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Abstract In contrast to regular core-collapse supernovae, explosions of rapidly ro-
tating massive stars can develop jets, fast collimated outflows directed along the
rotational axis. Depending on the rate of rotation and the magnetic field strength
before collapse as well as on possible mechanisms amplifying the magnetic field,
such a core can explode magnetorotationally rather than via the standard supernova
mechanism based on neutrino heating. This scenario can explain the highest ki-
netic energies observed in the class of hypernovae. On longer time scales, rotation
and magnetic fields can play an important role in the engine of long gamma-ray
burst powered by proto-magnetars or hyperaccreting black holes in collapsars. Both
classes of events are characterized by relativistic jets and winds driven by neutrinos
or magnetic spin-down of the central objects. The nucleosynthesis in these events
includes the production of Fe group elements, including a possibly enhanced synthe-
sis of radioactive 56Ni leading to high peak luminosities. Additionally, these events
are, out of all stellar core-collapse events the ones most likely to allow for the for-
mation of the heaviest nuclei via rapid neutron captures. Increasingly sophisticated
numerical simulations indicate that at least a limited r-process is possible, though it
remains open how robust this result is against variations in the numerical methods
and the initial conditions. If so, supernovae with jets could contribute to the ob-
served galactic chemical enrichment, in particular at early times before neutron-star
mergers might be able to set in.
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Introduction

The many different phases through which stars evolve set the stage for several pro-
cesses that produce and release almost all of the chemical elements observed in the
universe. Of particular importance are core-collapse supernova (CCSN) explosions
(for reviews, see, e.g., Janka et al., 2007; Janka, 2012; Thielemann et al., 2018;
Müller, 2020). They terminate the lives of massive stars of more than about 8M�
after they have gone through a series of burning stages in hydrostatic equilibrium.
When nuclear reactions in the core of such a star cease to be net exothermic and
its mass grows to approximately the Chandrasekhar limit of MCh ∼ 1.4M�, gravita-
tional instability sets in and the core collapses. When the central density exceeds the
nuclear saturation density, the collapse stops and the core turns into a proto-neutron
star (PNS) of a radius of at first a few tens of km. Matter bounces back at its sur-
face and a shock wave is launched from there. As the post-shock gas loses energy
via neutrino radiation and photodissociation, the shock wave stalls inside the core
rather than reaching the stellar surface. It turns into a stalled accretion shock through
which matter continues to fall onto the PNS.

While most collapsing cores reach this common state, the further evolution de-
pends sensitively on the properties of the progenitor stars (Woosley et al., 2002;
Smartt, 2009; Langer, 2012), in particular on how compact the core is, how fast it
rotates, and how strong its magnetic fields are. All of these properties depend in
turn on the initial conditions set at the birth of the star such as the zero-age main-
sequence mass, MZAMS, the metallicity, the initial rotational energy and magnetiza-
tion of the star as well as on many uncertain processes during stellar evolution such
as convection, small-scale magnetic fields, mass loss, binary evolution. These ele-
ments are not independent of each other. Low metallicity, e.g., causes star formation
to favor more massive stars and reduces the mass loss, which can make stars retain
more angular momentum when they collapse (e.g., Brott et al., 2011).

Increasingly sophisticated numerical simulations have demonstrated that the re-
vival of the stalled shock wave, leading to a successful CCSN, is possible for stars in
a wide range of masses above MZAMS & 8M� without rapid rotation and magnetic
fields. In what is regarded the standard CCSN mechanism, neutrinos emitted in and
around the hot PNS deposit energy in the surrounding layers behind the shock wave
(Colgate & White, 1966; Arnett, 1966, 1967). Non-spherical fluid flows driven by
convection or the standing accretion shock instability (SASI) enhance the efficiency
of neutrino heating. The resulting explosions take place with a delay of the order
of a few 100 ms w.r.t. core bounce. Their energies tend to be on the lower side of
the canonical CCSN explosion energy of Eexp ∼ 1051 erg, and the peak electromag-
netic luminosities may reach those observed in most CCSNe. Under the influence of
the hydrodynamic instabilities, gas is ejected in clouds with a broad range of sizes
propagating in random directions. The resulting distribution of matter in position
space and velocities is consistent with the observations of many CCSNe and their
remnants.

The onset of an explosion and the ejection of most layers of the star greatly re-
duce the rate at which matter falls toward the PNS. Typically the PNS reaches a
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mass well below the maximum value for stability set by the nuclear equation of
state (EOS). In this case, it turns into a young neutron star (NS). During the transi-
tory Kelvin-Helmholtz phase, it gradually cools down by the emission of neutrinos.
These neutrinos can drive a fast, hot wind in the surrounding tenuous gas.

If neutrino heating is too weak to revive the stalled shock wave, mass accretion
may continue for much longer time, eventually causing the the PNS to become grav-
itationally unstable and collapse to a black hole (BH). Further emission of neutrinos
is suppressed. Little mass, if at all, is expelled and the result will be a failed CCSN.

While the majority of CCSNe follow the evolutionary path described above, sev-
eral classes of events remain difficult to explain this way, in particular the most
extreme ones in terms of explosion energy, peak luminosity, or outflow speeds
(Woosley & Bloom, 2006):

1. Hypernovae (HNe) are rare and very powerful CCSNe, releasing roughly ten
times the kinetic energy of an ordinary supernova. Their narrow spectral lines
indicate collimated, relativistic outflows in addition to more spherical ejecta car-
rying the bulk of the energy and mass. Typically belonging to spectral type Ic,
they are associated to progenitors that have lost their outer (H and He) envelopes.

2. Superluminous SNe (SLSNe) emit electromagnetic luminosities far exceeding
that of a standard CCSN and even that of thermonuclear type Ia supernovae by
up to an order of magnitude. Like HNe, they come from stripped envelope pro-
genitors.

3. Several gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) with long duration of more than 2 seconds as
well as X-ray flashes (XRFs) show signatures of CCSNe several days to weeks
after the initial high-energy transient. The high-energy emission (GRBs, XRF) is
generated by highly relativistic outflows accelerated by a central engine formed
as the result of stellar core collapse.

The boundaries between these classes are fuzzy. The CCSNe directly detected in
the light curves of GRBs are classified as HNe, but many HNe are observed without
a GRB and vice versa. In many cases, the distinction may be due to observational
biases. An off-axis GRB, e.g., may be difficult to detect, as may be a weak CCSN
signature in a very distant GRB. Nonetheless, there are enough events blurring the
boundaries to suspect a feature common to most of them, viz. jets, here understood
as collimated outflows of fast material.

Jets can be found in many astrophysical systems from protostars to active galactic
nuclei. They are usually accelerated by a central engine and ultimately powered by
the gravitational energy which is liberated by accretion or by the rotational energy
extracted from the central object. Although the exact mode by which this energy
reservoir is converted into the kinetic energy of the outflowing gas and hence also
its thermodynamic conditions depend on the specific system.

In the case of stellar core collapse, the engines are usually assumed to be a newly
formed stellar-mass BH surrounded by an accretion disk or a rapidly rotating and
very strongly magnetized (P)NS, a so-called (proto-)magnetar. The outflows origi-
nate from gas temporarily stored in the accretion disk or from the immediate envi-
ronment of the PNS and are accelerated by the magnetic field of the disk/BH system
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or the PM or by asymmetric deposition of energy by neutrinos. In any case, rapid
rotation is essential for the engine: in one case, it halts the radial fall of gas onto the
BH and enables the formation of the disk, in the other case, it serves as the source
of energy from which the kinetic energy of the jets is extracted.

The important role of rapid rotation restricts the viability of these explosion
mechanisms as most progenitor stars rotate only slowly. Even if formed with high
rotational speeds, massive stars suffer large losses of angular momentum due to their
intense radiatively driven winds. Hence, these are rare events, which, however, may
release more mass or matter under more extreme conditions than regular CCSNe.
While it is hard to make precise statements about the rates of such events, the lower
opacities of gas at low metalicities reduce the stellar winds and, thus the loss of mass
and angular momentum. Hence, the galaxies in the early universe may have seen a
larger fraction of extreme core collapse events.

Besides these special classes, there may be a role for jets even in ordinary CCSNe
(Soker et al., 2013; Papish & Soker, 2014). The turbulent dynamics of the post-
bounce core can generate the conditions for jet formation if, possibly intermittently,
the PNS acquires a strong magnetic field and a high angular momentum. These
jets would be weaker and slower than the ones discussed above and change their
propagation direction randomly.

All successful CCSNe are important production sites for heavy elements (e.g.,
Thielemann et al., 2018). Which processes are at work and which elements can be
formed very much depend on the precise dynamics, in particular the electron frac-
tion of the gas, its temperature and density, and the speed at which it expands. These
parameters can be very different between the classes of explosions listed above and
even for gas that is located in different regions of the same star. Once the CCSN sets
in, explosive nucleosynthesis forms elements up to and beyond the Fe group behind
the shock wave. Among the elements produced in this way, several radioisotopes,
in particular 56

28Ni, are of great observational interest as their later decay is largely
responsible for the photon emission during weeks and months after the explosion.

The r-process as the most important processes for producing the heaviest ele-
ments in stellar core collapse relies on rapid captures of neutrons on seed nuclei
and subsequent beta decays. It operates most effectively under rather narrow condi-
tions, with high entropies and/or low electron fractions being most conducive. Early
studies of CCSN nucleosynthesis had shown great potential for the r-process in the
neutrino-driven winds of ordinary events. However, later simulations with improved
physics did not confirm this possibility. The crux of the matter is that reactions with
neutrinos not only transfer energy to the ejected gas, but also alter its composition.
As a consequence, the ejecta would not be neutron-rich enough to maintain an r-
process.

Nowadays, the r-process is discussed in connection to stellar core collapse almost
exclusively for extreme explosions in which jets play an important role (Nomoto,
2017; Thielemann et al., 2018; Cowan et al., 2021). In particular when driven by
magnetic fields, jets offer the possibility to extract neutron-rich matter from close
to the centre (PNS or accretion disk) at high speeds without modifying the electron
fraction.
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The conditions for the r-process have to be evaluated for each possible site by
a combination of methods. Large-scale numerical simulations of the explosion re-
veals the dynamics. Huge efforts are necessary to reliably predict the thermody-
namic conditions: simulations have to be performed in three spatial dimensions, for
many dynamical timescales, and with detailed, and computationally costly, neutrino
physics. These models subsequently serve as an input for calculations of the detailed
nucleosynthesis yields using very large nuclear reaction network codes.

