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In the present work, we systematically study the two-proton (2p) radioactivity half-lives
of nuclei close to the proton drip line within a modified Gamow-like model. Using this
model, the calculated 2p radioactivity half-lives can well reproduce the experimental
data. Moreover, we use this model to predict the 2p radioactivity half-lives of 22 candi-
dates whose 2p radioactivity is energetically allowed or observed but not yet quantied
in evaluated nuclear properties table NUBASE2016. The predicted results are in good
agreement with the ones obtained by using Gamow-like model, effective liquid drop
model (ELDM), generalized liquid drop model (GLDM) as well as a four-parameter
formula.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, extensive studies of the ground-state masses and decay modes

for proton-rich nuclei in the vicinity of the proton drip line have been attracted

much interest and became significant topics in modern nuclear physics field since
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they are conducive to understand the nuclear forces and isospin-symmetry-breaking

effects.1–7 For odd-Z nuclei between Z = 51 and Z = 83, proton radioactivity is

the predominant decay mode, which was firstly observed in an isomeric state of
53Co in 1970.8, 9 To date, there are about 44 proton radioactivity nuclei observed

decay from ground states or low-lying isomeric states to ground states. However, for

even-Z nuclei, the two-proton (2p) radioactivity phenomenon may occur. This new

exotic decay mode was successively predicted by Zel’dovich and Goldansky in the

begining of 1960.10–12 Subsequently, with the continuous progress of experimental

techniques, the not true 2p radioactivity (Qp > 0 and Q2p > 0, where Qp and

Q2p are the proton radioactivity and 2p radioactivity released energy, respectively)

nuclei i.e., 6Be, 12O and 16Ne produced by short-lived nuclear resonances were

observed.13–18 In 2002, the true 2p radioactivity ( Qp < 0 and Q2p > 0 ) was firstly

discovered in the decay of 45Fe in two independent experiments at GANIL and GSI,

respectively.19, 20 Later on, the 2p radioactivity phenomena of 19Mg, 48Ni, 54Zn and
67Kr were also reported in different experiments.21–24

For 2p radioactivity process, two protons may be simultaneously emitted from

the mother nucleus in virtue of the proton pairing interaction and the odd-even

binding energy effect. Based on this hypothesis, masses of models and/or formulas

have been proposed to deal with this decay mode.25–36 The calculated results ob-

tained by using all of these methods can reproduce the experimental 2p radioactivity

half-lives. In 2013, based on the Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin (WKB) theory, Zdeb

et al. proposed a single parameter model named as Gamow-like model to study α

decay and cluster radioactivity.37 Later, this model was extended to investigating

proton radioactivity and 2p radioactivity.38, 39 In this model, the inner potential

is expressed as a square potential well and the outer one defaults to the Coloumb

potential under the assumption of uniform charge distribution. Whereas, as a result

of the inhomogeneous charge distribution of the nucleus, the charge superposition

of the emitted particle and other factors, the electrostatic shielding effect should

be consisdered in the outer potential.

Recently, introducing an exponential-type electrostatic potential i.e., Hulthén

potential to describe the outer potential, R. Budaca et al. put forward an analytical

model to calculate the proton radioactivity half-lives of nuclei with 51 < Z < 83.40

In this model, the only one parameter a expresses the electrostatic screening effect

on Coloumb potential, which can be explained as short-range effects like charge

diffuseness, inhomogeneous charge distribution, charge superposition, etc. Very re-

cently, the same success was achieved with respect to α decay and 2p radioactiv-

ity.41, 42 In our previous works, consisdering the electrostatic shielding effect, we

modified the Gamow-like model and used this model to systematically study the

half-lives of α decay and proton radioactivity nuclei.43, 44 Our calculated results

are in good agreement with the experimental data. Consisdering the two protons

emitted from parent nucleus in 2p radioactivity process being a quasi-bound 2He-

like cluster penetrating barrier, this process maybe share the same theory with α,

cluster and proton radioactivity processes.45–49 Whether this modified Gamow-like
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model can be used to study 2p radioactivity or not is certainly of interest. For this

propose, in the present work we systematically analyze the half-lives of 2p radioac-

tive nuclei close to the proton drip line by using modified Gamow-like model.

