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The terrestrial detection of a neutrino burst from the next galactic core-collapse supernova (CCSN)
will provide profound insight into stellar astrophysics, as well as fundamental neutrino physics.
Using Time-Of-Flight (ToF) effects, a CCSN signal can be used to constrain the absolute neutrino
mass. In this work, we study the case where a black hole forms during core-collapse, abruptly
truncating the neutrino signal. This sharp cutoff is a feature that can be leveraged in a ToF
study, enabling strict limits to be set on the neutrino mass which are largely model-independent.
If supernova neutrinos are detected on Earth in liquid scintillator detectors, the exceptional energy
resolution would allow an energy-dependent sampling of the ToF effects at low neutrino energies.
One promising experimental program is the Jiangmen Underground Neutrino Observatory (JUNO),
a next-generation liquid scintillator detector currently under construction in China. Using three-
dimensional black hole-forming core-collapse supernova simulations, the sensitivity of a JUNO-like
detector to the absolute neutrino mass is conservatively estimated to be mν < 0.39

+0.06
−0.01 eV for

a 95% CL bound. A future-generation liquid scintillator observatory like THEIA-100 could even
achieve sub-0.2 eV sensitivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since massless neutrinos were refuted experimentally
by the discovery of neutrino flavour oscillations [1, 2], the
neutrino absolute mass scale has been an open question.
Neutrinos are less than ∼ 10−6 the mass of the next
lightest elementary particle. A non-zero neutrino mass is
physics Beyond-the-Standard Model, and the relative size
of this mass suggests a novel process for mass generation.
Therefore, measuring the exact mass of the neutrino is of
great scientific interest and has been a subject of intense
experimental and theoretical work.

Massive neutrinos from core-collapse supernovae (CC-
SNe) propagate across an extreme distance before reach-
ing Earth, embedding an energy- and mass-dependent
delay in the signal. This Time-Of-Flight (ToF) effect can
be used to set an upper limit on the absolute neutrino
mass. The idea of using neutrinos from core-collapse su-
pernovae (CCSNe) as a probe of neutrino mass was first
described by Zatsepin [3]. This effect is the delay of a
massive neutrino compared to a massless particle trav-
elling at the speed of light. It is derived from the delay
time between two ultrarelativistic particles (for the gen-
eral formulation see [4–6]). At lowest order, the relation
between the delay ∆t, distance D, neutrino mass mν ,
and neutrino energy Eν , is:

∆t =
D

2c

(
mν

Eν

)2

, (1)
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which can be rewritten in convenient units, where the D
is in units of 10 kpc, which the average distance to the
Galactic centre [7, 8]:

∆t[s] = 0.515

(
mν [eV]

Eν [MeV]

)2

D[10 kpc]. (2)

When neutrinos from core-collapse supernova
SN1987A were detected on Eart, it presented the
first, and only, opportunity to apply ToF techniques.
Kamiokande II detected 12 events [9], IMB detected 8
[10], and 5 events were detected in Baksan [11]. Using
the data from Kamiokande II and IMB, an upper limit
derived of mν < 12.0 eV (90% CL) [12]. Later, this limit
was tightened using a parameterized model of CCSN
neutrino emission and better analysis of backgrounds
(allowing the use of the Baksan events) achieving a limit
of mν < 5.7 eV [13]. This was updated to mν < 5.8 eV
[14] with an improved parameterization and likelihood
analysis.
Beacom et al [7, 8] first pointed out that if a CCSN

evolves into a black hole, a much tighter neutrino mass
limit can be set using the ToF effect. Black hole for-
mation creates an abrupt cutoff in the neutrino signal,
making ToF effects clearer, and leading to an improved
mass sensitivity compared to a different stellar evolu-
tion. Instead of carrying out a fit on the entire neutrino
curve [14], black hole formation allows the consideration
of events only immediately before and after the black hole
formation time, tBH. This limits the systematic uncer-
tainty introduced by the largely experimentally undeter-
mined model for CCSN neutrino emission. Beacom et al
considered a neutrino signal with black hole formation in
the context of the Super-Kamiokande detector [15], de-
riving a sensitivity of 1.8 eV for a canonical CCSN at 10
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kpc distance [7, 8].
Lu et al [16] explored the neutrino mass constraint

from CCSN neutrinos detected with a next-generation
liquid-scintillator detector. In particular, they demon-
strate that in the Jiangmen Underground Neutrino Ob-
servatory (JUNO) [17] it would be possible to set a mass
limit of mν < 0.83 ± 0.24 eV (95% CL), competitive
with current laboratory limits. However, this bound is
obtained without black hole formation. In this work,
we show that if the signal of a black hole-forming core-
collapse supernova is observed in a liquid scintillator de-
tector, the low detection threshold and excellent energy
resolution would allow for a fine-grained analysis of the
potential ToF signature, allowing a model-independent
and competitive constraint on the absolute neutrino mass
to be achieved.

