arXiv:1402.4362v3 [astro-ph.SR] 28 Jan 2015

A call for a paradigm shift from neutrino-driven to jet-driven core-collapse
supernova mechanisms

Oded PapishJason Nordhadsand Noam Sokér

ABSTRACT

Three-dimensional (3D) simulations in recent years hawvavslsevere difficulties
producingl0®! erg explosions of massive stars with neutrino based mechanites
on the other hand demonstrated the large potential of merdia&iffects, such as winds
and jets in driving explosions. In this paper we study thédgitime-scale and energy
for accelerating gas by neutrinos in core-collapse supae@CCSNe) and find that
under the most extremely favorable (and probably unréglisbnditions, the energy
of the ejected mass can reach at most 10°° erg. More typical conditions yield
explosion energies an order-of-magnitude below the olesd?! erg explosions. On
the other hand, non-spherical effects with directionaflows hold promise to reach
the desired explosion energy and beyond. Such directiantfibars, which in some
simulations are produced by numerical effects of 2D grids, lee attained by angular
momentum and jet launching. Our results therefore call fpagdigm shift from
neutrino-based explosions to jet-driven explosions fo6GE.

1. INTRODUCTION

Eighty years after Baade & Zwicky (1934) first suggested shi@iernovae (SNe) are powered
by stars collapsing into neutron stars (NS), the procesgeghiich part of this gravitational en-
ergy is channelled to explosion remains controversial s@vil(1985) and Bethe & Wilson (1285)
refined the neutrino mechanism (Colgate & White 1966) in® dielayed-neutrino mechanism,
whereby neutrinos emitted within a period off s after the bounce of the collapsed core heat
material in the gain region-(~ 100 — 200 km). This subsequent neutrino-heating was thought
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to revive the stalled shock thereby exploding the star amdlyming a canonical core-collapse
supernova (CCSN) with an observed energyaf, > 1 foe, wherel foe = 10°! erg.

In the last three decades, sophisticated multidimensgmallations with increasing capabili-
ties were used to study the delayed-neutrino mechanismBethe & Wilson 1985; Burrows & Lattimer
1985; Burrows et al. 1995; Fryver & Warren 2002; Buras ét 80.2Ott et al. 2008; Marek & Janka
2009; Nordhaus et al. 2010; Brandt et al. 2011; Hanke et 42 2AQuroda et al. 2012; Hanke et al.
2012; Mueller et al. 2012; Bruenn etial. 2013; Muller & Ja@kd 4; Mezzacappa et'al. 2014; Bruenn et al
2014). The outcome of such numerical experiments varieghvmith many failing to revive the
stalled shock while others produced tepid explosions witkrgies less than Toe. Historically,
in spherically symmetric calculations (1D), the vast midyoof progenitors can not even explode
(Burrows et all 1995; Rampp & Janka 2000; Mezzacappa et 8l1;20iebendorfer et al. 2005).
The exception being the 8.8, progenitor of_ Nomoto & Hashimata (1988) which resulted in
a~3x10% erg neutrino-driven-wind explosion due to the rarified latetnvelope (Kitaura et al.
2006). Extension to axisymmetric calculations (2D) yieldemilar outcomes over their 1D coun-
terparts despite the inclusion of instabilities such agnmeardriven convection and the standing-
accretion-shock instability (SASI) (Burrows etlal. 199&nKa & Mueller 1996; Buras et al. 2006a,b;
Ott et al. 2008; Marek & Janka 2009).

It should be noted that while many of the current numericglegxnents incorporate multi-
dimensional hydrodynamics, performing 3D radiation isreatly prohibitive computationally
(zhang et al. 2013). Many groups utilize multi-group-flunited diffusion (MGFLD) in the 1D
“ray-by-ray” transport approximation. This is a reasoradgpproach to core-collapse simulations
both because of the limitation of current computationabueses and because the results for multi-
angle transport are similar to those for MGFLD except in thses of extremely rapid rotation
(Ott et al. 2008). Thus, it's unlikely that future simulat®that incorporate 3D transport will yield
fundamental differences over current state-of-the-ddutations in terms of the viability of neu-
trino mechanism.

