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Abstract We present BSkG3, the latest entry in the
Brussels-Skyrme-on-a-grid series of large-scale models
of nuclear structure based on an energy density func-
tional. Compared to its predecessors, the new model
offers a more realistic description of nucleonic matter
at the extreme densities relevant to neutron stars. This
achievement is made possible by incorporating a con-
straint on the infinite nuclear matter properties at high
densities in the parameter adjustment, ensuring in this
way that the predictions of BSkG3 for the nuclear Equa-
tion of State are compatible with the observational ev-
idence for heavy pulsars with M > 2Mg. Instead of
the usual phenomenological pairing terms, we also em-
ploy a more microscopically founded treatment of nu-
cleon pairing, resulting in extrapolations to high den-
sities that are in line with the predictions of advanced
many-body methods and are hence more suited to the
study of superfluidity in neutron stars. By adopting an
extended form of the Skyrme functional, we are able
to reconcile the description of matter at high densi-
ties and at saturation density: the new model further
refines the description of atomic nuclei offered by its
predecessors. A qualitative improvement is our inclu-
sion of ground state reflection asymmetry, in addition to
the spontaneous breaking of rotational, axial, and time-
reversal symmetry. Quantitatively, the model offers low-
ered root-mean-square deviations on 2457 masses (0.631
MeV), 810 charge radii (0.0237 fm) and an unmatched
accuracy with respect to 45 primary fission barriers of
actinide nuclei (0.33 MeV). Reconciling the complexity
of neutron stars with those of atomic nuclei establishes
BSkG3 as a tool of choice for applications to nuclear
structure, the nuclear equation of state and nuclear as-
trophysics in general.
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1 Introduction

Nucleons in limited numbers can form self-bound com-
posite objects: atomic nuclei composed of up to 238 nu-
cleons occur naturally on earth while heavier isotopes,
up to 2%40g so far, can be synthesised in accelerators [1].
The properties of nuclei are directly relevant to astro-
physics: nuclear reactions and decays produce the en-
ergy that powers stars throughout their evolution [2].
Although reaction rates are strongly influenced by tem-
perature and extremely neutron-rich systems can be
produced in violent phenomena, in most astrophysical
conditions atomic nuclei remain the relevant organisa-
tional unit of nucleons with central densities never de-
viating much from saturation psa; ~ 0.16 fm=3.
Neutron stars (NSs), exotic and extremely compact
objects created in the gravitational core-collapse of mas-
sive stars at the end of their lives are notable excep-
tions: these stars contain about 10°” nucleons under
extreme gravitational pressure. Their interior is strat-
ified into distinct layers, each of which features a dif-
ferent arrangement of protons and neutrons. The sur-
face of cold-catalyzed NSs is believed to be covered
by an ocean of %Fe and neighboring elements [] while
the layers beneath are solid and composed of highly
exotic nuclei that become progressively more neutron-
rich with increasing depth [4]. The point at which neu-
trons start to drip out of nuclei delimits the boundary

1The case of accreting NSs is more complex: their surface
also contains light elements such as hydrogen and helium
transferred from the stellar companion, and heavier elements
produced by thermonuclear explosions, see e.g. Ref. [3] and
references therein.
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between the outer and inner crust where a liquid of
free neutrons coexists with neutron-rich clusters con-
taining hundreds of nucleons [4]. The dissolution of the
crust at about half saturation density marks the tran-
sition to the core, which consists of a liquid mixture
of protons, neutrons, and leptons. The composition of
the inner part of the core in the most massive NSs re-
mains uncertain. Near the crust-core transition, some
models predict the existence of a nuclear pasta mantle
where neutrons and protons form exotic structures such
as long cylinders (‘spaghetti’) or plates (‘lasagna’) due
to Coulomb frustration [5,[6]. The Equation of State
(EoS) of dense matter, i.e., the thermodynamical re-
lation between the mean energy density of matter and
pressure, is the key microscopic ingredient to determine
the macroscopic properties of a NS [7].

Understanding the properties of matter in all astro-
physical environments is an enormous challenge. Even
near saturation density, the difficulty of creating and
handling radioactive isotopes implies that experimen-
tal efforts cannot possibly measure the properties of all
relevant isotopes and reactions. So far, the only earth-
based method capable of investigations beyond satura-
tion density relies on relativistic collisions of heavy ions
to produce high-density nucleonic matter that is out of
equilibrium for most of its extremely short lifespan [8][9].

Given these experimental difficulties, it falls to nu-
clear theory to build models that are capable of extrap-
olation to all relevant regimes. Ideally, a single model
would provide us with a complete EoS, i.e. one that
spans the enormous range from below saturation den-
sity to that prevailing in the core of NSs for arbitrary
proton-neutron asymmetry, but also with all properties
of nuclear structure that are relevant to the modelling
of nuclear reactions and decays, from binding energies
to more complicated quantities such as nuclear level
densities, optical potentials, or strength functions [10].
A complete description is particularly desirable to ex-
plore nucleosynthesis through the so-called rapid neu-
tron capture process or r-process: when NSs collide,
neutron-capture reactions and decays of different kinds
compete to transform any ejected matter into heavy
elements. The combined observation of both the grav-
itational waves emitted by such an event and the elec-
tromagnetic radiation emitted by the ejected matter,
the kilonova [I1], has recently confirmed NS mergers as
a locus of r-process nucleosynthesis [12].

The complexity of the nucleon-nucleon interaction
and the quantum many-body problem renders a com-
plete description of nucleonic matter a daunting task, so
much that all models rely on at least a few phenomeno-
logical ingredients. The dependence on the latter should
however be minimized to gain a measure of confidence

in our extrapolations to unknown regimes: it is essential
to derive the emergent properties of nucleonic matter
from the microscopic physics of the nucleon-nucleon in-
teraction as much as possible. Ab initio approaches ar-
guably come closest to this ideal but are limited (i) in
nucleon number in the case of nuclei [13] despite recent
progress [I4] and (ii) to densities not much higher than
saturation in the case of infinite homogeneous nuclear
matter (INM) [15].

Self-consistent models based on nuclear energy den-
sity functionals (EDFs) provide an alternative: they
offer a quantum description of any nuclear system in
terms of its constituent neutrons and protons that is
sufficiently tractable for application to the entirety of
the nuclear chart and the different regions of NSs [16].
The key to the success of such models is their (compar-
atively) simple formulation in terms of the nucleonic
densities connected to an effective nucleon-nucleon in-
teraction, enabling both the accurate modeling of nu-
clear properties at the basic mean-field level and appli-
cations to INM. Purely theoretical considerations are
typically not sufficient to guide the construction of such
an analytical form: in practice one adopts a phenomeno-
logical form with free parameters that are adjusted to
nuclear dataE. To ensure that predictions are as reli-
able as possible, those data should be carefully selected
and as comprehensive as possible. This includes mea-
surements of a variety of properties of a wide range of
nuclei, from stable to exotic neutron-rich isotopes, but
also information on the EoS up to a few times satura-
tion density as obtained from heavy-ion collisions or ab
initio calculations. Astrophysical observations of NSs of
masses above 2M¢, provide an additional constraint at
even higher densities.

We have recently started the development of a new
set of models based on EDFs of the Skyrme type: the
Brussels-Skyrme-on-a-Grid (BSkG) series [21]. Like their
predecessors, the BSk-family [22[23], the BSkG models
aim to provide a global description of nuclear struc-
ture that is as microscopic as possible, with the specific
focus of providing input for astrophysical applications.
Since differences of binding energies set the energy scale
for all nuclear reactions and decays, the objective func-
tion for these models included all known nuclear masses
of nuclei with N, Z > 8. As a result, the BSkG1 [2]]
and BSkG2 [24] models achieved a root-mean-square
(rms) deviation with respect to 2457 known masses of

2The density matrix expansion of Negele and Vautherin [17]
and other similar techniques [I8] provide a way to derive an
analytical form starting from a parameterisation of the bare
nucleon-nucleon interaction. This has not found widespread
adoption for a variety of reasons but has for instance been
used in Refs. [19)20] to derive an EDF from on chiral effective
field theory, although not without free parameters.



0.741 and 0.678 MeV, respectively, which is competitive
with more phenomenological models [25]. Most other
EDF-based models are adjusted to a limited number
of (often spherical) nuclei and typically do not reach
this level of accuracy despite the wide variety of EDF
forms and fitting protocols available in the literature;
Refs. |20, 26H40] form a (necessarily non-exhaustive)
set of recent examples. On the other hand, dedicated
mass models augmented with machine learning tech-
niques can reach rms deviations lower than 0.1 MeV [41]
but such approaches lack the reach in terms of addi-
tional observables that EDF-based models can offer.
The BSkG-series combines the reproduction of known
masses with, among other things, an excellent global
description of known charge radii, the systematics of
nuclear deformation and the fission properties of ac-
tinide nuclei [42].

Crucial to the success of all self-consistent EDF-
based models is the concept of spontaneous symmetry
breaking: by allowing for deformed mean-field configu-
rations that do not respect all symmetries of nature,
such models can grasp a large part of the effect of
nuclear collectivity] while remaining at the mean-field

level and thus keeping global calculations tractable. Large-

scale EDF-based models have accounted for rotational
symmetry breaking and the appearance of nuclear de-
formation for a few decades now [43], but have not
moved beyond the assumption of axial symmetry be-
fore the advent of BSkG1, which was the first large-
scale EDF-based model to consistently employ a three-
dimensional representation of the nucleus, thereby ex-
ploring the physics of triaxial deformation on the scale
of the nuclear chart [21I]. With BSkG2 we went even fur-
ther, allowing odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei to sponta-
neously break time-reversal symmetry and benchmark-
ing the influence of spin and current densities and the
so-called ‘time-odd’ terms in the Skyrme EDF they con-
tribute to on a global scale [24].

Despite the quality of their description of nuclei,
BSkG1 and BSkG2 are not quite satisfactory for the
study of NSs for two reasons. First is the incompatibil-
ity of their predictions with observations of NSs: BSkG1
and BSkG2 each produce EoSs that lead to a maxi-
mum NS mass of about 1.8Mg and thus are incompat-
ible with the existence of heavy pulsars whose mass ex-
ceeds 2M), such as J1614-2230 and J0740+662 [44H40)].
A second deficiency is their treatment of pairing: like
most Skyrme models, BSkG1 and BSkG2 rely on a sim-

3Though we note that spontaneous symmetry breaking can-
not fully account for all types of collective motion, even if
completely symmetry-unrestricted global calculations would
be feasible. Global models tacitly assume that the model pa-
rameters can absorb most of the missing physics and/or in-
clude phenomenological corrections. We do both, see Sec.

ple and entirely phenomenological ansatz for the pair-
ing terms of the EDF. If the relevant parameters are
constrained on the properties of finite nuclei, such an
approach leads to unrealistically large 'Sy pairing gaps
in pure neutron matter when compared to advanced
many-body treatments of the latter. A realistic descrip-
tion of pairing is particularly relevant to the inner crust
and outer core of NSs, with implications for various as-
trophysical phenomena [47H49].

We present, here BSkG3, a new entry in the BSkG-
series that addresses these limitations, and is thus much
better suited to the study of NSs than its predeces-
sors. To achieve this, we rely on ideas that were already
employed by some of the latest BSk-models: i) we use
a more microscopically-grounded treatment of nucleon
pairing that reproduces the 'Sy pairing gaps in INM
as predicted by extended Brueckner-Hartree-Fock cal-
culations [50[51], and ii) we force the model to accom-
modate the existence of heavy pulsars by constraining
the EoS at high densities [52]. Such constraints are dif-
ficult to reconcile with a competitive global reproduc-
tion of masses when relying on a Skyrme EDF of the
traditional form: for this reason, we move here to the
extended form proposed in Refs. [231[52].

We also further leverage the power of symmetry
breaking: we now allow nuclei to take reflection asym-
metric shapes with finite octupole deformation. Com-
bined with the breaking of rotational, axial and time-
reversal symmetries, this makes our calculations the
most general global study of octupole deformation to
date and the first to systematically include odd-mass
and odd-odd nuclei. We find that static octupole defor-
mation is only relevant to ground states in specific re-
gions of the nuclear chart, confirming the expectations
of earlier studies [53H55]. The impact of this degree
of freedom as measured by the global accuracy of our
model for masses and radii is thus limited, but it does
strongly affect the binding energy of exotic neutron-rich
nuclei near N ~ 196, possibly affecting the simulations
of r-process nucleosynthesis. It also allows our model
to connect to the experimental body of evidence of re-
flection asymmetry in nuclear ground states such as the
occurrence of rotational bands of alternating parity [56].

