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ABSTRACT

Aluminium-26 is a radioactive isotope which can be synthesized within asymptotic giant branch (AGB) stars, primarily through
hot bottom burning. Studies exploring 2° Al production within AGB stars typically focus on single-stars; however, observations
show that low- and intermediate-mass stars commonly exist in binaries. We use the binary population synthesis code BINARY_C to
explore the impact of binary evolution on 26 Al yields at solar metallicity both within individual AGB stars and a low/intermediate-
mass stellar population. We find the key stellar structural condition achieving most 2°Al overproduction is for stars to enter the
thermally-pulsing AGB (TP-AGB) phase with small cores relative to their total masses, allowing those stars to spend abnormally
long times on the TP-AGB compared to single-stars of identical mass. Our population with a binary fraction of 0.75 has an
26 Al weighted population yield increase of 25% compared to our population of only single-stars. Stellar-models calculated
from the Mt Stromlo/Monash Stellar Structure Program, which we use to test our results from BINARY_c and closely examine
the interior structure of the overproducing stars, support our BINARY_c results only when the stellar envelope gains mass after
core-He depletion. Stars which gain mass before core-He depletion still overproduce 2°Al, but to a lesser extent. This introduces
some physical uncertainty into our conclusions as 55% of our 2° Al overproducing stars gain envelope mass through stellar wind

accretion onto pre-AGB objects. Our work highlights the need to consider binary influence on the production of 26Al.

Key words: binaries: general — stars: AGB and Post AGB — stars: evolution — stars: low mass — methods: numerical

1 INTRODUCTION

Aluminium-26 is a radioactive isotope (71, = 7.17X 103 yrs) whose
presence has caught the attention of researchers for being both a
signature of ongoing Galactic nucleosynthesis (Prantzos & Diehl
1996; Nayaetal. 1998) and as an important heat source in the
early solar system (Lichtenberg et al. 2016). It is estimated the
early solar system had a 20A1/27 Al number ratio of ~ 5.3 x 107>
(Lee et al. 1976; Jacobsen et al. 2008; Mishra & Chaussidon 2014;
Liu et al. 2019), although its origin is uncertain (Gaidos et al. 2009;
Gaches et al. 2020; Parker & Schoettler 2023). Measurements of
Galactic 1.809MeV y-photons, which are attributed to the S-decay of
26 A], imply that the Galaxy currently contains 2.6 — 4.6 Mg of 2°Al
(Naya et al. 1998). Our paper investigates low- and intermediate-
mass binary systems as a potential source of 2 Al in the Galaxy.
While the majority of Galactic 2°Al is typically attributed
to massive stars (Walter & Maeder 1989; Meynetet al. 1997;
Knddlseder et al. 1999; Martin et al. 2009), there are regions of
1.809MeV y-photon emissions which suggest some Galactic 20Al
originates from asymptotic giant branch (AGB) stars (Naya et al.
1998). 20 Al production within AGB stars is also evidenced through
measurements of 20A1/27 Al of up to ~ 0.1 (Nguyen & Zinner 2004;
Lugaro et al. 2017) in presolar grains which are formed in stellar

* E-mail: zara.osborn@monash.edu

© 2023 The Authors

winds and indicates the parent stars’ surface abundances at the time
the material is ejected.

AGB stars are low- to intermediate-mass (~0.8 — 9 Mg) stars in
their final nuclear burning phase. Within the AGB phase there are two
sub-phases: the early-AGB (EAGB), which occurs between the end
of core He-burning (CHe-B) and the onset of the first thermal pulse;
and the thermally-pulsing AGB (TP-AGB), which is characterised
by pulsing cycles driven by unstable shell He burning (see Herwig
2005 and Karakas & Lattanzio 2014 for detailed reviews of the AGB
phase). The production of 2°Al within AGB stars relies mostly on
proton capture onto 2> Mg in H-burning regions at temperatures of at
least 30 million Kelvin (Arnould et al. 1999).

Stellar models show that some 2°Al is synthezised within the H-
burning shell during the TP-AGB phase and transported to the stel-
lar surface via third dredge up (Forestini et al. 1991; van Raai et al.
2008). The third dredge ups describe the convective mixing of shell
H- and He-burning products into the stellar envelope and potentially
occurs after every thermal pulse cycle. However, 26 Al has a relatively
large neutron-capture cross-section (~ 200 mbarn, de Smet et al.
2007). This results in the destruction of most 2°Al produced by
the H-shell during convective shell He burning, before next third
dredge up, due to the release of neutrons into the intershell. The ef-
ficiency of 2°Al destruction via neutron-capture is highly correlated
to the thermal pulse temperature, with close to 100% of intershell
26 A] destroyed at thermal pulse temperatures > 300 x 10° K. These
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thermal pulse temperatures are achieved by solar metallicity stars of
mass > 4 Mg after the first few thermal pulses (Mowlavi & Meynet
2000; Lugaro & Karakas 2008).

AGB stars of mass > 5Mg synthesize 20Al more efficiently be-
cause their convective envelopes are massive enough to sustain H-
burning temperatures (> 40x 10° K) at the base in a process known as
hot-bottom burning (HBB, Lattanzio 1992; Boothroyd & Sackmann
1992; Boothroyd et al. 1995). As HBB does not provide a source
of neutrons, *0Al survives within the stellar envelope. Therefore,
the majority of 26Al ejected by AGB stellar models is synthesized
via HBB (Doherty et al. 2014; Karakas & Lugaro 2016). There have
been multiple studies investigating 20 Al production within single
AGB stars (e.g., Karakas & Lattanzio 2003; Ventura et al. 2011)
and massive binaries (e.g., Walter & Maeder 1989; Brinkman et al.
2019, 2021, 2023), but the effect of binary stellar evolution on 26 A1
production by AGB stars remains unexplored. We aim to fill in this
gap of knowledge and to study the affect of binary evolution on 2671
production.

Binary stellar evolution can drastically alter a star’s evolutionary
pathway through a number of channels, including: Roche-Lobe over-
flow (RLOF, Eggleton 1983), wind-Roche Lobe overflow (WRLOF,
Abate et al. 2013), common envelope evolution (CE, Paczynski
1971), and mergers (see Iben 1991 and De Marco & Izzard 2017
for detailed reviews of binary evolution). The probability of a bi-
nary interaction is highly dependent on the star’s separation and their
stellar radii. Because low- and intermediate-mass stars expand con-
siderably on both the first giant branch and AGB, it is likely that HBB
and 26 Al production are especially vulnerable to binary influence. It
is estimated that about 40% of solar-like stars (~0.8—1.2 Mg ) have at
least one stellar companion. In intermediate-mass (~5 — 9 M) stars
companions are observed in 60 — 76% of systems (Raghavan et al.
2010; Duchéne & Kraus 2013; Moe & Di Stefano 2017). Therefore,
it is important to understand the influence of binary interactions on
stellar evolution and the consequences on a stellar population.

Detailed AGB models are solutions to the equations of stellar
structure along with other crucial input physics, e.g., reaction rates,
opacities, equation of state, etc., however they are notoriously time-
consuming especially when considering models with HBB (see, for
example, Cinquegrana et al. 2022, for a comparison of stellar codes
during the AGB phase). To investigate the production of 26A] in a
stellar population of low- to intermediate-mass stars we instead turn
to binary population synthesis.

Binary population synthesis relies on synthetic stellar models
which are constructed from fitting formulae that approximate the
results of detailed stellar models (e.g. see Hurley et al. 2000, 2002).
Population synthesis lets us quickly simulate many binary stellar
models, permitting the exploration of vast regions of parameter-
space in terms of the initial primary mass, secondary mass, and
orbital period. Binary_c (Izzard et al. 2004, 2006, 2009) is a binary
population synthesis code which models low- and intermediate-mass
stellar evolution and nucleosynthesis, including solving the nuclear
networks involved in HBB (Izzard et al. 2007).

Our goal is to investigate the consequences of binary influ-
ence on the yields of 20 Al using simulations of stellar populations
of low- and intermediate-mass stars. We do this using both binary
population synthesis and detailed stellar models. Section 2 details
our methodology for calculating single- and binary-star models, and
our methods for calculating the stellar yields. Section 3 presents
our results, we discuss our results in Section 4 and we conclude in
Section 5.
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Table 1. Acronyms from Hurley et al. (2000) used to identify stellar objects.

Acronym Stellar evolutionary phase
MS Main sequence
HG Hertzsprung gap
GB Giant branch
CHeB Core He burning
EAGB Early AGB
TP-AGB Thermally pulsing AGB
naked-He Naked helium

naked-He HG ~ Naked helium Hertzsprung gap

CO-WD carbon-oxygen white dwarf
NS Neutron star
BH Black hole

2 METHOD

This section outlines how we calculate our 2°Al yields from AGB
stars using both synthetic and detailed modelling techniques. We
follow the methodology from Kemp et al. (2021) for our treatment of
population statistics and normalisation. We use the acronyms defined
in Table 1 to describe various stellar objects.

2.1 Stellar Synthetic Models

In this work we are using the binary population synthesis code:
BINARY_C V2.2.2, hereafter referred to as the standard version of
BINARY_C, to calculate all synthetic models (single and binary-
stars), as it is currently the only synthetic code available which
models both AGB evolution and nucleosynthesis. BINARY_C re-
lies on fits to detailed stellar models from Pols et al. (1998) (com-
puted by Hurley et al. 2000, 2002) and Karakas et al. (2002) (com-
puted by Izzard etal. 2004) to rapidly evolve isolated binary
systems. It incorporates many improvements to areas of stellar
physics including RLOF (Claeys et al. 2014), WROLF (Abate et al.
2013, 2015), tides (Siess et al. 2013), stellar rotation (de Mink et al.
2013), binary stellar nucleosynthesis (Izzard et al. 2018), stellar life-
times (Schneider et al. 2014), CE evolution (Dewi & Tauris 2000;
Wang et al. 2016), and circumbinary disks (Izzard & Jermyn 2022).

We focus on a low-intermediate-mass population with initial
masses between 0.95 — 8.5 Mg at solar metallicity (Z = 0.02). AGB
evolution and nucleosynthesis in BINARY_c is calibrated for stel-
lar masses up to 6.5 My using models from Karakas et al. (2002),
hereafter referred to as the Monash02 models. Stars of stellar mass
M > 8.0 Mg (these are massive stars, and do not experience the
AGB) in BINARY_C are calibrated to detailed models presented in
Pols et al. (1998), hereafter referred to as Pols98 models. For AGB
stars of mass 6.5 — 8.0 Mg we use fits to Pols98 for stellar structure
and fits to Monash02 at 6.5 Mg for AGB nucleosynthesis and han-
dling of thermal pulses (since the Pols98 models skip over thermal
pulses). There is also a smooth transition from the stellar structure fit
to the Monash02 models to the Pols98 models in this region. There-
fore TP-AGB evolution and nucleosynthesis in AGB stellar-models
M > 6.5 Mg are uncalibrated.

In our study, we extend the calibration of the AGB phase based
on the newer Monash models up to 8 Mg, making use of detailed
stellar evolution calculations from Karakas (2014), Doherty et al.
(2015), and Karakas & Lugaro (2016). The stars with stellar struc-
ture described in Karakas (2014) and nucleosynthesis calculated in
Karakas & Lugaro (2016) are hereafter referred to as the Monash16
models. Our modifications to BINARY_c reduce the width of un-
calibrated AGB evolution from 1.5 Mg to about 0.3 Mg. This re-
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Figure 1. Mo gag (shown in yellow) and M. jp (shown in blue) fits from
the standard version of BINARY_c (dotted lines), and our new fits (solid lines)
to the Monashl16 stellar-models (markers). The standard version of BINARY_C
uses fits to the Monash02 models to calculate Mco gage and M. 1Tp up
to 6.5Mg before smoothly transitioning to fits to the Pols98 models. We
calibrate our new fits for Mco pags and M. tp to the Monashl6 models up
to 8.0 Mg, after which we smoothly transition to the Pols98 fits.

sults in more realistic CO core masses (discussed in Section 2.1.1),
third dredge up parameters (Section 2.1.2), and surface luminosities
(2.1.3).

We note the slight difference in metallicity between the Monash02
(Z=0.02) and Monashl6 (Z=0.014) models. This results in insignif-
icant structural differences between the models (see Table 2 in
Karakas et al. (2002) and Table 1 in Karakas (2014) for compari-
son) with the largest difference being that the Monashl6 models
experience more thermal pulses. We do not anticipate that this will
cause any significant change in our results since 201 js primarily
produced through HBB.

2.1.1 Core mass during the EAGB and at the first thermal pulse

The core mass is one of the most important stellar parameters as it in-
fluences many stellar evolution variables such as radiated luminosity,
radii, and the temperature at the base of the convective envelope. In
the standard version of BINARY_c, the CO core mass at the first ther-
mal pulse (M. j1p in Mp) is fit to Monash02 and Pols1998 models.
A key difference between the Monash02 and Pols98 models is that,
unlike the Pols98 models, the Monash02 models have no convective
overshoot during the core H and core He-burning phases. The in-
clusion of overshoot results in the Pols98 cores being more massive
than the Monash02 models for a given stellar mass.

