arXiv:1903.12219v2 [nucl-ex] 26 Apr 2019

Shell evolution approaching the N = 20 island of inversion: Structure of^{29}Mg

A. Matta,^{1, 2, ∗} W.N. Catford,^1 N.A. Orr,^2 J. Henderson,^3 P. Ruotsalainen,^3 G. Hackman,^3 A. B. Garnsworthy,^3 F. Delaunay,^2 R. Wilkinson,^1 G. Lotay,^1 Naofumi Tsunoda,^4 Takaharu Otsuka,^{4, 5} A.J.

Knapton,^1 G. C. Ball,^3 N. Bernier,^{6, 3} C. Burbadge,^7 A. Chester,^8 D. S. Cross,^8 S. Cruz,^{6, 3} C. Aa. Diget,^9 T. Domingo,^8 T.E. Drake,^{10} L.J. Evitts,^{3, 1} F.H. Garcia,^8 S. Hallam,^{1, 3} E. MacConnachie,^3 M. Moukaddam,^{1, 3} D. Muecher,^7 E. Padilla-Rodal,^{11} O. Paetkau,^3 J. Park,^{6, 3} J.L. Pore,^8 U.

Rizwan,^8 J. Smallcombe,^3 J.K. Smith,^3 K. Starosta,^8 C.E. Svensson,^7 J. Williams,^8 and M. Williams^{3,9} 1Department of Physics, University of Surrey, Guildford GU2 5XH, UK 2Laboratoire de Physique Corpusculaire, 14000 Caen, France 3TRIUMF, 4004 Wesbrook Mall, Vancouver, British Columbia, V6T 2A3, Canada 4Center for Nuclear Study, the University of Tokyo, 7-3-1 Hongo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo, Japan 5Department of Physics and Center for Nuclear Study, The University of Tokyo, 7-3-1 Hongo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo, Japan 6Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, British Columbia V6T 1Z1, Canada 7Department of Physics, University of Guelph, 50 Stone Road East, Guelph, Ontario N1G 2W1, Canada 8Department of Chemistry, Simon Fraser University, 8888 University Drive, Burnaby, British Columbia V5A 1S6, Canada 9Department of Physics, University of York, York, YO10 5DD, UK 10Department of Physics, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario M5S 1A7, Canada 11Instituto de Ciencias Nucleares, Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, AP 70-543, Mexico City 04510, DF, Mexico (Dated: April 29, 2019)

The “Island of Inversion” for neutron-rich nuclei in the vicinity of N=20 has become the testing ground par excellence for our understanding and modelling of shell evolution with isospin. In this context, the structure of the transitional nucleus^{29}Mg is critical. The first quantitative measurements of the single particle structure of^{29}Mg are reported, using data from the d(^{28}Mg,p γ)^{29}Mg reaction. Two key states carrying significant ℓ = 3 (f-wave) strength were identified at 2.40 ± 0.10 (J^π = 5/2^− ) and 4.28 ± 0.04 MeV (7/2^−). New state-of-the-art shell model calculations have been performed and the predictions are compared in detail with the experimental results. Whilst the two lowest 7/2^− levels are well described, the sharing of single-particle strength disagrees with experiment for both the 3/2^− and 5/2^− levels and there appear to be general problems with configurations involving the p_{3/2} neutron orbital and core-excited components. These conclusions are supported by an analysis of the neutron occupancies in the shell model calculations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Changes in the relative energies of shell model orbits, depending on the neutron/proton balance in the nucleus [1], cause the energy spacings of orbitals to evolve as one goes away from stability and this can therefore change the shell gaps and hence the corresponding magic numbers [2]. This evolution can be studied most effectively by means of single nucleon transfer reactions. In particular, the (d,p) reaction selectively populates states with a significant single particle character and, importantly, allows the spectroscopic strength to be mapped.

The “island of inversion” in which the neutron-rich (N≈20) isotopes of Ne, Na and Mg exhibit ground states dominated by cross-shell intruder configurations has garnered much attention since the first measurements of their masses at ISOLDE [3, 4]. The intruder configurations become energetically favoured owing, in part, to a significant reduction in the energy gap at N=20 between the 1s0d and 0f1p shells. Importantly, over recent years, this region has become a prime testing ground for

∗ Corresponding author:matta@lpccaen.in2p3.fr

our understanding of many of the concepts of shell evolution away from β-stability, including the development of sophisticated shell-model interactions.

One of the keys to understanding the island of inversion lies in the evolution of the energies of the neutron orbitals as we move from near stable nuclei into this region. In the case of the Mg isotopes, the single-particle structure of^{29}Mg is of key importance to probing the transition into the island of inversion (Fig. 1). The object of the present work is, therefore, to investigate the 28Mg(d,p)^{29}Mg reaction which permits the transfer of a neutron into the 0d_{3/2}, 0f_{7/2}, 1p_{3/2} and higher lying orbitals. As such, the energies of the observed strongly populated (or “single-particle”) states may be related to the spacing between the neutron sd and fp orbitals.

Very recently, new effective shell model interactions have been developed from first principles (using the Extended Kuo-Krenciglowa (EKK) method [6]) and including specifically three-body forces [7]. The effective interaction designated “EEdf1”, developed for the sd − pf shells [7], has proven capable of reproducing many of the properties of the neutron-rich Ne, Mg and Si isotopes and has provided new insights into the mechanisms underlying the related shell evolution and therefore the for-

FIG. 1. (Color online)Evolution of intruder state energies for neutron-rich Mg isotopes approaching the island of inversion. The 3/2^+ level is chosen as the energy reference (adapted from ref. [5]). The transitional character of^{29}Mg is apparent.

mation of the island of inversion [7]. These shell model calculations using the EEdf1 interaction have been key to understanding the structure of^{30}Mg as studied via intermediate-energy single-neutron removal from^{31}Mg [8]. In particular, this work indicated that the transition into the island of inversion is far more gradual and complex than previously thought^1, and suggested a much more nuanced picture whereby intruder particlehole configurations (2p-2h,4p-4h, . . .) represent major components of the wavefunctions of the ground and low lying levels.

As indicated above, the most direct means to understand the changes in shell structure in this region – and indeed to test the new interaction – is to establish the neutron single particle structure of^{29}Mg.

II. LEVELS AND STRUCTURE OF^{29}Mg

The structure of^{29}Mg has previously been studied by βγ coincidences in the β-decay of^{29}Na [9, 10], by βnγ coincidences in the β-decay of^{30}Na [5] by three-neutron transfer using the reactions (^{11}B,^8B) [11] and (^{18}O,^{15}O) [12] with a^{26}Mg target, by a multinucleon transfer reaction that adds a single neutron^{30}Si(^{13}C,^{14}O) [13] and by high-energy single-neutron removal from^{30}Mg [14]. The presently known levels of^{29}Mg are summarized in the final columns of Table I. The selectivity observed in the 30Si(^{13}C,^{14}O)^{29}Mg reaction led to the suggestion [12, 13] that the states observed at 1.095 and 1.431 MeV were intruder levels with spin-parity 3/2^− and 7/2^− respectively. These assignments were consistent with the β-decay results [5, 9] and received further support from the^{30}Mg neutron-removal experiment where the angular momenta

1 Specifically, the transition into the island of inversion was considered to be very clear between^{30}Mg and^{31}Mg.

were suggested to be ℓ = 1 and 3 respectively [14], for the removed neutron. The evolution of the energies of the fp intruder states along the Mg isotopic chain is shown in Figure 1. The significance of^{29}Mg on the edge of the island of inversion is clear.

The shell model predictions included in the first columns of Table I are from a new calculation using the EEdf1 interaction of ref. [7]. This interaction is calculated from a nucleon-nucleon interaction with various computed corrections, and is not fitted to data. The basis for the calculation allowed for cross-shell excitations up to 6h̄ω for positive parity states and 7h̄ω for negative parities, which was found to be sufficient for good convergence. The results labelled as wbc were obtained using the code nushellx [15–17] together with a modification of the WBP interaction [18] wherein the relative energy of the pf-shell was lowered by 0.7 MeV as described in an earlier study [1] of the^{29}Mg isotone^{27}Ne where this modification was labelled WBP-M. The wbc, in addition, replaces the USD interaction for the sd-shell [19] with the USD-a interaction [20] which is a more appropriate choice in the neutron-rich region. The calculations were restricted to 0h̄ω for positive parity states as required by the effective interactions, and for negative parity states they included 1h̄ω excitations from either the 0p shell to 1s0d or from 1s0d to 0f1p as described in the original WBP paper [18]. The shell model predicts another six states over the next 2 MeV of excitation (with spins of 3/2^− and 5/2^−) that have values of (2J + 1)C^2S between 0.10 and 0.33. These together add to just one unit in (2J + 1)C^2S which means effectively that all observable states up to 6.5 MeV (according to the predictions) are included in the table.

