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The α-decay half-lives of superheavy nuclei with 100 ≤ Z ≤ 120 are comprehensively analyzed
using the axially deformed relativistic mean field (RMF) formalism for the NL3∗ parameter set.
We employ RMF binding energies to determine the α-decay energies and make a comparison with
both the available experimental data and the theoretical results obtained from the global nuclear
mass model WS4. The four distinct formulae, specifically the modified scaling law Brown, modified
Viola-Seaborg, Yibin et al. formula, and its modified form are used to calculate the decay half-
lives and examine the numerical correlation between the half-life (T1/2) for each α-decay energy.
We notice that T1/2 is significantly dependent on the decay formula in terms of isospin asymmetry
and decay energy. We also noticed that modified scaling law Brown formula estimates of half-lives
agreed comparatively better with the experiment as compared to others. Moreover, the present
investigation provides significant information on the stability of the superheavy island considered
for ongoing and/or future experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advancements in superheavy nuclei (SHN) re-
search have generated significant interest, establishing it
as a fascinating field within modern nuclear physics [1–3].
Due to their intricate synthesis and numerous unexplored
properties, these nuclei pose an exciting challenge for ex-
perimental studies. Various attempts to synthesize SHN
have been carried out by Oganessian et al. [4, 5] and
the Refs. therein. Additionally, the stability of SHN,
primarily influenced by shell effects, has long been a crit-
ical concern in nuclear physics [6–8]. Alpha decay has
been pivotal in the advancement of nuclear physics and
its practical applications since the discovery of radioac-
tive decay in the early 20th century. This is because al-
pha decay is connected to various fundamental aspects
of nuclear physics and astrophysics. The demand for
studying alpha decay has increased due to rapid advance-
ments in modern detector technology, the production of
superheavy nuclei, and the use of radioactive beams. By
comprehending the process of alpha disintegration, re-
searchers gain insight into various characteristics of nu-
clear structure, including deformation, spin-parity, en-
ergy levels, ground state, and the coexistence of nuclear
shapes [9–12]. Additionally, studies on decay processes
serve as essential tools for identifying newly synthesized
superheavy nuclei [13, 14]. Concepts such as proton ra-
dioactivity and cluster radioactivity also contribute to
understanding the nuclear structure, and all these phe-
nomena can be represented through a single framework
of barrier penetration [15–17].

Recent experimental studies have focused on explor-
ing α-emitters with remarkably long half-lives, particu-

