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ABSTRACT

Type Ia supernovae are triggered by accretion onto a white dwarf from a companion which is most

likely Roche lobe-filling at the time of the explosion. The collision between the ejecta and a surviving

companion carves out a conical wake, which could manifest as an asymmetry when the ejecta reaches

the remnant phase. We simulate the companion interaction using the Athena++ hydrodynamics

solver to determine the ejecta structure for a double-degenerate type Ia supernova. Ejecta in the wake

is of lower density and higher velocity than the unperturbed ejecta. We then evolve the ejecta for

several thousand years using the expanding-grid code Sprout. The forward shock within the wake is

initially indented, but becomes spherical after roughly a thousand years due to transverse motion of

shocked ejecta that fills the wake. The reverse shock travels quickly within the wake, leading to an

off-center convergence of the reverse shock and leaving the remnant with an asymmetrical core. This

also draws material from the interstellar medium deep into the remnant, eventually reaching the center.

Large Rayleigh-Taylor plumes are found around the edge of the wake, creating a toroidal structure

composed primarily of ejecta. Estimates of the thermal X-ray emission show that such remnants

exhibit observable asymmetries for thousands of years.

Keywords: Supernova remnants(1667) — Type Ia supernovae(1728) — Hydrodynamics(1963)

1. INTRODUCTION

Type Ia supernovae (SNIa) are thought to be triggered

by either the merger of two white dwarfs or by accretion

onto a white dwarf (WD) from a binary companion. For

a review of explosion mechanisms, see Liu et al. (2023).

In the latter case, there are a variety of possibilities for

the nature of the binary donor, but because the donor

is Roche-lobe filling the solid angle it subtends relative

to the accretor is nearly identical. This guarantees that

a significant portion of the ejecta will collide with the

donor, which may have a lasting effect on both the donor

and ejecta.

Several works have explored the response of the donor

to mass stripping and entropy deposition from the tra-

versed shock (Marietta et al. 2000; Liu et al. 2015; Pa-

pish et al. 2015; Hirai et al. 2018; Tanikawa et al. 2018;

Bauer et al. 2019; Wong et al. 2024) in both single-
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degenerate (SD) and double-degenerate (DD) binaries.

In the DD scenario, some authors found that the donor

detonates (Papish et al. 2015; Tanikawa et al. 2019),

while others found a shocked donor consistent with the

hypervelocity white dwarfs observed by Gaia (Shen et al.

2018b; El-Badry et al. 2023).

The collision also forms a bow shock which carves out

a wake in the ejecta filled with low-density, shock-heated

gas (Kasen 2010). We explore here to what degree this

asymmetry carries over to the remnant phase, when the

mass of interstellar medium (ISM) swept up by the for-

ward shock is comparable to the ejecta mass. SNIa rem-

nants have been found to display more spherical symme-

try and mirror symmetry than core-collapse remnants

(Lopez et al. 2011), though significant asymmetries have

been observed in Ia remnants such as Tycho (Godinaud

et al. 2023) and Kepler (Picquenot et al. 2024). Mandal

et al. (2024) found that the power spectrum of Tycho

has a low-wavenumber peak which could be explained by

companion interaction, though they note that a large-

scale density gradient in the circumstellar medium or a

velocity kick during the SN could also be responsible.
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Many of these objects are targeted for observations by

the X-Ray Imaging and Spectroscopy Mission (XRISM

Collaboration 2024) in the coming years.

Supernova remnants (SNRs) resulting from SNIa

ejecta in the SD case were investigated by the axisym-

metric smoothed-particle hydrodynamics simulations of

Garćıa-Senz et al. (2012) and Gray et al. (2016), focus-

ing on the first few centuries of evolution. Garćıa-Senz

et al. (2012) found large Rayleigh-Taylor (RT) plumes

at the edge of the wake, nearly reaching the forward

shock. Gray et al. (2016) also found that the remnant

was clearly asymmetrical in X-rays at both t = 100 and

300 years, exhibiting a ring around the edge of the wake

that is visible from any viewing angle. Ferrand et al.

(2022) tackled the DD case using the Eulerian code

RAMSES (Teyssier 2002), finding that the ejecta tail

from the helium shell detonation produces a protrusion

at early times but the effects of the ejecta wake lasted

much longer.

Though the studies above have identified important

features of the shock surfaces and X-ray emission, it

is unclear how the late-time (≳1000 yrs) evolution of

the shocks affect the SNR morphology and composition,

particularly the self-interaction of the reverse shock as

it reaches the center of the remnant at t ∼ 1000 yrs.

To this end, we perform hydrodynamical simulations of

the collision between the SNIa ejecta and companion to

obtain the wake structure. We then homologously evolve

the resulting ejecta structure to the remnant phase and

compute its subsequent 3-D evolution using a Cartesian

expanding-grid code.

We organize this paper as follows. The setup for our

ejecta collision simulation is described in section 2, and

the results are presented in section 3. The setup for

evolving the subsequent ejecta structure through the

remnant phase are shown in section 4. The 3-D dy-

namics of the resulting remnant evolution are presented

in section 5 and compared to semi-analytic predictions.

Synthetic observations of thermal X-ray emission are

shown in section 6, and in section 7 we discuss our re-

sults and conclude.

2. NUMERICAL SETUP FOR COMPANION

INTERACTION

We perform hydrodynamical simulations using

Athena++ (Stone et al. 2020), which solves the Eu-

ler equations

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · ρv=0, (1)

∂ρv

∂t
+∇ · ρvv +∇P =0, (2)

∂u

∂t
+∇ · (e+ P )v=0 (3)

for material with density ρ, fluid velocity v, pressure

P , energy density e = ϵ + ρv2/2, and internal energy

ϵ. Fluxes are computed using a Harten–Lax–van Leer

contact approximate Riemann solver (Toro et al. 1994).

