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ABSTRACT

Core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) are the explosions dfiveagtars following the collapse of the stars’
iron cores. Poznanski (2013) has recently suggested amvaltiseal correlation between the ejecta velocities
and the inferred masses of the red supergiant progenittypeil-P explosions, which implies that the kinetic
energy of the ejectal,) increases with the mass of the progenitor. | point out thestme conclusion can be
reached from the model-free observed correlation betweeajected®Ni masses {/y;) and the luminosities
of the progenitors for type Il supernovae, which was repbbig Fraser et al. (2011). This correlation is in an
agreement with the predictions of the collapse-inducedhtbauclear explosions (CITE) for CCSNe and in a
possible contradiction with the predictions of the newtnnechanism. | show that a correlation betw@édg
andFEjin holds for all types of CCSNe (including type Ibc). This céateon suggests a common mechanism for
all CCSNe, which is predicted for CITE, but is not producedbyrent simulations of the neutrino mechanism.
Furthermore, the typical values ki, and My; for type Ibc explosions are larger by an order of a magnitude
than the typical values for 1I-P explosions, a fact whiclfalisrs progenitors with the same initial mass range
for these explosions. Instead, the progenitors of type Mptosions could be massive Wolf-Rayet stars, which
are predicted to yield strong explosions with low ejectaseagas observed) according to CITE. In this case,
there is no deficit of high mass progenitors for CCSNe, whieb suggested under the assumption of a similar
mass range for the progenitors of types II-P and Ibc supe&ov

Subject headingsupernovae: general

1. INTRODUCTION the conditions required for CITE to operate successfully. |
There is strong evidence that supernovae of types I angfound out that for stellar cores that include slowly (a few-pe

Ibc are explosions of massive stars (é.q. Hirata et al.11987,CeNt Of breakup) rotating 0.1 — 10 M, explosive shells of
Arnett et al[ 1986 van Dyk 1992; Smértt 2009), involving the He-O with densities of fewx 10° gcm, an ignition of a

thermonuclear detonation that unbinds the stars’ outartay

is obtained. With a series of simulations that cover a wide
energy of the ejectaH) is due to the deposition of a small &nge of the progenitor masses and profiles, | showed that
fracti%);\ ~ 1%)Jof t?%la)ravitational energpy\( 10% erg) re- CITE is insensitive to the assumed profiles and thus a robust
leased in neutrinos (s&e Bethe 1990; Jankal2012, for rejiews Process that leads to supernova explosions for rotating mas
So far, this scenario has not been demonstrated from firsls'fve stars. 'g2he resulgng exptlacgspns halvg, in th? range
principles. In fact, one-dimensional simulations indéctitat ~ © 1OM _blo i e;g, ﬁ_nhejecte hNI rrkl)assesé(/[Ni) o quto

the neutrinos do not deposit sufficient energy. While some ™ ”1 o, both of whic chgil” e OI sderve rangﬁs OdC?bre-
explosions were obtained in multi-dimensional simulasion (C::(I)TaEpse (sjyperr;]ovae ( e I'”C.“ Ing typles an q €)-
with simplified neutrino transport, the fundamental mecha- predicts that stronger explosions (i.e., larggn an

nism would only be satisfactorily demonstrated once accu-Nigher M) are from progenitors with higher masses. Test-
y y ing if the required initial conditions for CITE to operateigtx

rate three-dimensional simulations, with all relevantsbal . AL -
ble. Burbi 4 ot g IN Nature is difficult observationally, but here | show olvser

process taken into account, become availe ional evid ; CCS h ) ith th
(1957) suggested a different mechanism for the explosion du tonal evidence from Ne that are in agreement with the
; prediction that stronger explosions are from progenitdts w

ing core-collapse that does not involve the emitted neutri- I". AN .
nos. In this proposed scenario, increased burning rates dudigher masses, which implies that CITE may be the dominant
mechanism for CCSNe explosions.

to adiabatic heating of the outer shells as they collaps# lea : ; AR .
to athermonucleargexplosion (see also Hoyle ngilegr 1960 Inrecentyears, direct identifications of the progenitansh