Before reviewing all of the experimental levels, some general comments can be made. A key feature is the pair of 3/2^− and 7/2^− states just above 1 MeV which represent intruder configurations from the fp shell in which a neutron in the 0f_{7/2} or 1p_{3/2} orbital is coupled to a^{28}Mg core. In this picture, the core can be in its 0^+ ground state or excited to a higher energy configuration such as 2^+ but the neutron-transfer reaction can populate these states only via the component with the 0^+ core, leaving aside any two-step contributions to the reaction mechanism. A second pair of 3/2^− and 7/2^− states is predicted to lie near 4 MeV in^{29}Mg. Of these, the 3/2^− is predicted to carry 10-20% of the single-particle strength that it shares with the 1 MeV partner. The higher lying 7/2^− is predicted to carry 30-40% of the shared singleparticle strength. According to the theory, there is evidently a significant mixing between the 7/2^− states of 0^+ ⊗ 0f_{7/2} character and excited-core nature, such as 2^+ ⊗ 1p_{3/2}. There is mixing predicted also between the 3/2^− states with 0^+ and 2^+ cores. Furthermore, the excited core configurations can include coupling to a neutron in the 0f_{7/2} orbital. Another 3/2^− state predicted below 3.5 MeV appears not to contain significant singleparticle strength relative to the 0^+ core. Two additional states, each arising from a single excited-core configuration, are the 11/2^− state near 3.5 MeV, which arises from 2^+ ⊗ 0f_{7/2}, and the 1/2^− state near 2 MeV which arises from 2^+ ⊗ 1p_{3/2}. Of these, just the 1/2^− can have a component of single-particle nature with a 0^+ core, and according to the theory, there is significant mixing and hence an appreciable spectroscopic factor. Finally, the lowest 5/2^− state must result from a coupling with an excited core and can mix with the much higher-lying 0^+ ⊗0f_{5/2} configuration, but the mixing is small, at least according to the theory. To summarise, the states built upon excited cores can mix with the 3/2^− and 7/2^− single particle states and this would result in a significant population of states near 4 MeV that have yet to be identified.

The ground state of^{29}Mg was deduced to have spinparity 3/2^+ [22] on the basis of its decay scheme to known states in^{29}Al. This assignment and others for experimentally observed excited states are included in Table I. The higher energy state in the ground state doublet, at 0.054 MeV, was first proposed to have spin-parity 1/2^+ by Fifield et al. [12] in a re-interpretation of the early β-decay data [22, 23] and this was later confirmed in further β-decay studies [5]. The states at 1.095 and 1.431 MeV were postulated [12] to have spin-parity 3/2^− and 7/2^− respectively according to the selectivity observed in the^{30}Si(^{13}C,^{14}O)^{29}Mg reaction. These assignments were consistent with the β-decay results [5, 9, 10, 24] and the intermediate-energy reaction study mentioned above [14]. The next higher state at 1.638 MeV was not populated at all in the multinucleon transfer [11–13] but was observed in the β-decay of^{29}Na (ground state 3/2^+) and deduced to be 5/2^+ [9]. The β-decay study did not observe the 2.266 MeV state, but did measure and deduce spins and parities for the 2.500 MeV (3/2^+) and 2.615 MeV (1/2^+) states. These positive parity assignments are supported, where the work overlaps, by a recent study of β-decay using polarized^{29}Na [10]. The 2.266 MeV state was subsequently observed in β-delayed neutron decay of^{30}Na [5] and was interpreted to have negative parity on the basis of its non-population in the β-decay of the 3/2^+ 29Na ground state; noting also the observed γ-ray decays (which populate both states in the ground state doublet) and evidence from neutron penetrability arguments, a spin-parity of (1/2,3/2)^− was assigned. The next two states given in the most recent compilation [21] are those at 3.224 MeV and 3.228 MeV that were first observed in β-decay [9]. The more recent polarized β-decay work [10] assigns these as 3/2^+ and (5/2)^+ with energies of 3.223 and 3.227 MeV. A level reported in (^{13}C,^{14}O) at 3.20 ± 0.04 MeV [13], also measured at 3.09 ± 0.04 MeV and 3.07 ± 0.09 MeV in three-neutron transfer [11, 12], was suggested [13] to be a negative parity intruder state. In the compilation [21] this level is associated with the 3.223 MeV 3/2^+ level, but the interpretation based on the multi-nucleon population [13] suggests that this should be retained as an additional observed state (which is denoted here as 3.090 MeV). Next highest in energy are states at 3.673 MeV and 3.985 MeV that were first observed in β-decay [9] and have recently both been assigned as having spin-parity (5/2^+) in polarized β-decay [10]. These two states are above the neutron separation energy of^{29}Mg (3.66 MeV). The highest state reported in the compilation is at 4.280 MeV and has previously been seen only in the three multinucleon transfer reactions [11–13].

Table I suggests that there are about ten states in^{29}Mg predicted by the shell model below 4.3 MeV that are yet to be discovered experimentally. On the other hand, the known experimental states all have reasonable counterparts in the theory.

III. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A secondary beam of^{28}Mg was obtained from the ISAC2 facility at TRIUMF using a primary beam of 100 μA of 520 MeV protons bombarding a SiC production target. The extraction of the^{28}Mg^{1+} ions was compromised by the failure to hold a sufficiently high voltage on the source and it was necessary to employ a charge state breeder (CSB [25]) to produce^{28}Mg^{5+} ions for injection into the radiofrequency quadrupole at the start of the ISAC acceleration system [26]. The efficiency of the CSB was 10^{−3} and it inevitably introduced contaminants. These included radioactive nuclei which had mass to charge ratios close to that of^{28}Mg^{5+} and moreover there were stable contaminants derived from the CSB itself. The beam transmitted to the secondary target station comprised ∼99% of the stable isobar^{28}Si at a rate of 300,000 pps. Approximately 1% of the beam, or 3000 pps was found to be the intended isotope^{28}Mg (t_{1/2} = 20.9 h), as discussed below. A smaller amount, estimated as up to ∼300 pps, was deduced to be^{28}Al (t_{1/2} = 2.2 m). The energy of the A = 28 beam was 8.0 MeV/u. The beam spot size on target was ∼ 2 mm in diameter. The secondary reaction target comprised deuterated polythene (CD_2)_n with a thickness of 0.5 mg/cm^2.

Elimination of^{28}Si-induced reactions from the analysis was achieved using a thin scintillator detector (the trifoil, described below) mounted downstream of the target and preceded by a passive stopper foil. This setup was employed previously [27] in a similar experiment [28] with a radioactive^{25}Na beam. In the present work the intensity of the^{28}Mg beam was lower than the earlier 25Na beam by a factor of 10,000 and the mode of operation was different: the passive stopper was used to filter out the higher-Z contaminants, so that only the^{28}Mg and^{29}Mg reaction products could reach the trifoil and be recorded. The stopper was a 90 μm thick Al foil. This thickness was sufficient to stop the^{28}Si projectiles (and 29Si reaction products) and to allow all^{28,29}Mg ions to reach the trifoil with sufficient energy to be recorded. The Al foil also, as in the earlier experiment [28], stopped any fusion-evaporation reaction products (arising from reactions on the carbon in the target) from reaching the trifoil. The small component of^{28}Al in the beam was

TABLE I. Predicted excitation energies (shell model, present work) and experimental values [21] for states in^{29}Mg, together with predicted values of (2J +1)C^2S (which is proportional to the expected transfer cross section) where S is the single-nucleon spectroscopic factor describing ⟨^{29}Mg |^{28} Mg ⊗ n⟩, C^2 is the isospin Clebsch-Gordon coefficient for the (d,p) reaction (C^2 = 1, here) and the transfer is to the sd − pf orbital with the appropriate spin-parity. The neutron separation energy for^{29}Mg is Sn = 3.66 MeV [21]. The list is complete over the range of energies shown, and no further individual states are predicted to have comparable strength up to at least 3 MeV above the separation energy. For shell model details and further discussion, see text.