The present paper is structured as follows: Sec. II A is
a short review of the fundamentals of neutrino mass and
existing measurements. Sec. II B is a brief explanation
of CCSNe evolution with the corresponding structure of
the neutrino emission emphasised in Sec. II C. Sec. IID
is a discussion of the target channel (inverse beta decay),
with a short overview of other next-generation neutrino
detectors for similar studies. A description of the simu-
lations and parameterizations used in this study follows
in Sec. III A. Sec. III B develops the approach used to
arrive at an upper mν limit that could be set in case of
non-observation. The resulting neutrino mass sensitivity
is presented in Sec. IVA, with the systematic uncertain-
ties of this technique evaluated in Sec. IVB. The effects
of the detector mass and distance to Earth are quantified
in Sec. IVC and IVD, respectively. Sec. V is devoted to
systematic effects that have the potential to weaken the
derived mass limit, but in practice do not have a large
influence on the derived bound.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Neutrino Mass Measurements

Neutrino flavour oscillations are dependent on the
mass-squared differences, ∆m2

ij = ∆m2
i − ∆m2

j . How-
ever, the sign of the mass difference ∆m31 is not known,
leaving two possible neutrino mass patterns in nature.
The first is ’Normal Ordering’ (NO), where m3 > m2 >
m1, and the second is ’Inverted Ordering’ (IO), where
m2 > m1 > m3 [18].
Although oscillation phenomena are not sensitive to

the absolute scale of neutrino masses, we can set lower
limits on the sum of neutrino mass states,

∑
mν , using

the mass-squared differences. If we set the lightest mass
state to zero, m0 = 0, in Eq. (3) [NO] and Eq. (4) [IO],
we calculate limits of

∑
mν ≳ 0.06 eV and

∑
mν ≳ 0.1

eV, respectively [19].

∑
mν = m0 +

√
m2

0 +∆m2
21 +

√
m2

0 +∆m2
31 (3)

∑
mν = m0 +

√
m2

0 +∆m2
31 +

√
m2

0 +∆m2
31 +∆m2

21

(4)
Cosmological probes including the Cosmic Microwave

Background, Type Ia supernovae, and Baryon Acoustic
Oscillation observations are also sensitive to the sum of
the neutrino mass states, giving an extremely strong up-
per limit,

∑
mν < 0.11 eV (95% CL) [20]. This limit can

be improved to
∑

mν < 0.09 eV (95% CL) in the most
constraining case [21], putting it in a weak tension with
the lower limit for IO. However, these limits are strongly
dependent on cosmological models and therefore other
measurements of the absolute neutrino mass are needed
to corroborate this value [20, 21].
The strongest limit on the neutrino mass from direct

measurements is the results from the KATRIN experi-
ment, which uses the kinematics of tritium β-decays to
derive an upper mass limit for ν̄e of 0.8 eV (90% CL) [22].
KATRIN is projected to be able to achieve a mass limit
approaching 0.2 eV (90% CL) across its full experimental
run [23].
The absolute neutrino mass limit could be further ad-

vanced by the Project 8 experiment, an advanced exper-
imental program also targeting tritium β-decays with a
new spectroscopy method based on cyclotron radiation.
The projected final sensitivity of Project 8 is 0.04 eV [24].

B. Black Hole-Forming Core-Collapse Supernovae

When a massive star (mass ≳ 8M⊙, where M⊙ is the
solar mass) exhausts its nuclear fuel, its core collapses
producing a neutron star or black hole. Considering his-
torical supernovae, the rate of Galactic supernova can be
calculated to be R = 3.2+7.3

−2.6 (century)−1 [25], but could

also be as low as R = 1.63 ± 0.46 (century)−1 from a
conservative, combined analysis [26].
The fraction of massive stars that end their life as a

black hole compared to a neutron star is known as fBH.
This quantity is not theoretically well-known, with esti-
mates in the region fBH ≲ 0.30–0.35 [27]. Observational
surveys with the Large Binocular Telescope give a value
of fBH = 0.16+0.23

−0.12 (90% CL) with 11 years of data [28].
In this section, we will briefly describe the stages of

core-collapse, and then go into detail on the resulting
neutrino flux (for detailed reviews of the CCSN evolution,
see [29–31]).
a. Pre-Explosion The chain of nuclear fusion has re-

sulted in an iron core surrounded by layers of successively
lighter elements (’onion-shell’ structure) [29–31].
b. Core-collapse and -bounce The outer core col-

lapses supersonically, and the inner collapses subsonically
[31]. As the core density increases, neutrinos become
trapped. The inner core rebounds against the infalling
outer core [30], and a shock wave forms at the interface.
c. Shock propagation and stall The shock propa-

gates through the surrounding material [31]. Electron
neutrinos produced by electron capture on free protons,
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e− + p → νe + n, are suddenly free, causing the ’neu-
tronization’ burst in the νe neutrino signal [29–31]. The
shock continues to lose energy with it eventually stalling
[31–33].

d. Accretion and neutrino heating The dense core
reaches approximate hydrostatic equilibrium with the
surroundings [32] with matter accreting onto the shock
front [29]. Large-scale, non-radial instabilities such as
standing accretion-shock instability (SASI) can develop
[34], where the shock front undergoes a violent sloshing
and spiral oscillation, mixing the material underneath
and leading to mass asymmetry [31, 33].

e. Black hole formation In the scenario relevant for
this work, the explosion is not successful, and matter
continues to accrete onto the ’proto-neutron star’ until it
collapses into a black hole.

