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ABSTRACT

Based on the iron and hydrogen similar elliptical morphologies of the type Ia supernova (SN Ia)
remnant (SNR) 0509-67.5, I suggest that the ambient gas shaped the SN ejecta, that it is a remnant
of an old planetary nebula, and that the explosion was more or less spherical. Adding that there is no
observed stellar survivor in this SNR, I conclude that the SN Ia scenarios that best account for the
explosion of this SN inside a planetary nebula (SNIP), are the lonely white dwarf scenarios, i.e., the
core-degenerate (CD) and the double degenerate (DD) with merger to explosion delay (MED) time,
i.e., the DD-MED scenario. Other scenarios encounter challenges, but I cannot completely rule them
out. If true, the suggestion of SNR 0509-67.5 being a SNIP implies that the fraction of SNIPs might
be higher than the previously estimated 50 percent of all normal SNe Ia. In the frame of the CD and
the DD-MED scenarios, I attribute the observed double-shell structure in calcium to Rayleigh-Taylor
instability during the explosion process: the caps of the Rayleigh-Taylor instability mushrooms form
the outer shell. Instabilities during the explosion process might form clumps of some elements moving
much faster than their mean velocity, possibly explaining fast-moving intermediate-mass elements.
Subject headings: (stars:) white dwarfs – (stars:) supernovae: general – (stars:) binaries: close

1. INTRODUCTION

Several theoretical scenarios exist for type Ia super-
novae (SNe Ia), some with two or more channels. Because
there is no agreement in the community on the classifica-
tion, I cannot state the number of scenarios and channels.
The relatively large number of reviews in the last decade
reflects the disagreement on the dominant scenarios of
SNe Ia and the way to classify them (Maoz et al. 2014;
Maeda, & Terada 2016; Hoeflich 2017; Livio & Mazzali
2018; Soker 2018, 2019a, 2024; Wang 2018; Jha et al.
2019; Ruiz-Lapuente 2019; Ruiter 2020; Aleo et al. 2023;
Liu, Röpke, & Han 2023; Vinkó, Szalai, & Könyves-Tóth
2023; Ruiter & Seitenzahl 2025). All SN Ia scenarios have
some advantages over the others. On the other hand, all
SN Ia scenarios encounter challenges in explaining some
observations, overcoming theoretical difficulties, or both
(e.g., Pearson et al. 2024; Schinasi-Lemberg & Kush-
nir 2024; Sharon & Kushnir 2024; Sharon, Kushnir, &
Schinasi-Lemberg 2024; Wang et al. 2024). Some scenar-
ios and channels might account for peculiar SNe Ia but
not for normal SNe Ia. Given the above, studies of SN Ia
scenarios that concentrate on one, two, or three scenarios
should also keep in mind the rest of the scenarios.
I present in Table 1 the classification from Soker (2024)

where more properties of the six scenarios of this classi-
fication are listed (see also Braudo & Soker 2024, 2025).
All these scenarios have been actively studied in re-
cent years (e.g., Bora et al. 2024; Bregman et al. 2024;
DerKacy et al. 2024; Ito et al. 2024; Ko et al. 2024;
Kobashi et al. 2024; Lim et al. 2024; Palicio et al. 2024;
Phillips et al. 2024; Soker 2024; Uchida et al. 2024;
O’Hora et al. 2024; Shen 2025, out of many more pa-
pers just in the last two years; for most recent reviews

see Soker 2024 and Ruiter & Seitenzahl 2025).
This study focuses on SNR 0509-67.5, a type Ia SN

remnant (SNR) in the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC)
that attracted many studies (e.g., Smith et al. 1991; War-
ren & Hughes 2004; Borkowski et al. 2006; Ghavamian et
al. 2007; Kosenko et al. 2008; Seok et al. 2008; Williams
et al. 2011; Katsuda et al. 2015; Kosenko et al. 2015 and
others cited in this study). In Section 2, I present the
relevant properties of SNR 0509-67.5.
In a recent study, Das, Seitenzahl, & Ruiter (2024) ex-