Fowler & Hoylé[1964). This collapse-induced thermonuclear b%en madeffcir CCSI}le in pre-explr?sion images, and they pro-
explosion (CITE) naturally produces 107! erg from ther-  Vide powerful tests for CCSNe theories (€.9._Smartt 2009;

monuclear burning of- 1 A, (gain of~ MeV /m,,) Leonard 2011; Smarit 2015). Several observed correlations
(2014) hgve shown that CITfE 'is possible between the properties of the progenitors and the supegnova

in some (tuned) one-dimensional initial profiles, which in- SU99est tht more massive progenitors lead to stronger ex-
clude shells of mixed helium and oxygen, but resulting in Plosions. LPoznanski (2013) has recently suggested an ob-
weak explosions< 10°° erg, and negligible amounts BiNi servational correlation between the ejecta velocities taed

are ejected. Ii 5) | have recently used two- inferred masses of the red supergiant progenitors of type Il
dimensional simulations of rotating massive stars to explo F_€xplosions. The correlation implies thBkn is approx-

imately proportional to the mass of the progenitor cubed.

_ o _ ﬂ( iL(2013) suggested that the same correlation can be
LInstitute for Advanced Study, Einstein Drive, Princeton], 198540, also deduced for type I-P supernovae from the observed uni-
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collapse of the stars’ iron cores and ejection of the outer la
ers. It is widely thought that the observed10°! erg kinetic
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formity of the light-curve plateau duratioh (Poznanskilét a
[2009;[Arcavi et al[ 2012) and the correlation between the
light-curve luminosities and ejecta velocities (Hamuy &atei
ﬁ; Nugent et al. 2006). In Secti@nl point out that more

massive progenitors leading to stronger explosions camrebe d

duced in a model-independent way from the observed cor-

relation betweenl/y; and the progenitor luminosities. This

observed correlation was first reported by Fraserlef al.7p01
(see also a closely related correlation betwaéy and the

property that will be discussed in Sect[@n

It would seem natural to inspect the correlation between
Exin and the luminosity of the progenitors, rather than using
My as an indicator folFyi,. The main motivation against
using the inferredty;, from observations is the complicated
light-curve modeling that is involved for its estimationHieh
can include large systematic uncertainties), compardutivi
model-free determination df/y;. Indeed, only a weak corre-
lation is obtained between the estimat@g, reported in the

masses of the progenitors, suggested by Smarttlet all 2009)iterature (see Tab[@ and the luminosity of the progenitors,

Unlike progenitor masses @i, whose inferences rely upon
models (massive star evolution models or complicatedight
curve models, respectively) and thus are subjective teelarg
systematics uncertainties due to model assumptions lgth
and progenitor luminosities are model-free and can betjrec

derived from observations. Furthermore, these two quanti-
ties can be deduced for all type Il explosions and are not re-

stricted to type II-P supernovae. | reproduce the cor@hati
betweenMy; and the progenitor luminosities with an updated
data (Sectiof2.7) and show that it is in an agreement with the
predictions of CITE (Sectio.2) and in a possible contra-
diction with the predictions of the neutrino mechanism ¢Sec
tion[2d).

The use ofMy; as an indicator fozy, is based on an ob-
served correlation betweeWy; and Eyi, shown in Sectiof8l
| demonstrate that this correlation holds for all types of-CC
SNe, including both types Il and Ibc (Secti@dl). This uni-

versal correlation suggests a common explosion mechanisntight-curve modeling). Furthermo

for all CCSNe, which is predicted for CITE, but it is not pro-
duced by current simulations of the neutrino mechanism-(Sec
tion[3.2). Furthermore, the typical values &, and My; for

type Ibc explosions are larger by an order of a magnitude from

the typical values for type II-P explosions. This fact dvefies

a similar mass range for the progenitors of these events, and
suggests that the progenitors of type Ibc explosions are mas

sive Wolf-Rayet (WR) stars (Secti@3. Since WR stars

have more massive cores and stripped envelopes, CITE pre

dicts that they lead to stronger explosions and relativaly |
ejecta masses, both of which are consistent with obsenstio
Progenitor studies that assume a similar mass range for th

progenitors of type II-P and type Ibc supernovae suggest a

deficit of high mass progenito(s> 20 M) for CCSNe, and
if true, it would imply that higher mass stars produce “fdile

supernovae” — weak explosions that are very faint (e.g., seg,
{20009). However, If massive WR stars are the progen-

itors of type Ibc supernovae, there is no deficit of high mass

progenitors for CCSNé (Smaltt 2015).