This paper is organized as follows: we first discuss
the model ingredients of BSkG3 in Sec. 2l focusing on
the differences with preceding models of the BSk- and
BSkG-series. Sec. Bldetails the adjustment of the model
parameters. We report the final values of the latter in
Sec. M and discuss in detail the models performance
with respect to several properties of atomic nuclei. We
study the INM predictions of the new model in Sec.
and link these to the structure of NS in Sec. [l reserving
our conclusions and outlook for Sec.[ll We provide a list



of abbreviations and acronyms we use in
the complete definition of all EDF coupling constants

in terms of model parameters in [Appendix B] as well as
the equations for the rotational, vibrational and Wigner
energies in and an explanation of the ta-

bles of our results that we provide as supplementary

material in

2 Ingredients of the mass model
2.1 The nuclear binding energy and atomic mass

We represent an atomic nucleus with N neutrons and
Z protons with a many-body state of the Bogoliubov
type, whose total energy Fio; we define as:

Etot = EHFB + Ecorr . (1)

We call Exypp the mean-field energy and FE.q,, is a set
of corrections that account (approximately) for corre-
lations that cannot be captured by single mean-field
reference state constructed from separate neutron and
proton orbitals. More precisely, the mean-field energy
consists of five parts:

Eurg = Eyin + Esk + Epair + Ecou + ELL) (2)

which are, respectively, the kinetic energy, Skyrme en-
ergy, pairing energy, Coulomb energy and the one-body
part of the centre-of-mass correction [57]. The correc-
tion energy Fo.; is written in terms of four parts:

Ecorr = Lot + Evib + Ec(?rz + EVV ) (3)

which are, respectively, the rotational correction, the
vibrational correction, the two-body part of the centre-
of-mass correction [57], and the Wigner energy [58]. We
will also refer to E.orr as the collective correction. The
total energy Fiot is minus the binding energy of the nu-
cleus; the atomic mass M (N, Z) of an atom composed
of this nucleus and Z electrons is then given by

M(N, Z) = Eyoy + NM, + Z(M, + M,) — Bo(Z). (4)

In this equation, M,,/, are the masses of free neutrons
and protons, M, is the mass of an electron and B.(Z)
is a simple analytical estimate for the binding energy
of the electrons [59L[60].

Most model ingredients in Eqs. ([2]) and (3] are iden-
tical to those employed in the BSkG1 and BSkG2 mod-
els. There are however two exceptions compared to the
preceding models: (i) we employ a more general form of
the Skyrme EDF and (ii) we rely on a less phenomeno-
logical treatment of the pairing energy. The rest of this
section discusses these two differences in detail. For a
more detailed description of all other model ingredients,
we refer the interested reader to Refs. [211[24].

2.1.1 The Skyrme energy

As is standard practice, we write the Skyrme energy as
an integral over four energy densities & ./, (r):

Boo= [ 3 [Eulr) + Euoe)] (5)

t=0,1

where ¢ = 0,1 is an isospin index. Different terms in
the energy densities are combinations of different lo-
cal densities and their derivatives: we employ the set
(pe(r), 7(r), Ji(r), sr(r), j-(r)), whose definitions are
standard in the literature [61]. The first three densities
are even under time-reversal, while the latter two are
odd. Since the energy densities themselves are neces-
sarily time-even under time-reversal, their constituent
terms can be separated in those bilinear in the time-
even densities (€;(r)) and those bilinear in the time-
odd densities (&;o(r)).

Seventeen model parameters, i.e. six pairs (¢;,x;)
(1t =0,...,5) together with three exponents «, 3 and
~ and two spin-orbit parameters Wy and W, specify
sixteen coupling constants {C}}, ten of which depend
on the isoscalar density po(r). Dropping the position-
dependence of the latter to lighten notation for coupling
constants, we employ the energy densities:

Ete(r) = Cf* (po) pi(r) + CF (po) pe(r) e (r)
+CPY pi(r) V- Ju(r)
+CP2 py(r) Api(r)
+CYPVP(po) Vpu(x) - Vpu(r)

+ VPV (po) pe(r) V po(r) - Vpu(x) (6)
Er,o(r) = C*(po) si(r) - se(x) + CF (po) Ji(r) - Ji(r)
+ OV i) - V x sy (x) (7)

Egs. (@) and (7) differ from the energy densities
of BSkG2: the final two terms in Eq. (@) did not ap-
pear in Ref. [24] and the coupling constants C£7(po)
and C7 (pg) were not density-dependent. This extended
form of the Skyrme EDF arises naturally if one general-
izes the terms involving t; and to in the standard func-
tional to depend on the density: the relevant new pa-
rameters are tyq,x4,ts5, x5, and . This generalization
was already incorporated in the latest BSk models [23]
but is at the time of writing not widely spread.



In terms of the short-hands CS;/ “(t,z) defined in
we write for the time-even part of the EDF

. 1 L
Cf (PO) =+ 50&@1,1‘1) + §OOt(t2a‘T2)

1 1
+ §Co+t(t4a$4)ﬂg + 500t(t5a905)/)3 , (8)
3 1
CY VP (po) = + §C$(t4a$4)ﬂg - gCOt(t5’x5)pga 9)

1 _
CPYPYP(po) = — ~Cofi(ta, za)py " (10)

2

In the time-odd part, only the term ng is affected by
the new parameters: the requirement of local gauge in-

variance imposes that C77(pg) = —C?"(po) [62]. The
expressions for all other coupling constants in terms of
the model parameters (¢;,2;) (i = 0,...,3) are identi-

cal to those of BSkG2, we repeat them for completeness
in However, we draw the attention of the
reader to a change in notation compared to the pre-
vious BSkG models: here we associate the exponent ~y
with the coupling constants in Egs. (8)-(I0) while in
Refs. [21[24] the same symbol determined the density
dependence of C?”(po).

The form of the EDF we employ here is directly in-
spired by that of Ref. [52] and, as we will show, shares
its chief advantage in that it allows for a stiff EoS of neu-
tron matter (NeutM) in combination with an excellent
mass fit. However, there are a few differences. First, we
do not include any term quadratic in the spin-current
density J,,,, (r) nor its time-odd counterpart of the form
st(r) - T¢(r). Second, we do not include any term in-
volving a gradient of the spin density s;(r), as these
have a tendency to induce unphysical finite-size insta-
bilities [63]. We adhered to these policies for the stan-
dard Skyrme functional for the construction of BSkG1
and BSkG2, and apply them here equally to the gener-
alized EDF form of Ref. [52].

Aside from these omitted terms, there are seemingly
further differences between our formulation of the en-
ergy densities in Eqs. (BHZ) and their counterparts in
Ref. [52]. These differences are of no consequence how-
ever: one can use partial integration under the integral
sign of Eq. (@) to recombine the various gradients in
the energy densities in different ways, leading to many
different expressions for & . /o(r) that are not identical
yet physically equivalent. Eqs (@) and (7)) are the ex-
pressions we found most convenient for numerical im-
plementation.

2.1.2 The pairing energy

We supplement the Skyrme form in the particle-hole
channel with the following density-dependent pairing

functional:

Boi=1 3 [ @ralonp)inm, )

q=p,n

where pq(r) is the pairing density of species ¢ = p,n.
Although the definition of this density is somewhat
standard in the literature, see for example Ref. [61],
it is not often mentioned that it does not have a defi-
nite behaviour under time-reversal: its real part is time-
even while its complex part is time-odd [24]. To avoid
the ultra-violet divergence of Eq. (), we calculate the
pairing density in the single-particle basis which diag-
onalises the single-particle hamiltonian and weight the
contribution of each state with single-particle energy e
to the pairing density with the following cutoff function:

~1/4
fq =11 + e(fqufEcut)/ﬂ , (12)

where ), is the Fermi energy of species ¢, Ecys is an
adjustable parameter of the model and we fix p = 0.5
MeV. Note that Eq. (I2) eliminates the contribution
from states at high energy but does not significantly
affect states below the Fermi energy; note that this dif-
fers from our choice of cutoff for the preceding models.

Both BSkG1 and BSkG2 rely on a widely-used em-
pirical form for the function g4(pn, pp):

3
1 (2 ] , (13)
Pref

where 1, £, Vrp and V. ,, are adjustable parameters@ and
the reference density is typically fixed at pof = 0.16
fm—3. Despite its success for pairing-related quantities
in nuclei, this recipe is not suited to NSs applications for
two reasons. First, assuming Vy, is negative, Eq. (I3)
describes a transition to a regime of repulsive pairing
for po(r) > pret/n™. The parameter values of BSkG1
and BSkG2 imply this unphysical transition happens
at 0.258 and 0.396 fm~3, i.e. in density regimes that
exist in low- and medium-mass NSs.

The second, less obvious, reason is that when the
parameters of empirical forms such as Eq. (I3) are ad-
justed to the properties of nuclei, the resulting pairing
gaps in INM are qualitatively different from the pre-
dictions of more advanced many-body methods. To il-
lustrate this point, we show in Fig. [ the neutron 'Sy
pairing gaps A, in NeutM as a function of the den-
sity pn for the BSkG1 and BSkG2 models and com-
pare them to the predictions of several references: the
extended Brueckner-Hartree-Fock (BHF) calculations

Y9q (pna pp) = Vﬂ'q

4Refs. [211[24] employ the symbol « instead of ¢ for the expo-
nent in Eq. (I3). We change notation here to avoid confusion
with the exponents in the particle-hole channel of the EDF.
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Fig. 1 !Sp pairing gaps A, in NeutM as a function of
the neutron density pn: from Cao et al. [50] (red full line),
QMC22 [64] (magenta dotted line), SCGF [65] (gray dot-
ted line), SChO3 [66] (yellow dotted line), MB23 [67] (brown
dotted line), BSkG1 (black dashed line) and BSkG2 (green
dashed line). The curves for BSk31 and BSkG3 are equal to
the results of Cao et al. by construction.

of Ref. [50], the calculations based on renormalization
group theory (SCh03) of Ref. [66] and more recent re-
sults obtained with Quantum Monte Carlo techniques

We now start from the following ansatz for the func-
tion g4:

gq(pnapp) = V;z(pm Pp) [1 + “q(VPO)Q] ) (15)

where the k, are adjustable parameters and V,(pn, pp)
are the “pairing strengths” which reproduce the (inter-
polated) INM pairing gaps (Eq. [[4). These strengths

can be calculated via [511[68]:
872 h2 372

Valous ) = — ( )

! P Iy(pn, pp) 2M;(pmpp)

where

/\;NMJrEcut
I, = / d¢ Ve :
0 V(& = 1) + [ANM(p, )2

(17)

In Eq. (I8), M, (pn, pp) is the position-dependent effec-
tive mass of species ¢ defined through

h? h? 0&t e
-y e 18
2M(pn, pp)  2my t:zo;l 07y (18)

(QMC22) [64], self-consistent Green’s functions (SCGF) [65]We calculate the functional derivative in Eq. (I8) con-

and a diagrammatic method (MB23) [67]. Although
there is a certain spread in the predictions of the ad-
vanced many-body calculations, it is immediately obvi-
ous that the predictions of BSkG1 and BSkG2 largely
fall outside this spread. The empirical pairing terms em-
ployed by both BSkG1 and BSkG2 (as well as most of
the standard volume and/or surface pairing interactions
used in the framework of Skyrme-HFB calculations) re-
sult in large pairing gaps up to 3 MeV that persist up to
high densities while more microscopic approaches pro-
duce gaps that are generally smaller than 2 MeV and
quickly decay beyond p,, ~ 0.05 fm~3.

To address these deficiencies, we discard the phe-
nomenological ansatz for gq(pn, pp) and rely instead on
the approach of Refs. [5I68]: it allows our new model to
reproduce exactly any given set of pairing gaps in INM,
AN (pp, pp). We repeat the choice made for BSk31 [23]
and take as starting point the INM pairing gaps of
Ref. [50], thereby essentially forcing BSkG3 to repro-
duce the solid red curve in Fig. [II Ref. [50] only pro-
vides gap for symmetric (AINM) and pure neutron mat-
ter (AINM) " which forces us to adopt an interpolation
recipe to obtain the gap at arbitrary asymmetry o:

A (pns pp) = (1= 181) A (p0) + 16| Aum (pg) - (14)

This linear interpolation is entirely empirical due to the
lack of guidance from advanced many-body approaches,
but guarantees positive gaps for arbitrary §.

sistently from the Skyrme EDF, that is to say from
the equations presented in Sec. ZI1M. The integral in

Eq. (I7) depends on the Fermi energy in INM )\}]NM,
which we estimate using the Fermi wave-number [68]:

INM h2kF7q _ h? 2 1/3
Ay R oM Q—MJ(% pa)'/?. (19)
For our three-dimensional representation, the numeri-
cal integration of Eq. (I7) for each mesh point would
become costly. To avoid this, we employ the analytical
approximation for I, of Ref. [68] that was also used for
some of the later entries in the BSk family [23].

