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ABSTRACT

Thermonuclear (type-I) bursts arise from unstable ignition of accumulated fuel on the surface of

neutron stars in low-mass X-ray binaries. Measurements of burst properties in principle enable ob-

servers to infer the properties of the host neutron star and mass donors, but a number of confounding

astrophysical effects contribute to systematic uncertainties. Here we describe some commonly-used

approaches for determining system parameters, including composition of the burst fuel, and introduce

a new suite of software tools, concord, intended to fully account for astrophysical uncertainties.

Comparison of observed burst properties with the predictions of numerical models is a complementary

method of constraining host properties, and the tools presented here are intended to make comprehen-

sive model-observation comparisons straightforward. When combined with the extensive samples of

burst observations accumulated by X-ray observatories, these software tools will provide a step-change

in the amount of information that can be inferred about typical burst sources.

Keywords: X-ray bursters — X-ray bursts — neutron stars — astrophysical explosive burning —

astronomical methods — astronomy software

1. INTRODUCTION

Thermonuclear (type-I) bursts are observed from neu-

tron stars accreting from low-mass (. 1 M�) binary

companions (e.g. Galloway & Keek 2021). Many thou-

sands of events have been detected from over a hundred

known sources (e.g. Galloway et al. 2020), and these

events have emerged as an important way to determine

the properties of the host neutron-star (NS) systems.

The presence of bursts clearly indicates a NS host, and

the measured burst properties can help constrain the

source distance (Kuulkers et al. 2003), accreted fuel

composition (e.g. Galloway et al. 2004), and even the

NS mass and radius (e.g. Özel & Freire 2016). Com-
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parisons with numerical models may also provide con-

straints on the key nuclear reactions which shape the

burst lightcurves (e.g. Meisel 2018), with a high degree

of complementarity to nuclear experiments.

However, much attention over recent years has fo-

cussed on the systematic issues which may affect inferred

quantities of the NS hosts (e.g. Steiner et al. 2010; Ka-

java et al. 2014). These systematic errors arise from as-

trophysical effects such as non-Planckian burst spectra,

and anisotropic emission arising from the disk geometry.

Additionally there is evidence that energetic bursts may

temporarily disrupt the accretion flow (e.g. in ’t Zand

et al. 2011; Worpel et al. 2015; Degenaar et al. 2018),

which further complicates interpretation of the observa-

tions. Fully accounting for such effects is challenging,

because we generally lack independent measurements of

the interesting system parameters.

ar
X

iv
:2

21
0.

03
59

8v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 7
 O

ct
 2

02
2

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6558-5121
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4023-4488
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3441-8299
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2332-8178
mailto: duncan.galloway@monash.edu


2 Galloway et al.

One approach is to use thermonuclear burst simula-

tions, which are available over a range of complexity

(e.g. Galloway & Keek 2021). In some cases, simple

one-dimensional/one-zone codes which use an analytic

approach to calculate the ignition conditions (based on

the accretion rate and fuel composition) may provide

reasonable fidelity (e.g. Galloway & Cumming 2006;

Goodwin et al. 2019a). To fully simulate the bursts,

time-dependent codes are used, and multiple (vertical)

zones are typically required to fully resolve the ther-

mal and compositional profile (e.g. kepler; Woosley

et al. 2004). The principal input parameters include

the accretion rate (per unit area), ṁ; the composition

of the accreted fuel, usually quantified as (X0, ZCNO)

where X0 is the mass fraction of hydrogen, and ZCNO

the mass fraction of CNO nuclei, which drive the hot-

CNO cycle burning between bursts; and (typically) a

parameter describing the degree of heating from below

the model domain, usually labeled as “base flux” Qb.

To date comparisons of burst observations and models

have not, we argue, been fully realised, due to both a

dearth of suitable high-quality data, as well as suitable

software tools for the comparison.

Here we explore the ways that host system parameters

affect the observed properties of thermonuclear bursts,

and provide a set of numerical routines called concord

to correct for them. In §2 and sub-sections, we describe

the typical characteristics of burst observations along

with those properties that can be inferred from simple

calculations. In §2.1 we describe the basic operating

principles of the concord code. In §2.2 we describe the

important issue of anisotropy of the X-ray emission from

bursting NSs, and its treatment in the code. We describe

how the distance and accreted composition may be in-

ferred in §2.3 and §2.4, respectively. In §2.5 we describe

the set of model simulations used to verify the calcula-

tions in the preceding section. In §3 we give examples of

a number of methods to infer properties of the bursting

source, based on the extent of available observational

data, and assess their accuracy. In §3.1 we apply these

methods to a range of simulated data to assess what de-

gree of systematic errors these measurements might be

subject to. In §3.2–§3.5 we demonstrate the utility of

the code via applications to various different cases, de-

pending upon the availability of observations. In §4 we

summarize our results and discuss the implications.

2. DERIVING BURST PROPERTIES WITH

CONCORD

The fundamental observable is the time-history of

the burst flux Fb, the lightcurve (ti, Fi). Here the Fi
may be in instrumental units of count s−1 (or perhaps

count s−1 cm−2), or may be estimates of the bolometric

flux between times ti and ti+∆ti, derived from spectral

model fits of the spectrum over that interval. The net

(excluding the persistent emission) burst spectra gener-

ally can be well fit with a blackbody model, and it is

generally assumed that such models can provide a rea-

sonable estimate of the bolometric flux

Provided the Fi are in units of flux, or the flux can be

estimated from the intensity, we may measure the peak

flux, Fpk, and integrate to estimate the burst fluence, Eb.

Where the bursts are very short, or observed with low

signal-to-noise, a spectrum extracted over an interval

covering the entire event may substitute for a fluence

measurement.

Given one or more bursts, we can derive constraints

on the recurrence time ∆t. A pair of bursts separated

by an interval with uninterrupted coverage by X-ray in-

struments offer an unambiguous measurement of the re-

currence time, but such measurements are rare due to

the typically low (a few %) average duty cycle for most

instruments (e.g. Galloway et al. 2020).

In the next sections we describe how these observables

may be used with the concord code to constrain burst

properties.

2.1. Code architecture

The code is provided as a set of Python modules avail-

able on GitHub1. There are three principal components;

the functions in utils.py, the anisotropy treatment in

diskmodel.py and the observed and model burst classes

in burstclass.py.

The functions in utils.py provide the basic func-

tionality for constraining burst properties (Table 1) and

propagating uncertainties. We adopt a Monte-Carlo

(MC) approach via the astropy Distribution pack-
age (Astropy Collaboration et al. 2013, 2018) to ac-

commodate a wide range of probability distribution

functions (PDFs) for the measured quantities or sys-

tem parameters. Input values (including measured

quantities) can be provided in four different ways:

scalar, value with symmetric error, value with asym-

metric error, or an arbitrary distribution array. In

the first three cases, quantities with error estimates

will be converted to a Distribution object of user-

defined size via the value to dist function, and with

a symmetric or asymmetric normal distribution. In

the case of asymmetric errors, the distribution is con-

structed assuming the first quantity corresponds to

the maximum likelihood for the parameter distribu-

1 https://github.com/outs1der/concord; Galloway et al. (2022)

https://github.com/outs1der/concord
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Table 1. Key burst parameters and associated concord functions or methods

Parameter Symbol Units Associated function

Burst fluxa Fb erg cm−2 s−1

Burst peak fluxa Fpk erg cm−2 s−1

Burst fluencea Eb erg s−1

Persistent fluxa Fp erg cm−2 s−1 fper

Bolometric correction cbol · · ·
Burst recurrence timea ∆t hr

Average burst rate R hr−1 tdel dist

Burst/persistent emission anisotropy ξb,p · · · diskmodel.anisotropy

Ratio of accretion to thermonuclear energya α · · · alpha

Burst/persistent luminosity Lb,p erg s−1 luminosity

Eddington luminosity LEdd,∞ erg s−1 L Edd

System inclination i deg

System distance d kpc dist

Neutron star mass MNS M� calc mr

Neutron star radius RNS km calc mr

Surface gravity g 1014 g cm−2 g

Surface redshift 1 + z · · · redshift

Accretion rate per unit area ṁ g cm−2 mdot

Accreted hydrogen mass fraction X0 · · · X 0

Mean hydrogen mass fraction at ignition X · · · hfrac

Metallicity ZCNO · · ·
Base flux Qb MeV/nucleon

Burst energy generation Qnuc MeV/nucleon qnuc

Accretion energy generation Qgrav MeV/nucleon

Burst ignition column y g cm−2 yign

aThese quantities we consider the fundamental observables for quantifying burst properties, although
they may also be derived from parameters used for input into models via the listed function/method
(e.g. Fp from ṁ via equation 6 and the fper method)

tion, following Barlow (2003). If the provided statis-

tics are instead cumulative (i.e. 50/16/84th percentile,

for 1σ) the user can invoke value to dist with the

statistics="cumulative" flag to provide the correct

shape. The fourth case allows an arbitrary array to be

passed to the routines, whether it be a set of alternative

possible values or a synthetic distribution derived from

some other calculation. These Distribution objects

can then be used in calculations as for scalars, hence

providing uncertainty propagation at the cost of addi-

tional computation. Input values can be provided with

units, or if units are absent, will be assumed to have

the standard units for MINBAR quantities (Galloway

et al. 2020); for flux, 10−9 erg cm−2 s−1, burst fluence

10−6 erg cm−2, recurrence time hr, and so on.