A piecewise linear method (PLM) with a van Leer slope

limiter is used for spatial reconstruction with the cor-

rections described in Mignone (2014) to keep the lim-

iter total variation diminishing. Time integration is

handled via a second-order van Leer predictor-corrector

scheme with the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy number set

to ηCFL = 0.3.

The SNIa ejecta is gas-pressure dominated at a few

seconds after the detonation (Kumar et al., in prepa-

ration), but may become radiation-pressure dominated

when shocked. Thus, we treat the gas as ideal and in-

clude radiation pressure assuming local thermodynamic

equilibrium. Then the internal energy and pressure are

given by

ϵ=arT
4 + (γ − 1)

ρkBT

µmp
, (4)

P =
1

3
arT

4 +
ρkBT

µmp
, (5)

where T is the gas and radiation temperature, ar is the

radiation constant, γ is the specific heat ratio, kB is

the Boltzmann constant, mp is the proton mass, and we

choose µ = 4/3 for the mean molecular weight of the

fully-ionized plasma. Closure of the Euler equations re-

quires conversion between pressure and energy, and thus

a determination of T . We accomplish this via a quartic

solver which performs a root find to solve equations of

the form T 4 +BT − A = 0. We also require a determi-

nation of the adiabatic sound speed c2s = γP/ρ. Here γ

is given by

γ =

(
∂P

∂ρ

)
S

=
32− 24β − 3β2

24− 21β
(6)

(7)

(Mihalas & Mihalas 1984), where β = Pgas/P and

Pgas = ρkBT/µmp.

We use a 3-D spherical-polar mesh with the explo-

sion at the origin. The domain extends from an inner

radial boundary Rin = 0.129R⊙ – where we inject the

SN ejecta – to an outer boundary at Rout = 10.7R⊙
where the gas freely outflows. This Rout is sufficiently

large to ensure that the gas exiting there has reached ho-

mology, which we demonstrate in section 3. The donor

is located on the θ = 0 pole at an orbital separation

of a = 0.269R⊙ with radius R = 0.0795R⊙, which is

similar to model 1 of Bauer et al. (2019) and model

HeStar1 of Wong et al. (2024). The domain extends

out to a maximum polar angle of 1.4 radians, while
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the azimuthal angle ϕ spans the full range of 0 to 2π.

Our mesh spacing is uniform in the polar and azimuthal

directions, whereas in the radial direction we use geo-

metric spacing with neighboring cells differing in size

by a factor of 1.0013. In total, our domain contains

Nr ×Nθ ×Nϕ = 2160× 200× 10 = 4320000 cells. Out-

side of the ejecta is an ambient medium with density

ρ0 = 10−7 g/cm
3
and pressure P0 = 5 × 108 g/(cm

s2). The total mass of this medium within the domain

is ≈ 2 × 10−5M⊙ which is lower than the mass of the

ejecta inserted into the domain by four orders of mag-

nitude.

Though all SNIa are expected to have a Roche lobe-

filling companion, we also investigate cases in which the

orbital separation is increased by a factor of η (without

changing the donor size) to explore the limiting case.

Specifically, we perform simulations with η =
√
3 and

η = 3, corresponding to reductions in the solid angle

subtended by the donor of η2 = 3 and 9, respectively.

We also scale the radial size of the mesh and all time

scales by η and reduce the pressure and density of the

ambient medium by η3, preserving its total mass and

sound speed.

2.1. Injection of SN Ejecta

The supernova ejecta is injected into our domain at

the inner radial boundary Rin. The radial profile of the

ejecta is adopted from the Gaussian fit of Wong et al.

(2024):

ρG(v, t) =
Mej

(v0t
√
π)3

exp(−v2/v20), (8)

where t is the time since shock breakout, Mej is the

ejecta mass, and Eej is the total energy of the ejecta.

The characteristic velocity v0 is given by

v0 =

√
4Eej

3Mej
. (9)

Wong et al. (2024) showed that this form is a better rep-

resentation of the ejecta’s velocity structure than previ-

ous choices such as broken power laws or exponentials.

We choose an ejecta mass of Mej = 0.9M⊙ and an ex-

plosion energy of Eej = 0.97 × 1051 ergs based on the

explosion model of Shen et al. (2018a) for a WD with a

50/50 C/O ratio. As the majority of the kinetic energy

is carried by gas with v ≈ v0, we truncate the ejecta

at a maximum velocity of vmax = 3v0. The pressure

is set assuming initially gas pressure-dominated ejecta

with uniform entropy: P = Kρ5/3. The pseudoentropy

K = 7 × 1013 cm4/g2/3s2 is chosen to be within the

characteristic range of the detonation simulations. As

the velocity of the injected gas decreases, the stand-

off distance of the bow shock from the donor increases,

eventually reaching Rin at t ≈ 100 s. This is two orders

of magnitude larger than the timescale Rin/v0, meaning

that the gas entering the domain after this time is far

behind the outer layers of the ejecta which are the focus

of this paper.

2.2. Treatment of the Donor

We treat the donor as a reflective spherical bound-

ary. This neglects the small transverse motion of the

donor relative to the ejecta as well as internal shocks

(and subsequent ringing) within the donor. However,

the sound-crossing time of the donor (tens of seconds)

is long enough that the bulk of the outermost ejecta

has passed by the donor prior to shock breakout from

the back of the donor (see Wong et al. 2024). Thus,

we do not expect large changes to the morphology of

the ejecta from mass loss due to internal shocks. Mod-

eling the donor as a perfect sphere also neglects tidal

deformation prior to the SN, though Wong et al. (2024)

find that in practice this produces a negligible effect on

their results. We also neglect material stripped from the

donor, though this is insignificant in the DD case (Wong

et al. 2024) and has been shown to be insufficient to fill

in the wake in the SD case by Garćıa-Senz et al. (2012)

and Gray et al. (2016).

