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ABSTRACT

Context. Unstable mass transfer may occur during white dwarf–neutron star (WD–NS) mergers, in which the WD can be tidally
disrupted and form an accretion disk around the NS. Such an accretion disk can produce unbound wind ejecta, with synthesized 56Ni
mixed in. Numerical simulations reveal that this unbound ejecta should be strongly polar-dominated, which may cause the following
radioactive-powered thermal transient to be viewing-angle-dependent—an issue that has so far received limited investigation.
Aims. We investigate how the intrinsically non-spherical geometry of WD–NS wind ejecta affects the viewing-angle dependence of
the thermal transients.
Methods. Using a two-dimensional axisymmetric ejecta configuration and incorporating heating from the radioactive decay of 56Ni,
we employ a semi-analytical discretization scheme to simulate the observed viewing-angle-dependent photospheric evolution, as well
as the resulting spectra and lightcurves.
Results. The observed photosphere evolves over time and depends strongly on the viewing angle: off-axis observers can see deeper,
hotter inner layers of the ejecta and larger projected photospheric areas compared to on-axis observers. For a fiducial WD–NS merger
producing 0.3 M⊙ of ejecta and 0.01 M⊙ of synthesized 56Ni, the resulting peak optical absolute magnitudes of the transient span from
≃ −12 mag along the polar direction to≃ −16 mag along the equatorial direction, corresponding to luminosities of∼ 1040–1042 erg s−1.
The typical peak timescales are expected to be 3–10 d.
Conclusions. We for the first time explore the viewing-angle effect on WD–NS merger transients. Since their ejecta composition and
energy sources resemble those of supernovae, yet WD–NS merger transients are dimmer and evolve more rapidly, we propose using
“mini-supernovae” to describe the thermal emission following WD–NS mergers. Our study highlights the critical role of geometry in
interpreting WD–NS mini-supernovae and motivates further exploration of their diversity in observation.

Key words. binaries: close – white dwarfs – stars: winds, outflows – radiation mechanisms: thermal – radiation: dynamics – radiative
transfer.

1. Introduction

Among the various types of double-compact-object (DCO) merg-
ers, systems that contain at least one neutron star (NS) are of
particular interest, especially as promising progenitors of diverse
electromagnetic (EM) transients and as detectable gravitational-
wave (GW) sources. This interest was greatly enhanced by the
detection of the first GW binary neutron star (BNS) merger,
GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017c), accompanied by the short-
duration gamma-ray burst (SGRB) GRB 170817A (Abbott et al.
2017b; Goldstein et al. 2017; Savchenko et al. 2017; Zhang et al.
2018) and the kilonova transient AT 2017gfo (Andreoni et al.

★ email: yckang@stu.pku.edu.cn
★★ email: jpzhu@hku.hk

★★★ email: lshao@pku.edu.cn

2017; Arcavi et al. 2017; Chornock et al. 2017; Coulter et al.
2017; Cowperthwaite et al. 2017; Díaz et al. 2017; Drout et al.
2017; Evans et al. 2017; Hu et al. 2017; Kasliwal et al. 2017;
Kilpatrick et al. 2017; Lipunov et al. 2017; McCully et al. 2017;
Nicholl et al. 2017b; Pian et al. 2017; Pozanenko et al. 2018;
Shappee et al. 2017; Smartt et al. 2017; Soares-Santos et al. 2017;
Tanvir et al. 2017; Troja et al. 2017; Utsumi et al. 2017; Valenti
et al. 2017). Such a multimessenger detection of a BNS GW
event and its associated EM counterparts has provided smoking-
gun evidence that BNS mergers can drive relativistic jets to power
SGRBs (Paczynski 1986; Eichler et al. 1989; Paczynski 1991;
Narayan et al. 1992; Zhang 2018) and eject neutron-rich outflows
undergoing 𝑟-process nucleosynthesis to produce kilonova emis-
sions (Li & Paczynski 1998; Metzger et al. 2010; Metzger 2020).
Moreover, they offered a unique opportunity to probe dense-
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matter physics and test gravity in extreme conditions (Abbott
et al. 2017a, 2018, 2019; Shao et al. 2017; Sathyaprakash et al.
2019; Zhao et al. 2019; Shao & Yagi 2022). Thus, GW170817
is widely regarded as a milestone event in astronomy and funda-
mental physics (Abbott et al. 2017d; Nakar 2020; Radice et al.
2020; Margutti & Chornock 2021; Bian et al. 2021; Nicholl &
Andreoni 2025).

In addition to BNS mergers, neutron star–black hole (NS–
BH) mergers are also expected to produce observable SGRBs
and kilonovae (Paczynski 1986; Eichler et al. 1989; Paczynski
1991; Narayan et al. 1992; Zhang 2018). Unfortunately, although
several NS–BH GW events and candidates were reported during
the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) Collaboration’s third and fourth
observing runs (O3 and O4; Abbott et al. 2021a,b, 2023a; Abac
et al. 2024), follow-up campaigns have to date failed to identify
any convincing EM counterparts (e.g., Gomez et al. 2019; An-
dreoni et al. 2020; Ackley et al. 2020; Kawaguchi et al. 2020; Han
et al. 2020; Kyutoku et al. 2020), in particular, the expected kilo-
novae. Such non-detections could result from the large distances
of these events, incomplete coverage of the large GW localization
regions, or the fact that many NS–BH mergers are direct plunges,
leaving little to no ejecta (e.g., Abbott et al. 2021b; Zhu et al.
2021; Zhu et al. 2021; Zhu et al. 2024; Fragione 2021; Abac et al.
2024).

In recent years, several kilonova-like transients have been un-
expectedly discovered in association with long-duration GRBs
(LGRBs), e.g., LGRB 211211A (Rastinejad et al. 2022; Yang
et al. 2022; Troja et al. 2022) and LGRB 230307A (Levan et al.
2024; Yang et al. 2024; Gillanders & Smartt 2025). These dis-
coveries challenge the classical GRB classification, since phe-
nomenological LGRBs are typically thought to originate from the
core collapse of massive stars, which are usually accompanied by
broad-lined type Ic supernovae (SNe; Woosley 1993; Paczynski
1998; Woosley et al. 1999; MacFadyen & Woosley 1999; Metzger
et al. 2010; Zhang 2018; Metzger 2020), rather than by kilonovae
that are associated with DCO mergers. If these merger-driven
LGRBs indeed arise from BNS or NS–BH mergers, the observed
kilonova emission can be naturally interpreted; however, their
long prompt-emission durations remain difficult to reconcile with
the current understanding of jet production in such DCO mergers,
where the accretion episodes that launch jets are expected to be
relatively short (Narayan et al. 1992; Yuan & Zhang 2012; Zhang
2018, 2025). Taken together, these theoretical and observational
tensions suggest that the merger-driven LGRBs may constitute a
distinct population beyond the classical GRB classification (Zhu
& Tam 2024; Kang et al. 2025; Wang et al. 2025; Zhu et al. 2025;
Tan et al. 2025; Maccary et al. 2026). White dwarf–neutron star
(WD–NS) mergers are increasingly investigated as a plausible
progenitor scenario for merger-driven LGRBs, as they can po-
tentially power long-duration relativistic jets, owing to the lower
densities and extended free-fall timescales of WDs, while si-
multaneously producing optical follow-up transients (Yang et al.
2022; Zhong et al. 2023, 2024a; Wang et al. 2024; Peng et al.
2024; Du et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2024a; Zhang 2025; Liu et al.
2025; Xu et al. 2025; Chrimes et al. 2025; Arunachalam et al.
2025; Chen et al. 2025).