The standard version of BINARY_c smoothly transitions between
the Monash02 and Pols98 fits near 6.5 Mg, resulting in a steep in-
crease in M jTp as observed in Fig. 1. The increase in core mass
is not replicated by the Monashl6 models. The more massive cores
from the Pols98 fit result in increased temperatures at the base of
the convective envelope which facilitate proton capture onto oxy-
gen. This leads to oxygen depletion in AGB stars with an initial
mass > 7.38 Mg and results in stars becoming carbon-rich as sur-
face C/O > 1, which is a behaviour not reflected by solar metallicity
detailed stellar-models at this mass (Siess 2010; Doherty et al. 2014;
Karakas & Lugaro 2016). Our solution is to extend the calibrated
mass range of the M jp fitting formula presented in Eq (23) of
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Izzard et al. (2004) in the standard version of BINARY_c to include
the (non-overshooting) models of Karakas (2014) and Doherty et al.
(2015):

Eq. 23; Izzard et al. (2004) Mposavs < 6.88 Mg

Mc,11p = { b1o +b11 Mposims + b1oMp s 6-88 < Mpogvis < 8.30Mo
Eq. 69; Hurley et al. (2000) Mposims = 8.30 Mg
(L
where Mc,]TP is in M@, b]o = 1.227333, b]] = —0.176598, b]2 =

0.019773, and Mpygvs 1s the total mass of the star as it begins to
cross the HG in Mg. Eq. (69) from Hurley et al. (2000) is the fit
for M 17p to the Pols98 models. Eq. 1 is valid for AGB stars of
initial mass up to 9.8 M at Z = 0.02, however we begin to smoothly
transition to the Pols98 fit at 8.30 M where the synthetic stars non-
degenerately ignite the CO core in both the standard and our modified
versions of BINARY_C.

Fig. 1 shows the fits for M jTp in both the standard and our
modified versions of BINARY_c with the M, j7p calculated by our
Monashl16 models. Fig. 1 shows our modified fit is in better agree-
ment with our Monash16 models than the fit in the standard version
of BINARY_c within the initial mass range of 6.5 — § M.

Fig. 1 shows that when M > 7 Mg our re-fitted M, jp is less mas-
sive than the CO core mass at the beginning of the EAGB (hereafter
denoted as Mco aGB)- A condition for BINARY_c to successfully
evolve a star through the AGB phase is for M. 1Tp > Mco BAGB-
In the standard version of BINARY_c the CO core mass is initially
calculated at the beginning of the EAGB where Mco pags is fit to
the Pols98 models. The CO core mass for stars with M < 6.5 Mg
then transition to using the MonashO2 fit at the first thermal pulse.
To rectify this issue Mco pacp Was refitted to the Monash16 models
via:

2
Mco,BAGB = D20 + b21 Mpostms + boa Mp s (2)

where byg = 0.247711, by = —0.006649, and by, = 0.009530.
Eq. 2 is valid for masses 1 — 8 Mg at Z = 0.02. Our resulting fit
for Mco pacs. the fit from the standard version of BINARY_c, and
Mco,BaGB calculated by our Monashl6 models are presented in Fig.
1. In our modified version of BINARY_c we use the existing CO core
growth algorithm present in the standard version of BINARY_c during
the EAGB described by Eq. (33) in Hurley et al. (2000). To accom-
modate the transition to the massive star regime at masses exceeding
8.30 M, our modified version of BINARY_c smoothly transitions our
Mco,acB fit to the Pols98 fit mimicking the treatment the standard
version of BINARY_c uses when fitting M jTp.

2.1.2 Maximum third dredge up parameter

The third dredge-up parameter, A, describes the efficiency of the third
dredge up (Karakas et al. 2002):

_ Aderedge
TOAM:

where AMgredge 1S the mass of material which is dredged up and AM,
is the core mass increase during the interpulse period. The standard
version of BINARY_c calibrates the third dredge up maximum effi-
ciency, Amax, Up to a maximum initial stellar mass of 6.5 M. We

Pl 3
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Table 2. Table A.1, of Izzard et al. (2006) updated to include up to 8 Mg
stars at Z = 0.02. Nto describes the rise in luminosity during the first few
thermal pulses, and fiyrnon,min is the minimum modulation factor of the peak
luminosity (see Eq. A.6 of Izzard et al. 2006).

M (MO) Nto ftumon,min
1 11 0.4
2 12 0.35
3 15 0.35
4 14 0.4
5 24 0.4
6 17 0.4
7 19 0.5
8 30 0.8

refit the parameters b; for Amax from Eq. (6) in Karakas et al. (2002)
using the Monashl6 models up to 8 Mg. Our modified fit is:

3
b3y + b3y Mpospms + b33 M,

PostMS
)
3
1+ b34 MPostMS

max =

where b3 = —0.371188, b3, = 0.417241, b3z = 0.021788, and
b3q = 0.028935. Eq. 4 is valid for mass 1 — 8 Mg at Z = 0.02.

2.1.3 Luminosity during TP-AGB

Table A.1 of Izzard et al. (2006) is the updated table used by Eq. (29)
of Izzard et al. (2004) to calculate the surface luminosity during the
TP-AGB phase and is calibrated up to 6 Mg. Using the Monashl6
models, we have expanded the table to include stars up to 8 Mg, as
shown in Table 2.

2.1.4 Temperature at the base of the convective envelope during the
TP-AGB

The temperature at the base of the convective envelope T, governs
the rate of HBB and hence 20Al production. The standard version
of BINARY_c uses a fit to the maximum temperature of a star over
its lifetime and regulates it over the TP-AGB. The maximum Ty,
throughout the lifetime of the star is described by Eq. 37 and 38 in
Izzard et al. (2004) as:

1OgIO(F[‘bce,rnax) = min(6.0379 + a37Mepy, 1TP + B(¢, Mc,lTP)s 7.95)
)]

where, ¢ = 0 at metallicity 0.02, a37 is a constant, and

B({, Mc11p) = (a3gl>+b3gl+cag)x [1 +d3gMc TP + 638M02’1TP]
(6)

where asg...e3g are constants. The maximum limit of
10g10(Thee,max) = 7.95 no longer exists in the standard version of BI-
NARY_C. See Sec. 3.3.4 of Izzard et al. (2004) for more detail about
how BINARY_c models temperatures at the base of the convective
envelope.

The standard version of BINARY_c calibrates the maximum 7jce
fit up to 6.5Mp and restricts parameters input into the fit to
Mepy, 1P = 5.5Mp and M ;1p = 1.38 Mp. In our modified ver-
sion of BINARY_c, our reduced core mass also leads to a reduction
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Figure 2. Maximum 7y, achieved by single-stars modelled using the standard
version of BINARY_c (dark blue), our modified version of BINARY_c using the
CO core masses described in Section 2.1.1 (light blue), and our modified
version of BINARY_c including our modifications to both the CO core mass
and maximum 7jc.. We also show the maximum 7Ty from stars calculated by
the Monash16 models (red markers). Our modifications to the CO core mass
combined with our extrapolation of the maximum 7Ty, fit results in the max-
imum T, from our stars calculated from our modified version of BINARY_C
being in better agreement to the Monashl6 stellar-models, compared to our
stars modelled using the standard version of BINARY_cC.

in the maximum T}, leading to a notable reduction in 2° Al produc-
tion. To compensate we allow Eq. 5 and 6 to extrapolate to 8 Mg
by changing the maximum M,y jTp and M. j1p to 6.83 Mg and
M. 1tp = 1.01 Mg respectively. The new M. j1p and M, jp limits
are based on the M. jp and M. j1p of asingle 8 M synthetic model
using the CO core mass algorithm described in Section 2.1.1.

Fig. 2 shows the result of our modifications to the CO core mass and
our extrapolation to Eq. (37) in Izzard et al. (2004) on the maximum
Thvce achieved by our modelled stars over their lifetime, compared
with the standard version of BINARY_c and the Monashl6 models.
Fig. 2 shows our reduction of the CO core during the TP-AGB also
reduced the maximum 7}, below that of the stars from the Monash16
models. Fig. 2 shows our extrapolation of the maximum Ty, fit in
combination with our modified core mass, allows stars modelled
using our modified version of BINARY_c to experience a trend of
increasing maximum 7y with initial mass, similar to the Monash16
models. The maximum 7} calculated using our modified version
of BINARY_c are also in better agreement to the Monashl6 models
than the standard version of BINARY_cC.

2.1.5 BINARY_c input parameters

A grid of binary stellar-models were generated using our modified
version of BINARY_c. Our input parameters and prescriptions are
summarized in Table 3 and are based off the input parameters from
Kemp et al. (2021). Other model parameters are set to the BINARY_C
V2.2.2 defaults, most of which are described in Claeys et al. (2014).
A complete list of model parameters may be obtained upon request
from the author.

The various AGB algorithms, initial chemical abundances, and
TP-AGB wind prescription presented in Table 3 are chosen to be
the same as the prescriptions used to initially calibrate the BINARY_C
stellar-models to Monash02 in Izzard et al. (2004). We use the CE
binding energy parameter, Agg, described by Dewi & Tauris (2000)
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Table 3. Input physics and parameters of our BINARY_c grids. Parameters not listed are set to the BINARY_c V2.2.2 defaults described in Claeys et al. (2014).

Parameter/Physics

Standard

Primary-star initial mass range, M o

M  sampling distribution

Secondary-star initial mass range, M o

M sampling distribution

Initial orbital period, pg

po Sampling distribution
Metallicity, Z

Simulation time

Initial eccentricity

Initial stellar rotation

CE efficiency parameter, @

CE binding energy parameter, Apg
Wind angular momentum loss

RLOF angular momentum transfer model
Non-conservative angular momentum loss

Chandrasekhar mass
TP-AGB upper mass limit

AGB core/radius/luminosity algorithms

Initial chemical abundance
Core He-burning stellar wind
TP-AGB stellar wind

RLOF method

WRLOF method

0.95 -8.5Mp

Uniform

0.1Mp - M1 o

Uniform

1.0 - 10° days
Log-uniform

0.02

15 Gyr

0.0

0.0

1.0

Dewi & Tauris (2000)
Spherically symmetric
Conservative

Isotropic

1.38 Mg

8.35Mg

Karakas et al. (2002)
Anders & Grevesse (1989)
Off

Vassiliadis & Wood (1993)
Claeys et al. (2014)
g-dependent (Abate et al. 2013)

as it allows Agg to change with stellar evolutionary phase. The
RLOF and WRLOF prescriptions presented in Table 3 were cho-
sen based on their common usage within other studies (Izzard et al.
2018; Kemp et al. 2021) and are considered improvements to the
default prescriptions.

There is a threshold within BINARY_c which describes the mass
below which the TP-AGB prescriptions for radius, luminosity, and
nucleosynthsis are used (shown as "TP-AGB upper mass limit in
Table 3). By default it was set to 8.0 M. In the standard version of
BINARY_C non-degenerate carbon ignition occurs in stars of masses
> 7.64 M (although modelled stars up to 8.00 Mg experience the
TP-AGB). Our modification to M jtp described in Eq. 1 results
in less massive cores at the first thermal pulse, as shown in Fig. 1,
and non-degenerate carbon ignition occurring at masses > 8.30 Mg .
We increase the upper mass limit for the TP-AGB prescriptions to
8.35 Mg to accommodate.

2.2 Stellar yields

We define "stellar yield" to be the total mass ejected of a specific
isotope by a star over its lifetime. AGB stars eject matter into the
interstellar medium via stellar winds, making their stellar yields de-
pendent on their surface abundances. We discuss how stellar yields
are calculated from our synthetic models in both single and binary-
star cases.

2.2.1 Single-star stellar yields

The stellar yields of single-stars are calculated via Eq. 7 (Karakas
2010):

T dm
Yk = / Xk(f)d—df, (7
0 t

where yj is the yield of species k in Mp, X} is the surface mass
fraction of species k at time ¢, and % is the mass loss rate at time 7.

2.2.2 Binary-star stellar yields

Due to the complex nature of binary evolution, binary stellar
yields require a more elaborate calculation than stellar yields
from single-stars. The calculation of binary stellar yields includes
treatments for the following four scenarios unique to binary stellar
physics: (i) both stars undergoing mass loss, (ii) mass transfer, (iii)
CE/mergers, and (iv) novae/supernovae.

(i) Both stars undergoing mass loss. When both stars are los-
ing mass it is assumed that there is no mass transfer. Eq. 7 is used to
calculate the stellar yield from each individual star.

(ii) Mass transfer. During a mass transfer event such as RLOF or
stellar wind accretion, all ejected mass is assumed to originate from
the donating star. The net mass loss from the system during each
time step is calculated by taking the difference between the mass
lost from the donor star, and the mass gained by the accreting star.

