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ABSTRACT

Recent theoretical and numerical studies of Type Ia supernova explosion within the single-degenerate scenario
suggest that the non-degenerate companions could survive during the supernova impact and could be detectable
in nearby supernova remnants. However, observational efforts show less promising evidence on the existence
of surviving companions from the standard single-degenerate channels. The spin-up/spin-down models are
possible mechanisms to explain the non-detection of surviving companions. In these models, the spin-up phase
could increase the critical mass for explosion, leading to a super-Chandrasekhar mass explosion, and the spin-
down phase could lead to extra mass loss and angular momentum redistribution. Since the spin-down timescale
for the delayed explosion of a rotating white dwarf is unclear, in this paper, we explore a vast parameter space of
main-sequence-like surviving companions via two-dimensional hydrodynamic simulations of supernova impact
and the subsequent stellar evolution of surviving companions. Tight universal relations to describe the mass
stripping effect, supernova kick, and depth of supernova heating are provided. Our results suggest that the not-
yet detected surviving companions from observations of nearby Type Ia supernova remnants might favor low
mass companions, short binary separation, or stronger supernova explosion energies than the standard singe-
degenerate channels.

Keywords: Type Ia supernovae (1728); Companion stars (391); Hydrodynamical simulations (767); Stellar
evolution (1599)

1. INTRODUCTION

Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) are famous for their usage
as “standardizable candles” for cosmological applications
(Branch & Tammann 1992; Riess et al. 1998; Schmidt et
al. 1998; Perlmutter et al. 1999), albeit their progenitor sys-
tems and intrinsic variations remain unclear (Hillebrandt et
al. 2013; Livio & Mazzali 2018; Ruiz–Lapuente 2019). Re-
cent progress on time-domain astronomy reveals several vari-
ants of peculiar SNe Ia (Jha et al. 2019), including 91T-like
(Silverman & Filippenko 2012), 91bg-like (Filippenko et al.
1992), 02es-like (Ganeshalingam et al. 2012; Burke et al.
2021), SNe Ia CSM (Silverman et al. 2013), SNe Iax (Fo-
ley et al. 2013), ...etc., suggesting multiple channels could
produce SNe Ia.

Observational evidence suggests that SNe Ia must come
from thermonuclear explosions of carbon-oxygen white
dwarfs in binary systems (Hillebrandt et al. 2013). The bi-

nary companion could be either another degenerate white
dwarf, the double degenerate scenario (DDS; Iben & Tu-
tukov 1984; Webbink 1984), or a non-degenerate compan-
ion, such as main-sequence (MS) stars, helium stars, or red
giants (Ruiz–Lapuente 2019), the Single-Degenerate Sce-
nario (SDS; Whelan & Iben 1973; Nomoto 1982). One ma-
jor theoretical prediction to distinguish between the DDS and
the SDS is that a surviving companion is expected in the
SDS through several multi-dimensional hydrodynamics cal-
culations on the interaction of supernova ejecta with a non-
degenerate companion (Pan et al. 2010, 2012a,b, 2013; Liu
et al. 2013; Pan et al. 2014; Bauer et al. 2019; Zeng et al.
2020; Liu & Zeng 2021). Direct observation of a surviving
companion could link the progenitor channel to the explo-
sion environment, which would place meaningful constraints
on the intrinsic properties of SNe Ia.

Numerous observational attempts to search for surviving
companions in Type Ia supernova remnants (Ia SNRs) have
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been made in the past decade, including searches in galac-
tic Ia SNRs, e.g., Tycho’s SNR (Ruiz-Lapuente et al. 2004;
González Hernández et al. 2009; Kerzendorf et al. 2013),
Keper’s SNR (Ruiz-Lapuente et al. 2018), and SN1006
(González Hernández et al. 2012; Kerzendorf et al. 2018),
and extra-galactic Ia SNRs in the Large Magellanic Cloud
(Schaefer & Pagnotta 2012; Pagnotta & Schaefer 2015; Litke
et al. 2017; Li et al. 2017, 2019). A few abnormal stars have
been found, but no conclusive evidence for the existence of
surviving companions (Ruiz–Lapuente 2019).

