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ABSTRACT
Massive stars are the progenitors of black holes and neutron stars, the mergers of which can be detected with gravitational waves
(GW). The expansion of massive stars is one of the key factors affecting their evolution in close binary systems, but it remains
subject to large uncertainties in stellar astrophysics. For population studies and predictions of GW sources, the stellar expansion
is often simulated with the analytic formulae from Hurley et al. (2000). These formulae need to be extrapolated and are often
considered outdated.

In this work we present five different prescriptions developed from 1D stellar models to constrain the maximum expansion of
massive stars. We adopt these prescriptions to investigate how stellar expansion affects mass transfer interactions and in turn the
formation of GW sources.

We show that limiting radial expansion with updated 1D stellar models, when compared to the use of Hurley et al. (2000)
radial expansion formulae, does not significantly affect GW source properties (rates and masses). This is because most mass
transfer events leading to GW sources are initialised in our models before the donor star reaches its maximum expansion. The
only significant difference was found for the mass distribution of massive binary black hole mergers (𝑀tot > 50 M⊙) formed from
stars that may evolve beyond the Humphreys-Davidson limit, whose radial expansion is the most uncertain. We conclude that
understanding the expansion of massive stars and the origin of the Humphrey-Davidson limit is a key factor for the study of GW
sources.
Key words: stars: evolution – stars: black holes – stars: neutron – binaries: general – gravitational waves

1 INTRODUCTION

The LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA collaboration (LVK) has so far detected
around 76 binary black hole (BH-BH), 12 binary neutron star
(NS-NS) and 2 black hole-neutron star (BH-NS) mergers in its three
observing runs (Abbott et al. 2021b). The main observables that can
be derived from these mergers are the merger rate density in the
local universe (redshift 𝑧 ∼ 0.2) and the distribution of masses and
orbital spins. The reported 90% credible intervals of the merger rate
densities from LVK observations are 16-61 Gpc−3yr−1 for BH-BH,
7.8-140 Gpc−3yr−1 for BH-NS and 10-1700 Gpc−3yr−1 for NS-NS.
In the case of NSs there is no pronounced single peak in the mass
distribution and their inferred maximum mass goes up to ∼ 2.2 M⊙
within the margins of uncertainty. In contrast, the distribution of
the BH primary masses (the masses of the more massive BH in the
binary) was shown to have substructures beyond an unbroken single
power law, where two local peaks at ∼ 10 and 35 M⊙ are found.
Finally, the effective spin distribution has been inferred in Abbott
et al. (2021b) to have a mean centred at ∼ 0.06.

★ E-mail: amedeoromagnolo@gmail.com
† E-mail: chrisbelczynski@gmail.com

There are several evolutionary channels that have been pro-
posed to date to explain LVK observations. Recent studies suggest
that most of massive stars will interact with a companion star in their
lives (Sana et al. 2012; Moe & Di Stefano 2017). A predominant
channel is therefore isolated binary evolution, where populations
of massive binaries that evolve in relative isolation are considered.
There are in turn several sub-channels for isolated binary evolution
that could lead to close double compact objects. One of the most
studied ones is the Roche lobe overflow (RLOF) scenario, where
two massive stars born in a wide orbit have sufficient space to
evolve. In this configuration one of the main ingredients dictating
the evolution of the two stars, their collapse into compact objects
(COs), and their potential merger is their radial evolution. If during
the evolution one of the component stars becomes larger than its
Roche lobe radius it will initialise a RLOF event. These events
lead to a redistribution of the binary total mass and also to its
partial expulsion, which translate into a loss of angular momentum
for the binary system. These two factors in turn will decrease
the orbital distance and potentially initialise other RLOF events
(Paczynski 1976; Belczynski et al. 2002; Olejak et al. 2021; Mandel
& Broekgaarden 2021). On top of that, if a hydrogen layer is still
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present, low-metallicity stars that were stripped in binaries can still
expand to giant sizes despite having lost most of their envelopes, and
therefore potentially re-initiating a RLOF event (Laplace et al. 2020).

Alternatively, in case of an unstable RLOF due to a combina-
tion of mass ratio between the two binary components, the presence
of a convective envelope in the donor star, metallicity (𝑍) and stellar
type (Pavlovskii et al. 2016; Klencki et al. 2020, 2021; Olejak
et al. 2021) the binary will face a common envelope (CE) phase. In
this case friction between the two stellar objects and the envelope
will further reduce the orbital momentum of the system. This is
extremely important as the closer the stars are, the more likely is
that they will merge within a Hubble time after their collapse into
compact objects. Another alternative is the chemically homogeneous
evolution sub-channel, where massive binary stars in a close orbit
do not significantly expand due to the influence of efficient internal
mixing. In this scenario massive stars in their main sequence
(MS) mix the helium of their core out into the envelope and bring
hydrogen from the envelope into the core. This will bring the star
to burn almost all its hydrogen and contract at the end of its MS
and not significantly expand throughout the rest of its life (Heger
et al. 2000; Maeder & Maeynet 2000). Systems evolving this way
do not face any RLOF event and create heavy BH binaries at low
orbital separations that can merge within a Hubble time (Mandel
& de Mink 2016; Marchant, Pablo et al. 2016; de Mink & Mandel
2016), but they are quite rare (Mandel & Broekgaarden 2021).

The dynamical formation channel treats stars and binaries in
dense stellar environments where gravitational interactions with
other stars influences their evolution. Sub-channels for the dynamical
formation are usually divided based on the considered environment.
In the young star cluster and the globular cluster sub-channels, single
BHs sink towards the centre of the cluster through mass segregation
(Spitzer 1969) and either form a binary with another BH or influence
the evolution of already existing compact binaries. Nuclear star
clusters in the centre of galaxies, in the absence of supermassive
black holes, have higher escape velocities than globular clusters
(Miller & Lauburg 2009; Antonini & Rasio 2016) and therefore
are a promising nursery for the birth of BH-BH binaries. On top
of that the influence of three-body scattering and gaseous drag in
active galactic nuclei could deeply influence the birth and merger
rates of BH-BH binaries (Bellovary et al. 2016; Stone et al. 2016;
Bartos et al. 2017; McKernan et al. 2018; Tagawa et al. 2020). The
presence of a supermassive black hole, instead, would make the
escape velocity of the cluster so high to counter recoil kicks from
BH-BH mergers and therefore to favour hierarchical mergers (Yang
et al. 2019; Secunda et al. 2020; Tagawa et al. 2021).

Another proposed dynamical formation scenario involves hi-
erarchical triple systems where, according to the Kozai-Lidov
mechanism (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962), the exchange of angu-
lar momentum between the inner binary and the orbit of the
outer companion periodically alters the eccentricity of the inner bi-
nary, which could catalyse the merging process (e.g. Liu & Lai 2018).

Finally, a potential GW source channel involves primordial
BH binaries, which are BHs of any mass beyond the Planck mass
that were born from energy fluctuations during the early stages of
the Universe, and that are mass-wise potentially enhanced by dark
matter (Bird et al. 2016; Ali-Haïmoud et al. 2017; Chen & Huang
2018).

There have been already some efforts to develop theoretical
environments and specific computational methods to infer popula-
tion models that could combine multiple formation channels (Ng
et al. 2021; Wong et al. 2021; Zevin et al. 2021). An important point
to highlight is that at the current stage we cannot draw any con-
clusion regarding the respective contribution of each evolutionary
channel for the observed LVK merger rates, since the considerable
sources of uncertainty in each model hinder the development of a
clear picture to explain the observational data (Belczynski et al.
2022a). Mandel & Broekgaarden (2022) showed that not only
between different evolutionary channels, but also in the same evo-
lutionary channel with different model implementations and codes,
the estimates for CO mergers can vary of several orders of magnitude.

