ith th I
While a detailed study of the accuracy of the present nuprder;( 000oft eFota energy en comparing with the tota
. : ) . energies reported in Tablgk 4 ddd 5, one can conclude that the
merical scheme will be presented in a forthcoming paper, we . . N .

; . ! . accuracy obtained withv8 is significantly better than that with
now succinctly discuss its performance with respect to meth L

HOSPHE under standard conditions.

ods based on an oscillator-basis expansion. Because the equ final K that th for th
alence between sphericaé0SPHE [ﬁ) axial (HFBTHO [1€]) As a final note, we remark that the agreement for the to-
' tal energy between both codes and betweéeint discretisa-

and triaxial §FODD [.]) oscillator-based cc_>des was recently tions for the same code are the result of large cancellations
demonstrated by Stoitsat al. [@], we restrict ourselves to a e S
specific parts of the total energy. As example, the kinetargyn

comparison betweeltw8 andHOSPHE. 208 . .
. of <°°Pb diters by 12 MeV between flerent mesh parameters,
In Table[4, we present theft&rent components of the EDF while the total energy diiers by less than 200 keV.

(see Eq.[(IR)) for the converg®dSPHE andEv8 results with

the SLy4 parametrization. FEIOSPHE, 50 harmonic-oscillator
shells and an oscillator length bf= 2.2345 fm were chosen.
For Ev8, the results shown are those obtained at the smallest
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Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Etot -344264 | -344262 0.002
Exin 635.063 635.036 0.027
Esikyme | —1051458 | -1051428 0.030
Ecoul, dir 79.620 79.619 0.001
Ecoul, exc -7.490 —-7.490 0.000

Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Etot -1103556 | —1103553 0.003
Exin 2447.411| 2446.551 0.860
Esikyrme | —3892450 | —3891536 0.914
Ecoul, dir 360.315 360.260 0.055
Ecoul, exc -18831 -18.829 0.002

Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Etot -1635700 | -1635692 0.007
Exin 3868.841| 3866.176 2.665
Eskyme | —6301388 | —6298483 2.905
Ecoul, dir 828.131 827.883 0.248
Ecoul, exc -31.278 -31.269 0.009

Table 4: Comparison of fierentEv8 quantities with HOSPHE, using the ‘best’
parameters, see text’Ca (top)32Sn (middle) and®®Pb (bottom). Note that

the kinetic energy reported here also contains the one-baodlycorrection. All

energies are expressed in MeV.

Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Etot -344250 | -344250 0.000
Exin 636.108 634.958 1.150
Esiyrme | —1052556 | —1051335 1.221
Ecoul, dir 79.695 79.615 0.080
Ecoul, exc —-7.496 —-7.489 0.007

Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Etot -1103512 | -1102934 0.578
Exin 2452.824| 2444.220 8.604
Eskyme | —3898153 | —3888503 9.650
Ecoul, dir 360.666 360.169 0.497
Ecoul, exc -18.849 -18.820 0.029

Ev8 HOSPHE | Difference
Eiot -1635574 | —1634453 1.121
Exin 3880.647| 3861.663 18.984
Eskyme | —6314142 | —6292549 21.593
Ecoul, dir 829.241 827.687 1.554
Ecoul, exc -31.319 -31.254 0.065

Table 5: Comparison of fferentEv8 quantities withHOSPHE using the ‘usual’

parameters, see textPCa (top)132Sn (middle) and®®Pb (bottom). Note that

the kinetic energy reported here also contains the one-badlycorrection. All

energies are expressed in MeV.
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8. Files needed to compile and run the code

In this section, we succinctly describe how to run the code.
To compile the code, the user should provide a file named
paraM8 1. This file contains the compilation parameters and in
particular the number of points in each direction of the @rid,
my andmz). Along with the parametér read on fort.12, they
fix the dimensions of the box. The number of single-particle
wave functions (neutrons and protons combined) that will be
followed during the iterationsifw) is also specified in this file,
together with the total number of points in the bay, and the
parametemq giving the total number of variational parameters
per single-particle wave function, taking into account thhas
four components. Finally, itincludes also the parameiethat
can be used to calculate the Coulomb potential in a larger box
with up tomc extra points along each direction. The structure
of param8.h is:

parameter (mx=16,my=16,mz=16,mc=10)
parameter (mv=mx*my*mz,mq=4*mv,nw=62)

This is a F77 code file and the data must be entered starting
column 7.