Theorists have been puzzling about the non-detection of
surviving companions for more than a decade. The predic-
tion of surviving companions is based on the assumption
that the mass transfer from the non-degenerate companion
is through Roche-lobe overflow (RLOF) or winds in close
binary with a binary separation, a ∼ 3R∗, in the majority of
SDS channels, where R∗ is the companion radius (Pan et al.
2012a; Liu et al. 2013; Bauer et al. 2019).

In order to avoid high mass transfer rates during the binary
evolution, which might end up in a common envelope instead
of a supernova, the optically thick wind model (Hachisu et al.
1996) and the common envelope wind model (Meng & Pod-
siadlowski 2017) are successful models to explain the ob-
served SN Ia rates and allow more massive companions in
the initial configuration. For instance, in the MS channel in
Hachisu et al. (2008), the allowed companion mass at the on-
set of the SN Ia explosion is about 1.5 − 2M�. However,
in Pan et al. (2012b), the predicted surviving companions
should still be detectable in nearby Ia SNRs (L ∼ 10−300L�).

Di Stefano et al. (2011) proposes that if the mass trans-
fer from binary companion carries angular momentum, the
accreting white dwarf could be spin up and increase the
Chandrasekhar mass for explosion. If the rotating and ac-
creting WD could reach the new Chandrasekhar mass, a
super-Chandrasekhar mass explosion could happen, other-
wise, it takes extra time to spin down. The explosion
will be delayed after an unknown spin-down period. Dur-
ing this spin-down phase, the binary configuration could be
significantly changed depending on the spin-down timescale.
For instance, extra mass loss of the companion star and re-
distribution of orbital angular momentum could happen (Di
Stefano et al. 2011; Di Stefano & Kilic 2012). Therefore the
prediction of surviving companions could be very different
as well (Wang et al. 2010; Di Stefano & Kilic 2012; Meng &
Luo 2021). It should be noted that this spin-up/down model
still have large uncertainty. Thus, we use a parameterized
method to mimic this effect.

In this paper, we relax the assumption of RLOF and con-
duct a parameter study on the evolution of surviving compan-
ions in the main-sequence channel. The paper is organized as
follows. In Section 2, we describe our simulation codes and
numerical setup. In Section 3, we present the results of our

Table 1. Companion models

Abbreviation Mi [M�] R∗ [cm] τdyn [sec]

0.8M 0.8 4.99 × 1010 1082
1M 1.0 6.22 × 1010 1349

1.5M 1.5 1.01 × 1011 2281
2M 2.0 1.13 × 1011 2326

Note—Mi is the mass of the companion star right be-
fore the SN explosion, R∗ is the companion radius,
and τdyn =

√
R3
∗/(GMi) is the dynamical time scale.

simulations of surviving companions. Finally, we summarize
our results and conclude in Section 4.

2. NUMERICAL METHODS

Our simulation setup is essentially similar to what has
been described in Pan et al. (2010, 2012a,b), but with sev-
eral improvements and updates. We divide the simulations
into three phases. The first phase uses the stellar evolution
code MESA to construct the non-degenerate binary compan-
ions at the onset of the explosion. The second phase in-
volves two-dimensional hydrodynamics simulations of the
SN ejecta and the companion interactions using the FLASH
code. The third phase reads the outcome from the hydrody-
namics simulations as input parameters to perform long-term
surviving companion evolutions using MESA. In the following
subsections, we describe the detailed setup of each phase.

2.1. MS-like Companions

We use MESA r10398 (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018,
2019) to construct four zero-age MS models with masses
Mi = 0.8, 1, 1.5, and 2M� and with metalicity z=0.02. Ta-
ble 1 summarizes the mass and radius information of our four
considered companions. Note that the realistic companions
should be evolved during the mass transfer stage, as consid-
ered in Pan et al. (2012b), However, the detailed binary evo-
lution will make the companion structure more complex, and
it is unclear how the spin-down process will make a differ-
ence in the companion structure. Therefore, the dependence
of companion mass on the surviving companion evolution
will be less meaningful than zero-age MS stars. For simplic-
ity, we consider zero-age MS companions in this study for a
parameter study.

2.2. Supernova Impact Simulations

Once the companion models are created, we map the den-
sity, temperature, and compositions into axisymmetric, two-
dimensional grids in a hydrodynamics code, FLASH (version
4; Fryxell et al. 2000; Dubey et al. 2008). We consider
only hydrogen (1H), helium (4He), and carbon (12C) from
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Table 2. Simulations.