To implement this reflective boundary, we modify the

Riemann solver such that the cells at the surface of the

boundary are treated as having fluid states which are

locally equal to that of the adjacent gas, but with op-

posite fluid velocity normal to the surface. With PLM

interpolation, this ensures that all numerical fluxes van-

ish at the surface with the exception of the momentum

flux normal to the surface. The fork of Athena++ used

to perform these calculations can be found at https://

github.com/ljprust/athena/tree/sn1a, using the prob-

lem generator src/pgen/supernovaCollision.cpp and pa-

rameter file inputs/hydro/athinput.supernovaCollision.

3. COMPANION INTERACTION RESULTS

The setup described above is used to simulate the col-

lision between the ejecta and companion until t = 1000

s. Slice plots of the density and temperature are shown

in Fig. 1, revealing the presence of a recompression

shock downstream of the donor. The temperature of

the shocked ejecta is 1 to 3 orders of magnitude larger

than that of the unshocked ejecta at any given radius.

Because of this, the shocked ejecta is almost entirely

radiation-pressure dominated, as demonstrated in Fig. 2

(dashed blue line) at Rout at a later time of t = 500 s.

The solid green line shows the ratio of total pressure

https://github.com/ljprust/athena/tree/sn1a
https://github.com/ljprust/athena/tree/sn1a
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Figure 1. Slices of density (top) and temperature (bottom)
at the ϕ = 0 plane in our fiducial Athena++ run, showing
the bow shock and recompression shock.

(gas + radiation) to ram pressure which is low for all of

the ejecta, confirming that it is in homology as it exits
the domain.

The fluid velocity in the polar direction (Fig. 3) also

shows the bow and recompression shocks as well as a

rarefaction wave between them and demonstrates that

the flow can be approximated as radial at Rout. This

figure also elucidates the widening of the bow shock with

time, reaching θ > 50◦. This means that at least ≈18%

of the ejecta (by solid angle) has experienced a degree

of shock heating.

3.1. Extrapolation to the Remnant Phase

We homologously evolve the ejecta from t = 1000 s to

t = 10 yr, at which time the mass of the ISM swept up

by the forward shock starts to matter given nISM ∼ 1

proton per cm3. Because the ejecta is homologous, each

parcel of gas can be treated as a Lagrangian particle

whose density evolves as ρ ∝ t−3. The treatment of in-
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10 2

P/
P r
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10 2

10 1

100

P g
as
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t = 500 s

Figure 2. Ratio of total pressure (gas + radiation) to ram
pressure (solid green line, left axis) and gas pressure to total
pressure (dashed blue line, right axis) at the outer radial
boundary of the domain at t = 500 s. The total pressure is
negligible compared to the ram pressure for all θ, confirming
that the gas is in homology. The gas outside of the wake
remains firmly gas-pressure dominated, while much of the
wake is radiation-pressure dominated.
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r = 4.89R
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r = 8.30R
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Figure 3. Ratio of polar to radial velocities at t = 500
s, showing discontinuities at both shocks with a rarefaction
wave in between. For large r, vθ/vr < 0.01 is satisfied.

ternal energy is far more complicated due to radioactive

heating from 56Ni, though for our purposes this is irrele-

vant as the internal energy is effectively zero by the start

of the remnant phase. The results of this extrapolation

are shown in Fig. 4. Here we see that the shocked ejecta

has been accelerated by its interaction with the donor,

and thus the outer surface of the ejecta is not spherical.

The gas which passed through both shocks experiences

the greatest acceleration, up to ≈50% of its initial ve-

locity. We approximate the outer surface of the ejecta
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Figure 4. Homologously-evolved ejecta and our fit for the
ejecta surface (red line). The velocity of the unperturbed
ejecta is exceeded by the ejecta which passed through the
bow shock, and is higher still for ejecta which passed through
both shocks.

with a fitting function (red line), the details of which

are given in Appendix A.

3.2. Single-Degenerate Model

As a comparison to our double-detonation model,

Kasen (2010) simulated the interaction between SNIa

ejecta and a red giant companion. They obtained a fit

to their ejecta structure which separates the radial and

azimuthal profiles:

ρ(r, θ) = ρ(r)f0(θ), (10)

where

f0(θ) = fh + (1− fh)
xm

1 + xm

×
(
1 +A exp

[
− (x− 1)2

(θp/θh)2

])
.

(11)

Here x = θ/θh and the fit parameters are m = 8, fh =

0.1, θh = 30◦, θp = 15◦, and A = 1.8. This is plotted

against our data in Fig. 5, showing several qualitative

differences such as the lack of a recompression shock

and the uniformity of the density at small θ. Here we

also plot fits to the Athena++ data (dotted lines), the

details of which are given in Appendix A. These fits

allow us to extrapolate the Athena++ data to r = 0,

though this results in a total remnant mass of 0.892M⊙
which is slightly lower than our chosen ejecta mass of

0.9M⊙. The SD result (11) combined with the set of

fitting functions describing our DD results provide two

ejecta structures which we evolve through the remnant

phase.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
( )

10 1

100

(r,
)/

G
(r)

r = 149.6 R
r = 206.5 R
r = 263.5 R
r = 320.5 R
Kasen (2010)

Figure 5. Comparison between ejecta profiles in our fiducial
Athena++ run (solid lines) with our fitting functions (dotted
lines) at t = 10000 s. Each line is normalized by the density
of unshocked ejecta at that radius. This is contrasted to the
smoother Kasen (2010) SD model (dashed line) which does
not contain a recompression shock.

4. NUMERICAL SETUP FOR REMNANT

EVOLUTION

The SNR evolution is computed using the 3-D moving-

mesh code Sprout (Mandal & Duffell 2023), which has

already been applied to several studies of SNRs (Mandal

et al. 2023, 2024). Sprout uses a uniformly-expanding

mesh, which allows the evolution of a SNR to be followed

over multiple orders of magnitude without remapping

onto a new grid. We set the expansion speed of the

mesh such that the largest fluid velocity present locally

matches the mesh speed, which typically occurs at either

the forward or reverse shock. However, as we will show

in section 5, the reverse shock can drive large fluid ve-

locities near the center of the remnant and particularly

in the wake. This dramatically accelerates the mesh

speed, leading to numerical errors at the forward shock.