Testing these theoretical results against observations is difficult. First of all, the
events are rare, in particular in the local universe where they could be studied in de-
tail. Thus there are limited prospects for measuring the masses of specific elements
in the ejecta. An alternative approach relies on identifying signatures of elements
in a wide set of stars and galaxies. Such observations try to reconstruct individual
nucleosynthesis elements from the imprint they leave in stars formed immediately
after the explosion took place. Parallel efforts aim at putting constraints on the con-
tributions of the nucleosynthesis processes and sites to the enrichment of the galaxy
based on ratios of elements observed at different metallicities, i.e., in environments
formed in different cosmological epochs.

The conditions that make jet-driven supernovae promising r-process sites apply
equally or even more so for the mergers of an NS and another compact object, NS or
BH. Many theoretical and numerical studies had been confirming this view already
before it was unequivocally demonstrated by the event observed in gravitational
waves and across the electromagnetic spectrum on 17/08/2017 and thereafter (Ab-
bott et al., 2017c,d; Abbott et al., 2017b,e,a; Tanvir et al., 2017). Since then, mergers
have a solid observational foundation as r-process sites that the competing model of
rare CCSNe still lacks.

Dynamics of jets

Stars tend to be round. Developing a jet and thus blatantly violating this rule requires
special conditions that are not easily met even in violent events such as CCSNe.
Observations as well as numerical simulations of ordinary CCSNe show deviations
from spherical geometry caused by the hydrodynamic instabilities playing an im-
portant role in the explosion mechanism (Müller, 2020). However, the degree of
asymmetry is lower than what can be inferred for many more extreme, rare events
from, e.g., the velocity distribution of the ejecta, the polarization of the emitted
radiation, or the connection between CCSNe and relativistic GRBs (Piran, 2004;
Woosley & Bloom, 2006; Piran et al., 2019; Corsi & Lazzati, 2021).

These observations can be understood in terms of rapid outflows with a narrow
cylindrical or conical shape which can be described approximately in axisymme-
try as in the schematic picture shown in Fig. 1 (see, e.g., Bromberg et al., 2011).
This structure is not stationary, but keeps expanding radially at a rate that can be
expressed in terms of the pattern speed of the head of the jet. Gas is injected into the
jet at its base and then propagates along the beam towards the head of the jet at high
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Fig. 1 Simple representation of a jet in a star whose surface is indicated by the red curve. Symme-
try about the propagation direction (black axis) is assumed. Gas is accelerated by a central engine
(yellow symbol) and follows the velocity field indicated by the thin blue and green arrows as long
as it is in the beam and the head/cocoon, respectively. Additionally, progenitor matter entering the
cocoon via the head is indicated by the red arrows. Expanding to the right (thick arrows), the jet
has uncollimated (conical) and collimated (cylindrical) sections.

(supersonic or, for magnetized jets, super-fast) speeds exceeding the pattern speed
of the jet. As a consequence, the vertical motion of gas is stopped at the jet head and
a terminal or reverse shock forms. Passing through the shock, the gas heats up and
expands sideways. It forms the hot, tenuous inner cocoon where the gas velocity is
directed inward, at least in the frame comoving with the beam. As the jet propagates,
it compresses its environment and creates a second, bow shock ahead of the termi-
nal shock. The outer cocoon region between the bow shock and the inner cocoon is
filled by, compared to the inner cocoon, denser shocked gas from the surrounding
layers, with a contact discontinuity separating the two components of the cocoon.

In the context of CCSNe, jets are launched at the center of the collapsed core.
Hence, they will propagate into a dense medium (in contrast to, e.g., jets in binary
stars or active galactic nuclei). This medium can collimate the jet (Matzner, 2003;
Lazzati et al., 2012; Bromberg et al., 2011). In this scenario, the lateral jet structure
depends on the (ram) pressure balance between the jet, the cocoon, and the external
medium, while its propagation speed is affected by that between the ram pressures
exerted by the beam and the external medium onto each other across the jet head.
The resulting interplay, which depends on the profile of the external medium as well
as the jet parameters, determines whether the jet has a collimated, cylindrical or an
uncollimated, conical shape and also sets its propagation speed and energy flux.
Depending on the ratio between magnetic, rotational, radial kinetic and internal en-
ergy, the structure of a jet launched from a rotating, magnetized base is set at least
partially by the centrifugal force and the Lorentz force of the magnetic field (see,
e.g., Komissarov & Porth, 2021). The latter can have two opposite consequences: its
isotropic pressure exerts a decollimating force, while the hoop stress of the toroidal
field component (Bφ in a cylindrical coordinate system whose z-axis is aligned with
the jet) has a pinching effect on the gas. The magnetic field strength tends to de-
crease steeply with distance from the center such that, even if the base is strongly
magnetized, the asymptotic regime of the jet far away from its source will not be
dominated by the magnetic field.
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Due to the combination of the forward motion and the (differential) rotation of
the jet, the magnetic field lines injected with the gas typically show a helical shape.
Despite the pinching force of the toroidal component, the magnetic self-collimation
of such a configuration may not be effective under general conditions (Lyubarsky,
2009). Acting similarly to the elastic force in a rubber band, the magnetic tension
force with its tendency to shorten the magnetic field lines can transmit the inertia
of the fluid elements threaded by a field line Begelman (1995). If the magnetic field
lines are anchored at the jet base, i.e., in an accretion disk or the surface of a PNS,
the connection of the gas in the jet with their footpoints can provide an additional
mechanism for preventing sideways expansion of the jet and thus contribute to the
collimation. The force responsible for this process is transmitted at the speed of
an Alfvén wave and thus can only operate where the magnetic field dominates the
dynamics. Beyond this location, collimation relies mostly on the external medium.

To reach the stellar surface, a jet generated near the core has to traverse several
orders of magnitude in radius and ambient density. To achieve this, the jet power
and velocity have to be sufficiently high Aloy et al. (2018) and the central engine
powering it has to be active for a sufficiently long time (Bromberg et al., 2015). The
conditions in the jet may vary significantly during this period. Variations at the base
of the jet translate into a possibly rich substructure along the jet, e.g., shocks further
heating the gas. If the jet is too weak or the engine active for too short a time, the
jet may be quenched by the ram pressure of the stellar matter and turn into a wide,
slower (sub-relativistic) outflow.

The typical velocity and magnetic fields of jets are prone to several types of
instabilities(see, e.g., Komissarov & Porth, 2021). Depending on the topology
of the magnetic field, current-driven instabilities may cause the growth of non-
axisymmetric kink modes, which can displace the jet beam from the z-axis. Such
a displacement corresponds to a deformation of the jet or, if it is too large, may
cause a complete disruption, thus preventing the jet from breaking out of the star.

Neutrino heating is a key process for launching a regular CCSN (Woosley, 1993;
MacFadyen & Woosley, 1999; Nagataki et al., 2007). The neutrinos are emitted by
the PNS and the gas accreted by it. The emission, while modified by the stochastic
nature of the flows, is roughly spherical. On the other hand, the centrifugal force
can transform an extremely rapidly rotating core into an oblate configuration, rang-
ing from a rotationally flattened PNS to the development of a centrifugally sup-
ported disk surrounding the central compact object. The anisotropy of the system
and, in particular, of its neutrinospheres enhances the emission in the direction of
the rotational axis and suppresses it in the equatorial plane. Neutrino heating is thus
strongest near the rotational axis and may therefore drive a polar outflow.

In the collapsar model, a low-density funnel develops along the rotational axis
near the newly formed BH. Neutrino-antineutrino pairs emitted by the accretion
disk can annihilate in this funnel and provide the thermal energy required to launch
jets. In contrast to the neutrino reactions that are crucial for regular CCSNe, pair
processes can heat the gas without changing its electron fraction. Hence, if gas from
a very neutron-rich environment such as the PNS or the disk ends up in the jet, it may
retain its initial low electron fraction, possibly enabling r-process nucleosynthesis.
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If the magnetic field dominates the dynamics, it will force the fluid to move along
the field lines. Hence, a field with a large-scale component aligned with the z-axis
may direct gas in that direction and thus favor the formation of a jet. Gradients of
the magnetic pressure along the field lines drive gas from regions of strong field
to weaker magnetized layers and provide the acceleration of the outflow. Such a
configuration can be found in a core threaded by a uniform magnetic field aligned
with the rotational axis. The high densities of the PNS or accretion disk force the
magnetic field lines to follow the fluid flow, whose differential rotation twists the
magnetic field lines into a helical shape, starting near the PNS or disk and grad-
ually extending upward. The whole process generates a toroidal field component,
Bφ , from the vertical one and increases the field strength and magnetic pressure.
The pressure gradient in turn accelerates gas away from the center while the mag-
netic tension restricts motion across the field lines. Versions of this magnetic tower
geometry have been considered for astrophysical systems from protostellar objects
to active galactic nuclei as well as stellar core collapse (Lynden-Bell, 1996, 2003;
Uzdensky & MacFadyen, 2006, 2007).

This process illustrates the ability of the magnetic field to transport angular mo-
mentum along field lines, in this case from the rapidly rotating PNS or disk to the
slower outer layers. Rotational energy is extracted from the central object and con-
verted in a slingshot effect into (radial/vertical) kinetic energy of the outflow. In
a differentially rotating disk that is connected to the outer layers of the star by a
magnetic field, gas just above the disk surface can be flung outward by the centrifu-
gal force along a field line. The geometry of this outflow is that of an equatorial
wind, but it could also be redirected along the axis by the collimation mechanisms
mentioned above (Metzger et al., 2007; Bucciantini et al., 2007).

