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ABSTRACT

We present a method to obtain rapid mass loss rates in binary systems, specifically at the onset
of MT episodes. The method unifies atmospheric (underflow) and L1 stream (overflow) mass rates
in a single continuous procedure. The method uses averaged 3D properties of the binaries, such
as effective binary potential and effective binary acceleration, to both evolve the donor and obtain
properties of the matter at the L1 plane. In the case of underflow, we obtain atmospheric stratification.
Our method can be used for binaries with an extensive range of mass ratios, 0.01 ≤ q ≤ 100, and
can also be applied to hot donors. The considered examples show that the MT rates obtained with
this revised formalism always differ from the optically thin and optically thick MT rates widely used
during the computations of binary evolution.

Keywords: Multiple star evolution — Binary stars — Roche lobe overflow

1. INTRODUCTION

Mass transfer (MT) is a type of interaction in the lives
of close binaries when one star’s outer layers become
too close to the effective binary potential that passes
through the first Lagrangian point, L1, between the two
binary companions. The surface of this equipotential
is known as a Roche lobe. Proximity of the star to its
Roche lobe allows the donor’s outer layers to flow into
the Roche lobe of its companion.

Stable MT can be a long-lived stage during which
binaries appear for example as X-ray binaries, includ-
ing low-mass X-ray binaries, high-mass X-ray binaries,
cataclysmic variables, and more (see review on mass-
transferring systems in Tauris & van den Heuvel 2023).
A fast phase of stable MT can be responsible for the
formation of such exciting objects as Algols, stripped
supernovae, and more.

However, if the MT becomes dynamically unstable,
the progenitor binary system may enter a Common
Envelope (CE) phase. During a CE event, one of the
binary companions (accretor) orbits inside the enve-
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lope of another binary companion (donor). This tran-
sitional evolutionary phase was proposed to explain
cataclysmic variables (Webbink 1975) and V471 Tau
(Paczynski 1976) (for a more detailed history of the
idea’s origin and its development throughout last 50
years, see the review in Ivanova et al. 2020). Currently,
a CE phase is considered to be a major transformational
event responsible for forming the progenitors of the al-
ready mentioned X-ray binaries, and also progenitors
of merging double neutron stars or double black holes.

A dynamical phase of a CE event starts when the
donor overfills the equipotential that passes through
the outer Lagrangian point. Understanding the initia-
tion of a CE phase is crucial to answer CE outcomes.
Specifically, how much mass was lost during the pre-
CE mass loss, i.e., before the donor overfilled its outer
Roche lobe?

There are several types of techniques to evolve the
donor through the mass loss episode. One, often called
”implicit”, is to assume that the donor has to remain in-
side its Roche lobe. The MT rate is then found by taking
away as much mass as needed to keep the donor exactly
inside its Roche lobe. This method is excellent for find-
ing smooth and continuous MT rates during stable MT.
However, this approach is intrinsically inapplicable for
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modeling the start of a dynamically unstable MT lead-
ing to a CE event.

An opposite approach is when the donor is consid-
ered to not coincide precisely with its Roche lobe, and
the flow is formed from the layers that exceed the Roche
lobe. The converging-diverging behavior of the effec-
tive binary potential in the L1 neighborhood suggests
that one may consider the L1 neighborhood as an anal-
ogy of the de Laval nozzle, where the L1 plane acts as
a transition cross section between subsonic and tran-
sonic flows (Nariai 1967). Adding the assumption that
streamlines of mass flow do not cross each other and
follow the Bernoulli theorem, Nariai (1967) introduced
the way to find the rate of mass loss in the case of isen-
tropic streams. While the applicability of the de Laval
formalism for converging-diverging equipotentials was
questioned (for example, see Lubow & Shu 1975), it is
still a standard and widely accepted approximation to
find the mass loss rate.

The next comprehensive analysis of gas dynamics
during the MT, though with the goal to understand
the post L1 ballistic stream trajectory, was developed
in Lubow & Shu (1975). The additional approxima-
tion discussed there and later used elsewhere was to
consider the MT using an isothermal stream, and the
use of a Taylor expansion for the converging-diverging
behavior of the binary potential near L1.

Later, Eggleton (1983) made three dimensional (3D)
integrations of the Roche lobe and derived the now fa-
mous empirical formula for a volume equivalent Roche
lobe radius. Mochnacki (1984), also using 3D integra-
tions but outside of the Roche lobe, provided additional
quantities specifically related to binary potentials.

This set of approximations for a Roche lobe geometry
led to the development of what is considered now to
be the two most commonly used prescriptions for MT
rates, both of which are functions of how much the
donor overfills or underfills its Roche lobe.

The Roche lobe “underfilling” MT occurs since a star
has no rigid surface at its photosphere, and the donor’s
material extends beyond what is usually called the
star’s radius. Then, one can find how much mass can be
lost from the donor’s atmosphere before the donor’s ra-
dius formally becomes equal to its Roche lobe volume-
equivalent radius. The detailed consideration of this
prescription using the isothermal stream consideration
for cold (low-effective temperature) donors was done by
Ritter (1988). Importantly, it used an empirical equation
for the potential that is based on Mochnacki (1984) 3D
integrations and is valid for mass ratios (the ratio of the
donor mass to the mass of its companion) 0.1 ≲ q ≲ 3.
The surface temperature of the donor should be cold

enough so that there is no significant radiation pres-
sure. We will refer to this formalism as Original Ritter
(OR) formalism. The mass loss considered this way is
the optically thin MT or atmospheric overflow.

