arXiv:1701.05545v1 [nucl-ex] 19 Jan 2017

The 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 gamma width in^{22}Na and second class currents

S. Triambak,^{1, 2, ∗} L. Phuthu,^1 A. García,^3 G. C. Harper,^3 J. N. Orce,^1 D. A. Short,^3 S. P. R. Steininger,^3 A. Diaz Varela,^4 R. Dunlop,^4 D. S. Jamieson,^4 W. A. Richter,^1 G. C. Ball,^5 P. E. Garrett,^4 C. E. Svensson,^4 and C. Wrede^{3, 6} 1Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of the Western Cape, P/B X17, Bellville 7535, South Africa 2iThemba LABS, P.O. Box 722, Somerset West 7129, South Africa 3Department of Physics and Center for Experimental Nuclear Physics and Astrophysics, University of Washington, Seattle 98195, USA 4Department of Physics, University of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario N1G 2W1, Canada 5TRIUMF, 4004 Wesbrook Mall, Vancouver, British Columbia V6T 2A3 Canada 6Department of Physics and Astronomy and National Superconducting Cyclotron Laboratory, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824-1321, USA (Dated: April 27, 2018)

Background: A previous measurement of the β − γ directional coefficient in^{22}Na β decay was used to extract recoil-order form factors. The data indicate the requirement of a significant induced-tensor matrix element for the decay. This conclusion largely relies on a Standard-Model-allowed weak magnetism form factor which was determined using an unpublished value of the analog 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 γ branch in^{22}Na, with the further assumption that the transition is dominated by its isovector M1 component.

Purpose: To determine the 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 width in^{22}Na in order to obtain an independent measurement of the weak magnetism form factor for the β decay.

Methods: A^{21}Ne(p, γ) resonance reaction on an implanted target was used to produce the first 2^+ state in^{22}Na at Ex = 1952 keV. Deexcitation γ-rays were registered with two 100% relative efficiency high purity germanium detectors.

Results: We obtain for the first time an unambiguous determination of the 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 branch in^{22}Na to be 0.45(8)%.

Conclusions: Using the Conserved Vector Current (CVC) hypothesis, our branch determines the weak magnetism form factor for^{22}Na β decay to be |b/Ac1| = 8.7(1.1). Together with the β − γ angular correlation coefficient, we obtain a large induced-tensor form factor for the decay that continues to disagree with theoretical predictions. Two plausible explanations are suggested.

PACS numbers: 23.40.-s, 23.40.Bw, 13.40.Hq, 21.10.Hw, 23.20.Lv, 11.40.-q

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to the composite nature of nucleons and the presence of the strong force, the hadronic part of the weak current is known to include momentum-dependent form factors. In particular, the matrix element of the n → p current is made of vector and axial-vector components [1] ⟨p|V_μ|n⟩ = ū(p_1) [ f_V γ_μ + f_M σ_{μν} q_ν 2m_p + if_S q_μ m_p + m_n

m^2_π ] u(p_2) (1)

⟨p|A_μ|n⟩ = ū(p_1) [ f_Aγ_μγ_5 − f_T σ_{μν} γ_5q_ν 3m_p − if_P q_μγ_5 m_p + m_n

m^2_π ] u(p_2) , (2)

where the u’s are Dirac spinors, q_μ = (p_1 − p_2)_μ is the 4-momentum transfer, f_{V,A} are leading-order vector and

