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ABSTRACT

Products of stellar mergers are predicted to be common in stellar populations and can potentially explain stars with peculiar properties.
When the merger occurs after the initially more massive star has evolved into the Hertzsprung gap, the merger product may remain
in the blue part of the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram for millions of years. Such objects could, therefore, explain the overabundance
of observed blue stars, such as blue supergiants. However, it is currently not straightforward to distinguish merger products from
genuine single stars or other stars with similar surface diagnostics. In this work, we make detailed asteroseismic comparisons between
models of massive post-main-sequence merger products and genuine single stars to identify which asteroseismic diagnostics can be
used to distinguish them. In doing so, we develop tools for the relatively young field of merger seismology. Genuine single stars in the
Hertzsprung gap are fully radiative, while merger products have a convective He-burning core and convective H-burning shell while
occupying similar locations in the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram. These major structural differences are reflected in lower asymptotic
period spacing values for merger products and the appearance of deep dips in their period spacing patterns. Our genuine single-star
models with masses above roughly 11.4 solar masses develop short-lived intermediate convective zones during their Hertzsprung gap
evolution. This also leads to deep dips in their period spacing patterns. Because of the lack of a convective core, merger products
and genuine single stars can be distinguished based on their asymptotic period spacing value in this mass range. We perform the
comparisons with and without the effects of slow rotation included in the pulsation equations and conclude that the two types of stars
are seismically distinguishable in both cases. The observability of the distinguishing asteroseismic features of merger products can
now be assessed and exploited in practice.

Key words. Asteroseismology – Methods: numerical – Stars: oscillations – Stars: binaries – Stars: massive – Stars: evolution

1. Introduction

Stellar mergers occur frequently in our Universe (Podsiadlowski
et al. 1992; Sana et al. 2012; de Mink et al. 2014) and are driven
by a plethora of mechanisms (Henneco et al. 2024). Merger
products, the stars left behind after the stellar merger events,
are expected to have peculiar properties. These properties
include large-scale surface magnetic fields (Ferrario et al. 2009;
Wickramasinghe et al. 2014; Schneider et al. 2019), peculiar
chemical compositions (e.g. α-rich young stars, Chiappini et al.
2015; Martig et al. 2015; Izzard et al. 2018; Hekker & Johnson
2019), peculiar rotation rates (Schneider et al. 2019; Wang et al.
2022), B[e] emission features (Podsiadlowski et al. 2006; Wu
et al. 2020a), and masses above a cluster’s main sequence (MS)
turn-off mass (blue stragglers, e.g. Rasio 1995; Sills et al. 1997,
2001; Mapelli et al. 2006; Glebbeek et al. 2008; Ferraro et al.
2012; Schneider et al. 2015).

Single-star evolution predicts that post-main-sequence
(post-MS) intermediate- and high-mass stars (stars with con-
vective cores during core-hydrogen burning, i.e. initial masses
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≳1.3 M⊙) evolve relatively quickly from the blue to the red
side of the Hertzsprung-Russell diagram (HRD), crossing
the Hertzsprung gap (HG) and becoming red supergiants
(RSGs). Even though the HG crossing time depends on the
assumptions for (semi-)convective mixing (Kaiser et al. 2020;
Sibony et al. 2023), HG stars are expected to be rare. However,
blue post-MS stars, most notably blue supergiants (BSGs),
are abundant (Castro et al. 2014, 2018; de Burgos et al. 2023;
Bernini-Peron et al. 2023). This is known as the blue supergiant
problem. Several potential solutions to this problem exist. Extra
mixing on the main sequence (MS) can enhance core masses,
radii, and luminosities, while the stars reach cooler effective
temperatures before the terminal-age main sequence (TAMS)
(Brott et al. 2011; Johnston et al. 2019; Kaiser et al. 2020;
Johnston 2021). Another way to populate the blue part of the
HG is through the blue loop phase, in which RSGs evolve
towards hotter temperatures and appear as BSGs (Saio et al.
2013; Ostrowski & Daszyńska-Daszkiewicz 2015). However,
these single-star evolutionary channels do not produce the
full population of observed BSGs (Bellinger et al. 2024).
The products of post-MS stellar mergers, that is, mergers that
occur after one of the components has left the MS, also appear
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as BSGs (Hellings 1983, 1984; Podsiadlowski et al. 1990;
Podsiadlowski 1992; Morris & Podsiadlowski 2007; Claeys
et al. 2011; Vanbeveren et al. 2013; Justham et al. 2014; Menon
& Heger 2017; Menon et al. 2024). Furthermore, the variety in
pre-merger systems, such as the mass ratio and the evolutionary
stage at which the merger occurs, naturally explains the variety
of luminosities and effective temperatures of the observed BSGs.

Using 1D merger models, Menon et al. (2024) show that the
surface diagnostics such as luminosity, effective temperature,
surface gravity, and N/O and N/C ratios of post-MS merger
products differ significantly from those of genuine single HG
stars. Moreover, these surface diagnostics agree well with
those determined from a sample of nearly 60 BSGs observed
in the LMC. In their proof-of-principle study, Bellinger et al.
(2024) show the potential of asteroseismology to distinguish
MS stars with oversized cores because of extra mixing and
core-helium burning (CHeB) stars with undersized cores among
the population of BSGs. Such CHeB stars with undersized cores
can be the result of post-MS mergers or a blue loop phase.
These stars have significantly different internal structures,
which is reflected in the mean spacing between their oscillation
modes. To distinguish between post-MS merger products and
genuine single HG stars, Bellinger et al. (2024) propose to
search for a temporal change in oscillation frequencies, which
could be detectable for the faster evolving genuine single HG
stars. For lower-mass stars, Rui & Fuller (2021) found that
one can distinguish post-MS merger products from genuine
single red giant branch (RGB) stars based on the mean spacing
between the oscillation modes and mass estimates from other
asteroseismic and surface diagnostics. One condition is that the
RGB star needs to have a degenerate core before the merger.
Other studies have explored the influence of mass accretion and
mass loss on the seismic signals of red giant (Deheuvels et al.
2022; Li et al. 2022) and more massive B-type (Wagg et al.
2024) stars in binary systems.

Here, we focus on genuine and candidate merger product
BSGs for the mass range between about 5 M⊙ and 20 M⊙. In
this current era of high-cadence space photometry, multiperi-
odic nonradial oscillations have been detected in several BSGs
in the envisioned mass regime, although the number of stars
with firm detections remains limited compared to other classes
of pulsators (cf. Kurtz 2022, for a recent review). Multiple iso-
lated oscillation modes have been detected in a set of about 40
BSGs with the ESA Hipparcos satellite (Lefever et al. 2007) and
in specific BSGs with the Microvariability and Oscillations of
Stars (MOST, Walker et al. 2003) mission by Saio et al. (2006);
Moravveji et al. (2012a,b), the Convection, Rotation and plan-
etary Transits (CoRoT, Auvergne et al. 2009) space telescope
by Aerts et al. (2010b), the Kepler/K2 (Koch et al. 2010) mis-
sions by Aerts et al. (2017, 2018a), and the Transiting Exoplanet
Survey Satellite (TESS, Ricker et al. 2016) by Sánchez Arias
et al. (2023).

All of the above detections concern individual isolated
frequencies in the amplitude spectra. However, BSG variability
is more diverse than this. Bowman et al. (2019) and Ma et al.
(2024) established global low-frequency power excess in a
sample of about 180 K2 or TESS BSGs, several of which in the
LMC. For many of these targets, Bowman et al. (2019) stressed
that the low-frequency power excess occurs in addition to many
isolated significant frequencies with higher amplitude. In his
review of massive star variability, Bowman (2023) pointed out
that the origin of the low-amplitude low-frequency variability

points to a spectrum of internal gravity waves triggered by core
convection but is not yet firmly established (see also Cantiello
et al. 2021, for interpretations in terms of sub-surface convection
for the aspect of the power excess). Ma et al. (2024) used a BSG
merger model from Bellinger et al. (2024) to explore two not
mutually exclusive physical origins of the observed frequency
spectra, namely sub-surface convective motions and internal
gravity waves excited by the thin convective layer connected
to the iron opacity bump in the envelope. They find waves
to be the more plausible explanation for the overall observed
variability frequency spectra but admit that more 3D simulations
are needed to come to firm conclusions.

In this work, we make an in-depth model-by-model compar-
ison between the asteroseismic predictions for post-MS merger
products and genuine single HG stars based on 1D stellar
structure models. We focus on stars with masses between 7.8
and 15.3 M⊙ at similar locations in the HRD and explore which
asteroseismic diagnostics help us distinguish merger products
from genuine single stars. With this mass range, we include
stars below and inside the mass range considered in previous
works (e.g. Bellinger et al. 2024). In this mass range, we also
avoid the added complexity that stellar wind mass loss might
have on the photometric signal (Krtička & Feldmeier 2018).

This paper has the following structure. In Sect. 2, we sum-
marise the key concepts and diagnostics required for the astero-
seismic characterisation of pulsating stars. We describe our com-
putational setup for the equilibrium stellar structure models and
stellar oscillation calculations in Sect. 3. Section 4 covers the re-
sults of our comparison between merger products and genuine
single stars. Lastly, in Sect. 5 we discuss these results and draw
our conclusions.