Both basic magnetic acceleration mechanisms rely on a large-scale ordered mag-
netic field. Its presence, however, cannot be taken for granted. Even if the progen-
itor possesses an ordered field, e.g., of dipole geometry, it may be subdominant
w.r.t. the small-scale turbulent field generated by instabilities such as convection
or the magneto-rotational instability. Still, a large-scale dynamo may operate and
generate a strong large-scale field if the turbulent system is rotating very rapidly,
thus allowing for jet formation via the aforementioned mechanisms (e.g., Duncan &
Thompson, 1992; Thompson & Duncan, 1993; Mösta et al., 2015; Raynaud et al.,
2020; Reboul-Salze et al., 2021; Lander, 2021; White et al., 2022).

Matter in a disk spirals onto the central object due to an outward transport of
angular momentum, leading to a loss of centrifugal support. This transport can be
described in terms of an effective viscosity Shakura & Sunyaev (1973) as a phe-
nomenological model for small-scale turbulence. The main driver of this turbulence
is the magnetorotational instability (MRI) Balbus & Hawley (1998) to which (Ke-
plerian) accretion disks are unstable. Apart from amplifying a weak seed field to a
relevant strength, the MRI may also form an ingredient of a large-scale dynamo.

Finally, rotational energy extracted from the BH via the Blandford-Znajek pro-
cess Blandford & Znajek (1977), an MHD version of the Penrose process, can power
jets. To operate this process, the ergosphere of the rotating BH has to possess a low
gas density. Under these conditions, it can, for parameters compatible with those in
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post-collapse stellar cores, sustain a jet power consistent with the requirements for
GRBs Komissarov & Barkov (2009).

Nucleosynthesis processes

The goal of a nucleosynthesis model is to describe the (final) composition of the
exploding star, i.e., the abundances YN of a large set of nuclei {N}. These change
due to nuclear reactions involving the nucleus N itself and potential other reactants
J (other nuclei, but also photons and leptons)with which it reacts. The reaction cross
sections depend on the energy of the individual particles. If the particles involved in
a reaction are in local thermodynamic equilibrium, they obey the respective equilib-
rium distribution (e.g., Planck or Maxwell-Boltzmann Cox & Giuli, 1968; Clayton,
1968; Iliadis, 2007; Lippuner & Roberts, 2017; Arnould & Goriely, 2020; Cowan
et al., 2021). Consequently, reactions between nuclei, electrons, and photons depend
on density and gas temperature. For less dense regions that are located at larger dis-
tances to the central object, neutrinos are not tightly coupled to the gas. The rates of
neutrino emission and absorption depend on the neutrino spectra, which have to be
known explicitly or parametrized by, e.g., neutrino temperatures which may differ
from that of the gas (Tamborra et al., 2012; Lippuner & Roberts, 2017; Sieverding
et al., 2019). If all these variables are known, a given initial condition will evolve
according to a large system of coupled ordinary differential equations, a so-called
nuclear reaction network.

Uncertainties in the cross sections due to nuclear physics have to be taken into
account. The cross sections are experimentally better accessible close to the val-
ley of stability in the nuclear chart and, as a tendency, reactions involving nuclei
far from it are less well known. In addition, extrapolations of experimentally deter-
mined reaction rates to the relevant temperatures can impose uncertainties (see, e.g.,
Horowitz et al., 2019, for a review).

Noticeable, direct modifications of the cross sections in the presence of a strong
magnetic field is neglected in reaction networks. Indirectly, however, the field in-
fluences the nucleosynthesis by changing the dynamics and consequently the den-
sity and temperature. However, for extreme conditions with magnetic field strength
of & 1015 G, the magnetic field can also directly influence the binding energies of
the nuclei and therefore the composition (Kondratyev, 2018, 2019). The necessary
large magnetic field strength may be found in the center of a strongly magnetized
CC-SNe (e.g., Mösta et al., 2015; Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2017), accompanied with
high temperatures and densities.

If the reactions occur on much shorter times than the thermodynamic conditions
changes due to other factors such as the dynamics of the system, the nuclei are in
nuclear statistical equilibrium (NSE). In this case, the abundances can be obtained
by solving the Saha equation together with the constraints of mass and charge con-
servation (Clifford & Tayler, 1965; Hartmann et al., 1985; Hix & Thielemann, 1999;
Iliadis, 2007; Seitenzahl et al., 2008; Lippuner & Roberts, 2017). The NSE compo-
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sition is fully determined by nuclear properties, temperature, density, and electron
fraction, i.e., all memory of an earlier composition is lost. In stellar explosion, this
is the case for high temperatures of T & 6GK that regularly occurs in the PNS and
its surroundings and behind the CCSN shock wave.

This effect causes a dichotomy in the ejected gas. If a fluid element at some
point reaches NSE temperatures, its pre-collapse composition will be erased and
replaced by NSE. Later on, it may cool down enough to leave the NSE regime.
From this point on, the non-equilibrium reaction rates will determine the further
evolution starting from the last NSE composition. The final abundances of fluid
elements whose maximum temperature remains below the NSE threshold, on the
other hand, depend on the progenitor composition and hence on stellar evolution
models.

The abundances strongly depend on the peak temperature and density as well
as the electron fraction and entropy of the gas. The observationally very important
56Ni, e.g., requires temperatures Tpeak& 4GK, which can be found at the shock front
or in matter ejected from close to the central PNS. For a higher explosion energy,
the shock wave will be able to maintain a higher temperature farther outside and
the amount of ejected matter with Tpeak ≥ 4GK is therefore larger (Woosley et al.,
2002), causing the 56Ni mass to correlate with the explosion energy (e.g., Maeda
& Nomoto, 2003; Nomoto et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2017; Nomoto, 2017; Suwa et
al., 2019; Grimmett et al., 2021). In addition to the peak temperature, the neutron-
richness influences the amount of synthesized 56Ni. More neutron-rich conditions
lower the amount of synthesized 56Ni (Nishimura et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2017;
Grimmett et al., 2021). In fact, the dominant mass of 56Ni is synthesized under
symmetric or proton-rich condition (Ye ≥ 0.5).

The heaviest elements can be formed by successive captures of neutrons on seed
nuclei. A sequence of several such reactions leads the nucleus away from the val-
ley of stability in the nuclear chart. Once β -decays are faster than neutron captures,
the nucleus will start decaying back to a more symmetric neutron-to-proton ratio.
Each of these excursions increases the mass number. For sufficiently high neutron
fluxes, the resulting rapid neutron-capture process or r-process for short (to dis-
tinguish it from the s-process with slower neutron captures that can take place in
evolved post-main-sequence stars) can synthesize elements up to the actinides. The
magic numbers of closed neutron shells at N = 50,82,126 can translate to three
peaks of enhanced abundances, the so called first, second, and third r-process peaks,
respectively.

The detailed final abundance pattern, in particular whether a system does indeed
reach all three of these potential peaks or only the first one or two, depends on the
precise conditions. The higher the ratio between neutrons and seed nuclei is, the
stronger the r-process will be (e.g., Freiburghaus et al., 1999). Under many con-
ditions, the r-process takes place in matter that was previously in NSE, for which
conditions of high entropy or low Ye enhance the fraction of free neutrons.

The neutron-richness is set by positron- and electron- as well as neutrino reac-
tions:
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e−+ p� n+νe, (1)

e++n� p+ ν̄e, (2)

where reactions on nucleons are considered to dominate over reactions on heavier
nuclei. The evolution of the neutron-richness at high temperatures can therefore be
expressed as

dYe

dt
= (λe+ +λνe)Yn− (λe− +λν̄e)Yp , (3)

where λS stands for the rate of captures of particle species S.
In the densest environments, some or all of these reactions can be sufficiently

fast for an equilibrium between neutrinos and matter which sets the value of elec-
tron fraction depending on the thermodynamic conditions and the fluxes of (anti-
)neutrinos (for a thorough discussion, see, e.g., Just et al., 2022). After the ini-
tial νe-burst, νe and ν̄e are emitted by the PNS with very similar luminosities and
only slightly different energies. The equilibrium electron fraction set by neutrino
reactions only (i.e., neglecting electron and positron captures) is hereby close to
Ye ≈ 0.5 (e.g., Qian & Woosley, 1996; Arcones & Thielemann, 2013; Just et al.,
2022). Initially neutron rich matter exposed to these conditions will thus approach
more proton-rich conditions. For matter to be unbound from the potential well of the
PNS solely by neutrino heating, many reactions with neutrinos are required. Even if
the aforemention values of Ye ≈ 0.5 are never reached, the resulting conditions most
likely are not neutron-rich enough to host a succesful r-process, thus making regular
CCSNe unlikely to eject heavy elements.

A lower electron fraction will be obtained for matter that got ejected with as few
neutrino reactions involved as possible, e.g., due to an additional magnetic pres-
sure contribution. The ratio between heating by neutrinos and energy input by the
magnetic field will therefore set the neutron-richness of the outflowing matter.

Another process to synthesize heavier elements, the so-called n-process, can be
triggered when the shock passes through the He layer of the star (Blake & Schramm,
1976; Truran et al., 1978; Thielemann et al., 1979; Blake et al., 1981; Hillebrandt et
al., 1981; Rauscher et al., 2002). There, it can induce the reaction 22Ne(α,n)25Mg
and neutrons are released. The resulting neutron burst will modify the pre-explosion
abundance pattern and possibly shift them to higher mass numbers. The strength of
the neutron burst depends on the peak temperature in the He layer and therefore on
the explosion energy. Choplin et al. (2020) considered the case in which rotational
mixing during the stellar evolution has boosted the enrichment of s-process nuclei
in the outer layers of the star. They studied a highly energetic, relativistic jet injected
into such a layer and found that the neutronization is stronger than in the case of an
equivalent spherical explosion. While some of the heavy s-process nuclei may act as
neutron poison, thus preventing an r-process, they are nevertheless shifted to higher
masses since the temperatures are low enough to suppress photodisintegration.

