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ABSTRACT
SN 2023ixf is one of the most well-observed core-collapse supernova in recent decades, yet there is

inconsistency in the inferred zero-age-main-sequence (ZAMS) mass MZAMS of its progenitor. Direct
observations of the pre-SN red supergiant (RSG) estimate MZAMS spanning widely from 11 to 18M⊙.
Additional constraints, including host environment and the pulsation of its progenitor RSG, suggest
a massive progenitor with MZAMS > 17M⊙. However, the analysis of the properties of supernova,
from light curve modeling to late phase spectroscopy, favor a relatively low mass scenario (MZAMS

< 15M⊙). In this work, we conduct systematic analysis of SN 2023ixf, from the RSG progenitor,
plateau phase light curve to late phase spectroscopy. Using MESA+STELLA to simulate the RSG pro-
genitor and their explosions, we find that, despite the zero-age-main-sequence (ZAMS) mass of the
RSG models being varied from 12.0 to 17.5M⊙, they can produce light curves that well match with
SN 2023ixf if the hydrogen envelope mass and the explosion energy are allowed to vary. Using late
phase spectroscopy as independent measurement, the oxygen emission line [O I] suggests the ZAMS
is intermediate massive (∼ 16.0M⊙), and the relatively weak Hα emission line indicates the hydrogen
envelope has been partially removed before the explosion. By incorporating the velocity structure
derived from the light curve modeling into an axisymmetric model, we successfully generated [O I]
line profiles that are consistent with the [O I] line observed in late phase spectroscopy of SN 2023ixf.
Bringing these analyses together, we conclude that SN 2023ixf is the aspherical explosion of an in-
termediate massive star (MZAMS = 15 - 16M⊙) with the hydrogen envelope being partially stripped to
4 - 5M⊙ prior to its explosion.

1. INTRODUCTION

SN 2023ixf is a type II supernova (SN II) discovered
in the nearby galaxy M101 on May 19, 2023. After
its discovery by Itagaki (2023), SN 2023ixf attracted
the attention of the community, and extensive observa-
tions were being conducted, including photometry and
spectroscopy covering ultraviolet (UV), optical, to in-
frared (IR) bands. The explosion site is also observed
by Hubble Space Telescope (HST ), Spitzer Space Tele-
scope, and ground-based telescopes. These observations

confirm that the progenitor of SN 2023ixf is a dusty red
supergiant (RSG), surrounded by confined circumstel-
lar medium (CSM) (Berger et al. 2023; Bostroem et al.
2023; Chandra et al. 2023; Dong et al. 2023; Grefenstette
et al. 2023; Hiramatsu et al. 2023; Hosseinzadeh et al.
2023; Jacobson-Galán et al. 2023; Kilpatrick et al. 2023;
Mereminskiy et al. 2023; Panjkov et al. 2023; Smith et
al. 2023; Teja et al. 2023; Yamanaka et al. 2023; Mar-
tinez et al. 2024; Neustadt et al. 2024).

Being one of the most well-observed SN II, SN 2023ixf
holds significant potential for testing modern theories of

ar
X

iv
:2

40
9.

03
54

0v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 5
 S

ep
 2

02
4

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1161-9592
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1169-1954
http://orcid.org/0009-0000-6303-4169
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2611-7269
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2611-7269
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7251-8368
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1132-1366
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0123-0062
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9350-6793


2 Fang et al.

stellar evolution and core-collapse. For this purpose, it
is important to accurately measure the zero-age-main-
sequence (ZAMS) mass of its progenitor. However, the
estimated MZAMS using different methods are inconsis-
tent. Imaging of the progenitor prior to the explosion
is one of the most direct method to estimate MZAMS,
while the estimations based on different assumptions on
the properties of the dust and the models differ signif-
icantly: 11± 2M⊙ (Kilpatrick et al. 2023); 12 - 14M⊙
(Van Dyk et al. 2024); 16.2 - 17.4M⊙ (Niu et al. 2023);
17± 4M⊙ (Jencson et al. 2023); 18.1+0.7

