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Abstract Large-scale models of nuclear structure are
currently the only way to provide consistent datasets
for the many properties of thousands of exotic nuclei
that are required by nucleosynthesis simulations. In [W.
Ryssens et al., Eur. Phys. J. A 58, 246 (2022)], we re-
cently presented the new BSkG2 model based on an en-
ergy density functional of the Skyrme type. Relying on a
flexible three-dimensional coordinate representation of
the nucleus, the model takes into account both triax-
ial deformation and time-reversal symmetry breaking.
BSkG2 achieves a state-of-the-art global description of
nuclear ground state (g.s.) properties and reproduces in
particular the known masses with a root-mean-square
(rms) deviation of 678 keV. Moving beyond g.s. proper-
ties, the model also reproduces all empirical values for
the primary and secondary barriers as well as isomer ex-
citation energies of actinide nuclei with rms deviations
below 500 keV, i.e. with unprecedented accuracy. Here
we discuss in detail the extension of our framework to
the calculation of the fission barriers of 45 actinide nu-
clei, including odd-mass and odd-odd systems. We focus
in particular on the impact of symmetry breaking which
is key to the accuracy of the model: we allow systemat-
ically for axial, reflection and time-reversal symmetry
breaking. The effect of the latter on the fission prop-
erties of odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei is small, but we
find that allowing for shapes with triaxial or octupole
deformation, as well as shapes with both, is crucial to
achieving this accuracy. The numerical accuracy of our
coordinate space approach, the variety of nuclear con-
figurations explored and the simultaneous successful de-
scription of fission properties and known masses makes
BSkG2 the tool of choice for the large-scale study of
nuclear structure.

ae-mail: wouter.ryssens@ulb.be

1 Introduction

Nuclei play a prominent role in astrophysics: their re-
actions and decays release the energy that powers the
light emitted by stars, staving off their eventual collapse
for as long as these processes can be maintained. The
few hundred species of stable nuclei occurring on Earth
can teach us much, but not everything: thousands of
short-lived isotopes play a role in the nucleosynthesis of
heavy elements and the structure of exotic astrophysi-
cal objects such as neutron stars. Understanding these
aspects of the Universe requires data on the properties
of these nuclei, which can in turn be used to model their
reactions and decays. The most demanding application
in terms of data requirements is the simulation of the
rapid neutron capture process or r-process, a process
which produces a sequence of increasingly neutron-rich
elements through repeated neutron captures which de-
cay through a variety of channels to produce stable el-
ements heavier than iron [1].

It is impossible to measure all relevant properties
of the enormous number of exotic nuclei involved in
the r-process, the majority of which have so far not
even been synthesised on Earth. The only way to ac-
cess the required information then is modelling: nu-
clear theory endeavours to construct large-scale models
that can provide reliable extrapolations for neutron-
rich nuclei. The focus of this effort is often nuclear
binding energies: semi-empirical models, either based
on the original work by Von Weizsäcker [2] or that
by Duflo and Zuker [3], microscopic-macroscopic (‘mic-
mac’) approaches such as those of Refs. [4–6] and mi-
croscopic approaches based on energy density function-
als (EDFs) [7–12]. Most of these models reach a root-
mean-square (rms) deviation for all nuclear masses that
ranges from 500 to 800 keV, though some of the semi-
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empirical formulas can reach 200-300 keV [3]. Machine
learning techniques have been used to produce stan-
dalone models of nuclear masses [13], but are more often
used to augment the other approaches mentioned [14–
20]. Although such hybrid approaches can sometimes
reach an extremely small rms deviation on the known
masses of 100 keV or lower [20], the resulting extrapo-
lations towards neutron-rich nuclei still depend on the
underlying model [21].

However, nucleosynthesis simulations require a more
complete picture of nuclear structure than just an ac-
curate description of masses; what is needed is a con-
sistent set of all nuclear structure properties needed for
reaction and decay calculations. Fission properties for
instance, impact several aspects of the r-process such
as (i) the details of fission recycling, (ii) the r-process
abundances in the 110 ≤ A ≤ 170 region, (iii) the pro-
duction of cosmic chronometers such as Th and U [22,
23] and (iv) the heating rate of kilonovae [24]. The the-
oretical description of nuclear fission in general and the
fission of actinides in particular has a long history [25]
and remains today a very active field of research, see
e.g. Refs. [26–29] for recent reviews. Nevertheless, the
community still faces many challenges [30] and a com-
plete description of fission remains difficult, particularly
when aiming at thousands of neutron-rich nuclei. This
difficulty partially explains the relative rarity of large-
scale fission models when compared to the available
mass models. Models that combine an accurate repro-
duction of masses and fission properties are even more
rare: only microscopic-macroscopic approaches [6] and
EDF-based models [9,31,32] have been succesful at de-
scribing both simultaneously1. Of the two, only EDFs
offer a consistent microscopic description of the nucleus
in terms of its constituent nucleons.

Employing EDFs of the Skyrme type [33], we have
recently started the development of the Brussels-Skyrme-
on-a-Grid (BSkG) series of models [11,12] in the spirit
of the earlier BSk-models (see Ref. [9] and references
therein). The main goal of the BSkG models is pro-
viding consistent nuclear data for astrophysical appli-
cations that is competitive with more phenomenolog-
ical approaches, while gradually including additional
physical ingredients in a microscopic way. Key to this
strategy is the inclusion of thousands of nuclear bind-
ing energies in the objective function of the parame-
ter adjustment, which imposes both harsh constraints
on the parameter values and requires significant com-
putational effort. Where the BSk-models relied on the

1For microscopic-macroscopic models an accurate description of
fission barriers deteriorates the description of the masses, hence
why Ref. [6] advocates using two separate models: FRDM for
masses and FRLDM for fission.

assumption of axial symmetry that reduces the struc-
ture of a nucleus to two dimensions, the BSkG-series
does away with this restriction and utilises a numeri-
cal representation in terms of a three-dimensional co-
ordinate space mesh [34]. In Ref. [11] we employed this
representation to fit the parameters of BSkG1 to the
masses of thousands of nuclei, all of which were free
to exploit triaxial deformation to lower their total en-
ergy. For the construction of BSkG2, we also included
degrees of freedom that break time-reversal symmetry
in the nuclear mean fields: these impact the masses of
odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei and several other quanti-
ties such as magnetic moments and rotational moments
of inertia [12].

Here we extend the reach of the BSkG series to nu-
clear fission: we study in detail the fission barriers and
isomer excitation energies predicted by BSkG2. Unfor-
tunately, a good fit to ground state (g.s.) properties
does not imply realistic predictions for barriers, as nu-
clear ground states exhibit small to moderate deforma-
tion while the shapes relevant to fission are typically
very elongated [35–37]. For this reason we included in
the objective function of the BSkG2 model the RIPL-3
empirical values for the primary and secondary fission
barriers of twelve even-even actinide nuclei [38] as well
as the fission isomer excitation energies for seven of
these. As already discussed briefly in Ref. [12], BSkG2
achieves an unprecedented accuracy for three differ-
ent fission properties: primary and secondary barrier
heights and isomer excitation energies. For the 45 nu-
clei with Z ≥ 90 included in the RIPL-3 database [38],
the model achieves rms deviations below 500 keV for
all three quantities simultaneously. This accuracy does
not come at the expense of masses: BSkG2 describes
the 2457 known binding energies of nuclei with Z ≥ 8

in AME20 [39] with an rms of 678 keV.
Aside from the lowered rms deviations as compared

to earlier models, there are two further points that make
BSkG2 uniquely suited to the large-scale description of
fission. The first is our use of a coordinate-space rep-
resentation, which allows us to reach high numerical
accuracy even for the extremely elongated shapes asso-
ciated with nuclear fission [40]. The second is the large
diversity of nuclear configurations we consider: we con-
sistently include triaxial deformation in all our fission
calculations and, where relevant, combine it with re-
flection asymmetry and octupole deformation. For the
double-humped barriers of actinide nuclei, triaxial de-
formation can lower both the inner barrier by more than
an MeV [33, 41, 42] and the outer barrier by several
hundred keV [43–45]. Although we do not study any
superheavy nuclei with Z & 110 here, their fission bar-
riers can be even more strongly affected [46–49]. Despite
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this, triaxial deformation has up to now been neglected
in large-scale studies of fission based on EDFs, likely
due to its numerical cost. Furthermore, our treatment
of the fission properties of odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei
is as advanced as our description of their g.s. proper-
ties. Invoking no approximations, we describe such nu-
clei with blocking calculations that include the effect of
the time-odd terms of the EDF, although we will estab-
lish below that their effect of the latter on barriers and
isomer excitation energies is small. To the best of our
knowledge, we are the first to report on self-consistent
Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) calculations that con-
sider blocking for odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei while
breaking axial, reflection and time-reversal symmetry
simultaneously.

This paper is organized as follows: we summarize
the relevant aspects of the construction of BSkG2 and
specify the numerical conditions of the fission calcula-
tions in Sec. 2. In Sec. 3 we discuss the fission barriers
of 232U, 240Pu and 244Pu as representative examples.
We discuss fission properties of nuclei in the actinide
region more systematically in Sec. 4 and present our
conclusions and outlook in Sec. 5.

2 The BSkG2 model

2.1 Binding energy and collective correction

We define the total binding energy of a nucleus, repre-
sented by a state |Φ〉 of the HFB type as:

Etot = EHFB + Ecorr . (1)

In Eq. (1), EHFB is the self-consistent mean-field energy
and Ecorr is the collective correction energy. The mean-
field energy contains the kinetic energy as well as the
Skyrme and Coulomb energies that determine, respec-
tively, the strong and electrostatic interaction between
the nucleons. The form of the Skyrme EDF we employ
is essentially standard, but does include well-defined
time-odd terms [12].

The goal of the correction energy is modelling corre-
lations that cannot be captured by a single HFB state
built from separate proton and neutron orbitals: rota-
tional and vibrational collective motion, centre-of-mass
motion and proton-neutron pairing. These four effects
each give rise to a term in the correction energy:

Ecorr = Erot + Evib + E(2)
cm + EW , (2)

where these are, respectively, the rotational and vi-
brational correction [50, 51], the two-body part of the
centre-of-mass correction [52], and theWigner energy [53].

The rotational and vibrational correction have the same
form and are combined as

Erot + Evib = −
∑

µ=x,y,z

(
f rotµ + fvibµ

) 〈Ĵ2
µ〉

2Iµ
, (3)

where Iµ is the Belyaev moment of inertia (MOI) around
Cartesian axis µ. The factors f rot/vibµ are both defined
in terms of Bµ = Iµ/Ic, the ratio of the Belyaev MOI
to that of (one third of) a rigid rotor Ic [12]:

f rotµ = b tanh (cBµ) , (4a)

fvibµ = dBµe
−l(Bµ−B0)

2

. (4b)

As in Ref. [12], we stress that the vibrational component
of Eq. (3) only intends to capture the deformation de-
pendence of the spurious collective vibrational energy.
Since Eq. (3) vanishes for spherical configurations, we
put the burden of simulating any collective vibrational
energy that is deformation independent on the EDF
coupling constants. Expressions for all other ingredi-
ents of the total energy can be found in Refs. [11, 12].