The parameters x4 play no role in all of these consid-
erations since all gradients of the density vanish identi-
cally in INM. They are nevertheless crucial to the over-
all success of our model: without the x, we would likely
not have been able to reproduce the pairing proper-
ties of finite nuclei [23] from the realistic pairing gaps
in INM (as already inferred from Fig.[Il). The reason is
that all advanced many-body calculations produce pair-
ing gaps that are small for neutron densities that are
encountered near the surface of finite nuclei and essen-
tially vanishes for densities typically found near their
centre, p ~ 0.08 fm 3. While the introduction of the x,
parameters is phenomenological, the gradient terms in

5We take the established practice of modelling neutrons and
protons with equal masses, i.e. our calculations consistently
use ﬁ2/2mq = 20.73553 MeV fm? for both nucleon species,
including in Eq. (I8).



the pairing EDF are not without physical motivation: it
has long been known that the coupling to collective sur-
face vibration modes leads to an induced pairing-like in-
teraction between nucleons [69], which contributes sig-
nificantly to mass differences such as Agf/)p as we will
discuss below [70]. Large-scale models relying on a ba-
sic mean-field level description of the nucleus cannot
directly capture such correlations and thus typically do
not distinguish between the bare and induced pairing
interaction, especially when attempting to model the
effect of both with a simple ansatz such as Eq. (I3)).
Since we aim at deriving here a realistic description of
the pairing gaps in INM where surface vibrations are
absent, it becomes natural to mock-up the effect of the
induced interaction in finite nuclei with the simple gra-
dient term in Eq. (I3]). The physics of surface vibrations
is however not without interest for NSs: in the inner
crust superfluid neutrons coexist with nuclear clusters
where both the bare and induced pairing interaction
contribute.

The use of gradient terms in the pairing channel to
mock up such effects was, to the best of our knowledge,
first proposed in Ref. [71], incorporated later in what is
currently known as the Fayans EDF [T2l[73] and inves-
tigated in combination with a standard Skyrme EDF
in Ref. [34]. The goal of these studies differed from
ours: they all aim at an improved reproduction of the
odd-even staggering of nuclear charge radii for isotopic
chains of spherical nuclei, exploiting the contribution
of the neutron pairing terms in Eq. (IH) to the proton
mean-field potential. A detailed investigation of these
terms in view of the reproduction of charge radii during
the adjustment of a global model like ours is beyond the
scope of this manuscript: we drop all contributions of
the pairing terms to the nuclear mean fields, as we did
for BSkG1 and BSkG2, see also Sec. 23]

In summary, the chief difference with the BSkG1
and BSkG2 models is the form of the function gq(pn, pp):
in Refs. [21124] we took the simple and entirely phe-
nomenological standard form corresponding to a mix
between so-called “surface” and “volume” pairing. A more
technical difference concerns the treatment of the cut-
off function: to stay close to the formalism in INM,
Eq. (I2) only cuts states of high energy, while we em-
ployed cutoffs both above and below the Fermi energy
for the construction of BSkG1 and BSkG2.

2.2 Numerical set-up, symmetries, shapes and blocking

As for the construction of BSkG1 and BSkG2, we rely
on the MOCCa code of Ref. [74] to solve the self-consis-
tent Skyrme-HFB equations quickly and robustly [75].

This tool iterates Ny single-neutron and Nz single-
proton wavefunctions on a three-dimensional cubic mesh
with N/, /. points in each Cartesian direction, equally
spaced at a distance dx. Through the use of Lagrange-
mesh techniques [76], a modest choice of mesh param-
eters already leads to an excellent numerical accuracy
that is essentially independent of the shape of the nu-
cleus [77]. We fixed dz = 0.8 fm in all calculations to
guarantee a numerical accuracy on absolute energies on
the order of 100 keV [77], but we chose slightly differ-
ent numbers of mesh points and single-particle wave-
functions depending on the context, as we will describe
below.

It turned out that numerical safeguards are crucial
in order to solve the self-consistent equations for the
form of the Skyrme functional we employ here. The
density-dependent terms in Egs. (6)-([T) give rise to con-
tributions to the nuclear mean-field that are propor-
tional to po(r) raised to the power (a—1), (8—1), (y—1)
and even (5 — 2). Even though po(r) is formally guar-
anteed to be strictly positive everywhere, our values of
a, B and 7 are smaller than one and typically lead to
numerical problems in regions of the simulation volume
where po(r) is small because of the finite precision of
floating point arithmetic. For this reason, we replace
all instances of pg(r) with ¥ < 0 in the mean fields by
(po(r) + €)”, where ¢ = 1078 fm=3 [

Another important aspect of our calculations is the
self-consistent symmetries imposed on the nuclear con-
figurations: each additional symmetry assumption greatly
reduces the computational burden but also removes de-
grees of freedom that can be relevant to the description
of the nucleus. In all calculations, we assume the nuclear
configurations to be invariant under the z-signature R.
and y-time-simplex S'yT operators [78], such that we
were only required to numerically represent one-fourth
of the entire simulation volume corresponding to the
positive z- and y-axes. Calculations under these con-
ditions are however very demanding even for modest
mesh parameters such that, when possible, we further
simplified calculations by imposing reflection symme-
try, time-reversal symmetry or both as we elaborate
below in more detail.

Symmetry assumptions restrict the range of nuclear
shapes that can be explored. One way to characterize
the latter is the multipole moments 3¢, of the nuclear
density, that we define exactly as in Ref. [21] for inte-
ger £ > 1 and integer 0 < m < 4. In our most general

In fact, we also employed this recipe for BSkG1 and BSkG2
with € = 10729 fm—3. The additional density dependencies
we employ here force us to enlarge the value of € significantly.
“We remind the reader that such multipole moments char-
acterize the deformation of the nuclear volume and are for



calculations, all moments By, for arbitrary ¢ and even
m are allowed to be non-zero. In particular, this in-
cludes two quadrupole deformations (359 and (25 and
two octupole deformations (39 and [32. For plotting
and interpretation purposes, we will also use an equiv-
alent, Wideié—used, characterization of the quadrupole

deformation in terms of (S2,7):
B2 =1/ B3y + 283, (20a)
7 = atan (\/5522/520) : (20b)

These values characterize the shape of a nucleus and
should not to be confused with the exponents of the
density-dependent terms in the EDF. Although multi-
pole moments of order ¢ > 4 are less often discussed,
they generally do not vanish [2I] and can impact both
low- and high-energy experiments [42}80,&1].

All multipole moments that are not restricted by
symmetry are naturally included in the self-consistent
optimization of the mean-field energy Fypp. The cor-
rection energy F.o., is however a complicated function
that cannot easily be included self-consistently in the
Skyrme-HFB equations: as for the previous BSkG mod-
els, we include it perturbatively in any given MOCCa
calculation but semivariationally optimize the total en-
ergy Fiot by performing multiple calculations constrained
to different values of (820, f22) [21L24] to find the nu-
clear ground state. It would have been prohibitively ex-
pensive to extend this two-dimensional search to in-
clude 839 and/or fs2. Instead, we perform a semivaria-
tional search in (29, 822) twice for each nucleus: once
with the assumption of reflection symmetry and once
without, forcing the nucleus to explore reflection asym-
metric degrees of freedom by activating a constraint on
a finite value of 3¢ for a few iterations. These searches
yield two nuclear configurations (that coincide for many
nuclei), from which we select the one with the lowest
total energy as our calculated nuclear ground state.

Our semivariational procedure is not completely gen-
eral: we restricted our calculations to vy € [0°,60°]. The
simplest of our calculations respect reflection symme-
try and time-reversal symmetry; in this case values of
v > 60° reflect different orientations of the nuclear
configuration in the simulation volume. Breaking time-
reversal symmetry allows the nucleus to develop a finite
angular momentum while breaking reflection symme-
try allows for finite octupole deformation; both of these

that reason not directly comparable to the deformation pa-
rameters typically used in analytical parameterisations of the
nuclear density, see the discussion in Ref. [42].

81t is entirely possible to similarly recast the octupole defor-
mations B30, 832 in terms of an overall size of the octupole
deformation B3 and an associated angle s [79], but these
variables are not widely used.

quantities define a preferred direction in space such that
the degeneracy due to the reorientation of the nucleus
is partially lifted. We ignore this complexity here en-
tirely for computational reasons, but our restriction to
~ € [0°,60°] is not without physical motivation: (i) re-
orientation effects due to the presence of angular mo-
menta are small at least for odd-mass nuclei [82] and (ii)
our search covers the special case of shapes with v = 0°
and finite values of B3¢ that is the subject of virtually
all literature on ground state octupole deformation. Nu-
clear shapes that combine non-axial quadrupole defor-
mation and octupole deformation are relevant to fis-
sion [83], but we are not aware of any indication that
such shapes are relevant to nuclear ground states.

In typical conditions, the Bogoliubov many-body
state with the lowest energy for a fixed configuration
of the nuclear mean fields will have even number parity
for both protons and neutrons. To correctly describe
the physics of the unpaired nucleons, we excite one or
two quasiparticle excitations with respect to this low-
est state when describing odd-mass or odd-odd nuclei,
respectively. We employ the gradient solver strategy
briefly described in Ref. [83] to facilitate these calcu-
lations and to guarantee we obtain the state of lowest
energy at convergence. To limit the computational ef-
fort, we consider only quasi-particle excitations with z-
signature quantum number +i which slightly limits the
generality of our calculations for odd-odd nuclei but is
sufficient for odd-mass systems [83]. As for BSkG1 and
BSkG2, allowing for triaxial deformation implies that
we cannot cleanly associate rotational quantum num-
bers with the ground-states of odd-mass and odd-odd
nuclei. When breaking reflection symmetry, we can no
longer associate a parity quantum number with these
states either. Remedying these defects of our model
would require very expensive symmetry-restoration tech-
niques, whose systematic application to large numbers
of nuclei is not feasible today.

Having clarified these general aspects of our ap-
proach, we are now in a position to describe in detail
the three types of calculations we performed during this
work: (i) calculations targeting ground states during
the parameter adjustment, (ii) calculations targeting
ground states to build the final table of results, after
the parameter adjustment and (iii) calculations target-
ing fission barriers.

Ground state calculations during the fit To save on com-
putational resources, we took N, = N, = N, = 32
and iterated only Ny = N 4+ 160 and Nz = Z + 100
single-particle states during the fit for a nucleus with N
neutrons and Z protons [2I]. For even-even nuclei we
assume time-reversal but we did not do so for odd-mass



or odd-odd systems. We impose reflection symmetry for
all calculations, which allowed us to further reduce the
numerical representation to just one-eight of the entire
simulation volume. We emphasize that we did not in-
clude the possibility of octupole deformation in the pa-
rameter adjustment, which is justified a posteriori by
the limited number of nuclei affected.

Final ground state calculations: To make sure the final
results are well converged with respect to all numerical
parameters, our final calculations employed N, = N, =
N, = 36 mesh points in each Cartesian direction and
Ny = N+400 and Nz = Z+ 240 single-particle states.
As during the parameter adjustment, we only assume
time-reversal invariance for even-even nuclei. We did
not assume reflection symmetry, giving a priori all nu-
clei the freedom to use octupole deformation to lower
their total energy according to our search strategy ex-
plained above.

Fission calculations: To obtain the static fission prop-
erties of the actinide nuclei included in the fit proto-
col, see Sec. Bl we followed the procedure detailed in
Ref. [83]; we repeat here only a few essential points.
We take the two quadrupole deformations as collective
variables and construct two-dimensional potential en-
ergy surfaces (PES) through repeated calculations con-
strained to different values of (820, f22). In each of these
calculations, we take N; = Ny = 32, N, = 40 mesh
points to accommodate the elongated shapes relevant
to fission and iterate only Ny = 440 and Nz = 260
states; these choices certainly limit our accuracy with
respect to the total energy but still allow for a numer-
ical accuracy of roughly 100 keV for energy differences
such as the barriers and isomer excitation energies. We
established in Ref. [83] that the effect of time-reversal
symmetry breaking on such static fission properties is
small and, for this reason, assume conservation of time-
reversal symmetry in all fission calculations, employing
the equal-filling-approximation in the case of odd-mass
and odd-odd nuclei to account for the blocking effect of
odd nucleon(s) [84]. To reduce the computational bur-
den, we assume reflection symmetry for nuclear configu-
rations with 899 < 1. We relax this restriction at larger
deformations, as the actinide nuclei we consider here
typically exploit octupole deformation to lower their en-
ergy at deformation above 830 ~ 1 [83]. From the PES
thus constructed, we used a flooding model to deter-
mine the lowest energy fission path (LEP) connecting
the ground state with a fissioned system. We obtain
through interpolation the excitation energy of the local
maxima along this path, which by construction are sad-
dle points on the two-dimensional PES. It is these exci-
tation energies that we compare to the empirical values

listed in the RIPL-3 database [85]. A final remark con-
cerns nomenclature: it is natural to discuss the inner
and outer barrier for actinide nuclei corresponding to
the local maxima along the LEP encountered at mod-
erate and large deformation. Experimental information
is not sensitive to the ordering of barriers in terms of
deformation, such that we discuss all results in terms of
the primary (highest) and secondary (lowest) barriers.