Despite growing interest, multimessenger investigations of
WD–NS mergers have not yet reached the same level of depth
as those of other types of DCO mergers in the literature. In fact,
WD–NS binaries are likely the most common compact binaries
aside from WD–WD binary systems (Nelemans et al. 2001; Too-
nen et al. 2018). Millions of WD–NS binaries are expected to exist
in our Galaxy, and hundreds of known pulsars are already found

in DCO systems with WD companions (ATNF pulsar catalogue1;
Manchester et al. 2005; Bobrick et al. 2017; Wang et al. 2025).
Present population-synthesis studies estimate that the WD–NS
merger rate lies in the range of [8, 500] Myr−1 per Milky-Way-
like (MW-like) galaxy (Nelemans et al. 2001; Toonen et al. 2018;
Kaltenborn et al. 2023)2. A large fraction (∼ 60–80%) of WD–
NS mergers are predicted to involve CO WDs, with most of the
rest involving ONe WDs (Toonen et al. 2018; Kaltenborn et al.
2023). Compared to BNSs and NS–BH systems, the intrinsically
low density and extended structure of WDs impart unique char-
acteristics to WD–NS mergers (King et al. 2007; Chattopadhyay
et al. 2007; Paschalidis et al. 2011; Margalit & Metzger 2016,
2017). These properties can trigger substantial early mass transfer
and lead to the formation of a massive, extended accretion disk,
ultimately producing polar-dominated unbound ejecta outflows,
consisting primarily of original WD material and synthesized
iron-group elements (Metzger 2012; Fernandez & Metzger 2013;
Fernández et al. 2019; Zenati et al. 2019, 2020; Bobrick et al.
2022; Morán-Fraile et al. 2024). Although the wide dynamical
ranges in time and length scales pose computational challenges
for exploring the nature of the central remnant in WD–NS merg-
ers3, many studies in the literature have nevertheless developed a
broadly consistent merger scenario by focusing on the evolution
of the accretion disk and the generation of unbound ejecta4. This
picture can be summarized as follows:

(a) Once a WD–NS binary is formed, it loses orbital energy
through GW radiation, causing the orbit to shrink over time.
When the binary separation decreases to the Roche-lobe over-
flow (RLOF; Eggleton 1983), mass begins transferring from
the WD to the NS companion.

(b) During the mass-transfer stage, the orbital separation may in-
crease due to angular momentum conservation, whereas the
WD expansion as it loses mass increases the minimal orbital
separation required for RLOF, with these two effects com-
peting. Many studies have shown that the stability of mass
transfer depends sensitively on the WD-to-NS mass ratio
𝑞 = 𝑀WD/𝑀NS (e.g., Verbunt & Rappaport 1988; Pascha-
lidis et al. 2009; Margalit & Metzger 2016). For 𝑞 ≲ 0.5,
most low-mass He WD–NS binaries are expected to undergo
stable mass transfer (Chen et al. 2022); otherwise, the process
becomes unstable, leading to the rapid, runaway disruption
of the WD on a dynamical timescale5. CO WD–NS and ONe
WD–NS binaries are generally thought to belong to this un-
stable regime (Bobrick et al. 2017; Kaltenborn et al. 2023).

(c) For WD–NS binaries that may undergo an unstable mass-
transfer phase, many (nuclear) hydrodynamical simulations
have explored the evolution of the accretion disk and result-
ing wind outflows (Fernandez & Metzger 2013; Fernández
et al. 2019; Zenati et al. 2019, 2020; Bobrick et al. 2022;
Morán-Fraile et al. 2024). Most of the disk is expected to be
radiatively inefficient and to evolve primarily through viscous

1 http://www.atnf.csiro.au/research/pulsar/psrcat/
2 For comparison, the observed type Ia SN rate is approximately
4000 Myr−1 per MW-like galaxy (Toonen et al. 2018). Based on GW
observations reported in GWTC-3, the local BNS merger rate is esti-
mated to be in the range of [1, 30] Myr−1 per MW-like galaxy (Abbott
et al. 2023b).
3 The existence of relativistic jets and associated high-energy emission
in WD–NS mergers still remains uncertain and debated in the literature.
4 Most simulations excise the central engine region by imposing an
inner boundary.
5 Bobrick et al. (2017) argued that winds from the accretion stream
can further destabilize the system, yielding a much lower critical value
𝑞crit ≃ 0.20, which is consistent with results by Kaltenborn et al. (2023).
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processes (Metzger 2012; Margalit & Metzger 2016). As ma-
terial accretes to smaller radii, it reaches higher temperatures
and undergoes burning that synthesizes progressively heav-
ier elements. Combined viscous and nuclear heating drives
substantial amounts of unbound wind ejecta, which are fun-
neled almost vertically from the innermost regions of the
disk, preferentially along the polar directions.

(d) The ejecta are composed mostly of the original WD ma-
terial, with some synthesized iron-group material, mainly
56Ni, mixed in. As WDs are proton-rich, the outflows are not
as neutron-rich as those from BNS or NS–BH mergers and
therefore fail to synthesize substantial 𝑟-process elements
(Fernández et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2022; Kaltenborn et al.
2023; Liu et al. 2025). Finally, the radioactive decay of syn-
thesized 56Ni can potentially power week-scale thermal tran-
sients following WD–NS mergers.

Given this picture, the unbound ejecta from WD–NS mergers
undergoing unstable mass transfer are expected to be intrinsi-
cally anisotropic, which would produce highly viewing-angle-
dependent EM counterparts. In this work, we therefore explore
how this asymmetric geometry affects the viewing-angle depen-
dence of the thermal emission from WD–NS mergers along dif-
ferent lines of sight, a question that has so far received limited
attention. Using a two-dimensional (2D) asymmetric ejecta con-
figuration and incorporating radioactive heating from the decay
of 56Ni, we employ a semi-analytical discretization method to
model the viewing-angle-dependent photosphere and its temper-
ature evolution. In our proposed model with fiducial ejecta mass
(𝑀ej ≃ 0.3 M⊙) and 56Ni mass (𝑀Ni ≃ 0.01 M⊙), we find that
the peak optical timescales of WD–NS merger transients are
∼ 3–10 d. Their peak optical absolute magnitudes are strongly
viewing-angle-dependent, ranging from ≃ −12 mag in the polar
direction to≃ −16 mag in the equatorial direction, corresponding
to peak optical luminosities of ≃ 1040–1042 erg s−1. Given that
their ejecta composition and energy sources are similar to those of
SNe, while WD–NS merger transients are dimmer and evolve on
shorter timescales, we adopt the term “mini-supernovae” (mSNe)
to describe the thermal emission following WD–NS mergers. Our
findings also highlight that the asymmetry of the wind ejecta has
a significant impact on the photosphere evolution, temperature
evolution, emergent spectra, and multiband lightcurves observed
from different viewing angles. This work thus motivates fur-
ther investigations into the diversity and observable signatures of
WD–NS merger counterparts.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Sect. 2 describes
the semi-analytical construction of the WD–NS ejecta distribu-
tion and dynamics. Sect. 3 and Sect. 4 present the evolution of
the ejecta temperature and the photospheric structure for differ-
ent viewing angles, respectively. The viewing-angle-dependent
emergent spectra and lightcurves of WD–NS mSNe are shown in
Sect. 5. A detailed discussion is provided in Sect. 6. Finally, our
conclusions are summarized in Sect. 7.