∗ nishujain1003@gmail.com
† bunuphy@um.edu.my
‡ rajkumar@thapar.edu

larly within the artificially synthesized superheavy nuclei
(SHN) that occupy the upper right corner of the nuclear
landscape. Multiple research facilities worldwide, in-
cluding JINR-FLNR (Dubna), RIKEN (Japan), and GSI
(Darmstadt), have successfully synthesized nuclei with
atomic numbers Z = 118 [18]. The production of super-
heavy elements involves two primary fusion-evaporation
processes: cold and hot fusion reactions, which are ex-
tensively studied and employed in laboratories around
the world [19, 20]. Extending the boundaries of the nu-
clear chart’s upper limit is a fundamental objective that
motivates modern nuclear physics research. Scientists
in various laboratories are investigating the synthesis of
elements beyond element Og, employing different combi-
nations of projectiles and targets [4, 21] to explore the
unknown regions of the nuclear landscape. Theoreti-
cal models, including the generalized liquid drop model
(GLDM) and the two-potential approach (TPA), are used
to study α-decay mechanisms [22–26] and various empir-
ical methods to determine decay half-lives [27, 28]. The
ongoing search for naturally occurring superheavy ele-
ments with long lifetimes has driven scientific attempts
in nuclear, atomic physics, and chemistry. The ongoing
quest for naturally occurring superheavy elements with
prolonged lifetimes has led researchers to focus on the
upper right-hand corner of the nuclear chart, where SHN
with Z ≥ 104 [19, 29]. The initial theoretical results in-
dicated the existence of superheavy magic numbers at Z
= 114 and N = 184 [30–32]. Theoretical advancements
have predicted proton magic numbers of 114, 120, 124,
or 126 and neutron magic numbers of 172 or 184 [33–36].
Unlike stable systems, superheavy nuclei tend to exhibit
extended half-lives due to the influence of single-particle
levels and strong Coulomb repulsion, resulting in a dif-
fuse shell structure [7, 37, 38]. The novel isotopes are
typically identified from theoretical predictions and ev-
idence from experiments by examining their distinctive
α-decay chains.
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Even with the challenges it presents, a thorough
understanding of the concepts behind the “Island of
stability” and the doubly magic spherical nucleus can
be achieved by studying the structural characteristics of
nuclei within the superheavy mass region. Theoretical
models often estimate the α-decay half-lives of nuclei for
which experimental data is lacking. The present investi-
gation is a continuation of our previous research [39, 40],
where our objective is to employ a microscopic model to
determine the decay characteristics of the superheavy
island. This extensive study examines the Q-values and
decay half-lives of even-even nuclei with atomic numbers
ranging from (100 ≤ Z ≤ 120). In this specific study,
the decay half-life of the chosen superheavy nuclei is
determined using four different semi-empirical formulas:
the modified Viola-Seaborg formula, the modified scaling
law Brown formula, the modified Yibin et al. formula,
and the Yibin et al. formula [41]. The relativistic mean
field with NL3∗ parameter [42], which is the refitted
version of NL3 force parameter [43], is employed for the
present investigations. Furthermore, it is essential to
investigate the numerical dependence of the half-life for
each α-decay energy. The results are then compared
with those from the Finite Drop Liquid Model (FRDM),
the Global Nuclear Mass Model (WS4), and experimen-
tal data, wherever available. The T1/2 values in the
superheavy mass region are commonly calculated using
the abovementioned formulas. It is assumed that these
decay formulae significantly influence the half-lives of all
selected SHN (Superheavy Nuclei). Therefore, we are
particularly interested in examining the results produced
by these empirical formulas regarding the Q-value
for α-decay. Furthermore, we computed the systems’
probable mean or standard deviation with available
experimental data for the superheavy island. This
allows us to assess the applicability and accuracy of the
model. Ultimately, our objective is to identify the most
stable and reliable Superheavy Nuclei (SHN) through
this research. By doing so, we hope to contribute to
the understanding and identification of nuclei in the
superheavy mass region.

The following is an outline for this paper: A sum-
mary of the RMF theory is provided in Section II. The
discussion of results for nuclear structure and its decay
characteristics is mentioned in Section III. In Section
IV, a summary of the results of the current work is
presented.

II. THEORETICAL FORMALISM

The nuclear structure and infinite characteristics of nu-
clear matter have long been described using the mean-
field QHD treatment [44–49]. Relativistic mean-field
theory proposes that the nucleus is a complex interac-
tion of nucleons (N and Z ) that communicate by ex-
changing mesons and photons [45, 50–52]. Character-

izing meson field effects as point-like interactions be-
tween constituent elements is essential for accurately
representing the saturation properties of infinite nuclear
matter [48, 49, 53, 54]. The non-linear coupling fac-
tors or density-dependent coupling constants are also
included [44, 55–57]. The mathematical formulation
of a many-body system within the framework of rela-
tivity is expressed through the relativistic Lagrangian
[44, 45, 47, 50, 51, 58–62]:

L = ψ{iγµ∂µ −M}ψ +
1

2
∂µσ∂µσ − 1

2
m2

σσ
2

− 1

3
g2σ

3 − 1

4
g3σ

4 − gsψψσ − 1

4
ΩµνΩµν

+
1

2
m2

wω
µωµ − gwψγ

µψωµ − 1

4
B⃗µν .B⃗µν

+
1

2
m2

ρρ⃗
µ.ρ⃗µ − gρψγ

µτ⃗ψ · ρ⃗µ − 1

4
FµνFµν

− eψγµ
(1− τ3)

2
ψAµ. (1)

here, ψ is the Dirac spinors of the nucleons. The cou-
pling constants for the σ, ω and ρ mesons are repres-
nted by gσ(mσ), gω(mω), and gρ(mρ) respectively. The
third component of isospin and isospin is symbolized as
τ3, and τ respectively. The self-interacting non-linear σ-
meson field in relativistic mean-field theory is governed
by non-linear coupling constants g2 and g3, while the pho-
ton field is characterized by the coupling constant e2/4π.
The mass of the nucleon is represented by M , while the
electromagnetic field is denoted as A. The vector field
tensors are given by