2. Asteroseismic diagnostics

Asteroseismology has shown that intermediate-mass stars born
with a convective core have quasi-rigid rotation throughout their
MS and undergo efficient yet poorly understood angular moment
loss once beyond the MS (Aerts et al. 2019; Aerts 2021). From
the results of the 3D merger simulations from Schneider et al.
(2019) and the 1D follow-up study by Schneider et al. (2020),
we expect merger products to be slow rotators. Moreover, as
shown by Wang et al. (2022), merger products’ slow rotation
can explain the blue MS band in young stellar clusters. We
thus expect slow rotation for both genuine HG stars and post-
MS merger products. In first instance, it is therefore justified
to ignore rotation in the equilibrium models used to solve the
pulsation equations, as is common practice for post-MS stars.
Oscillation modes in slowly- and non-rotating stars are described
with spherical harmonics Ym

ℓ (Aerts et al. 2010a). The functional
form of these spherical harmonics depends on the spherical de-
gree ℓ (number of nodal lines on the surface) and the azimuthal
order m (number of nodal lines that cross the equator, |m| ≤ ℓ).
The third quantum number required to describe oscillation mode
morphologies is the radial order or overtone n, corresponding to
the number of nodal surfaces or nodes in the radial direction in
the stellar interior. This work focuses on nonradial oscillations,
which are those with ℓ > 0.

Further characterisation of stellar oscillations depends on
their restoring force. In non-rotating stars, these are the pressure
gradient and buoyancy force (Aerts 2021). Acoustic modes, with
the pressure gradient as their dominant restoring force, are called
pressure (p) modes. Those with buoyancy as their main restor-
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ing force are called gravity (g) modes. Both types of modes are
restricted to their respective mode cavities, determined by the
(linear) Lamb frequency S̃ ℓ and the (linear) Brunt-Väisälä (BV)
or (linear) buoyancy frequency Ñ, which are defined as1 (Aerts
et al. 2010a)

S̃ 2
ℓ =
ℓ(ℓ + 1)c2

s

4π2r2 (1)

and

Ñ2 =
g

4π2

(
1
Γ1, 0

d ln P
dr
− d ln ρ

dr

)
. (2)

In these expressions, g is the local gravitational acceleration,
P the pressure, ρ the density, cs the local sound speed, Γ1, 0 the
first adiabatic exponent, and r the radial coordinate. It is instruc-
tive to rewrite the expression for Ñ in an approximate form ap-
plicable for fully ionised ideal gasses:

Ñ2 ≃ g2ρ

4π2P

(
∇ad − ∇ + ∇µ

)
, (3)

with

∇ = d ln T
d ln P

, ∇ad =

(
d ln T
d ln P

)

ad
, ∇µ = d ln µ

d ln P
, (4)

T the temperature, and µ the mean molecular weight. A g mode
with a linear frequency ν can propagate when |ν| < |Ñ | and |ν| <
S̃ ℓ. Outside this g-mode cavity, the g modes are evanescent and
decay exponentially. For p modes, the mode cavity is determined
by the conditions |ν| > |Ñ| and |ν| > S̃ ℓ.

In stars where the p- and g-mode cavities overlap in terms of
frequencies, such as in evolved massive MS (Unno et al. 1989)
or red giant stars (Cunha et al. 2015), oscillation modes can have
a dual p-g character. These p-g mixed modes arise when modes
from the p- and g-mode cavity tunnel through the evanescent
zone and interact. Since p-g mixed modes have both p- and g-
mode characters, we define ng as the number of nodes in the g
character regime and np as the number of nodes in the p character
regime2. To uniquely classify p-g mixed modes, we introduce the
radial order in the Eckart-Scuflaire-Osaki-Takata scheme, npg, as
(Takata 2006, 2012)

npg =

{
np − ng for a gnp−ng mode
np − ng + 1 for a pnp−ng+1 mode

. (5)

Hence, npg = np + 1 for pure p modes and npg = −ng for pure g
modes.

One of the results of the asymptotic theory for nonradial
oscillations (Tassoul 1980), which holds for high-order modes
(n ≫ 1), is that the difference in mode periods of g modes with
a consecutive number of radial nodes (and the same spherical
degree ℓ), ∆Pn, is constant in chemically homogeneous, non-
rotating, non-magnetic stars. Here, ∆Pn is defined as

∆Pn = Pn − Pn−1 . (6)

1 By default, we use linear frequencies in this work. Therefore, we
use the linear definitions of the BV and Lamb frequencies, indicated by
a tilde. They are related to their angular forms N and S ℓ by N = 2πÑ
and S ℓ = 2πS̃ ℓ, respectively. Angular frequencies are explicitly referred
to as such.

2 The distinction between p and g nodes is based on whether the spa-
tial derivative of the phase angle φ, dφ/dr, is positive or negative at the
node location, respectively. See Takata (2006) for more details.

In the expression above, Pn is the period of a mode with radial
order n. For a given degree ℓ, this constant value is ∆Pn = Πℓ,
with Πℓ (Aerts et al. 2010a)

Πℓ =
Π0√
ℓ(ℓ + 1)

(7)

the asymptotic period spacing and

Π0 = π

(∫ ro

ri

Ñ
r

dr
)−1

(8)

the buoyancy travel time (Aerts 2021). The integration bound-
aries ri and ro are the inner and outer turning points of the g-
mode cavity, respectively. For a specific mode cavity, the turn-
ing points ri and ro are defined as the boundaries of the radiative
region, that is, the points where Ñ becomes negative.

We can construct so-called period spacing patterns (PSPs)
by plotting observed or theoretically predicted ∆Pn as a function
of n or Pn. Through Eqs. (6)–(8), we then get information on the
extent of convective regions within observed stars. For example,
for MS stars with convective cores and radiative envelopes, the
observed ∆Pn is directly related to the extent of the convective
core (Pedersen et al. 2018, 2021; Michielsen et al. 2019, 2021;
Mombarg et al. 2019, 2021; Wu & Li 2019; Wu et al. 2020b).
Even more power of PSPs lies in analysing departures from the
uniform value Πℓ since they hold information about the star’s
deep interior. Mode trapping, which can be caused by chemical
inhomogeneities (Miglio et al. 2008; Degroote et al. 2010) or
structural glitches3 (Cunha et al. 2015), causes quasi-periodic
dips where ∆Pn < Πℓ in PSPs. Mode coupling, which is the
interaction between modes from different mode cavities or of
different nature, is also known to cause dips in PSPs (Mosser
et al. 2012; Cunha et al. 2015; Saio et al. 2018; Tokuno & Takata
2022; Aerts & Mathis 2023).

When the effects of rotation are considered, notably the
Coriolis acceleration, the stellar oscillation equations become a
set of infinitely coupled equations (Aerts & Tkachenko 2023).
How to treat this set of coupled equations differs based on how
the oscillation mode frequencies relate to the rotation frequency.
Modes with 2πν = ω > 2Ω, with ω and Ω the angular mode and
rotation frequency, respectively, are called super-inertial modes.
We can treat the Coriolis acceleration as a perturbation for super-
inertial modes with ω ≫ 2Ω. For sub-inertial g modes, which
have ω ≲ 2Ω, the Coriolis force acts as an additional restor-
ing force. Such modes are also referred to as gravito-inertial
waves (GIWs). For GIWs, the Coriolis force cannot be treated as
a perturbation to compute their properties. High-order g modes
(ng ≫ 1), which typically have low frequencies that obey ν ≪ Ñ
and ν ≪ S̃ ℓ, can be treated with the traditional approximation of
rotation (TAR, Eckart 1960; Berthomieu et al. 1978; Lee & Saio
1987; Townsend 2003; Mathis 2009). The TAR is an approxi-
mation which neglects the horizontal component of the rotation
vector and thus the vertical component of the Coriolis accelera-
tion. This is warranted under the assumption that vertical wave
motions are limited by strong chemical and entropy stratifica-
tion, a condition generally fulfilled in the radiative regions of
stars with convective cores. With the TAR, the stellar oscilla-
tion equations decouple and can be rewritten as the Laplace tidal

3 These structural glitches refer to sharp features in the BV frequency
profile and are related to abrupt changes in the stellar structure. They
should not be confused with numerical glitches. See, for example, Aerts
(2021) Sect. IV.B for more details.
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equation (Laplace 1799). Theoretical period spacing patterns for
gravito-inertial modes under the TAR can be computed as

(Πs)co ≃ Π0√
Λs, l,m

(
1 + 1

2
d lnΛs, l,m

d ln s

) . (9)

In the above expression, (Πs)co is the period spacing in the co-
rotating frame for a mode with spin parameter s = 2Ω/ω and
Λs, l,m is the corresponding eigenvalue of the Laplace tidal equa-
tion. To go from the co-rotating to the inertial frame in which
stars are observed, we use the following relation (Bouabid et al.
2013):

Pin =
Pco

1 + m Pco
Prot

, (10)

where Pin and Pco are the mode periods in the inertial and co-
rotating frame, respectively, and Prot = 2π/Ω is the rotation pe-
riod. Since (Πs)co in Eq. (9) is mode dependent (through the spin
parameter s), period spacing patterns for GIWs are no longer
uniform but have slopes, as demonstrated in Bouabid et al.
(2013). In general, PSPs of prograde modes, which travel with
the star’s rotation and have m > 0, have negative slopes in the
co-rotating frame. PSPs of modes travelling against the star’s
rotation or retrograde modes (m < 0) have positive slopes in
the co-rotating frame. Within the framework of the TAR, it has
been possible to constrain internal rotation profiles for hundreds
of stars with convective cores from measured PSPs of gravito-
inertial waves (Van Reeth et al. 2015a,b, 2016; Ouazzani et al.
2017; Van Reeth et al. 2018; Li et al. 2019, 2020; Van Reeth
et al. 2022).