A key objective of the code is to include of the ef-

fects of anisotropic emission, which is thought to affect

both the burst and persistent flux (e.g. He & Keek

2016; see also section 2.2). All functions can operate

assuming isotropic distributions for the burst or per-

sistent emission (isotropic=True), but by default will

include the possible effects of anisotropic emission via

the diskmodel.py routine. This routine incorporates

the modelling of He & Keek (2016), via ASCII tables

provided with the code. The user can also directly run

the simulation code DiskAnisotropy2 to generate ta-

bles for other disk models beyond those included. The

following parameters can be specified: disk outer radius,

disk inner radius (optionally allowing a gap between NS

surface and disk), disk inner height, disk inclination,

and gravitational radius of the NS for the incorpora-

2 https://github.com/chongchonghe/DiskAnisotropy

https://github.com/chongchonghe/DiskAnisotropy


4 Galloway et al.

tion of GR effects. The columns of the output tables

are: the line-of-sight inclination angle, the (inverse) di-

rect and reflected anisotropy factors ξ−1
d and ξ−1

r (with

ξ−1
b = ξ−1

d + ξ−1
r ), and the persistent anisotropy factor

ξ−1
p . The user can provide the inclination value (or a dis-

tribution), or a uniform distribution can be generated

automatically between user-defined ranges (defaulting

to 0–75◦, appropriate for non-dipping sources).

The outputs from each function depend on the type

of input; for scalar inputs without uncertainties the

isotropic calculation will return a single value. More

typically, where uncertainties are included, or a range of

inclinations is provided, the functions will return a tuple

giving the central (50th percentile) value and the upper

and lower 68% uncertainties. With the fulldist=True

option the functions will return a dictionary including

distributions for the results, as well as the intermediate

values, providing a complete picture of the calculation

for plotting or further calculations. The size of the gen-

erated distributions is inherited from any input distri-

butions provided, or can be set explicitly with the nsamp

parameter.

Where observed or model burst lightcurves are avail-

able, the classes in burstclass.py provide a way to

represent those observations and perform various stan-

dard analyses, including observation-model compar-

isons. The ObservedBurst class can be instantiated

from an ASCII file giving the burst flux as a function

of time, or in a number of other ways. The reference

bursts provided by (Galloway et al. 2017) can be read

in directly, provided the data is available locally. An ex-

ample KeplerBurst model burst class is provided, which

offers a number of ways of reading in kepler burst runs,

and which can be adapted to outputs of different codes.

2.2. Emission anisotropy

One of the most significant astrophysical uncertainties

that has largely been neglected to date is the anisotropy

of the burst (and persistent) emission. The persistent

emission is thought to arise largely in a boundary layer

where the accretion disk flow meets the NS (e.g. Done

et al. 2007). In contrast, the burst emission is thought

to arise more or less uniformly over the NS surface, once

the accreted fuel has spread to cover it, and ignited. In

both cases the influence of the surrounding accretion

disk and binary companion produces a range of inten-

sities depending upon the system inclination to the ob-

server’s line of sight.

Correcting for anisotropy is further complicated by

the observation of two main spectral states for low-mass

X-ray binaries (LMXBs), characteristically “hard” or

“soft”, which are thought to indicate two quite different

geometries of the accretion flow. The hard (or “island”;

cf. with Hasinger & van der Klis 1989) state is associ-

ated with low accretion rates, and is inferred to result

from a thin disk possibly truncated above the NS sur-

face, with accretion occurring mainly via a spherically-

symmetric, optically thin flow. The soft (or “banana”)

state is thought to indicate accretion primarily through

a boundary layer where the disk meets the NS surface,

and also where most of the accretion luminosity is re-

leased.

There have been several attempts to model the effect

on the burst and persistent emission (e.g. Lapidus &

Sunyaev 1985; Fujimoto 1988), the most recent in the

context of high (> 1) reflection fractions inferred from

the emission from NSs with puffed up accretion disks

(He & Keek 2016). This effect can be significant, up to

a factor of two for the burst emission, and even higher

for persistent flux.

In the concord code we adopt the treatment of He

& Keek (2016), which offers a number of different mod-

els based on the modelling performed by those authors,

via the diskmodel sub-module. The burst (persistent)

anisotropy factor ξb (ξp) introduced is defined in the

same sense as Fujimoto (1988), such that the total burst

(persistent) luminosity is

Lb,p = 4πd2ξb,pFb,p. (1)

The range of values of the anisotropy factors can thus be

understood that if ξ < 1 the flux is enhanced (i.e. pref-

erentially beamed) toward our line of sight (so that Lb
would be overestimated were the anisotropy not included

in the calculation), while if ξ > 1 the flux is suppressed.

Since the distribution of the burst flux over the NS is

likely different from that of the persistent emission, we

define a different anisotropy factor ξp relating the ob-

served persistent flux Fp to the total luminosity. The

anisotropy function calculates both anisotropy param-

eters for a given inclination i (or distribution thereof);

this function is integrated into many of the other func-

tions in the repository, such that the user can simply

specify the desired inclination range to take these fac-

tors into account.

The modelling of He & Keek (2016) predicts ξb, ξp as a

function of system inclination for a given disk geometry

(Fig. 1). For comparison, we also plot the predictions of

Fujimoto (1988), which are qualitatively similar. At low

inclinations (corresponding to a system observed “face-

on”; cos i → 1) it is predicted that both the burst and

persistent emission are preferentially beamed towards

the observer, by a factor of up to 2.5 (2.0 for Fujimoto

1988) for the persistent emission, or 1.5 for the burst.

At high inclinations (observing “edge-on”, cos i → 0)
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the emission will become increasingly suppressed by the

accretion disk, dropping to half the isotropic value for

the burst emission, and vanishing entirely for the per-

sistent. The system inclination for LMXBs is noto-

riously difficult to measure. For non-dipping sources,

the likely range is up to 72◦, while dipping sources are

likely i & 75◦ (Parmar et al. 1986; see also Galloway

et al. 2016). For an isotropically-distributed popula-

tion of non-dipping sources, the ratio ξb/ξp (which enters

into the calculation for the α-value; see §2.4) is roughly

uniformly-distributed between 0.53–1.64, rising a little

towards the high end. The median value is 1.13, while

the 95% confidence interval is 0.73–1.49.

020406080
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Figure 1. Anisotropy factors ξb, ξp affecting the burst
and persistent emission (respectively), predicted by Fuji-
moto (1988) and He & Keek (2016) (labeled as “fuji88” and
“he16 a”, respectively) and adopted by the concord rou-
tines. The two treatements generally differ in their predic-
tions by less than 10% over most of the range of inclination
values, but a larger discrepancy is found for the ratio ξp/ξb,
which enters into the calculation of burst energetics via the
α-parameter (equation 9).

These model predictions must be viewed with cau-

tion, as they cannot be independently verified. Given

the expected variation in the disk geometries in LMXBs

in response to accretion rate, ideally the user should

choose a disk geometry appropriate for the observed

spectral state of the target source at the time of the

burst observation. The default adopted by concord,

model (a) of He & Keek (2016), is a compromise be-

tween the two characteristic disk geometries, as it is flat

but extends to the NS surface. For this reason, it may

not be strictly correct for either state, but offers rea-

sonable consistency with the earlier work of Fujimoto

(1988). New anisotropy models may be added to the

diskmodel module of concord, and selected with the

model parameter.

2.3. Burster distances

A significant fraction of observed bursts exhibit char-

acteristic variations in their spectral hardness (or the

blackbody temperature and normalisation) around their

maximum that indicate the presence of photospheric

radius-expansion (PRE; Lewin et al. 1984). Even if such

variations are not present, the peak flux Fpk provides

constraints on the source distance, since the maximum

burst luminosity is limited to (roughly) the Eddington

luminosity (e.g. Lewin et al. 1993):

LEdd,∞=
8πGmpMNSc[1 + (αTTe)0.86]

σT(1 +X)[1 + z(R)]

= 2.80× 1038

(
MNS

1.4M�

)
1 + (αTTe)0.86

(1 +X)

×
[

1 + z(R)

1.259

]−1

erg s−1. (2)

Here Te is the temperature of the scattering electrons,

αT parametrizes the temperature dependence of the

electron scattering opacity (= 1/4.5× 108 K−1; Paczyn-

ski 1983a,b), mp the proton mass, σT the Thomson

cross-section, and X the mass fraction of hydrogen

in the atmosphere. The final factor in square brack-

ets represents the gravitational redshift at the photo-

sphere 1 + z(R) = (1 − 2GMNS/Rc
2)−1/2 = 1.259 for

MNS = 1.4 M� and R = RNS = 11.2 km. The effective

redshift measured at the peak of a PRE burst may be

lower than the value at the NS surface, while the photo-

sphere is expanded during the radius expansion episode

(i.e. R ≥ RNS).

By equating the maximum flux of these events with

the Eddington luminosity, the distance to the source can
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be estimated as

d=

(
LEdd,∞

4πξbFpk,RE

)1/2

= 8.83

(
ξbFpk,RE

3× 10−8 erg cm−2 s−1

)−1/2(
MNS

1.4M�

)1/2

×
[

1 + z(R)

1.259

]−1/2

(1 +X)−1/2 kpc. (3)

Here the ξb factor accounts for the possible anisotropy

of the burst emission (see §2.2). We note that this ex-

pression omits the electron temperature dependence of

equation 2; one could in principle include this term in

the distance calculation, or more precise corrections to

the opacity (e.g. Suleimanov et al. 2011; Poutanen 2017);

but such corrections are not usually warranted given the

precision achievable for typical distance measurements.

The source distance can be estimated from the peak

flux of a PRE burst based on equation 3, using the dist

method in concord. If the theoretical Eddington lumi-

nosity is adopted (empirical=False), values for MNS,

Te, X and 1 + z are assumed; these values, or distri-

butions thereof, can also be provided by the user. No

intrinsic uncertainty is otherwise assigned to the theo-

retical value, but the observer must take into account

the uncertainties in the various parameters that go into

this calculation.