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ

B⃗µν = ∂µρ⃗ν − ∂ν ρ⃗µ

Ωµν = ∂µων − ∂νωµ. (2)

for the photon fields, ρ⃗µ, and ω
µ respectively. The afore-

mentioned Lagrangian density is used to determine the
field equations for mesons & nucleons. The advancement
of lower and upper Dirac spinor components, along with
the boson fields, can be attributed to an initial deforma-
tion of β0 within an axially deformed harmonic oscillator
basis. The numerical solution of the set of coupled equa-
tions is achieved by utilizing a self-consistent iteration
method. The traditional harmonic oscillator formula can
be used to determine the centre-of-mass motion energy
[63]: Ec.m. =

3
4 (41A

−1/3). Here A is the mass number.
To determine the overall binding energy and other per-
tinent observables, the standard relationships described
in Ref. [64] are utilized. The RMF framework is utilized
in conjunction with a constant gap BCS method (with
NL3∗ parameter set) for this study [43, 61, 62, 65].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Accurate prediction of nuclear masses across the nu-
clear chart is paramount for physicists. Nuclear binding



3

6

7

8

158 160 162 164 166

Z = 102 (b)

7

8

9

160 162 164 166 168

NL3 104
WS4 104
frdm 104
Exp 104

Z = 104 (c)

8

9

10

11

12

170 172 174 176 178

NL3 114
WS4 114
frdm 114
Exp 114

Z = 114(g)

10

11

12

13

172 174 176 178 180

NL3 116
WS4 116
frdm 116
Exp 116

Z = 116 (i)

12

13

14

176 178 180 182 184

NL3 120
WS4 120
frdm 120

Z = 120 (k)

5

6

7

8

156 158 160 162 164

 RMF
 WS4
 FRDM
 Exp.

Z = 100 (a)

8

9

10

162 164 166 168 170

NL3 106
WS4 106
frdm 106
Exp 106

Z = 106 (d)

8

9

10

11

12

168 170 172 174 176

NL3 112
WS4 112
frdm 112
Exp 112

Z = 112 (h)

11

12

13

174 176 178 180 182

NL3 118
WS4 118
frdm 118
Exp 118

Z = 118 (j)

7

8

9

10

11

164 166 168 170 172

NL3 108
WS4 108
frdm 108
Exp 108

Z = 108 (e)

7

8

9

10

11

12

166 168 170 172 174

NL3 110
WS4 110
frdm 110
Exp 110

Z = 110

Q
α (

M
eV

)

Neutron number

(f)

FIG. 1. (Color online) The α-decay energy for the isotopic chain of Z = 100 to 120 is calculated via RMF (NL3∗) and
compared to the FRDM results, [72] WS4 predictions, [73] and the existing experimental data.[74]

energies [66] play a pivotal role in identifying magic num-
bers and regions of stability. A self-consistent approach
is necessary to achieve a convergent solution for ground
and excited states in the superheavy region, involving
the variation of the initial deformation β0 [42, 50, 67].
In this context, merging fermionic and bosonic ground-
state solutions requires NF = NB = 20 major shells. The
numerical integration involves 20 mesh points in Gauss-
Laguerre and 24 mesh points in Gauss-Hermite. This
study employs the well-established and recently devel-

oped non-linear NL3∗ parameter sets [43], which are par-
ticularly suitable for describing exotic features of the nu-
clear landscape, including the drip line and superheavy
regions. An intriguing possibility for further investiga-
tion is exploring the potential of the relativistic mean
field approach using the NL3∗ parameter set and assess-
ing its accuracy in predicting the bulk properties of su-
perheavy nuclei throughout the nuclear chart. This study
elucidates how the force parameter influences the struc-
tural properties of superheavy nuclei. Specifically, the
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FIG. 2. (Color online) The quadrupole deformation parameter (β2) for the isotopic chain of Z = 100 to 120 nuclei by using
relativistic mean-field approach with NL3∗ are given along with the FRDM predictions [75, 76].

investigation focuses on nuclear decay for even-even su-
perheavy nuclei with atomic numbers Z ranging from 100
to 120 and neutron numbers between 156 ≤ N ≤ 184.
Subsequent sections will examine the alpha decay energy
(Qα)-values and half-life (T1/2) associated with the decay
of these superheavy nuclei.