−1.4 M⊙ (Qin et al.
2023). The monitoring of the 2023ixf progenitor with
Spitzer Space Telescope and ground-based telescopes
reveal mid-IR variability with a period of ∼ 1000 days.
Making use of the period-luminosity relation of RSG in
M31 (Soraisam et al. 2018), Soraisam et al. 2023 esti-
mate MZAMS to be 20± 4M⊙. Further, the analysis of
the stellar population in the vicinity of the explosion
site favor massive progenitor, from 16.2∼ 17.4M⊙ (Niu
et al. 2023) to around 22M⊙ (Liu et al. 2023).

Hydrodynamic and radiative transfer modeling of the
expelled material (ejecta) after the explosion is an-
other useful way to constrain the properties of the pro-
genitor. Bersten et al. (2024) shows that the plateau
phase light curve can be well-fitted by the model with
MZAMS = 12M⊙ and explosion energy E = 1.2× 1051 erg
(hereafter we refer 1.0× 1051 erg as 1.0 foe). Progen-
itor model with MZAMS = 15M⊙ cannot provide the
right plateau duration and magnitude at the same time.
Moriya & Singh (2024) and Singh et al. (2024) em-
ploy the RSG models from Sukhbold et al. (2016),
and they also find the model with MZAMS = 10M⊙ and
E = 2.0 foe best matches the light curve. The late-phase
(nebular) spectroscopy, derived at 250 days after explo-
sion, supports the relatively low mass scenario: when the
ejecta becomes transparent, the spectroscopy is domi-
nated by forbidden emission lines. Among them, the
[O I] line can be used to measure the oxygen mass in
the ejecta and constrain MZAMS (Fransson & Cheva-
lier 1989; Jerkstrand et al. 2012, 2014; Fang et al. 2019;
Hiramatsu et al. 2021; Fang et al. 2022). Ferrari et al.
(2024) found that the oxygen yield of SN 2023ixf is more
consistent with MZAMS = 12 - 15M⊙.

Table 1 summarizes the inferred ZAMS mass of the
progenitor of SN 2023ixf from different representative
studies.

In this work, we aim to solve the inconsistency seen in
pre-SN images, light curve modeling and nebular spec-
troscopy by bringing the uncertainty of pre-SN mass-
loss into consideration. In §2, we construct RSG models
that have the same Teff and L as pre-SN images from
Kilpatrick et al. (2023), Van Dyk et al. (2024) and Qin

Method MZAMS (M⊙) References

Host environment 17∼ 19 Niu et al. (2023)
∼ 22 Liu et al. (2023)

11± 2 Kilpatrick et al. (2023)
17± 4 Jencson et al. (2023)

pre-SN images 16.2∼ 17.4 Niu et al. (2023)
18.1+0.7

−1.4 Qin et al. (2023)
12∼ 14 Van Dyk et al. (2024)

Pulsation 20± 4 Soraisam et al. (2023)
17∼ 21 Hsu et al. (2024)

12 Bersten et al. (2024)
Light curve 10 Moriya & Singh (2024)

10 Singh et al. (2024)
Nebular spectroscopy < 15 Ferrari et al. (2024)

Table 1. Inferred ZAMS mass of the progenitor of SN 2023ixf in
the literature.

et al. (2023) using MESA. The hydrogen-rich envelope
of these RSG models are then artificially removed to
mimic binary interaction or late stellar activities that
may induce strong mass-loss. The partial removal of the
hydrogen-rich envelope hardly change their positions on
the Hertzsprung -Russell diagram (HRD) but can sig-
nificantly affect the resulting light curves. The progeni-
tor models are then used as the input of MESA+STELLA
to trigger SNe explosions and the radiative transfer
modeling of the light curves. In §3, the model light
curves are compared with the observational data of
SN 2023ixf, which reveals that, progenitor models with
MZAMS larger than 15M⊙ can produce light curves
that closely match with observation if their hydrogen-
rich envelopes are partially removed to ∼ 4M⊙. Light
curve modeling therefore cannot constrain MZAMS with-
out knowing the amount of the hydrogen-rich envelope.
In §4, we use nebular spectroscopy as an independent
constraint on MZAMS. By taking γ-photon leakage into
consideration, we find evidence for intermediate mas-
sive star (MZAMS ∼ 16M⊙) and small hydrogen-rich en-
velope mass (MHenv ⪅ 5M⊙). The double-peaked [O I]
can be interpreted as an axisymmetric explosion. The
conclusion is left to §5.