As is obvious from equation 3, several factors will

contribute to statistical (and possibly systematic) un-

certainties in distance estimates derived in this man-

ner. First, the NS mass MNS is typically unknown for

burst sources, although has been constrained in some

cases based on the evolution of the X-ray spectrum in

the burst tail (e.g. Özel et al. 2016, although see also

Poutanen et al. 2014). Second, the radius R at which

the redshift should be calculated may not be clear from

the observations. In principle one could take the inferred

blackbody normalisation at the time of maximum flux,

but for most PRE bursts the maximum flux is achieved

close to the “touchdown” point, where the photosphere

has returned (more or less) to the NS surface (e.g. Gal-

loway et al. 2006). Third, the precise value for X, the

hydrogen fraction at the height in the atmosphere where

the Eddington luminosity is reached; this quantity may

be effectively zero for most bursts (e.g. Galloway et al.

2006; Bult et al. 2019), but some uncertainty remains.

Fourth, even if the inclination i of the system is known,

converting to the anisotropy factor likely requires mod-

elling of the effect of the disk on the radiation field aris-

ing from the burst (e.g. He & Keek 2016).

These issues may be avoided by adopting instead the

empirical Eddington luminosity measured by Kuulk-

ers et al. 2003 (setting empirical=True for the dist

method), for a sample of bursters with independently-

measured distances from their host globular clusters.

The mean value of (3.79± 0.15)× 1038 erg s−1 is some-

what difficult to reconcile with the theoretical expec-

tation in equation 2, even for the most extreme values

of the relevant quantities which affect it. If we adopt

the empirical Eddington luminosity of Kuulkers et al.

(2003), the only remaining factor is the burst emission

anisotropy ξb. Since the empirical value effectively av-

erages over the anisotropy of each source in the sample

(weighted implicitly by the number of bursts from each)

it may be argued that this effect should not be included.

However the user can make their own decision and/or

explore the consequences with or without the additional

anisotropy correction.

For either choice of Eddington limit, the approach

adopted in concord to take the emission anisotropy

into account is to generate a distribution of ξb values,

based on an isotropic distribution of inclinations within

user-defined limits. The presence (absence) of X-ray

dips occurring at the binary orbital period will constrain

the inclination to greater (less) than 75◦ (e.g. Parmar

et al. 1986). However, more stringent constraints may

be available based on modelling of optical orbital varia-

tions (for example).

2.4. Burst energetics and fuel composition

The fluence (and the shape of the burst profile) is

determined by the amount of accumulated fuel and its

composition. For accretion of mixed H/He with hydro-

gen mass fraction X0, the composition at ignition may

be modified substantially by β-limited CNO burning,

“catalysed” by CNO nuclei, with mass fraction ZCNO.

In extreme cases the recurrence time is sufficiently long

that the accreted hydrogen at the base of the fuel layer is

exhausted, and ignition of intense, short He-rich bursts

occur.

The burst ignition column can be estimated from the

fluence Eb as

y=
Lb(1 + z)

4πR2
NSQnuc

= 1.91× 108

(
ξbEb

10−6 erg cm−2

)(
d

10 kpc

)2

×
(

Qnuc

5.22 MeV/nucleon

)−1(
1 + z

1.259

)
×
(

RNS

11.2 km

)−2

g cm−2, (4)

where Qnuc is the energy generation rate for the burst.

This quantity can be calculated for a given burst with
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measured fluence Eb and known distance d and Qnuc,

using the yign function.

For a fuel layer consisting of mixed H/He, Qnuc de-

pends on the mean hydrogen fraction at ignition, X. In

the absence of other information, Qnuc (and hence y)

has in the past been estimated by adopting a value for

X, and using the relation Qnuc = 1.6+4X MeV/nucleon

(e.g. Galloway et al. 2004, and references therein). This

expression includes ≈ 35% losses attributed to neutrino

emission (Fujimoto et al. 1987). However, the 35% value

applies only to β-decays in the much more extensive rp-

process burning chain. Recent studies with the 1-D nu-

merical code kepler suggest instead that

Qnuc = 1.31 + 6.95X − 1.92X
2

≈1.35 + 6.05X (5)

(Goodwin et al. 2019c). For fuel with solar composi-

tion (i.e. X = 0.7), Qnuc = 5.23 MeV/nucleon. The

average H-fraction at ignition X is a lower limit for the

H-fraction in the accreted fuel, X0, as for most sources

the H-fraction will be reduced by steady burning prior

to burst ignition. The Qnuc values can be calculated

from X either with the old relation or either of the two

more recent approximations, using the qnuc function.

Provided the burst recurrence time is known, Qnuc can

also be estimated via the α-parameter, the (observed)

ratio of the burst to persistent flux. From data taken

prior to the burst ignition we can measure the persistent

flux Fper; this quantity is expected to be related to the

mass accretion rate per unit area ṁ, as follows:

Fper,∞ =
Lper

4πd2
=

R2
NSṁQgrav

d2(1 + z)ξpcbol
, (6)

where Qgrav = c2z/(1 + z) ≈ GMNS/RNS is the gravita-

tional energy release per gram. The bolometric correc-

tion cbol accounts for the experimental limitation that

the persistent flux can only be measured over a lim-

ited instrumental passband. The bolometric correction

is the ratio of the estimated bolometric flux to the band-

limited value. The fper function implements equation

6 for the case of model bursts simulated at specific val-

ues of ṁ, given the input distance d and any anisotropy

constraint.

The persistent spectra of burst sources are more com-

plex than the bursts themselves, and typically exhibit

thermal as well as non-thermal components. These pa-

rameters may be combined to estimate the α-value, the

ratio of accretion to thermonuclear burning energy:

α =
∆tFpercbol

Eb
, (7)

where cbol is the bolometric correction giving the inverse

fraction of total persistent flux emitted in the instru-

mental band. The α value may be calculated using the

alpha function, given the measurable parameter inputs.

As for the burst rate, we may estimate the average α

for a set of N bursts with fluences Eb,i, observed in n

low-duty cycle observations with persistent flux Fper,j

and exposure Tj as

α =
cbol

∑n
TjFper,j∑N
Eb, i

(8)

assuming a common bolometric correction cbol for each

observation.

The α parameter is an important diagnostic of the

burst fuel and ignition conditions. The “observed” value

given by equations 7 and 8 must be interpreted with a

little caution, as they likely incorporate the effects of

anisotropy of the burst and persistent emission. We can

also write α as

α =
Qgrav

Qnuc

ξb
ξp

(1 + z). (9)

Note the implicit dependence of the “observational” α-

value (equations 7 and 8) on both the surface redshift

and the anisotropy parameters, illustrated in equation 9.

The expected value for Qgrav is ≈ 190 MeV nucleon−1

(for MNS = 1.4 M� and RNS = 11.2 km, giving 1 + z =

1.259). Thus, excluding the anisotropy effects, α should

be ≈ 40 for bursts burning H-rich fuel, or 150 for pure

He.

The nuclear energy generation rate is thus

Qnuc =
c2z

α

ξb
ξp
. (10)

By substituting the linear expression in equation 5 for

simplicity, we estimate

X = z
155

α

ξb
ξp
− 0.223. (11)

This equation is implemented in the hfrac function,

which takes as input the α value and any inclination

constraints.

Clearly this expression is only applicable for α-values

up to some limit, which we calculate as

α ≤ 697 z
ξb
ξp
. (12)

Interestingly, this limit is ≈ 20% larger than the equiv-

alent value derived for the old expression for Qnuc. We

note that the calculation of Goodwin et al. (2019c) also

took into account the possibility of incomplete burning,

which will reduce the Qnuc value. Nevertheless, this re-

sult suggests that larger observed values of α may be ac-

commodated without resorting to explanations includ-

ing incomplete burning of burst fuel (e.g. Galloway et al.

2008).
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Conversely, for low values of α, we may apply the

constraint that X . 0.77, corresponding to the ex-

pected maximum possible for accreted fuel with primor-

dial abundances.

The hydrogen fraction at ignition X and the burst

recurrence time may then be used to estimate the hy-

drogen fraction in the accreted fuel, X0. The H-fraction

at the base of the fuel layer is reduced steadily by β-

limited hot CNO burning, and will completely exhaust

the accreted hydrogen in a time (Lampe et al. 2016)

tCNO = 9.8

(
X0

0.7

)(
ZCNO

0.02

)−1

, (13)

measured in the NS frame. The hydrogen fraction at the

base will thus be X0[1−∆t/(1 + z)tCNO], provided that

∆t < (1+z)tCNO. Once ∆t exceeds the time to burn all

the hydrogen at the base, the abundance there will be

zero, and a growing layer of pure He fuel will develop.

The average H-fraction in the layer for these two cases

will be

X =

X0(1− 0.5fburn) ∆t ≤ (1 + z)tCNO

0.5X0/fburn ∆t > (1 + z)tCNO,
(14)

where fburn = ∆t
(1+z)tCNO

is the ratio of the recurrence

time to the time to burn all the H. We can combine this

expression with equation 11 to give

X0 =


z 142
α

ξb
ξp
− 0.145 +

[
∆t

(1+z)28 hr

] (
ZCNO

0.02

)
fburn ≤ 1√

∆t
(1+z)7 hr

ZCNO

0.02

(
z 142
α

ξb
ξp
− 0.145

)
fburn > 1.

(15)

Practically, the issue with these expressions is that cal-

culating fburn requires knowledge of X0 (from equation

13), which is of course the unknown we are trying to

constrain. We adopt the approach of selecting a trial

value of X0, calculating fburn and hence an updated es-

timate of X0 via equation 15, and iterate until no further

change in the estimate arises. This algorithm is imple-

mented in the X 0 function, which is also called by hfrac

for completeness.

We illustrate the relation between X and the derived

X0 for various different recurrence times and metallici-

ties in Fig. 2.

Given a minimally complete set of burst observations

as described in §2, a common approach (e.g Falanga

et al. 2011) is to estimate the fuel composition at igni-

tion, and hence the accreted fuel composition, based on

simple analytic estimates of the burst energy production

Qnuc. We explore in the next section how precise such

estimates may be, and how the other system parameters

can introduce systematic errors.