C. Expected Neutrino Signal
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FIG. 1. The neutrino luminosity for νe (black), ν̄e (blue),
and νx (red). Where vx represents the other flavours (νµ,
ν̄µ, ντ , ν̄τ ) which are predicted to act almost identically in
the context of core-collapse. Model (s40) from [33], accessed
through the Garching CCSN Archive [35].

The expected neutrino emission begins at core-bounce,
with ’time’ in the CCSN simulations meaning the post-
bounce time, tpb [32]. The sharp peak in νe luminosity
in Fig. 1 is the neutronization burst. Next, we expect
a large, quasistationary flux in the accretion phase, with
the potential for SASI to cause noticeable modulations
in the flux corresponding to the SASI frequency. Finally,
black hole formation during the accretion phase abruptly
truncates the neutrino signal at tBH [32, 33]. Black hole
formation, the neutronization burst, and even SASI mod-
ulations could be effective targets for ToF analyses.

If no black hole formed, a successful explosion would
be followed by a cooling phase (see [31]). The cooling

phase would constitute the majority of the ν signal [32]
in this case.

D. Detection for ToF studies

In liquid scintillator and water detectors, electron an-
tineutrinos, ν̄e, participate in inverse beta decay (IBD)
on free protons,

ν̄e + p → e+ + n,

which is the dominant detection channel. It provides
both the largest statistics (O(103)) for next-generation
liquid scintillator and water Cherenkov detectors [15] for
a canonical CCSN at 10 kpc. Crucially for this study,
IBD provides a direct relation between the neutrino and
positron energy of the prompt signal. The delayed cap-
ture of the neutron on H (or Gd [36]) can be used
to remove potential backgrounds from elastic neutrino-
electron scattering and other interaction channels. For a
review of the various channels and detectors for CCSN
neutrinos, see [32].
Super-K (Super-Kamiokande) and its planned succes-

sor experiment Hyper-K (Hyper-Kamiokande) [37] are
Cherenkov detectors with fiducial volumes of 22.5 and
187 kt of ultrapure water, respectively. Beacom et al de-
rive an upper limit of mν < 1.8eV considering the IBD
channel in the Super-K detector [7, 8]. As the mass limit

scales with detector mass as mlim ∼ M
−1/2
D , we comment

that the result of 1.8 eV in Super-K from Beacom et al
can be trivially scaled for Hyper-K–giving a mass limit
of ∼ 0.6 eV for a detector ∼ 8 times larger.
In the present study, we focus on JUNO, the Jiangmen

Underground Neutrino Observatory, a liquid scintillator
detector situated southwest of Kaiping city in Guang-
dong province in southern China [17]. JUNO has a fidu-
cial mass of 20 kt and has 17,612 20-inch PMTs. The
detector is currently under construction and is projected
to begin data taking in 2024 [38].
While JUNO will provide similar statistics in the IBD

channel to Super-K, JUNO has a better energy resolu-
tion δE/E ∼ 3%/

√
E(MeV) and an exceptional energy

threshold of 0.2 MeV [17]. As the ToF effect, ∆t ∝ 1

E
2

(Eq. 2), is most pronounced at lower energies, we expect
JUNO to be substantially more sensitive to neutrino mass
than Super-K.
We also consider THEIA-100, a proposed 100 kt de-

tector containing water-based liquid scintillator (WbLS)
[39]. By doping ultrapure water with liquid scintillator, it
is possible to achieve a balance between Cherenkov light
which allows impressive directional resolution, and scin-
tillation light which gives excellent energy resolution. In
[40], it has been shown that WbLS with 5% organic load-
ing would be sufficient to achieve an MeV-level threshold.
Given the large target mass of THEIA-100, we expect an
extremely tight limit to be set on the neutrino mass, ex-
ceeding the projected final sensitivity of KATRIN.
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III. METHODS

A. Simulated Supernova Models

The sharp cutoff of the neutrino signal by black hole
formation is largely model-independent and therefore
provides an excellent feature to search for a mass-induced
ToF delay. We use three-dimensional black hole-forming
CCSN simulations to generate realistic IBD spectra and
statistics, but the general analysis approach does not de-
pend on the models used.

