arXiv:2010.07718v1 [astro-ph.HE] 15 Oct 2020

Draft version October 16, 2020 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX62

Element Abundances in the Unshocked Ejecta of Cassiopeia A

J. Martin Laming^1 and Tea Temim^2

1Space Science Division, Code 7684, Naval Research Laboratory, Washington DC 20375, USA 2Space Telescope Science Institute, 3700 San Martin Dr., Baltimore MD 21218, USA

ABSTRACT We analyze and model the infrared spectrum of the Cassiopeia A supernova remnant, with the aim of determining the masses of various elements in the unshocked ejecta. In this way we complement the survey of the X-ray emitting ejecta of Hwang & Laming (2012) to provide a complete census of the elemental composition of the Cas A ejecta. We calculate photoionization-recombination equilibria to determine the ionization balance of various elements in the ejecta as a function of density, using the X-ray and UV emission from the forward and reverse shocks as the ionizing radiation. With the assumption that all emission lines are principally excited at the ejecta density that maximizes their emission, we can convert observed line intensities into element masses. We find that the majority of the ∼ 3M_⊙ ejecta have already been through the reverse shock and are seen today in X-rays. A minority, ∼ 0.47 ± 0.05 M_⊙, with uncertainties quoted here coming from the data fitting procedure only, are still expanding inside the reverse shock and emitting in the infrared. This component is comprised mainly of O, Si, and S, with no Fe detectable. Incorporating uncertainties estimated to come from our modeling, we quote 0.47 ±^{0.47}_{0.24} M_⊙. We speculate that up to a further 0.07 M_⊙ of Fe may be present in diffuse gas in the inner ejecta, depending on the Fe charge state.

1. INTRODUCTION Supernovae (SNe) have long been recognized as one of the primary sites for the synthesis of the chemical elements (e.g. Arnett 1996). With this background, a long held goal of research in supernova remnants (SNRs) has been to quantify the elemental composition of SN ejecta to investigate the different sites of nuclear burning and evaluate the various contributions to nucleosynthesis. Such work with the X-ray emitting reverse shocked ejecta has long been stymied by uncertainties in the shock physics and the non-equilibrium nature of the plasma, and the variations in such details along the line of sight. Hwang & Laming (2012), studying the Chandra VLP (1 Million Second) observation of the Cassiopeia A SNR, were able in large part to circumvent many of these problems by taking advantage of the SNR morphology for expansion into a remnant stellar wind, exploiting the high statistical quality of the data, all aided by the current evolutionary state of the SNR that facilitates such an approach. They estimate the reverse shock to be encountering approximately the innermost 10% of the ejecta, meaning

Corresponding author: J. Martin Laming laming@nrl.navy.mil

that the X-ray data yield element abundances for the outer 90%. This composition was found to be dominated by O, with smaller amounts of Ne, Mg, Si, S, Ar, and Fe also present. In fact relative to O, somewhat surprisingly, all these elements are subsolar in abundance, suggesting that much of the original heavy element composition became locked inside the compact central object. That Cas A was produced by an asymmetric explosion is by now well-established, by evidence ranging from the recoil of the compact central object (Thorstensen et al. 2001) and directional differences in ejecta velocities from light echo observations (Rest et al. 2011), to the bipolar structure with jet-like features seen in X-ray emitting Si ejecta (Hwang et al. 2004; Vink et al. 2004; Laming et al. 2006), as well as optical (Fesen 2001, and references therein) and infrared (IR) emission (Hines et al. 2004). More recently, Sato et al. (2020) detect Mn in Cas A and infer the Mn/Cr abundance ratio with implications for the progenitor and evolutionary route of Cas A to a Type IIb SN, and the explosion energy and asymmetry. Hirai et al. (2020) give further exploration of such an evolutionary scenario.

In many ways, Fe is the key element in understanding core-collapse explosions and their asymmetries, as it originates at the explosion center, closest to the mass cut.^1 It is often found together with other intermediate mass elements (Si, S, Ar, Ca, etc) as a result of incomplete Si burning. Closer to the explosion center, complete Si burning is expected to produce essentially pure Fe. So too is a burning regime known as “α-rich freeze out” (described more fully below) which also produces^{44}Ti. The detection of significant Fe in X-rays in the outer parts of the remnant (Hwang & Laming 2009, 2012), and the NuSTAR location of^{44}Ti near the remnant center (Grefenstette et al. 2017) poses a problem that motivates much of the work in this paper. The detected^{44}Ti and Fe are connected to each other as mentioned above by a common origin in nuclear burning, and both are connected to the neutron star kick by the morphology that such a kick should imprint on the inner ejecta. We are therefore motivated to investigate the inner unshocked ejecta in a quantitative manner to study element abundances, to complete a census of the elements produced in the explosion of Cas A with particular reference to how much Fe may reside in the inner parts of the remnant, and if possible to study or discuss further any effects associated with anisotropic nature of the explosion.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe our modeling of the photoionizationrecombination (PR) equilibrium used to calculate the ionization balance of the unshocked ejecta. Section 3 describes the reduction and analysis of the IR Spitzer data and Section 4 gives a simple interpretation of the data in terms of element masses in the inner ejecta, while Section 5 gives a similar analysis of IR emission from ejecta encountering the reverse shock. The emission analyzed here dominates the IR spectrum, but only accounts for a small fraction of the inner ejecta mass. The emission from the PR equilibrium ejecta is much weaker in terms of IR signal strength, but accounts for a much larger fraction of the ejecta we wish to study. Section 6 discusses many of the factors that might complicate our analysis; gas cooling by coupling to dust, gas heating by radioactivity, molecules, and finally limits on the mass of Fe present inside the reverse shock and consequences this may have for explosion mechanisms, before Section 7 concludes.

2. PHOTOIONIZATION-RECOMBINATION MODELS We calculate the pre-reverse shock ejecta ionization state following initial considerations by Hamilton & Sarazin (1984). The unshocked inner ejecta are in ballistic ex-

1 The division between material that falls back onto the compact central object, and material thrown outwards as ejecta.

pansion from the explosion center. They are optically thin to ionizing radiation, and ionization and recombination rates are sufficiently rapid that the ionization balance may be treated in a PR equilibrium, with the photoionizing radiation being UV to X-radiation from the forward and reverse shocked plasma. A reverse shock radius of 1.7 pc (assuming the 3 M_⊙ model of Hwang & Laming 2012) gives a volume for the inner ejecta of 6 × 10^{56} cm^3. Filling this uniformly with 0.3 M_⊙ of ejecta gives a density of 0.6 amu cm^{−3}, or 0.04 ions cm^{−3} if assumed pure O. The corresponding radial optical depth to X-rays assuming an absorption cross section of order 10^{−22} cm^2 is then τ ∼ 5×10^{18} ×10^{−22} ×0.04 ∼ 2×10^{−5} and remains << 1 for all reasonable parameters. DeLaney et al. (2014) find an electron density of 4.2 cm^{−3}, higher than implied by this latter density estimate, indicating that the ejecta are clumped. For a range of densities, the model temperature is determined as in Laming & Titarchuk (2004) by balancing the heating by photoelectrons (Comptonization of free electrons is negligible) against cooling by radiation and adiabatic expansion. The radiative cooling rate due to line emission collisionally excited by electrons goes as n^2_e, where n_e is the electron density, whereas the other two processes vary as n_e. Thus lower temperatures are expected in higher density regions. We ignore effects of optical depths in emission lines in the radiative cooling. This is justified at the end of this section a posteriori.

Balancing cooling and heating per unit volume, 3γ γ − 1 ( n_e + ∑ ions n_{ion} ) k_BT v r + ∑ ions n_{ion}n_eΛ_{ion} (T ) = ∑ ions n_{ion} ∫ f_P (E_p) σ_{photo} (E_p) (E_p − E_{thresh}) dE_p(1) where n_{ion} is the ion density, and electrons and ions are assumed to be at a common temperature T . The first term on the left hand side represents cooling by adiabatic expansion at velocity v and radius r with adiabatic index γ = 5/3. The second term represents radiative cooling with loss function Λ_{ion} (T ) for each ion in the plasma. For cooling by ground term infra-red lines,

Λ_{ion} (T ) = ∑ lines 8.63 × 10^{−6} g_0 EΩ exp (−E/k_BT ) √ T (2) where g_0 is the statistical weight of the ground (i.e. lower) level, E is the energy of the transition, and Ω is the effective collision strength for electron impact excitation. We collect the values of Ω used in this paper in Table 5 in the Appendix. For cooling by electron impact excitation to higher lying levels, which can be important at the higher temperatures in our models, we use the tabulations of Summers & McWhirter (1979). We also include the radiative cooling by radiative recombination. The heating term on the right hand side represents heating by photoelectrons of energy E_p −E_{thresh} where E_p is the incident photon energy and E_{thresh} is the ionization threshold, integrated over the photon spectrum f_P (E_p) and the photoionization cross section σ (E_P ). The flux of photons J seen at radius r in the inner ejecta in terms of the flux seen by an observer J_∞ at radius r_∞ is calculated in appendix A and is given by J = 3J_∞r^2_∞/2 R^3_{max} − R^3_{min} {R_{max} − R_{min} + R^2_{max} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{max} 1 − r/R_{max} )

− R^2_{min} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{min} 1 − r/R_{min} ) }, (3) for the geometry is illustrated in Figure 1. The emitting shell is characterized by maximum and minimum radii R_{max} and R_{min} and the point at radius r can lie interior (shown with bold lines) or exterior (shown with faint lines), and is discussed in more detail in the Appendix.

Figure 1. Geometry of Cas A SNR for calculation of photoionizing flux. Illuminated points can lie interior (bold lines) or exterior (faint lines) to the shell of X-ray emitting plasma. The angles Θ and Ψ refer to the calculation in the Appendix.

Table 1. Dielectronic Recombination Data Sources Isoelectronic Sequence Reference H-like Dasgupta & Whitney (2004) He-like Dasgupta & Whitney (2004) Li-like Colgan et al. (2004) Be-like Colgan et al. (2003)^a B-like Altun et al. (2004) C-like Zatsarinny et al. (2004a) N-like Mitnik & Badnell (2004)^b O-like Zatsarinny et al. (2003) F-like Gu (2003) Ne-like Zatsarinny et al. (2004b) Na-like Gu (2004) Al-like Abdel-Naby et al. (2012) Fe 8^+ - 12^+, 14^+ Badnell (2006)

Note—^aE1 parameter for O^{4+} corrected from 8.552(+2) to 8.552(+3);

bE1 parameter for Fe^{19+} corrected from -2.522(+4) to 2.522(+4).