2 3 4 5
Qnuc [MeV nucleon−1]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
X
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0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

X
0

∆t = 4 hr, ZCNO = 0.001

∆t = 4 hr, ZCNO = 0.020

∆t = 9 hr

∆t = 15 hr

∆t = 20 hr

Figure 2. Hydrogen mass fraction of the accreted fuel, X0,
inferred from the average H-fraction of the burst at ignition,
X, as a function of burst recurrence time ∆t. X0 is calculated
from equation 15, assuming ZCNO = 0.001 (blue line) or 0.02
(other lines). Note how for some combinations of X, ∆t the
inferred fuel H-fraction is > 0.77 (red dashed line). Such
values are physically implausible, and may be rejected; or
alternatively used as evidence for smaller CNO mass fraction
ZCNO than the adopted value. The top x-axis shows the
corresponding Qnuc values.

2.5. Simulating observations with burst models

In order to test the analysis approaches described in

this paper, we adopted a set of 60 simulated bursts

with the kepler code (Woosley et al. 2004), as used

to measure Qnuc as a function of the input parameters
(Goodwin et al. 2019c). The simulations were carried

out on a grid of ZCNO = [0.01, 0.02, 0.1] and accretion

rate ṁ/ṁEdd = [0.1, 0.2, 0.3], where the Eddington ac-

cretion rate is defined for the model as

ṁEdd = 8.8× 104

(
1.7

1 +X0

)
g cm−2 s−1. (16)

The simulation results are listed in Table 2.

Each burst train was analysed to identify the bursts

(usually discarding a few at the beginning with unusual

properties due to insufficient “burn-in”, and calculate

the average recurrence time ∆tpred, burst energy Epred

and lightcurve (ti, Lpred,i) covering the extent of the

burst. The model simulates the burning atmosphere in

a plane-parallel grid with constant gravity, g, an ap-

proximation justified by the extreme aspect ratio of the

problem. As a result, the model predictions must be cor-
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rected to take into account the general relativistic (GR)

effects which are strongest at the NS surface, to derive

the quantities that would be measured by an observer.

The input accretion rate ṁ may also be converted to a

persistent flux level for comparison with observations.

The full set of parameters used to convert the sim-

ulations to observed quantities include the distance d;

system inclination i; and surface redshift (1+z). We de-

termine the general relativistic (GR) corrections within

the constraints of the numerical models, which are typ-

ically calculated assuming a Newtonian potential with

gravitational acceleration g = GM/R2, where M and R

are the equivalent Newtonian mass and radius. We are

free (in principle) to vary (1+z), for example to achieve

improved agreement with an observed recurrence time

or burst profile, provided we explicitly maintain consis-

tency with the model g by adjusting the assumed mass

and/or radius (see below).

The model lightcurve time bins ti and the predicted

burst recurrence time ∆tpred are converted to values as

would be measured by a distant observer as follows:

ti,∞= (1 + z)ti, (17)

∆tpred,∞= (1 + z)∆tpred. (18)

Care must be taken to ensure the Newtonian model

predictions can be correctly translated to include the GR

corrections expected for quantities at the NS surface.

Following Lampe et al. (2016), we identify a mass and

radius for the NS for which the Newtonian acceleration

equals the GR value, i.e.

GM

R2
=

GMGR

R2
GR

√
1− 2GMGR/(c2RGR)

=
GMGR

R2
GR

(1 + z).

(19)

This equality is generally achieved by assuming that

M = MGR, and solving for RGR. We define ξ such

that RGR = ξR. One advantage of this choice is that

the mass accretion rate is identical in the Newtonian

and observer frames, and also that ξ =
√

1 + z. In that

case, the model-predicted luminosity is related to the

luminosity measured by a distant observer, by

L∞=
ξ2L

(1 + z)2

=
L

1 + z
. (20)

We note that the combination of model surface gravity

g and adopted 1+z uniquely specifies the NS mass MNS

and radius RNS:

RNS,fit = c2
(1 + z)2 − 1

2g(1 + z)
, (21)

MNS,fit =
gR2

NS,fit

G(1 + z)
. (22)

Thus, by identifying the optimal value of (1 + z) for

comparison to a particular observation, we can constrain

the mass and radius, at a fixed g. This algorithm is

implemented in the calc mr function.

We may also seek to calculate the burst lightcurve

that would be observed given a model lightcurve and NS

parameters. The process can be summarised as follows.

1. Multiply the time bins for the predicted burst

lightcurve by the adopted gravitational redshift

(1+z), thereby “stretching” the profile to account

for the general relativistic time dilation at the NS

surface

2. Apply the same correction to the model-predicted

recurrence time ∆tpred.

3. Interpolate the model-predicted lightcurve onto

a set of observational time bins, corresponding

(for example) to the typical resolution for time-

resolved spectroscopy (0.25 s)

4. Translate the model-predicted luminosity to the

corresponding quantity measured by a distant ob-

server, by dividing by (1 + z)

5. Convert the luminosity to (isotropic) flux by di-

viding by the distance factor, 4πd2

6. Take into account the expected anisotropy effects

due to the system inclination, by dividing the lu-

minosity by the anisotropy factor ξb

7. Calculate the persistent flux expected for the

model-assumed accretion rate ṁ, taking into ac-

count (where required) the implied NS radius

(equation 21) and apply the same corrections as

for the burst flux in steps 5 and 6 (adopting a

separate anisotropy factor ξp appropriate for the

persistent flux). We also divide by a bolometric

correction factor cbol accounting for the limited

instrumental passband.

The full procedure is implemented via the observe

method of the KeplerBurst class. The simulated

lightcurve may then be compared directly to that ob-

served, either qualitatively, or quantitiatively via a like-

lihood incorporating the observational errors on each

flux bin. The latter approach is implemented via the

compare method of the ObservedBurst class.

3. ANALYSIS

Here we describe different approaches that have been

used to deduce system parameters from observations of

thermonuclear bursts, and show how the concord code
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can be used to fully account for the astrophysical uncer-

tainties. As a companion to this section (and the code

itself) we provide a jupyter notebook which replicates

the analyses described below.

As a simple example of the code utility, we first de-

scribe how the confidence range for peak luminosity may

be estimated for a burst from a source with indepen-

dently known distance. We consider the PRE burst

observed from 4U 0513−40 with the Rossi X-ray Tim-

ing Explorer (RXTE) PCA on MJD 54043.68857 (ob-

servation ID 92403-01-15-04; MINBAR ID #3443; Gal-

loway et al. 2020). According to the MINBAR anal-

ysis this burst reached a peak flux of (21.7 ± 0.6) ×
10−9 erg cm−2 s−1. The source is located in the globular

cluster NGC 1851, for which the distance is estimated

at (10.32+0.20
−0.24) kpc (Watkins et al. 2015).

The isotropic luminosity can be calculated from the

peak flux and distance using the luminosity method,

with isotropic=True as 2.77×1038 erg s−1. However, a

more accurate calculation should take into account the

uncertainty in the flux; the (asymmetric) uncertainty

in the distance; and the likely effect of the anisotropy

in the burst emission, based on the estimated system

inclination i > 80◦ (Fiocchi et al. 2011). This can be

achieved by pre-calculating the distance astropy dis-

tribution (including the anisotropic errors, and the cor-

rection required for cumulative statistics; Figure 3, panel

a), and passing this distribution as well as the flux uncer-

tainty to the routine; a (symmetric normal) distribution

is also generated for the flux, with the required proper-

ties. We also pass the inclination limits, and an array

of inclination values is generated assuming an isotropic

distribution of inclinations within the limits (i.e. uni-

form in cos i). The burst anisotropy factor is calculated

automatically for each inclination value, based on the

default model. The resulting luminosity is significantly

higher, (4.86+0.48
−0.42) × 1038 erg s−1 (Fig. 3, panel b); the

discrepancy is primarily the result of the significant at-

tenuation of the burst flux from the viewing angle close

to the plane of the accretion disk. The corresponding

anisotropy value ξb is in the range 1.56–2 (Fig. 3, panel

c). The dependence of the luminosity on the assumed

inclination is illustrated in Fig. 3, panel d.

The output from the function is by default the me-

dian value and the lower and upper uncertainties, at

the required confidence level (68% by default). Using

the fulldist=True flag, the function instead returns a

dictionary including the full distributions for the lumi-

nosity, distance, inclination, anisotropy factor, as well as

the anisotropy model identifier. Each of the distribution

arrays can be accessed via the distribution attribute.

This object can be written to a file or used for input to

subsequent analyses.
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Figure 3. Illustration of calculation of burst peak luminos-
ity using concord, incorporating measurement uncertain-
ties and the modeled effect of the burst anisotropy. The
adopted distance PDF is shown in panel (a); note the slight
skew in the distribution. The resulting luminosity PDF in
panel (b) is substantially higher than the isotropic value (red
dashed line). The 1σ confidence intervals are indicated by
the green lines. The PDF for the anisotropy factor ξb is
shown in panel (c); the dependence of the luminosity on the
adopted system inclination is shown in panel (d).

In the sections below we describe other examples, fo-

cussing on adopting approaches tailored to the availabil-

ity of data, which will differ for different sources.

3.1. Code validation

We next seek to validate the approach adopted to

measure the fuel composition in §2.4, by comparing in-

ferred quantities to independently-measured values. We

make use of the set of kepler simulations described

in §2.5, which were carried out over a range of accretion

rates and compositions (X0, ZCNO) to measure the Qnuc

value. For each of 60 simulations, Goodwin et al. (2019c)

measured the average burst energy and recurrence time

(in the model Newtonian frame) and the average hydro-

gen fraction of the fuel layer, X.