3. Methods

We computed the asteroseismic properties of merger products
and genuine single stars by solving the stellar oscillation equa-
tions, which require an equilibrium stellar structure model as in-
put. These equilibrium stellar structure profiles were taken from
1D stellar evolution models. We used non-rotating equilibrium
models to predict the asteroseismic properties with the inclu-
sion of rotation at the level of the stellar oscillation equations.
Ignoring rotation in the equilibrium models disregards the the-
ory of rotationally induced mixing, but we mimic its effects by
means of simpler approximations for the internal mixing profiles
(Pedersen et al. 2021). Following Henneco et al. (2021) we also
ignored the centrifugal deformation of the equilibrium model,
because it results in negligible frequency shifts. Henneco et al.
(2021) furthermore showed that for up to 70% of critical rota-
tion, the inclusion of the centrifugal deformation at the level of
the asymptotic pulsation mode predictions and the level of the
equilibrium model combined lead to fractional frequency shifts
well below 1%. Therefore, the effect of the centrifugal defor-
mation may be neglected for initial asteroseismic modelling at-
tempts for rotation rates up to 70% of the critical rotation rate.
The procedure of including rotation only at the level of the stel-
lar oscillation equations and ignoring the centrifugal deforma-
tion of the equilibrium model is common practice (Aerts 2021)
and is further elaborated in Aerts & Tkachenko (2023), to which
we refer for details. Section 3.1 describes the computation of the
equilibrium models for the genuine single HG stars and post-MS
merger products. We show in Sect. 3.2 how we predicted the as-
teroseismic properties by solving the oscillation equations using
the equilibrium models as input. The input files for the various
codes used in this work are available online4.

4 https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.12087024

3.1. Stellar model computations with MESA

3.1.1. Adopted stellar physics

We used the stellar structure and evolution code MESA (r12778;
Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019) to compute
non-rotating single-star evolution models at solar metallicity
(Y = 0.2703 and Z = 0.0142, Asplund et al. 2009). We used a
combination of the OPAL (Iglesias & Rogers 1993, 1996) and
Ferguson et al. (2005) opacity tables suitable for the chemical
mixture of Asplund et al. (2009). We did not enable MESA’s
hydrodynamic solver, that is, all models are hydrostatic. We
used the approx21 nuclear network. Each model was initialised
at its Zero-Age Main Sequence (ZAMS) and evolved until
core-helium exhaustion (i.e. when the central mass fraction of
helium is below 10−6).

The Ledoux criterion was employed to determine which re-
gions of the stellar model were convective and the mixing length
theory (MLT, Böhm-Vitense 1958; Cox & Giuli 1968) for the
treatment of convective mixing, with a mixing length parame-
ter of αmlt = 2.0 as the best estimate from asteroseismology of
stars on the MS with a convective core (e.g. Fritzewski et al.
2024). Semi-convective mixing is included with an efficiency of
αsc = 10.0 (Schootemeijer et al. 2019). For thermohaline mix-
ing, we used αth = 1.0 (Marchant et al. 2021). We added a con-
stant envelope mixing of log(Dmix/cm2s−1) = 3 to smooth out
small step-like features in the chemical composition left behind
by the receding convective cores and shrinking convective shells.
This value used for Dmix is typical for what is deduced from as-
teroseismology of B stars (Pedersen et al. 2021).

Convective boundary mixing (CBM) was handled through
the overshooting scheme. For hydrogen-burning convective
cores, we used the step overshooting scheme in MESA to extend
the convective region by 0.20HP (Martinet et al. 2021) beyond
the boundary set by the Ledoux criterion. Here, HP is the pres-
sure scale height. We used exponential overshooting (Herwig
2000) for helium-burning cores, with fov = 0.015. The mag-
nitude of overshooting above helium-burning cores is not con-
strained adequately and yet can severely influence the final fate
of stars (Temaj et al. 2024; Brinkman et al. 2024). We chose
a moderately high value in a range consistent with observations
of intermediate- (Constantino et al. 2016) and low-mass (Bossini
et al. 2017) stars. This value of fov was chosen to avoid the occur-
rence of breathing pulses, which are instabilities of the convec-
tive helium-burning core that occur in models with lower values
of overshooting. Whether these breathing pulses are numerical
artefacts or physical instabilities is unclear, yet recent evidence
supports the former (Ostrowski et al. 2021). Above and below
convective shells and below convective envelopes, we used ex-
ponential overshooting with fov = 0.005, which is consistent
with values typically inferred for the Sun (Angelou et al. 2020).

We used the same setup as in Henneco et al. (2024) to com-
pute the wind mass-loss rate. For hot stars (Tsurf ≥ 11 kK, with
Tsurf the temperature of the outermost cell), we used the Vink
et al. (2000) wind mass-loss prescription with a scaling factor
of 1.0. The cool wind regime (Tsurf ≤ 10 kK) was divided based
on whether the stars evolve into giants or supergiants. The cut
is made at log(L /L⊙) = 3.15, with L defined as (Langer &
Kudritzki 2014)

L =
1

4πσG
L⋆
M⋆
. (11)
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Here, G is the gravitational constant, σ the Stefan-Boltzmann
constant, and L⋆ and M⋆ the star’s luminosity and mass, respec-
tively. We evaluated L when Tsurf < 11 kK for the first time dur-
ing the star’s evolution. The division between giant and super-
giant wind regimes at log(L /L⊙) = 3.15 corresponds roughly
to a division at 10 M⊙. We used linear interpolation to compute
the wind mass-loss rate between the hot and cool wind regimes.

3.1.2. Merger products via fast accretion

This work focuses on massive stars produced in early Case B
(Case Be) mergers. These stellar mergers occur when the ini-
tially more massive or primary star is in the HG and does not yet
have a (deep) convective envelope (Henneco et al. 2024). To pro-
duce a merger product in MESA, we evolved a single star, using
the assumptions described above, until it reached the HG. When
the star reached a point in the HG at which its effective tempera-
ture Teff is cooler than roughly its lowest MS value, we invoked
the merger procedure. The merger procedure consisted of accret-
ing a specified mass ∆M onto the single star with initial mass
Mi on a timescale of 0.1τKH, with τKH the star’s current global
thermal or Kelvin-Helmholtz timescale, defined as (Kippenhahn
et al. 2013)

τKH =
GM2

⋆

2R⋆L⋆
≈ 1.5 × 107

(
M⋆
M⊙

)2 R⊙
R⋆

L⊙
L⋆

yr . (12)

Here, R⋆ is the stellar radius. This procedure is similar to what
is used in Justham et al. (2014), Rui & Fuller (2021), Deheuvels
et al. (2022), and Schneider et al. (2024) to mimic the result of
stellar mergers. Justham et al. (2014) assumed accretion happens
on a timescale ≲104 yr, Rui & Fuller (2021) used a fixed accre-
tion rate of 10−5 M⊙ yr−1, while Schneider et al. (2024) assumed
accretion to happen on the star’s thermal timescale, that is, at an
accretion rate Ṁacc = M⋆/τKH. Although the technical setup is
essentially the same, Deheuvels et al. (2022) studied the effect
of accretion in a binary system rather than for stellar mergers,
which occur on shorter timescales. Schneider et al. (2024) used
their setup to study both merger and accretion products.

During the fast accretion phase, an extended convection re-
gion develops in the star’s envelope. After this phase, we mix the
outer envelope, that is, the region from the top of the convective
hydrogen-burning shell to the surface with log(Dmix/cm2s−1) =
12 for a time 0.01τKH. We did this to smooth out the abrupt
changes in the chemical composition profile left behind by the
extended convection zone. Afterwards, we evolved the merger
models until the end of core helium exhaustion.

3.1.3. Limitations of the fast accretion method

Stellar mergers are complex phenomena that include a wealth
of physical processes. 3D merger simulations, such as those in
Lombardi et al. (2002), Ivanova et al. (2002), Glebbeek et al.
(2013), and Schneider et al. (2019) currently are our best win-
dows into the merging process and the products that result from
it, but they are computationally expensive. As a result, these 3D
simulations are limited to only a handful of initial binary param-
eters. The fast accretion method provides a quick and flexible
zeroth-order approximation for merger product structures. We
now list some of its main limitations.

First, before stars merge, they evolve through a contact
phase, preceded by a mass-transfer phase (this is true if we
consider a merger driven by binary evolution channels and not

through dynamical interactions). During both phases, the struc-
ture can be altered significantly (Henneco et al. 2024). With
the fast accretion method, we assume that the star onto which
the companion is accreted is unaltered by any previous mass-
transfer and contact phases.

