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ABSTRACT

We carry out a numerical experiment of ejecting winds in a massive colliding wind binary system, and quantifying

the accretion onto the secondary star under different primary mass loss rates. We set a binary system comprising a

Luminous Blue Variable (LBV) as the primary and a Wolf-Rayet (WR) star as the secondary, and vary the mass loss

rate of the LBV to obtain different values of wind momentum ratio η. Our simulations include two sets of cases: one

where the stars are stationary, and one that includes the orbital motion. As η decreases the colliding wind structure

moves closer to the secondary. We find that for η . 0.05 the accretion threshold is reached and clumps which originate

by instabilities are accreted onto the secondary. For each value of η we calculate the mass accretion rate and identify

different regions in the Ṁacc – η diagram. For 0.001 . η . 0.05 the accretion is sub- Bondi-Hoyle-Lyttleton (BHL)

and the average accretion rate satisfies the power-law Ṁacc ∝ η−1.73 for static stars. The accretion is not continuous

but rather changes from sporadic to a larger duty cycle as η decreases. For η . 0.001 the accretion becomes continuous

in time and the accretion rate is BHL, up to a factor of 0.4–0.8. The simulations that include the orbital motion give

qualitatively similar results, with the steeper power law Ṁacc ∝ η−1.86 for the sub-BHL region and lower η as an

accretion threshold.

Key words: stars: massive — stars: mass-loss — stars: winds, outflows — (stars:) binaries: general — stars:

Wolf–Rayet — accretion, accretion discs

1 INTRODUCTION

The evolution of very massive stars is quite different from
that of low mass stars, and some parts of it are not yet fully
understood (e.g., Smartt 2009; Georgy et al. 2017; Farrell,
Groh, Meynet, & Eldridge 2022; Eldridge & Stanway 2022).
Massive stars involve physical processes that are rarely seen
in low mass stars, most notably strong winds and eruptive
outbursts (e.g., Heger et al. 2000; Kudritzki & Puls 2000;
Puls et al. 2008; Maeder 2009; Davidson & Humphreys 2012;
Vink 2015; Kashi et al. 2016). One of the quantities that is
identified with these stars is their high mass loss rate winds.
The wind gets more intense as the stars evolve off the main-
sequence (MS) (e.g., Langer 2012; Owocki 2015; Vink 2015).

Perhaps the most interesting phenomena observed in mas-
sive stars are related to the fact that most of them reside in
binary systems. Mason et al. (2009) found a companion frac-
tion of 75% for O-stars in Milky Way star clusters. Sana et al.
(2012) estimated that 70% of O stars have a companion close
enough that they will transfer mass during part of their evo-
lution, and that about a third of O stars have a companion so
close to the extent that they will merge. Massive stars interact
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with their companion star (which is in many cases a massive
star by itself) in a way that can affect both stars through
mass transfer, common envelope evolution, tidal forces that
exert mixing, and irradiation (e.g., Smith 2014; Eldridge et
al. 2015; De Marco & Izzard 2017; Eldridge 2017; Schrøder
et al. 2021; Zapartas et al. 2021). The result of these effects
is the alteration of the single star evolution scheme when a
close companion is present. Some evolutionary stages, most
notably the LBV and WR-star stages, are now thought to be
reached mainly through binary evolution with mass exchange
rather than through a single star channel (e.g., Eldridge et
al. 2008; Smith & Tombleson 2015; Mahy et al. 2022). It is
therefore important to give attention to binary interactions
when studying massive stars.

When a massive binary system has two stars that both
eject winds, the two winds collide and create a structure re-
ferred to as the colliding wind structure (CWS) (Stevens et
al. 1992; Usov 1992; Eichler & Usov 1993). These papers draw
the following geometric representation of the colliding winds
problem: The CWS is classically defined as an axis-symmetric
conical-like shape with increasing thickness further away from
its apex. Its hypothetical symmetry line if omitting the or-
bital motion is a line connecting the two stars, but in fact
no symmetry line exists when orbital motion is included as
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the CWS curves. Still, the apex in most cases is close to the
theoretical symmetry line. The CWS is divided by a contact
discontinuity with shock waves on both sides. The shocked
gas is assumed to flow away asymptotically along the sides of
the cone. Namely, in the classical case the shocked gas resides
between each of the two shocks and the contact discontinuity
(Usov 1992). This picture is true close to the stars, which is
the region we simulate and discuss here. Further away the
curved CWS can collide with itself and the shape looks dif-
ferent, in most cases resembling a spiral.

The main parameter that determines the shape of the con-
tact discontinuity is the momentum ratio of the two winds

η =
Ṁ2v2

Ṁ1v1

, (1)

where Ṁ2 and v2 are the mass loss rate and the velocity of the
wind of the secondary, and Ṁ1 and v1 are the same for the
primary. The primary is considered to be the star that has the
wind with the larger momentum; i.e. larger Ṁv. In WR–O
binary systems the WR is thus the primary, and in LBV–WR
the LBV is the primary. The structure can take a conical-like
shape or a spiral shape depending on the momentum ratio of
the winds and the ratio between the winds velocity and the
orbital velocity.