2. EJECTED’SNI MASSES VERSUS THE LUMINOSITIES OF THE
PROGENITOR

2.1. Observations

The observed correlation betwegfi; and the luminosities
of the progenitors, which was reported by Fraser et al. (011
is reproduced with updated data in panel (a) of Fifliréhe
sample includes all supernovae from Smartt (2015), for whic
estimates of\/y; are available in the literature, supplemented
with SN 1987A and SN 1993J (see TafiJe A clear correla-
tion over one order of magnitude for battiy; and for the lu-
minosity of the progenitor is apparent, where the ranqygf
roughly corresponds t&yi, ~ few x 10°° — few x 10°! erg
(see Figur@). More luminous progenitors eject larger masses
of 55Ni. Note that SN 1987A and type lIb supernovae have the
largest progenitors luminosities and the largefj values, a

as shown in Figur® The advantage of usintyy; over Ein

is evident by comparing panel (a) of Figufeto Figure2

The correlation betweefy; and Eyi, (Sectior3) that is the
justification for usingMy; as an indicator foi, suffers as
well from the large systematic uncertainties in the estiomat

of Exin. However, in this case the sample is large and it spans
more than two orders of magnitudeiry; and Eii,, such that

the large systematic uncertainties are less important.

Since more luminous progenitors are more massive and
since larger values olMy; imply larger Eyin, the correla-
tion betweenV/y; and the luminosities of the progenitors im-
plies that more massive progenitors lead to stronger explo-
sions, the same qualitative result found by Poznafski (2013
The model-free measurements &fy; and of the luminosi-
ties of the progenitors are more robust than the estimates of
the masses of the progenitors (which depend on stellar evo-

lution models) and ofEyi, (which depend on complicated
rhn $ki (2013)duse

the Fe [IA5169 absorption feature to estimate the velocity of
the ejecta, which limits the analysis for events other tlyae t
-P.

2.2. The prediction of CITE agrees with observations

A primary prediction of CITE is thak), increases with the

mass of the progenitdr (Kushlhir 2015). This is more apparent
by considering the binding energy of the shells to be ejected
Epin (corrected for thermal energy), which is more negative
for more massive progenitors. We can write quite generally

éhatEkin is given by

Ekin = Edep+ Ebin, 1)

whereEqepis the energy deposited in the ejecta. For CITE, the
deposited energy is thermonucleBfiep ~ Msheix MeV/m,,

here Mghe is the mass of shell of the thermonuclear fuel
(the explosive shell). The relevant binding energy in this
case is the one exterior to the base of the explosive shell,
Ein ~ _GMbaseZWshell/Tbase where Mpase and rpase are the
enclosed mass and the radius at the base of the explosive
shell, respectively. Eqep and | Epin| are comparable, since
few X GMpase/Toase = MeV/m,, (Kushnir & Katz|2014).
Therefore Exin can never exceeds significantyin|, and in

the absence of a tuning betweBg., and Epin, Fkin cannot be
much smaller thamEyin|. Therefore Exin ~ |Ebin| for CITE.
This order of magnitude estimate is validated in panel (b) of
Figurddl which shows the results of the CITE simulations that
exploded successfully from Kushnir (2015). The conclusion
is that the prediction of CITE agrees with the observatiat th
more massive progenitors lead to stronger explosions.

2.3. The prediction of the neutrino mechanism possibly
contradicts observations

For the neutrino mechanisnfyep, is the energy deposited
by neutrinos. Since from basic considerations the iron ore
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similar over a wide range of progenitor masses (the iron coreas an indicator fory;, in SectionZ2l The estimates ofin

is approximately a Chandrasekhar-mass white dwakf, is from observations involve complicated light-curve modgli
roughly constant over a wide progenitor mass range. How-(which can include large systematic uncertainties). H@axev
ever, the relevant binding energy in this case, the oneiexter unlike the situation in Figuig, in this case the sample is large
to the iron core, changes significantly between different pr and it spans more than two orders of magnitudé/g and
genitor masses. Therefore, as longkg, > |Ebin|, EqQua- FExin, such that the large systematic uncertainties are less im-
tion (@) predicts thatEyi, ~ Egep ~ constant. At some pro-  portant.