2. Ejecta distribution and dynamics
In this section, we focus on constructing semi-analytical models
for WD–NS binaries that may undergo an unstable mass-transfer
phase. The total mass of the disk wind ejecta (𝑀ej) and the
amount of 56Ni it contains (𝑀Ni) are parameterized as fractions
of the initial WD mass (𝑀WD), expressed as 𝑀ej = 𝑓ej𝑀WD and
𝑀Ni = 𝑓Ni𝑀WD, respectively. We adopt 𝑓ej = 0.3 and 𝑓Ni = 0.01
for a classical merger of a 1.4 M⊙ NS and a 1 M⊙ WD (i.e.,

𝑀WD = 1 M⊙) as our fiducial model6. The choices of these fidu-
cial parameters are supported by previous studies (see e.g., Fer-
nández et al. 2019; Zenati et al. 2020; Kaltenborn et al. 2023;
Morán-Fraile et al. 2024). The impact of varying 𝑓ej and 𝑓Ni will
be discussed further in Sect. 6.

In this work, the distribution and dynamics of disk outflows
in WD–NS mergers are primarily informed by the post-merger
simulations of Fernández et al. (2019)7. Specifically, we adopt a
2D axisymmetric model of the wind ejecta in spherical coordi-
nates, assuming no dependence on the azimuthal angle 𝜑. Given
a latitudinal mass distribution function 𝐹 (𝜃) in spherical coordi-
nates (𝑟, 𝜃), the total mass of the wind ejecta within a latitudinal
angle 𝜃 (0 ⩽ 𝜃 ⩽ 𝜋

2 ) can be expressed as

𝑚ej =

∫ 𝜃

0

∫ 2𝜋

0
𝐹 (𝜃′) sin 𝜃′d𝜑d𝜃′

= 2𝜋
∫ 𝜃

0
𝐹 (𝜃′) sin 𝜃′𝑑𝜃′

= −2𝜋
∫ 𝜃

0
𝐹 (𝜃′)𝑑 (cos 𝜃′) .

(1)

Owing to the symmetry of the mass distribution about the equa-
torial plane, we extend the distribution to the other hemisphere
by adopting 𝑚ej (𝜃) = 𝑚ej (𝜋 − 𝜃) for 𝜋

2 < 𝜃 ⩽ 𝜋. Introducing a
new variable 𝜇 ≡ cos 𝜃 ∈ [0, 1], Eq. (1) can then be rewritten as

𝑚ej = −2𝜋
∫ 𝜇

1
𝐺 (𝜇′)𝑑𝜇′ . (2)

To derive a more realistic expression for 𝐺 (𝜇) or 𝐹 (𝜃), we adopt
a latitudinal distribution of the wind ejecta closely matching the
angular profile shown in Fig. 2 of Fernández et al. (2019), which
can be well approximated by

log10 [𝐺 (𝜇)] ≃ 2𝜇 + 𝐶0 , (3)

or equivalently,

𝐺 (𝜇) = 𝐴 × 102𝜇 , (4)

where 𝐶0 and 𝐴 are constants to be determined. The normaliza-
tion condition requires

𝑀ej

2
= −2𝜋

∫ 0

1
𝐺 (𝜇′)𝑑𝜇′ = 2𝜋𝐴

∫ 1

0
102𝜇′

𝑑𝜇′ =
99𝜋
ln 10

𝐴 . (5)

Therefore, we obtain 𝐴 = ln 10
198𝜋𝑀ej, which allows Eq. (4) to be

rewritten as:

𝐺 (𝜇) = ln 10
198𝜋

𝑀ej × 102𝜇 . (6)

Substituting 𝐺 (𝜇) into Eq. (1) and Eq. (2), the mass within a
polar angle 𝜃 can be expressed as

𝑚ej = − ln 10
99

𝑀ej

∫ 𝜇

1
102𝜇′

𝑑𝜇′

=
ln 10
99

𝑀ej

∫ 𝜃

0
102 cos 𝜃 ′ sin 𝜃′𝑑𝜃′ .

(7)

6 Systems with different internal compositions can exhibit different
ejecta properties, e.g., ONe WD–NS mergers are expected to eject more
mass and yield higher 56Ni than CO WD–NS mergers (Fernández et al.
2019; Bobrick et al. 2022).
7 Note that the main characteristics of wind dynamics and distribution
in Fernández et al. (2019) are consistent with those reported in sev-
eral other studies, including Fernandez & Metzger (2013); Zenati et al.
(2019); Morán-Fraile et al. (2024).
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Therefore, the angle-dependent mass per unit solid angle in a
given direction (𝜃, 𝜑) can be written as

𝑑𝑚ej

𝑑Ω
≡

𝑑𝑚ej

sin 𝜃𝑑𝜃𝑑𝜑
= 𝐶1 × 102 cos 𝜃 , (8)

where the coefficient is defined as 𝐶1 ≡ ln 10
198𝜋𝑀ej ≃ 0.0037𝑀ej.