∗ striambak@uwc.ac.za

axial-vector form factors, and f_{M,S,T,P} are the weak magnetism, induced-scalar, induced-tensor and pseudoscalar form factors, respectively. The higher-order momentumtransfer dependent contributions are often called “recoilorder corrections”, that are either allowed or excluded in the Standard Model based on certain symmetry properties. Weinberg [2] classified the weak interaction currents to be first or second-class depending on their transformation under the G-parity operation G = Ce^{iπT2} , (3) which is the product of the charge-conjugation operator C and a rotation by 180^∘ about the second axis in isospin space. Following this definition, on comparison with the others, the induced-scalar and tensor-currents have opposite transformation properties with respect to G-parity and are classified as second-class. In the limit of perfect isospin symmetry, second-class currents (SCCs) are forbidden in the Standard Model [2]. In this context, nuclear β decay studies have played an important role in searches for SCCs [3]. In the description of nuclear β decays using the elementary particle approach [4], the decay matrix element is characterized in terms of similar form factors for nuclei, so that the leading-order γ_μ and γ_μγ_5 terms reduce to the Fermi and Gamow-Teller operators in the nonrelativistic limit. However, disentangling a definitive Standard-Model-forbidden second-class signal from Standard-Model-allowed effects in nuclei is challenging. This is because induced first-class nuclear form factors mimic second-class terms [4], in addition to the up-down quark mass difference which is known to allow a small SCC [5, 6]. The latter isospin-violating second-class contribution is expected to be orders of magnitude smaller than the former [3, 6], well beyond current experimental sensitivity. Nevertheless, an accurate understanding of first-class form factors is imperative for searches of SCCs in nuclei. Alternative searches for SCCs in τ decays have recently regained attention due to the comparatively larger momentum transfer and the absence of nuclear structure effects in these decays [7–10].

The recoil-order form factors can be experimentally extracted from nuclear β decays using angular correlation measurements [4, 11]. Furthermore, if such studies are extended to mirror nuclei (such as^{12}B and 12N in the A = 12 triplet), second-class contributions can be isolated from induced first-class terms [5, 12]. Some evidence for SCCs, well beyond Standard-Model-allowed contributions, were claimed to have been observed in the 1970’s [13, 14], but were dispelled subsequently. Refs. [15, 16] present more recent examples of state-of-the-art experiments that have yielded the best limits on second class currents from nuclear β decays so far.

In this paper we discuss the particular case of^{22}Na β decay, which provides an opportunity to probe for SCCs due to a suppression of the Gamow-Teller matrix element (log ft ∼ 7.4). On expanding the Gamow- Teller term [12, 17] so that it includes a second-order momentum-dependent factor

c(q^2) ≡ c_1 + c_2q^2 + ... , (4)

the leading axial-vector form factor c_1 can be obtained from the average of several precisely measured corrected Ft values for superallowed Fermi decays [18] and the ft value of^{22}Na β decay, so that [19]

c_1 ≃ ( 2Ft^{F ermi} ft(^{22}Na) )_{1/2} ≃ 0.0153 . (5)

Firestone, McHarris and Holstein [20] performed shell model calculations of recoil-order form factors for^{22}Na β decay using the impulse approximation and the wavefunctions described in Ref. [12]. The calculations, listed in Table I, yielded higher-order corrections relative to the leading Gamow-Teller term c_1 [21]. In light of these calculations, the currently available data present some contradictions if one considers previous measurements of the electron-capture to positron decay branching ratio [20] and the most recent measurement of the β −γ correlation in^{22}Na decay with the Gammasphere array [22]. The

FIG. 1. (Color online) Decay scheme of^{22}Na shown with the transitions of interest. Energies are in keV.

authors of Ref. [22] used the measured β − γ directional coefficient A_{22} = 5.3(2.5) × 10^{−4} to extract the inducedtensor form factor using the parameterization [20, 22] d Ac_1 = 1 4.4 [ A_{22}10^5 + 0.6 c_2 c_1R^2 ] − b Ac_1 , (6)

which yielded d/Ac_1 = 26(7), in strong disagreement with theoretical predictions (Table I). The above conclusion was based on an unpublished determination of the weak magnetism form factor |b/Ac_1| = 14(4) [23] and the assumption that b and c_1 have opposite signs, with c_2 being a small contribution.

The anomalous induced-tensor term mentioned above calls into question the weak magnetism form factor for the decay which is not on a secure footing. This form factor was determined using the analog 2^+ → 3^+ electromagnetic transition in^{22}Na (shown in Fig. 1) and the Conserved Vector Current (CVC) hypothesis [24], such that

TABLE I. Calculations of higher-order form factors for^{22}Na beta decay from Ref. [20]. A is nucleon number and R is nuclear radius.