2. NUMERICAL SETUP

We use the one-dimensional stellar evolution code,
Modules for Experiments in Stellar Astrophysics (MESA,
Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019; Jermyn et
al. 2023), version r23.05.1, to simulate progenitor mod-
els with varied ZAMS mass, starting from pre-main-
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sequence phase to the moment when the mass frac-
tion of carbon XC in the innermost cell drops below
10−3. In this work, our light curve analysis focuses on
the plateau phase, which is not affected by late stage
evolution after core carbon depletion. We employ the
mixing scheme similar to Martinez et al. (2020), i.e.,
Ledoux criterion for convection, exponential overshoot-
ing parameters fov = 0.004 and fov,0 = 0.001, semicon-
vection efficiency αsc = 0.01 (Farmer et al. 2016), ther-
mohaline mixing coefficient αth = 2 (Kippenhahn et al.
1980). The mixing length parameter αmlt is varied
to tune the effective temperature Teff of the progen-
itors such that the RSG models match with pre-SN
images on the HRD at the end point of the calcula-
tion. Throughout the calculation, we ignore wind-driven
mass loss. After core helium depletion, we turn on the
command relax_initial_mass_to_remove_H_env and
use extra_mass_retained_by_remove_H_env to artifi-
cially remove the hydrogen-rich envelope. The calcu-
lation is carried on until core carbon depletion with-
out mass-loss. The ZAMS mass range is selected to
match with the luminosity from Qin et al. 2023 (high
mass; 16.5− 18.5M⊙), Van Dyk et al. 2024 (interme-
diate mass; 14.0− 16.0M⊙) and Kilpatrick et al. 2023
(low mass; 11.5− 13.0M⊙). Here our ZAMS mass es-
timation is slightly higher than Van Dyk et al. (2024),
where the ZAMS mass is proposed to be 12.0∼ 14.0M⊙.
This is because compared with their reference models,
given the same ZAMS mass, our models have smaller he-
lium cores and appear to be fainter on HRD. However,
we do not attempt to change fov, a key parameter that
controls the helium core mass for fixed ZAMS mass (see
for example Temaj et al. 2024), to align our ZAMS mass
estimation because the progenitor models in this work
follow the same MZAMS-MHe core relation as Sukhbold et
al. (2016), which is frequently used as the initial mod-
els for core-collapse simulation and nebular spectroscopy
modeling that will be discussed in later sections. It is
the helium core mass (or more precisely, the carbon-
oxygen core mass), rather than the ZAMS mass that
determines the amount of oxygen element and the core-
collapse process. Throughout this work, the estimation
of ZAMS mass is based on these progenitor models that
follow a fixed MZAMS-MHe core relation (Figure 1).

We further note that Teff from Van Dyk et al. (2024),
estimated to be 2770K, is too cool to be reproduced
by the RSG models in this work, we therefore adopt
Teff = 3110 ∼ 3330K, which are the lower and upper
values of Teff of IRC-10414, a Galactic RSG analog of SN
2023ixf progenitor (Gvaramadze et al. 2014; Messineo &
Brown 2019; Van Dyk et al. 2024).

