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Decomposing theoretical nuclear mass predictions into a liquid-drop parametrization and local shell effects
shows that r-process abundances are virtually insensitive to large variations of the masses which originate from
nuclear bulk properties of the model, such as the symmetry energy. Therefore, experimental and theoretical
studies of masses devoted to r-process applications, such as the nucleosynthesis in the ejecta of neutron star
mergers, should focus on the physical origin of local changes in mass trends without necessarily providing highly
accurate mass determinations of individual nuclei.

Introduction – The cosmic origin of heavy elements is a
major challenge in modern science [1]. Roughly half of the
elements heavier than iron are produced in a nucleosynthesis
process known as rapid neutron-capture process, or r pro-
cess [2, 3]. It occurs in an astrophysical environment with
extreme neutron fluxes, where exotic neutron-rich nuclei are
produced by subsequent neutron captures and 𝛽 decays. As
such, a fundamental understanding of the r process requires a
multidisciplinary effort involving the modeling of astrophys-
ical environments, astronomical observations as well as the
knowledge of nuclear and atomic properties of the synthesized
nuclei (see [4–6] for recent reviews).

When it comes to the modeling of r-process abundances,
the two major sources of uncertainty are the astrophysical
conditions at which the r process operates and the nuclear
properties of the involved nuclei. In the last years, increasing
efforts have been made in order to understand which astro-
physical scenarios could provide suitable conditions for the
production of heavy elements and identify observational con-
straints. Numerical simulations suggest three main candidates:
compact binary mergers, such as binary neutron star mergers
(NSM) [7] and NS-black hole mergers [8]; magneto-rotational
core-collapse supernova [9]; and accretion disk outflows from
collapsars [10]. So far, the only direct evidence of the produc-
tion of heavy elements has been obtained for NSM, through the
observation of the AT2017gfo kilonova light curve [11, 12],
the electromagnetic counterpart associated to the gravitational
wave event GW170817 [13].

From the nuclear physics side, the main challenge resides in
the fact that the nuclei produced during the r process are ex-
tremely neutron rich and short-lived. As such, measuring the
relevant reaction rates in current experimental facilities is often
not possible, and one must rely on theoretical modeling that re-
sults in large differences in predictions as the neutron drip-line
is approached. Uncertainties in the nuclear physics input and
astrophysical conditions produce degeneracies in the predicted
abundances, hindering the identification of the astrophysical
conditions and relevant nuclear properties by confronting r-
process models and observations. Among the nuclear prop-
erties that are required for modeling the r process, nuclear

masses are the most basic quantity, as they determine the en-
ergy threshold of all reactions and decays. As a consequence,
several experimental campaigns in radioactive ion-beam fa-
cilities have been devoted to the measurement of masses of
neutron rich nuclei, and more experiments are currently on-
going and envisaged in order to extend the reach further into
the r-process region [4–6, 14]. At the same time, more refined
global nuclear models capable to predict nuclear masses across
the entire nuclear chart have been developed, some of them ca-
pable to reproduce experimental data with a root-mean-square
(rms) error smaller than 700 keV [15–19]. In the last years,
these global calculations of nuclear masses have been sup-
plemented with machine learning techniques, with the aim to
alleviate the computational burden and/or effectively reduce
model discrepancies with experimental data [20–25].

Despite all the progress made, discrepancies among models
in the predicted masses tend to increase with neutron excess.
Because of the fundamental role that nuclear masses play for
the r process, it has always been assumed that absolute dif-
ferences have per se a major impact on r-process abundances.
Therefore, experimental efforts have been dedicated to con-
strain the value of nuclear masses with the highest possible
precision [4]. From a theory side, several studies explored
the impact of different mass models on predicted r-process
abundances [26–34]. However, when comparing different the-
oretical predictions (among themselves or against experimen-
tal data), there has been so far no attempt to determine which
features in the evolution of nuclear masses with neutron and
proton number, the so-called mass surface, are important and
which ones are negligible for the determination of the r-process
abundances.

In this letter, we show that variations in the predicted masses
that are related to differences in their bulk or global properties,
e.g. symmetry energy, remarkably, do not affect the r-process
abundances. Instead, the nucleosynthesis outcome is highly
sensitive to shell effects that induce local changes in neutron
separation and neutron shell gap energies. We decompose
the predicted masses in two contributions: one that represents
the bulk properties and changes smoothly with proton and
neutron number, and a second part that accounts for local
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Model 𝑎vol 𝑎sur 𝑎cur 𝑎sym 𝑎ssym 𝑎
(2)
sym 𝑎Coul 𝑎pai

