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Abstract

™ The neutron and proton drip lines represent the limits ofrthelear landscape. While the proton drip line is measurgeex
S mentally up to rather higi-values, the location of the neutron drip line for absoluggarity of elements is based on theoretical
predictions which involve extreme extrapolations. The finger systematic investigation of the location of the pnatad neutron
drip lines in the covariant density functional theory hasibperformed by employing a set of the state-of-the-artpatazations.
O _calculated theoretical uncertainties in the position ad-tveutron drip line are compared with those obtained in redativistic
DFT calculations. Shellféects drastically fiect the shape of two-neutron drip line. In particular, madeertainties in the defini-
tion of two-neutron drip line aZ ~ 54,N = 126 andZ ~ 82, N = 184 are very small due to the impact of spherical shell clesur
o\ atN =126 and 184.
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+7 ' Atpresent, the nuclear masses of approximately 3000 out ddkyrme Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) calculations of Ref

= roughly 7000 nuclei expected between nuclear drip lines ar@] with the HFB-21 parametrization. It turns out that theotw
known ﬂ]. Nuclear existence ends at the drip lines. Whike th neutron drip lines of the FRDM and Skyrme-HFB calculations
proton drip line has been delineated in experiment up taagrot are located either within the SDFT error band or very close to

——tinium (Z = 91), the position of the neutron drip line beyond Similar calculations exist also for non-relativistic DFTodels

— Z = 8 is determined only in model calculations.fiezrent mod-  based on the finite range Gogny forces D1S [5]and DIM [6].

~, €ls and diferent parameterizations show rather large variations ¢ qestion of theoretical errors in the definition of tha-ne
in predictions of the neutron drip line. Moreover, becaue 0y grip Jine is still not resolved since the important slag
experimental limitations even in foreseeable future it i nuclear structure models known under name covariant gensit
possible to define the location of neutron-drip line for the-m ¢\ ional theory (CDFT)[7.8]9. 10.111] has not been amblie
() jority of elements only in model calculations. In such a&itu g, far in 4 reliable way to the study of this quantity. Typigal
; fion itis important to estimate the errors in the locationtt@ ;1\ re|ativistic and relativistic DFT tier significantly in the

¢ [Predicted neutron drip line introduced by the use of theot@i o jiction of separation energies close to the drip linek an
calculaltlons. r:n th|§ colntext we hz;ve to d|.st|ngm_sl’r:_themes general, of isovector properties far from stability |[12].hi§
and related theoretical uncertainties obtained withinséme may lead to neutron drip lines whichfiir substantially from

- model, but with diferent parameterizations and the results anq, ;1 e|ativistic models. The goals of the present manpsare
— uncertainties obtained withfierent models. _ (i) the systematic study of two-proton- and two-neutroipdr

Theoretical uncertainties(errors) in the prediction ofgibal jineg within the relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov (RHB)aime-

E observables have several sources of origin. Within onesclas, m m] using several state-of-the-art CDFT paraizatr

of models they are the consequences of specific assumptlor[]gns, (ii) the estimate of theoretical errors in the locatof the

and the ppt|m|zat|on protocols. Theﬂ@rences in the basic drip lines within CDFT framework, and (iii) the comparisoh o
assumptions of dierent model classes is another source. Theyq gris lines obtained in relativistic and non-relatidsDFT

lead to theoretical uncertainties which can be revealey oyl
a systematic comparison of a variety of models. )
The first attempt to estimate theoretical uncertaintiesien t 10 our knowledge, there were only two previous attempts to
definition of two-neutron drip line within one class of mod- Study the neutron-drip line in the CDFT frawewo[EI 16].
els has been performed within the Skyrme density functionalowever, both of them employ quite crude approximations to
theory (SDFT) in Refﬂjz] employing the set of six parametfiz the physics of drip !|r_1e nuclei vv_|th a rather limited vquilt
tions. These results were compared with those obtainediarot FOr €xample, the pairing correlations have been complégely
classes of non-relativistic models such as the microseopic’ored in the studies of Re%S} and the treatment of paiag

macroscopic finite range droplet model (FRDM) [3] and theBCS approximationin Refl. [16] is questionable in the regibn
drip line since this approximation does not take into actthum