(iii) CE/merger. In the event of a CE, the envelope is either
ejected or the stars merge. If the envelope is ejected the stellar yield
contribution is calculated using Eq. 7 using the surface abundances
of the overflowing star initially prior to the CE. If a merger occurs,
all of the mass ejected from the post-merger object are taken to
originate from the primary. Eq. 7 is used to calculate the yield
contribution from a post-merger object. If some of the envelope is
ejected during a merger, we determine the mass ejected from each
individual star from the following scenarios:

o Merger with a remnant. Remnants are not considered to con-
tribute to stellar yield. All mass loss from the system is assumed to

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2023)
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originate from the non-remnant star. Nucleosynthesis resulting from
mergers between two remnants (e.g., a double-degenerate Type la
supernovae) are not considered in our stellar yield calculation.

o Merger with one TP-AGB star. The radius of the envelope of
the TP-AGB star is significantly larger than the radius of its core.
Therefore the material in the envelope is considered to be bound
relatively loosely and more likely to be ejected during a merger. Here
we assume the TP-AGB star ejects its entire envelope before the
other star contributes. For example if a TP-AGB star with a 0.6 Mg
envelope merges with a MS star with a 1 Mg envelope and 0.8 Mg
is ejected from the system, it is assumed that 0.6 Mg originates from
the TP-AGB star and 0.2 Mg from the MS star.

o Merger between two non/both TP-AGB stars. It is assumed that
both stars eject material according to the ratio of their envelope
masses. For example, should a star with 0.6 M envelope mass merge
with a star that has 1.0 Mg envelope mass, and 0.8 Mg is ejected from
the system, then it is assumed that OgT?O % 0.8 = 0.3 Mg, of the total
0.8 M originates from the primary-star.

(iv) Novae/supernovae. Binary evolution may cause stars (that
would normally not explode when single) to explode. We do not
consider yield contributions from novae and supernovae in this work,
only stellar winds.

2.3 Weighted population stellar yields

The initial conditions for stellar-models in BINARY_c are sampled
from a grid of various independent initial conditions and are then
allowed to evolve. We use a 3D grid: Mj o x M5y X po, which
are sampled as described in Table 3. Grids of stellar-models in BI-
NaRY_c do not reflect the physical birth distributions of a stellar
population. To understand of the influence of binary evolution on
a low- and intermediate-mass stellar population, we need to correct
for this discrepancy by weighting the individual stellar yields by the
theoretical birth mass probability distributions, 7, of the stellar pop-
ulation. The weighting algorithm is based on the algorithm presented
in Broekgaarden et al. (2019), see also Kemp et al. (2021). The nor-
malised weighting factors (in units of Mg per Mg of star-forming
material available to our population, denoted as Mg /Mg _spm) are:

W 7(Xs,i)
ws,i = (1= fy)— =, ®)
St Jo ng g(xs,i)
for our single-star models, and
wm T(Xp ;)
Whi = fo— 77— &)
' ny &(Xp,;)

for our binary-star models where f;, is the binary fraction of our
population, (xs ;) and m(xXp ;) are the theoretical birth probability
distributions of the single and binary portions of the population
respectively for system i, and &(Xs ;) and é(Xp ;) are the BINARY_C
grid sample probability distributions, wy, is a normalising factor
which describes the number of stellar systems per Mg spm, and ng
and ny, are the numbers of single and binary systems respectively
sampled in BINARY_C.

The parameters describing the initial conditions of a binary system
are: the initial primary-star mass M , the initial secondary star mass
M, and the initial orbital period pg, and they are assumed to be
independent of one another. We write the birth mass distribution of
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the binary systems as the product of the probability distribution of
each parameter,

n(xp,i) = P1(My,0)P2(M 0, M2,0)Pp(po)s (10)

where P is the initial mass function described by Kroupa (2002),
P, is the birth mass probability of the secondary star masses, taken
to be uniform between 0.1M7 o and My (, and Pp is the probability
distribution of the initial orbital period, taken to be log-uniform
between 1 and 10° days (see Table 3). For the single-star portion, like
the binary primary-stars, the birth mass probability distribution was
taken from the initial mass function described in Kroupa (2002). The
repository https://github.com/keflavich/imf was utilised for
calculations involving the initial mass function.

Equations 8 and 9 can then weight any stellar output, such as the
stellar yield, to give us the weighted result for per M _spy for system
i. The weighted stellar yields produced by the whole single (denoted
as Y spop in units of Mo /Mg spm) and binary (denoted as yx ppop
in units of Mg /Mg _spm) portions of the stellar population are:

g

VisPop = ) We.i X Vis.is (1)
i=1

and
ny

Yk, bPop = ) ,Wb,i X Yk,b,i> (12)

i=1

where yj ¢ ; in Mg is the stellar yield of nuclide k produced by
single-star model 7 of the total ng number of single-star models, and
Yik,b,i in Mg is as y ¢ for the binary systems. yy , ; describes the
stellar yield from either the primary, secondary, or both. Finally, the
total weighted stellar yield of nuclide k& produced by the low- and
intermediate-mass stellar population, yi nop in Mo /Mg spMms is

Yk,pop = Yk,sPop T Yk,bPop- (13)

Our weighted 26 7] stellar population yields are calculated using
Equations 8 to 11 for populations with binary fractions 0, 0.25, 0.50,
0.75 and 1.0, using a 80 x 80 x 80 grid in our modified version of
BINARY_C.

2.4 Detailed stellar evolution models

A limitation of synthetic binary stellar models is that they rely on
approximations to detailed single-star models. To mitigate this lim-
itation, we employ detailed evolutionary modelling to test the key
evolutionary channels identified using our population-synthesis re-
sults. In Section 3.1.2 we find that the inclusion of binaries in our
population model results in more 20Al being ejected than our pop-
ulation of only single-stars. In Section 3.1.4 we find some synthetic
models responsible for 2641 overproduction enter the TP-AGB with
relatively small cores for their total mass. Our goal is to test if we
can replicate these conditions which allow for 2°Al overproduction
with detailed models and examine the consequences on the stellar
structure and yields.


https://github.com/keflavich/imf

The Mt Stromlo/Monash Stellar Structure Program (hereafter re-
ferred to as the Monash code), as described in Karakas & Lugaro
(2016) and references therein, is used to closely examine the stellar
structure of stars being influenced by binary evolution. The syntheti-
cally modelled stars overproduce 26 Al when they enter the TP-AGB
with a relatively massive envelope and small core for their total mass
(more detail is presented in Section 3.1). We replicate binary condi-
tions within the Monash code by mimicking a merger with a MS star
by increasing the envelope mass of the evolving star whilst holding
the core mass constant.

We evolve two stars using the Monash code both with an initial
mass of 5 Mg and solar metallicity, Z = 0.014 (Asplund et al. 2009),
from the pre-MS. The input physics for the single 5Mg star are
as described in Karakas & Lugaro (2016), including mass-loss pre-
scriptions. Table 4 shows the conditions of our single 5 Mg star when
we begin adding mass to the envelope. We evolve one 5 M star until
it crosses the HG but we halt its evolution before it ascends the GB.
We increase the envelope mass by 1 Mg, we turn on mass loss which
allows the star to relax into hydrostatic and thermal equilibrium, and
then increase the envelope mass by an additional 1 Mg and allow
the star to relax once again. We allow the star to evolve until stel-
lar winds during the TP-AGB reduce the total mass of the star to
3.78 M where subsequent models fail to converge. During the GB
we use the mass loss prescription described in Reimers (1975) with
n = 0.455 (McDonald & Zijlstra 2015). We increase the envelope
mass in 1 Mg increments as it allows us to rapidly add 2 — 3 Mg
while also allowing the models to adjust and converge. A total mass
of 7Mgp was the maximum mass achieved using this method as mod-
els of more massive stars failed to converge. We hereafter refer to
this model as our 5 + 2 Mg star.

We evolve the other 5 Mg star until the beginning of the EAGB.
During the AGB we use the mass loss prescription described in
Vassiliadis & Wood (1993). We then halt the evolution of the star,
increase the envelope mass by 1 Mg, and allow the star to relax
into hydrostatic and thermal equilibrium. We repeat this process two
additional times resulting in a star with a total mass of 8 Mp. We
hereafter refer to this model as our 5 + 3 Mg star. We then allow our
5+3 Mg star to evolve through 105 thermal pulses. We use a 5+3 Mg
binary model as many of our 2671 overproducing intermediate-mass
synthetic models enter the TP-AGB with a mass ~ 8 Mg (see Section
3.1.4).

3 RESULTS

This section presents our results of our synthetic models described in
Section 3.1. We then compare our results from our synthetic models
to our detailed models described in Section 3.2.

3.1 Synthetic model results

Here we present the results from our synthetic models calculated
using our modified version of BINARY_c. We first examine the 2671
yields from our single-star models, and then examine our stellar
populations. From our population models we investigate the stellar
conditions which influence the production of 20 Al

3.1.1 Single-star yields

We first calculate the 20 Al stellar yields from our single-stars mod-
elled by our modified version of BINARY_c. Our goal is to verify
that our changes described in Section 2.1 improve on the 2° Al yields
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Figure 3. 20Al yields as calculated from the standard (light blue) and mod-
ified (dark blue) versions of BINARY_c, the detailed Monashi6 (Z = 0.014,
red markers) models, and Doherty et al. (2014) (Z = 0.02, yellow mark-
ers) models. All models use the stellar wind prescription described in
Vassiliadis & Wood (1993), with the superwind beginning once the radial
pulsation period reaches 500 days, with the exception of the Doherty et al.
(2014) models notated as VW-M (yellow crosses) where the superwind be-
gins once the radial pulsation period reaches 850 days. AGB evolution in
BINARY_C is calibrated up to 6.5 Mg in the standard and 8.0 in our modified
versions. Uncalibrated AGB stars experience more massive CO-cores (see
Fig. 1) and increased HBB temperatures (see Fig. 2) leading to large spikes
of 26Al production. Our modifications to BINARY_c reduce the 2°Al peak
yield from 1.15 x 1074 Mg, to 7.86 x 107> M. Overall, our modifications
to BINARY_c result in 2°Al yields in better agreement to the stars from the
Monashl6 models.

from stars modelled from the standard version of BINARY_c and com-
pared to stars from the Monashl6 and Doherty et al. (2014) detailed
models. Fig. 3 shows our 26 A yields from single-stars modelled by
the standard and modified versions of BINARY_c with initial masses
0.95 — 8.5Mgp along with stellar-yields from the Monashl6 and
Doherty et al. (2014) (Z = 0.02, and with the superwind beginning
at radial pulsation periods of 500 days and 850 days) models.

Fig. 3 shows a sharp spike in the 20Al yields for stars of initial
mass M > 6.5 Mg from the standard version of BINARY_c, which
is not reflected by the stellar-yields from Doherty et al. (2014) or
Monashli6. The spike is caused by the transition from the Monash02
to the Pols98 models near initial mass 6.5 Mg and the mismatch
between the stellar structure calibrated using the Pols98 models, and
the thermal pulses AGB nucleosynthesis calibrated using Monash02
models. The 26 Al yield peaks at 7.42 Mg with a 20 Al yield of 1.15 %
10~* M. For comparison the 7.0 Mg star from the Monash code has
an 20Al yield of 2.90 x 107> Mo. AGB, more specifically TP-AGB,
nucleosynthesis and evolution are not calibrated in the 6.5 — 8.0 Mg
mass range. The peak 2 Al production from the uncalibrated masses
are an order of magnitude higher than the Monashl6 models and
dominate the 20Al stellar yields from our AGB stars.

Our modifications to BINARY_c aim to reduce the impact from the
uncalibrated mass range by reducing minimising the mass range it
influences (see Section 2.1 for discussion). The production of 261
is very sensitive to HBB temperatures and the slight increase in
TBCE,max» triggered by increased core mass as the stellar structure
of models transition to fits to Pols98, leads to the increased 26 Al
production compared to our standard BINARY_c models.

Our modification to BINARY_c reduces the mass range of uncali-
brated AGB evolution from 6.5-8.0 Mg to 8.0—8.3 M. Fig. 3 shows
there is still a spike in the uncalibrated mass range (8.0 — 8.3 Mg)
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Table 4. Stellar conditions of our single 5 Mg star modelled using the Monash code just before we add extra mass to the stellar envelope. The time is the age of
the star, M. is the H-exhausted core mass, Meyy is the envelope mass, Tef is the effective temperature, and L is the surface luminosity.