Previous numerical simulations suggested that the faster-
moving ejecta is primarily distributed along the polar direction
(see e.g., Fernandez & Metzger 2013; Zenati et al. 2019; Fernán-
dez et al. 2019; Morán-Fraile et al. 2024), which motivates the
assumption of an ellipsoidal velocity profile (hereafter referred
to as the “v-profile”), described by(
𝑣max cos 𝜃
𝑣𝑧,max

)2
+
(
𝑣max sin 𝜃
𝑣𝑒,max

)2
= 1 , (9)

where 𝑣max denotes the maximum velocity of the wind ejecta
in the direction specified by 𝜃. We adopt 𝑣𝑧,max = 0.1𝑐 and
𝑣𝑒,max = 0.01𝑐 as the axial and equatorial velocities at 𝜃 = 0
and 𝜃 = 𝜋/2, respectively, where 𝑐 is the speed of light. These
parameter values here are supported by previous studies (see
e.g., Metzger 2012; Margalit & Metzger 2016; Fernández et al.
2019; Zenati et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2022; Morán-Fraile et al.
2024). Based on Eq. (9), the angular dependence of the maximum
velocity is then given by

𝑣max (𝜃) =
𝑣𝑧,max𝑣𝑒,max√︃

𝑣2
𝑧,max sin2 𝜃 + 𝑣2

𝑒,max cos2 𝜃

. (10)

Assuming a homologous expansion (i.e., 𝑟 = 𝑣𝑡; Zenati et al.
2020; Kaltenborn et al. 2023) and a flat distribution of wind
ejecta mass per velocity bin in a given (𝜃, 𝜑) direction (Kyutoku
et al. 2015; Kawaguchi et al. 2016), we obtain an alternative
normalization condition,

𝑑mej

𝑑Ω
=

∫ 𝑟max

0
𝜌𝑟2𝑑𝑟 =

∫ 𝑣max

0
𝜌𝑣2𝑡3𝑑𝑣 , (11)

where 𝜌(𝑣, 𝜃, 𝑡) is the mass density within the wind ejecta. Com-
bining it with Eq. (8), we find

𝑑𝑚ej

𝑑Ω𝑑𝑣
= 𝜌𝑣2𝑡3 ≃ 𝐶1 × 102 cos 𝜃/𝑣max . (12)

Note that 𝑣max is derived in Eq. (10). Using the above equations,
we can then express the density 𝜌(𝑣, 𝜃, 𝑡) as

𝜌(𝑣, 𝜃, 𝑡) = 𝐶1 × 102 cos 𝜃/𝑣max𝑣
2𝑡3 . (13)

3. Evolution of the ejecta temperature
From the ejecta v-profile and mass density distribution given by
Eqs. (10) and (13), respectively, we derive the optical depth along
the radial direction at a given time t:

𝜏(𝑣, t) ≃
∫ 𝑣max

𝑣

𝜅ej𝜌td𝑣′

= 𝐶1𝜅ej𝑡
−2

∫ 𝑣max

𝑣

102 cos 𝜃

𝑣max𝑣′2
d𝑣′

= 𝐶1𝜅ej
102 cos 𝜃 (𝑣max − 𝑣)

𝑣2
max𝑣t2

,

(14)

where 𝜅ej denotes the opacity of the ejecta, for which we
adopt a constant8 value of 𝜅ej = 0.2 cm2 g−1, consistent with
previous works (Nagy 2018; Liu et al. 2025). Following
Zhu et al. (2020), we can further locate the photon diffu-
sion surface by the condition (𝑣max − 𝑣diff)t ≃ ct/𝜏(𝑣diff , t), i.e.,
𝜏(𝑣diff , t) ≃ c/(𝑣max − 𝑣diff). Below this surface, photons are
trapped within the ejecta, since their diffusion velocity is slower
than the expansion velocity of the ejecta. Similarly, we adopt
𝜏(𝑣phot) ≃ 2/3 as the criterion to define the ejecta’s photosphere.
Both 𝑣diff and 𝑣phot can thus be determined from Eq. (14) at any
given time.

During the WD–NS merger, we assume that the ejecta are
fully mixed, consistent with the assumptions adopted or tested in
previous simulation studies (see e.g., Fernandez & Metzger 2013;
Fernández et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2022). Given the values of
𝑣diff and 𝑣phot, the total emissivity per unit area in a given (𝜃, 𝜑)
direction, denoted as E, can be expressed as

E(𝑡) ≃
∫ 𝑣max

𝑣diff

𝑓Ni ¤𝜖 (𝑡) (1 − e−𝜏𝛾 ) 𝑑𝑚ej

𝑓ej𝑣
2
phott

2𝑑Ω

=
𝑓Ni ¤𝜖 (𝑡)𝑡

∫ 𝑣max
𝑣diff

𝜌𝑣2 (1 − e−𝜏𝛾 ) d𝑣

𝑓ej𝑣
2
phot

= 𝐶1 × 102 cos 𝜃
𝑓Ni ¤𝜖 (𝑡)

∫ 𝑣max
𝑣diff

(1 − e−𝜏𝛾 ) d𝑣

𝑓ej𝑣
2
phot𝑣maxt2

,

(15)

where ¤𝜖 (𝑡) is the radioactive heating rate per unit mass. Since
WD–NS mergers are not expected to yield substantial 𝑟-process
material (Fernández et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2022; Kaltenborn
et al. 2023; Morán-Fraile et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2024b; Liu et al.
2025), we assume that the heating is entirely powered by the decay
of 56Ni and 56Co (i.e., the decay chain 56Ni → 56Co → 56Fe;
Nadyozhin 1994; Arnett 1996)

¤𝜖 (𝑡) ≃
(
3.3𝑒−𝑡/𝑡Ni + 0.73𝑒−𝑡/𝑡Co

)
× 1010 erg s−1 g−1 , (16)

where 𝑡Ni = 8.8 d and 𝑡Co = 111.3 d are the mean lifetimes of
56Ni and 56Co, respectively. Our adopted heating rate corresponds
to the portion of the radioactive decay energy that is deposited
into the ejecta, and therefore already excludes the energy carried
away by neutrinos. Note that we include a correction factor of
1−e−𝜏𝛾 in Eq. (15) to incorporate the effect of gamma-ray leakage
(Clocchiatti & Wheeler 1997; Chatzopoulos et al. 2009, 2012;
Wang et al. 2015). Similar to Eq. (14), 𝜏𝛾 can be approximated
to

𝜏𝛾 (𝑣, t) ≃ C1𝜅𝛾
102 cos 𝜃 (𝑣max − 𝑣)

𝑣2
max𝑣t2

, (17)

where we adopt 𝜅𝛾 = 0.4 cm2 g−1 for the gamma-ray opacity,
a value considered appropriate for CO-dominated ejecta (see
e.g., Nicholl et al. 2017a; Zhu et al. 2025). The corresponding
𝛾-ray optical depth decreases with time as 𝜏𝛾 ∝ 𝑡−2. Adopting

8 For simplicity, we adopt a gray-opacity approximation to describe
the overall thermal evolution and lightcurve morphology of the WD–
NS merger ejecta. Nevertheless, frequency-dependent line opacities, as
explored in various radiative-transfer studies of SNe and kilonovae, can
alter the detailed spectral features and colors, especially through UV line
blanketing by species such as C and O at late times (Pinto & Eastman
2000; Kasen et al. 2013; Tanaka et al. 2020; Magee et al. 2021). A
detailed investigation of these effects in WD–NS thermal transients is
beyond the scope of this work and should be addressed in future studies.
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Fig. 1. Sectional drawings of the temperature evolution within the ejecta at 𝑡 = 0.5 d, 1 d, 2 d, 4 d, 8 d, and 16 d following the WD–NS merger of
our fiducial model. Here, 𝑣𝑧 and 𝑣𝑒 denote the ejecta velocities along the polar axis (𝜃 = 0) and the equatorial plane (𝜃 = 𝜋/2), respectively. The
colour scale indicates the logarithmic temperature. Given the 2D axisymmetry of the system in spherical coordinates, the temperature structure
can be extended to the entire ejecta. Article number, page 5 of 14
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𝑣 ∼ 𝑣max/2, we estimate the characteristic transparency timescale
along the polar or equatorial direction as,