A file namedfort.12 must be supplied to execute the code.
It contains a full set of single-particle wave functionstthall
be the starting point of the iterations. This file can be a file
generated by previols8 runs (see below) or the output of the
auxiliary progranNil8. Note that the number of wave func-
tions read on this file must not exceed the compilation param-
etermw and the box parametersx, my, mz should also be
smaller than the compilation parameters. Smaller values ar
however allowed. In addition to this starting point, some-ru
ning parameters must be specified on STDIN, as explained in
Sect[?.

During the calculation all diagnostic data and information
are written to STDOUT. In addition, the code producésal3
which, among other information, contains the single-phti
wave functions obtained at the end of the iterative process.

9. Description of the data

We now describe the runtime parameters required to run of
Ev8. As mentioned before, these parameters are redtBy
from STDIN. The data are split into several blocks according
their physical meaning and they are summarized in Table 6. In
the following, we provide detailed information on each cdsb
data blocks.

9.1. Global information on the calculation

e head: A title to be written in the output file. Any al-
phanumeric field of at most 80 characters is allowed.

e npx, npy, npz: The number of mesh points added to the
3D box to improve the accuracy on the Coulomb field and
Coulomb energy. These numbers must be smaller than or
equal to the value ahc given in theparam8.h file.



Parameter | Format
Global information

head 20a4
npx,npy,npz,iCoul 4i5
dt el5.8
nitert,nxmu,ndiag 3i5
nprint 1i5
npn,npp 2i5
Skyrme Interaction
afor a4

if afor.eq." XXXX’
ncm2,nfunc,nmass,ncoex | 4i5

t0,x0 2el5.8
t1,x1,t2,x2 4e15.8
t3a,x3a,yt3a 3e15.8
t3b,x3b,yt3b 3el15.8
if (nfunc.eq.0)

WSO 1el15.8

te,to 4e15.8
if (nfunc.eq.1)

WS0,wsoq 2el5.8

b14,b15,b16,b17 4e15.8
if (nmass.eq.2)

hbm(1),hbm(2) 2el5.8

Pairing Interaction
npair,icut 2i5
gn,encut,delmax(1),alpha 4e15.8
gp,epcut,delmax(2) 4e15.8

Convergence Tresholds
epse,epsdh,epsq,epsf | 4e15.8

Shape Constraints

imtd, ifrt,imtg,icutq 4i5

ral,epscst,rcut 3el5.8
cqr,rtcst or cqr,rncst,rpcst 3el5.8
cg2,delq 2e15.8
qlt,g2t or g1n,q2n,q1p,q2p 4e15.8

Table 6: Content of the input file, split into five distinct irblocks.

Global information
head 20a4
npx,npy,npz,iCoul | 4i5
dt el5.8
nitert,nxmu,ndiag | 3i5
nprint, iverb 2i5
npn,npp 2i5

e iCoul: If iCoul is equal to O or 2, a five-point formula for
the Laplacian is used along each Cartesian direction to
solve the Poisson equation giving the direct term of the
Coulomb potential. liCoul is equal to 1, a three-point
formula is used as in the previous version of the code.

e dt: Size of the imaginary time steft (see Eq.[(100)) in
units of 10?2 s. Its value must be close to the largest one
allowed by the mesh sizéx read onfort.12. See Sect.
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6.2.2.

nitert: the number of iterations is equal &dbs(nitert).

If a negative value ohitert is given, the iteration index

is reset to zero at the start of the iterations. Otherwise,
it starts from the number of iterations stored on the file
fort.12.

nxmu: The mean-field densitigg(r), 74(r) andV - Jq4(r)

of protons and neutrons are averaged during the iterations
according to Eq[{97). Ifixmu is read to be 0, it is set to
25.

ndiag: If this parameter is equal to 1, a diagonalization
of the HF Hamiltonian in the single-particle subspace is
performed before the first HF iteration.

nprint: Number of iterations between two consecutive
full printouts.

npn, npp: Neutron and proton number of the nucleus.
Because of the Kramers degeneracy of the wave func-
tions, npn should be less thag*nwaven and npp less
than2*nwavep, wherenwaven andnwavep are the num-
bers of wave functions stored dort.12.

9.2. Skyrme mean-field interaction

Skyrme Interaction
afor a4
if afor.eq." XXXX’
ncmz2,nfunc,nmass,ncoex | 4i5

t0,x0 2e15.8
t1,x1,t2,x2 4e15.8
t3a,x3a,yt3a 3e15.8
t3b,x3b,yt3b 3el5.8
if (nfunc.eq.0)

WSO0 1e15.8

te,to 4e15.8
if (nfunc.eq.1)

WS0,Wsoq 2el15.8

b14,b15,b16,b17 4e15.8
if (nmass.eq.2)

hbm(1),hbm(2) 2e15.8

e afor: The parametrization of the Skyrme interaction may

be chosen from a predefined set, presentedin Appenglix A.

