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Abstract. In the present work, we study α decay and proton emission half-lives

within the modified Gamow-like model, which introduces the effects of the nucleus’s

deformation. The calculations show that it is necessary to consider the deformation in

the calculation for nuclei far from the shell. Moreover, we use the improved model to

predict the proton emission half-lives of the nuclei far from the shell. The calculation

results indicate that our model is in good agreement with most models. Furthermore,

the deformed Gamow-like model is used to find the following neutron magic number.

This work is meaningful for future research on superheavy nuclei.

1. Introduction

The study of nuclear decay is an irreplaceable approach to understanding the structure

of nuclei. α decay and proton emission of nuclei were first discovered by Rutherford and

Jackson in 1899 and 1970, respectively. Since the discovery of these two nuclear decay

modes with the same physical processes, studying them theoretically and experimentally

has always been a popular topic in nuclear physics. α decay is an essential tool for

studying superheavy nuclei and can provide valuable information about the nuclear

structure and stability of superheavy nuclei [1]. The study of proton emission can

extract meaningful information about the nuclear structure beyond the proton drip

line, e.g., the shell structure, the coupling between unbound and bound nuclear states

and so on [2]. Nowadays, there are many models used to study α decay, such as the

unified model for α decay and α capture [3, 4], the empirical formulas [5–8], the two-

potential approach [9–15], the cluster model [16–18], the liquid drop model [19–23]

and others [24–29]. There are also many theoretical models used to study proton

emission or the different forms of interactions used to construct these models, such as

the single-folding model [30, 31], the Coulomb and proximity potential model (CPPM)

[32], the distorted-wave Born approximation [33], the R-matrix approach [34], the

relativistic density functional theory [35], the generalized liquid-drop model [36–38],

http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.02898v1
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the phenomenological united fission model [39], the effective interactions of density-

dependent M3Y (DDM3Y) [31,40] and so on [41]. These models and methods reproduce,

to varying degrees, experimental data on alpha decay and proton emission half-lives.

Recently, Zdeb et al. [26, 42] purported Gamow-like model, which has attracted

much attention [41, 43–48], as a simple phenomenological model from Gamow’s theory

that can be used to calculate the α-decay half-life. In this model, the nuclear potential

is taken as a square potential well, the Coulomb potential is chosen as the potential

of a uniformly charged sphere, and the centrifugal potential is neglected. Since proton

emission has the exact physical mechanism as α-decay, they also extended the model for

studying proton emission [49]. The theoretical half-life obtained by Gamow-like model

is sensitive to the position of the outer turning point. It is essential to improve the

accuracy of the potential curve for the calculation. The nuclei capable of α decay and

proton emission cover a large number of parent nuclei far from the shell. Therefore,

the deformation of parent nuclei can not be neglected in calculating α decay and

proton emission half-lives using Gamow-like model. In the present work, we modify

Gamow-like model by considering the deformation of the nucleus to study α decay and

proton emission half-lives systematically. The calculations show that for parent nuclei

far from the shell, the theoretical half-lives obtained by the improved model are in better

agreement with the experimental data than Gamow-like model. Moreover, this property

is applied to find the magic number of the next neutron.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II the theoretical framework for Gamow-

like model considering the deformation is described in detail. In Sec. III, the detailed

calculations, discussion and predictions are provided. A brief summary is given in Sec.

IV.

2. Theoretical framework

In Gamow-like model, α decay and proton emission half-lives can be given by the decay

constant λ

T 1

2

=
ln2

λ
10h, (1)

where the hindrance factor h is used to describe the influence of an odd-proton and/or

an odd-neutron on α decay. The decay constant λ can be expressed as [50]

λ = SνP, (2)

where S is the preformation probability of α particle or proton on the surface of the

nucleus. ν is the collision frequency of α particle or proton in the potential barrier,

which can be calculated by the oscillation frequency ω [51]

ν = ω/2π =
(2nr + l + 3

2
)~

2πµRn
2 =

(G+ 3
2
)~

1.2πµR0
2 , (3)

where ~ is the reduced Planck constant. µ = mdm
′

(md+m′)
represents the reduced mass of

the daughter nucleus and the emitted particle (α particle or proton) in the center-of-

mass coordinate with m′ and md being masses of the emitted particle and the daughter
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nucleus. The Rn =
√

3/5R0 denotes the nucleus root-mean-square radius with the

radius of the parent nucleus R0 = 1.28A1/3−0.76+0.8A−1/3. And A is the mass number

of the parent nucleus. Moreover, G = 2nr + l is the main quantum number [41,52] with

l and nr being the angular quantity quantum number and the radial quantum number,

respectively.