plained the double-shell segments of SNR 0509-67.5 with
the double-detonation (DDet) scenario (Section 3.2.4
here). In the DDet scenario, the pre-explosion system is
a binary system with a CO white dwarf (WD) accreting
helium from a helium star or another WD. The ignition of
the helium layer on the surface of the mass-accreting WD
excites a shock wave that propagates inwards and deto-
nates the WD. Many groups in recent years studied the
DDet scenario (e.g., just from 2024, Callan et al. 2024;
Morán-Fraile et al. 2024; Padilla Gonzalez et al. 2024;
Pollin et al. 2024; Shen, Boos, & Townsley 2024; Zingale
et al. 2024; Glanz et al. 2024; Rajavel, Townsley, & Shen
2025). The DDet has a channel where both the mass-
accretor WD and the mass-donor WD explode, leaving
no survivor; in Table 1, this channel is grouped with
the DD scenario. There is the triple-detonation chan-
nel where a helium WD mass-donor explodes (e.g., Pa-
pish et al. 2015; Boos, Townsley, & Shen 2024), and its
quadruple-detonation sub-channel where the outer he-
lium layer of the mass-donor HeCO WD explodes and
detonates the CO interior part. (e.g., Tanikawa et al.
2019; Pakmor et al. 2022). Pakmor et al. (2021) simu-
late a case where the explosion of the helium layer on the
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TABLE 1
An SN Ia scenarios classification

Group Nexp = 1: Lonely WD Nexp = 2

SN Ia Scenario Core Degenerate Double Degenerate
- MED

Double Degen-
erate

Double Detona-
tion

Single Degener-
ate

WD-WD colli-
sion

Name CD DD-MED DD DDet SD-MED or SD WWC

MED time MED MED 0 0 MED or 0 0

[Nsur,M,Ej][2] [0,MCh, S] [0,MCh, S] [0,sub-MCh,N] [1,sub-MCh,N] [1,MCh, S or N] [0,sub-MCh,N]

SNR 0509-67.5 Most Likely Likely Possible Less possible Unlikely Unlikely

Notes: An SN Ia scenarios classification scheme from Soker (2024). The DDet scenario where the two WDs explode is grouped
in this table with the DD scenario. The last row is of this study, with the estimated likelihood of each scenario to account for
SNR 0509-67.5
Abbreviation. MED time: Merger to explosion delay time or mass transfer to explosion delay time. Nexp: system’s number of
stars at the explosion moment, if a companion survives the explosion, then Nsur = 1, while if no star survives in the system
Nsur = 0. In some peculiar SNe Ia, the exploding WD survives, and the system can have Nsur = 2. MCh and sub-MCh mark a
near-Chandrasekhar-mass and sub-Chandrasekhar mass explosions, respectively. Ej is the ejecta morphology: S indicates
scenarios that can lead to a spherical SNR, while N indicates scenarios that expect to form SNRs with large departures from
sphericity.

mass-accretor WD fails to detonate the CO inner part of
the WD, but detonates the mass-donor WD. This leaves
the mass-accretor WD as the surviving companion.
In Section 3, I propose alternative explanations for the

double-shell segments that do not need the DDet sce-
nario. I summarize this study in Section 4, strengthening
the call to keep all scenarios in mind when studying SNe
Ia.

2. SNR 0509-67.5 MIGHT BE A SUPERNOVA INSIDE A
PLANETARY NEBULA (SNIP)

Many studies have shown that the east and west sides
of SNR 0509-67.5 are unequal in several properties, like
texture (in the west, there are thin Hα filaments; e.g.,
Litke et al. 2017; Hovey et al. 2018), brightness (the west
is brighter in many wavelengths), and shock properties
(e.g., Helder, Kosenko, & Vink 2010).
In Figure 1 I present Hα and iron images of SNR 0509-

67.5 adapted from Li et al. (2021). This figure reveals
(1) that the hydrogen is outside the iron, (2) the Hα
filaments on the west and south of the SNR, and (3) the
Fe shell and two arcs. The shell is an iron-bright outer
ellipse that is closed, and the arcs are bright, narrow
zones extending from the south to the north. The arcs
might be filaments or the projections of caps, but they
are not closed shells.
Figure 2 presents three more images: iron and sulfur