𝑡𝛾,trans ≃ 36 d
(

𝜅𝛾

0.4 cm2 g−1

)1/2 ( 𝑀ej

0.3 M⊙

)1/2
, (18)

at which 𝜏𝛾 ≃ 1. Beyond this epoch, the 𝛾-ray deposition ef-
ficiency 1 − e−𝜏𝛾 decreases rapidly, leading to significant 𝛾-ray
leakage. Once the ejecta become optically thin to 𝛾-rays (𝜏𝛾 ≲ 1),
the local energy deposition by positrons, which carry a few per-
cent of the total decay energy, may start to dominate the late-time
heating (Nadyozhin 1994; Clocchiatti & Wheeler 1997; Wang
et al. 2015). A more detailed radiative-transfer treatment includ-
ing positron transport should be explored in future studies.

Once E is known, the effective temperature of the ejecta can
be calculated via the Stefan-Boltzmann law,

𝑇eff (𝑡) =
(
E
𝜎SB

)1/4
, (19)

where 𝜎SB is the Steffan-Boltzmann constant. Under the Edding-
ton approximation (Rybicki & Lightman 1979)9, the thermal
temperature at each velocity shell can then be written as

𝑇 (𝑣, t) = Teff (t)
{

3
4

[
𝜏(𝑣, t) + 2

3

]}1/4
. (20)

We present the temporal evolution of the ejecta tempera-
ture profiles following WD–NS merger of our fiducial model in
Fig. 1. Owing to the 2D axisymmetry of the system in spherical
coordinates, we show only central slices of the ejecta perpendic-
ular to the equatorial plane. As shown in Fig. 1, at early times
(≃ 0.5 d) after the merger, the ejecta reaches a temperature as
high as ∼ 106 K, but cools rapidly due to significant expansion.
By ≃ 2 d, the temperature of most of the ejecta has decreased to
∼ 104.5 K. At later times, as the ejecta expands homologously,
the relative expansion rate (i.e., the fractional increase in radius
per unit time) diminishes, leading to a reduced cooling efficiency.
Consequently, it takes nearly ≃ 16 d for the bulk of the ejecta to
cool down to ∼ 103.5 K.

4. Photosphere evolution in the observer frame
In order to obtain the viewing-angle-dependent photosphere and
photospheric temperature evolution as seen by a distant observer,
we follow the discretization scheme outlined in Zhu et al. (2020),
with minor adjustments to suit our WD–NS ejecta model10. We
first construct a mesh grid plane in velocity space, defined by
sharing the same origin and 𝑥-axis as the local velocity co-
ordinate system of the ejecta, and being perpendicular to the
line of sight. Each mesh grid point is represented by a veloc-
ity vector in the local velocity coordinate system, denoted as
®𝑣𝑖 𝑗mesh =

(
𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑥 , 𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑦 , 𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑧

)
, where the superscripts (𝑖 and

𝑗) represent the IDs of the points at the mesh grid. For each point
on the mesh grid plane, we further construct a grid line within

9 The Eddington approximation assumes local thermodynamic equilib-
rium (LTE). In the expanding ejecta of WD–NS mergers, LTE gradually
breaks down as the optical depth decreases to 𝜏 ≲ 1, typically after
∼ 30 d for our fiducial ejecta parameters. Beyond this epoch, non-LTE
effects, such as deviations from blackbody spectra and non-thermal ex-
citation, are expected to become important (see e.g., Pinto & Eastman
2000; Kromer & Sim 2009; Tanaka & Hotokezaka 2013).
10 We recommend that readers interested in more detailed procedural
descriptions can be referred to Appendix B of Zhu et al. (2020).

the ejecta along the line-of-sight direction, denoted as 𝑝
𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
with

the subscript 𝑘 representing the ID of the points at each grid
line. Note that 𝑝𝑖 𝑗1 is defined as the first intersection point of the
ejecta profile with the line of sight, i.e., the point at which the
observer sees the smallest optical depth. Given the mass density
distribution (see Eq. (13)), the optical depth between 𝑝

𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
and 𝑝

𝑖 𝑗

1
can be expressed as

𝜏𝑖 𝑗 (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑡) =
∫ 𝑝

𝑖 𝑗

1

𝑝
𝑖 𝑗

𝑘

𝜅ej𝜌𝑡𝑑𝑝

= 𝐶1𝜅ej𝑡
−2

∫ 𝑝
𝑖 𝑗

1

𝑝
𝑖 𝑗

𝑘

102 cos 𝜃

𝑣2𝑣max
dp , 𝑘 > 1 ,

(21)

where

𝑣2 = 𝑝2 + 𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh
2 + 2𝑝

(
𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑦 sin 𝜃view + 𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑧 cos 𝜃view

)
,

𝑣
𝑖 𝑗

mesh
2 = 𝑣

𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑥
2 + 𝑣

𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑦
2 + 𝑣

𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑧
2 ,

(22)

and 𝑝 denotes the distance in velocity space from the mesh grid
plane to the intersection point11. The latitudinal viewing angle is
denoted by 𝜃view, and the angle used in the density function is
calculated via cos 𝜃 = |𝑣𝑧/𝑣 |12, where 𝑣𝑧 = 𝑣

𝑖 𝑗

mesh,𝑧 + 𝑝 cos 𝜃view.
In this work, we adopt 𝜏𝑖 𝑗 ≃ 2/3 as the criterion for the photo-
spheric surface along the line of sight. The observed location of
the photosphere (𝑝𝑖 𝑗phot) at time 𝑡 is therefore given by

𝜏𝑖 𝑗 (𝑝𝑖 𝑗phot , 𝑡) = 𝐶1𝜅ej𝑡
−2

∫ 𝑝1

𝑝
𝑖 𝑗

phot

102 cos 𝜃

𝑣2𝑣max
dp ≃ 2/3 . (23)

By combining the photospheric location with the ejecta tem-
perature structure shown in Fig. 1, one can obtain the thermal
temperature distribution across the entire photospheric surface
in the observer frame, denoted as 𝑇 𝑖 𝑗

phot throughout this work.
Fig. 2 shows the 2D sectional views of the photospheric evo-

lution in velocity space for the fiducial model, as seen from
different viewing angles. The central slices (i.e., cross-sections
through the center of the ejecta) are taken, with the line of sight
fixed vertically downward. At early times (𝑡 ≲ 4 d), the observed
photosphere is located near the outermost layer of the ejecta,
regardless of the viewing angle. Owing to the ellipsoidal veloc-
ity profile (see Eq. (10)), it is evident that the projected area of
the observed photosphere naturally appears smaller for observers
with lower 𝜃view values. As the ejecta expands, the photosphere
gradually recedes into its inner layers. The morphology of the
observed photosphere varies with the viewing angle. Compared
to an on-axis observer (𝜃view ≃ 0◦), Fig. 2 shows that off-axis
observers can probe deeper, more central regions of the ejecta.