Stellar evolution influences stellar radius and, in turn, is in-
fluenced by it. One of the most important factors that determine the
radial evolution of a star of a given mass is metallicity (Xin et al.
2022). For instance, the convective eddies extension, as described
by the Mixing-Length Theory (MLT), was shown to be dependent
on metallicity (Bonaca et al. 2012), which therefore means that
the efficiency of stellar internal mixing is as well dependent on it.
Low metallicity levels affect the opacity and the nuclear burning
processes inside the star. The lower the opacity, the more easily
the luminosity produced in the inner regions of a star will be able
to escape. Low opacity also means low radiative pressure, which
means that the outer layers reach hydrostatic equilibrium deeper in
the star where the temperature and pressure are higher (Burrows
et al. 1993; Kesseli et al. 2019), but a low metallicity also means a
suppression of strong winds. Internal mixing also influences stellar
radius evolution, since the transport of different elements affects
both the mean molecular weight and the radiative opacity of the
stellar envelope. In general enhanced internal mixing during the
main sequence reduces the mass threshold for a star to remove its
envelope through winds (Gilkis et al. 2021), thereby preventing a
considerable stellar expansion. The expansion of stars after the end
of main sequence has been shown to be even more uncertain due
to it being sensitive to the (poorly constrained) composition profile
in the envelope layers above the H-burning shell(Georgy, C. et al.
2013; Klencki et al. 2020; Farrell et al. 2021).

A key problem in our understanding of the evolution of massive stars
is their behaviour beyond the so-called Humphrey - Davidson (HD)
limit. This limit consists of a threshold in the Hertzsprung-Russel
(HR) diagram beyond which no (or very few) stars have been
observed, despite what many evolutionary models may predict
(Humphreys & Davidson 1994) and it so far apprears to be
independent on metallicity (Davies et al. 2018; Gilkis et al. 2021)
The existence of the HD limit might be explained with the surface of
massive stars being in close proximity to their respective Eddington
limit. Under this condition, the surface regions are subject to
hydrostatic unbalance, turbulence and large mass ejection events
up to 10−3 M⊙ yr−1 (Owocki et al. 2004; Agrawal et al. 2020).
This behaviour has been linked to an observed class of stars, namely
luminous blue variables (LBV), which experience episodes of large
mass loss events (Humphreys & Davidson 1994; Schaerer et al.
1995; Smith et al. 2004).

Many modern population synthesis models are based on the
analytic formulae from Hurley et al. (2000), which describe the
evolution of stars as a function of mass and stellar metallicity. These
formulae were fitted from a set of models with initial stellar masses
below 50 M⊙ . Simulating the progenitors of very massive BHs in
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this framework requires therefore extrapolation, which could lead to
potential artefacts. Given all the relatively new observational and
theoretical data since the publication of these formulae, population
synthesis models need to implement all the information available
from survey missions and detailed evolutionary codes in order to
further constrain stellar evolution and in turn to correct for any
potential artefact that may arise from the use of these models for
physical conditions they weren’t developed for. For example, Laplace
et al. (2020) showed that population synthesis codes (and also some
sets of detailed stellar models) fail to account for the structure of
stripped stars, which leads to underestimations of the rate of late
mass transfer events up to an order of magnitude. Recent studies have
shown how the radial evolution of massive stars is highly uncertain,
to a point that, for a given Zero-Age Main Sequence (ZAMS) mass
𝑀ZAMS and metallicity Z, two different models could simulate stars
that differ by even more than 1000 R⊙ (Agrawal et al. 2020; Agrawal
et al. 2022; Belczynski et al. 2022a). The first population synthesis
study that tackled the role of stellar expansion during the giant phase
for binary evolution was Fryer et al. (1999), which analysed the
uncertainties that could lead to different NS-NS merger rates and
showed how these rates can drastically vary as a function of stellar
radii and kick velocities. Mennekens & Vanbeveren (2014) also
tackled this topic by studying how the wind-driven mass loss during
the LBV phase could deplete the H-rich envelope for post-MS stars
with 𝑀ZAMS ≳ 40 M⊙ . They then analysed how this depletion could
stop massive stars from evolving into red supergiants and in turn
how this can affect the formation of close BH-BH binaries and their
mergers.

In our study we examine the radial expansion of massive
stars in the context of GW progenitors from isolated binary
evolution. We analyse how the maximum stellar radius changes as a
function of metallicity and ZAMS mass according to Hurley et al.
(2000) formulae and according to one dimensional (1D or detailed)
stellar evolution codes. We then develop four new prescriptions by
fitting evolutionary equations from detailed evolutionary simulations
in order to simulate the maximum stellar expansion of massive
stars (𝑀ZAMS > 18 M⊙) as a function of their ZAMS masses. We
then adopt these new prescriptions in our population synthesis
pipeline to study the impact of different radial expansion models on
the estimates for double compact object merger rate densities and
BH-BH mass distribution for LVK observations.

2 METHOD

In the following section we describe five different codes and calcula-
tions (either performed in this study or adopted from literature) that
we use to show how different prescriptions can alter the maximum
radii of massive stars and the estimates of double compact object
merger rate densities and BH-BH merger mass distributions.

In our study we use the StarTrack1 (Belczynski et al. 2002,
2008) population synthesis code to simulate the formation and
mergers of double compact objects. It allows us to predict how
a population of binary stars behave for a wide array of initial
conditions and physical assumptions, but instead of re-computing
their evolution from first principles on the fly it relies on the
evolutionary formulae from Hurley et al. (2000). The currently

1 https://startrackworks.camk.edu.pl

implemented physics, star formation history, Universe metallicity
and its evolution with cosmic time are described in Belczynski et al.
(2020a), with two modifications described in Sec. 2 of Olejak et al.
(2020).

To constrain the maximum stellar radius (𝑅MAX) within StarTrack
simulations we derive analytic formulae from four different sets of
simulations: (i) the ‘Bonn’ Optimized Stellar Tracks (BoOST)
from Szécsi et al. (2022) (ii) the Modules for Experiments in
Stellar Astrophysics (MESA; Paxton et al. 2011; Paxton et al.
2013; Paxton et al. 2015, 2018, 2019) simulations from Agrawal
et al. (2020) and (iii) two different setups for our MESA simulations.
Both BoOST and MESA simulations from Agrawal et al. (2020)
were further interpolated by the Method of Interpolation for
Single Star Evolution (METISSE; Agrawal et al. 2020) to create
a smooth distribution of radius with initial stellar masses. These
prescriptions are meant to limit the maximum radius that a star
can reach throughout its whole lifetime as a function of its ZAMS
mass. It must be stressed that our prescriptions do not alter the
simulated stellar expansion in any way. We simply set a hard limit
to how much a star could grow in size as a function of its ZAMS mass.

Strong stellar winds at high metallicities (see e.g. Heger et al.
2003) and mass exchange during RLOF events from the donor star
to its companion can alter whether a star will evolve into a NS or
a BH. Müller et al. (2016) also showed that for a given metallicity
there might not be a hard maximum 𝑀ZAMS value beyond which a
massive star will always collapse into a BH. We nevertheless choose
to fit and apply these 𝑅MAX formulae for a 𝑀ZAMS range between
18 and 150 M⊙ i) in order to affect only BH and massive NS and ii)
because stellar evolution is less understood at these masses.