Based on the input composition and the burst recur-

rence time, we first calculated X from equations 13 and

14, and compared to the value measured from the model

(Fig. 4, top panel). We find generally a good agree-

ment, with overall RMS error 0.025, but significantly
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larger fractional errors at low X. We also calculated X0

from equation 15, which is shown against the model in-

put values in Fig. 4, bottom panel. For most of the runs

the accuracy is reasonable, with RMS 0.021, but there

are some notable outliers with much larger errors. These

runs (#57–60) are associated with high ZCNO = 0.1 and

significant variations in X from burst-to-burst.
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Figure 4. Validation of the X and X0 calculations (equa-
tions 13–15) by comparison with kepler model runs over a
range of compositions and accretion rates. The top panel
shows the inferred average hydrogen mass fraction of the
burst at ignition, X, as a function of the value measured
from the model. The RMS error is 0.025, but the burst-to-
burst variation is significantly larger for some of the runs
reaching low X (illustrated by the horizontal error bars).
The highlighted points are the outliers identified from the
lower panel, which shows the inferred H-fraction of the ac-
creted fuel, X0, inferred from the recurrence time and input
composition. Excluding the highlighted and labeled points,
the calculation is reasonably accurate, with an RMS error of
0.021.

Each of these tests so far are somewhat unrealis-

tic, as they do not include the confounding effects of

anisotropic emission and other factors. Thus, we also

generated simulated observations to infer X0, follow-

ing the approach in §3.2. We transformed the model-

predicted values to observational quantites at a fixed

distance d = 6 kpc, NS redshift 1 + z = 1.259, and

metallicity ZCNO = 0.02. We adopted 10 different

isotropically-distributed inclinations in the range 0–75◦

for each model run, giving a total of 600 simulated data

sets. We then inferred the hydrogen fuel fraction X0 us-

ing the hfrac method but assuming no knowledge about

the inclination. For each instance a range of possible val-

ues of X0 is obtained, based on the uncertainties in the

input parameters and the possible range for the incli-

nation i. The anisotropy factors were calculated using

“model A” of He & Keek (2016), which is incorporated

into the concord suite. We show the median inferred

H-fraction values as a function of the model input val-

ues in Fig. 5. There is a moderately large scatter about

the 1:1 line, with RMS error 0.097, which obviously will

have a more substantial fractional effect at the low-X0

end of the range.

We understand the scatter in Fig. 5 as arising from

a mismatch in parameter space, i.e. where the assumed

parameters are different from the model input parame-

ters. The choice to estimate X0 over a distribution of in-

clination values is intended to address this mismatch, at

least in an average sense. However by default the hfrac

method uses a fixed ZCNO = 0.02, while the model runs

include both larger and smaller values, 0.1 and 0.005

respectively. We find that the largest errors in the mea-

sured X0 come from the runs with ZCNO = 0.1; if we ex-

clude these runs from our simulations, we find an RMS

error just over half as large as for the full sample, at

0.051. Clearly the typical mismatch error will depend

on the underlying distribution of ZCNO (i.e. the prior),

and so this distribution is important to consider for op-

timal precision (cf. with Goodwin et al. 2019a)

Introducing a range for the NS redshift to these sim-

ulations is constrained by the fixed (Newtonian) sur-

face gravity g chosen for the simulations. Nevertheless,

this would be possible, along with allowing a distribu-

tion for the metallicity ZCNO. It is to be expected that

the error would increase with additional parameter free-

dom, although to fully quantify this effect would also

need suitable priors for those parameters. On the other

hand, some of the degeneracy may be resolved by simul-

taneously analysing pairs of bursts measured at differ-

ent accretion rates. We now apply the concord tools

to further examples of observational data.

3.2. Two or more regular, consistent bursts

The ideal observational situation is when we have two

(or more) bursts detected by sensitive X-ray instruments

(allowing precise measurements of flux and fluence), and
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Figure 5. Inferred X0 based on simulated observations from
the kepler model run set, with randomly-distributed incli-
nations in the range 0–75◦. The symbol colour shows the
metallicity ZCNO for the simulation. The NS redshift and
metallicity ZCNO are left at the concord defaults for the cal-
culation. Note how the deviation from the 1:1 line is greatest
where the model input metallicity is furthest away from the
assumed value, i.e. 0.1 (green symbols), compared to the
default value of 0.02.

can confidently infer the recurrence time, either because

the bursts are observed in observations without data

gaps, or where the bursts are sufficiently regular that

the recurrence time can be confidently constrained de-

spite any gaps. Here we require measurements of the

burst recurrence time ∆t, fluence Eb, and the persis-

tent flux at the time of the bursts, Fper. We caution

that it is likely important to ensure that the burst ob-

servations comprise an extended sequence of more than

just a few events, due to the episodic nature of some

burst behaviour (e.g. short recurrence time bursts; Keek

et al. 2010). We use here as an example, the three

trains of bursts observed with the RXTE/PCA from

GS 1826−238, as analysed by Galloway et al. (2017).

We use the alpha function to first determine the ra-

tio of burst to persistent luminosity, taking into account

the uncertainties on each of the measurables. Apply-

ing this to the burst train observed in 1998 June, with

∆t = (5.14 ± 0.07) hr, we find α = 35.4 ± 0.7, which is

at the lower limit of the expected range of values, con-

sistent with the expected H-rich fuel in this system (cf.

with Johnston et al. 2020). However, this value includes

the possible effects of system anisotropy, for the inferred

range of system inclinations of i = 69+2
−3 degrees.

Thus, we can go further by estimating the fuel compo-

sition at ignition, and as accreted, using the xbar rou-

tine. We adopt an initial isotropic distribution of incli-

nations within the above range. We find inferred values

of X0 in the range 0.5–0.7, only minimally overlapping

with the range inferred by Johnston et al. (2020). The

discrepancy becomes worse if we consider the other two

epochs of bursts from Galloway et al. (2017), each of

which has an even lower inferred range of X0.

These constraints are derived by adopting a fixed

value of ZCNO = 0.02; we can also adopt a distribution of

values instead (effectively as a Bayesian prior), but this

approach will only broaden the resulting histograms, not

addressing the systematic discrepancy. The tension be-

tween these three epochs is illustrated in Figure 6, which

shows each epoch defining a partially distinct region in

X0–i parameter space. In particular the 1998 June and

2000 September epochs appear to offer no overlap in

parameter space, suggesting their properties cannot be

reconciled with a single set of system parameters. Al-

though this result might appear to be a failure of the

calculations, we examine the detailed implications fur-

ther in the discussion.
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Figure 6. Constraints on the fuel composition for the
“Clocked burster”, GS 1826−238, based on the pairs of
bursts observed with RXTE/PCA analysed by (Galloway
et al. 2017). Histograms of the X0 values might lead to
the conclusion that the overlapping region could be taken
as the best estimate of the PDF for the combined dataset.
However, plotting this parameter as a function of the system
inclination i demonstrates the incompatibility of the three
datasets.
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3.3. One or more bursts, no recurrence times

The situation may arise where a number of bursts N

have been observed in low-duty cycle observations, such

that no pair of bursts are sufficiently close together to

really constrain the recurrence time. The average burst

rate R can be estimated based on the total exposure,

i.e.

R =
N∑n
Ti
, (23)

where each observation i has exposure Ti. The proba-

ble range of the average rate can be estimated assum-

ing Poisson counting statistics for the uncertainty on

the burst number N . This approach is implemented

in the code as the tdel dist function, which takes as

arguments the number of bursts detected, and the total

exposure. Because of the approximately periodic behav-

ior common for bursts, and the similarity between low-

Earth orbital periods and the burst recurrence times,

such uncertainty estimates may be wildly incorrect.

We choose as an example the RXTE/PCA observa-

tions of the bursting source XMMU J181227.8–181234

analysed by Goodwin et al. (2019b), which included 7

bursts detected within a set of observations with total

exposure 0.3446 d. Since one of these bursts was inter-

preted as a secondary event of a short-recurrence time

multiple, the analysis adopted N = 6. We estimate the

PDF for the recurrence time using the tdel dist func-

tion, by estimating the PDF for the underlying rate,

such that 6 bursts would be observed. We can then

calculate the confidence intervals for the rate.

Based on the average burst fluence of (24 ± 7) ×
10−9 erg cm−2 and the average persistent flux of (1.19±
0.16)×10−9 erg cm−2 s−1, we can use the inferred distri-

bution of recurrence times to calculate a corresponding

distribution of α, using the alpha function. The result-

ing distribution has very high values, with a 68% range

of 360–1000. We can then use the hfrac function to de-

termine the H-fraction at ignition X, and of the accreted

fuel X0, which also depends on assumptions about the

(unknown) system inclination. The functional form of

the X0 dependence on the other parameters (equation

15) means that, for high α-values, we tend to derive

negative X0 values. Clearly, these can be rejected as un-

physical, and in fact for this source, only a small fraction

(≈ 2%) of the derived values will result in X0 > 0.

The inferred hydrogen fraction at ignition is very low

(Fig. 7), which, coupled with the short recurrence times,

infers a similarly low value for the accreted fraction

(X0 < 0.15 at 95% confidence). These constraints are

comparable to those reported by Goodwin et al. (2019b),

although slighly broader for X, X0 as a distribution in

ZCNO is allowed, while narrower in the recurrence time

∆t as the self-consistency selection on X0 is also applied

to the inferred distribution of ∆t.
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Figure 7. Inferred distributions of burst parameters for
6 events observed from XMMU J181227.8−181234 with
RXTE/PCA, as reported by Goodwin et al. (2019b). The
number of bursts and the exposure are used to estimate the
PDF of the recurrence time ∆t, and with the persistent flux,
the α-values. The burst fluence is then used to estimate the
H-fraction at ignition (and accreted), X and X0 respectively,
and we select only the physically realistic values X0 > 0. The
resulting constraint on the fuel H-fraction X0 is extremely
strong, but for ZCNO (here given as a percentage) less so as
the burst fuel is intrinsically so low in H, and the recurrence
time (here in units of hr) is short.