(panel a), iron emission, X-ray, and hydrogen (panel b
and c), and hydrogen with the bright rim marks by many
rectangles that Hovey, Hughes, & Eriksen (2015) used
to calculate the SNR expansion. The bright rim that
Hovey, Hughes, & Eriksen (2015) mark forms an ellipse,
as indicated by the solid red line on panel d; the straight
red line is the ellipse’s long axis. I copied this ellipse
to panel c, which falls on the outer boundary of the Hα
emission in blue. I reduced the size of the ellipse by a
factor of 0.83 and displaced it to the southeast to match
the boundary of the iron emission; the reduced-displaced
ellipse fits the iron boundary. The X-ray map shows
‘fingers’ on the west and north (pointed at by red arrows).
The iron map shows radial extensions from the outer
Fe-arc to the Fe shell (pointed at by pale-blue arrows).
I attribute the fingers and columns to Rayleigh-Taylor
instabilities that I discuss further in Section 3.
Guest et al. (2022) study the expansion of SNR 0509-

67.5. They find the average expansion velocity to be
6120 km s−1 with large variations 4900 − 7360 km s−1.
Arunachalam et al. (2022) measure the expansion ve-
locity to be 6315 ± 310 km s−1 and estimate the SNR
age as 315.5 ± 1.8 yr with ambient medium densities
range of 3.7 − 8.0 × 10−25 g cm−3. The shock radius
is Rs = 3.66 ± 0.036 pc. For a constant pre-explosion
ambient density of ρa = 6× 10−25 g cm−3 the swept-up
mass is Msu ≃ 1.8M⊙.
Based on the expansion of SNR 0509-67.5, Arunacha-

lam et al. (2022) calculate the pre-explosion ambient den-
sity near the rim of the remnant and find two peaks in
the east, position angle 95◦, and west-south-west, 245◦;
the density minima are in the north, ≃ 0◦, and south,
170◦. These maxima and minima are more or less along
the short and long axes of the ellipse drawn in Figure 2.
The similar elliptical shape of the hydrogen-rich ambient
gas and the iron-rich ejecta suggests that either the ejecta
shaped the ambient gas or vice versa. The higher ambi-
ent gas density along the ellipse’s short axis shows that
the ambient gas shaped the ejecta. The brighter emission
in the west-south-west side, e.g., in iron lines and X-ray,
probably results from a much stronger reverse shock in
that direction due to dense ambient gas there, in partic-
ular in front of the ejecta or behind it and to the west,
namely, the part projected near the outer iron arc.
The ambient swept mass with more mass outside the

remnant implies that the ambient mass isMam > 1.8M⊙.
The elliptical morphology of the hydrogen-rich ambient
medium and its mass are compatible with the ambi-
ent gas being a remnant of a very old planetary neb-
ula. Namely, it is possible that SNR 0509-67.5 exploded
inside a remnant of an elliptical planetary nebula, i.e.,
an SNIP (SN inside a planetary nebula). However, I
cannot rule out the fact that the ambient gas is an in-
terstellar medium (ISM). If SNR 0509-67.5 is an SNIP,
it could come from the CD, the DD-MED, the DD, or
the DDet scenarios. In the CD scenario, the core-WD
merger occurs during the common envelope evolution
(CEE). In contrast, in the DD-MED, DD, and DDet sce-
narios, the merger occurs much later, likely due to gravi-
tational wave emission by the core remnant (the younger
WD) and the older WD binary system. The CEE to ex-
plosion delay (CEED; see Soker 2022) time is tCEED =
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Fig. 1.— Images adapted from Li et al. (2021). (a) An HST
Hα image. Vertical and horizontal axes are declination and right
ascension (J2000), respectively. I mark the Hα filamnets. (b) VLT
MUSE [Fe XIV] image with VLT MUSE Hα contours in red. Both
panels have the same scale. I added the marks of the Fe shell and
arcs.

3.66 pc/vam = 3.6 × 105(vam/10 km s−1)−1 yr, where
vam is the expansion velocity of the ambient medium at
the rim of the remnant (there is more ambient gas out-
side the rim), which in this model is the former common
envelope. The CEED time, if SNR 0509-67.5 is an SNIP,
is long.
From the study of the ejecta interaction with the plan-

etary nebula, Court et al. (2024) argue that the CEED
time of SNe Ia should be tCEED > 104 yr (however, some
SNe Ia have interaction with much closer CSM). The
CEED time of SNR 0509-67.5 obeys their requirement.
In the positions of core-collapse supernovae and SNe Ia in