Roche lobe overflow (RLOF) can also be considered
in a limit of an optically thick stream formalism (Kolb
& Ritter 1990). We will refer to this formalism as KR
formalism. It uses a combination of an adiabatic stream,
a second-order Taylor expansion near L1 for potential,
and again a matter-dominated approximation for the
total pressure.

One has to choose which approach to use in their
calculation, optically thin or optically thick, based on
other physics of the considered binary system. OR
can be used for both underflow and overflow, but it
is problematic to justify that a thick L1 stream is opti-
cally thin. On the other hand, KR by design can only
find MT rates in case of an overflow, and hence using
KR usually implies that OR is used while the system
is still in underflow. We note, however, that the phys-
ical assumptions that are used to derive optically thin
and optically thick mass loss rates differ, and by design,
there is no continuity between the two regimes.

The donors that enter the CE event do not have to be
as cold as those in cataclysmic variables, for which OR
and KR were derived. Further, a dynamical instability
of the MT is often the consequence when the mass ratio
of the donor to its companion is large, q > 3 1. The dy-
namically unstable MT also proceeds with a significant
degree of overflow. That is beyond the applicability of
the empirical approximation integrated in OR formal-
ism and the second-order Taylor expansion used in KR.
An additional degree of inconsistency lies in using the
parametrization of the binary effective potential for the
stream condition with a star that is not evolved in the
same potential.

Recently, Pourmand & Ivanova (2023) (Paper I) have
described a method to obtain 3D averaged stellar prop-
erties for a star inside a binary potential, from the center
of the donor to the equipotential passing through the
donor’s outer Lagrangian point, as well as the prop-
erties at the L1 plane, for an extensive range of mass
ratios, 10−5

≤ q ≤ 105. The obtained tables now enable
integrating a star’s evolution in a binary potential. The

1 There is no unique value of the critical mass ratio qcrit as it is highly
dependent on the evolutionary stage of the donor, the type of its
companion, and the assumed mode of the MT. As guidance, q >
qcrit ≈ 3.5 would most likely lead to dynamically unstable MT for
radiative donors, qcrit ≈ 2 for low and intermediate-mass convective
donors, and qcrit ≈ 8 for very massive donors. For more details, see
the review in Ivanova et al. (2020).
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next step is to obtain the mass loss rates which use the
average 3D properties.

In this paper, we first re-derive the atmospheric over-
flow and RLOF formalisms, see § 2. The derived unified
formalism represents the continuous approach. In § 3,
we compare the revised unified formalism with OR and
KR formalisms. In § 4, we evaluate the trends of the
impact of the new formalism on the mass transferring
system.

2. METHOD DESCRIPTION

2.1. Roche lobe overflow

For MT calculations when the donor overfills its
Roche lobe, we use, as the foundation, the opti-
cally thick stream formalism developed by our group,
Pavlovskii & Ivanova (2015), updated here to take into
account the averaging of the binary properties from 3D
to 1D as published in Paper I.

As in Pavlovskii & Ivanova (2015), we obtain the MT
rate by integrating the mass flow over a “nozzle” cross-
section that is taken on the plane perpendicular to the
line connecting the centers of the two stars and passing
through the L1 point:

ṀRLOF =

	
L1nozzle

ρL1(x, y)cs,L1(x, y)dA . (1)

Here (x, y) are the coordinates on the L1 plane, ρL1(x, y)
is the density of the donor’s material as it reaches the
L1 plane, cs,L1(x, y) is the sonic velocity of the gas (we
adopt the conventional nozzle approximation, in which
the speed with which gas passes the nozzle is equal to
its local sonic velocity), and dA is the area element of
the nozzle cross-section at the L1-plane.

Each location (x, y) on the L1 plane has a value of the
effective binary potential Φl(x, y). A group of points
(x, y) on the L1 plane that has the same value of Φl(x, y)
forms a closed loop. The closed loop (circuit) containing
all the points that have a value of the effective potential
Φl isL(Φl). All thermodynamic quantities, for example,
density or sonic velocity, are the same along each circuit
L(Φl). For each Φl, we approximate the circuit L(Φl)
with an ellipse E(Φl) on L1 plane. Each ellipse E(Φl)
can be described by its semi-major axis, rl, and its semi-
minor axis. The semi-major and semi-minor axes of the
ellipse, as a function of Φ, are tabulated values from
Paper I, and E(Φl) is the ellipse circumference. The
nozzle for this stream is limited by the effective potential
of the donor’s photosphere Φph, which corresponds to
the ellipse Eph ≡ E(Φph) with the associated semi-major
axis rph. We will simplify notations, stating that for
a quantity Q at the equipotential loop determined by
Φ(rl), the equivalency in notations is implied as follows:

Q(Φ(rl)) ≡ Q(rl) ≡ Q(Φl) .

Equation 1 can be rewritten as

ṀRLOF =

∫ rph

0
ρL1(rl) cs,L1(rl) E(rl)drl . (2)

We can find at which volume equivalent radius ri the
donor would experience the same effective binary po-
tential: for each circuit on L1 plane described by rl, we
find the volume-equivalent radius of the donor ri such
that Φ(ri) = Φ(rl). To find ri, we use tabulated values
from Paper I. The main improvement, as compared to
Pavlovskii & Ivanova (2015), is that now we can pre-
cisely relate the properties of a gas at the L1 plane with
the same properties in the equipotential shells inside
the donor.

