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ABSTRACT

We present new simulations investigating the impact of mass transfer on the asteroseismic signals of slowly pulsating B
stars. We use MESA to simulate the evolution of a binary star system and GYRE to compute the asteroseismic properties of
the accretor star. We show that, compared to a single star of the same final mass, a star that has undergone accretion (of
non-enriched material) has a significantly different internal structure, evident in both the hydrogen abundance profile
and Brunt-Viisald frequency profile. These differences result in significant changes in the observed period spacing
patterns, implying that one may use this as a diagnostic to test whether a star’s core has been rejuvenated as a result
of accretion. We show that it is essential to consider the full multimodal posterior distributions when fitting stellar
properties of mass-gainers to avoid drawing misleading conclusions. Even with these considerations, stellar ages will
be significantly underestimated when assuming single star evolution for a mass-gainer. We find that future detectors
with improved uncertainties would rule out single star models with the correct mass and central hydrogen fraction.
Our proof of principle analysis demonstrates the need to further investigate the impact of binary interactions on stellar
asteroseismic signals for a wide range of parameters, such as initial mass, amount of mass transferred and the age of
the accretor star at the onset of mass transfer.
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1. Introduction

05627v1 [astro-ph.SR] 8 Mar 2024

= The majority of stars are born in binaries and multiple
star systems (e.g. Duchéne & Kraus 2013; Moe & Di Ste-
fano 2017; Offner et al. 2023), a large subset of which will
exchange mass at some point in their lifetime (e.g Podsiad-
. = lowski et al. 1992; Sana et al. 2012; de Mink et al. 2014).
> However, mass transfer, both the process itself and the im-
'>2 pact it has on the component stars, is still highly uncer-

tain. Specifically, there are large uncertainties in how much
mass and angular momentum is transferred and what part
is lost from the system (Packet 1981; de Mink et al. 2007;
Renzo & Gotberg 2021) and how the accretor star adjusts
to the incoming mass (Hellings 1983; Braun & Langer 1995;
Cantiello et al. 2007; Staritsin 2019; Renzo et al. 2023; Lau
et al. 2024). These uncertainties in understanding the pro-
cess of mass transfer result in uncertainties in evolutionary
calculations and predictions, such as the rate of formation
of close double compact objects (Toonen & Nelemans 2013;
Marchant et al. 2021; van Son et al. 2022), stripped stars
(Crowther 2007; Heber 2016; Gotberg et al. 2020), X-ray bi-
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naries (Fragos et al. 2013), and gravitational wave sources
(e.g. Dominik et al. 2015; Belczynski et al. 2002; Broek-
gaarden et al. 2022; Torio et al. 2023).

Asteroseismology probes the internal structure of stars
through the analysis of stellar pulsations (Aerts et al. 2010)
and so may hold the key to directly probing how accretor
stars adjust to gaining mass (e.g. Renzo & Gotberg 2021).
In particular, high-order gravity (g) mode pulsations carry
information about the deep radiative interiors of stars and
the boundary between the convective core and radiative en-
velope. Main-sequence stars that exhibit g-modes include
F-type v Doradus stars, driven by convective flux block-
ing (Guzik et al. 2000) and Slowly Pulsating B-type (SPB)
stars, driven by the k/y-mechanism (Waelkens & Rufener
1985; Waelkens 1991; Cox et al. 1992; Pamyatnykh 1999).
These g-mode pulsators have been used to provide insights
into many aspects of stellar structure and evolution, such as
the masses of stellar cores (Johnston 2021; Pedersen 2022)
internal mixing processes (Pedersen et al. 2018; Michielsen
et al. 2021), and angular momentum transport (Aerts et al.
2019; Ouazzani et al. 2020; Salmon et al. 2022; Burssens
et al. 2023; Mombarg 2023; Moyano et al. 2024). Recent
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work has also suggested that g-modes can be used to probe
the binary evolutionary history of stellar mergers in the
evolution products of low- and intermediate-mass (Rui &
Fuller 2021) and high-mass stars (Bellinger et al. 2023).

These insights into stellar properties are possible due to
the intricate dependence of period spectrum of g-mode pul-
sations on the size of the convective core, and the chemical
composition gradient and structure outside of the core (e.g.
Dziembowski et al. 1993; Miglio et al. 2008; Hatta 2023).
Most current works only consider single-star evolution when
inferring stellar properties. However, mass transfer can pro-
foundly influence the structure and composition gradients
of accreting stars even after thermal re-adjustment, as indi-
cated by numerous studies using 1D stellar evolution codes
(Braun & Langer 1995; Renzo & Gotberg 2021; Miszuda
et al. 2021). These changes in structure are usually the re-
sult of the rejuvenation and growth of the convective nu-
clear burning core. As the frequencies of stellar pulsations
are finely tuned by the internal structure of stars, astero-
seismology holds the potential to identify the signature of
previous mass transfer in various classes of pulsating stars.
Furthermore, assuming single star evolution for a star that
has undergone accretion may result in misleading inferences
of its stellar properties from asteroseismology.

Earlier works have explored the asteroseismic modelling
of stars in post mass-transfer binaries, with various degrees
of accounting for the history of mass transfer. In particular,
Guo et al. (2017a,b) and Chen et al. (2021) performed aster-
oseismic analysis of pulsating stars in post-mass transfer bi-
naries observed by Kepler. While Guo et al. (2017a,b) found
suitable solutions using only single star evolution models,
Chen et al. (2021) compared solutions from binary and
single star evolution models. Although Guo et al. (2017b)
briefly mention that their solutions may be impacted by not
considering the different composition and g-mode cavity re-
sulting from mass transfer, they make no further analysis of
these effects. Each of these studies conclude that, for their
particular systems, single star models were sufficient.