2.2 Shapes, fission paths and barriers

Modelling nuclear fission starts with the selection of a
set of collective coordinates that characterize the large-
scale collective motion of the nucleus on its way to scis-
sion. Traditionally, one uses a small number of (mass)
multipole moments Q`m that characterize the shape of
the nucleus. We define the Q`m and their dimension-
less equivalents β`m for integer (`,m) with ` ≥ 1 and
0 ≤ m ≤ ` as

〈Q`m〉 =

∫
d3r ρ0(r)r`< [Y`m(θ, φ)] , (5a)

β`m =
4π

3R`A
Q`m , (5b)

where R = 1.2A1/3 fm. Replacing the total density
ρ0(r) in Eq. (5a) by the proton, neutron or charge
density and substituting A by the appropriate parti-
cle number in the denominator of Eq. (5b), one obtains
the deformations β`m,p, β`m,n or β`m,c, respectively. For
plotting purposes, we will also employ the alternate
(β, γ) characterization of quadrupole deformation, de-
fined as

β =
√
β2
20 + 2β2

22 , (6a)

γ = atan
(√

2β22/β20

)
. (6b)

One of the quadrupole deformations, β20, characterizes
the elongation of the nuclear shape in the z-direction
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and is virtually always employed as collective coordi-
nate. The octupole deformation, β30, reflects the left-
right asymmetry of the nuclear density distribution along
the z-axis and is a traditional second choice. The sec-
ond quadrupole degree of freedom β22 [42,43,45,54], the
hexadecapole moment β40 [55] and the particle num-
ber dispersions ∆N2

q ≡ 〈N̂2
q 〉 − 〈N̂q〉2 of both nucleon

species (q = p, n) [54] have all been used as collective
coordinates in the study of fission paths.

Once a set of coordinates has been chosen, the goal
is to study the movement of the nucleus in this collective
space along (continuous) paths that connect the ground
state to a configuration of two disconnected nuclei, i.e. a
fissioned system. By minimizing an appropriate action
integral, one can obtain the trajectory that gives the
nucleus the highest probability of tunneling through the
barrier(s) in a semiclassical approach [56,57]: this is the
least action path (LAP). The action integral depends on
the total energy and the inertial mass tensor associated
with the collective coordinates, and the calculation of
both in the entire collective space is required in order
to be able to minimize the action.

Ideally, one (i) constructs a complete potential en-
ergy surface (PES) in all relevant collective degrees of
freedom and (ii) minimizes the action among all possi-
ble paths. Both of these represent enormous computa-
tional challenges if one moves beyond more than a few
collective degrees of freedom. This study is an initial
step towards more extensive calculations for thousands
of nuclei; in view of this computational challenge, we
limit ourselves here to two collective degrees of free-
dom: β20 and β22. We do not attempt to construct the
LAP, but restrict ourselves to the simpler concept of
the least energy path (LEP) [57]. This path can be con-
structed without calculation of the inertia tensor, and
therefore ignores all dynamical aspects of the fission
process. The local maxima encountered along the (one-
dimensional) LEP are, by construction, saddle points
on the complete (multi-dimensional) PES. It is the en-
ergies of these saddle points, normalized to the corre-
sponding g.s., that we compare to the empirical values
of the RIPL-3 database.

Our calculation of the fission properties of a nucleus
thus consists of two steps. First, we explore the rel-
evant part of the collective space with numerous EDF
calculations constrained to different values of the collec-
tive coordinates (β20, β22). A robust algorithm to adjust
the numerical parameters of the quadratic constraints
we imposed on these multipole moments greatly simpli-
fies these calculations [34]. The shape degrees of free-
dom explored by nuclei in our calculations are how-
ever not restricted to the two quadrupole moments: a
self-consistent EDF calculation will employ all multi-

pole moments to optimize the mean-field energy, limited
only by symmetries imposed on the calculation by ei-
ther the numerical implementation or the starting point
of the iterative process. In constrast to microscoscopic-
macroscopic approaches where the shape degrees of free-
dom explored by the nuclei and the collective coordi-
nates are identical, our calculations thus naturally in-
clude all multipole moments that our numerical choices
allow for, see also Sec. 2.4 and Ref. [12]. More specifi-
cally, our calculations allow for non-zero values of the
β`m for arbitrary ` > 0 and even values of m2. In par-
ticular, this set includes multipole moments with odd
` that break reflection symmetry, the most important
of which is the octupole moment β30. Octupole defor-
mation is crucial to the description of the fission of ac-
tinide nuclei, but the construction of three-dimensional
PESes in (β20, β22, β30) is still prohibitively expensive
for more than a handful of nuclei. Luckily, the topogra-
phies of the PESes of the nuclei we consider here are all
similar and not too complicated: we will demonstrate in
Sec. 3 that the LEPs we construct from two-dimensional
PESes are closely equivalent to those we would have
obtained from much more computationally expensive
three-dimensional PESes.

Not all values of multipole moments correspond to
distinct shapes though: the (body-fixed) principal axes
of a deformed but reflection-symmetric shape can be
assigned to the x-, y- and z-axes in the simulation vol-
ume in three different ways. If the configuration is in-
variant under time-reversal, these three possibilities are
all physically equivalent. If the shape is in addition also
reflection asymmetric, the number of such equivalent
orientations rises to six. When the configuration breaks
time-reversal symmetry, all these possibilities are not
exactly equivalent any longer since the finite angular
momentum determines a preferred direction in space;
the energy difference due to a reorientation of the prin-
cipal axes has never been studied for odd-odd systems
but is on the order of 100 keV for heavy odd-mass nu-
clei [94]. For simplicity, we ignore this reorientation ef-
fect entirely as we did in Ref. [12] and limit our cal-
culations to a specific part of the collective space with
little loss of generality: γ ∈ [0, 60]◦ and β30 ≥ 0. Finally,
the mass dipole (` = 1) moments are proportional to
the center-of-mass of the nucleus and do not represent
physical degrees of freedom. Only β10 is not restricted
by our symmetry choices; we constrain it to be zero in
all calculations in order to optimize the placement of
the nucleus in the simulation volume.

2As for the g.s. calculations of Ref. [12], we still impose z-
signature as self-consistent symmetry which implies that β`m
vanishes if m is odd.
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As second step to calculate the fission properties of
a nucleus we use a flooding model [57] to determine the
LEP; along which we interpolate to obtain the saddle
points. We determine fission isomer excitation energies
by searching for the local minimum of the PES at mod-
erate deformation, β20 ∼ 0.9. This workflow is univer-
sally applied to all nuclei. Our treatment of odd-mass
and odd-odd nuclei differs from that of even-even nu-
clei only in the underlying EDF calculations: the PES
was constructed from self-consistent calculations with
quasiparticle blocking that included the effects of time-
reversal symmetry breaking [12]. We stick to the tech-
niques of Ref. [12]: we limit ourselves to quasiparticle
excitations with z-signature eigenvalue η = +i and use
a gradient-based HFB solver to combat convergence is-
sues and guarantee that we obtain the lowest possible
energy for each value of (β20, β22).

Fission paths obtained from self-consistent calcula-
tions with a limited number of collective degrees of free-
dom can be plagued with discontinuities [58]. In this
sense, our search for the LEP is crude: we made no at-
tempt to explicitly check that the paths we obtain are
continuous. Visual inspection of our results did not re-
veal obvious signs of discontinuities, such as large jumps
in the total energy or any multipole moment from one
point on the fission path to the next. It is not excluded
that the LEPs we obtain are affected by more subtle
discontinuities, but it is not easy to identify such prob-
lems and even harder to cure them if found. We inter-
pret the apparent absence of discontinuities as due to
the inclusion of triaxial deformation. Most calculations
of fission barriers that can be found in the literature re-
strict the nucleus to axial symmetry which separates all
single-particle states into symmetry blocks determined
by the K quantum number. Triaxial deformation al-
lows the nucleus to connect these symmetry blocks in
a continuous way, drastically reducing the possibility
for discontinuous changes in single-particle configura-
tion from one calculated point on the PES to the next
as compared to axially symmetric calculations.

The situation is more complicated for odd-mass and
odd-odd nuclei: the properties of the blocked quasipar-
ticle(s) can vary dramatically for even small changes in
deformation, introducing in this way a possible second
source of discontinuities. As in previous studies [35],
we simply take the overall lowest energy at any grid
point on the PES and thus pass over any considera-
tion of conserved quantum numbers when establishing
the LEP. Anticipating that we will find that all nu-
clei studied here will take triaxial shapes at all rele-
vant saddle points for the LEP, our choice can be mo-
tivated by the inevitable mixing of quasiparticles with
different K quantum numbers when the fission path

passes through triaxial shapes, and the mixing of quasi-
particles with different parity when passing through
octupole-deformed shapes. In particular around the outer
saddle point, z-signature is the only remaining quan-
tum number of the single-particle states. All quasiparti-
cles we consider for blocking purposes have z-signature
η = +i, such that in this region of the path our calcu-
lations cannot encounter any level crossings that could
introduce discontinuities.

Because the treatment of blocked quasiparticles adds
significant complexity to a calculation, fission barri-
ers for odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei are rarely con-
sidered in the literature, with notable exceptions being
Refs. [60–63] and [64]. All of these studies are limited
to a few nuclei only, and all limit the possible shapes to
axial ones. The authors of these references also do not
construct configurations with the lowest energy at each
point of the collective space, but rather construct paths
at fixed K quantum number in order to reduce the
occurrence of discontinuities encountered. The large-
scale fission calculations with BSk14 of Ref. [35] form
an exception: while restricted to axial symmetry, the
authors did not enforce constant K along the fission
path, likely leading to large numbers of discontinuities.
The question how to construct a consistent fission path
in completely symmetry-unrestricted calculations will
require further investigation in the future [30], particu-
larly when attempting the description of more complex
observables such as lifetimes or fission yields.

2.3 Parameter adjustment and global performance

The total binding energy Etot depends on 25 parame-
ters that were adjusted to experimental data. We re-
ported the BSkG2 parameter values in Ref. [12] and
discussed there the parameter adjustment and the per-
formance of the model for g.s. properties. Here, we sum-
marize only a few key points.

The main ingredient of the objective function is the
ensemble of 2457 measured binding energies (Z ≥ 8)
tabulated in the AME20 database [39]. We also con-
strained the EDF parameters so that the calculated uv-
averaged neutron pairing gaps 〈∆〉n [65] reproduce as
best as possible the experimental five-point gaps ∆(5)

n

in order to obtain a realistic pairing strength for the
neutrons. The fit included constraints on the models in-
finite nuclear matter properties, such as the symmetry
energy (J ∈ [30, 32] MeV) the nuclear incompressibility
(Kν ∈ [230, 250] MeV and the isoscalar effective mass
M∗s /M ≈ 0.84). Finally, we adjusted the Fermi wave
number kF to reproduce 884 measured charge radii [66].
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The selection of g.s. properties is close to those that
figured in the objective function of BSkG1. For BSkG2,
we also included empirical values for the primary (EI)
and secondary (EII) fission barriers of twelve even-even
nuclei with 92 ≤ Z ≤ 96 from RIPL-3 [38] and their fis-
sion isomer excitation energies (Eiso) when available [67].
As already explained in Ref. [12], we did not employ all
nuclei included in the RIPL-3 database in order to (i)
focus on nuclei with low fission barriers (EI < 10 MeV)
due to their relevance to r-process nucleosynthesis and
(ii) not to further complicate the adjustment process
with the fission barriers of odd-mass and odd-odd nu-
clei. Our final selection of twelve primary and secondary
barrier heights and seven isomer excitation energies is
summarised in Table 1. These empirical values are cer-
tainly not without associated uncertainties. The fis-
sion barriers themselves are at best pseudo-observables,
quantities that can only be extracted in a model depen-
dent way. We are not aware of any attempt to quantify
the uncertainties of the RIPL-3 recommended values.
Although isomer excitation energies are directly observ-
able, their accurate measurement remains difficult: for
example, the literature reports values for the isomer
excitation energy of 240Pu that range from 2.25 ± 0.2

MeV [68] to ≈ 2.8 MeV [69]. This uncertainty also ex-
tends to the quantum numbers of the fission isomers:
their spin and parity are not guaranteed to be identical
to those of the ground state. Except for the fission iso-
mer of 238U [70], only a handful of tentative spin-parity
assignments are available [69].