Based on the classical WKB (Wentzel–Kramers–Brillouin) approximation, the

penetration probability P in Gamow-like model can be written as

P = exp[−
2

~

∫ Rout

Rin

√

2µ(V (r)−Ek) dr], (4)

where Ek = QA−A′

A
represents the momentum of the emitted particle. A′ andQ represent

the proton number of the emitted particle and the decay energy, respectively. V (r) is

the total potential between the daughter nucleus and the emitted particle. In this

framework, it can be given by

V (r) =

{

−V0, 0 ≤ r ≤ Rin,

VC(r) + Vl(r), r ≥ Rin,
(5)

where V0 is the depth of the square potential well. Vl(r) and VC(r) are the centrifugal

potential and Coulomb potential, respectively. The radius of the spherical square well

Rin is the sum of the radii of both the emitted particle and daughter nucleus

Rin = r0(Ad

1

3 + A′
1

3 ), (6)

where the radius constant r0 is an adjustable parameter in this model. The outer turning

point Rout satisfies the condition V (Rout) = Ek. Ad represents the mass number of the

daughter nucleus.

In Gamow-like model, the Coulomb potential describes the emitted particle–

daughter nucleus electrostatic interactions, which is given by

VC(r) = Z ′Zde
2/r, (7)

where Z ′ and Zd are the proton number of the daughter nucleus and the emitted particle,

respectively. The centrifugal potential Vl(r) is written as the Langer modified form in

this work due to l(l + 1) → (l + 1/2)2 is a necessary correction for one-dimensional

problem [53]. It can be given by

Vl(r) =
~
2(l + 1

2
)2

2µr2
. (8)

By introducing the deformations, the radius of the square well Rin(θ) is rewritten

as a function associated with the orientation angle of the emitted particle concerning

the symmetry axis of the daughter nucleus θ. It can be expressed as

Rin(θ) = Rin(1 + β2Y20(θ) + β4Y40(θ) + β6Y60(θ)), (9)

where β2, β4 and β6 taken from FRDM2012 [55] denote the calculated quadrupole,

hexadecapole and hexacontatetrapole deformation of the nuclear ground-state,
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respectively. Yml(θ) is shperical harmonics function. Furthermore, the total penetration

probability P can be obtained by averaging over all directions of P (r, θ) [56]

P =
1

2

∫ π

0

P (r, θ) sinθdθ, (10)

P (r, θ) = exp[−
2

~

∫ Rout(θ)

Rin(θ)

√

2µ(V (r, θ)− Ek) dr]. (11)

where V (r, θ) is the total potential between the daughter nucleus and the emitted particle

considering the deformation, which is rewritten as

V (r, θ) =

{

−V0, 0 ≤ r ≤ Rin(θ),

VC(r, θ) + Vl(r), r ≥ Rin(θ),
(12)

In the present work, the deformated Coulomb potential VC(r, θ) is obtained by the

double-folding model. It can be expressed as

VC(
→

r , θ) =

∫ ∫

ρ1(~r1)ρ2(~r2)

| ~r + ~r2 − ~r1 |
d~r1d~r2, (13)

where ~r1 and ~r2 are the radius vectors in the charge distributions of the daughter

nuclei and the emitted particle, respectively. ~r is the vector between the centers of

the emitted proton and daughter nucleus. ρ1 and ρ2 represent the density distribution

of the daughter nucleus and the emitted particle, respectively. Simplified appropriately

by Fourier transform [57–59], the deformated Coulomb potential can be approximated

as

VC(
→

r , θ) = V
(0)
C (~r, θ) + V

(1)
C (~r, θ) + V

(2)
C (~r, θ), (14)

where V
(0)
C (~r, θ), V

(1)
C (~r, θ) and V

(2)
C (~r, θ) represent the bare Coulomb interaction, linear

Coulomb coupling and second-order Coulomb coupling, respectively [57].