J^π E^{SM}_x (EEdf1) (2J + 1)C^2S E^{SM}_x (wbc) (2J + 1)C^2S Ex (exp) Ref. for (MeV) (MeV) (MeV) Assignment 3/2^+_1 0.000 1.41 0.090 1.61 0.000 [22] 1/2^+_1 0.026 0.70 0.000 0.79 0.055 [5, 12] 3/2^−_1 0.872 1.66 1.350 2.50 1.095 [5, 9, 12–14] 7/2^−_1 1.456 3.45 1.867 3.40 1.431 [5, 9, 12–14] 5/2^+_1 1.713 0.05 1.611 0.01 1.638 [9] 1/2^−_1 1.915 0.38 2.421 0.61 2.266 [5] 5/2^+_2 2.106 0.26 3.147 0.33 3.228 [9, 10] 3/2^+_2 2.129 0.77 2.269 1.00 2.500 [9, 10] 7/2^+_1 2.195 − 2.249 − 1/2^+_1 2.509 0.00 2.905 0.00 2.615 [9, 10] 5/2^−_1 2.914 0.10 3.073 0.15 3/2^+_3 2.924 0.01 3.619 0.02 3.223 [9, 10] 5/2^+_3 3.120 0.08 3.628 0.00 3.673 [9, 10] 3/2^−_2 3.261 0.03 3.480 0.05 3.090 [11–13] 5/2^+_4 3.262 0.00 4.253 0.00 3.985 [9, 10] 7/2^+_2 3.301 − 3.992 − 11/2^−_1 3.491 − 3.629 − 5/2^+ 3.516 0.01 5.160 0.00 7/2^+_3 3.642 − 4.718 − 1/2^−_2 3.767 0.66 3.646 0.83 3/2^−_3 3.832 0.42 3.973 0.34 9/2^+_1 4.104 − 4.077 − 7/2^−_2 4.050 1.89 4.157 2.71 4.280 [11–13] 5/2^−_2 4.254 0.00 4.363 0.11

not anticipated and it was found (see below) that the^{29}Al products were able to reach the trifoil in some cases, but only for a particular range of Q-values and only for events with a proton recorded in the backward-most particle detectors.

The experimental setup is shown schematically in Figure 2. The CD_2 target was surrounded by the SHARC array [29] which comprises double-sided silicon strip detectors (DSSDs). The downstream box (covering laboratory scattering angles of less than 90^∘) was used primarily to detect elastically scattered deuterons for cross section normalisation. The upstream box (laboratory angles from 95^∘ to 143^∘) and the backward-angle “CD”annular array (angles 147^∘ to 172^∘) were employed to record protons from (d,p) reactions.

The trifoil detector was located 400 mm downstream from the target and for the present experiment comprised a square 25 μm thick BC400 plastic scintillator foil of area 40 × 40 mm^2 aligned axially with the beam. The scintillator was viewed by three photomultipliers and a NIM logic signal was generated if any two photomultipliers responded in coincidence. The reaction angle spanned by the largest circle inscribed within the square scintillator foil was 2.8^∘, fully encompassing the^{29}Mg products from (d,p) reactions (< 2^∘ for protons recorded in the upstream detectors) and elastically scattered^{28}Mg particles (for centre-of-mass scattering angles up to 40^∘).

Gamma-rays were recorded in the TIGRESS array of HPGe clover detectors [30, 31], mounted at a distance of 110 mm from the target and operated without any active escape suppression. A total of 12 clovers were deployed, of which 8 were centred at 90^∘ and 4 at 135^∘ with respect to the beam, spanning all polar angles. An add-back algorithm was implemented to recover the energies for gamma-rays scattered between different crystals within individual clovers. For all gamma-ray events, the segment signal corresponding to the largest energy was assumed to indicate the location of the initial gamma-

FIG. 2. (Color online) Schematic layout of the experiment, with the beam incident on a deuterated polythene target at the centre of the SHARC silicon strip detector array [29] which is surrounded by 12 TIGRESS clover Ge detectors [30] arranged at angles of 90^∘ and 135^∘. Downstream of the target, a passive Al stopper foil prevented fusion-evaporation residues and other contaminant particles from reaching a plastic scintillator detector (trifoil).

ray interaction. This allowed the appropriate correction to be applied to the measured energy to account for the Doppler shift arising from the velocity (∼ 0.10c) of the emitting beam-like particle.

The TIGRESS data acquisition system [32] required a validation (trigger) signal to initiate the data readout. This trigger was derived from the SHARC silicon detectors such that a signal from any strip in SHARC led to the readout of any signals from the trifoil and any coincident silicon and gamma-ray detectors. For the trifoil, the NIM coincidence signal was digitized with a 10 ns sample period over an interval centred on the time of true coincidence pulses. The digital trace was processed to identify signals occurring at the true coincidence time. The adjacent beam pulses, which occurred with a spacing of 86 ns and could easily be distinguished, would also occasionally show signals in the trace if they randomly contained a non-reacting^{28}Mg projectile (probability ∼ 3000/(10^9/86) = 0.00026 = 0.026%). The times of all logic pulses in the time window were extracted and an example of the relative timing spectrum between the SHARC silicon array and the trifoil is shown in Figure 3. The subsidiary peaks are also randomly populated when events induced in the SHARC array by the 100- times more-intense^{28}Si beam are accompanied by unreacted^{28}Mg projectiles in nearby beam pulses (probability ∼ 100 × 0.00026 = 2.6%).

FIG. 3. (Color online) Spectrum of the relative time between SHARC and trifoil signals for events in which a particle was recorded in SHARC. The main peak corresponds to^{28}Mginduced direct reactions and the small peaks correspond to 28Mg projectiles by chance being found in nearby beam pulses (see text). By selecting events in a region away from the main peak, a quantitative estimate of the background underlying the peak was obtained.

IV. ANALYSIS

A. Overview of analysis

As described above, it was possible to use the trifoil detector to select the events arising from direct reactions induced by the small^{28}Mg component in the beam. In particular these reactions included (d,p), (d,d) and (p,p). Without the trifoil selection, the kinematic loci for the (d,p) reaction induced by^{28}Si projectiles could clearly be observed, along with an underlying background from evaporation protons and alpha-particles. With the trifoil condition imposed, it was clear that the events induced by^{28}Si were successfully removed and the kinematic loci corresponding to reactions induced by^{28}Mg were observed (Fig. 4).

The energies recorded in SHARC were assumed to correspond to protons for laboratory angles greater than 90^∘ and deuterons for angles forward of 90^∘ and corrections were applied for the energy losses occurring in the target (assuming reactions at the midpoint) and the dead layers of the silicon detectors. As usual for double-sided silicon strip detectors, the energies recorded on the front and back strips were required to be equal. The position of the beam spot on the target was determined using the observed kinematic line for^{28}Si+d elastic scattering as recorded in the various downstream barrel detectors. The d(^{28}Si,p)^{29}Si kinematic lines allowed the positions of the upstream detectors to be fine-tuned. Combined with the known geometry of SHARC, the laboratory scattering angle of the particles recorded in the silicon array could then be determined.

In order to extract absolute cross sections, the integrated luminosity (product of beam exposure and target thickness) was determined using measurements of the deuteron elastic scattering. The differential cross section in counts/msr was first extracted. Since the deuteron energy varies rapidly with the laboratory angle and is measured with good resolution, the energy is the best way to define the scattering angle. Thin cuts in energy were therefore used to define corresponding bins in centre of mass angle. The number of counts in each bin, with suitable background subtraction, was combined with the corresponding solid angle as determined by a Monte-Carlo calculation using Geant4 implemented via NPTool [33]. In this manner the differential cross section over a range of angles corresponding to 22^∘ to 32^∘ in the centre-of-mass frame was obtained.

A comparison of the measured elastic scattering cross section in counts/msr with an optical model calculation expressed in mb/sr allowed the luminosity to be deduced. Three optical potentials suitable for this beam-target combination were employed [34–36] and these showed a variation between them of 10% in absolute magnitude over the angular range of interest. The number of counts in each angle bin was determined to an accuracy of 5%. The value adopted [34] for the integrated luminosity was thus ascribed an uncertainty conservatively estimated as 15%. The analysis of the elastic scattering was validated using the much more intense^{28}Si component of the beam (and in fact it was this procedure that gave the best measure of the beam composition, viz. 99%^{28}Si and 1% 28Mg).

For (d,p) transfer events the energy and angle of the particle observed in SHARC were used, together with the beam energy and assumed reaction kinematics, to calculate the excitation energy of the final nucleus. This procedure was validated using the data for the^{28}Si beam which showed peaks in the excitation energy spectrum at the correct energies in^{29}Si, including the 1/2^+ ground state and the strongly populated 3/2^− state at 4.93 MeV [37, 38]. In order to derive differential cross sections expressed as mb/msr, the integrated luminosity was taken from the elastic scattering and the solid angle was taken from the calculation using Geant4 and NPTool [33]. The differential cross sections were extracted in terms of laboratory angles rather than centre-of-mass angle because it was then possible to identify most clearly the angles that needed to be eliminated due to detector edges, or gaps in the detector coverage, or due to energy detection thresholds.