2.1 Model 1 – StarTrack

We adopted the broken power-law for the initial mass function from
Kroupa et al. (1993) & Kroupa (2002) for primary stars2 with the
following exponents:
𝛼1 = -1.3 for 𝑀ZAMS ∈ [0.08; 0.5] M⊙ ,
𝛼2 = -2.2 for 𝑀ZAMS ∈ [0.5; 1] M⊙ ,
𝛼3 = -2.3 for 𝑀ZAMS ∈ [1; 150] M⊙
The mass of the secondary star is the mass of the primary companion
(M1) multiplied by a mass ratio factor q from a uniform distribution q
∈ [0.08/M1; 1] (for mass distributions see e.g. Shenar et al. 2022). To
produce the semi-major axis of the binary system we use the initial
orbital period (P) power law distribution log(P [days]) ∈ [0.5; 5.5]
with an exponent 𝛼𝑃 = -0.55 and a power law initial eccentricity
distribution with an exponent 𝛼𝑒 = -0.42 within the range [0; 0.9],
and invoke Kepler’s third law. The initial orbital parameters are taken
from Sana et al. (2012), but we adopt the extrapolation of the orbital
period distribution from de Mink & Belczynski (2015), where the
period range has been extended to log(P) = 5.5 . The stellar winds
prescription adopted in StarTrack is based on the theoretical pre-
dictions of radiation driven mass loss from Vink et al. (2001). So far
no self-consistent model has been developed to prescribe in detail
the LBV mass loss. Our prescription for the LBV mass loss ¤𝑀lbv is
adopted from Belczynski et al. (2010):

¤𝑀lbv = 𝑓lbv10−4 [M⊙yr−1] 𝑓lbv = 1.5 (1)

2 We define as a primary star the more massive binary component at ZAMS.
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This formula is meant to be an average mass loss that accounts for
both LBV stellar wind mass loss and possible LBV shell ejections.
The LBV factor 𝑓lbv was calibrated in Belczynski et al. (2010) so that
it could reproduce the most massive Galactic BHs that were known
at that time (e.g. Orosz 2003; Casares 2007; Ziółkowski 2008). We
stress that this calibration was made prior to the first GW detection
and to the most recent BH surveys from electromagnetic observa-
tions, which implies that 𝑓lbv might need to be re-calibrated to be up
to date. In order to define under which conditions our LBV mass loss
prescription from Equation 1 must be adopted, we use the Hurley
et al. (2000) definition for the Humphrey-Davidson limit:

{
log𝐿 > 6 × 105

10−5 × 𝑅 ×
√
𝐿 > 1 𝑅⊙𝐿

1/2
⊙

(2)

With log as a logarithm base 10, 𝐿 stellar luminosity in L⊙ and
𝑅 stellar radius in R⊙ .To calculate the mass accretion from stellar
winds we use the approximation from Boffin & Jorissen (1988) of
the Bondi & Hoyle (1944) model (for more information see Belczyn-
ski et al. 2008). The adopted prescription for the accretion onto a
CO both during a stable RLOF event or from stellar winds is based
on the approximations from King et al. (2001). We use 50 per cent
non-conservative RLOF for non-degenerate accretors, with a frac-
tion of accreted donor mass 𝑓a = 0.5 and the remaining mass (1 − 𝑓a)
being dispersed in the binary surroundings with a consequent loss
of orbital angular momentum (Belczynski et al. 2008). In order to
determine the potential instability of a RLOF event (and therefore a
CE phase) we adopt the diagnostic diagram described in Belczynski
et al. (2008). To treat CE events we use the Alpha-lambda prescrip-
tion from Webbink (1984), with 𝛼𝐶𝐸 = 1. We obtain the 𝜆 value in
StarTrack from the so-called Nanjing 𝜆 procedure (Dominik et al.
2012), which comes from the Xu & Li (2010) models. We assume
that systems with a Hertzsprung gap (HG) donor merge during the
CE phase (Belczynski et al. 2007). This is due to the fact that in
StarTrack the HG phase begins at the end of the MS and it rep-
resents a period of huge expansion for the star. At the beginning
of the RLOF phase these donors are often only partially expanded
post-MS stars and it is not therefore clear if they already have a
well-separated core-envelope structure. We adopt the weak pulsation
pair-instability supernovae and pair-instability supernovae formula-
tion from Woosley (2017) & Belczynski et al. (2016), which limits
the mass spectrum of single BHs to 50 M⊙ . We also use a delayed
supernova engine (Fryer et al. 2012; Belczynski et al. 2012), which
affects the birth mass of NSs and BHs so that it allows for the for-
mation of compact objects within the first mass gap (∼ 2 - 5 M⊙),
with the assumption that anything beyond 2.5 M⊙ is a BH and there-
fore everything below is a NS (Horvath et al. 2020). The metallicity
dependence of many Hurley et al. (2000) formulae is expressed as
𝜁 = log(Z / 0.02), which represents a normalisation of metallicity 𝑍

over solar metallicity 𝑍⊙ , which was set at 0.02 . In our simulations
we keep solar metallicity at 𝑍⊙ = 0.02 (Grevesse & Sauval 1998)
and we set a Maxwellian distribution of natal kicks of 𝜎 = 265 km
𝑠−1(Hobbs et al. 2005), lowered by fallback during the core-collapse
(Fryer et al. 2012) by multiplying it with a fallback factor 𝑓𝑏 ∈ (0;
1). In order to compare the maximum stellar expansion from our
default StarTrack prescription with the simulations from the other
presented models, we simulate a population of stars with 𝑀ZAMS
between 18 and 150 M⊙ at 𝑍 = 0.1 𝑍⊙ = 0.002 . The results of these
simulations are shown Figure 1.

2.2 Model 2 – METISSE-BoOST

We use the METISSE interpolated models from the BoOST (Szécsi
et al. 2022) project. Following Agrawal et al. (2020), we use the
’dwarfA’ set with metallicity, 𝑍 = 0.00105. The models have been
computed using the Bonn Code (Heger et al. 2000; Brott et al. 2011)
from ZAMS till the end of CHeB. However, the models of massive
stars develop numerical instabilities that inhibit computing their evo-
lution after a certain point in 1D stellar evolution codes (Agrawal
et al. 2022). For such models, the remainder of their evolution has
been approximated in post-processing (with the so-called "direct
extension method" Szécsi et al. 2022). The models also include a
small amount of rotation (at 100 km s−1). Further input parameters
are described in Szécsi et al. (2022). The models were fed into the
METISSE interpolator to create a set of 100 interpolated tracks uni-
formly distributed in mass between 9 and 100 M⊙ . Although the
initial metallicity differing from what has been used in Model 3 and
Model 4, it still falls in the range at which SSE/StarTrack predict
the highest radii (for more information look at Sec. 3.1).

2.3 Model 3 – METISSE-MESA

These models were computed using the version 11701 of MESA from
pre-MS to the end of core carbon burning (𝑋𝑐 ≤ 10−4) , for metal-
licity 𝑍 = 0.00142. In computing these models, mass-loss rates from
Glebbeek et al. (2009) and mixing parameters from Choi et al. (2016)
have been used. The models do not include rotation. To account for
eruptive mass loss at super-Eddington luminosity an additional mass
loss from super-Eddington wind scheme of MESA reduced by a fac-
tor of 10 has been employed whenever stellar luminosity exceeded
1.1 times the mass-weighted average of Eddington luminosity. The
convection is modelled following the mixing length theory (Böhm-
Vitense 1958), which is a 1D approximation of the radial motion of
blobs of gas over a radial distance that corresponds to the mixing
length l𝑚, after which they dissolve in their surroundings and either
release or absorb heat depending on whether the motion was upwards
or downwards. In this case the mixing length parameter implemented
in MESA has been kept at 𝑙𝑚 = 1.82 . To suppress the numerical in-
stabilities in massive stars, MLT++ (Paxton et al. 2013) scheme of
MESA has also been used, which is a treatment for convection that
reduces the temperature gradient and therefore the superadiabaticity
in some radiative envelope layers of massive stars, so that the sim-
ulation time-steps in MESA do not get extremely small. This in turn
means that the stellar effective temperature increases (Klencki et al.
2020) without altering the actual stellar luminosity, which leads to
an inhibition of the stellar radial expansion. Other physical inputs are
the same as described in Agrawal et al. (2021). Following Agrawal
et al. (2020), the MESA models were interpolated with METISSE to
create a distribution of stellar tracks, similar to Model 2.

2.4 Models 4a and 4b – MESA

For these simulations we used the version 15140 of MESA to develop
a set of stellar tracks from 18 to 100 M⊙ at ZAMS that could give
the lowest possible maximum stellar radii while still having realistic
input physics. For Model 4a these simulations were initialised with
the MLT++ physics to artificially reduce the stellar radii during
the giant phase, while for Model 4b the MLT++ module was
turned off. This is the only difference between the two models. The
input physics has been chosen to enhance the mixing of chemical
components inside the various shells of a star (core included), which
in turn affects the nuclear reactions and the radial evolution of the
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object. We adopted the Ledoux criterion for the determination of the
convective boundaries (Ledoux 1947). The metallicity has been set
at 𝑍= 0.00142 to be consistent with Model 3.