Recently, a number of groups have published 3D core-calaorulations with differing
computational approaches and various levels of sophigtic@Nordhaus et al. 2010; Janka 2013;
Couch | 2013; Dolence etlal. 2013; Takiwaki etlal. 2014; Dotesical.| 2014; Hanke etlal. 2012,
2013; Couch & O’Connar 2014; Mezzacappa et al. 2014). Somepy find that the extra-degree
of freedom available in 3D simulations makes it easier toesehshock revival over their ax-
isymmetric counterparts (Nordhaus et al. Z010; Dolencé @04.3). On the other hand, several
groups have found the opposite; namely that explosionsaackehto achieve in 3D than 2D (Janka
2013;/Couch 2013; Takiwaki et'al. 2014; Hanke et al. 2012 32Cbuch & O’'Connor 2014). If
that's the case, then it may well be that the delayed-neutnechanism categorically fails and
alternative mechanisms should be investigated.
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In one recent case, axisymmetric calculations of 12-, 18-, @nd 253/, progenitors suc-
cessfully revived the shock with explosion energy estimafte- 0.3 — 0.9 foe (Bruenn et al. 2013;
Mezzacappa et al. 2014; Bruenn et al. 2014). Their energyppled primarily by an enthalpy
flux. This is actually a wind, mainly along the imposed symmeixis, i.e., a collimated wind.
This wind is driven by the inflowing (accreted) gas. Windseveuggested to power CCSN in the
past (e.g., Burrows & Goshy 1993; Burrows et al. 1995), bueweund to have limited contribu-
tion to the explosion for a more massive thag\/, starts.

Many CCSNe, e.g., some recent Type Ic SNe (Roy ket al. 201 3KTak al.l 2013) explode
with kinetic energy of> 10 foe. Neutrino based mechanisms cannot account for such esergie
even under favorable conditions. For example, Ugliano.gR8112) performed a set of simula-
tions where the energy was artificially scaled to that of SR7¥9 and found that even if neutrino
explosions do work for some CCSNe, no explosions with kanetiergy of> 2 foe are achieved.
This scaling was achieved by artificially setting the inneaihdary luminosity to obtain an explo-
sion with an energy equal to that of SN 1987A. The delayedrmaumechanism must be shown
to produce robust explosions with canonical supernovageeefor a range of progenitors if it is
to continue to be a contender in core-collapse theory. Desigicades of effort with the most so-
phisticated physics to date, no current simulation hasymred a successfubD>! erg supernova. It
is this fact that leads us to argue that the delayed-neutn@chanism has a generic character that
prevents it from exploding the star with an observed enefgyfoe.

The delicate and problematic nature of neutrino-driventraassms were already revealed
with 1D simulations, such that even the most sophisticagdrimo transport calculations were
unable to explode stars for progenitor masge$2M,, (e.g., Liebendorfer et al. 2001). Multi-
dimensional effects were then seen as necessary for timggan explosion. The most common
multi-dimensional processes that have been studied asaerésr the delayed-neutrino mecha-
nism were neutrino-driven convection (elg., Burrows €18B5) and hydrodynamic instabilities,
such as the SASI (Blondin et'al. 2003). These axisymmetig &m@ulations have shown mixed
and contradicting results. Most do not get an ‘explosionalgtwhile others obtain explosions
with very little energy, i.e. 1 foe (e.g.,.Suwa 2014; Suwa et al. 2010). In most of these cases
where an ‘explosion’ is claimed, it is actually only shockival and not a typical explosion, as the
energy is much too low to explain most observed CCSNe.