the plane of Fe Kα luminosity versus its centroid energy
from Yamaguchi et al. (2014), SNR 0509-67.5 is far from
core-collapse supernovae. Yamaguchi et al. (2014) ex-
plain this as weak interaction with an ambient medium.
However, the Kepler SNR is known to interact with a
dense CSM (e.g., Patnaude et al. 2012), and it is located
next to SNR 0509-67.5 in that plane.
Studies in recent years have argued that more SNRs Ia

should be SNIPs. An example is type Ia SNR0519-69.0
in the LMC. Tsebrenko & Soker (2015a) classified it as a
‘maybe SNIP’, Soker (2022) classified it as an SNIP based
on the presence of dense CSM, and Schindelheim et al.
(2024) solidify the SNIP classification of SNR 0519-69.0
by quantitative calculation of the ejecta-CSM interaction
and its X-ray spectral. In my previous classification in
Soker (2022), I list SNR 0509-67.5 as a non-SNIP. I have
now changed this to maybe SNIP.

3. THE PROGENITOR OF SNR 0509-67.5

3.1. Key properties

I consider the following properties to examine the like-
lihood of an SN Ia scenario to account for SNR 0509-67.5.
(1) No stellar remnant. Searches (e.g., Schaefer & Pag-

notta 2012; Pan, Ricker, & Taam 2014; Noda, Suda, &
Shigeyama 2016; Shields et al. 2023) find no surviving
companion in SNR 0509-67.5. This limits the parame-
ter space for the SD scenario and the DDet with a sur-
viving companion scenario, allowing only an M dwarf
mass-donor companion in the single degenerate scenario,
as Wheeler (2012) proposed. Di Stefano & Kilic (2012)
and Meng & Podsiadlowski (2013) consider the scenario
where the WD needs to lose angular momentum before
it explodes (Di Stefano, Voss, & Claeys 2011; Justham
2011) and argue that one should be more cautious with
the claim of no surviving companion in the frame of the
SD scenario.
(2) Energetic explosion. Based on light-echo from

SNR 0509-67.5 (Rest et al. 2005), Badenes et al. (2008)
and Rest et al. (2008) argue that SNR 0509-67.5 was
a 1991T-like SN Ia, implying a bright SN Ia. Badenes
et al. (2008) estimate the explosion energy to be 1.4 ×
1051 erg and nickel-56 production of 0.97M⊙. This
high mass of nickel-56 makes it unlikely that a single
sub-Chandrasekhar-mass WD exploded. It can be a
(close to) Chandrasekhar mass explosion, or two sub-
Chandrasekhar mass WDs exploded.
I also give a high weight to my tentative claims in Sec-

tion 2:
(3) SNR 0509-67.5 is an SNIP. Namely, the ambient
medium of SNR 0509-67.5 is an old remnant of a plane-
tary nebula (which swept some ISM), a planetary nebula
age of tCEED ≃ 105 − 5× 105 yr.
(4) Spherical, or close to, explosion. The ambient
medium, a former planetary nebula, shaped the SN
ejecta. Namely, the explosion itself was spherical or
slightly different from a spherical one.

3.2. The possible scenarios for SNR 0509-67.5

I estimate the likelihood of the different scenarios to
explain SNR 0509-67.5, as summarized in the last row of
Table 1.

3.2.1. The lonely WD scenarios: CD and DD-MED
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Fig. 2.— (a-c): Images of SNR 0509-67.5 adapted from Seitenzahl et al. (2019). (a) A composite image: red: [S xii] 7613.1Å; blue: [Fe

ix] 8236.8Å; green: [Fe xiv] 5303Å. (b) A composite image of X-rays from Chandra ACIS in red (for an X-ray image, see also, e.g., Warren
& Hughes 2004), Hα in blue (VLT-MUSE), and [Fe xiv] in green (VLT-MUSE). (Yellow dot: region of spectra extraction.) (c) It’s like
panel b but with other marks that I added. The red solid-line ellipse is as in panel d. The pale-blue dashed-line ellipse is 0.83 times that
of the red ellipse and has the same orientation. It is displaced to mark the edge of the [Fe xiv] zone. I attribute the X-ray fingers and
Fe columns to Rayleigh-Taylor instabilities. (d) An Hα image by ACS-HST adapted from Hovey, Hughes, & Eriksen (2015). I added an
ellipse through the rectangles that Hovey, Hughes, & Eriksen (2015) drew on the exterior Hα rim. The straight red line is the ellipse’s long
axis, which is 1.075 times as long as the short axis.