While the aforementioned processes are responsible for heavy and neutron-rich
nuclei, it should be noted that other processes exist that can synthesize proton-rich
isotopes as found within our Sun (e.g., Cameron, 1957; Meyer et al., 2000; Rauscher
et al., 2013; Pignatari et al., 2015; Lugaro et al., 2016; Bliss et al., 2018; Eichler et
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al., 2018). One of them is based on captures of protons (p-process, e.g., Burbidge
et al., 1957; Audouze & Truran, 1975; Meyer, 1994; Arnould & Goriely, 2003).
The captures of protons has, however, been found to require special and possibly
not available conditions. Therefore, the understanding of the p-process has changed
over time. Nowadays the p-process (or also often called γ-process) is not under-
stood as captures of protons, but describes the photodissociation of pre-existing
heavier seed nuclei under moderately hot conditions when the shock moves through
the layers of the exploding star (e.g., Arnould, 1976; Woosley & Howard, 1978;
Rayet et al., 1995; Pignatari et al., 2016; Choplin et al., 2020). Neutrinos can play
an additional role in synthesizing moderately heavy proton-rich nuclei via the νp-
process (Fröhlich et al., 2006; Pruet et al., 2006; Wanajo, 2006). Within this process
antineutrino absorption on protons produce neutrons that are captured immediately
afterwards on heavier (proton-rich) nuclei, therefore bypassing bottleneck reactions.

Numerical methods

Dynamical simulations

Key properties such as the ejecta–mass, energy, velocity, thermodynamics, and mor-
phology depend on the interplay of the dynamics of the gas and the magnetic field,
relativistic gravity, nuclear physics, and the emission as well as the transport of neu-
trinos. Including all of these ingredients in a numerical model is a complex task
that converts CCSN simulations into some of the computationally most expensive
projects realized on large supercomputers. Research on regular CCSNe has seen
tremendous progress as various groups managed to perform simulations with a full
set of input physics in three spatial dimensions, i.e., without the previously neces-
sary assumptions of spherical or axial symmetry (e.g., Lentz et al., 2015; Janka et al.,
2016; Roberts et al., 2016; Takiwaki et al., 2016; O’Connor & Couch, 2018; Müller,
2020; Burrows et al., 2020). After a long time during which their physical sophis-
tication had been lagging behind those of regular ones, simulations of more exotic,
potentially jet-forming CCSNe have recently become more reliable (e.g., Winteler
et al., 2012; Mösta et al., 2015; Kuroda et al., 2020; Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2021).

Simulations of CCSNe are usually initialized using the results of one-dimensional,
hydrostatic stellar evolution models at the onset of collapse. Some of these calcula-
tions include approximate prescriptions of the effects of rotation and magnetic fields
such as the Tayler-Spruit dynamo (e.g., Spruit, 2002; Heger et al., 2005). However,
even in that case the radial profiles of these important input variables and their an-
gular distribution are highly uncertain. Besides this problem of how to map spher-
ical progenitor data to the multidimensional grid of the CCSN simulation, a major
limitation of this approach is the suppression convective instabilities that would oth-
erwise generate large-scale deformations in layers to be accreted onto the PNS or
BH. While these deformations can facilitate neutrino-driven explosions (Couch &
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Ott, 2013; Varma & Müller, 2021; Bollig et al., 2021), their impact on the forma-
tion of jets, e.g., via convective amplification of the magnetic field, has not been
investigated.

The codes used for evolving these initial conditions through collapse and the
subsequent phases combine some or all of the following ingredients:

• The evolution of the gas and the magnetic field is described by relativistic or
Newtonian (M)HD, usually on two- or three-dimensional grids in spherical or
Cartesian coordinates. One of the major unsolved challenges lies in resolving
processes that occur at small length scales, e.g., the turbulent amplification of the
magnetic field.

• Ideally, a fully general relativistic (GR) treatment of gravity is used. For the sake
of simplicity, however, many codes are based on pseudo-relativistic approxima-
tions and employ corrections to the Newtonian gravitational potential. These po-
tentials are calibrated such as to reproduce crucial properties of PNSs or BHs
computed in full GR.

• All recent simulations describe the matter at high densities by a nuclear EOS
available in tabulated form. The table may be based on various methods for de-
scribing the nuclear structure and interactions, some including effects such as the
formation of hyperons. They assume nuclear statistical equilibrium (NSE) to ob-
tain the composition of the baryonic matter as a function of density, temperature,
and electron fraction. At lower densities and temperatures, where NSE breaks
down, an EOS accounting for leptons, photons, and nuclei can be used. The best
option for obtaining the chemical composition of the gas is to follow the trans-
port of and the reactions between all nuclei making up the stellar matter. This
ideal, based on nuclear reaction networks (see below), is too expensive to be put
in practice. Common ways around this difficulty are to apply an approximate,
ad-hoc composition, e.g., by applying NSE also in this regime, or to solve the
evolution of only a reduced subset of nuclei.

• An accurate treatment of neutrinos accounts for the largest fraction of the com-
putational time consumed, mostly because the neutrino field should be described
in seven-dimensional phase space of four space-time and three momentum di-
mensions. Since so far such a scheme remains an elusive goal, all codes used
for CCSNe employ simplified methods ranging from leakage schemes that avoid
transport altogether to ones based on the transport equations for the lowest one
or two angular moments of the neutrino phase-space distribution, so-called M0
or M1 schemes, respectively. This allows for a much more reliable determination
of the entropy and electron fraction than more approximate methods. It should
be noted that, when it comes to modeling jets generated by neutrino heating,
even M1 methods meet their limitations as they may produce large errors in the
annihilation rates of intersecting rays of neutrinos and antineutrinos.

• A wide set of reactions between neutrinos and matter has to be included to get
the dynamics as well as the composition of the ejecta right such as (inverse)
β -processes, scattering off baryons and leptons, and pair processes.
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Numerical simulations at the level of detail outlined above can be run for at most
a few seconds, which is far too short to follow how the ejecta propagate to the stellar
surface and into the circumstellar medium as well as how hydrodynamic instabil-
ities mix the chemical elements during the propagation. Specific techniques have
been designed to evolve the ejecta for many hours, days, or even months by grad-
ually switching to more and more approximate descriptions of the most expensive
physics. While these methods have been used successfully to compare models for
regular CCSNe to observations of, e.g., SN 1987A or the Cas A nebula (e.g. Wong-
wathanarat et al., 2015; Alp et al., 2019; Stockinger et al., 2020; Orlando et al.,
2021; Gabler et al., 2021), similarly self-consistent studies for jet-driven CCSNe
are not yet as far developed.

More effort has gone into simulating the propagation of artificially launched jets
through the star. A large body of research exists based on relativistic (M)HD sim-
ulations (mostly) with simplified neutrinos and nuclear physics in which the cen-
tral compact object has been excised and replaced by an inner boundary condition
through which a jet with prescribed parameters (density, entropy, velocity, poten-
tially magnetization) is injected. While they cannot be used to study the physics of
the formation of the jet, such models are useful to assess the jet propagation and
stability, the mixing of elements, and the electromagnetic signal at jet breakout.

Nuclear reaction networks and tracer particles

Following the nuclear reactions amounts to solving the equations of the nuclear
network coupling the evolution of all isotopes that are of interest. Mathematically,
such a network is a set of coupled ordinary differential equations in which each
reaction between n = 1,2,3.., nuclei is represented by a coupling term proportional
to the abundances of the n nuclei involved and the reaction rates. Since the time
scales corresponding to the reactions can span orders of magnitudes, the system is
solved commonly using implicit time stepping methods (e.g., Woosley et al., 1973;
Arnould, 1976; Thielemann et al., 1979; Hix & Thielemann, 1999; Timmes, 1999;
Hix & Meyer, 2006; Kostka et al., 2014; Longland et al., 2014; Lippuner & Roberts,
2017). The computational costs of a network scale non-linearly with the number of
isotopes. Regimes in which NSE holds are an exception to this rule since in this case
the abundances can be obtained by a set of algebraic Saha equations, thus reducing
the computational effort.

For determining the spatio-temporal distribution of the nuclear species, an in-
situ network can be coupled to a (M)HD simulation code. In this case, additional
terms describing the advection of the isotopes with the fluid flow are included that
turn the system into one of partial differential equations. The advantages of such
a strategy are that the thermodynamic conditions and the neutrino fields affecting
the reaction rates can be directly taken from the simulation and that the thermal
energy liberated or consumed by the reactions can directly feed back onto the dy-
namics (e.g., Müller, 1986; Cabezón et al., 2004; Bruenn et al., 2006; Nakamura
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et al., 2014). However, the computational costs of solving the dynamics together
with the network can be prohibitive. Therefore, only a reduced subset of species
that are responsible for most of the nuclear energy output are included. Common
reduced networks use around 20, only occasionally up to more than 100, species
(e.g., Weaver et al., 1978; Timmes, 1999; Paxton et al., 2011; Harris et al., 2017;
Sandoval et al., 2021).

Including all species, some of which are of great interest observationally, is not
feasible, in particular when one takes into account that nuclear reactions can go on
for much longer time than dynamical times of an explosion. Full networks with up
to several 1000s of isotopes are usually run in post-processing after the dynamical
simulation has been completed. This approach takes advantages of the fact that most
reactions have a negligible effect on the dynamics because they contribute very little
to the energy budget of the fluid. Thus, if it is known how a fluid element evolves
through real space and through the parameter space of density, temperature, electron
fraction, neutrino fluxes, and possibly a few other variables, the nucleosynthesis can
be computed accurately. What is needed are thus Lagrangian tracer particles (often
also called tracers or trajectories) of fluid elements representing a given mass of the
ejected gas. Simplified studies parameterize these trajectories using fits to numerical
simulations or analytic results for the expansion of the ejecta. In contrast to simple
parameterized estimates of the thermodynamic conditions, (M)HD simulations can
provide the prevailing conditions directly.