2.3 BSkG versus BSk model ingredients

All terms of the functional underlying BSkG1 and BSkG2
are essentially standard. With the extensions discussed
in the preceding subsections, the new BSkG3 model has
now reached parity with the last entries in the BSk-
model series [23] in terms of the formal properties of all
relevant equations. Among the BSkG-models, BSkG3
is thus the most directly comparable to BSk30, BSk31
and BSk32. Several differences nevertheless remain, pri-
marily due to the different numerical set-up as discussed
in detail in Ref. [2I]: the three-dimensional coordinate
representation gives the BSKG models (i) an extended
reach in terms of the symmetries imposed on the nu-
clear configuration, (ii) an improved numerical accuracy
but also (iii) a different discretisation of single-particle
states in the continuum, and hence, pairing properties
when compared to the BSk-models. Not all aspects of
pairing are necessarily different, however: intriguingly,
mass fits that account for pairing self-energy result nat-
urally in low values of the pairing cutoff: E.,t = 6.5
MeV for BSk30-31-32 [23]. This is the natural size for
coordinate space implementations such as ours, but this
value is several times smaller than the cutoffs typi-
cally employed with numerical implementations that
rely on an expansion in terms of harmonic oscillator ba-
sis states. Low values of the cutoff also arise naturally if
one requires the pairing terms in the limit of p — 0 to be
compatible with the experimental neutron-neutron 'Sy
scattering length, see the discussion in Refs. [68][8687].
Other than those due to the numerical representa-
tion, there remain four minor differences that separate
BSkG3 from BSk30-31-32. First is the precise role of
the parameters k4: since in Ref. [23] these determined
the size of the pairing terms involving gradients in an
absolute sense, while here they get multiplied by the de-
duced V4 (pn, pp). The result is that the values of these
parameters for the BSk30-31-32 models are not directly
comparable to the ones we obtain here. Contrary to the
older models, the form of Eq. (I5) ensures that all pair-
ing terms are consistently renormalized when the value
of E.yt is changed. With this feature, our new EDF now
becomes more suitable for time-dependent HFB calcu-
lations: only with much larger cutoff values can one re-
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liably follow the dynamical evolution on the timescales
relevant to applications, see Refs. [88/[89]. Aside from
their relevance to the description of reactions of finite
nuclei and nuclear fission in particular [90H92], such ap-
proaches are also of interest to explore various phenom-
ena in NSs, for instance, the dynamics of neutron su-
perfluid vortices in the crust [93].

Second, all BSk models starting from the very first [22]
manually enlarge the pairing strength by about 5% for
nucleon species ¢ = p,n when the corresponding par-
ticle number N, is odd. For BSk30-31-32, this is ac-
complished through parameters f;7 =1 and f, ~ 1.05
that multiply gq4(pn,pp) in the equivalent of Eq. (I
in Ref. [23] when NV, is even or odd, respectively. This
recipe was formally motivated in Ref. [94] as a phe-
nomenological way to (i) account for time-reversal sym-
metry breaking and (ii) the residual interaction between
the odd neutron and odd proton in odd-odd nuclei and
led in practice to improved mass fits. We have opted
not to employ this recipe for several reasons. First, the
factors f;[ cannot directly be linked to an effective in-
teraction. Second, we now explicitly account for time-
reversal symmetry breaking as we did with BSkG2.
Third, we have recently shown that BSk31, BSkG1 and
BSkG2 all fail to describe the global trends of A%),
specific mass differences that are linked to the residual
np-interaction in odd-odd nuclei [95]. The evidence of
Ref. [94] and the BSk-models indicates that including
the f(;t factors does lead to somewhat improved mass
fits, but at the cost of two additional parameters that
are entirely phenomenological in nature: we prefer not
to include them here for the sake of predictive power.
We defer to a future study the investigation of more
microscopic ways to reproduce at least qualitatively the
AS;,) mass differences and make up the difference in rms
deviation of the masses globally.

Third, our recipe to extend the INM pairing gaps to
arbitrary values of asymmetry ¢ is different than that
employed for BSk30-31-32. During the initial phases of
this work, we discovered a flaw in the recipe of Ref. [23]:
it leads to negative pairing gaps when |J]| is large but
not equal to 1. Our new choice, Eq. ([I4), is guaranteed
to produce strictly positive values of the pairing gaps
for both nucleon species for all values of 4.

A final difference concerns our treatment of the mean-
field potentials: as gq4(pn,pp) depends on the nucleon
densities, the pairing terms of the EDF in Eq. (I
should contribute to the mean-field potentials, see for
instance the appendix of Ref. [51]. We neglect here this
coupling between the pairing and particle-hole parts
of the EDF for simplicity, as we did for BSkG1 and
BSkG2.

3 Optimization procedure

The new model is formulated in terms of 29 parameters
of which seventeen are related to the Skyrme functional,
three to the pairing functional (kn, kp, and Ecyt), five to
the collective correction (b, ¢, d, I, Bvin) and four to the
Wigner energy (Viy, A, VV/V and Ap) 4. BSkG2 relied on
25 parameters; the new model adds six new parameters
that characterize the additional terms in the Skyrme
functional (t4,ts, 24,5, 3,7) parameters and two new
pairing parameters (kp, £,,) but no longer includes four
parameters (Vip, Vap, 1, €) that specified the more phe-
nomenological pairing terms of the preceding model.

The primary ingredient of the objective function of
our parameter adjustment is the set of 2457 experimen-
tal nuclear atomic masses with Z > 8 from AME20 [60].
Adjusting 29 parameters on thousands of data points
that all require at least one MOCCa calculation would
be infeasible if approached naively. Here, we rely again
on the machine learning techniques developed for the
adjustment of BSkG1 [21]: we train several Multi-Layer
Neural Networks (MLNNs) to serve as emulators of
MOCCa. A growing library of MOCCa calculations serves
to train the members of the committee, which then
jointly predict new parameter values of increased fitness
that serve for further training. Once we reach an opti-
mal set of parameter values, we perform complete cal-
culations with MOCCa to obtain all the results we dis-
cuss below. We emphasize that we employ the MLNNs
solely as a way to accelerate the parameter adjustment;
the resulting model relies in no way on interpolation or
extrapolation through machine learning.

Aside from the known masses, we also fit the av-
erage pairing gaps (uvA), (¢ = p,n) to experimental
values of the five-point neutron and proton gaps A,(f)
for nuclei that are sufficiently far from the spherical
shell closures [21,[57]. We include these quantities in
the objective functior@ to control the overall size of
the pairing parameters x, and k,, since a fit to only
the masses tends to produce unrealistically large pair-
ing strengths that would deteriorate the quality of our
model for other observables [96]. In this respect, the ap-
proach we adopt here for the pairing parameters differs
from that used for BSkG2 in two ways. First, we now
control the neutron and proton pairing strengths as op-
posed to just the neutron one. Second, we do not fit
the proton gaps of odd-Z isotopic chains nor the neu-

9For completeness, we detail the way the Skyrme functional
depends on these parameters in and provide for-
mulas for the rotational and vibrational correction as well as
the Wigner energy in

10We include the pairing gaps in the objective function with
a weight of 19% relative to the absolute values of the masses.
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tron gaps of odd-N isotonic chains: the A,(f’) along such

chains involve the binding energy of odd-odd nuclei and
are for that reason systematically smaller than the gaps
in neighbouring even-Z or even-N chains. This leaves
the objective function with 957 and 1153 experimen-
tal values for A](f) and AS)), respectively. As discussed
briefly in Sec. [Z3] current large-scale microscopic mass
models do not account for this effect [95,07]. Pending a
dedicated study, we prefer to remove the affected mass
differences from the objective function in order to not
contaminate the final parameter set.

To include the physics of large deformation in gen-
eral and fission in particular, we employ the two-step
procedure that was originally devised for BSk14 and
that we employed for BSkG2 [24/83/[98]. We repeat here
only the key points: we perform an initial fit that in-
cludes only experimental information on ground state
properties. Using the optimal parameter values result-
ing from this first step, we calculate fission barriers
and isomeric excitation energies as outlined in Sec.
Freezing all other parameters, we continue fitting in a
second step the nine parameters of the collective cor-
rection to reproduce at best, simultaneously, ground
state properties, the RIPL-3 empirical barriers, and the
known isomeric excitation energies. For BSkG2, we lim-
ited this fit to twelve even-even nuclei; with the expe-
rience of Ref. [83] under our belts, we now include the
barriers of all 45 nuclei with Z > 90 that are listed in
RIPL-3 as well as their 28 known isomeric excitation
energies [99].

At all stages of the parameter adjustment, we con-
trol the INM properties of the parameterisation in sev-
eral ways. First, we fix several of the INM properties at
saturation density: we set the symmetry energy coeffi-
cient J = 31 MeV and we restrict the incompressibility
modulus K, and the isoscalar effective mass M /M to
the intervals [230,250] MeV [100] and [0.8,0.86] [101],
respectively. We also adjust kr to reproduce the global
trend of known charge radii. The spirit of these choices
is identical to the ones made for BSkG1 and BSkG2,
but our value of J is different. We set JBSKG1/2 = 32
MeV before by the desire to have a NeutM EoS with
some minimal degree of stiffness, though this did not
suffice to render the previous models consistent with
the existence of heavy pulsars. For the extended Skyrme
form we employ here, this constraint no longer applies
and J = 31 MeV was shown to be close to optimal for
the global description of masses and particularly well-
suited to reproduce the binding energies of neutron-rich
nuclei in Ref. [23]. We confirmed this with exploratory
calculations, but did not consistently include J as a free
parameter in the optimization. Our control of K, was
facilitated by our choice of the exponents of the various

density dependencies: the parameters «, 5 and -y were
chosen as in Ref. [23] and were not actively adjusted.

A second aspect of control is new: we restrict the
energy of NeutM at p = 1 fm~3, i.e. at high density
prevailing in NS cores, to the interval [550,600] MeV,
ensuring in this way a sufficiently stiff EoS and hence
the compatibility of our model with the existence of
pulsars with masses above 2M,.

In summary, the objective function and the param-
eter adjustment strategy of BSkG3 are similar but not
identical to those of BSkG2 [24]. The differences are: (i)
the inclusion of proton pairing gaps but removal of neu-
tron (proton) pairing gaps along odd-Z isotopic (odd-
N isotonic) chains, (ii) a larger selection of fission data
that now also encompasses odd-mass and odd-odd nu-
clei and (iii) added a constraint on the energy of NeutM
at high density.

4 Properties of atomic nuclei
4.1 The BSkG3 parameterisation

Table [I] contains the values of all 29 parameters that
characterize the BSkG3 model: the first group of 17 pa-
rameters determines the Skyrme part of the functional,
the second group consists of 3 parameters specifying
the pairing terms, the third group of 5 parameters and
the final group of four parameters governs the collec-
tive correction and the Wigner energy, respectively. For
comparison, Table [[] also contains all parameter values
of BSkG2 [24], although four of its pairing parameters
(Van, Vrp, n and &) do not have a counterpart in the
new model.

Table [2] showcases the global performance of the
model for atomic nuclei. Concerning ground state prop-
erties, it lists the mean (€) and rms (o) deviations of the
model with respect to all 2457 known masses of nuclei
with N, Z > 8 in AME20, as well as the known neu-
tron separation energies and (-decay energies from the
same mass evaluation and 810 known charge radii from
Ref. [1()2. We also show the mean and rms deviations
with respect to 45, i.e. all reference values with Z > 90
from the RIPL-3 database [85] for the primary (Er) and
secondary (Epr) barriers. Finally, the table lists the de-
viations for the subset of 28 actinide nuclei for which
the excitation energy of a fission isomer (Ejs,) is known.

BSkG3 presents a modestly (though not negligible)
improved description over BSkG2 for ground-state prop-
erties: the rms deviation for the known masses and

1Note that only 810 experimental charge radii in Ref. [102]
are considered here, excluding their Re, Po, Rn, Fr, Ra, Am
and Cm values derived from systematics.
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Table 1 The BSkG3 parameter set: seventeen parame-
ters determining the self-consistent mean-field energy Furgn,
three to the pairing functional, and nine determining the cor-
rection energy Fcory. For comparison, we include the values of
the BSkG2 parameter set [24]. Note that instead of parameter
x2 we list the values of the product xs ta.

Parameters | BSkG2 | BSkG3 |
to [MeV fm3] —1885.74 —2325.35

t1 [MeV fm?| 343.59 749.82

to [MeV fm?| —8.04132 0.01

tz [MeV fm3+3<] 12358.4 14083.45

ta [MeV fm®+35] —498.01

ts [MeV fm5+37] 266.52

Zo 0.181775 0.558834
T1 —0.584003 2.940880
Tots [MeV fm?] —162.003 —432.256954
T3 0.101596 0.628699
T4 5.657990
5 0.396933
Wo [MeV fm?] 108.655 119.735
W [MeV fm5] 108.603 78.988

a 0.3 1/5

B 1/12

5 1/4

Vin [MeV | —483.366

Vrp [MeV | —503.790

n 0.486

I3 0.796

Kr, [fm8] 123.20

Kp [fm8] 129.07
Ecut [MeV] 7.998 7.961

b 0.878 0.810

c 8.293 7.756

d 0.595 0.289

l 4.555 5.499
Bvib 0.788 0.827
Vv [MeV] —1.805 —1.716

A 252.17 437.20

Vi, [MeV] 0.745 0.502
Ao 35.496 37.801

charge radii is, respectively, 6% and 12% smaller than
its predecessor. The global improvements for the S,
and Qg values amount to roughly 12% and 15%, re-
spectively. This is not a trivial observation, since an im-
proved description of the absolute values of the masses
does not guarantee a reduced rms deviation for mass
differences. Since the BSkG3 model ingredients differ
in several ways from the BSkG2 ones, it is not possi-
ble to unambiguously pinpoint a single source for this
improvement. Nevertheless, we note that both the mi-
croscopic treatment of pairing [104], and the reduced
value of J [23] have shown to lead to a reduction of the
rms deviation on the masses in the past.