We take the photoionizing flux between 300.5 and 9982.9 eV from the Chandra spectrum (Hwang & Laming 2012, U. Hwang, private communication 2020), adding the contribution due to thermal bremsstrahlung only at each end of this range. This amounts to an X-ray luminosity of ∼ 4 × 10^{37} erg s^{−1}. The photoionization of lower charge states should be further enhanced by the optical and UV emission coming from ejecta density clumps encountering the reverse shock and becoming fast moving knots. However this enhancement is local, the optical and UV does not penetrate very far into the ejecta before it is absorbed, and as will be seen below, the ejecta of most interest to us are closer to the center, well away from the reverse shock. Given this ionizing flux, photoionization rates are calculated using the fits to photoionization cross sections of Verner et al. (1996). Rates for collisional processes (electron impact ionization, radiative recombination and dielectronic recombination) are taken from Mazzotta et al. (1998), with the exception that many dielectronic rates are been revised and updated in the interim. These newer references are given in Table 1, with some typographic errors noted.

We calculate the temperature and corresponding ionization balance for a range of densities. We assume that all densities exist within the reverse shock of Cas A, and that each line will be emitted from the density that maximizes its intensity. Figure 2 shows a sample run for O- and Si-rich ejecta with trace amounts of S and Fe, chosen to match our eventual result for O, Si, and S (mass fractions O:Si:S:Fe of 0.3:0.64:0.05:0.01). It is

Figure 2. Left. Ionization balance of O, Si, and S as a function of ejecta density. Charge states with prominent infra-red lines are highlighted with thicker lines. Right. Electron temperature, density, and the ionization balance of Fe as a function of ejecta density, again with important charge states highlighted by thicker lines.

assumed to be a distance 0.3 pc from the center of the spherical surface defined by the reverse shock to match ejecta position indicated by the observed Doppler shifts. At the lowest density considered (10^{−2} amu cm^{−3}) O is fully ionized. At the average density quoted above for 0.3 M_⊙ unshocked ejecta of 0.6 amu cm^{−3}, O is principally in the He-like charge state. As the gas is further compressed the temperature stays in the range 10^4 −10^5 K, until O^{3+} is the dominant O charge state (shown by a thick dashed line in the top left panel), and strong cooling in the O IV 25.89 μm line reduces the temperature to about 10^3 K. More compression further decreases the average charge state and temperature, until at 10^3 amu cm^{−3}, in the absence of any effects of optical depth, the model is no longer able to find an equilibrium and the gas cools unstably. Here we set a minimum temperature of 30 K. The temperature values are dependent on the element abundances assumed in the model, and are in good agreement with a temperature of ∼ 100 K found by Raymond et al. (2018) from the ratio of [Si I] 1.645 μm to [Si II] 34.81 μm. The lower left panels show the ionization balances of Si and S under these conditions. On the right hand side we show the temperature, electron density and Fe ionization balance. For the O, Si and S figures, we have highlighted the charge states with important infra-red emission lines in this work. For Fe, we highlight charge states with important candidate lines for detection by forthcoming instruments (see Table 4, subsection 6.3 below). The charge state fraction shown for Fe^{7+} is possibly spuriously high, due to using the Chandra X-ray spectrum above 300.5 eV, and a pure thermal bremsstrahlung spectrum below which reduces its photoionization rate. Although in reality the lower energy radiation will be relatively more absorbed, Fe^{7+} with ionization energy 151.06 eV (Kramida et al. 2019) is more effected by this switch than are Fe^{8+} (ionization energy 233.6 eV) or higher charge states.

The mass of an element, M (element), is determined from the unextincted surface brightness of its emission line(s),

J_s = n_en_{ion}C_{ion}V E 4πA_{proj} = n_en_{ion}C_{ion}LE 4π (4) (in erg cm^{−2}s^{−1}sr^{−1}), by

M (element) = A_{el}m_pn_{el}V = 4πA_{el}m_pJ_sA_{proj} n_ef_{ion}C_{ion}E (5) where A_{el} and n_{el} are the atomic mass and number density of the element, n_{ion} = f_{ion}n_{el} is the ion density in terms of the ionization fraction and n_{el}, V = LA_{proj} is the SNR volume imaged by the observation, with projected area in the plane of the sky A_{proj} , m_p is the proton mass, and E is the photon energy. We take the denominator n_ef_{ion}C_{ion} to be its maximum value as calculated as in Fig.2. This is likely to lead to an underestimate of the element mass, though other assumptions below will bias things in the opposite direction. The alternative approach of integrating f_{ion}C_{ion} over n_e depends on the limits taken for the integration, and is typically a factor of 2 lower than the maximum value of n_ef_{ion}C_{ion}, suggesting a factor of 2 higher mass. This would assume that plasma at all densities is present in the inner ejecta of Cas A, though the integral could be weighted by a density profile should one be known.

As mentioned above, extreme clumping may render the emission lines optically thick and reduce the radiative cooling. We consider the case of [Si II] 34.81 μm emission. Arguing from the Einstein relations between spontaneous and stimulated emission/absorption, the absorption cross section is σ = λ^3A_{ji}g_j /g_i √ 2kT/M = 2 × 10^{−16} cm^2 for spontaneous emission rate A_{ji} = 2.17×10^{−4} s^{−1}, wavelength λ = 34.81×10^{−4} cm, statistical weights g_j /g_i = 2 and thermal speed √ 2kT/M = 2.4 × 10^4 cm s^{−1}. In a knot of radius 1 arc second (5 × 10^{16} cm), the radial optical depth is 0.2 times the product of ionization fraction, elemental mass fraction and compression over the average ejecta density. At the peak ionization fraction for Si^+, this optical depth evaluates to ∼ 3 at the line center (taking values from Fig. 2), meaning that a photon will scatter on average 3 times inside the knot before emerging. The electron density from Fig. 2 is ∼ 3 cm^{−3}, which when multiplied by the number of scatterings is still well below the critical density of 87 cm^{−3} for this transition, meaning that the photon is not effectively destroyed by the trapping and our assumption of optically thin emission is valid for the [Si II] emission, and for lines from lower densities. Such effects may restrict the radiative cooling in higher density regions of the ejecta.

3. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA REDUCTION Spectroscopy of Cas A in the 5–37 μm range was obtained with the Infrared Spectrograph (IRS, Houck et al. 2004) aboard the Spitzer Space Telescope. The observations were carried out on 2005, Jan 7 (program ID 3310) and 2007, August 29 (program ID 30153). These data consist of a low spectral resolution (R = 57– 127) map of the entire SNR (Ennis et al. 2006) and high spectral resolution (R ∼ 600) maps of smaller regions of Cas A, shown as blue rectangular regions in Figure 3 against the [O IV] 25.89 μm emission map generated

Figure 3. Spatial regions observed by the Spitzer IRS (green and magenta) overlaid on the [O IV] 25.89 μm line map of Cas A. Regions 1-5 are observed at high spectral resolution. We use region 1 for the best sample of inner ejecta. The magenta region shows the extraction area for the low spectral resolution spectra of the inner ejecta.

from data previously published by Isensee et al. (2012). North is to the top and east to the left. The [O IV] emission is seen to be strongest in the bright “ring” surrounding the remnant interior, suggesting that processes connected with the reverse shock dominate the excitation of this line, which are caught in Regions 2-5. Of most interest to us is Region 1, which encompasses area of 2160 square arcseconds. It is located away from the limb of the reverse shock and more clearly shows emission from ejecta in PR equilibrium. The same region is shown in Isensee et al. (2010) where it can be seen to encompass a region of strong [Si II] emission. These data were processed with the pipeline version S18.18 and reduced and extracted using the the CUbe Builder for IRS Spectra Maps (CUBISM) software v1.8 (Smith et al. 2007). A background spectrum from a region adjacent to the SNR was subtracted from the data cube and high and low spectral resolution spectra extracted from the regions shown in Figure 3. The spectral lines were fit using the Spectroscopic Modeling, Analysis, and Reduction Tool (SMART; Higdon et al. 2004), the Python astropy package specutils, as well as with a custom FORTRAN fitting program based on routines in Press et al. (1986). The line fitting results for Region 1 (of most importance to us) are listed in Tables 2 and 3.

4. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS In an initial survey, Eriksen (2009) considered a single zone model for the inner ejecta, photoionized in the radiation field coming from the forward and reverse shocks, treated as a thermal bremsstrahlung spectrum.

Figure 4. The high resolution Spitzer [O IV] 25.89 μm line profile from Region 1, showing the six component fit given in Table 2; 1 MJy = 4.44 × 10^{−13} W cm^{−2}μm^{−1} at 26 μm.

In this context, the morphologies of the spectral brightness maps given by Smith et al. (2009) are interpreted as follows. The short wavelength emission is excited at the reverse shock where the electron temperature, T_e, is high. In the interior of the remnant, T_e is too low to excite this radiation. As one moves to longer wavelengths, the images show more center-filled morphologies, which arise as the excitation thresholds of the transition upper levels reduce to energies where they can be collisionally excited by thermal electrons with T_e in the range 100 - 500 K. Such a T_e agrees with that derived from the S III temperature diagnostic, and with our modeling described above. Further, even the “center-filled” images exhibit considerable variability in surface brightness, indicating inhomogeneous element abundances or density or both. Correspondingly, we concentrate on Region 1.

Figure 4 shows the line profile of [O IV] 25.89 μm line from Region 1. It is fitted with six Gaussians, with parameters listed in Table 2. We give the surface brightness, J_s, the Doppler Line of Sight (LoS) velocity, the full width and half maximum (FWHM) of each component and the implied mass of O in Region 1 assuming PR equilibrium, calculated from

M (element) =

5.87 × 10^{−20}J_s f_{ion}C_{ion}n_eE/A_{el} M_⊙ (6)

where the projected area in equation 4 has been replaced by its numerical value, 5.59 × 10^{36} cm^2, corresponding to an angular region 54” × 40” at the known distance of 3.4 kpc.^2 An extinction correction (see below) has also been applied.