B. Results for^{28}Mg projectiles

The kinematical plot for the data from^{28}Mg projectiles is shown in Figure 4 for angles backward of 90^∘. In order to eliminate low energy signals arising from noise and β-radiation not eliminated by use of the trifoil, a lower limit was imposed on the detected proton energy (before correction). The kinematic plot shows a small background of counts above the line corresponding to the ground state of^{29}Mg and this is noticeably more intense at angles larger than 145^∘. Whereas the low level of background forward of 145^∘ is explained by the small fraction of^{28}Si-induced reactions that escape rejection by the trifoil requirement (owing to random coincidences) the increase at more backward angles has a different origin. This additional background is attributed to a small and unanticipated component (about ten times smaller than the^{28}Mg) of^{28}Al in the beam. The more positive Q-value for the (d,p) reaction involving^{28}Al gives the protons extra energy and they extend to negative excitation energies if the kinematics is assumed to be d(^{28}Mg,p)^{29}Mg.

Assuming that the events in Figure 4 correspond to the d(^{28}Mg,p)^{29}Mg reaction, the excitation energy in^{29}Mg was computed and is shown in Figure 5. Fortunately, the Geant4 simulation of the d(^{28}Al,p)^{29}Al reaction shows that the trifoil requirement eliminates any background from this source in the region of positive excitation energies in^{29}Mg (cf. Figure 5). That is, there is an abrupt change in the background at the ground state and the spectrum of^{29}Mg states should therefore have no significant underlying background. In more detail, the simulation also shows that the^{29}Al reaction products are only able to reach the trifoil and be recorded if the proton is detected in the CD detector that covers the most backward angles of the SHARC array. This is because the backward-going proton imparts a small extra kick to the forward-going^{29}Al ion and also the smaller deflection angle of these^{29}Al ions gives them the shortest paths through the passive stopping foil. The clear drop in the background intensity for angles below 145^∘ (Figure 4) is in excellent agreement with the simulations.

As may be seen in Figure 5, there are strong peaks observed in the spectrum for^{29}Mg at excitation energies of 0.0, 1.2, 2.4 and 4.2 MeV. The possible origins of these peaks are now discussed, keeping in mind that the expected resolution is ∼700 keV FWHM (limited mostly by the differential energy loss of protons escaping the target). The peak near 0.0 MeV is likely to contain contributions from both levels comprising the ground state doublet at 0.000 MeV (3/2^+) and 0.054 MeV (1/2^+). The peak near 1.2 MeV must correspond to the negative parity intruder doublet of 1.095 (3/2^−) and 1.431 MeV (7/2^−). The peak near 2.4 MeV is open to some speculation, but it does occur close to the known states at 2.266 MeV (1/2^−) and 2.500 (3/2^+) which can reasonably be expected to be populated (Table I). Additional information from the differential cross sections as discussed below

TABLE II. Values of (2J + 1)C^2S from fits of ADWA calculations to differential cross sections for the peaks seen in the^{29}Mg excitation energy spectrum. Expected states in each region are identified following Table I and the discussion in Section II. The quoted uncertainties are statistical. There are also systematic errors introduced by the peak integration limits (±0.1 MeV, corresponding to typically ±10% and the normalisation using elastic scattering (±15%, see text). Uncertainties associated with the reaction theory are estimated to be 20% [39].

Peak ID Ex (min) Ex (max) (2J + 1) C^2S Expected (MeV) (MeV) (MeV) ℓ = 0 ℓ = 1 ℓ = 2 ℓ = 3 states (J^π ) 0.0 −0.5 0.5 0.68 ± 0.06 1.20 ± 0.12 3/2^+, 1/2^+ 1.2 0.6 1.8 0.44 ± 0.04 3.04 ± 0.16 3/2^− , 7/2^− 2.4 1.9 2.9 0.32 ± 0.12 1.80 ± 0.18 3/2^+, 5/2^− 4.2 3.7 4.7 2.40 ± 0.40 7/2^−

indicates that a previously unobserved negative parity state also contributes. The peak near 4.2 MeV is close to the level reported at 4.28 MeV in multinucleon transfer reactions [11–13] which was speculated [13] to have negative parity. The asymmetry on the left hand side may point to the population of a weaker state at a slightly lower energy. Interestingly, there is a marked absence of strength at 3.09 MeV where another prominent peak was observed in the multinucleon transfer.

The energy spectrum for all gamma-rays recorded in coincidence with SHARC and giving a trifoil signal is shown in Figure 6(a). Clear peaks are observed in the trifoil-gated^{29}Mg spectrum, corresponding to the known transitions at 1.095 and 0.336 MeV. It is possible that other peaks occur at several different energies (discussed below) but the limited counting statistics are not conclusive. The spectrum with no trifoil requirement, shown in Figure 6(d), serves to illustrate that any contribution to the trifoil-gated spectrum from the^{28}Si projectiles (from both direct and compound reactions) is essentially eliminated. The gamma-ray energy resolution (after Doppler correction) is 42 keV (FWHM) at 1.095 MeV which is of course far better than the 700 keV (FWHM) resolution for the excitation energy deduced using the protons.

The two states contributing to the peak at 0.0 MeV cannot be distinguished using gamma-rays since the 54 keV transition was not detectable in this experiment (due primarily to the detection threshold and exacerbated by the 1.27 ns lifetime [21] of the state). The gamma-ray energy spectrum for the excitation energy peak near 1.3 MeV is shown in Figure 6(b). The yield of the 1.041 MeV transition exceeds that of the 0.336 MeV by a factor of 3, after correction for efficiency. Given that the 1.431 MeV state decays via a cascade through the 1.095 MeV level, resulting in these two gamma-ray lines, it is clear that both of these states were directly populated in the (d,p) reaction^2.

2 Given the limited gamma-ray statistics and the significant lifetime of the 1.431 MeV state (t_{1/2} = 1.4 ± 0.5 ns [14]) a more detailed quantitative analysis was not justified.

FIG. 4. (Color online) Kinematic plot showing proton energy as a function of laboratory angle, after correction for energy losses in the target and in the dead-layer of the silicon detector. The calculated kinematic line for protons populating the ground state of^{29}Mg is shown. The origin of the background above this line is discussed in the text.

Unfortunately the gamma-ray statistics for other states are extremely limited and also the experimental spectrum enhances the Compton edge because the add-back is only within each individual clover (this gives an enhancement at ∼ 230 keV below the full energy peak). There is very tentative evidence in Figure 6(a) for peaks near 1.6, 1.8, 2.4 and 3.2 MeV. The tentative 2.4 MeV is the highest energy seen in the spectrum in Figure 6(c) gated on E_x = 2.0 − 2.6 MeV, along with weak indications of a 1.0 MeV peak. It may be that the 3.2 MeV peak is associated with decays to either or both of the ground state doublet by a state near 3.2 MeV that could not be clearly discerned in the proton spectrum of Figure 5. Similarly the 1.6 and 1.8 MeV gamma-rays could arise in part from a gammaray decay branch of the unbound states making up the 4.2 MeV peak.

As it was impossible to select individual states by gating on gamma-ray energy, the differential cross sections dσ/dΩ of the four prominent peaks in Figure 5 have been

FIG. 5. (Color online) Excitation energy spectrum for^{29} Mg, as deduced from the energy and angle of the proton, for protons having θ_{lab} > 90^∘. The background at negative excitation energies is attributed to a small fraction of^{28}Al in the incident beam and is calculated to stop at the^{29}Mg ground state (see text). The dashed curve shows the probability of any^{28}Al-induced (d,p) reaction products being recorded in the trifoil detector according to Geant4 simulations.

FIG. 6. (Color online) Doppler-corrected gamma-ray energy spectra for θ_{lab}(p)> 90^∘ : (a) events in which the trifoil is triggered (i.e. mostly corresponding to the^{28}Mg-induced (d,p) reaction), (b) with an additional gate of Ex(^{29}Mg)= 0.8−1.5 MeV, (c) as for (b) but 2.0−2.8 MeV, (d) no trifoil gating (i.e. mostly arising from^{28}Si-induced reactions). The well-known gamma-rays at 336 keV and 1040 keV from the decay of the 1.431 MeV state are clearly seen in the upper two spectra. Several other tentative peaks from^{29}Mg are discussed in the text.

extracted. There was no reliable way to fit a smooth underlying background in the excitation energy spectrum but, on the other hand, the background evident at negative excitation energies should not extend into the positive energy region (as discussed above) and the only other background that should be present would arise from weakly populated states that lie near to the strongly populated states. To the extent that the strongly selected states very much dominate the yield (which is discussed again, at the end of the analysis), it was possible to use the simple integrated number of the counts in each peak over the relevant range of energies. In view of the resolution (FWHM) of 700 keV, a range of 1.0 MeV was generally adopted as shown in Table II. As discussed above, the peak near 1.2 MeV is known to comprise the two states at 1.095 MeV and 1.431 MeV, separated by 0.336 MeV and hence this gate was widened to 1.2 MeV so as to include as much as possible of both contributions without extending into other adjacent peaks. The region near 3 MeV appears to contain contributions from several less-strongly populated states, but the limitations of the statistics preclude any quantitative analysis.