In this framework, the total potential curves between the daughter nucleus and the

emitted particle with and without considering deformation are plotted in Figure 1. In

this figure, the red curve represents the total potential of the spherical approximation.

The blue and green curves represent the orientation angle of the emitted particle

concerning the symmetry axis of the daughter nucleus θ = 90◦ and θ = 0◦ corresponding

to the deformed potential, respectively. The red box in the lower right corner depicts

Rin(θ) of the parent nucleus
290Lv as θ changes. The figure shows that the introduction

of deformation leads to a change in the total potential curve as well as the outer turning

point.

3. Results and discussion

3.1. proton emission

In the present work, the least-squares principle redetermines the adjustable parameter

r0 = 1.21 fm of the deformed Gamow-like model for proton emission. The preformation

probability of proton Sp = 1 and the hindrance factor h = 0 remain consistent with
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the total potential between the daughter nucleus and

the emitted particle with and without considering deformation.

Ref. [49]. For proton emission, the experimental data of half-lives, the decay energy,

parity, and spin are taken from the latest evaluated atomic mass table AME2020 [60,61]

and the latest evaluated nuclear properties table NUBASE2020 [62] except for those of
140Ho,144Tm, 151Lu, 159Re, and 164Ir, which are taken from Ref. [63]. By considering

deformation, we have investigated the half-lives of proton emission for 51 ≤ Z ≤ 83

nuclei. The detailed results are listed in Tab. 1. In this table, the first three columns are

the parent nuclei, proton emission energy Qp, and the orbital angular momentum l taken

away by the emitted proton, respectively. The following three columns are quadrupole

β2, hexadecapole β4, and hexacontatetrapole β6, respectively. The last three columns

represent the logarithmic form of the experimental proton emission half-lives denoted as

lgT exp
1/2 , the logarithmic form of the theoretical proton emission half-lives calculated by

Gamow-like model and the deformed Gamow-like model denoted as lgT cal1
1/2 and lgT cal2

1/2 ,

respectively.
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Table 1: The calculations of the proton emission half-lives. lgT exp
1/2 represents the

logarithmic form of the experimental proton emission half-lives. lgT cal1
1/2 and lgT cal2

1/2

are the theoretical proton emission half-lives calculated by Gamow-like model and the

deformed Gamow-like model, respectively.

Nucleus l Qp(MeV) β2 β4 β6 lgT
exp

1/2 (s) lgT cal1
1/2 (s) lgT cal2

1/2 (s)
108I 0.597 2 0.15 0.071 -0.009 0.723 -0.056 0.196
109I 0.82 0 0.162 0.06 -0.009 -4.032 -5.284 -5.052

112Cs 0.816 2 0.196 0.054 -0.016 -3.31 -3.507 -3.266
113Cs 0.973 2 0.207 0.056 -0.016 -4.771 -5.673 -5.437
117La 0.82 2 0.282 0.106 0.005 -1.664 -2.852 -2.676
121Pr 0.89 2 0.316 0.078 -0.014 -1.921 -3.222 -3.051
131Eu 0.947 2 0.32 0.002 -0.016 -1.699 -2.706 -2.512
135Tb 1.188 3 0.322 -0.037 -0.007 -2.996 -4.228 -4.035
140Ho 1.106 3 0.289 -0.07 -0.002 -2.222 -2.722 -2.504
141Ho 1.247 0 0.265 -0.062 0.002 -5.137 -5.933 -5.701
141Ho 1.177 3 0.265 -0.062 0.002 -2.387 -3.557 -3.321
144Tm 1.725 5 0.255 -0.076 0 -5.569 -5.48 -5.237

145Tmm 1.736 5 0.231 -0.068 0.004 -5.499 -5.564 -5.297
146Tm 1.206 5 0.22 -0.069 0.005 -1.137 -1.087 -0.809
146Tm 0.896 0 0.22 -0.069 0.005 -0.81 -0.691 -0.437
147Tm 1.059 5 -0.187 -0.032 0.007 0.587 0.707 1.03