Based on the arguments of Eriksen (2009), we interpret the [O IV] components 1 and 2, and 5 and 6 as be-

2 Extrapolating to the whole volume of inner ejecta, the numerical factor 5.87 × 10^{−20} would be replaced by 6.05 × 10^{−19} .

ing associated with reverse shock on the front and back sides respectively. Using the 3 M_⊙ ejecta mass model of Hwang & Laming (2012), the ejecta free expansion velocity at the reverse shock should be 4890 km s^{−1}, the reverse shock speed should be 2465 km s^{−1}, and therefore the unclumped post reverse shock decelerated ejecta should have velocity 3042 km s^{−1}. These should be taken as “nominal” values, being based on 1D hydrodynamical models, and considerable variation in the propagation of the reverse shock through the ejecta doubtless exists. Dense clumps experience a slower reverse shock, and so are decelerated less and retain a higher fraction of their free expansion velocity postshock. Additionally, the Cas A SNR is inferred to be receding from us with velocities given as 859 km s^{−1} (DeLaney et al. 2010), or 760±100 km s^{−1} (Milisavljevic & Fesen 2013), an asymmetry that is also apparent in Table 2. Thus components 2 and 5 are reverse shock decelerated unclumped [O IV] emission, while 1 and 6 are [O IV] excited in a shock precursor as in Laming et al. (2014), by local photoionization by optical and UV from shocked knots, or represent the denser less decelerated ejecta clumps going through the reverse shock. The FWHM of components 2 and 5 set upper limits on the reverse shock speed, indicating 1800 and 3100 km s^{−1} respectively, after subtracting an instrumental width of 500 km s^{−1} (Houck et al. 2004; Dasyra et al. 2008). Isensee et al. (2010) demonstrate that similar velocity profiles hold for [Si II] and [S III], and so we make the same assumption for these lines. This argument also indicates that the feature at 25.9 μm is most likely entirely O IV 25.89 μm, and that [Fe II] 25.98 μm is hardly present as a blend in this feature. Pursuing an [Fe II] identification would subtract about 1000 km s^{−1} from the LOS velocities given in table 2 for [O IV]. While there is no reason why components 3 and 4 corresponding to PR equilibrium ejecta should line up, components 1, 2, 5, and 6 representing emission from the reverse shock, or from plasma associated with it should match among the different emission lines. The [O IV] identification is clearly better here than [Fe II], supporting this conclusion. Such an analysis of the various Doppler shifted ejecta plasma components is not possible for Regions 2-5, where the reverse shock and ejecta expansion velocities are not along our line of sight. Given the increased difficulty of isolating the PR ejecta in these regions, and the likely smaller contribution that it makes to the total emission, we do not consider Regions 2-5 further in this paper.

We infer element masses in region 1 from emission line intensities using equation 6 assuming an ionization balance computed for a particular set of element abundances, and then iterating our ionization balance

Table 2. High Resolution Ejecta Velocity Components for [O IV] 25.89, [Si II] 34.81, [S III] 33.48 μm in Region 1.

ion 1 2 3 4 5 6 [O IV] flux (W cm^{−2} sr^{−1}) 2.70 ± 0.02 2.11 ± 0.04 1.02 ± 0.04 2.9 ± 0.2 1.91 ± 0.04 4.4 ± 0.2 ×10^{−12} ×10^{−11} ×10^{−11} ×10^{−12} ×10^{−11} ×10^{−12} LoS velocity (km s^{−1}) -3360 -2074 -270 1144 2935 4344 FWHM (km s^{−1}) 670 1836 1462 883 3095 934 Implied Mass of O (M⊙) 0.027 ± 0.001 0.0076 ± 0.0006 fP R1 = 0.22 ± 0.02

[Si II] flux (W cm^{−2} sr^{−1}) 1.48 ± 0.06 2.37 ± 0.14 5.0 ± 1.2 1.63 ± 0.11 3.2 ± 1.0 ×10^{−11} ×10^{−11} ×10^{−12} ×10^{−11} ×10^{−12} LoS velocity (km s^{−1}) -1741 -1542 862 2568 4352 FWHM (km s^{−1}) 1045 2344 1715 2150 1310 Implied Mass of Si (M⊙) 0.067 ± 0.006 0.014 ± 0.003 fP R1 = 0.45 ± 0.04

[S III] flux (W cm^{−2} sr^{−1}) 1.7 ± 0.5 4.80 ± 0.25 3.2 ± 0.6 9.8 ± 2.5 5.9 ± 1.3 2.4 ± 0.5 ×10^{−12} ×10^{−12} ×10^{−12} ×10^{−13} ×10^{−13} ×10^{−12} LoS velocity (km s^{−1}) -2357 -1653 -188 1272 2321 2867 FWHM (km s^{−1}) 2212 1370 1729 641 256 2321 Implied Mass of S (M⊙) 0.0045 ± 0.0007 0.0014 ± 0.0004 fP R1 = 0.30 ± 0.09

Note—Components 1, 2, 5, and 6 are interpreted as coming from the reverse shock, so no mass estimate is given for these. Surface fluxes are not corrected for extinction. Uncertainties in masses come solely from fitting errors. The area of Region 1 is 2160 square arcseconds.

calculations until the element abundances input match those calculated from the output. We assume a visual extinction A_v = 7 (De Looze et al. 2017), K-band extinction A_k = 0.078A_v = 0.546 (Wang & Chen 2019) and take tabulations and plots (Fig. 8) of A_λ/A_k from Chiar & Tielens (2006) to derive the extinction at wavelength λ, A_λ. Consequently we derive 0.035 ± 0.001 M_⊙ of O, 0.081 ± 0.005 M_⊙ of Si, and 0.006 ± 0.001 M_⊙ of S for a total of 0.122 ± 0.005 M_⊙ (uncertainties from fits only) in Region 1 from velocity components 3 and 4, with the remainder of the emission excited by the reverse shock. This mass could be up to a factor of two higher, depending on assumptions made in averaging the emission in spectral lines over the range of densities over which they form. The implied reverse shock speed upper limits are lower for [Si II] and [S III] than they are for [O IV], as expected since these ions are formed in denser regions of ejecta where the reverse shock will be slower. Also given in Table 2 are values of f_{P R1}, the fraction of the total emission in each line coming from plasma in PR equilibrium, i.e. the ratio of components 3 and 4 to the total, for Region 1.

We estimate the masses associated with emission in [O IV], [Si II], and [S III] in the remnant as a whole using surface fluxes measured in the low resolution data in the region enclosed with a magenta line in Fig. 3. An example fit to [O IV] from this region is given in Fig. 5. We need to correct these data to isolate the fraction due to PR equilibrium plasma, since at low spectral resolution this cannot be done by fitting. Compared to Region 1, the ratio of volume emission to surface emission, i.e. the ratio of PR equilibrium ejecta to that excited by the reverse shock, is lower by a geometrical factor, assuming no other differences. In Region 1, this ratio is just the reverse shock radius, R_r = 1.7 pc. Taking the spatial extent delineated by the magenta contour to extend out to 84% of R_r, the imaged volume should be 4πR^3_r ( 1 − cos^3 α ) /3 with surface area of reverse shock 4πR^2_r (1 − cos α), where sin α = 0.84. This amounts to a volume to area ratio of 0.62R_r = 1.053 pc. The fraction of emission from the PR equilibrium plasma for the inner Region, in f_{P R} in terms of that for Region 1, f_{P R1} is then f_{P R} = 0.62f_{P R1}/ (1 − 0.38f_{P R1}), and is given in Table 3 for [O IV], [Si II], and [S III]. This is likely to be an overestimate since it assumes the same density of these emissions throughout the inner ejecta as is seen in Region 1, whereas it appears from the [O IV] and

Table 3. Cas A Inner Ejecta Element Masses

ion surface flux (W cm^{−2} sr^{−1}) nefionCionE/A_{el} (erg s^{−1}) fP R 10^{0.4Aλ} mass (M⊙) [O IV] 25.89μm 3.5 ± 0.2 × 10^{−11} 2.81 × 10^{−22} 0.15 ± 0.02 0.79 0.14 ± 0.02 [Si II] 34.81 μm 3.1 ± 0.4 × 10^{−11} 2.42 × 10^{−22} 0.34 ± 0.03 0.86 0.31 ± 0.05 [S III] 33.48 μm 6.4 ± 1.7 × 10^{−12} 4.97 × 10^{−22} 0.20 ± 0.08 0.84 0.019 ± 0.009 [S III] 18.71 μm 3.8 ± 0.5 × 10^{−12} 1.82 × 10^{−22} 0.09 ± 0.06 0.75 0.014 ± 0.010 [S IV] 10.51 μm 5.7 ± 0.5 × 10^{−12} 5.99 × 10^{−22} 0.18 ± 0.07 0.64 0.016 ± 0.006 [Ne II] 12.81 μm 3.6 ± 0.6 × 10^{−12} 2.71 × 10^{−23} ∼ 10^{−3} 0.76 ∼ 10^{−3} [Ne III] 15.55 μm 6.0 ± 0.9 × 10^{−13} 1.21 × 10^{−22} 0.06 ± 0.04 0.80 0.0023 ± 0.0016 [Ar II] 6.985 μm 7.5 ± 0.8 × 10^{−12} 6.58 × 10^{−24} ∼ 10^{−5} 0.70 ∼ 10^{−4}

Note—Surface fluxes are not corrected for extinction. Uncertainties com from fitting procedures only.

[Si II] morphologies^3 that Region 1 has more cold dense plasma than elsewhere inside the reverse shock. This effect is difficult to quantify, but is likely to cancel out at least partially the mass underestimate coming from our treatment of the ejecta density above.