The CD scenario predicts that many SNe Ia are SNIPs
(e.g., Tsebrenko & Soker 2015a; Soker 2022; Soker 2024
for a review). It also predicts a spherical or elliptical ex-
plosion if the WD rapidly rotates. I consider this scenario
the most likely to explain the properties of SNR 0509-
67.5.
In the DD-MED, the merger product of the two WDs

explodes only after it relaxes dynamically, leading to a
spherical or elliptical explosion. If the merger and explo-
sion take place within tCEED ≃ 105 − 5× 105 yr (Section
3.1), it leads to a similar outcome to the CD scenario. I
consider it less likely than the CD scenario because the
gravitational waves that cause the two WDs to merge

should cause these two WDs (an old WD and the rem-
nant of the asymptotic giant branch star) to merge within
the time tCEED. This, in turn, requires the old WD to
end the common envelope evolution very close to the core
of the asymptotic giant branch star.
Woods et al. (2018) find that the hydrogen around

SNR 0509-67.5 is mostly neutral. The CD scenario ex-
plains this as an old planetary nebula whose central star
has already cooled and had low luminosity at the explo-
sion, so the nebula had time to recombine. In the DD-
MED scenario, either the merger occurred shortly after
the common envelope revolution and the merger product
had time to cool or shortly before the explosion, such
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that the hot merger remnant had no time to ionize the
planetary nebula.
In the CD scenario, the second star to evolve, the one

that, when it becomes an asymptotic giant branch star,
engulfs the WD, forces the WD to merge with the core.
The envelope should be massive enough, i.e., Menv ≳
3M⊙, implying an asymptotic giant branch star of ≳
3.5M⊙. As the secondary star can accrete mass from the
primary, its mass on the zero-age main sequence (ZAMS)
can be lower than this value. The condition isM2,ZAMS ≳
2M⊙ (e.g., Ilkov & Soker 2013), with large uncertainties
due to the poorly determined common envelope evolution
outcomes. Due to large uncertainties, I also consider
a more stringent constraint of M2,ZAMS ≳ 3M⊙. The
mass limit implies that in the SNIP channel of the CD
scenario, the SNR comes from a population of an age of
τSF ≲ 5 × 108 yr − 1.5 × 109 yr. Badenes et al. (2009)
argue that SNR 0509-67.5 resides in a population with
a mean age of τSF ≃ 7.9 × 109 yr. However, they still
leave it possible that a fraction of this population has an
age of ≲ 1.8 × 108 yr, i.e., progenitors with M2,ZAMS ≃
4−6M⊙. I suggest here that SNR 0509–67.5 comes from
that population.

3.2.2. The SD scenario

With the observations listed in Section 3.1, I find the
SD scenario unlikely. If the companion to the exploding
WD supplied the ambient gas, it was an asymptotic giant
branch star. If the companion avoids detection, it must
presently be the cold WD remnant of the asymptotic
giant branch star. This implies that the mass transfer
occurred a long time ago, probably more than the age of
the CSM. Although I cannot completely rule out the SD
scenario for SNR 0509-67.5 with MED time, I consider
it less likely than some of the other scenarios I consider
below.

3.2.3. Two exploding WD scenarios: DD and WWC

The WWC scenario, where two unbound WDs collide,
and both explode, is unlikely to account for SNR 0509-
67.5 for two reasons. Firstly, it produces a highly non-
spherical explosion (e.g., Kushnir et al. 2013; Glanz,
Perets, & Pakmor 2023). Secondly, it is not expected
to have an elliptical ambient gas.
The two WDs exploded in the DD scenario, which in

this study classification includes the DD+DDet scenario,
where a helium outer layer detonation does the explosion
of at least one WD. As in the WWC scenario, the explo-
sion of both WDs leads to a highly non-spherical explo-
sion (e.g., Tanikawa et al. 2019; Pollin et al. 2024). To
account for the ambient gas, if it comes from the progen-
itor, as I claim in this study, the WD interaction should
be within the time tCEED ≃ 105 − 5 × 105 yr. This is
possible but rare. I consider the DD (and DD+DDet)
scenarios possible but not as likely as the CD and DD-
MED scenarios.