Two remarks on nomenclature are in order. First, we
will follow much of the literature in using the word ‘bar-
rier’ as a shorthand for ‘excitation energy of the saddle
point’ to describe our results if the context permits us to
do so. Second, for the double-humped fission barrier of
actinide nuclei it is natural to discuss ‘inner’ and ‘outer’
barriers that correspond to the saddle points encoun-
tered along the LEP at moderate and large elongation,
respectively. ‘Primary barrier’ and ‘secondary barrier’
then refer to the saddle points located at highest and
lowest excitation energy compared to the g.s. minimum,
respectively. The RIPL-3 database lists reference values
for inner and outer barriers as deduced from fits to ex-
perimental fission cross sections. However, the fission
transmission coefficients employed in such fits are not
sensitive to the ordering of saddle points, only to their
excitation energies [38]. For this reason, our compar-
isons with empirical values in the objective function of
the parameter adjustment and in the text below always
concern primary and secondary barriers, not inner and
outer barriers.

As explained in Sec. 2.2, obtaining the fission path
of even a single nucleus is a computationally demand-

Z A EI EII Eiso

92 232 5.40 4.90 -
92 234 5.50 4.80 -
92 236 5.67 5.00 2.30
92 238 6.30 5.50 2.60

94 238 5.60 5.10 2.40
94 240 6.05 5.45 2.25
94 242 5.85 5.05 -
94 244 5.70 4.85 2.00

96 242 6.65 5.00 1.80
96 244 6.18 5.10 1.04
96 246 6.00 4.80 -
96 248 5.80 4.80 -

Table 1 Values for the primary (EI) and secondary (EII) fission
barriers as well as the isomer excitation energies Eiso included in
the parameter adjustment. Barrier values are the empirical values
recommended in Ref. [38], isomer excitation energies are those of
Ref. [67]. All energies are expressed in MeV.

ing and complex multi-step procedure that is difficult
to automate consistently. This means that the prac-
tical inclusion of barriers in the objective function is
extremely challenging and, to the best of our knowl-
edge, has never been achieved for an EDF-based model
before. Instead, simplifications have been adopted: the
adjustment of the early SkM∗ Skyrme parameteriza-
tion employed semiclassical estimates of the barrier of
240Pu [71], the surface coefficient of the Gogny D1S
parameterization was manually changed to reproduce
the barrier of 240Pu [72] and the UNEDF1 and UN-
EDF2 parameterizations used four fission isomer exci-
tation energies instead of barriers in the adjustment
protocol [73,74]. The authors of Ref. [37] constructed a
series of parameter sets with systematically varied val-
ues of the surface energy coefficient, of which SLy5s1
is the one that best describes the excitation energy of
superdeformed states and fission barriers [37, 44]. The
BSk14 parameterization was created in two steps: an
initial fit to g.s. properties, followed by the fine-tuning
of the (few) parameters characterizing the collective
correction to fission barriers [35].

For BSkG2, we adopted a two-step adjustment pro-
cedure identical to that used for BSk14 [35]. First, we
adjusted all parameters of the EDF to the g.s. prop-
erties included in the objective function. Using the in-
termediate parameter values issuing from this step, we
calculated the PESes for the twelve even-even nuclei
in Tab. 1. Freezing all other parameters, we then ad-
justed the nine parameters of the collective correction
(VW , λ, V ′W , A0, b, c, d, l and βvib) to the complete objec-
tive function including fission properties, g.s. properties
and masses. Since the collective correction is treated
semi-variationally, the changes induced in the PESes
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(and therefore the saddle points) by the variation of
these parameters can be obtained at essentially no com-
putational cost with the values of 〈Ĵ2

x/y/z〉 and Ix/y/z
tabulated in the first step. We thus eliminated the need
for the repeated construction of complete PESes, al-
though we continued EDF calculations for the g.s. prop-
erties of nuclei during the second step.

As already pointed out in [12], this simple procedure
for adjusting the barrier heights through a fine-tuning
of the correction energy is sufficient because the fit to
masses already provides quite realistic surface proper-
ties in the first step, with barriers typically deviating by
less than 2 MeV from the empirical values. If the param-
eters issued from the first step yielded fission barriers
that are too high by 10 MeV as is the case for many
Skyrme EDFs [37], this could not be corrected for by a
small modification of a correction whose variation be-
tween ground state and saddle points is typically on the
order of 2 MeV, as we will illustrate in Sec. 3. One of the
keys to finding reasonable agreement for fission barri-
ers without including them in the objective function is
the inclusion of the two-body part of the centre-of-mass
correction in the EDF [52,75], as we do here.

The resulting BSkG2 model achieves an rms devi-
ation on the known nuclear masses of σ(M) = 0.678
MeV, and an rms deviation on the nuclear charge radii
of σ(Rc) = 0.0274 fm, while offering reasonable pre-
dictions for the empirical properties of infinite nuclear
matter [12]. The performance of the model with respect
to the AME20 masses is slightly better than that of
BSkG1, which has σ(M) = 0.734 MeV [11]. It is however
worse than the later entries in the BSk series that have
rms deviations somewhat below 0.6 MeV [9]. Neverthe-
less, BSkG2 does significantly better than other Skyrme
models: they often reach rms deviations of more than
two MeV [76,77] as their fit protocol typically includes
only the binding energies of a handful of nuclei.

We reported already in Ref. [12] on the performance
of the model on the fission properties of all 45 nuclei
with 90 ≤ Z in the RIPL-3 data base [38], which reach
up to Z = 96. BSkG2 reproduces both the primary and
secondary barrier heights with high accuracy: the rms
deviations are 0.44 MeV and 0.47 MeV, respectively.
This accuracy is comparable to that achieved for 28
isomer excitation energies, which are described with an
rms deviation of 0.49 MeV. Anticipating a more detailed
comparison with other models in Sec. 4.4, we already
mention here that this degree of accuracy for all three
fission quantities is unrivalled in the existing literature.

2.4 Numerical representation and symmetries

As in Refs. [11, 12], we use the MOCCa code for all
EDF calculations [34]. It iterates NN neutron and NZ
proton single-particle wave functions on a cubic three-
dimensional Cartesian Lagrange mesh characterized by
three numbers of discretisation points Nx, Ny, Nz and a
grid spacing dx [78]. This coordinate representation is
particularly well suited to the description of fission: it
offers a numerical accuracy independent of the nuclear
shape [40]. The extremely elongated shapes relevant to
fission can be accurately represented, with the only pro-
viso that the simulation volume be sufficiently large.

We impose z-signature and y-time-simplex symme-
tries on the nuclear configuration for all calculations
reported on here, allowing us to reduce the effective
number of mesh points in x and y-directions in the cal-
culations by half [34]. In regions of the PES where this
lowered the total energy, we allow for octupole defor-
mation by breaking reflection symmetry. This requires
the explicit numerical representation of all mesh points
in the z-direction but also an additional contraint to
ensure the z-coordinate of the nuclear centre-of-mass,
or equivalently β10, vanishes at convergence.

For even-even nuclei, we imposed time-reversal sym-
metry such that we could restrict practical calculations
to (NN+NZ)/2 single-particle wave functions. For odd-
mass and odd-odd nuclei, we account for the effects of
time-reversal symmetry breaking and explicitly repre-
sent all NN +NZ single-particle states. As for the cal-
culation of g.s. properties [12], we limit ourselves to
quasiparticle excitations with z-signature η = +i as
mentioned in the previous section.

The most demanding calculations we report on here
are those for odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei in regions of
the PES where octupole deformation is relevant: elon-
gated shapes require extended meshes and neither re-
flection nor time-reversal symmetry could be employed
to simplify the calculations. To efficiently fit such calcu-
lations in the memory of the CPUs available to us, we
employed a mesh with Nz = 40 and Nx = Ny = 32

points at dx = 0.8 fm. This mesh is somewhat ex-
tended in the z-direction and reduced in the x and y

directions as compared to our ground state calculations
(Nx = Ny = Nz = 36). We used a limited number of
single-particle states in the calculations:NN = 440 neu-
tron states and NZ = 260 proton states, independently
of the nucleus considered. While these choices some-
what limit the numerical accuracy of our calculation of
the absolute energy as a function of deformation, we
checked that the numerical error of any energy differ-
ence is generally comparable to the error due to the
mesh spacing, i. e. about 100 keV [40]. Furthermore,
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the outer barrier for actinide nuclei is typically located
at β20 ∼ 1.3, i. e. at large, but not extreme, elongation
of the nucleus.

3 Topography of an actinide fission barrier

The PESes of the forty-five actinide nuclei we consider
have comparable topographies, which we will show ex-
plicitly in Sec. 4. Before discussing their systematics, we
start here by discussing the typical features of PESes
in this region of the nuclear chart using the example of
five isotopes that span nearly the entire range of Z and
N of the empirical barriers: 232U, 236Np, 244Pu, 249Cm
and 240Pu. We will discuss the latter in more detail
as it is regularly used as benchmark for fission stud-
ies [33,35,37,42,49,71,72,79–87]. The complete PESes
of all five isotopes as a function of β20 and

√
2β22 are

shown in Fig. 1, with the LEP for each indicated by
black circles. Axially symmetric (AS) prolate config-
urations correspond to points on the horizontal axes,
while AS oblate configurations lie on the γ = 60◦ lines.
The five PESes show similar features such as a well-
deformed AS prolate ground state near β20 ∼ 0.3 and
a second AS minimum near β20 ∼ 0.9 that is more
than 2.5 MeV above the less deformed minimum. Be-
yond the range of β20 covered by the figure, the energy
slopes smoothly down until the scission point is reached,
i.e. the deformation at which the nucleus breaks apart
into two fragments. Three local maxima are visible in
each panel: aside from the spherical point, one (inner)
peak at β20 ∼ 0.55 and another (outer) near β20 ∼ 1.3

separate the g.s. and the isomeric state from scission
configurations. For deformations larger than those of
the isomer, actinide nuclei prefer reflection asymmet-
ric shapes, characterized by an octupole moment which
grows with increasing elongation. Since this shape evo-
lution cannot be deduced from the two-dimensional rep-
resentation in the top panels of Fig. 1, we provide a
more intuitive picture of the elongation of the nucleus
through the contour plots of the density of AS prolate
configurations of 240Pu in the bottom panel of the fig-
ure. In all panels the region at large β20 and β22 is
somewhat irregular: here (at least) two different val-
leys become close in energy. Since they are located at
high excitation energy, we made no effort to completely
resolve them.