For this reason, when computing the mesh speed we ig-

nore the fluid in the wake and near the center of the

remnant. A Runge-Kutta second-order scheme is used

for time integration.

We use an HLLC Riemann solver to compute the nu-

merical fluxes. As shown in Mandal & Duffell (2023),

on a uniformly-expanding grid the change in cell vol-

umes and face areas can be included directly into the

flux computation:

Fm = CFFs − CUUwT . (12)

Here Fs is the flux computed as if the mesh was static,

U is the fluid state, and w is the local mesh velocity.

The dyad UwT represents the gas “swept up” by the
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motion of a cell face. The coefficients CU and CF ac-

count for changes in cell volume and face area, which

can be computed analytically when the mesh expansion

is uniform. This differs from unstructured grids, where

areas and volumes must be measured at each time step

and subsequently applied to the flux. One issue faced by

moving-mesh codes is that the two terms on the right-

hand side of equation (12) nearly cancel out since the

flux velocity and mesh velocity are often similar, lead-

ing to sign errors in Fm. We modify the Riemann solver

such that the flux is computed in the local rest frame of

each cell interface, which reduces such errors. The for-

malism for this transformation is described in Appendix

B, though we find only modest morphological differences

in the SNR between the two methods.

Sprout also includes a low-Mach (LM) HLLC solver

(Fleischmann et al. 2020), which reduces numerical dif-

fusion in the presence of low directional Mach number in

order to eliminate carbuncle instabilities in grid-aligned

shocks. We find that material in the wake can erro-

neously trigger the LM correction, and thus we opt to

use the HLLC solver without LM modifications. This

results in small carbuncles forming at points at which

the forward shock is aligned with the grid, though these

appear to have a negligible impact on the results. The

fork of Sprout used for these calculations can be found

at https://github.com/ljprust/Sprout/tree/upwind.

In contrast to our Athena++ runs, here we model a

quadrant of the ejecta; that is, θ ∈ [0, π], ϕ ∈ [0, π/2].

Our Cartesian grid contains Nx×Ny×Nz = 512×512×
1024 = 268 million cells, with the θ = 0 pole aligned

with the +z-axis. The initial size of our domain is chosen

such that Lx = Ly = Lz/2 is roughly twice the initial

radius of the unperturbed ejecta. Hereafter we will use

“unperturbed” to refer to the portion of the ejecta which

has been altered by the companion interaction rather

than “unshocked” to avoid confusion regarding material

shocked by the forward and reverse shocks. The center

of the remnant lies at [0, 0, Lz/2], which is also the center

point for the mesh expansion.

The gas pressure is initialized as P = 10−5ρv2max

so that ram pressure dominates over gas pressure and

vmax ≫ cs. We ignore radiation pressure and treat the

gas as ideal with γ = 5/3. Outside of the ejecta, we

fill the domain with an ISM with density 6.31 × 10−25

g/cm3, which is chosen to roughly match the ISM den-

sity for the SNIa remnant SNR 0509-67.5 as inferred by

Arunachalam et al. (2022). We include a passive tracer

to track the mass fraction of ejecta.

5. DYNAMICAL REMNANT EVOLUTION

Using the setup described above, we simulate the evo-

lution of the SNR from 10 to 3000 yr for the DD (Fig. 6)

and SD (Fig. 7) cases. These figures show the gas den-

sity, z-velocity, ejecta mass fraction χ, and emission

measure (
∫
χρ2dl along a line of sight). The emission

measure is a proxy for the thermal X-ray emission and

is discussed further in section 6. We find that the tra-

jectories of both the forward and reverse shocks and the

composition of the SNR are greatly altered within the

wake, each of which is discussed in detail below.

5.1. Forward Shock

In both the DD and SD models, the forward shock

within the wake quickly falls behind that of the unper-

turbed ejecta. Although the DD model initially con-

tained high-velocity material accelerated by the com-

panion interaction, this gas was quickly slowed by the

ISM. Similarly, the forward shock slightly protrudes

ahead of the unperturbed ejecta at the edge of the wake

(θ ≈ 30 – 35◦) where the density is highest. In the DD

model the protrusion of the FS is narrower in its angu-

lar extent, reflecting the differences in ejecta structure

between the two cases (Fig. 5). We show the shape of

the FS at t = 130 yr and t = 542 yr in Fig. 8 (as well as

the reverse shock and contact discontinuity).

Interestingly, at t ≈ 1000 yrs the forward shock within

the wake catches up to that of the unperturbed ejecta,

and after this point the FS is roughly spherical. This

is because pressure gradients in the shocked ejecta are

large enough to induce transverse flow, forcing gas into

the wake.

5.2. Reverse Shock

Due to the low density within the wake, the reverse

shock travels there much faster than the unperturbed

ejecta and more effectively reverses the direction of the

fluid velocity. It then passes through the center of the

remnant and collides with the reverse shock traveling

the other direction at a location ≈2 pc from the origin.

Following this, the RS “bounces” outward, adding ad-

ditional heat to the center of the SNR. Because of the

asymmetrical shape of the bounce shock, it is particu-

larly strong along the +z-direction. This forces gas into

the wake at high velocity (peaking at ∼10,000 km/s)

before being slowed by the large negative radial velocity

of the reverse-shocked material present within the wake.