Model Mi
a

R∗
ESN M f vorb vkick v f Dheat Eheat MNi

[M�] [EW7] [M�] [km s−1] [km s−1] [km s−1] [erg] [M�]

0.8M3R 0.8 3 1 <0.2788 >352 >163 >388 0.559 1.34×1047 < 10−14

0.8M4R 0.8 4 1 0.6233 305 114 325 0.734 4.85×1047 < 10−14

0.8M5R 0.8 5 1 0.7221 273 79.4 284 0.818 3.95×1047 1.24×10−11

0.8M6R 0.8 6 1 0.7590 249 56.6 255 0.864 2.89×1047 1.79×10−5

1MRL 1 2.84 1 0.6051 324 116 344 0.636 5.78×1047 < 10−14

1M3R 1 3 1 0.6644 315 118 337 0.652 6.31×1047 < 10−14

1M4R 1 4 1 0.8610 273 85.0 286 0.817 5.65×1047 < 10−14

1M5R 1 5 1 0.9340 244 59.7 252 0.880 4.01×1047 1.78×10−10

1.5MRL 1 2.59 1 1.346 266 71.1 276 0.863 9.46×1047 < 10−14

1.5M3R 1.5 3 1 1.394 247 56.2 254 0.887 7.60×1047 1.91×10−9

1.5M4R 1.5 4 1 1.449 214 35.6 217 0.927 4.51×1047 2.04×10−7

1.5M5R 1.5 5 1 1.473 192 26.1 193 0.956 2.85×1047 2.85×10−8

2MRL 2 2.43 1 1.825 260 70.2 270 0.871 1.31×1048 5.28×10−12

2M3R 2 3 1 1.897 234 49.6 240 0.919 9.24×1047 1.02×10−10

2M4R 2 4 1 1.939 203 26.8 205 0.948 5.24×1047 5.27×10−11

2M5R 2 5 1 1.976 182 21.1 183 0.969 3.00×1047 7.24×10−8

1M3RE0.1 1 3 0.1 0.9565 315 44.2 319 0.926 2.59×1047 3.46×10−4

1M3RE0.5 1 3 0.5 0.8262 315 90.8 328 0.784 6.46×1047 < 10−14

1M3RE2 1 3 2 <0.2814 315 141 346 0.864 1.10×1047 < 10−14

1M3RE5 1 3 5 <5.62 × 10−4 315 – – – – –
1.5M3RE0.1 1.5 3 0.1 1.484 247 15.5 248 0.970 1.43×1047 3.35×10−4

1.5M3RE0.5 1.5 3 0.5 1.444 247 41.6 251 0.923 5.01×1047 3.00×10−7

1.5M3RE2 1.5 3 2 1.315 247 77.8 259 0.836 1.04×1048 < 10−14

1.5M3RE5 1.5 3 5 1.110 247 111 271 0.717 1.35×1048 < 10−14

1.5M3RE10 1.5 3 10 <0.7396 247 >139 >283 0.579 8.19×1047 < 10−14

Note— M f is the final mass of the companion star after the SN explosion, a is the binary separation between the companion
star and the white dwarf, ES N is the SN explosion energy in units of W7 energies (EW7 = 1.233×1051erg), vorb is the orbital

speed of the companion right before the SN explosion, vkick is the kick velocity due to SN impact, v f =

√
v2

orb + v2
kick is the

final linear velocity of the surviving companion, Dheat is the heating depth which describe the location of maximum heating
in the mass coordinate (see Sec. 3.1), Eheat is the amount of energy deposition in the surviving companion, and MNi is the
final bound mass of 56Ni onto the companion.

the companion model in FLASH. All elements heavier than
carbon are approximated as carbon. We use the Helmholtz
equation of state (Timmes & Swesty 2000; Timmes & Ar-
nett 1999) and the new multiple Poisson solver (Couch et al.
2013) for self-gravity with the maximum angular moment for
spherical harmonic lmax = 80.