If one restricts the nucleus to axial symmetry, the
corresponding least-energy fission path lies along the
horizontal axis in Fig. 1. We will call this path the ax-
ially symmetric path (ASP) in what follows. The two
saddle points along this path are the tops of the inner
and outer peak, which respectively can reach heights of

slightly more than 8 MeV and up to 7 MeV. When al-
lowing for triaxial deformation however, the LEP in the
full collective space can detour along both peaks: com-
pared to the ASP, the inner saddle point is lowered by
more than an MeV while the effect for the outer saddle
point accounts for a few hundred keV. These detours do
not take the nuclei very far from the ASP: β22 remains
small compared to β20 and γ remains below 15◦ in the
vicinity of the inner peak and even below 5◦ beyond
β20 = 1. Significant parts of the LEP overlap with the
ASP: near the ground state, the superdeformed min-
imum and beyond the outer saddle point the nucleus
prefers AS shapes. As an illustration of the triaxial and
reflection-asymmetric configurations encountered near
the outer saddle point, we show a three-dimensional
isodensity surface for 240Pu in Fig. 2. To underline the
three-dimensional nature of this shape, we also provide
two-dimensional contour plots of the density in each
direction: no two of them are identical.

The nuclei 236Np and 249Cm in Fig. 1 serve as il-
lustrations of the PES of odd-odd and odd-mass nuclei,
respectively. They do no appear qualitatively different
from those of the even-even nuclei: we have been able
to properly converge our self-consistent blocked calcu-
lations in all regions of the collective space shown, yet
we remind the reader that the evolution of the blocked
quasiparticles along the PES can be quite complicated.

While the general features of the PESes are the
same for all five nuclei, differences are clearly visible.
First, the deformations of ground state and fission iso-
mers grow with increasing neutron number. Second, the
height of the inner peak increases with neutron num-
ber: from about 6 MeV for 232U to just over 8.8 MeV for
249Cm. The outer peak varies by less: 5.8 MeV for 232U
to 5.1 MeV for 249Cm. While the (β20, β22) coordinates
of the LEPs in Fig. 1 look qualitatively similar in all
cases, the impact of triaxial deformation on the total
energy along these paths varies strongly with N : for
232U, triaxial deformation lowers the inner barrier by
about an MeV while the effect for 249Cm is close to four
MeV. Triaxial deformation also affects the outer barrier
more strongly as N increases, although this is not eas-
ily visible on Fig. 1. The impact of triaxial deformation
on the barriers is sufficiently large to change their evo-
lution with N : among these five isotopes, 249Cm has
the largest inner barrier among these five nuclei when
restricted to axial symmetry, but if we include β22 as
collective coordinate its barrier becomes the lowest one.

We will study barriers, isomer excitation energies
and their evolution with particle number in a more sys-
tematic fashion in Sec. 4.2. For further illustrations, we
restrict our attention for now to 240Pu and study its
ASP and LEP in more detail in Fig. 3; the top panel
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Fig. 1 (Color online) Potential energy surfaces as a function of quadrupole deformation β20 and
√

2β22 for five nuclei. From top to
bottom: 232U, 236Np, 240Pu, 244Pu and 249Cm. All energies are normalized to the g.s. minima near β20 = 0.3. Circles of constant
total deformation β and lines of constant γ are drawn in grey. Black circles indicate the lowest energy fission path (see text). Contour
lines in the five top panels are 0.25 MeV apart. An indication of the elongation and reflection asymmetry along the surface is given
by the contour plots of the total density of axially symmetric configurations of 240Pu for β20 = 0.1, 0.3, . . . , 1.5 (and β22 = 0) below
the five panels. The red star in the middle panel indicates the location of the configuration drawn in Fig. 2.

shows the evolution of the total energy along the LEPs
and ASPs (full and dashed lines, respectively) obtained
with BSkG1 and BSkG2 (black and red lines, respec-
tively), normalized to their respective g.s. minima. The
RIPL-3 empirical values for the barrier heights and the
isomer excitation energy from Tab. 1 [38,67] are shown
by blue lines at illustrative ranges of β20. The impact

of triaxiality on both barriers can clearly be seen: for
BSkG1, including this degree of freedom lowers the in-
ner and outer barrier by about 2.6 MeV and about
120 keV respectively. For BSkG2, the effect on the in-
ner barrier is smaller while that on the outer barrier
is larger: they get lowered by about 2.3 MeV and 350
keV, respectively. The impact of triaxial deformation
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Fig. 2 Isodensity (ρ = 0.02 fm−3) surface of 240Pu at β20 =
1.3, β22 = 0.03, indicated by the red star in Fig. 1. Two-
dimensional contour plots of the total density at x = 0, y = 0
and z = 0 are also shown. The colors of the 3D figure serve only
to emphasize the reflection asymmetry of the shape; the color bar
refers exclusively to the 2D projections.

we obtain here is somewhat larger than that reported
for the SLy5sX-family of Skyrme parameterizations in
Ref. [87]: for these, triaxial deformation lowers the in-
ner and outer barrier of 240Pu by about 1.5 MeV and
300 keV, respectively. The barriers and isomer excita-
tion energy obtained with BSkG1 along the LEP match
the reference values of Tab. 1 within about an MeV. Al-
though this level of agreement is already quite good, the
BSkG2 results are much closer to the empirical values.

The other panels of Fig. 3 show multipole moments
other than β20 along the LEPs obtained: from top to
bottom β22, β30 and β40. While we do not show multi-
pole moments such as β32 or β60, we remind the reader
that these do not vanish and are naturally included
in the self-consistent solution procedure. We take the
smooth evolution of multipole moments, both those in-
cluded in Fig. 3 and those that are not, as an indication
that the LEPs constructed present continuous trajec-
tories. The sequence of shapes of the nuclear density
along the path is robust, at least for this nucleus: β30
and β40 do not change when either exchanging BSkG1
for BSkG2 or the ASP for the LEP. Octupole deforma-
tion vanishes at small to moderate deformations and
only beyond β20 ∼ 1.0 does the LEP explore reflection-
asymmetric shapes. The second quadrupole moment
β22 remains small along the LEP for both models when
compared to β20. While the excitation energies of the
saddle points along the fission path are lowered signif-
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Fig. 3 (Color online) Top panel: Energy of 240Pu along the
LEP (solid lines) and ASP (dashed lines) as a function of β20,
obtained with BSkG1 (black lines) and BSkG2 (red lines), nor-
malized to the g.s. energies obtained with the respective models.
We also show empirical values for the primary and secondary bar-
rier, as well as the isomer excitation energy, drawn at illustrative
ranges of β20 (blue lines). Second, third and fourth panels: β22,
β30 and β40 along the BSkG1 and BSkG2 LEPs. The octupole
and hexadecapole moments of the nucleus along the ASPs are
indistinguishable from those along the LEPs and are not shown.

icantly by the inclusion of β22 as collective coordinate,
the shape evolution of the nucleus as measured by any
other multipole moment is essentially unmodified.

In passing, we note that both BSkG1 and BSkG2 re-
produce the experimental information on the quadrupole
and hexadecupole deformation of the g.s. of 240Pu. We
calculate β20,c = 0.287, β40,c ∼ 0.15 with no differ-
ence between models and in excellent agreement with
β20,c = 0.293(2), β40,c = 0.16(4) of Ref. [88] and β20,c =

0.292(2), β40,c = 0.151(8) of Ref. [89] as determined
from Coulomb excitation and the analysis of muonic
X rays, respectively3.

3We note that the tables of Ref. [88] and [89] report on defor-
mation parameters that characterize the surface of the nuclear
shape. These are not equal to our β`m,c, which characterize the
shape of the nuclear volume, see the discussion in Refs. [87, 90]
and references therein. For this reason, the experimental values
for the β`m,c quoted in the text are charge multipole deforma-
tions that we consistently calculated from the electric transition
moments [91] that are also provided by these references.
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Fig. 4 (Color online) The total energy Etot (top panel) and
the mean-field energy EHFB (bottom panel) of 240Pu at (fixed)
elongation β20 = 1.30, normalized to their respective minima, as
a function of β22 and β30. Respective minima are indicated by
black stars and contour lines are 100 keV apart.

Next, we illustrate the effect of octupole deforma-
tion on the PES and the fission path at large defor-
mation. Fig. 4 shows the total energy (top panel) and
the mean-field energy (bottom panel) of 240Pu obtained
with BSkG2 as a function of β22 and β30 at a fixed
elongation β20 = 1.3. The minima of both surfaces are
situated at almost identical octupole deformation, lead-
ing us to two conclusions. First, a hypothetical LEP
constructed from a three-dimensional PES using β30 as
additional collective coordinate would have been close
to the one we obtain from our two-dimensional calcu-
lations, as would the barriers deduced from it. Second,
Fig. 4 illustrates that the preference of the LEP for
triaxial deformation is not only due to the presence
of the collective correction. For this nucleus, the mini-
mum of the uncorrected mean-field energy is not axially
symmetric. The inclusion of Ecorr moves the LEP to a
slightly larger value of β22 and enlarges the energy dif-
ference between triaxial and AS configurations, stabi-
lizing the triaxial deformation when the energy surface
is soft in β22.

To illustrate the influence of the collective correc-
tion on the PES, we show its evolution along the ASP
and LEP in the top panel of Fig. 5 for the BSkG2
model. The contributions of the vibrational and ro-
tational correction along each path are plotted sepa-
rately in the middle panel. The rotational correction
contributes several MeV to the binding energy, except
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Fig. 5 (Color online) Illustration of the effect of the rotational
and vibrational correction for 240Pu. Top panel: the total col-
lective correction for BSkG2 along the LEP (red full line) and
along the ASP (black dashed line), compared to the correlation
energy obtained by projection on angular momentum J = 0 in
Ref. [92], using the SLy6 parametrisation of Skyrme’s EDF (blue
circles). Middle panel: vibrational energy (black curves) and ro-
tational energy (red curves) for BSkG2 along the LEP (full lines)
and the ASP (dashed lines). Bottom panel: total energy minus
the vibrational and rotational energy for BSkG1 (black curves)
and BSkG2 (red curves) along the respective LEPs (full lines)
and ASPs (dashed lines). Note that the LEP is obtained from
the total energy. Faint grey bars are centered on the β20 value of
the inner and outer saddle points along the LEP with a width of
δβ20 = ±0.02.

near the spherical point. Along the ASP the size of this
correction increases smoothly with deformation; where
the LEP passes through finite values of β22 there is an
extra contribution on the order of 1 MeV that is as-
sociated with the extra rotational degree of freedom.
Along both paths, the rotational correction systemati-
cally decreases both the barriers and the isomer exci-
tation energies. In general, this correction affects more
the features of the PES at large deformation. The vibra-
tional correction on the other hand only contributes to
the energy for modest deformations 0.1 . β20 . 0.55:
it vanishes near the isomer and the outer saddle point
and contributes less than 100 keV near the inner sad-
dle point on the LEP. Because this correction increases
the binding energy of the g.s., its presence indirectly
raises both barriers and the isomer excitation energy
in a uniform way.