Miszuda et al. (2021, 2022) investigated the instability
of p-modes in two post mass transfer binaries computed
with MESA. In their model, the second star accretes nearly
conservatively. At the late stages of accretion, the deeper
helium-rich layers of the donor star are transferred. The re-
sulting accretor becomes heavily enriched in helium in its
outermost layers. They find that this affects overall struc-
ture, the mode excitation and pulsation frequencies. In their
models, the enriched layer of helium stays is only present at
the surface leading to an inversion of average particle mass
(mean molecular weight, see their Figure 10). One would
expect that mixing processes, such as the Rayleigh-Taylor
instability, thermohaline mixing and also rotational mixing
(Kippenhahn et al. 1980; Cantiello et al. 2007), would mix
the helium-rich material with the layers below. Both models
and observations suggest this overabundance of helium-rich
material is erased even before the end of Roche-Lobe over-
flow (Renzo & Gotberg 2021).

In this work, we study the longer-lived changes to the
internal structure of a rejuvenated accretor. We investigate
the impact on the asteroseismic signals of g-modes in ac-
cretor star. We focus on late B-type main sequence stars,
which have a relatively high binary fraction and are com-
monly observed to pulsate as SPB stars.

We model accretion in a binary system using MESA (§2)
and demonstrate the difference in evolution and internal
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structure between an accreting star and an equivalent single
star, even when accreting non-enriched material (§3). Using
the GYRE stellar oscillation code we then show how this
influences the period spacing pattern of the accreting star
(§4). We highlight how the properties of the star can be
inferred inaccurately if single stellar models are used (§5).
All code to reproduce the results and figures in this paper
is available on GitHub! and Zenodo?. Interactive versions
of several figures are available online3.

2. Model and numerical setup

In this section we outline the setup of our MESA binary
model and specify the numeric setup of our GYRE calcu-
lations.

2.1. MESA model setup

We use Modules for Experiments in Stellar Astrophysics
(MESA, Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019; Jermyn
et al. 2023) version r23.05.1 (Paxton 2023) to simulate non-
rotating models for a binary system, as well as a grid of sin-
gle stars against which to compare. Our full inlists, template
folders and our model outputs are available on Zenodo?.

In particular, the most pertinent settings that we use
for this work are as follows: We adopt the Ledoux (1947)
criterion to account for the presence of a chemical gradi-
ent when determining the stability of convection. We in-
clude semiconvection following Langer et al. (1983) with a
scaled efficiency of ag. = 0.1. We use exponential core over-
shooting from Herwig (2000), setting (f, fo) = (0.01,0.005)
(Claret & Torres 2017). We set a minimum diffusive mixing
coefficient of 20cm?s™!; this smooths out any numerical
discontinuities in the composition gradients and partially
accounts for the lack of rotational mixing in our models.
We motivate our choice of 20 cm?s~! and highlight the ef-
fect of changing the mixing coefficient on our results in
Appendix A. We do not account for any rotation in our
models. For more details on the input physics and settings,
see Appendix B.

Our binary model has a donor with an initial mass of
4 Mg and an accretor with an initial mass of 3 Mg, such
that after accretion we form a star in the typical mass
range of SPB stars (Waelkens & Rufener 1985; Waelkens
1991; Kurtz 2022). We chose an orbital period of 5 days
such that the donor will fill its Roche-lobe shortly after
leaving the main sequence and undergo so-called Case B
mass transfer. We account for non-conservative mass trans-
fer with a mass transfer efficiency of 8 = 0.5. We allow the
secondary to accrete 0.5 M, which corresponds to about
30% of the mass that the donor star loses. The remaining
mass is lost from the system taking away approximately
the specific angular momentum similar to that of the orbit
of the accreting star. We only allow accretion of the outer
most layers of the donor star, which are not yet enriched in
helium. After the mass transfer phase ends and the donor
retreats within it Roche-lobe, we further evolve the accretor
until central hydrogen depletion.

"https://github.com/TomWagg/mass-gainer-seismology

*https://zenodo.org/records/10011675

3https://www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/
mass-gainer-asteroseismology.html
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For comparison, we also evolve a grid of single stars with
masses from 2-6 M until the end of helium core burning,
using the same physical assumptions. All our models are
calculated for a metallicity of Z = 0.02. For a demonstra-
tion of the numerical convergence with spatial and temporal
resolution of our models, see Appendix C. See also Section 6
for a discussion of the model limitations and caveats.

2.2. GYRE setup

We use the GYRE stellar oscillation code (version 7.1,
Townsend & Teitler 2013; Townsend et al. 2018; Goldstein
& Townsend 2020; Sun et al. 2023) to calculate the peri-
ods of the £ = 1, m = 0 g-modes for both our accreting star
and equivalent single star models. We calculate the adia-
batic eigenfrequencies for dipole (£ = 1) modes for each
model in our MESA grid and scan 2000 frequency bins on
an inversely sampled grid from 0.25 to 10 d~! (equivalent
to periods from 0.1 to 4 days). We set the outer boundary
condition to use a vacuum boundary condition and solve
the full 6th order dimensionless stellar oscillation equations
(Dziembowski 1971; Christensen-Dalsgaard 2008) using the
Colloc scheme MAGNUS_GL6. We use the same GYRE setup
for our single and binary star models. Although excitation
physics are an interesting avenue to study in future work,
we do not consider non-adiabatic calculations in this work.