5. Viewing-angle-dependent spectra and lightcurves
Regarding the lightcurve construction, it is convenient to perform
interpolation and integration by directly projecting the entire pho-

11 In the local coordinate system of the ejecta, we define a vector ®𝑝
pointing from ®𝑣𝑖 𝑗mesh to the intersection point. Its direction determines
the sign of 𝑝: 𝑝 < 0 if ®𝑝 points along the line of sight, and 𝑝 > 0
otherwise.
12 As mentioned in Sect. 2, we consider cos 𝜃 ∈ [0, 1] in this work.
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Fig. 2. Sectional views of the photosphere evolution in velocity space of our fiducial model, as seen by observers at different viewing angles. The
line of sight is fixed to be vertically downward in the planes of the figure, and only the cross-section through the ejecta center is shown. Here,
𝑣∥ and 𝑣⊥ represent the velocity components parallel and perpendicular to the line of sight, respectively. Colored lines indicate the photospheric
contours at various epochs following the WD–NS merger.

tosphere onto the mesh grid plane (see Sect. 4)13. Accordingly,

13 This approach is well justified when the angular extent of the WD–
NS merger is effectively unresolved by an observer at a cosmological
distance.

the flux at an observed frequency 𝜈obs can be expressed as

𝐹𝜈 (𝜈obs) ≃
2

ℎ2𝑐2𝐷2
L

∬
𝑆

D(ℎ𝜈obs/D)3

exp
(
ℎ𝜈obs/D𝑘B𝑇

𝑖 𝑗

phot

)
− 1

𝑑𝜎𝑖 𝑗

=
2ℎ

𝑐2𝐷2
L

∬
𝑆

𝜈3
obs/D

2

exp
(
ℎ𝜈obs/D𝑘B𝑇

𝑖 𝑗

phot

)
− 1

𝑑𝜎𝑖 𝑗 ,

(24)
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where ℎ is the Planck constant, 𝐷L is the luminosity distance
to the source, and 𝑘B is the Boltzmann constant, respectively.
Defining the normalized wind velocity 𝛽 ≡ 𝑣/c, the Doppler fac-
tor is given by D =

√︁
1 − 𝛽2/(1 + 𝛽 cosΔ𝜃), where Δ𝜃 is the

angle between the velocity vector of the photosphere and the line
of sight. The quantity 𝑑𝜎𝑖 𝑗 represents the infinitesimal projected
photospheric surface element on the mesh grid. Note that flux
densities per unit frequency and per unit wavelength are related
by 𝐹𝜈 |𝑑𝜈 | = 𝐹𝜆 |𝑑𝜆 |, which leads to

𝐹𝜆 (𝜆obs) ≃
2

ℎ4𝑐3𝐷2
L

∬
𝑆

D3 (ℎ𝑐/D𝜆obs)5

exp
(
ℎ𝑐/D𝑘B𝜆obs𝑇

𝑖 𝑗

phot

)
− 1

𝑑𝜎𝑖 𝑗

=
2ℎ𝑐2

𝐷2
L

∬
𝑆

1/D2𝜆5
obs[

exp
(
ℎ𝑐/D𝑘B𝜆obs𝑇

𝑖 𝑗

phot

)
− 1

] 𝑑𝜎𝑖 𝑗 .

(25)

Furthermore, based on the calculated flux density 𝐹𝜈 , one can
derive the monochromatic AB magnitude using the standard def-
inition 𝑀𝜈 = −2.5 log10 (𝐹𝜈/3631 Jy). In all subsequent calcula-
tions, we adopt a luminosity distance of 𝐷L = 10 pc, so that the
resulting magnitudes correspond to absolute magnitudes. Other
distances can be simply rescaled.

Figure 3 shows the temporal evolution of the emergent spectra
from the WD–NS ejecta of the fiducial model at various viewing
angles. Regardless of the viewing angle, the peak emission ini-
tially lies in the ultraviolet regime for 𝑡 ≲ 4 d, and gradually shifts
to the optical and then to the infrared bands with time. The pho-
tospheric blackbody temperature can be estimated from Wien’s
law, i.e., 𝑇BB = 𝑏/𝜆max, where 𝑏 ≃ 0.29 cm K is the Wien’s
displacement constant and 𝜆max is the wavelength correspond-
ing to the peak radiation intensity. As shown in Fig. 3, both the
spectral intensity and the photospheric blackbody temperature
exhibit significant viewing-angle dependence. For on-axis ob-
servers, 𝑇BB

phot cools from ≃ 4.2×104 K at 𝑡 = 0.5 d to ≃ 3×103 K
at 𝑡 = 25 d; whereas for equatorial observers, it decreases from
≃ 8.6×104 K to≃ 4×103 K over the same time interval. Observers
located at larger viewing angles receive substantially higher flux
densities—up to nearly two orders of magnitude larger at early
times. This enhancement arises from the emergence of more cen-
trally located (and hotter) photospheric layers at larger viewing
angles, as well as the increased projected photospheric area, as
discussed in Sect. 4.

To further illustrate the viewing-angle dependence of the
multiband emission following a WD–NS merger of our fidiucial
model, we present 𝑢𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧-band14 lightcurves in Fig. 4 for differ-
ent viewing angles. We find that the peak absolute magnitudes
in the optical bands range from ≃ −12 mag for an on-axis view
(𝜃view ≃ 0◦) to ≃ −16 mag for an off-axis view (𝜃view ≃ 90◦).
These optical peak luminosities are comparable to those of kilo-
novae from BNS and NS–BH mergers (see e.g., Nakar 2020;
Kawaguchi et al. 2020; Metzger 2020), though WD–NS thermal
transients typically exhibit longer timescales to peak, usually
≳ 3–10 d. Since these WD–NS merger transients are powered
solely by 56Ni heating, we introduce the term “mini-supernovae”
(mSNe) to describe their thermal emission. Using the time-
dependent emergent spectra obtained for WD–NS mSNe, we
also calculate the luminosity lightcurves via 𝜈𝐿𝜈 (𝑡) = 4𝜋𝐷2

L𝜈𝐹𝜈 ,
where 𝐹𝜈 is given by Eq. (24). Fig. 5 shows the optical (𝑔 and
𝑟 band) luminosity evolution for different viewing angles. The
WD–NS merger can power mSNe with peak luminosities in the

14 Details of the Sloan filter system can be found at https://www.
sdss4.org.

range ≃ 1040–1042 erg s−1, depending on the viewing geometry.
The peak timescale typically falls within 3–10 d. Note that the
observed directions 𝜃view ≃ 0◦ and 𝜃view ≃ 90◦ correspond to
extreme and relatively rare cases, most events are expected to be
viewed from intermediate angles, yielding typical peak optical
luminosities of ≃ 1041 erg s−1 with a peak timescale of 3–10 d.