*Corresponding author continuum properly and leads to the formation of a neutran ga
Email addressafansjev@erc.msstate.edu (A. V. Afanasjev) [@] in nuclei near neutron-drip line. In addition, thesé&oda-

and thus the estimate of global theoretical errors.
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Figure 1: The landscape of bound even-even nuclei as obtairthe CDFT calculations. Experimentally known stable eatioactive nuclei are shown by black
and green squares, respectively. The experimental dafeoaneRef. [1]. Two-proton and two-neutron drip lines cakteld with diferent CEDF are shown by the
lines of diferent color.

tions use at most 14 fermionic shells for the harmonic c#aitl  tained by means of constraint on the quadrupole mor@egt
basis, which according to our study and the one of Ref. [18]rhen, the correct ground state configuration and its energy a
is not suficient for a correct description of binding energies of defined; this procedure is especially important for the sade
actinides and superheavy nuclei and the nucleiin the wicofi ~ shape coexistence.
neutron-drip line. The RHB framework with a finite range pair  In axial reflection-symmetric calculations for superheauy
ing force is a proper tool for that purpose. It has been agdplieclei with Z > 100, the superdeformed minimum is frequently
very successfully with the parameter set NL3/[19, 20] and thdower in energy than the normal deformed oné [28]. As long as
parameter set DD-PCﬂZl] at the proton drip line and it has thtriaxial and octupole deformations are not included, this-m
proper coupling to the continuum at the neutron drip line. imum is stabilized by the presence of an outer fission barrier
In the present manuscript, the RHB framework is used for dncluding such deformations, however, it often turns outt th
systematic studies of ground state properties of all evem-e this minimum either disappears or becomes a saddle point, un
nuclei from the proton- to neutron drip line. The separalele v Stable against fissioh [28]. Since these deformations arano
sion [22] 28] of the finite range Brink-Booker part of the Gggn cluded in the present calculations, we restrict our comaitn
D1S force is used in the particle-particle channel; itsrejte o spherical or normal-deformed ground states inZhe 100
variation across the nuclear chart is defined by means of theuclei. This also facilitates the comparison with non-ieistic
fit of rotational moments of inertia calculated in the craske results which favor such ground states for these nuclei.
RHB framework to experimental data via the procedure of Ref. Three existing classes of covariant density functional mod
[Iﬂ]. The need for suciA-dependent variation of the strength els are used throughout this paper: the nonlinear meson-
of the Brink-Booker part of the Gogny D1S force in the CDFT nucleon coupling model (NL), the density-dependent meson-
application has recently been discussed in RE.@4, 25]. Aexchange model (DD-ME), and a density-dependent point cou-
the absolute majority of nuclei are known to be axially andpling model (DD-PC); see their comparison in Ref/[28]. The
reflection symmetric in their ground states, we considey onl main diterences among them lay in the treatment of the range
axial and parity-conserving intrinsic states and solveRkd-  of the interaction, the mesons, and the density dependéhee.
equations in an axially deformed oscillator basig [26, ZHe  interaction in the first two classes has a finite range, whie t
truncation of the basis is performed in such a way that aiésta third class uses a zero-range interaction with one additigna-
belonging to the shells up thlr = 20 fermionic shells and dient term in the scalar-isoscalar channel. The mesonsbare a
Ng = 20 bosonic shells are taken into account. This providesent in the density-dependent point coupling model. The den
sufficient numerical accuracy. As the absolute majority of nu-sity dependence is explicitin the last two models, whil&dws
clei are known to be axially and reflection symmetric in their up via the nonlinear meson-couplings in the first case.
ground states, we consider only axial and parity-consgrivin Each of these model classes is represented here by the energy
trinsic states. For each nucleus the potential energy darve density functional (EDF) that is considered to be the stéite-
large deformation range frogy = —0.4 up toB, = 1.0is ob-  the-art. The NL model is represented here by the NIL37 [29]