We also give masses inferred from [S III], [Ne II], [Ne III], and [Ar II] measured from the low resolution spectra across the inner magenta region in Fig. 3, extrapolated to the whole region interior to the reverse shock. We estimate f_{P R} for these shorter wavelength lines assuming that the PR emission scales as exp (−E/k_BT ), where T is taken from Fig. 2 for each ion. The values for [Ne III] and [S IV] are very similar to that for [S III], but [Ne II] and [Ar II] are very hard to estimate, so only an order of magnitude is given. Combining the masses of O, Si, S (taken from [S III]), and Ne (from [Ne III]) we derive an inner ejecta mass of 0.47 ± 0.05 M_⊙ (uncertainty from fits only), about four times the mass seen in these elements in Region 1. Again, an error of up to a factor of two more mass may be present due to our assumption the all lines are radiated from the electron density that maximizes the emission. But in this case another error of similar magnitude but in the opposite direction should be expected due to assumptions surrounding the value of f_{P R}, leading us to estimate 0.47 ±^{0.47}_{0.24} M_⊙ for the mass of the inner ejecta.

DeLaney et al. (2014) give an inner ejecta mass of 0.39 M_⊙ from free-free absorption at 74 MHz. Arias et al. (2018) adjust some of the parameters in the analysis of DeLaney et al. (2014) to find 1.86 M_⊙, and give their own complete analysis to find 2.95±0.48 M_⊙. An important assumption in both works is that the ejecta are assumed homogeneous, with no clumping. This is clearly incorrect, and we are now in a position to quantify this. The free-free absorption is proportional to a line integral of the square of the electron density, n_e, averaged over

3 Seen most clearly in Fig. 2 of Smith et al. (2009).

the Cas A shell, ∫ n^2_edl = 4 3 ( n^2_{dif f} ( 1 − f^{1/3} ) + n^2_{clump}f^{1/3} ) r_{rev} = 4 3 n^2_{dif f} r_{rev} ( 1 − f^{1/3} + x^2f^{1/3} ) , (7)

where n_{dif f} and n_{clump} are the electron densities in the diffuse and clumped ejecta respectively, f is the volume filling factor for the clumps, x = n_{clump}/n_{dif f} , and r_{rev} is the reverse shock radius that defines the volume in which the unshocked ejecta reside. The inferred mass is then M = 4π 3 m_p ∑ el A_{el}r^3_{rev} (n_{el,dif f} (1 − f) + n_{el,clump}f) ∝ 1 − f + xf √ 1 − f^{1/3} + x^2f^{1/3}

≃ f^{5/6} for xf >> 1, (8)

where we have substituted from equation 6 for n_{dif f} in the final step, assuming an observed ∫ n^2_edl. Taking n_{dif f} = ⟨n_e⟩ / (1 − f + xf) ≃ 1/30 as in SN 1987A (Li et al. 1993), and taking f = 1/10 we would find an ejecta mass a factor of 0.147 smaller, taking the unclumped mass of 2.95 M_⊙ of Arias et al. (2018) down to

Figure 5. The low resolution Spitzer [O IV] 25.89 μm line profile from the inner magenta contoured region in Fig. 3, showing a two component fit; 1 MJy = 4.44 × 10^{−13} W cm^{−2}μm^{−1} at 26 μm.

0.43 M_⊙. Our inference of unshocked ejecta mass does not depend on such an assumption about the clumping. We simply adopt the clumping for each ion that maximizes its emissivity, to arrive at an unshocked ejecta mass of order 0.5 M_⊙, broadly supporting the conclusion of Hwang & Laming (2012) that most of the ejecta has already encountered the reverse shock.

5. EMISSION FROM THE REVERSE SHOCK In this section we give some further justification for our assumptions identifying the velocity components in Fig. 4. The strongest and most Doppler shifted components were interpreted as coming from the reverse shock location, either from the shock precursor region or from the reverse shocked plasma itself, and therefore only potentially indicative of ejecta composition at the reverse shock. Docenko & Sunyaev (2010) provide detailed modeling of radiative reverse shocks in ejecta clumps, and give a review of prior models of this sort. In Fig. 6 we illustrate the ionization balance for O, Si, S, and Fe, together with the electron temperature and density as a function of time postshock for the Cas A reverse shock encountering an ejecta clump with a factor of 10^3 overdensity compared to the average ejecta density interior to the reverse shock. The composition is O and Si dominated, as for Fig. 2, where it can be seen that based on photoionization by X-ray and UV emission from the forward and reverse shocks, these elements are approximately half neutral and half singly ionized preshock. In a more realistic calculation, this ionization balance might be further affected by local optical and UV radiation from the slow reverse shock in the knot itself.

The reverse shock of nominal velocity 2465 km s^{−1} is slowed to about 600 km s^{−1} by the increased density (Sgro 1975). Upon entering the knot, the electron temperature, initially 10^4 K, is increased mainly by collisions with ions to around 10^5 K, before catastrophic radiative cooling sets in (following Summers & McWhirter 1979) about 0.6 years (∼ 2 × 10^7 s) following shock passage. With these parameters, the ionizing phase of the shock can account for a [O IV] 25.89 μm surface brightness of a few ×10^{−11} W cm^{−2}sr^{−1}, about an order of magnitude too small compared to Fig. 4, even before the filling factor, which is necessarily << 1 is taken into account. It is evident then that most of the infrared emission from the reverse shock must come from the radiatively unstable emission setting in about 0.6 years postshock, and this illustrates some of the problems involved in interpreting lines emitted from such an environment in terms of element abundances. Not only are we only seeing the plasma at the reverse shock in dense knots that can become radiatively unstable, but this non-equilibrium aspect of the plasma emission renders line emission rates very sensitive to the precise plasma parameters. The temperature and density are changing rapidly in the plasma emitting any particular spectral line, and comparing one spectral line with another formed at different temperature and density will be very uncertain. We argue that the PR plasma still to encounter the reverse shock is better place to study element abundances in the unshocked ejecta of Cas A, because it is both in an approximate equilibrium and samples a much wider distribution of these ejecta.

Docenko & Sunyaev (2010) highlight an important feature ignored in the calculation in Fig. 5, that of the preshock PR region due to local optical and UVradiation from the reverse shock in the knot itself. This gives rise to a shock precursor with elevated infra-red emission, corresponding to one of our interpretations of components 1 and 6 in Fig. 4. This plasma is undecelerated, but is located close to the reverse shock front and back. The reverse shock speed, 2465 km s^{−1}, and the post reverse shock ejecta expansion velocity, 3042 km s^{−1}, both given above, assume no clumping of the ejecta. Ejecta clumps will encounter a slower reverse shock, and undergo less deceleration, so shocked ejecta should appear at expansion velocities between 3042 and 4890 km s^{−1}, on the basis of 1D SNR models. Lower expansion velocities would also be possible if the reverse shock has spent time propagating through underdense ejecta regions, caused e.g. by Fe bubbles inflated by radioactivity early in the evolution of the SNR, causing it to penetrate deeper into the ejecta and encountering less rapidly expanding layers.

6. COMPLICATIONS 6.1. Mass in Molecules and Dust We have adopted the simplest possible model of PR equilibrium to interpret the IR spectrum of Cas A, modeling only neutral atoms and ions. Rho et al. (2009, 2012) detect IR vibrational lines of CO associated with the reverse shock in Cas A, and suggest that such CO must have formed in the year or two following the explosion. If significant quantities of CO formed, less C would then be available to form C-bearing dust. Wallström et al. (2013) detect high-J rotational lines from CO from a dense knot in Cas A. These authors argue that CO should be dissociated by the reverse shock, and what is seen is CO reforming in the post shock cooling zone. Estimates of the CO mass in Cas A vary, but are typically in the range 10^{−6} − 10^{−5} M_⊙, and so constitute an insignificant mass compared to that inferred here from the atomic lines.

Figure 6. Left. Ionization balance of O, Si, and S as a function of time post shock for a knot with overdensity x 1000. Charge states with prominent infra-red lines are highlighted with thicker lines. Right. Electron temperature, density, and the ionization balance of Fe as a function of time post shock, again with important charge states highlighted by thicker lines.

The formation of dust and molecules following the SN explosion depends sensitively on the ejecta density. Biscaro & Cherchneff (2014) find that significant clumping of the ejecta in Cas A is necessary for dust formation. Without this, the stripping of the Cas A progenitor by a pre-SN stellar wind renders the ejecta too tenuous and too quickly expanding for molecules and dust to form. Biscaro & Cherchneff (2014) also model the evolution of dust and molecules through the reverse shock. They find that molecules that are destroyed by the shock passage can in general reform in the postshock cooling region, though not to the abundance found in the preshock gas. Dust destroyed by the reverse shock does not reform. Biscaro & Cherchneff (2016) and Micelotta et al. (2016) consider the post-reverse shock evolution of dust in more detail, including the destruction of the knots by post-shock instabilities and grain destruction by sputtering, accentuated by the relative motion between the plasma and the dust grains. The main conclusion is that dust grains are effectively destroyed by these processes at the reverse shock in Cas A, and considering that the reverse shock has swept through about 90% of the ejecta (Hwang & Laming 2012), rather little of the dust originally formed should survive. Bocchio et al. (2016) perform similar modeling and conclude that most of the dust formed in Cas A should have survived. However, these authors used hydrodynamics solutions suitable for SNR expansion into a uniform interstellar medium (ISM), where the progress of the reverse shock through the ejecta is slower than it would be for a more appropriate assumption of a remnant expansion into a relic stellar wind.