147Tmm 1.12 2 -0.187 -0.032 0.007 -3.444 -3.117 -2.834
150Lu 1.29 2 -0.176 -0.045 0 -4.398 -4.419 -4.202
150Lu 1.27 5 -0.176 -0.045 0 -1.347 -1.247 -0.987

151Lum 1.301 2 -0.167 -0.035 0.007 -4.796 -4.545 -4.324
151Lum 1.255 5 -0.167 -0.035 0.007 -0.896 -1.103 -0.837
155Ta 1.453 5 0.021 0 0 -2.495 -2.543 -2.217

156Tam 1.02 2 -0.073 0.002 0 -0.826 -0.505 -0.249
156Ta 1.11 5 -0.073 0.002 0 0.933 1.18 1.497
157Ta 0.935 0 0.085 0.003 -0.01 -0.527 0.044 0.281
159Re 1.801 5 0.064 0.002 -0.01 -4.665 -4.776 -4.46

159Rem 1.816 5 0.064 0.002 -0.01 -4.678 -4.875 -4.559
160Re 1.267 0 0.107 -0.008 0.009 -3.163 -3.845 -3.612

161Rem 1.317 5 0.118 0.005 0.01 -0.678 -0.744 -0.45
161Re 1.197 0 0.118 0.005 0.01 -3.306 -3.046 -2.815
164Ir 1.844 5 0.107 0.004 0.01 -3.959 -4.662 -4.362

165Irm 1.711 5 0.118 0.005 0.01 -3.433 -3.747 -3.453
166Ir 1.152 2 0.129 0.006 0 -0.824 -1.111 -0.864
166Ir 1.332 5 0.129 0.006 0 -0.076 -0.398 -0.108

167Irm 1.07 0 0.14 0.007 0 -1.12 -0.749 -0.518
167Ir 1.245 5 0.14 0.007 0 0.842 0.57 0.852

170Aum 1.472 2 -0.105 -0.008 0.001 -3.487 -4.08 -3.822
170Au 1.752 5 -0.105 -0.008 0.001 -3.975 -3.629 -3.32

171Aum 1.702 5 -0.115 -0.018 0.002 -2.587 -3.268 -2.963
171Au 1.448 0 -0.115 -0.018 0.002 -4.652 -4.608 -4.368
176Tlm 1.265 0 0.075 -0.01 -0.001 -2.208 -2.102 -1.847
177Tlm 1.963 5 0.075 -0.01 -0.001 -3.346 -4.681 -4.359
177Tl 1.172 0 0.075 -0.01 -0.001 -1.178 -0.926 -0.669

185Bim 1.607 0 0.307 0.023 -0.009 -4.191 -5.052 -4.903
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From Tab. 1, we can clearly see that for most parent nuclei, especially those far

from the shell, the calculations obtained by the deformed Gamow-like model reproduce

the experimental data better than Gamow-like model. The standard deviation σ stands

for the divergence between the experimental data and the theoretical proton emission

half-lives, which is given by σ =
√

∑

(lgTexp
1/2(s)− lgTcal

1/2(s))
2/n. According to Tab. 1,

we can conclude that the standard deviation σcal1 = 0.618, calculated by Gamow-like

model, and the standard deviation σcal2 = 0.556, calculated by the deformed Gamow-

like model. Therefore, considering the parent nucleus’s deformation, the half-lives of

the proton emission calculated in this work are within a factor of 3.59. For all parent

nuclei, our calculations σcal2 improve (0.618− 0.556)/0.618 ≈ 10% compared to σcal2.

In particular, for the 12 nuclei far from the shell (Z ≤ 67 or Z = 83), our standard

deviation calculations significantly improved by 22%. To show more visually the role

of deformation in describing the half-lives of nuclei far from the shell, the experimental

data and theoretical half-lives of these ones from Tab. 1 are plotted in Fig. 2. The

X-axis represents the neutron number of the parent nucleus, and the Y-axis represents

the logarithmic form of the half-lives of proton emission. The blue squares stand for

the experimental data, the red circles and yellow triangles are proton emission half-lives

calculated by Gamow-like model and our work, respectively. Fig. 2 shows that proton

emission half-lives of the nuclei far from the shell vary over a wide range from 10−6 s

to 10 s. Although the variation range of deformed proton emission half-lives is up to

seven orders of magnitude, all the theoretical proton emission half-lives obtained by the

deformed Gamow-like model are in better agreement with the experimental data than

Gamow-like model. This implies that it is necessary to consider the deformation of the

parent nucleus in Gamow-like model for the nuclei capable of emitting protons far from

the shell.