We also investigate an alternative parameter set with
𝑓ej = 0.03 and 𝑓Ni = 0.001, corresponding to an ejecta mass
of 𝑀ej = 0.03 M⊙ and a 56Ni mass of 𝑀Ni = 0.001 M⊙ , both
one order of magnitude lower than those adopted in the fidu-
cial model. This case is more relevant to stellar-mass BH-WD or
He WD–NS mergers, which share similar ejecta properties but
typically produce smaller ejecta and 56Ni masses (e.g., Metzger
2012; Fernandez & Metzger 2013; Margalit & Metzger 2016;
Zenati et al. 2019; Fernández et al. 2019; Bobrick et al. 2022).
The resulting optical lightcurves are shown in Fig. 6 along dif-
ferent lines of sight. We find that the WD–NS mSNe with ejecta
and 56Ni masses reduced by one order of magnitude compared
to the fiducial model are roughly an order of magnitude fainter,
with peak luminosities of ≃ 1039–1041 erg s−1 and shorter peak
timescales of 2–5 d.

6. Discussion

In comparison, our results show good consistency with previ-
ous studies on WD–NS transients. For example, based on 1D
steady-state accretion disk models for WD–NS mergers, Met-
zger (2012) suggested that a large fraction (≳ 50%) of the
WD mass can be unbound as ejecta, simultaneously synthesiz-
ing 56Ni masses of 10−3–10−2 M⊙ inside the ejecta. By treat-
ing the unbound ejecta as a single homologous shell and ne-
glecting angular distributions, Metzger (2012) predicted optical
transients with week-long peak timescales and peak luminosi-
ties of ≃ 1039–1041.5 erg s−1 following the semianalytical model
of Kulkarni (2005). Using 56Ni and ejecta velocity distribu-
tions from numerical simulations of CO and ONe WD accre-
tion disks, and neglecting angular corrections, Fernández et al.
(2019) showed that WD–NS merger transients could achieve
peak luminosities of ≃ 1040–1041 erg s−1 with week-long peak
timescales inferred by the Arnett’s semi-analytical model (Ar-
nett 1979) as well. Zenati et al. (2020) performed 3D hydrody-
namic (SPH) and 2D hydrodynamic-thermonuclear (FLASH) to
study the disruption of CO WDs by NSs. They subsequently
post-processed the simulations with a large nuclear reaction net-
work and applied the SuperNu radiation-transfer code, assuming
homologous ejecta expansion, to predict the observational signa-
tures and detailed properties of CO WD–NS merger transients.
Their models yielded faint, red transients with peak luminosities
around 1041 erg s−1 and peak timescales ranging from weeks to
months, while neglecting viewing-angle dependence. Using a 1D
analytic advection-dominated accretion-disk model, Kaltenborn
et al. (2023) systematically investigated the inflow and outflow
structure of WD–NS post-merger disks, including the effects
of nuclear burning, neutrino emission, and wind ejection. They
further simulated multiband lightcurves powered by radioactive
iron-group elements with the SuperNu radiation-transfer code,
predicting optical transients peaking at ≃ 1041–1042 erg s−1 with
5–8 d peak timescales. More recently, Liu et al. (2025) employed
detailed nucleosynthesis calculations (SkyNet) in spherically
symmetric ejecta models for WD–NS mergers, predicting optical
transients with peak luminosities of a few 1041 erg s−1 and peak
timescales of 2–4 d. Overall, while our results are broadly con-
sistent with previous studies in terms of peak luminosities and
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Fig. 3. Emergent spectra of WD–NS mSNe for 𝜃view = 0◦, 15◦, 30◦, 45◦, 60◦, and 90◦. Colored lines show the total observed emergent spectra
at different epochs after the WD–NS merger of our fiducial model, assuming a luminosity distance of 𝐷L = 10 pc. The derived photospheric
blackbody temperatures, 𝑇BB

phot, are shown in the labels.

timescales, our work uniquely highlights the previously unex-
plored viewing-angle dependence of WD–NS merger transients.

We then explore how our WD–NS mSNe fit within the
broader landscape of various optical transients in terms of their
peak optical luminosities and timescales. Most importantly, Fig. 7
compares different kilonova scenarios, including those from BNS
and NS–BH mergers, to illustrate where WD–NS mSNe lie in
terms of their peak luminosities and timescales. Among these,

Kawaguchi et al. (2020) investigated the post-merger evolution
and typical ejecta properties for both BNS and NS–BH binaries15.
For BNS systems in particular, they considered different types

15 Due to temperature calculation limitations, the peak brightness in
Kawaguchi et al. (2020) corresponds to the brightest point at 𝑡 ≳ 1 d.
We adopt the same convention in Fig. 7, but notice that BNS and NS–BH
mergers could yield even brighter emission at earlier times, particularly
in the ultraviolet band.
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Fig. 4. Viewing-angle-dependent 𝑢𝑔𝑟𝑖𝑧 lightcurves of WD–NS mSNe for the fiducial model. Six different viewing angles 𝜃view are considered: 0◦
(top left), 15◦ (top right), 30◦ (middle left), 45◦ (middle right), 60◦ (bottom left), and 90◦ (bottom right).

of merger remnants, including a long-lived supermassive NS
(SMNS), a hypermassive NS (HMNS), and a promptly-collapsed
BH. These models predict that BNS and NS–BH kilonovae peak
significantly earlier than the WD–NS counterparts presented in
this work. Additionally, if a millisecond magnetar survives the

BNS merger and can injects extra energy into the ejecta (see e.g.,
Yu et al. 2013; Metzger & Piro 2014; Ai et al. 2025), the resulting
kilonova lightcurve can become both brighter and longer-lived
than that of a standard BNS kilonova. In contrast to typical kilo-
novae from BNS or NS–BH mergers, our WD–NS mSNe occupy
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Fig. 5. Optical luminosity lightcurve of WD–
NS mSNe for our fiducial model. Different col-
ors indicate different viewing angles at 𝜃view =

0◦, 15◦, 30◦, 45◦, 60◦, and 90◦. Solid and dashed
lines correspond to the 𝑔- and 𝑟-band luminosi-
ties, respectively.
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Fig. 6. Same as Fig. 5, but assuming an ejecta
mass of 𝑀ej = 0.03 M⊙ and a 56Ni mass of
𝑀Ni = 0.001 M⊙ .

the lower-right region of the parameter space, meaning that they
are comparatively dimmer and peak significantly later. When
adopting reduced values of 𝑓ej and 𝑓Ni, the region occupied by
WD–NS mSNe shifts slightly toward the lower-left, indicating
somewhat fainter and faster-evolving events compared to those
with our fiducial 𝑓ej and 𝑓Ni values.