Simulation based on particles inherently trace their conditions in a Lagrangian
way. However, most of the (M)HD simulations are performed on an Eulerian grid.
In this case, the tracer particles can be initially placed on the grid using different
placement criteria (Bovard & Rezzolla, 2017). Within the simulation, the tracers
passively follow the fluid flow by integrating the fluid velocities (e.g., Nagataki et
al., 1997; Seitenzahl et al., 2010; Nishimura et al., 2015; Harris et al., 2017; Bovard
& Rezzolla, 2017). All particles interpolate and track the hydrodynamic quantities
as well as the neutrino properties from the underlying grid. For each of the tracers,
a nucleosynthetic evolution can be calculated separately in a so-called single-zone
approach. The assumption that the particles do not interact with each other is valid if
the burning time scale is shorter than the diffusion time scale, which is the case for
most explosive scenarios (Hix & Thielemann, 1999). How many tracers are needed
to accurately resolve the simulation has been investigated mainly in the context of
type Ia SNe (Travaglio et al., 2004; Brown et al., 2005; Seitenzahl et al., 2010;
Townsley et al., 2016). Seitenzahl et al. (2010) found that 128 particles per dimen-
sion (i.e., 128 in 1D, 1282 in 2D, and 1283 in 3D) are necessary to obtain nucleosyn-
thetic yields that are converged within 2% of the mass fractions. This corresponds
to an average tracer mass of around ∼ 10−4 M�. This agrees with the finding of
Nishimura et al. (2015) in the context of MR-SNe. There, a total of 10000−50000
tracers, i.e.,∼ 100−220 tracer per dimension were necessary to obtain a converged
result, which corresponds on average to ∼ 4 ·10−5−2 ·10−4 M� per tracer.

In addition to the convergence of the calculations, other sources of uncertainty
can arise in the post-processing of the nucleosynthesis yields. Thermodynamic con-
ditions are usually required for longer than the simulation lasts (e.g., Fujimoto et al.,
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2008; Korobkin et al., 2012; Harris et al., 2017; Eichler et al., 2018). Thus, depend-
ing on the environment, some kind of extrapolation is employed. However, these
parametric expansions do not capture future hydrodynamic variations and an un-
certainty remains. On top of that, at the end of the simulation, it is not completely
known which part of the mass is ultimately ejected and which is not. Commonly,
a tracer is assumed to be ejected if its total energy is positive. Often other criteria
are introduced for technical reasons, as it is not possible to extrapolate the ther-
modynamic conditions in the case of a negative radial velocity and an increasing
temperature and density (Harris et al., 2017).

Numerical results

Supernova jets

Supernova progenitors do not directly collapse to BHs. Instead, all of them form a
PNS onto which matter of relatively high density is falling. With the dynamics of the
core depending on processes inside as well as around the PNS and on the interplay
of matter, magnetic field, and neutrino, this phase is most appropriately simulated
including the entire core and using full neutrino physics rather than, e.g., excising
the innermost region or simplifying the treatment of neutrinos. Simulations focusing
on this stage of CCSNe have been performed by, e.g., Burrows et al. (2007); Taki-
waki et al. (2009); Scheidegger et al. (2010); Takiwaki & Kotake (2011); Winteler
et al. (2012); Mösta et al. (2014); Nakamura et al. (2015); Tsujimoto & Nishimura
(2015); Nishimura et al. (2015, 2017); Obergaulinger & Aloy (2017); Mösta et al.
(2015); Halevi & Mösta (2018); Mösta et al. (2018); Bugli et al. (2020); Kuroda
et al. (2020); Aloy & Obergaulinger (2021); Grimmett et al. (2021); Obergaulinger
& Aloy (2021); Bugli et al. (2021); Reichert et al. (2021b); Varma et al. (2021);
Obergaulinger & Aloy (2022). This set of simulations is not homogeneous in terms
of the input physics and numerical methods (see Fig. 2 for an overview of the meth-
ods used in several studies) and shows a clear tendency toward more realistic mod-
eling during the past decade. The detailed nucleosynthesis has been computed only
for a limited subset of them. Even in cases where no nucleosynthesis calculations
are available, the (M)HD simulation results allow for an assessment of the thermo-
dynamic properties of the ejecta that determine which nuclear reactions can take
place.

The structure of the core sets the conditions for the possible formation and prop-
agation of jets. While an accretion disk is unlikely to form during this phase, the
rotation may be fast enough to induce a moderate anisotropy of the PNS and the
neutrino emission. In the absence of magnetic fields, a delayed neutrino-driven ex-
plosion may eject gas in an anisotropic, albeit not collimated, geometry. Jets can
form if, additionally, the PNS possesses a magnetic field with a strong large-scale,
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e.g., dipole, component. While the details may vary, the evolution tends to proceed
similarly to the model of magnetic towers.

Magnetorotational jets may initiate a prompt explosion whose kinetic energies
reach the values typical for HNe. For weaker fields and slower rotation, the stan-
dard neutrino-heating mechanism may launch an explosion, after which energeti-
cally subdominant jets may be launched into the hot bubble left behind by the ex-
panding SN shock wave.

Since these jets are launched near the deleptonized surface layers of the PNS,
matter at their base is neutron-rich. If it is accelerated by the magnetic field very
efficiently to high velocities, the gas will cross the region in which it is exposed to
the intense neutrino radiation emanating from the PNS sufficiently rapidly to avoid
an increase of Ye to its equilibrium value close to Ye ' 0.5 (for typical neutrino
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Fig. 3 Top panels: geometry of the specific entropy in three-dimensional models from Mösta et al.
(2018) after core bounce as indicated in the panels. The color scale shows the specific entropy
in meridional slices. The models are, from left to right, a three-dimensional one with an initial
magnetic field of B0 = 1013 G (B13), and two simulations with a tenth of that initial field strength
in octant symmetry (B12-sym) and unrestricted three-dimensional geometry (B12). Bottom panels:
nucleosynthesis results for the same models. Different line colors show results for tracer particles
calculated assuming different neutrino luminosities. Figure taken with permission of the authors
and the publisher from Mösta et al. (2018) (© IOP Publishing).

properties found in (M)HD simulations). As a consequence, parts of the jet, in par-
ticular near its head, can maintain Ye ∼ 0.2, which makes them promising sites of
the r-process. Nucleosynthesis calculations like the ones by Nishimura et al. (2006);
Tominaga (2009); Winteler et al. (2012); Nishimura et al. (2015, 2017); Halevi &
Mösta (2018); Mösta et al. (2018); Reichert et al. (2021b) support this proposi-
tion, demonstrating at least weak r-process patterns reaching the second r-process
peak, in some cases even a full r-process up to the actinides. Fig. 3 shows results
for the dynamical evolution (top panels) and the nucleosynthesis (bottom panels) of
cores with very strong pre-collapse field strength (Mösta et al., 2018). All explo-
sions develop jets, but non-axisymmtric instabilities can lead to large perturbations
and convert the jet into a wider polar outflow (right column). The nucleosynthesis
pattern depends on assumptions for the neutrino luminosities the tracer particles are
exposed to. The r-process is most successful, reaching the 3rd peak, for the combi-
nation of the strongest fields and thus fastest, most collimated jets with the lowest
neutrino luminosities.

Series of models using the same input physics and progenitor, but varying the ini-
tial magnetic field (e.g., Reichert et al., 2021b) suggest a continuum of nucleosyn-
thesis results from weakly magnetized cores producing only few elements beyond
the Fe group to a full r-process pattern for the strongest magnetic fields. As the
nucleosynthetic yields depend on an interplay of magnetic and neutrino pressure,
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similar results are obtained when varying the neutrino flux and keeping the mag-
netic field strengths constant (e.g., Nishimura et al. 2017). Even within the same jet,
these dependencies lead to a highly non-uniform composition. The electron fraction
of the ejecta can vary strongly with time. In the case of a prompt jet shown in Fig. 4,
neutron-rich matter is ejected during the first few ms, whereas later ejecta are more
proton-rich. Thus, the front regions of the jet have lower Ye & 0.2, which allows for
the synthesis of nuclei up to A≈ 200. In the middle and rear sections of the jet, the
nucleosynthesis pattern is more restricted with a cut-off at lower mass numbers.

These results should be taken with a grain of salt, though. A few caveats apply:

• The highest mass numbers are reached by those numerical models that employ
the most significant simplifications in the neutrino physics. Simulations with
state-of-the-art two-moment neutrino transport tend to show ejecta with higher
(i.e., less neutron-rich) than ones with more approximate methods such as leak-
age schemes. Some studies partly account for this well known effect by artifi-
cially varying the neutrino luminosities or the electron fraction (e.g., Winteler
et al., 2012; Nishimura et al., 2017; Mösta et al., 2018). However, this prevents a
consistent view on the synthesis of heavy r-process elements.

• Near the jet base, the helical field lines along which the gas moves can have a
low pitch. Consequently, the propagation along the jet axis can be slow com-
pared to the rotation around it. For such a geometry, three-dimensional models
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(Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2021) show that before being ejected in the jet, fluid ele-
ments may spend more time in the vicinity of the PNS than is needed by neutrino
reactions to increase Ye and thus reduce the prospects for the r-process.

• Another effect that depends on the geometry and strength of the magnetic field is
the possible development of non-axisymmetric instabilities in the jet after its for-
mation. Mösta et al. (2014) found that kink modes can destabilize jets to the point
of converting them from a collimated geometry to wide outflows with slower out-
ward propagation and quite different nucleosynthesis conditions. Not all similar
studies have found a similarly pronounced effect on the jet (Kuroda et al., 2020;
Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2021) and the physical and numerical conditions for the
instability remain an open issue.

• Very strong fields with a large-scale geometry are required for generating very
energetic jets. Unless a suitable magnetic field is present already before collapse,
it has to develop after bounce by, e.g., a dynamo based on the MRI or convection.
This process may under favorable conditions be very rapid (Mösta et al., 2015),
but usually can take many rotational or dynamical timescales (Raynaud et al.,
2020; Reboul-Salze et al., 2021; Raynaud et al., 2022; White et al., 2022), if it
does not fail to reach sufficiently strong magnetic energy altogether. Hence, the
parameter space for jets that can lead to the r-process may be a narrow one.

• A non dipolar magnetic field or a misalignment with respect to the rotational axis
will lead also to a slower or an off-axis development of the jet (e.g., Halevi &
Mösta, 2018; Bugli et al., 2020, 2021). Halevi & Mösta (2018) showed that this
slower jet expansion causes less neutron-rich conditions and therefore a reduction
in ejected heavy elements.