Since the success of the deformed Gamow-like model in calculating the proton

emission half-lives of the deformed nuclei, as an application, this model is used to

predict the proton emission half-lives of five nuclei far from the shell, which is not

yet quantified but observed in NUBASE2020 [62]. The experimental data used for the

predictions are all taken from NUBASE2020 [62], AME2020 [60, 61], and FRDM2012

[55]. As comparison, we also calculate the theoretical proton emission half-lives of

these five nuclei using the universal decay law for proton emission (UDLP) [34, 64, 65],

Coulomb potential and proximity potential model with Guo-2013 formalism (CPPM-

Guo2013) [66–68], two-potential approach with folding potentials model within density-

dependent M3Y (TPA-DDM3Y) [69], the new Geiger–Nuttall law (NGNL) [70], and

the two-potential approach based on Skyrme–Hartree–Fock within MQSP (TPA-SHF-

MQSP) [71], respectively. The predicted results are given in Tab. 2. In this table, the

first two columns are the parent nuclei, proton emission energy Qp, and the following

columns represent the theoretical proton emission half-lives calculated by UDLP, CPPM-

Guo2013, TPA-DDM3Y, NGNL, TPA-SHF-MQSP, and our work denoted as lgTUDLP
1/2 ,

lgTCPPM
1/2 , lgTDDM3Y

1/2 , lgTNGNL
1/2 , lgTMQSP

1/2 and lgTThis−work
1/2 , respectively.
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Figure 2: The calculation of the proton emission half-life of the nuclei far from the shell.

The blue squares stand for the experimental data, the red circles and yellow triangles are

proton emission half-lives calculated by Gamow-like model and our work, respectively.

Table 2: The predicted half-lives of deformed proton emission obtained by different

models calculate.
Nucleus Qp(MeV) lgTUDLP

1/2 (s) lgTCPPM
1/2 (s) lgTDDM3Y

1/2 (s) lgTNGNL
1/2 (s) lgTMQSP

1/2 (s) lgTThis−work
1/2 (s)

111Cs 1.731 -9.862 -11.252 -11.431 -10.101 -11.687 -11.258
127Pm 0.781 -0.099 -0.166 -0.481 0.286 -0.751 -0.53
137Tb 0.831 0.337 0.356 -0.031 0.739 -0.197 0.065
185Bi 1.523 -0.67 -0.61 -0.637 -0.35 -0.852 -0.818

185Binn 1.703 -0.859 -0.92 -0.861 -1.163 -1.036 -1.169

As seen from Tab. 2, for the same parent nucleus, the theoretical calculations of

the proton emission half-life for different models are different due to model dependence,

with the significant deviations of the calculations exceeding two orders of magnitude.

For a more visual comparison of these theoretical predictions, the theoretical half-lives

of proton emission taken from Tab. 2 are plotted in Fig. 3. From this figure, we can

clearly see that for all nuclei, the theoretical half-lives of proton emission obtained by the

TPA-SHF-MQSP are smaller than other models. On the contrary, the proton emission

half-life calculated by the NGNL is more significant than other models. This implies

that the proton emission half-life prediction results of TPA-SHF-MQSP and NGNL are

potentially under and over-predicted. The prediction results calculated by our model
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Figure 3: The theoretical half-life of deformed proton emission calculated by different

models.

are in the middle of all models, indicating that we work in good agreement with most

of the models.

The most direct correlation between the half-life and decay energy discovered by

Geiger and Nuttall is known as the Geiger-Nuttall law [72]. By studying the Geiger-

Nuttall law, many critical theories were born, e.g., the universal decay law [64, 65, 73],

the new Geiger-Nuttall law [5, 70], Brown-type empirical formula [74] and so on [34].