genitor massiyepis comparable thEjn|, such that for higher

progenitor masses the explosion fails, since the deposited 3.2. A common mechanism for all CCSNe

ergy by neutrinos is smaller than the (absolute) binding en- The correlation betweefi,, and My holds for all types

ergy. This behavior should be general for the neutrino mech?Of CCSNe (types Il and Ibc), and spans the entire observed

anism, and probably does not depend on the specific scenari (0 1050 1052 S~ 10-3—

in which the star explodes. In fact, this behavior shouldihol ?l_ahr:g %%?;(Etallgign 1s(L)Jgge}s(t)s aez:ggrr?rr‘:ldcz)vr{ern(ecﬁgnismlf%?Ii cc-
for every scenario in which the deposited energy is domihate gyo “trom the weakest observed explosions to the strongest
by the stellar core and is not sensitive to the binding enefgy oneé Such a common mechanism is predicted for CITE
the shells 1o be ejected. So we expéih to be constant up (Kushnif{2015), but seems unlikely for the neutrino mecha-
to some value ofEpin| (threshold progenitor mass) and then i, “tor two reasons. The first reason is that current sim-
to rapidly fall to@@zero failed explosions). ulations of the neutrino mechanism do not produce strong

The results o | 12) for the neutrino mech- /152 : : ion in J8nkal
anism are shown in Panel (c) of Figliiel use the values of (~ 10 erg) explosions (see the discussio 2012).

- X ; The second reason is that weak {0°° erg) explosions would
Ein, as reported by Ugliano etlal. (2012), which are defined require an extreme tuning for the neutrino mechanism. In the
exterior to the iron core (at a mass coordinate-of.5 M),

|~ 1050 i itati
and are approximately the binding energies of the shells thaCase thatEb'”Elg 10°" erg, the_ fraC“O’? of the gr_awtatlon_al
are to be ejected. At low progenitor masses (Idkn|) the energy & 10°° erg) released in ne5litr|nos that is deposited
value of Ey, is indeed constant. However, instead of a sharp should be~ 27 for moderate { 10°" erg) explosions, and

; : 3
drop for Exin at some value ofEpn|, there is a complicated = Should be~ 1.1% for weak explosions (a tuning @¢ 10™).
behF;vior rﬁlga i Eun| ~ 107" eng’":/l/hich received rr?uch . Inthe case thaftEhn| ~ 105 erg, the fraction of the gravita-

tention recently[(O'C 2 O 2011 Uql [ 2012: tional energy released in neutrinos that is deposited shuail

= ~ 0.2% for weak explosions (again, a tuning-ef10~3). The
[Pejcha & Thompsdn 2015; Ertletlal. 2015). The range of s : . . _
binding energies over which this complicated behavior is ob possibility that a different mechanism (ECSN) is operatorg

tained is only a factor of 2 and is of no importance for the lowest mass progenitors is not supported by the smooth

the current discussion. Another complication in the betravi ]E)Obrsglrlvgdcg(,)\lrgela%lﬁigsi,sv\éfgﬂoigtgrg?:é ?n%?? :2%35?5 cbr;la?r:sem

for thgoneutrlno mechanism is the predicted weak eXplos'OnscorreIation between/y; and the V-band plateau luminosities,
(= 10°" erg) for the lowest mass progenitors (electron-capture