The angle bins were chosen to be 4^∘ in width (in the laboratory frame) and spanned the angles from 96^∘ to 172^∘, excluding those from 136^∘ to 148^∘. This avoided the angles at which the solid angle acceptance was varying rapidly and might be incorrectly calculated if there were small residual misalignments in the setup. Expressed in terms of centre-of-mass angles, the range spanned was approximately 2^∘ to 40^∘ depending on the excitation energy. The peak near 4.3 MeV required a modified procedure, because it is clear in Figure 4 that the protons fall below the energy threshold for the largest laboratory angles and hence it was possible only to use the angle bins from 96^∘ to 116^∘.

In order to determine the angular momentum of the

FIG. 7. (Color online) Differential cross sections for the four main peaks identified in the excitation energy spectrum and listed in Table II, solid lines are the sum of the different contributions: (a) 0.0 MeV dashed (ℓ = 0, S = 0.34) and dot-dashed (ℓ = 2, S = 0.30), (b) 1.2 MeV dotted (ℓ = 1, S = 0.11) and dot-dashed (ℓ = 3, S = 0.38), (c) 2.4 MeV dot-dashed (ℓ = 2, S = 0.08) and dash-three-dots (ℓ = 3, S = 0.30), (d) 4.2 MeV dash-three-dots (ℓ = 3, S = 0.30).

transferred neutron, the differential cross sections were compared with theoretical distributions calculated using the Adiabatic Distorted Wave Approximation (ADWA) of Johnson and Soper [40]. The code TWOFNR [41] was used with standard input parameters [39] and the Chapel-Hill (CH89) nucleon–nucleus optical potential [42]. As may be seen in Figure 7 the angular momenta were well-determined by the data and multiple ℓ contributions were employed where necessary. Spectroscopic factors were deduced by normalising the theoretical curves to the data. The results are collated in Table II and discussed below.

The peak at 0.0 MeV displays ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 0 contributions to the angular distribution (see Fig. 7(a)) which is consistent with the known assignments for the 3/2^+ ground state and the 1/2^+ first excited 0.054 MeV state, respectively. The distribution (b) for the 1.2 MeV peak is well described by a sum of ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 3 contributions, in agreement with the gamma-ray data that indicate the population of both the 1.095 (3/2^−) and 1.431 MeV (7/2^−) states. The only other known state of similar energy is the 1.638 MeV (5/2^+) level [9, 10] and this cannot be populated in single step transfer. The peak at 2.4 MeV in the excitation energy spectrum is less prominent than the other three and hence is the most problematic in the analysis. The differential cross section (c) has a maximum near 105^∘ as seen for the peak at 1.2 MeV, and this requires a contribution from ℓ = 3. The behaviour near 180^∘ (0^∘ in the centre of mass frame) is slightly different to that in (b), and the fit in this case also demands a contribution from ℓ = 2. The ℓ = 2 component must arise from the level at 2.500 MeV 3/2^+ if it is from a state that is already known. Regarding the ℓ = 3 component, the only known negative parity state in the region is the 2.266 MeV level that was assigned negative parity in a β-delayed neutron study [5]. In the subsequent study of intermediate-energy neutron removal [14] it was then possible to deduce a spin-parity (1/2, 3/2)^−. Therefore, the ℓ = 3 strength identified here must correspond to a newly-observed level. From the shell model calculations in Table I the best candidate on the basis of excitation energy is the lowest 5/2^− level, predicted according to the EEdf1 calculation at 2.914 MeV. As is clear from Figure 7(c) the yield in this peak is dominated by the ℓ = 3 state. Hence the peak energy in Figure 5 can be interpreted as the excitation energy of the state, which gives 2.40 ± 0.10 MeV. The peak at 4.3 MeV is, unfortunately, observable only for a small range of angles as discussed above. Nevertheless, the distributions shown for ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2 in (b) and (c) show that the corresponding shapes would give poor descriptions of the data if a single ℓ-value were dominant. The ℓ = 3 and, less plausibly, ℓ = 0 distributions could account for the data. The two states in the shell model that are consistent with this (cf. Fig. 8) are both populated via ℓ = 3: the 7/2^− at 4.050 MeV and the 5/2^− at 4.254 MeV. Of these, as shown in the figure, it is only the 7/2^− that is predicted to have a strong population in (d,p). While the shell model is under test here, it is reasonable to associate this strong peak near 4.3 MeV with the second 7/2^− level. The excitation energy for this level is determined from the spectrum of Figure 5 to be 4.30 ± 0.10 MeV and it is natural to associate it also with the 4.28 MeV level reported in multinucleon transfer [11–13] and listed in the compilation [21]. This level lies above the neutron separation energy, but the experimental resolution is such that it is not possible to set any useful limits on the natural width. In the ADWA calculation for this state, the form factor was derived by assuming a small positive binding energy (and the inferred spectroscopic factor was not sensitive to the precise value).

The doublet at 1.2 MeV can be examined in more detail. Although the two contributions are unresolved, they are separated by half of the FWHM for an isolated peak,

FIG. 8. Comparison of the experimental values of (2J +1)C^2 S and excitation energies from Table II with shell model values from Table I (level associations given in Table III). Key: (Color online) red ℓ = 0, green ℓ = 1, orange ℓ = 2, blue ℓ = 3.

so the distribution of counts within the energy window can be explored for angle-dependent effects. Three angular ranges were chosen, each of width 10^∘ to contain reasonable statistics: 100^∘-110^∘, 125^∘-135^∘ and 160^∘-170^∘. According to the best fit displayed in Figure 7(b), the state populated with ℓ = 3 should clearly dominate in the first angular range. It should be less dominant in the second angular range, and the ℓ = 1 state should dominate for the third angle (the solid filled spectrum in Figure 9). It is clear, therefore, that the higher-energy state has ℓ = 3 character and the lower-energy state has ℓ = 1. This then gives the first direct measurement of the orbital angular momenta for these two states and confirms the previous tentative assignments of Refs. [5, 14].

V. DISCUSSION

With the spin-parity assignments proposed in section IV, the spectroscopic factors can be deduced from the values of (2J + 1)C^2S presented in Table II. These experimental values of S are compared with those predicted

FIG. 9. (Color online) Excitation energy spectra for^{29}Mg corresponding to three restricted angular ranges for protons. Green cross hatched: 100^∘-110^∘, Red cross hatched: 125^∘-135^∘ and Blue solid fill: 160^∘-170^∘. The number of counts is not corrected for solid angle, which varies sinusoidally with angle and is weighted approximately as 7:6:2 for the three spectra.

TABLE III. Values of the experimentally deduced spectroscopic factors S, using the level identifications discussed in section IV, compared with shell model predictions. The quoted errors in S are statistical. The systematic uncertainties are detailed in Table II. Excitation energies are from the literature [21], cf. Table I, and have experimental uncertainties of ≤ 1 keV except where indicated (* = present work ±10 keV; ‡ = ±40 keV).

Ex (exp) J^π_n S S S (MeV) (exp) (EEdf1) (wbc) 0.000 3/2^+_1 0.30 ± 0.03 0.35 0.40 0.055 1/2^+_1 0.34 ± 0.03 0.35 0.40 1.095 3/2^−_1 0.11 ± 0.01 0.42 0.63 1.431 7/2^−_1 0.38 ± 0.02 0.43 0.42 2.40* 5/2^−_1 0.30 ± 0.03 0.02 0.03 2.500 3/2^+_2 0.08 ± 0.03 0.19 0.25 4.280‡ 7/2^−_2 0.30 ± 0.05 0.24 0.34

by the shell model in Table III and the distributions of the strengths (2J + 1)C^2S are compared in Figure 8. There is fairly reasonable agreement, which is discussed in more detail below, but also one notable disagreement. The large value for the spectroscopic factor for the 5/2^− level at 2.3 MeV is surprising and is hard to reconcile with the shell model expectations. However, as discussed in detail in section IV B, the angular distribution including this level (Fig. 7(c)) clearly requires a contribution from ℓ = 3. It may be noted that, of the four peaks discussed here, this is the least strongly populated and potentially there could be unidentified background contributions.