3.4. One burst – estimating the distance and burst rate

For a single burst detected from a bursting source,

provided the data quality and signal-to-noise are suffi-

cient, we can expect to measure the burst peak flux,

fluence, and timescale. If the burst exhibits PRE, we

can infer the distance (§2.3); from the persistent flux,

the accretion rate; and (via burst models) the expected

burst rate. The detailed shape of the lightcurve can pro-

vide constraints from comparisons with numerical mod-

els (see §3.6), but here we focus on the more straight-

forward calculation which may be done from the simple

burst measurements alone.

We use as an example the event detected with

INTEGRAL/JEM-X from IGR J17591−2342 (Kuiper

et al. 2020). This burst was observed when the es-

timated persistent bolometric flux was (1.2 ± 0.2) ×
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10−9 erg cm−2 s−1, and exhibited a fluence of Eb =

(1.1 ± 0.1) × 10−6 erg cm−2. The peak flux was (7.6 ±
1.4)× 10−6 erg cm−2 s−1.

Following Kuiper et al. (2020), we first estimate the

distance to the source based on the empirical value

of the Eddington luminosity (using the dist method

with empirical=True), and incorporating the expected

anisotropy for an inclination range of 24–30◦ (Sanna

et al. 2018) as 7.7+0.8
−0.6 kpc. Here the uncertainty is

dominated by the peak flux, since the anisotropy factor

is effectively fixed for such a narrow range of inclina-

tion, at ξb ≈ 0.70. The PDF for the distance, which

is distinctly non-Gaussian, is plotted in Figure 8. We

also show the corresponding distribution resulting from

adoption of the theoretical Eddington luminosity, ac-

cording to equation 2.
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(Kuulkers et al. 2003)

Theoretical (M = 1.4M�,
1 + z = 1.259)

Kuiper et al. (2020)

Figure 8. Distance estimates for IGR J17591−2342, based
on the single PRE burst detected with JEM-X (Kuiper et al.
2020). The blue histogram and green 1-σ limits replicate the
analysis in that paper, comparing the flux to the empirical
Eddington limit of Kuulkers et al. (2003), and adopting the
inclination limis of (Sanna et al. 2018). For comparison we
also include the inferred distance distribution (orange his-
togram) adopting the theoretical Eddington luminosity, for
a NS mass of 1.4M�, and surface redshift of 1 + z = 1.259.

The concord code allows us to pass the derived dis-

tance distribution directly to the method for calculating

the accretion rate at the time of the burst, also incorpo-

rating the dependence of the persistent flux anisotropy

(which is not the same as for the burst flux). The per-

sistent flux can then be converted to an accretion rate,

given the estimated anisotropy factor predicted (sepa-

rately) for the persistent emission, by inverting equa-

tion 6, via the mdot method, and incorporating the esti-

mated distance distribution already determined. Based

on the distance constraints, the estimated accretion rate

is within the range (2.0+0.6
−0.4) × 103 g cm−2 s−1 for the

usual assumed values for NS mass and radius (and hence

redshift).
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Figure 9. Inferred distributions of burst parameters for
the single event observed from IGR J17591−2342 with
INTEGRAL/JEM-X, as reported by Kuiper et al. (2020).
An initially uniform distribution of X, the mean H fraction
at ignition, is used to estimate the burst ignition column yign
from the measured fluence, Eb. The column yign and accre-
tion rate are then used to estimate the recurrence time ∆t
and the accreted H-fraction X0, and we select only the physi-
cally realistic values X0 < 0.75. The resulting constraints on
the fuel composition parameters X0 and ZCNO (here given
as a percentage) are rather weak, but the recurrence time ∆t
(here in units of days) is somewhat better constrained.

Given a numerical burst ignition model, we could now

go on to estimate the recurrence time, and check if it

was consistent with the detection of only a single burst

over the entire observed outburst. However, there is

an extremely wide range of burst recurrence times at

fixed accretion rate, depending upon the unknown fuel

composition. We could potentially obtain constraints

on the fuel composition by comparison of the observed

lightcurve to simulations, but it’s also possible that mul-
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tiple different combinations of accretion rate and compo-

sition could give rise to similar composition at ignition

(and hence shape of the lightcurve).

Instead, we can constrain the fuel composition via

the ignition column (equation 4), based on an estimate

of the nuclear burning yield, Qnuc. Since this quan-

tity is unknown, we assume a set of random uniformly-

distributed3 values of X in the range 0–0.7 to estimate

yign from equation 4. We then estimate the recurrence

time for each pair of yign, ṁ values as

∆trec = (1 + z)yign/ṁ, (24)

and finally calculate the fuel composition, X0, for each

set of X, yign, ∆t from equation 15, again assuming a

uniform distribution for ZCNO between 0–0.02. Because

we have chosen uninformative prior distributions for X

and ZCNO, some of the X0 values are unrealistic, well in

excess of the maximum expected for such sources, 0.75

or so. We thus limit the distributions of each of the

parameters to those such that X0 ≤ 0.75, and quote the

1σ parameter ranges for each.

The inferred ignition column is 1.63+1.05
−0.58×108 g cm−2,

and the average expected recurrence time is 1.21+0.78
−0.45 d.

We can also infer lower (upper) limits on X0 (ZCNO),

although these limits are not strongly constraining; we

find X0 > 0.17 and ZCNO < 0.017 at 95% confidence.

The resulting constraints are a marked contrast to those

of GS 1826−238 (Fig. 6) and XMMU J181227.8−181234

(Fig. 7), and are a testament to the ability to discrim-

inate between different accreted compositions of these

methods, even when the available data is limited.

3.5. Zero bursts – constraining the distance

While it may seem strange to base an analysis on the

non-detection of bursts, practically even for the best-

studied sources the X-ray observation duty cycle is of

order a few percent (e.g. Galloway et al. 2020). There is

a reasonable probability that every burst will be missed

in a series of observations, particularly if the accretion

rate is low (and hence the bursts are infrequent). In ex-

treme cases this can mean that no bursts whatsoever are

observed, which may also be explained by the compact

object being a black hole rather than a NS.

In cases where we can be confident that the compact

object is a NS (e.g. where persistent pulsations are de-

tected) but no bursts are observed, we can constrain the

distance by adopting a composition for the fuel and com-

3 Such distribution may not be realistic, but it serves to demon-
strate the code capabilities. The largest (and a priori most un-
likely) values of X are suppressed by the limit on X0 imposed
during this process.

paring the predictions of burst models to the good-time

intervals of our X-ray data.

For example, based on RXTE/PCA observa-

tions of the accretion-powered millisecond pulsar

IGR J00291+5934, Galloway (2006) derived joint con-

straints over the distance d and fuel H-fraction X0,

adopting the predictions of a simple numerical model

(see also Goodwin et al. 2019a). The method is rela-

tively simple4; the persistent flux history is converted

to an accretion rate history given an assumed distance

(via equation 6), and a burst train is generated. The

times of the predicted bursts are compared to the good

time intervals of the observations, and the simulation

is repeated over a range of distances and times for the

first burst. The likelihood for a given distance is then

estimated as the fraction of simulated burst trains for

which all the bursts fall within data gaps, and hence are

missed.

Larger distance (or H-fraction) will imply larger burst

rates, and hence a smaller likelihood of missing any. The

constraints obtained suggest the distance is . 6 kpc (at

3-sigma significance), provided X0 ≈ 0.7, a reasonable

choice given the expectation of a H-rich donor in this

2.46 hr binary orbital period system (Galloway et al.

2005). A separate argument is used to give a lower limit

on the distance.

In a subsequent outburst in 2015, a single burst was

detected by Swift/XRT (Kuin et al. 2015), offering

the opportunity to verify the previously-determined dis-

tance range. The estimated peak 0.1–35 keV flux was

(18 ± 4) × 10−8 erg cm−2 s−1 (De Falco et al. 2017),

with the burst exhibiting spectral variations indicative

of PRE. By comparing the peak flux to the empirical

Eddington luminosity (see §3.4), the corresponding dis-

tance (including the inclination range of 22–32◦ sug-

gested by Torres et al. 2008), is 5.0+0.7
−0.5 kpc, which is fully

consistent with the previously established limit. The ef-

fect of the inclination constraints is illustrated in Fig.

10.

3.6. Observation-model comparisons

We now consider application to comparisons of the

measured quantities to the predictions of numerical

models. In the simplest case, the model will make pre-

dictions for the burst recurrence time ∆t and fluence

Eb given an accretion rate and composition. More de-

tailed time-dependent models may also provide a burst

lightcurve, which can also be compared to the observed

4 Although the method is straighforward, we choose not to imple-
ment it in concord, as this is a relatively niche case. We include
it as an example here for completeness.
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Figure 10. Estimated distance for the accretion-powered X-
ray pulsar IGR J00291+5934, based on the peak flux of the
sole thermonuclear burst observed by De Falco et al. (2017,
solid histograms); and based on the non-detection of bursts
by Galloway (2006, red dashed lines). Note the good agree-
ment between the methods. The distribution for an isotropic
distribution of system inclinations (up to a maximum value
of 75◦, motivated by the lack of dips in the X-ray intensity)
is shown as the blue shaded histogram. Imposing the incli-
nation constraint of 22–32◦ suggested by Torres et al. (2008),
for which the predicted burst anisotropy factor is ξb = 0.704
on average, gives instead the orange-shaded histogram. The
resulting 1σ confidence interval (green lines) is 5.0+0.7

−0.5 kpc.

lightcurves. In both cases, the model-predicted quanti-

ties must then be converted to what a distant observer

would see, by taking into account the effects of source

distance, emission anisotropy, general relativistic time

dilation and redshift.

We revisit the example of 4U 1820−30 described in

§3.2. For that system, we infer X0 = 0.17 for ZCNO =

0.02, giving a recurrence time (at the accretion rate ob-

served on 1997 May 4 of 0.144 ṁEdd) of ∆t = 2.681 hr.

