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ABSTRACT

Using the MESA code, we have carried out a detailed survey of the available parameter space for the double-peaked type I X-ray
bursts. We find that the double-peaked structure appears at mass accretion rate M in the range of ~ (4 — 8) x 1071 M, /yr when
metallicity Z = 0.01, while in the range of ~ (4 — 8) x 10™° My /yr when Z = 0.05. Calculations of the metallicity impact
suggest that the double peaks will disappear when Z < 0.005 for M = 5 x 107'° My, /yr and Z < 0.04 for M = 5x 107° My /yr.
Besides, the impacts of base heating Q, as well as nuclear reaction waiting points: 22Mg, 20Si, 30S, 3*Ar, °Ni, ©0Zn, %Ge,
%8Se, 2Kr have been explored. The luminosity of the two peaks decreases as Q, increases. ®Se(p, y)*?Br is the most sensitive
reaction, the double peaks disappear assuming that >°Ni(p, ¥)>’Cu and **Ge(p, y)% As reaction rates have been underestimated
by a factor of 100 and the >Mg(a, p)> Al reaction rate has been overestimated by a factor of 100, which indicates that Mg,
SNi, %Ge, %8Se are possibly the most important nuclear waiting points impedance in the thermonuclear reaction flow to explain
the double-peaked bursts. Comparisons to the double-peaked bursts from 4U 1636-53 and 4U 1730-22 suggest that the nuclear
origins of double-peaked type I X-ray bursts are difficult to explain the observed larger peak times (fp1 = 45, fp2 2 8s) and
smaller peak ratio(r; 2> < 0.5). The composition of ashes from double-peaked bursts is very different from the single-peaked

bursts especially for the heavier p-nuclei.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In low-mass X-ray binaries (LMXBs), the unstable burning of ac-
creted fuel on the surface of a neutron star (NS) triggers type
I X-ray bursts (Lewinetal. 1993; Strohmayer & Bildsten 2006;
Galloway et al. 2008). The typical type I X-ray burst exhibits a rapid
rise (1-5 s) and an exponential decay within 10-100 s, showing a sin-
gle peak in the light curve profile. However, some observed double-
peaked bursts have been found in several NS-LMXBs (Penninx et al.
1989; Bhattacharyya & Strohmayer 2006; Li et al. 2021), and the ori-
gins of the double peaks feature can be categorized into two types: the
instrumental origin caused by a photospheric radius expansion(PRE)
and the astrophysical origin (Bult et al. 2019). For the former, the
temperature of the photosphere temporarily shifts out of the instru-
ment passband due to radius expansion (Paczynski 1983), which
causes the dip in the observed X-ray rate, while the bolometric lumi-
nosity shows a single peak. For the latter, the double-peaked structure
exists in the bolometric luminosity.

Non-PRE bursts with double-peaked structure have been detected
in five bursters, e.g., 4U 1636-536 (Bhattacharyya & Strohmayer
2006; Lietal. 2021), 4U 1608-52 (Penninx etal. 1989;
Giiver et al. 2021), GX 17+2 (Kuulkers et al. 2002), GRS 1741.9-
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2853 (Pike et al. 2021) and 4U 1730-22 (Bult et al. 2022; Chen et al.
2023), although PRE bursts with double peak structures both in X-
rays and bolometric luminosity have been observed from 4U 1608-
52 (Jaisawal et al. 2019) and SAX J1808.4-3658 (Bult et al. 2019).

Several theories have been proposed to explain the double-peaked
bursts: e.g., the heat transport impedance from the other zone caused a
dip in the light curve in a two-zone accreting model (Regev & Livio
1984), the two steps generation/release of the thermonuclear en-
ergy (Sztajno et al. 1985; Fujimoto et al. 1988), scattering from an
accretion-disk corona (Melia 1987; Melia & Zylstra 1992), ther-
monuclear flame spreading model (e.g., ignition at high latitude
but stalls on the equator) (Bhattacharyya & Strohmayer 2006). How-
ever, it was argued that the two-zone model is too coarse, the double
peaks structure will disappear with increasing the zones (Fisker et al.
2004); the recurrence times from the two steps release of the ther-
monuclear energy model are two orders of magnitude larger than
observations (Sztajno et al. 1985); the observed multipeaked X-ray
burst from 4U 1636-53 against burst induced accretion-disk corona
model (Penninx et al. 1987); the flame spreading model has draw-
backs that triple-peaked and quadruple-peaked bursts cannot be ex-
plained (Zhang et al. 2009; Li et al. 2021). Moreover, these mod-
els cannot reproduce the light curve of the observed double-peaked
bursts (Bhattacharyya & Strohmayer 2006; Li et al. 2021).

Ayasli & Joss (1982) proposed a double-peaked structure using
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the stellar evolution code ASTRA, the first very sharp peak re-
sults from the helium burning, and the second peak results from
the energy generation of mixed hydrogen/helium flashes via the
rp process. Such a double-peaked profile was also noticed by
Hanawa & Fujimoto (1984). Both works adopted the approxima-
tion network, Ayasli & Joss (1982) assumed a 15s characteristic
timescale to synthesize nickel from sulfur, which leads to a broad
peak separation time. Hanawa & Fujimoto (1984) adopted 2.327 s
instead of 15, which results in a very short peak separation time
as 1.8s. Both failed to explain 4-7 s peak separation of the double-
peaked burst observations (Li et al. 2021).