In the past few years, the regime of 3D flow structures have leeplored in more detail
(e. g. [Nordhaus et al. 2010). The simulations have not rehahg consensus on the outcome.
While some show that it is easier to revive the shock in 3D tima@D (e.g.,. Nordhaus et al.
2010;/Dolence et al. 2013), others showed the opposite, (danke et all 2013; Couch 2013;
Couch & O’Connar _2014; Takiwaki et al. 2014). Even in 3D siatidns that successfully re-
vive the shock, the energy is significantly lower thafve. Recently, turbulence from convective
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burning in the Si/O shell were shown to aid shock revival (€Go& Oti2014; Mueller & Janka
2014).

A recent demonstration of outcome sensitivity on initiatieg are the two 3D studies by
Nakamura et al. (2014) and Mosta et al. (2014). Nakamurh 2@l4) find an explosion energy
of ~ 1 foe for a case with a rapid core rotation. For a rotation velocfty.2 times that rapid rota-
tion, the explosion energy was ordy 0.1 foe. They did not include magnetic fields. Mosta et al.
(2014) included very strong magnetic fields in the pre-gaéacore as well as a very rapid rota-
tion, about twice as large as the rapid rotation case of Nakami al.|(2014). Mosta etlal. (2014)
obtained jets but did not manage to revive the stalled shodldal not obtain any explosion.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In secfion 2, weaexbupon the argument pre-
sented in_Papish & Soker (2012a) that the delayed-neutrexhanism cannot achieve canonical
supernova energies. We consider the limitation of the @elayeutrino mechanism from another
perspective in sectidd 3. In sectian 4 we discuss the roleagfgnitor perturbations and why con-
tradicting results are common among the groups simulatewgrimo-based mechanisms, and in
section b we discuss the energy available from recombimatidree nucleons. A discussion of
the collimated-wind obtained by Bruenn et al. (2014) andsammary are in sectidn 6.

2. TIME-SCALE CONSIDERATIONS

We start with simple time-scale considerations during éweval of the shock in a spherically
symmetric outflow. The “gain region” of the delayed neutrimechanism, i.e. where neutrino
heating outweighs neutrino cooling, typically occurs ie tlegionr ~ 100 — 400 km (Janka
2001).

For an explosion to be initiated the advection timesealeshould be larger than the heating
timescaler,..;. This advection timescale is the time needed for materialdss the gain region
during accretion. Most core-collapse simulations fail wileis condition is not fulfiled. When
this condition is met the internal energy can increase timite is enough energy to unbind the
material and an explosion is initiated. At this point theat@nergy of the gas in the gain region
is very close to zero. From this time the net heating adds updgositive explosion energy.
After the gas reaches large rad, 1000 km, heating becomes inefficient. It is true that some gas
expands at a lower velocity and it is closer to the center. él@r density decreases and so does
the neutrino optical depth that decreases below its initiale, such that neutrino heating becomes
even less efficient. Material near the neutrinosphere hyadefnition, a large optical depth. It can
in principle absorb energy and expand. But this processesirino-driven wind, which is not part
of the delayed-neutrino mechanism, and was found to haveetincontribution to the explosion
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(e.g.,Burrows & Goshy 1993; Burrows etlal. 1995). The tinoarfrthe start of acceleration to the
end of efficient heating is markegd,.. From simulationg.,; ~ 50 ms (Bruenn et al. 2013, 2014;
Marek & Janka 2009). In sectign 3 we find a similar time fromra@e analytical estimate.

In figure 2 of Bruenn et all (2013) the shock is starting to exjpand an explosion is initiated
at timet ~ 200 ms. At this time the total positive energy is close to zero (fegdrin Bruenn et al.
2013). At that time the shock is at a distancerpf~ 400 km. This shows that during the time
the shock moves fror200 km to 400 km the total energy increased from a negative value to about
zero. We take the time of zero energy to be the starting pdipbstive energy accumulation,
and use it to estimate the explosion energy. In the simulataf|Bruenn et al. (2013) at time
t = 300 ms the shock is already at a distancerpf~ 1000 — 1500 km. Some material is closer to
the center, but its density is lower than at earlier timeswedy is lower, and heating is inefficient.
We note again the long duration of energy increase in the wbBeuenn et al.[(2013, 2014) and
Mezzacappa et al. (2014), where energy increases lineattytime for over a second, a time
when the shock is already at a distance 0f 10,000 km. This linear growth of the energy can
be explained by a strong neutrino driven wind from the prootron star. In the new 3D case
presented by Mezzacappa et al. (2014) the shock radiusgrostsimilar to their results of 1D
simulations where no explosion have been obtained.