The description of known absolute binding energies
that BSkG3 offers does not quite reach the level of
the later entries in the BSk-series; in particular BSk27
achieves an rms deviation of 0.512 MeV with respect

Table 2 Root-mean-square (o) and mean (€) deviations be-
tween experiment and predictions for the BSkG2 and BSkG3
models. The first block refers to the nuclear ground-state
properties and the second one to fission properties. More
specifically, these values were calculated with respect to 2457
known masses (M) [60] of nuclei with Z, N > 8, the sub-
set of 299 known masses M,,,» of neutron-rich nuclei with
Sn <5 MeV, 2309 neutron separation energies (Sy), 2173 -
decay energies (Qg), 810 measured charge radii (R.) [102], 45
empirical values for primary (Er) and secondary (FErr) fission
barrier heights [85] and 28 fission isomer excitation energies
(Fiso) of actinide nuclei [99]. The first line gives the model
error [103] on all the measured masses.

Results | BSkG2 | BSkG3 |
Omod(M) [MeV] 0.668 0.627
o(M) [MeV] 0.678 0.631
€(M) [MeV] +0.026 +0.080
o(Mny) [MeV] 0.851 0.660
€(Myy) [MeV] +0.308 —0.011
o(Sn) [MeV] 0.500 0.442
€(Sy) [MeV] —0.006 +0.009
o(Qp) [MeV] 0.619 0.534
€(Qp) [MeV] —0.019 +0.021
o(Re¢) [fm)] 0.0265 0.0237
€(R.) [fm] +0.0007 +0.0006
o(Er) [MeV] 0.44 0.33
€(Er) [MeV] +0.24 +0.06
o(FEr) [MeV] 0.47 0.51
g(EH) [MeV] +0.10 +0.01

o (Fiso) [MeV] 0.49 0.36
€(Fiso) [MeV] —0.36 —0.05

to the AME20 masses [105]. BSk27 is based on a stan-
dard Skyrme form and, like BSkG1 and BSkG2, is not
compatible with the existence of heavy pulsars. Later
models such as BSk31 (o(M) = 0.585 MeV) are less
accurate but satisfy this constraint. BSkG3 and BSk31
share (almost) all model ingredients such that a com-
parison between both parameterisations is more direct.
The difference in rms deviation between BSkG3 and
BSk31 is but a few tens of keV, i.e. roughly 8%, but still
significant. Without additional costly parameter fits,
we cannot pinpoint the exact origin of this difference
but we surmise it is mostly due to our omission of the
phenomenological pairing factors f;[/n employed by the
BSk-series as discussed in Sec. 23] However, when con-
centrating on the subset of 299 masses of neutron-rich
nuclei with S, <5 MeV (of particular interest for the
extrapolation towards the exotic neutron-rich nuclei in-
volved in the r-process nucleosynthesis), the superiority
of the BSkG3 model with respect to BSkG2 is striking,
with a reduction of about 200 keV. The BSkG3 pre-
dictions for this subset also appear to be more accurate
than those obtained with BSk27 (o(M,,) = 0.685 MeV)
and BSk31 (0(My,) = 0.733 MeV). When dealing with
mass differences, BSkG3 describes the S,, and @3 values
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with accuracy rather similar to (or even better than)
the one found by the latest BSk models, in particu-
lar o(S,) = 0.429 MeV and 0.479 MeV and o(Qg) =
0.525 MeV and 0.597 MeV, for BSk27 and BSk31, re-
spectively.

We argued in Ref. [83] that BSkG2 offered the best
all-round global description of static fission properties:
its simultaneous description of primary and secondary
barriers, as well as isomeric excitation energies of the
45 Z > 90 actinide nuclei with an rms deviation of
less than 0.500 MeV was unmatched in the literature
at the time of writing. However, the new BSkG3 model
does significantly better in several ways. First, the pri-
mary fission barriers, which remain the most important
quantity from the point of view of applications, are re-
produced with an rms deviation of only 0.330 MeV, i.e.
a reduction of 25% compared to BSkG2. Only the PC-
PK1 [106] model outperforms BSkG2 in describing pri-
mary barriers: it achieves an rms deviation of 0.37 MeV
but results are only available for twelve even-even nu-
clei. The rms deviation of BSkG3 for primary barriers
is, to the best of our knowledge, the lowest ever reported
in the literature. Also, the rms deviation for fission iso-
mers has decreased by a similar amount. Second, the
mean deviations € have been reduced dramatically for
all three fission properties: a factor of two for the sec-
ondary barriers, four for the primary barriers and even
nine for the isomer excitation energies. The only (mi-
nor) downside is a slightly larger rms deviation for the
secondary barriers: o(Err) = 0.51 MeV. We will discuss
the BSkG3 fission properties and the reasons for this
improved performance in more detail in Sec. 1.6, but
mention already here that it is not due to the incorpo-
ration of additional parameters related to fission.

We end this discussion of global performance with
a remark on the neutron skin of 2°®Pb, which the new
model predicts to be 0.16 fm, a value somewhat smaller
than the value obtained with BSkG1 and BSkG2 (0.18
fm). This is as expected from our choice to implement
a lower symmetry energy coefficient J compared to the
preceding models. Both values remain in good agree-
ment with constraints deduced from measurements of
the electric dipole polarisability [I07], the antiproton
capture of 208Pb [I08], and ab-initio predictions [14].
The authors of Ref. [109] have recently derived the
208Ph neutron skin from ultrarelativistic heavy collision
of 208Pb + 208Ph, They obtain Ary,p, = 0.21740.058 fm,
our prediction is therefore marginally consistent within
the lower limit of this result. Nonetheless, BSkG1-3 pre-
dictions differ from the value of 0.283 4+ 0.071 fm re-
ported by the PREX-II collaboration [I10] extracted
from measurements of the parity-violating asymmetry
in the elastic scattering of longitudinally polarized elec-

P O B N W

Mexp — Mth (MeV)
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0 20 40 60 80
Proton number Z

Mexp — Min (MeV)

100 150

0 50
Neutron number N

Fig. 2 Differences between experimental [60] and BSkG3
masses as a function of the proton number (top) and neu-
tron number (bottom).

trons on 2°8Pb. The PREX-II value remains noticeably
larger than those derived from the above-mentioned ex-
periments and from theoretical predictions.

4.2 Nuclear masses

We show the difference between experimental and cal-
culated masses in Fig.[2 as a function of proton number
(top panel) and neutron number (bottom panel). The
BSkG3 model achieves a general good fit to the data
with only a few nuclei exhibiting a deviation that is
larger than 2 MeV. The largest deviations concern ei-
ther light nuclei or nuclei close to the magic numbers;
these patterns are similar to those of BSkG- and BSk-
families of models [231[24].

In Fig. Blthe difference between the masses obtained
with BSkG3 and BSkG2 (top) or BSk31 (bottom) are
displayed as a function of the neutron number for all nu-
clei with 8 < Z < 118 lying between the BSkG3 proton
and neutron drip lines. We note that BSkG3 produces
binding energies that are, on average, smaller than the
ones obtained from BSkG2 for intermediate and light
nuclei. For heavy nuclei BSkG3 obtains binding ener-
gies predominantly larger than BSkG2. These differ-
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ences are rather smooth, due to the similar predictions
for shell gaps among BSkG2 and BSkG3, as noted in
Fig. @l These differences, however, never exceed 4 MeV.
When compared to BSk31 we note a larger difference
between models, especially close to the N = 126 and
N = 184 shell closures where it can reach up to 6 MeV.
This can be understood from the stronger shell effects
for this model (see Fig. M) which is a consequence of
the lower isoscalar effective mass of BSk31, as seen in
Tab. 3

4.3 Shell structure

The shell effects can be investigated by the neutron and
proton shell gaps defined as,

52n(NO;Z) = S2n(NO;Z)7S2n(NO+2aZ)ﬂ (21)
d2p(N, Zo) = Sop(N, Zy) — Sap(N, Zy + 2), (22)

where Sy, /p are the two-neutron / -proton separation ener-

gies. The d,,,,, are indicators for shell closures, but they
are not measures of the size of the gap in the single-
particle spectrum as they are sensitive to any struc-
tural change between the three nuclei entering Eqs. 2T+

22) [11].

We show in Fig. [ the dy,/, values across spher-
ical shell closures for the BSkG2, BSkG3 and BSk31
models for the chains of heavy semi-magic nuclei, as
well as available experimental data. All three models
produce similar neutron shell gaps for the Ny = 50
and 82 gaps, agreeing with experimental values about
equally well. We note that for Ny = 126 (upper middle),
BSk31 predicts smaller shell gaps for 68 < Z < 82 with
stronger odd-even staggering in comparison to BSkG2
and BSkG3. The bottom middle panel shows the neu-
tron gap near Ny = 184 where, for the neutron rich
isotopes, BSk31 produces a gap roughly 13% higher
than BSkG2 and BSkG3, while the three models agree
with each other for Z > 82. For Zy = 50 (upper right),
BSk31 predicts stronger proton gaps for N > 82, reach-
ing ~ 25% around N = 88. For the Z, = 82 pro-
ton shell gap (bottom right), BSk31 produces a ~ 15%
higher gap around N = 126, and even a stronger gap
for the most neutron rich isotopes around N > 166.
The difference between the BSk31 and BSkG3 shell
gaps explains the large mass differences at N ~ 126
and N = 184 in Fig. Bl Despite a relatively good over-
all agreement between experimental and BSkG3 shell
gaps, the Ny = 126 neutron shell gaps remain overes-
timated leading to an overbinding of masses along the
208P} isotonic chain, as clearly observed in Fig. Bl This
shell gap was better described by some of the BSk mod-
els, in particular BSk27 [105].

4.4 Pairing properties

The right (left) panels of Fig. Blshow the five-point neu-
Uon(pnﬁon)gmﬁ;ﬂi&ferSkGB,BSkGQ,BSkBland

available data. The top left panel shows AS?) for Zr
(Z = 40), bottom left for Pb (Z = 82) while right pan-
els shows the AI(;E’) for the isotones N = 62 (top) and
N = 120 (bottom). This quantity is generally indica-
tive of the strength of pairing correlations in nuclei, but
other effects such as time-odd terms (see discussion in
Ref. [95]) and structural changes along isotopic chains
also contribute [I12]. The models predict overall sim-
ilar AS) and reproduce rather well the experimental
values. A few differences are however present. On top
left (Z = 40) we note that BSkG2 and BSkG3 under-
estimate the neutron pairing gaps for neutron-deficient
nuclei, and BSk31 reproduces better the experimental
data in this particular region. For Z = 82 all models
present similar predictions for the neutron-deficient re-
gion and close to the N = 126 shell closure. For the
neutron-rich region, beyond N = 126, BSk31 presents
lower values for the neutron pairing gaps when com-
pared to BSkG’s, in particular in the region N ~ 138
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Fig. 4 Shell gaps predicted by BSk31 (blue triangles), BSkG2 (green squares) and BSkG3 (red circles) for N=50, N=82,
N=126, N=184, Z=50 and Z=82. Results are compared with available data from AME20 [60] (black crosses).

where A,({r)) is close to zero. Finally, for N = 120 all
models reproduce rather well the experimental data,
they however present considerable differences in the
proton-deficient region where BSk31 predicts signifi-
cantly lower values for the proton pairing gaps com-
pared to BSkG2 and BSkG3. This is directly related to
the interpolation recipe used to compute pairing gaps
from INM at arbitrary asymmetry values: BSk31 sys-
tematically predicts a collapse of the A}(,E)) for proton-
deficient nuclei. Our new prescription (see Eq. (I4]) and
Sec.[Z3]) avoids such a collapse for extreme N /Z values.

The rotational moment of inertia is another way to
gauge the pairing properties of the new model. We com-
pare in Fig. [6] the calculated Belyaev moments of iner-
tia (MOI) to experimental data for 48 even-even nu-
clei [II3HI15]. Although the Belyaev MOI is a crucial
ingredient in the collective correction, Eq. (@), it re-
mains a perturbative quantity that does not capture all
aspects of the nuclear response to rotation. A more ad-

vanced calculation results in values roughly 32% larger [24]:

we show for simplicity all calculated values multiplied
with 1.32. With this simple correction taken into ac-
count, both BSkG2 and BSkG3 reproduce fairly well
the experimental values for medium-heavy nuclei, indi-
cating that the pairing properties of BSkG3 were also
well-controlled in this respect. We observe though that
BSkG2 produces somewhat larger MOI values in this
region. All BSkG models, including BSkG1 (not shown)
underestimate systematically the MOI of actinide nu-
clei, although it is unlikely that pairing properties are
the culprit.