DZ31 −14.96 13.16 7.96 27.91 −27.97 −3.22 0.67 −9.05
DZ31∗

FRDM −14.56 11.21 10.39 26.16 −23.10 −1.28 0.66 −9.86
FRDM∗

AME20 −15.63 19.17 −4.74 26.48 −20.56 −5.21 0.68 −6.78

TABLE I. LDM parameters (in MeV) of Eq. (1) corresponding to
the mass models employed in this work. The last row corresponds
to the LDM parameter obtained from the AME2020 experimental
masses [40].

variations on top of the smooth global behavior. The first
part is described using a liquid drop model parametrization
obtained from a fit to a specific mass model, while the second
represents the difference. We consider two mass models which
have been widely used in r-process nucleosynthesis studies:
the Finite-Range Droplet Model (FRDM) [35] and the Duflo-
Zuker mass formula (DZ31) [15]. We construct two new
additional mass tables, each one retaining the smooth energy
part of one model and the shell corrections predicted by the
other. By performing nuclear network calculations for a large
set of trajectories corresponding to the dynamical ejecta of a
neutron star merger (see Ref. [36] for details), we demonstrate
the insensitivity of predicted abundances to large variations
of the nuclear masses provided that they originate from the
smooth part of the underlying nuclear mass model.

Nuclear masses – We assume that the binding energy of
a nucleus can be decomposed into an average contribution,
which depends smoothly on the number of protons (𝑍) and
neutrons (𝑁), and a quantum shell-correction arising from lo-
cal changes in single-particle levels [37]. The homogeneous,
bulk part of the energy can be efficiently parametrized us-
ing a leptodermous expansion such as the liquid drop model
(LDM) [38]:

𝐸LDM

𝐴
= 𝑎vol + 𝑎sur𝐴

−1/3 + 𝑎cur𝐴
−2/3 + 𝑎sym𝐼

2 (1)

+ 𝑎ssym𝐴−1/3𝐼2 + 𝑎
(2)
sym𝐼

4 + 𝑎Coul𝑍
2𝐴−4/3 + 𝑎pai𝛿 ,

being 𝐴 = 𝑁 + 𝑍 , and 𝐼 = (𝑁 − 𝑍)/𝐴 the so-called neutron
excess. The pairing term 𝛿 takes the value 𝐴−3/2 for even-
even nuclei, −𝐴−3/2 for odd-odd nuclei, and zero for odd-mass
nuclei. A detailed discussion of the physical meaning of the
different terms entering in Eq. (1) can be found, for instance,
in Refs. [38, 39]. Starting from a mass table (either DZ31 or
FRDM), we fit the 𝑎𝑖 coefficients of Eq. (1) to parametrize the
smooth behavior of mass surfaces. The residuals between nu-
clear masses and the smooth contribution constitute the shell
effects of the original mass model. By combining the homo-
geneous contribution obtained from the DZ31 (FRDM) mass
table with the shell effects of FRDM (DZ31), we create a new
mass table denoted DZ31∗(FRDM∗). Table I summarizes the
LDM parameters of the mass tables employed in this work.

Evidently, the four mass tables predict rather different nu-
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FIG. 1. Panel (a): Comparison of theoretical and experimental
masses for neodymium (𝑍 = 60) isotopes as a function of neutron
number. The bulk LDM AME2020 contribution is subtracted from
all the masses. Panel (b): Comparison of two-neutron separation
energies. Panel (c): comparison of two-neutron shell-gap energies as
a function of charge number for 𝑁 = 124 isotones. In all the panels,
black circles represent AME2020 experimental data.

clear masses, particularly in the region far from stability where
the original models DZ31 and FRDM have not been fitted.
This is shown in Fig. 1(a), where nuclear masses along the
neodymium isotopic chain are plotted as function of mass num-
ber 𝐴. By subtracting the homogeneous contribution given by
the AME2020 LDM parametrization (obtained from the fit
of Eq. (1) to the AME2020 experimental masses [40], see
last row in Table I), it becomes visible that the model pairs
DZ31/FRDM∗ and FRDM/DZ31∗ predict different values of
nuclear masses, while share the same local shell effects. Due
to this, despite the large discrepancies in the binding energies,
we observe that the neutron separation energies 𝑆2𝑛 predicted
by the different models show a rather similar behavior, as de-
picted in Fig. 1(b) (for displaying purposes, we plot 𝑆2𝑛 rather
than 𝑆𝑛). The modified mass tables result in a slight change
in the 𝑆2𝑛 slope, mostly due to changes in the symmetry en-
ergy term 𝑎sym, which governs the evolution of masses with
neutron excess. We recall that neutron-capture rates depend
exponentially on the neutron separation energy, suggesting
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that the impact of variations in nuclear masses can be easily
overestimated, as local changes in 𝑆2𝑛 are more relevant for
shaping the r-process abundances. Such local changes can be
quantified by means of the (two-)neutron shell-gap energies,
which are given by the difference between two-neutron sepa-
ration energies Δ2𝑛 (𝑁, 𝑍) = 𝑆2𝑛 (𝑁, 𝑍) − 𝑆2𝑛 (𝑁 + 2, 𝑍). This
quantity is extremely sensitive to variations in single-particle
levels between neighboring nuclei, providing a proxy for lo-
cal changes in the binding energies due to nucleonic (shell)
effects [41–43]. For instance, local maxima in Δ2𝑛 are associ-
ated with the presence of spherical and deformed shell gaps,
while negative values usually indicate a nuclear shape transi-
tion (see Ref. [44] for a recent detailed discussion on Δ2𝑛 and
its evolution across the nuclear chart). The Δ2𝑛 values along
the isotonic chain 𝑁 = 124 predicted by the four models are
plotted in Fig. 1(c). As one can see, this quantity is insensitive
to changes in the bulk properties of nuclear masses character-
ized by the LDM parametrization, as its evolution is actually
driven by the emergence and disappearance of shell-effects
with neutron excess.