Fisker et al. (2004) suggested a nuclear waiting point impedance
in the thermonuclear reaction flow to explain the double peak struc-
ture using the modified version of AGILE (Liebendorfer et al. 2002).
However, only the nuclear reaction waiting points: 22Mg, 26Si, 39S,
34 Ar are considered, the impact of the rp process potential wait-
ing points: 56Ni, 60Zn, 64Ge, 68Se, 72Kt on the double peak struc-
ture have not been explored (Schatz & Rehm 2006). Lampe et al.
(2016) simulated the nuclear origins of double-peaked bursts using
the KEPLER code, and they found that the double-peak structures
are prominent in the higher metallicity (Z = 0.1) and low accretion
rates models. However, a larger than typical metallicity (Z = 0.01) is
required to produce the double-peaked light curves, which conflicts
with the models in Ayasli & Joss (1982), where the double-peaked
burst is produced with Z = 0.01. Recently, Bultet al. (2019) in-
terpreted that the bright double-peaked bursts are due to the local
Eddington limits associated with the H and He layers of the NS
envelope.

Understanding the above mechanisms is important because the
light curves and temperature profiles of the double-peaked bursts,
as well as triple-peaked/quadruple-peaked bursts, have not yet been
successfully explained. A detailed survey of the available parameter
space such as mass accretion rate and metallicity is important to
understand the nuclear origins of the double-peaked bursts. Besides,
the base luminosity which depends on Qy, and M, has a significant
impact on the typically single-peaked type I X-ray burst (Meisel
2018; Dohi et al. 2021; Zhen et al. 2023) and the frequency of the
mHz quasi-period oscillations (Keek et al. 2014; Liu et al. 2023). As
a result, the investigation of the impact of Q}, on the double-peaked
structure is one of our purposes in this work.

In this study, we simulate the nuclear origins of the double-peaked
type I X-ray bursts using the MESA (Modules for Experiments in
Stellar Astrophysics) code (Paxton et al. 2011,2013,2015,2018). We
describe the details of the input physics, reaction network, and fuel
composition in Section 2. In Section 3, we present our simulations of
double-peaked bursts with high and ordinary metallicity, respectively.
The impacts of mass accretion rate, metallicity, base heating, and
more nuclear reaction waiting points on the double-peaked structure
are discussed, and the parameter space for the conditions of double-
peaked bursts is found. In Section 4, we compare our results with the
observations from 4U 1636-53 and 4U 1730-22. The composition
of ashes from double-peaked bursts is also explored. We summarize
our conclusions in Section 5.

2 MODEL

We utilize the one-dimensional stellar evolution code MESA version
9793 to simulate double-peaked bursts under different conditions.
The details of the numerical approach and physics models can be
found in the associated instrumentation papers (Paxton et al. 2011,
2013, 2015, 2018). Here, we summarize the most relevant details for
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this work. The envelope is 0.01 km thick, with an inner boundary of
NS mass M = 1.4 Mg and radius R = 11.2 km, which is the same
as (Meisel 2018). We adopt base heat Qp, = 0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4 MeV /u
to consider the heat flow from the crust into the envelope, which is
consistent with the constraint of Qy, < 0.5 MeV /u (Meisel 2018) and
QOp ~ 0.3 — 0.4MeV /u calculated by Dohi et al. (2021). In MESA,
this is achieved by fixing the luminosity at the base of the envelope,
the base luminosity can be written as Ly, = MQ}. The mass ac-
cretion rate is adopted the values close to 4.75 X 10710 Mg/ yr and
0.2-1)x 1078 Mg /yr that are responsible for the double-peaked
bursts in the previous works, the former is based on Ayasli & Joss
(1982) and the latter is based on Lampe et al. (2016). The compo-
sition of the accreted fuel is determined by assuming the helium
fraction (Y) changes with metallicity according to Y = 0.24 + 1.75Z
(Lampe et al. 2016), then the fraction of hydrogen (X) can be inferred
byX=1-Y-2Z.

The envelope is discretized into ~ 1000 zones, and the local gravity
in a zone is corrected for general relativity(GR) effects using a post-
Newtonian correction, which is achieved by setting “use_GR_factors
=.true." (Paxton et al. 2011, 2015). Adaptive time and spatial res-
olution were employed by setting “varcontrol_target = 1d-3” and
“mesh_delt_coeff = 1.0" (Meisel 2018).

We adopted the rp.net nuclear reaction network, which includes
304 isotopes (Fisker et al. 2007), and the nuclear reaction rates from
the REACLIB V2.2 library (Cyburt et al. 2010).

The nuclear waiting point impedance is explored by variation of
the 22Mg(a, p)P Al, 2°Si(a, p)2°P, 39S (e, p)33Cl, 3*Ar(a, p)?’K,
Ni(p,y)*"Cu, “Zn(p,y)*'Ga, **Ge(p,y)*As, *Se(p.y)*Br,
7ZKr(p, v)”>Rb reaction up and down via a factor 100 (Fisker et al.
2004; Cyburt et al. 2016), where the factor roughly means the re-
actions had been underestimated (up) or overestimated (down) by a
factor of 100 for the reaction rate uncertainty (Hu et al. 2021) .

A series of double-peaked bursts were simulated with models
differed in mass accretion rate (M), composition (X,Y,Z), base heat
(Qp) and the nuclear reaction waiting points.