25 25 : :
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S = W gl b
gt gt e -
8.1.0 18 1.0
<: QQ f(\\ \
05 05 ~
: : N=62
0.0 0.0 40 50 60

—
5
=
5

AB) (MeV)
-
o
AP (MeV)
-
o

o
n
o
n

1 1
00960 10 140 160 %060 70 80 90

Neutron number N Proton number Z

Fig. 5 Left: Neutron five-point pairing gaps ASF) along the
Sn(top) and Pb(bottom) isotopic chains as calculated with
BSkG3(red circles), BSkG2(green squares) and BSk31(blue
triangles). Right: Proton five-point pairing gaps A1(35) along
the N=82(top) and N=120(bottom) isotonic chains. Black
crosses show the experimental data from AME20 [60].

4.5 Ground state deformations

Our three-dimensional numerical representation natu-
rally allows the nuclear ground state densities to adopt
a wide range of deformed, i.e. non-spherically symmet-
ric, shapes that can be characterized by the multipole
moments By.,,. In practice, we find five qualitatively dif-
ferent types of shapes: (i) rotationally symmetric spheres
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of neutron number for BSkG2 (green squares) and BSkG3
(red circles). Experimental data [II3HIT5] is given in black
squares. See text for details.

(Berm = 0 for all £,m) (ii) axially symmetric ellipsoids
(B2 > 0,85 = 0) that are either prolate (y = 0°) or
oblate (y = 60°), (iii) triaxial ellipsoids without any
rotational symmetry (S2 > 0,83 = 0,7 €]0°,60°[ )
(iv) reflection-asymmetric but (nearly) axially symmet-
ric pear-like shapes (82 > 0,83 > 0,7 =~ 0°) '4 and (v)
a very limited number of more general shapes that com-
bine triaxial deformation and reflection asymmetry. Al-
though this categorisation gives an intuitive picture of
the shapes encountered in our calculations, it is impre-
cise and incomplete: we repeat our remark of Sec.
that all multipole moments that are not constrained
by imposed symmetries are naturally included in the
(semi-)variational optimization of the energy. Although
less important than quadrupole deformation, our cal-
culations predict non-vanishing values for both 8, and
Be for many nuclei [2I]. The multipole moment s,
although allowed in our calculations, is seemingly not
meaningfully exploited by any nucleus; we comment on
this remarkable absence below.

We already discussed in detail the systematics of

quadrupole deformation, both axial and triaxial, in Ref. [21]

for BSkG1; globally speaking all three BSkG-models
provide comparable predictions for this quantity. Local
differences arise for many nuclei, but a detailed study
is outside the scope of this work. Here, we only confirm
that the new models succeed in describing the (limited)
available experimental information on ground state tri-
axial deformation. To this end, Fig. [l compares the cal-
culated values of By (top panel) and v (bottom panel)
to experimental information for 26 even-even nuclei: we
compare to values in the NuDat database [I16] for the

12 Although, fruit-wise, these shapes have been said to resem-
ble mangoes more.
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Fig. 7 Calculated quadrupole deformation B2 (top panel)
and triaxiality angle v (bottom panel) with BSkG2 (green
squares) and BSkG3 (red circles), compared to experimen-
tal information (black circles with error bars). Top panel:
quadrupole deformation B2 with experimental information
from Nudat [I16]. Bottom panel: triaxiality angle v with ex-
perimental data points extracted from measured sets of tran-
sitional and diagonal E2 matrix elements [I17HI34].

total quadrupole deformation and to mean values of
the triaxiality angle obtained from Coulomb excitation
experiments [I17HI34]. Compared to BSkG2, BSkG3
yields nearly identical results for the total quadrupole
deformation across this range of mass number A and
yet provides a moderately improved description of the
triaxiality angle ~ for the lightest nuclei with the ex-
ception of %6Zn, the lightest isotope in the list.

The possibility of reflection-asymmetric ground states
is new to BSkG3: we show its global impact in Fig.
its right panel indicates where finite values of 839 occur
while its left panel show the gain in binding energy due
to reflection asymmetry, i.e. the difference in total en-
ergy between a reflection asymmetric and a reflection
symmetric calculation. Globally speaking, the influence
of reflection asymmetry is minor: we found only 196 nu-
clei that gain more than 500 keV of binding energy due
to the inclusion of this degree of freedom, the major-
ity of which are exotic neutron-rich isotopes far beyond
(current) experimental reach. The rms deviation on the
masses is thus mostly unaffected by the inclusion of oc-
tupole deformation: an artificial BSkG3 mass table re-
stricted to reflection symmetric ground states produces
Orefl.symm. (M) = 0.620 MeV, only 11 keV lower than
our complete calculation and thus justifying a posteri-
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ori our choice to not include this degree of freedom in
the parameter adjustment.

Octupole deformation becomes energetically favourable

when the nucleus has the freedom to mix the single-
particle states of a unique-parity intruder shell of an-
gular momentum j with those of a normal-parity j — 3
shell [I35]. This explains the distribution of octupole
deformation in Fig. B such single-particle configura-
tions typically occur just above closed shells for particle
numbers close to the so-called octupole magic numbers.
Three of these, Nyt = 56, 88,134, correspond well to
three regions of octupole deformation in Fig. 8l We find
no stable octupole deformed minima near the lightest
traditional octupole magic number, Ny = 34, likely
because in such light nuclei octupole correlations are
not strong enough to produce static octupole deforma-
tion in a mean-field calculation. Reflection asymmetry
has a strong effect on the mass of exotic neutron-rich
nuclei some of which gain almost 3 MeV of additional
binding energy. The largest effect in our calculations is
produced at N = 190, which is not typically cited as an
octupole magic number but is where BSkG3 predicts
that the intruder states emanating from the k7, or-
bital mix with the many negative parity single-particle
states just above N = 184. Our approach to obtaining
the reflection asymmetric nuclei is based on the mini-
mum energy of both configurations. Therefore there is
no guarantee of any continuous behavior in 83, only in
energy. This can be noted in Fig. 8] where §3¢ increases
at increasing N and abruptly goes to zero, which is not
the case for the energy differences. This effect can be
understood with the following: with increasing N, the
octupole deformed minimum and the (typically prolate)
reflection symmetric saddle point move away from each
other in deformation space. When far enough from each
other, their shell structure becomes sufficiently differ-
ent such that both points on the PES do not depend
in the same way on N. At some given neutron number,
the reflection symmetric point achieves a lower value for
the energy than the octupole one, resulting in a smooth
change of energy difference, though not of octupole de-
formation.

The results shown in Fig.[8are comparable to earlier
global surveys of reflection asymmetry with EDF-based
models, although these have all been limited to even-
even nuclei while we include odd-mass and odd-odd iso-
topes. All models that we are aware of predict the two
regions of octupole deformation within the experimen-
tally accessible part of the nuclear chart, independently
of whether they are based on a Skyrme-type, Gogny-
type or relativistic EDF [53[54,[136]. When calculations
for exotic neutron-rich systems are available, all models
generally also agree on the existence of the island of oc-

tupole deformation beyond N ~ 184 [53[136]. The pre-
cise extent of the four regions in nucleon number varies
strongly from one model to another, since whether or
not octupole deformation appears in a given nucleus de-
pends on single-particle properties as described above,
but also on the models bulk properties such as its ef-
fective mass and its surface energy coefficient [I35,137,
138]. A few global studies of reflection asymmetry in
the context of macroscopic-microscopic approaches are
also available, but only find strong effects in the Z ~
88, N ~ 134 region that are nevertheless smaller than
those obtained in EDF-based models. Although not triv-
ial, this last observation seems natural since we estab-
lished that the effect of triaxiality turns out larger in
self-consistent EDF-based models than in microscopic-
macroscopic approaches [211[83].

The impact of reflection asymmetry on the nuclear
binding energy is not directly experimentally observ-
able, and the presence of (static) octupole deformation
is mostly inferred through other observables such as
the appearance of rotational bands of alternating parity
and enhanced E1 transitions, or even indirectly through
the trends of charge radii [139] or the momentum distri-
bution of particles emitted in heavy-ion collisions [140].
Most available experimental information concerns the
Z ~ 88, N ~ 134 region and (to a lesser extent) the
Z ~ 56, N ~ 88 region [50], in agreement with our
calculations. Even though such studies on octupole de-
formation are even less numerous than those dealing
with triaxiality, Coulomb excitation experiments such
as those of Ref. [141],[142] directly confirm the presence
of static octupole deformation in both regions.

We defer a more detailed study of reflection asym-
metry to future work and limit ourselves for this study
to the effect of reflection asymmetry on binding ener-
gies from an astrophysical point of view. We expect
that the region of octupole deformation near N ~ 190
will be the most consequential since the effect on the
binding energy is large and typical r-process trajectories
produce a significant population of nuclei in this region
before neutron irradiation ends. Our calculations point
to two potentially significant effects: enhanced stabil-
ity with respect of fission and the modification of the
neutron dripline in this region. All else being equal,
an additional contribution to the binding energy of 2
MeV of a nucleus effectively enlarges its fission bar-
rier by the same amount and makes the spontaneous
or induced fission of such a system dramatically less
likely. This is likely to impact r-process simulations,
since the fission properties of nuclei in this region de-
termine for example the production of stable isotopes
for 110 < A < 170, but also impact the heating rate of
kilonovae at late times through the (possible) produc-
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Fig. 8 Left: Binding energy differences between calculations restricted to quadrupole deformations and to calculations that
allow for octupole shapes. Right: octupole deformation B3¢9. Gray shadow shows the experimental nuclei and black lines indicate

BSkG3 drip lines.

tion of superheavy elements [143[144]. The effect on
the neutron dripline then simply enlarges the possibil-
ities for the r-process to create exotic isotopes: for the
Np(Z = 93) and Pu(Z = 94) isotopes, the additional
binding energy due to reflection asymmetry extends the
dripline from N = 189 to N = 209 and N = 207, re-
spectively.

To end this subsection, we remark again on the ab-
sence of any P30 deformation. Nuclei in our calculations
are free to take non-axially symmetric shapes that are
also asymmetric under reflection, and hence could a pri-
ori take advantage of this type of deformation to lower
their total energy. Only a handful of nuclei exploit this
possibility but the associated values of (32 are tiny:
the largest value in absolute sense we obtain is —0.038
for 196Eu. We take this as an indication that this type
of deformation is not very relevant to nuclear ground
states from a global point of view, although we mention
that there are some indications that a very limited num-
ber of isotopes could exhibit non-axial octupole defor-
mation in their ground state without any accompany-
ing quadrupole deformation [145]. We refrain however
from drawing too strong conclusions, since our numer-
ical search for the nuclear ground state was not com-
pletely general and possibly biased by our inclusion of
a temporary constraint on f3¢ in every calculation, as
explained in Sec.

4.6 Actinide fission barriers

To study the performance of the new model for static
fission properties, we show in Fig. [ the deviations of

13There is a similar but less dramatic effect for Z = 64 and 65:
reflection asymmetry is responsible for extending the neutron
dripline by four neutrons.

BSkG2 and BSkG3 calculations with respect to the
reference values: 45 primary barriers (top panel) and
45 secondary barriers (middle panel) of the RIPL-3
database [85] and 28 isomer excitation energies (bot-
tom panel). As discussed in Sec. @l BSkG3 offers sig-
nificantly reduced mean deviations for all three fission
properties compared to its predecessor, particularly for
the isomer excitation energies. The new model also im-
proves on the rms deviations for the primary barriers
and isomer excitation energies resulting in a smaller
spread of the values in the top and bottom panels of
Fig.[@ at the cost of a slightly less accurate description
of the secondary barriers in the middle panel.

The new model now describes all primary barriers
for Z > 90 nuclei in RIPL-3 within 1 MeV. We repeat
the observations of Ref. [42]: this performance with re-
spect to the static fission properties is not universal
among EDF-based models in the literature. When the
physics of large deformation is not included in the pa-
rameter adjustment, the predictions of such a model
can be off by up to 10 MeV [30]. We ascribe the suc-
cess of both BSkG2 and BSkG3 to (i) the inclusion of
fission properties in the parameter adjustment and (ii)
our three-dimensional calculations of the fission PES
that allow for nuclear shapes with triaxial and octupole
deformation [83]. The BSkG2 and BSkG3 PESes for ac-
tinide nuclei and the fission paths obtained from them
are qualitatively similar, we do not show any of them
here but refer the interested reader to Ref. [83]. We only
mention that, as for BSkG2, the fission paths of essen-
tially all nuclei we consider exploit triaxial deformation
to lower both barriers significantly, combining a finite
value of the triaxiality angle v with finite octupole de-
formation near the outer barrier.
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Fig. 9 Difference between calculated and reference val-
ues [85,0Q9] for the three different static fission properties
(Er1, E11 and Eiso) as a function of neutron number for BSkG2
(green squares) and BSkG3 (red circles).