The two non-rotating black hole-forming models s40
[41] and u75 [42] originate from progenitors of mass
40M⊙ and 75M⊙, respectively. According to the com-
mon notation of CCSN simulations, the prefix ’s’ denotes
solar metallicity (Z⊙ ∼ 0.0134) and the prefix ’u’ de-

notes ultra-low metallicity (Z ∼ 10−4Z⊙) (additionally
the prefix ’z’ denotes zero metallicity) [27].

The models s40 and u75 are realised in three-
dimensional hydrodynamical simulations with three neu-
trino flavours (νe , ν̄e, and νx) [33]. The simulations were
carried out with PROMETHEUS-VERTEX code [43] which
approximates general relativity effects with a modified
Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff potential [44]. Further de-
tails of the simulation can be found in [33].

Access to these models is possible with the Garching
CCSN Archive [35]. The neutrino data is given in the
parameters of neutrino luminosity, L, mean energy ⟨E⟩,
and second moment of energy, ⟨E2⟩, for each time-step
and flavour. The pinching factor, α, which is a measure
of the spectral pinching (with α = 2 being a Maxwell-
Boltzmann spectrum), can be calculated using [45]:

⟨E2⟩
⟨E⟩2

=
2 + α

1 + α
. (5)

The (normalized) pinched-thermal functional form [18,
46] can be used to construct the neutrino flux informa-
tion, ϕ(E), for each flavour:

Φ0(E) =
(

L
⟨E⟩

)
(α+1)

(α+1)

Γ(α+1)

(
E
⟨E⟩

)α

exp
(
− (α+1)E

⟨E⟩

)
. (6)

The Mikheyev-Smirnov-Wolfenstein (MSW) effect oc-
curs at the outer envelope, due to the supernova density
profile and resonant flavour conversions [47–51]. Assum-
ing adiabatic transitions, this can be written in the form
[52] for NO:

Φνe
= Φ0

νe
, (7a)

Φν̄e
= Φ0

ν̄e
cos2 θ12 +Φ0

νx
sin2 θ12, (7b)

Φνx
= Φ0

νx

2+cos
2
θ12

4 +Φ0
νe

1
4 +Φ0

ν̄e

sin
2
θ12

4 (7c)

and for IO we have:

Φνe
= Φ0

νe
sin2 θ12 +Φ0

νx
cos2 θ12, (8a)

Φν̄e
= Φ0

νx
, (8b)

Φνx
= Φ0

νx

2+sin
2
θ12

4 +Φ0
ν̄e

1
4 +Φ0

νe
cos

2
θ12

4 , (8c)

where θ12 is the solar mixing angle, which is taken to
be 33.45+0.77

−0.75
◦ [53].

The event rate is calculated for the canonical distance
to a galactic supernova, D = 10 kpc. For JUNO, we
use the number of free protons in the detector, Np =

1.5× 1033, and the IBD cross-section, σIBD [54].

d2N

dEdt
= Np

1

4πD2Φν̄e
σIBD, (9)

where input variables and smearing effects have been
dropped for simplicity. The nominal JUNO energy res-
olution and threshold have been used when calculating
energy smearing [17]. Note that in this case energy is the
detected positron energy E

e
+ = Eν − 1.293 MeV.

For s40 we expect ∼ 7000 IBD events in JUNO, with
∼ 4000 events for u75. Although s40 has a lower flux rate
at tBH compared to u75, the integrated event number is
higher because the black hole forms at a later time (∼
570 ms post-bounce for s40, and ∼ 250 ms post-bounce
for u75).
As part of this study, we used the supernova neutrino

package SNOwGLoBES [55], which includes multiple detec-
tor configurations and detection channels and can be used
to approximate the fluxes, mixing effects, and expected
event rates.
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FIG. 2. Detected IBD (ν̄e) spectrum in JUNO as a func-
tion of energy and time, with colours representing normal-
ized number of neutrino events. A projection of the energy-
integrated event profile is included. Black hole formation with
a massless neutrino ensures no ToF delay, producing the sharp
cutoff of events at tBH ∼ 570 ms. See text for more informa-
tion.
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Fig. 2 is a 2D plot of the detected IBD (ν̄e) event
spectrum in JUNO to highlight the energy-time structure
of the signal. A projection is given at the top of the plot
to show the classic energy-integrated event profile. For all
of the following plots we use model s40 from [33] accessed
from the Garching CCSN Archive [35], with the canonical
distance from Earth (10 kpc) and normal neutrino mass
ordering (NO), unless stated otherwise.

B. Statistical Procedure

In this paper, we use the numerical method in [16]
as a guide. In this work, Lu et al also constrain the
absolute neutrino mass using CCSN neutrinos detected in
JUNO, but without black hole formation. Their method
involves a parameterization of neutrino emission [56] with
eight parameters: one for the absolute start time, one for
the early or ’rising’ time, three for the accretion phase,
and three for the cooling phase. The method in [16]
fits all eight parameters to artificial data with varying
neutrino mass delays, and performs a likelihood analysis
to derive an upper limit of the absolute neutrino mass.
This provides a model-dependent bound of 0.83 ± 0.24
eV (95% CL) for NO.