3. Binary Stellar Evolution

In this section, we describe the evolution of our model sys-
tem, both across the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram and in
terms of its internal structure.

3.1. Hertzsprung-Russell diagram evolution

In Figure 1 we show the evolution across the Hertzsprung-
Russell diagram of both the donor and accretor of our bi-
nary model, with a subset of our single stellar models in
the background. Below we explain these tracks, but we
note that binary evolution of this nature has been de-
scribed in many classic papers (e.g. Morton 1960; Smak
1962; Paczynski 1966; Kippenhahn 1969; Yungelson 1973;
van der Linden 1987) and more recent works (e.g. Yoon
et al. 2010; Claeys et al. 2011; Eldridge et al. 2013; Tauris
et al. 2015; McClelland & Eldridge 2016; Yoon et al. 2017;
Gotberg et al. 2017; Renzo & Gotberg 2021).

The evolution of the donor (starting at D1) initially fol-
lows the 4 M, single star track, expanding across the main
sequence, exhausting core hydrogen and moving across the
Hertzsprung gap. During the expansion on the Hertzsprung
gap, at point D2, the donor overflows its Roche-lobe and
diverges from the single star track. As it loses mass, it is
driven out of thermal equilibrium. It decreases in luminos-
ity as a fraction of the photons produced deep inside are
now used to do work to expand the outer layers. The orbit
shrinks slightly at first, but quickly starts to widen (Renzo
et al. 2019). At point D3 the donor star is still transferring
mass but it starts to regain thermal equilibrium. At point
D4 the donor has lost its entire hydrogen-rich envelope and
contracts within its Roche-lobe. It keeps contracting until
it ignites helium at the point marked D5, where it resides
a compact subdwarf.
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Fig. 1. Hertzsprung-Russell diagram showing the evolution of
the binary. Tracks are coloured by the mass loss and mass ac-
cretion rate for the donor (marked D1-5) and accretor (marked
A1-4), see Section 3.1 for an explanation of the labels. We limit
the accretion on the companion to 0.5 Mg and follow its further
evolution until core hydrogen exhaustion, see Section 2.1 for de-
tails on the technical implementation. For reference, we show
single star tracks as dashed light grey curves, with masses from
3 to 4 Mg in 0.1 Mg intervals.

Interactive plot available online l4a.

The evolution of the accretor (starting at Al) follows
the 3 Mg single star track initially, but early into its main
sequence evolution it starts to accrete mass from the donor
(at point A2). This drives the accretor out of thermal equi-
librium causing it to expand and increase in luminosity.
Once we cease the mass transfer (at point A3) the accretor
returns to thermal equilibrium at point A4 and proceeds
with its main sequence evolution. At this stage it closely
resembles the evolution of a 3.5 Mg single star.

3.2. Rejuvenation and chemical gradients

Although the accretor closely follows a more massive single
star track in the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram, its internal
structure has been altered to support the incoming mass
after a fraction of its nuclear evolution has already elapsed,
leading to enhanced mixing as the convective core expands
in mass coordinate (Neo et al. 1977; Hellings 1983; Renzo
et al. 2023). This process leaves behind a signature in the
hydrogen abundance profile of the star, which we plot in
Figure 2. In each panel we compare the accretor of our
binary model with a 3.5 My single star, thus the stars have
the same final mass. Mass transfer occurs between panels
b and ¢ and we discuss the differences below.

First, we consider the evolution of the convective stellar
core and the abundance profile for the single star. As the
star evolves, it burns hydrogen in its core, decreasing the
central hydrogen abundance. The reduced hydrogen abun-
dance decreases the opacity of the core, allowing radiation
to travel more freely, leading to a recession of the convective
core in mass coordinate (Mitalas 1972; Crowe & Matalas
1982; Miglio et al. 2008; Silva Aguirre et al. 2011; Xin et al.
2022). As the core recedes it has a decreasing hydrogen
abundance, and therefore it imprints a composition gradi-
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the hydrogen abundance profiles between
(i) an initially 3 Mg star that accretes mass from a companion
and (ii) a single star with the same final mass of 3.5 M. Each
panel compares the stars at the same central hydrogen abun-
dance, which is annotated in each panel.

Interactive plot available online loa

ent in its wake in the abundance profile. We see these trends
in Figure 2 as the single star (shown in orange) evolves.

For the mass-gainer the evolution initially proceeds in a
similar manner. In panel 2b, the shape is similar to that of
the single star, though with a smaller convective core due
to the star’s initially lower mass. Between panels 2b and 2c,
mass transfer occurs. As mass transfer proceeds the accre-
tor increases in luminosity to compensate for the additional
mass. This leads to an increase in the convective core size,
which one can see as the profiles move outwards in mass co-
ordinates in Figure 3. At the same time, this expansion of
the core leads to enhanced convective boundary mixing and
a rejuvenation of the accretor as more hydrogen is mixed
into the core, increasing the central abundance (Neo et al.
1977). The expansion of the core into the region through
which it previously receded sharpens the composition gradi-
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Fig. 3. Hydrogen abundance profile of our accretor model dur-
ing mass transfer. Each line is coloured by its time after the start
of mass transfer. This plot shows more time-resolved evolution
between panels b and c of Figure 2.

ent, resulting in the ‘kink’ in the abundance profile relative
to the single star for the remaining panels of Figure 2. The
origin of this feature is shown in Figure 3, where we see
the hydrogen abundance increase and extend outwards as
the core rejuvenates, thus washing away the previous gra-
dient. We emphasise that this occurs even in the absence
of rotation and associated mixing. Returning to Figure 2,
the evolution of the abundance profile after mass transfer
proceeds similarly to that of a single star, with subsequent
recession of the core and a resulting composition gradient.
Critically, however, the feature arising from mass transfer
remains throughout the main sequence, albeit marginally
smoothed by internal mixing.