The high explosion energies found for strongly magnetized cores can reach the
range of HNe. Observationally, this class of explosions is connected to the produc-
tion of a large mass of 56Ni of at least 0.1M� (Nomoto et al., 2006; Nomoto et al.,
2013). A viable explanation for HNe should be consistent with both findings. In
regular CCSNe, the amount of ejecta fulfilling the requirements for the synthesis
of 56Ni, i.e., high temperatures of T ≥ 4GK in symmetric or proton-rich condi-
tions (e.g., Magkotsios et al., 2011), tends to increase with the explosion energy
as a more energetic shock wave can maintain high temperatures for longer. It is,
however, difficult for models of regular, neutrino-driven CCSNe to reproduce HN-
like energies. Magnetorotational models, on the other hand, quite commonly reach
them, which prompts the question of whether they can produce enough 56Ni. Suwa
& Tominaga (2015) explored the available parameter space, finding HN-like 56Ni
masses for cores with the fastest rotating and strongest magnetized PNSs. Simula-
tions with simplified neutrino transport Winteler et al. (2012); Mösta et al. (2014);
Nishimura et al. (2015, 2017); Halevi & Mösta (2018); Mösta et al. (2018) generate
jets that might be too neutron-rich, while simulations with M1 neutrino transport
show jets with higher Ye (Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2020, 2021), though even in such
cases the total 56Ni masses fall shy of the values for HNe (Reichert et al., 2021b;
Obergaulinger & Aloy, 2022). Grimmett et al. (2021) explored the production of
56Ni in a set of jet-driven models with parameterized explosion energy and electron
fraction. They found that, taking together the production in the jet and in the more
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spherical off-axis ejecta, 56Ni masses of up to 0.45M� can be reached for very en-
ergetic explosions. Such values would be consistent with HNe of type Ic-BL. When
interpreting results from other models, it should be taken into account that the for-
mation of 56Ni can continue for a longer time than what can be currently covered by
simulations, in particular if expensive methods for the neutrino transport are used.
Fig. 5 summarises the 56Ni production found in several numerical studies and com-
pares the results to observed events from faint CCSNe to HNe. Between the HNe
and faint SNe branch, there is a continuous spectra of observations, not shown in
the figure (see, e.g., Hamuy, 2003). While no final answer can be given, numerical
models seem able to reproduce at least partially the observed range.

The aforementioned limitation of the achievable explosion energy in regular CC-
SNe prompted interest in an alternative explosion scenario in which jets are pre-
dominant (Soker et al., 2013; Papish & Soker, 2014). Three-dimensional simula-
tions of CCSNe show that turbulent flows, in particular spiral modes of the SASI,
in the gas accreted onto the center can lead to the accumulation of angular momen-
tum of stochastically varying magnitude and direction around the PNS, potentially
up to the point of the formation of an accretion disk. From this configuration, jets
may be launched along the rotational axis. These so-called jittering jets should be
highly unsteady, with their mass and energy fluxes as well as propagation directions
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changing according to the random conditions at the center. Each of the jets would
only be weak compared to the ones described previously and, thus, unable to initiate
a jet-like explosion. Instead, they are stopped behind the stalled CCSN shock wave,
where their energy is dissipated. This sequence of events constitutes an additional
way of transmitting energy from the center to the shock ways, working in parallel
to neutrino heating. Soker et al. (2013) and Papish & Soker (2014) posit that the
feedback between accretion and jet emission should be active under quite general
conditions and finally trigger shock revival, at which point the decrease of the ac-
cretion rate would shut down the jet formation. Papish et al. (2015) and Soker &
Gilkis (2017) argue that it can lead to very high explosion energies. While several
variations of this scenario have been proposed, a confirmation in self-consistent nu-
merical models and an exploration of the nucleosynthesis in this kind of explosion
are still pending.

Long GRBs

The jets of long GRBs are characterized by very high Lorentz factors and small
opening angles. Strictly speaking, these properties have been inferred for the phase
at which the γ/X-ray radiation is emitted, which is after the breakout into the cir-
cumstellar medium. How they are related to the conditions in the central engine
where the jets originate and where most of the nucleosynthesis occurs is a matter
of ongoing research. If the engine is a PM, the basic processes are similar to those
in strongly magnetized and rapidly rotating CCSNe, though operating at a more ex-
treme level and, possibly, at later times after a CCSN has set in. For the BH in a
collapsar, on the other hand, the presence of a BH-accretion disk system allows for
different mechanisms.

Numerical studies exploring the dynamics and nucleosynthesis of GRBs of both
classes tend to differ from those targeting CCSNe in various aspects. To achieve the
required longer simulation times of the order of several seconds, compromises are
often made in the treatment of neutrinos. For the same reason, but in the case of a BH
as central object also out of necessity, many models excise the innermost, at least,
tens of km and replace them with an external gravitational potential or metric and
an inner boundary condition (MacFadyen & Woosley, 1999). This method leaves
the choice of the initial and boundary conditions open. The former are commonly
adapted from the profiles of CCSN progenitors, often without accounting for the
changes due to the collapse and immediate post-bounce evolution. Many studies
consider the evolution of jets injected via a nozzle with a given opening angle around
the rotational axis at which a flow with prescribed density, composition, entropy,
Lorentz factor, and magnetization is injected. In other cases, the jet acceleration can
be followed explicitly as the MHD stresses or neutrino heating are included.

While neutrinos may contribute to a minor degree to accelerating the outflows,
the main energy source of a PM-driven jet is the rotational energy extracted from
the (millisecond) PNS by its extremely strong magnetic fields. Studies of PMs (e.g.,
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Metzger et al., 2018) commonly include the spin-down of the PM by a magnetic
field, usually assumed to be of dipole geometry, potentially modified by the presence
of fall-back accretion, and a wind driven by the radiation pressure of the neutrinos
emanating from the PM (Qian & Woosley, 1996). For these assumptions to apply,
the PM should be surrounded by a low-density medium, which can be achieved by
a successful (magnetorotational) CCSN having cleared out the core before the PM
activity sets in. In this case, the outflows generated by the PM would be faster than
the CCSN shock or the magnetorotationally driven CCSN shock and overtake them
during the propagation to the surface or after breakout from the surface. Calculations
of the nucleosynthesis of these events should take into account the contributions of
the jets and the more spherical winds.

As in the case of regular and magnetorotational CCSNe, for PM-driven GRBs
a particular focus lies on the production of 56Ni and of heavy (r-process) nuclei.
The simplified models of Metzger et al. (2007) showed that, in contrast to the case
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of regular PNS winds, the required conditions for the latter, fast ejection and high
entropies and/or low electron fraction, can be met by the wind of a strongly magne-
tized, rapidly rotating PM. Vlasov et al. (2014) and the follow-up study of Vlasov
et al. (2017) built upon this result, analyzing steady-state models of winds driven
by neutrino emission and shaped by the strong dipolar magnetic field of the PM.
The calculations follow the matter ejected from the polar region of the PM along
open field lines and its evolution under the influence of neutrino reactions. The pa-
rameters of the model include the mass, rotation, magnetization, and neutrino lu-
minosities of the PM. For rotation periods around a few ms, the study estimates
an amount of up to ∼ 10−4 M� of r-process ejecta per event, which would make
PM-driven GRBs very relevant sources of the total galactic mass of r-process ele-
ments up to A ∼ 90− 120. The heaviest elements are usually produced off-axis at
the outer edge of the cone of open field lines. The final opening angle of this compo-
nent of the outflow will depend on the effectiveness of jet collimation in the actual
post-collapse stellar (density) profiles. The dependence of the final yields on the PM
parameters allows to account for the diversity of observed events. The tendency for
faster rotation reaching higher atomic masses, at least if the ejecta are moderately
neutron-rich, was confirmed by Ekanger et al. (2022).

Thompson & ud Doula (2018) performed axisymmetric MHD simulations with
approximate neutrino heating of the winds of strongly magnetized, yet non-rotating
PNSs. They pointed out the importance of the variability of the flow, which could not
be captured by steady-state models. At low latitudes, fluid elements can be trapped
in regions of closed fields lines, from which plasmoids can form and erupt. After
this process, the closed magnetosphere reforms due to magnetic reconnection. as
long as the gas is trapped, neutrino heating increases its entropy to very high values.
In combination with the fast expansion in the explosive plasmoid ejection events,
the conditions for the r-process may be met. While each such event only ejects
little mass, the mechanism can repeat. A total r-process mass of ∼ 10−5 M� may be
obtained. This number might be modified for rapidly rotating PNSs, which would
help to alleviate possible conflicts with the observed birth rates of magnetars. If the
matter is proton-rich, the νp process might work instead.

Many numerical models of collapsars follow the technique of the pioneering
study of MacFadyen & Woosley (1999) and evolve a BH, represented by an in-
ner boundary condition, and an accretion disk at the center of a massive star with
relativistic MHD and approximate neutrino physics (see Fig. 6 for an overview of
numerical methods). Basic elements of the dynamics have been established. For
sufficiently high specific angular momentum, the matter falling toward the newly
formed BH accumulates in a disk or torus in the equatorial region. Accretion onto
the BH is regulated by the transport of angular momentum in the disk. While this
process is most likely ultimately due to turbulence driven by the MRI, it can be
described by an effective viscosity. It is accompanied by heating of the gas, which
may cause an outflow from the disk. The viscous outflow can carry an energy on the
level of a HN. Additionally, a GRB can be generated by a jet launched due to neu-
trino heating in an evacuated funnel along the rotational axis or the magnetic fields
of the BH-disk system. Within this class of models, Tominaga et al. (2007) found
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that explosions with energetic jets are compatible with GRBs, the observational sig-
nature of HNe, and yields of heavy elements like the ones observed in extremely
metal-poor stars. Fujimoto et al. (2008) showed the formation of a solar r-process
pattern for stars with fast, though not extreme, rotation and very strong magnetic
fields as well as the production of large quantities of 56Ni. The later models of Ono
et al. (2009, 2012); Nakamura et al. (2015) confirm the basic picture and also shed
light on contributions by other processes.

Parts of the fluid elements ejected via the wind or the jet originate from re-
gions where the densities and temperatures are sufficient for NSE. As Surman &
McLaughlin (2004); McLaughlin & Surman (2005); Surman et al. (2006) demon-
strated, whether or not νe or ν̄e are trapped sets the electron fraction of the accretion
disks and thus the possible nucleosynthesis products in outflows emanating from
them. At the highest accretion rates, disks are optically thick to both species of neu-
trinos. The result is neutron-rich matter, thus allowing for the r-process. The lowest
mass accretion rates and, thus, optically thin conditions restrict the nucleosynthesis
to Fe group and lighter elements.