After core carbon depletion, we closely follow the test
suite ccsn_IIp to trigger the explosion of the progeni-
tor model with varied explosion energy EK. After the
shock wave has reached to 0.05M⊙ below the stellar
surface, we artificially deposit 0.06M⊙

56Ni uniformly
in the helium core (MNi is taken from Singh et al. 2024
and Moriya & Singh 2024), and use boxcar scheme to
smooth the abundance profiles in the ejecta (Kasen &
Woosley 2009; Dessart et al. 2012, 2013; Morozova et al.
2015; Fang et al. 2024a). The model is then hand-off
to STELLA for the calculation of the light curve. The
detailed description of this workflow can be found in
the literature (Paxton et al. 2018; Goldberg et al. 2019;
Hiramatsu et al. 2021; Fang et al. 2024a).

The parameters of the RSG progenitor models are
listed in Table 2. The comparison of the models and
the RSG progenitors of SN 2023ixf from pre-SN images
on HRD are shown in Figure 1.

3. LIGHT CURVE ANALYSIS

The photometry data of SN 2023ixf in BgV riz bands
are collected from Singh et al. (2024). Here, we adopt
distance 6.85± 0.15 Mpc (Riess et al. 2022), and total
extinction E(B−V )= 0.039 mag (Schlafly & Finkbeiner
2011; Lundquist et al. 2023) with RV = 3.1. Extinctions
in different bands are estimated from the extinction law
of Cardelli et al. 1989.

The light curve of SN 2023ixf is characterized by a
rapid rise to MV ∼ −18.4 mag, followed by a gradual de-
cline to a plateau at MV ∼ −17.6 mag. The early phase
emission indicates the presence of dense circumstellar
material (CSM) that is not predicted by standard stel-
lar evolution theory (Grefenstette et al. 2023; Hiramatsu
et al. 2023; Hosseinzadeh et al. 2023; Jacobson-Galán et
al. 2023; Smith et al. 2023; Teja et al. 2023; Yamanaka
et al. 2023; Martinez et al. 2024) whose properties have
been extensively studied (see, for example, Hiramatsu et
al. 2023; Martinez et al. 2024; Singh et al. 2024). While
the CSM around SN 2023ixf is crucial for understand-
ing stellar evolution, it is not the focus of this work. As
pointed out by Morozova et al. (2018) and Moriya et al.
(2011), CSM interaction dominates early-phase observa-
tions, but its effects on the plateau phase, especially in
gV riz bands, are minimal. The plateau duration and
magnitude are mainly affected by the explosion energy
(EK) and the ejecta mass (Meje). Therefore, we do not
include CSM in our models to avoid introducing unre-
lated parameters. Our analysis is restricted to t > 40

days, i.e., after the midpoint of the plateau.
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RSG Progenitor Teff (K) logL/L⊙ αmlt MZAMS (M⊙) MHenv (M⊙) Mrem (M⊙) EK (foe)

Qin et al. (2023) 3343+50
−50 5.10+0.05

−0.05 2.00 17.5 3.0− 7.5 1.8 0.5− 1.5
Van Dyk et al. (2024) 3220+110

−110 4.95+0.09
−0.08 1.80 15.0 3.0− 7.5 1.8 0.5− 1.5

Kilpatrick et al. (2023) 3920+200
−160 4.74+0.07

−0.07 2.80 12.0 3.0− 8.0 1.5 1.0− 2.5

Table 2. Progenitor models in this work.

For progenitor models with the same MZAMS, we use
MHenv and EK as free parameters to fit the multi-band
light curves of SN 2023ixf. The quality of the fits is
evaluated from t> 40days, covering roughly from the
midpoint of the plateau to the onset of the radioactive
tail. The ranges of MHenv and EK are listed in Table 2,
with steps of 0.25M⊙ 0.1 foe, respectively. The best-
fit model is determined by interpolating the model light
curves to the observed epochs in the different bands and
minimizing χ2. The photosphere velocities, estimated
from the Fe II absorption minimum in early phase spec-
troscopy measured in Singh et al. 2024, are not included
in the fitting process, but used as independent evalu-
ations of the qualities of the fits. The results of the
best-fit parameters to models with MZAMS = 17.5M⊙
(Qin et al. 2023), 15.0M⊙ (Van Dyk et al. 2024) and
12.0M⊙ (Kilpatrick et al. 2023) are shown in Figure 2.