To select any one of them, one must erdfar accord-
ingly, e.g.Skm* or SllI, etc. These characters are left-
justified. To use a custom parametrization, it isfisu
cient to setafor to any string which is not in the codes’
database. The Skyrme parameters below should then be
entered accordingly.

ncm2, nfunc, nmass, ncoex : In contrast with previous
versions of the code, these parameters do not have to be
provided for predefined parametrizations. For those, they
are set automatically to the values used in the fit of these



parametrizations. To modify these predefined values, the
parametrization has to be introduced as a new one.

ncm?2: Centre-of-mass correction

-2. : One- and two-body c.m. correction are included
in the calculation of the total energy only but not in
the variational equations.

-1. : No c.m. correction.

0. : The one-body c.m. correction only is taken into
account in the variational equations and is included
in the energies printed at the end of the iterations.

1. : Two-body c.m. correction included self consis-
tently.

nfunc:

0. Coupling constants of the EDF calculated from the
t, x, andW of the central, tensor, and spin-orbit
Skyrme force.

1. Coupling constants of the EDF are not related to a
Skyrme force.

Note that the code determines from the values of the data
which tensor terms have to be calculatedt.|t, or byg,

b,7 are set to zero, only the terms coming from the cen-
tral part of the interaction are calculated. WHag, bs

are set to zero in addition tmg andb;7 (as is the case
for many hybrid Skyrme functionals), the calculation of
the tensor term is completely omitted. This significantly
reduces the computational time.

nmass: Treatment of nucleon masses. All numbers pro-
vided by the code are consistent with the latest recom-
mendations from the NIS'E[_!S7].

0. Both masses are equal to the average of neutron and
proton

(M, + mp)/2 = 9389187125 Me\t 2.

1. Proton and neutron mass aréelient

My 938272046 Me\t 2,
My 939565379 Me\t 2.

2. Readh?/(2m,) andh?/(2my) from data and set to
the experimental value

h=6.58211928< 107%°MeV s.

Pairing Interaction
npair,icut 2i5
gn,encut,delmax(1),alpha | 4e15.8
gp,epcut,delmax(2) 3e15.8

9.3. Interaction in the pairing channel
e npair defines the method used to determine the occupa-

tion probabilities of the single-particle orbitals

0 - Hartree-Fock,

1 - BCS with seniority pairing force,

2 - BCS with fixed pairing gaps,

3 - BCS+ LN with seniority pairing force,
4 - BCS with delta pairing force,
5-BCS+ LN with delta pairing force.

These options are explained in more detail in §ect. 3.5.

icut: Determines the cufbprocedure for the pairing equa-
tions.

0. Cutdt above the Fermi energy. The ctittunction
is taken as defined in Eq.(51).

1. Cutdt above and below the Fermi energy. The cut-
off function is taken as defined in Eq.{52).

gn, gp: StrengthsG,, Gy, of the pairing matrix element

in the case of seniority pairinghfair=1,3). Intensities

Vi, V, Of the pairing interactions in units of MeV fin
between neutrons and protons respectively in the case of
delta pairing Gpair=4,5). See Secf_3|5.

alpha: Governs the density dependence of the pairing
strength in Eq.[(30).

{ Vi =0n[1-ap(r)/ps],

Vo =gp[1-ap(r)/ps].

encut,epcut: Determine the distance from the Fermi en-
ergy at which the pairing interactions are cut, that is, the
parameterde, andAe, in Egs. [51) and(52).

(110)

delmax(1), delmax(2): When using a pairing force with
constant pairing gapsair equal to 2), these are the
values of the neutrom;) and proton 4,) gaps respec-
tively. When using other pairing interactions, these data
are read, but not used by the code.

The nucleon masses are then determined accorc?—'4' Convergence Thresholds

ingly.
ncoex : Treatment of Coulomb exchange term in £Eql(12).

0. Slater approximation is used, as in Eql(44).
1. The Coulomb exchange term is set to zero.
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Convergence Thresholds
epse,epsdh,epsq,epsf | 4e15.8

e epse: Tolerated relative change of the total energy be-

tween mean-field iterations.

e epsdh: Tolerated value of the weighted sum of the disper-

sions of the single-particle states.