A similar dynamic can be seen in figure 4 of the 2D simulatioiMafrek & Janka|(2009),
where at time = 524 ms the shock is at a radius of ~ 200 km. The shock moves outward to
400 km att = 610 ms, but then at timg = 650 ms the shock radius decrease back@® km.
This shows that at that time the energy is about zero and igasitive. The acceleration time can
be inferred from figure 6 where the average shock moves #it@ihkm to 700 km during~ 50 ms.

In each direction the acceleration time lasts4050 ms. However, as the acceleration occurs at
different times at different directions, the behavior af #verage shock radius gives the impression
that the acceleration phase is longer thamns.

For a neutrinoshpere at ~ 50 km (e.g.,.Couch & O’Connor 2014) the neutrino “optical
depth” fromr to infinity is given by

7, =~ 0.1(r/100 km)~® (1)

(Janka 2001), where the typical electron neutrino lumitydsiL, ~ L, ~ 5 x 102 ergs~* (e.g.,
Mueller et all 2012). Over all, if the interaction occurs ne@aadius- in the gain region, the energy
that can be acquired by the expanding gas is

t L r -3
Bt = tese Ly, 2 0.25 [ == v ( ) foe. 2
hell ! (50 ms) <5 x 10°2 erg s—l) 100 km oe @

Using a more typical radius of 200 km for the acceleration region, reduces the total energy
to 0.03 foe. Non-spherical flows that allow some simultaneous inflowflow structure, might
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under favorable conditions be expected to increase thggbgra factor of few to- 0.1 — 0.3 foe.
This is consistent with numerical simulation results of tledayed neutrino mechanism summa-
rized in sectiomIl. It is interesting to note that Bethe & \0fig1985) found an explosion energy
limit of 0.4 foe. This was based on their simulations and not on any physezdan why the
neutrino mechanism fails.

3. ENERGY CONSIDERATIONS

We examine the situation by considering in more detail theelgcation from the delayed-
neutrino mechanism. Consider a masgsthat is accelerated and ejected by absorbing a fragtion
of the neutrino energy. The mass starts at radjusith zero energy. Namely the sum of internal
and gravitational energy is zero. This is an optimistic agstion, as the internal energy itself also
needs to be supplied by neutrinos. Neutrino losses can loelsdakinto the parametgr. After an
acceleration time the energy of the mass 9., ¢ and its velocity is

v Il <2fL“t)1/2. @3)

T dt — \ M,

Here we assume that most of the energy is transferred ta&igr@trgy. Initially, more energy can
be stored as thermal energy. However, not much thermal ycargbe stored after the gas energy
becomes positive, as it starts to accelerate outward amth#theenergy is converted to kinetic
energy on a dynamical time scale. The thermal energy acteteome gravity. We calculate here
the extra energy that goes to gas outward motion.

Let the acceleration be effective to raditysat timet,. Integrating over time gives

2 (2fL\"?
—rg~ = | =< £3/2 4
T(I TO 3 ( Ma ) a Y ( )

or
1/3 2/3 . 1/3
o= (3" a0 (312)
ra—r0 \2/3 M, 1/3 Ly, -1/3 f —1/3
=0.05 (500 kr(ii) (0.1M@> (5x1052 erg s—1> (W) S. (5)

A similar acceleration time is estimated from numericalitessas we discussed in sectidn 2, where
this time is marked.,.. Under these assumptions, the energy of the ejected mass is

2/3 1/3 2/3 2/3

To — T M, L, f
E,~t,fL,~0.24 s foe. 6
/ (500 km) (0.1M@) (5 x 10°2 erg sl) (0.1) oc. (6)
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In these calculations, we assumed a constant neutrino asityn As the neutrino luminosity
decreases with time (e.q., Fischer et al. 2012), the ftm in equation[(b) actually overestimates
the available energy. More typical values for acceleratioer ~500 km are f < 0.1 due to the
low neutrino opacity (eq.11), and lower accelerated mas®sé&lvalues givés, < 0.2 foe as in
Equatiori2.