This effect is hampered in the DD model by the par-

ticularly low density along the axis of symmetry, which

allows the reverse shock to more quickly pass the center

of the remnant and converge farther off-center.

https://github.com/ljprust/Sprout/tree/upwind
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Figure 6. Density, z-velocity, ejecta fraction, and X-ray emission measure for the fiducial DD model.
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Figure 7. Density, z-velocity, ejecta fraction, and X-ray emission measure for the SD model.
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Figure 8. Shock surfaces and contact discontinuity (defined
here as χ = 0.5) at t = 130 yr (solid lines) and t = 542 yr
(dotted lines) in the DD model. At both times, the indenta-
tion of the FS and protrusion of the CD toward the FS are
visible.

5.3. Contact Discontinuity

The shape of the contact discontinuity largely follows

that of the forward shock: protruding at the edge of

the wake and indented within the wake. However, while

the forward shock becomes spherical at late times, the

contact discontinuity continues to become increasingly

asymmetrical. Here we define the contact discontinuity

as the χ = 0.5 surface, where χ is the mass fraction

of ejecta, though full slice plots of χ are shown in the

third row of Figs. 6 and 7. We see that the differential

flow at the edge of the wake – caused by the reverse

shock passing through the wake – creates a large vortex

ring encircling the wake. This suspends a torus of ejecta

at larger radii than that of the normal Rayleigh-Taylor

plumes. The vortex is more pronounced in the SD model

but is present in both, and plays a large role in deter-

mining the X-ray morpohology of the SNR (see section

6). Another consequence of the RS quickly traversing

the wake is that it draws ISM deep into the remnant

through the wake. In both ejecta models, ISM material

eventually reaches the center of the remnant!

5.4. Comparison to Theory

To analyze our 3-D results, it is useful to compare

them to 1-D models of SNR evolution. To this end,

we compute semi-analytic predictions of shock trajecto-

ries assuming spherical symmetry. We also perform 1-D

hydrodynamical simulations of the SNR along specific

radial rays, assuming no transverse flow.

Analytical models of shock trajectories in spherically-

symmetric supernova remnants were pioneered by Tru-

elove & McKee (1999) assuming broken power-law den-

101 102 103

t (yr)

100

101

r (
pc

)

Unperturbed Ejecta

FS (1D Hydro)
RS (1D Hydro)
CD (1D Hydro)
tST

T&M (1999)
3D Hydro

Figure 9. Comparison between our 1-D (solid lines), 3-
D (dots), and semi-analytic (dashed lines) predictions for
the shock trajectories within the unperturbed ejecta, as well
as the transition from the ED phase to the ST phase (blue
line). The two magenta lines designate the maximum and
minimum extent of RT stirring.

sity profiles. Here the density was expressed in terms of

a “structure function” f(w):

ρ(r, t) =
Mej

v3maxt
3
f(w), (13)

where w ≡ v/vmax. We extended the formalism of Tru-

elove & McKee (1999) to the Gaussian profile (8) by

choosing the structure function to be

f(w)=

(
vmax

v0
√
π

)3

exp

(
−v2max

v20
w2

)
(14)

=

(
3

2πα

)3/2

exp

(
− 3

2α
w2

)
. (15)

Here α ≡ Eej/(Mejv
2
max/2). Truelove & McKee (1999)

split the remnant evolution into an ejecta-dominated

(ED) phase and a Sedov-Taylor (ST) phase, with dif-

ferent models for the shock evolution in each. In par-

ticular, they assumed that the “lead factor” l (ratio of

FS radius to RS radius) and the ratio of the post-shock

pressures of the FS and RS φ are both constant dur-

ing the ED phase. That is, φ(t) = φ(0) = φED and

l(t) = l(0) = lED. These are free parameters which we

choose to be lED = 1.1 and φED = 0.5. Given these

assumptions, the ED evolution of the FS radius is then

given by

R
3/2
FS =

3

2

√
lEDMej

φEDρISM

∫ 1

RFS/vmaxtlED

dw
√

wf(w). (16)
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Using the Gaussian structure function (15), this evalu-

ates to

R
3/2
FS =

3

25/4π3/4

√
lEDMej

φEDρISM

×

[
Γ

(
3

4
,
3

4α

[
RFS

lEDvmaxt

]2)
− Γ

(
3

4
,
3

4α

)]
,

(17)

where Γ is the upper incomplete gamma function. This

implicit equation can be solved numerically for RFS.

With this in hand, the RS evolution follows trivially

given a constant lead factor.

In Truelove & McKee (1999), during the ST phase the

FS obeys the familiar solution for a strong blast wave

(Taylor 1950) and the reverse shock is assumed to have

a constant acceleration relative to the oncoming ejecta

ãRS. This is a free parameter for which we choose

ãRS = −0.12EejM
−4/3
ej ρ

1/3
ISM. (18)

This formalism requires a choice of the epoch of tran-

sition between the ED and ST phases tST. We choose

tST to be the time at which the ISM mass swept up

by the forward shock is equal to Mej assuming constant

expansion velocity:

tST =
1

vmax

(
3

4π

Mej

ρISM

)1/3

. (19)

These choices yield FS and RS trajectories which can be

compared to those of our simulations.

We also perform 1-D hydrodynamical simulations of

the SNR using RT1D (Duffell 2016), a 1-D code which

has been calibrated to include the effects of RT insta-

bilities based on the results of 3-D simulations. These

simulations ignore any transverse flow and serve to val-

idate the semi-analytic predictions above. We perform

two simulations: one for the unperturbed ejecta and the

other along the center of the wake. As discussed in sec-

tion 3.2, these ejecta profiles differ only by a constant

factor (0.1) in the SD case. The SD model is chosen for

these calculations as the ejecta structure is independent

of θ in the interior of the wake (Fig. 5), whereas in the

DD case there is a large θ dependence.