Second, fast accretion does not account for the chemical
composition of the merger product because the chemical com-
position of the accreted material is taken to be the same as the
surface chemical composition of the accretor. With this assump-
tion, we primarily underestimate the amount of helium in the en-
velope of the merger product. Moreover, it does not account for
the mixing of stellar material from the two components during
the merger phase. As a result, neither the internal chemical struc-
ture nor the surface chemical abundances can be reproduced cor-
rectly by the fast accretion method. We stress that we use the fast
accretion method to create effective merger product structures of
the kind in which the less evolved secondary star is mixed in with
the more evolved primary star’s envelope. Generally, mass is ex-
pected to be lost from both components during the merger phase
(see, e.g. Schneider et al. 2019). Therefore, ∆M is the mass
effectively added to the primary’s envelope. The added mass
fraction fadd = ∆M/Mi should not be confused with the mass
ratio of the merger product’s progenitor binary system. From
smoothed particle hydrodynamic (SPH) simulations of mergers
(e.g., Lombardi et al. 2002; Gaburov et al. 2008a; Glebbeek et al.
2013), we know that if the H-rich core of the secondary star has
lower entropy than that of the primary star, it can sink to the
centre of the merger product. In such cases, the merger product
rejuvenates and becomes a MS star (Glebbeek et al. 2013). One
needs different merging schemes to create these kinds of merger
products, such as entropy sorting (Gaburov et al. 2008b). While
such merger products warrant their own investigations (Henneco
et al. in prep.), our work focuses solely on long-lived B-type or
BSG merger products.

Third, the fast accretion method does not reproduce the
strong surface magnetic fields expected from both 3D magne-
tohydrodynamics simulations (Schneider et al. 2019) and the re-
cent observation of a massive magnetic star that shows strong
signs of being formed in a merger (Frost et al. 2024). Although
internal magnetic fields are less well constrained than surface
magnetic fields (Donati & Landstreet 2009), it cannot be ex-
cluded that they also result from binary mergers. As shown by,
for example, Prat et al. (2019), Van Beeck et al. (2020), Dhouib
et al. (2022), and Rui et al. (2024), internal magnetic fields can
significantly influence the frequencies of g modes.

3.2. Stellar oscillation calculations with GYRE

For the computation of the stellar oscillations, we used the stellar
pulsation code GYRE (v7.0; Townsend & Teitler 2013; Townsend
et al. 2018) with the equilibrium models produced with MESA as
input. We used the MAGNUS GL6 solver and the boundary condi-
tions from Unno et al. (1989) to compute adiabatic5 oscillations
for (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) and (ℓ, m) = (2, 0) modes (no rotation). For
the computation of oscillation modes with rotation in the inertial
frame, we used the TAR in GYRE (see Sect. 2). Even though we
only consider slow to moderate rotation in this work, the use of
the TAR is required (as opposed to treating the Coriolis acceler-
ation as a perturbation), which we demonstrate in Appendix A.
Core- and envelope rotation rates inferred from asteroseismol-
ogy show that low- and intermediate-mass stars have nearly uni-

5 It is appropriate to use the adiabatic approximation for the compu-
tation of oscillation modes in B-type stars (Aerts et al. 2018b).
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form radial rotation profiles during their MS and HG or subgiant
evolution (Aerts et al. 2019). We currently have internal rota-
tion profiles inferred from asteroseismology for only a handful
of high-mass stars, which show core-to-envelope rotation rate ra-
tios between 1 and 5 without proper error estimation (Burssens
et al. 2023; Aerts & Tkachenko 2023). Considering this, we as-
sumed a uniform (solid-body) rotation profile for the GYRE com-
putations. We computed (ℓ, m) = (1, 0), (1, ±1), (2, 0), (2, ±1),
and (2, ±2) modes with rotation.

4. Results

4.1. Detailed comparison between Case Be merger products
and genuine single HG stars

We now compare the predicted asteroseismic properties of
merger products formed through the fast accretion method de-
scribed in Sect. 3.1.2, and genuine single stars in the HG. We fo-
cus on two merger products resulting from early Case-B merg-
ers: an M⋆ = 8.4 M⊙ product of a star with Mi = 6.0 M⊙ and
∆M = 2.4 M⊙ (added mass fraction fadd = 0.4) and an M⋆ =
15.3 M⊙ product of star with Mi = 9.0 M⊙ and ∆M = 6.3 M⊙
( fadd = 0.7). We compare both merger products with appropri-
ate genuine single-star counterparts. To find these genuine sin-
gle star counterparts, we compared the merger products’ HRD
tracks with a range of genuine single star tracks of different
masses and selected those which cross in the blue region of the
HRD (log Teff/K ≳ 4.0). Hence, we compare the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙
and 9.0+6.3 M⊙ merger products with 7.8 M⊙ and 13.6 M⊙ gen-
uine single stars, respectively.

The evolutionary tracks of the merger products and genuine
single stars are shown in Fig. 1. Each track has been colour-
coded with the value of the buoyancy travel time Π0, defined
in Eq. (8). Each HRD track is also marked with a plus sym-
bol, which indicates the position of the star 1 Myr (106 yr) af-
ter the terminal-age main sequence (TAMS) for genuine sin-
gle stars, and 1 Myr after the merger event for merger prod-
ucts. Given that the plus symbol is located in the blue region
of the HRD for the merger products, it is clear that they spend
at least 1 Myr there and are, hence, likely to be observed as B-
type stars or BSGs. Genuine single stars have already moved
towards the red region of the HRD within 1 Myr and are, there-
fore, less likely to be observed as B-type stars or BSGs. The
merger products’ luminosities increase during their evolution on
the HG (around log Teff/K = 4.2 for the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ prod-
uct and log Teff/K = 4.4 for the 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ product), which
is caused by the onset of core He burning. We define the on-
set of core He burning as when the central He mass fraction
falls below 99% of its value at the TAMS. For the 13.6 M⊙ gen-
uine single star, core He ignition also occurs already on the HG
around log Teff/K = 4.1. Our genuine single stars with masses
≳ 11.4 M⊙ ignite helium in their cores on the HG.

4.1.1. Comparison between a 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product
and a 7.8 M⊙ genuine single star

We find a clear difference between the respective Π0 values of
the merger product and genuine single star during the time their
evolutionary tracks cross in the HRD, indicated by the violet
box in Fig. 1a. The merger product has Π0 = 678 s and for
the genuine single star we find Π0 = 1485 s. This difference
comes from the fact that the g-mode cavities, which determine
the value of Π0 (Eq. 8), have significantly different shapes. From

the propagation6 and Kippenhahn diagrams in Fig. 2, we see that
the merger product has two g-mode cavities, one near the con-
vective He-burning core (inner cavity) and one further out (outer
cavity). Because of the mass accretion onto the primary star dur-
ing the merger, it has a higher envelope mass and, consequently,
a higher temperature at the base of the envelope. The higher tem-
perature leads to a larger H-shell burning luminosity. This then
drives a convective zone in and above the H-burning region. This
convective region is responsible for separating the g-mode cav-
ity into two parts. The genuine single star is fully radiative and
hence has a single g-mode cavity (Figs. 2c and 2d). From Fig. 2a,
we also see that the pure g modes are mostly confined to the in-
ner cavity and only have a few radial nodes in the outer cavity.
To correctly apply Eq. (8), which is derived within the asymp-
totic theory (n ≫ 1), we only integrate over the inner cavity.
Integrating over both cavities results in Π0 values that are lower
by up to 10 s, which is on the order of the period precision for
time series from space missions such as Kepler and the TESS
continuous viewing zone (Van Reeth et al. 2015a; Pedersen et al.
2021; Garcia et al. 2022a,b). Even though the merger product
has a smaller mode cavity than the genuine single star, the BV
frequency reaches higher values at low radial coordinates (see
Figs. B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B), which results in a higher value
of the integral in the denominator of Eq. (8), and hence a smaller
value of Π0 compared to the genuine single star.

The difference in terms of asteroseismic properties between
the merger product and genuine single star can be further ap-
preciated from the comparison between their PSPs for (ℓ, m) =
(1, 0) and (2, 0) modes without rotation and with radial orders
npg between -1 and roughly -200 (Fig. 3). We see that for high
radial orders (long mode periods Pn), the mean values of the
PSPs differ significantly, as expected from our earlier estimation
based on Π0. Next to the difference in mean PSP values, we see
that modes with the same number of radial nodes have different
mode periods in the two models. The modes of the merger prod-
uct have shorter mode periods for the same number of nodes
compared to the modes of the genuine single star. This period
shift increases with increasing mode period (increasing radial
order npg), both for (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) and (2, 0) modes. Lastly, we
see another clear difference between the respective PSPs of the
merger product and genuine single star in the form of relatively
deep and narrow dips. These dips arise whenever a star has two
g-mode cavities. We elaborate further on the nature of these deep
dips in Sect. 4.2.

4.1.2. Comparison between a 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ merger and a
13.6 M⊙ genuine single star

Figure 1b shows the HRD tracks for a 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ merger
product and a 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star. During their time in
the blue side of the HRD, both stars are observable as BSGs
(log L⋆/L⊙ ≳ 4.07, Urbaneja et al. 2017; Bernini-Peron et al.
2023). The Π0 values for the merger product and genuine single
star when their HRD track cross (indicated by the violet box in
Fig 1b) are Π0 = 1276 s and Π0 = 2104 s, respectively. As ex-
pected from Mombarg et al. (2019) and Pedersen et al. (2021),
these values are higher than for their lower mass analogues de-
scribed in Sect. 4.1.1. The absolute difference between the Π0
values is 828 s for this comparison. For the lower-mass counter-

6 Alternative versions of the propagation diagrams as a function of
the relative radial coordinate r/R⋆ can be found in Appendix B.