One of the other striking features of the excitation energy spectrum in Figure 5 is the absence of any strong population of the 3.090 MeV state that dominated the spectra seen in three-neutron transfer [11, 12]. This state was also populated in the single-neutron transfer (and two-proton pickup) reaction (^{13}C,^{14}O) [13]. Its most natural association with a shell model state, as shown in Table I, is with the second 3/2^− state which has a predicted spectroscopic factor of S ≤ 0.01. On the other hand, the spectroscopic factors for the overlap of this state with excited core configurations are larger. For the 28Mg(2^+_1 ) core (in the wbc calculation) these are 0.09 for 2^+ ⊗ν(0f_{7/2}) and 0.57 for 2^+ ⊗ν(1p_{3/2}). A structure like this would be consistent with the observed strong population of the state in (^{18}O,^{15}O) and (^{13}C,^{14}O) – where the single-neutron transfer could be accompanied by a di-neutron or di-proton transfer with ℓ = 2 – and also with weak or insignificant population via the (d,p) reaction. The experiment appears to support the predicted lack of mixing between the different 3/2^− configurations, but the spectroscopic factor deduced here is significantly smaller than the prediction. In contrast to the situation seen with the first two 3/2^− states, there appears to be much more mixing between the 0f_{7/2} single particle and 2^+ ⊗ ν(1p_{3/2}) configurations so that the first and second 7/2^− states each have significant spectroscopic factors for the (d,p) reaction. The spectroscopic factors for the overlap of these states with the^{28}Mg(2^+_1 ) excited core (in the wbc calculation) are 0.34 and 0.36 respectively, for 2^+ ⊗ ν(1p_{3/2}), and rather smaller for 2^+ ⊗ ν(0f_{7/2}). As such, in both theory and experiment, there is significant single-particle strength in each of these first two 7/2^− states.

The fp-shell neutron occupancies predicted in the two shell model calculations are shown in Table IV. In the case of the EEdf1 results the table gives the excess occupancy relative to the^{28}Mg ground state since the^{28}Mg already includes occupation of the fp-shell (excitations up to 6h̄ω or 7h̄ω are included for positive and negative parity states, respectively). Thus, there is a “base level” of excitation into the fp-shell (in the EEdf1) that is present in the^{28}Mg ground state and which is outside of the WBC basis (and therefore subsumed into the effective interaction). For this reason, we look beyond the inevitable differences between the^{29}Mg wave functions as calculated in the two models, and instead focus on comparing the orbitals occupied by the additional neutron in 29Mg (as given in Table IV). This highlights those aspects of the wave functions that are most relevant to (d,p) spectroscopic factors. The two calculations are generally in good agreement, with the average difference between the adjusted EEdf1 results and the wbc being just 0.06 (and the rms difference equal to 0.14). In just five instances the discrepancy exceeds 0.15 and these are underlined in the Table. Intriguingly, all but one of these involve the ν(p_{3/2}) orbital. Three of the discrepancies concern the two 5/2^− wave functions and they reveal differences in the coupling with the excited core, since they occur in the orbitals having a spin different to that of the state.

TABLE IV. Neutron occupancies of the fp-shell orbitals according to shell model predictions. For the EEdf1 calculations, the numbers shown are in addition to the average numbers for the^{28}Mg ground state which are shown at the top of the table. The occupancies for wbc add to slightly less than unity because of excitations from the proton 0p-shell. The underlined values indicate where the two models differ by more than their overall rms variation (see text). The spectroscopic factors to the ground state, S, are also included. (* = present work). Ex (exp) J^π_n SM ⟨n⟩ ⟨n⟩ ⟨n⟩ ⟨n⟩ SM (MeV) int νf_{7/2} νp_{3/2} νp_{1/2} νf_{5/2} S 0.000^{28}Mg(0^+) EEdf1 0.36 0.10 0.05 0.10^{a)} 0.000^{28}Mg(0^+) wbc 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00^{b)}

1.095 3/2^−_1 EEdf1 0.17 0.55 0.01 −0.03 0.42 wbc 0.23 0.72 0.03 0.01 0.63 1.431 7/2^−_1 EEdf1 0.53 0.22 −0.02 −0.02 0.43 wbc 0.61 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.42 2.266 1/2^−_1 EEdf1 −0.04 0.56 0.20 −0.02 0.19 wbc 0.05 0.58 0.32 0.02 0.30 2.40* 5/2^−_1 EEdf1 0.43 0.29 0.01 −0.01 0.02 wbc 0.37 0.53 0.04 0.04 0.03 1/2^−_2 EEdf1 0.25 0.11 0.34 0.02 0.33 wbc 0.22 0.24 0.43 0.04 0.42 3.090 3/2^−_2 EEdf1 0.33 0.29 0.11 −0.02 0.01 wbc 0.24 0.62 0.08 0.02 0.01 4.280 7/2^−_2 EEdf1 0.31 0.38 0.03 −0.02 0.24 wbc 0.44 0.43 0.04 0.02 0.34 5/2^−_2 EEdf1 0.26 0.46 0.03 −0.02 0.00 wbc 0.25 0.16 0.48 0.08 0.02

a)The EEdf1 calculation includes excitations up to 4h̄ω for the^{28}Mg g.s.

b)The wbc calculation requires 0h̄ω for the^{28}Mg g.s.

The other two substantial discrepancies concern the two 3/2^− states, where the component without any excited core is the source of the disagreement. Interestingly, it is the spectroscopic factors for the 5/2^− and 3/2^− states that show the largest discrepancy between theory and experiment (cf. Table III) as well as between the different theoretical predictions. This indicates that further data for the (d,p) reaction, and in particular a clarification of the J^π assignment for the 2.40 MeV state (identified here as the lowest 5/2^−), would be valuable in distinguishing between the quality of different theoretical predictions and thus refining the models.

Finally, we note that the aforegoing discussion makes no attempt to address the reduction, or “quenchingâĂŹâĂŹ of shell model spectroscopic factors that may be expected to arise from effects such as short- and longrange correlations that lie outside the shell model basis [43, 44]. The method of analysis employed in the present work has been demonstrated [39, 45] to reproduce (within an accuracy of 20%) the spectroscopic factors as calculated in conventional large-basis shell model calculations. Thus, this analysis affords a direct comparison of the experimental results with the theory. A modification to incorporate more realistic bound state wave functions [46] – using, for example, a potential geometry for the bound state wavefunction based on the Hartree-Fock matter density [44] – leads to a reduction of around 30% in the spectroscopic factors deduced from the data. These reduced values show no significant dependence on the nucleon binding energy for isotopes of oxygen [47, 48] and argon [49] and are consistent with the values typically deduced from (e, e^′p) scattering [43]. Recent results from higher-energy quasi-free knockout, viz. two different studies of (p, 2p) reactions induced by oxygen isotopes [50, 51], show similar results. Previous studies of nucleon removal reactions at intermediate energies, in contrast, showed a marked dependence of the quenching factor upon the nucleon binding energy [52] that is not apparent for any other reaction. None of these effects change in any significant fashion the conclusions of the present work.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The first quantitative measurements of the singleparticle structure of^{29}Mg have been obtained using the d(^{28}Mg,p γ)^{29}Mg reaction. In particular, substantial evidence was found for a previously unknown 5/2^− state at 2.40 ± 0.10 MeV excitation. Furthermore, considerable ℓ = 3 strength was observed just above the neutron decay threshold in a state at 4.28 MeV that is identified as the second 7/2^− level. The present data have also allowed the spins and parities of the two lowest lying intruder states to be confirmed, viz. the 3/2^−_1 at 1.095 and the 7/2^−_1 at 1.431 MeV. These results offer new insights into the development of nuclear structure approaching the Island of Inversion surrounding^{32}Mg.

As summarised in Figure 10, and also highlighted in Figure 8, the measurements reveal a marked difference in the spectroscopic strengths associated with the two lowlying negative parity intruder states below 1.5 MeV. This is in contrast to shell model predictions, even though the excitation energies are quite well reproduced. The measurements have also removed the ambiguities that existed in the interpretation of the three-nucleon transfer data [11–13] and as noted above have located the main part of the remaining intruder strength. As such, the distribution of single-particle strength between the negative parity states appears to be poorly described by the shell model. This is true for both large-basis shell model calculations presented here, despite their very different characteristics. Otherwise, the predicted excitation energies of states and spectroscopic factors for positive parity states are in general in good agreement with experiment.

Whilst the present work has clarified the dominant features of the single-particle structure of^{29}Mg, the measurements were compromised by the poor quality and intensity of the^{28}Mg radioactive beam. Without the unfortunate factor of 1000 reduction in intensity, the coincident gamma-ray data would have been exploited in the style of Ref. [28]. In particular, with an effective resolution in excitation energy of some 50 keV, the less strongly populated levels in the region 2.4 to 4.0 MeV could be identified and characterised. Moreover, the gamma-ray decay patterns would provide complementary information concerning the spins of the states. As such, further measurements using a higher beam intensity would be very worthwhile.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors are grateful to the beam operations team at TRIUMF and in particular F. Ames for exceptional efforts in finding some^{28}Mg beam, to B. Alex Brown for assistance with the wbc interaction and the calculations using NuShellX and to Ahmed Blenz for ensuring that shifts ran smoothly. This work has been supported by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC), The Canada Foundation for Innovation and the British Columbia Knowledge Development Fund. TRIUMF receives federal funding via a contribution agreement through the National Research Council of Canada. The UK authors acknowledge support from STFC. This work was partially supported by STFC Grants ST/L005743/1, ST/P005314/1, ST/L005727/1 and EP/D060575/1. Partial support from the IN2P3-CNRS Projet Internationale de Coopération Scientifique PACIFIC is acknowledged. The shell model work was supported in part by HPCI Strategic Program (hp150224), in part by MEXT and JICFuS and a priority issue (Elucidation of the fundamental laws and evolution of the universe) to be tackled by using Post “K” Computer (hp160211, hp170230), in part by the HPCI system research project (hp170182), and by CNS- RIKEN joint project for large-scale nuclear structure calculations.