Form factor Calculated value Weak magnetism b/Ac1 -19 Second-order axial vector c2/c1R^2 -0.37 First-class induced tensor d/Ac1 -3.2 b = κ ( Γ_{M1} · 6M^2 αE_γ^3 )_{1/2} , (7)

where Γ_{M1} and E_γ are the isovector M1 width and photon energy of the analog γ transition, M is the average of the parent and daughter nuclear masses, κ is a constant [25] and α is the fine-structure constant. The two experimental observables that went into determining Γ_{M1} (and therefore b) in the above were the lifetime of the E_x = 1952 keV analog state [26] and the 1952 → 0 keV branch, whose value has so far only been published in a laboratory report [23] to be 0.61(24)%. It is thus evident that a remeasurement of this branch is an essential step in examining the origin of the large tensor term reported in Ref. [22].

In this paper we report the first conclusive determination of the aforementioned 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 γ branch in^{22}Na to address the above issue. Two well known^{21}Ne(p, γ) resonances, at proton energies E_p = 908 and 1113 keV, were used to produce high-lying states in^{22}Na (at excitation energies of 7.6 MeV and 7.8 MeV respectively), both of which are known to predominantly feed the first 2^+ state of interest [27, 28].

II. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A. Target preparation

The targets were produced at the Center for Experimental Nuclear Physics and Astrophysics (CENPA), at the University of Washington, by implanting a 30 keV, 50 pnA^{21}Ne^{++} beam from a modified Direct Extraction Ion Source (DEIS) into a 1-mm-thick high-purity Tantalum backing. The beam was rastered using magnetic steerers to produce targets of thickness ≈ 13 μg/cm^2 over a uniform implantation region of diameter 0.8 cm.

B. Apparatus

The CENPA FN tandem accelerator was used as a single-ended machine with a positive (RF) ionsource placed at the terminal to produce a high intensity ≈ 30 μA proton beam for the reaction. Target deterioration was minimized by direct water cooling on the backing and a rastering of the proton beam over the implantation region to minimize local heating at the beam spot. Three detectors, placed as shown in Fig. 2, were used to register the γ rays emitted from the reaction. One large 10^{′′} × 15^{′′} NaI detector was used to collect NaI-HPGe coincidences for cross-check purposes, while two 100% relative efficiency N-type CANBERRA HPGe detectors were used to collect the required spectra. The latter were shielded with 2.54-cm-thick lead bricks on the

FIG. 2. (Color online) Detector geometry used for this measurement. The target to detector distance for HPGe1 and HPGe2 is 4.5 cm and 8.4 cm respectively. HPGe2 is oriented at 119^∘ to the beam axis. The model shown in this picture was used for the simulations mentioned in the text.

front to ensure negligible summing with 583 keV gamma rays from the 1952 → 583 → 0 keV cascade. The detector signals were digitized using a ORTEC 413A ADC with a fast FERAbus read-out on a CAMAC crate and stored in time-stamped event mode using a java based data acquisition system [29]. A^{60}Co source of activity 970(29) Bq [30] and a locally produced^{56}Co source were placed at the beam spot and used for calibration purposes.

III. DATA ANALYSIS

A. Characterization of spectra

Sample^{21}Ne(p, γ) spectra from both resonances are shown in Fig. 3. The main contaminant peaks in these spectra (other than room background) arise from^{19}F and 22Ne impurities in the target. The^{19}F contamination is commonly observed while using tantalum backings [31] and is characterized by an intense 6129 keV peak from resonant^{19}F(p, αγ) reactions. The^{22}Ne impurity is atypical, but not unexpected. The origin of this contamination is most likely due to tails in the momentum distribution of the mass-separated ions during the implantation process. It is apparent that the lower energy resonance rendered a cleaner data set for analysis, with the contaminant peaks from^{22}Ne being virtually non-existent in the spectrum. The impact of the contaminants in extracting

FIG. 3. (Color online) Singles^{21}Ne(p, γ) spectra from HPGe1 for both resonances. The relevant^{22}Na γ-rays produced from the resonances are marked with asterisks. A few contaminant lines are present and are discussed in the text.

the final result is discussed in Section IV.