4. THE ALMOST UNBOUND STALLED SHOCK

The energy of the immediately post-shocked gas falling flloousands of km to hundreds of
km is close to zero before there is much neutrino cooling. Wérehe shocked gas falls or expands
is a question of whether a small amount of energy is addedviger¢he shock. When there are
departures from spherical symmetry, like the perturbatiotroduced by Couch & Ott (2013) or
instabilities in the post-shock region, in some areas th@aenergy comes at the expense of other
areas. For example, a vortex can add a positive velocityarrélgion of the flow where the flow
goes out. Even if the shock is revived, the energy limitatigiven in Sections|2 and 3 apply. The
SASI itself is a manifestation of the process where one regiahe stalled shock can go out in
expense of other regions. The extra energy from neutrintirfgeean even revive the entire sphere.
However, the energy gained by neutrino heating is limited.

A recent attempt to revive the stalled shock is that of Coudbt&(2013), who introduced
perturbations to the Si/O layers, and found them to enatdekstevival under certain conditions.
What Couch & O1t|(2013) term a successful explosion is altuarevival of the stalled shock.
They did not obtain the desiredl foe explosion. As with many other simulations, small changes
in the initial conditions determine whether shock revivetars or not. For example, Couch & Ott
(2013) find shock revival when their neutrino heat factor.82]1 but not when itis 1. They present
their average shock position until it reaches a radius of KiBGatt = 0.32 s. Examining their
successful revival run presented in their figure 3, we findaverage shock outward velocity in
the last part they show, 370 to 430 km, to b&,.) = 8000 km s~!. This is less than 0.3
times the escape velocity at that radius. The shock doeseat $0 accelerate in the last 50 km.
Within At ~ 0.04 s the shock will reach a radius of about 700 km, where no moreggngain
is possible/(Janka 2001). ADO km the neutrino optical depth is very smat,< 0.1. Indeed,
at an average shock radius 20 km the heating efficiency in their simulation defined as net
heating rate divided by.,, + L;_, drops below 0.1. This implies that the gained energy will be
very smallAE < 7L, At < 0.2 foe. We therefore estimate that even the perturbations intedu
by|Couch & Oft (2013) will not bring the explosion, if occutdgse tol foe.

Let us quantify the statement of energy close-to-zero. \Wentake the following estimations
based on the models of Woosley et al. (2002) of massive starnstp the collapse. The gas at
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2000 km has a specific gravitational energygf = —10'8 erg g1 and a specific internal energy
of e;o = 5.5 x 1017 erg g~ L. After mass loss to neutrinos from the core, the inner matisces by
~10%. However, by that time the shell that starts at fel®00 km has been accelerated inward. So
we take the total specific energy to be as the pre-collapsgen&s an example, we take the stalled
shock to be at, = 200 km. When reaching, = 200 km the specific total energy; = e;o + eqgo,
stays the same. The specific gravitational energy.js~ 10eq, = —10' erg ¢—1, and the specific
internal (thermal + kinetic+nuclear) energy,cis = e, — 10eqo ~ 9.5 x 10'® erg g=!. The net
specific energy relative to gravitational energy in this destrative example is

€rs

= ~ 0.95. )

€Gs

The mass is very close to be unbound. Small amount of netrigeadin revive the shock. For a
typical mass in the gain region af/, < 0.05M, (e.g.,.Couch 2013), an extra energy/of/ =
5 x 10% erg = 0.05 foe will revive the shock.