Model Time (yr) ~ Mc (Mo)  Meny (Mo)  logio(Terr [K])  logio(L [Lo]))
5+2Mg  8.224x 10" 0.773 4.227 3.708 2.608
5+3Mg  1.061 x 108 1.013 3.987 3.641 3.154

in the 29Al yields, peaking at 8.29 Mg with 7.86 x 107> M. The
underlying reason for this spike, in both the standard and modified
versions of BINARY_C, is the transition to Pols98 fits leading to over-
massive cores and increased HBB temperatures. The degree of this
increase is reduced in our modified BINaRY_c due to the relatively
small 0.3 M uncalibrated region before stars are massive enough to
be treated as massive stars. We consider the yields from our mod-
ified version of BINARY_c to be more reasonable than the standard
BINARY_C as the mass of 20Al produced by the 6.5 — 8.0 Mg stars
more closely follow the trends of the Monashi6 and Doherty et al.
(2014) (VW-93 case, see Fig. 3) models and the peak N produc-
tion in the uncalibrated mass ranges are reduced by 48%. The 20 Al
yields presented by Doherty et al. (2014), which covers a mass range
of 6.5Mg < My < 9.0 Mg at solar metallicity, do not exhibit any
spike in 20 Al similar to the behaviour shown in Fig. 3 for the standard
Vassiliadis & Wood (1993) AGB mass loss case.

The modified Vassiliadis & Wood (1993) AGB mass loss (VW-
M) case case from Doherty et al. (2014) presented in Fig. 3 has
an 20Al yield peak at 7.5Mg similar to the *0Al yields from the
standard version of BINARY_c. Since there are no models for the
VW-M case with masses < 7Mg from Doherty et al. (2014), we
cannot determine if this is a spike in the 26 A] yields similar to the
standard version of BINARY_c, or if the 20 Al yields would gradually
increase with mass like the Monash16 stars as shown in Fig. 3.

3.1.2 Weighted population yields

The top panel of Fig. 4 shows the weighted 2671 population yield
in units of solar masses per solar mass of star-forming material
(Mg /Mg spm) from a population with a binary fraction of 0.5,
plotted against the initial primary-star mass. The bottom panel of
Fig. 4 shows the equivalent figure for 27 Al.

Table 5 shows the total weighted population yield of 2°Al and
27 Al. We consider the influence of binary stellar evolution on 21 Al
since the ratio of 2°A1/27 Al is commonly used when considering the
production of 20Al (e.g. in dust grains).

The top panel of Fig. 4 shows that binary influence leads to a
net overproduction of 20 Al in systems with initial primary masses <
7.6 Mg and some underproduction in systems where M; o 2 7.6 Mg,
when compared to a single-star population. Table 5 shows that when
we have a binary fraction of 0.5 we see an overall 2°Al yield increase
of 18% relative to our single-star population. If we increase the binary
fraction to 0.75, Table 5 shows a 25% increase in the 2°Al weighted
population yield. The binary evolutionary mechanisms influencing
these changes in 2°Al production are explored in Sections 3.1.3 and
3.14.

The bottom panel of Fig. 4 and Table 5 shows that binary evolution
has little influence over 27 Al yields. The total weighted population
yields of all populations, including binaries, remain within 5% of
the total 27 Al ejected by our single-star population. This allows us to
attribute any change from single-star 20 A1/27 Al ratios to 2° Al
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3.1.3 A closer look at individual binary systems

To understand which stellar conditions correspond to 2° Al production
in stellar populations, we focus here on individual binary systems.
Figures 5 and 6 present the 20 Al/27 Al ratios calculated from the stellar
yields of various binary systems with primary masses of 3.59 Mg
and 7.07 Mg respectively.

Fig. 5a shows there are some binary system with 26 A1/27 Al ratios
over two orders of magnitude greater than that of a single 3.59 Mg
star (26A1/27A1 =2.1x%x 10‘4). The 20Al overproduction in stars with
initial masses < 5 Mg is primarily due to stellar mergers, which pro-
duce new stars of sufficient mass to undergo HBB. More precisely, the
overproducing stars with initial secondary mass M; o 2 3 Mg and
initial orbital period pg ~ 0.1 yr in Fig. 5a merge after the primary
ascends the GB and the secondary is on the MS. The overproducing
stars with pg < 0.01 yr in Fig. 5a merge when both stars are on the
MS, resulting in a new star which effectively evolves as a single-star
with sufficient mass for HBB.

Because low- and intermediate-mass stars primarily produce,
transport, and eject 2°Al during the TP-AGB phase, the regions of
underproduction (log[26A1/27Al] < —10) shown in Fig. 5b reflect
binary systems that do not experience or have a short TP-AGB phase
as a result of binary interactions. The systems with initial orbital
periods pg < 0.1 yr interact when the primary-star is on the GB,
and the systems with initial orbital periods py ~ 1 yr mostly interact
while the primary is on the AGB branch. Unstable mass transfer and
CE events lead to these stars being stripped of their envelopes and
truncating, or not entering, the TP-AGB phase.

The key difference between a single 3.59 M and a 7.06 Mg, star,
in the context of 20Al production, is that a single 7.06 My star has
sufficient mass to synthesize 2° Al through HBB. Fig. 6a shows there
are four distinct regions of 261 overproduction. The systems with
initial secondary star mass < 1.5Mg and initial orbital period <
0.1 yr merge while both stars are either on the MS, or when the
primary is crossing the HG and the secondary is on the MS. The
systems with secondary masses ~ 3 —4 Mg and initial orbital period
~ 0.01 yr and the systems with secondary masses > 6 M and orbital
periods ~ 1 yr in Fig. 6a commonly experience multiple RLOF and
CE events before they merge. The stellar types at the time of the
merger are often a CO-WD, with either a naked-He or HG companion,
or a merger between a naked-He and HG star. Finally, in Fig. 6 we see
26 A] overproduction in systems with initial orbital periods > 10 yr.
This 20Al originates from the secondary stars which gain, in extreme
cases, ~ 3 Mg via WRLOF.

Similarly to the 3.59 Mg primary stars presented in Fig. 5b, the
distinct regions of 20 Al underproduction visible in our 7.06 M, stars
in Fig. 6b are attributed to binary influence preventing the stars
from experiencing a complete TP-AGB phase. Also similarly to the
systems presented in Fig. 5, some underproduction is explained by
binary interactions with a GB or AGB star. Fig. 6b also shows aregion
of zero 2°Al yield in some systems with an initial orbital period
shorter then 0.01 yr. The systems producing zero 2°Al experience
mergers when both stars are on the MS, resulting in a single-star
with mass > 8.30 Mg. In our modified BINARY_c, stars of mass
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Figure 4. Stacked plots showing the weighted population yields of 2°Al (top) and 27Al (bottom) in solar mass per solar masses of star-forming material
(Mo /Mg sem) Vvs the initial single or binary primary-star mass. The population has a binary fraction of 0.5. The contributions to total population yield from
the single, binary primary, and binary secondary stars are shown. The single-star portion of the population is yellow, the binary primary is dark blue, and the
secondary star portion is light blue. The yield produced by a population of single-stars is shown by the red hatched area. The weighted yields are computed
using an 80 x 80 x 80 grid in BINARY_c. The top panel shows that the inclusion of binaries results in 18% more 2°Al being produced. The binary primary stars
produce the majority of 2°Al at masses < 6.00 Mg, and the secondary stars at 6.00 — 7.23 M. The bottom panel shows that the inclusion binary systems into

our population alters the population 27 Al yield by < 5%.

Table 5. 20A1 and 27 Al weighted population yields from our populations of binary fraction 0.0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, and 1.0, and their ratios to our population of

only single-stars.

Isotope Binary Fraction
0.00 0.25 0.5 0.75 1.0
2641 Weighted population yield (Mo /Mg spv) 1147 x 1077 1.266 x 1077 1.361 x 1077 1.431 x 1077 1.499 x 1077
Ratio pop. yield incl binaries / single only 1.000 1.104 1.187 1.248 1.306
27 a1 Weighted population yield (Mo /Mg spy)  1.483 x 107 1.507 x 1075 1.527 x 107> 1.532x 107> 1.545 x 1073
Ratio pop. yield incl binaries / single only 1.000 1.018 1.023 1.034 1.042

> 8.30 Mg are considered massive stars and explode without ejecting
any 26 A] via stellar winds. In this study we are only considering 261
released via stellar winds and do not consider 2° Al synthesized within
supernovae.

Fig. 7 shows the 26 Al/%7 Al ratios calculated from the stellar yields
of binaries with primary masses equal to 7.06 Mg and highlights the

stellar evolution of the binary’s primary and merged star (if appli-
cable). Fig. 7 shows us the evolutionary phenomena affecting 261
production. For example, the TP-AGB phase is very important for
26 A1 production and all stars not experiencing the TP-AGB under-
produce 26 Al compared to single-stars of identical mass. These stars
either all have their envelopes stripped, or they merge and later ex-
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Figure 5. 20A1/27 Al calculated from the stellar yields of binary systems with initial primary mass of 3.59 M. Panel (a) presents the data using a linear scale
for the colouring to better highlight 20 Al overproduction where mergers allow for stars to gain sufficient mass for HBB. Panel (b) shows the same data as panel
(a) but using a logarithmic colour scale to highlight 26 Al underproduction where binary evolution either shortens or prevents stars from entering the TP-AGB.
Areas of white-space in (b) indicate 2°Al/27 Al = (0. Data are generated using a 200 x 200 grid in our modified version of BINARY_c. The ejected material from
the 3.59 M single-star has an 26Al/%7 Al ratio of 2.1 x 107* (logjo [*°Al7Al| = -3.7).
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Figure 6. As Fig. 5 for an initial primary mass of 7.06 M. The single-star 7.06 M, case has an 26 Al/27 Al ratio from the ejected material of 3.9 x 10~2. Mergers
can result in massive stars which explode without entering the TP-AGB. Mergers and WRLOF may also lead to 2°Al overproduction as discussed in Section
3.14.
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plode. We also see in Fig. 7 that the overproducing systems with
initial orbital periods < 1yr all merge. Fig. 7 also shows that none
of the systems with pg > 10 yr explode or merge, yet they still over-
produce 2641 compared to our single 7.06 My star. These systems
all experience efficient WRLOF, and the majority 20Al from these
systems are ejected by the secondary stars.

3.1.4 Binary systems with initial primary mass > 5 Mg

The top panel of Fig. 4 shows that binary systems of initial pri-
mary mass 2 5Mg produce the majority of 26A1 in a low- and
intermediate-mass population, therefore our further discussion fo-
cuses on this mass range. Fig. 8 presents the initial conditions of
binary systems which achieve an 20A1/27 Al abundance ratio of at
least 10 times that of a single-star of identical mass to the primary-
star. Fig. 8 shows the most common (55% of systems identified in Fig.
8) evolutionary channel for 261 overproduction is the "No Merger"
channel. The "No Merger" channel represents binary systems with
efficient WRLOF allowing 2671 overproduction by the secondary
stars. All other evolutionary channels highlighted in Fig. 8 show that
mergers at various evolutionary stages also lead to 20 Al overproduc-
tion. The most common merger case (18% of systems identified in
Fig. 8) leading to 2° Al overproduction is the "naked-He + HG" case.

The stellar structures of the 20 Al overproducing stars identified in
Fig. 8 are now explored in more detail. Fig. 9 shows the core mass vs.
the total mass of the overproducing 26 Al stars identified in Fi g.8atthe
first thermal pulse of the TP-AGB phase. We find that due to binary
evolution, through either a merger or stable mass accretion, most
systems which overproduce 26 A1 almost enter the TP-AGB phase
with a relatively low-mass core for their total mass when compared
to single-stars. This is due to the standard and modified versions of
BINARY_C using the parameter Mpgg\s in the fitting formulae for the
core masses of evolved stars (see Section 2.1.1).

There are four systems identified in Fig. 9 that enter the TP-AGB
with relatively massive cores for their total mass, with their cores
up to 0.02 M more massive than single-stars of equivalent TP-AGB
mass. These systems have initial primary-star masses of 5.2-5.4 Mg
and enter the TP-AGB with masses 7.3 — 7.6 Mg. Although these
systems produce less 20Al than our single 7.3 — 7.6 Mg stars, they
produce at least an order of magnitude more 26 A1 than our single
5.2 — 5.4 Mg stars.

Fig. 10 shows the time the stars identified as 20Al overproduc-
ing in Fig. 8 spend in the TP-AGB phase vs. the total mass of the
overproducing star at the first thermal pulse. Fig. 10 shows that most
systems which overproduce 20Al spend more time on the TP-AGB
phase than single-stars of the same total mass. Fig. 10 also shows
that stars entering the TP-AGB phase with a total mass of ~ 8.4 Mg
have the highest 26 A1/27 Al. However it is important to remember that
the TP-AGB evolution physics in BINARY_c is calibrated up to 8§ Mg
using approximations based on single-star evolution, so we cannot
definitively conclude that our synthetic models obey the stellar evolu-
tion equations when mass is greater than 8 M. Further investigation
with a detailed model is required to verify this result.