B. Efficiency calibration

Since the aim of our experiment was to obtain relative intensities, our final answer is independent of the data acquisition deadtime. However, dead time corrections had to be performed for an absolute efficiency calibration of the HPGe detectors. For these corrections, the calibration sources were independently placed at the beam spot and a Berkeley Nucleonics high-precision pulser was used to send 100 Hz signals to a scalar unit on the CAMAC crate and the ‘test’ preamplifier input of HPGe1 simutaneously. The fraction of counts lost due to the dead time in each run was determined using the ratio of the pulser peak area in the spectrum to the scaled pulser counts. These losses were found to be of order ∼ 0.1%. Dead-time-corrected peak areas were used to calculate absolute efficiencies for the germanium detectors at γ-ray energies of 1173 and 1332 keV. These values were finally used to normalize relative efficiency curves obtained from the^{56}Co source up to ∼ 3.2 MeV, as shown in Fig. 4.

Once the absolute γ detection efficiencies were determined over the energy range of interest, we obtained simulated efficiencies using the PENELOPE radiation transport code [32]. The model used in the simulations is shown in Fig. 2. In the simulations monoenergetic γ rays

FIG. 4. (Color online) Comparison of simulated efficiencies with the experimentally determined values for both detectors. 10^6 primary showers were used in the simulations at each γ-ray energy.

TABLE II. Simulated γ-ray detection efficiencies for the germanium detectors. The distributed-source-simulation had water cooling incorporated in the model. Only statistical uncertainties are shown. These results are for an isotropic distribution of 4 × 10^6 γ rays.

HPGe1 (0^∘) HPGe2 (119^∘) Eγ ϵγ (%) ϵγ (%) (keV) Point Distributed Point Distributed 1295 0.219(2) 0.187(2) 0.121(2) 0.120(2) 1369 0.222(2) 0.198(2) 0.121(2) 0.123(2) 1952 0.223(2) 0.199(2) 0.124(2) 0.122(2)

were emitted isotropically, originating at the beam spot on the tantalum foil shown in Fig. 2. Several simulations were performed at different energies (846 ≤ E_γ ≤ 3273 keV) corresponding to the most intense peaks from the calibration sources. The events registered by the detectors were binned and used to calculate photopeak efficiencies. As shown in Fig. 4 the simulations agree well with the measurements. Similar simulations were performed to obtain absolute efficiencies for the three γ rays of interest from^{21}Ne(p, γ), with two important differences

1. The origin of the photons was now randomly dis-

FIG. 5. (Color online) HPGe1 spectrum highlighting the three γ rays of interest (amongst others) from the 908-keV resonance and their fits.

tributed on the surface of the tantalum due to the size of the implantation region and the rastering of the proton beam [33].

2. The γ rays detected in HPGe1 were further attenuated by the water cooling on the back of the target.

Table II compares the simulated efficiencies for both detectors for a point source (with no water cooling) to a distributed source (with water cooling). It is apparent that the photo peak efficiency of HPGe1 is modified significantly on adding the water cooling and source distribution to the simulations. It should also be noted that the above efficiencies were determined assuming that the close-packed geometry of the detectors washed out angular distribution effects due to different multipolarities of the transitions. This assumption was validated by further simulations with dipolar and quadrupolar distributions for the photons, where no statistically significant deviations were observed.

IV. SYSTEMATIC EFFECTS

At both resonances we unambiguously identify the three γ rays with energies 1295, 1369 and 1952 keV (c.f. Fig. 5) following the deexcitation of the 1952-keV state. These data were fit using standard functions [34] to obtain peak areas, which were subsequently used to obtain the branching ratios.

A.^{22}Ne contamination

We highlight one important difference between the spectra obtained from the two resonances. Unlike the data shown in Fig. 5, the fits to the 1952 keV peak from the 1113-keV resonance yield unusually large peak widths, with FWHM’s of 6.4(4) keV for HPGe1 and 5.8(4) keV for HPGe2. We conjecture that this is due to^{22}Ne contamination in the target. It is highly likely that at higher proton energies the J^π = 1/2^+, E_x =

FIG. 6. (Color online) Fit to the 1952 keV peak from HPGe1 for the 1113 keV resonance. In the fit we kept the centroid of the 1951 keV peak from^{22}Ne(p, γ) and the width of the 1956 keV peak fixed based on the values listed in Table III. The broad 1967 keV line is an escape peak of a 2988-keV γ ray from^{22}Ne(p, p^′).