supernova (ECSN); Nomato 1984, 1987; Kitaura et al. 2006; ‘év\?e'%t[‘sorll{nﬁf:iglfg;‘g)r weak and moderate
Janka et l._2008; Wanajo ef Al 2011). However, the com- o2 -
bination of two different mechanisms (iron core-collapse a
high progenitor masses and electron-capture at low pregeni > !
tor masses) is not supported by the uniformity of the obskrve Wolf-Rayet (WR) stars f_ nggesf;\‘l:'t of high mass
correlations for the entire progenitor mass range (seeithe d progenitors for e
cussion at the end of Secti@2). In summary, the predic- The distribution of the different types of events in thig,—
tion of the neutrino mechanism is a roughly const&g for My plane indicates that the sequence II-P, 87A like, Ilb, Ibc
a wide range of progenitor masses and a sharp drop (maybé a sequence oFiin and of My; (this sequence is evident
with a complicated behavior over a small range of progeni- even when considering onfy/y;, which is more robustly ob-
tor masses) at some progenitor mass. This is in a possibleerved).
contradiction with the observation that more massive pnrege  Ekin and My; for type Ibc explosions are larger by an order
itors lead to stronger explosions. It is yet to be seen whiethe of a magnitude thakin and My; for type 1I-P explosions,
accurate three-dimensional simulations of the neutrinclme  respectively. Let us consider the possibility that the prog
anism, with all relevant physical process taken into actoun tors of types Ibc and type II-P supernovae have a similar mass
would reproduce this observation. range, and that the different display of the supernova ilgol
because of the stripping of the hydrogen envelope for the typ
3. EJECTED®NI MASSES VERSUS THE KINETIC ENERGIESOF  |PC €ase. One expects that in this cdsg and My would
THE EJECTA be similar for types II-P and Ibc, since these parameters are
. determined by the explosion mechanism, which takes place at
3.1. Observations the interior of the star, and is independent of the hydrogen e
Estimates ofEy, and My; for 70 observed supernovae velope properties (and whether it exists or not). Howewer, a
within comoving radial distance of 100 Mpc (to exclude pointed out abovelyin, and My; for type Ibc explosions are
rare events) are listed in Tali®and are shown in Figui@ larger by an order of a magnitude than the typical values for
This is the same compilation of KusHnir (2015) with a few type II-P explosions. Therefore, the possibility that the-p
more events. Note that the distribution of the sample in the genitors of types Ibc and type II-P supernovae have a similar
Exin—Mni plane does not represent the relative rates of themass range is disfavored by observations.
events. A clear correlation over two orders of magnitude One caveat is that®Ni-powered events like type Ibc are
for both Eyi, and My is apparent. Stronger explosions eject hard to find whenMy; is small, while type Il events that
larger masses 6fNi. This correlation allowed the use &fy; initially powered by shock cooling can be observed even if

3.3. The progenitors of type Ibc explosions are massive
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they produce nd®Ni at all. Therefore, the lack of type Ibc  Arnett, W. D., Bahcall, J. N., Kirshner, R. P., & Woosley, S.1989,
events with small values af/y; may be because of a selec-  ARA&A, 27, 629 )
tion bias. One possible way to check for such a bias is to cal-Bersten M. €., Benvenuto, O. ﬁage?ﬁtﬁllbﬁg‘seég"gzoof* 148,68
culate the (Pearson) partla_l correlation betwm-iO(Ek"]) . Burbidge., E. M., éurbidge, G. R., Fowler, W. A., & Hoyle, F.8A Reviews
andlog,,(Mni) given the distances to the events, which is ~ of Modern Physics, 29, 547
p ~ 0.73 with a p-value of~ 1.4 - 10713, suggesting that ~ Cao, Y., Kasliwal, M. M., Arcavi, |, et al. 2013, ApJ, 775, L7
such a bias is unlikely. Dall'Ora, M., Botticella, M. T., Pumo, M. L., et al. 2014, Ap287, 139

The second discussed possibility for the progenitors o typ Erg’r;i'\’/_ﬁ%gab?g;; Woosley, S. E., Sukhbold, T., & Uglia M. 2015,
Ibc are Wolf-Rayet (WR) stars (see also the suggestion thatrowier, w. A., & Hoyle, F. 1964, ApJS, 9, 201
the observed progenitor of the type Ib SN PTF13bvn is a WR Fraser, M., Ergon, M., Eldridge, J. J., et al. 2011, MNRASY 411417
star{Cao et al. 2013; Groh eflal. 2013). Since these staes havGroh, J. H., Georgy, C., & Ekstrom, S. 2013, A&A, 558, L1
more massive cores, CITE predicts that they lead to strongelﬂgmﬂy m-'z‘g(‘)gs'”‘Aobg’- %22090025’*93’ 566, L63
e.XPIOSIOnS and larger amountS%le are ejected. This con- Hendry’, M. A, S}nartt,’ S. J Maund, J. R., et al. 2005, MNR3&9, 906
tinues the trend that was established in Sedddar type Il Hendry, M. A., Smartt, S. J., Crockett, R. M., et al. 2006, MAR 369,
explosions, that more massive progenitors yield stronger e 1303
plosions. One argument given by Bersten ét al. (2014) and byHirata, K., Kajita, T., Koshiba, M., Nakahata, M.,& Oyama, 1987,
[Smarit (2015) against WR stars being the progenitors of type Physical Review Letters, 58, 1490
Ibc is the low estimated mass of the ejecta (typidatyt M) Hoyle, F., & Fowler, W. A 1960, pJ, 132, 565 A