We compare our 3-D, 1-D, and semi-analytic mod-

els for the unperturbed ejecta in Fig. 9. Here the two

magenta lines enclose the region in which RT stirring

occurs. We see that all three models agree on the FS

position for the duration of the run. Both hydrody-

namical simulations also agree on the reverse shock evo-

lution – including the convergence time – though the

semi-analytic model deviates from the numerics during

the ST phase. This is due to the assumption of con-

stant acceleration, which breaks down at the center of

101 102 103

t (yr)

100

101

r (
pc

)

Wake

FS (1D Hydro)
RS (1D Hydro)
CD (1D Hydro)
tST

RFSsin h/cs

T&M (1999)
3D Hydro

Figure 10. Comparison between our 1-D (solid lines), 3-D
(dots), and semi-analytic (dashed lines) predictions for the
shock trajectories within the wake of the SD model. Also
shown are the transition from the ED phase to the ST phase
(blue line) and the sound-crossing time of the wake (green
line).

the remnant where the acceleration is much larger. The

semi-analytic model still gives the correct convergence

time, but only due to our choice of ãRS.

5.5. Expectations within the Wake

We now turn to the shock trajectories within the wake

(Fig. 10). For the semi-analytic model, the evolution

within the wake is obtained by scaling Mej and Eej by

0.1. This also results in an earlier transition to the ST

phase (blue line). Here the 1-D and semi-analytic mod-

els agree on the FS location, but the 3-D model deviates

from these after only a few tens of years. This is com-

parable to the sound-crossing time of the wake (green

line), indicating that the deviation is due to transverse

flow driven by pressure gradients in the shocked ejecta

and providing a mechanism by which the FS is able to

regain spherical symmetry. The RS evolution is similar

in the 1-D and 3-D models before the RS convergence

but differs afterward. This is unsurprising as the 1-D

model is unable to include the off-center convergence

described in 5.2.

6. X-RAY TOMOGRAPHY

Because SNRs are optically thin to X-rays, we esti-

mate the thermal bremsstrahlung emission by integrat-

ing ρ2 along a given line of sight. We emphasize that

this captures only the continuum free-free emission, ne-

glecting line emission. For a comprehensive review of

SNR X-ray radiation mechanisms, see Vink (2012).

However, X-ray spectroscopy is excellent at discerning

the composition of a remnant, which our methodology
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Figure 11. Emission measure for the DD model at θobs = 90◦ (left), θobs = 45◦ (center), and θobs = 0◦ (right). For reference,
at this time the FS has a radius of 10 pc.

Figure 12. X-ray emission measures for our Athena++ models with orbital separation increasing to the right: η = 1 (left),
η =

√
3 (center), and η = 3 (right). As the orbital separation increases, the X-ray morphology becomes spherical, as expected.

The viewing angle is θobs = 90◦ for all panels.
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is suited to predict. As we showed in section 5.3, the

distribution of ejecta within the SNR is asymmetrical

and contains a toroidal structure around the wake. This

manifests in the emission measure
∫
χρ2dl – where χ

is the mass fraction of ejecta – which is shown in the

bottom rows of Figs. 6 and 7. The flat edge seen by

Gray et al. (2016) at t = 100 and 300 yrs (see their

Fig. 10) is also present here.

We also show the DD model from three different view-

ing angles θobs in Fig. 11. The asymmetry is most pro-

nounced when the line of sight is normal to the axis of

symmetry (left panel), but is still visible from other an-

gles (center panel) and differs somewhat from that of a

spherical remnant even when looking directly into the

wake (right panel).

As discussed in section 2, we have also performed sim-

ulations in which the orbital separation is increased by

a factor η without changing the donor size to explore

the limiting case of a small solid angle subtended by

the donor. The emission measure for each η value is

shown in Fig. 12 for θobs = 90◦. As the orbital sepa-

ration increases, the morphology becomes increasingly

spherical, as one would expect. This demonstrates that

our methodology does not inherently lead to predictions

of asymmetrical X-ray emission and produces spherical

morphology in the appropriate limit.

7. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

We have computed the evolution of type Ia super-

nova remnants following a companion interaction event

in both the DD and SD cases. The ejecta structure

in the DD case was obtained via 3-D hydrodynamical

simulations of the ejecta-companion collision in which

the companion was treated as a rigid sphere, whereas in

the SD case it was obtained from the fit performed by

Kasen (2010) to their results following a collision with

a red giant donor. We identified several differences be-

tween the ejecta structures such as the presence of high-

velocity, radiation pressure-dominated ejecta within the

wake and a sharply-defined bow shock in the DD case.

This provides a possible explanation for the two distinct

ejecta velocities (12,400 km/s and 23,500 km/s) found

in observations of SN 2021aefx (Ni et al. 2023), though

many SNIa show no evidence of companion interaction

at early times (Olling et al. 2015). Acceleration of ejecta

due to companion interaction has been seen to some de-

gree in previous work (e.g. Garćıa-Senz et al. 2012; Pa-

pish et al. 2015; Boehner et al. 2017; Wong et al. 2024).

Both ejecta models are then scaled to t = 10 yrs and

evolved to t = 3000 yrs using the expanding-grid code

Sprout (Mandal & Duffell 2023). These simulations re-

vealed that both the forward and reverse shocks are al-

tered significantly by the presence of the wake. The

forward shock is initially indented, but becomes spheri-

cal after ≈1000 yrs due to transverse flow of the ejecta

to fill in the wake. This is substantiated by 1-D calcu-

lations which – in addition to validating the 3-D results

– demonstrate that the wake fills in on a timescale com-

parable to its sound-crossing time. The initially high-

velocity material within the wake does little to alter the

features stated above, as it is quickly slowed by the ISM.

The FS morphology found in this paper bears a strong

resemblance to the axisymmetric SPH simulations per-

formed by Garćıa-Senz et al. (2012) – see their Figs. 10

and 15. They treated the wake as both an empty hole

and as a region partially filled by material stripped from

the (non-degenerate) donor. Ferrand et al. (2022) in-

cluded ejecta from the He shell detonation preceeding

the SN, which had the highest velocity in a direction

opposite to the point of ignition. This caused a pro-

trusion misaligned with the wake that was present for

the first few hundred years. Additionally, Ferrand et al.