Fig. 11 shows the surface 26 A1/27 Al abundance ratio of an overpro-
ducing star with M o = 5.10Mg, M o = 5.05Mg, and pg = 0.15
yr post-merger throughout the duration of the TP-AGB upon which
it enters with a mass of 8.26 Mg and a core mass of 0.87 Mg. Fig. 11
also shows the surface abundance ratio of a single 5.10 M star which
shares the same initial mass as the overproducing primary-star, and
of a single 8.27 Mg star which enters the TP-AGB with a total mass
of 8.19 My and a core mass of 1.18 M. Our overproducing binary
star experiences 72 thermal pulses and has a peak 2°Al/27 Al surface
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ratio of 0.41, 2.16 times that of our single 8.27 M star (peak surface
26A1/27 Al = 0.19) and higher than that of our single 5.10 Mg star
(P9A127Al=2.10 x 1073). The superwind (see Vassiliadis & Wood
1993) in our binary overproducer begins after it spends 0.204 Myr
on the TP-AGB, compared to 8,000 Myr in our single 8.27 Mg and
0.133 Myr in our single 5.10 M stars. Therefore, our binary over-
producer spends about about 25 times more time HBB than our
single 8.27 Mg star, and 1.5 times longer than our single 5.10 Mg
star. This binary overproducer has an 2641 yield of 2.00 x 1074 Mo
and an 29A1/27 Al ratio of 0.31 as calculated from the ejected mass.
The 2°A1/27 Al ratio calculated from the stellar yield is always lower
than the peak surface 26 A1/27 Al abundance ratio as the stellar yield
is calculated using dynamic surface abundances over the lifetime of
the star (Eq. 7). The reduced mass loss rate and delayed onset of
the superwind is attributed to 261 overproducers having a reduced
surface luminosity and smaller radii compared to single-stars of the
same total mass due to their less massive cores.

3.2 Monash models

To test the results of our modified version of BINARY_c, we look at
the stellar structure and surface abundances from our 5 + 2 Mg and
5 + 3 M Monash stellar-models at solar metallicity, Z = 0.014. We
present an overview of our results in Table 6.

3.2.1 Envelope mass increased during the HG

Fig. 12 shows our 5 + 2 M, (described in Section 2.4) evolutionary
sequences on the HR Diagram, compared to single-stars of 5 Mo and
7M. Our goal is to test if our 5 +2 Mg star enters the TP-AGB with
a core mass ~ 0.86 M, similarly to an identical star in BINARY_C.
Fig. 12 shows that as a consequence of the increased envelope mass,
our 5+ 2 Mp star experiences increased surface temperatures during
CHeB with a peak surface temperature Tef peax of 10,200 K which
is over double compared to the 5Mg (Teﬁ"peak = 4,700K) and
TMp single-stars (Tefr peak = 4, 500 K. We refer to this behaviour as
enhanced CHeB. Table 6 shows our 5+2 Mg star spends 1.68x 107 yr
on the CHeB phase which is 1.7 times longer than our single 7 Mg
star, but only 0.64 times as long as our single 5 Mg star. Our 5+2 Mg
star enters the TP-AGB with a core mass of 0.96 Mg which is similar
to that of a 7Mg single-star from Monashl6. This star does not
show similar behaviour to that of our overproducing stars in Fig. 8.
Conditions for 26 Al overproduction are not replicated in our 5+2 Mg
star as the enhanced CHeB phase increases the core mass to that of
a single 7 Mg star. As indicated in 6, the single 5 Mg star produces
2.6 X 1079 Mg of 2°Al and the single 7 Mg star produces over an
order of magnitude more 20Al at 2.9 x 107> Mg . Therefore, despite
our 5 + 2 Mg star failing to enter the TP-AGB with a small core for
its total mass, it would likely produce significantly more 26 A] than
the combined production of the single 5 M and 2 M, stars.

3.2.2 Envelope mass increased during the EAGB

Our 5 + 3Mg Monash stellar-model as described in Section 2.4
has 3 Mg of additional mass dumped onto the envelope after the
completion of core He-burning. See Table 6 for a summary of our
results. Our 5 + 3 Mg star enters the TP-AGB with a total mass of
8.0 Mg and a core mass of 0.87 Mg which is almost identical to the
core mass from the single 5 M solar metallicity star presented in
Karakas (2014). We evolve our 5 + 3 Mg star on the TP-AGB phase
through 8.47 x 10° yr and 105 thermal pulses. Our 5 + 3 Mg model
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sequence has not yet experienced the onset of the superwind when
it ends but we estimate, based on a linear fit to the radial pulsation
period between thermal pulse numbers 20 — 100, this will occur at
about thermal pulse number 139. At pulse 105 our 5 +3 Mg star has
spent 2.4 times longer on the TP-AGB than the single 5 Mg star.

Fig. 13 shows the maximum stellar radius during each thermal
pulse of our 5+3 Mg star compared to the single 5 M and 8 M stars
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modelled using the Monash code. Fig. 13 shows that our 5 + 3 Mg
star is smaller than even the single 5 Mg star. We speculate that
the low radius is the cause of the increased gravitational pressure
induced by the additional envelope mass forcing the star to shrink to
achieve hydrostatic and thermal equilibrium. Convective envelopes
are known to shrink with increased mass because R ~ M~1/3 in fully
convective polytropic stars (Chandrasekhar 1939). The smaller radius
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Table 6. Summary of the results from our Monash stellar-models. We include the core mass at the tip of the red giant-branch M rGpiip, H-exhausted core mass
after core He depletion M posicHeB, H-exhausted core mass at the first thermal pulse M 11, the highest temperature reached in the bottom of the convective

envelope ng‘:x, lifetime of the CHeB phase 7cye, lifetime of the TP-AGB 71pagp, mass lost during the final interpulse period before model termination M

final
lost ~

the 20Al stellar yield yyga;, and the 20 Al/27 Al ratio calculated from the stellar yields. We do not calculate the 26 Al yield from our 5 + 2 Mg star and we only

consider results related to the TP-AGB for our 5 + 3 Mg star.

Single-star Monash models

Model M. roBip (Mo)  Mcposicie (Mo) — Mcitp (Mo) T (MK)  7cpes (y1)  Treage (yr) MM (Mo)  yaear (Mo) — 2°AIZ7 Al
2Mo 0.441 0.503 0.531 2.8 1.21 x 108 2.61 x 10° 0.730 3.4 %1077 0.004
3Mo 0.421 0.576 0.598 6.3 1.09 x 108 1.71 x 10° 0.731 4.8 x 1077 0.004
5Mo 0.779 1.006 0.863 75.4 230%x 107 3.52% 107 0.369 2.6 x107° 0.009
7Mo 1.208 1.494 0.962 92.4 8.84 x 10 1.66 x 10° 0.159 2.9%x 1073 0.073
8Mo 1.460 1.760 1.052 100.0 6.45x10°  8.60 x 10* 0.089 3.9%x 1073 0.089
Binary-star Monash models

Model M. roBip (Mo) ~ Mcposicie (Mo) — Mcitp (M) T (MK)  7cpes (y1)  Treage (yr) MM (Mo)  yaear (Mo) — 2°A*7 Al
5+2Mg 0.790 1.498 0.960 92.0 1.64x 107 1.31 x 10° 0.176 - -
5+3Mo - - 0.873 86.2 - 8.47 x 10° 0.003 9.3 %107 0.142

of our 5 + 3 Mg star also results in a reduced mass loss rate as the
Mira radial pulsation period depends on radius (Vassiliadis & Wood
1993). Since our 5 + 3 Mg star sequence fails to evolve to the end of
the TP-AGB, it is expected that the radius will continue to increase
and probably surpass the maximum radius achieved by the single
5 Mg star.

Fig. 14 shows the temperature at the bottom of the convective
envelope, Tpee, Vs. thermal pulse number in our 5 + 3 Mg star and
the single SMg and 8 M stars modelled using the Monash code.
Thce in our 5 + 3 Mg star is both increased compared to the single
5 Mg star and, unlike both the single 5 Mg and 8 Mg stars, is almost
constant (Tpce = 86 million K) through many thermal pulses. Fig. 14
also shows that our 5 + 3 M star does not surpass the peak Tje of
the 8 Mg star.

Fig. 15 shows the efficiency of third dredge up, A, against thermal
pulse number in our 5 + 3 Mg star and the single 5Mg and 8 Mg
stars modelled using the Monash code. We find our 5 + 3 Mg star
has a similar A (Amax = 0.96) to the single 5Mg (Amax = 0.95)
rather than the single 8 Mg (Amax = 0.89). The increased A of our
543 Mg star aids in the production of 26 Al by allowing the transport
of more 20 Al, that is not destroyed by neutron capture, to the surface
via the third dredge up, albeit a small amount compared to the 20Al
synthesized via HBB. We speculate that the increased efficiency of
the third dredge up in our 5 + 3 Mg star, compared to our 8 M, star,
could potentially have implications for isotopes which rely on the
third dredge up to be transported to the stellar surface and ejected,
such as s-process elements.

Fig. 16 presents the core mass vs. luminosity in our 5+ 3 Mg star,
single 5 M and single 8 M stars modelled using the Monash code
alongside the M. — L relation from Paczynski (1970). Fig. 16 shows
that our 5 + 3 Mg star has a similar core mass (M. 1p = 0.87 Mg)
to the 5Mg star (M, 1Tp = 0.86 M) but its luminosity exceeds the
maximum luminosity of the single 5 M star and the M. — L relation
because of the hotter base of the convective envelope (Fig. 14) driven
by the increased compression of the relatively massive envelope. The
peak luminosity of our 5 + 3 Mg star (Lpeak = 4.83 X 10% L) does

not surpass the peak of the 8 Mg star (Lpeax = 6.37 X 104 Lo).

Fig. 17 shows the 20 A1/27 Al surface abundance ratio of the 5 Mo,
8 Mg, and our 5+3 Mg, stars modelled using the Monash code against
the thermal pulse count. Despite not achieving as high Ty, as that of
the 8 M star, as shown in Fig. 14, the sustained Ty, in our 5+3 Mg

star causes it to surpass the 8 Mg surface 20A1/27Al = 9.82 x 1072
abundance ratio after 69 thermal pulses. We calculate the surface
26 A1/%7 Al ratio through 86 thermal pulses (when 20A1/27 Al = 0.13).
We expect the surface 20 A1/27 Al to continue climbing until the onset
of the superwind near thermal pulse number 140. Taking the 2°Al
surface abundance at thermal pulse number 85 and the mass of the
remaining envelope, we estimate that the 2 Al stellar yield will exceed
9.3 x 107> Mo, at least 2.4 times higher than the single 8.0 M, star.

4 DISCUSSION

This section explores the significance and limitations of our results
and potential implications.

4.1 Detailed vs synthetic models

Our goal for the Monash models was to determine if we can replicate
the small core and massive envelope conditions shown in Fig. 9 that
allowed for 26 Al overproduction in synthetic stellar-models, and to
test if the Monash Models also experience prolonged HBB and 20 Al
overproduction compared to single-star models.

4.1.1 Our5+2Mg star and potential implications

AsshowninFig. 12 our 542 Mg star modelled using the Monash code
experienced enhanced CHeB with increased surface temperatures
(Teft,peax = 10,200K), over double compared to our single 5Mg
and 7Mg stars. Our 5 + 2Mg star increased its core mass from
M. rGBiip = 0.79 M (a similar M. rGRyip to our single 5Mg star,
see Table 6) t0 M. posicHeB = 1.49 Mg (similar M posiCHeB O a
single 7 Mg star). This behaviour is not reproduced in BINARY_c and
this is attributed to BINARY_c relying on the stellar mass as the star
begins to cross the HG (Mpygnms) to calculate how the stars evolve
post-MS (for example see Section 2.1.1). This works for single-stars
but does not take subsequent mass accretion, mass loss, or some
mergers (such as the GB + MS star in Fig. 11) into account. If the
duration of CHeB and core growth were modelled in BINARY_c based
on the total mass during CHeB, then 6295 out of 7297 (86.3%) of
our 20 Al overproducing stars identified in Fig. 8 might have more
massive cores than indicated in Fig. 9. This would mostly impact the
"No Merger" cases (which make up 55% of overproducing systems)
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Figure 8. Initial conditions of binary systems with 20 Al/%7 Al at least ten times
that of a single-star of the same initial mass calculated from the stellar yields.
In this figure we consider primary initial stellar mass > 5Mg. Coloured
according to the stellar types/evolutionary phase of the binary at the time of
merger. Binary data is extracted from 80 x 80 x 80 BiNaRY_c grid. A total of
7297 systems from this grid were identified as 2°Al overproducers. The "No
Merger" channel is the most common evolutionary channel with 4047 systems
identified are often wider binaries with initial orbital periods of 10 — 103 yr
and with initial secondary mass ~ 4.5 — 7Mg.

identified in Fig. 8 as these stars are HG, GB, or CHeB stars when
they accrete.

We do not explore the full implications of an enhanced CHeB
phase on 20 Al production. The enhanced CHeB experienced by our
542 Mp star may be a consequence of when we assumed the merger
to happen. If we accrete the extra mass when the H-core was better
established, or accrete mass more slowly, we may have found different
behaviour. Our 5+2 Mg star enters the TP-AGB with similar core and
envelope mass as our single 7 Mg star, and experiences similar HBB
temperatures and duration. We estimate a our 5 + 2 M would have
a similar yield as the single 7 Mg, star of 2.9 x 1075 Mg which is an
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Figure 9. Core mass at first thermal pulse vs. mass at first thermal pulse
in all systems identified in Fig. 8. See Fig. 8 for marker colour legend. If
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overproduction is the result of WRLOF (the "No Merger" case) the plot shows
data from the secondary star (the overproducing star in the system). Data from
single-star models are shown as the red line and terminate at M ~ 8.30 Mg
as more-massive single-stars explode and do not experience the TP-AGB. We
find most of our 26 Al overproducing stars either have core mass equal to that
of a single-star model of identical mass or less.