p uang, F., Wang, X., Zhang, J., et al. 20&28Xiv:1504.00445
compared to the mass of WR stars (typicah20 Mq). HOW-  nsera ., Turatto, M., Pastorello, A., et al. 2011, MNRAS7, 261
ever, this is a problem only if one assumes that most of the janka, H.-T., Miiller, B., Kitaura, F. S., & Buras, R. 200RA, 485, 199
mass of the progenitor is ejected, as predicted by the neu<Janka, H.-T. 2012, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particlesm, 62, 407
trino mechanism. For CITE, on|y the mass exterior to the Jt_erkstrand, A., Smartt, S. J., So_llerman, J., et al. 2015RMS], 448, 2482
base of the explosive shell is ejected, and in the case thaf{!awa F. S Janka H-T., & Hilebrandt, . 2006, A%A, @543
. . . ushnir, D., & Katz, B. 2014arXiv:1412.1096
there is no hydrogen envelope, this mass agrees with the esg spnir b. 2015arXiv:1502.03111
timated ejected mass from observatidns (Kushnir 2015). It Leonard, D. C. 2011, Ap&SS, 336, 117
is further predicted by CITE for WR progenitors that the in- Lyman, J., Bersier, D., James, P., et al. 2(HXiv:1406.3667
terior mass to the base of the explosive shell collapses and"%mg,;d&' ﬁg}ﬁ;tet’ le-zg-’l%d”ukiv R. P., Podsiadlon®ki& Gilmore,
forms a massive blaCk.hO|e' .SO’ assu_mmg CITE eXPIOSIOnS’Morélés-Garé)ffolo, A EIiés-Rosa, N., Benetti, S., et2dl14, MNRAS,
strong type Ibc explosions with low ejecta masses are con- 445 1647
sistent with massive WR progenitors. Progenitor studias th Nomoto, K. 1984, ApJ, 277, 791
assume a similar mass range for the progenitors of types I1-PNomoto, K. 1987, ApJ, 322, 206
and Ibc supernovae suggest a deficit of high mass progenitorglugent, P, Sullivan, M., Ellis, R., et al. 2006, ApJ, 645184
d

X O’Connor, E., & Ott, C. D. 2011, ApJ, 730, 70
(2 20 MQ) for CCSNe (e.g., S6 L 209)‘ However, If Pastorello, A., Baron, E., Branch, D., et al. 2005, MNRAS),380

massive WR stars are the progenitors of type Ibc supernovaepastorelio, A., Pumo, M. L., Navasardyan, H., et al. 2012AA&37,
there is no deficit of high mass progenitors for CC artt AA141
m) Pejcha, O., & Thompson, T. A. 2015, ApJ, 801, 90

In summary, the observational evidence suggests that th({;giﬂgﬂz:ﬁ: B"2%Tlser|'\/|’\rijh'2|épaz%k%zéav' etal. 2009, /694, 1067

sequence II-P, 87A like, llb, Ibc is a progenitor mass Se- gmartt, S. J. 2009, ARA&A, 47, 63