Following Pavlovskii & Ivanova (2015), and assum-
ing that each streamline is adiabatic (while the flow
through the L1-plane itself is not isentropic), we ob-
tain ρL1(Φ(rl)) ≡ ρL1(rl) and cs,L1(rl) from solving the
Bernoulli equation for streamlines along the equipoten-
tials:

P(ri)
ρ(ri)

+ u(ri) =
c2

s,L1(rl)

2
+

PL1(rl)
ρL1(rl)

+ uL1(rl) . (3)

Pavlovskii & Ivanova (2015) have demonstrated that
using the polytropic equation of state, instead of the full
tabulated equation of state as provided by MESA, results
in a difference for the final stream mass loss within 4
percent. In this work, we chose to use the polytropic
equation of state to speed up the calculations. In that
case, the density and sonic velocity on the L1 plane can
be found as

ρL1(rl)=
(

2
γi + 1

) 1
γi−1

ρ(ri)

c2
s,L1(rl)=γi

(
ρL1(rl)

)γi−1 P(ri)
ρL1(ri)γi

(4)

Here γi is γ ≡ Γ1 =
(
∂ ln P/∂ lnρ

)
ad in the donor at ri.

2.2. Atmospheric overflow

For mass loss from the atmosphere, we use Ritter’s
formalism (Ritter 1988), but strongly modified. To be
specific, the original Ritter’s formalism assumes that
both the atmosphere and the stream are isothermal, and
then applies a number of approximations to find the
mass loss rate. In what follows, we will discuss the
isothermal and adiabatic assumptions and detail which
approximations can be replaced with exact integrations.
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We will start with the overall setup. The original
Ritter’s formalism adopts that both the atmosphere of
the donor (to be specific, all the matter above the pho-
tosphere) and the stream, while it travels to the L1

plane, are kept isothermal, and the material reaches the
sonic speed at the nozzle (L1 plane). Since the stream
is isothermal due to external radiation, only the form
of the Bernoulli equation derived from the momentum
conservation can be used:

1
2

v2 +

∫
dP
ρ
+ Φ = const

To find the solution, OR evaluates the Bernoulli con-
stant at the photosphere and at the L1 plane. This
implies that the streamlines are meant to start at the
photosphere and then are expected to arrive at the L1

plane. The external energy source is mandatory here,
as without an external energy source, a flow of matter
from a deep potential well at the photosphere to the L1

plane while accelerating to sonic velocity and keeping
the same temperature is against energy conservation.
Using this assumption, the density at L1 in OR is

ρis
L1(ΦL1) =

1
√

e
ρph exp

−ΦL1 −Φph

c2
s,ph

 (5)

Here ΦL1 is the effective binary potential at L1 and Φph

is the effective binary potential at the photosphere, ρph

is the density of the photosphere, and cs,ph is the sonic
velocity in the photosphere, atmosphere and L1 plane.
The equation above adopts the use of a standard set
of assumptions describing an isothermal astrophysical
flow: P ∝ ρ, and isothermal sonic velocity cis

s =
√

P/ρ =
const.

We note that while the original setup makes the
stream originate from the photosphere and end at the L1

plane, the setup is effectively equivalent to two separate
assumptions: a) the atmosphere is in hydrostatic equi-
librium and is isothermal due to long-term irradiation
by the donor; b) matter leaves the atmosphere along the
equipotentials and remains isothermal as it travels to
L1.

Having the two separate assumptions adds more in-
sight. First, the assumption for the donor’s atmosphere
to be in isothermal equilibrium is a frequent assump-
tion for a stellar atmosphere (although see §3.1). Sec-
ond, matter streaming along the equipotentials is more
self-consistent and aligns with how RLOF mass loss

is seen2. However, unlike the assumption for the hy-
drostatic atmosphere to be isothermal due to long-term
donor irradiation, the stream, as it starts to flow, does
not have to remain isothermal, especially if the consid-
ered MT episode is dynamically unstable. In what fol-
lows, we will consider separately if the stream material
remains isothermal as it flows along an equipotential,
or adiabatic.

Let us start from the assumption that the atmosphere
is isothermal and is in hydrostatic equilibrium. Then,
pressure and density in the atmosphere at the equipo-
tential Φi that corresponds to the volume equivalent
radius ri are

Pat(Φi)=Pph exp

−Φi −Φph

c2
s,ph


ρat(Φi)=ρph exp

−Φi −Φph

c2
s,ph

 (6)

A further assumption, for the stream to remain
isothermal while it flows along the equipotential, leads
to the same expression for the density at L1 as in Equa-
tion 5. However, as we speak now about different
equipotentials in the atmosphere, we can also find the
density at any location in the L1 plane:

ρis
L1(Φi)=

1
√

e
ρph exp

−Φi −Φph

c2
s,ph


cis

s,L1(Φi)= cs,ph =

√
Pph

ρph
(7)

In this scenario, the sonic speed remains constant along
the stream and has, at the L1 plane, the same value as at
the photosphere. The combination of isothermal atmo-
sphere and isothermal stream recovers Ritter’s values
at L1.

If, instead, the matter is assumed to evolve adiabati-
cally as it travels along the equipotential, while it is still
departing from the isothermal atmosphere,

ρad
L1(Φi)=

(
2
γi + 1

) 1
γi−1

ρph exp

−Φi −Φph

c2
s,ph


2 The ratio of Coriolis acceleration to the effective binary acceleration

on L1 plane is comparable to the ratio of sonic velocity at L1 plane to
the product of binary angular velocity and the distance to L1 plane
from the center of the donor. The described common assumption
on the stream being aligned with equipotentials implies that Cori-
olis acceleration is chosen to be ignored, for being a second-order
correction, see Lubow & Shu (1975).
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cad
s,L1(Φi)=

√
2
γi + 1

cs,ph (8)

Here γi is γ ≡ Γ1 at the corresponding equipotential
level of the atmosphere, and the sonic velocity of the
atmosphere here is the same quantity as was used to
make the isothermal atmosphere, cs,ph =

√
Pph/ρph.