This article is organized as follows. In next section, the theoretical framework

of the modified Gamow-like model is briefly presented. The detailed results and

discussion are presented in Section 3. Finally, a summary is given in Section 4.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The half-life of a 2p radioactivity nucleus is expressed as

T1/2 =
ln2

λ
, (1)

where λ denotes the decay constant, it can be given by

λ = S2pνP. (2)

Here S2p = G2[A/(A− 2)]2nχ2 denotes the two-proton preformation probability on

parent nucleus surface with G2 = (2n)!/[22n(n!)2],50 n ≈ (3Z)1/3 − 1 is the average

principal proton oscillator quantum number with Z being the proton number of

parent nucleus.51 A denotes the mass number of parent nucleus. χ2 = 0.0143 ob-

tained by fitting the experimental data of 45Fe, 19Mg, 48Ni and 54Zn.52 ν represents

the collision frequency of the emitted two protons on the potential barrier. It can

be obtained by the harmonic oscillator frequency present in the Nilsson potential53

hν = ~ω ≃
41

A1/3
, (3)

where h, ~ and ω are the Planck constant, the reduced Planck constant and the

angular frequency, respectively.

P , the Gamow penetrability factor through the barrier, can be calculated by

using the semi–classical Wentzel–Kramers–Brillouin (WKB) approximation:

P = exp

[

−
2

~

∫ Rout

Rin

√

2µ(V(r)− Ek) dr

]

. (4)

Here Rout is the classical outer turning point, which satisfies the condition

V (Rout) = Ek with Ek being the kinetic energy of emitted two protons. Rin =

r0(A
1/3
2p +A

1/3
d ) represents the spherical square well radius, where r0 is effective nu-

clear radius parameter, A2p and Ad are the mass numbers of emitted two protons

and daughter nucleus, respectively.

In the framework of Gamow-like model, for the total emitted two protons-

daughter nucleus interaction potential V (r), the inner potential associated with

the nuclear interaction is represented by a square potential well, the outer electro-

static potential is represented by default of the Coulomb potential VC(r).
39 It can

be expressed as

V (r) =

{

−V0 , 0 ≤ r ≤ Rin,

VC(r) , r>Rin,
(5)
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Fig. 1. (color online) The sketch map of total interaction potential between the emitted two protons
and daughter nucleus versus the center-of-mass distance of decay system. The external part of
potential barriers are represented by Coulomb and Hulthén potential, respectively.

where V0 is depth of the potential well. VC(r) = Z2pZde
2/r with Z2p and Zd

being the proton numbers of the emitted two protons and the daughter nucleus,

respectively. In this work, we modify the Gamow-like model by introducing an

exponential-type electrostatic potential named Hulthén potential VH(r) to investi-

gate 2p radioactivity half-lives. As we can see from Fig. 1, this potential has the

same behavior with the VC(r) at the short distance (r → 0) but drops exponentially

more quickly at the long distance(r ≫ 0), which was widely used in the fields of

atomic, molecular and solid state physics, etc.54–59 It can be defined as60, 61

VH(r) =
aZ2pZde

2

ear − 1
, (6)

where a is the screening parameter, which can determine the range of the potential,

i.e., the shortening of the exit radius.

In addition, we consisder the contribution of the centrifugal potential Vl(r) on
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Fig. 2. (color online) The variation of RH
out−RC

out with the increase of Zd/Q2p, while RH
out and

RC
out are obtained by the modified Gamow-like model and the Gamow-like model, respectively.

2p radioactivity half-life in the modified Gamow-like model. It can be given by62

Vl(r) =
(l + 1/2)2~2

2µr2
, (7)

where µ = m2pmd/(m2p +md) ≃ 938.3× 2×Ad/AMeV/c2 represents the reduced

mass with Ad, m2p and md being the mass number of daughter nucleus, the mass

of the emitted two protons and the residual daughter nucleus, respectively. l is the

orbital angular momentum taken away by the emitted two protons, which satisfies

the angular momentum and partity conservation law. Then, in the modified Gamow-

like model, V (r) can be written as

V (r) =

{

−V0 , 0 ≤ r ≤ Rin,

VH(r) + Vl(r) , r>Rin.
(8)
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Fig. 3. (color online) The relationship between the quantity [log10T1/2 + 26.832]/(Z0.8
d

+ l 0.25)

and Q
−1/2
2p for the predictions obtained by modified Gamow-like model.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Recently, a few of works indicated that the electrostatic shielding effect will affect

the half-lives of unstable nuclei to a certain extent.63–65 Meanwhile, the influence

of this effect is correlated with the proton number of daugher nucleus and the

decay energy. In 2019, based on the Gamow-like model consisdering the electrostatic

shielding effect, we systematically studied the half-lives of α decay and proton

radioactivity nuclei, respectively.43, 44 The calculated results are in better agreement

with the experimental data for the nuclei with small proton number of daugher

nucleus and large decay energy.