The core overshooting leads a star during its MS lifetime to
mix the layers above the convective core, therefore increasing the
stellar MS lifetime due to a replenishment of the hydrogen reservoirs
in the core and in turn rising the nuclear timescale. In our models we
adopt the step-overshooting approach, whose representing parameter
representing is 𝛼𝑜𝑣 , which represents the fraction of the pressure
scale height 𝑋p by which convective eddies keep travelling up to a
distance 𝑙𝑜𝑣 beyond the convective core boundary (Higgins & Vink
2019). We set a value of 𝛼𝑜𝑣 = 0.5 for our simulations. Our choice
for this unusually high value for step-overshooting is motivated by
the calibrations of Higgins & Vink (2019) on HD 166734 and by the
3D hydrodynamics simulations from Scott et al. (2021). In Gilkis
et al. (2021) values up to 1.2 were also explored for ZAMS masses
up to ∼ 200 M⊙ .

Semiconvection is defined as the mixing in regions that are
unstable to the Schwarzschild criterion for convention, but stable to
the Ledoux one. This means semiconvective zones are defined as
regions where the molecular composition gradient is higher than
the temperature gradient, which is in turn higher than the adiabatic
one. As described in Paxton et al. (2013), these regions experience
mixing through a time-dependent diffusive process. After the end of
core hydrogen burning, the following contraction phase of massive
stars leads them to ignite the hydrogen in a shell. Due to this reason
the deep hydrogen envelope forms semiconvective regions inside of
it. In this context the diffusion coefficient is directly proportional to
the factor 𝛼𝑠𝑐 , which is a dimensionless parameter that describes
the mixing efficiency. Schootemeĳer et al. (2019) has shown that
for non-rotating models the value of 𝛼𝑠𝑐 could be realistically
up to 300, which we chose for our simulations. This impact on
internal mixing is however reduced in case of a very efficient core
overshooting, since if a considerable part of the stellar hydrogen
reservoirs is dragged inside the stellar core during the MS due to
efficient mixing, it will be harder for semiconvective regions of
localised hydrogen burning to form during the core He burning
phase (Schootemeĳer et al. 2019). With very low or null values
of overshooting semiconvective regions can already form during
the MS phase. As we expected, from our checks we found that
semiconvection did not have an important role in the simulations,
considering the adopted 𝛼𝑜𝑣 .

The wind prescription that was adopted in our MESA simula-
tions is the so-called Dutch wind prescription (Glebbeek et al.
2009), which uses different wind models depending on the effective
temperature 𝑇eff and the surface hydrogen abundance 𝐻sur (in terms
of the fraction of hydrogen on the stellar surface). As shown in
Table 1, if 𝑇eff < 104 K the de Jager et al. (1988) model is used
regardless of the hydrogen surface abundance. When 𝑇eff > 104

K, instead, the Dutch prescription either adopts the Nugis &
Lamers (2000) model (𝐻sur < 0.4), or the Vink et al. (2001) model
(𝐻sur > 0.4).

The de Jager et al. (1988) winds are described by the following
equation:

log( ¤𝑀) = 1.769 log
(
𝐿

L⊙

)
− 1.676 log(𝑇eff) − 8.158 (3)

where ¤𝑀 is in M⊙𝑦𝑟−1. The wind mass loss for Wolf-Rayet stars

Table 1. Dutch Stellar Winds prescription in MESA.

𝑇eff < 104 K 𝑇eff ≥ 104 K

– de Jager et al. (1988) –
𝑋sur < 0.4 – Nugis & Lamers (2000)
𝑋sur ≥ 0.4 – Vink et al. (2001)

Figure 1. Maximum radii of massive stars as a function of their initial metal-
licity from standard StarTrack simulations. Each line corresponds to a
different ZAMS mass between 10 and 100 M⊙ . The vertical lines correspond
to the original stellar set of models from Pols et al. 1998 from which the an-
alytic Hurley et al. 2000 formulae were fitted. Artefacts due to extrapolation
and interpolation of the original evolutionary equations could be the cause
for the absence of a quasi-linear relation between 𝑅MAX and metallicity.

follows instead the Nugis & Lamers (2000) model:

¤𝑀 = 10−11
(
𝐿

L⊙

)1.29
𝑌1.7√𝑍 (4)

where Y is the He surface abundance and Z the metallicity.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Dependence of the maximum radius on mass and
metallicity

In Figure 1 we show the dependence of the maximum stellar radius
on 𝑀ZAMS and metallicity, as simulated with StarTrack. Each line
represents a different ZAMS mass: 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 and 100 M⊙ .
The vertical grey lines show the initial metallicities of the simulations
from Pols et al. (1998), upon which the models from Hurley et al.
(2000) were built: 0.0001, 0.0003, 0.001, 0.004, 0.01, 0.02, 0.03 .

In general the stellar radius is dependent on the ZAMS mass and
on the initial metallicity of the object. On the other hand stellar winds
are proportional to metallicity and therefore may significantly reduce
the mass and the radius of a star. In Hurley et al. (2000) formulae, as
implemented in the StarTrack code, the maximum radial expansion
always peaks at around 𝑍= 0.002 . It must be pointed out that the
results around this metallicity are just interpolations from the Hurley
et al. (2000) fits of the stellar set of models from Pols et al. (1998).
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Figure 2. Maximum radii of massive stars as a function of their initial metal-
licity from our Model 4b MESA simulations. Each line corresponds to a dif-
ferent ZAMS mass between 10 and 100 M⊙ . 𝑅MAX almost linearly increases
as a function of metallicity due to increased opacity levels.

The maximum radius peak could therefore be only an artefact. Also,
the evolution of any star with a ZAMS mass beyond 50 M⊙ is an
extrapolation of the formulae, since they were only fit for stars up to
that initial mass. Likewise, the stellar set of models from Pols et al.
(1998) was computed for ZAMS masses between 0.5 and 50 M⊙
with a spacing of ∼ 0.1 in log𝑀 , which means that for any other ini-
tial mass within that range the stellar evolution is also interpolated.
Such an interpretation could be strengthened by our Model 4b MESA
simulations (see Sec. 2.4) shown in Figure 2, which we repeat is the
model that doesn’t adopt the MLT++ scheme to treat superadiabatic
radiative envelopes layers of massive stars. The line for 100 M⊙ stops
at a metallicity of 0.004 because beyond that point with our MESA
setup the simulations reach a timestep limit that makes it impossi-
ble to get past the main sequence. In these MESA calculations the
maximum stellar radius almost always increases with metallicity for
stars below 40 M⊙ . For the most massive stellar tracks the maximum
radius increases less steeply as a function of metallicity if compared
to lower mass stars. This is a result of an increased internal mix-
ing for massive stars that reduces the mass of the H-rich envelope
limiting the radial expansion beyond main sequence. Additionally,
for larger metallicities stellar winds become strong enough to help
effectively remove the H-rich envelope and further reduce stellar ex-
pansion (see the large decrease in radius for the 𝑀ZAMS = 40 M⊙ and
𝑀ZAMS = 50 M⊙ models around 𝑍 = 0.02). For 30 M⊙ at 𝑍 = 0.02
and 40 M⊙ at 𝑍 = 0.025, we take 𝑅MAX before the radial behaviour
of models is dominated by numerical noise due to proximity to the
Eddington limit. This was shown in Sec. 7.2 of Paxton et al. (2013) to
be a well-known issue for detailed simulations of massive and high-
metallicity post-MS stars. Since the numerical difficulties occur in
the red supergiant stage and typically only after the star has began
moving leftwards in the HR diagram (i.e. contracting), we deem that
taking their radii just before that time as their maximum expansion
is an optimal approximation, considering also that the loosely bound
envelopes lead to drastic mass loss events that keep the stars from
further expanding. It is important to highlight that, on the contrary
to our StarTrack simulations, our detailed simulations do not show

Table 2. Fitted METISSE-MESA formulae

𝑀ZAMS [M⊙] log𝑅MAX,3 =

18-20 log𝑅MAX,2
20-40 log𝑅MAX,2(20 M⊙)+0.0002𝑀ZAMS
40-45 (-9𝑀ZAMS+510)/50
45-52 (-𝑀ZAMS+321)/20
52-71 (3𝑀ZAMS+47)/100
71-100 (2𝑀ZAMS+612)/290
≥100 2.8

𝑅MAX peaking at 𝑍= 0.002 (or at any other initial metallicity) for
every 𝑀ZAMS.