Note that integration over the whole L1 plane is im-
plied, with rout reaching the outer Lagrangian equipo-
tential in the L1 plane. The mass loss rate can be ob-
tained for the isothermal or adiabatic scenarios using
the corresponding density and sonic velocity expres-
sions. As at each location in the L1 plane, the product of
ρad

L1(Φi)cis
s,L1(Φi) and the product of ρad

L1(Φi)cad
s,L1(Φi) differ

only by a constant factor of about one, the integrated
MT rates from an isothermal atmosphere with either an
isothermal or adiabatic stream will be about the same.
For example, for γ = 5/3, an isothermal stream from an
isothermal atmosphere will result in MT rates that are
about 1.078 times those assuming an adiabatic stream
from an isothermal atmosphere, and for γ = 4/3 the
ratio is 1.04.

In addition to isothermal and adiabatic atmospheres,
one can construct a simple atmosphere model and then
apply the isothermal or adiabatic Bernoulli equation for
each atmospheric layer to obtain values of the density
ρL1(rl) and sonic velocity cs,L1(rl) as functions of the po-
sition (or the effective potential) at L1 plane. There is
no analytical solution in this case. Further, the con-
struction of the atmosphere can proceed with several
approximations, which we will list here:

1. EG. This is a classic Eddington grey (EG) atmo-
sphere in which both the opacity of the pho-
tosphere κph and the gravitational acceleration
gph = (dΦ/dr)ph) are kept constant through the
atmosphere (see, e.g., §4.3 in Hansen et al. 2004).

2. EGs. This atmospheric model considers that the
atmosphere can be extended, and hence, its ge-
ometry is not fully plane-parallel; the radiative
energy transfer equation must be solved in spher-
ical geometry in this case. Paczyński (1969) noted
that extended atmospheres have an intrinsically
large sensitivity to the adopted (initially arbitrary)
value of the temperature at the true surface (where
density becomes zero). To resolve this numerical
nuisance, a further approximation must be made.
For example, Paczyński (1969) proposed adding
an approximate slope in the equation for the tem-
perature gradient (see their Equation 7).

3. EGΦ. In this atmospheric model, the effective
gravitational acceleration is not constant.

4. EGΦκ. In this variation, both the opacities and the
effective gravitational acceleration are functions
of the radius.

Please note that only the EG atmosphere would be
called an Eddington grey atmosphere by default in the
literature.

The total mass loss rate, in case of only atmospheric
outflow, is

Ṁat =

∫ rout

0
ρat(rl) cs,at(rl) E(rl)drl (9)

2.3. The total mass loss rate.

Now, we can obtain the total mass loss rate when the
donor overfills the Roche lobe while keeping an atmo-
spheric outflow. The combined mass loss rate is impor-
tant for transitioning from the Roche lobe underfilling
(atmospheric) outflow to the Roche lobe overfilling out-
flow.

Ṁtot=

∫ rph

0
ρL1(rl) cs,L1(rl) E(rl)drl

+

∫ rout

rph

ρat(rl) cs,at(rl)E(rl)drl (10)

2.4. Fast mass removal.

Currently, when only the total mass loss rate is pro-
vided by approximate prescriptions, the mass loss in
stellar codes can be applied only to a donor as a whole.
Essentially, during the numerical iterations for a stellar
model at the next timestep, the atmosphere is removed
and reconstructed right above the mass shell that pre-
viously was deep inside. That motivated the idea that
the fast mass loss has to be adiabatic, as the deep lay-
ers would have no time to lose energy during fast mass
loss. Accordingly, studies of the stability of the MT
are based on the adiabatic response of the envelope.
The deviation from adiabaticity so far was linked only
to the reconstruction of the superadiabatic layer in the
very outer layers of the envelope (Pavlovskii & Ivanova
2015).

With our mass loss formalism, we can obtain the mass
loss rate for each individual mass shell inside the donor.
This only plays a role during RLOF mass loss, where
the matter is streaming directly from the equipotential
inside the donor below the photosphere.

Consider a mass shell mi with a mass dmi, thickness
dri, located at the volume-equivalent radius inside the
donor ri. With Φ(rl) = Φ(ri), ri corresponds to the semi-
major axis rl at the L1 plane, while the thickness dri

projects to a thickness drl at L1 plane. The mass loss
from the i mass shell is
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ṁ(ri) =
∫ rl+drl

rl

ρL1(rl) cs,L1(rl) E(rl)drl (11)

For mass shells with a small thickness dri and corre-
spondingly small drl,

ṁ(ri) = −ρL1(rl) cs,L1(rl) E(rl)drl . (12)

However, from the point of computation time, remov-
ing mass directly from the mass shells can be useful only
when the mass loss rate approaches dynamical—only
then can a fraction of a mass be removed from each mass
shell during a timestep. However, another situation can
occur before the mass loss rate becomes dynamic.

Let us introduce “sonic” mass loss from the photo-
sphere of a 1D star as the following:

Ṁsonic = 4πr2
phcs,phρph . (13)

During a significant Roche lobe overflow, the sonic
speed and density near L1 can greatly exceed those near
the photosphere. As a result, the mass loss rate found by
integrating over the L1 neighborhood can exceed Ṁsonic.
Numerically, if the mass loss is applied only to the outer
layer, the code must recover the stellar model from the
supersonic removal of it. Hence, it leads numerically
to adiabatic mass removal of the surface superadiabic
layer. However, in a real star, the outer layers do not
leave the star at supersonic speed. Instead, the mass
loss takes place through the range of mass shells, and
it is everywhere moving at subsonic speed on average.
We know which mass shells are attached to the L1 plane
at the moment t, and we can predict which mass shells
will be in contact with the L1 plane during the next
timestep. We then remove the mass that has to be lost
from those mass shells. We term this as predictive mass
shell removal.