3.2.4. The DDet scenario

The detonation of the helium outer layer and then the
inner CO WD in the DDet scenario form two shells (e.g.,
Collins et al. 2022). The Fe arcs on the west (Figures 1
and 2) are not compatible with shells that the DDet ex-
plosion forms in the simulations by Collins et al. (2022).

In the simulations, the shells appear as full rings, closed
at 360◦, rather than arcs of ≃ 180◦ as the Fe arcs of
SNR 0509-67.5.
The east side differs from the west. While Figures 1

and 2 present a thin shell on the east, a new study, Das,
Seitenzahl, & Ruiter (2024) presents new MUSE-VLT
images of SNR 0509-67.5 where they resolve two shells in
the east, which they claim are compatible with the DDet
scenario. Figure 3 presents a figure from their work. Pan-
els a and c present the observations in sulfur and calcium
lines, while panels b and d are the column density of
these elements in the simulation with CO WD mass of
1M⊙ and helium shell mass of 0.03M⊙ from Collins et
al. (2022). Das, Seitenzahl, & Ruiter (2024) claim for
similarities between the observations and the simulation,
e.g., the sulfur shell on the east (left of panels b and d) is
between the two calcium shells in the east (marked ICaS
and OCaS on panel c) and therefore, claim for the DDet
scenario.
I find the observations and DDet simulation of Collins

et al. (2022) to significantly differ (but note that the sim-
ulations are at 100 seconds while SNR 0509-67.5 is hun-
dreds of years old). (1) As the two yellow vertical lines on
panels b and d show, in the DDet simulations the sulfur
bright shell has the same inner boundary as the bright
calcium shell, and a somewhat more extended outer shell.
It does not reside between the two calcium shells, as in
the observations. (2) The DDet simulations show two
calcium shells in the bright region (left side in panel d),
and one narrow shell on the other side (right side of panel
d). The two calcium shells that Das, Seitenzahl, & Ruiter
(2024) refer to are in the east (marked ICaS and OCaS
on panel c), opposite the bright calcium zone on the west.
In addition to these challenges of the DDet scenario,

there are no indications for a surviving companion in
SNR 0509-67.5 (Section 2). The simulations of Collins et
al. (2022) are of one exploding WD, and it is unclear they
apply to SNR 0509-67.5. In the case of two exploding
WDs (e.g., Papish et al. 2015; Tanikawa et al. 2019; Pak-
mor et al. 2022; Boos, Townsley, & Shen 2024), at least
one in a DDet (which I group here as the DD scenario),
the explosion is highly non-spherical and not expected to
have an elliptical shape (as the ellipses in Figure 2 and 3
show for the observed morphology of SNR 0509-67.5).
However, the simulations by Collins et al. (2022) are

for limited cases and at 100 seconds after explosion, long
before the development of the reverse shock. The DDet
scenario (or the triple detonation channel) is still possible
but needs relevant simulations to show its applicability
for SNR 0509-67.5.

3.2.5. Double shells by instabilities during the explosion

I suggest a different possible explanation for the cal-
cium double shell structure. I notice the clumpy struc-
ture of the different shells, particularly the outer calcium
shell. I also notice the fingers on the east and columns
on the southwest that I mark on panel c of Figure 2. The
columns connect the outer Fe arc with the Fe shell. I raise
the tentative possibility that Rayleigh-Taylor instabili-
ties formed the calcium double-shell structure during the
explosion process. Simulations of supernova ejecta inter-
action with an ambient gas show many thin Rayleigh-
Taylor instability fingers protruding out, then expanding
to the side to form a mushroom type structure (e.g., Duf-
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Fig. 3.— A figure adapted from Das, Seitenzahl, & Ruiter (2024). Panels a and c are MUSE-VLT observations. Panels b and d are
column density of sulfur and calcium from a DDet simulations with CO WD mass of 1M⊙ and helium shell mass of 0.03M⊙ from Collins
et al. (2022). I added the yellow marks, including the two vertical lines extending from panel b to d, and the ellipse on panel a and c, the
same on panels a and c. This ellipse has the same axes ratio and same orientation as that in Figure 2. It is scaled to match the sulfur shell
and between the two calcium shells, showing that the observed sulfur shell is between the calcium shells (Das, Seitenzahl, & Ruiter 2024).
ICaS: Inner calcium shell. OCaS: Outer calcium shell.

fell & Kasen 2017; Prete et al. 2025). The caps of the
mushrooms form a very clumpy second shell, outer to
the main shell. Figure 4 presents the two shells I sug-
gest in a simulatiuin of Prete et al. (2025). I suggest
that the mushroom caps are the outer calcium shell in
SNR 0509-67.5. The Rayleigh-Taylor instability process
occurred during he explosion process rather than dur-
ing the interaction of the ejecta with the ambient gas.
This tentative suggestion requires confirmation with hy-
drodynamical simulations with an appropriate explosion
setting.