We did not start the development of BSkG3 with
the aim to further improve its description of the physics
at large deformations and thus did not anticipate its
improved fission properties as compared to BSkG2. In
an attempt to explain the differences, we investigated
the surface energy and surface symmetry coefficients
of both models through ETFSI calculations of semi-
infinite nuclear matter along the lines of Ref. [301[146].
Both models have an essentially identical surface en-
ergy coefficient 21 = 17.5 MeV4 but have different
surface symmetry coefficients aggﬁf: they amount to
-60.5 and -51.3 MeV for BSkG2 and BSkG3, respec-
tively. These values both fall within the (large) spread
of predictions of other Skyrme-based models [T47].

We show the difference between the primary fission
barriers obtained with BSkG3 and BSkG2 in Fig. [I0,
both as a function of mass number A (top panel) and
asymmetry I = (N — Z)/(N + Z) (bottom panel). This

14This value differs from the value we quoted for BSkG2 in
Ref. [83], allF, = 17.9 MeV. In Ref. [83] however, we relied
on Hartree-Fock calculations of semi-infinite nuclear matter.
Different approaches provide absolute values for agyys that
can differ by up to 1 MeV, but the differences between pa-
rameterisations are robust across many-body methods, see

the discussion in Ref. [30].
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Fig. 10 Differences between calculated values for the pri-
mary fission barrier heights with BSkG3 and BSkG2 as a
function of atomic mass A (upper panel) or mass asymmetry
I (lower panel).

figure shows that the differences between both models
are not large (less than 600 keV for any given nucleus)
but that the predicted mass trends nevertheless differ.
Despite what one would naively expect from the differ-
ence in aggulif, there is no clear trend with asymmetry
to be discerned although this could simply be due to the
limited variation of I spanned by the nuclei for which

empirical barriers are available.

Since BSkG3 differs from BSkG2 in many respects,
we are unable to pinpoint a single source of the im-
proved performance of the former but conclude that the
differences arise from a multitude of (possibly compet-
ing) effects. One is simply the inclusion of the entire set
of 45 nuclei in the fitting protocol, as opposed to just
the properties of twelve even-even nuclei as for BSkG2.
The extended form of the EDF and the more micro-
scopic treatment of pairing could also each contribute
to the differences between both models, as could the vi-
brational correction which is significantly smaller in the
new model. A detailed analysis including nuclei outside
of the actinide region is needed to disentangle these ef-
fects but is beyond the scope of this work. For now, we
only note that the different mass trend and ag gurf Will
likely result in varying predictions regarding the fission
properties of extremely neutron-rich isotopes, even if
they produce modest variations for the fission barriers
of actinide nuclei.
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5 Infinite nuclear matter properties

We present in Tab. [} the properties of INM at sat-
uration for BSk31 [23], BSkG2 [24] and BSkG3. We
show, from top to bottom, the Fermi momentum kg,
the saturation density psat, the energy per particle of
symmetric matter at saturation a,, the symmetry en-
ergy coefficient J, the slope of the symmetry energy L,
the isoscalar (isovector) effective mass M} /M (M} /M),
the compressibility modulus K, the isovector compo-
nent of the compressibility coefficient Kgym, the skew-
ness parameter K’ and the Landau parameters Gy and
G| of symmetric INM. Note that BSkG2 constrained
the value of J = 32 MeV to obtain a minimum stiffness
of the symmetry energy of the model. For BSkG3, we fix
J = 31 MeV, as previously done for BSk31, since we can
achieve a stiff symmetry energy thanks to the extended
Skyrme form and the new constraint at high density.
Among all parameters of Tab.[3] we note a major differ-
ence on Kgym; BSkG2 presents a much lower value com-
pared to BSkG3 and BSk31. This nuclear parameter
still presents a large uncertainty. Different estimations,
from unitary-gas considerations [148], neutron skin of
48Ca and 208Pb [149], and theoretical predictions based
on the equilibrium density of nuclear matter lead to
negative values ~ —100 MeV (£100 MeV) [150]. There-
fore, all three values are within the current uncertainty
range. This parameter is obtained through the second
derivative of the symmetry energy with respect to the
density and evaluated at saturation. Since it is a high-
order parameter of nuclear matter, Kgym is a measure
of the stiffness of the symmetry energy at intermediate-
high densities of a given model. The parameterisations
BSk31 and BSkG3 were constrained to reproduce stiff
NeuM EoS at high densities, as required by the exis-
tence of pulsars with M > 2Mq. It is, therefore, natu-
ral that these models yield higher (less negative) values
for Kgym than BSkG2.

It is interesting to note the differences in the INM
parameters when constructing a model that reconciles
an excellent reproduction of nuclear data with NS prop-
erties. Values of the low-order nuclear parameters, as
the first four lines of Tab. [B] are essential to the suc-
cess of the mass table. In turn, the high-order ones, as
Kgym, play no role in the nuclear masses but strongly
impact the high-density EoS and NS properties. Note
also that the impact of Ky, value is model dependent.
A Kgym < —100 MeV (as obtained in BSkG2) does not
necessary lead to incompatibility with NS data for all
possible models. A recent study [I51] presents a set of
EoS with Kgym ranging from +20 MeV to —208 MeV,
which successfully reproduces the properties of NS.

Table 3 INM properties for the BSk31 [23], BSkG2 [24] and
BSkG3 parameterisations. See Refs. [23|[152}[I53] for the var-
ious definitions.

Properties BSk31 BSkG2 BSkG3

kp [fm] 1.3290 1.3265 1.3270
Psat [fm ™3] 0.15855 0.15767 0.15784
a, [MeV] —16.110 —16.070 —16.082
J [MeV] 31.000 32.000 31.000
L [MeV] 53.076 53.027 55.061
Mzx/M 0.84000 0.86000 0.85860
Mx/M 0.73246 0.77330 0.72171
K, [MeV] 244.01 237.45 242.56
Ksym [MeV] —15.780 —150.60 —21.248
K’ [MeV] 302.97 376.26 304.17
Go 0.36551 0.35846 0.20046
G}, 0.96946 0.97873 0.97812

We show in the bottom panels of Fig. [Tl the NeutM
energy for BSkG3, BSkG2 and BSk31 and compare
with the ab-initio calculations of WFF [156], APR [157],
LS2 [158] and FP [I59]. Chiral interactions predictions
are represented by LTC [160] and DHC [I5] bands. At
densities close to saturation and below (bottom left)
all models present similar behavior, and are in good
agreement with the ab-initio calculations. At high den-
sities, however, the BSkG3 and BSk31 parameterisa-
tions present a much stiffer behaviour when compared
to BSkG2 and are in good agreement with the LS2
EoS [I58]. This figure highlights the main improvement
in the BSkG3 INM properties compared to our pre-
vious BSkG1 and BSkG2, which is the stiffness of the
NeuM energy at high densities. The typical central den-
sity in NSs cores computed with Skyrme EDFs reaches
6-10 times saturation density depending on the stiff-
ness of the EoS. However, EDFs fitted to experimental
atomic masses only, remain poorly constrained at den-
sities well above saturation density. The EoSs obtained
with standard Skyrme EDFs are generally found to be
too soft at high densities to explain the existence of the
most massive observed NS. As shown, e.g., in Ref [I61],
the EoS can be made stiff enough by introducing ¢4
and t5 terms without deteriorating the quality of the
fit to atomic masses. Top panels of Fig. [Tl display the
symmetry energy for BSkG3, BSkG2, and BSk31. Note
that we use the definition of symmetry energy as the
energy necessary to convert symmetric nuclear matter
(SNM) into pure NeutM: egym = eneutm — esnm. The
top left panel compares the model predictions for egym
with experiments constraints from the isobaric analog
state (IAS) and IAS + neutron skin, Ar,, (blue and
dark blue), from Ref. [I54] The yellow band shows the
PREX-II predictions for the symmetry energy, where
we vary J = 38.1 £4.7 MeV and L = 106 £+ 37 MeV
as suggested by Ref. [I55]. Note that all models repro-
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Fig. 11 Top (bottom) panels show the symmetry (neutron matter) energy per nucleon as a function of the baryon density
for BSkG3 (continuous red), BSkG2 (dashed green), and BSk31 (dotted blue). Left panels show the predictions at densities
below and around saturation while the right panels display the results at high densities. The models predictions are compared
with experimental constraints [I54}[I55] and ab-initio calculations of WFF [156], APR [157], LS2 [158], FP [159], LTC [160]

and DHC [15].

duce well the experimental constraints given by the blue
bands (IAS and IAS + Ar,,). However, models under-
estimate PREX-II at saturation and higher densities,
being inside the yellow band just at low densities. This
demonstrates again the tension raised by PREX-II re-
sults when compared with other experiments and the-
ory predictions, as mentioned in Sec. 41l The top right
panel of Fig. [[d] shows the symmetry energy at high
densities, where the effect of the stiff NeutM EoS can
be observed avoiding the collapse of egyn, for BSkG3
and BSk31, in contrast to BSkG2.

The density dependence of the effective mass is shown
in Fig. for BSkG3 and compared with BSkG2 and
BSk31. We note that for the isocalar channel, the ef-
fective mass obtained with BSkG3 is almost identical
to that of BSk31; it is close to that of BSkG2 up to
p ~ 0.2 fm~3 but is significantly smaller at higher den-
sities. Note that BSkG2, BSkG3 and BSk31 are in close
agreement with the extended Brueckner-Hartree-Fock
(EBHF) calculations of Ref. [I01], as shown in the insert
plot in the top panel. For the isovector effective mass,
BSkG3 is similar to BSk31, and lower than BSkG2, at
lower densities. From densities around 0.3 fm =3 and be-
yond its value lies in between BSkG2 and BSk31 pre-
dictions. Moreover, BSkG3 shows M*/M = 0.859 at
saturation which is in good agreement with values ob-
tained by EBHF calculations [I0T],162]. Table B shows
that BSkG3 values for M} /M and M} /M taken at sat-
uration present the hierarchy M7 > My, which implies

that the neutron effective mass is higher then the proton
one in neutron-rich matter. This hierarchy between neu-
tron and proton effective mass is consistent with mea-
surements of the isovector giant dipole resonance [163]
and ab-initio calculations [50,T101]. In particular, the
BSkG3 magnitude of the splitting at saturation density
is in excellent agreement with the realistic calculation
of Ref. [101].

We show in Fig. the distribution of the poten-
tial energy among the four two-body spin-isospin (S, T)
channels for BSkG3 (continuous red), BSkG2 (dashed
green) and BSk31 (dotted blue). We compare our re-
sults with two different Brueckner-Hartree-Fock (BHF)
calculations labeled "Catania 1" [I64] and "Catania
2" [165]. The model predictions for BSkG3 can be con-
sidered as satisfactory given the current uncertainty on
what the real distribution actually is.

To summarize this section, we emphasise that BSkG3
exhibits INM properties at saturation that are simi-
lar to those of the previous BSkG models [211[24] (see
Tab.[3]) with two important improvements: we now pro-
duce a stiff NeutM EoS at high densities (Fig. [[T)) which
is important for explaining NSs with more than 2Mg,
and replace the phenomenological pairing interaction
of previous models by a more microscopically grounded
interaction designed to match the 1S pairing gaps in
INM deduced from ab initio calculations (Fig. [I).
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Fig. 12 Isoscalar (top) and isovector (bottom) effective mass
as a function of the baryon density for BSkG3 (continuous
red), BSkG2 (dashed green), and BSk31 (dotted blue). In the
upper panel we compare the isoscalar effective mass with the
EBHF calculations from Ref. [101].

6 Neutron star properties

In this section, the NS properties obtained with the
new BSkG3 parameterisation are explored. We show in
Fig. 4] the NS mass and radius relations for BSkG2,
BSkG3, and BSk31. We compare the model predictions
with the observational data from X-ray emissions of
NICER [46}166,167] and the GW170817 observation
from the LIGO/Virgo interferometers [168]. The tidal
deformability is strongly correlated to the NS mass and
radius (see, e.g., Ref. [I69] and references therein), con-
verting the uncertainty on A into an uncertainty on the
radius of a 1.4Mg NS, as shown in the light gray con-
tour in Fig. [[4] indicated by “GW170817".

We note that BSkG3 and BSk31 models are com-
patible with all observational data while BSkG2 fails
to reach the required maximum mass of 2M. This is
a direct effect of the stiffness of the NeutM EoS, since
the S-equilibrated matter contained in NSs is extremely
neutron-rich. To obtain the NS macroscopic properties
of Fig. [[4] we estimate the NSs masses and radii as
follows. First, we integrate the Tolman-Oppenheimer-
Volkoff equations [I70,I7T] from the center of the star
up to the crust-core transition fixed at the baryon num-
ber density n. = 0.08 fm~3. The core is described us-
ing the corresponding FoS of neutron-proton-electron-

Table 4 NS properties obtained with BSk31, BSkG2 and
BSkG3 parameterizations. We show in the first row the radius
of the canonical NS of 1.4M; the following three lines give
the mass, radius and energy density for the most compact
NS. Ecausal denotes the energy density for which causality is
violated. Next we show the threshold energy density and NS
mass for the onset of the dUrca process and the energy density
Epqcp up to which the model is consistent with constraints
derived from pQCD (see text for details).