Both dynamical mass shell removal and predictive
mass shell removal are computationally intensive. Dur-
ing the mass transfer calculation during the binary
evolution, we first use MESA standard photospheric re-
moval. If the mass loss removal approaches sonic, we
switch to predictive shell mass removal. If the mass loss
approaches a dynamical timescale rate, we use dynam-
ical mass loss removal. However, the comparison with
KR mass loss can only be made using MESA standard
photospheric removal.

3. COMPARISON OF THE FORMALISMS.

To test our unified MT formalism, we use the Module
for Experiments in Stellar Astrophysics package, MESA
(Paxton et al. (2011), Paxton et al. (2013), Paxton et al.
(2015), Paxton et al. (2018), Paxton et al. (2019), Jermyn

et al. (2023)), revision 23.05.1. MESA has integrated pre-
scriptions for mass loss. The option ”Ritter” uses the
OR formalism, and the option ”Kolb” uses KR formal-
ism.

For our formalism, in addition to different mass loss
rates, we evolve the donors using the effective binary
acceleration in a corotating frame, using the subroutine
published in Paper I. To provide smoother MT calcula-
tions, we replaced the tables provided in Paper I with
more refined ones: the new tables are obtained for the
mass ratios −2 ≤ lg10 q ≤ 2 with steps of 0.01 in lg10 q,
and 500 points resolution between L1 and Lout poten-
tial instead of 100 points in the original tables. Effec-
tive accelerations and volume-equivalent radii for all
equipotentials were found numerically as in Paper I,
with the precision 10−5 of its value or better. In all the
cases (testing OR, KR, or our formalism), the simula-
tions stopped when the donor reached Rlout, which is
the volume-equivalent radius of the outer Lagrangian
equipotential.

3.1. Atmospheres

Different atmospheric models (as described in §2.2)
result in different density and sonic velocity profiles at
the L1 plane. To demonstrate the difference, we con-
structed different atmospheres. In each of the simula-
tions, the photosphere is located at the L1 equipotential
when we constructed the profiles.

To be exact, EGs is the self-consistent atmospheric
model that can be obtained with MESA, which is termed
there ”Eddington grey”. For the other models, we build
the density, pressure, and temperature profiles in the
neighborhood of the L1 equipotential using the pho-
tospheric values of density, temperature, and pressure
provided by MESA as the initial condition. Those models
for fluid stratification do not extend to τ = 0 and do not
provide feedback on photospheric conditions.

The resulting density profiles, as functions of the rel-
ative effective potential, are shown in Figure 1.

The comparison of isothermal and adiabatic atmo-
spheres shows that the isothermal atmosphere has a
more shallow power-law density decrease at large dis-
tances, and hence extends further. The adiabatic atmo-
sphere has a stronger core – i.e., its density near the
L1-neighborhood remains larger – and then it abruptly
drops. We also note that an isothermal atmosphere,
while being built using the assumption that the P/ρ ra-
tio remains constant, does not result in an atmosphere
that is truly isothermal. For example, as density drops
by two orders of magnitude in Figure 1, the tempera-
ture obtained from the full equation of state drops from
3580K to 3190K for the convective donor (and would
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Figure 1. Relative density profiles for several atmospheric models in a radiative (the left panel) and a convective donor (the right
panel), as a function of equipotential. The atmospheric models as described in §2.2, specifically: EG is standard Eddington grey,
EGΦ is the model where the effective binary acceleration is non-constant, EGΦκ is the model where both the effective binary
acceleration and the opacities are non-constant, EGs is the default MESA model with a correction for non-planar atmosphere,
Isothermal is an isothermal atmosphere as in Ritter’s formalism, and “Adiabatic” is when the entropy of all atmospheric layers is
the same as that of the photosphere. The initial mass of the donor is 30 M⊙, the mass ratio is 6. The atmospheres were obtained
when the donor’s radius is 22.3 R⊙ (its effective temperature is 27200 K) and 1340 R⊙ (its effective temperature is 3580 K).

drop to 2380K if density drops by three orders of mag-
nitude). The reason for a drop in temperature is that
in the atmosphere, a significant fraction of pressure is
provided by radiation, with all pressure being provided
by radiation at the “true” surface (ρ = 0). It serves as a
reminder that employing the equation for an ideal gas
in the classic limit for the atmosphere, as is adopted in
OR formalism, can be inherently inconsistent, and its
utilization is best approached with caution.

The comparison of the EG-based models shows that,
at least for the tested models, the difference between
the standard (plane-parallel) atmosphere (model EG)
and the one that introduces a correction for geometry
(model EGs) is insignificant. Varying opacities for the
above models do not provide a significant effect either
(not shown in Figure 1, as it blends with the EGs model).
The most significant effect on the density profile is when
the effective acceleration is a function of the effective
binary potential (model EGΦ). Finally, an additional
correction to that model is provided by using opaci-
ties that are a function of the local temperature and
density (model EGΦκ). EGΦκ behavior has some adi-
abatic properties when very close to L1, and resembles
an isothermal power law at larger distances. Interest-
ingly, for a convective donor, EGΦκ results in the most
“isothermal” stratification among all considered mod-
els, in the sense that for the given drop in density by
100 times from the photospheric value, the decline in
temperature is the smallest – it drops to 3290K. For a
radiative donor, the EGΦκ atmosphere resembles most
the EG atmosphere.