Since the companion star will receive a kick from the su-
pernova ejecta, we consider a simulation box that includes
r < 15R∗ and −20R∗ < z < 10R∗ in axisymmetric 2D cylin-
drical coordinates with 10 levels of refinement, yielding the
finest cell spacing of 1/546R∗, where R∗ is the companion
radius (see Table 1). The simulations with initial compan-
ion mass Mi = 0.8M� have a twice bigger simulation box in

each dimension due to a higher kick velocity with this com-
panion, but we keep the same spatial resolution by increasing
one additional level of refinement. The “outflow” boundary
condition is applied in both outer boundaries. The compan-
ion star is initialized at grid origin and relaxed in the 2D grids
for ∼ 10 dynamical time scales, τdyn =

√
R3
∗/(GMi). During

the relaxation phase, we artificially damp the velocity by a
factor of 0.97 in each timestep. After relaxation, a W7-like
explosion (Pan et al. 2012a) is imposed on the positive z-axis
at z = a×R∗, where a is the binary separation. We use nickel
(56Ni) as a tracer to represent the supernova ejecta. In the W7
model (Nomoto et al. 1984), the white dwarf mass MW7 is
1.378M�; total explosion energy EW7 is 1.233×1051 erg; and
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the averaged ejecta speed VW7 is 8.527×108 cm/s. To further
consider super- or sub-Chandrasekhar-mass explosion mod-
els, we vary the explosion energy from 0.1 to 10 times of the
original value in the W7 model. The corresponding averaged
ejecta speed are scaled as

√
ES N/EW7 × VW7, where ES N is

the explosion energy. We ignore the orbital motion and com-
panion’s rotation in this study for simplicity.

2.3. Long-term Evolutions of Surviving Companions

Since the timestep in FLASH simulations is limited by the
local sound speed, we could not afford long-term surviving
companion evolution within FLASH, and we do not consider
nuclear burning in our simulations. Therefore, we termi-
nate the FLASH simulations after ∼ 70 dynamical timescales.
Following the method described in Bauer et al. (2019), we
measure the stripped mass and entropy changes (∆s) in our
hydrodynamics simulations and assume that the specific en-
tropy will be conserved during the hydrostatic equilibrium
process. We have tested the entropy changes at different time
during the FLASH simulation. No significant changes will be
appeared in the later on MESA simulation.

We relax the mass of the pre-explode companion models
to the final bound mass in the post-impact FLASH simulations
within MESA. Once the stellar mass is relaxed, we then ap-
ply a user-defined heating rate ε̇ = T∆s/∆t in MESA (Bauer
et al. 2019) , where ∆t is the heating timescale and ∆t = 3
days. After the heating process, we let MESA continue run-
ning for up to 1 million years to describe the evolution of
post-impact surviving companions. A convergence test with
different heating timescales has been performed. We find no
significant difference in the long-term evolution after & 10∆t.

3. RESULTS

All the simulation parameters we considered in this study
are summarized in Table 2. For each companion model in
Table 1, we vary the binary separation from the distance that
just allowed Roche-lobe overflow (denoted RRLOF) to 5R∗ or
6R∗ to investigate the separation effects on the evolution of
surviving companions. In addition, we perform nine extra
models with different explosion energies to explore the en-
ergy effects.

3.1. Overview of the Supernova Impact Simulations

Figure 1 shows the density evolution of the model 2M3R
(see Table 2) after a SN Ia explosion at different times. The
overall features are consistent with what has been reported
in Pan et al. (2012a). Important features that could pro-
vide evidence for searches for surviving companions can be
summarized as below: (1) the collision of supernova eject
with the binary companion at around one shock crossing
time (tcross = a/vSN) might emit strong X-ray or UV sig-
nals (Kasen 2010; Burke et al. 2021), corresponding to the

left panel in Figure 1. (2) The ejecta ram pressure (heat) will
strip (ablate) a certain amount of mass of the companion star
(Wheeler et al. 1975; Marietta et al. 2000; Pan et al. 2012a).
(3) During the collision, the linear momentum of the super-
nova ejecta could transfer to the surviving companion, result-
ing in a kick velocity normal to the original orbital velocity
(Wheeler et al. 1975; Marietta et al. 2000; Pan et al. 2012a).
(4) The companion star could block the supernova ejecta and
form a cone shape cavity behind the companion. This cavity
might remain open for centuries (García-Senz et al. 2012).