EDF which has the smallest number of parameters amongsiescribed with typical accuracy of 1 MeV (Talile 1). One can
considered EDF fitted to data. The DD-ME model is repre-see that not always the parametrization which provideséise b
sented by the DD-MEZ__[_ZEO] and the DD-M@] EDFs. The description of masses gives the best description of twéiebar
DD-ME¢$ EDF difers from others by the inclusion of tl#e  separation energies. This is because the separation esargi
meson, which leads to filerent proton and neutrorffective  related to the derivatives of binding energies with resméct
masses. In addition, the parameters of the DDSNHDF are  particle number.
largely based on microscopad initio calculations in nuclear Fig.[2 shows that theoretical uncertainties (i. e. the shoda
matter; only four of its parameters are fitted to finite nua@n  the predictions due to flerent EDF) are rather small for two-
the contrary, all parameters of other EDF were adjusted 10 exproton drip line. In addition, the results of the calculasare
perimental data based on the properties of finite nuclei. Theery close to experimental data. This is because the proton-
DD-PC model is represented by the DD-PC1 [32] EDF. In con-drip line lies close to the valley of stability, so that extoa-
trast to the other functionals, which are fitted to spherncalei,  tion errors towards it are small. Another reason is the faet t
this EDF is fitted to a large set of deformed nuclei. Coulomb barrier provides a rather steep potential reduzimng
Fig. [ shows the nuclear landscape as obtained with thesaderably the coupling to the proton continuum. This leads t
CDFT parametrizations. The particle stability (and, as a-co relatively low density of the single-particle states in W@nity
sequence, a drip line) of a nuclide is specified by its separasf the Fermi level.
tion energy, namely, the amount of energy needed to remove The situation is dferent for the two-neutron drip line. In the
particle(s). Since our investigation is restricted to eegan  majority of the cases, the theoretical uncertainties inldlca-
nuclei, we consider two-neutrd®p, = B(Z,N — 2) — B(Z,N) tion of this line are much larger than for the two-proton drip
and two-protorSy, = B(Z — 2,N) — B(Z, N) separation ener- one and they are generally increasing with the increase ss ma
gies. HereB(Z, N) stands for the binding energy of a nucleus number. Thisis commonly attributed to poorly known isoeect
with Z protons andN neutrons. If the separation energy is pos-properties of EDF|]2]. Although this factor contributesgban
itive, the nucleus is stable against two-nucleon emission:  explanation is somewhat oversimplified from our point ofaie
versely, if the separation energy is negative, the nuckeusi  That is because for some combination&ZaindN there is ba-
stable. Thus, two-neutron and two-proton drip lines arelied  sically no (or very little) dependence of the predictionstfoe
whenS;, < 0 andS;, < 0, respectively. location of the two-neutron drip line on the CDFT parametriz
tion. Such a weak (or vanishing) dependence is especiaily pr
nounced at spherical neutron shell closures Wtk 126 184
Table 1. The rms-deviationSEms, A(San)ms (A(Szp)ms) between calculated — 5 q 258 around proton numbets= 54, 80 and 110. It is inter-
and experimental binding energi€sand two-neutron(-proton) separation en- . . .
ergiesSan (Szp), respectively. They are given in MeV for indicated CDFT esting that the impact of shell structure at these particialrers
parametrizations with respect of “measured” and “meastgstimated” sets 0N the shape of the two-neutron drip line is more pronounced
of experimental masses. than that for the two-proton drip line due ® = 50 and 82

EDF measured measuredestimated proton shell gaps.
AEms | AEms | A(Szn)ms | A(Szp)rms However, moving away from these spherical shell closures
NL3* 2.97 3.01 121 1.28 the spread of theoretical predictions for the two-neutrdp d
DD-ME2 2.42 2.48 1.09 0.99 line increases. This move also induces the deformationen th
DD-MEs 231 2.42 111 111 nuclei. Thus, there is a close correlation between the aucle
DD-PC1 2.02 2.17 1.25 1.13 deformation at the neutron-drip line and the uncertainti¢se