Typical values for the mass-loss rate for O-stars are
ṀO ∼ 10−10–10−5 M� yr−1 depending on their evolutionary
stage and their terminal velocity range is and v∞,O ∼ 50–
300 km s−1 (e.g., Pauldrach et al. 1986; Müller & Vink
2008; Marcolino et al. 2009; Vink 2015; Kobulnicky, Chick,
& Povich 2019). For WR stars, the ranges are ṀWR ∼ (0.8–
8) × 10−5 M� yr−1 and v∞,WR ∼ (1–5) × 103 km s−1 (e.g.,
Usov 1992; Crowther 2007; Puls et al. 2008). For LBVs the
mass loss rates are within ṀLBV ∼ 10−6–10−3 M� yr−1 dur-
ing quiescence and up to ∼ 1 M� yr−1 rate during giant
eruptions, and the terminal velocities range is v∞,LBV ∼ 100–
500 km s−1 (e.g., Leitherer 1997; Davidson & Humphreys
2012; Vink 2015; Weis & Bomans 2020).

For O-stars and WR-stars the wind is optically thick and
can maintain a steady-state, having the gas coupled to the ra-
diation by bound-bound opacity originated from a known set
of spectral lines (Puls et al. 2008; Owocki 2010; Smith 2014).
The mass loss fits well with the CAK line-driving model (Cas-
tor, Abbott, & Klein 1975). LBVs can lose mass via ordinary
line-driving while in quiescent phase, but can have strong
continuum driven super-Eddington eruptions (van Marle et
al. 2008, 2009; Quataert et al. 2016). Clumping can also play
a role and affect the mass loss rates of massive stars by a
factor of a few (Lépine & Moffat 1999; Nugis & Lamers 2000;
Puls et al. 2006; Oskinova et al. 2007; Sundqvist et al. 2010;
Hainich et al. 2014).

New massive colliding wind systems are being observed and
known ones monitored, and even those studied for many years
reveal interesting new findings. One recent example is the
prototype colliding wind binary WR 140, for which Zhekov
(2021) studied RXTE observations and found that a standard
colliding wind model with smooth winds does not match the
X-ray line profiles. They suggested that adding clumps to
the WR wind can solve the discrepancy, and concluded that
the clumps are efficiently dissolved in the colliding wind re-
gion when the stars are near apastron but not at periastron
(the system is highly eccentric e ≈ 0.9). Eatson et al. (2022)

found that the dust production of WR 140 depends on the
orbit with a higher rate close to periastron passage due to
formation of clumps by instabilities induced by cooling.

A few massive colliding wind systems were detected and
monitored outside of the galaxy, such as Melnick 34 (Pol-
lock et al. 2018; Tehrani et al. 2019), Melnick 33Na (Besten-
lehner et al. 2022) and V. R 144 (Shenar et al. 2021) in the
Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) 30 Doradus region. Williams
et al. (2021) observed the 2018 dust formation episode in
the WR star HD 38030 in the LMC, followed by detection
of absorption lines in the next years, indicating an O-star
companion in a colliding wind system. In the Small Magel-
lanic Cloud (SMC) the most notable colliding wind system is
HD 5980. This multiple system contains a 19.3 day eclipsing
binary system comprising an LBV primary, which has had
LBV eruptions, the most recent of which was in 1993–1994,
and possibly an earlier eruption in 1960, and a WR secondary
(Koenigsberger et al. 2014; Nazé et al. 2018; Hillier et al.
2019). Garofali et al. (2019) found N604-WRX, the first col-
liding wind binary in M33, composed of a WC4 star and an
O-star companion with a long period of ≈ 11 years.

If a massive star undergoes a core collapse SN in a col-
liding wind system it can have a different lightcurve than a
single star SN. Pejcha et al. (2022) calculated the theoret-
ically expected observational signature from such an event.
They modeled the SN explosion as it interacts with the CWS
and its influence on the shock powered light curve and flash
ionization signature, and derived the mass loss rate required
to exceed optical luminosities of normal Type IIp SN.

The colliding winds can be described analytically only
when they are adiabatic (Stevens et al. 1992; Usov 1992).
When radiative cooling is introduced, the flow develops in-
stabilities and loses its homogeneity. Orbital motion, even
in a circular orbit, which is not the case for many systems,
makes the CWS asymmetric and even wind around itself. It
is therefore natural to use numerical simulations to address
the colliding wind problem. The first 3D simulations of col-
liding winds were performed for γ2 Vel and WR 140 (Folini &
Walder 2000, 2002; Walder & Folini 2000, 2002, 2003). These
simulations showed the formation of the pinwheel structure
of the colliding winds, accounted for the variability obtained
in X-rays, and demonstrated the formation of instability and
clumping in the winds.

Accretion onto compact objects or point-sources that do
not have their own winds has been simulated in many stud-
ies first in 2D and later in 3D (e.g., Soker et al. 1986; Ishii et
al. 1993; Ruffert 1994; Nagae et al. 2004). Accretion against
wind is a more rare event and also more difficult to obtain in
simulations. Akashi et al. (2013) simulated the very massive
colliding wind binary η Car and found that dense clumps are
formed by instabilities in the shocked primary wind as the
winds collide. They also found that as these clumps flow to-
wards the secondary they cannot be decelerated by the ram
pressure of the secondary wind and hit the secondary. In
Kashi (2017) we studied accretion during periastron passage
in η Carinae. Using 3D hydrodynamic simulations we showed
that the smooth stellar winds collide and develop instabilities,
mainly the non-linear thin shell instability (NTSI;Vishniac
1994), and form filaments and clumps. Shortly before peri-
astron passage the dense filaments and clumps flow towards
the secondary as a result of its gravitational attraction, and
reach the zone where its wind is injected. In Kashi (2019)
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we studied four methods for treating accretion and the re-
sponse of the accretor to the incoming wind. In Kashi (2020)
we studied accretion in the binary system HD 166734 that
contains O7.5If primary and O9I(f) secondary. The orbital
period is P ' 34.5 days, the eccentricity is e ' 0.62 and the
wind momentum ratio is η ' 0.32. The winds were highly un-
stable as they were radiative from both sides, creating long
non-linear thin shell instability fingers. We obtained accre-
tion for a long duration of the orbital period, that sums up
to Ṁacc ' 1.3× 10−8 M� each cycle.