3 RESULTS

Using MESA, we have carried out a series of numerical calculations
to study the properties of double-peaked bursts. Our method and
the physics inputs that we employed are described in the preceding
section. The two different nuclear origins of double-peaked type I X-
ray bursts are obtained (standard model 1 and standard model 2). The
effects of mass accretion rate, metallicity, base heating, as well as the
nuclear reaction waiting points on the properties of double-peaked
structure are examined.

3.1 The nuclear origins of double-peaked type I X-ray bursts

Ayasli & Joss (1982) studied the thermonuclear flashes on accreting
neutron stars using a modified version of the stellar evolution code
ASTRA, an approximation network including twenty nuclear species
was used. The double-peaked structure was found with parameters:
M = 4.75 x 10710 Mg /yr, fuel composition X = 0.69, ¥ = 0.30
and Z = 0.01. The explanation corresponding to the double peaks is
as follows: the first peak results from helium burning, the depletion
of helium causes the dip in the luminosity, and the subsequent con-
sumption of hydrogen via the rp process leads to the second peak.
Lampe et al. (2016) simulated thermonuclear X-ray bursts by use of
the KEPLER code, they found that the double-peaked structures are
prominent in the higher metallicity models (Z = 0.1) at low mass
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Figure 1. Double-peaked bursts with low mass accretion rate(M = 5 X
10710 Mg /yr) at metallicity Z = 0.01 (solid line) and an order of magnitude
higher mass accretion rate M = 5 x 1072 Mg/yr at Z = 0.05 (dashed
line). For convenience, the former is called standard model 1, the latter is
called standard model 2. In both models, the value of base heating is set as
QOp = 0.1 MeV/u.

accretion rates (M = 3.5 x 1072 Mg /yr), as mass accretion rate in-
creases, the two peaks become indistinguishable. Their explanation
is as follows: the first peak is a helium flash, which convects rapidly
to the surface in less than a second, and the second peak occurs due
to a nuclear waiting point impedance.

Both the accretion rate and metallicity in Ayasli & Joss (1982)
(for convenience, we call it case 1) are one order of magnitude
lower than that in Lampe et al. (2016)(case 2). So far, only a little
attention has been paid to studying the conditions for double-peaked
bursts. Here, we explore it with the use of MESA. By sequences of
simulations with different mass accretion rates and metallicity, we
obtained the double-peaked bursts corresponding to the above two
scenarios. The results are shown in Fig. 1. The presence of double-
peaked structure in our models with low mass accretion rate (M =
5% 10710 Mg /yr) at ordinary metallicity (Z = 0.01) and an order of
magnitude higher mass accretion rate (M = 5 x 1079 Mo /yr) at Z =
0.05 indicates that the nuclear origins of the double-peaked bursts
can be simulated consistently with MESA. The rest physics inputs are
the same between the two models, e.g., M = 1.4 Mo, R = 11.2km,
0Oy, = 0.1 MeV /u, which can be found in Table 1 from the Appendix.
These two models are marked as our standard models in two cases. We
can find that the peak luminosity and peak ratio are different in the two
cases. The dips between the two peaks are more obvious with lower
mass accretion rate and metallicity (standard model 1). From the
perspective of observations, the rise time of the first and second peaks,
the separation time between the two peaks, as well as the peak flux
ratio are varied among the samples of double-peaked bursts (Li et al.
2021). It’s worth investigating whether double-peaked bursts can
have a nuclear origin influenced by different factors, such as mass
accretion rate, metallicity, base heating, and nuclear reaction waiting
points. These factors will be explored in the following.

3.2 Impact of mass accretion rate

Mass accretion rate plays an important role in type I X-ray
burst (Fujimoto et al. 1981; Galloway & Keek 2021). At high mass
accretion rate (M > 1078 Mg /yr), the accreted fuel burns sta-
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Figure 2. Double-peaked bursts for the standard model and additional models
with the same parameter values as those of the standard model except for the
mass accretion rate. Left: Light curves as functions of mass accretion rate
based on standard model 1. Right: Light curves as a function of mass accretion
rate based on standard model 2. In both cases, the double-peaked structures
are prominent in the low mass accretion rate and will disappear as the mass
accretion rate increases.
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Figure 3. The averaged values with 1o errorbars of the first and second
peak luminosity (L, 1, Lyp,2), the rise time of the first and second peak (7,1,
1p2), and peak interval time 67 as a function of M. Left: models 3-6 in case
1 (corresponding to the left panel of Fig. 2). Right: models 7-10 in case 2
(corresponding to the right panel of Fig. 2).

bly. At relatively high mass accretion rate (107 Mo /yr < M <
108 Mg /yr), the mixed H/He burst occurs with a long tail from
rp process. At low mass accretion rate (10’]0M@/yr <M <
1079 Mo /yr), pure helium X-ray burst occurs. At still lower mass
accretion rate (M < 10710 Mg /yr), as the unstable hydrogen burn-
ing occurs before the unstable helium burning, the mixed H/He
burst occurs. There have been many efforts to explore the effects
of mass accretion rate on thermonuclear bursts (Ayasli & Joss 1982;
Lampe et al. 2016; Meisel 2018; Johnston et al. 2020), which leads
us to understand more clearly about the M dependent type I X-ray
burst. However, the parameter space of M for double-peaked bursts is
unclear. We varied the mass accretion rate based on standard models
1 and 2. The results are illustrated in Fig. 2.