Considering the effect of the Coulomb parameters ZdQ
−1/2
p and the orbital angular

momentum l, the linear relationship between lgTThis−work
1/2 and ZdQ

−1/2
p is plotted in Fig.

4, with l = 0, 2, 3 and 5 labeled as (a), (b), (c) and (d), respectively. This figure shows

that lgTThis−work
1/2 are linearly dependent on ZdQ

−1/2
p in the case of the orbital angular

momentum l kept constant. With the change of the l, the slope of l will be affected

and changed in succession. Therefore, these linear relationships can also confirm the

above statement about the effect of proton emission on orbital angular momentum l.

Moreover, the well-linear relationships indicate that all the theoretical calculated half-

lives taken from Tab. 1 and Tab. 2 within the deformed Gamow-like model coincide in

terms of the Geiger-Nuttall law, which shows our predicted results are reliable.

3.2. α decay

Similarly, the least squares principle was used to fit the adjustable parameters r0 and h of

α decay. α decay experimental data of 190 even-even nuclei as the database to determine
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Figure 4: The linear relationship between lgTThis−work
1/2 and ZdQ

−1/2
p . The linear

relationships are shown in parts (a), (b), (c) and (d) for l = 0, 2, 3 and 5, respectively.

The solid and hollow circles represent the theoretical half-lives calculated by the

deformed Gamow-like model, which are taken from Tab. 1 and Tab. 2, respectively.

the parameter the radius constant r0, while h = 0. Then α decay experimental data of

137 even-Z,odd-N nuclei, 124 odd-Z,even-N nuclei and 123 doubly-odd nuclei to fit the

hindrance factor with the fixed r0. All experimental data are from NUBASE2020 [62],

AME2020 [60, 61] and FRDM2012 [55]. The preformation probability of the α particle

Sα = 0.5 remains consistent with Ref. [42]. The fitting results of 4 adjustable parameters

are given by

r0 = 1.19 fm, hn = 0.400, hp = 0.346, hnp = 0.528, (15)

where the parameters hn, hp, hnp are used to describe the effects of an odd-proton, an

odd-neutron, an odd-proton and an odd-neutron, respectively.

In the present work, α decay half-lives of even-even, odd-A, odd-odd nuclei

calculated by the Gamow-like model and the deformed Gamow-like model are shown in
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the Fig. 5 – 8. In these figures, the X-axis and the Y-axis represent the neutron number

of parent nuclei and the logarithmic form of α decay half-lives. The black squares

represent of the experimental data. The red triangles and the blue circles represen α

decay half-life calculated by our work and Gamow-like model denoted as Tcal1 and Tcal2,

respectively. The cases of even-even nuclei, even-Z, odd-N nuclei, odd-Z, even-N nuclei

and doubly-odd nuclei are shown in Fig. 5, Fig. 6, Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, respectively.



Half-lives for proton emission and α decay within the deformed Gamow-like model 12

-5
0
5

10
15
20
25

-5
0
5

10
15
20
25

-5
0
5

10
15
20
25

40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

-5
0
5

10
15
20
25

Te

 Texp
 Tcal1
 Tcal2

Sm

Yb

Pt

Rn

Pu

No Ds
Og

lo
g 1

0T
1/
2

Xe

Gd Hf

Hg
Ra

Cm

Rf Cn

Ba

Dy

W

Pb

Th

Cf

Sg Fl

N

Nd

Er

Os

Po

U

Fm
Hs Lv

Even-Even

Figure 5: The calculations of α decay half-lives and the experimental data of the even-

even nuclei. Tcal1 and Tcal2 are the logarithmic form of α decay half-life calculated in

our work and Gamow-like model, respectively.
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Figure 6: The same as Fig. 5, but for the case of even-Z, odd-N nuclei.
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Figure 7: The same as Fig. 5, but for the case of odd-Z, even-N nuclei.
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Figure 8: The same as Fig. 5, but for the case of odd-Z, odd-N nuclei.