prediction of neutron-drip line; the regions of large unagr-

The accuracy of the description of separation energieies corresponds to transitional and deformed nuclei. This
depend on the accuracy of the description of madkerdi caused by the underlying densities of the single-partizites.
ences. The global RHB calculations of masses with employet@he spherical nuclei under discussion are characterizéat g
parametrizations lead to the rms-deviatiaiis s between cal-  shell gaps and a clustering of highly degenerate singlaepar
culated and experimental binding energies which are listed states around them. Deformation removes this high degeyera
Table[d. The detailed results of these calculations will ke p of single-particle states and leads to a more equal disivibof
sented in a forthcoming manuscriﬂ[33]. The masses given ithe single-particle states with energy. Moreover, the itgi0$
the AME2012 mass evaluatiohl [1] can be separated into twbound neutron single-particle states close to the neutrntirc
groups; one represents nuclei with masses defined only fromum is substantially larger than that on the proton-drip.lias
experimental data, the other contains nuclei with masses da consequence, inevitable inaccuracies in the DFT degmript
pending in addition on either interpolation or extrapaatpro-  of the deformed single-patrticle state energies which azegnt
cedures. For simplicity, we call the masses of the nuclei ireven in the valley of beta-stabilitﬂb4] will lead to largen-
the first and second groups as measured and estimated. Theextainties in the predictions of the neutron-drip line.
are 640 measured and 195 estimated masses of even-even nuFor some isotope chains, there are regions of two-neutron
clei in the AME2012 mass evaluation. One can see in Table $tability (not shown in Fig]1l) at neutron numbers beyond the
that the addition of estimated masses leads only to a slighht d primary two-neutron drip line. The physical mechanism be-
crease of the accuracy of the description of experimental da hind the appearance of these regions is illustrated in[fFan 3
Two-neutronS,, and two-protonS,, separation energies are the example of the Th isotope chain. Two-neutron separation
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Figure 2: Calculated versus experimental two-proton dripd. For each isotope chain, the four experimentally knavast proton-rich nuclei are shown by

squares. Cyan shading of the squares is used for the nucttetb beyond the two-proton drip lin€%, < 0). The experimental data are from Ref. [1]. The
borderline between shaded and open squares delineates kwovproton drip line. Only in the case of tle= 4, 6, 8, 80, 82 and 84 isotope chains, the location of
two-proton drip line is firmly established since the masdeh@nuclei on both sides of the drip line are directly anduaately measured. The two-proton drip line
is only tentatively delineated for the = 10, 14 — 34,68, 76 and 78 chains since the masses of beyond the drip lineimuelenly estimated in Rel./[1]. The lines

with small symbols show the calculated two-proton dripdiméhich go along the last two-proton bound nuclei.

energiesSy, and the neutron chemical potentigl, are posi- ists also in many SDFT parametrizations [2]. Both in CDFT
tive and negative in two-neutron bound nuclsi € 184), re- and SDFT, the regions of two-neutron binding reappearance
spectively. TheS,, and Az, values become negative and pos- represent the peninsulas emerging from the nuclear mainlan
itive for two-neutron unbound nuclei (188 N < 192), re- Ref. [2] suggested that such behavior is due to the presdnce o
spectively. A further increase of the neutron number tiigge shell dfects at neutron closures that tend to lower binding en-
an increase of quadrupole deformatinleading to a low- ergy along the localized bands of stability. This is ceftain
ering of the neutron chemical potentia} which again be- true in some cases. However, our analysis presented abgve su
comes negative. As a consequence, two-neutron binding reapests that local changes of the shell structure induced by de
pears §,, > 0) atN = 194 - 206. Further increase df formation changes play also an important role. Similar ® th
beyond 206 leads to two-neutron unbound nuclei. The ap€DFT(NL3*) results, there are also some Skyrme EDF which
pearance of these regions, however, strongly depends on tlde not show the reappearance of two-neutron binding [35].
CDFT parametrization. For example, such regions exist at
(Z =62 N =132-146), ¢ = 88 N = 194-206) for DD-PC1, It is interesting to compare theoretical CDFT uncertastie
at(Z = 74N = 176—- 184), € = 90,N = 194— 206) for DD- in the definition of the two-proton and two-neutron drip Ene
ME2 and atZ = 62 N = 132—142), € = 74 N = 178—184)  with the ones obtained in non-relativistic calculationsy. &
and € = 90,N = 204 - 206) for DD-MEs. However, the re- presents such a comparison. We use so-called '2012 Bench-
gions of stability beyond the primary drip line are abserthim ~ mark uncertainties’ [35] obtained in Refl [2] for Skyrme DFT
RHB(NL3*) calculations. employing six parametrizations; these uncertainties laogva
by the combination of yellow and blue shaded areas in[Fig. 4.