Properties BSk31 BSkG2 BSkG3

Ry .4 [km] 12.71 11.53 12.73
Miax [Mo] 2.26 1.82 2.26
R, [km] 11.11 9.66 11.10
En,.. [10%5 g cm—3] 2.276 3.192 2.273
Ecansal 1015 g cm—3] 2.392 6.558 2.381
EdUrca [10'* g cm ™3] 7.166 — 7.136
Maurea [Mo)] 1.40 - 1.38
Epqep [101% g cm ™3 2.509 4.289 2.508

muon (npep) matter in 8 equilibrium as in Ref. [I72].
In this way, we obtain the mass Mo and radius Reore
of the NS core. From the approximate formulas given
in Ref. [I73], we infer the NS mass and radius:

M = Mcore + Mcrust ’ (23)

with

PCC
Merust = 7.62 x 107> Mg <73)
MeV fm

« (1 _ 267']\4c01re) ( Rcore )4 ( M@ ) ) (25)
Reore€? 10 km Meore

Here pc. and o denote the baryon chemical potentials

at the crust-core transition and at the stellar surface,

respectively. For cold catalyzed matter, the latter coin-

cides with the mass per nucleon of *6Fe. P, represents

the pressure at the crust-core transition.

In Table[d we indicate the NS properties for BSk31,
BSkG2, and BSkG3. The first three rows correspond,
respectively, to the radius of the canonical 1.4 My NS,
the maximum mass of NS and its respective radius. We
have also computed the energy density Ecausal 0f beta-
equilibrated matter for which the sound speed becomes
higher than the speed of light. We remark that E.ausal
for BSkG3 is higher than the energy density &v,,,, at
the center of the most massive NS, as seen in Table @]
Therefore none of the models presented here violates
causality.

Table [ also shows the density and the correspond-
ing NS mass for which the proton fraction inside the
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star reaches the threshold for the onset of the direct
Urca (dUrca) process [I75] for the three models. This
process is required to interpret the observed thermal lu-
minosity of some NSs [176]. The model BSkG2 does not
fulfill this constraint. BSk31 and BSkG3 models allow
for the dUrca process for NSs with a mass above ~ 1.4
Mg.

Our models can be further tested using results from
perturbative quantum chromodynamics (pQCD) calcu-
lations: assuming only causality and thermodynamic
consistency, pQCD predictions at extreme densities (

2 40 psat) impose constraints on the EoS at lower den-
sities [I77]. We have verified that the BSkG3 EoS is
consistent with this constraint up to an energy density
epqep = 2.508 x 10'° [g cm?®], i.e. above the density of
the most massive NS predicted by this model. BSk31
and BSkG2 also satisfy this constraint.

7 Conclusions and outlook

We have presented a new entry in the BSkG-series of
EDF-based models. BSkG3 takes up the challenge of de-
scribing dense matter in a vast range of density regimes,
combining a sophisticated description of thousands of
atomic nuclei at saturation density in terms of symmetry-
broken mean-field configurations with realistic predic-
tions for dense matter at higher densities, such as en-
countered in NSs. The key to achieving both goals is the
form of the functional: we move here to the extended
form of Ref. [52] that includes additional density de-
pendencies compared to the traditional Skyrme form.
In contrast to its predecessors, the new model pre-
dicts an EoS of dense matter that is entirely compati-
ble with the most recent theoretical and observational
NS constraints, including the existence of heavy pulsars
with M > 2Mg. We have also refined our approach to
nucleon pairing, rendering the model more suited to the
treatment of superfluidity in different NS layers by re-
placing the standard (and entirely phenomenological)
ansatz for the pairing EDF with a more microscopi-
cally founded prescription designed to match the 'Sy
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pairing gaps in INM as obtained from realistic EBHF
calculations.

BSkG3 also describes nuclear properties with in-
creased accuracy compared to BSkG2: we report rms
deviations of 0.631 MeV on 2457 atomic masses and
0.0237 fm for 810 charge radii. These global deviations
remain larger than the lowest ever achieved by the BSk
models, but BSkG3 essentially matches the performance
of the best of the older models for mass differences. In
addition to this quantitative improvement, we have for
the first time accounted for reflection asymmetry in the
nuclear ground state in even-even, odd-mass and odd-
odd nuclei alike. This further enriches the BSkG models
in terms of collective effects and allows us to connect to
the phenomenology of octupole deformation. Although
the impact of this degree of freedom on the global ac-
curacy of our model is small due to the limited number
of nuclei impacted, we anticipate meaningful effects for
nucleosynthesis simulations chiefly because of the large
impact of octupole deformation on the ground states
of exotic neutron-rich nuclei near N ~ 190. The accu-
racy of the new model extends beyond ground states to
fission properties: BSkG3 reproduces the 45 RIPL-3 ref-
erence values for the primary barriers of actinide nuclei
with a rms deviation of 0.33 MeV, combined with rms
deviations on secondary barriers and isomeric excita-
tion energies of 0.51 MeV and 0.34 MeV respectively.
These values are, to the best of our knowledge, un-
matched in the available literature.

This work addresses the extrapolation of the BSkG
to high nucleon densities, but this is hardly the only ex-
trapolation relevant to NS physics: a general-purpose
EoS should not be limited to zero temperature but
cover a range of temperatures, since the temperatures
involved in core-collapse supernovae and NS mergers
simulations can reach above 100 MeV [7,[I78]. To en-
large the reach of the BSkG models, we plan to extend
our fitting protocol to also include constraints on the
properties of the EoS at finite temperature, as predicted
by advanced many-body approaches such as for exam-
ple Refs. [T7T9HI82].

We have several prospects to further improve our
description of atomic nuclei. The accuracy we achieve
here for fission barriers in the actinide region motivates
us to extend our fission calculations to exotic neutron-
rich nuclei. Although this is a monumental task because
of the number of nuclei involved, efforts in this direc-
tion are under way. We also anticipate studying the is-
sues touched upon in Sec. 2.3t like all EDF-based mod-
els, the BSkG-series do not describe a small but sys-
tematic contribution to the binding energy of odd-odd
nuclei, contaminating all mass differences that involve
such isotopes [97]. As suggested in Ref. [24], tuning the

proton-neutron spin-spin term in the time-odd part of
the functional might provide a way forward. Our most
ambitious and undoubtedly long-range goal is to im-
prove our description of nuclear collective motion, aban-
doning simple recipes such as the rotational correction
in favor for a more microscopic approach founded in
beyond-mean-field techniques.
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Appendix A: List of abbreviations

Abbreviation Meaning

BSkG Brussels-Skyrme-on-a-Grid

dUrca direct Urca (process)

EDF Energy density functional

EoS Equation of state

INM Infinite (homogeneous) nuclear matter
MLNN Multilayer neural network

MOI Moment of inertia

NeutM Pure (infinite) neutron matter

npe neutron-proton-electron-muon

NS Neutron star

SNM symmetric (infinite) nuclear matter
PES Potential energy surface
pQCD Perturbative quantum chromodynamics

rms root-mean-square
r-process rapid neutron-capture process

Appendix B: Coupling constants of Egy

We include here the complete expressions for all cou-
pling constants of the Skyrme energy densities in terms
of the model parameters. The coupling constants ap-
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pearing in the time-even, central part of the EDF are:
1
CL(po) =+ Cgy (to, z0) + 6062(%, z3)pg
- 1 1
C7" (po) = + 5Coi(trs 1) + 5Co; (b2, x2)

1 1
+ 506‘;(7&431;4)pg + §Cot(t5ax5)pg )

(B.2

3 1
CtPAP = — gcgg(fl,l'l) + gcot(tQa:L?)a

3 1
VPV (pg) = + gcg;(u,m)pg - gCOt(tFn%)pg’

(B.4

B.5)mass m. Both b and c are adjustable parameters, while

1 _
CPYPYP (pg) = — §C$(t4a$4)ﬂg b

while those in the time-odd, central part & o(r) are

(B.6)
(B.7)

1
C?*(po) =Cf1y (to, zo) + ECE(@JS)P?’
C(po) == C(po) -

We again draw the readers attention to a change of
notation with respect to the BSkG1 and BSkG2 mod-
els: the exponent of the density in the expression for
Cf?(po) was denoted by v in Refs. [21}24], whereas here
we indicate the same quantity here with « following
Ref. [104].

We define the shorthands C;r%_ (t,x) as in Ref. [61]:

Coolt,x) = +2t, Coi(t,x) = —§t — 1w,
Cht,x) = —st+ te,  Cfi(t,x) = —%t,

Coolt,x) =+3t+ te,  Cy(t,x) =+it+ ttx,
Crolt,z) =—+5t+3te,  Cr(t,z)=+5t (B.8)

Finally, the coupling constants of the time-even spin-
orbit part of the EDF are given in terms of the param-
eters Wy and W

ovs _ Wo Wo o vy Woo

0 9 4 ) 1 4 (Bg)

The time-odd spin-orbit coupling constants are identi-
cal to the time-even ones, i.e. C7V* = PV,

Appendix C: Rotational, vibrational and
Wigner energies

For completeness, we briefly recall here the expressions
for the rotational, vibrational, and Wigner energies as
employed in the BSkG1, BSkG2 and BSkG3 models.

— The rotational correction

) 78
[i°" = btanh <cI—’:> ,

(B.3)

The rotational correction is based on a simple per-
turbative cranking model, involving the Belyaev mo-

(B.1)ments of inertia (MOI) around the three principal axes

of the nucleus, T (u = x, y, z) [183]:

72
Bov=— Y fi Ch (C.10a)

278
H=T,Y,2 H

(C.10Db)

where JAu is an angular momentum operator and Z¢ =
ZmR*A is (one-third of) the MOI of a rigid rotor of
radius R = 1.2A4'/3 comprised of A nucleons of average

the three MOT in Eq. (C.I0a)) are calculated consistently
from the HFB auxiliary state.

— The vibrational correction

The vibrational correction is given by:

Egp = — viv i) C.11
vib Z B 9TB ( . a)
U=T,Y,2 ®
fiP = dB, e~ Bu=Bo)* (C.11b)
IB
B, =" (C.11c)

where d,l and By are model parameters. Note that
Eq. (CIIa) only intends to capture the deformation
dependence of the vibrational energy, as discussed in
Ref. [24,98].

— The Wigner energy

Mean-field models that describe the nucleus with
separate proton and neutron treatments typically un-
derestimate the binding energy of N ~ Z nuclei. To
rectify this issue, the BSkG models include the Wigner
energy correction of Ref. [184]:

Bw =Viv exp(=A(N — Z)/A)?)

+ ViyIN — Z| exp [—(A/Ao)ﬂ , (C.12)

with four adjustable parameters Viy, Vii,, A, and Ag.

Appendix D: Explanation of the
supplementary material

We provide as supplementary material the files

Mass Table BSkG3.dat and Fission Table BSkG3.dat.
The former contains the calculated ground state prop-
erties of all nuclei with 8 < Z < 118 lying between
the proton and neutron drip lines. The latter contains
the fission barriers and isomer excitation energies as
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calculated for all 45 nuclei with Z > 90 that figure in
the RIPL-3 database. The contents of both files follow
the conventions of the supplementary files of Refs. |21,
24] and [83] with only two exceptions. First, we now
also list the octupole deformations S3y and (32 among
ground state properties. Second, for odd-mass and odd-
odd nuclei with finite octupole deformation we can no
longer assign a parity quantum number to the calcu-
lated ground states; in such cases we set the final two
columns of Mass Table BSkG3.dat that contain the
parities of the blocked quasiparticle(s) to zero. For con-
venience, we repeat the contents of all columns of both
files in Tables [B] and
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Column  Quantity  Units Explanation

1 Z - Proton number

2 N - Neutron number

3 Mexp MeV Experimental atomic mass excess
4 My MeV BSkG3 atomic mass excess

5 AM MeV Meoxp — M¢n

6 FEiot MeV Total energy, Eq. ()

7 B20 -

8 Baz - Quadrupole deformation

9 B2 —

10 Bao B Octupole deformation

11 B32 -

12 FErot MeV Rotational correction

13 (A)n MeV Average neutron gap

14 (A)p MeV Average proton gap

15 TBSKG3 fm Calculated rms charge radius
16 Texp fm Experimental rms charge radius
17 Ar fm Texp — TBSKG3

18 B A2 MeV~—!  Calculated Belyaev MOIL.

19 par(p) — Parity of proton gp. excitation
20 par(n) — Parity of neutron gp. excitation

Table 5 Contents of the Mass_Table BSkG3.dat file.

Column  Quantity Fission property Units Explanation

1 Z — Proton number

2 N — Neutron number

3 E Inner barrier MeV Barrier height

4 B20 — Quadrupole deformation
5 B22 -

6 E Outer barrier MeV Barrier height

7 B20 — Quadrupole deformation
8 B2z -

9 B30 - Octupole deformation
10 E Isomer MeV Excitation energy

11 B20 — Quadrupole deformation

Table 6 Contents of the Fission Table BSkG3.dat file.
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