9.5. Density shape constraining parameters

e epsq: Tolerated change of the constrained multipole mo- e cqr: Determines the intensity of the monopole constraint.
ments between mean-field iterations. In absence of such a constraint, it should be set to zero.

e epsf: Tolerated change of the Fermi energies of protons e rtcst or rnest,rpest defines the valug (or un andgp) for
and neutrons between mean-field iterations. the monopole constraint.

e delq is the unit for the quadrupole deformation megi
it must be strictly positive (seglt,q2t below).

Shape Constraints e cg2 is the intensity of the quadrupole constraint. It cor-
imtd, ifrt,imtg,icutq 4i5 responds to the consta6tin Eq. (82). cq2 should be
ral,epscst,rcut 3e15.8 positive or zero.
cqr,rtcst or cqgr,rncst,rpest 3el5.8
cq2,delq 2e15.8 e glt,q2t or qln,q2n,q1p,q2p define the quadrupole con-
glt,g2t or q1n,q2n,qlp,q2p | 4el5.8 straint in units ofdelq, in the qi, gz representation of

Sect[Z4:2ql andg2 can be positive, zero or negative.

e imtd: defines whether the constraints are put on the totaj Output

density or on the nucleon densities separately and whether

or not the readjustment described in Eql(83) is applied.  The output is subdivided into three parts: a summary of the

input, a limited printout of the results throughout theat&ons,

and a detailed printout at the end of the run. The printindnef t

. o input covers the essential information about the wave fanct

2. constrainton n_eutron and proton densities mdepenfrom which the calculation is started (read frdont.12) and the
dently, r?0 readjustment. o data used to run the code. A limited printout of the propsrtie

3. constraint on neutron and proton densities indepens the input wave functions at zero iterations is also prewidt

dently, readjustment. this stage. Obviously, the valued2(h) is not yet meaningful at

ifrt: defines the value of the constraint at the first iteration.thls. point. The remaining part_of the outputis g(_elf-e_xptarw

L o .. as it closely follows the notation of the quantities introdd

If set to O, the initial constraint is read from the data; if and explained in the article

set to 1, the value qi is read from the fildort.12. This ‘

option should be used for the continuation of a previous

run. 11. Auxiliary codes

0. constraint on the total density, no readjustment.
1. constraint on the total density, readjustment.

imtg: We provide the same auxiliary cod@s {8, Int8, Den8)

as in our first paper as complementary material. They hawe bee
updated to read the wave functions generated by the new ver-
sion of Ev8. These codes still operate in the same way as ex-

0. Quadrupole constraint apandy.
1. Quadrupole constraint aponly, y varies freely.

icutq: Determines the type of cufipprocedure generated Plainedin g
for the constraints.

0. Density-dependent cufcas described by Eq_(B8) Acknowledgements

and "? 1 ) The first collaborators with whom this code has been de-
1. Density-dependent cutas described by EQ.{B7). ye|oped have unfortunately left the field. We want to mark our
2. Spherical, density-independent diiitas described  deep gratitude in particular to the late Paul Bonche and to Hu
by Eq. [72). bert Flocard, whose expertise in mean-field methods and thei
. irreplaceable competence have allowed us to set up this code
See Secf. 415 for details. Many other collaborators have also contributed to this wiyrk
ral: Determines the damping of the mean-field potentialth€ir remarks, their constructive criticism and sometirtiesr
generated by the constraints. When it is equal zero, it i"volvement in coding, in particular, J. Meyer, J. Dobacski
resetto 0.1. B. Gall, N. Tajima, J. Terasaki, B. Avez and B. Bally. This
work has been supported in part by the European Union’s Sev-
epscst is a slow-down factor for the readjustment of the enth Framework Programme ENSAR under grant agreement
constraint, see Ed._(B3). épscstis equal to 0, itis setto 262010, by the Belgian fice for Scientific Policy under Grant
0.02. No. PAI-P7-12 and by the CNRIBI2P3 through PICS No.
5994. V.H. acknowledges financial support from the F.R.S.-
FNRS Belgium. Part of the computations were performed using
She Plateforme Technologique de Calcul Intensif (PTClated

rcut: Determines the radius of the ciitprocedure used
for the mean-field potential generated by the constraint
See Secf_415 for details.
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at the University of Namur, Belgium, which is supported bg th
F.R.S.-FNRS under the convention No. 2.4520.11. The PTCl is
member of the Consortium déquipements de Calcul Intensif
(CECI). Another part of the computations were performed on
the HPC cluster HYDRA hosted at the Computing Centre, an
IT service co-funded by the Vrije Universiteit Brussel ahe t
Université Libre de Bruxelles.
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Appendix A. List of predefined parametrizations nx | SLy4 | T26 | SLy6
20 | 506 | 612 | 1534