3.2 Models fit

For all the models we fitted a logarithmic behaviour for 𝑅MAX [R⊙]
as a function of 𝑀ZAMS [M⊙]. The following formulae are labelled as
log𝑅MAX,1, log𝑅MAX,2, log𝑅MAX,3, log𝑅MAX,4a and log𝑅MAX,4b
to indicate which model they were fit from. For 𝑀ZAMS<18 M⊙ the
maximum radius has not been constrained by the following formulae
and the stars evolve according to our standard evolutionary prescrip-
tion. For Model 1 we retrieved the following logarithmic equation:

log𝑅MAX,1 = 0.1 × log(3177.1𝑀ZAMS) + 0.006𝑀ZAMS + 2.8 (5)

It must be stressed that we do not use Model 1 to constrain the
maximum stellar radius, since this already represents our default
prescription. This formula was added as a further comparison with
the other models.

For Model 2, we fitted the following logarithmic relation for
𝑅MAX:

log𝑅MAX,2 = 1.358 × log(2.712 × 10−13𝑀ZAMS)

− 6.536 × 10−3𝑀ZAMS + 18.443 (6)

For ZAMS masses higher than 100 M⊙ the maximum radius is
set at 𝑅MAX,2(100 M⊙) ∼ 2752 R⊙ .

Considering the behaviour of the METISSE-MESA simulations
in Model 3, we divided the simulation results into 𝑀ZAMS bins and
fitted each segment separately. The results of our fits can be found in
Table 2. Every star with a ZAMS mass beyond 100 M⊙ is by default
set at 𝑅MAX,3(100 M⊙) ∼ 631 R⊙ .

𝑅MAX for our MESA simulations in Model 4a is described as:

log𝑅MAX,4a = −11.591 × log(2.4341𝑀ZAMS) + 0.329𝑀ZAMS

− 3.183𝑀2
ZAMS × 10−3 + 1.197𝑀3

ZAMS × 10−5 + 17.037 (7)

Since the relation is only valid for ZAMS masses between 18
and 100 M⊙ , therefore for stars beyond the upper limit we set
𝑅MAX,4a(𝑀ZAMS > 100 M⊙) = 𝑅MAX,4a(100 M⊙) ∼ 322 R⊙ .

Finally, for our Model 4b we fitted this behaviour for ZAMS
masses between 18 and 100 M⊙ :

log𝑅MAX,4b = 1.143 × log(2.767 × 102𝑀ZAMS)

− 5.825 × 10−3𝑀ZAMS − 1.129 (8)

For more massive stars 𝑅MAX,4b(𝑀ZAMS > 100 M⊙) =
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𝑅MAX,4b(100 M⊙) ∼ 2332 R⊙ . Despite the two models were taken
from different evolutionary codes, Model 2 and Model 4b predict
similar logarithmic behaviours of the maximum expansion as a
function of 𝑀ZAMS. For 𝑀ZAMS > 100 M⊙ , 𝑅MAX,2 and 𝑅MAX,4b
differ of a factor ∼1.2 .

In Figure 3 we plotted the maximum radius that stars can reach
during their whole lifetime as a function of their ZAMS masses.
The solid lines represent log𝑅MAX,1, log𝑅MAX,2, log𝑅MAX,3,
log𝑅MAX,4a and log𝑅MAX,4b as a function of 𝑀ZAMS, while the
dots are the data points that have been used to fit the logarithmic
equations (they are the same colour of their respective model line).
If the radial evolution for stars with a 𝑀ZAMS ≥ 18 M⊙ is simulated
with our standard Model 1 prescription, it can reach a maximum
value between 2×103 and 3.6×104 R⊙ . The differences in terms of
𝑅MAX depend on 𝑀ZAMS and they increase with increasing initial
masses. For low initial masses (𝑀ZAMS ≲ 40 M⊙) the detailed
models give maximum radii smaller by a factor of ∼2 (Model 2), ∼3
(Model 3), ∼5 (Model 4a) and ∼3 (Model 4b) than the ones from
Hurley et al. (2000) formulae (Model 1). For high initial masses
(𝑀ZAMS ≳ 100 M⊙) the detailed models give maximum radii
smaller by a factor of ∼7 (Model 2), ∼30 (Model 3), ∼60 (Model
4a), ∼8 (Model 4b). It must be highlighted that Model 2 and Model
4b, which were built from different evolutionary codes (BoOST and
MESA), without any prior calibration to make them produce similar
results, predict similar trends of maximum radial evolution as a
function of ZAMS mass. We also show in this plot 𝑅min,HD , which
is the minimum radial expansion as a function of 𝑀ZAMS at which
our simulated stars cross the Humphrey-Davidson limit (defined in
Eq. 2) according to Model 1. The lowest 𝑀ZAMS in our sets at which
a stellar track crosses the HD limit is ∼40 M⊙ , hence the starting
point for the 𝑅min,HD line on the left hand side of Fig. 3.

As a sanity check we also compared the 𝑅MAX in our models with
all the Red, Yellow and Blue Supergiants (respectively RSGs, YSGs,
and BSGs) in the Small Magellanic Cloud (SMC, Figure 5), with
a particular focus on the coolest and most luminous supergiants.
We use the same compilation of objects as Gilkis et al. (2021).
The sample includes all known cool supergiants with estimated
luminosities of log 𝐿 > 4.7 [ erg s−1] and effective temperatures
smaller than 𝑇eff < 12 500 K, which probes the horizontal edge of
the Humphreys-Davidson limit (Humphreys & Davidson 1979).
The catalogue compiles RSGs and YSGs from Davies et al. (2018),
Neugent et al. (2010), and BSGs that are found from Gaia DR2
(Gaia Collaboration 2018) using colour-𝑇eff calibrations from Evans
& Howarth (2003) or derived properties from Dufton et al. (2000).
The sample was cleaned from non-SMC contaminants using proper
motion and parallax criteria. The total list comprises 179 stars: 140
RSGs, 7 YSGs, and 32 cool BSGs. We refer to Gilkis et al. (2021)
for more details.

To retrieve the radial extension of the supergiants in our sam-
ple, we used the Stefan–Boltzmann law:

𝐿

𝐿⊙
=

(
𝑇

𝑇⊙

)4 (
𝑅

𝑅⊙

)2
(9)

The largest star known in the SMC is Dachs SMC 1-4, a RSG
with a radius of ∼ 1300 R⊙ , a luminosity of log(𝐿/L⊙) = 5.55 and
log(𝑇eff [K]) = 3.59. With the MESA setup from Model 4b, an initial
metallicity of at 𝑍 = 0.008, we tested different 𝑀ZAMS values to
check with which evolutionary track we could get the same position
of Dachs SMC 1-4 in the H-R diagram. We found an ideal candidate

in a star of 𝑀ZAMS = 32 M⊙ , with log(𝑇eff) ∼ 3.60, log(𝐿/L⊙) ∼
5.55 and 𝑅 ∼ 1260 R⊙ . The grey dashed lines represent where, for a
specific luminosity and effective temperature, a star has a radius of
10, 100, 500 and 1000 R⊙ . Also KY Cygni, one of the largest stars in
the Milky Way, has been used for this comparison, since it can even go
beyond the expansion of Dachs SMC 1-4 and it has been estimated
to be ∼ 1500 R⊙ large (Levesque et al. 2005), with log(𝐿/L⊙) =
5.43 and log(𝑇eff) = 3.54 (Dorn-Wallenstein et al. 2020). Like in
the case with Dachs SMC 1-4, we used the same setup to find an
evolutionary track that could match KY Cygni in the H-R diagram,
but at a metallicity of 0.0142 (solar metallicity). With log(𝑇eff) =
3.53, log(𝐿/L⊙) = 5.44 and 𝑅 = 1500.44 R⊙ we found an optimal
candidate in a star of 𝑀ZAMS = 30 M⊙ . The HR position of both stars
and their respective simulated tracks are shown in Fig. 4. The KY
Cygni and the Dachs SMC 1-4 radii as a function of their estimated
ZAMS masses are shown in Fig. 3.