5. ENERGY AVAILABLE FROM RECOMBINATION

Adding nuclear energy of free nucleons does not change tbeeatroperty of an almost
unbound stalled shock, and the conclusion of low ‘explosoergy. Consider the scenario where
disintegration of nuclei form free nucleons beyond thelastashock, and the available nuclear
energy is reused later after the free nucleons are accatecattwards by neutrinos (Janka et al.
2012). When the nucleons recombine to form heavy nuclei arggrof up to9 MeV per nucleon
can in principle be used to explode the star (Jankal et al.)20A2nass of0.06 M, in the gain
region can then release in principle10°! erg (Scheck et al. 2006).

However, the recombination of free nucleons to alpha dagja process that usésvieV
from the 9 MeV available in forming silicon, starts when the reviving pskbck gas reaches
r ~ 250 km (Fernandez & Thompson 2009). The energy released by repairdn accelerates
the material (Fernandez & Thompson 2009), which resulésshorter acceleration time than given
in Equation[(5). This further lowers the energy that can hgpad by neutrinos below that given
in Equations[(R) and {6).

The energy available from recombination is limited as welbm Figure 5 of Fernandez & Thompson
(2009), we find the total fraction af particles in the gas inside the shock when the shock radius
is 500 km to beX, < 0.5; the fraction just behind the shock fronti0 km is X, ~ 0.9. In the
results of Fernandez & Thompson (2009) the fraction @larticles increases as the shock moves
outward. For this fraction, the average energy availaldefrecombinationis 5 MeV/ nucleaon
(Janka et al. 2012). However, the shock is only(t km and a large fraction of the mass is much
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deeper. As the shock expands further, the fraction pfarticles will increase and the available
energy will decrease. Taking a mass in the gain regiof/gf, < 0.05M (e.g.,.Couch 2013),
we find the ‘explosion’ energy to b&,,. < 0.5 foe. In some 2D simulations the mass in the gain
layer is> 0.05M, but in 3D simulations the gain layer has lower mass than irs@Rulations
(e.g.,Couch 2013). Over all, the available energy with@uitrino winds or jets is< 0.5 foe. This
value is an upper limit and consistent with many of the sirtioifes summarized in sectian 1 that
achieve much lower energies or do not revive the shock at all.

It should be emphasized that the recombination is not a n&sggrsource, as the thermal
energy of the shocked gas is used to disintegrate the nddieirecombination is the re-usage of
this energy. The extra energy must come from neutrinos ifihvéihé free nucleons to larger radii.
The total available energy from recombination is propeowido the mass of the free nucleons that
are lifted from smalt < 150 km to large radiir = 500 km. However, the amount of mass that can
be accumulated at small radii is limited because if the dgmstoo high then cooling overcomes
neutrino heating, and the shock will not be revive.

Yamamoto et al.| (2013) preformed 1D and 2D simulations otckhevival and examined
explosion energy including recombination and shock nudbeaning. They tuned the neutrino
luminosity to a critical value that gives successful expos. Their successful runs have shock
relaunch times 060.3 — 0.4 s in 2D flows. The explosion energy in these runs is in the rarige o
0.6 — 1.5 foe. We note the following regarding their tuned calculations:

(1) lYamamoto et al. (2013) assume that neutrino heatingeatewives the stalled shock. Then
they can use the entire recombination energy to explodeetteof the star. The more realistic
calculations of Fernandez & Thompson (2009) show thatagt|ealf the recombination energy is
required to help revive the shock.

(2) The above assumption implies the need for high neutumonosity. Indeed, in Yamamoto et al.
(2013) successful 2D runs the required critical neutrinoihosities arel, . = Ly, = 4.8 x
10°? erg s~ and4.5 x 10°? erg s~! for shock relaunching times 0f3 s and0.4 s, respectively.
These neutrino luminosities are 50% higher than what most realistic numerical simulations
find, e.g., Fischer et all (2012), and 30% higher than the neutrino luminosities obtained by
Mueller et al. [(2012) who included general relativisticeefs. Interestingly, Mueller et al. (2012)
find for their 11, model that recombination of nucleons amgbarticles in the ejecta would pro-
vide an additional energy df,.. ~ 0.02 foe. For their1l5M . model they argue that burning in the
shock will add on the order @f.1 — 0.2 foe or more.