7 The lower luminosity limit for the BSGs is not well defined. For
this work we use a limit based on observed BSGs.
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Fig. 1. HRD with evolutionary tracks for a merger product of M⋆ = 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ and a genuine single star an initial mass of
M⋆ = 7.8 M⊙ (Panel a), and a merger product of M⋆ = 9.0+ 6.3 M⊙ and a genuine single star with an initial mass of M⋆ = 13.6 M⊙
(Panel b). The merger and genuine single-star tracks are shown in black and grey, respectively. To avoid cluttering, the track of the
merger model is not shown during the fast accretion phase. A dashed black line replaces it. Each evolutionary track is connected
to its label through a symbol on the HRD at the ZAMS. The green plus symbols indicate the position in the HRD after 106 years
have passed since the merging or TAMS for the merger product and single star, respectively. The colours on the tracks are related to
the buoyancy travel time Π0. The violet box indicates the position at which we compare the asteroseismic properties of the merger
product and genuine single star in Sect. 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

parts described in Sect. 4.1.1, the absolute difference between the
Π0 values is 807 s. These values are of the same order of mag-
nitude, while the absolute difference is somewhat larger for the
more massive merger product and genuine single star. At slightly
lower effective temperatures, the values of Π0 become more
comparable than at the effective temperatures the 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙
merger product and 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star models are com-
pared, but they remain distinguishable based on their asymptotic
period spacing. The propagation and Kippenhahn diagrams for
these models (Fig. 4) show that their structures are more compa-
rable than their lower-mass counterparts. Notably, the 13.6 M⊙
genuine single star has a convective shell above the H-burning
shell, the so-called intermediate convective zones (ICZs). The
extent and lifetime of these ICZs are sensitive to the assumptions
for convective mixing in the stellar models (e.g. Kaiser et al.
2020; Sibony et al. 2023, see also Appendix C). Because of the
ICZ, the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star has two g-mode cavities,
just like the merger product. The main difference between the
two models remains, as for the lower-mass counterparts, the ab-
sence of a convective core in the structure of the genuine single
star, which has the largest influence on the value of Π0.

Figure 5 shows the PSPs for the 9.0+6.3 M⊙ merger product
and the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star. The PSPs for the merger
product look similar to those of its lower-mass counterpart (see
Fig. 3). We find some key differences when comparing the PSPs
of the genuine single star with those of its lower-mass counter-
parts. First, we see the presence of deep dips with similar mor-
phologies as those in the merger product’s PSPs. As mentioned
in the previous section, these are related to the existence of an
inner and outer g-mode cavity. Second, we see relatively strong

quasi-periodic wave-like variability in the ∆Pn values. Such vari-
ability is also present for pure g modes in the 7.8 M⊙ genuine
single star (Fig. 3), but to a lesser extent. As discussed in Sect. 2,
such wave-like variability in PSPs is caused by mode trapping
(Pedersen et al. 2018; Michielsen et al. 2019, 2021), which it-
self can be caused by sharp features or structural glitches in the
Ñ(r)−profile. We see from Fig. 4c that both the inner and outer
g-mode cavities of the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star have promi-
nent spike features. These features are remnants of an extended,
relatively short-lived (∆T ∼ 103 yr), non-uniform (blocky) con-
vection zone that appears after the TAMS and before the devel-
opment of the ICZ (see Appendix C). The non-uniform struc-
ture of this convection zone appears at higher and lower spatial
and temporal resolutions, and might be the result of an insuffi-
cient treatment of convection. We do note that similarly struc-
tured convection zones at the onset of the ICZ appear also in the
models of Kaiser et al. (2020) for different treatments of con-
vection. We will not discuss the nature of this short-lived, non-
uniform convection zone further, but we note that the peaks it
introduces in the Ñ(r)−profile influence the oscillation modes.
In the outer cavity, where the g-modes only have a handful of
nodes, the location of the nodes is influenced by mode trapping
caused by the peaks. The strong peaks at the outer edge of the
inner g-mode cavity are responsible for the strongest mode trap-
ping and, hence, the quasi-periodic wave-like variability in the
PSPs mentioned above. In Appendix D, we demonstrate how we
disentangle the deep dips and quasi-periodic variability in the
13.6 M⊙ genuine single star’s PSP.
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Fig. 2. Panel (a) and (c) show propagation diagrams for ℓ = 1, 2 and m = 0 modes without rotation for the merger product with
M⋆ = 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ and genuine single star with M⋆ = 7.8 M⊙, respectively. The black (grey) dots represent the radial nodes of the
oscillation modes, or more specifically, the locations where the radial wave displacement ξr(r) = 0 for the ℓ = 1 (ℓ = 2) modes.
The purple regions on this diagram show the g-mode cavity or cavities, while the orange region shows the p-mode cavity. Panel (b)
and (d) show Kippenhahn diagrams for the merger product with M⋆ = 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ and genuine single star with M⋆ = 7.8 M⊙,
respectively. The green dash-dotted lines indicate the models for which the respective propagation diagrams in Panel (a) and (c)
are shown, which is when their HRD tracks overlap, indicated by the violet box in Fig. 1a. Both Kippenhahn diagrams show the
evolution of the models up to core-helium exhaustion.

4.2. Deep dips in pure g-mode PSPs

From the results in Sect. 4.1, it has become clear that stellar mod-
els with two g-mode cavities, that is, models with either a con-
vective hydrogen-burning shell or ICZ, show deep, narrow dips
in their PSPs. In this section, we explore the nature of these deep
dips.

First, we look at how these deep dips evolve. From Fig. 6a,
we see that the dip location for a specific (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) dip
moves to longer periods over time. This follows from the deep
dip’s physical origin. We also see that the width of the dip in-
creases with time and eventually becomes relatively shallow.
The transition from a deep, sharp dip to a shallow morphol-

ogy coincides with the disappearance of the convective zone
(Fig. 6b). In other words, the width of the dip is inversely pro-
portional to the width of the evanescent zone between the two
g-mode cavities.

Next, we examine the evolution of the g-mode periods with
time in Fig. 7. The mode periods (this time shown for ℓ = 2
modes) increase in time with a quasi-constant slope. For some
modes, we observe so-called mode bumping (see, e.g. Vanlaer
et al. 2023); the period increases faster or slower than the peri-
ods of adjacent modes of consecutive radial order, causing the
mode periods to be close in value. In such avoided crossings,
the mode exchanges energy (couples) with its consecutive mode,
which then experiences a faster or slower period increase until
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Fig. 3. Period spacing patterns for the 6.0 +
2.4 M⊙ merger product (black) and the 7.8 M⊙
genuine HG star (blue) without rotation at the
time of comparison (violet box in Fig. 1). The
dashed grey lines connect pure g modes with
the same radial order ng. The black and grey
dashed lines with cross symbols indicate p-g
mixed modes. These p-g mixed modes have
at least one node in the radial direction, that
is, np > 0. Panel (a) and (b) show the pe-
riod spacing patterns for (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) and
(2, 0) modes, respectively. The green and pur-
ple horizontal lines indicate the Πℓ values for
the merger product and genuine single star, re-
spectively.

it bumps the next mode. This mode bumping sequence contin-
ues until the evanescent (convection) zone disappears at around
71.0–71.5 Myr.

Lastly, we show a part of the PSP for (ℓ, m) = (2, 0) modes
of the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product in Fig. 8. For each mode in
the PSP, we compute the value of ∆U89, which is the ratio of
the kinetic energy of a mode in the inner cavity over its kinetic
energy in both cavities (Unno et al. 1989)

∆U89 =

∫ r2

r1
4πr2ρ

[
ξr(r)2 + ℓ(ℓ + 1)ξh(r)2

]
dr

∫ R⋆
0 4πr2ρ

[
ξr(r)2 + ℓ(ℓ + 1)ξh(r)2] dr

. (13)

In this expression, r1 and r2 are the radii of the inner and outer
turning points of the inner g-mode cavity, respectively, and ξr(r)
and ξh(r) are the radial and horizontal wave displacement, re-
spectively. For modes that are mostly confined to the inner g-
mode cavity, ∆U89 ≈ 1, while for modes with a considerable
amount of kinetic energy in the outer cavity, ∆U89 < 1. We see
from Fig. 8 that modes within the deep dips consistently have
∆U89 < 1, meaning that a significant fraction of their kinetic en-
ergy sits in the outer g-mode cavity.

Putting the pieces together, we arrive at the nature of the
deep dips in the PSPs of models with two g-mode cavities. We
find that several inner-cavity g modes tunnel through the evanes-
cent zone, where they interact with outer-cavity g-modes. During
this interaction, the coupled modes’ periods converge, they ex-
change energy, and their periods diverge again. The fact that the
mode periods converge to the same value causes the deep, nar-
row dips in the PSPs. The virtual line connecting a sequence
of avoided crossings in Fig. 7 shows the period evolution of a
specific outer-cavity mode. The inversely proportional relation

between the dips’ width and the evanescent zone’s size also fol-
lows from this explanation (Fig. 6). Namely, when the evanes-
cent zone is smaller, more inner-cavity modes can tunnel through
and couple with outer-cavity modes. This can be appreciated
even further when comparing the width of the deep dips for
(ℓ, m) = (1, 0) and (ℓ, m) = (2, 0) modes (Figs. 3 and 5). Dipole
modes (ℓ = 1) have a weaker damping rate than quadrupole
(ℓ = 2) modes (Aerts et al. 2010a, Chapter 3.4). Hence, more
inner-cavity dipole modes can tunnel through the evanescent
zone and interact with the outer-cavity g-modes, leading to wider
dips.