As a reference for the 𝑅MAX prescriptions, we show the estimated
radii of Dachs SMC 1-4 and KY Cygni from the literature, in order
to test if our models could underestimate the real radial expansion
of stars. This comparison shows that Model 1, Model 2 and Model
4b can reproduce radii that are high enough to be compatible with
the given observational constraints, while Model 3 and Model 4a
can reach at most 1050 R⊙ . It must be pointed out that our 𝑅MAX
prescriptions are only as a function of 𝑀ZAMS: they do not take
into account any other factor like metallicity or the assumed mix-
ing length. Estimations of RSGs radii must also be taken with a
grain of salt, considering the margins of error that come along their
luminosities and effective temperatures.

3.3 Estimated LVK local merger rate densities

In Table 3 we compare the merger rate densities as reported by the
LVK collaboration for a fiducial redshift of 𝑧 ∼ 0.2 with the ones we
calculated for the same redshift range.

Model 2, whose 𝑅MAX as a function of 𝑀ZAMS is between 2
and 7 times smaller than what is obtained from Model 1, differs only
by 3 per cent from the standard prescription in terms of BH-BH
merger rate density. We explain that this is due to the fact that the rate
of RLOF events for BH-BH merger progenitors remains unaltered
from Model 1, since the simulated stars in BH-BH progenitors
overflow their Roche lobe before reaching their respective 𝑅MAX
(for more details see Sec. 3.5).

Model 3, which predicts maximum radii between 3 to 30
times smaller than Model 1, does show a decrease of the BH-BH
merger rate density of ∼30 per cent, with an increase of ∼25 per cent
in the BH-NS merger rate density and the same NS-NS merger rate
density (within the numerical variability of population synthesis
estimations) of Model 1. This is due to the fact that with this model
more stars in BH-BH merger progenitors reach their 𝑅MAX before
overfilling their Roche lobe. For BH-NS progenitors, instead, many
RLOF events that bring a close binary to an early merger event are
not initialised in the first place, which brings to a higher survival
rate for binaries and in turn to an increase in the number of BH-NS
mergers.

Model 4a, which gives the smallest values of 𝑅MAX for ZAMS
masses below ∼ 40 M⊙ and above ∼ 85 M⊙ , shows a decrease from
Model 1 in the merger rate densities for all the channels. The BH-BH
merger rate density is 18.7 Gpc−3yr−1, which is the lowest one
among our models. In this scenario the BH-BH merger rate density
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Figure 3. Maximum stellar radii as a function of 𝑀ZAMS for each presented model. We show the maximum stellar radii obtained with the Hurley et al. 2000
rapid evolutionary formulae used in many codes (e.g. StarTrack, COMPAS, MOCCA), and the ones obtained from Models 2, 3, 4a and 4b. The dots are the data
points from the estimates from StarTrack (Model 1) or detailed calculations (Model 2, 3, 4a, 4b). They are the same colour of the lines representing the 𝑅MAX
prescriptions. As a reference we show the radius of KY Cygni (∼ 1500 R⊙ , for 𝑀ZAMS = 30 M⊙) and Small Magellanic Cloud Dachs 1-4 (∼ 1300 R⊙ 𝑀ZAMS
= 32 M⊙ ; see Sec. 3.2 for details). We also show with the dotted line the minimum radial expansion as a function of 𝑀ZAMS that a star must reach to cross the
Humphrey-Davidson limit according to our simulations. With the partial exception of Model 3, all of the proposed 𝑅MAX models cross this limit by even orders
of magnitude. Maximum stellar radii for the same 𝑀ZAMS may differ by more than one order of magnitude depending on which code and input physics is used.

Figure 4. H-R diagram of two stars as simulated by our MESA setup from
Model 4b. As a reference we show the position of Dachs SMC 1-4 and KY
Cygni in terms of luminosity and effective temperature.

Figure 5. Estimated radii of RSGs, YSGs, and BSGs in the Small Magellanic
Cloud. The largest one is Dachs SMC 1-4 at ∼1300 R⊙ , as shown by the red
arrow.
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Table 3. Comparison between the LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA local (𝑧 ∼0.2) merger
rate densities (Abbott et al. 2021a,b) [Gpc−3yr−1] and the ones calculated
with our models within a redshift of 0.2. With the bold font we mark the model
for which BH-BH, BH-NS and NS-NS merger rate densities are within the
LVK 90 per cent margin of credibility.

Model BH-BH BH-NS NS-NS

LVK 17.9 - 44 7.8 - 140 10 - 1700

Model 1 68.1 15.6 158.9
Model 2 65.8 14.9 162.8
Model 3 46.6 19.7 157.7
Model 4a 18.7 9.5 100.4
Model 4b 65.6 22.9 160.8

show a decrease by a factor ∼3.5. The NS-NS and BH-NS merger
rate densities are respectively roughly 40 and 35 per cent lower than
the ones from Model 1. This shows that with this model the reduced
rate of initialisation of RLOF events is reducing the number of close
double compact objects that lead to mergers within a Hubble time,
rather than forming more close double compact objects due to a
reduced number of early mergers.

Finally, with the Model 4b prescription, we predict merger
rate densities for BH-BH and NS-NS binaries that are fully
compatible with both Model 1 and Model 2. The only exception
being the BH-NS merger rate density, which is the highest one
among the models.

With these results we show that our standard prescription
(Model 1) is as reliable in terms of double compact object merger
rate density estimates from isolated binary evolution as the other
models considered here, which predict a much more restrictive radial
evolution. This is motivated by the fact that 𝑅MAX in our prescription
was reduced sometimes more than one order of magnitude from
Model 1 and that the lowest BH-BH merger rate density estimation
(Model 4a) was roughly three times lower than the one from Model
1. This conclusion is also strengthened by the fact that, as previously
mentioned in Sec. 1, merger rate density estimations have a way
wider margin of variability than what has been shown in this study.

Other two important results to highlight are (i) most of the
RLOF events that lead to BH-BH mergers happen below the radial
maximum described by Model 4b (ii) for redshifts at 0.2 all our
models besides Model 4a estimate a BH-BH merger rate density
that is beyond the reported LVK 90 per cent credibility range. On
the other hand, considering the uncertainties in population synthesis
studies, slight variations in the input physics for Model 1, Model 2,
Model 3 and Model 4b in the isolated binary channel could make
their BH-BH merger rate estimations to fit in the LVK credibility
range (see e.g. Dominik et al. 2012).

3.4 Estimated BH-BH mass distribution

Fig. 6 shows our estimated merger rate density of BH-BH mergers
within a redshift 𝑧= 2 as a function of the total binary mass, the mass
of the primary/more massive BH, and the mass of the secondary/less
massive BH for all the models described in Sec. 2 .