[1] S. M. Brown, W. N. Catford, J. S. Thomas, B. Fernández- Domínguez, N. A. Orr, M. Labiche, M. Rejmund, N. L. Achouri, H. Al Falou, N. I. Ashwood, D. Beaumel, Y. Blumenfeld, B. A. Brown, R. Chapman, M. Chartier, N. Curtis, G. de France, N. de Sereville, F. Delaunay, A. Drouart, C. Force, S. Franchoo, J. Guillot, P. Haigh,

F. Hammache, V. Lapoux, R. C. Lemmon, A. Leprince, F. Maréchal, X. Mougeot, B. Mouginot, L. Nalpas, A. Navin, N. P. Patterson, B. Pietras, E. C. Pollacco, A. Ramus, J. A. Scarpaci, I. Stefan, and G. L. Wilson, Phys. Rev. C 85, 011302 (2012).

[2] O. Sorlin and M.-G. Porquet,

FIG. 10. (Color online) Energy levels of^{29}Mg. In the experimental level scheme the asterisk (*) denotes the state observed here for the first time and the dotted line shows the neutron separation energy at 3.655 MeV. For clarity, in the shell model level scheme the first 11/2^− state is shown by a dashed line, the first 9/2^+ state by a dot-dashed line and the first three 7/2^+ levels by dotted lines (note: these five levels, which are included in Table I, cannot be populated in single-step transfer). Other levels are labelled with their spin and parity, excitation energy in MeV and spectroscopic factor S. The experimental values of S are from the present work. As shown in Table I the shell model energies for the 5/2^+ states in the wbc calculation match better with experiment, whilst keeping the same sequence of spectroscopic factor values as the EEdf1 levels.

Progress in Particle and Nuclear Physics 61, 602 (2008). [3] C. Thibault, R. Klapisch, C. Rigaud, A. M.

Poskanzer, R. Prieels, L. Lessard, and W. Reisdorf, Phys. Rev. C 12, 644 (1975).

[4] X. Campi, H. Flocard, A. Kerman, and S. Koonin,

Nuclear Physics A 251, 193 (1975).

[5] P. Baumann, Ph. Dessagne, A. Huck, G. Klotz, A. Knipper, C. Miehé, M. Ramdane, G. Walter, G. Marguier, H. Gabelmann, C. Richard-Serre, K. Schlösser, and A. Poves, Phys. Rev. C 39, 626 (1989).

[6] N. Tsunoda, K. Takayanagi, M. Hjorth-Jensen, and

T. Otsuka, Phys. Rev. C 89, 024313 (2014).

[7] N. Tsunoda, T. Otsuka, N. Shimizu, M. Hjorth-

Jensen, K. Takayanagi, and T. Suzuki, Phys. Rev. C 95, 021304 (2017).

[8] B. Fernández-Domínguez, B. Pietras, W. N. Catford,

N. A. Orr, M. Petri, M. Chartier, S. Paschalis, N. Patterson, J. S. Thomas, M. CaamaÃśo, T. Otsuka, A. Poves, N. Tsunoda, N. L. Achouri, J.-C. Angélique, N. I. Ashwood, A. Banu, B. Bastin, R. Borcea, J. Brown, F. Delaunay, S. Franchoo, M. Freer, L. Gaudefroy, S. Heil,

M. Labiche, B. Laurent, R. C. Lemmon, A. O. Macchiavelli, F. Negoita, E. S. Paul, C. Rodriguez-Tajes, P. Roussel-Chomaz, M. Staniou, M. J. Taylor, L. Trache, and G. L. Wilson, Physics Letters B 779, 124 (2018).

[9] P. Baumann, Ph. Dessagne, A. Huck, G. Klotz, A. Knipper, G. Marguier, C. Miehé, M. Ramdane, C. Richard-Serre, G. Walter, and B. H. Wildenthal, Phys. Rev. C 36, 765 (1987).

[10] T. Shimoda, K. Tajiri, K. Kura, A. Odahara, M. Suga, Y. Hirayama, N. Imai, H. Miyatake, M. Pearson, C. D. P. Levy, K. P. Jackson, R. Legillon, C. Petrache, T. Fukuchi, N. Hamatani, T. Hori, M. Kazato, Y. Kenmoku, T. Masue, H. Nishibata, T. Suzuki, A. Takashima, and R. Yokoyama, Hyperfine Interactions 225, 183 (2014).

[11] D. K. Scott, B. G. Harvey, D. L. Hendrie, L. Kraus, C. F. Maguire, J. Mahoney, Y. Terrien, and K. Yagi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 33, 1343 (1974).

[12] L. K. Fifield, P. V. Drumm, M. A. C.

Hotchkis, T. R. Ophel, and C. L. Woods, Nuclear Physics A 437, 141 (1985).

[13] C. L. Woods, W. N. Catford, L. K. Fifield, N. A. Orr, and R. J. Sadleir, Nuclear Physics A 476, 392 (1988).

[14] J. R. Terry, B. A. Brown, C. M. Campbell, J. M. Cook,

A. D. Davies, D.-C. Dinca, A. Gade, T. Glasmacher, P. G. Hansen, B. M. Sherrill, H. Zwahlen, D. Bazin, K. Yoneda, J. A. Tostevin, T. Otsuka, Y. Utsuno, and B. Pritychenko, Phys. Rev. C 77, 014316 (2008).

[15] B. A. Brown and W. D. M. Rae,

Nuclear Data Sheets 120, 115 (2014).

[16] W. D. M. Rae, “NuShellX,”

http://www.garsington.eclipse.co.uk/ (2007–2008). [17] B. A. Brown, W. D. M. Rae, E. Mc-

Donald, and M. Horoi, “NuShellX@MSU,” https://people.nscl.msu.edu/~brown/resources/resources.html (2008).

[18] E. K. Warburton and B. A. Brown,

Phys. Rev. C 46, 923 (1992).

[19] B. H. Wildenthal, Progress in Particle and Nuclear Physics 11, 5 (1984). [20] B. A. Brown and W. A. Richter,

Phys. Rev. C 74, 034315 (2006).

[21] M. S. Basunia, Nuclear Data Sheets 113, 909 (2012). [22] D. Guillemaud-Mueller, C. Detraz, M. Langevin,

F. Naulin, M. de Saint-Simon, C. Thibault, F. Touchard, and M. Epherre, Nuclear Physics A 426, 37 (1984).

[23] D. Guillemaud, Ph.D. thesis, Université de Paris-Sud,

Orsay, (Unpublished) (1982).

[24] K. Tajiri, K. Kura, M. Kazato, M. Suga, A. Takashima,

T. Masue, T. Hori, A. Odahara, T. Shimoda, T. Suzuki, T. Fukuchi, Y. Hirayama, N. Imai, H. Miyatake, M. Pearson, C. Levy, and K. Jackson, Modern Physics Letters A 25, 1972 (2010).

[25] F. Ames, R. Baartman, P. Bricault, and K. Jayamanna,

Hyperfine Interactions 225, 63 (2014).

[26] R. E. Laxdal and M. Marchetto,

Hyperfine Interactions 225, 79 (2014).

[27] G. L. Wilson, W. N. Catford, C. Aa. Diget, N. A. Orr,

P. Adsley, H. Al-Falou, R. Ashley, R. A. E. Austin, G. C. Ball, J. C. Blackmon, A. J. Boston, H. J. Boston, S. M. Brown, A. A. Chen, J. Chen, R. M. Churchman, D. S. Cross, J. Dech, M. Djongolov, T. E. Drake, U. Hager, S. P. Fox, B. R. Fulton, N. Galinski, A. B. Garnsworthy, G. Hackman, D. Jamieson, R. Kanungo, K. Leach, J.-P. Martin, J. N. Orce, C. J. Pearson, M. Porter-Peden, F. Sarazin, S. Sjue, C. Sumithrarachchi, C. E. Svensson, S. Triambak, C. Unsworth, R. Wadsworth, S. J. Williams, and the Tigress collaboration, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 381, 012097 (2012).