4.3. Effect of added mass fraction fadd

As the results in the previous sections have shown, it is, in prin-
ciple, possible to distinguish merger products from genuine sin-
gle stars based on their g-mode period spacing patterns. In this
section, we briefly explore how the added mass fraction fadd in-
fluences our results. We stress again that fadd is a measure of
the mass effectively added to the primary star during the merger
procedure and should not be confused with the mass ratio of the
progenitor binary system (see Sect. 3.1.3). We compare the HRD
tracks of three 10 M⊙ merger products with varying added mass
fractions fadd in Fig. 9. The following merger products are con-
sidered: 8.0 + 2.0 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.25), 6.4 + 3.6 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.56),
and 5.6 + 4.4 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.79). Although core He ignition, in-
dicated by the luminosity rise on the HG, occurs at different ef-
fective temperatures for the three merger products, they even-
tually become core-He burning BSGs, which occupy a similar
region in the HRD. We indicate this part of the HRD with a lime-
coloured rectangle. All merger products have a similar structure
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Fig. 4. Same as Fig. 2, now for the merger product with M⋆ = 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ and genuine single star with M⋆ = 13.6 M⊙.

during this time: a convective core and a convective H-burning
shell. This can be seen in Fig. 10, in which the vertical lime-
coloured lines indicate the age range when the star is located
within the lime-coloured rectangle on the HRD in Fig. 9. The
main difference is that models with higher added mass fractions
have smaller He-core masses. Despite this, the convective core
masses during core He burning are similar because the merger
products are all 10 M⊙ stars that have relaxed to their new struc-
ture. This is true for the mass- and fadd-ranges considered at the
time of the comparison made here, but in general, the final CO
core mass depends strongly on fadd (Schneider et al. 2024). The
similar structures of the merger products are reflected in their
Π0 values (Fig. 9). Closer inspection shows that the values of Π0
in the overlapping region are Π0 = 734–819 s, 906–1034 s, and
717–822 s for the 8.0 + 2.0 M⊙, 6.4 + 3.6 M⊙, and 5.6 + 4.4 M⊙
merger products, respectively. TheΠ0 values for the 6.4+3.6 M⊙
merger product are considerably higher than for the other merger
products, which is related to the fact that by the time it occupies
the same region of the HRD as the other merger products, its
inner g-mode cavity has shifted outwards because of the grow-

ing convective core and shrinking convective H-burning shell.
The main cause for the differences in Π0 is the point in evolu-
tion when the models are compared. If we compare the merger
products to the left of the lime-coloured rectangle in Fig. 9, the
differences in their Π0 values are more evident. This is because
the merger products ignite helium at different effective temper-
atures. However, these differences might be method-dependent
(see Sect. 3.1.3), and we opt not to interpret this further than
warranted by the nature of our current models. We discuss fu-
ture steps to improve these comparisons in Sect. 5. Lastly, we
note from Fig. 9 and Fig. 10c that the 5.4 + 4.6 M⊙ merger prod-
uct spends a considerable amount of time (between the ages
of 79.0 and 83.5 Myr) in the MS region of the HRD. During
this time, the merger product has not yet ignited He in its core
and has a ∼2 M⊙ convective H-burning shell. Since such a star
would be observed in the same region of the HRD as MS stars,
we compare it to a 10.6 M⊙ genuine single MS star in Fig. 11.
During the time the merger product’s and MS star’s HRD tracks
cross, their Π0 values are 2000–3000 s and 19000–20000 s, re-
spectively. This almost order-of-magnitude difference in Π0 val-
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Fig. 5. Same as Fig.3, now for a 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙
merger product (black) and a 13.6 M⊙ genuine
HG star (blue).

ues follows from the different structures of the stars (see also
Eq. 8): 10.6 M⊙ MS stars have a convective core and hence a
g-mode cavity in the radiative envelope only. The merger prod-
uct has an inner and outer g-mode cavity, with the bulk of the
g modes trapped in and hence sensitive to the inner cavity (see
Sect. 4.1) Therefore, even if a Case-Be merger product is found
in the MS region of the HRD, it will be clearly distinguishable
from genuine single MS stars based on their respective mean
PSP values. This also means that if such merger products con-
taminate a sample of genuine MS stars, they may influence the
inference of the convective core sizes.

4.4. Comparison for oscillation equations including rotation

In Fig. 12 we compare the PSPs of the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger
product and 7.8 M⊙ genuine single star with Ω = 0.2Ωc. Here,

Ωc =

√
GM⋆/R3

eq ≃
√

8GM⋆/27R3
⋆ is the Roche critical an-

gular rotation frequency (Maeder 2009). As motivated at the be-
ginning of Sect. 2, we opted for a relatively slow rotation rate in
this work. The angular rotation frequencies for both the merger
product and genuine single star correspond to a surface rotation
velocity of vsurf = 38 km s−1. These values for the surface rota-
tion velocity are realistic given the efficient slow-down of stars
beyond the TAMS as shown by asteroseismology of single stars
(Aerts 2021).

Given the significant difference in the mean PSP values be-
tween merger products and genuine single stars, and the rela-
tively low rotation rates, the PSPs remain easily distinguishable
with rotation included in the pulsation equations. The appear-
ance of the deep dips in the merger product’s PSPs also per-

sists. Their positions shift because of the rotational modulated
frequency shifts due to the inclusion of the Coriolis acceleration
in the pulsation equations (see Aerts & Tkachenko 2023 for de-
tails).

4.5. Observability

We have not yet considered the observability of the modes pre-
dicted in this work. This depends on many aspects, the most im-
portant one being the intrinsic amplitude a mode gets when ex-
cited by the physical mechanism responsible for it. Even for gen-
uine single intermediate- and high-mass stars, we neither have a
complete theory to predict the excitation of the observed gravity
modes, nor the intrinsic amplitudes. Indeed, current excitation
predictions cannot explain all the nonradial oscillations detected
in modern space photometry of such pulsators (e.g., Hey & Aerts
2024; Balona 2024, for summaries on the shortcomings of the
theory revealed by the observations). Despite these limitations,
especially the lack of knowledge about the modes’ intrinsic am-
plitudes, we perform basic tests of the observability of the oscil-
lation modes predicted in this work.

4.5.1. Frequency resolution from the observation’s time base

To estimate the observational baseline required to resolve the
period spacings predicted in this work, we start from the fact
that the frequency resolution δν is inversely proportional to the
observational baseline Tobs

δν =
1

Tobs
. (14)
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Fig. 6. Temporal evolution of deep PSP dip for the merger prod-
uct with M⋆ = 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙. Panel (a) shows the PSP dip for
(ℓ, m) = (1, 0) modes around 0.92 days. Panel (b) shows a
zoom-in of the Kippenhahn diagram from Fig. 2c. The colours
of the vertical dashed lines correspond to those in Panel (a).

Using that the period P is inversely proportional to the frequency
ν and that δν = ν2 − ν1, we can rewrite Eq. (14) as

1
P2
− 1

P1
=

1
Tobs
, (15)

which then gives

Tobs =
P1P2

P1 − P2
=

P2
1 − ∆PP1

∆P
, (16)

where we have used that the period spacing ∆P = P1 − P2. We
see from Eq. (16) that we require a different observational base-
line depending on the period P1 and the g-mode period spac-
ing ∆P we want to observe. We show the results for a range
of period spacings and periods relevant for the period spacing
patterns of merger products (which have lower PSP values than
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Fig. 7. Zoom-in on a mode-bumping diagram for (ℓ, m) = (2, 0)
modes of the merger product with M⋆ = 6.0+2.4 M⊙. The black
(grey) lines show the evolution of the mode period of g modes
with even (odd) radial order npg. The green (lime) coloured sym-
bols indicate periods of the even (odd) modes shown in Fig. 8.

the genuine single stars) in this work, in Fig. 13. We see that
for the ℓ = 1 modes of the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product (mean
∆Pn ≈ Πl = 479 s), period spacings down to 200 s can be re-
solved with observational baselines of two years, and everything
down to 100 s when three years of data are available (for modes
with npg ≥ −200). The period spacings for ℓ = 2 modes (mean
∆Pn ≈ Πl = 277 s) should be resolved down to 100 s with an ob-
servational baseline of one year. The mean ∆Pn value for ℓ = 1
modes of the higher-mass 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ merger product is larger
than for its lower-mass counterpart (mean ∆Pn ≈ Πl = 902 s)
and period spacings of ∆P ≥ 500 s between ℓ = 1 modes with
npg ≥ −200 can in principle be resolved with a baseline of two
years. For ℓ = 2 g modes (mean ∆Pn ≈ Πl = 521 s), period spac-
ings down to 100 s can be resolved with an observational base-
line of less than four years. Given that inner- and outer-cavity g
modes’ periods converge when they couple (see Sect. 4.2), the
period spacings in the deep PSP dips can be relatively small.
Therefore, resolving all of these dips with reasonable observa-
tional baselines might be impossible. However, as discussed in
Sect. 4.2, the deep dips do not consist of a single set of modes.
Hence, even when the deep dip’s minimum cannot be resolved,
the overall deep dip’s signature might still be discernible in ob-
servational PSPs. We note that we did not consider any form of
noise in these estimates of the observational baselines.
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Fig. 8. PSP for (ℓ, m) = (2, 0) modes with npg ∈ [−202; −111]
for the merger product with M⋆ = 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ (black line, left
axis) and ∆U89 (orange line, right axis).