Though there are advanced numerical simulations studying
colliding winds, most of them are focused on one specific bi-
nary system with its particular conditions (properties of the
stars and winds, orbital parameters). There is no set of gen-
eral simulations that ran over a range of each of the param-
eters and isolated the influence of each physical effect. While
obtaining such a set requires a very large number of simula-
tions, focusing on specific links between parameters through
a limited set of simulations is a more reachable goal. In this
paper we show that this is possible through a sweep of spe-
cific parameters in a set of simulations. The parameter swept
here is the mass loss rate of the primary, which is a proxy
to the momentum ratio η. We change it in each simulation
while the rest of the parameters do not vary. We focus on the
influence of η on the accretion rate and properties onto the
companion.

Some of the early results reported in this paper were pre-
sented in Kashi & Michaelis (2021). In section 2 we describe
the numerical simulation. Our results are presented in section
3 and discussed in section 4. Our summary is given in section
5.

2 THE NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

We aim to test the effect of enhanced primary wind on the
amount of accreted gas onto the secondary. We neutralize the
effect of orbital motion, in order to isolate the effect of the
primary mass loss rate. The effect of enhancing the primary
mass loss rate is equivalent to decreasing the momentum ra-
tio.

We run the numerical experiment using the hydrodynamic
code FLASH, described in Fryxell et al. (2000). Our 3D
Cartesian grid extends over x = (−8, 8) AU, y = (−8, 8) AU
and z = (−4, 4) AU. The grid is centered around the sec-
ondary star, and the orbital plane is on the x–y plane. The
grid has 5 levels of refinement that are centered on the sec-
ondary. The largest cell has a side of ' 18 R� and the small-
est has a side of ' 1.1 R�. The apex of the colliding winds
has the second finest resolution, with cell sides of ' 2.2 R�.
With this configuration we have high resolution on the col-
liding winds close to their apex. To solve the hydrodynamic
equations we use the FLASH version of the split piece-wise
parabolic method (PPM) solver (Colella & Woodward 1984),
an extension of the Godunov method, which solves a Riemann
problem and allows resolving shocks. A multigroup diffusion
approximation is used for solving the radiative transfer equa-
tion and updating the energy. We also include radiative cool-
ing from Sutherland & Dopita (1993), which is necessary in
modeling colliding winds governed by instabilities. The tem-
perature is limited from below to 10 000 K.

We set up a stationary binary system with binary separa-

tion a = 6 AU which is within the range of known similar sys-
tems and fits within the grid to allow us to capture the CWS
as well as the downstream behind the secondary. The stellar
masses M1 = 80 M� and M2 = 20 M�, also typical values.
The effective temperature of the primary is Teff,1 = 20 000 K,
its radius is taken to be R1 = 100 R� and the luminosity is
L1 ' 1.4×106 L�. The secondary is hotter and smaller with
Teff,2 = 40 000 K, R2 = 20 R�, and L2 ' 9 × 105 L�. The
composition used for both stars is appropriate for an evolved
star with CNO-processed material and the He abundance is
50 percent. This composition is also used for calculating the
opacity, for which an OPAL model is used (Iglesias & Rogers
1996). The primary mass loss rate is Ṁ1 = 3×10−4 M� yr−1

for the fiducial case (Run 1) and its wind velocity has a ter-
minal value of v1,∞ = 500 km s−1 with radiative acceleration
corresponding to β = 1 (Pauldrach et al. 1986). These val-
ues are appropriate for an LBV star and its wind (e.g., Vink
2015). The interiors of the stars are not part of the simula-
tion. The gravitational field is modeled by two point sources
at the centers of both stars. The secondary mass loss rate is
Ṁ2 = 10−5 M� yr−1, and its wind velocity has a terminal
value v2,∞ = 3000 km s−1 with an acceleration parameter
β = 0.8. These values are appropriate for a WR star and its
wind (e.g., Pauldrach et al. 1986; Müller & Vink 2008; Vink
2015). The wind is ejected from a narrow shell around each
star. Both stars accelerate their winds according to a β-law.
In addition, radiation-transfer also takes place.

The momentum ratio for these parameters is

η =
Ṁ2v2,∞

Ṁ1v1,∞
= 0.2, (2)

but as the winds collide before reaching their terminal veloc-
ity, the effective momentum ratio is different and also varies
with location. Nevertheless, to remain consistent with the
common definition in the literature we cite the wind momen-
tum ratio as defined by equation (2). Figure 1 shows the test
case (that did not lead to accretion onto the secondary). Since
our simulation includes radiative cooling, the colliding wind
region develops instabilities along the shocked surfaces. The
place where the winds interact depends on η. For our fidu-
cial run at the apex the primary and secondary wind reaches
' 99% and ' 95% of their terminal velocity, respectively. At
other points on the CWS these values are even larger. For
the other simulations, as η decreases the intersection moves
towards the secondary and therefore the primary is at its
terminal velocity while the secondary is not.