TABLE III. Simulated Doppler effects on the 1952 keV γ ray from^{21}Ne(p, γ) and the 1951 keV γ ray^{22}Ne(p, γ) at Ep = 1113 keV.

HPGe1 (0^∘) HPGe2 (119^∘) Reaction Energy FWHM Energy FWHM (keV) (keV) (keV) (keV) 21Ne(p, γ) 1955.65(10) 2.82(10) 1950.08(10) 3.27(10) 22Ne(p, γ) 1951.48(10) 3.83(10) 1950.21(10) 3.15(10)

2391 keV state in^{23}Na [35] is produced in some amount via the^{22}Ne(p, γ) reaction. This state decays via a 2391 → 440 keV transition emitting a contaminant γ ray of energy 1951 keV.

To better understand the ramifications of this systematic effect we performed Monte Carlo simulations of Doppler effects for these γ rays. In these simulations, once the detector geometries were taken into consideration, the lifetime of the decaying state was used to randomly generate decay times from an exponentially distributed probability density function. The energy loss by the recoiling excited nucleus prior to photon emission was calculated using an interpolation routine with tabulated stopping powers from SRIM [36]. Finally the recoil momentum of the nucleus was folded with the intrinsic detector resolution to obtain the Doppler shifts (and broadenings) for each detector. The Doppler shifted energies and FWHM’s of the registered γ rays for both the detectors are listed in Table III. It is clear that the 1951 keV γ ray has a relatively small shift due to the long lifetime of the 2391 keV state in^{23}Na (τ ≈ 600 fs) [37]. Coupled with the relatively large Doppler broadening of the peak of interest at θ_γ = 119^∘, this makes distinguishing between the two peaks futile at this angle. Thus we were compelled to not use the data from HPGe2 at

FIG. 7. (Color online) Top panel: Singles NaI spectrum. BottomPanel: Coincidence spectrum for HPGe1 generated by gating on the 5848 keV peak in the NaI detector as shown. The relevant peaks from^{21} Ne(p, γ) are labeled.

the higher energy proton resonance. On the other hand, the relatively larger separation of the peak centroids at E_p = 1113 keV for θ_γ = 0^∘ made it possible to fit the two peaks as shown in Fig. 6. On generating coincidences by gating on the 7800 → 1952 keV transition in the NaI detector, it is gratifying to obtain a relatively clean coincidence spectrum (c.f Fig. 7) for this resonance, with no obvious traces of contamination affecting the peaks of interest.

B. Simulation geometry

Since the γ-ray detection efficiencies for this experiment were determined from PENELOPE simulations, potential systematic uncertainties to the efficiencies arise from inaccuracies in the simulation model. To better understand these effects we performed several simulations with conservative estimates of uncertainties in detector distance, detector orientation, source distribution and lead thickness. The differences in the extracted efficiencies (which were of the order of 1%) were added in quadrature to the statistical uncertainties obtained from simulations using the original model shown in Fig. 2.

C. Summing corrections

The large solid angle subtended by the HPGe detectors made it important to estimate the effects of summing of the 1952 → 583 → 0 keV cascades in the detectors. Such an effect would result in the loss of counts from the

1369 keV peak and in the case of photo-peak summing would result in spurious counts in the 1952 keV peak. It was anticipated that the 2.54 cm thick lead shielding placed at the front of the detectors would reduce such summing significantly. To better understand the summing effects we performed additional Monte Carlo simulations in which we incorporated the two-step cascade mentioned above with a vanishing 1952 → 0 keV branch. A comparison of the results both with and without the lead shields is shown in Fig. 8. These simulations confirm negligible summing corrections for both γ rays.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The measured branches of the three γ rays of interest are listed in Table IV. With our value for the 1952 → 0 keV branch and the lifetime of the 1952-keV level, τ = 11.5(2.9) fs [37], we obtain a partial width of

Γ_γ = 2.57(79) × 10^{−4} eV . (8)

This value is more precise but not in disagreement with the result reported in Refs. [22, 23]. Making the same assumptions as Ref. [22], namely, that the width in Eq. (7) is the partial width of the 1952 → 0 keV transition and that the relative signs of b and c_1 are as predicted by the shell-model calculation, we obtain

b/Ac_1 = −8.7(1.1) . (9)

Inserting this value in Eq. (6) yields

d/Ac_1 = 21(6) , (10)

FIG. 8. (Color online) Monte Carlo simulations for 4 million 1952 → 583 → 0 keV cascades. Top panel: Histogram for an unshielded Ge detector at θγ = 0^∘ where the efficiencies show ∼ 5% summing corrections. Bottom panel: Simulated result obtained with Pb shielding incorporated as shown in Fig. 2.