We use the settle code (Cumming & Bildsten 2000;

Cumming 2003) to predict the expected conditions for

the bursts with these input parameters. Some care must

be taken to ensure that the accretion rate is defined ac-

cording to a consistent value of ṁEdd, and also in a con-

sistent reference frame. The model predicts a recurrence

time of 2.24 hr, and burst energy of 3.13×1039 erg, and

with a model-predicted α = 161. Now the predicted

burst parameters are already redshifted to the values

that would be inferred by a distant observer, based on

the NS mass and radius provided to the code. The com-

parison with the recurrence time is already fairly rea-

sonable, but we can also compare the other measurable

parameters with the model inputs and/or predictions.

We adopt the distance for the source of 7.6 kpc (Gal-

loway et al. 2017), and a system inclination of i = 50◦

for illustrative purposes.

Using the fper method, which implements equa-

tion 6, we can calculate the equivalent persistent flux

(incorporating the bolometric correction) as 3.26 ×
10−9 erg cm−2 s−1. Using the lum to flux function,

and neglecting any bolometric correction (since the mea-

sured fluence is already bolometric), we predict a burst

fluence of 0.505× 10−6 erg cm−2. Each of these predic-

tions are within a few tens of percent of the observed

values, but may also be fine-tuned by judicious choice

of system parameters MNS, RNS, d, i, X0 and ZCNO.

We can go a step further with our model-observation

comparisons and incorporate the calculation above into

an MCMC code to constrain the system parameters, as

implemented by beans (Goodwin et al. 2019a). For each

set of system parameters, we run the burst model for a

burst train, or as many separate burst measurements as

are provided. We transform the model predictions to

simulate observations, taking into account the system

distance and inclination via the anisotropy model, and

calculate a likelihood based on the comparison of the

model-predicted values and the observations:

L=−
[(

Fp − Fp,inf

σp

)2

+ log

(
2π

σp

)]

−
[(

∆t−∆tpred,∞

σt

)2

+ log

(
2π

σt

)]

−
[(

Eb − Eb,pred,∞

σE

)2

+ log

(
2π

σE

)]
. (25)

We then run the MC chains to refine the initial guesses,

and provided convergence criteria can be achieved, we

may find it possible to constrain the system parameters.

Where model predictions including the burst

lightcurves are available, and the bursts are also ob-

served at sufficient signal-to-noise to fully resolve the

lightcurve observationally, we may incorporate the

lightcurve comparison into our likelihood calculation.

For the purposes of comparison, we convert the model

lightcurves to what a distant observer would see, fol-

lowing the approach described in §2.5. For a given pair

of observed and model lightcurves, the only parameters

that affect the comparison are the source distance d,

the anistotropy parameters ξb, ξp (each a function of

the inclination i), and the gravitational redshift 1 + z
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(which also determines the parameter ξ). We also in-

troduce a “nuisance” parameter, toff , which is required

to align the observed and predicted model lightcurve so

as to minimise any residual differences. This parame-

ter and the (time dilated) model timestamps ti,∞ are

used to overlay the model predicted lightcurve onto the

observed one.

Our approach is then to explore the parameter space

as before, including those parameters which influence

the lightcurve (d, i, 1 + z, toff) to find the set of param-

eters for which the comparison likelihood including the

lightcurve comparison terms is maximised:

L = . . .−
∑[(

Fi − Fi,pred

σF

)2

+ log

(
2π

σi

)]
, (26)

where Fi is the burst flux at timestep i within the

lightcurve, and Fi,pred is the corresponding prediction

(rescaled and shifted based on the system parameters,

and presumably also interpolated onto the observation

time grid). Varying the redshift 1 + z will allow us to

obtain the best match between the model and observed

lightcurve. As each model run has been performed with

a particular value of the surface gravity g, a particular

value of 1 + z implies in turn specific values of MNS and

RNS.

To illustrate the capabilities of the concord code, we

carry out a single-epoch comparison of the 2007 March

observation of GS 1826−238, as provided by Galloway

et al. (2017). We adopt the averaged burst lightcurve

for the recurrence time of 3.53 hr, and the other param-

eters as listed. We use the ObservedBurst class, which

can automatically read in the information provided it is

downloaded locally and placed in the data subdirectory

of the repository. We then incorporate a KeplerBurst

class object for the comparison. This class is designed

for kepler model results, and attributes include the ac-

cretion rate, assumed composition and surface gravity,

and the average recurrence time. The lightcurve is av-

eraged over multiple bursts in the burst train, following

Johnston et al. (2020). The particular model run we

choose is intended to match the observed burst at low

metallicity ZCNO = 0.005, which requires an accretion

rate of ṁ = 0.1164ṁEdd.

We then use the compare method of the

ObservedBurst class, with (for illustration) d = 7.5 kpc,

i = 60◦, 1 + z = 1.31 and a time offset of −6.5 s. The

comparison of the re-scaled and interpolated model

lightcurve is illustrated in Fig. 11, including the com-

parison of the observed and model recurrence time. We

find that the comparison is qualitatively good, and the

predicted error bar uncertainty range intercepts the ob-

served value. However, the compare method also returns

a likelihood value calculated according to equations 25

and 26; in this case, the likelihood value is 6851.6. The

likelihood calculation provides the capability to include

this method into an MCMC calculation to estimate pos-

terior distributions for the model parameters, d, i, 1 + z

(and the “nuisance” parameter toff). However, these

posteriors are only relevant to the comparison with this

particular model realisation, with its explicit input value

for Qb, X0, ZCNO and the other model parameters.
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Figure 11. Example model-observation lightcurve compar-
ison with concord. The average lightcurve of bursts ob-
served from GS 1826−238 on 2007 March with RXTE/PCA
(blue lines) are plotted against the rescaled and interpo-
lated model curve (green lines). The model lightcurve is
transformed from the model (Newtonian) frame based on
a trial set of system parameters (distance d, inclination i,
and redshift 1 + z), and then interpolated onto the observed
lightcurve time bins. The residuals are shown in the bottom
panel; the inset also shows the comparison of the observed
and predicted (redshifted) recurrence time. The average ob-
served recurrence time (blue symbol) is 3.53 hr; in this case,
the model bursts have significantly more variations in their
recurrence times than the observations, as indicated by the
much larger error bar (green symbol).

4. DISCUSSION

We present a new software suite, concord, which

implements functions and classes intended to facilitate

analysis of thermonuclear (type-I) X-ray bursts, and

hence constrain the system parameters. The code is

written in Python and is publicly available via GitHub.



18 Galloway et al.

The code introduces procedures to account for

commonly-encountered astrophysical uncertainties that

may affect such measurements, most notably the ex-

pected anisotropy of the X-ray emission (both persis-

tent and burst) arising from the target sources. The

anisotropy treatment makes use of pre-calculated ta-

bles for several different disk model geometries, as sim-

ulated by He & Keek (2016). The user can modify

this treatment, via the addition of new “models” in the

diskmodel module.

The code uses a Monte-Carlo approach for all mea-

sured quantities to propagate errors, which also offers

flexibility on providing prior information on parameters

that might contribute to systematic uncertainties, for

example the NS mass and radius.

We have demonstrated the utility of the code with

several examples in this paper, which are also provided

via a companion jupyter notebook demonstrating how

the code may be invoked. We have also compared the

results obtained with the concord code against inde-

pendent measurements from numerical simulations, to

quantify their precision.

We point out here that the calculations are only as

good as the underlying assumptions, in particular the

modelling of the anisotropy. For example, in §3.2 we de-

rive the fuel composition for three epochs of burst mea-

surements in GS 1826−238, the “Clocked burster”, often

used as an exemplar that behaves consistently to numer-

ical model predictions to an unusually high level. Some-

what surprisingly, we find that the three burst epochs

result in values in X0–i parameter space that cannot be

mutually reconciled.

We suggest that the discrepancy may arise from the

assumptions about the disk structure. The default

model (model “A”) in the code assumes a thin disk

that extends to the NS surface (He & Keek 2016). Such

a disk is expected to be present for systems accreting

at high inclination rates, and exhibiting characteristi-

cally soft X-ray spectra for the persistent emission (e.g.

Done et al. 2007). However, during the observations of

these bursts, GS 1826−238 exhibited instead an unusu-

ally hard X-ray spectrum, suggestive instead of trunca-

tion of the disk above the NS surface. We hypothesize

that modelling including a varying disk truncation ra-

dius with accretion rate might be sufficient to reconcile

the three epochs, and perhaps also resolve the discrep-

ancy with the more detailed modelling of Johnston et al.

(2020).

In any case, the code offers a framework which can

be developed and further adapted with (for example)

additional options for anisotropy modelling, as well as

other aspects which affect the observed burst properties.

We hope that this code, in combination with the large

samples of burst measurements now available as well

as new observations obtained in future, will permit new

insights into the properties of bursting sources and hence

the details of the thermonuclear burst physics.
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APPENDIX

A. KEPLER MODEL RUNS

To validate the calculations and code in this paper (see §2.5 and §3.1) we adopt a set of Kepler simulations

originally carried out by Goodwin et al. (2019c), to verify the relationship between the nuclear energy generation rate

Qnuc and the average H-fraction in the fuel layer, X. The simulation parameters are listed in Table 2, and these

data are also provided as a machine-readable table accompanying this paper. The columns are as follows: (1) run
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number; (2–4) input parameters to Kepler, including the accretion rate ṁ, expressed as a fraction of the Eddington

rate; the H-fraction in the accreted fuel, X; and the CNO mass fraction Z; (5) the number of bursts nburst simulated;

(6) the number of bursts averaged navg, for the derived quantities (typically the first few bursts were discarded); (7)

the accreted mass ∆M ; (8) the average recurrence time ∆t and 1σ uncertainty; (9) the average burst energy Eb and

1σ uncertainty; (10) the average value of the H-fraction over the fuel layer X, and the 1σ uncertainty; and the average

H-fraction at the ignition point Xign.