At t = 68.5 days we increase the mass loss rate of the
primary to a larger value, as indicated in Table 1. The en-
hanced primary wind facing the secondary reaches the apex
at t ' 82.5 days. When it arrives at the colliding wind struc-
ture it disrupts its shape and induces stronger instabilities.
The instabilities create dense fingers that penetrate the col-
liding wind structure and face the secondary. Clumps and
filaments are formed due to the instabilities, primarily the
NTSI. The secondary gravity then pulls the clumps, con-
fronting the secondary wind that pushes them away. Depend-
ing on the dominant force, the clump might get accreted. We
quantify the accretion rate according to the method described
in (Kashi 2019).
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Table 1. A summary of simulations and results for our static simulations (with no orbital motion). For all simulations a = 6 AU,

M1 = 80 M�, M2 = 20 M�, v1,∞ = 500 km s−1, v2,∞ = 3000 km s−1 . Numbers in parenthesis indicate power of 10. Run 1 is the

fiducial run with primary mass loss rate Ṁ1,f = 3 × 10−4 M� yr−1 (accretion does not occur for the fiducial run). Runs 2–10 belong to

region (ii) and runs 11–14 to region (iii).

Parameter Run 1 Run 2 Run 3 Run 4 Run 5 Run 6 Run 7 Run 8 Run 9 Run 10

Ṁ1/Ṁ1,f 1 4 5 8 10 15 20 40 60 80

Ṁ1(M� yr−1) 3(-4) 1.2(-3) 1.5(-3) 2.4(-3) 3(-3) 4.5(-3) 6(-3) 0.012 0.018 0.024
η 0.2 0.05 0.04 0.025 0.02 0.0133 0.01 5(-3) 3.33(-3) 2.5(-3)

Ṁacc,av(M� yr−1) 0 6.1(-9) 1.4(-8) 1.9(-8) 4.9(-8) 6.7(-8) 1.5(-7) 4.2(-7) 9.4(-7) 1.1(-7)

Dacc 0 0.041 0.064 0.095 0.131 0.205 0.413 0.819 0.956 0.976

Parameter Run 11 Run 12 Run 13 Run 14

Ṁ1/Ṁ1,f 160 320 640 1280

Ṁ1(M� yr−1) 0.048 0.096 0.192 0.384

η 1.25(-3) 6.25(-4) 3.125(-4) 1.5625(-4)

Ṁacc,av(M� yr−1) 4.6(-6) 7.4(-6) 1.2(-5) 2.2(-5)

Dacc 1 1 1 1

Table 2. A summary of simulations and results for runs with orbital motion. The parameters are similar to Table 1 but the period is

P = 536.68(days) and the eccentricity is e = 0. Numbers in parenthesis indicate power of 10.

Parameter Run 1R Run 2R Run 3R Run 4R Run 5R Run 6R Run 7R Run 8R Run 9R Run 10R

Ṁ1/Ṁ1,f 1 4 5 8 10 15 20 40 60 80

Ṁ1(M� yr−1) 3(-4) 1.2(-3) 1.5(-3) 2.4(-3) 3(-3) 4.5(-3) 6(-3) 0.012 0.018 0.024

η 0.2 0.05 0.04 0.025 0.02 0.0133 0.01 5(-3) 5(-3) 2.5(-3)

Ṁacc,av(M� yr−1) 0 0 8.6(-9) 1.0(-8) 3.1(-8) 7.2(-8) 1.2(-7) 4.2(-7) 6.8(-7) 1.1(-6)

Dacc 0 0 0.051 0.075 0.124 0.153 0.254 0.520 0.798 0.855

Parameter Run 11R Run 12R Run 13R Run 14R

Ṁ1/Ṁ1,f 160 320 640 1280

Ṁ1(M� yr−1) 0.048 0.096 0.192 0.384
η 1.25(-3) 6.25(-4) 3.125(-4) 1.5625(-4)

Ṁacc,av(M� yr−1) 4.5(-6) 7.6(-6) 1.2(-5) 2.2(-5)
Dacc 1 1 1 1

3 RESULTS

We post-process every simulation to derive the quantities that
we discussed above. We obtain a post-processing output every
1/2 day, even though our data is calculated in time steps of a
few minutes. We started increasing the primary mass loss rate
and checking the amount of accreted mass on the companion
as a result. We tried doubling (η = 0.1) and tripling (η =
0.067) the primary mass loss rate, but this did not lead to
any accreted mass, as the secondary wind and radiation was
able to push and deflect the incoming primary wind up to
this primary mass loss rate.

When we increased the primary mass loss rate to 4 times
the mass loss rate of Run 1, we obtained accretion. This is la-
beled as Run 2, with Ṁ1 = 1.2×10−3 M� yr−1, and η = 0.05.
Figure 2 shows density maps together with velocity vectors
at different times for Run 2. In each panel the secondary
is at the center of the grid, and the primary is to the left.
The primary wind collides with the pre-existing CWS and
changes its shape to a smaller opening angle. The side of
the CWS facing the secondary shows strong instabilities and
forms dense clumps and filaments. The gravity of the sec-
ondary pulls these filaments, and some of them are accreted

onto the secondary. The secondary wind tries to flow against
the incoming gas and forms bubbles.