TABLE IV. Relative branches obtained for the three γ ray transitions of interest from the 1952 keV state.

Branching fraction (%) Eγ Ep = 908 keV Ep = 1113 keV Adopted^a Previous (keV) HPGe1 HPGe2 HPGe1 value work 1295 0.278(69) 0.280(208) 0.256(43) 0.26(5) 0.29(5)^b 1369 99.291(86) 99.202(259) 99.293(57) 99.29(9) 99.70(10)^c 1952 0.431(52) 0.519(156) 0.450(38) 0.45(8) 0.61(24)^d

a Obtained from a weighted mean. Systematic uncertainties in the evaluated branches have been added in quadrature to the statistical uncertainties.

b From Ref. [37]. c From Ref. [38]. d From Ref. [23].

which remains significantly larger than expectations.

We note that the width used in Eq. (7) should be the isovector part of the M1 width. Thus, one needs to determine the fraction of the measured width that corresponds to the isovector M1 matrix element. In the long wavelength limit the M1 operator is given by [39]:

μ ≈ μ_N ∑ i [ 1 + τ_3(i) 2 l_i + {0.88 + 4.7 τ_3(i)} s_i ] . (11)

Because of the large coefficient multiplying the isovector spin part of the operator, M1 transitions are usually dominated by their isovector component and the implicit hypothesis of Ref. [22] is well justified. However, in the particular case of^{22}Na, the matrix element for the spin operator in the analog β decay is suppressed. It follows from isospin symmetry and the CVC hypothesis that the M1 matrix element could have a significant isoscalar contribution. However, since the assignments for the states in question are T = 0 for the 3^+ state and T = 1 for the 2^+ state, this scenario would require further a suppression of the isovector part of the l operator. This seems unlikely. The isospin assignments mentioned above are validated by a shell model calculation using the NushellX code with isospin non-conserving interactions [40].

Next, we consider what fraction of the measured width could be due to the E2 component. On using the USD- Bcdpn interaction [41], the shell model calculation predicts the width of the transition to be dominated by its M1 component, with an E2/M1 mixing ratio δ ∼ 0.02. However, the^{22}Na nucleus is known to have a large deformation (β ∼ 0.5), with well established rotational bands [42–46]. The 2^+_1 state was identified as the (collective) rotational excitation of the 0^+ state at 657 keV. Thus, the 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 transition is a ΔK = 3 transition, which, in the complete absence of coupling between the collective and intrinsic degrees of freedom would be dominated by the M3 multipolarity [47]. More realistically, the M1 and E2 multipolarities are not completely forbidden, but considerably hindered and their transition strengths are characterized by a degree of Kforbiddenness [47] ν =| ΔK | −λ = { 2 for M1 1 for E2 (12)

where λ is the multipolarity of the transition. Empirically, this implies that the M1 strength could be two orders of magnitude more hindered than the E2 component [47]. This is at odds with the shell model prediction, but not unexpected, considering that collective excitations are not naturally incorporated in the shell model. Thus, it is likely that the M1 component of the transition is much smaller than the one obtained from the branch. Assuming a vanishing isovector M1 component and thereby setting b = 0, we obtain

d/Ac_1 = 12(6) , (13)

which is roughly consistent with expectations. An alternative scenario is that the γ transition is M1 dominated, but the relative signs of b and c_1 are opposite to that obtained by the shell model. In that case one obtains

d/Ac_1 = 3(6) . (14)