r-process abundances – Nucleosynthesis calculations are
performed using a large nuclear reaction network, including
all nuclei up to 𝑍 = 110 from the valley of stability to the
neutron dripline. We derived neutron capture rates consis-
tently for each mass model by means of the Hauser-Feshbach
statistical theory, employing the TALYS 1.95 nuclear reac-
tion code [45]. Experimental masses are employed whenever
available. Photodissociation rates are obtained from neutron-
capture rates using detailed balance. We adopted the FRDM
𝛽-decay rates, which have been renormalized for each mass
table according to their predicted 𝑄-values. In order to isolate
the impact of masses on predicted abundances, in all the cal-
culations we employed the neutron-induced fission rates based
on the FRDM+TF model [46], and the fission yields derived
using the code ABLA [47].

We compute the r-process abundances predicted from the
four mass tables of Table I for a set of 2015 trajectories simulat-
ing the dynamical ejecta produced in neutron star mergers [36]
(see [48] for code details). We use this specific r-process sce-
nario because it covers a broad range of astrophysical condi-
tions, in particular regarding the proton-to-nucleon ratio (see
Fig. 2 of Ref. [36]). By this, we show that our result is fully
general and does not depend on considering a specific tra-
jectory. We also expect our conclusions to be valid for any r-
process scenario. Figure 2 shows the total integrated elemental
and mass abundances predicted at two different phases of the
evolution: when the average timescale for neutron captures be-
comes equal to the average timescale for 𝛽 decay (𝜏(𝑛,𝛾) = 𝜏𝛽),
and at 1 Gyr. The abundances obtained with the four models
at 1 Gyr (when most of the material has decayed to stabil-
ity) present the main characteristics of a strong r-process pat-
tern: we observe the presence of the second and third peaks,
as well as the production of transuranic elements U and Th.
When comparing the different models, we notice that already
at the freeze-out the abundances predicted by masses with the
same shell effects but different bulk properties, are virtually
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FIG. 2. Mass-integrated abundances as a function of atomic number
(top panels) and mass number 𝐴 (bottom panels) predicted by different
mass models at 𝜏(𝑛,𝛾) = 𝜏𝛽 (left panels) and at 1 Gyr (right panels).
Black circles are r-process abundances in the solar system.

identical: only minor differences in the strength of odd-even
staggering are observed in mass abundances, which are subse-
quently washed out by 𝛽-delayed neutron emissions and late
neutron captures. We observe no connection between the bulk
properties of masses (as determined by LDM parameters) and
the abundance distribution. In other words, models with the
same LDM coefficients 𝑎𝑖 result in very different abundances
patterns.

In order to better understand the fundamental connection be-
tween variations in nuclear masses and abundances, we study
the case of neodymium isotopes (𝑍 = 60) around neutron
number 𝑁 = 124, which dominate the abundances at freeze-
out in the region 𝐴 = 184 (indicated with a gray vertical band
in Fig. 2). Figure 2(c) shows that the abundances predicted
by FRDM/DZ31∗ strikingly differ from DZ31/FRDM∗. In
particular, FRDM and DZ31∗ show a deeper trough right be-
fore the third r-process peak compared to DZ31 and FRDM∗.
This behavior of abundance distributions cannot be explained
by the differences in the predicted masses around the region
𝑍/𝑁 = 60/124. As one can notice in Fig. 1(a), the DZ31∗
predictions at 𝐴 = 184 (gray band) are closer to DZ31, while
those predicted by FRDM∗ around this mass number are more
in agreement with FRDM predictions. Instead, one has to
look at the predicted 𝑆2𝑛 shown in Fig. 2(b). Despite the abso-
lute difference in predicted masses, which are a consequence
of variations in the bulk part of the binding energy, FRDM
and DZ31∗ (as well as DZ31 and FRDM∗) show the same 𝑆2𝑛
trend and, in turn, a strikingly similar r-process path. In partic-
ular, FRDM and DZ31∗ predict a local increase in 𝑆2𝑛 around
𝑍/𝑁 = 60/124, resulting in a negative Δ2𝑛. This change in
the slope of 𝑆2𝑛 reduces the probability of neutron captures for
nuclei in this region, producing in turn a deeper trough in the