Based on three-dimensional GRMHD simulations set up as representative mod-
els for BH-disk systems at various stages of the evolution of a collapsar, Siegel et al.
(2019) argue for collapsars as a main site of the r-process. When the accretion rate
is very high, the disk forms an optically thick neutrino-dominated accretion flow or
NDAF, in which electrons are degenerate and neutrinos are in local thermodynamic
equilibrium with matter. Consequently, neutrino cooling is fast and dominates the
dynamics. Furthermore, the frequent emission and absorption of neutrinos drives
the electron fraction to an equilibrium value that can be as low as Ye at the surface
of a PNS (Just et al., 2022, discussed the same effects, though with a focus on BH-
disk systems in binary mergers). As long as these conditions hold, gas ejected from
the disk can therefore be very neutron-rich, making such outflows possible candi-
dates for the r-process up to the 3rd peak. The absence of a central neutrino source
like a PNS/PM reduces the possibility of neutrino interactions raising Ye during the
propagation of the wind. At lower accretion rates, the disk becomes less dense and
ultimately transparent to neutrinos. From this point onward, neutrinos and matter
decouple and the disk matter is less neutron rich. With the dynamics dominated by
MHD or viscous stresses, outflows keep being emitted, but their composition will
favour the production of Fe group and, for the lowest accretion rate, light elements.
Synthesizing high masses of r-process material, collapsars should play an important,
possibly dominant, role in the production of the heaviest elements in the Galaxy (see
also Siegel, 2019). Working in a similar framework as Siegel et al. (2019), but em-
ploying a more sophisticated neutrino transport method, Miller et al. (2020) found
somewhat less neutron-rich conditions and, thus, ejecta that only reach the 2nd r-
process peak (Fig. 7 shows a comparison of the results of these two studies).

Zenati et al. (2020) considered nuclear burning in collapsar disks. If disks form
with high masses and densities, a detonation is possible, leading to the release of
up to ∼ 5× 1050 erg and ∼ 0.1M� of 56Ni. While these values are not enough to
account for the HNe associated with long GRBs, they could provide an additional
component.
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As for CCSNe with jets, further improvements of the numerical methods are de-
sirable. Combining accurate neutrino physics and high-resolution MHD simulations
in a three-dimensional geometry in simulations covering evolution times of many
seconds is a major challenge. With current numerical codes and computational re-
sources, the choice is between including all relevant physical effects and running for
long times. While the drawbacks of choosing the latter are obvious, a main limita-
tion of the former option is that it requires relying on simplified, possibly artificial
initial conditions for simulations that are set in relatively late phases of the global
evolution.

Observational constraints

Whether or not jet-SNe are able to provide the necessary conditions to host an r-
process is still under debate. The previous sections only tackled this question from
a modelling perspective, however, some hints can also be obtained by looking at
observational constraints.

When a star forms it is made up from matter of its surrounding dust cloud. As
a consequence, it locks a snapshot of the current chemical composition in its at-
mosphere. Very old stars are therefore witnesses of an ancient composition and the
abundances can be determined by observing their spectra. A galactic history of the
r-process is obtained by looking at typical elements for stars of different ages. Due
to the excellent observing properties of iron it is often taken as proxy for the age
while the element europium is often taken as representative for the r-process. The
discipline of investigating the elemental trends with time is called Galactic chemical
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evolution (GCE). The chemical evolution hereby depends on many known, but often
also unknown inputs such as the star formation rate, the initial mass function (i.e.,
how probable it is to form a star with certain mass), galactic dynamics and mixing
processes as well as rates and theoretically constrained nuclear yields of all relevant
and chemically contributing events (see, e.g., Tinsley, 1980; Matteucci, 2021, for
reviews).

When interpreting observed elemental abundance trends there are some caveats
to consider. Self-pollution of the atmosphere by elements synthesised in deeper re-
gions of the star and changing the abundances of the atmosphere cannot always be
ruled out (Gratton et al., 2000; Denissenkov & VandenBerg, 2003; Spite et al., 2005;
Lagarde et al., 2012; Placco et al., 2014; Henkel et al., 2018). The often made as-
sumption of local thermal equilibrium (LTE) as well as the difference of 1D and 3D
stellar atmospheric models can introduce artificial abundance trends (Nordlander et
al., 2017; Bjø [Bjørgen & Leenaarts, 2017; Bergemann et al., 2017, 2019; Norris
& Yong, 2019; Gallagher et al., 2020). Using different methods to derive elemental
abundances will furthermore introduce possible systematic deviations when com-
piling abundances over several sources of literature (Mashonkina et al., 2017a,b;
Reichert et al., 2020; Minelli et al., 2021). On top of all that, stars that contain a
greater abundance in an element will more likely be displayed as a detection as well
as brighter stars can be observed with better quality leaving behind and observa-
tional bias.

Having all this in mind, a careful assessment of abundance trends can be per-
formed to get hints of the r-process element contributor(s) in the Galaxy. A directly
observed contributor in galactic history are neutron star mergers (NSM, Abbott et al.
2017c; Smartt et al. 2017; Kasen et al. 2017; Pian et al. 2017; Tanvir et al. 2017;
Watson et al. 2019). Therefore, all observed abundance trends have to be explained
as a superposition to the r-process contribution of NSM. The precise contribution of
NSM to the total r-process content of the universe is, however, still under debate.
The main question that arises is: Can NSM alone explain all r-process abundance
trends and peculiarities in the Universe?

If one assumes that they are the only event in the universe that synthesizes r-
process elements, the observation of old, metal-poor stars with an abundance en-
hancement of r-process elements is challenging to explain. The neutron stars need
a certain time to merge, which is given by the time two CCSNe need to explode
and the following inspiral of the NSs. It has been put into question if this time
can be short enough to explain the observation of metal-poor stars with r-process
signature. Most studies agree that an r-process contribution with a minimum de-
lay time of a couple of hundreds of Myrs is necessary to explain the Galactic r-
process abundances (e.g., Argast et al., 2004; Matteucci et al., 2014; Cescutti et
al., 2015; Wehmeyer et al., 2015; Schönrich & Weinberg, 2019; Kobayashi et al.,
2020). Therefore other mechanisms have been pointed out to explain low metallicity
r-process enriched stars. While iron can be used as a proxy for time, this only holds
in case of looking at stars in the same environment. Environments with smaller star
forming efficiency such as dwarf galaxies will also form less efficiently iron and
a lower iron content is obtained over a longer time (Tinsley, 1980; Grebel et al.,
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2003; Tolstoy et al., 2009; Reichert et al., 2020). It is therefore possible that metal-
poor r-process enhanced stars in our halo are a result of migration of less massive
and less efficiently star forming dwarf galaxy systems (Lai et al., 2011; Ishimaru et
al., 2015; Komiya & Shigeyama, 2016; Ojima et al., 2018; Beniamini et al., 2018;
Roederer et al., 2018; Wanajo et al., 2021; Hirai et al., 2022). Alternatively, winds
or accretion flows of pristine gas can mix hydrogen into the interstellar medium of
the later forming star and therefore lowering the iron with respect to the hydrogen
fraction, but not europium with respect to iron (Shen et al., 2015; van de Voort et
al., 2015; Wanajo et al., 2021). However, this is unable to explain a tight europium
versus iron correlation that has been found for low metallicities and that has been
interpreted as similar delay time of the r-process host event compared to regular CC-
SNe (Skúladóttir et al., 2019; Skúladóttir & Salvadori, 2020; Reichert et al., 2020;
Farouqi et al., 2021). This trend is difficult and complex to model and can be, due
to the many input parameters, highly degenerate (e.g., van de Voort et al., 2020).
Therefore it is not fully clear if this correlation is caused by NSM with different
properties from what is currently thought or if it can inevitably be only explained by
an additional source of r-process elements. Additionally, GCE models point out that
the currently derived delay time distribution, i.e., the probability of NSM to occur
after a certain time, of ∝ t−1 (e.g., Piran, 1992; Graur et al., 2014; Chruslinska et
al., 2018) is unable to explain an observed decreasing trend of the europium over
iron fraction at higher metallicities (Côté et al., 2019; Simonetti et al., 2019). This
indicates either a different form of the delay time distribution (D’Avanzo, 2015; Be-
niamini & Piran, 2019; Zevin et al., 2022) or an additional source that acts at early
times and fades away later (Côté et al., 2019).

Besides the very heavy elements, lighter elements of individual stars could indi-
cate the direct signatures of Jet-SNe as well. Stars with an unusual enhancement of
zinc with respect to iron have been focus of several studies. These stars are usually
found early, i.e., at low metallicities in the galactic history (Cayrel et al., 2004; Nis-
sen & Schuster, 2011; Barbuy et al., 2015; Skúladóttir et al., 2017; da Silveira et
al., 2018). The disconnected chemical evolution of iron and zinc raised the question
if there is another zinc contributor in the early Universe (Kobayashi et al., 2006;
Duffau et al., 2017; Tsujimoto & Nishimura, 2018; Hirai et al., 2018). The early
occurrence of this discrepancy fits into the picture of an event with little delay that
is able to contribute to the chemical evolution early on. While the origin of such a
peculiarity in zinc abundances is still unclear, it has been pointed out that the pattern
of some of these stars agree well with the theoretically calculated nucleosynthetic
pattern of jet-SNe and they may therefore be direct witnesses of these events (Ezzed-
dine et al., 2019; Yong et al., 2021).

All the above points indicate that the treasure trove of information given by ob-
servations is still not fully understood. Introducing an additional chemical contrib-
utor that is connected to the delay time of CCSNe would be beneficial to explain
many of the previously outlined phenomena (Siqueira Mello et al., 2014; Cescutti
et al., 2015; Tsujimoto & Nishimura, 2015; Wehmeyer et al., 2015; Ji et al., 2016;
Mashonkina et al., 2017; Zevin et al., 2019; Skúladóttir et al., 2019; Reichert et al.,
2020, 2021a; Molero et al., 2021; Tsujimoto, 2021, just to name a few arguing in
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favor of the existence of Jet-SNe). This additional event should act with little delay
and be relatively rare to reproduce the observed high dispersion of r-process abun-
dances at low metallicities. To fill this gap, there is more than one possible candidate
and Jet-SNe may perfectly fit into it.