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, this experiment makes the first unambiguous measurement of the ΔT = 1 2^+_1 → 3^+_1 γ-ray branch in^{22}Na. Assuming that the relative sign of b with respect to c_1 is as predicted by the shell model [20] and that the width for the transition is dominated by its M1 isovector component, on using the previously measured β − γ correlation coefficient we obtain an unexpectedly large induced-tensor form factor for^{22}Na β decay. One possible resolution is that the relative signs of b and c_1 are opposite to the theoretical predictions of Ref. [20]. Further analysis, taking into account evidence for high deformation, indicates that a more plausible resolution of the dilemma is that the transition is dominated by its E2 component. An experiment that determined the E2/M1 mixing ratio for the analog transition would resolve this issue.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are thankful to Gerald Garvey for useful comments, the CENPA staff at UW for help with the accelerator operations, Paul Vetter for providing us a copy of Ref. [23] and John Sharpey-Schafer for directing us to Ref. [46]. This work was partially supported by the National Research Foundation of South Africa, the US Department of Energy, the Natural Science and Engineering Research

Council of Canada, and the National Research Council of Canada. LP thanks the NRF MANUS/MATSCI program at the UWC for financial support. The UW researchers were supported by the US Department of Energy, Office of Nuclear Physics, under contract number DE-FG02-97ER41020. CW acknowledges support from the U.S. National Science Foundation under Grant No. PHY-1102511 and the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Science, under award No. DE-SC0016052.

[1] L. Grenacs, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 35, 455 (1985). [2] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 112, 1375 (1958). [3] D.H. Wilkinson, Eur. Phys. J. A 7, 307 (2000). [4] B. R. Holstein, Rev. Mod. Phys. 46, 789 (1974). [5] B. R. Holstein, Weak Interactions in Nuclei (Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey 08540 USA, 1990).

[6] J. F. Donoghue and B. R. Holstein, Phys. Rev. D 25, 206 (1982).

[7] R. Escribano, S. Gonzàlez-Solís, and P. Roig, Phys. Rev.

D 94, 034008 (2016).

[8] N. Paver and Riazuddin, Phys. Rev. D 86, 037302 (2012). [9] B. Aubert et al. (The BABAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 103, 041802 (2009).

[10] K. Alwyn, Nuclear Physics B - Proceedings Supplements 218, 110 (2011).

[11] R. D. McKeown, G. T. Garvey, and C. A. Gagliardi, Phys. Rev. C 22, 738 (1980).

[12] F. P. Calaprice, W. Chung, and B. H. Wildenthal, Phys.

Rev. C 15, 2178 (1977).

[13] K. Sugimoto, I. Tanihata, and J. Göring, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 34, 1533 (1975).

[14] F. P. Calaprice, S. J. Freedman, W. C. Mead, and H. C.

Vantine, Phys. Rev. Lett. 35, 1566 (1975).

[15] K. Minamisono, K. Matsuta, T. Minamisono, T. Yamaguchi, T. Sumikama, T. Nagatomo, M. Ogura, T. Iwakoshi, M. Fukuda, M. Mihara, K. Koshigiri, and M. Morita, Phys. Rev. C 65, 015501 (2001).

[16] K. Minamisono, T. Nagatomo, K. Matsuta, C. D. P.

Levy, Y. Tagishi, M. Ogura, M. Yamaguchi, H. Ota, J. A. Behr, K. P. Jackson, A. Ozawa, M. Fukuda, T. Sumikama, H. Fujiwara, T. Iwakoshi, R. Matsumiya, M. Mihara, A. Chiba, Y. Hashizume, T. Yasuno, and T. Minamisono, Phys. Rev. C 84, 055501 (2011).

[17] F. P. Calaprice and B. R. Holstein, Nuclear Physics A 273, 301 (1976).

[18] J. C. Hardy and I. S. Towner, Phys. Rev. C 91, 025501 (2015).

[19] Unlike in Ref. [18], isospin-symmetry breaking corrections in^{22} Na beta decay have been neglected here as they are small compared other uncertainties. We also do not assign an uncertainty to c1 as it has a negligible effect.

[20] R. B. Firestone, W. C. McHarris, and B. R. Holstein, Phys. Rev. C 18, 2719 (1978).

[21] The authors of Ref. [20] calculate the suppressed c1 form factor to be c1 = 0.00266. This is approximately 6 times smaller than the experimentally extracted value in Eq. (5). The higher-order matrix elements are not similarly suppressed. So it is not expected that their calculations would show similarly large deviations.