Accretion occurred for a single brief episode starting at
t = 109.5 days and lasting ' 2 days during the transition
between the two mass loss rates. This is shown in the middle-
right panel of Figure 2. As can be seen, the accretion occurred
when the enhanced primary wind pushed the pre-existing
CWS towards the secondary, and a clump reached the sec-
ondary. Later accretion events also took place, with durations
of ' 2–3 days. These accretion episodes were also accretion
of individual clumps formed at the CWS, that managed to
arrive and accrete to the secondary despite its outflow and
radiation pressure, that results in radiative breaking of the
accreted gas.

We therefore conclude that Run 2 is very close to the con-
ditions where no accretion shall take place for η . 0.05,
about 4 times the fiducial value of Ṁ1,f (Run 1). We find
that the average mass accretion rate for Run 2 (η = 0.05)
is Ṁacc,av ' 6.1 × 10−9 M� yr−1. The accretion is intermit-
tent, with irregular intervals and an average duty cycle of
Dacc ' 0.041 that we discuss blow (Section 4).

We then run more runs with lower values of η. The changes
between the runs are gradual. We will hereby discuss some of
the runs that feature key points. Figure 3 shows Run 7, for

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)



Accretion in Massive Colliding Wind Binaries 5

Figure 1. Density map with velocity vectors showing the density

sliced in the orbital plane (z = 0), for Run 1 (η = 0.2). The time

epoch shown here represents the flow just before the continuation
of the experiment, in which we enhance the primary mass loss rate.

The secondary is at the center, marked with a small black circle

while the primary, marked with a large black circle, is on the left
side. The two winds are accelerated and collide to form the CWS.

The parameters are given in Table 1. The obtained instabilities are
the result of radiative cooling. Smaller filaments are formed on the

side facing the secondary. For Run 1 there is no accretion.

which η = 0.01. A 3D view of Run 7 at t = 150 days is shown
in Figure 4. The conical-like shape of the CWS is interfered
with the large instabilities. During the transition time the
inner part of the CWS does not have a clear cavity from the
secondary wind but rather has a mixture of material from
both winds. Later on, the wind of the secondary manages
to reopen the cavity (lower right panel of Figure 3). The
secondary wind pushes the primary wind and creates bubbles.
Between these bubbles dense filaments of gas flow and some
of them get accreted onto the secondary while others continue
to flow away along the CWS.

In Figure 5 we show Run 8, with η = 0.005. The results are
qualitatively similar to Run 7 but a narrower CWS is formed.
For this value of η there is no longer a distinguishable cavity
of secondary wind at any time (not even the small void that
appears at late times as seen in Run 7), but instead a cavity
filled with turbulent flow composed of the mixture of the two
colliding winds.

Figure 6 presents Run 13, with mass loss rate of Ṁ1 =
0.192 M� yr−1, and η = 3.125×10−4. This high mass loss rate
corresponds to a giant LBV eruption, and is an extreme case
of a colliding wind binary. The secondary wind cannot blow
against the strong primary wind, and is almost completely
suppressed. The secondary accretes directly from the primary
wind from all directions except a narrow solid angle at the
side facing away from the primary. The secondary focuses
the primary wind to create a narrow dense column behind
the secondary, that has therefore higher density than other
directions. Some of the accreted mass arrives from behind the

Figure 2. Density maps with velocity vectors showing slices in

the orbital plane (z = 0), for Run 2 (η = 0.05). Since the numer-

ical experiment is performed on stationary stars with no orbital
motion, the slice of the orbital plane is similar to the slice of any

other plane around the axis joining the two stars. The secondary is

at the center, marked with a small black circle while the primary,
marked with a large black circle, is on the left side. The two winds

are accelerated and collide. The primary then ejects enhanced wind
that interacts with the secondary wind at the colliding wind re-

gion. For η > 0.05 we did not obtain accretion, however for this

run clumps from the CWS penetrate into the secondary wind and
get accreted onto the secondary. Accretion only happened in brief

episodes that last ≈ 2 days each, during which a clump is being

accreted. In between these episodes there are long periods with no
accretion.

star through this column and some directly hits the star from
the side facing the primary.

Figure 7 collects the accretion rate as a function of time for
Runs 2–14 (spread over 3 panels to avoid clutter). The figure
shows that the smaller the value of η the larger the accretion
rate, and the longer the duty cycle of accretion. We further
find that for η 6 0.01 the smaller the value of η the earlier
the accretion starts.

We check the effect of adding orbital motion. We take a cir-
cular orbit with orbital velocity that satisfies vorb ' 0.25v1,∞.
Table 2 summarizes our runs with orbital motion. We ran all
the runs of the static case again including orbital motion,
and they are designated with the suffix ‘R’. Figure 8 shows
Run 7R which has η = 0.005 and includes orbital motion.
In intermediate cases (e.g., Run 8R) the cavity of the sec-
ondary wind looks different and full of mixed primary and
secondary gas instead of mostly separated two winds that
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Figure 3. Same as Figure 2, but for Run 7, with η = 0.01 (the pri-

mary mass loss rate is five times larger than in Run 2, and twenty

times larger than in Run 1). The two winds are accelerated and
collide. The primary then ejects enhanced wind that interacts with

the secondary wind at the colliding wind region, and then pene-

trates into the secondary wind and accretes onto the secondary.

mix only close to the conical shell. Figure 9 shows Run 13R
for η = 3.125×10−4 and orbital motion. This run can be com-
pared with Run 13 in Figure 6 in which the stars are held
static. We can see that the dense line behind the secondary
is curved. This has however very little effect on the accretion
rate as the orbital velocity is small compared with the wind
velocity. Figure 10 shows the mass accretion rate as a func-
tion of time for all the simulation with orbital motion. The
results are qualitatively similar to Figure 7. In some cases,
especially in some of the higher values of η we see that the
accretion starts earlier when the orbital motion is added. For
very low η the accretion is still continuous though fluctuating
more than for the case with static wind.