4. Asteroseismic Signals

In this Section we demonstrate how the differences in in-
ternal structure between the accretor and single star lead
to altered asteroseismic signals. We first consider how the
Brunt—Vaisila (buoyancy) frequency profile is changed, be-
fore showing how this influences the period spacing pat-
terns.

4.1. Brunt-Vaisila frequency profile

The Brunt—Viiséla frequency (Viisald 1925; Brunt 1927),
N, defines the regions in which convective instabilities can
occur, such that N2 < 0 indicates a convective region, and
N? > 0 aradiative region in which g-modes can propagate?.
Physically, it can be understood as the frequency at which
a small element of vertically displaced material will oscil-
late within a radiative region. The Brunt—Vaisélé frequency
directly determines the period distribution of g-mode oscil-
lations, and thus it is pertinent to consider the impact of
mass transfer on it. For an ideal gas, the frequency can be
approximated as

p

2
~ 9
N2~ "5 (Vaa =V + Vo), (1)

where p is the density, g is the local gravitational accelera-
tion, P is the pressure, V,q ~ 2/5 is the adiabatc temper-

“The Brunt-Viisild frequency was originally derived in meteo-
rology and only later applied to stellar evolution. It was first
derived in German by Viisila (1925) and, despite the typical
ordering of the names, independently two years later in English
by Brunt (1927).
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Fig. 4. As Figure 2, but showing the Brunt—Véisila frequency profile for the same evolutionary timesteps. Left: as a function of
mass coordinate, right: as a function of the radial coordinate. Interactive plot available online l4a

ature gradient and assumed to be a constant, V = gig;

is the temperature gradient and V, is the chemical com-
position gradient. Although many of the terms in this ex-
pression are similar for our accretor model and equivalent
single star model, the density profile and, as noted in Sec-
tion 3.2, the composition gradient V,, show significant dif-
ferences and as such we expect similar differences in the
Brunt—Vaiséla frequency profile.

In Figure 4 we compare, for the same central hydrogen
content, the Brunt—Viisila frequency profiles for the accre-
tor star model and single star model with the same final
mass. Each panel is for the same central hydrogen content
as in Figure 2 for a simple comparison. We additionally
show the profile as a both a function of mass coordinate
and radial coordinate in the two columns.

Considering first the single star model, we see that ini-
tially the convective core (N? < 0) extends to ~0.75Mg
(or ~0.3Re) and the frequency profile changes smoothly
across the star. As the star evolves, the core recedes, leav-

ing behind a chemical gradient; a peak then emerges in the
Brunt—Vaiséla frequency profile that extends between the
core and the unmixed outer regions of the star. This peak
is directly due to the chemical composition gradient (V)
imprinted on the star by the receding core during the main
sequence. As the star evolves, the peak extends in concert
with the recession of the core, in line with the composition
gradient.

For the accretor model, we see similar evolution in pan-
els 4a and 4b (before mass transfer occurs). Immediately
following mass transfer (in panel 4c), the convective core
radial extent and mass coordinate align with the single star
model and several distinct features emerge outside of the
core, arising due to the kink in the composition gradient
visible in panel 2c. As the star evolves, chemical mixing
smooths these features to some extent, but importantly the
star retains a double-peaked Brunt—Viiséilé frequency pro-
file for the rest of its main sequence evolution.
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https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6147-5761
www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/mass-gainer-asteroseismology.html#fig2-4

A&A proofs: manuscript no. paper_ AA

We are unaware of any process in single star evolution
that would result in an equivalent Brunt—Véiséala frequency
profile for the accretor. In single star evolution we expect a
smooth monotonic change in the chemical composition gra-
dient due to the recession of the convective core. Therefore,
the profile would always have a smooth, unimodal peak.
The occurrence of an increase in convective core size in
a rejuvenated accretor results in a change in the chemi-
cal composition gradient not possible in single stars (Renzo
et al. 2023).

4.2. Period spacing patterns

All differences between the mass-gainer and equivalent sin-
gle star that we have noted so far are within the internal
structure, and so are not directly observable. Therefore, we
now consider the impact of these internal structure changes
on the observable period spacing pattern.

The period spacing pattern is defined as the difference
in period between modes of the same spherical degree, ¢,
and neighbouring radial order, n. Under the assumption
of spherical symmetry and high radial order (n > ¢), this
difference is constant and follows the asymptotic g-mode
period spacing given by Tassoul (1980):

APQZE(ZZ_D[/T:IZXdT]_I, (2)

where ¢ is the spherical degree, N is the Brunt—Vaisala
frequency (see Eq. 1) and r¢ and r; are the boundaries of the
g-mode oscillation cavity, which in our model correspond to
the convective core boundary and the outer edge of the star
respectively.