[22] C. J. Bowers, S. J. Freedman, B. Fujikawa, A. O. Macchiavelli, R. W. MacLeod, J. Reich, S. Q. Shang, P. A. Vetter, and E. Wasserman, Phys. Rev. C 59, 1113 (1999).

[23] R. B. Firestone, L. H. Harwood, and R. A. Warner, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report No. LBL-12219 (University of California).

[24] M. Gell-Mann, Phys. Rev. 111, 362 (1958). [25] For this particular case the Wigner-Eckart theorem and orthogonality of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients relate the two reduced matrix elements with a constant proportionality factor κ = √ 5/7.

[26] M. Bister, A. Anttila, and J. Keinonen, Nucl. Phys. A 306, 189 (1978).

[27] A. Anttila, M. Bister, and E. Arminen, Zeitschrift für Physik 234, 455 (1970).

[28] H. Berg, W. Hietzke, C. Rolfs, and H. Winkler, Nucl.

Phys. A 276, 168 (1977).

[29] https://sourceforge.net/projects/jam-daq/. [30] The authors of Ref. [48] used the same calibration source for their experiment. They were able to reproduce the quoted activity of the source to within 1.7% using extensive Monte Carlo simulations with different detector geometries. We conservatively estimate the uncertainty in the activity of the source to be 3%.

[31] A. Kontos, J. Görres, A. Best, M. Couder, R. de- Boer, G. Imbriani, Q. Li, D. Robertson, D. Schürmann, E. Stech, E. Uberseder, and M. Wiescher, Phys. Rev. C 86, 055801 (2012).

[32] F. Salvat, J. M. Fernández-Varea, and J. Sempau, in Workshop Proceedings, Vol. No. 6416 (Nuclear Energy Agency, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2008).

[33] A TRIM calculation [36] shows that the average range of the implanted neon ions in tantalum is ≈ 300 Å, with an approximate straggle of ±150 Å. Incorporating this depth profile (assuming it had a Gaussian distribution) in our simulations had an insignificant effect on the extracted efficiencies.

[34] S. Triambak, A. García, E. G. Adelberger, G. J. P.

Hodges, D. Melconian, H. E. Swanson, S. A. Hoedl, S. K. L. Sjue, A. L. Sallaska, and H. Iwamoto, Phys. Rev. C 73, 054313 (2006).

[35] E. Bakkum and C. V. D. Leun, Nucl. Phys. A 500, 1 (1989).

[36] www.srim.org. [37] www.nndc.bnl.gov.

[38] J. Görres, C. Rolfs, P. Schmalbrock, H. Trautvetter, and J. Keinonen, Nucl. Phys. A 385, 57 (1982).

[39] A. deShalit and H. Feshbach, Theoretical Nuclear Physics, Vol. 1 (John Wiley & Sons, 1974).

[40] www.nscl.msu.edu/~brown/resources/resources.

html.

[41] W. A. Richter and B. A. Brown, Phys. Rev. C 85, 045806 (2012).

[42] E. K. Warburton, A. R. Poletti, and J. W. Olness, Phys.

Rev. 168, 1232 (1968).

[43] J. W. Olness, W. R. Harris, P. Paul, and E. K. Warburton, Phys. Rev. C 1, 958 (1970).

[44] J. Garrett, R. Middleton, D. Pullen, S. Andersen, O. Nathan, and O. Hansen, Nucl. Phys. A 164, 449

(1971).

[45] J. D. Garrett, R. Middleton, and H. T. Fortune, Phys.

Rev. C 4, 165 (1971).

[46] J. D. MacArthur, A. J. Brown, P. A. Butler, L. L. Green, C. J. Lister, A. N. James, P. J. Nolan, and J. F. Sharpey- Schafer, Can. J. Phys. 54, 1134 (1976).

[47] K. E. G. Löbner, in The Electromagnetic Interaction in Nuclear Spectroscopy, edited by W. D. Hamilton (North- Holland Publishing Company, 1975) pp. 141–171.

[48] A. L. Sallaska, C. Wrede, A. García, D. W. Storm, T. A. D. Brown, C. Ruiz, K. A. Snover, D. F. Ottewell, L. Buchmann, C. Vockenhuber, D. A. Hutcheon, J. A. Caggiano, and J. José, Phys. Rev. C 83, 034611 (2011).