4 DISCUSSION

Figure 11 shows the time averaged accretion rate Ṁacc,av in
our simulations as a function of η. The average is done from
the time accretion starts till the end of the simulation. Run
1, 1R and two more runs for each case with η > 0.05 that
we discussed above and do not label here did not yield any
accretion and therefore are not shown in the diagram as they
have Ṁacc,av = 0.

For simulations in which the secondary wind is blowing

against the primary wind we do not expect the accretion
to resemble Bondi-Hoyle-Lyttleton (BHL; Hoyle & Lyttleton
1939,Bondi & Hoyle 1944; see also a review by Edgar 2004)
accretion, as the assumptions for the BHL do not hold in
the setting of a colliding wind system. Calibrating for the
parameters in our simulations, the BHL accretion rate for
static stars is

ṀBHL = 4.2× 10−8

(
M2

20 M�

)2 (
Ṁ1

3× 10−4 M� yr−1

)
×

( v1

500 km s−1

)−4 ( a

6 AU

)−2

M� yr−1,

(3)

and when including orbital motion the rate is a little lower.
The rates for both cases are indicated as slant lines in Figure
11, a solid line for the static case and a dashed line for the
orbiting case.

We can identify different regions in the Ṁacc,av–η diagram
(Figure 11):
(i) No accretion: For 0.05 . η the secondary wind pushes
away all the primary wind material so there is a well-defined
CWS and no accretion (Ṁacc,av = 0).
(ii) Sub-BHL Accretion: (iia) For 0.01 . η . 0.05 there
is a transition region, in which accretion is very sporadic.
Mass can occasionally be accreted but for most of the time
the secondary wind and radiation prevent accretion. This is
the region where radiative breaking is dominant. (iib) For
0.001 . η . 0.01 accretion occurs most of the time. The
accretion rate and the accretion duty cycle are larger as η
decreases. We fit the results of the simulations in region (ii)
and find a power-law relation that satisfies

Ṁacc,av ∝ η−1.73±0.06 (Static). (4)

The stated error in the power represents 1σ and the line is
shown in orange in Figure 11.
(iii) BHL accretion: For η . 0.001 the accretion becomes
continuous in time and the accretion rate is BHL. We discuss
it further below.

For region (ii) the accretted gas comes mostly from clumps
that arrive to the side of the secondary facing the CWS and
not from behind the star as for BHL accretion. The secondary
wind interferes with the arrival of gas towards the star and
therefore we do not expect it to be described as BHL. Region
(iii) (Runs 11-14) does not describe the colliding wind prob-
lem in the sense that there is no situation of two colliding
winds with post-shocked gas, and not a CWS as for larger η.
This is the reason for the change of the trend in the upper
panel of Figure 7. Our results for Runs 11–14 for the very
low values of η correspond a strong mass loss rate from the
LBV, as occurs during giant eruptions.

For most of the runs with orbital motion included, the mass
accretion rate is slightly smaller than the case without orbital
motion, though the change is small enough to fall within the
error range. The three regions described above are that same,
and we found similar accretion rates for region (iii), and a
slightly lower accretion rate for region (ii). The power-law fit
for region (ii) gives a steeper slope of

Ṁacc,av ∝ η−1.86±0.09 (Orbit). (5)

This line is shown in blue in Figure 11. We note that the
1σ errors for the fits overlap. One small difference we found
between the orbital motion and static cases is that for the
runs with orbital motion accretion started at a low rate for
η = 0.04, slightly higher than for the static case.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 4. Upper panel: A 3D view of iso-density surfaces of Run 7 with η = 0.01 at t = 150 days (same as lower-right panel in Figure 3).
The grid is clipped at the orbital plane such that only z < 0 is shown. The primary is on the left side and the secondary is at the center.

Lower panel: A zoomed view near the secondary. The box side is 1 AU. This figure shows finer details of the simulation and specifically
the instabilities in the winds.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 5. Same as Figure 2, but for Run 8, with η = 0.005.

The CWS is narrower and there is no longer a void behind the

secondary with the undisturbed secondary wind.

The instabilities in the post-shocked secondary wind cre-
ate small filaments and clumps. Then, gravity of the sec-
ondary pulls them together with a push from the primary
wind. Against these forces the secondary wind pushes back,
and as a result there is an ongoing quasi-stable state of CWS.
Occasionally the filaments or clumps reach the secondary and
get accreted, as we quantify in the simulations presented here.
For region (ii) the accretion is intermittent while for region
(iii) it is continuous. To quantify this we measure the accre-
tion duty cycle

Dacc =
tacc

ttot
, (6)

where tacc is the duration in which the secondary accrete and
ttot is the duration of the run (after accretion starts).