Summary

During their entire life, massive stars contribute to the synthesis of most chemical
elements in the Universe. The various types of explosions following the collapse of
the stellar core after the exhaustion of the initial nuclear fuel not only release the
previously produced elements into the circumstellar medium, but are also the sites
of additional nucleosynthesis as the explosion provides hot and dense enough condi-
tions for several nuclear processes to occur. In the central regions, nuclei may be dis-
sociated only to recombine to heavy isotopes as the ejected gas expands and cools.
All successful CCSNe form elements around and slightly beyond the Fe group this
way. Among them, the radioactive isotope 56Ni is of particular relevance because
its decay chain powers the electromagnetic emission of the CCSNe during the first
weeks after the explosion.

Heavier elements can be synthesized by the r-process in which seed nuclei cap-
ture several neutrons before β -decaying to stable nuclei. However, reaching the re-
quired high neutron-to-seed ratios is limited to matter with very low electron frac-
tion or high entropies. Regular CCSNe, which explode due to neutrino heating of
the ejecta in combination with hydrodynamic instabilities, fall short of this condi-
tion. Rapidly rotating progenitor stars, on the other hand, may develop explosions
dominated by collimated jets. The rotational energy of the core acts as an additional
energy source for the explosion, which can be tapped into by strong magnetic fields.
This explosion mechanism can overcome some of the limitations found in detailed
numerical models of regular CCSNe:

• The kinetic energy of the explosion can exceed the level of Eexp ∼ 1051 erg found
for the majority of CCSNe population by about an order of magnitude and reach
the values inferred for HNe.

• Larger 56Ni masses produced by the more violent explosions can translate into
higher luminosities.

• Parts of the outflows are not exposed to as large neutrino fluxes as in regular
CCSNe, which allows matter ejected from close to the PNS to retain its neutron
richness. Consequently, r-process nucleosynthesis is possible in these events.

The rapidly rotating and strongly magnetized PNS at the center of such an explo-
sion can continue to accelerate jets beyond the time scales of the CCSN. If highly
relativistic outflow speeds are reached, the observational display will be that of a
PM-driven GRB. The magnetic spin-down of the PM powers a wind that can also
fulfil the conditions for the r-process.
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If no CCSN takes place or if continuing accretion transforms the PNS into a
BH, sufficiently rapid rotation will cause the infalling matter to accumulate in an
accretion disk around the BH, which transforms into a collapsar. The disk loses
matter to the BH as a consequence of the loss of angular momentum due to hy-
dromagnetic turbulence. Furthermore, it drives a wind from its surface and emits
(anti-)neutrinos whose annihilation can, together with the magnetic field threading
the disk or connecting it to the BH, launch a GRB jet. During the first phase of
its evolution, neutrinos are trapped in the the disk, which is characterized by a low
electron fraction. Matter escaping the disk is thus capable of synthesizing heavy
elements via the r-process.

The picture of nucleosynthesis in jet-driven and jet-associated supernovae is to a
large degree the result of numerical models that have become increasingly sophis-
ticated over the last decades. Direct observations of individual events have not yet
been able to test the theoretical results similarly to neutron-star mergers for which
the r-process has been confirmed. However, the chemical history of our Galaxy and
dwarf galaxies in the local group can put constraints on the possible contributions
of different r-process sites. They suggest that rare event that produce relatively large
amounts of heavy nuclei and have only short delay times after the onset of star
formation may have played an important role during the early galactic evolution.
Jet-like CCSNe and long GRBs driven by rapidly rotating stars fit this description.
Apart from the properties of the outflows, they are rare events because the required
rotation rates are not common among massive stars. Furthermore, this requirement
is more easily met in the early Universe because the weaker stellar winds at low
metallicity reduce the loss of angular momentum during the stellar evolution.

To cover the remaining gaps in the understanding of this class of explosions,
further progress is desirable. This includes gradual methodological improvements:
simulations with longer simulation times, finer resolution, more accurate neutrino
transport, more realistic equation of states, experimentally and theoretically better
constrained nuclear reaction rates and mass models, more complete (ideally space-
based high resolution) observational surveys that are based on 3D atmosphere mod-
els involving the effect of magnetic fields, non-local thermodynamic equilibrium
as well as experimentally better determined atomic physics properties and a more
accurate modelling of the chemical evolution of galaxies. Studies that explore the
amplification of the magnetic field in the PNS or disk and multi-dimensional pre-
collapse models accurately predicting the profiles of rotational velocity and mag-
netic field for a large set of stellar masses and metallicities would be of great value.
The biggest step forward would of course be a direct multi-messenger observation
of such an event.

Acknowledgements We acknowledge the support through the grant PID2021-127495NB-I00
funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and by the European Union, and the Astrophysics
and High Energy Physics programme of the Generalitat Valenciana ASFAE/2022/026 funded by
MCIN and the European Union NextGenerationEU (PRTR-C17.I1). MO acknowledges support
from the Spanish Ministry of Science via the Ramón y Cajal programme (RYC2018-024938-I)
and from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) - Projekt-



Jet supernovae 31

nummer 279384907 - SFB 1245. MR acknowledges support from the Spanish Ministry of Science
via the Juan de la Cierva programme (FJC2021-046688-I).

References

Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., Abbott, T. D., et al. 2017, Physical Review Letters, 119,
161101. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101

Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., & Abbott, T. D. e. a. 2017a, The Astrophysical Journal,
850, L39

Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., & Abbott, T. D. e. a. 2017b, The Astrophysical Journal,
848, L13

Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., & Abbott, T. D. e. a. 2017, ApJ, 848, L12
Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., & Abbott, T. D. e. a. 2017, The Astrophysical Journal,

850, L40
Aloy, M. A., Cuesta-Martı́nez, C., & Obergaulinger, M. 2018, Monthly Notices of

the Royal Astronomical Society, 478, 3576
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Horowitz, C. J., Arcones, A., Côté, B., et al., Journal of Physics G Nuclear Physics,

46, 083001 (2019). doi:10.1088/1361-6471/ab0849
Iliadis, C., Nuclear Physics of Stars. (Wiley-VCH Verlag, Weinheim, Germany,

2007). doi:10.1002/9783527692668
Ishimaru, Y., Wanajo, S., & Prantzos, N., ApJ, 804, L35 (2015). doi:10.1088/2041-

8205/804/2/L35
Janka, H.-T., Langanke, K., Marek, A., Martı́nez-Pinedo, G., & Müller, B. 2007,

Phys. Rep., 442, 38
Janka, H.-T. 2012, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Science, 62, 407
Janka, H.-T., Melson, T., & Summa, A. 2016, Annual Review of Nuclear and Parti-

cle Science, 66, 341



Jet supernovae 35

Ji, A. P., Frebel, A., Simon, J. D., et al., ApJ, 830, 93 (2016). doi:10.3847/0004-
637X/830/2/93

Juodagalvis, A., Langanke, K., Hix, W. R., et al., Nucl. Phys. A, 848, 454 (2010).
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2010.09.012

Just, O., Goriely, S., Janka, H. T., Nagataki, S., & Bauswein, A. 2022, Monthly
Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 509, 1377, aDS Bibcode: 2022MN-
RAS.509.1377J

Kasen, D., Metzger, B., Barnes, J., et al., Nature, 551, 80 (2017).
doi:10.1038/nature24453

Kobayashi, C., Umeda, H., Nomoto, K., et al., ApJ, 653, 1145 (2006).
doi:10.1086/508914

Kobayashi, C., Karakas, A. I., & Lugaro, M., ApJ, 900, 179 (2020).
doi:10.3847/1538-4357/abae65

Komissarov, S. & Porth, O. 2021, New Astronomy Reviews, 92, 101610, aDS Bib-
code: 2021NewAR..9201610K

Komissarov, S. S. & Barkov, M. V. 2009, MNRAS, 397, 1153
Komiya, Y. & Shigeyama, T., ApJ, 830, 76 (2016). doi:10.3847/0004-

637X/830/2/76
Kondratyev, V. N., MNRAS, 480, 5380 (2018). doi:10.1093/mnras/sty2248
Kondratyev, V. N., Physics of Particles and Nuclei, 50, 576 (2019).

doi:10.1134/S1063779619050149
Korobkin, O., Rosswog, S., Arcones, A., et al., MNRAS, 426, 1940 (2012).

doi:10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21859.x
Kostka, M., Koning, N., Shand, Z., et al., A&A, 568, A97 (2014). doi:10.1051/0004-

6361/201322887
Kuroda, T., Arcones, A., Takiwaki, T., & Kotake, K. 2020, ApJ, 896, 102.

doi:10.3847/1538-4357/ab9308
Lagarde, N., Decressin, T., Charbonnel, C., et al., A&A, 543, A108 (2012).

doi:10.1051/0004-6361/201118331
Lai, D. K., Lee, Y. S., Bolte, M., et al. 2011, ApJ, 738, 51. doi:10.1088/0004-

637X/738/1/51
Lander, S. K. 2021, MNRAS, 507, L36
Langanke, K. & Martı́nez-Pinedo, G., Nucl. Phys. A, 673, 481 (2000).

doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00131-7
Langanke, K., Martı́nez-Pinedo, G., & Zegers, R. G. T., Reports on Progress in

Physics, 84, 066301 (2021). doi:10.1088/1361-6633/abf207
Langer, N. 2012, ARA&A, 50, 107
Lazzati, D., Morsony, B. J., Blackwell, C. H., & Begelman, M. C. 2012, ApJ, 750,

68
Lentz, E. J., Bruenn, S. W., Hix, W. R., et al., ApJ, 807, L31 (2015).

doi:10.1088/2041-8205/807/2/L31
Lippuner, J. & Roberts, L. F., ApJS, 233, 18 (2017). doi:10.3847/1538-4365/aa94cb
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