We have plotted the 11th burst for each simulation in Fig. 2 to
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Figure 4. Same as Fig. 2 for the standard model and additional models
with the same parameter values as those of the standard model except for
the fuel composition due to the change of metallicity. Left: Light curves as a
function of metallicity based on model 5. Right: Light curves as a function
of metallicity based on standard model 2. In both cases, the double-peaked
structures are prominent in the relatively higher metallicity and will disappear
as metallicity decreases.

ensure a consistent ashes layer following Lampe et al. (2016). The
double-peaked structures are prominent in the lower mass accretion
rate models, while the helium peak is suppressed at higher mass
accretion rate in the two cases, which is consistent with Lampe et al.
(2016). In case 1 (left panel of Fig. 2), the double-peaked structure
appears at mass accretion rate in the range of ~ (4—8)x 10~ 10 16 fyr
for Z = 0.01. The double-peaked structure disappears at M = 9 x
10719 Mg /yr for Z = 0.01. In case 2 (right panel of Fig. 2), the
double-peaked structure appears at mass accretion rate in the range
of ~ (4-8)x 1072 Mg /yr for Z = 0.05. The double-peaked structure
disappears at M = 9 x 1079 Mg /yr for Z = 0.05.

The results for the parameter variation with mass accretion rate are
shown in Fig. 3. With increase of M, both the first and second peak
luminosities(Ly, 1, Lp 2) decrease, the first peak time (7, 1) increases,
the second peak time (7 2) is almost constant, the peak separation
time 6t decreases. This is because at a low mass accretion rate, the
first peak is a helium flash with a very short rise time, with the
increase of the mass accretion rate, the amount of pure helium layer
at the base of the accreted material decreases, and mixed H/He burst
occurs, as a result, the rise time of the first peak increases, the peak
separation time decreases and the peak luminosity decreases. The
changes in the two cases are almost consistent. The values of Ly, 1,
Lp 2, Ip,15 Ip2, and 67 can be found in Table 2 from the Appendix.
Besides, the other properties for double-peaked bursts such as burst
strength (@), burst energy (Epyst), recurrence time (AT), as well as
the first (L}, 1) and second (L, ») peak luminosity are also obtained
and illustrated in Table 2 from the Appendix. We discard the first two
bursts and the last burst of each model to calculate these values with
1o uncertainty. The number of bursts and bursts with two peaks of
each model are shown in Table 1 in the appendix.

3.3 Impact of metallicity

The metallicity of the accreting matter has an important influence
on the properties of thermonuclear bursts. We present the results
for several models wherein the initial metallicity of accreting matter
is varied in their standard values. The results are shown in Fig. 4.
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Figure 5. Same as Fig. 3 but as a function of Z. Left: models 11-13 in case
1 (corresponding to the left panel of Fig. 4). Right: models 14-17 in case 2
(corresponding to the right panel of Fig. 4).
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Figure 6. Same as Fig. 2 for the standard model and additional models with
the same parameter values as those of the standard model except for the base
heating Qy,. Left: Light curves as a function of base heating based on standard
model 1. Right: Light curves as a function of base heating based on standard
model 2. In both cases, the double-peaked structures will not disappear as Qy
increases.

We find that the double-peaked structures are prominent in the high
metallicity models, the first helium peak will be suppressed at lower
metallicity in the two cases.

Fig. 5 shows the parameter variation with metallicity. The first
peak luminosity Ly, 1 increases as metallicity increases, while the
second peak luminosity Ly, 5 changes irregularly as Z increases. The
first peak time 7, | decreases as Z increases, and the second peak
time 7, 5 almost remains constant as Z increases, resulting in the
peak separation time increases.

As the metallicity catalyzes the burning of hydrogen via the CNO
cycle, increased z increases the pure helium layer at the base of the
accreted matter. An increased pure helium layer causes the first peak
luminosity to increase and the first peak to rise rapidly.
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Figure 7. Same as Fig. 3 but as a function of Q. Left: models 18-20 in case
1 (corresponding to the left panel of Fig. 6). Right: models 21-23 in case 2
(corresponding to the right panel of Fig. 6).

3.4 Impact of base heating

The base heating is included for type I X-ray burst simula-
tions which consider the NS envelope (Heger et al. 2007; Meisel
2018; Johnston et al. 2020), this additional heating represents the
heat flowing from the underlying NS crust to the envelope, and
specified by the parameter Q. Most models adopt a value of
Qp =0.1-0.15MeV /u (Haensel & Zdunik 1990; Galloway & Keek
2021). Meisel (2018) obtained the constraint of Q, < 0.5MeV/u
from the observations of GS 1826-24, Dohi et al. (2021) calculated
the values of Qp =~ 0.3 — 0.4MeV/u with use of HERES code,
which covers the entire NS regions. We explore the effects of O}, on
the properties of double-peaked bursts. The results are presented in
Fig. 6. We find that the double-peaked structures are prominent at
lower base heating and will not disappear as Q}, increases.

Fig. 7 exhibits the parameter variation with base heating. We can
see from the left panel of Fig. 7 that the first peak luminosity L 1,
the first and second peak time, as well as the peak separation time,
remain nearly constant, the second peak luminosity L, > decreases as
Oy, increases. In the right panel of Fig. 7, we can see that both the first
and second peak luminosities decrease as Qy, increases, the first peak
rise time 7, 1, the second peak time 7, > and the peak separation time
ot increase as Qy, increases. This is because the hydrogen burning
via hot CNO cycle lasts longer with smaller Qy, as a result, as Qy,
increases, the amount of pure helium layer decreases, which leads
to the decrease of the peak luminosity and increase of the peak
time. Our results indicate that the Qy, effect is more sensitive to the
double-peaked bursts in case 2.