101 B — Single Stars ® o 04 0.5
- °
>
=3 =~ 0.4
o )
0 ke
z 0.3 E
[ —
c 1004 <
S by
]
()
1S
[ 0.1

1071+ : : ! :
6 7 8 9 10

Stellar Mass at First Thermal Pulse (M)

Figure 10. Time spent on the TP-AGB vs mass at first thermal pulse for all
systems identified in Fig. 8. Marker colours show the 20 A1/27 Al abundance ra-
tio calculated from the stellar yields. If the system merges this plot shows data
from the post-merger object, and if overproduction is the result of WRLOF
the plot shows shows data from the secondary star, which is the overproducer.
The single-stars are the red line. We find most of our 2°Al overproducing
stars experience relatively long TP-AGB phases compared to single-stars of
identical mass.

order of magnitude higher than the combined yield of 2.9 x 107 Mo
from our single 2 Mg and 5 Mg stars. A comprehensive study using
detailed models is required to fully understand the enhanced CHeB
and its consequences on stellar evolution and nucleosynthesis.
BINARY_C uses stellar-timescales described in Section 5.3 of
Hurley et al. (2000) to calculate models prior to the TP-AGB. Stellar
parameters such as H-exhausted core mass, luminosity, and evo-
lutionary phase are all dependent on these stellar-timescales. The
stellar-timescales are fit to the Pols98 single-star models, however
the enhanced CHeB phase is a consequence of binary evolution and
is therefore outside the bounds of the fits. For BINARY_c to adequately
model enhanced CHeB, we would need to refit the stellar-timescales,
luminosities, and radii etc. using binary detailed models. This result
highlights the need to involve detailed binary models when con-
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AGB with amass of 8.26 M and a core mass of 0.87 M. For comparison, the
surface 2 Al mass fraction for a single 5.10 M and a single 8.27 My, star are
included. The dashed lines indicate the onset of the superwind which triggers
a period of rapid mass loss. We find the 20A1/27 Al surface abundance ratio
of our post-merger overproducer peaks at 0.41, 2.16 times the peak surface
abundance ratio of the single 8.27 Mg and 205 times higher than our single
5.10 M, star. This overproducer has an 26 Al stellar yield of 2.00 x 1074 M.
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Figure 12. Hertzsprung-Russell diagram showing the evolutionary pathway
of asingle 5 Mg (light-blue) and single 7 M (dark-blue) stars from Monash16
in comparison to our 5+2 Mg star (yellow) after increasing the envelope mass
post-MS. The "small loop" is from the relaxation of our stellar-model. Our
5+ 2Mg stars ignites core helium with a M./ My = 0.11 and upon core He
depletion M./ Mo = 0.21. M./ M after core He depletion is identical to
that of the single 7 Mg, star after core He depletion. Our 5 +2 Mg, star experi-
ences a CHeB phase with comparatively high surface temperatures compared
to our 5 Mg and 7 Mg stars. Our 5+2 Mg star has a peak surface temperature
of 10*9' K during CHeB causing the prominent blue loop (marked "large
loop") observed in the HR diagram.

structing the tables and fitting formulae used by binary population
synthesis (e.g. see POSYDON, Fragos et al. 2023); single-star mod-
els are not sufficient.
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Figure 13. Maximum radius vs. thermal pulse count calculated by the Monash
Models. Plot shows evolution of a single 5 Mg star (light blue), a single 8 Mo
star (dark blue), and binary 5 M star which gains an additional 3 Mg during
the EAGB (yellow). The increased envelope mass of our 5 + 3 Mg, forces the
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Figure 14. As Fig. 13 but showing the temperature at the base of the con-
vective envelope, Tpce Vs. thermal pulse count as calculated by the Monash
Models. Our 5 + 2 Mg, star experiences hotter hot-bottom burning tempera-
tures compared to the single 5 M star due to the additional 3 Mg of material
in the envelope. Our 5 +2 Mg star has a M. 1p = 0.87 My compared to the
M. 11p = 1.05Mg of the single 8 Mg star leading to lower HBB tempera-
tures in our 543 Mg star compared to the single-star 8 M star. However our
5+ 3 My star experiences more thermal pulses and spends more time HBB
compared to both the single 5 M and 8 Mg, stars.

4.1.2 Our 5+ 3 Mg star and mass accretion post-CHeB

The 5 + 3 Mg star behaves like neither the 5 M nor 8 Mg stars. Fig.
16 shows that the core mass of our 5 + 3 M star remains similar to
that of our 5 M star but it is significantly more luminous due to a
hotter HBB phase, similar to how 2°Al overproducing stars evolve
in BINARY_c. We estimate that our 5 + 3 Mg star, which enters the
TP-AGB with a total mass of 8.00 Mg and a H-exhausted core mass
of 0.873 Mo, has an 20Al yield of > 9.3 x 1073 Mg and our similar
(if we ignore the possibility of an enhanced CHeB phase) BINARY_C
star shown in Fig. 11, which enters the TP-AGB with a total mass of
8.26 M and a H-exhausted core mass of 0.87 Mg, has an 20Al yield
of 2.0 x 10~* M. Additionally, overproducing stars modelled using
BINARY_cC and Monash codes both have abnormally long TP-AGB
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Figure 16. Core mass vs. Luminosity during the TP-AGB calculated by the
Monash Models. The M. — L relation is from Paczynski (1970). Plot shows
evolution of a single 5 Mg star (light blue), a single 8 Mg star (dark blue),
and binary 5Mg star which gains an additional 3 Mg during the EAGB
(yellow). We find the increased envelope mass of our 5+ 3 Mg star compared
to the single 5Mg star leads to increased HBB temperatures (see Fig. 2)
and increased luminosity. However our 5 + 3 Mg star does not becomes as
luminous as the single 8 M star.

phases (see Fig. 10 and Table 6). Our star modelled using BINARY_C
shown in Fig. 11 spends 3.65 x 100 yr on the TP-AGB, which is 2.3
times shorter than our 5+3 Mg, star modelled using the Monash code,
and 72 thermal pulses. We estimate our 5+3 Mg, star will experience
a total of 140 thermal pulses, almost double the thermal pulses from
our star modelled using BINARY_c in Fig. 11. Fig. 10 show that a
TP-AGB lifetime of 8.47 x 10° yr is longer than all of our BINARY_C
26 Al overproducers which enter the TP-AGB with 8 M, and our
5 + 3 Mg star has not yet begun the superwind.

From the merger channels identified in Fig. 8, our 5 + 3 M most
closely represents the "TP-AGB + HG" case, which results in an
EAGB star post-merger. There are 6 2671 overproducers from our
80 x 80 x 80 grid evolving down this channel.
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Figure 17. Surface 26 Al/27 Al against thermal pulse number for a single 5 Mg
star (light blue), a single 8 Mg star (dark blue), and our binary 5 Mg star
which gains an additional 3 Mg during the EAGB (yellow). The 20A1/27 Al
surface abundance ration of our 5 + 3 Mg star surpasses the peak 20 Al/>7 Al
=9.82x 102 achieved by the 8 M, star after 69 thermal pulses. Our 5+3 Mg
star achieves a surface 20 Al/27 Al = 0.13 at thermal pulse 86.

4.2 Synthetic model uncertainty

Detailed single-star models are subject to uncertainty regarding AGB
evolution (Bussoetal. 1999; Herwig 2005; Karakas & Lattanzio
2014) and mass loss (Stancliffe & Jeffery 2007; Hofner & Olofsson
2018). The uncertainty in the rate of 2°Al destruction via the
26 A](p,y) reaction has also been shown to alter 20 Al yields in single-
star models by a factor of about 2 (Izzard et al. 2007; Siess & Arnould
2008). For this work we use the reaction rates from the Nuclear As-
trophysics Compilation of Reaction Rates (NACRE) collaboration
Angulo et al. (1999). More recent reaction rates are available, e.g.
see Zhang et al. (2023) for an update on the 25 Mg(p,y)26Al reaction
rate from the Jinping Underground Nuclear Astrophysics Experimen-
tal Facility (JUNA), or Straniero et al. (2013) from the Laboratory
for Underground Nuclear Astrophysics (LUNA) collaboration. How-
ever, investigating their inpact is beyond the scope of the paper. Due
to the approximate nature of synthetic models, these uncertainties are
exacerbated. The inclusion of binary evolution introduces additional
uncertainty with, chiefly the inclusion of mass transfer and common
envelope evolution. A detailed study of the uncertainties involved in
binary evolution is outside of the scope of this paper, so it is unclear
at this time the significance of our results presented in Table 5.

4.3 Eccentricity

In this paper we explored how varying initial primary mass, sec-
ondary mass, and orbital period affect 20 Al production in AGB stars.
One key parameter which is not explored is the initial eccentricity.
Table 3 shows we set the initial eccentricity for all binary systems
to zero. Systems with an initial orbital period of < 10 days are be-
lieved to circularize due to tidal interaction within the lifetime of
the system (Hurley et al. 2002), however wider binaries with zero
eccentricity have been rarely observed (Duquennoy & Mayor 1991;
Raghavan et al. 2010; Tokovinin & Kiyaeva 2016). An eccentric or-
bit in a wide binary would likely increase the possibility of a RLOF
or CE event within the binary system and will need to be included
for our results to better reflect observations.



4.4 Questionable results in BINARY_C
4.4.1 Synthetic models with mass > 6.5Mg

All synthetic stellar-models are calibrated to the Monash02 and
Monashl6 models for CO-core mass, maximum third dredge up
parameter, TP-AGB luminosity, and temperature at the base of the
convective envelope up to 8 M (see Section 2.1). A notable update
missing from our modified version of BINARY_c is the HBB calibra-
tion table (see Table A.3 in Izzard et al. 2006) which controls some
nuclear burning properties during HBB such as how quickly temper-
atures at the bottom of the convective envelope reach Tyce max (see
Section 2.1.4) and the fraction of the convective envelope actively
HBB. It was found in Izzard et al. (2004) that chemical abundances
are extremely sensitive to small deviations in the HBB calibration
table. Since ejected 2°Al from AGB stars is primarily synthesized
via HBB, an improvement to our method could be to extend the HBB
calibration table in BINARY_c up to 8 M.

We calibrate our modified version of BINARY_c up to 8 M based
on available Monashl6 models, however Fig. 3 shows that synthetic
single-stars end their lives as supernovae after 8.30 M. This means
the single-stars of initial mass between 8 M and 8.30 Mg are un-
calibrated for some stellar parameters such as radius and luminosity.
BINARY_c handles this region by holding stellar parameters constant
after 8 M. For example Eq. 3 is dependent on stellar mass as it enters
the HG but in our modified version of BINARY_c it is capped at 8 Mg
effectively holding Amax constant at 0.89 for models of mass > 8 Mg
(based on results from Doherty et al. 2015, we do not expect Amax
to drastically change). It is unclear if all the stellar parameters of our
synthetic stars of masses 8.0 — 8.3 M are behaving similarly to stars
calculated using detailed stellar-models.

4.4.2 An interesting 20 Al overproduction channel

An interesting binary overproducer is the "TP-AGB + HG" channel.
Fig. 9 shows that the TP-AGB + HG merger case results in a new star
which may enter the TP-AGB with a total mass > 9 M and a core
mass < 0.95Mg at the first thermal pulse. Fig. 10 indicates these
stars spend more than 5 Myr on the TP-AGB. Two of these stars spend
so long on the TP-AGB they burn all of the H in their envelopes via
HBB, resulting in a naked-He star which later explodes as a stripped
core collapse supernova. These stars are infrequent, with only four
overproducers in our BINARY_C 80 % 80 80 population evolving into
naked-He stars, but they gain an 26 A1/27 Al surface abundance ratio of
over 0.5. It would be interesting to look at how these systems behave
with a detailed stellar evolution code, especially given that a total
mass of 9 Mg lies outside BINARY_c calibration for AGB evolution.

4.5 26Al contribution from supernovae

Fig. 7 shows that binary evolution can sometimes result in super-
novae. We do not consider the yields originating from supernovae
in this study. One major of source of 2°Al underproduction shown
in the top panel of Fig. 4 from stars with an initial mass of at least
7.5Mp is due to supernovae truncating stellar evolution. Models
from Limongi & Chieffi (2018) show that a core collapse supernova
from a single 13 Mg star could produce an 20Al stellar yield on
the order of 1075 Mg, which is on the same order of magnitude as
our synthetic single-stars of initial mass greater than about 7 Mg
as presented in Fig. 3. In our BINARY_c grid of 80 x 80 x 80, we
have 65,876 electron-capture and core-collapse supernovae. The in-
clusion of supernovae is expected to increase the 2 Al contribution
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from intermediate-mass stars and increase the overall influence from
binary evolution.