Model 2 and Model 4b do not alter the estimates of the mass
distribution of BH-BH mergers within redshift z = 2 from our
standard setup (Model 1), despite the 𝑅MAX decrease. Model 3 and

Table 4. Estimated BH-BH merger rate densities [Gpc−3yr−1] for total masses
beyond 50 M⊙ for all our models.

redshift Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4a Model 4b

< 0.2 2.8 2.35 0.06 0.13 2.21
< 2 16.3 13.2 0.3 1.1 12.8

Model 4a, which are the ones with the smallest 𝑅MAX, still show
mass distributions peaked at 19 M⊙ (total mass), 15 M⊙ (primary
mass) and 4 M⊙ (secondary mass). Our estimates show that Model
3 and Model 4a 𝑅MAX prescriptions diverge the most (from Model
1 and each other) for a total BH mass higher than 50 M⊙ . This is
expected, since, as noticeable in Fig. 3, the differences between the
models in terms of 𝑅MAX grow in function of 𝑀ZAMS. None of our
models are therefore in agreement with the reported LVK BH-BH
mass distribution in Abbott et al. (2021a), where two peaks are
observed at primary masses of ∼10 M⊙ and ∼35 M⊙ .

Considering that beyond a total BH mass of 50 M⊙ the BH-
BH merger rate density differs of roughly one order of magnitude
between Models 1, 2 and 4b, and Models 3 and 4a, we show in
Table 4 how the same estimates from Table 3 can vary for the
BH-BH channel if only the mergers with a total mass > 50 M⊙ are
considered.

For this mass range there is a decrease of ∼ 16 per cent from
Model 1 to Models 2 and 4b for both z∼0.2 and z∼2. Since these
BH-BH progenitors are initially very massive stars that are in the
𝑀ZAMS range where the predicted 𝑅MAX differs the most between
the detailed models and Model 1. Model 3 predicts a BH-BH merger
rate density that is between∼ 45 (z∼0.2) and∼ 54 (z∼2) times smaller
than what is predicted with Model 1, and 2 times smaller than what
we estimate with Model 4a.

3.5 CE events and nature of the stellar envelope for BH-BH
merger progenitors

In this section we take an in-depth look at the nature of donor stars
in CE events that lead to the formation of BH-BH mergers in our
StarTrack simulations.

According to Klencki et al. (2020, 2021) and Marchant et al.
(2021), CE events initiated by stars without a deep outer convective
envelope lead to stellar mergers rather than successful CE ejections.
Gallegos-Garcia et al. (2021) also showed that population synthesis
models can overestimate the number of CE survival rates and un-
derestimate merger times, if compared to detailed binary evolution.
From this starting point we used Model 4b to check the nature of
the stellar envelope of massive stars. In our methodology we define
a deep convective envelope as an envelope that has at least 10 per
cent of its mass in the outer convective zone (if any). Note that our
MESA simulations are limited to the 0.1 Z⊙ metallicity, but the radius
above which a star develops an outer convective envelope may
depend slightly on metallicity (Klencki et al. 2020). As a comparison
we also did the same simulations with our StarTrack setup for
metallicities of Z= 0.1 Z⊙ and Z= 0.01 Z⊙ for a 𝑀ZAMS range up to
150 M⊙3. For StarTrack the CE survival conditions are described

3 Due to a potential extrapolation artefact in StarTrack, we report a
metallicity-dependent maximum mass beyond which no donor star, according
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Figure 6. BH-BH mass distribution for mergers within redshift 𝑧= 2. The plot on the top represents the merger rate density as a function of the total BH-BH
mass. The one in the middle the mass distribution for the primary (i.e. the most massive) BH, while the plot on the bottom shows the mass distribution of the
secondary BH. Similarly to Fig. 3 each model is described with a different line.

in Belczynski et al. (2008). We define the Interaction Radius (𝑅Int)
and Interaction Mass (𝑀Int) as the stellar radius and mass at which
a donor star in a binary overflows its Roche lobe and initiates a mass
transfer event. Both of them are in solar units. We show the results in
Fig. 7, where the 2D histograms in the background represent the 𝑅Int
and either 𝑀Int (left) or 𝑀ZAMS (right) distribution for CE events
that lead massive binaries to form BH-BH systems with a merger
time within the age of the Universe, according to our Model 1
simulations. In the left plot the red dashed area shows the conditions
at which there is a deep convective envelope for a given stellar
radius and mass as predicted from our MESA simulations, while the
dotted teal and circled pink areas show instead the parameter space
at which the CE survival is possible based on the assumption made
in StarTrack, for respectively Z= 0.1 Z⊙ and Z= 0.01 Z⊙ . In the
right plot we show the 𝑅MAX prescriptions from Model 2, Model
3, Model 4a, and Model 4b, and the average StarTrack 𝑅Int as a
function of 𝑀ZAMS.

to our default CE survival prescription, survives a CE phase. For Z= 0.1 Z⊙
this threshold mass is ∼ 95 M⊙ , while for Z= 0.01 Z⊙ this value increases to
∼ 135 M⊙ .

The StarTrack average 𝑅Int, as shown by the pink line in the
right plot from Figure 7, follows the following relation:

𝑅Int = 4.488𝑀3
ZAMS × 10−3 − 0.881𝑀2

ZAMS + 73.556𝑀ZAMS

− 1070.186 (10)

In Model 1, of all the CE events leading to BH-BH mergers,
only ∼1 per cent are initiated by donors that would have an outer
convective envelope according to our MESA simulations. From this
comparison it is already evident that detailed modelling gives much
more restrictive boundaries for CE survival. This means that, if the
donor star does indeed need a convective envelope for the binary to
survive the CE phase, many of the CE events simulated with our
standard prescription that lead a binary to evolve into a BH-BH
system, would lead instead merge with the CE. This in turn means
that our CE prescription might overestimate the merger rate densities
from Table 3 and Table 4.

In the right panel of Fig. 7 we compare 𝑅MAX from the dif-
ferent models with the distribution of 𝑅Int in CE events leading to
BH-BH mergers. As expected and already illustrated in the plot on
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Figure 7. 2D histogram showing how often the CE events happen as a function of 𝑅Int with 𝑀Int (left panel) and 𝑀ZAMS (right panel) for binaries that evolve
into BH-BH with a merger time withing the age of the Universe. Both plots were rescaled to include only the CE events with 𝑅Int < 3000 R⊙ . On the left plot the
red dashed area shows where stars below 100 M⊙ get a convective envelope according to our MESA simulations, while the dotted teal and pink areas show how
our StarTrack prescription defines CE survival for respectively Z = 0.1 Z⊙ and Z = 0.01 Z⊙ . On the right plot the orange lines show the 𝑅MAX as a function of
𝑀ZAMS from our Model 2, Model 3, Model 4a and Model 4b simulations, while the pink line represents the average 𝑅Int values as a function of 𝑀ZAMS (Eq.
10).

the right of Fig. 7, the vast majority of the 𝑅Int for CE events (∼ 97
per cent) falls below our Model 4b maximum radius limit, which
explains the absence of any substantial difference for BH-BH merger
rate density predictions between Model 1, Model 2, and Model
4b. This number decreases to ∼ 83 per cent if we consider only
𝑀ZAMS > 50 M⊙ . For this considered mass range, only ∼ 1 and 18
per cent of the stars in BH-BH progenitor binaries for respectively
Model 3 and Model 4a would be large enough to initiate a CE
phase. This explains why the differences in terms of merger rate
densities for BH-BH total masses > 50 M⊙ , as shown in Sec. 3.4,
are sharper than when we consider the whole mass spectrum. From
the comparison between Fig. 3 and the right panel on Fig. 7, we also
show that all donor stars with 𝑀ZAMS ≳40 M⊙ in BH-BH merger
progenitors that initiate a CE phase happen to be beyond the HD limit.

In Appendix A histograms of the 𝑅Int distributions for CE,
stable RLOF and all RLOF events for BH-BH merger progenitors
are provided.

4 CONCLUSIONS

In our study we analysed how the theoretical uncertainty on the
maximum expansion of massive stars (𝑀ZAMS > 18 M⊙) can affect
the evolution of isolated massive binaries and in turn the formation
of gravitational-wave sources.