3.5 Impact of the nuclear reaction waiting points

Fisker et al. (2004) proposed a nuclear waiting point impedance in
the thermonuclear reaction flow to explain the double-peaked burst
observations. The uncertainty in the theoretical («, p)-rates 3°S and
34 Ar is studied. So far, no experimental data exist for the specific
cases of a—capture on 22Mg, 265, 303, 34 Ar or proton-capture on
S6Nj, 907n, 4 Ge, %8Se and 72K, although Hu et al. (2021) explored
the new 22Mg(a, p)® Al reaction rate without direct experiment
measurement and found 6 orders of magnitude lower than the previ-
ous theoretical model. We systematically investigate the uncertainty
in the theoretical (a, p)-rates 22Mg, 26gi, 305 34 Ar and (p,y)-rates

Table 1. The nuclear reaction waiting points impact the double-peaked bursts
in the standard model 1.

Rank Reaction Type®  Sensitivity?
1 %8Se(p, v)*¥Br U 14.93
2 2Mg(a, p)> Al D 14.71
3 0Zn(p, y)°' Ga U 13.54
4 268i(a, p)2°P D 12.71
5 2Mg(a, p)> Al U 10.32
6 0Zn(p, y)®' Ga D 9.09
7 268i(a, p)2°P U 8.65
8 3Ar(a,p)P’K U 7.71
9 08 (a, p)3ci U 6.44
10 %8Se(p, y)*Br D 5.56
11 08 (a, p)3ci D 5.51
12 S6Ni(p, y)*’Cu U 4.61
13 S6Ni(p, y)*'Cu D 3.10
14 72Kr(p, ¥)*Rb D 271
15 4Ge(p, )% As D 2.55
16 %4Ge(p, y)% As U 2.53
17 2Kr(p, ¥)>Rb U 1.29
18 MAr(a, p)’’K D 0.97

4 Up(U) and down(D) represent the reaction rate changes
of x100 and /100, respectively.
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Figure 8. Changes in double-peaked burst light curves induced by variation
of the nuclear reaction waiting points up (red) and down (blue), the dotted
line represents the standard model 1. Up indicates a rate increase by a factor
of 100, and Dn indicates a rate divided by a factor of 100.

6N, 007n, %4 Ge, 98Se, 72Kr on the double-peaked bursts. To explore
this effect, we span the reaction rate change of /100 (down) to x100
(up) following Cyburt et al. (2016). Factor 100 was chosen to en-
sure no sensitivity is missed, and such large uncertainties were found
in the theoretical reaction rates via the Hauser-Feshbach approach
(Rauscher & Thielemann 2000).

To quantify the influence of the reaction rate variation on
double-peaked bursts, we adopt the sensitive value E Ilic defined
in Cyburt et al. (2016):

El = /|<Lk(r)>—<Lo(t)>|dr )

where Ly () is the light curve of each variation k, Ly(t) is the
luminosity of the standard model.
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Table 2. The nuclear reaction waiting points that impact the double-peaked
bursts in the standard model 2.

Rank Reaction Type®  Sensitivity?
1 %8Se(p, v)*Br D 22.47
2 S0Ni(p, y)*’Cu D 11.36
3 05 (a, p)3cl U 9.58
4 22Mg(a, p)P Al D 9.21
5 4Ge(p, )% As D 8.71
6 2Mg(a, p)P Al U 8.46
7 MAr(a, p)’’K U 6.35
8 4Ge(p, ¥)% As U 6.33
9 60Zn(p, y)°'Ga U 5.14
10 3Ar(a,p)?’K D 473
11 98Se(p, v)*Br U 4.35
12 268i(a, p)2°P U 4.19
13 268i(a, p)2°P D 3.55
14 72Kr(p, ¥)*Rb D 2.85
15 308 (a, p)3cl D 2.81
16 S6Ni(p, y)*'Cu U 1.89
17 90Zn(p, ¥)°'Ga D 0.71
18 72Kr(p, ¥)*Rb U 0.29

4 Up(U) and down(D) represent the reaction rate changes
of x100 and /100, respectively.

b (k) s 37
E, & inunits of 10°7 erg.

3r --- Standard2 [ —— 5Si(a,p) Up |
—— 22Mg(a,p) Up —— 26Si(q,p) Dn [
22Mg(a,p) Dn

—— 305(a,p) Up
—— 39S(a,p) Dn

fary

wo

— 3*Ar(a,p) Up — *®Ni(p,y) Up |
—— 3%Ar(a,p) Dn

— ®%Zn(p,y) Up

56Ni(p,y) Dn [ —— 99Zn(p,y) Dn

N

=

L (1038 erg/s)

wo

— 72Kr(p,y) Up
— 72Kr(p,y) Dn

— ®Se(p,y) Up |
%8Se(p,y) Dn [

— %4Ge(p,y) Up
— ®%Ge(p,y) Dn

AY

N

=

0 I
0O 10 20 30 40 O 10 20 30 4 0 10 20 30 4
Time (s)

Figure 9. Same as Fig. 8 but the nuclear reactions are varied about the values
used in standard model 2.

Fig. 8 shows the changes in double-peaked burst light curves in-
duced by variation in (a, p) and (p, y) reaction rates based on stan-
dard model 1. It is found that %3Se(p, y)%°Br-reaction with a factor
by x100 will decrease the luminosity of the two peaks, it is the most
sensitive reaction on the double-peaked bursts. The sequence of the
sensitivity of the nuclear reaction waiting points can be found in
Table 1.