A. Decay Properties of Superheavy Nuclei

The α-emission is one of the principal decay channels
observed in the synthesized superheavy nuclei, making
it a fundamental process for understanding their nu-
clear structure and stability. The Qα values and cor-
responding half-lives are the main sources of information
about the nuclear structure of heavy nuclei. By studying
α-emission and its characteristics, researchers can gain
valuable insights into the nuclear structure, behaviour,
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FIG. 3. (Color online) The estimated Tα
1/2 for the isotopic chain of Z = 100 to 120 nuclei using modified Viola-Seaborg formula

(MVS).[41] The results are further compared with the other theoretical and experimental results as well.

and stability of heavy nuclei, providing essential informa-
tion for nuclear physics and astrophysics. Previous stud-
ies have successfully investigated the ground state char-
acteristics of actinides and superheavy nuclei, employing
various relativistic parameterizations [34–36, 39, 61, 68–
71]. These investigations have shown that the NL3∗ pa-
rameter set exhibits reasonable agreement with experi-
mental data [39, 40]. However, due to the unavailability
of experimental data for Z > 118 nuclei, we will em-
ploy relativistic mean-field calculations with the NL3∗

parameter set to determine the decay energy of these nu-
clei. To determine the decay half-lives of the selected

superheavy nuclei, we have used four semi-empirical for-
mulas: the modified scaling law Brown formula (MSLB),
modified Viola-Seaborg formula (MVS), Yibin et al. for-
mula (YQZR), and the modified Yibin et al. formula
(MYQZR) [41]. Our previous analysis demonstrated that
the NL3∗ parameter set yields highly satisfactory results
compared to experimental data for identified superheavy
nuclei [39, 40]. Thus, applying these four semi-empirical
formulas to compute decay half-lives will be fascinating
and critical as we proceed into unexplored areas of nu-
clear research.
The α-decay Energy (Qα): We comprehensively ana-
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Same as in Fig. 3 but for modified scaling law Brown formula (MSLB) [89].

lyze the α-decay properties of 55 SHN, considering var-
ious α-decay chains. The Qα and T1/2 estimates for
these nuclei are examined and gain insights into their
nuclear stability. This decay energy is crucial because
it determines the energy barrier that the parent nucleus
must overcome to transform into the daughter nucleus
through α-emission. The value of Qα affects the decay
probability and, subsequently, the half-life of the nucleus,
which is a key indicator of its stability. The stable nu-
clei and those exhibiting shell/sub-shell closure are of-
ten identified by their decay half-lives compared to their
neighbouring nuclei. For example, a nucleus possesses a
half-life longer than the typical decay timescale and the

shell closures are comprehensive with certain magic num-
bers of protons and neutrons suggesting higher stability.
The decay energy Qα is calculated by using the relation,
Qα(N,Z) = BE(2, 2) + BE(N − 2, Z − 2) − BE(N,Z).
Here, BE (2, 2), BE (N,Z), and BE (N − 2, Z − 2) are
the binding energies of α-particle (BE = 28.296 MeV),
parent, and daughter nuclei, respectively. With these es-
timated binding energies and applying the Qα equation,
we can determine the decay energy for each α-decay pro-
cess.

The Qα values are calculated by employing the
binding energies from RMF (NL3∗) for 256,258,260Fm,
260,262,264No, 264,266,268Rf, 268,270,272Sg, 272,274,276Hs,
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Same as in Fig. 3 but for Yibin et al. formula (YQZR) [89].

276,278,280Ds, 280,282,284Cn, 286,288Fl, 290,292Lv, 294Og nu-
clei for which experimental data is available. We further
extend this study to several SHEs such as 262,264Fm,
266,268No, 270,272Rf, 268,270,272Sg, 278,280Hs, 282,284Ds,
286,288Cn, 284,290,292Fl, 288,294,296Lv, 292,296,298,300Og,
and 296−304120 for which experimental data is not avail-
able. In Fig. 1, the alpha decay energy Qα-values from
RMF (NL3∗) are compared with predictions from the
Finite Range Droplet Model (FRDM) [72], WS4 results
[73], and experimental data [74]. Notably, for massive
isotopes, the Qα values obtained from FRDM and WS4
exhibit relatively higher values when compared to the
results obtained from RMF calculations. This discrep-

ancy highlights the importance of considering the shape
transition exhibited in the ground state configuration of
these heavy nuclei, which is not adequately accounted for
in the FRDM models, especially for high mass numbers.