However, black hole formation allows a great simpli-
fication of this analysis, and ensures the mass limit is
largely independent of the supernova model. Since the
black hole forms during the accretion phase, the neutrino
flux and spectrum can be assumed as quasistationary for
a time period of several 10 ms before tBH. In our analy-
sis, we use a period of 75 ms before black hole formation
to extract the spectral shape and rate of neutrino signal
prior to its cutoff. This fitted region is presented in Fig.
3. While our fit procedure assumes the fit to be station-
ary, flux and energy are expected to vary considerably
to effects such as SASI oscillations. Our fit window is
chosen sufficiently long to average out these effects.

For this period, we create artificial data sets with a uni-
form spectra using the pinched-thermal functional form
in Eq. (6). We then induce a ToF delay in the artificial
data sets consistent with absolute neutrino masses from
0.0 − 1.5 eV in steps of 0.025 eV. A binned likelihood
function with Poisson statistics is used to compare the
data from the simulation and the artificial data set to
derive a median sensitivity. For each neutrino mass step,
we calculate the ∆χ2 with 4 free parameters: the time
of black hole formation tBH (to mitigate the effect of tBH

being wrongly characterised), the pinching parameter, α,
the mean energy, ⟨E⟩, and the normalisation, N .

IV. RESULTS

A. Constraint

To derive limits for the mν sensitivity, we apply the
technique outlined in Sec. III B to the model signal spec-
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FIG. 3. Fitted region of detected IBD (ν̄e) spectrum in
JUNO as a function of energy and time, with colours repre-
senting normalized number of neutrino events. A projection
of the energy-integrated event profile is included. Black hole
formation and ToF delay corresponds to a 1.0 eV neutrino
mass. See text for more information.

tra discussed in Sec. III A. For this, we investigate two
progenitor models (s40 and u75), both possible neutrino
mass orderings in nature (NO and IO), as well as dif-
ferent assumptions for visibility of SASI in the signal.
We present both a mass limit from where the neutrino
emission has been spherically averaged (Fig. 2 and 3),
and from the specific observer direction corresponding to
the highest number of events (denoted ’Direction 1’ for
s40 and the ’Strong Modulations’ direction for u75). The
specific observer direction and spherically averaged cases
are compared in Fig. 4 for model s40. A 2D energy-time
plot of neutrino events for the observer direction is pre-
sented in Fig. 5 to be contrasted with the spherically
averaged case in Fig. 2.

The signals from the specific observer directions have
the imprint of violent SASI activity. By also obtaining a
mass limit from these signals we highlight the robustness
of this method. As our constant fit averages over several
oscillations we expect that SASI will not influence our
neutrino mass sensitivity.
We try different SASI realizations but always obtain

very similar mass limits because our constant fit averages
over several oscillations. Hence, SASI is not expected to
affect our neutrino mass sensitivity.
Fig. 4 also shows the effect of the adiabatic MSW effect

for NO and IO. This effect lowers the ν̄e flux, with the IO
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FIG. 4. Electron antineutrino (ν̄e) flux for ’Direction 1’
and the spherically averaged case for 1) no mixing, 2) normal
ordering (NO) and 3) inverted ordering (IO). Model s40 [33]
accessed from [35].

having the larger decrease when compared to NO. The
plot of luminosities (Fig. 1) shows in the accretion phase

Φ0
νe
≈ Φ0

ν̄e
> Φ0

x. Equations (7b) and (8b) show that ν̄e is
a full swap with νx for IO, and a superposition of νe and
νx for NO, explaining the discrepancy in Fig. 4. This
reduction in the total IBD events for IO results in a less
restrictive mass limit compared to NO. Conversely, for νe
in DUNE for example, the relevant equations would be
(7a) and (8a), and IO would ensure a tighter constraint
than NO.

TABLE I. Calculated upper limit for mν at 95% CL for the
two spherically averaged models and possible mass orderings.
All values in eV.

Mass Ordering 40M⊙ model 75M⊙ model

NO 0.40 0.32
IO 0.45 0.35

Exact upper limits in Table I are derived using the
method described in the previous section (in Sec. IIIB);

producing a ∆χ2 curve and then requiring ∆χ2 > 3.84
for 95% CL, using the ∆χ2 distribution with one degree
of freedom. It should be noted we do not follow the more
complex procedure from [16] where the deviation from

the true ∆χ2 distribution is investigated which means
that we are placing a slightly less stringent limit as would
be the case in the more accurate treatment.