For comparison with Fig. 3 we show the total en-
ergy without both corrections in the bottom panel of
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Fig. 5 for both BSkG1 and BSkG2: except at small
deformation, the evolution of the energy with deforma-
tion for both models is nearly identical4. This is sup-
ported by Hartree-Fock calculations of semi-infinite nu-
clear matter along the lines of Ref. [37]: for both models
we obtain essentially identical values of the surface en-
ergy coefficient a(HF)

surf = 17.9 MeV. This is somewhat
larger than the value for the SLy5s1 parameterization,
a
(HF)
surf = 17.55 MeV, which was found to be close to op-

timal for the description of fission properties in Ref. [87]
when not including a rotational correction. This differ-
ence illustrates the impossibility to establish a unique
model-independent empirical value for a(HF)

surf : the rota-
tional correction characterises the many-body state and
grows with deformation and thereby contributes to the
deformation energy. But the rotational correction does
not contribute to the surface energy coefficient a(HF)

surf ,
which is a state-independent characteristic of the effec-
tive interaction that quantifies the energy loss from the
presence of a surface. Hence, when fission properties are
included in the parameter fit, models without quantal
corrections will have a lower surface energy than models
that include such corrections.

The total collective correction we employ here qual-
itatively agrees with the correlation energy obtained
through rotational symmetry restoration for AS con-
figurations of 240Pu using the SLy4 parameterization
in Ref. [92], shown by blue circles in the top panel of
Fig. 5. The comparison is far from perfect, particularly
at large deformation, but firm conclusions are hard to
draw due to the differences between conditions of the
calculations. In any case, the phenomenological treat-
ment of collective motion remains a weak point of our
approach that will require improvement in the future.

4 Actinide fission barriers with BSkG2

4.1 Global description of barriers and isomers

In this section we embark on a more systematic descrip-
tion of the fission properties of 45 Z ≥ 90 nuclei in the
RIPL-3 database: 14 are even-even and 8 are odd-odd,
while among the 23 odd-mass systems there are 6 odd-
Z and 17 odd-N nuclei. For 28 nuclei among this set5,
Ref. [67] lists a value for the excitation energy of the
isomer: 8 are for even-even nuclei, 4 for odd-odd nuclei

4The total energy, on which the construction of the LEP is based,
is a smooth function as seen on the top panel of Fig. 3. Its decom-
position is not: the discrete steps in β22 of the LEP are visible in
the non-smooth parts of the LEP curves in Fig. 5.
5Ref. [67] lists in fact 30 isomer excitation energies, but we drop
for simplicity the values for 235Pu and 244Bk for which RIPL-3
lists no empirical barriers.

BSkG1 BSkG2

M σ ε̄ σ ε̄

Even-even EI 14 0.94 +0.90 0.45 +0.31
EII 14 0.83 +0.67 0.46 +0.01
Eiso 8 0.63 +0.52 0.53 −0.38

Odd-Z EI 6 0.66 +0.52 0.41 −0.03
EII 6 0.69 +0.62 0.28 +0.10
Eiso 4 0.66 +0.62 0.40 −0.29

Odd-N EI 17 0.96 +0.87 0.5 +0.34
EII 17 0.93 +0.72 0.55 +0.12
Eiso 12 1.35 +0.85 0.46 −0.35

Odd-odd EI 8 0.73 +0.67 0.28 +0.13
EII 8 0.95 +0.84 0.43 +0.24
Eiso 4 0.62 +0.50 0.57 −0.43

Total EI 45 0.88 +0.80 0.44 +0.24
EII 45 0.87 +0.71 0.47 +0.10
Eiso 28 1.00 +0.67 0.49 −0.36

Table 2 Rms σ(O) and mean deviations ε̄(O) of the BSkG1
and BSkG2 models, with respect to RIPL-3 reference values for
the primary and secondary barriers [38] and isomer excitation
energies from Ref. [67] for different subsets of nuclei: even-even
nuclei, odd-mass nuclei with odd Z, odd-mass nuclei with odd N
and odd-odd nuclei. M indicates the number of empirical values
available for each subset. All energies are expressed in MeV.

and 16 concern odd-mass isotopes. Of the latter, 4 and
12 values are given for odd-Z and odd-N isotopes.

To quantify the performance of BSkG1 and BSkG2
as well as other models in the literature, we will investi-
gate their rms and mean deviations, σ(O) and ε̄(O), for
three quantities O = EI, EII and Eiso, that are the pri-
mary and secondary barriers and the excitation energy
of the fission isomer as introduced in Sec. 2.3. To avoid
confusion about signs, we define the mean deviation of
a quantity for which we have access toM empirical and
calculated values as:

ε̄(O) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

(
Oemp
i −Oth

i

)
. (7)

Using this convention, positive (negative) values of ε̄(O)

mean that our calculations underestimate (overestimate)
the empirical values.

The values of these deviations for BSkG2 are given
in Table 2, calculated for the complete set of nuclei,
but also for subsets of nuclei separated by the num-
ber parity of the two nucleon species. For comparison,
we also list the values for the BSkG1 model obtained
through identical calculations but for the useage of the
Equal-Filling Approximation (EFA) [93] for odd-mass
and odd-odd nuclei. We show in Fig. 6 the differences
for individual nuclei between the empirical values and
the calculations, δO ≡ Oemp−Oth, as a function of neu-
tron (left column) and proton number (right column).
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Fig. 6 (Color online) Difference between calculated and refer-
ence values for the primary barrier heights (top panel), secondary
barrier heights (middle) and isomer excitation energies (bottom
panel), using BSkG1 (blue open circles) and BSkG2 (red filled
squares). Positive (negative) values for all three differences mean
that calculated results are smaller (larger) than the reference val-
ues.

BSkG1 reproduces the empirical values for barriers
and isomer excitation energies roughly within 1.5 MeV;
the largest deviation between empirical and calculated
values for primary barries occurs for 241Cm at roughly
1.6 MeV. The total rms deviations for the three quanti-
ties for BSkG1 are all slightly below 1 MeV. This level
of agreement with the reference values is not typical
among all Skyrme parameterizations, many of which
overestimate fission barriers by as much as 10 MeV [37].
As we will see in Sec. 4.4, it is however roughly represen-
tative of the subset of models whose parameter adjust-
ment considered fission in one way or another [71, 74].
Since the construction of BSkG1 did not involve fission
properties, its quality in this respect is thus somewhat
remarkable. Nevertheless, the mean deviations of this
model are all larger than 0.6 MeV, indicating a system-
atic underestimation of inner and outer barriers as well
as isomer excitation energies.

By adding the vibrational correction and adjusting
to fission data, BSkG2 does significantly better than
BSkG1 for the primary barriers. The total BSkG2 rms
deviation for this quantity is only σ(EI) = 0.44 MeV,
which is half that of BSkG1. The BSkG2 mean devi-
ation of the primary fission barrier is much smaller,

ε̄(EI) = +0.24 MeV, but remains non-zero and positive.
The largest difference between the empirical values and
the calculations still occurs for 241Cm, but this is the
only nucleus whose primary barrier is not reproduced
within one MeV. The reproduction of the secondary
barriers is also much improved, as shown by an rms de-
viation of σ(EII) = 0.47 MeV. The corresponding mean
deviation, ε̄(EII) = +0.10 MeV, is even smaller than
that of the primary barriers but also indicates a small
but systematic underestimation of the secondary barri-
ers. The BSkG2 rms deviation of isomer excitation en-
ergies is less than half of its predecessor, σ(Eiso) = 0.49

MeV, which is as accurate as the description of the bar-
riers. However, the model overestimates Eiso for nearly
all nuclei we consider, which is reflected in the large
negative mean deviation, ε̄(Eiso) = −0.36 MeV, in con-
trast to the systematic underestimation of this quantity
by BSkG1. The mean and rms deviations restricted to
subsets of nuclei show that these observations generally
hold separately among the subsets of even-even, odd-Z,
odd-N and odd-odd nuclei. One difference among sub-
sets concerns the mean deviation of the primary barrier:
for the small number of odd-Z and odd-odd systems
it is smaller (ε̄(EI) = −0.03 and +0.13, respectively)
than that for the large number of even-even and odd-
odd nuclei (ε̄(EI) = +0.31 and +0.34, respectively).
Despite this difference and other more minor ones, the
deviations in Table 2 are comparable among all subsets,
indicating that our choice to include only 12 even-even
nuclei in the objective function did not bias the param-
eter adjustment.

The mean deviations of BSkG2 are small but non-
zero: the tendency of the model to overestimate isomer
excitation energies while slightly underestimating barri-
ers can be see in Fig. 6. This deficiency cannot be solved
by further fine-tuning of the collective correction: as is
clear from the discussion in Sec. 3, the parameters of
Ecorr do not offer the possibility to simultaneously raise
the barriers and lower the isomer excitation energies. It
is tempting to look for further trends in the deviations
as a function of particle number in Fig. 6, but we remind
the reader that (i) empirical values are only available
for a tiny fraction of the nuclei relevant to nucleosyn-
thesis and (ii) that the empirical values themselves are
subject to uncertainties, as we remarked on in Sec. 2.3.
Furthermore, the mean deviations of BSkG2 are not
much larger than the numerical precision of our cal-
culations, roughly 100 keV. One could argue that the
BSkG2 mean deviation for the secondary barriers es-
sentially vanishes, even though this quantity remains
the average of much larger errors, see Fig. 6.

The accuracy of BSkG2 as reflected by the small
rms and mean deviations in Table 2 is excellent com-
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pared to other large-scale models of fission properties in
the literature and it is striking that the rms deviation
of the primary barriers, secondary barriers and isomer
excitation energies are all comparable. We will discuss
these observations in more detail in Sections 4.2 and
4.4, but note here already that the success of BSkG2
is not solely due to inclusion of the vibrational correc-
tion: the first step of the parameter adjustment resulted
in a parameterization with fission properties similar to
those of BSkG1, even though no information on the
properties of nuclei at large deformation entered this
phase of the fit. The quality of this intermediate param-
eterization for fission is not a given; instead it results
from the choices made in our modelling of the nuclear
binding energy such as the inclusion of the two-body
part of the centre-of-mass correction. The adjustment
procedure of many available Skyrme parameterizations
only accounted for its one-body part, resulting in sig-
nificantly larger surface tensions [52, 75] and an over-
estimation of fission barriers by 10 MeV or more [37]
unless explicitly constraining deformation properties as
done for SkM* [71] or SLy5s1 [37]. Through fine-tuning
of the parameters of the collective correction, we were
able to reduce the rms and mean deviations of fission
properties from values comparable to those of BSkG1
to the final BSkG2 values in Table 2. We repeat here
that the quality of the model for g.s. properties did not
meaningfully suffer from this second step of the param-
eter adjustment: BSkG2 achieves an rms deviation on
essentially all known nuclear masses of AME2020 [39] of
σ(M) = 0.678 MeV, slightly better than that of BSkG1
and competitive with most other models in the litera-
ture [12].