A similar reappearance of two-neutron binding with increas The CDFT uncertainties are represented by the combination o

ing neutron number beyond primary two-neutron drip line ex-the plum and blue shaded areas. One can see that the CDFT
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6 1 rrr 1 rrr in superheavy nuclei witd ~ 120— 126 N ~ 172— 184 where
4k ! Th (Z=90) isotope§ different centers of islands of stability are predicted by these
=t i models [[__357]. These results are contrary to the fact tb#t b
=2 ! Region of stability - models generally agree for light&r< 100 nuclei.

m& i ! | | 7 The DD-* CEDF predict two-neutron drip line at lowkras
0 compared with the NL3* one (see FIg. 1). It is tempting to as-
1 sociate this feature with fierent symmetry energiels(J ~ 32
MeV for DD* and J ~ 39 MeV for NL3*). However, a detailed

0 analysis of 14 two-neutron drip lines obtained in relatiziand
%' 1 non-relativistic calculations does not reveal clear datiens
=3 2 between the location of two-neutron drip line and the nuclea
< matter properties of the employed force.

-3 In conclusion, a detailed analysis of two-neutron dripgiive

-4 covariant and non-relativistic DFT has been performed.séhe

s results clearly indicate that the shell structure is notheaanear

B 0.2 or at two-neutron drip line. In particular, model uncertggga in

% the definition of two-neutron drip line & ~ 54,N = 126 and

5 Z ~ 82 N = 184 are very small due to the impact of spheri-

9, 0.1 cal shell closures @l = 126 and 184. The largestftirence

« between covariant and Skyrme DFT exist in superheavy nuclei
Qg5 150 200 210 where the first model (contrary to second) predicts significa

Neutron number N impact of theN = 258 spherical shell closure. The spread of
theoretical predictions grows up on moving away from these
Figure 3: Two-neutron separation energig, neutron chemical potential,, spherical closures. The development of deformation causes
and quadrupole deformatioms of the Th¢Z = 90) isotopes obtained in the it. Both v k - t i f the f d
RHB(DD-ME2) calculations. it. Both poorly known isovector properties of the forces an
inevitable inaccurcies in the description of deformed king
particle states in the DFT framework contribute to that. The
number of particle-bound even-ev&n< 120 nuclei is 2040,
2050, 2057 and 2216 in the DD-PC1, DD-ME2, DD-$1&nd
NL3* parametrizations, respectively. This is close to thenn
rpers obtained in SDFT. Thus, our calculations support ttie es
mate of Ref.@] that around 7000ftérent (including odd- and

and SDFT uncertainties in the definition of two-proton dhig!
are small; they tightly overlap & < 70 while for higherZ
the CDFT uncertainties are shifted slightly towards neutte-
ficient nuclei as compared with the SDFT ones. The uncertai
ties for two-neutron drip line are larger but still they aimigar

in two models in many regions. In particular, the two-nentro Odd:dd o;’:es) nuc':g?,i havehto ekX'St' ler luable di
drip line atZ ~ 54N = 126 andZ ~ 82N = 184 is well The authors would like to thank J. Erler for valuable discus-

defined not only in the CDFT and SDFT calculations, but alsgions- This work has been supported by the U.S. Department of
in the mictmac (FRDLM) and Gogny D1S calculations. This Energy under the grant DE-FG02-07ER41459 and by the DFG

uniqueness is due to corresponding well pronounced spﬂlericCIUSter of excellence “Origin apd Structure of the Univetse

shell closures in the model calculations. (www.universe-cluster.de). This research was also supgor

. by an allocation of advanced computing resources proviged b
The predictions of the DD-ME2, DD-MEand DD-PC1 ~ yne National Science Foundation. The computations were par

para}metnzatlons are close to ga(?h ?ther @ig. 1) and amn/ylt tially performed on Kraken at the National Institute for Com

the 201.2 Benchmark uncertainties’. The_ NL3* parfa\metnza-lout(,itional Sciences (htfipnww.nics.tennessee.eplu

tion typically shifts the two-neutron drip line to a highisr

value exceeding in some regions '2012 Benchmark uncertain-

ties’. However, the same is true for recently fitted Skyrm&TO References
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