Taking into account the continuous accumulations of experimental data in re-

cent decades, to further explore the influence of electrostatic shielding effect on the

2p radioactivity half-lives of nuclei close to the proton drip line is an interesting

topic. In this work, we calculate the half-lives of the true 2p radioactivity nuclei

(19Mg, 45Fe, 48Ni, 54Zn and 67Kr) by using the modified Gamow-like model. In

this model, the two adjustable parameters i.e., the effective nuclear radius param-
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eter r0 is set as 1.14 fm to unite with the value for proton radioactivity,44 the

screening parameter a = 1.808×10−3 fm−1, which is determined by fitting the ex-

perimental data. In order to see the dependence of electrostatic shielding effect on

the charge number Zd and released energy Q2p of 2p radioactivity nucleus. Fig.

2 shows the variation of the differences in Rout values for the pure Coulomb and

Hulthén potential (RH
out−RC

out) with Zd/Q2p. From this figure, it is obviously that

RH
out−RC

out monotonically increases as Zd/Q2p. This indicates that the electrostatic

shielding effect is more obvious for nuclei with smaller Q2p and larger Zd. The

calculated results are listed in the last column of Table 1. Meanwhile, the calcu-

lated 2p radioactivity half-lives using the Gamow-like model,39 effective liquid drop

model (ELDM),25 generalized liquid drop model (GLDM)52 and Sreeja formula31

are listed in the fifth to eighth columns for comparison, respectively. In this Table,

the first four columns denote the 2p radioactivity parent nucleus, experimental 2p

radioactivity released energy Q2p which are taken from the corresponding litera-

tures, the angular momentum l taken away by the emitted two protons and the

logarithmical experimental 2p radioactivity half-life log10T
exp

1/2 , respectively. From

this table we can find that the calculated results obtained by using the modified

Gamow-like model can well reproduce the experimental data as well as the ones

obtained by using Gamow-like model, ELDM, GLDM and Sreeja formula. To fur-

ther indicate the good agreement between the experimental data and calculated

ones, the deviation σ =
√

∑

(log10T
calc
1/2 − log10T

exp

1/2 )
2/n are introduced. Based on

the experimental data, we obtain the σ values are equal to 0.825, 0.847, 0.531,

0.852 and 1.222 for the modified Gamow-like model, Gamow-like model, ELDM,

GLDM and Sreeja formula, respectively. Because the electrostatic shielding effect

is consisdered, the calculated half-lives obtained by using the modified Gamow-like

model can much better reproduce the experimental data compared with the ones

obtained by using the Gamow-like model. It indicates the particular importance

of this effect. The present results are acceptable in view of the complexity of 2p

radioactivity process.

In the following, using the modified Gamow-like model, we predict the half-

lives of 22 possible 2p radioactivity candidates. The 2p radioactivity released en-

ergy Q2p of these candidates are extracted from the evaluated atomic mass table

AME2016,71, 72 the angular momentum l taken away by the emitted two protons

are determined by the angular momentum and parity conservation laws. The pre-

dicted results are compared with the ones obtained by using Gamow-like model,

ELDM, GLDM and Sreeja formula, all the detailed results are shown in Table 2.

In this table, the first three columns denote the 2p radioactivity candidate, Q2p

and l, respectively. The fourth to eighth columns represent the predicted results

obtained by using Gamow-like model, ELDM, GLDM, Sreeja formula and modi-

fied Gamow-like model, respectively. As shown in this table, the predictions using

modified Gamow-like model are agree well with the ones using other models and

formula.
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In 1911, Geiger and Nuttal found there is a phenomenological relationship be-

tween the α decay half-life Tα
1/2 and α decay energy Qα,

69 which is so-called G-N

law and expressed as

log10T
α
1/2 = aQ−1/2

α + b, (9)

where a and b are adjustable parameters. Recently, based on the G-N law, we put

forward a two-parameter empirical formula for 2p radioactivity half-lives T 2p
1/2 by

consisdering the contributions of the Zd and l on T 2p
1/2.

70 It can be expressed as

log10T
2p

1/2 = 2.032 (Zd
0.8 + l 0.25)Q2p

−1/2
− 26.832. (10)

In order to test the reasonableness of the predicted results obtained by us-

ing modified Gamow-like model, we plot the relationship between the quantity

[log10T1/2 + 26.832]/(Z0.8
d + l 0.25) and Q

−1/2
2p in Fig. 3. As we can see from this

figure, the [log10T1/2 +26.832]/(Z0.8
d + l 0.25) versus Q

−1/2
2p exist an apparent linear

behavior. We hope the present research can provide theoretical reference for the

future experiments.