Note that parameters (8) & (9) are measured in the (Newtonian) model frame, and so must be adjusted for the effects

of general relativity to give the equivalent values as would be measured by an observer. The surface gravity is set to

1.858× 1014 cm s−2 corresponding to a 1.4 M� NS with a radius of 10 km (equivalent to a star of the same mass with

RNS = 11.2 km, accounting for general relativity). The base flux is set consistently throughout as 0.1 MeV/nucleon; in

Kepler this parameter is multiplied by the accretion rate to give the incoming luminosity from below the simulation

zone.

We note also that the Kepler runs were performed without any “preheating” that can reduce the burn-in time (see

e.g. Johnston et al. 2020). This omission may mean that recurrence times are overestimated by approximately 10–20%,

as otherwise the fuel layer asymptotically approaches asymptotic conditions where the temperature is maximal (and

hence recurrence time is shortest).
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Table 2. Simulated Kepler burst train parameters

∆M ∆t Eb

Run ṁa X Z nburst navg (1020 g) (hr) (1038 erg) X Xign

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

1 0.3 0.2 0.02 51 49 11.924 1.02± 0.03 25.1± 0.8 0.160± 0.006 0.09289

2 0.3 0.3 0.02 37 35 12.322 1.06± 0.03 33.4± 1.3 0.258± 0.008 0.16496

3 0.3 0.4 0.02 36 34 11.918 1.03± 0.04 39± 2 0.358± 0.008 0.26395

4 0.3 0.5 0.02 36 34 11.475 0.99± 0.03 44± 3 0.461± 0.007 0.40095

5 0.3 0.6 0.02 50 48 11.352 0.97± 0.02 49± 3 0.563± 0.006 0.52224

6 0.3 0.7 0.02 35 33 11.832 1.03± 0.02 58± 5 0.662± 0.007 0.62179

7 0.3 0.8 0.02 24 22 12.746 1.12± 0.04 67± 8 0.759± 0.009 0.70960

8 0.3 0.2 0.005 38 36 15.983 1.38± 0.08 37± 2 0.184± 0.003 0.11118

9 0.3 0.3 0.005 32 31 16.427 1.43± 0.05 47± 2 0.283± 0.004 0.17244

10 0.3 0.4 0.005 33 31 15.009 1.30± 0.07 51± 5 0.383± 0.004 0.29499

11 0.3 0.5 0.005 36 35 13.897 1.20± 0.06 55± 6 0.485± 0.004 0.43364

12 0.3 0.6 0.005 45 44 13.387 1.15± 0.04 60± 7 0.588± 0.002 0.56270

13 0.3 0.7 0.005 45 43 14.239 1.23± 0.03 71± 9 0.6881± 0.0019 0.67223

14 0.3 0.2 0.005 32 30 15.967 1.39± 0.08 37± 2 0.184± 0.003 0.11115

15 0.3 0.2 0.1 27 26 13.082 1.14± 0.06 18± 2 0.05± 0.03 0.00769

16 0.3 0.3 0.1 30 28 8.192 0.9± 0.8 18± 4 0.16± 0.03 0.02453

17 0.3 0.4 0.1 68 67 8.127 0.692± 0.005 22± 3 0.264± 0.017 0.13451

18 0.3 0.5 0.1 58 56 8.217 0.701± 0.010 27± 3 0.365± 0.018 0.23658

19 0.3 0.6 0.1 51 50 8.067 0.691± 0.008 31± 3 0.467± 0.019 0.33747

20 0.3 0.7 0.1 39 37 7.941 0.69± 0.02 35± 3 0.57± 0.02 0.43025

21 0.3 0.2 0.1 26 25 13.068 1.14± 0.07 18± 3 0.05± 0.03 0.00800

22 0.2 0.2 0.02 36 34 12.002 1.56± 0.04 24.0± 1.0 0.141± 0.010 0.06585

23 0.2 0.3 0.02 35 33 12.469 1.62± 0.04 32.3± 1.3 0.239± 0.011 0.15682

24 0.2 0.4 0.02 34 32 12.714 1.65± 0.04 39.8± 1.7 0.336± 0.012 0.22918

25 0.2 0.5 0.02 32 31 12.071 1.57± 0.05 44± 3 0.439± 0.011 0.35049

26 0.2 0.6 0.02 37 35 11.501 1.49± 0.04 49± 3 0.544± 0.010 0.48209

27 0.2 0.7 0.02 37 35 11.668 1.52± 0.04 55± 4 0.645± 0.010 0.58878

28 0.3 0.2 0.1 23 22 12.843 1.12± 0.06 18± 4 0.05± 0.03 0.00909

29 0.2 0.2 0.005 24 22 17.560 2.30± 0.11 39.7± 1.9 0.176± 0.005 0.10829

31 0.2 0.4 0.005 25 23 17.052 2.24± 0.12 58± 4 0.375± 0.006 0.28462

32 0.2 0.5 0.005 18 16 15.771 2.12± 0.07 64± 6 0.475± 0.007 0.38890

33 0.2 0.6 0.005 29 27 14.310 1.88± 0.09 64± 8 0.580± 0.004 0.53863

34 0.2 0.7 0.005 29 27 14.564 1.91± 0.05 70± 10 0.682± 0.004 0.66101

35 0.2 0.2 0.02 36 34 12.002 1.56± 0.04 24.0± 1.0 0.141± 0.010 0.06585

36 0.2 0.2 0.1 21 20 19.768 2.62± 0.06 24.8± 1.0 0.03± 0.04 0.01000

37 0.2 0.3 0.1 14 12 14.498 1.98± 0.03 23± 4 0.08± 0.07 0.02500

38 0.2 0.4 0.1 40 2 4.269 1.03± 0.04 20± 10 0.29± 0.11 0.20000

39 0.2 0.5 0.1 39 37 7.831 1.013± 0.005 23± 4 0.31± 0.03 0.12211

40 0.2 0.6 0.1 32 30 7.930 1.032± 0.013 28± 5 0.41± 0.04 0.22348

41 0.2 0.7 0.1 23 21 7.700 1.02± 0.02 32± 4 0.51± 0.04 0.32535

42 0.3 0.2 0.1 60 4 10.354 1.12± 0.07 20± 6 0.08± 0.07 0.05000

43 0.1 0.2 0.02 40 3 16.381 6.16± 0.03 32± 2 0.10± 0.07 0.06667

44 0.1 0.3 0.02 90 7 10.722 3.11± 0.09 28± 3 0.19± 0.04 0.07710

45 0.1 0.4 0.02 60 4 9.568 3.20± 0.06 37± 4 0.31± 0.05 0.20516

46 0.1 0.5 0.02 40 3 8.792 3.28± 0.07 45± 5 0.41± 0.06 0.31122

47 0.1 0.6 0.02 40 3 8.179 3.07± 0.08 50± 7 0.52± 0.06 0.43911

48 0.1 0.7 0.02 30 2 5.767 2.95± 0.05 60± 10 0.65± 0.05 0.59032

49 0.2 0.2 0.02 40 2 6.342 1.577± 0.017 26± 2 0.17± 0.03 0.13171

50 0.1 0.2 0.005 11 9 18.052 5.11± 0.04 41.2± 0.9 0.156± 0.016 0.07394

51 0.1 0.3 0.005 11 9 18.349 5.17± 0.06 53.4± 0.9 0.254± 0.016 0.15758

52 0.1 0.4 0.005 11 9 18.583 5.24± 0.07 64.7± 1.9 0.353± 0.017 0.25111

53 0.1 0.5 0.005 11 9 17.915 5.04± 0.18 72± 4 0.455± 0.016 0.36416

54 0.1 0.6 0.005 12 10 15.980 4.4± 0.2 73± 8 0.556± 0.015 0.45273

55 0.1 0.7 0.005 13 11 15.525 4.29± 0.19 80± 10 0.660± 0.013 0.58806

56 0.2 0.2 0.005 24 22 17.560 2.30± 0.11 39.7± 1.9 0.176± 0.005 0.10829

57 0.1 0.2 0.1 40 2 32.831 16.7± 1.0 70± 20 0.10± 0.10 0.10000

58 0.1 0.3 0.1 60 4 28.842 9.71± 0.19 44± 4 < 0.21 0.07500

59 0.1 0.4 0.1 90 7 22.018 6.46± 0.05 34± 3 < 0.21 0.05714

60 0.1 0.5 0.1 11 9 18.966 5.38± 0.06 32± 6 0.11± 0.14 0.05555

63 0.2 0.2 0.1 22 20 19.768 2.62± 0.07 24.7± 1.0 0.03± 0.04 0.01000

aAccretion rate in units of Eddington, i.e. 8.8× 104/(1 +X) g cm−2 s−1
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Kajava, J. J. E., Nättilä, J., Latvala, O.-M., Pursiainen,

M., Poutanen, J., Suleimanov, V. F., Revnivtsev, M. G.,

Kuulkers, E., & Galloway, D. K. 2014, MNRAS, 445,

4218

Keek, L., Galloway, D. K., in ’t Zand, J. J. M., & Heger, A.

2010, ApJ, 718, 292

Kuin, P., Page, K., Campana, S., & Zane, S. 2015, The

Astronomer’s Telegram, 7849

Kuiper, L., Tsygankov, S. S., Falanga, M., Mereminskij,

I. A., Galloway, D. K., Poutanen, J., & Li, Z. 2020, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2002.12154

Kuulkers, E., den Hartog, P. R., in ’t Zand, J. J. M.,

Verbunt, F. W. M., Harris, W. E., & Cocchi, M. 2003,

A&A, 399, 663

Lampe, N., Heger, A., & Galloway, D. K. 2016, ApJ, 819,

46

Lapidus, I. I. & Sunyaev, R. A. 1985, MNRAS, 217, 291

Lewin, W. H. G., Vacca, W. D., & Basinska, E. M. 1984,

ApJL, 277, L57

Lewin, W. H. G., van Paradijs, J., & Taam, R. E. 1993,

SSRv, 62, 223

Meisel, Z. 2018, ApJ, 860, 147

Özel, F. & Freire, P. 2016, ARA&A, 54, 401
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