[28] G. L. Wilson, W. N. Catford, N. A. Orr, C. Aa. Diget, A. Matta, G. Hackman, S. J. Williams, I. C. Celik, N. L. Achouri, H. A. Falou, R. Ashley, R. A. E. Austin, G. C. Ball, J. C. Blackmon, A. J. Boston, H. C. Boston, S. M. Brown, D. S. Cross, M. Djongolov, T. E. Drake, U. Hager, S. P. Fox, B. R. Fulton, N. Galinski, A. B. Garnsworthy, D. Jamieson, R. Kanungo, K. G. Leach, J. N. Orce, C. J. Pearson, M. Porter- Peden, F. Sarazin, E. C. Simpson, S. Sjue, D. Smalley, C. Sumithrarachchi, S. Triambak, C. Unsworth, and R. Wadsworth, Physics Letters B 759, 417 (2016).

[29] C. Aa. Diget, S. P. Fox, A. Smith, S. Williams,

M. Porter-Peden, L. Achouri, P. Adsley, H. Al-Falou, R. A. E. Austin, G. C. Ball, J. C. Blackmon, S. Brown, W. N. Catford, A. A. Chen, J. Chen, R. M. Churchman, J. Dech, D. D. Valentino, M. Djongolov, B. R. Fulton, A. Garnsworthy, G. Hackman, U. Hager, R. Kshetri, L. Kurchaninov, A. M. Laird, J. P. Martin, M. Matos, J. N. Orce, N. A. Orr, C. J. Pearson, C. Ruiz, F. Sarazin, S. Sjue, D. Smalley, C. E. Svensson, M. Taggart, E. Tardiff, and G. L. Wilson, Journal of Instrumentation 6, P02005 (2011).

[30] M. A. Schumaker, G. Hackman, C. J. Pearson, C. E. Svensson, C. Andreoiu, A. Andreyev, R. A. E. Austin, G. C. Ball, D. Bandyopadhyay, A. J. Boston, R. S. Chakrawarthy, R. Churchman, T. E. Drake, P. Finlay, P. E. Garrett, G. F. Grinyer, B. Hyland, B. Jones, R. Maharaj, A. C. Morton, A. A. Phillips, F. Sarazin, H. C. Scraggs, M. B. Smith, J. J. Valiente-Dobón, J. C. Waddington, and L. M. Watters, Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment 570, 437 (2007).

[31] G. Hackman and C. E. Svensson, Hyperfine Interactions 225, 241 (2014).

[32] J.-P. Martin, C. Mercier, N. Starinski, C. J. Pearson, and P.-A. Amaudruz, IEEE Transactions on Nuclear Science 55, 84 (2008).

[33] A. Matta, P. Morfouace, N. de Séréville, F. Flavigny, M. Labiche, and R. Shearman, Journal of Physics G: Nuclear and Particle Physics 43, 045113 (2016).

[34] W. W. Daehnick, J. D. Childs, and Z. Vrcelj, Phys. Rev. C 21, 2253 (1980).

[35] C. M. Perey and F. G. Perey, Atomic Data and Nuclear Data Tables 17, 1 (1976).

[36] J. M. Lohr and W. Haeberli, Nuclear Physics A 232, 381 (1974).

[37] M. C. Mermaz, C. A. Whitten, J. W. Champlin, A. J. Howard, and D. A. Bromley, Phys. Rev. C 4, 1778 (1971).

[38] R. J. Peterson, C. A. Fields, R. S. Raymond, J. R. Thieke, and J. L. Ullman, Nuclear Physics A 408, 221 (1983).

[39] J. Lee, M. B. Tsang, and W. G. Lynch, Phys. Rev. C 75, 064320 (2007).

[40] R. C. Johnson and P. J. R. Soper, Phys. Rev. C 1, 976 (1970).

[41] J. A. Tostevin, “University of Surrey version of the code TWOFNR (of M. Toyama, M. Igarashi and N. Kishida) and code FRONT.” http://www.nucleartheory.net/NPG/code.htm.

[42] R. L. Varner, W. J. Thompson, T. L. McAbee, E. J. Ludwig, and T. B. Clegg, Physics Reports 201, 57 (1991).

[43] L. Lapikás, Nuclear Physics A 553, 297 (1993). [44] J. Lee, J. A. Tostevin, B. A. Brown, F. Delaunay, W. G. Lynch, M. J. Saelim, and M. B. Tsang, Phys. Rev. C 73, 044608 (2006).

[45] M. B. Tsang, J. Lee, and W. G. Lynch, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 222501 (2005).

[46] G. Kramer, H. Blok, and L. Lapikás, Nuclear Physics A 679, 267 (2001).

[47] F. Flavigny, A. Gillibert, L. Nalpas, A. Obertelli, N. Keeley, C. Barbieri, D. Beaumel, S. Boissinot, G. Burgunder, A. Cipollone, A. Corsi, J. Gibelin, S. Giron, J. Guillot, F. Hammache, V. Lapoux, A. Matta, E. C. Pollacco, R. Raabe, M. Rejmund, N. de Séreville, A. Shrivastava, A. Signoracci, and Y. Utsuno, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 122503 (2013).

[48] F. Flavigny, N. Keeley, A. Gillibert, and A. Obertelli, Phys. Rev. C 97, 034601 (2018).

[49] J. Lee, M. B. Tsang, D. Bazin, D. Coupland, V. Henzl, D. Henzlova, M. Kilburn, W. G. Lynch, A. M. Rogers, A. Sanetullaev, A. Signoracci, Z. Y. Sun, M. Youngs, K. Y. Chae, R. J. Charity, H. K. Cheung, M. Famiano, S. Hudan, P. O’Malley, W. A. Peters, K. Schmitt, D. Shapira, and L. G. Sobotka, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 112701 (2010).

[50] L. Atar, S. Paschalis, C. Barbieri, C. A. Bertulani, P. Díaz Fernández, M. Holl, M. A. Najafi, V. Panin, H. Alvarez-Pol, T. Aumann, V. Avdeichikov, S. Beceiro- Novo, D. Bemmerer, J. Benlliure, J. M. Boillos, K. Boretzky, M. J. G. Borge, M. Caamaño, C. Caesar, E. Casarejos, W. Catford, J. Cederkall, M. Chartier, L. Chulkov, D. Cortina-Gil, E. Cravo, R. Crespo, I. Dillmann, Z. Elekes, J. Enders, O. Ershova, A. Estrade, F. Farinon, L. M. Fraile, M. Freer, D. Galaviz Redondo, H. Geissel, R. Gernhäuser, P. Golubev, K. Göbel, J. Hagdahl, T. Heftrich, M. Heil, M. Heine, A. Heinz, A. Henriques, A. Hufnagel, A. Ignatov, H. T. Johansson, B. Jonson, J. Kahlbow, N. Kalantar-Nayestanaki, R. Kanungo, A. Kelic-Heil, A. Knyazev, T. Kröll, N. Kurz, M. Labiche, C. Langer, T. Le Bleis, R. Lemmon, S. Lindberg, J. Machado, J. Marganiec-Gałązka, A. Movsesyan, E. Nacher, E. Y. Nikolskii, T. Nilsson, C. Nociforo, A. Perea, M. Petri, S. Pietri, R. Plag, R. Reifarth, G. Ribeiro, C. Rigollet, D. M. Rossi, M. Röder, D. Savran, H. Scheit, H. Simon, O. Sorlin, I. Syndikus, J. T. Taylor, O. Tengblad, R. Thies, Y. Togano, M. Vandebrouck, P. Velho, V. Volkov, A. Wagner, F. Wamers, H. Weick, C. Wheldon, G. L. Wilson, J. S. Winfield, P. Woods, D. Yakorev, M. Zhukov, A. Zilges, and K. Zuber (R^3B Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 052501 (2018).

[51] S. Kawase, T. Uesaka, T. L. Tang, D. Beaumel, M. Dozono, T. Fukunaga, T. Fujii, N. Fukuda, A. Galindo-Uribarri, S. Hwang, N. Inabe, T. Kawabata, T. Kawahara, W. Kim, K. Kisamori, M. Kobayashi, T. Kubo, Y. Kubota, K. Kusaka, C. Lee, Y. Maeda, H. Matsubara, S. Michimasa, H. Miya, T. Noro, Y. Nozawa, A. Obertelli, K. Ogata, S. Ota, E. Padilla- Rodal, S. Sakaguchi, H. Sakai, M. Sasano, S. Shimoura, S. Stepanyan, H. Suzuki, T. Suzuki, M. Takaki, H. Takeda, A. Tamii, H. Tokieda, T. Wakasa, T. Wakui, K. Yako, J. Yasuda, Y. Yanagisawa, R. Yokoyama, K. Yoshida, K. Yoshida, and J. Zenihiro, Progress of Theoretical and Experimental Physics 2018, 021D01 (2018).

[52] J. A. Tostevin and A. Gade, Phys. Rev. C 90, 057602 (2014).