4. SUMMARY

I examined the properties of type Ia SNR 0509-67.5,
particularly its morphology (Figure 1), to constrain pos-

sible progenitor scenarios. Based on the similar elliptical
morphology of the hydrogen-rich ambient gas and the
iron-rich gas inner to it (Figure 2), I suggested that the
ambient gas shaped the SN ejecta, and that the explosion
was more or less spherical. Based on the elliptical mor-
phology of the hydrogen-rich ambient gas and the higher
density near the short axis of the ellipse (Arunachalam
et al. 2022), I raised the possibility that the ambient
medium is an old planetary nebula; in that case, the age
of the planetary nebula, i.e., the time from the common
envelope evolution that ejected the nebula to explosion,
is tCEED ≃ 105 − 5× 105 yr (Section 2).
Starting with the non-detection of a surviving compan-

ion in SNR 0509-67.5 (e.g., Schaefer & Pagnotta 2012;
Pan, Ricker, & Taam 2014; Noda, Suda, & Shigeyama
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Outer shell 

Inner shell 

Fig. 4.— A figure adapted from Prete et al. (2025) presenting
a density map in a plane through the center of hydrodynamical
interaction of supernova ejecta with an ambient gas. I mark two
rings on the plane that might appear as two shells in observations:
An inner high density zone (white) between the two black-dashed
circles that will appear as an inner shell, and the Rayleigh-Taylor
instability mushroom’s caps that might be observed as an outer
shell, more or less between the two red-solid circles. I suggest
that such Rayleigh-Taylor instability mushroom caps formed dur-
ing the explosion process might lead to two calcium-rich shells in
SNR 0509-67.5.

2016; Shields et al. 2023) and the above suggestion that
SNR 0509-67.5 is a SNIP (Section 3.1), I discussed the
different scenarios from Table 1 as possible progenitors of
SNR 0509-67.5 (Section 3.2). My ranking of the possible
scenarios is in the last row of Table 1. The lonely-WD
scenarios, namely, the CD and DD-MED scenarios, are
the most likely to account for SNR 0509-67.5. Other
scenarios encounter challenges (Section 3.2).

Despite this ranking from most likely to unlikely, I em-
phasize that I discussed all scenarios as I cannot com-
pletely rule them out. I reiterate my call to consider all
these scenarios when analyzing specific SNe Ia.
I suggested that the double-shell structure that Das,

Seitenzahl, & Ruiter (2024) observed in calcium (Fig-
ure 3) results from Rayleigh-Taylor instability mushroom
caps formed during the explosion process; The caps of the
mushrooms form the outer shell (Figure 4; Section 3.2.5).
The suggestion of SNR 0509-67.5 being a SNIP, if

holds, has further implications, as follows.
(1) The fraction of SNIPs might be higher than the pre-

viously estimated 50 percent of all normal SNe Ia (Soker
2022). I refer here to normal SNe Ia, not to peculiar SNe
Ia.
(2) The higher fraction of SNIPs, fSNIP > 0.5, together

with the suggestion that SNR 0509-67.5 comes from a
younger population, τSF ≲ 5×108 yr−1.5×109 yr (Sec-
tion 3.2.1), than the general population in its larger envi-
ronment τSF ≃ 7.9×109 yr (Badenes et al. 2009), implies
that some pockets of more recent star formation exist
in old populations, possibly including elliptical galaxies.
This is compatible with cooling flows in elliptical and
clusters of galaxies. This speculation deserves further
study.
(3) Instabilities during the explosion process might

form clumps of some elements moving much faster than
the mean velocity of these elements. Such clumps might
explain fast, intermediate mass elements, that Hoogen-
dam et al. (2025) argue to be common in SNe Ia, based
on their observations of calcium and silicon features near
velocities of ≃ 0.1c in SN Ia 2024epr (see also Iskandar
et al. 2025).
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