Model u75 provides a tighter constraint of 0.32 eV com-
pared to 0.40 eV for s40 (for NO), as it has a higher event
rate in the detector immediately before black hole forma-
tion. Note that progenitor mass and neutrino luminosity
are not related in a simple way. The neutrino output is
dependent on many interrelated factors including metal-

100 200 300 400 500 600

Time (ms)

20

40

60

80

100

En
er

gy
 (M

eV
)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

FIG. 5. Plot of Direction 1 to be compared with the spheri-
cally averaged plot (Fig. 2). Detected IBD (ν̄e) spectrum in
JUNO as a function of energy and time, with a projection of
events in time. Normalized neutrino events are represented
by colours. Black hole formation with a massless neutrino
ensures no ToF delay.

licity, stellar structure, mass accretion rate, and other
complexities in the stellar evolution. These factors and
their effect on the post-bounce dynamics can be encap-
sulated by a parameter called ’compactness’ [27] which
has been shown to correlate with neutrino emission in 1D
[57].

TABLE II. Relative differences in mν upper limit for the spe-
cific direction compared to the spherically averaged case at
95% CL.

Mass Ordering 40M⊙ model 75M⊙ model

NO -2.9% 0.1%
IO -1.5% 0.3%

Table II shows the effect of modulations on the derived
neutrino mass limit. The model s40 has a larger relative
difference in mass bound between modulated and average
signal of -2.9% compared to 0.1% for u75 (for NO). We
expect this result as the model s40 has a significantly
stronger SASI oscillation in the signal. For s40, the SASI
oscillation lowers the limit, and for u75, modulations in
the signal increase the mass bound, but it is clear the
magnitude of this effect on the derived limit is small.
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FIG. 6. Histogram of the mass sensitivity at 95% CL with
1000 pseudo-experiments simulated using the s40 model with
NO as the representative ’Asimov’ dataset [58, 59].

B. Statistical Uncertainties from Bootstrapping

The exact limit on mν will be dependent on the sta-
tistical fluctuations in the signal. Here, we quantify
the level to which the upper limit on mν is affected by
these fluctuations by performing a statistical bootstrap.
The spherically averaged s40 model with NO is chosen
as a representative case. The event rate for the model
is used as a ’true’ distribution from which 1000 simu-
lated pseudo-experiments (toy MC) are produced. A his-
togram is generated from the calculated neutrino mass
limit for each pseudo-experiment (Fig. 6). The median
value of this dataset is 0.39 eV, which is approximately
equal to the bound of 0.40 eV derived in the previous
section. Uncertainty can then be estimated by consider-
ing 1σ statistics around the median, leading to a result
of 0.39+0.06

−0.01 eV for a 95% CL bound (see Fig. 6). This
distribution is clearly asymmetric with a maximum of
0.96 eV. Therefore, the uncertainty is also asymmetric,
showing that statistical fluctuations could have a large
effect on the derived limit.

C. Detector Mass

In the rest of this work, we consider neutrinos being
detected in the liquid scintillator detector JUNO, which
currently under construction in southern China and is
the most promising LS observatory in the imminent fu-
ture. However, there are many other liquid scintillator
detectors that would be suitable for a study of this type,
from the past, the present and from proposals, such as
Borexino [60], SNO+ [61], and LENA [62].

Along with JUNO, we select two representative detec-
tor setups to cover a range of relevant liquid scintillator
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FIG. 7. The mass sensitivity of the black hole-forming CCSN
at 95% CL is shown for a range of detector masses. This range
is chosen to include KamLAND, JUNO and THEIA(-100).
The theoretical expectation scaled from the JUNO limit with
Eq. (10) is a good fit for the other detectors.

target masses. We select a 1 kt detector setup which
we label ”KamLAND” and corresponds to the capabil-
ities of KamLAND-Zen [63, 64] and SNO+. We also
consider a 100 kt setup which we call ”THEIA” corre-
sponding to THEIA-100 [39]. In our setup, where we do
not consider realistic detector efficiencies and response,
the effect of different energy resolutions was found to
have a negligible impact the ν mass limit derived. There-
fore, we use the JUNO value of 3%/

√
E(MeV) instead of

6.5%/
√

E(MeV) and ∼ 7%/
√
E(MeV) for KamLAND

[65] and THEIA, respectively. For CCSN without black
hole formation, the mass limit scales with detector mass

as mlim ∼ M
−1/4
D . With the sharp cutoff induced by the

formation of a black hole, Beacom et al [7, 8] show that
the derived mass limit instead goes with

mlim ∼ (LBHMD)
−1/2

. (10)

In Fig. 7, we show the KamLAND mass limit to be 1.99
eV for a 95% CL bound compared to a limit of 0.40 eV for
JUNO. To directly compare this to the limit from Bea-
com et al, we have to account for both detector mass,
MD, and neutrino luminosity per flavour at the cutoff,
LBH (Eq. 10). In [7, 8], the LBH is 1052 erg/s, which is
∼ 1 order of magnitude smaller than the neutrino lumi-
nosity in Fig. 1. Therefore, the limit derived by Beacom
et al can be rescaled to 0.57 eV showing that the analy-
sis technique enabled by liquid scintillator detectors is a
∼ 30% improvement. For THEIA, we derive a neutrino
mass constraint of 0.16 eV, which is below the projected
final sensitivity for the KATRIN experiment of 0.2 eV.
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D. Distance from Earth