Deviations from the asymptotic period spacing occur
due to abrupt shifts in the Brunt—Vaiisila frequency pro-
file, which trap particular modes in certain regions of the
star, altering their periods relative to the regular pattern
(e.g. Dziembowski et al. 1993; Miglio et al. 2008). The sen-
sitivity of these deviations to the Brunt—Vaiisila frequency
thus makes the period spacing pattern a useful observable
for probing the internal structure of a star (e.g. Aerts et al.
2010).

In Figure 5 we compare the period spacing pattern of
a mass-gainer to that of an equivalent single star at dif-
ferent stages during their evolution. At the zero-age main
sequence (in panel 5a), the period spacing pattern closely
follows each star’s asymptotic period spacing (denoted as
dotted lines) due to the lack of any composition gradients.
Early during the main sequence, immediately prior to mass
transfer (in panel 5b), the pattern now displays some os-
cillation around the asymptotic value due to the chemical
composition gradients that have developed outside of the
core. Since this is currently pre-accretion, the stars have
different masses and thus convective core sizes, resulting in
an offset between their asymptotic period spacings.

In subsequent panels (5¢—f) there are several differences
in the period spacing pattern, despite the fact that the stars
now have the same mass and convective core size. The two
main differences can be expressed in terms of the ampli-
tude and phase of oscillations in the period spacing pat-
tern. Frequently in the stars’ later evolution, the amplitude
of deviations from the asymptotic spacing are larger for the
mass-gainer (for example between ~0.5-1.0 days in panel
5e). This is because the mass-gainer contains regions with
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steeper chemical composition gradients (Renzo et al. 2023),
which more strongly impact the Brunt—Vaisild frequency
and thus the period of oscillations.

In addition, we find that the oscillations in the period
spacing pattern shift phase in certain regions for the mass
gainer. This is most apparent in panel e, in which the pat-
terns are out of phase for periods between ~1.5-3.2days
and in-phase otherwise. These period-dependent shifts arise
due to difference between the Brunt—Vaisélé frequency pro-
files occurring in the region of changing chemical composi-
tion. Certain modes are more sensitive to certain regions of
the star than others. Modes that are more sensitive to the
region of changing chemical composition are shifted and so
move out of phase, whilst other modes are less sensitive to
the differences from a single star and thus oscillate with the
same periods, remaining in-phase.
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5. Fitting accretors with single stars

We have demonstrated that, compared to an equivalent
single star, a mass-gainer shows significant differences in
its period spacing pattern as a result of accretion alter-
ing its chemical composition gradient. Therefore, given that
around 20% SPB stars are expected to be in interacting bi-
naries (Sana et al. 2012; de Mink et al. 2014), modelling
that assumes single star evolution may result in incorrect
inferences.

We test how incorrect these inferences may be by fit-
ting the period spacing pattern of our mass-gainer model
assuming single star evolution. We use GYRE to compute
the periods of £ = 1,m = 0 g-modes for our grid of single
star models between 2 and 6 Mg across the entire main se-
quence. We then perform a y? fit for a given mass-gainer
period spacing pattern with every single star model, at ev-
ery timestep.

We match the periods of models independently of radial
order, since, in reality, the exact radial order of an observed
pulsation is not known a priori. This means that the best
fitting period for a given radial order in the mass-gainer
model may actually be from a different radial order in the
single star model. We therefore need to determine the opti-
mal matching between these sets of periods. We make the
assumption that the ‘observed’ period spacing pattern is
continuous and monotonic in radial order. This simplifies
the matching process, as for each single star model we must
now only determine the offset in radial order, ¢, from the
mass-gainer model, such that a period P ; in the mass-
gainer corresponds to a period P (1) in the single star.

In summary, we calculate the y? for each model as

N 2
(Prg,i — Py (ite))
I ®

K2
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where Py, and Ps are the g-mode periods of the mass-gainer
and single star models respectively, and o; is the uncer-
tainty on the measurement. For the purposes of this inves-
tigation we adopt a frequency uncertainty of 1/1150 days
based on the Kepler time baseline.

In Figure 6, we show an example of this x? fitting. In
this plot the mass-gainer model has a mass of 3.5 Mg and
central hydrogen content of X. = 0.1. The pit-like features
in the y? values are the result of degeneracies in the under-
lying models. Specifically, as the core mass decreases with
decreasing X, the average AP values decrease, thus cre-
ating a degeneracy between higher mass models with lower
X, and lower mass models with high X, (e.g., Buysschaert
et al. 2018; Mombarg et al. 2019).

The best fitting model when assuming single star evolu-
tion underestimates the mass at 3.0 Mg and overestimates
the central hydrogen content at X, = 0.26, more than twice
the true value. However, this best-fitting value is found
along the trough of degeneracy between mass and hydrogen
content. Each value within the white contour lines, which
includes the true value, is each statistically compatible with
the mass-gainer.

Therefore, when fitting a potential mass-gainer with sin-
gle star models, it is critical to consider the full multimodal
posterior distributions. For example, Basu et al. 2012 sug-
gests selecting all models with likelihoods over 95% of the
value of the best-fitting model. This allows one to account
for the large degeneracies in models. We highlight that if
one were to simply take the mean and standard deviation of
the mode of the posterior, then one would infer inaccurate
properties for the star (Figure 6).