The quadrupole deformation parameters are calculated
for the RMF(NL3∗) parameter set and are shown with
the FRDM predictions [75, 76] shown in Fig. 2. It is
worth noting that the quadrupole deformation parame-
ters are a crucial determinant of nuclear shapes in both
the ground and intrinsic excited states. From Fig. 2, one
can notice that the RMF (NL3∗) results for some mass
regions did not agree with the FRDM predictions. For
instance, considering the isotopes within the range Z =
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Same as Fig. 3 but for modified Yibin et al. formula (MYQZR) [89].

100–110, the calculated β2-value decreases as the mass
number increases in a range of 0.1 ≤ β2 ≤ 0.3, which is
in agreement with the FRDM predictions. For the Z =
112-120 range, there is a significant rise in the β2 value,
indicating a transition from a slightly deformed prolate
configuration to a highly or superdeformed prolate shape.
This transition is explicitly observed for the NL3∗ pa-
rameter set. On the other hand, FRDM only exhibits a
slight oblate configuration in a few isotopes along with
the same pattern, showing no change in shape at all.
It will be interesting to observe the low-lying intrinsic
excited state of the spherical configuration followed by a
superdeformed and/or hyperdeformed ground state, even

though no experimental data is available. Following the
Refs. [35, 39, 61, 76, 77] suggest that a more comprehen-
sive understanding of the ground state structure could
be attained by exploring additional degrees of freedom,
specifically octupole and hexadecapole deformations [78].
This multifaceted approach enhances the depth of our ex-
ploration, offering insights into the intricate interplay of
various deformations that dictate the shape of nuclei in
both ground and excited states.

To assess the accuracy of our calculations, we have
computed the mean deviation (MD) in decay energies for
mass estimates using RMF (NL3∗), WS4, and FRDM,
and found the corresponding values to be 0.189, 0.164,
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and 0.387, respectively. Additionally, mean deviations
for RMF (NL3∗), when compared with FRDM and WS4
using additional theoretical models, are found to be
0.033 and 0.097, respectively. These results suggest that
all computed mean deviations fall within an acceptable
range, indicating the reliability of the theoretical frame-
works used in the present analysis. In a more detailed
analysis, the mean deviation for FRDM mass is more
as compared to RMF (NL3∗), though WS4 exhibits
a slightly smaller value. This implies that the decay
energy obtained from RMF (NL3∗) calculations may
be slightly underestimated compared to experimental
data. Meanwhile, when using other theoretical models,
the resulting decay energies show slightly higher values
concerning the experimental results. However, despite
these small deviations, the relative mean deviations of
RMF with the NL3∗ parameter and other theoretical
frameworks from experimental data suggest a reason-
able agreement, thereby reinforcing the validity of our
approach. Utilizing the computed decay energies from
RMF (NL3∗) and other theoretical frameworks, we can
deduce the decay half-life of the unknown region in the
superheavy island, providing valuable insights into this
unexplored region.

The α-decay half-life (Tα
1/2): Measuring α-decay en-

ergy, decay widths and corresponding half-life has been
ongoing since the early 1900s, with Geiger and Nuttall
making a significant discovery in 1911. The recent study
of Ref. [79] has identified a direct relationship between

the logTα
1/2 and Q

−1/2
α , which paved the way for fur-

ther investigations to explore and refine the underlying
principles governing α-decay. Building upon the initial
breakthrough, subsequent researchers have employed dif-
ferent approaches to improve the accuracy and reliabil-
ity of estimating α-decay half-lives. These approaches
include analytical methods [80, 81], semi-empirical tech-
niques [82, 83], and empirical models [84, 85]. Each ap-
proach aimed to modify and enhance the existing formula
to better correlate experimental observations with esti-
mated α-decay half-lives. In the present study, we have
adopted a set of four recently formulated semi-empirical
equations to estimate the alpha decay half-lives of spe-
cific superheavy nuclei (SHN) under investigation.
Modified Viola-Seaborg formula (MVS): The MVS
formula is expressed as:

log10 T
MV S
1/2 (s) = (aZ + b)Q−1/2

α + cZ + d+ eI + fI2.