In the earlier sections, we assume the canonical dis-
tance of a CCSN from Earth of 10 kpc, which is slightly
farther than the average distance to the galactic centre
[66]. However, it is possible that the next detected CCSN
could occur anywhere in the Galaxy and its satellites.
SN1987A was determined to be in the Large Magellanic
Cloud (LMC), ∼ 50 kpc from Earth [56]. In the simu-
lation paper for the s40 and u75 models [33], it is sug-
gested that the neutrino signal from these models would
even be detectable at a few sigma significance from near-
neighbour galaxies [33]. However, it is not expected that
there would be mass sensitivity at this distance due to a
lack of statistics.

In this section, we quantify the effect of distance on
the neutrino mass constraint. The distance, D, has two
effects on the neutrino emisssion: 1) the ToF delay scales
with ∝ D, and 2) the flux rate scales with ∝ 1

D
2 .

For CCSN without black hole-formation, the mass
limit is independent of the distance from Earth, D. With
the sharp cutoff, Beacom et al [7, 8] show that the derived
mass limit instead goes with

mlim ∼ D1/2. (11)

The distance from Earth in Fig. 8 ranges from 0.2 to
50 kpc. The distance to SN1987A is 50 kpc, where mass
sensitivity at 95% CL is ∼ 1 eV, larger than the current
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FIG. 8. The mass sensitivity of the black hole-forming CCSN
at 95% CL is shown from 0.2-50 kpc. This range is chosen
because it is the distance from Betelgeuse to the LMC, where
it is thought SN1987A originated. The purple crosses de-
note the classic scenario with four free parameters, (formation
time, tBH; pinching parameter, α; mean energy, ⟨E⟩; and the
normalisation, N ). The maroon crosses are generated by fix-
ing the black hole formation time, and leaving the other three
parameters free. The theoretical expectations scaled from the
10 kpc limit in each scenario are the blue and orange lines.

direct experimental limit of 0.8 eV. The distribution of
Galactic supernovae is within a narrow band, with 10%
of SNe within 5 kpc and 90% within 15 kpc [67]. A
limit rivalling KATRIN’s projected sensitivity of of 0.2
eV (90% CL) [23] could be obtained for our CCSN model
(s40) less than ∼ 5 kpc from Earth.

Although there are several CCSN candidates within
0.1-1 kpc, these events are rare. There are at least six
supernova candidate stars < 0.3 kpc from Earth, includ-
ing Betelgeuse in the Orion constellation at a distance of
∼ 0.2 kpc [68]. In Fig. 8, we show that for our model
(s40) located 0.2 kpc from Earth, we derive a mass limit
of 0.06 eV. However, for very near-Earth supernova, there
is a concern about the possibility of data loss as this
extremely large rate could overload the data-acquisition
systems [32]. Note that the data-acquisition system of
JUNO will be designed to accommodate this possibility.

The orange curve in Fig. 8 is the relationship between
the distance from Earth and neutrino mass limit expected
from Eq. (11). The neutrino mass limits derived for dif-
ferent distances (the maroon crosses) follow this trend
if the black hole-formation time is fixed. However, if
the black hole-formation time allowed to be a free pa-
rameter, as in the rest of this work, we find significant
deviation from the theoretical expectation (blue curve)
and the mass limits (purple crosses). This is because
the relationship between the cutoff time, normalisation,
and distance from Earth is not captured by Eq. (11).
This also exemplifies the importance of properly identi-
fying the black hole formation time, which relies on the
laudable timing resolution of LS detectors.

V. DISCUSSION

During the analysis, we have neglected certain
’higher-order’ effects that could potentially alter the
mass sensitivity. In this section, we attempt to quantify
these effects, including Earth-matter effects, non-radial
neutrino emission, and neutrino echoes.

a. Earth-matter effects As neutrinos travel through
the Earth on their journey to a detector, they undergo
the MSW effect. In this work, we took the most opti-
mistic case, where the CCSN is in the same hemisphere
as JUNO, and Earth-matter effects are not relevant.
However, if Earth-matter effects are relevant they would
cause a slight oscillation in the ν̄e energy spectrum for
NO and would have no effect for IO [18, 69]. Of all
current or near-future detectors, it is proposed that
JUNO, as a liquid scintillator detector with excellent
energy resolution, is best poised to disentangle this effect
[70]. We can safely neglect this effect, as although it
may cause a small oscillation in the neutrino spectrum,
we have shown this technique is robust against even
violent SASI oscillations.
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b. Rotation and non-radial neutrino emission In
this work, we have only considered non-rotating models.
It is conjectured that rotation would alter the flavour
conversion and broaden the peaks of SASI activity [71],
although it is not expected that rotation would have a
large effect on the mass sensitivity alone, it is important
to consider rotation in combination with non-radial
neutrino emission. In a simple picture, where neutrinos
are emitted only radially from a non-rotating CCSN
that undergoes black hole formation, the neutrinos
either would not escape the expanding event horizon
or continue on their radial trajectories. However, in a
more realistic model neutrinos will be emitted in all
directions at tBH. As a consequence, some neutrinos
will be trapped spiralling out in unstable circular orbits
before escaping the gravitational field. The additional
path length in case of this non-radial emission could
soften the neutrino cutoff and therefore, introduce a
tail of events similar to the mass-induced ToF effect.
For non-rotating systems, the number of trailing events
after the cutoff can be estimated to 0.7 events in JUNO,
which is negligible compared to the ToF effect [72].
However, for strongly rotating models, it is thought that
this effect is much more important, and altering the size
and the shape of the tail after black hole formation [72].
Although the strongly rotating case is thought to be
rare, this effect makes it important to characterize the
energy-dependence of the cutoff, leveraging the unique
low-energy signature of ToF delay.