We repeated this fitting procedure throughout the post-
accretion evolution of the mass-gainer model, as shown in
Figure 7. Each column in this Figure shows the same infor-
mation as Figure 6 at a different evolutionary stage. At evo-
lutionary stages recently after accretion has ceased (larger
values, close to X, = 0.47), the best-fit values of the mass
and X, from the single star modes are considered statis-
tically compatible with the ‘true’ values from the accretor
model. However, as the main sequence proceeds (X, < 0.1)
the lowest x2 model diverges from the true value, tending
to overestimate X, and underestimate M. Furthermore, we
highlight that the range of the parameter space that is con-
sistent with observations is generally large, and shows mul-
tiple optima. This stresses the importance of considering
the full posterior distributions.

5.1. Stellar ages

Even when stellar mass and X, are well fit by single star
models, inferences of stellar ages for mass-gainers will be
incorrect. A mass-gainer is initially less massive and thus
evolves more slowly before accretion occurs. For this reason,
our mass-gainer model is ~72Myr older than the equiva-
lent (3.5Mg) single star model for all values of X, post-
accretion (Figure 8). The difference in age is dependent on
how much mass is accreted and at what stage during the
main sequence it is accreted. A star that accreted more
mass, or accreted it later in its main sequence, would have
a more significant difference in age. Overall, using astero-
seismology and single star models to infer the age of mass-
gainers will consistently underestimate stellar ages.
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5.2. Improved uncertainties

For our assumed frequency uncertainty (based on the Ke-
pler time baseline), we have shown that a single star model
with the same stellar mass and X, is statistically compati-
ble with our mass-gainer model. However, with only moder-
ate improvements (~15%, see Figure 6) to the uncertainties
one can rule out this single star model to 20.

Therefore, as the quality of data improves with future
detectors we find that mass-gainers will be increasingly dis-
tinguishable from single star models with the correct mass
and X.. This provides an opportunity to better study the
effects of mass transfer and accretion. Yet at the same time,
this highlights the increasing importance in considering a
star’s accretion history when using asteroseismology to in-
fer its stellar properties.

6. Discussion

Binary parameters and the treatment of mass transfer The
mass-gainer model that we use was allowed to accrete only
0.5 M of material. This was partially motivated by the idea
that an accretor with rotation is expected to quickly reach
critical rotation and prevent further accretion (e.g. Petrovic
et al. 2005), others do argue that accretion is possible even
beyond critical rotation (Popham & Narayan 1991; Paczyn-
ski 1991). The amount of accreted material will likely affect
the quantitative results. If the star had accreted signifi-
cantly more, its new convective core may have further ex-
panded, possibly erasing the chemical composition gradient
and thus tracers of mass transfer and its asteroseismic sig-
nals. If the star had accreted significantly less, the imprints
on the structure would be milder and probably harder to
detect.

Another parameter is the evolutionary state of the sec-
ondary star at the onset of mass transfer (which is governed
by the initial mass ratio and, to a lesser extent, the initial
period of the binary system). In our model, the accretion
occurred when the accretor was still relatively unevolved (at
a central hydrogen mass fraction of 0.53). If the secondary
had been more evolved, it would had a more pronounced
internal chemical gradient, which would have been harder
to fully erase. This is not only because the gradient then
covers a larger range in mass coordinate, but also since the
presence of a steep gradient may have an inhibiting effect
to mixing (Braun & Langer 1995).

Variations on the amount of accreted material and the
evolutionary stage of the secondary should be explored sys-
tematically in future work.

Rotation We have limited the scope of our investigations
by neglecting rotation in each model. For slow to moderate
rotating g-mode pulsators, many recent studies only add
the effects of rotation at the stage of calculating pulsation
frequencies (e.g. Michielsen et al. 2021). Yet, mass-gainers
could reach close-to-critical rotation during mass transfer
due to the exchange of angular momentum (Packet 1981; de
Mink et al. 2013; Renzo & Gotberg 2021), and this could im-
pact several aspects of our results (e.g. Aerts & Tkachenko
2023, and references therein). In practice, such high rota-
tion rates are not found in observations and accretors typ-
ically have spins that are only 10-40% of the critical rate
(Dervigoglu et al. 2010, see however e.g., Zehe et al. 2018),
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but this may still significantly impact the asteroseismic sig-
natures.

The two dominant effects concern rotational mixing and
the shifting of g-modes due to the introduction of the Cori-
olis force. Rotation is expected to enhance internal chem-
ical mixing throughout the star through mechanisms such
as shear mixing, dynamical instabilities, and Eddington-
Sweet circulation (Maeder & Meynet 2000). These mecha-
nisms are expected to act in the vicinity of the core as well
and thus alter the chemical composition gradient, which
is the key difference between the mass-gainer and single
star models. By introducing the Coriolis force, rotation ac-
tively shifts the periods of g-modes (Townsend 2003), in-
troducing a characteristic tilt in the period spacing pattern
(Bouabid et al. 2013). In addition to the effects of modified
chemical mixing profile, rotation will further complicate the
construction of observed period spacing patterns. However,
this does open up the opportunity to investigate the core
rotation of stars that have undergone mass transfer, as was
done by Guo & Li (2019). Future work should investigate
the role of rotation in modifying these predictions.