Table 1. The comparisons between the logarithmic form of experimental 2p radioactivity half-lives
log10T

expt

1/2
and the logarithmic form of calculated 2p radioactivity ones by using five different

theoretical models. The log10T
expt

1/2
and experimental 2p radioactivity released energy Q2p are

obtained from the corresponding references.

Nuclei Q2p (MeV) l
log10T1/2(s)

Expt Gamow-like ELDM25 GLDM52 Sreeja31 This work

19Mg 0.75023 0 −11.4023 −11.46 −11.72 −11.79 −10.66 −11.39

45Fe 1.10020 0 −2.4020 −2.09 − −2.23 −1.25 −2.28

1.14019 0 −2.0719 −2.58 − −2.71 −1.66 −2.73

1.15422 0 −2.5522 −2.74 −2.43 −2.87 −1.80 −2.88

1.21066 0 −2.4266 −3.37 − −3.50 −2.34 −3.46

48Ni 1.29067 0 −2.5267 −2.59 − −2.62 −1.61 −2.69

1.35022 0 −2.0822 −3.37 − −3.24 −2.13 −3.27

54Zn 1.28068 0 −2.7668 −0.93 − −0.87 −0.10 −1.12

1.48021 0 −2.4321 −3.01 −2.52 −2.95 −1.83 −3.05

67Kr 1.69024 0 −1.7024 −0.76 −0.06 −1.25 0.31 −0.84
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Table 2. The comparisons of the logarithmic form of predicted half-lives of the possible 2p ra-
dioactivity candidates, whose 2p radioactivity is energetically allowed or observed but not yet
quantified in NUBASE2016.73

Nuclei Q2p (MeV) l
log10T

Pre
1/2 (s)

Gamow-like39 ELDM25 GLDM52 Sreeja31 This work

22Si 1.283 0 −13.25 −13.32 −13.30 −12.30 −13.06

26S 1.755 0 −13.92 −13.86 −14.59 −12.71 −13.67

34Ca 1.474 0 −10.10 −9.91 −10.71 −8.65 −9.92

36Sc 1.993 0 −12.00 −11.74 − −10.30 −11.73

38Ti 2.743 0 −13.84 −13.56 −14.27 −11.93 −13.51

39Ti 0.758 0 −0.91 −0.81 −1.34 −0.28 −1.32

40V 1.842 0 −10.15 −9.85 − −8.46 −9.92

42Cr 1.002 0 −2.65 −2.43 −2.88 −1.78 −2.85

47Co 1.042 0 −0.42 −0.11 − 0.21 −0.73

49Ni 0.492 0 14.54 14.64 14.46 12.78 12.34

56Ga 2.443 0 −8.57 −8.00 − −6.42 −8.28

58Ge 3.732 0 −12.32 −11.74 −13.10 −9.53 −11.90

59Ge 2.102 0 −6.31 −5.71 −6.97 −4.44 −6.11

60Ge 0.631 0 14.24 14.62 13.55 12.40 12.33

61As 2.282 0 −6.76 −6.12 − −4.74 −6.52

10N 1.300 1 −17.36 −17.64 − −20.04 −17.16

28Cl 1.965 2 −13.11 −12.95 − −14.52 −12.77

32K 2.077 2 −12.49 −12.25 − −13.46 −12.14

57Ga 2.047 2 −5.91 −5.30 − −5.22 −5.66

62As 0.692 2 14.06 14.52 − 13.83 12.37

52Cu 0.772 4 8.94 9.36 − 8.62 8.10

60As 3.492 4 −9.40 −8.68 − −10.84 −8.86
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4. Summary

In summary, consisdering the electrostatic screening effect on Coloumb potential

together with the influence of centrifugal potential on 2p radioactivity half-life, the

Gamow-like model proposed by Zdeb et al. is modified. Using this modified model,

we investigate the half-lives of true 2p radioactivity nuclei 19Mg, 45Fe, 48Ni, 54Zn

and 67Kr. It is found that the calculated results are in good agreement with ex-

perimental data. In addition, using this modified Gamow-like model, we predict

the half-lives of possible 2p radioactivity candidates. The predicted results are con-

sistent with the ones obtained by using Gamow-like model, ELDM, GLDM and a

four-parameter formula.
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