To conclude this section, we confirm that the PES
of all nuclei we consider here has a topography similar
to those discussed in Sec. 3. In Fig. 7, we illustrate this
similarity by showing the location of the saddle points
and isomers in terms of the quadrupole deformations
β20 and β22, as well as the octupole deformation β30.
The multipole moments of all three quantities evolve
slowly and smoothly with neutron number. They de-
pend only slightly on proton number, with the excep-
tion of the isotopes with lowest Z (Th, Pa,U) whose
outer barrier is somewhat different from the trend of the
other isotopic chains. We point out that all inner and
outer saddle points are located at non-zero values of
β22. Although the corresponding curves are not drawn
in Fig. 7, all ground state and isomeric minima are axial
and reflection-symmetric, meaning that for those fea-
tures of the PESes β22 = β30 = 0. Although this can-
not be deduced from the tables and figures shown so far,
the superdeformed minimum is always higher in energy
than the g.s. minimum near β20 ∼ 0.3: Eiso is posi-
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Fig. 7 (Color online) Calculated quadrupole deformations β20
(top panel) and β22 (middle panel) as well as octupole deforma-
tion (β30, bottom panel) for different features of the PES as a
function of neutron number: the g.s. minimum, the inner saddle-
point, the superdeformed isomeric minimum and the outer saddle
point. Note that β22 = β30 = 0 for all ground states and iso-
mers and β30 = 0 in all cases save for the outer saddle points;
these curves are not shown. Even-Z isotopes are drawn with full
symbols, odd-Z with empty symbols.

tive in all cases, even for BSkG1 which systematically
underestimates this quantity.

One minor further difference separates the Th iso-
topes from the other nuclei: their PESes show a shal-
low third minimum at β20 ∼ 1.6 and a third, barely
pronounced, saddle point near β20 ∼ 2.0 which is sev-
eral MeV lower than even the secondary barrier and is
thus of little consequence for our discussion. This to-
pography is similar to those described in Refs. [72, 80],
although in other calculations this outermost (third)
saddle point can determine the primary barrier [57].
Exploratory calculations show that Th isotopes with
N ≤ 138, isotopes that do not figure in this study, can
acquire an octupole deformation in their g.s. when cal-
culated with BSkG2.

4.2 The impact of triaxiality

For the five examples of Sec. 3, we found that the inclu-
sion of triaxial deformation has a large impact on inner
barrier and a smaller effect on the outer barrier. In this
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Fig. 8 (Color online) Effect of triaxial deformation on the inner
fission barrier ELEP

inner − E
ASP
inner as a function of neutron number

N . Isotopic chains with even Z and odd Z are drawn with full
and empty symbols, respectively.

section, we investigate this effect for the complete set
of nuclei and study its evolution with particle number.
This section does not discuss isomer excitation energies;
the corresponding mean-field configurations are all ax-
ially symmetric.

We show in Fig. 8 the energy difference between the
inner barriers along the two fission paths: LEP−ASP.
The difference of both barriers grows rapidly with in-
creasing neutron number, ranging from about 650 keV
for 231U to slightly less than 4 MeV (249Cm). This is
a significant correction for nuclei with N ∼ 140 and is
an enormous change for the nuclei with N ∼ 150, for
which the empirical primary barriers are on the order
of 5 MeV. Similarly, Fig. 9 shows the energy difference
of the outer barriers along the LEP and the ASP. The
impact of triaxial deformation on the outer barrier is
more modest, but is larger than 400 keV for most of
the nuclei we consider, ranging from virtually no effect
for 240Am to about 850 keV for 247Pu. Although we do
not show the corresponding curves, the energy differ-
ences obtained with BSkG1 are very similar.

A striking aspect of Fig. 8 is its regularity: the triax-
ial energy gain for all isotopic chains fall almost on the
same curve, with (i) only little deviation from a sim-
ple linear trend and (ii) very little dependence on the
proton number. The latter observation suggests that
the development of triaxial deformation near the inner
barrier for actinide nuclei is largely driven by the neu-
trons. It seems that the neutrons play a similar role near
the outer barrier: within a given isotopic chain, the en-
ergy difference increases linearly with neutron number.
Along an isotonic chain however, the difference between
LEP and ASP decreases with increasing Z except for
the Th isotopes. This suggests that triaxial deformation
near the outer barrier is more of a competition between
neutron and proton shell effects.
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Fig. 9 (Color online) Same as Fig. 8, but for the outer barrier.

The effect of triaxial deformation is large, partic-
ularly for the inner barrier. However, it is not a pri-
ori clear that including triaxial deformation necessarily
leads to an improved quantitative description of fission
properties in a framework like ours, which is equipped
with a collective correction whose parameters are ad-
justed to fission data. To clearly understand the added
value of including triaxial deformation at significant
computational cost, we study how well BSkG2 repro-
duces differences of fission properties:

δEI,II = Ecalc
I − Ecalc

II − (Eemp
I − Eemp

II ) , (8a)

δEI,iso = Ecalc
I − Ecalc

iso − (Eemp
I − Eemp

iso ) . (8b)

Since triaxial deformation impacts all three fission prop-
erties we consider differently, these differences empha-
sise the role of triaxiality. We show both δEI,II and
δEI,iso in the two panels of Fig. 10: values obtained
from a complete calculation with BSkG2 and those ob-
tained from the ASP, labelled as BSkG2ax. The full
BSkG2 calculation with triaxial deformation describes
the difference of fission barriers with high accuracy but
somewhat overestimates the difference between primary
barrier and isomer excitation energies. Without triax-
ial deformation, the differences between (i) primary and
secondary barrier and (ii) primary barrier and isomer
excitation energy are enormously overestimated by the
model and a spurious trend with mass number can be
seen for the former.

It is not possible to correct the deficiencies of the ax-
ially symmetric calculation shown in Fig. 10 by further
adjustments of the parameters of the collective correc-
tion. First off, the definitions in Eqs. (8a) and (8b) es-
sentially eliminate the influence of the vibrational cor-
rection which affects both barriers and the isomer in
a roughly equal fashion. Second, changing the size of
the rotational correction can alleviate the effect: for
smaller values of b the difference between primary and
secondary barrier will grow larger for the lighter nuclei
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and smaller for the heavier nuclei in Fig. 10.6 To bring
δEI,II close to zero for the heavy nuclei however, one
would have to resort to unreasonably small and possi-
bly even negative values of b.

We cannot exclude that changing other aspects of
the model (such as the surface energy) would not result
in a better description of the difference of barriers in
axially symmetric calculations. As illustration, we also
include in Fig. 10 results for BSk14: this model includes
a rotational correction and vibrational correction ad-
justed in a similar fashion as those of BSkG2 but did
not allow for triaxial deformation [35]7. BSk14 does sig-
nificantly better than the axial calculations with BSkG2
but still overestimates the difference between primary
and secondary barrier, particularly for the lightest and
heaviest nuclei. As we will see in Sec. 4.4, the sys-
tematic overestimation of δEI,II is a generic feature of
models that do not account for triaxial deformation.
This is reflected in the average values of δEI,II: it ex-
ceeds 1 MeV for axial calculations with BSkG2 and is
about +0.46 MeV for BSk14, while the BSkG2 value of
−0.14 MeV is a few times smaller.

The curves in Figs. 8 and 9 suggest that the ef-
fect of triaxial deformation grows even larger for more
neutron-rich nuclei for which empirical values are not
available. Since the appearance of triaxial deformation
is linked to shell effects, it is unlikely that the effect
of triaxial deformation across larger ranges of neutron
and proton numbers will be as regular. Nevertheless,
the role of triaxial deformation is not unique to the
actinide region: for many superheavy nuclei it is found
that triaxiality lowers the fission barrier by several MeV
in both EDF-based and non-self-consistent models [44,
46, 47, 95, 96]. We are currently extending the calcula-
tions presented here to thousands of heavy and super-
heavy nuclei far from stability, as a significant lowering
of their fission barriers compared to earlier calculations
has the potential to strongly modify the role of fission
in r-process nucleosynthesis.

Triaxial deformation is somewhat routinely accounted
for in EDF-based studies of the inner barrier of lim-
ited numbers of actinide nuclei. We cite for instance
Refs. [33, 54, 81, 82, 86, 87] which all report an effect of
about 2 MeV on the inner barrier of 240Pu using a va-

6An increase of the rotational correction lowers the outer barrier
more than the inner barrier, see the discussion around Fig. 5. For
the heavier nuclei, the inner one tends to be the primary barrier
such that an increase of b implies a larger difference between pri-
mary and secondary barriers. For the lighter nuclei, the opposite
happens.
7We also note that both models were constructed with rather
different numerical schemes: BSk14 relied on an expansion in a
limited number of harmonic oscillator shells while we rely here
on a coordinate space representation.
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squares). We also show results constrained to axial symmetry for
BSkG2 (empty red diamonds). The horizontal dashed lines in the
top panel indicate the average deviation in each case.

riety of Skyrme parameterizations. A more systematic
study found effects on the inner barriers of even-even
actinide nuclei that are comparable to the ones we re-
port [45]. For EDFs of the Gogny type, allowing for
triaxial deformation results in a lowering of the inner
barrier by about 2 MeV for 240Pu [41] and up to 4 MeV
for other actinide nuclei [97]. Two systematic studies
employing relativistic models reported effects on the
inner barrier up to about 4 MeV [42,98].

The study of triaxial deformation near the outer
barrier in EDF-based models is more recent. The rele-
vance of shapes combining octupole and triaxial defor-
mation for actinide fission barriers was first pointed out
in the context of relativistic models in Refs. [43,98]. The
authors report energy gains due to triaxiality that grow
with neutron number in the range of 0.5 to 1 MeV, i. e.
slightly larger than those shown in Fig. 9. For Skyrme-
type EDFs, triaxial deformation near the outer barrier
was reported on for 240Pu in Ref. [44] and studied more
systematically for even-even actinides in Ref. [45]. The
authors of the latter employ the UNEDF1 parameteri-
zation and find energy gains due to triaxial deformation
that grow with neutron number and are on the order
of a few hundred keV, i. e. similar in size to those we
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report on here. To the best of our knowledge, the possi-
bility of triaxial deformation near the outer barrier has
not yet been studied for Gogny-type EDFs.

EDF-based approaches thus paint a rather consis-
tent picture with respect to the role of triaxiality for
the barriers of actinide nuclei when constructing the
LEP: up to several MeV for the inner barrier and up
to one MeV for the outer barrier, both effects grow-
ing with neutron number. Triaxial deformation seems
to be less important for non-self-consistent approaches:
the lowering of the inner barrier for actinide nuclei due
to triaxial deformation predicted by such models is typ-
ically less than one MeV [95, 99–104]. Ref. [104] is the
only mic-mac study of the outer barrier that considers
triaxial deformation that we are aware of: its authors
report an effect of 150 keV on the outer barrier due to
triaxiality for 248Cm, but did not consider any other
nuclei. The reduced importance of triaxiality in mic-
mac models seems consistent with the observation that
the gains in g.s. binding energy due to triaxial defor-
mation in such models also tend to be smaller than in
EDF-based approaches [11].

We remind the reader that our study concerns only
static aspects of the fission of actinides. A more com-
plete calculation that accounts for dynamical aspects
of fission would substitute a LAP for each LEP we dis-
cuss here. The results of such a study would likely de-
pend on (i) the treatment of the collective inertia and
(ii) the selection of collective coordinates. For instance,
a perturbative treatment of the collective inertia fa-
vors an axially symmetric LAP near the inner saddle
point while the LAP obtained with the so-called crank-
ing approximation for the inertia tensor is close to the
LEP [105]. On the other hand, even with this approx-
imation, the inclusion of pairing fluctuations again re-
stores axial symmetry along the LAP near the inner
saddle point [54]. However, these conclusions are so far
limited in scope: they have only been established for the
case of 240Pu and the SkM* parameterization, and only
for the inner saddle point. Furthermore, they are cer-
tainly sensitive to the details of the treatment of pairing
correlations and could perhaps change when more com-
plete treatments of the collective inertia are used [106].
More work is clearly necessary to extend these studies
by (i) including outer saddle points, (ii) studying more
nuclei, particularly those where the effect of triaxial de-
formation on the barriers is larger than for 240Pu; and
(iii) improving the treatment of the inertia tensor be-
yond the cranking approximation.

