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We reply to the preceding Commen80556-28136)04505-0

PACS numbgs): 27.70+q, 29.30.Kv, 23.20.Lv

The authors of the Commefit] make the following two excited bands. Moreover, the extrapolated values sometimes
points. vary significantly depending ohow manyor which states

(1) They correctly point out that a recent measurenight are used in the fitting procedure. Therefore, at least in the
of the second 0 state in*®?Hg was overlooked by Bindra case of the excited bands, one does not krewpriori
et al. [3]. This point is well taken and we apologize for un- whether the answers obtained by the Harris expansion are
intentionally omitting the above work from the reference list. reliable or not. The fortuitous agreement obtained in the case

(2) They disagree with the statement made in R&fthat ¢ 18249 does not prove theniversal applicability of the
“Any conclusions about the prolate-oblate energy difference,qyocated method to bands in all other nuclei with soft po-

based on the high-spin members may be questioned.” Thig,ia| energy surfaces. Occasionally, when the band interac-

sentence states that in “shape-coexisting” nuclei, one cannqgfy is small(as is the case iA%Hg), the method would give

in generaluse an extrapolation technique to infer the E€Ner5 reasonable answer. However, there exist many other cases

ies of the low-spin states, which are susceptible to pertur- .
gation due to ba?nd interaction. The argumgnt of quterwhere the method fails. To show a counterexample, we have

. _ . 8
et al.[1] is partially based on the similarity between the ex_%alculated the energies of the low-lying yrast states*it

: fitting the energies of the 6to 12" members of the
trapolated value of 337 keV and the experimental value oPy . .
325 keV for the excitation energy of the Zeconﬁ state in ground-state band. We obtained differences of 130, 70, and

18249, However, this logic is flawed. The fact that a method24 keV between the fitted and the experimental values of the

orks in one caséor even many caspsioes not prove that energies of the 0, 2%, and 4" states, respectively. These
w n or even many prov differences would increase to 190, 123, and 63 keV if we
its domain of applicability isuniversal

In Ref. [4], it has been shown that the parametrizationChose to apply a least-squares fit to the energies of the

; . . 8" —14" states instead.
used by Wautergt al. is a variant of the Harris expansion
[5]. Referencd4] has also shown that while the Harris ex- Oak Ridge National Laboratory is managed for the U.S.
pansion is frequently applicable to the ground-state band€)epartment of Energy by Lockheed Martin Energy Systems,
oftentimes it gives the wrong answer when applied to thdnc. under Contract No. DE-AC05-840R21400.

[1] J. Wauters, N. Bijnens, M. Huyse, and P. Van Duppen, the [4] C. Baktash, W. Nazarewicz, and R. Wyss, Nucl. P/S55,
preceding paper, Phys. Rev.53, 3163(1996. 375(1993.

[2] J. Wauterset al, Phys. Rev. Lett72, 1329(1994. [5] S. M. Harris, Phys. Rev138B, 509 (1965.

[3] K. S. Bindraet al,, Phys. Rev. (51, 401(1995.

0556-2813/96/5®)/31651)/$10.00 53 3165 © 1996 The American Physical Society