Arendt et al. (2014) perform a detailed analysis of data from the Spitzer Infrared Spectrograph (IRS) supplemented by Herschel Photodetector Array Camera and Spectrometer (PACS) observations at 70, 100, and 160 μm. After subtracting ISM dust and synchrotron emission they find a mass of warm (60–130K) dust of ∼ 0.04 M_⊙ with components that can be identified spectroscopically as magnesium silicate grains (with low or high Mg to Si ratio) and Al_2O_3 dust. There are also unidentified featureless components in both the warm dust, and also a larger cold dust mass comprising up to about 0.1 M_⊙. De Looze et al. (2017) analyze a similar dataset further supplemented at long wavelengths by the Herschel Spectral and Photometric Imaging Receiver (SPIRE) data, fitting a three part dust model comprising hot (100 - 200 K), warm (40 - 100 K) and cold (10 - 40 K) components. The hot component is found to be consistent with magnesium silicate grains, as in Arendt et al. (2014), but the warm and cold components, being relatively featureless, are less well constrained. De Looze et al. (2017) evaluate the likely dust compositions based on nucleosynthesis models (Nozawa et al. 2010) for a Type IIb supernova like Cas A, and then evaluate from the observed IR emission limits on the dust mass for each component. Warm and hot dust components comprise ∼ 10^{−3} − 10^{−2} M_⊙, while the cold component can be as high as a few times 0.1 M_⊙, considerably more than found by Arendt et al. (2014). The main uncertainty seems to be in identifying and correcting for cold dust emission from the foreground and background ISM. Priestley et al. (2019) elaborate on this analysis, modeling distributions of dust grains with different sizes and temperatures for each dust component. They assume that the radiation field heating the dust is composed of synchrotron radiation from the forward and reverse shocks with luminosity ∼ 8 × 10^{36} erg s^{−1}. By contrast our modeling here takes the full X-ray spectrum from the forward and reverse shocks detected by Chandra (Hwang & Laming 2012), not just the synchrotron radiation, with luminosity 4 × 10^{37} erg s^{−1}. Subsection 4.1.2 of Priestley et al. (2019) describes how this increase in heating would decrease the inferred dust mass. A possible “remedy” would be to increase the grain size, but this is unlikely for a Type IIb supernova like Cas A where the progenitor is compact due to pre-supernova mass loss. Hence the post explosion expansion velocities are fast, leading to a rapid decrease in the ejecta density, and inefficient production of large dust grains. Irrespective of grain size, prior work (Rho et al. 2008; Barlow et al. 2010; Sibthorpe et al. 2010) had all given dust masses < 0.1 M_⊙, while Dunne et al. (2009), interpreting the excess polarization in 850 μm radiation detected with the Submillimetre Common-Users Bolometer Array (SCUBA) as due to magnetic field aligned dust estimated the cold dust mass in Cas A to be 1.0 M_⊙. This though is subject to assumptions about the magnetic field direction that might not be justified (see e.g. West et al. 2017).

Dust extinctions have also been estimated from the extinction observed from red-shifted ejecta emission from the rear of the SNR compared to blue-shifted lines from the front side (Lee et al. 2015; Bevan et al. 2017). This last reference infers a dust mass of 1.1 M_⊙ from the extinction in optical lines of [O I], [O II], and [O III]. However, the ejecta properties assumed in the code for late-time supernovae may not be entirely appropriate for Cas A. The optical emission from [O I], [O II] and [O III], if excited collisionally, must come solely from dense clumps at the reverse shock. If excited by recombination, the morphology in the interior should resemble that of the cold dense gas, illustrated for [S III] in Milisavljevic & Fesen (2015) or by [O IV], [Si II] or [S III] in Smith et al. (2009). Neither case matches the spherical shell of thickness of order 1 pc as modeled in Bevan et al. (2017). Additionally, in the case of Cas A, the IR lines of O (see e.g. Fig. 4) show similar blue-red asymmetry to the optical lines, but should be subject to much less scattering, further implying that the optical depth effects due to dust in Cas A have been overestimated.

In this work we strongly favor the lower dust masses, < 0.1 M_⊙ for the reason advanced by Arendt et al. (2014); dust masses approaching 1 M_⊙ imply an unrealistically high dust condensation efficiency. There is tension between our low estimate of the unshocked ejecta mass, a few tenths of a solar mass, and the higher values of the inferred dust mass reported in the literature (e.g. Dunne et al. 2009; Priestley et al. 2019; Bevan et al. 2017; De Looze et al. 2017). Further investigation is warranted to reconcile gas mass estimates based on the equations of hydrodynamics and morphology (Hwang & Laming 2012), interpretations of the IR line spectrum emitted by atoms and ions in PR equilibrium (this work), and estimates of the dust mass based on modeling of dust compositions, sizes, heating, radiation and assumed locations within the remnant.

6.2. Cooling by Dust The cooling by dust in Cas A amounts to a luminosity of 10^{36} − 10^{37} erg s^{−1}, depending on the interpretation given to dust signals in terms of intrinsic SNR emission versus foreground and background ISM emission. The higher literature dust masses make the corresponding luminosity comparable with the X-ray emission from forward and reverse shocked gas. Our modeling of the ionization fraction above accounted for heating by this X-ray mission balanced only by cooling by radiation in atomic and ionic emission lines and adiabatic expansion of the gas. No gas coupling to the dust was accounted for, and here we give some justification. Dwek (1987) gives the gas cooling rate due to collisions with dust particles (assumed much colder than the gas) as approximately

Λ = 10^{−23} ( T/10^5 K )_{3/2} erg cm^3 s^{−1}, (9)

so that the cooling per unit volume is Λn_en_{dust} erg cm^{−3} s^{−1}. The electron density, n_e can be taken from Fig. 2 and the average dust grain density is ⟨n_{dust}⟩ = ( 8 × 10^{−7} ρ_{dust} ) ( M_{dust} M_⊙ ) ( r_{dust} 0.01 μm )_{−3} (10)

where ρ_{dust} ∼ 1 g cm^{−3} is the dust grain mass density, M_{dust} is the dust mass contained within the reverse shock and r_{dust} is the dust grain radius. For gas with temperature in the range 100 - 1000 K corresponding to overdensities of ×10 − ×10^4 in Fig. 2, the cooling rate due to dust is in the range 10^{−32} − 10^{−27} erg cm^{−3} s^{−1}, which is several orders of magnitude lower than the atomic and ionic radiative cooling rates already implemented in the calculation in Fig. 2, and can therefore be neglected. Additionally, the warm or hot dust found in IR studies is also of comparable temperature (∼ 100 K) to the gas, further limiting the cooling effect. Dust grains are much less likely in the underdense regions of ejecta, but even there, the gas cooling rate due to dust is still many orders of magnitude too low to be significant. Dust grains about 0.01 times the radius above are required, but dust grains of this size are single atoms.

6.3. Radioactivity and Estimates for Fe The X-ray survey of Cas A ejecta of Hwang & Laming (2012) found up to 0.13 M_⊙ of Fe ejecta, approximately the total amount expected to have been ejected in the explosion (Eriksen et al. 2009). The fact that all or most of this Fe is found in the outer layers of ejecta is a surprise, and a major motivation for studying the inner unshocked ejecta is to place limits on the Fe that can be found there. The inner ejecta are clumped, most likely by the expansion of Fe-Co-Ni bubbles by their radioactivity (e.g. Li et al. 1993). Thus most of the Fe is expected to be in the tenuous gas surrounding the more strongly radiating clumps from which the lines we study here are emitted.

The strongest Fe line to be expected from the clumped gas is probably the [Fe II] 25.98 μm line, maximized when the clumping is around a factor of 10^2 − 10^3, according to Fig. 2. This line is strongly blended with [O IV] 25.89 μm, and Isensee et al. (2010) demonstrate that the observed velocity structure in this line compared to the unambiguously identified [Si II] 34.81 μm and [S III] 33.48 μm makes the [O IV] identification much more plausible. If [Fe II] 25.98 μm is not detected, the putative identifications of the intrinsically weaker [Fe II] 35.35 μm and [Fe II] 17.94 μm (Smith et al. 2009) in the PR equilibrium ejecta are also doubtful. Isensee et al. (2012) clearly see the 17.94 μm line, and we interpret this as coming from the reverse shock. Gerardy & Fesen (2001) see even higher excitation [Fe II] lines with wavelengths in the range ∼ 1 − 2μm which are clearly from fast moving knots or quasi-stationary flocculi, and therefore must result from a shock-clump interaction.

Koo et al. (2016) and Lee et al. (2017) present mid and near IR observations of [Fe II] from ejecta and CSM knots in Cas A. Koo et al. (2016) demonstate that in radiative shock models of this emission, most of the [Fe II] radiation comes from the postshock cooling zone, similarly to our Fig. 5 above. Lee et al. (2017) find ejecta knots with abundances commensurate with O burning, with elements like Si and S present, as well as a sample of ejecta knots showing strong [Fe II] lines but no Si or S. They interpret these knots as products of complete Si-burning leaving almost “pure” Fe, as found in X-rays by Hwang & Laming (2009, 2012), or in some cases the products of α-rich freezeout. It is unclear why such ejecta should be in knots, as opposed to diffuse clouds inflated by radioactivity, but compared to SN 1987A, Cas A was a smaller progenitor at explosion, with presumably faster expansion and lower opacities leading to a reduced effect of this sort. Koo et al. (2018) estimate a mass of [Fe II] emitting shocked dense ejecta of ∼ 3 × 10^{−5} M_⊙. Extrapolating this clumping to the whole inner ejecta is difficult to do with any accuracy, but assuming that the Fe clump density is the same throughout the inner ejecta as it is at the reverse shock, the total Fe mass should be 3 × 10^{−5} M_⊙ multiplied by the ratio of the volumes represented by the inner ejecta (6 × 10^{56} cm^3) and the reverse shock emission. This last piece is ambiguous, but taking it to be 4πR^2_r × 2r_{knot} ∼ 8 × 10^{55} cm^3, where R_r = 1.7 pc = 5 × 10^{18}cm is the reverse shock radius and the knot diameter 2r_{knot} ∼ 2.5 × 10^{17} cm gives a ratio of volumes of 7.5 and an implied Fe mass in knots of 2 × 10^{−4} M_⊙. This could be uncertain by at least an order of magnitude either way, but is likely to be smaller than the Fe mass in the diffuse Fe-Co-Ni bubbles, estimated below. Features coinciding with [Fe V] 20.85 and 36.34 μm, which would imply Fe masses of order ∼ 10^{−3} M_⊙, are also visible in the inner ejecta region. These only appear at marginal significance and must wait better data for confirmation.