Figures 2 & 3 show the evolutions of the total unbound
companion mass and kick velocity during the supernova im-
pact with different binary separation and companion mass.
Since the explosions are the same which is described by
the W7 model in the previous section, lighter companions
(Mi = 0.8 and 1.0M�) with smaller radii experienced a hot-
ter and stronger impact than massive companions (Mi = 1.5
and 2.0M�) with the same a/R∗ ratio. In addition, mas-
sive companions have higher gravitational binding energies
(Eb ∝ M2

i /R∗). Therefore, the fractions of final unbound
mass with lighter companions are significantly higher than
massive companions.

The model 0.8M3R has the closest binary separation to the
exploding white dwarf and the lowest gravitational binding
energy among all considered companion models. We find
that this model is almost completely destroyed by the super-
nova explosion. The final bound mass is less than 0.3M� at
the end of the simulation, and the kick velocity has reached
> 160 kms−1. Although the model 0.8M3R has a twice larger
simulation box, the companion reaches the bounding box at
t = 10 hours due to its high kick velocity. Therefore, we label
the final bound mass (kick velocity) as an upper (lower) limit
in Table 2.

The relations between the final unbound mass and binary
separation can be fitted by a power-law relation, and so does
the kick velocity (see Figure 4). The fitted power-law rela-
tions are summarized as below:

∆M
Mi

=
(
5.50+1.7

−1.3

)
×

(
aMi

R∗

)−2.72±0.169

, (1)

vkick =
(
595.7+75.5

−67.0

)
×

(
aMi

R∗

)−1.479±0.0754

[km s−1]. (2)

Note that, in principle, there are two physical mechanisms
to unbound the companion mass, including stripping and ab-
lation (Wheeler et al. 1975; Pan et al. 2012a). In previous
literatures, some authors use the term "stripping mass" to
describe the total unbound mass that includes both stripped
mass and ablated mass. In this paper, we use the term "final
unbound mass" to avoid confusion.

The shaded grey band in Figure 4 represents the one stan-
dard deviation of fitted parameters. One should note that
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Figure 1. Density distributions of a SN impact simulation with model 2M3R. Different panels represent different time after a SN explosion.
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Figure 2. Evolutions of the total unbound mass as functions of
time. Different panels represent different companion models, and
different colors indicate different binary separations (see Table 2).

in previous literatures, the power-law relations are evaluated
based on the binary separation (a) only. The scaling fac-
tor, Mi

R∗
, could be understood by its gravitational binding en-

ergy. In Figure 4, we additionally add data points from the
evolved MS companion models in Pan et al. (2012a), Pan
et al. (2012b), Liu et al. (2012), and Boehner et al. (2017).
The HCV models (green triangles) are a 1M� MS model
that are values carried out by simulations in Marietta et al.
(2000); Pakmor et al. (2008), and Pan et al. (2012a), using
different codes. The scattering between evolved MS models
and ZAMS models in this study could be explained by the
changes of stellar structure during the binary evolutions but
the overall fitting is quite success, suggesting that this fitted
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Figure 3. Similar to Figure 2 but for the companion’s kick velocity.

formula could be universal, in first-order of magnitude, for
all MS channels. Note that for 3D hydrodynamics simula-
tions that included the initial orbital motion, only the final lin-
ear velocity (including orbital and kick velocity) is recorded.
Thus, the kick velocities of these simulations are not trivial to
extract, and therefore, we do not include the data points from
Pan et al. (2012b) for the kick velocity panel in Figure 4.

The post-impact surviving companion receive heating
from the SN ejecta as well. Pan et al. (2012b) suggest that
the post-impact evolution of surviving companions depends
on both the amount of the SN heating and the depth of en-
ergy deposition. The amount of SN heating is measured by
the total heating from the entropy evolution history in MESA
and summarized in Table 2. In general, the models with close
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ing numpy.polyfit. We label the 2σ interval using a gray shaded
region.

binary separation receive a stronger SN energy due to a larger
solid angle, but they also suffer a more violent mass striping
effect. The net effect makes no clear relations between the
SN heating and binary separation.

However, the location, or the depth, of SN heating is sen-
sitive to the binary separation (see Figure. 5). Here, we
define the heating depth Dheat = m(Tlocal max)/M f , where
m(Tlocal max) is the mass with local temperature maximum
due to the SN heating, and M f is the final companion mass
after SN impact.

A linear relationship between the heating depth and the bi-
nary separation can be fitted as bellow,

Dheat = −2.183+0.08
−0.08 × (

a
R�

)−2 + 0.996+0.08
−0.08. (3)

Note that the heating depth is insensitive to the companion
structure of our considered MS companions.