Figure 12 shows the accretion duty cycle depending on
the momentum ratio. The simulations show transition from
Dacc = 0 for η > 0.05, to Dacc = 1 for η . 1.25 × 10−3.
The line has a sigmoid shape for both the orbiting and static
cases. The transition is relatively sharp, occurring close to
η ≈ 0.01. When orbital motion is included the duty cycle is
lower than for the static case.

Running a Fourier analysis for the accretion rate as a func-
tion of time we obtain its power spectrum. The leading fre-
quencies in each run were in the range corresponding to 7–25
days, but by themselves they do not show a clear correla-
tion with η. To obtain a characteristic accretion frequency
we used a weighted average of the power spectra. We find

Figure 6. Same as Figure 2, but for Run 13, with η = 3.125 ×
10−4. Note the different density scale. The secondary accretes di-

rectly from the primary wind from all directions except a narrow
solid angle at the side facing away from the primary. The secondary

focuses the primary wind to create a narrow dense column behind

the secondary.

that the accretion frequency increases with increasing η. The
average accretion period for η = 0.04 is ' 60 days, while for
η = 3.33 × 10−3 it is only ' 19 days (Figure 13). In both
cases accretion occurs at lower rates (more frequently). The
difficulty in obtaining clear periods is an indication of the ac-
cretion process being stochastic, and strongly dependent on
random accretion of clumps and the ability of the secondary
wind to deflect or destroy them (completely or partially) be-
fore being accreted.

The accretion rate is limited from above by a rate approx-
imately equal to the BHL accretion rate (Equation 3). This
is true for both cases, with or without orbital motion. The
BHL accretion radius is

Racc =
2GM2

v2
1

' 30.5

(
M2

20 M�

)(
v1

500 km s−1

)−2

R�.

(7)
This value is constant for our simulations as when we change
η we change only Ṁ1 but leave v1 the same. For large enough
values of η, the CWS is outside of Racc, as shown in Figure
1. When we decrease η the CWS, or at least parts of it, can
get into Racc.

We calculate the value of η where the apex of the colliding
wind system reaches Racc. If the distance of the apex to the
secondary is r2 = aη1/2/(1+η1/2) (Usov 1992), then the apex

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 7. A panoramic view of the mass accretion rate onto the secondary star for Runs 2–14 (static runs with no orbital motion). The

lines are labeled according to the value of the momentum ratio η (Equation 1), and the parameters are given in Table 1. The Runs were
distributed to 3 panels for clarity. Note the different scale for each panel. Some of the runs were simulated for a longer period of time
than shown in the figure for better statistics.

enters the BHL accretion radius when

ηBHL ≈ 6× 10−3

(
M2

20 M�

)(
v1

500 km s−1

)−2 ( a

6 AU

)−1

.

(8)
Note that this is a crude estimate as (1) only the part close to
the apex of the CWS will enter the BHL accretion radius and
(2) we have CWS with instabilities rather than a smooth one
for which the approximation was applied. Nevertheless, our
estimate for ηBHL is in the range where the accretion makes
the sharp transition towards region (iii), as seen in Figure 12.

The classical BHL rate (Equation 3) is acutely higher than

the obtained rate. In Figure 14 we plot the fraction of the
accretion rate obtained in our simulations over the classical
BHL accretion rate. In region (iii) we expect to obtain wind
accretion, however the mass accretion rate we obtained is
smaller than the BHL accretion rate, in the range

Ṁacc,av ' (0.4− 0.8)ṀBHL. (9)

Namely, the accretion in region (iii) is described by BHL
accretion but the accretion rate is lower than the classical
value.

There are a few sources for the difference. The main differ-
ence between our simulation and the classical BHL paradigm

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 8. Same as Figure 3, but for Run 7R, with η = 0.01

and orbital motion. The CWS is rotated and curved. The cavity of

the secondary wind contains mixed material from the primary and
the secondary. The accretion rate is very close to the non-rotating

case.

is that in our simulations the adiabatic index is different and
can be non-constant. Livio et al. (1986) showed that the BHL
accretion rate for γ = 4/3 is 0.72ṀBHL and for γ = 5/3 is
0.48ṀBHL. The value of γ in our simulations varies within
this range, and indeed we obtained Ṁacc/ṀBHL as expected
by the results of Livio et al. (1986). In some simulations of
accretion during common-envelope evolution even lower ac-
cretion rates than Livio et al. (1986) were obtained (MacLeod
& Ramirez-Ruiz 2015; MacLeod et al. 2017), though this was
obtained in a geometry and hydrodynamics different than the
classical BHL. Another factor that lowers the accretion rate
in our simulations relative to the BHL rate is a difference in
the velocity field due to the proximity of the primary. This
makes the wind diverge when arriving to the secondary rather
than being parallel, resulting in a lower accretion rate.

In our simulations we did not modify the stellar atmosphere
as a result of accretion. Accretion at a very high rate can lead
to a reduction in the effective temperature of the star and in
turn weaken its wind, as suggested by Kashi & Soker (2009)
for accretion close to the periastron passage of η Carinae.
This effect was later obtained in simulations (Kashi 2017).
What would be the influence of this accretion wind weakening
effect on the accretion rate in the present set of simulations?
The primary wind might be able to be accreted more easily
as the secondary wind will effectively have lower momentum.
The accretion wind weakening effect might therefore shift the

Figure 9. Same as Figure 6, but for Run 13R, with η =

3.125 × 10−4 and orbital motion. The orbital motion creates a

curved accretion line. Accretion is continuous as in the static case.
Note the different density scale.

results we obtained for the mass accretion rate in the Ṁacc

– η diagram (Figure 11) towards a higher value of η. This
requires additional modeling and a detailed investigation of
this effect shall be explored in a future paper.