Treatment of steep chemical gradients As a result of mass
accretion and rejuvenation, accretors develop a steep chem-
ical composition gradient. The treatment of this in a 1D
evolutionary code is uncertain and numerically challenging
(e.g. Lau et al. 2014). We enforce a minimum level of diffu-
sive mixing in our models that smooths the chemical com-
position gradient. This has an impact on our results for the
Brunt—Vaisila frequency and period spacing pattern. How-
ever, as we demonstrate in Appendix A, differences between
the mass-gainer and single star models are still present for a
wide-range of choices for this parameter. Crucially, we note
that this may artificially suppress physical signatures in
the model that result from rejuvenation. Since mass trans-
fer is a rapid and ill-understood phenomenon, we cannot
say for certain whether or not all of the signatures that it
imparts on the stellar structure are numerical or physical.
Specifically, we refer to the points marked as ‘glitches’ in
the Brunt—Viisila profile in Figure A.1, which are prefer-
entially smoothed as min_D_mix increases. We further note
that increased min_D_mix values can serve as a proxy for
the effects of slow to moderate rotation on chemical mixing
in the stellar interior. Thus, while mass transfer may im-
part some small scale features in the chemical profile of the
accretor, we can expect them to be suppressed over time
by chemical mixing induced by slow to moderate rotation.

7. Summary & Conclusions

We have presented new simulations investigating the im-
pact of mass transfer on the asteroseismic signals of slowly
pulsating B stars. We used MESA to evolve a binary star
system and computed the asteroseismic properties of the
accretor star using GYRE. We compared the internal struc-
ture, and rejuvenation, of the accretor, as well as its period
spacing pattern, to an equivalent single star. Our main con-
clusions are as follows:

1. Mass transfer produces a distinct asteroseismic
imprint
Our accretor star model shows a significantly different
internal chemical composition gradient (e.g. Renzo &
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Gotberg 2021), and hence Brunt—Viisila frequency (see
Figures 2—4), even though we only consider non-enriched
hydrogen being accreted. While Miszuda et al. (2021)
demonstrated that mass transfer impacts the frequen-
cies of p modes in lower mass § Scuti type stars, they
considered helium enriched materials being accreted.
Even when considering only un-enriched material, the
modified chemical gradient selectively traps certain g-
modes and therefore produces a measurably different
asteroseismic signal (see Figure 5) compared to an equal
mass star that has undergone single star evolution.

2. The asteroseismic signature of rejuvenation per-
sists throughout the main-sequence evolution of
the mass gainer
At times soon after rejuvenation, there is only a small
region of the star with a non-zero chemical composi-
tion gradient (e.g. Figure 2c). Therefore, fewer modes
are shifted by the steep chemical gradient. As the star
evolves and the region with a non-zero chemical gradient
increases, more modes are trapped by the gradient, and
even though mixing modifies the remaining gradient, it
is present until the terminal-age main sequence. As such,
we can see that the differences in the period-spacing pat-
terns of the mass-gainer and single star persist until the
end of the main sequence as well. In particular, we no-
tice that the mass gainer has increased oscillatory am-
plitude in the period-spacing pattern compared to the
single star, likely due to the steeper gradient feature.

3. Single-star models cannot robustly reproduce
period spacing patterns from mass accreting
models
We demonstrate that, given realistic observational un-
certainties on pulsation period-spacing patterns, we can-
not uniquely identify the matching accretor model when
using a single-star evolution model (Figure 6). While the
individual maximum a-posteriori point estimates cor-
rectly identifies the stellar mass and X, in many cases,
the range of models that are statistically valid covers
a much wider parameter range in all cases (Figure 7).
Moreover, even models that correctly estimate mass and
X, significantly underestimate the stellar age (Figure 8).

4. The asteroseismic signature of rejuvenation can
be identified with detailed modelling
While we have demonstrated that single star models
are able to recover the bulk properties of mass gain-
ing models, there is still clear structure in the period-
spacing patterns that can be modelled. As accretor stars
are necessarily in binary systems, this provides a unique
opportunity to leverage the high-precision fundamental
stellar parameter estimates (< 1%) in the asteroseismic
modelling procedure (e.g. Torres et al. 2010; Johnston
et al. 2019a; Sekaran et al. 2021). With an independent
and precise estimate of the mass gainer stars mass, ra-
dius, and age, the asteroseismic analysis will be driven
by small difference in the trapping pattern as opposed to
matching the asymptotic pattern value (Johnston et al.
2019b). Fortuitously, there are numerous examples of
stars that have undergone mass transfer in eclipsing bi-
naries at all masses.

This work demonstrates that asteroseismology can be used
to probe the structural impact of mass accretion in binary
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interaction. These results have immediate implications as
this opens the door to providing observational constraints
on poorly-understood binary evolution processes that are
otherwise unobservable. In particular, there are several
classes of known or strongly favoured post-mass transfer
systems, such as Algol variables (e.g. Shi et al. 2022) and
Be-type stars (e.g. Baade 1982; Bodensteiner et al. 2020;
Labadie-Bartz et al. 2022), that are: i) known g-mode pul-
sators, and ii) have existing long time-base photometry with
telescopes such as Kepler (Borucki et al. 2010) and TESS
(Ricker et al. 2015). Future work will investigate the sensi-
tivity of asteroseismic signals to the rate of mass transfer, as
well as the mixing processes that accompany mass transfer.
Finally, detecting the signatures of mass transfer in cur-
rently available asteroseismic data will bridge the exploits
of asteroseismology to help calibrate predictions of gravi-
tational wave progenitor populations which require at least
one episode of mass transfer in their evolution to interpret
the observed distributions of gravitational wave progenitors
and events (Abbott et al. 2023; Renzo et al. 2023).
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Appendix A: Importance of choice of minimum
diffusive mixing

In our MESA models we set a minimum diffusive mixing coef-
ficient, Dy (or min_D_mix in MESA), in order to account for
mixing processes not included in our model and to mix over
unphysically sharp composition gradients resulting from the
1D approximation of stellar structure. For our models anal-
ysed in this paper we set Dy, = 20cm?s™!, in this Ap-
pendix we explore the impact that this choice has on our
results.