quence, where more massive progenitors lead to stronger exsmartt, S. J., Eldridge, J. J., Crockett, R. M., & Maund, 2609, MNRAS,
plosions. 395, 1409
Smartt, S. J. 2015, PASA, 32, e016
Spiro, S., Pastorello, A., Pumo, M. L., et al. 2014, MNRAS943873
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Figure 1. Panel (a): The observed correlation betwéég and the luminosities of the progenitors for type Il supeagwhich was first reported by Fraser et al.
(2011), is reproduced here with updated data. The sampledies all supernovae from Smhaftt (2015), for which an esg@roéMy; is available in the literature,
supplemented with SN 1987A and SN 1993J (see Tdble 1). Inabescthaf/y; lacks an error estimate, an errorf% was assumed.(% for SN 1987A).
More luminous progenitors eject larger masse®°di. Since more luminous progenitors are more massive (withernegative binding energfyin) and since
larger values ofVfy; imply larger Exin (see Sectiohl3 and Figure 3), the correlation implies thaemmassive progenitors lead to stronger explosions. Thgeran
of My; roughly corresponds tfi, ~ few x 10%0 — few x 10°! erg. Panel (b): The kinetic energy of the ejecta as functioR, at the base of the explosive
shell for the CITE simulations that exploded successfuliyrfKushnir (2015). Panel (c): The kinetic energy of the &jexs function ofy, exterior to the iron
core for the neutrino mechanism simulation$_of Ugliano B24112). The points at0* erg represent failed explosions.
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Figure 2. The observed correlation between the estimatgd and the luminosities of the progenitors. The sample indwadkesupernovae from Smaritt (2015),
for which an estimate ofy, is available in the literature, supplemented with SN 1987 &N 1993J (see Tallé 1). In the cases fhig} lacks an error
estimate, an error d§0% was assumedl (0% for SN 1987A). The estimates dj, from observations involve complicated light-curve modgl{which can
include large systematic uncertainties). This is probaidyreason for the weak observed correlation that is olataiwteen usingEyi, compared to the strong
observed correlation that is obtained when usidg; (panel (a) of FigurEl1), which is model-free and can be diyatdrived from observations.
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Tablel

The progenitors from the samplelof Smdrtt (2015), for whistneates ofM/y; are available in the literature, supplemented with SN 198i@é SN 1993J.
Name log;0(L/Le) FExin [10%! erg 56Ni masg M| Type
03gd 4.3102 14705 0.016170-0%¢ P
05cs 4.4702 0.4370:03 0.0082F 00076 P
09md 4.5102 - 0.0054f8‘_88j§ P
06my 47102 - 0.0379-012 P
12A 47101 0.48 0.01610-002 P
13ej 47102 14407 0.0270-01 P
04et 48703 2.3703 0.068™ 0000 P
04A 4.9703 - 0.04610-0%2 P
12aw 4.9701 1.5 0.06 P
12ec 51702 - 0.037001 P
06ov <4.7 2.4 0.127 P
99gi <4.9 15407 0.01810-0%5 P
99br <5 0.6 0.00161 50008 P
99em <5 12109 0.04210-0%7 P
09ib <5 0.55 0.04610-012 P
08ax 51752 2.6129 0.161052 lib
11dh 1.976°2 15708 0.0970-51 Iib
13df 4.94%07 0.8757% 0.115%0 018 lib
87A 51757 1.7 0.075 87A
93J 51752 2.4771 0.1375:52 llb

Note. — The luminosities of the progenitors are from Smartt (A0&scept SN 1987A (Smartt etlal. 2009) and SN 1983J (Maunt [20@4). The estimates
of Exin and of My; are from TabléR, except SN 2009md (Fraser Et al.12011), SI8AQGSmartt et 4. 2009), SN 20044 (Hendry et’al. 2006) and SN2c
(Jerkstrand et &l. 2015).