(3) The contribution of nuclear and recombination enertpethe diagnostic explosion energy of
Yamamoto et all (2013) are very similar to the contributibneutrino heating.

Based on these points we can use a more realistic value aimebeating,F, < 0.2 foe,
and conclude that the combined explosion energy in reabstulations will beE.,, < 0.5 foe.
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Again we reach the conclusion that including recombinaéinargy will at most bring the explo-
sion energy taF.,, < 0.5 foe. Although close to the canonicalfoe value, one must keep in
mind that this value is obtained with very favorable cormtis, and in scaled, rather than realistic,
simulations. In more realistic simulations the recomboraenergy is found to bé&'... < 0.2 foe,
e.g.,Mueller et &l. (2012).

6. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

Using simple estimates of a spherically-symmetric masstieje by neutrino flux in core-
collapse supernovae (CCSNe), we found that in the delagettino mechanism (Bethe & Wilson
1985), where the main energy source of the explosion is doeutrino heating in the gain region,
the explosion energy is limited t& < 0.5 foe, with a more likely limit of0.3 foe (eq.[2 andB).
This falls short of what is required in most CCSNe.

Although our simple analytical estimates are limited toesptally symmetric outflows, they
none-the-less catch the essence of the delayed-neutrideamism. In a non-spherical flow, in-
stabilities, such as neutrino-driven convection and theding accretion shock instability (SASI),
play a major role (e.g., Hanke etlal. 2013). Such instabdisillow inflow and outflow to occur si-
multaneously. Still, recent and highly sophisticated 3Dwdations with enough details to resolve
such instabilities do not obtain enough energy to revivestafled shock, (e.g., Janka 2013). The
energy that can be used from the neutrino flux might, underi@/conditions, revive the stalled
shock, but cannot lead to explosions with energieg 0 0.3 foe.

Our conclusion holds as long as no substantially new ingreds added to the delayed-
neutrino mechanism. Such an ingredient can be a strong wsmeas applied by artificial en-
ergy deposition by Nordhaus et al. (2010, 2012). In theiD2stmulations, Scheck et al. (2006)
achieved explosion that was mainly driven by a continuousiwi he problem we see with winds
is that they are less efficient than jets. Indeed, in ordebtain an explosion the winds in the sim-
ulations of Scheck et al. (2006) had to be massive. For thagses where they obtained energetic
enough explosions the final mass of the NS was(Idfxs < 1.3M,). Such a wind must be active
while accretion takes place; the accretion is required ppluthe energy (Marek & Janka 2009).

With the severe problems encountered by neutrino heatesgarch groups have turned to
study dynamical processes. Couch & Ott (2013), Couch & @142, and Mueller & Janka (2014)
argued that the effective turbulent ram pressure exertegti@stalled shock allows shock revival
with less neutrino heating than 1D models. However, Abdiklawet al. (2014) found that in-
creasing the numerical resolution allows cascade of tartiutnergy to smaller scales, and the
shock revival becomes harder to achieve at high numerisalugons.
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Another dynamical process is a collimated wind blown by tewly formed NS. Bruenn et al.
(2014) performed 2D simulations up 104 s post-bounce, and obtained an explosion energy of
0.3 — 0.9 foe, depending on the stellar model (initial mass without iotgt They find the main
energy source to be by what they term an ‘enthalpy flux’. Thestually a wind, mainly along the
imposed symmetry axis, i.e., a collimated wind. This windlisven by the inflowing (accreted)
gas. At some instant, their results show jet-like outflovemglthe symmetry axis. It seems that
the collimated wind is induced by the numerical grid. Cositrinat to their corresponding 3D
simulations|(Mezzacappa et al. 2014) which show no suchosign.| Mezzacappa etlal. (2014)
present one new result of a 3D run for théird/., model att = 267 ms post-bounce. We es-
timate the average shock radius at that time to~b@20 km. This is very similar to their 1D
results (Bruenn et al. 2013), where the shock radius is mongiler than in their 2D simulations,
and where no explosions occur. Non-the-less, the resulBsuEnn et al. (2014) show the great
potential of an inflow-outflow mechanism in exploding CCSNe. inflow-outflow situation with
collimated outflows over a relatively long time naturallycacs with jets launched by accretion
disks, without the numerically induced symmetry axis in 2idlg.