The latter model, EGΦκ, is one that we adopt in what
follows as the default atmospheric model for obtaining
atmospheric overflow properties, while the isothermal
and adiabatic models are used for some comparisons.

3.2. Atmospheric overflow

Here, we will compare the mass loss rates for atmo-
spheric overflow with the following assumptions:

• OR: Original Ritter formalism

• II: Isothermal atmosphere and Isothermal stream

• IA: Isothermal atmosphere and Adiabatic stream

• AA: Adiabatic atmosphere and Adiabatic stream

• EGA: EGΦκ atmosphere and Adiabatic stream

In the Ritter formalism, the total mass rate is obtained
as

ṀRitter
at = ρL1csQ . (14)

Here, ρL1 is the density at the L1 point, cs is the sonic
velocity at the photosphere, and Q is the effective cross-
section of the flow. The sonic velocity in the original
Ritter formalism uses the ideal gas in a classic limit, with
the assumption that the stream evolves isothermally.

In Figure 2, we show the comparison of the original
Ritter formalism OR with the II,AI, AA and EGA mod-
els. As expected, the difference between the II and IA
cases is minimal, and confirms the expected ratio (see
S 2.2).
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Figure 2. Atmospheric mass loss rates as a function of distance to the Roche lobe. A radiative donor is shown in the left panel, and
a convective donor is shown in the right panel. The models are described in §3.2, specifically: II means Isothermal atmosphere
and Isothermal stream, IA means Isothermal atmosphere and Adiabatic stream (almost identical to II in the left panel), AA means
Adiabatic atmosphere and Adiabatic stream, EGA means EGΦκ atmosphere and Adiabatic stream, and OR stands for Original
Ritter formalism. The initial mass of the donor is 30 M⊙.

One would have expected that OR and II would pro-
duce the same MT rate, but that is not what we find. A
significant part of the difference, a factor of few, comes
from the definition of the isothermal sonic velocity in
our method, which is different from the one adopted
in OR (

√
P/ρ in our case and

√
RT/µ in OR case, as

they have specifically considered cold donors). The MT
rates in OR are proportional to the sonic velocity to
the power of 3, so our rates are always higher for hot
donors, where the different values of isothermal sonic
velocity can cause a difference in MT rates by a factor
of 3-4. Only a linear proportionality can be easily seen
in Equation14. The other two powers are hidden in
the quantity Q. This quantity was originally proposed
in Meyer & Meyer-Hofmeister (1983). It synthesizes
several approximations, where the two most important
ones are the Roche lobe approximation and the assump-
tion on the density drop off with the distance from L1

in units of pressure scale height. In the latter assump-
tion, the sonic velocity implicitly enters, to the power
of two. The remainder of the difference comes from the
simplification of the Roche lobe geometry and the value
of the pressure scale for the isothermal atmosphere; it
is hard to disentangle the detailed role of each of the re-
maining approximation terms for comparing the used
assumptions with the direct integrations.

Accounting for realistic atmospheric profiles for ra-
diative donors results in higher mass loss rates in all
atmospheric models as compared to OR when the star
is close to RLOF, with the EGA and AA models hav-
ing lower MT rates when the donor is still far from the
RLOF. In convective donors, the difference is smaller

than in radiative donors for most atmospheric models.
Usually, EGA mass loss rates are slightly less than those
predicted by OR for the same fraction underflow.

3.3. Unified formalism in unperturbed donors

For this comparison, we select to use the EGA atmo-
spheric model for our unified model, although for very
fast mass loss, the AA atmospheric model is also accept-
able. In Figure 3, we show the comparison of our mass
loss rate with the original Ritter formalism applied for
both atmospheric overflow and for the donor’s over-
flow, and optically thick mass loss rate using Kolb &
Ritter formalism (Kolb & Ritter 1990). For this Figure,
we found the MT rate obtained assuming that the same
unperturbed donor produces mass loss as a function of
the assumed underflow or overflow. No effective binary
potential was used to modify the donor. For the com-
parison purposes of the prescriptions only during the
binary evolution, we use default MESA options except
allowing for L-S coupling. If this option is permitted,
the binaries of the same initial orbital separation may
start the MT at different orbital separations. No direct
comparison of the MT rate prescriptions would then be
possible.

As before, we find that for the considered radiative
donor, the MT rates are lower in our formalism than
in OR formalism when the donor is further away from
the Roche lobe but becomes larger when the distance
to the Roche lobe decreases. For convective donors,
the difference is minimal. For overflow MT rates with
very small overflow, the unified MT rates are larger than
predicted by either Ritter or Kolb. For a more significant
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Figure 3. Mass loss rates as a function of distance to the Roche lobe. A radiative donor is shown in the left panel, and a convective
donor is shown in the right panel. The models are described in §3.3, specifically: ”Unified” means our unified scheme without
taking into account the effective binary potential, “OR” stands for OR formalism, and “KR” stands for KR formalism. KR is shown
only for the case of Roche overflow, while ”Unified” and OR are shown both for Roche underflow (atmospheric mass loss rate)
and Roche overflow cases. The bottom branch in each case is for Roche underflow, and the upper branch is for Roche overflow.
The initial mass of the donor is 30 M⊙, and the mass ratio q = 6.
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modified gravity (green stars), full synchronization (red dia-
monds), or with the standard MESA binary package only (blue
circles). These are shown for binaries with a mass ratio of
10. Solid lines show the evolution of single stars of the given
masses. Grey dotted lines correspond to the constant radii.

overflow, the unified MT rate is slightly larger in the
radiative donor than by the Kolb prescription and is
slightly smaller in the considered convective donor.