From this figures, we can found that that our work reproduces the experimental data

for most parent nuclei better than Gamow-like model. Moreover, Figs. 5 – 8 also show

that the plunges and peaks in the half-lives, since N = 126 is magical cores, which plays

a crucial role in the α preformation probability. To quantify the effect of considering the

deformation on the calculated α decay half-lives, we calculated the standard deviation

between the theoretical half-lives and the experimental data. The standard deviations

between Tcal1 and Texp are denoted as σ1, the standard deviations between Tcal2 and Texp
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are denoted as σ2, and the degree of compliance with the experimental data from Figs.

5 – 8 boosted by considering deformation is denoted as σimprove, which is given in Tab.

3.

Table 3: The root-mean-square deviations of the experimental data between Gamow-like

model and our work. In the first column, πz and πn are parity of the number of protons

and neutrons, respectively. The second column stands for the corresponding total

number of nuclei. The following three columns are the hindrance factor h corresponding

to the different parity nuclei. The last three columns represent the standard deviations

between Tcal1 and Texp, the standard deviations between Tcal2 and Texp, and the degree of

compliance with the experimental data boosted by considering deformation, respectively.
πz − πn n hn hn hnp σ1 σ2 σimprove

e-e 190 – – – 0.453 0.516 12.21%

e-o 137 0.400 – – 0.785 0.846 7.21%

o-e 124 – 0.346 – 0.712 0.761 5.3%

o-o 123 – – 0.528 0.841 0.909 7.5%

From Tab. 3, we can clearly see that for any kinds of the parent nuclei,

considering the deformation in the calculations resulting in Tcal1 more consistent with

the experimental data than Tcal2. And the even-even nuclei show the most significant

improvement in the degree of conformity with the experimental data. To investigate the

influence of the deformation on the calculated half-lives of individual even-even nuclei,

we define the enhancement in the degree of conformity of the theoretical half-life of

individual even-even nuclei and the experimental data as σs,

σs = (Tcal2 − Texp)
2 − (Tcal1 − Texp)

2. (16)

It is easy to find that an immense value of σs represents a better agreement between the

theoretical value of α decay considering the deformation and the experimental data. The

distribution of σs with N and Z is given in Fig. 9. The X-axis and the Y-axis represent

the neutron number and the proton number of the parent nucleus, respectively. The

starting point of the coordinate axis N = 50, Z = 50 and the red box Z = 82, N = 126

represent the known magic number.
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Figure 9: The distribution of σs with N and Z of even-even nuclei.

Interestingly, the parent nucleus at the shell mostly corresponds to negative values

of σs. The further away from the shell, the larger the σs value. Nowadays, the research

and synthesis of superheavy nuclei (SHN) have become one hot topic in nuclear physics

[75–77], and finding the number of the next shell is the key to studying superheavy

nuclei. Due to the properties of the deformed Gamow-like model concerning the shell

structure, we will predict the following neutron magic number in this work. The average

value of σs for the same neutron number parent nuclei is defined as σn
avg,

σn
avg =

k
∑

σs/k, (17)

where k represents the number of parent nuclei with the same neutron number. The

smaller σn
avg represents the minor effect of considering the deformation on the conformity

of α decay theoretical half-life with the experimental data, and the corresponding N is

closer to the magic number. σn
avg with 140 ≤ N ≤ 160 is depicted in Fig. 10. And we can

find an excellent regularity in the variation of σn
avg with N , which verifies our previous

conclusion. Moreover, the value of σn
avg gradually becomes smaller for 140 ≤ N ≤ 152

and larger for 152 ≤ N ≤ 160, with the lowest value of σn
avg taken at N = 152, which

indicates a high probability of the following neutron magic number is 152.
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Figure 10: The distribution of σn
avg with N and Z of even-even nuclei.

4. Summary

In summary, we modify Gamow-like model by introducing the nucleus’s deformation to

study α decay and proton emission half-lives. The calculation shows that considering

deformation for different nuclei with different decay types leads to a better overall

agreement of Gamow-like model with the experimental data. Moreover, for nuclei

far from the shell, it is necessary to consider the deformation in the calculation.

Furthermore, we also used the improved model to predict the proton emission half-lives

of the nuclei far from the shell and the number of the next neutron shell. The deformed

Gamow-like model shows good agreement with most of other models in predicting proton

emission. And we find that number of the next neutron shell is likely to be 152. This

work is helpful for future research on proton emission and superheavy nuclei.
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