Furthermore, It is possible that part of the supernova ejecta
could be bound on the surface of the surviving companion
and therefore contaminate its spectrum (Pan et al. 2012a).
This SN contamination could be another smoking gun ev-
idence for searches of surviving companions in SNRs. In
Table 2, we summarize the final bound nickel mass on the
surviving companions. We notice that in some cases with
strong SN impact have bound nickel mass closing to the
rounding errors (∼ 10−14M�). Thus, we only list an upper
limit of the bound nickel mass in these cases. It is found
that only low explosion energy cases (models 1M3RE0.1
and 1.5M3RE0.1) or large binary separation cases (0.8M6R)
have bound nickel mass & 10−5M�, which are lower than
the previous estimation of the nickel contamination from 3D
simulations in Pan et al. (2012a). The lower bound nickel
mass in our high-resolution 2D simulations might be due to
the stronger turbulent convections around the companion en-
velope during the SN impact, comparing to 3D simulations.

3.2. Explosion Energy Dependence

The amount of SN explosion energy is another important
factor that should affect the conditions of a surviving com-
panion but has not been fully discussed in the past (except
Pakmor et al. 2008). The energy difference between sub-
luminous SNe Ia and over-luminous SNe Ia could be more
than an order of magnitude (Taubenberger 2017; Jha et al.
2019). Figure 6 shows the influence of SN explosion en-
ergies on the final unbound mass and kick velocities with
models 1M and 1.5M. Similar to what has been reported in
Pakmor et al. (2008), the final unbound mass is linearly pro-
portional to the explosion energies regardless of companion
mass, and can be described by Equation 4,

(
∆M
Mi

)
3R∗

=
ESN

EW7

(
R�
R∗

)
, (4)
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Figure 6. Similar to Figure 4 but for models with different explosion energies.

where (∆M/Mi)3R∗ is the percentage of unbound mass nor-
malized to the corresponding model with a = 3R∗ and
ESN = EW7, and ∆M = Mi − M f is the mass difference.
In Pakmor et al. (2008), only one companion model is con-
sidered. In Equation 4, we additionally show that the per-
centage of the unbound mass is inversely proportional to the
companion radius. This could be understood by the fact that
the energy received on the companion is ∝ R2

∗/a and we have
chosen a = 3R∗.

The right panel in Figure 6 shows the fraction of kick ve-
locity as functions of explosion energy, where (vkick)3R∗ is the
kick velocity normalized to the corresponding model with
a = 3R∗ and ESN = EW7. The relation could be fitted by a
power law in Equation 5.

(vkick)3R∗ =

(
ESN

EW7

)0.4483

, (5)

The power law index 0.448 is less than 0.5, suggesting that a
small fraction of ejecta energy is converted to thermal energy
by SN heating.

3.3. Evolution of surviving companions

As described in Section 2.3, we measure the mass losses
and entropy changes after the supernova impact in FLASH
and use them as parametrized heating and mass loss in MESA.
Figure 7 shows the profiles of the entropy changes for our
considered models. For higher mass loss models, i.e. mod-
els 0.8M3R, 1MRL, and 1M3R, the supernova energy could
penetrate the companion and significantly heat the compan-
ion up to a depth of 0.4m/M f , where m/M f is the fraction
of the enclosed mass in the mass coordinate. For more com-
pact companions, such as models 1.5M and 2M, the super-
nova impact contributes heating mainly around the compan-
ion surface (∼ 0.8m/m∗). The depth of supernova heating
determines the local thermal timescale of a surviving com-
panion, and therefore affect the time scale of the post-impact
surviving companion evolution (Pan et al. 2012b).
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Figure 7. Profiles of entropy changes after the SN impact for
different models (see Table 2). Since the final unbound mass of
model 0.8M3R is still increasing at the end of the simulation (see
Figure 2), we plot it with a dashed line.