(2022) included the relative velocity of the SNR relative

to the ISM due to the orbital velocity prior to the SN.

This resulted in a dipole component to the FS and RS

but likely had little effect on the wake as the relative

velocity was roughly orthogonal to the wake.

The reverse shock encounters less impedance in the

wake and reaches the center of the remnant far more

quickly than from any other direction. This results in an

off-center convergence of the reverse shock which drives

a plume of material back into the wake, leaving the rem-

nant with an asymmetrical core. Though the details of

these features vary between the SD and DDmodels, they

are present in both. The models of Ferrand et al. (2022)

and model E of Garćıa-Senz et al. (2012) contained a

dense clump of ejecta near the base of the wake, hinder-

ing the RS near the center of the remnant and causing

the RS to be more symmetrical at late times.

The RS also draws ISM material deep into the wake to

eventually reach the center, whereas around the edge of

the wake a ring vortex suspends a significant amount of

ejecta at large radii. Garćıa-Senz et al. (2012) similarly

found large Rayleigh-Taylor (RT) plumes at the edge

of the wake, which was corroborated by Ferrand et al.

(2022) using a different numerical scheme. By estimat-

ing the continuum thermal emission using a projection

of ρ2, we obtain predictions of the SNR X-ray morphol-

ogy. For the first few centuries, the remnant resembles

a sphere with a flat edge, in agreement with Gray et al.

(2016). At later times, the asymmetry becomes more

pronounced as the unperturbed ejecta falls behind the

ring vortex.
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Although many SNIa remnants do exhibit asymme-

tries, the sample size is limited and it is unclear for

which SNRs companion interaction may be responsi-

ble. For example, asymmetries in the Tycho remnant

are well-explained by a gradient in the ISM (Williams

et al. 2016). For at least a fraction of these remnants,

it is likely that both objects were destroyed due to the

lack of an observable surviving companion (Shields et al.

2023). In such cases, the ejecta mass is not limited by

the Chandrasekhar mass, though the ejecta mass is dif-

ficult to directly measure due to uncertainty in the ISM

density. For example, the SNIa remnant 0509-67.5 is

consistent with both Chandrasekhar-mass (Arunacha-

lam et al. 2022) and sub-Chandrasekhar mass (Seiten-

zahl et al. 2019) models. Though the destruction of both

objects precludes the formation of a low-density wake,

the ejecta structure has been shown to be initially asym-

metrical (Boos et al. 2024). It is unclear to what degree

this carries over to the remnant phase, though we leave

this question to future work.
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APPENDIX
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Figure 13. Positions of important features in the density
profiles at t = 10000 s in our fiducial Athena++ model, all
of which can be fit to power laws (solid lines).

A. FITTING FUNCTIONS FOR EJECTA

STRUCTURE

To map our Athena++ data into Sprout, we fit the

density structure, the outer edge of the ejecta, and the

shape of the bow and recompression shocks to analytical

functions. This allows us to extend our Athena++ data

– which had limited extent in both the radial and polar

directions – to all r and θ. It also ensures smoothness

of the fluid, which assists with numerical stability.

We use a different fitting function for each region:

ejecta which passed through both shocks (f1), ejecta

which passed through only the bow shock (f3), the tran-

sition between these two regions at the recompression

shock (f2), and unperturbed ejecta. Here the density at

a given radius is normalized by that of the unperturbed

ejecta ρG(r) at that radius:

ρ(r, θ)/ρG(r) =



f1(θ) 0 < θ < θr,L,

f2(θ) θr,L < θ < θr,R,

f3(θ) θr,R < θ < θbow,

max[1, f3(θ)] θpeak < θ < θbow,

1 min(θbow, π/2) < θ.

(A1)

These fitting functions are given by:

f1 = exp

(
C1 + C2 ln

(
θ

θr,L

)
+ C3

[
ln

(
θ

θr,L

)]2)
,

(A2)

f2 =

(
tanh

[
−6

θ − θr,L
θr,R − θr,L

+ 3

]
+ 1

)
× ρmax − ρmin

2
+ ρmin,

(A3)

f3 = C4 + 20 sin

(
1.015π

θ

θbow

)(
θ

θpeak

)16C5

+ C5

(
θ

θpeak

)2.75C5

,

(A4)

where

ρmax=max[ρ(r, θr,L), ρ(r, θr,R)]/ρG(r), (A5)

ρmin=min[ρ(r, θr,L), ρ(r, θr,R)]/ρG(r). (A6)

We also enforce ρ(r, θ) ≥ 0.01ρG(r) so that the density

does not drop too low at θ = 0. The coefficients in these

fits are also fit as functions of r:

C1 = − 0.46218− 3.2527r′

+ 2.2262r′2 + 0.31r′3 − 0.060088r′4
(A7)

C2 = − 0.50302 ln(r) + 15.959, (A8)

C3 = − 0.062855 ln(r) + 1.9343, (A9)

C4 = 1.0313− 3.5916r′

+ 5.7664r′2 − 4.4343r′3 + 1.4134r′4,
(A10)

C5 = exp(−0.25425 ln r + 8.3664). (A11)

Here r′ = r/(1 AU). The density profiles resulting from

these fits are compared with our Athena++ data in

Fig. 5. We find that the shape of the shock surfaces

can be approximated by power laws:

ln θbow=−0.29337 ln r + 8.5690, (A12)

ln θpeak=−0.30071 ln r + 8.7564, (A13)

ln θr,L=−0.24092 ln r + 6.0168, (A14)

ln θr,R=−0.19975 ln r + 4.8498, (A15)

as shown in Fig. 13. The ejecta surface can be approxi-

mated using piecewise polynomial fits in θ. For η = 1,

R(θ)/R0 =


r0 + 2.4563θ2 θ < θ1,

−4.30108θ + 2.430108 θ1 < θ < θ2,

−2.20514(θ − θ2)
2 + r2 θ2 < θ < θ3,

1 θ3 < θ.