Here, we list the parametrizations that are predefined in the 24 | 1043 | 1596 | 2975
Ev8 code. 28 | 1902 | 2065 | 5139
32 | 3863 | 4412 | 9176

Parametrization Ev8 Keyword | Reference
Skm* Skm* [38]
Skm Skm [3_7] Table B.7: Time in seconds taken by the processors on theutésrcluster for
(S]] Sl [36] 1000 iterations without pairing on the nuclet®Pb for diferent parametriza-
Ska Ska [90] tions and number of mesh points.
SGll SGlI [91] : :
Slyllloz sLymo.7 | [92] gg':\‘/’;iggg of ... ggtf;l fime
Slylllgg SLYIIO0.8 [92] Densities 13 %
Skylllog SLYII0.9 [92] Pairing matrix elements 10 %
g::ylil 10 gtYLIllll.O Efi_g Orthogonalisation 7%

Yy Yy D9 i 0
sLy5 SLy5 [53] Coulomb potential 2%
SLy6 SLy6 (53] Table B.8: Indicative breakdown of computational cost feygical calculation
SLy7 SLy7 [53] with the SLy4 parametrization and zero-range pairing.
SkP SkP [47
gt:i gt:i {g:ﬂ Appendix B. Walltime
T22 T22 [44] We present in Table'Bl.7 the time needed to perform 1000
T24 T24 [44] iterations for the nucleu&®Pb without pairing, for dferent
T26 T26 [44] parametrizations and box parameters. The compiler used was
T42 T42 [44] pGr90, version 11.4, with options '-O3 -fastsse’ on thxkbiLEs
T44 Ta4 [44] cluster at UNAMUR. These timings are indicative but prolyabl
T46 T46 [44] not very accurate, for two reasons: firstly, some optimisesi
T62 T62 [44] performed by the compiler are likely to depend on the size of
T64 T64 [44] the mesh and secondly, we have no control on how the computer
T66 T66 [44] cluster allocates resources tdfdrent jobs.
SkX SkX [64] While in general the code performance is highly dependent
SLy4T SLyaT (93] on a large number of parameters such as the compiler version
SLyS’,LT SLyST [94] and options, some trends are clearly visible. First ofladl time
SV-Min SVMin [62] required per iteration grows very quickly when more poimts a
UNEDFO UNEDFO [95] present in the box. Secondly, more ‘complicated’ pararnetri
UNEDF1 UNEDF1 [59] tions take more time. The T26 parametrization takes in gg¢ner
UNEDF1S0 UNEDF1S0 | [96] slightly more walltime than the SLy4 parametrization, doe t

the presence of the tensor terms. The SLy6 parametrization

Note that most of these parametrizations have been coriakes significantly more time than the other two, due to the
structed for use in the mean-field channel only, a separate fu presence of the two-body centre-of-mass correction. The ad
tional having to be adjusted for the pairing channel. Howgeve tional computational time needed when increasing the numbe
for some parametrizations such as the UNEDF family, both thef mesh points or changing to a parametrization with more ex-
mean-field and the pairing channel have been adjusted simultpensive options, however, does not follow simple scalingsla
neously. Then, the pairing part of that EDF needs to be teateas the level of optimization achieved by the compiler saradit
with care, because the value of the céitabove the Fermi en- depends on the array size of the coordinate space functions.
ergy is not equivalent in dierent numerical schemes. A ctito In TablgB.8 we present an indicative breakdown of comput-
determined for an harmonic oscillator basis will not resalt ing times for a typical calculation with the SLy4 paramedriz
the same pairing correlations #v8. Firstly, the properties of tion and zero-range pairing. The most costly operation is ob
the single-particle wave functions above the Fermi energg o viously the computation of the derivatives (including tlene
mesh or in a harmonic oscillator basis are completefigdgnt.  struction of the action of the single-particle Hamiltonian the
Therefore a cuth energy has to be defined in concordance withmesh. This computation accounts for approximately twalghir
the basis. A second issue is that pairing correlatior&/thare  of computation time, and roughly speaking all other computa
treated at the BCS level of approximation, which is not validtion times are negligible in comparison.
when single-particle states are in the continuum.
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