4.5.2. Mode instability for the opacity mechanism

Stellar oscillation computations in this work have been per-
formed in the adiabatic approximation (see Sect. 3.2). This ap-
proximation does not allow us to predict whether modes are ex-
cited or damped, that is, which modes are unstable. Even with-
out the adiabatic approximation, GYRE only considers the so-
called ‘heat-engine mechanism’ (also known as the opacity or
κ-mechanism) to predict the instability (i.e. the balance between
excitation and damping) of modes (Aerts et al. 2010a). While
offering a basic understanding for MS pulsators with large am-
plitudes, this mechanism is known to under-predict the num-
ber of observed oscillation modes that occur at µmag level.
Many reasons are known to form the basis of the limitations
(e.g. ignoring radiative levitation in MS B-type pulsators Rehm
et al. 2024, to mention just one). Other excitation mechanisms
include stochastic forcing, convective driving, and non-linear
resonant mode excitation as observed in single and close bi-
nary pulsators (e.g., Guo et al. 2020, 2022; Van Beeck et al.
2024). Gaia Collaboration et al. (2023), Balona (2024), and Hey
& Aerts (2024) all illustrate that g-mode pulsators form a con-
tinuous group of pulsating B-, A-, and F-type stars. Indeed, a
significant fraction of these observed pulsators fall outside pre-
dicted instability strips based on current mode excitation mecha-
nisms. The situation is even less understood for stars in the HG.
In other words, the theory of mode excitation needs to be re-
fined appreciably to explain the observed oscillations in stars in
the modern high-cadence, high-precision space photometry for
intermediate- and high-mass stars, including mergers.

By solving the oscillation equations for our models with
GYRE in its nonadiabatic mode8 and for the current input physics
of stellar evolution theory of single and merger stars, we find that

8 The setup for these computational is identical to the one described
in Sect. 3.2, except for that we used the MAGNUS GL2 solver. This solver
is more appropriate for non-adiabatic computations.
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Fig. 9. Same as Fig.1, now for 8.0 + 2.0 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.25,black
square), 6.4+ 3.6 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.56, grey circle), and 5.6+ 4.4 M⊙
( fadd = 0.79, indigo diamond) merger products. The lime-
coloured rectangle indicates the region in which the three merger
products occupy the same region of the HRD and have similar
structures.

none of the oscillation modes in our models are unstable (that is,
the imaginary parts of the mode frequency are negative). This
is the case in both our merger product and genuine single-star
models.

4.5.3. Wave displacements at stellar surface

Irrespective of whether the modes treated in this work are pre-
dicted to be unstable, the modes’ amplitudes throughout the stel-
lar interior and up to the stellar surface can be assessed. We pro-
vide plots of the wave displacement profiles ξr(r) and ξh(r), and
the differential mode inertia profile dE/dr for a specific set of os-
cillation modes for the merger products and genuine single stars
described in Sect. 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. These plots can be found in
Appendix E. The differential mode inertia is the radial deriva-
tive of the denominator of Eq. (13) (see also Eq. 3.139 in Aerts
et al. 2010a). To have a chance to observe these pulsation modes,
their wave displacements should not disappear near the surface.
Although we find that the wave displacements and differential
mode inertias are diminished for the pure inner-cavity g modes
in stars with two g-mode cavities, there is still a non-negligible
mode signal near the surface. The p-g mixed modes, which have
shorter mode periods (higher frequencies), couple efficiently, re-
sulting in even larger displacements and differential mode in-
ertias. We stress that this does not immediately mean they are
observable, as this depends on the intrinsic amplitude the mode
gets from the excitation mechanism.

4.5.4. Mode suppression by internal magnetic fields

Fuller et al. (2015) have shown that a strong magnetic field can
suppress mixed modes in red giants. A similar phenomenon may

13



J. Henneco et al.: Merger seismology

Fig. 10. Kippenhahn diagrams for 8.0 + 2.0 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.25, a),
6.4 + 3.6 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.56, b), and 5.6 + 4.4 M⊙ ( fadd = 0.79,
c) merger products. The left (right) lime-coloured vertical line
indicates the left (right) bound of the lime-coloured rectangle in
Fig. 9.

be active in pulsating B stars (Lecoanet et al. 2022). It is thus
worthwhile to ask what its effect could be for mode observability
in HG BSGs and merger products.

As mentioned in Sect. 3.1.3, we do not consider the presence
of strong internal magnetic fields resulting from the merger pro-
cess. We can estimate what the internal magnetic field strength
would be if we assume a dipole magnetic field, that is, B(r) =
Bsurf(R⋆/r)3, with Bsurf the surface magnetic field of our merger
product (Schneider et al. 2020). Bsurf can be estimated from the
surface magnetic field of the MS merger product from Schneider
et al. (2019) and assuming flux freezing, that is, BMSR2

MS =

BsurfR2
⋆, with BMS = 9 × 103 G and RMS = 5 R⊙ the surface

magnetic field and MS radius of the 3D MHD merger product
from Schneider et al. (2019).
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Fig. 11. Zoom-in on the part of the HRD track of the 5.6+4.4 M⊙
merger product from Fig. 9 that coincides with the MS of a
10.6 M⊙ genuine singe star. We draw attention to the different
colour bar scaling than in Fig. 9.

We can now compare this field strength with the critical mag-
netic field strength Bcrit =

√
πρ/2ω2r/N, defined in Fuller et al.

(2015) as the magnetic field strength above which the magnetic
tension overcomes the buoyancy force. Here, ω is the angular
mode frequency. We find that, using ω values from the range
of mode frequencies predicted in this work, B(r) < Bcrit in the
outer g-mode cavity of the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product at the
time it is compared with the 7.8 M⊙ genuine single star, while
in the inner g-mode cavity B(r) > Bcrit (for modes with a pe-
riod of 1 day, Bcrit ∼ 104–107 G in the inner g-mode cavity and
Bcrit ∼ 5 × 104–107 G in the outer g-mode cavity). Under these
assumptions, we would expect the inner cavity g-modes to be
suppressed by the magnetic field. However, this does not con-
sider, among other uncertainties, that the magnetic field strength
can be severely attenuated (Quentin & Tout 2018) or even ex-
pelled (Braithwaite & Spruit 2017) when propagating through
convective regions. Furthermore, Landstreet et al. (2007, 2008)
and Fossati et al. (2016) show that the magnetic field strength
in massive MS stars disappears faster than predicted from flux
freezing alone.

5. Discussion and conclusions

Considering an ensemble of early Case B merger product models
and genuine single HG stars, Bellinger et al. (2024) concluded
that these two classes of objects cannot be distinguished based
on their mean PSP values. However, these authors compared the
Πℓ=1 values of all their models in the sets of merger products
and genuine single stars (masses of 10–20 M⊙) at all points dur-
ing their BSG evolution simultaneously. Because of relatively
large variations in Πℓ with evolutionary time and mass, which
we also find in our models, there is a significant overlap between
the ranges of Πℓ of both types of stars, which has led to the con-
clusion that they are indistinguishable based on Πℓ. From our
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Fig. 12. Period spacing patterns for a 6.0 +
2.4 M⊙ merger product and a 7.8 M⊙ genuine
HG star with Ω = 0.2Ωc in the inertial frame.
Panel (a) shows the period spacing patterns for
(ℓ, m) = (1, −1), (1, 0), and (1, +1) modes,
and Panel (b) those for (ℓ, m) = (2, −2),
(2, −1), (2, 0), (2, +1), and (2, +2) modes.

case-by-case comparison between models of these two classes
at similar positions in the HRD, we conclude that the mean PSP
value is consistently and significantly lower for merger products
than for genuine single stars. We stress that for accurate predic-
tions of the mean PSP value from the stellar structure, that is,
Πℓ, the integral in the denominator of Eq. (8) has to be evaluated
over the proper g-mode cavity if more cavities are present in the
model. In such cases, when the evanescent zone separating the
cavities is substantial in size, the bulk of the g modes will be
trapped in the inner cavity. Integrating over multiple cavities, as
done in Bellinger et al. (2024), leads to a deviation in the predic-
tions of ≲10 s. This deviation is an order of magnitude smaller
than the differences between the mean PSP values of post-MS
merger products and genuine single HG stars found in our work
but is comparable to the period precision of time series data from
space missions.

We find that when a star has two g-mode cavities, which is
the case for early Case B merger products at all masses con-
sidered in this work and genuine single HG stars with M⋆ ≳
11.4 M⊙, some inner-cavity g modes couple to outer-cavity g
modes. This coupling leads to the formation of deep dips in
the PSPs and can be used as a diagnostic to distinguish merger
products from genuine single stars in the mass range roughly
below 11.4 M⊙. At higher masses, both the merger products and
genuine single stars have two mode cavities, resulting in deep
dips in their PSPs. In general, the appearance of deep PSP dips
might not be unique to merger products since blue loop stars also
have two mode cavities (Ostrowski & Daszyńska-Daszkiewicz
2015). Further detailed comparisons between genuine single HG
stars, merger products, and blue loop stars should shed light on

whether other differences can rule out blue loop stars in a popu-
lation of BSGs.

From our initial results in Sect. 4.3, we conclude that the
added mass fraction fadd has a relatively minor impact on the
asteroseismic properties of our merger products. Depending on
fadd, we see that the merger products ignite He in their cores at
different effective temperatures, leading to different stellar struc-
tures when the merger product occupies the same region of the
HRD. With this exercise, we have explored how the pre-merger
conditions might influence the asteroseismic properties of the
merger product, even though fadd cannot be directly related to the
mass ratio. Future exploration based on a grid of more complete
merger models will allow us to determine whether the binary
parameters at the time of merging are detectable in the astero-
seismic properties of the merger product.