4.6 Comparison to observed 2° Al abundances

Presolar grains are grains of stardust which become encased within
meteorites. This is separate from meteoric abundances which are
thought to reflect the abundances upon which the solar system
formed. Presolar grains form in the stellar winds of stars with Group
II (as defined in Nittler et al. 1997) oxide grains thought to orig-
inate from HBB AGB stars. Presolar grains are our best observa-
tional source of 20Al from AGB stars, as their abundances reflect
the surface abundances of the parent stars at the time of ejection.
Other observational sources of 20 Al such as direct measurement from
molecular clouds (Kamiriski et al. 2018) are limited, and gamma-ray
observations lack the resolution to measure individual stellar sources
(Naya et al. 1998).

The disadvantage of presolar grains is that their parent stars must
be inferred from their observed abundances, and are hence uncertain.
HBB is believed to prevent carbon-star formation (Boothroyd et al.
1993), therefore presolar grains from HBB-stars are believed to be
oxygen-rich. Stellar models of HBB stars (Lugaro et al. 2017) uti-
lizing the reaction rates from the LUNA collaboration (Bruno et al.
2016) have resulted in oxygen and 26 A1/27 Al abundances similar to
those found in Group II oxide presolar grains.

Group II oxide presolar grains reach an 26 Al/27 Al ratio of ~ 0.1
(Nguyen & Zinner 2004), which is a little lower than single highest
26 A1/27 Al achieved by our synthetic models of 0.6. Note that preso-
lar grains may be diluted by surrounding material hence lowering
isotopic abundances (e.g. see Nguyen et al. 2007). To perform a
comprehensive comparison to Group II presolar grains we will need
data for oxygen isotopes, which we do not calculate in detail for our
models. The oxygen isotopes will be studied in future work.

A common topic of discussion surrounding 2° Al is the overabun-
dance of 20Al detected within the early solar system as inferred
through excess of its daughter nuclide, 2° Mg, in meteorites (Lee et al.
1977). Multiple theories have been put forward including pollution
from a nearby supernovae (Cameron & Truran 1977; Schiller et al.
2015) or stellar winds originating from a Wolf-Rayet (Gaidos et al.
2009) or AGB star (Wasserburg et al. 2006; Lugaro et al. 2012;
Wasserburg et al. 2017; Parker & Schoettler 2023), and synthesis
within the protostellar disk (Gaches et al. 2020). The solar sys-
tem is estimated to have formed with an 20Al/2” Al abundance of
about 5.3x 107 (Jacobsen et al. 2008; Mishra & Chaussidon 2014;
Liu et al. 2019), but some meteoric abundances have also been esti-
mated to be less than 2 x 107° (Makide et al. 2011). The 26 A1/27 Al
abundances from our synthetic binary models manage to span over
this range, but our single star models do not with a minimum non-
zero 20 A1/27 Al abundance ratio of 7.4 x 10~ from the stellar yields.
This leads to some support for an AGB-binary origin, but material
from the interstellar medium will not be pure AGB-star ejecta hence
diluting AGB-star material and lowering the 20 Al/%7 Al ratio by some
unknown factor.

The radioactive isotope °°Fe is commonly used to constrain the
initial conditions of the solar system’s progenitor star via the ra-
tio 2°Al/%0Fe. Our results do not currently include “Fe or other
commonly discussed radionuclides such as 197Pd and 82Hf (Adams
2010; Lawson et al. 2022; Trueman et al. 2022), therefore we can-
not comment on the prospect of binary influence contributing to the
abundance of presolar 2671, OFe and other radionuclides will be
studied in future work.
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4.7 AGB binary evolution and globular cluster abundance
anomalies

Measured abundances of stars in globular clusters have been a
source of both confusion and frustration for decades. Observed
abundances show enhanced N, Na, and Al alongside depleted C,
O and Mg (Sneden etal. 1997; Lamb etal. 2015; Salgado et al.
2022) likely due to proton-capture nucleosynthesis or extra mix-
ing. Massive binaries (de Mink et al. 2009), supermassive stars
(Denissenkov & Hartwick 2014), deep mixing during on the GB
(Sweigart & Mengel 1979; Fujimoto et al. 1999), birth compositions
(Cottrell & Da Costa 1981; D’Antona & Ventura 2007), fast rotating
massive stars (Decressin et al. 2007), and AGB stars (Fenner et al.
2004; Karakas et al. 2006; D’Ercole et al. 2010; Ventura et al. 2011)
have been investigated as a potential polluters for various abundance
pattern anomalies. Could the extended HBB experienced by the 20Al
overproducers be a source of pollution in Galactic globular clus-
ters? Globular clusters today are observed to have relatively low
binary fractions (< 10%) (Davis et al. 2008; Ji & Bregman 2015;
Lucatello et al. 2015), however their initial binary fractions are un-
certain. N-body simulations are unhelpful, with some suggesting
globular clusters may have been formed with binary fractions up to
100% which dramatically reduces over time (Ivanova et al. 2005),
while others find that they mostly retain their initial binary fractions
(Hurley et al. 2007). The 5 + 3 Mg Monash model and BINARY_C
overproducers presented in this study show enhanced N and depleted
O at solar metallicity, lending some credibility to the idea that pro-
longed HBB in intermediate-mass binary systems could potentially
be a source of the anomalous abundances observed in globular clus-
ters. This will be further explored in future work.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this study we investigate the influence of binary evolution on the
26 A] yields of low to intermediate-mass stars, and on a stellar pop-
ulation. Using the binary population synthesis code BINARY_cC, we
find that the inclusion of binary effects increases the total weighted
26 A] yield by 18% at a binary fraction of 0.5 compared to our pop-
ulation of only single-stars. A binary fraction of 0.75 increased the
total weighted population yield by 25%. Population synthesis results
show that mergers with at least one evolved star and WRLOF onto a
secondary HG, GB, or CHeB star are the main channels which lead
to 20A1 overproduction in low- and intermediate-mass stars. These
channels lead to synthetic stars entering the TP-AGB phase with small
cores for their total masses, allowing them to spend an extended time
on the TP-AGB and thereby extending the period of HBB. An exam-
ple is our binary system of primary-star mass 5.10 Mg, secondary
mass of 5.05 Mg and orbital period of 0.15yr which enters the TP-
AGB with a total mass of 8.27Mg and M. jTp = 0.87 Mg after a
merger. This system has a peak 20A1/27 Al surface abundance ratio
of 0.41, over 200 times higher than our single 5 Mg and over dou-
ble that of even our single 8.27 Mg star. Conversely, we find that
binary systems which experience RLOF or CE events may prevent
stars from entering the TP-AGB phase or lead to insufficient mass
for HBB, thereby leading to an underproduction of 2°Al.

We calculate stellar-models using the Mt Stromlo/Monash Stellar
Structure Program to attempt to replicate the conditions which allow
stars modelled using BINARY_c to overproduce 20Al by increasing
the envelope mass of a single 5 M star during the HG and EAGB
phases. Our 5 + 2 Mg star, which gains 2 M during while crossing
the HG, experiences an enhanced core He-burning phase. This star
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enters the core He-burning phase with a core mass similar to a single
5 Mg star but has a similar core and envelope mass to a single 7 Mg
star at the first thermal pulse. This behaviour is not replicated by
our stars modelled using BINARY_c as 86% of 20 Al overproducing
stars undergo CHeB after a merger and enter the TP-AGB with small
cores for their total masses. A more thorough investigation with
detailed models is required to fully understand the implications of an
enhanced CHeB phase on our results. However we find our 5 + 2 star
behaves similarly to a single 7 Mg star upon entering the TP-AGB
and will likely produce a similar 2671 yield resulting in an overall
overproduction compared to the combined single 2 Mg and 5 Mg
cases.

Our 5 + 3 Mg star gains 3 Mg onto its envelope during the EAGB
but before the second dredge up. Our 5+3 Mg star does enter the TP-
AGB with a small core for its total mass and experiences a prolonged
TP-AGB phase ~ 10 times longer than the single 8.0 M and ~ 4
times longer than the single 5 Mg star modelled using the Monash
code. This leads to an extension of the TP-AGB phase and HBB
resulting in an overproduction of 2© Al compared to a single 5 Mg or
8 Mg star.

Our results show that 2°Al yields of individual systems can be
extremely sensitive to binary evolution leading to an overall over-
production in a stellar population as compared to a population of
only single-stars. Further investigation involving detailed models in-
cluding core growth during core He-burning is required to verify
our synthetic models. Our results introduce the possibility of binary
evolution being responsible for the anomalous abundances observed
in globular clusters or for the overabundance of 2°Al in our solar
system. Our results show considerable promise in understanding the
contribution from binary evolution onto the stellar yields from a low-
and intermediate-mass stellar population.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Z0 acknowledges this research was supported by an Australian Gov-
ernment Research Training Program (RTP) Scholarship. AK and ZO
were supported by the Australian Research Council Centre of Ex-
cellence for All Sky Astrophysics in 3 Dimensions (ASTRO 3D),
through project number CE170100013.

RGI thanks STFC for funding BINARY_C through grants
ST/L003910/1 and ST/R000603/1, and acknowledges the support
of the BRIDGCE consortium.

DATA AVAILABILITY

Data can be made available upon reasonable request to the corre-
sponding authors.

REFERENCES

Abate C., Pols O. R, Izzard R. G., Mohamed S. S., de Mink S. E., 2013,
A&A, 552, A26

Abate C., Pols O. R., Stancliffe R. J., Izzard R. G., Karakas A. 1., Beers T. C.,
Lee Y. S., 2015, A&A, 581, A62

Adams F. C., 2010, ARA&A, 48, 47

Anders E., Grevesse N., 1989, Geochimica Cosmochimica Acta, 53, 197

Angulo C., et al., 1999, Nuclear Phys. A, 656, 3

Arnould M., Goriely S., Jorissen A., 1999, A&A, 347, 572

Asplund M., Grevesse N., Sauval A. J., Scott P., 2009, ARA&A, 47, 481

Boothroyd A. I., Sackmann I. J., 1992, ApJ, 393, L21

Boothroyd A. I., Sackmann I. J., Ahern S. C., 1993, ApJ, 416, 762


http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201220007
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2013A&A...552A..26A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081309-130830
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010ARA&A..48...47A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0016-7037(89)90286-X
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1989GeCoA..53..197A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(99)00030-5
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999A&A...347..572A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.46.060407.145222
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/186441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/173275

Boothroyd A. I., Sackmann I. J., Wasserburg G. J., 1995, ApJ, 442, L21

Brinkman H. E., Doherty C. L., Pols O. R., Li E. T., Coté B., Lugaro M.,
2019, ApJ, 884, 38

Brinkman H. E., den Hartogh J. W., Doherty C. L., Pignatari M., Lugaro M.,
2021, ApJ, 923, 47

Brinkman H. E., Doherty C., Pignatari M., Pols O., Lugaro M., 2023, ApJ,
951, 110

Broekgaarden F. S., et al., 2019, MNRAS, 490, 5228

Bruno C. G, et al., 2016, Phys. Rev. Lett., 117, 142502

Busso M., Gallino R., Wasserburg G. J., 1999, ARA&A, 37, 239

Cameron A. G. W., Truran J. W., 1977, Icarus, 30, 447

Chandrasekhar S., 1939, An introduction to the study of stellar structure

Cinquegrana G. C., Joyce M., Karakas A. L., 2022, ApJ, 939, 50

Claeys J. S. W., Pols O. R., Izzard R. G., Vink J., Verbunt F. W. M., 2014,
A&A, 563, A83

Cottrell P. L., Da Costa G. S., 1981, ApJ, 245, L79

D’Antona F., Ventura P., 2007, MNRAS, 379, 1431

D’Ercole A., D’Antona F., Ventura P., Vesperini E., McMillan S. L. W., 2010,
MNRAS, 407, 854

Davis D. S., Richer H. B., Anderson J., Brewer J., Hurley J., Kalirai J. S.,
Rich R. M., Stetson P. B., 2008, AJ, 135, 2155

De Marco O., Izzard R. G., 2017, Publ. Astron. Soc. Australia, 34, e001

Decressin T., Meynet G., Charbonnel C., Prantzos N., Ekstrom S., 2007,
A&A, 464, 1029

Denissenkov P. A., Hartwick F. D. A., 2014, MNRAS, 437, 1L.21

Dewi J. D. M., Tauris T. M., 2000, A&A, 360, 1043

Doherty C. L., Gil-Pons P, Lau H. H. B., Lattanzio J. C., Siess L., 2014,
MNRAS, 437, 195

Doherty C. L., Gil-Pons P, Siess L., Lattanzio J. C., Lau H. H. B., 2015,
MNRAS, 446, 2599