The nuclear asymmetry term I = (N − Z)/A, describes
the difference between the number of neutrons (N) and
protons (Z) in a given nucleus of mass number (A). Here,
I & I2 which are two asymmetry-dependent terms that
are linearly associated to the logarithm of Tα

1/2 were also

added to the Viola-Seaborg formula. The fitting param-
eters for even-even nuclei are taken from Ref. [41] and
are given as a, b, c, d, e and f possesses 1.53, 5.69, -0.17,
-36.54, 6.08, and -39.58 values, respectively.

Modified scaling law of Brown (MSLB): The modi-
fication in the scaling law of the Brown formula has been
constructed by adding the asymmetry-dependent (I and
I2) terms which are linearly related to the logarithm of
α-decay half-lives, and the Modified scaling law of the
Brown formula is given as,

log10 T
MSLB
1/2 = aZ0.6

d Q−1/2
α + b+ cI + dI2.

Here, Zd is the proton number of the daughter nucleus
and the term ‘asymmetry’ (I) refers to the difference be-
tween N and Z in a nucleus. The fitting parameters for
all even-even nuclei are given as a, b, c, and d are 9.04,
-49.63, 6.88, and -4.21, respectively [41].
YQZR formula (YQZR): A new empirical formula,
proposed by Yibin et al., builds upon the formula de-
veloped by Ni et al. (NRDX) by introducing a new pa-
rameter so called angular momentum L to enhance its
predictive power. This modified formula, known as the
YQZR formula, can be expressed as follows:

log10 T
Y QZR
1/2 = a

√
µZ1Z2Q

−1/2 + b
√
µ(Z1Z2)

1/2

+c
L(L+ 1)

µ
√
Z1Z2A1/6

+ d.

In YQZR formula, Z1, Z2, and µ represent the atomic
numbers of daughter nuclei, alpha particles, and reduced
mass of the compound system. Additionally, the formula
includes four sets of free parameter coefficients (a, b, c
and d) taken from Ref. [41] having values 0.40, -1.50,
0.00, and -11.71, respectively for even− even nuclei.
Modified YQZR formula (MYQZR): The YQZR
formula was further modified to include two additional
terms, I and I2, which are linearly related to the loga-
rithm of alpha-decay half-lives. These modifications en-
hance the formula’s predictive power and provide a more
accurate estimate of T1/2 and the MYQZR is:

log10 T
MYQZR
1/2 = a

√
µZ1Z2Q

−1/2 + b
√
µ(Z1Z2)

1/2

+c
L(L+ 1)

µ
√
Z1Z2A1/6

+ d+ eI + fI2

The modified form contains six fitting parameters (in-
cluding four constants from YQZR formula refitted) a, b,
c, d, e and f for even − even having values 0.40, -1.45,
0.00, -14.87, 13.39, and -61.47, respectively [41].
The four semi-empirical formulae considered in the

present calculation are relatively competent in determin-
ing the alpha-decay half-lives (T1/2) of the superheavy
island. This study investigated the half-lives of even-
even isotopes within the range of atomic numbers Z =
100 to 120. The data obtained from this study are pre-
sented in Figs. 3 to 6. To accomplish this, predictions
from three distinct models, namely RMF (Relativistic
Mean Field), FRDM (Finite-Range Droplet Model), and
WS4 (Weizsäcker-Skyrme), are employed to obtain the
Q-values for these nuclei. The Q-values represent the
energy released during the alpha-decay process and play
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a pivotal role in determining the alpha-decay half-lives.
The variation in these Q-values is minimal, resulting in
only a small variation in the computed log10 T1/2 values
when used as inputs in the analytical half-life formulas.
While the decay energy and the isospin asymmetry have
been truly identified as notable parameters influencing α-
decays, it is worth noting that the complexities around
the superheavy region are yet to be fully understood es-
pecially at higher Z numbers [86, 87]. These unknown
complexities limit the construction and accurate extrap-
olation of the available formulae. Thus, the knowledge
of most of the participating degrees of freedom in this
region still awaits sufficient theoretical and experimental
evidence. We have performed similar calculations in our
recent work [88] for the predictions of decay half-lives
using different semi-empirical formulae. In the present
work, we initially focused on evaluating the T1/2 values
for already-known superheavy elements, for which exper-
imental data [89] were available and subsequently, the
study extended to the unexplored superheavy region.