We find that the PSPs of early Case B merger products
and genuine single HG stars are distinguishable when we ig-
nore rotation, as well as when we include rotation at a level
of Ω = 0.2Ωc. Taking rotation into account in the stellar os-
cillation computations for merger products is an important step
forward for realistically predicting their asteroseismic proper-
ties. The modes most frequently observed are prograde sectoral
dipole and quadrupole (ℓ = m = 1 and ℓ = m = 2, respectively)
modes (Li et al. 2020; Pedersen et al. 2021). Furthermore, the
fact that merger products are slow rotators is not firmly estab-
lished, so asteroseismic predictions of fast-rotating merger prod-
ucts are warranted. Despite the many uncertainties on internal
angular momentum transport, rotating equilibrium models with
more realistic rotation profiles, such as those recently computed
from 2-to-1D models by Mombarg et al. (2024), should be con-
sidered for such an exercise.
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Fig. 13. Observation times required for different period spacings
∆P in a period range relevant for the period spacing patterns of
merger products in our work. The horizontal silver dashed lines
indicate the number of years on the y-axis. The vertical solid and
dashed lines show the maximum period (i.e. the period for the
mode at npg = −200) for the (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) and (ℓ, m) = (2, 0)
modes, respectively, for the non-rotating 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ (black)
and 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ (gray) merger products (see Figs. 3 and 5).

Finally, we conducted a set of preliminary tests to determine
the observational potential of the modes predicted in our work.
We find that it should, in principle, be possible to resolve period
spacings down to 200 s, which is far below the mean PSP val-
ues predicted in this work, with five years of time series data.
Depending on the depth of the deep PSP dips, which depends
on how close the periods of modes in the inner and outer g-
mode cavity lie, it might not be possible to resolve their min-
ima at longer periods with less than five years of time series
data. We stress again that a full assessment of the observability is
plagued by uncertainties related to mode instability, the observ-
able mode amplitudes at the stellar surface, and interior magnetic
fields. Even though these uncertainties are pointed out here, we
cannot meaningfully address mode observability as long as the
mode excitation mechanisms remain incompliant with the ob-
servations as they are today and are unable to provide us with
reliable predictions for the intrinsic mode amplitudes.
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Appendix A: Inclusion of slow rotation: TAR vs. perturbative inclusion of the Coriolis acceleration

We compute the spin parameters s (see Sect. 2) for the (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) modes from the non-rotating calculations for the 6.0+ 2.4 M⊙
merger product to determine whether we expect the modes to be super-inertial (s < 1) or sub-inertial (s > 1). We find values for
s between 0.02 (npg = −20) and 0.13 (npg = −200) when we assume Ω = 0.2Ωc, which means that the modes are super-inertial.
However, the condition that s ≪ 1, which is required for treating the Coriolis acceleration as a perturbation, is not strongly satisfied,
especially for the higher-order modes. From the PSPs shown in Fig. A.1, it is apparent that including the Coriolis acceleration as a
perturbation leads to significant deviations from the solutions obtained using the TAR. These deviations are larger than the typical
measurement errors for such modes, which are smaller than the plotted symbols in Fig. A.1 (Van Reeth et al. 2015a). This shows
that even though the oscillation modes considered in this work are super-inertial when Ω = 0.2Ωc, one should use the TAR instead
of the first-order Ledoux perturbative approach (see Aerts & Tkachenko 2023 for details). This is especially true when the goal is
to fit observed modes against theoretically predicted modes of such models (not in this work).
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Appendix B: Propagation diagrams as a function of radial coordinate

In Fig. B.1, we show the propagation diagrams from Figs. 2 and 4 as a function of the relative radial coordinate r/R⋆ instead of
relative mass coordinate m/M⋆. The ξr nodes are left out for clarity. Figure B.2 shows zoom-ins on the inner 20% in relative radial
coordinate of propagation diagrams in Fig. B.1.

Fig. B.1. Propagation diagrams of the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product (a) and 7.8 M⊙ (c) genuine single star, and the 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙
merger product (b) and 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star (d) from Fig. 2 and Fig. 4, respectively, now as a function of the relative radial
coordinate r/R⋆. The ξr nodes are left out for clarity.
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Fig. B.2. Same as Fig. B.1, now zoomed in on the region with r/R⋆ ≤ 0.2.

Appendix C: Effect of semi-convection efficiency on ICZs

In Fig. C.1a, we show a zoom-in on the Kippenhahn diagram of the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star during its HG evolution. In this
zoom-in, the structure of the ICZ, which was first described in Sect. 4.1.2, is more clearly shown. A more extended, non-uniform
convection zone appears when the star arrives on the HG, which is responsible for the spiky features in the outer g-mode cavity
of the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star (see Sect. 4.1.2). Afterwards, a uniform ICZ appears, which persists until core-He ignition. As
mentioned in Sect. 4.1.2 and demonstrated by Kaiser et al. (2020) and Sibony et al. (2023), the extent and lifetime of these ICZs
depend on the assumptions made for (semi-)convective mixing. To demonstrate this effect in our setup, we computed the same
model with a semi-convection efficiency of αsc = 0.1, shown in Fig. C.1b. Also with lower values of αsc, an ICZ appears. We note
that the ICZ has a different morphology and lifetime. As shown in the main text of this work, ICZs are responsible for the appearance
of deep dips in the PSPs of genuine single stars. The detection of these deep dips in the PSPs of genuine single stars with ICZ, if
detectable at all, thus depends on the assumptions for (semi-)convection and on the time in the evolution that a genuine single HG
star is observed. However, as demonstrated in Sect. 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, even without an ICZ, merger products and genuine single stars
are distinguishable based on their asymptotic period spacing values.
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Fig. C.1. Kippenhahn diagram for a 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star with
intermediate convection zone for αsc = 10.0 (a) and αsc = 0.1 (b).

Appendix D: Disentangling of dip structures in genuine single stars with an ICZ

Fig. D.1 shows a part of the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star’s PSP for (ℓ, m) = (1, 0) modes without rotation, which is shown in full
in Fig. 5. As in Fig. 8, we add the value of ∆U89 (Eq. 13) for each mode in the PSP. We see that only the deep, narrow dips have
most of their kinetic energy in the outer g-mode cavity (∆U89 < 1). Following the discourse from Sect. 4.2, these are the dips caused
by mode coupling between inner- and outer-cavity g-modes. The more regular, quasi-periodic variation in the PSP involves only
modes with most of their kinetic energy in the inner g-mode cavity (∆U89 ≈ 1). This confirms that the quasi-periodic variation of
these modes in the PSP is caused by mode trapping in the inner g-mode cavity (see, e.g. Michielsen et al. 2021 for details on mode
trapping).
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Fig. D.1. Same as Fig. 8, but for the 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star and
(ℓ, m) = (1, 0) modes.

Appendix E: Wave displacements and differential mode inertia for a selection of modes

Figures E.1 and E.2 show the wave displacements ξr(r), ξh(r) and the differential mode inertia dE/dr (see Eq. 3.139 in Aerts et al.
2010a) for a selection of long-period (high-frequency) pure g modes of the merger product and genuine single-star models described
in Sect. 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. We computed these mode properties with GYRE’s nonadiabatic setting to include nonadiabatic effects such
as damping. Since we use the boundary conditions from Unno et al. (1989), the wave displacements at the surface behave as

ξh(r = R⋆)
ξr(r = R⋆)

≃ GM⋆
R3
⋆ω

2
. (E.1)

Using this relation, we normalised the wave displacements such that ξr(r = R⋆) ≡ 1. In Fig. E.3, we show the equivalent plots for
p-g mixed modes (shorter period, higher frequencies) for the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product and 7.8 M⊙ genuine single star.
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Fig. E.1. Wave displacement and differential mode inertia profiles for the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product (left column) and 7.8 M⊙
genuine single star (right column) from nonadiabatic GYRE calculations for pure g modes in the long-period (low-frequency) regime.
Panel (a)–(b) show the radial wave displacement ξr(r), Panel (c)–(d) the horizontal wave displacement ξh(r), and Panel (e)–(f) the
differential mode inertia dE/dr. The dashed pink lines in Panel (a), (c), and (e) show the aforementioned quantities for a mode in a
deep PSP dip. The solid blue lines show those for a mode outside of a deep PSP dip, that is, for an inner-cavity g mode.
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Fig. E.2. Same as Fig. E.1, now for the 9.0 + 6.3 M⊙ merger product (left column) and 13.6 M⊙ genuine single star (right column).
The dashed pink lines in all panels show the aforementioned quantities for a mode in a deep PSP dip. The solid blue lines show
those for a mode outside of a deep PSP dip, that is, for an inner-cavity g mode.
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Fig. E.3. Same as Fig. E.1, now for p-g mixed modes predicted for the 6.0 + 2.4 M⊙ merger product (left column) and 7.8 M⊙
genuine single star (right column). The dashed pink lines in all panels show the aforementioned quantities for a mode in a deep PSP
dip. The solid blue lines show those for a mode outside of a deep PSP dip, that is, for an inner-cavity g mode. The radial orders
npg = np − ng of the p-g mixed modes in these plots are as follows: npg = −53 = 3 − 56, npg = −60 = 2 − 62, npg = −28 = 2 − 30,
and npg = −32 = 1 − 33.
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