Duchéne G., Kraus A., 2013, ARA&A, 51, 269

Duquennoy A., Mayor M., 1991, A&A, 248, 485

Eggleton P. P., 1983, ApJ, 268, 368

Fenner Y., Campbell S., Karakas A. I., Lattanzio J. C., Gibson B. K., 2004,
MNRAS, 353, 789

Forestini M., Arnould M., Paulus G., 1991, A&A, 252, 597

Fragos T., et al., 2023, ApJS, 264, 45

Fujimoto M. Y., Aikawa M., Kato K., 1999, ApJ, 519, 733

Gaches B. A. L., Walch S., Offner S. S. R., Miinker C., 2020, ApJ, 898, 79

Gaidos E., Krot A. N., Williams J. P., Raymond S. N., 2009, ApJ, 696, 1854

Herwig F., 2005, ARA&A, 43, 435

Hofner S., Olofsson H., 2018, A&ARv, 26, 1

Hurley J. R., Pols O. R., Tout C. A., 2000, MNRAS, 315, 543

Hurley J. R., Tout C. A., Pols O. R., 2002, MNRAS, 329, 897

Hurley J. R., Aarseth S. J., Shara M. M., 2007, ApJ, 665, 707

Iben Icko J., 1991, AplS, 76, 55

Ivanova N., Belczynski K., Fregeau J. M., Rasio F. A., 2005, MNRAS,
358, 572

Izzard R. G., Jermyn A. S., 2022, MNRAS

Izzard R. G., Tout C. A., Karakas A. I, Pols O. R., 2004, MNRAS, 350, 407

Izzard R. G., Dray L. M., Karakas A. I., Lugaro M., Tout C. A., 2006, A&A,
460, 565

Izzard R. G., Lugaro M., Karakas A. 1., Iliadis C., van Raai M., 2007, A&A,
466, 641

Izzard R. G., Glebbeek E., Stancliffe R. J., Pols O. R., 2009, A&A, 508, 1359

Izzard R. G., Preece H., Jofre P., Halabi G. M., Masseron T., Tout C. A., 2018,
MNRAS, 473, 2984

Jacobsen B., Yin Q.-z., Moynier F., Amelin Y., Krot A. N., Nagashima K.,
Hutcheon I. D., Palme H., 2008, Earth and Planetary Science Letters,
272, 353

JiJ., Bregman J. N., 2015, ApJ, 807, 32

Kaminski T., et al., 2018, Nature Astronomy, 2, 778

Karakas A. I., 2010, MNRAS, 403, 1413

Karakas A. 1., 2014, MNRAS, 445, 347

Karakas A. 1., Lattanzio J. C., 2003, Publ. Astron. Soc. Australia, 20, 279

Karakas A. 1., Lattanzio J. C., 2014, Publ. Astron. Soc. Australia, 31, 030

Karakas A. L., Lugaro M., 2016, ApJ, 825, 26

26Al production in AGB binary systems 19

Karakas A. I., Lattanzio J. C., Pols O. R., 2002, Publ. Astron. Soc. Australia,
19,515

Karakas A. 1., Fenner Y., Sills A., Campbell S. W., Lattanzio J. C., 2006, ApJ,
652, 1240

Kemp A. J., Karakas A. I., Casey A. R., Izzard R. G., Ruiter A. J., Agrawal
P., Broekgaarden F. S., Temmink K. D., 2021, MNRAS, 504, 6117

Knodlseder J., et al., 1999, A&A, 345, 813

Kroupa P., 2002, Science, 295, 82

Lamb M. P., Venn K. A., Shetrone M. D., Sakari C. M., Pritzl B. J., 2015,
MNRAS, 448, 42

Lattanzio J. C., 1992, Publ. Astron. Soc. Australia, 10, 120

Lau H. H. B., Stancliffe R. J., Tout C. A., 2008, MNRAS, 385, 301

Lawson T. V., Pignatari M., Stancliffe R. J., den Hartogh J., Jones S., Fryer
C. L., Gibson B. K., Lugaro M., 2022, MNRAS, 511, 886

Lee T., Papanastassiou D. A., Wasserburg G. J., 1976, Geophys. Res. Lett.,
3,109

Lee T., Papanastassiou D. A., Wasserburg G. J., 1977, ApJ, 211, L107

Lichtenberg T., Parker R. J., Meyer M. R., 2016, MNRAS, 462, 3979

Limongi M., Chieffi A., 2018, ApJS, 237, 13

Liu M. C., Han J., Brearley A. J., Hertwig A. T., 2019, Science Advances,
5, eaaw3350

Lucatello S., Sollima A., Gratton R., Vesperini E., D’Orazi V., Carretta E.,
Bragaglia A., 2015, A&A, 584, A52

Lugaro M., Karakas A. L., 2008, New Astron. Rev., 52, 416

Lugaro M., Doherty C. L., Karakas A.I., Maddison S. T., Liffman K., Garcfa-
Herndndez D. A., Siess L., Lattanzio J. C., 2012, Meteoritics and Plane-
tary Science, 47, 1998

Lugaro M., et al., 2017, Nature Astronomy, 1, 0027

Makide K., Nagashima K., Krot A. N., Huss G. R., Ciesla F. J., Hellebrand
E., Gaidos E., Yang L., 2011, ApJ, 733, L31

Martin P., Knodlseder J., Diehl R., Meynet G., 2009, A&A, 506, 703

McDonald 1., Zijlstra A. A., 2015, MNRAS, 448, 502

Meynet G., Arnould M., Prantzos N., Paulus G., 1997, A&A, 320, 460

Mishra R. K., Chaussidon M., 2014, Earth and Planetary Science Letters,
390, 318

Moe M., Di Stefano R., 2017, ApJS, 230, 15

Mowlavi N., Meynet G., 2000, A&A, 361, 959

Naya J. E., Barthelmy S. D., Bartlett L. M., Gehrels N., Parsons A., Teegarden
B. J., Tueller J., Leventhal M., 1998, ApJ, 499, L169

Nguyen A. N., Zinner E., 2004, Science, 303, 1496

Nguyen A. N., Stadermann F. J., Zinner E., Stroud R. M., Alexander C. M. O.,
Nittler L. R., 2007, ApJ, 656, 1223

Nittler L. R., Alexander O., Gao X., Walker R. M., Zinner E., 1997, ApJ, 483,
475

Paczyniski B., 1970, Acta Astron., 20, 47

Paczynski B., 1971, ARA&A, 9, 183

Parker R. J., Schoettler C., 2023, ApJ, 952, L16

Pols O. R., Schroder K.-P., Hurley J. R., Tout C. A., Eggleton P. P., 1998,
MNRAS, 298, 525

Prantzos N., Diehl R., 1996, Phys. Rep., 267, 1

Raghavan D., et al., 2010, ApJS, 190, 1

Reimers D., 1975, Memoires of the Societe Royale des Sciences de Liege, 8,
369

Salgado C., Da Costa G. S., Yong D., Salinas R., Norris J. E., Mackey A. D.,
Marino A. F., Milone A. P., 2022, MNRAS, 515, 2511

Schiller M., Paton C., Bizzarro M., 2015, Geochimica Cosmochimica Acta,
149, 88

Schneider F. R. N., et al., 2014, ApJ, 780, 117

Siess L., 2010, A&A, 512, A10

Siess L., Arnould M., 2008, A&A, 489, 395

Siess L., Izzard R. G., Davis P. J., Deschamps R., 2013, A&A, 550, A100

Sneden C., Kraft R. P., Shetrone M. D., Smith G. H., Langer G. E., Prosser
C.F., 1997, AJ, 114, 1964

Stancliffe R. J., Jeffery C. S., 2007, MNRAS, 375, 1280

Straniero O., et al., 2013, ApJ, 763, 100

Sweigart A. V., Mengel J. G., 1979, AplJ, 229, 624

Tokovinin A., Kiyaeva O., 2016, MNRAS, 456, 2070

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2023)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/187806
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1995ApJ...442L..21B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab40ae
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019ApJ...884...38B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac25ea
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021ApJ...923...47B
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/acd7ea
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz2558
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019MNRAS.490.5228B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.142502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.37.1.239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0019-1035(77)90101-4
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1977Icar...30..447C
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac87ae
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201322714
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014A&A...563A..83C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/183527
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1981ApJ...245L..79C
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12019.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007MNRAS.379.1431D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16996.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/135/6/2155
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008AJ....135.2155D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2016.52
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slt133
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014MNRAS.437L..21D
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000A&A...360.1043D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1877
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014MNRAS.437..195D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2180
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015MNRAS.446.2599D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081710-102602
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991A&A...248..485D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/160960
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1983ApJ...268..368E
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.08108.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991A&A...252..597F
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ac90c1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/307376
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999ApJ...519..733F
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab9a38
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/696/2/1854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.43.072103.150600
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005ARA&A..43..435H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00159-017-0106-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2000.03426.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000MNRAS.315..543H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.05038.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2002MNRAS.329..897H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/517879
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007ApJ...665..707H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/191565
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1991ApJS...76...55I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2005.08804.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2005MNRAS.358..572I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac2899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2004.07446.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2004MNRAS.350..407I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066129
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006A&A...460..565I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066903
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007A&A...466..641I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200912827
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009A&A...508.1359I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2355
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2018MNRAS.473.2984I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2008.05.003
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008E&PSL.272..353J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/807/1/32
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015ApJ...807...32J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41550-018-0541-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.16198.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010MNRAS.403.1413K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu1727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/AS03010
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2003PASA...20..279K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2014.21
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014PASA...31...30K
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/825/1/26
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016ApJ...825...26K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/AS02013
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2002PASA...19..515K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/508504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1160
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2021MNRAS.504.6117K
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1999A&A...345..813K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1067524
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2002Sci...295...82K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2674
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015MNRAS.448...42L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1323358000019433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.12816.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/GL003i002p00109
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1976GeoRL...3..109L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/182351
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1977ApJ...211L.107L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw1929
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2016MNRAS.462.3979L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaw3350
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2019SciA....5.3350L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526957
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015A&A...584A..52L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.newar.2008.05.005
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2008NewAR..52..416L
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41550-016-0027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/733/2/L31
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200912178
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009A&A...506..703M
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997A&A...320..460M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2013.12.042
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2014E&PSL.390..318M
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aa6fb6
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2017ApJS..230...15M
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000A&A...361..959M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/311373
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998ApJ...499L.169N
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1094389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/510612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/304234
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1970AcA....20...47P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.aa.09.090171.001151
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1971ARA&A...9..183P
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ace24a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1998.01658.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1998MNRAS.298..525P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(95)00055-0
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1996PhR...267....1P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/190/1/1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac1724
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2022MNRAS.515.2511S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gca.2014.11.005
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2015GeCoA.149...88S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/780/2/117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200913556
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010A&A...512A..10S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:200810147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/118618
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1997AJ....114.1964S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2006.11363.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/763/2/100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/156996
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1979ApJ...229..624S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv2825

20  Osborn et al.

Trueman T. C. L., Coté B., Yagiie Lépez A., den Hartogh J., Pignatari M.,
So6s B., Karakas A. I., Lugaro M., 2022, ApJ, 924, 10

Vassiliadis E., Wood P. R., 1993, AplJ, 413, 641

Ventura P., Carini R., D’Antona F., 2011, MNRAS, 415, 3865

Walter R., Maeder A., 1989, A&A, 218, 123

Wang C., Jia K., Li X.-D., 2016, Research in Astronomy and Astrophysics,
16, 126

Wasserburg G. J., Busso M., Gallino R., Nollett K. M., 2006, Nuclear Phys. A,
771, 5

Wasserburg G. J., Karakas A. 1., Lugaro M., 2017, AplJ, 836, 126

Zhang H., et al., 2023, Phys. Rev. C, 107, 065801

de Mink S. E., Pols O. R., Langer N., Izzard R. G., 2009, A&A, 507, L1

de Mink S. E., Langer N., Izzard R. G., Sana H., de Koter A., 2013, ApJ, 764,
166

de Smet L., Wagemans C., Wagemans J., Heyse J., van Gils J., 2007,
Phys. Rev. C, 76, 045804

van Raai M. A., Lugaro M., Karakas A. L., Iliadis C., 2008, A&A, 478, 521

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/IATEX file prepared by the author.

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2023)


http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac31b0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/173033
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1993ApJ...413..641V
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18997.x
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2011MNRAS.415.3865V
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1989A&A...218..123W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.07.015
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2006NuPhA.777....5W
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/836/1/126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.107.065801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200913205
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2009A&A...507L...1D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.045804
https://ui.adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2007PhRvC..76d5804D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20078307

	Introduction
	Method
	Stellar Synthetic Models
	Stellar yields
	Weighted population stellar yields
	Detailed stellar evolution models

	Results
	Synthetic model results
	Monash models

	Discussion
	Detailed vs synthetic models
	Synthetic model uncertainty
	Eccentricity
	Questionable results in binary_c
	26Al contribution from supernovae
	Comparison to observed 26Al abundances
	AGB binary evolution and globular cluster abundance anomalies

	Conclusions