(A16)
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where (θ0, θ1, θ2) = (0.205, 0.28, 0.6), (r0, r1, r2) =

(1.44516, 1.5484, 1.2258), and R0 is the outer surface of

unperturbed ejecta at a given time.

B. UPWIND-PRESERVING HYDRODYNAMICS

ON AN EXPANDING GRID

The solution to the Riemann problem on a static grid

can be adapted to a moving grid using two simple mod-

ifications:

1. For a cell interface moving with velocity w, the

face flux Fs is evaluated within the region of the

Riemann fan corresponding to the characteristic

v = w rather than v = 0.

2. Given a fluid state U , an advection term −UwT is

added to the face flux to account for the material

“swept up” by the face as it moves.

The flux across a moving interface is then

Fm = Fs − UwT , (B17)

or

Fm =


ρvT

ρvvT + PI

(ρϵ+ ρv2/2 + P )vT

ρχiv
T

−


ρ

ρv

ρe

ρχi

wT .(B18)

Here I is an identity matrix and χi is the mass fraction

of the i-th passive tracer. Moving-mesh methods are

typically designed such that the fluid velocity is sim-

ilar to the face velocity, with the goal of maintaining

Galilean invariance. A side effect of this is that the

two terms on the right side of (B17) nearly cancel out,

i.e. |Fm| ≪ |Fs| ≈ |UwT |. Thus, small numerical er-

rors may cause sign changes in Fm, reversing the di-

rection of the numerical flux and violating the upwind

property of the scheme.

This can be rectified by a simple change of inertial

frames: we boost into the rest frame of the cell interface,

compute the face flux, and finally boost the face flux

back into the “lab” frame (i.e. the global rest frame).

The flux then takes on a similar form:

Fm = F ′
s −Fc. (B19)

Here F ′
s is the static flux Fs with the replacement v →

v −w:

F ′
s =


ρ(v −w)T

ρ(v −w)(v −w)T + PI

(ρϵ+ ρ(v −w)2/2 + P )(v −w)T

ρχi(v −w)T

 .(B20)

It is useful at this point to define the static flux normal

to the face as

F ′
s · n̂ =


Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

 , (B21)

as these fluxes will soon come in handy. The flux cor-

rection Fc is the equivalent of the advection term but

takes on the form

Fc =


0

−ρ(v −w)wT

ρw2(v −w)/2− ρ(v ·w)(v −w)− Pw

0

 .(B22)

If we project along the face normal n̂, the flux correction

can be written succinctly as

Fc · n̂ =


0

−Q1w
T

−Q2 ·w − w2Q1/2

0

 . (B23)

At the end of each timestep, the fluid states are up-

dated using these fluxes in conjunction with the cell

volumes and face areas. On unstructured grids such

as Voronoi tessellations, these geometric properties of

the grid must be measured at discrete times. However,

on a globally-expanding cubical grid, Mandal & Duffell

(2023) showed that the changing grid geometry can be

directly incorporated into the flux computation. Here

coefficients are introduced to account for the change in

the volume of the cells (CU ) and in the area of the cell

interfaces (CF ):

Fm = CFFs − CUUwT . (B24)

Thus, to write the flux in the form of (B19), we must

recompute the flux correction. By equating

Fm = CFFs − CUUwT = CFF ′
s −F ′

c, (B25)

we obtain

F ′
c · n̂ = CF


0

−Q1w

−Q2 ·w − w2Q1/2

0



−(CU − CF )


ρw

ρvw

ρew

ρχiw

 ,

(B26)
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or

F ′
c · n̂ = CFFc · n̂− (CU − CF )Uw. (B27)

We find that the flux correction on an expanding grid

can be separated into two terms: one which is pro-

portional to the flux correction on a moving but non-

expanding grid and one which is proportional to the ad-

vection term on a static grid. Note that if the grid is not

expanding, CU = CF = 1 and we recover F ′
c ·n̂ = Fc ·n̂.

Putting this all together, the face flux on an expanding

grid which preserves the upwind property is

Fm · n̂ = CF


Q1

Q2 +Q1w

Q3 +Q2 ·w + w2Q1/2

Q4


+(CU − CF )Uw.

(B28)

We test the above formulation of the flux in Sprout

by simulating the homologous expansion of a uniform

medium. We initialize a 2-D domain of dimensionsNx =

Ny = 128 and size Lx = Ly = 1 containing gas with

ρ0 = 1, P0 = 10−4/γ, and γ = 5/3, so that cs,0 = 10−2.

The center of expansion is chosen as the lower left corner

of the domain, and the fluid velocity is homologous: v =

r/t0. The mesh expands at a constant rate H = 1/t0
over the duration of the run from t0 = 1 to tf = 10. If

the Riemann solver is not upwind-preserving, we would

expect to see density fluctuations owing to sign errors in

the mass flux. In Fig. 14 we show the fractional density

fluctuations about the mean for the HLLC solver when

the flux is solved in the lab frame versus the local rest

frame, ignoring fluid near the boundaries to eliminate

any potential complications due to boundary conditions.

We find that the fluctuations are larger by ≈40% when

solved in the lab frame.
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Papish, O., Soker, N., Garćıa-Berro, E., & Aznar-Siguán,

G. 2015, MNRAS, 449, 942, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv337

Picquenot, A., Holland-Ashford, T., & Williams, B. J.

2024, A&A, 687, A28, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202449155

Seitenzahl, I. R., Ghavamian, P., Laming, J. M., & Vogt,

F. P. A. 2019, PhRvL, 123, 041101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.041101

Shen, K. J., Kasen, D., Miles, B. J., & Townsley, D. M.

2018a, ApJ, 854, 52, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aaa8de

Shen, K. J., Boubert, D., Gänsicke, B. T., et al. 2018b,
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