4.3 Impact of time-reversal symmetry breaking

In order to study the impact of time-reversal symmetry
breaking, we also performed a full set of fission cal-
culations for BSkG2 with the EFA [93]. As explained
in Ref. [12], treating odd-mass or odd-odd nuclei this
way allows for simplified calculations yet includes the
blocking effect of the odd particle(s), neglecting only
the influence of the time-odd terms in the EDF. Fig. 11
shows the difference between a full calculation that ac-
counts for the time-odd terms and one employing the
EFA for all three fission properties of the 31 Z ≥ 90

odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei in our sample. In all pan-
els, positive (negative) values of δEX indicates that the
full calculation produces larger (smaller) values of EX

than an EFA calculation.
The barriers of odd-N , even-Z nuclei are almost en-

tirely unaffected by the presence of time-odd terms, but
the barriers of most systems with an odd number of pro-
tons get somewhat lowered. The situation is less clear
for the isomer excitation energies, which can get low-
ered or enhanced by the time-odd terms. On the whole
however, the effect of the time-odd terms is small: the
largest effect in our set of nuclei is the lowering of the
secondary barrier of 243Am by about 220 keV while the
typical effect is below 100 keV for almost all other nu-
clei. Although this could not have been predicted with
certainty from our previous study [12], the overall small
effect of time-odd terms on fission is natural in light of
their limited effect on the binding energies of heavy nu-
clei. These results compare rather well with the more
limited study of Ref. [62] for 239Pu and 241Pu: the au-
thors also find a lowering of the inner barrier by a few
hundred keV and a less systematic effect on the iso-
mer excitation energies. These energy differences play
almost no role in the deviations w.r.t. the empirical
values reported in Table 2: when calculated with the
EFA, the rms deviations on the primary barriers are
0.42 MeV, 0.51 MeV and 0.27 MeV for odd-Z, odd-N
and odd-odd nuclei respectively.

The chief conclusion of this section is that the im-
pact of time-odd terms on the fission properties of odd-
mass and odd-odd nuclei is on the order of 100 keV. This
is a small effect when compared to the typical accuracy
of BSkG2 with respect to the empirical values and is
particularly negligible when considering the conceptual
problems surrounding the determination of barriers for
odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei we raised in Sec. 2.2. In
addition, for many nuclei the size of the effect is compa-
rable to the numerical accuracy of our calculations, see
Sec. 2.4. For these reasons, we refrain from any deeper
investigation. However, the limited effect of time-odd
terms on static properties does not mean that time-
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Fig. 11 The differences of fission properties obtained from an
EFA calculation and a full calculation with BSkG2 (δEX =
EFull
X − EEFA

X ) for odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei. From top to
bottom: primary barriers, secondary barriers and isomer excita-
tion energies.

reversal symmetry breaking is not relevant to nuclear
fission: time-odd terms strongly affect the dynamic fis-
sion properties of all nuclei, including even-even ones.
They appear naturally in the calculations of the col-
lective inertia [107–109], although their contribution is
omitted in the majority of studies published so far.

4.4 Comparison to other models

We have compiled in Table 3 the rms and mean devia-
tions with respect to the empirical values for the barri-
ers and isomer excitation energies for different models
available in the literature. The first group contains all
models that cover the full extent of all 45 nuclei with
Z ≥ 90 in the RIPL-3 database. This group contains
four EDF-based models: BSkG1, BSkG2, BSk14 [35]
and BCPM [106]. It also includes three non-self-consistent
models: the ETFSI calculations based on the SkSC4
interaction [31] and the mic-mac FRLDM [103] and
YPE+WS [110, 113] models. FRLDM and YPE+WS
both employ a very similar Yukawa-plus-exponential
(YPE) macroscopic part, but combine it with different
microscopic ingredients: a Folded-Yukawa model for the
former and a Woods-Saxon (WS) model for the latter.

The second and third groups consist of models whose
predictions cover at least 7 even-even nuclei out of 14 in
the original selection. Compared to global models, there
are much more works discussing the fission properties
of a limited amount of even-even actinide nuclei, such
that we have limited ourselves to EDF-based models.
The second group consists of non-relativistic models:
Gogny-type D1M [57] and Skyrme-type UNEDF1 [45,
73], SkI3 [81], SkI4 [81], SLy6 [81] and SkM* [73] 8.
Although the calculations in Ref. [111] were extensive,
they concern only even-even nuclei such that we are
forced to include their Skyrme results for the SkI3,
SLy6, SV-bas and SV-min parameterizations in this
second group. The third group consists of relativistic
models: NL-Z2 [81], NL3 [81], PC-PK1 [43] and the
set DD-ME2, DD-PC1 and NL3* of Ref. [112]. NL3
and NL3* are closely related, the latter is a more mod-
ern refit of the original [114, 115]. For some data sets,
isomer excitation energies or secondary barrier heights
were not available.

In four cases, we list two different sets of predictions:
for UNEDF1 we show the values obtained in Ref. [45]
which considered triaxial deformation near both sad-
dle points and the values of the original paper [73]
which considered triaxiality only near the first saddle
point. For PC-PK1, we include the complete results of
Ref. [43]: the calculations limited to axial symmetry
and those considering triaxial deformation. For SkI3
and SLy6 we include the results of both Ref. [81] and
the more recent Ref. [111]: the results of the latter cover
more nuclei, but for the former data on secondary bar-
riers and isomer excitation energies were also available.

Table 3 also notes which models allowed for triax-
ial deformation: BSkG1 and BSkG2 are the only EDF-
based models in the first group that account for it near
both saddle points, while the mic-mac FRLDM and
YPE+WS models include its effect only near the inner
barrier. Several models in the second and third groups
considered triaxial deformation near the inner barrier,
but only two (PC-PK1 and UNEDF1) incorporated it
near the second barrier. All models in Table 3 account
for octupole deformation near the outer saddle point
since its effect on the outer barrier is so large for ac-
tinide nuclei. For further details of the strong points
and flaws of each model, we refer the readers to the
original references.

The second column of Table 3 shows whether or
not the parameter adjustment of the model included,
in one form or another, the physics of large deforma-
tion. For the Skyrme models BSkG2, BSk14, UNEDF1

8Other sets of fission data obtained with SkM* exist, such as
Ref. [82], but Ref. [73] reports the most extensive data set that
we are aware of.
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Triaxial EI EII Eiso (EI − EII)

Model Fit I O Nb Niso σ ε̄ σ ε̄ σ ε̄ σ ε̄ Ref.

BSkG1 N Y Y 45 28 0.88 +0.80 0.87 +0.71 1.00 +0.67 0.56 +0.09
BSkG2 Y Y Y 45 28 0.44 +0.24 0.47 +0.10 0.49 −0.36 0.53 +0.14
BSk14 Y N N 45 28 0.60 −0.27 0.69 +0.20 1.05 +0.34 0.76 −0.47 [35]
BCPM N N N 45 28 1.42 −1.07 0.72 −0.30 0.52 +0.09 1.22 −0.77 [106]
SkSC4 N N N 45 0 0.57 +0.04 2.03 +1.78 − − 2.15 −1.74 [31]
FRLDM Y Y N 45 28 0.81 +0.22 1.41 +0.66 1.02 −0.91 0.88 −0.44 [103]
YPE+WS Y Y N 45 28 0.82 −0.66 0.84 −0.40 0.38 +0.07 0.72 −0.26 [110]

D1M Y Y N 14 8 0.53 +0.23 0.43 +0.06 0.99 +0.50 0.47 +0.17 [57]
UNEDF1 Y Y N 10 4 0.72 −0.67 0.79 −0.41 0.16 −0.06 0.83 −0.26 [73]

Y Y Y 12 8 0.71 −0.52 0.65 −0.28 0.69 −0.36 0.71 −0.24 [45]
SkM* Y Y N 10 0 1.92 −1.86 1.93 −1.84 − − 0.57 −0.01 [73]
SkI3 N N N 7 8 3.99 −3.59 1.59 −1.44 1.04 +0.35 2.51 −2.15 [81]

N N N 14 0 3.26 −2.50 − − − − − − [111]
SkI4 N N N 7 8 4.35 −4.27 3.65 −3.49 0.95 −0.22 1.02 −0.78 [81]
SLy6 N N N 7 8 4.23 −3.90 2.19 −2.08 1.24 −1.28 2.24 −1.82 [81]

N N N 14 0 3.89 −3.31 − − − − − − [111]
SV-bas N N N 14 0 1.88 −1.10 − − − − − − [111]
SV-min N N N 14 0 1.61 −0.50 − − − − − − [111]

NL-Z2 N N N 7 8 1.73 −0.93 1.28 +1.19 1.81 +1.91 2.68 −2.12 [81]
NL3 N N N 7 8 2.18 −1.26 1.03 +0.62 0.49 +0.39 2.73 −1.88 [81]
NL3* N N N 14 0 2.16 −2.03 − − − − − − [112]
PC-PK1 N N N 14 0 1.84 −1.53 1.01 −0.60 − − 1.43 −0.93 [43]

N Y Y 14 0 0.37 +0.18 0.82 +0.13 − − 0.73 +0.05 [43]
DD-ME2 N N N 14 0 3.35 −3.17 − − − − − − [112]
DD-PC1 N N N 14 0 2.45 −1.76 − − − − − − [112]

Table 3 Rms deviations (σ) and mean (ε̄) errors (δEX = Eemp
X − Ecalc

X ) for the height of the primary (EI) and secondary (EII)
barriers, the excitation energy of the isomer (Eiso) and the barrier difference (EI − EII) for various models. The second column
indicate whether the models parameter adjustment included information on the physics of large deformation, in one form or another.
The third and fourth column indicate whether or not the calculations considered triaxial deformation near the inner and outer barrier
respectively. Nb and Niso respectively refer to the number of barriers and isomers included in the calculated deviations.

and SkM*, we already discussed how this was done
in Sec. 2.3. The surface properties of the D1M Gogny
model were adjusted along the same lines as those of the
earlier D1S [8]. The objective function of the parame-
ters of the macroscopic energy of the FRLDM model
included 31 fission barriers [6]. The YPE+WS model
employs the macroscopic part of an earlier version of
the FRLDM model [116], which was also adjusted to
28 barriers [5]. Although no data on fission properties
directly entered the fit of any of the selected relativistic
models, we note that the surface properties of DD-PC1
were carefully constrained on the masses of deformed
heavy nuclei [117].