Figure 8 shows the time evolution of the bolometric lumi-
nosity, effective temperature, and photosphere radius of our
considered models. The overall features are similar to what
have been reported in Pan et al. (2012b) with evolved main-
sequence companions. We find that the luminosity ranges
and effective temperatures in ours cases with binary separa-
tion that just allowed RLOF are matching with the ranges
in Pan et al. (2012b), suggesting that the different numerical
treatment of SN impact in MESA in this study is consistent
with the method described in Pan et al. (2012b). The sharp
increment at around 10−3 yrs is due to the sudden heating
from the supernova ejecta in MESA with a heating timescale
∆t = 3 days. A second brightening happens at ∼ 101−102 yrs
for models 1M, 1.5M, and 2M, when the deposited energy
diffuse away by expanding the photosphere. This timescale
is described by the local thermal timescale in the stellar en-
velope (Pan et al. 2012b). The deeper the energy deposition,
the longer the local thermal timescale. In addition, models
with larger binary separations tend to have shallower energy
deposition (see Figure 7). Therefore, a more massive com-
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Figure 8. Evolution of bolometric luminosity, effective temperature, and photosphere radius as functions of time for our models described in
Table 2. Different colors represent models with different initial binary separation. Different rows indicates different companion models.

panion (less mass stripping) with large binary separation are
expected to be over-luminous in young SNRs. Once the de-
posited energy is released, the surviving companion starts to
contract due to the gravity.

Figure 9 shows the corresponding evolutionary tracks of
our considered models in HR diagrams. We find that the
evolutionary tracks can be categorized to two types based
on their compactness (similar to the behavior in the final
unbound mass): Soft companions (models 0.8M and 1.0M)
have higher final unbound mass and deeper energy deposi-
tion, resulting in less luminous surviving companions with
L < 10L�. On the other hand, stiff companions (models 1.5M
and 2M) have less final unbound mass and shallower energy
deposition, leading to a luminous surviving companion with
L > 103L� for hundreds of years after the explosion time

(t0). The bottom panels in Figure 9 presents the evolution-
ary tracks of surviving companions with different explosion
energies. Regardless of compactness, stronger the explosion
leads to a deeper energy deposition and a larger final unbound
mass, and therefore produces a dimmer surviving compan-
ion. For instance, the model 1.5M3R has a peak luminosity
Lmax ∼ 500L� at around 35 years after the SN explosion.
However, if the SN explosion energy is & 5 EW7, the peak
luminosity could drop to Lmax < 23L� in Figure 9. The cur-
rent non-detection of surviving companions in nearby SNRs
might be explained by a soft surviving companions, shorter
binary separations due to the delayed explosion, or super-
Chandrasekhar mass explosion with a higher explosion en-
ergy. In latter case, the SN impact will be strong than a typ-
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10 Rau et al.

ical binary separation by RLOF, which might show stronger
UV excess in the early lightcurve (Kasen 2010).

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have performed 2D hydrodynamics simulations of su-
pernova impact and the subsequence 1D stellar evolution of
surviving companions with a wide range of parameters of
main-sequence like companions. It should be noted that the
simulations presented are 2D, which ignored both spin and
orbital motions, and with non-evolved binary companions.
Pan et al. (2012a) suggest that the spin and orbital motions
could make some difference during the SN impact and there-
fore might affect the later on surviving companion evolu-
tions (but less important as suggested by Liu et al. 2021).
Even though, we find three universal relations (Equations 1,
2, and 3) to describe the final unbound mass, kick velocity,
and SN heating depth as functions of binary separation, re-
gardless the companion mass or evolution stage in MS. Stiff
surviving companions with larger progenitor masses (mod-
els 1.5M and 2M) have less mass stripping during the SN
impact and received shallower supernova heating in the en-
velope. The deposited energy in the envelope will be dif-
fused away within hundreds of years years, letting the photo-
sphere expands. This type of surviving companions will be
over-luminous (Lmax > 102 − 104L�) and have higher chance
to be detected in nearby SNRs. In contrast, soft surviving
companions with lower progenitor masses (models 0.8M and
1M) result in larger final unbound mass and deeper super-
nova heating. These low mass surviving companions could
remain Lmax < 10L�, which could explain the non-detection
of surviving companions in nearby SNRs. In addition, super-
Chandrasekhar mass explosion with a higher explosion en-
ergy or a shorter binary separation during the spin-up/down

phase could produce low luminosity surviving companions.
In these cases, the surviving companions will have a higher
kick velocity, and the early UV or X-ray light from the col-
lision between the SN ejecta and companion will be stronger
than the previous estimate in Kasen (2010) for MS-like com-
panions.
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