Similarly, Fig. 9 shows the changes in double-peaked burst light
curves induced by variation in (a, p) and (p,y) reaction rates but
the nuclear reactions are varied about the values used in standard
model 2. We find that the double-peaked structure will disappear
if the Y°Ni(p, )" Cu-reaction and **Ge(p, y)% As-reaction were
faster by a factor 100, the 22Mg(«, p)2 Al-reaction were slower by
a factor 100. Table 2 summarizes the nuclear reaction waiting points
that impact the double-peaked light curve in a sequence of sensitivity.

MNRAS 000, 1-9 (2015)

In this case, 68Se(p, )% Br-reaction with the reaction rate changes
of /100 is the most sensitive reaction on the double-peaked bursts.
From the above analysis, we can find that the effect of the uncer-
tainty in the theoretical reaction rates at waiting points is differed by
the conditions of the double-peaked bursts. 22Mg, 56Ni, 64Ge, 685e
are possibly the most important nuclear waiting points impedance in
the thermonuclear reaction flow to explain the double-peaked bursts.

4 DISCUSSION

So far, only a little attention has been paid to the model-observation
comparisons and the final products of the double-peaked bursts, we
will discuss these issues with the above calculations.

4.1 Model-observation comparisons

Lietal. (2021) analysed 16 multipeaked type I X-ray bursts from
4U 1636-53 with the Rossi X-ray Timing Explorer(RXTE), where
14 double-peaked bursts were included. However, only one Ob-
sid has been studied for its spectral evolution (as shown in Fig.5
from (Li et al. 2021)). Chen et al. (2023) studied 10 thermonuclear
bursts from 4U 1730-22 with Insight-HXMT during its two outbursts
in 2021 & 2022, and found one double-peaked burst. We take the
values of the first (#,,1) and second (#p7) peak time, the first and
second peak flux ratio (7 ») and the peak separation time (6¢) from
the spectral evolution of the bolometric flux about the above two
observations, the values are illustrated in Table 3.

Fig. 10 shows the comparison between our models and the obser-
vations shown in Table 3, where our theoretical models are varied
in mass accretion rate, metallicity, base heating, as well as the un-
certainty of the nuclear reaction waiting points. We can see that the
values of the first peak time 7, 1 are in the range of ~ 1 —4s, the
second peak time 7, 7 is in the range of ~ 6 — 8 s, the peak separation
time is in the range of ~ 3 — 65, and the peak flux ratio is in the
range of ~ 0.5 — 2.5. The observational values of 4U 1636-53 with
Obsid 60032-01-13-01 can be well explained with the changes in the
parameters based on standard model 2. However, our nuclear origins
models still can not explain the double-peaked burst with the longer
peak separation time (e.g. 4U 1730-22 with 61 > 7 s).

4.2 Final products during double-peaked bursts
nucleosynthesis

We discuss the final products during the double-peaked type I X-ray
burst nucleosynthesis. The compositional interia due to the leftover
of H, He, and CNO nuclei of the previous bursts can have impor-
tant implications for the properties of subsequent burst (Taam 1980;
Woosley et al. 2004). In Figs. 11 and 12, we show a succession of
double-peaked bursts for standard models 1 and 2, we can see that
the ashes of the previous burst affect the properties of the subsequent
burst, which leads to the shape of the double-peaked bursts and final
products are different from each burst in one model. Fig. 13 shows
the averaged final products with standard models 1 and 2. Besides,
we calculate the final products during the single-peaked bursts of
nucleosynthesis for comparison. As we see, nuclei heavier than Y°Ni
are poorly synthesized for double-peaked bursts, especially for stan-
dard model 1 with low mass accretion rate and metallicity. This is
because the first peak of a double-peaked burst is caused by a pure
helium burst, the amount of pure helium layer of standard model 1
is greater than that in standard model 2, and as a result, the leftover
hydrogen of standard model 1 is less than that in standard model 2.
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Table 3. Observational values of the peak ratio (r1 ), the first (¢, 1) and second (#,,2) peak time, and the peak separation time (6¢) from 4U 1636-53 (Li et al.

2021) and 4U 1730-22 (Chen et al. 2023).

Source mission date Obsid o thi(s)  tha(s)  6t(s)
4U 1636-53 RXTE 20011003 60032-01-13-01 0.73 3.10 7.10 4.00
4U 1730-22  Insight-HXMT 20220509  P051400201003-20220509-01-01  0.76 1.00 8.50 7.50

tp, 1(s)
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Figure 10. The first (¢, 1) and second (z, 2) peak time, the peak separation
time (6t) as a function of peak ratio (] 2). Black: the averaged values with
1o errorbars under the variation in mass accretion rate. Orange: the aver-
aged values with 1o errorbars under the variation in metallicity. Blue: the
averaged values with 1o errorbars under the variation in base heating. Pink:
the averaged values with 1o errorbars under the variation in nuclear reaction
waiting points. Solid circle: the values from the observations of 4U 1636-53.
Star: the values from the observations of 4U 1730-22.
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Figure 11. Samples of a succession of the double-peaked bursts for standard
model 1 with X = 0.7325, Y = 0.2575, Z = 0.01, M = 5 x 1071 M /yr,
QOp = 0.1 MeV/u.