For the above, the lack of persisting success, and possbiyd, of the delayed-neutrino
mechanism calls for a paradigm shift. As well, the rich vigrad CCSN properties (e.g., Arcavi et al.
2012) further emphasizes the need to study alternative imtatéCCSN explosions, some of which
are based on jet-driven explosions (Janka 2012). In CCSNelaiions jets have been shown to be
launched when the pre-collapsing core posses both a rapiibroand a very strong magnetic field
(e.q. [LeBlanc & Wilson 1970; Meier et al. 1976; Bisnovatwidgan et all 1976; Khokhlov et al.
1999;| MacFadyen et al. 2001; Hoflich etlal. 2001; Woosley 8kda2005; Burrows et al. 2007;
Couch et al. 2009, 2011; Lazzati et lal. 2012; Takiwaki & Katé#011). However, these jets do
not explode the core via a feedback mechanism, such thatidloegften give extreme cases as
gamma ray bursts, or they fail to explode the star, e.g..tMésal. (2014). Recent observations
(e.g.[Milisavljevic et al. 2013; Lopez etlal. 2013) sugghst fets might play a role in at least some
CCSNe. Another motivation to consider jet-driven explosieechanisms is that jets might supply
the site for the r-process (Winteler eflal. 2012; Papish &5@0120b). The question is whether
the accreted mass possesses sufficient specific angularmhom® form an accretion disk. Per-
sistent accretion disk requires the pre-collapsing coretate fast, as in the magnetohydrody-
namics class of models ( e.g. LeBlanc & Wilson 1970; Meien 21 @76; Bisnovatyi-Kogan et al.
1976; Khokhlov et al. 1999; MacFadyen etlal. 2001; Hoflichle?001; Woosley & Janka 2005;
Burrows et all 2007; Couch etial. 2009, 2011; Lazzati et al220Most massive stars reach the
core-collapse phase with a too slow core rotation for thematyotational mechanism to be sig-
nificant.

One alternative to the delayed-neutrino mechanism whielnammes the angular momentum
barrier is the so-called “jittering-jet” mechanism of Patp& Soker|(2011). The jittering-jet mech-
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anism overcomes the requirement for rapid core rotatiod,veas introduced as a mechanism to
explode all CCSNe (Papish & Soker 2011, 2012b, 2014). Thelangnomentum source is the
convective regions in the core (Gilkis & Soker 2014), andgstabilities in the shocked region of
the collapsing core. Blondin & Mezzacappa (2007), Ferear(@010), and Rantsiou et al. (2011)
suggested that the source of the angular momentum of pudstirs spiral mode of the SASI. In
the jittering-jet mechanism there is no need to revive theedon shock, and it is a mechanism
based on a negative feedback cycle. As long as the core wagplotied, the accretion continues.
After an energy equals several times the core binding enerdgposited to the core by the jets,
the star explodes. This energy amounts-td foe. If the feedback is less efficient, more accretion
is required to accumulate the required energy. If the effyds very low, the accreted mass onto
the NS brings it to collapse to a black hole and launch ratdto/jets. Namely, in generalhe less
efficient the feedback mechanism is, the more violent tHes®p is(Gilkis & Sokel2014).

We thank the anonymous referee for helpful comments. TBsareh was supported by the
Asher Fund for Space Research at the Technion, and a gergmantsfrom the president of the
Technion Prof. Peretz Lavie. OP is supported by the GutvAetowship. JN is supported by an
NSF award AST-1102738 and by NASA HST grant AR-12146.01-A.
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