4. IMPACT ON THE BINARY EVOLUTION

4.1. Effect of modified gravity

First, we considered the difference in the evolution be-
fore RLOF, with no atmospheric mass loss allowed, to
capture only the effect of modified gravity. In addition
to the already described standard binary evolution and
our modified gravity evolution, we use MESA’s standard
binary package, including tidal evolution and orbital
synchronization. We consider five initial masses for the
donor star: Md = 1, 3, 7, 15 and 30 M⊙. For each mass,
we pick up to 7 stellar models with the star’s radius from
the set of 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500, and 1000R⊙ (stars
with some initial masses never have either some small
or some large radius values from this set). The calcula-
tions were done for several mass ratios between 1 and
10, but for the mass ratio q = 10, the deviation between
the evolutionary paths is most noticeable on the HR
diagram, see Figure 4.

We consider the cases of standard binary evolution
and fully synchronized cases to be the two limiting
cases, representing no rotation and the maximum al-
lowed rotation. Our modified gravity case is expected
to be close to the fully synchronized case (however, see
Paper I, where we showed that the effective accelera-
tion in a binary could differ from the solid rotation case
by up to 20 percent). Overall, modified gravity by itself
does not seem to affect the evolution of the donor signifi-
cantly, and the change it provides is within the expected
range. In rare cases, the modified gravity evolution path
deviates slightly from being located precisely between
the standard evolution and fully synchronized. It usu-
ally occurs when the donor transitions from having a
radiative envelope to a convective envelope, as modi-
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fied gravity causes a slightly different evolutionary path
and envelope depths.

4.2. Unified mass loss formalism

We considered the set of donors with masses of
1, 3, 7, 15 and 30 M⊙, the set of orbital separations from
a = 10, 20, 40, 80, 160, 320, 640, 1280, 1800, 2400 R⊙, and
the set of mass ratios 6 and 10 (and several cases with
q = 1 and 3 and additional donor’s radii at RLOF).
We used only those orbital separations for each donor
where the donor in the considered binary system starts
RLOF. The comparison was made between standard
MESA binary setup with KR mass loss and the same
MESA binary setup using our formalism while evolving
the donor using binary effective acceleration.

We find that there are two kinds of MT endings. The
first is when both formalisms (KR and unified) lead to
the overflow of the outer Lagrangian equipotential, and
no sonic mass loss occurs. This situation is more typi-
cal for extended stars, although it also occurs in 1 M⊙

donors with all considered separations. The compari-
son between the formalisms can be done either through
the evolution of the MT episode, or for the amount of
mass removed before R > Rlout.

For example, in Figure 5, we show the comparison
of our revised rates and the KR rates through the MT
episode as a function of the RLOF and the lost mass.
The comparison is made for the donor of the same mass
and radius at RLOF, placed in binaries with different
mass ratios. We find that here atmospheric mass loss
rates are always lower with our prescription for the
same overflow, but they are higher for the same lost
mass. The difference is especially noticeable, up ten
times difference, for q > 1. In the RLOF regime, our rates
also consistently differ from those of KR. In the shown
mass transfer tracks, sonic mass loss Ṁsonic was never
achieved, and in all cases the donor has lost more than
1M⊙. We note that the two ways to show tracks are not
explicitly related, as the time spent at a specific overflow
with a corresponding mass loss rate is an independent
quantity, not shown.

The second ending is when both formalisms lead (nu-
merically) to MT exceeding the donor’s sonic mass loss,
sometimes to as high a MT as a factor of 100 times Ṁsonic.
The sonic situation occurs for stars close to their main
sequence, and the reason for the code to stop is usually
an inability to converge the donor’s stellar model. In
this case we can not compare the final (still converged)
models, but can compare the MT rates before the sonic
situation occurs.

For binaries where the MT rate exceeds the sur-
face sonic mass loss, we do not find much differ-

ence in Ṁtot−remaining mass tracks during most of the
RLOF mass transfer, although the responses to over-
flow (Ṁtot−overflow tracks) are different between the
two formalisms. In Figure 6, we show the compari-
son of our revised MT rates and the KR rate through
the MT episode as a function of the lost mass, in the
case of Md = 15M⊙ and q = 6, for several initial orbital
separations. The sonic mass loss rates are achieved
during the shown tracks for binaries with the initial
a = 20 R⊙, at log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) = −3.8, and a = 160 R⊙,
at log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) = −3.2. It can be seen that when
the outer layers are removed at a ”supersonic rate”, the
donor starts quickly shrinking instead of continuing to
expand; this effect is purely a numerical artifact.

In verifying runs, where the predictive mass removal
is switched on when Ṁtot ≥ 0.01Ṁsonic, the MT rates
show the same response for most of the RLOF episode
but provide a different Ṁtot for the same remaining
donor mass and RLOF when the Ṁ > 10Ṁsonic, see Fig-
ure 6. The predictive mass loss allows us to evolve to
R1 = RLout, where the total mass lost by the end can be
either smaller or larger than in the case of no predictive
mass loss. The Ṁtot-overflow tracks appear very similar
to ”subsonic” tracks in more expanded donors.