c. Neutrino Echoes Neutrino echoes are neutrinos
emitted just before black hole formation which scatter
on infalling material on their journey to Earth, thus be-
ing delayed [73]. If this effect is present on the scale
predicted in [73] then in JUNO we expect ∼ 5 events
after tBH from neutrino echoes. However, as coherent
scattering has a strong energy dependence, it is thought
that these delayed neutrinos will mostly appear at ener-
gies higher than the mass-delayed neutrinos, making this
effect easier to identify. To assess the effect of a neutrino
echoes on the derived mass limit, we use the neutrino
echo data from Gullin et al [73], which uses the same
solar-metallicity 40M⊙ progenitor (s40) [41] evolved with
GR1D code [74, 75] instead of PROMETHEUS-VERTEX code.
First, we introduce a neutrino mass delay into a signal
with a neutrino echo, and then we compare this to a
signal without a neutrino echo. Specifically, by carrying
out a log-likelihood fit similar to the one described in
Sec. IIIB, although a neutrino echo can ’fake’ a larger
neutrino mass delay, it has a noticeably larger absolute
χ2, showing that this feature is distinguishable. Further
studies are needed to derive a mass limit in the pres-
ence of a neutrino echo. We speculate that developing a
more sophisticated fit which additional parameters to ap-
proximate the neutrino echo could break any degeneracy
between these effects.

Based on this survey of possible effects superimposed
on the ToF signature, we conclude that they are subdom-

inant effects that can either be neglected or recognized
and potentially included in the mν analysis. This cor-
roborates that the characteristic energy-dependent delay
beyond the sharp neutrino cutoff is a well-recognizable
signature that can be exploited to set a tight neutrino
mass limit with only a minimum of assumptions on the
original neutrino signal required.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have derived a mass sensitivity of
0.39+0.06

−0.01 eV for a 95% CL bound using neutrinos from
a black hole-forming core-collapse supernova detected in
a JUNO-like detector. This limit is tighter than the cur-
rent constraint of 0.8 eV (90% CL) from KATRIN [22].
We have also shown that for a nearby or more luminous
CCSN, this limit could be competitive with the target
limit from KATRIN of 0.2 eV (90% CL) [23], and with
THEIA-100, this limit could be far exceeded. At the very
least, a high-statistics observation of this event would al-
low a model-independent limit to be set on this value.
We have shown in this paper that the combination of

a ToF analysis and liquid scintillator detectors has ex-
ceptional potential, but it is not unique. For instance, a
similar analysis with CC argon reactions in DUNE [76]
could derive a limit on the νe mass using exactly the
prescription detailed in this work. Complimentary anal-
yses across many detectors and locations could tighten
the ν mass limit even further. We are excited by the
ever-growing supernova community [77, 78]. With some
luck, JUNO and other next-generation detectors will be
running when neutrinos from the next core-collapse su-
pernova reach Earth, and we can use these cosmic mes-
sengers to test the huge theoretical and experimental ad-
vances we have made since SN1987A.
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Appendix A: Other Channels

A complimentary study for electron neutrinos, νe ,
could be performed in the Deep Underground Neutrino
Experiment (DUNE), is a liquid argon time-projection
chamber with a fiducial mass of 40kt [79]. The main
detection channel on argon is the charged-current (CC)
reaction with νe ,

νe +
40Ar → e− + 40K∗.

This νe sensitivity is unique to DUNE, and will al-
low a detailed look at the neutronization burst of the
CCSN neutrino curve [76]. The complimentary analysis
in DUNE could use the neutronization burst as a simi-
larly clear signature as black hole formation to carry out
a ToF analysis.

Although it is less suitable for studies involving ToF
effects, JUNO presents a unique opportunity to detect
νx from CCSN. Proton-elastic scattering ν + p → ν + p
is a neutral-current interaction only available to low-
threshold scintillator detectors [80], giving JUNO an-
other perspective on the engine of core-collapse.
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