Table 3 regroups a large diversity of models with
a corresponding diversity in numerical accuracy. For
the numerical conditions outlined in Sec. 2.4, we esti-
mate that our calculations reach a numerical accuracy
of about 100 keV that is independent of the nuclear
shape and thus applies to the inner saddle point, isomer
and outer saddle point equally. The results for NL3, NL-
Z2, SkI3, SkI4 and SLy6 of Ref. [81] and the SkI3, SLy6,

SV-bas and SV-min results of Ref. [111] were obtained
with a coordinate-space approach similar to ours: in
the case of the former their choice of mesh spacing (1
fm) leads to an accuracy that is slightly lower than
ours [40]. The accuracy of both sets of results neverthe-
less remains independent of elongation [40]. Although
we are not aware of any dedicated studies, the numeri-
cal accuracy of mic-mac approaches is likely even better
as most ingredients of the macroscopic part of the en-
ergy are analytical functions of the shape parameters9.
However, all other results in Table 3 were obtained us-
ing numerical implementations relying on an expansion
in a limited number of harmonic oscillator states. The
numerical accuracy of such implementations is typically
dependent on deformation since the harmonic oscillator
spectrum is not well suited to represent very elongated
shapes. Ref. [43], for example, cites a numerical accu-
racy of about 150 keV and 400 keV for the inner and

9Only the Coulomb energy and surface energy require the numeri-
cal evaluation of an integral. Nevertheless, the numerical accuracy
of these terms should be easily controllable [6].
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outer barriers obtained with PC-PK1. Ref. [118] cites a
similar 100 keV accuracy on the inner barriers for the
conditions used in Ref. [112]. In light of this issue, we
will restrict ourselves to more qualitative observations
of the whole of Table 3.

Correlating the third columns of Table 3 with the
seventh and eight columns shows that models that in-
clude triaxial deformation near the inner saddle bar-
rier systematically outperform models that do not. It is
also clear, but unsurprising, that models that incorpo-
rate the physics of large deformation in their parameter
adjustment typically do better than others constructed
without such information: the older SkM* parameteri-
zation is the only model with an informed fit that does
not reach 1 MeV accuracy on the primary barriers even
when allowing for triaxial deformation near the inner
saddle point. The relativistic PC-PK1 parameterization
is an interesting outlier: its rms deviation for the pri-
mary barriers of 14 even-even nuclei is the lowest of all
models in Table 3, yet its parameter adjustment consid-
ered only spherical nuclei [119]. If triaxial deformation
is not accounted for and large-deformation physics is
not present during parameter adjustment, the resulting
self-consisten models systematically overestimate the
primary barriers.

BSkG2 can be compared directly with BSk14: the
latter also includes both a rotational and vibrational
correction whose parameters were adjusted to fission
data in a two-step procedure similar to ours. For the pri-
mary barriers, arguably the most important among the
three fission properties, BSkG2 improves on the BSk14
rms deviation by about 20 percent. BSkG2 also offers
rms deviations on the secondary barriers and isomer
excitation energies that are, respectively, more than 30
and 50 percent lower than those of BSk14. Also worthy
of discussion are the mean deviations: the BSkG2 mean
deviations for EI, EII and Eiso are comparable in size to
those of BSk14, but the difference δEI,II is much more
accurately described by BSkG2, as discussed above.

Table 3 also shows that all models that do not in-
clude triaxial deformation systematically overestimate
EI − EII. Including triaxial deformation near the first
barrier is most important; self-consistent models that
do this all achieve |ε(EI − EII)| ≤ 0.26 MeV while ones
that do not have mean deviations that are at least twice
as large. Even BSkG1 achieves an accurate description
of EI − EII, despite its systematic underestimation of
both barriers. This indicates again that the difference
(EI −EII) is sensitive to triaxial deformation and does
not depend significantly on the treatment of the collec-
tive correction.

The most important quantity for applications re-
mains the primary barrier. In that category, BSkG2 has

the lowest rms deviation among all models in the first
group. Among the second group, only D1M and PC-
PK1 (with triaxial deformation) offer similar accuracy.
Several models achieve a mean deviation for EI that
is comparable to that of BSkG2, but only SkSC4 does
significantly better. We could have further improved
slightly the performance of BSkG2 for the barriers by
fine-tuning the collective correction more, but only at
the cost of our description of the isomer excitation ener-
gies. However, the philosophy of the BSkG models and
the older BSk models is to describe simultaneously as
many (pseudo-)observables as possible in order to max-
imise predictive power. If we also take into account the
secondary barriers and fission isomers, it is clear that
BSkG2 is the most accurate ‘all-round’ fission model.
While there are several models that can compete with
BSkG2 in any given column of Tab. 3, most of them
perform significantly worse in one or more other cat-
egories. The most extreme example is SkSC4, which
offers one of the smallest mean deviations on the pri-
mary barriers among all models studied here but also
massively underestimates the secondary barriers. D1M
essentially matches the performance of BSkG2 for barri-
ers, but not for isomers. PC-PK1 does somewhat better
for primary barriers, but somewhat worse for secondary
barriers. We remind the reader that for both D1M and
PC-PK1, the deviations are evaluated with respect to
a much smaller set of nuclei.

Finally, a remark on the number of parameters is
in order: the BSkG2 model is formulated in terms of
25 parameters, somewhat more than the 22 of BSkG1
and the 24 of BSk14. This is significantly more parame-
ters than most other EDF-based models in Tab. 3 have;
for instance PC-PK1 and D1M depend on 11 and 14
parameters, respectively. Although a smaller amount
of parameters constitutes an advantage for any model,
one should keep in mind that we focussed here solely
on fission properties: (i) BSkG2 describes several other
properties of nuclei more accurately than many of the
other EDF-based models in Tab. 3 and (ii) a significant
number of model parameters impact the fission proper-
ties only tangentially (e.g. the spin-orbit strengths W0

and W ′0) or even not at all (e.g. the four parameters of
the Wigner energy).

5 Conclusion and outlook

5.1 Conclusions

We have presented the fission properties of the recent
BSkG2 model, focussing on the effect of triaxial defor-
mation and the effect of time-odd terms on the barrier
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heights and isomer excitation energies of the double-
humped fission barrier of actinide nuclei. We presented
results for all Z ≥ 90 nuclei for which empirical barriers
are available in the RIPL-3 database [38] and described
in detail our calculations: they are three-dimensional
and simultaneously allow for octupole deformation, time-
reversal symmetry breaking and triaxial deformation.
The use of a coordinate-space representation of the single-
particle wave functions results in a high numerical ac-
curacy, typically about 100 keV.

We benchmarked the lowering of the inner and outer
barrier due to triaxial deformation: all 45 nuclei in our
sample are affected by up to 4 MeV for the inner barrier
and up to 0.8 MeV for the outer barrier. The effect
grows quickly with increasing neutron number for both
inner and outer barriers, suggesting the importance of
neutron shell effects and motivating the extension of our
results to more neutron-rich nuclei. Although the effect
on the barriers is large, the fission path in terms of the
nuclear shape is not much affected. Time-odd terms on
the other hand do not influence much the static fission
properties we discuss here; their effect on the barriers
and isomer excitation energies can be of either sign,
but its size is typically less than 100 keV. At the time
of writing, this contribution is the largest study in the
context of fission of triaxial deformation and time-odd
terms separately, and is the only study to combine both.

The main conclusion is that BSkG2 achieves an ex-
cellent description of the primary and secondary barri-
ers as well as the isomer excitation energies of actinide
nuclei, reaching rms deviations for all three quantities
below 500 keV. Although partially due to the inclusion
of fission properties in the parameter adjustment, the
inclusion of triaxial deformation was crucial to achieve
this level of accuracy. In particular, the new model suc-
cessfully describes the difference between the primary
and secondary barriers in the actinide region; models
that do not incorporate triaxial deformation systemat-
ically overestimate this quantity.

We have compared the performance of BSkG2 to a
large selection of models in the literature: BSkG2 offers
the best description of primary barriers among all large-
scale fission models for which values for all actinide nu-
clei are available. With the exception of PC-PK1 [43]
and D1M [57], BSkG2 also outperforms most models
for which only predictions for even-even nuclei are avail-
able. However, the combined accuracy of BSkG2 on the
primary and secondary barriers as well as the isomer
excitation energies is unrivalled in the published litera-
ture.

In the preceding paper, Ref. [12], we established that
BSkG2 offers both a state-of-the-art description of g.s.
properties and reasonable predictions for infinite nu-

clear matter. These qualities have now been combined
with an unprecedented performance with respect to ac-
tinide fission barriers, rendering the model uniquely
suited to provide data to nuclear applications in general
and r-process calculations in particular.

5.2 Outlook

While the present study already extensively covers the
actinides with known barriers, the description of a few
tens of nuclei is not our ultimate aim: what is required
for r-process simulations are the fission rates and frag-
ment yields of thousands of neutron-rich nuclei for many
different fission channels. This study is the first step on
the way there: without a proper reproduction of exper-
imental data and a detailed understanding of the suc-
cesses and flaws of the BSkG models, we cannot have
confidence in their predictions for exotic nuclei. Get-
ting the BSkG-series to the desired point will require
at least further technical developments for the calcula-
tion of inertial masses [106,108], saddle-point level den-
sities [120] and fragment yields [121–123], as well as an
extension of all these efforts to thousands of heavy (and
mostly neutron-rich) nuclei. As discussed in Sec. 4.2 and
Sec. 4.3, the details of our treatment of the collective in-
ertia might change our conclusions on the role of triaxial
deformation and time-reversal symmetry breaking.

Aside from these extensions, we see two main weak
points in our description of nuclear fission. The first is
conceptual and concerns the determination of the bar-
rier of odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei: can the traditional
semi-classical view of fission as large-scale motion in a
limited set of collective variables be applied to such sys-
tems? More precisely, it is not clear how to construct a
fission path for such nuclei that connects each blocked
HFB configuration to the next in a continuous way. Nor
is it clear how one should choose the relevant blocked
HFB configuration. For example, how is the angular
momentum in the g.s. to be treated: via the construc-
tion of several different fission paths for each value of
the K quantum number as in Refs. [62, 64], even when
it loses its meaning when allowing for triaxial deforma-
tion? Furthermore, is an adiabiatic evolution along the
PES always appropriate? Given the high level density
at low energy for odd-mass and odd-odd nuclei, should
one incorporate the possibility of diabatic transitions
for the blocked quasiparticles? The latter is also an
open, though perhaps less pressing, question for even-
even systems [30].

The second weak point is imposed on us by compu-
tational considerations: our approach to collective mo-
tion and in particular the vibrational correction remains
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highly phenomenological out of necessity. As we re-
marked already in Refs. [11] and [12], symmetry-restoration
techniques should be adopted to correct the deficien-
cies of our symmetry-broken approach which has no
access to quantum numbers. Applying such techniques
to the ground states of all nuclei is a significant chal-
lenge, but incorporating them into a description of fis-
sion is even more difficult. Although some works of
more limited scope exist [83, 124, 125], rotational sym-
metry restoration has only been applied to the fission
barrier of a single even-even nucleus: 240Pu [47, 126].
Pending significant further developments in this direc-
tion, microscopically motivated approximations could
be devised based on, for example, replacing the Belyaev
MOI in Eq. (3) by the rotational and vibrational in-
ertia obtained from a linear-response calculation. Em-
ploying linear-response techniques would also naturally
provide access to a microscopic treatment of the collec-
tive inertia that is required for the determination of the
LAP [30,127].
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6 Explanation of the supplementary material

We provide Fission_Table_BSkG2.dat as supplementary
material. It contains the fission barriers and isomer ex-
citation energies as calculated with BSkG2 for all 45
actinide nuclei considered in the text, including their lo-
cation on the PES in terms of quadrupole (β20, β22) and
octupole deformation (β30). For convenience, Table 4
contains an explanation of all the columns of the file,
grouped by fission property. For all nuclei, the isomer is
axially and reflection symmetric (β22 = β30 = 0) while
the inner barrier is reflection symmetric (β30 = 0);
the corresponding multipole moments have not been
included in the table.
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