Finally, the heavier p-nuclei due to the rp process during the double-
peaked bursts nucleosynthesis of standard model 1 is less than that
in standard model 2.

Sb #1 | #6
Il
L #2 L #7
v
50
?:1’ oF #3 L #8
=
-0
—or #4 L #9
0
oL - #5 [ - #10
0

1 1 1 1 1 1
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
Time (s) Time (s)

Figure 12. Same as Fig. 11 but for standard model 2 with X = 0.6225,
Y =0.3275,Z = 0.05, M =5 x 10~ Mg /yr, Qp = 0.1 MeV /u.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we investigate the nuclear origins of double-peaked
bursts with low mass accretion rate at low metallicity (standard model
1) and one order of magnitude higher mass accretion rate at high
metallicity (standard model 2) using MESA. We take into account the
variation in mass accretion rate (models 3-10), metallicity (models
11-17), base heating (models 18-23), and nuclear reaction waiting
points (Tables land 2) to study the properties of the double-peaked
bursts. Moreover, we make a comparison between our models and the
observations from 4U 1636-53 and 4U 1730-22, the final products
during double-peaked bursts nucleosynthesis are also explored. Our
conclusions are as follows:

1. As the mass accretion rate increases, the dual-peak lumi-
nosity of double-peaked bursts decreases, the first peak time in-
creases, the second peak time remains constant, and the peak sep-
aration time decreases. The double-peaked structure disappears at
M =9x10710 Mg /yr for Z = 0.01, at M = 9 x 102 Mg /yr for
Z = 0.05, which gives the parameter space for the double-peaked
bursts, i.e., M should be in the range of ~ (4 —8) x 10~10 Mg /yr for
Z =0.01, in the range of ~ (4 — 8) x 1079 Mg /yr for Z = 0.05.

2. As the metallicity increases, the peak luminosity of the first peak
decreases, the second peak luminosity changes irregularly, the first
peak time decreases, the second peak time remains constant, the peak
separation time increases. The double-peaked structure disappears
at Z = 0.005 for M = 8 x 10710 Mg /yr, at Z = 0.04 for M =
5x107° Mo /yr.

3. As the base heating increases, the peak luminosity of the two
peaks decreases, both the first and second peak times increase and
the peak separation time increases. The double-peaked structure will
not disappear with a change of Qy, in the range of~ 0.1 — 0.4 MeV /u.

4. The uncertainty in the nuclear reaction waiting points: 22Mg,
26Si, 30S, 34Ar, 56Ni, 60Zn, 64Ge, 6886, 72Kt has been explored. We

MNRAS 000, 1-9 (2015)
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Figure 13. The averaged final products for each charge number at the burst
tail end with different X-ray burst models. Red: double-peaked bursts from
our standard model 1 (S1) with M = 1.4My, R = 11.2km, X = 0.7325,
Y =0.2575, Z = 0.01, Qp = 0.1 MeV/u, M = 5.0 x 10719 My /yr. Blue:
double-peaked bursts from our standard model 2 (S2) with M = 1.4Mg,
R = 11.2km, X = 0.6225, Y = 0.3275, Z = 0.05, Qp = 0.1 MeV/u,
M = 5.0 x 1072 Mg /yr. Black: Single-peaked bursts with M = 1.4Mg,
R = 11.2km, X = 0.70, Y = 0.28, Z = 0.02, Q, = 0.1MeV/u, M =
1.9 x 1072 Mg /yr, the model is named as baseline model. The lower panel
displays the mass faction ratio of the double-peaked bursts to single-peaked
bursts.

find that 22Mg, S6Ni, 4Ge, %8Se are possibly the most important
nuclear waiting points impedance in the thermonuclear reaction flow
to explain the double-peaked bursts.

5. From the model-observation comparison, we find that our nu-
clear origins of double-peaked bursts can explain the observations
such as 4U 1636-53, but it is difficult to explain the observations
from 4U 1730-22, which has a large second peak time (#, 2 ~ 8.5s)
and peak separation time (5t = 7.5 s).

6. The final products during double-peaked bursts of nucleosyn-
thesis are different from that during the single-peaked bursts of nu-
cleosynthesis especially for nuclei heavier than S0Ni. The heavier
p-nuclei due to the rp process during the double-peaked bursts are
less than that in single-peaked bursts.

These findings contribute to our comprehension of the diversity
observations in double-peaked bursts. However, we can not give a
comprehensive parameter space considering more models due to our
computational limitation, it is worthwhile for scanning the whole
grid of M and z parameters to find other pairs of values that would
produce double-peaked bursts. As the multipeaked type I X-ray bursts
are not observed with regularity, and the distance of the source is
uncertain, we do not compare the light curves of the double-peaked
bursts but the properties of the double-peaked bursts (e.g., Lp 1,
Lp’z, Ip1s Ip,2s ot). Besides, the values of burst strength (@), burst
energy (Epyrst), recurrence time (A7), the first (Lp 1) and second
(Lp,2) peak luminosity are obtained from our models. However, these
values from observations have rarely been studied. The comparisons
of these values between the theory and observations are important
for our understanding of the nuclear origins of double-peaked bursts,
we leave this issue in our future work.
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Table 1. Physical inputs of the double-peaked bursts models and the burst number in each model, where N represents the total bursts number, Np represents
the double-peaked bursts number