Table2
A compilation from the literature of estimatdd;, and My; from the light-curves.
Name Kinetic energy10° erg 56Nimasg§My] Type Reference Name Kinetic enerdp®! erd ®SNimasgMy] Type Reference
69L 2.370% 0.08215-03¢ P 3 73R 27708 0.08470-03 1P 3
83 1 0.15 Ibc 3 83N 1 0.15 Ibc 3
84L 1 0.15 Ibc 3 86L 1.3795 0.0341001% P 3
87A 1.7 0.075 87A 3 88A 2.277°7 0.06270 029 P 3
+0.6 +0.008 +1.3 +0.031
89L 1'218‘8 0'01518‘883 P 3 90E 3.41% . 0.06218'8?)% P 3
91G 1318? 0'02218:888 P 3 92H 3.1;{1 0.129;(())1(())%7 P 3
92ba 13204 0.01970:052  1IP 3 93J 2.417 0.1375-02 lib 11
94l 1.279:8 0.0875-51 Ibc 11 96cb 2178 0.12%552 lib 11
97D 0.9 0.006 P 3 97ef 8 0.15 Ibc 3
98A 5.6 0.11 87A 7 98bw 382713 | 0.7610 1" Ibc 11
99br 0.+62 . 0.0016}§:§§éé P 3 99cr 1.9$§:§ 0.09%8030‘;9 P 3
99dn 7'318:3 0.1218:8%7 Ibc 11 99em 1.3;81% 0.036181((3gg P 1
99em 1.2755 0.0427 070 1P 3 99ex 3.6 0.18% 01 Ibc 11
99gi 1.5}5;% 0.018£§;§§1}g P 3 00ch 4.42%1%18 0.083%)1%%%6 87A 1
02ap 6'3;%:3 0.0918:8% Ibc 11 03z 0.245J:(())":()))18 0.0063J:(())"(())(1)()6 1P 4
03bg 3.871% 0.197 095 Ilb 11 03gd 147573 0.0167 ¢ 506 4 5
03jd 74728 0.51%0 09 Ibc 11 04aw 6.6722 0.261052 Ibc 11
04dk 5355, 0.2710:0 Ibc 1 04dn 71158 0.2210-03 Ibc 1
+0.3 +0.009 +1.5 +0.05
04et 2‘3;9% 0.0681(())‘(())29 P 1 04fe 3.61%,‘(3 0.3100,0057 Ibc 11
04ff 297779 0.227 g5 Ilb 11 049q 527575 0.147 ¢ g5 Ibc 11
05az 3.9%37 0.3810:07 Ibc 11 05bf 08455 0.0970:05 Ibc 1
+0.03 +0.0016 +0.03 +0.003
05cs 0.43%053 0.0082700016 1P 1 05cs 0.16%0 03 0.006T0003  1IP 2
05hg 2.5773 0.7610 1! Ibc 11 06T 12708 0.175:92 lib 11
06au 3.2 0.073 87A 8 06el 6.4159 0.161553 lib 11
06ep 41722 0.081553 Ibc 11 060v 2.4 0.127 87A 8
+1.6 +0.05 +1.8 +0.01
07C 3.8718 0.2%052 Ibc 11 o7Y 1.97] 0.0575:51 Ibc 11
07gr 2.971% 0.170:52 Ibc 11 07od 0.5 0.02 P 6
07ru 13192 0.5210-02 Ibc 1 07uy 108137 0.3470-0% Ibc 11
08D 4.5%37 0.175-52 Ibc 11 08ax 2.6129 0.16%5 52 lib 11
08in 0.50510:3% 0.01515-052 P 1 08in 0.4970-09% 0.01210-095 P 2
09E 0.6 0.04 P 7 09bb 9.275, 0.3110-0% Ibc 11
09bw 0.3 0.022 P 10 09ib 0.55 0.04610-012 P 12
09jf 8.9%){;2 o.z4£§;§% Ibc 11 11bm 14%;; o.71£§;é§ Ibc 11
11dh 15703 0.0975-51 lib 11 11hs 1170 0.0475:51 lib 11
12A 0.48 0.011 P 9 12A 0.52515:09 0.01610-002 P 1
12aw 15 0.06 P 10 13df 0.870:4 0.115H0015  yip 13
13ej 14197 0.0270-01 P 14 iPTF13bvn 18103 0.0719-03 Ibc 11
Note. — REFERENCES.—(1)) Utrobin & Chugai (2014);([2)_Spiro et @014);(3) [Hamuy [(2003);(4)_Hendry et al. (2005);(5) Imaest al. [(20111);(6)

Pastorello et al[ (2012);(7) Pastorello_et Al._(2005):(&idia et al.[(2012);(9) Tomasella et al. (2013);(10) Da#@f al. [2014);(11) Lyman etlal. (2014); (12)
Takats et 211(2015); (18) Morales-Garoffolo et al. (20123 Huang et al/ (2015)