4

abundance distribution around 𝐴 ∼ 184 [26]. More generally,
this result shows that features of the r-process abundances are
not connected to global variations in nuclear masses, but rather
the result of local changes in binding energies as a consequence
of configuration changes in single particle levels.

To further assess the impact produced by global and lo-
cal changes of mass surfaces, we study the variation of ele-
mental abundances with increasing deviations between nuclear
masses. To do so, we introduce a new term in the LDM for-
mula (1):

𝑎Nsym [𝑁 − 𝑁
exp
max (𝑍)]𝐻 (𝑁 − 𝑁

exp
max (𝑍))𝐼2 , (2)

with 𝐻 (𝑥) being the Heaviside step function and 𝑁
exp
max (𝑍) the

maximum 𝑁 value for each isotopic chain 𝑍 with a measured
mass in the AME2020 dataset [40]. By varying the 𝑎Nsym
term, we produce mass tables that diverge at different rates
with increasing isospin asymmetry. Figure 3 shows the nu-
clear masses along the neodymium isotopic chain for five dif-
ferent values of 𝑎Nsym applied to the FRDM LDM parametriza-
tion. One can notice that the smallest absolute values of 𝑎Nsym
roughly match the absolute differences between FRDM and
DZ31 masses, while 𝑎Nsym = ±0.01 and 0.05 MeV produce
mass tables that largely differ from the original FRDM predic-
tions. Despite inducing changes in 𝑆2𝑛 of the order of 1.5 MeV
for nuclei in the r-process region, the elemental and isotopic
abundances obtained from the different FRDM models at 1 Gyr
are virtually identical, as shown in Fig. 3. Noticeable differ-
ences only appear for 𝑎Nsym = 0.05 MeV in the 𝑍 = 77 − 81
region. These differences are produced by the strong decrease
of the two-neutron separation energies around the 𝑁 = 126
shell closure, with 𝑆2𝑛 dropping below zero for nuclei with
𝑍 ≲ 68, which shifts the third peak towards heavier atomic
numbers. As shown in Fig. 3, the impact of variations in
masses is also visible in the final-integrated abundances as a
function of mass number 𝐴, with a shift in the position of
troughs and peaks for 𝑎Nsym = 0.05 MeV. However, it is im-
portant to notice that variations in the abundances between
the FRDM models are generally smaller than the variations
observed between DZ31 and any FRDM-based model, regard-
less of the level of agreement between the absolute masses
predicted by the different models. This result provides further
evidence that the main drivers of r-process abundances are the
local changes in 𝑆2𝑛, rather than the global changes of mass
surfaces, suggesting that sensitivity studies focused on indi-
vidual masses could overemphasize their impact on r-process
abundances.

Conclusions – In summary, we have shown that variations
in predicted nuclear masses do not necessarily correlate with
changes in the r-process abundance distributions. We em-
ploy the LDM to decompose the mass surface in a smooth
contribution and local shell-effects for the two mass models
considered: FRDM and DZ31. By performing detailed nu-
clear network calculations simulating the occurrence of r pro-
cess in neutron star mergers, we find that large changes in the
bulk properties that result in very different theoretical nuclear
masses, have little impact on the predicted elemental and mass
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abundances. The abundance distribution is instead driven by
local changes in the (two-)neutron separation energies arising
from nucleon shell effects, which can be identified by means
of neutron shell gap energies. Our results suggest that the-
oretical approaches, like ab-initio calculations, that currently
do not provide accurate values of the masses but that may
capture the local trends may still provide valuable informa-
tion for r-process studies. Similarly, experimental measure-
ments devoted to nuclear masses for r-process nucleosynthesis
should aim to measure mass trends rather than obtaining pre-
cise mass measurements of individual nuclei. Furthermore,
fitting protocols of nuclear interactions and training processes
of machine-learning algorithms devoted to large-scale calcu-
lations of neutron-rich nuclei should include experimental in-
formation of (two-)neutron separation and shell gap energies.
This work demonstrates that the rms error between theoreti-
cal and experimental masses may not necessarily determine
which nuclear mass models are the best suited for r-process
studies. A similar conclusion was reached in Ref. [49] com-
paring the predictive power of different mass models to masses
which were not experimentally known at the time of the model
calibration.
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