Fig. 7 also highlights three well-known kilonova events asso-
ciated with SGRB 170817A (Villar et al. 2017), LGRB 211211A
(Yang et al. 2022), and LGRB 230307A (Levan et al. 2024), all
of which are consistent with BNS or NS–BH merger scenar-
ios and are difficult to explain with our 56Ni-powered WD–NS

mSNe. Notably, if the WD–NS system contains a massive WD
near the Chandrasekhar mass limit, the NS may merge into the
centre of the WD and trigger its collapse, potentially forming a
millisecond magnetar as the central engine (Yang et al. 2022;
Cheong et al. 2025; Zhang 2025). Alternatively, however, some
recent studies suggested that in WD–NS mergers, the NS may
be spun up by accreting disrupted WD material and its magnetic
field can be amplified via dynamo processes, finally leaving be-
hind a millisecond magnetar remnant (see e.g., Zhong & Dai
2020; Kaltenborn et al. 2023; Zhong et al. 2023, 2024a; Wang
et al. 2024). Collectively, these studies offer valuable insights
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Fig. 7. Comparisons of the peak timescale and peak optical luminosity among various optical transients for 𝑡 ≳ 1 d. The three blue-shaded
regions, from dark to light, correspond to kilonova models associated with SMNS, HMNS or NS–BH, and prompt collapse scenarios, respectively
(Kawaguchi et al. 2020). The yellow-shaded region indicates the parameter space for central-engine-powered kilonovae (i.e., the so-called
“mergernova” model; Yu et al. 2013; Ai et al. 2025). The brown and green shaded regions denote the parameter spaces of core-collapse and type Ia
SNe, respectively (Kasliwal 2012; Cenko 2017; Inserra 2019). The red and pink shaded regions represent the WD–NS mSNe explored in this work,
corresponding to models with fiducial and reduced values of 𝑓ej and 𝑓Ni, respectively. For reference, we also indicate three well-known kilonova
events associated with SGRB 170817A (red star; Villar et al. 2017), LGRB 211211A (orange diamond; Yang et al. 2022), and LGRB 230307A
(green circle Levan et al. 2024), as well as the candidate WD–NS merger event AT2018kzr (purple cross; McBrien et al. 2019).

into the possible formation of a magnetar central engine and the
corresponding central-engine-powered optical transients follow-
ing WD–NS mergers, in which the ejecta can be accelerated and
heated by magnetar spin-down, leading to emission with shorter
peak timescales and higher peak luminosities than those of our
56Ni-powered WD–NS mSNe. As shown in Fig. 7, kilonovae as-
sociated with merger-origin LGRBs (i.e., LGRB 211211A and
LGRB 230307A), may still possibly arise from WD–NS merg-
ers, but this requires the formation of a millisecond magnetar as
the central engine to power them. Similar modeling assuming a
WD–NS merger origin with a magnetar remnant can also account
for other fast-evolving optical transients, such as AT2018kzr (see
Fig. 7; McBrien et al. 2019; Gillanders et al. 2020). We note
that the ultimate fate of the merger remnant in WD–NS systems
remains uncertain, and the probability of forming such magnetar-
powered events in WD–NS mergers has yet to be conclusively
determined. Since WD–NS mergers are generally not expected to
produce significant amounts of 𝑟-process material, the spectro-
scopic identification of intermediate-mass elements (e.g., O, Mg,
Si, and Ca) and iron-peak elements in associated mSNe would
strongly motivate a WD–NS merger origin (McBrien et al. 2019;
Gillanders et al. 2020; Kaltenborn et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2025).
Future discoveries of additional WD–NS merger candidates will
provide valuable insights into their evolutionary pathways and
remnant outcomes. On the theoretical side, more realistic models
incorporating detailed dynamical and thermodynamical evolu-
tion, as well as temperature- and wavelength-dependent opaci-
ties, are essential to fully understand these WD–NS transients,
which we leave for future work.

7. Conclusion

Building on previous numerical simulations of the WD–NS
binaries undergoing unstable mass transfer, we adopt a semi-
analytical discretization approach to investigate the viewing-
angle dependence of thermal emission from such mergers. Using
a 2D axisymmetric polar-dominated wind ejecta model with heat-
ing from the radioactive decay of 56Ni, we track the evolution of
the viewing-angle-dependent photosphere and its temperature.
We find that for a WD–NS merger with a typical ejecta mass of
𝑀ej = 0.3 M⊙ and a 56Ni mass of 𝑀Ni = 0.01 M⊙ , the photo-
sphere resides near the outermost ejecta layers for all viewing
angles within ≲ 4 d after the merger, receding to deeper layers as
the ejecta expands. The geometry of the observed photosphere
varies with the viewing angle: off-axis observers see more cen-
trally located, hotter ejecta regions than on-axis observers. Along
the polar direction, the photospheric blackbody temperature cools
from ≃ 4.2× 104 K to ≃ 3× 103 K between 0.5 d and 25 d, while
along the equatorial viewing it decreases from ≃ 8.6 × 104 K
to ≃ 4 × 103 K over the same period. Our results show that the
resulting emission intensity also has a strong viewing-angle de-
pendence: larger viewing angles yield significantly higher fluxes
due to both a larger projected photospheric area and access to
more centrally located (and hotter) ejecta layers. The peak ab-
solute magnitudes in the optical bands range from ≃ −12 mag at
polar line of sight to ≃ −16 mag at equatorial line of sight, cor-
responding to peak optical luminosities of ≃ 1040–1042 erg s−1.
Thus, the peak optical luminosities of the thermal emission fol-
lowing WD–NS mergers are comparable to those of kilonovae
from BNS and NS–BH mergers, though WD–NS thermal tran-
sients generally evolve more slowly, with typical peak timescales
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of 3–10 d. Furthermore, lower ejecta masses and reduced 56Ni
content naturally produce fainter transients with shorter peak
timescales (see Fig. 7).

While our results are broadly consistent with earlier studies
of WD–NS transients in terms of peak luminosities and peak
timescales, our work uniquely emphasizes the viewing-angle de-
pendence of WD–NS mSNe, which is not systematically ad-
dressed before. For kilonovae from BNS or NS–BH mergers,
Kawaguchi et al. (2020) showed that the observed flux is typi-
cally higher in the polar direction due to the presence of multi-
ple ejecta components, especially the optically thick dynamical
ejecta concentrated in the equatorial plane. In contrast, WD–NS
mergers are expected to exhibit a fundamentally different ejecta
morphology. As highlighted by Bobrick et al. (2022), only a small
fraction of WD debris (a few times 10−3 M⊙) is expected to be
dynamically ejected and unbound. This ejecta undergoes negli-
gible nuclear processing to synthesize 56Ni (Metzger 2012; Mar-
galit & Metzger 2016; Fernández et al. 2019; Kaltenborn et al.
2023), resulting in a negligible observational impact. Therefore,
our work can inspire further investigations into the observational
signatures and diversity of WD–NS merger transients. Moreover,
given the rapid development in both ground-based and space-
based GW astronomy, future multimessenger observations also
have potential to provide more insights into WD–NS mergers
(Yin et al. 2023; Kang et al. 2024; Morán-Fraile et al. 2024;
Zhong et al. 2024b; Du et al. 2024), helping to further constrain
their properties and enrich our understanding of these systems.
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