The [O IV] 25.89 μm and [Si II] 34.81 μm morphologies (Smith et al. 2009) and the mass estimate of Arias et al. (2018) suggest that most of the inner ejecta mass ex-

Table 4. Cas A Fe Coronal Forbidden Lines.

transition and Fe density temperature el. dens. ion fraction surface flux flux at earth Fe mass wavelength (Å ) cm^{−3} K cm^{−3} cm^{−2} s^{−1} sr^{−1} cm^{−2} s^{−1} M⊙ [Fe VIII] 54466 1.5 × 10^{−2} 1.5 × 10^4 0.40 0.74 3.9 × 10^8 98 0.55 [Fe X] 6376 8.1 × 10^{−4} 2.2 × 10^4 0.058 0.33 4.0 × 10^6 1.0 0.069 [Fe XI] 7892 4.0 × 10^{−4} 2.1 × 10^4 0.036 0.27 1.5 × 10^6 0.36 0.041 [Fe XIII] 10747,10798 7.3 × 10^{−5} 1.8 × 10^4 0.027 0.073 3.3 × 10^5 0.082 0.029 [Fe XIV] 5303 2.9 × 10^{−5} 1.6 × 10^4 0.023 0.033 4.0 × 10^4 0.012 0.024

Note—Fe VIII Del Zanna & Badnell (2014); Fe X Aggarwal & Keenan (2005b); Fe XI Del Zanna et al. (2010); Fe XIII Aggarwal & Keenan (2005a); Fe XIV Aggarwal & Keenan (2014b). Surface flux is unextincted.

pected by Hwang & Laming (2012) is clumped into a volume approximately 1/15 - 1/10 of that defined by the interior to the reverse shock. This extra “space” is filled by diffuse gas, most likely Fe. Detecting emission from this diffuse ejecta is beyond the sensitivity of the Spitzer IRS. Li et al. (1993) estimate an expansion by a factor of ×30 in SN 1987A, which if applied to Cas A would imply 0.01 M_⊙ of Fe behind the reverse shock, assuming the relevant model of Hwang & Laming (2012). This expansion may well be an overestimate for Cas A, and the corresponding Fe mass an underestimate, because as a smaller progenitor at explosion with lower opacities, Fe-Co-Ni bubble expansion may well not have been as dramatic. But it remains likely that the Fe mass in these bubbles is greater than that in the dense knots, which is as it should be if the bubble inflation is to be the cause of the knot compression. In Table 4, we give predicted line fluxes and associated Fe masses for Fe forbidden lines expected in emission from these ejecta. These are calculated assuming an ejecta composition 65% Fe and 35% He by mass, similar to what might be expected in α-rich freeze out (e.g Arnett 1996; Chieffi & Limongi 2017). As mentioned above, the flux quoted for [Fe VIII] is likely to be an overestimate. A fit to the 5.447 μm region of the Spitzer low resolution spectrum of the inner ejecta region formally returns a line integrated surface flux of ∼ 10^{−12} W cm^{−2} sr^{−1} or in photons ∼ 2.5×10^7 cm^{−2} s^{−1} sr^{−1}, which implies a Fe mass of ∼ 10^{−2} M_⊙, assuming f_{P R} ≃ 0.2. Uncertainties are difficult to evaluate, being at the limit of the statistical precision of the data, but clearly the 0.55 M_⊙ of Fe^{7+} predicted in Table 4 is not supported by the data. Therefore, Fe in the diffuse ejecta must be more highly ionized than Fe^{7+}, and we estimate a maximum Fe mass in the diffuse ejecta of 0.07 M_⊙. We hope that future observations of this sort can places limits on fluxes of some of these other lines to further constrain the diffuse Fe mass in Cas A.

While Cas A is suspected to host up to 0.1 M_⊙ of dust (e.g. Arendt et al. 2014), it is unlikely that much Fe can be hidden there. Metallic Fe dust in the form of needles has been postulated (Dwek 2004; Gomez et al. 2005) to explain the observed SCUBA submillimetre fluxes at 450 and 850 μm. More recently, however, Kimura et al. (2017) show experimentally that pure Fe grains do not efficiently nucleate; the sticking probability is very small, meaning that most Fe in grains must be in Fe bearing compounds. Additionally, Cas A was a relatively energetic explosion with a small progenitor meaning that rapid expansion in the early phase of the evolution of the remnant would have inhibited grain formation, especially so for the radioactively heated Fe ejecta.

We are forced again to the conclusion that the majority of the Fe ejected in the explosion that formed Cas A was placed in the outer ejecta layers and is now visible in X-rays. However the^{44}Ti that would have formed with some of the Fe is almost exclusively within the reverse shock, with a very different spatial distribution to the Fe (Grefenstette et al. 2017). In the plane of the sky, the 44Ti is concentrated on one side of the compact central object (CCO), the opposite side to its motion, as would be expected for a hydrodynamic kick where the recoil is taken up by the ejecta. Further, the ejecta as a whole are also recoiling in this direction (Hwang & Laming 2012), with a velocity of 700-800 km s^{−1} seen especially in O, Si, S, and Ar. Katsuda et al. (2018) suggest that such a recoil in intermediate mass elements is a generic feature of neutron star kicks in asymmetric explosions. Using the emission measure as a proxy for element mass, Holland-Ashford et al. (2020) infer stronger asymmetries with increasing element mass. Iyudin et al. (2019) speculate that the^{44}Ti may be trapped in dust grains, since the fluxes of 67.9 and 78.4 keV photons from the nuclear de-excitation of^{44}Sc are marginally lower than the 1157 keV^{44}Ca lines, and at lower energy may be absorbed more. The plausibility of the Ti condensing out of the hot Fe-Co-Ni bubble to form grains while the Fe apparently does not is not discussed, but such a mechanism also offers an explanation of the different morphologies observed in^{44}Ti and Fe.^{44}Ti becomes trapped in grains near the remnant center, while the Fe becomes heated in bubbles and expands into the outer layers of ejecta, leaving the^{44}Ti behind. The heating provided by the^{44}Ti decay evaluates to an average of 3 × 10^{−25} erg cm^{−3} s^{−1}, coming from the Auger electrons emitted by^{44}Sc following the K-shell electron capture decay of 44Ti.^{44}Sc decays to^{44}Ca by direct positron emission (Hernandez et al. 2014) followed by annihilation with a plasma electron to 511 keV photons. If trapped in a grain, the^{44}Ti decay will heat the grain, but if free, the energy released amounts to about 1% of the heating by photoelectrons, and probably has an insignificant effect on the thermal instability in Fig. 2.

For completeness, a final hypothesis to mention is that of Ouyed et al. (2011). The CCO formed in the explosion is suggested to transition (explosively) to a strangequark star, irradiating the inner ejecta with protons and neutrons. The resulting spallation reactions break up 56Ni in favor of lighter elements,^{44}Ti and^{12}C. While an attractive idea for understanding the^{56}Fe and^{44}Ti morphologies, quenching the Fe-Co-Ni radioactivity would surely have significant consequences for the morphologies of other elements in the inner ejecta. If Fe bubbles cannot form, no obvious mechanism for forming fast moving knots or other density structures studied here and elsewhere would be available.

7. CONCLUSIONS We have derived a mass for the inner ejecta of Cas A of 0.47 ±^{0.47}_{0.24} M_⊙, with the quoted uncertainty dominated by and estimated from model assumptions. A significant innovation in this work lies in the application of a calculation of photoionization-recombination equilibrium for the inner ejecta, which couples the charge state an element may be ionized to with the surrounding ejecta density, and enables our analysis. We have assumed that all lines are emitted from the ejecta density where their emission is maximized. This results in an underestimate of the true ejecta mass, but is a simple parameter-free way to proceed. We have measured line intensities using the low resolution Spitzer data from as much of the inner ejecta as we can while excluding as much as possible emission from the radiative reverse shock. A further correction to exclude reverse shock emission along the line of sight is defined with reference to high spectral resolution data from the brightest internal region (Region 1 in Fig. 3). This likely leads to an overestimate of emission form the PR plasma, again by an amount that is difficult to quantify, but likely to be of the same order as the underestimate coming from our treatment of the ejecta density. Taken together, some degree of cancellation between these two assumptions may be expected. Considerably more elaborate procedures could be applied, but in our view the quality of the Spitzer data makes such efforts premature.

Our inner ejecta mass estimate, certainly less than 1 M_⊙, conflicts with measurements of the dust mass also of this order, implying a very high dust condensation efficiency. We significantly favor dust masses of order 0.1 M_⊙. We find a composition dominated by O and Si, with a smaller amount of S. Ne and Ar may also be present. Relative to O, there is considerably more Si and S than in the X-ray emitting ejecta studied by Hwang & Laming (2012), as should probably be expected in the inner ejecta regions. However there is no detection of Fe. Extrapolating from previous work (Koo et al. 2018) we estimate a mass of Fe in knots of 2 × 10^{−4} M_⊙, and an upper limit for Fe in diffuse regions of the ejecta of 0.07 M_⊙. Thus the conclusion (Hwang & Laming 2012) that most of the Fe produced in the explosion is now in the outer ejecta and is visible in X-rays still holds as a challenge to theory.

This work was supported by a grant from the NASA Astrophysics Data Analysis Program, NNH16AC24I. JML was also supported by Basic Research Funds of the Office of Naval Research. We are indebted to Una Hwang for help in the early stages of this project, and acknowledge the detailed report of the anonymous referee.

Software: CUBISM (v1.8; Smith et al. 2007), SMART

(Higdon et al. 2004), astropy (The Astropy Collaboration 2013, 2018)

APPENDIX

A. ILLUMINATION AND EXCITATION OF THE INNER EJECTA We model the inner ejecta of Cas A as being in photoionization-recombination equilibrium. The photoionizing photons come from the UV and X-ray emissions from the forward and reverse shocked plasma. Here we calculate the flux of photoionizing photons seen by the inner ejecta in terms of the flux seen by an observer at Earth. Figure 1 illustrates the geometry. The photoionized ejecta is at radius r, and the emitting ejecta is at radius R, and confined in a spherical shell between radii R_{min} and R_{max}. We choose R_{max} = 1.95 pc, the radius of the contact discontinuity, and R_{min} = 1.91 pc, representing a surface inward by 2.5”, the angular radius of the spherical shell into which most of the ejecta are compressed by the hydrodynamics for a supernova remnant expanding into an exterior stellar wind density profile. The distance between the photoionized ejecta and the place where the photoionizing flux was emitted is r^′. Figure 1 shows two values of r and r^′, one in regular font illustrating the photoionizing flux received by the inner ejecta, one in lighter font illustrating the flux received by an observer outside the SNR shell. For an emissivity per unit volume of ϵ the photoionizing flux J is J = ϵ 4π ∫ 2πR^2dR r^{′2} d (cos ψ) = ϵ 4π ∫ 2πRdR √ R^2 − r^2 sin^2 θ − r cos θ d (cos θ) (A1)

where R^2 = r^2 + r^{′2} + 2rr^′ cos θ and r^′ cos θ + r = R cos ψ so that d (cos ψ) = (r^′/R) d (cos θ). Then J = ϵ 2 ∫ r^′ + r cos θ r^′ dr^′d (cos θ) (A2)

which integrates over r^′ between √ R^2_{min} − r^2 sin^2 θ − r cos θ and √ R^2_{max} − r^2 sin^2 θ − r cos θ to