In the more extended donors, where the sonic mass
loss rate is not achieved, the difference between the MT
rates found using our formalism and the KR formalism
is similar to the cases shown in Figure 5, and can be seen
for a = 640 R⊙ and a = 1280 R⊙ in Figure 6. Usually, the
mass loss rates are higher for the same removed mass
and lower for the same overflow. The exception is the
case of a =1280 R⊙, where the combined effect of the
evolution of the donor in a binary gravity field and the
use of the EGΦκ atmosphere, instead of isothermal, led
to a lower rate of atmospheric outflow for a long period
of time, resulting in a larger mass removed at a much
lower mass loss rate. The RLOF for this binary starts
when the mass loss rate is log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) ≈ −3.2
for our method and log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) ≈ −3 for the KR
formalism. Switching the formalism leads to a differ-
ence of about 100 times in both the rate of atmospheric
outflow and the time spent in outflow, for example with
Ṁ > 10−8M⊙ yr−1, in the case of unified mass loss, vs.
the case of KR formalism.

For the case with a = 640 R⊙, the RLOF starts at
log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) ≈ −4.0 for our formalism and
log10(Ṁtot/M⊙ yr−1) ≈ −3.1 for the KR formalism. The
main difference between the two formalisms in the
stream mass loss rates (as a function of the overflow)
and the outcomes for this donor is caused not by the MT
prescription, but by evolving the donor using the effec-
tive binary potential. While only the evolution while
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|Ṁ
|/

[M
�
/y

r]
)

q=1

q=3

q=6

q=10

−4.5 −4.0 −3.5 −3.0 −2.5 −2.0 −1.5 −1.0 −0.5 0.0

log10(30−M/M�])

−6.0

−5.5

−5.0

−4.5

−4.0

−3.5

−3.0

lo
g 1

0(
|Ṁ
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Figure 5. Mass loss rates as a function of the Roche lobe overflow (the left panel) and the lost mass (the right panel) for a 30 M⊙

donor in a binary system with mass ratios q = 1, 3, 6 and 10, and with such initial orbital separations that the radius of the donor is
R1 =350 R⊙ at RLOF. Solid lines show our method and dashed lines show the KR prescription. In the left panel, we show behavior
when the donor is close to RLOF. In the right panel, we show only the evolution of MT rates during the time when the donor loses
1 M⊙.
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Figure 6. Mass loss rates as a function of the Roche lobe overflow (left panel) and of the lost mass (right panel) for a 15M⊙ donor in
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losing the outermost 1M⊙ is shown, the endings of the
binaries are very different: the KR prescription leads
to overflowing Rlout after losing 0.3M⊙. In comparison,
in the case of our unified prescription, almost the en-
tire envelope is transferred (9.1M⊙) before the donor
reaches Rlout. An opposite but similarly large differ-
ence is the case with the donor of 30M⊙, a = 640R⊙ and
q = 10: a donor evolved using our method can only
transfer ∼ 1.1M⊙, but with the KR method the donor
lost 16.6M⊙ before it reached Rlout.

Overall, we find that the new method always leads to
the donor losing a different amount of mass before the

onset of a CE event than if the same binary evolution
model is used with the KR method for MT. We note that
the values of the mass lost in each case should be found
by considering what the accretor is (an average star, a
neutron star, or a black hole) and adopting the angu-
lar momentum loss mode appropriate to that specific
binary.

5. CONCLUSION

We present a revised method to obtain mass loss rates
in 1D stellar codes. Our method aims to improve the
treatment of mass loss at the onset of the MT episodes,
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especially in systems with a high mass ratio where MT
evolves into an unstable regime.

Our formalism uses the 3D average properties of the
donor in a binary system for effective binary poten-
tials and accelerations, and can be applied in the range
of mass ratios 10−2

≤ q ≤ 102. The mass loss rates
are found for stream MT and continuing atmospheric
overflow simultaneously, integrating over the L1 plane.
For atmospheric overflow, we use atmospheric solu-
tions obtained using opacities and gravitational accel-
eration as a function of the volume-equivalent radii
during RLOF. To find the stream mass loss rate dur-
ing RLOF, for the density and sonic velocity profiles of
the stream at the L1 plane, we use the donor’s density
and sonic velocity profiles from the same equipoten-
tials, using both the donor interior and its atmosphere
continuously. Our MT formalism is not restricted to
cold donors. We also discussed how the mass has to be
removed from the donor’s stellar model in the case of a
fast MT.

We find that our unified mass loss rates often differ by
a factor of a few from those predicted by the Ritter (1988)
and Kolb & Ritter (1990) formalisms. Specifically, we
find that our atmospheric mass loss rates, depending on
the donor, can be larger by up to a factor of 10 or smaller
by a factor of 100. This vastly different atmospheric
mass loss may be important for binaries that evolve
through long episodes of atmospheric overflow, like
symbiotic binaries. The difference between our method
and the KR method for overflow MT rates is smaller,
and again, our rates can either exceed or be smaller
than those predicted by the KR formalism. In some

cases, the primary cause of the difference is the MT
prescription. In other cases, it is the use of the binary
effective potential. Overall, we find that our method
removes a different mass before the moment the donor
exceeds the outer Lagrangian equipotential.

The influence of the revised formalism on all existing
mass-transferring systems (donor masses, mass ratios,
orbital separations, donor and accretor types) is impos-
sible to predict. The goal of this paper is to present
the new formalism and test it against the OR and KR
formalisms using the same assumptions about binary
evolution. Realistically, the adopted model of the an-
gular momentum loss will play a significant role in the
outcome. For example, mass losses from the accretor’s
outer Lagrangian point would speed up the system’s
shrinking, and the assumptions on how conservative
the mass loss is also will change the outcomes. Simula-
tions using appropriate models of angular momentum
loss will be the subject of future studies of specific target
groups of binaries.
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