We present five different models to describe the maximum
stellar radius (𝑅MAX) that massive stars reach throughout their
lifetime as a function of their initial mass. Model 1 represents our
default StarTrack prescription, which adopts the Hurley et al.
(2000) analytic formulae for stellar evolution. Model 2 was retrieved
from the METISSE-BoOST models (see Sec. 2.2) from Agrawal

et al. (2020). Model 3 is based on the the METISSE-MESA models
(Agrawal et al. 2020, Sec. 2.3), while Model 4a and Model 4b are
based on our sets of evolutionary models computed with MESA (Sec.
2.4). All the models and their respective predictions are shown in
Fig. 3 .

Models from 2 to 4b predict 𝑅MAX (𝑀ZAMS) that is smaller
than what is predicted by the analytic formulae from Hurley et al.
(2000) in Model 1, for some masses by even an order of magnitude.
These formulae were fit from a set of stellar evolution models (Pols
et al. 1998). These stellar tracks, when used in population studies for
gravitational wave sources, must be extrapolated for initial masses
higher than 50 M⊙ and interpolated for every metallicity that was
not considered in the original set of models. This leads to artefacts
that can alter our predictions of stellar and binary evolution. We
show in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 that the maximum radial expansion of
a star as a function of metallicity, as simulated by Hurley et al.
(2000) analytic formulae, does not reproduce what is expected by
our MESA simulations made with Model 4b, which is most apparent
for those initial metallicities and masses at which stellar evolution is
interpolated and/or extrapolated.

Given each of ours models for 𝑅MAX (𝑀ZAMS), we esti-
mated the merger rate density and BH mass distribution of double
compact object mergers, and compared them to the reported
LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA values (Abbott et al. 2021a,b). We find that
in Model 2 and Model 4b there is no significant change in the
estimated BH-BH merger rate density from our reference model
with the Hurley et al. (2000) prescription (see Table 3). For Model
3 and Model 4a, we show that the BH-BH merger rate changes at
most by a factor of ∼ 3. This is not an extreme deviation from our
reference model, since the merger rate density of double compact
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objects was shown to vary by even orders of magnitude between
different models and prescriptions (Mandel & Broekgaarden 2022).
By studying the merger rate distribution as a function of the total
BH-BH merger mass (for redshifts z < 2), as shown in Fig. 6,
we find no significant difference among the models for 𝑀tot < 50 M⊙ .

Looking at the most massive BH-BH mergers (𝑀tot > 50 M⊙),
Models 3 and Models 4a predict a much lower rate of events
compared to our reference model or to Models 2 and 4b (by factors
of ∼50 and ∼15, respectively, see Table 4). This is due to the
fact that in Model 3 stars with initial masses larger than 45 M⊙
never expand to become red supergiants, significantly limiting
the parameter space for binary interactions. In a similar but less
significant effect, in Model 4a a limited radial expansion arises due
to the use of MLT++ convection scheme in MESA (as discussed
in Chun et al. 2018; Klencki et al. 2020). This is of the utmost
importance since radial expansion is needed to initiate Roche lobe
overflow events and in turn producing merging double compact
objects in the isolated binary evolution channel (with the exception
of the chemically homogeneous evolution sub-channel, which is
not the subject of our study). We also showed that in any model
we presented the most massive binary BH mergers tend to form
from common envelope interactions initiated by donors from above
the Humphrey-Davidson limit. Since the evolution of massive stars
beyond this threshold is still uncertain, we cannot yet know if they
further expand under these conditions. We cannot therefore use this
fact to test the goodness of our models, but on the other hand we
argue that if stars didn’t actually expand beyond the Humphrey-
Davidson limit, our models would not be able to reproduce the bulk of
BH-BH mergers that the current gravitational wave telescopes detect.

We also conclude that despite the adoption of Hurley et al.
(2000) formulae in population studies of gravitational wave sources
potentially leads to an overestimation of the maximum expansion
of massive stars, this does not significantly alter the estimates of
merger rate densities in respect to modern detailed evolutionary
calculations of stellar radial expansion. This is due to the fact that
the vast majority of binary interactions, in the context of the models
explored here, occur before stars are able to expand close to their
(theoretically uncertain) maximum radius (see Sec. 3.5). BH-BH
merger total mass distribution for low masses (𝑀tot < 50 M⊙) does
not show any difference between the results that employ Hurley’s
radial expansion and the expansion adopted from various current
detailed stellar evolution models. For high total BH-BH merger
masses (𝑀tot > 50 M⊙) stellar models of massive stars with modest
expansion and most reasonable input physics (Models 2 and 4b)
also predict very similar mass distributions to the predictions based
on Hurley’s prescriptions (Model 1). However, models with more
restrictive stellar expansion (Models 3 and 4a) are significantly
different (they predict less massive BH-BH mergers) than other
updated detailed evolutionary models (Models 2 and 4b) or models
based on Hurley et al. (2000) prescriptions (Model 1). While there
are other factors that can alter the BH-BH merger mass distribution
(e.g. Stevenson et al. 2019; Belczynski 2020; Belczynski et al.
2020b; Mapelli et al. 2020; Vink et al. 2021; Belczynski et al. 2022a;
Belczynski et al. 2022b; Briel et al. 2022; Fryer et al. 2022; van Son
et al. 2022), we suggest that the study of BH-BH mergers beyond
a total mass of 50 M⊙ could help to better constrain the radial
evolution of massive stars. At the same time, our results illustrate
that the understanding of radial expansion of the most massive
stars and the origin of Humphreys-Davidson limit (Humphreys &
Davidson 1979; Davies et al. 2018; Gilkis et al. 2021; Sabhahit

et al. 2022) are of crucial importance for the formation of massive
BH-BH mergers via common envelope evolution.

Finally, we show in Fig. 7 that, when compared to detailed
evolutionary models, our standard prescription predicts mostly
common envelope events during which the donor star in BH-BH
merger progenitor binary possesses an outer radiative envelope. This
means that, according to Klencki et al. (2020, 2021) and Marchant
et al. (2021), our estimates for common envelope survival and
in turn BH-BH mergers could be overestimated. This conclusion
is further strengthened by the results from Gallegos-Garcia et al.
(2021), which show a significant overestimation of CE survival rates
in population synthesis models if compared with detailed ones.
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APPENDIX A: INTERACTION RADIUS DISTRIBUTION
FOR BH-BH MERGER PROGENITORS

The StarTrack average 𝑅Int for all types of RLOF events, as shown
by the pink line in the left plot from Figure A4, follows the following
relation:

𝑅Int = −3.1𝑀3
ZAMS×10−3+0.8𝑀2

ZAMS−58.4𝑀ZAMS−1495.6 (A1)

The average for only stable RLOF events, as shown by the pink
line in the left plot from Figure A4, is described by the following
equation:

𝑅Int = −2.9𝑀3
ZAMS×10−3+0.8𝑀2

ZAMS−54.4𝑀ZAMS−1317.7 (A2)

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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Figure A1. Distribution of the interaction radii for all RLOF events from our standard Model 1 simulations. The dashed vertical red line represents the median
value at ∼ 462 R⊙ , while the continuous vertical line represents a range of three standard deviations from the median.

Figure A2. Distribution of the interaction radii for CE events from our standard Model 1 simulations. The dashed vertical red line represents the median value
at ∼ 653 R⊙ , while the continuous vertical line represents a range of three standard deviations from the median.
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Figure A3. Distribution of the interaction radii for stable RLOF events from our standard Model 1 simulations. The dashed vertical red line represents the
median value at ∼ 324 R⊙ , while the continuous vertical line represents a range of three standard deviations from the median.

Figure A4. 2D histogram showing the distribution of all RLOF events (l.h.s. plot) and only stable RLOF events (r.h.s. plot) as a function of 𝑅Int and 𝑀ZAMS.
Both plots were rescaled to include only the events with 𝑅Int < 3000 R⊙ . The orange lines show 𝑅MAX as a function of 𝑀ZAMS for our Model 2, Model 3, Model
4a and Model 4b, while the pink line represents the average 𝑅Int values as a function of 𝑀ZAMS (Eq. A1 and A2).
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