J = ϵ 2 ∫_1 −1 R_{max} √ 1 − r^2 sin^2 θ R^2_{max} − R_{min} √ 1 − r^2 sin^2 θ R^2_{min} + r cos θ ln R_{max} √ 1 − r^2 sin^2 θ/R^2_{max} R_{min} √ 1 − r^2 sin^2 θ/R^2_{min} d (cos θ) . (A3)

The last term integrates to zero in the interval −1 ≤ cos θ ≤ 1. The two remaining terms are integrated (see Gradshteyn & Rizhik 1965, 2.271, 3) to give J = ϵ 2 { R_{max} − R_{min} + R^2_{max} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{max} 1 − r/R_{max} ) − R^2_{min} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{min} 1 − r/R_{min} )} . (A4)

For positions exterior to the SNR shell, J = ϵ 2 { R_{max} − R_{min} + R^2_{max} − r^2 2r ln ( r/R_{max} + 1 r/R_{max} − 1 ) − R^2_{min} − r^2 2r ln ( r/R_{min} + 1 r/R_{min} − 1 )} . (A5) As r → ∞, J_∞ = ϵ 2 2 3r^2 ( R^3_{max} − R^3_{min} ) = ϵ 4πr^2 4π 3 ( R^3_{max} − R^3_{min} ) (A6)

so in terms of the unabsorbed flux observed at infinity, J = 3J_∞r^2_∞/2 R^3_{max} − R^3_{min} { R_{max} − R_{min} + R^2_{max} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{max} 1 − r/R_{max} ) − R^2_{min} − r^2 2r ln ( 1 + r/R_{min} 1 − r/R_{min} )} . (A7)

We take J_∞ from fits to Chandra observations.

Finally Table 5. collects the values of the collision strengths used to evaluate the radiative cooling from the photoionized inner ejecta.

REFERENCES

Abdel-Naby, Sh. A., Nikolić, D., Gorczyca, T. W., Korista,

K. T., & Badnell, N. R. 2012, A&A, 537, A40 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2005a, A&A, 429, 1117 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2005b, A&A, 439, 1215 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2008, A&A, 486, 1053 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2014a, MNRAS, 442, 388 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2014b, MNRAS, 445,

2015 Aggarwal, K. M., & Keenan, F. P. 2017, Can. J. Phys., 95, 9

Altun, Z., Yumak, A., Badnell, N. R., COlgan, J., & Pindzola, M. S. 2004, A&A, 420, 775, erratum 2005, A&A, 433, 395

Arendt, R. G., Dwek, E., Kober, G., Rho, J., & Hwang, U.

2014, ApJ, 786, 55

Arias, M., Vink, J., de Gasperin, F., et al. 2018, A&A, 612, A110

16 Laming et al.

Table 5. Effective Collision Strengths for IR Lines

ion transition λ (μm) Ω ref ion transition λ (μm) Ω ref O I 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 63.09 0.045 K95 Ar II 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 6.985 2.48 P95 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 44.15 0.015 Ar III 3p^{4 3}P2 - 3p^{4 3}P1 8.991 3.73 G95 O III 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 88.18 0.50 L94 3p^{4 3}P2 - 3p^{4 3}P0 6.368 0.70 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P2 32.59 0.25 Ar V 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P1 13.07 4.16 G95 O IV 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 25.89 1.61 A08 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P2 4.928 1.87 Ne II 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 12.814 0.3 W17 Ar VI 3p^2P_{1/2} - 3p^2P_{3/2} 4.53 2.95 S96 Ne III 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 15.555 0.64 W17 Ar X 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 0.552 1.03 S94 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 10.86 0.15 Ar XI 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 0.692 0.21 B94 Ne V 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 14.32 1.83 L94 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 0.547 0.048 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P2 8.99 3.23 Ar XIII 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 1.016 0.0817 Ne VI 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 7.63 3.71 Z94 2p^{4 3}P0 - 2p^{4 3}P2 0.4568 0.0524 Mg IV 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 4.49 0.36 S94 Ar XIV 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 0.4414 0.78 Z94 Mg V 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 5.61 0.85 A16 Fe I 4s^23d^{6 5}D4 - 4s^23d^{6 5}D3 24.04 0.02 P97 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 3.965 0.22 4s^23d^{6 5}D4 - 4s^2 3d^{6 5}D2 14.20 0.043 Mg VII 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 8.873 0.24 L94 4s^23d^{6 5}D4 - 4s^2 3d^{6 5}D1 11.26 0.0001 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P2 3.403 0.18 Fe II 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{9/2} - 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{7/2} 25.98 6.27 Z95 Mg VIII 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 3.027 0.85 Z94 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{7/2} - 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{5/2} 35.35 1.85 Si I 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P1 129.70 0.2 H89 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{5/2} - 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{3/2} 51.23 0.86 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P2 44.82 0.2 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{3/2} - 3d^6(^5D)4s a^6D_{1/2} 87.68 0.36 Si II 3p^2P_{1/2} - 3p^2P_{3/2} 34.82 5.23 A14 3d^7 a^4F_{9/2} - 3d^7 a^4F_{7/2} 17.94 1.70 Si VI 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 1.965 0.31 S94 Fe III 3d^{6 5}D4 - 3d^{6 5}D3 22.94 2.85 Z96 Si VII 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 2.481 0.31 Z96 3d^{6 5}D4 - 3d^{6 5}D2 13.53 0.84 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 1.795 0.066 3d^{6 5}D4 - 3d^{6 5}D1 10.73 0.42 Si IX 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 3.917 0.33 L94 3d^{6 5}D4 - 3d^{6 5}D0 9.734 0.13 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P2 1.558 0.25 Fe V 3d^{4 5}D0 - 3d^{4 5}D1 70.37 0.861 B95 Si X 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 1.432 1.14 Z94 3d^{4 5}D0 - 3d^{4 5}D2 25.92 0.461 S I 3p^{4 3}P2 - 3p^{4 3}P1 129.70 0.2 H89 3d^{4 5}D0 - 3d^{4 5}D2 12.45 0.392 3p^{4 3}P2 - 3p^{4 3}P0 44.82 0.2 3d^{4 5}D0 - 3d^{4 5}D3 7.795 0.338 S III 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P1 33.48 1.70 G95 Fe VI 3d^{3 4}F_{3/2} - 3d^{3 4}F_{5/2} 19.56 2.53 C99 3p^{2 3}P0 - 3p^{2 3}P2 18.713 0.81 3d^{3 4}F_{3/2} - 3d^{3 5}F_{7/2} 8.415 1.54 S IV 3p^2P_{1/2} - 3p^2P_{3/2} 10.511 6.89 S99 3d^{3 4}F_{3/2} - 3d^{3 4}F_{9/2} 0.4999 1.38 S VIII 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 0.989 0.19 S94 Fe VII 3d^{2 3}F2 - 3d^{2 3}F3 9.51 2.58 T14 S IX 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P1 1.255 0.89 B94 3d^{2 3}F2 - 3d^{2 3}F3 4.289 1.53 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P0 0.041 0.26 Fe VIII 3d^2D_{3/2} - 3d^2D_{5/2} 5.447 2.9 D14 S XI 2p^{2 3}P0 - 2p^{2 3}P1 1.927 0.088 L94 Fe X 2p^{5 2}P_{3/2} - 2p^{5 2}P_{1/2} 0.6376 3.38 P95 2p^{4 3}P2 - 2p^{4 3}P2 0.808 0.046 S XII 2p^2P_{1/2} - 2p^2P_{3/2} 0.763 0.12 Z94

Note—K95 Bhatia & Kastner (1995); L94 Lennon & Burke (1994); A08 Aggarwal & Keenan (2008); W17 Wang et al. (2017); Z94 Zhang et al. (1994); H89 Hollenbach & McKee (1989); B94 Butler & Zeippen (1994); S99 Saraph & Storey (1999); S94 Saraph & Tully (1994); A16 Aggarwal & Keenan (2017); P95 Pelan & Berrington (1995); A14 Aggarwal & Keenan (2014a); G95 Galavís et al. (1995); P97 Pelan & Berrington (1997); S96 Saraph & Storey (1996); Z95 Zhang & Pradhan (1995); Z96 Zhang (1996); B95 Berrington (1995); C99 Chen & Pradhan (1999); T14 Tayal & Zatsarinny (2014); D14 Del Zanna & Badnell (2014)

Cas A Element Abundances 17

Arnett, D. 1996, Supernovae and Nucleosynthesis: An Investigation of the History of Matter, from the Big Bang to the Present (Princeton: Princeton University Press) Badnell, N. R. 2006, ApJ, 651, L73 Barlow, M. J., Krause, O., Swinyard, B. M., et al. 2010, A&A, 518, L138 Berrington, K. A. 1995, A&AS, 109, 193 Bevan, A., Barlow, M. J., & Milisavljevic, D. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 4044 Bhatia, A. K., & Kastner, S. O. 1995, ApJS, 96, 325 Biscaro, C., & Cherchneff, I. 2014, A&A, 564, A25 Biscaro, C., & Cherchneff, I. 2016, A&A, 589, A132 Bocchio, M., Marassi, S., Schneider, R., Bianchi, S., Limongi, M., & Chieffi, A. 2016, A&A, 587, A157 Butler, K., & Zeippen, C. J. 1994, A&AS, 108, 1 Chen, G. X., & Pradhan, A. K. 1999, A&AS, 136, 395 Chiar, J. E., & Tielens, A. G. G. M. 2006, ApJ, 637, 774 Chieffi, A., & Limongi, M. 2017, ApJ, 836, 79 Colgan, J., Pindzola, M. S. & Badnell, N. R. 2004, A&A, 417, 1183, erratum 2005, A&A, 429, 369 Colgan, J., Pindzola, M. S., Whiteford, & Badnell, N. R.