We repeated our binary MESA simulations for four addi-
tional choices of Dy, ranging from 1—100cm? s~ . In Fig-
ure A.1 we compare the Brunt—Véisila frequency profiles of
these models at a central hydrogen abundance of X, = 0.1,
where the lower panel zooms in on the highlighted region
in the upper panel. There are significant differences in the
profiles between the different models. As one may expect,
lower mixing coefficients lead to steeper composition gra-
dients and therefore sharper features in the Brunt—Vaisila
frequency and stronger signals in the period spacing pat-
tern.

However, an overly low choice of D, leads to numerical
glitches in the composition gradient and the Brunt—Vaisala
frequency profile. These glitches are a result of MESA dis-
cretising a 3D gradient in a 1D spherical model, which
can lead mesh-point wide spikes in the composition gra-
dient and Brunt—Viiséld frequency, even in higher res-
olution models. We highlight this in Figure A.1, where
glitches are clearly visible in both the D, = lcm?s™!
and Dy = 10cm? s~! models.

We explored a more dense grid of Dy,;; models and
found that D, = 20 cm? s~ was the smallest level of mix-
ing that still removed numerical glitches, which informed
our selection of this model as the default choice in this pa-
per.

Many processes are expected to induce extra mixing,
such as wave mixing and in particular induced rotation in
the accretors (Packet 1981). While we do not attempt to
directly and explicitly model these phenomena, the choice

10*
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Fig. A.1. Comparison of the impact of changing the MESA min-
imum diffusive mixing parameter, Dmin, on the Brunt—Vaisala
frequency profile. Bottom panel zooms in on the highlighted
range in the top panel. Annotations highlight numerical glitches
in low Dmin models.
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Fig. A.2. As Figure 5, but with the minimum diffusive mixing
coefficient set t0 Dmin = 20cm? s !

of applying a D, to prevent numerical artifacts partially
compensates for this.

We stress that the qualitative differences between the
mass-gainer and single star in the period spacing patterns
remain the same for all choices of Dy, that we explored. To
highlight this point we show the period spacing pattern for
the model with Dy, = 100cm?s™! in Figure A.2. Despite
slight differences to the exact shape of the pattern, we still
find the same features of (i) stronger AP for mass-gainers
and (ii) regions in which the period spacing is in-phase and
regions in which it is out of phase between the mass-gainer
and single star. This confirms that our arbitrary choice of
D,,in does not affect the main conclusions of this study.
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Appendix B: MESA input physics

The MESA EOS is a blend of the OPAL (Rogers & Nay-
fonov 2002), SCVH (Saumon et al. 1995), FreeEOS (Ir-
win 2004), HELM (Timmes & Swesty 2000), PC (Potekhin
& Chabrier 2010), and Skye (Jermyn et al. 2021) EOSes.
Radiative opacities are primarily from OPAL (Iglesias &
Rogers 1993, 1996), with low-temperature data from Fer-
guson et al. (2005) and the high-temperature, Compton-
scattering dominated regime by Poutanen (2017). Electron
conduction opacities are from Cassisi et al. (2007) and
Blouin et al. (2020). Nuclear reaction rates are from JINA
REACLIB (Cyburt et al. 2010), NACRE (Angulo et al.
1999) and additional tabulated weak reaction rates Fuller
et al. (1985); Oda et al. (1994); Langanke & Martinez-
Pinedo (2000). Screening is included via the prescription
of Chugunov et al. (2007). Thermal neutrino loss rates are
from Itoh et al. (1996). Roche lobe radii in binary systems
are computed using the fit of Eggleton (1983). For accretors
we include thermohaline mixing once they finish accretion
following Kippenhahn et al. (1980) with an efficiency of
athm = 1. We follow the Kolb & Ritter (1990) prescription
for the mass transfer rate in Roche lobe overflowing binary
systems with an implicit scheme.

Appendix C: MESA & GYRE Convergence Tests

We assessed the numerical convergence of our MESA models
by increasing both the number of timesteps and the number
of mesh points. Our default model uses delta_mesh_coeff
= 0.4 and delta_time_coeff = 1.0. We decreased both
of these by a factor of two (0.2 and 0.5 respectively) and
re-ran the analysis for our mass-gainer model.

In Figure C.1 we show the hydrogen abundance pro-
files with an additional line for the higher resolution model.
There are slight changes from our default model, mainly a
small offset in mass coordinate, but critically the kink in the
distribution is still present throughout the star’s evolution.
We additionally compare the period spacing pattern for the
default and higher resolution models in Figure C.2. The dif-
ferences here are mainly in terms of amplitude (except in
panel ¢ in which a different set of modes are trapped). How-
ever, the main shape and features present are still very sim-
ilar, and compared to the single star model we still see the
same key features, primarily in terms of regions with phase
offsets after mass transfer. Therefore, given our results are
a proof of principle and not quantitative we confirm that
our simulations are sufficiently numerically converged and
our findings are robust.

For GYRE, as described in Section 4.2, our frequency
scanning range is between 0.25 and 10 cycles per day (equiv-
alent to 0.1 and 4 days) with 2000 steps. Our choice of 2000
steps was determined by iteratively increasing the num-
ber of steps until the predicted frequencies of the pulsation
modes output by GYRE converged.
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