The study conducted a detailed analysis of the T1/2
for a specific Qα-values of 12.10 MeV for 304120. This
analysis revealed a significant discrepancy in the half-life
calculations using the formulae. For the 304120 nuclei
with the given Q-value, the four formulae (MVS, MSLB,
YQZR, and MYQZR) produced four distinct values of
log10 T1/2, like -3.66, -2.87, -3.93 and -3.45 seconds, re-
spectively. Similar predictions are also drawn for all con-
sidered nuclei. A comparison of our estimates with those
obtained from the FRDM [72] and WS4 [73] highlights
the substantial differences in log10 T1/2 values, particu-
larly for larger mass nuclei. However, it is worth not-
ing that the values from RMF, FRDM, and WS4 mod-
els fall within an acceptable range, especially for nuclei
with relatively lower mass numbers. The accuracy of the
log10 T1/2 values largely depends on the effectiveness of
the alpha-decay formula used in the calculations. Since
all the employed formulae were modified by incorporat-
ing new coefficients [41] based on the experimental α-
decay half-life data of 356 nuclei. The accuracy of these
formulae was determined by comparing them with the
experimental results.
These formulae appear to be well-suited for the mass

region within the range of 105 ≤ Z ≤ 120. However, it
exhibits limitations in accurately reproducing results in
the lower mass region. Interestingly, as it extends into
the specified range, it demonstrates its capability to re-
produce results effectively. This suggests that the for-
mula’s applicability may be context-dependent and may
require adjustments or considerations when applied to
different mass regions. To assess the reliability of our
calculations, we compared our results with previous re-
sults [40]. This analysis revealed a remarkable correlation
between the experimental data and the results obtained
from the proposed semi-empirical formulas. To further
validate the consistency of these formulas, we computed
the standard deviation relative to other existing theo-
retical outcomes. The present study demonstrated that

the MSLB results give a better match with the exper-
imental data, exhibiting a standard deviation of 4.15,
while other semi-empirical formulas had slightly lower
values than the experimental data. The results obtained
from MSLB can be employed to predict the acceptable
α-decay half-lives for the investigated superheavy nuclei.
Interestingly, the analysis also identified new isotopes
with specific shell/sub-shell closures, leading to extended
log10 T1/2 values. This finding is particularly significant
as it supports the validity of assumptions made in earlier
research studies [35, 36, 39, 40, 68]. Notably, isotopes
with neutron numbers N = 162, 164, and 174-184 ex-
hibited longer half-lives than other superheavy isotopes.
This expectation of longer half-lives for certain isotopes
is paramount in the context of upcoming experimental
synthesis efforts.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We employed the RMF formalism with the NL3∗ pa-
rameter set to explore the α-decay properties of even-
even nuclei ranging from Z = 100 to 120 in this research.
Our findings demonstrate that the calculated decay en-
ergy and log10 T1/2 are in good accordance with experi-
mental data, suggesting that the NL3∗ parameterization
is a suitable tool for simulating an uncharted superheavy
region of the nuclear landscape. Our method involved
calculating the α decay energies utilizing Q-values ob-
tained from the binding energies of parent and daugh-
ter nuclei with the RMF (NL3∗) model and determining
the α decay half-lives using four different semi-empirical
formulas. We compared the outcomes with experimen-
tal data, as well as with the macroscopic-microscopic
FRDM and the WS4 mass model. Furthermore, we de-
termined the mean deviations for the RMF (NL3∗) re-
sults using various theoretical predictions and experimen-
tal data, demonstrating excellent agreement between our
laboratory findings and the RMF (NL3∗) model. We also
observed a shell/sub-shell closure in terms of prolonged
half-lives in isotopes with neutron numbers N = 162,
164, and 174-184, which aligns with previous research.
Furthermore, this study has shed light on the consider-
able differences in log10 T1/2 values when utilizing semi-
empirical superheavy nuclei formulas. The comparison
with previous research and the validation through stan-
dard deviation analysis have enhanced the confidence in
the reliability of the MSLB results. Moreover, identify-
ing isotopes with extended half-lives due to shell/sub-
shell closures offers valuable information for future ex-
periments in synthesizing superheavy nuclei.
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[72] P. Möller, M. Mumpower, T. Kawano, W. Myers, “Nu-
clear properties for astrophysical and radioactive-ion-
beam applications (II),” At. Data Nucl. Data Tables 125,
1 (2019).