5 SUMMARY

In this paper we describe a numerical experiment of a col-
liding wind LBV–WR system under different conditions of
primary (LBV) mass loss rate, that translates to the momen-
tum ratio η (Equation 1). We model the accelerating winds,
the gravity of the stars, cooling, and radiation transfer. We
follow the simulations to about 200 days (longer for Runs 2–4
in order to get better statistics for the average accretion rate
and duty cycle) and measure the accretion onto the secondary
star (the WR star).

We plot the average mass accretion rate dependency on
the momentum ratio (Figure 11) and identify different re-
gions. For η > 0.05 there is no accretion (region (i) in Figure
11). For smaller values accretion occurs while the wind of the
secondary is still dominant, and we get sub-BHL accretion
(region (ii) in Figure 11). The instabilities in the CWS form
clumps that have a velocity component in the direction of
the flow (namely, along the sides of the CWS) but also have
the acceleration of the secondary. Depending on the parame-
ters, some of the clumps can be pulled towards the secondary

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 10. A panoramic view of the mass accretion rate onto the secondary star for Runs 2R–14R (with orbital motion). The lines are

labeled according to the value of the momentum ratio η (Equation 1), and the parameters are given in Table 2. The Runs were distributed
to 3 panels for clarity. Note the different scale for each panel. Note that for η = 0.05 (Run 2R) the line is not shown as there is no
accretion.

and get accreted. As long as the momentum ratio is not too
small, the wind and radiation of the secondary is able to ei-
ther push part of the clumps away, cause braking, or deflect
them to prevent them from being accreted. This part be-
comes smaller as η decreases. The result is that the accretion
follows a power law of about Ṁacc ∝ η−1.73 for static stars
and steeper Ṁacc ∝ η−1.86 when orbital motion is included
(Equations 4 and 5).

For very low η the secondary wind almost does not exist.
Accretion under such conditions (region (iii) in Figure 11)
is directly onto the secondary as there is no colliding wind
structure, but instead a geometry that resembles BHL accre-

tion, with some differences – the wind velocity vectors are
not parallel and its value is not constant and exposed to the
stellar radiation. We obtain an accretion rate of about 0.4–0.8
the BHL accretion rate, in agreement with previous results
in the literature (Livio et al. 1986).

Though our simulations do not claim to account for all sys-
tems and cover the vast parameter space, they give a general
quantitative representation of accretion in a massive binary
for different values of wind momentum ratio.

The method proposed here – a systematic exploration of
parameter space of colliding wind binaries – has shown to
give quantitative relations between measurable parameters.

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Figure 11. The Ṁacc – η diagram. The accretion rate obtained from Runs 2–14 and 2R–14R. The error bars indicate 95% confidence

level (and for most points are smaller than the symbols). Runs 1 and two more runs that we do not label here with η > 0.05 did not
yield any accretion. There are three different regions in the figure (see text). The orange and blue straight line indicated the power law

described in equations (4) and (5). The shaded lines around the lines indicate the fit 1σ error. The solid black line describes the BHL

accretion rate as in equation (3), and the dashed black line shows the BHL when the orbital motion is included.
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Figure 12. The accretion duty cycle Dacc (Equation 6) depending on the momentum ratio η. Error bars indicate the difference between

calculating the duty cycle for the entire duration of the simulation and half its duration. The accretion duty cycle is zero in region (i),

and then as η decreases the curve shows in region (ii) a quite steep transition from 0 to 1 around η ≈ 0.01. In region (iii) the accretion
happens contiguously. For the case with orbital motion the duty cycle is lower than for the static case. The three regions discussed in

section 4 are marked on the plot.
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Figure 13. Fourier transformation for two characteristic accretion-rates in our static simulations. The abscissa shows the accretion

period T (the inverse of the accretion frequency), and the ordinate shows the normalized Fourier transform F̃ (Ṁacc). Run 3 (η = 0.04)
and Run 9 (η = 3.33 × 10−3), which are on opposite edges of region (ii). The time dependent accretion rate for both runs is shown in

Figure 7, though Run 3 was simulated for much longer time than shown. There are no clear characteristic frequencies, but it is evident

that for lower value of η accretion occurs much more frequently.
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Figure 14. The mass accretion rate relative to the BHL mass accretion rate. The error bars indicate 95% confidence level. In region (iii)
we expect BHL accretion, but the accretion rate obtained by the simulations is smaller than the classical BHL accretion rate (Equation

3). In region (ii) the accretion rate is sub-BHL. In region (ii) we obtain BHL accretion with a factor of 0.4-0.8, as discussed in section 4.
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Expanding this method to the study of other parameters such
as distances between the stars, orbital motion, eccentricity,
and different wind acceleration schemes and measuring rele-
vant parameters in these simulations will allow us to derive
more of such relations. These relations are going to be help-
ful when connected to parameters of specific colliding wind
binaries. By doing so, we can get better constraints on the
stellar wind parameters, and in turn on the massive stars
themselves. We hope this paper will open a new window to
the study of colliding winds using extensive coverage of pa-
rameters in high resolution 3D numerical simulations.
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