2004, A&A, 412, 597 Dasgupta, A., & Whitney, K. G. 2004, Phys. Rev. A, 69, 2702 Dasyra, K. M., Ho, L. C., Armus, L., Ogle, P., Helou, G., Peterson, B. M., Lutz, D., Netzer, H., & Sturm, E. 2008, ApJL, 674, L9 DeLaney, T., Kassim, N. E., Rudnick, L., & Perley, R. A.

2014, ApJ, 785, 7 DeLaney, T., Rudnick, L., Stage, M. D. et al. 2010, ApJ, 725, 2038 De Looze, I., Barlow, M. J., Swinyard, B. M., Rho, J., Gomez, H. L., Matsuura, M., & Wesson, R. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 3309 Del Zanna, G., & Badnell, N. R. 2014, A&A, 570, A56 Del Zanna, G., Storey, P. J., & Mason, H. E. 2010, A&A, 514, A40 Docenko, D., & Sunyaev, R. A. 2010, A&A, 509, A59 Dunne, L., Maddox, S. J., Ivison, R. J., Rudnick, L., DeLaney, T. A., Matthews, B. C., Crowe, C. M., Gomez, H. L., Eales, S. A., & Dye, S. 2009, MNRAS, 394, 1307 Dwek, E. 1987, ApJ, 322, 812 Dwek, E. 2004, ApJ, 607, 848 Ennis, J. A., Rudnick, L., Reach, W. T., et al. 2006, ApJ, 652, 376 Eriksen, K. A., 2009, PhD Dissertation, University of Arizona, Publication Number: AAT 3359782 Eriksen, K. A., Arnett, D., McCarthy, D. W., & Young, P.

2009,ApJ, 697, 29 Fesen, R. A. 2001 ApJS, 133, 161

Galavís, M. E., Mendoza, C., & Zeippen, C. J. 1995, A&AS, 111, 347 Gerardy, C. L., & Fesen, R. A. 2001, AJ, 121, 2781 Gomez, H. L., Dunne, L., Eales, S. A., Gomez, E. L., & Edmunds, M. G. 2005, MNRAS, 3, 1012 Gradshteyn, I. S. & Ryzhik, I. M. 1965, Table of Integrals, Series and Products, (Cambridge MA: Academic Press) Grefenstette, B. W., Fryer, C. L., Harrison, F. A., et al.

2017, ApJ, 834, 19 Gu, M.-F. 2003, ApJ, 590, 1131 Gu, M.-F. 2003, ApJS, 153, 389 Hamilton, A. J. S., & Sarazin, C. L. 1984, ApJ, 287, 282 Hernandez, R., Valdovinos, H. F., Yang, Y., Chakravarty, R., Hong, H., Barnhart, T. E., & Cai, W. 2014, Molecular Pharmaceutics, 11, 2954 Higdon, S. J. U., Devost, D., Higdon, J. L., et al. 2004, PASP, 116, 975 Hines, D. C., et al. 2004, ApJS, 154, 290 Hirai, R., Sato, T., Podsiadlowski, P., Vigna-Gómez, A., & Mandel, I. 2020, MNRAS, in press Holland-Ashford, T., Lopez, L. A., & Auchettl, K. 2020, ApJ, 889, 144 Hollenbach, D., & McKee, C. F. 1989, ApJ, 342, 306 Houck, J. R., Roellig, T. L., van Cleve, J., et al. 2004, ApJS, 154, 18 Hwang, U., & Laming, J. M. 2003, ApJ, 597, 362 Hwang, U., et al. 2004, ApJ, 615, L117 Hwang, U., & Laming, J. M. 2009, ApJ, 703, 883 Hwang, U., & Laming, J. M. 2012, ApJ, 746, 130 Isensee, K., Rudnick, L., DeLaney, T., Smith, J. D., Rho, J., Reach, W. T., Kozasa, T., & Gomez, H. 2010, ApJ, 725, 2059 Isensee, K., Olmschenl, G., Rudnick, L., DeLaney, T., Rho, J., Smith, J. D., Reach, W. T., Kozasa, T., & Gomez, H. 2012, ApJ, 757, 126 Iyudin, A. F., Müller, E., & Obergaulinger, M. 2019, MNRAS, 485, 3288 Katsuda, S., Morii, M., Janka, H.-T., Wongwathanarat, A., Nakamura, K., Kotake, K., Mori, K., Müller, E., Takiwaki, T., Tanaka, M., Tominaga, N., & Tsunemi, H. 2018, ApJ, 856, 18 Kimura, Y., Tanaka, K. K., Nozawa, T., Takeuchi, S., & Inatomi, Y. 2017, Science Advances, 3, e1601992 Koo, B.-C., Raymond, J. C., & Kim, H.-J. 2016, J. Korean Astron. Soc. 49, 109 Koo, B.-C., Kim, H.-J., Lee, Y.-H., Raymond, J. C., Lee, J.-J., Yoon, S.-C., & Moon, D.-S. 2018, ApJ, 866, 139

18 Laming et al.

Kramida, A., Ralchenko, Yu., Reader, J., and NIST ASD

Team (2019). NIST Atomic Spectra Database (ver. 5.7.1), [Online]. Available: https://physics.nist.gov/asd [2020, July 2]. National Institute of Standards and Technology, Gaithersburg, MD. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18434/T4W30F Laming, J. M., & Titarchuk, L. 2004, ApJ, 615, L121 Laming, J. M., Hwang, U., Radics, B., Lekli, G., & Takács, E. 2006, ApJ, 644, 260 Laming, J. M., Hwang, U., Ghavamian, P., & Rakowski, C.

E. 2014, ApJ, 790, 11 Lee, Y.-H., Koo, B.-C., Moon, D.-S., & Lee, J.-J. 2015,

ApJ, 808, 98 Lee, Y.-H., Ko, B.-C., Moon, D.-S., Burton, M. G., & Lee, J.-J. 2017, ApJ, 837, 118 Lennon, D. J., & Burke, V. M. 1994, A&AS, 103, 273 Li, H., McCray, R., & Sunyaev, R. 1993, ApJ, 419, 824 Mazzotta, P., Mazzitelli, G., Colafrancesco, S., & Vittorio, N. 1998, A&AS, 133, 403 Micelotta, E. R., Dwek, E., & Slavin, J. D. 2016, A&A,

590, A65 Milisavljevic, D., & Fesen, R. A. 2013, ApJ, 772, 134 Milisavljevic, D., & Fesen, R. A. 2015, Science, 347, 526 Mitnik, D., & Badnell, N. R. 2004, A&A, 425, 1153 Nozawa, T., Kozasa, T., Tominaga, N., Maeda, K., Umeda, H., Nomoto, K., & Krause, O. 2010, ApJ, 713, 356 Ouyed, R., Leahy, D., Ouyed, A., & Jaikumar, P. 2011,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 107, 151103 Pelan, J., & Berrington, K.A. 1995, A&AS, 110, 209 Pelan, J., & Berrington, K.A. 1997, A&AS, 122, 177 Press, W. H., Flannery, B. R., Teukolsky, S. A., &

Vetterling, W. T. 1986, Numerical Recipes,(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) Priestley, F. D., Barlow, M. J., & De Looze, I. 2019,

MNRAS, 485, 440 Raymond, J. C., Koo, B.-C., Lee, Y.-H., Milisavljevic, D., Fesen, R. A., & Chilingarian, I. 2018, ApJ, 866, 128 Rest, A., et al. 2011, ApJ, 732, 3 Rho, J., Kozasa, T., Reach, W. T., Smith, J. D., Rudnick, L., DeLaney, T., Ennis, J. A., Gomez, H., & Tappe, A. 2008, ApJ, 673, 271

Rho, J., Jarrett, T. H., Reach, W. T., Gomez, H., & Andersen, M. 2009, ApJL, 693, L39 Rho, J., Onaka, T., Cami, J., & Reach, W. T. 2012, ApJL, 747, L6 Saraph, H.E., & Tully,J. A. 1994, A&AS, 107, 29 Saraph, H. E., & Storey, P. J. 1996, A&AS, 115, 151 Saraph, H. E., & Storey, P. J. 1999, A&AS, 134, 369 Sato, T., Yoshida, T., Umeda, H. et al. 2020, ApJ, 893, 49 Sgro, A. G. 1975, ApJ, 197, 621 Sibthorpe, B. M., Ade, P. A. R., Bock, J. J., et al. 2010, ApJ, 719, 1553 Smith, J. D. T., Armus, L., Dale, D. A., et al. 2007, PASP, 119, 1133 Smith, J. D. T., Rudnick, L., DeLaney, T., Rho, J., Gomez, H., Kozasa, T., Reach, W., & Isensee, K. 2009, ApJ, 693, 713 Summers, H. P., & McWhirter, R. W. P. 1979, J. Phys. B., 12, 2387 Tayal, S. S., & Zatsarinny, O. 2014, ApJ, 788, 24 Thorstensen, J. R., Fesen, R. A., & van den Bergh, S. 2001, AJ, 122, 297 Verner, D. A., Ferland, G. J., Korista, K. T., & Yakovlev, D. G. 1996, ApJ, 465, 487 Vink, J. 2004, New Astronomy Review, 48, 61 Wallström, S. H. J., Biscaro, C., Salgado, F., Black, J., Cherchneff, I., Muller, S., Berné, O., Rho, J., & Tielens, A. G. G. M. 2013, A&A, 558L, 2 Wang, Q., Loch, S. D., Li, Y., Pindzola, M. S., Cumbee, R.

S., Stancil, P. C., McLaughlin, B. M., & Ballance, C. P. 2017, MNRAS, 469, 1225 Wang, S., & Chen, X. 2019, ApJ, 877, 116 West, J. L., Jaffe, T., Ferrand, G., Safi-Harb, S., Gaensler, B. M. 2017, ApJ, 849, L22 Zatsarinny, et al. 2003, A&A, 412, 587, erratum 2005, A&A, 438, 743 Zatsarinny, et al. 2004a, A&A, 417, 1173 Zatsarinny, et al. 2004b, A&A, 426, 699 Zhang, H. L., Graziani, M., & Pradhan, A. K. 1994, A&A, 283, 319 Zhang, H. L., & Pradhan, A. K. 1995, A&A, 293, 953 Zhang, H. L. 1996, A&AS, 119, 523