[73] N. Wang, M. Liu, X. Wu and J. Meng, “Surface diffuse-
ness correction in global mass formula,” At. Data Nucl.
Data Tables Phys. Lett. B 734, 215 (2014).

[74] M. Wang, G. Audi, A. H. Wapstra, F. G. Kondev, M.
MacCormick, X. Xu and B. Pfeiffer, “The Ame2012
atomic mass evaluation,” Chin. Phys. C 36, 1603 (2012).
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[76] P. Mõller, A. J. Sierk, T. Ichikawa et al., “Nuclear
ground-state masses and deformations: FRDM (2012).,”
At. Data and Nucl. Data Tables 109, 1 (2016).

[77] S. Raman, C. W. Nestor, JR., and P. Tikkanen, “Transi-
tion probability from the ground to the first-excited 2+

state of even-even nuclides”∗”, At. Data Nucl. Data Ta-
bles 78, 1 (2001).

[78] Bing-Nan Lu, Jie Zhao, En-Guang Zhao, and Shan-Gui
Zhou, “Relativistic Density Functional for Nuclear Struc-
ture”, Ch. 05, pp. 171-217 (2016).

[79] H. Geiger and J. M. Nuttall, “LVII. The ranges of the α
particles from various radioactive substances and a rela-
tion between range and period of transformation,” Phil.
Mag. 22, 613 (1911).

[80] G. Royer, “Alpha emission and spontaneous fission
through quasi-molecular shapes,” J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part.
Phys. 26, 1149 (2000).



13

[81] G. Royer, “Analytic expressions for alpha-decay half-lives
and potential barriers,” Nucl. Phys. A 848, 279 (2010).

[82] D. Poenaru, R. Gherghescu, N. and Carjan, “Alpha-
decay lifetimes semi-empirical relationship including shell
effects,” Euro. phys. Lett. 77, 62001 (2007).

[83] H. Manjunatha, K. Sridhar, “New semi-empirical for-
mula for α-decay half-lives of the heavy and superheavy
nuclei,” Eur. Phys. J. A 53, 1 (2017).

[84] D. Akrawy, D. Poenaru, “Alpha decay calculations with
a new formula,” J. Phys. G: Nucl. Part. Phys. 44, 105105
(2017).

[85] D. Akrawy, A. Ahmed, “New empirical formula for α-
decay calculations,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 27, 1850068
(2018).

[86] S. Hofmann, “Super-heavy nuclei.” J. Phys. G: Nucl.
Part. Phys. 42, 114001 (2015).

[87] S. A. Giuliani, Z. Matheson, W. Nazarewicz, E. Olsen, P.
G. Reinhard, J. Sadhukhan, B. Schuetrumpf, N. Schunck,
N. and P. Schwerdtfeger, “Colloquium: Superheavy ele-
ments: Oganesson and beyond” Rev. Mod. Phys. 91,
011001 (2019).

[88] Theeb Y. T. Alsultan, T. M. Joshua, R. Kumar, B. T.
Goh, and M. Bhuyan, “Impact of nuclear rotation cor-
rections on alpha decay half-lives of superheavy nuclei
within 98 ≤ Z ≤ 120” Nucl. Phys. A, 1041, 122784
(2023).

[89] G. Audi, F. G. Kondev, M. Wang, W. J. Huang, and S.
Naimi, “The NUBASE2016 evaluation of nuclear prop-
erties,” At. Data Nucl. Data Tables Chin. Phys. C 41,
030001 (2017).


	Relativistic mean-field study of alpha decay in superheavy isotopes with 100 -120
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical formalism
	Results and Discussions
	Decay Properties of Superheavy Nuclei

	Summary and Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