Standard Model X(H) Y (He) Z Q,(MeV/u)  M(10-°Mg/yr) Np/Nr

1 07325 02575 0.0l 0.10 0.5 24/24
2 06225 03275 0.05 0.10 5 16/30
Model Number ~ X(H)  Y(He) Z  Qy(MeV/u) M(10°Me/yr) Np/Nrt

3 07325 02575 0.0l 0.1 04 17/17
4 07325 02575  0.01 0.1 0.7 11/22
5 07325 02575 0.1 0.1 0.8 6/21

6 07325 02575  0.01 0.1 0.9 0/12
7 06225 03275 005 0.1 4 13/33
8 06225 03275 005 0.1 7 7/30
9 06225 03275 005 0.1 8 6/29
10 0.6225 03275 0.05 0.1 9 029
11 0.74625  0.24875  0.005 0.1 0.8 0/14
12 0.71875  0.26625  0.015 0.1 0.8 21/24
13 0705 0275 0.2 0.1 0.8 19/25
14 0.65 031 0.04 0.1 5 0/17

15 05675 03625  0.07 0.1 5 29/31
16 0.54 038  0.08 0.1 5 17/18
17 0485 0415  0.10 0.1 5 29/30
18 07325 02575  0.01 02 0.5 21/23
19 07325 02575 0.0l 0.3 0.5 23/24
20 07325 02575  0.01 0.4 0.5 21/22
21 06225 03275  0.05 02 5 11/39
22 06225 03275 005 0.3 5 7/40
23 06225 03275  0.05 0.4 5 6/40

Table 2. The output quantities of the double-peaked burst models. The uncertainties of the output values indicate the 1o~ standard deviation.

Standard a Eburst Lp, 1 Lp,2 AT .1 %) ot
Model 10% erg 1038 erg/s 1038 erg/s h S s S
1 7495+£1.82 436056 291+0.55 3.37+£0.59 1546+0.37 1.25+0.28 6.47+0.89 5.22+0.90
2 67.32+£0.77 3.38+0.24 2.06+0.26 2.49+0.14 1.08 +0.01 2.85+043 6.50+0.33  3.65+0.51
Model a Eburst Lp, 1 Lp,2 AT 1 %) ot

Number 10% erg 1038 erg/s 1038 erg/s h s s s
3 96.46+2.16 3.74+0.95 5.85+3.27 3.52+1.04 18.79+0.42 0.61+0.34 5.96+0.97 5.35+0.99
4 73.01+0.88 4.58+0.28 2.33+0.75 2.80+0.52 11.57+0.20 1.84+0.35 6.04+0.40 4.20+0.43
5 72.07+1.41 4.96+0.46 1.81+0.30 2.77+0.58 10.28+0.28 2.11+0.03 6.24+1.22 4.13+1.27
6 71.85+2.84 4.71+0.36 - 2.38+0.39 8.89+0.36 - 6.99+0.72 -
7 68.25+0.69 3.28+0.16 2.14+0.25 2.51+0.19 1.33+0.01 2.23+0.18 6.45+0.38 4.22+0.44
8 66.68+1.12 3.53+0.11 1.97+0.16 2.45+0.09 0.79+0.01 2.88+0.26 6.48+0.23 3.60+0.29
9 65.32+0.88 3.56+0.04 1.84+0.15 2.44+0.08 0.68+0.01 2.90+0.50 6.14+0.61 3.29+0.59
10 65.10+1.31 3.59+0.20 - 2.40+0.19 0.62+0.02 - 7.00+0.23 -
11 70.57x1.55 5.86+0.80 - 2.21+0.16 12.28+0.26 - 6.83+0.41 -
12 76.45+1.11 3.96+0.43 3.64x1.47 2.79+0.30 8.89+0.13 1.57+0.39 6.19+0.54 4.62+0.62
13 81.83+1.88 3.31+0.32 4.45+1.42 2.93+0.59 7.87+0.18 1.18+0.39 6.55+0.92 5.37+0.84
14 66.17+1.08 3.79+0.10 1.61+0.24 2.35+0.11 1.17+0.02 3.12+0.55 6.72+0.44 3.60+0.65
15 72.81x1.45 2.81+0.18 2.66+0.35 2.46+0.35 0.99+0.02 1.62+0.25 6.09+0.53 4.47+0.59
16 77.96+1.39 2.54+0.21 3.22+0.52 2.26+0.31 0.95+0.02 1.30+0.25 6.10+0.51 4.80+0.50
17 98.75+1.33 1.91+0.22 4.83+0.83 2.24+0.30 0.90+0.02 0.96+0.29 6.29+0.41 5.34+0.43
18 74.32+1.35 4.34+0.28 2.93+0.56 3.31+0.60 15.44+0.27 1.28+0.18 6.60+0.67 5.32+0.65
19 74.27+0.81 4.26+0.35 2.96+0.69 3.06+0.59 15.06+0.20 1.29+0.28 6.62+0.67 5.33+0.59
20 73.39+0.70 4.04+0.34 3.21x1.46 2.79+0.67 14.82+0.23 1.31+0.32 6.81+0.83 5.50+0.71
21 67.23+1.03 3.30+0.10 1.86+0.16 2.27+0.18 1.03+0.03 2.95+0.49 6.83+0.60 3.89+0.59
22 65.50+0.45 3.28+0.10 1.65+0.13 2.11+0.14 0.98+0.02 2.99+0.27 7.08+0.15 4.09+0.18
23 62.59+1.27 2.96+0.17 1.40+0.11 1.77+0.07 0.92+0.01 3.66+0.66 8.11+0.54 4.46+0.41
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