From the results of light curve modeling, we conclude
that, if MHenv is allowed to vary, RSG progenitors with
MZAMS as massive as 15 - 18M⊙ can produce similar
light curves to those of relatively low mass progenitors
(MZAMS ∼ 12 M⊙) with almost all of their hydrogen-
rich envelopes attached. The artificial removal of the
hydrogen-rich envelope does not significantly change the
stellar radius as long as the residual MHenv remains
larger than ∼ 3M⊙ (see Table 2 of Morozova et al.
2015 or Figure 1 of Fang et al. 2024a). The luminos-
ity, primarily determined by the helium core mass, is
also unaffected by this process. Therefore, partial re-
moval of the hydrogen-rich envelope does not alter the
position of the progenitor RSG on the HRD, aligning
with results from pre-SN images, while it introduces di-
versity in light curve properties. Without knowing the
mass of the residual hydrogen-rich envelope, which can
be significantly influenced by the presence of a compan-
ion star or complex eruptive activity in the late phases
of massive star evolution, light curve modeling cannot
determine MZAMS of SN progenitor. For this purpose,
other independent measurement is required.

4. NEBULAR SPECTROSCOPY ANALYSIS

While the light curve during the plateau phase is
largely affected by the mass of the hydrogen-rich en-
velope and is therefore sensitive to the uncertain mass-

loss history prior to the explosion, late-phase (nebular
phase) spectroscopy, taken several months to a year after
the explosion when the ejecta becomes optically thin, is
primarily determined by the properties of the innermost
core. At this phase, the spectroscopy of the SN is dom-
inated by emission lines, with particularly strong lines
being [O I] λλ6300,6363, Hα and [Ca II] λλ7291,7323.
The absolute or relative flux of [O I] is an useful proxy
of the amount of the oxygen elements in the core region,
therefore is frequently employed as the indicator of the
ZAMS mass of the progenitor from aspects of both the-
ory and observation. In this section, we conduct analy-
sis on the nebular spectroscopy of SN 2023ixf, taken at
t= 259 days after the explosion (Ferrari et al. 2024).

4.1. [O I] luminosity

In Ferrari et al. (2024), based on nebular spectroscopy
analysis, the ZAMS mass of the progenitor of SN 2023ixf
is proposed to be 12 - 15M⊙, consistent with the pre-SN
images of Kilpatrick et al. (2023) and Van Dyk et al.
(2024). The conclusion is made based on several lines of
evidence: (1) when scaled to the same distance, the [O I]
flux of SN 2023ixf is relatively low compared with model
spectroscopy at similar phase, taken from Jerkstrand et
al. 2012 and Jerkstrand et al. 2014; (2) The [O I]/[Ca
II] ratio, which is a useful proxy of the progenitor CO
core mass, is as low as 0.51, falling between the models
with MZAMS = 12M⊙ and MZAMS = 15M⊙.

While these arguments are well-supported by direct
comparison with model spectroscopy, they may not fully
apply to SN 2023ixf. The models employed for compar-
ison assume massive hydrogen-rich envelopes and have
been found to match well with the observations of SNe
2004et and 2012aw that have a long plateau of ∼ 120
days. In contrast, the plateau duration of SN 2023ixf
is ∼ 80 days (Bersten et al. 2024), approximately 40
days shorter, meaning it enters the nebular phase earlier.
Additionally, the radioactive tail of SN 2023ixf declines
faster than those of SNe 2004et and 2012aw. These two
factors make SN 2023ixf appear ∼ 0.8 mag fainter in R-
band than the model spectroscopy, suggesting that the
low [O I] luminosity of SN 2023ixf does not necessarily
indicate a low oxygen abundance compared with model
progenitors. Instead, it is likely a result of a lower frac-
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Figure 1. Upper panel: The comparison of the models and
the RSG progenitors of SN 2023ixf from pre-SN images on
Hertzsprung - Russell diagram. The black star, triangle and
square are the measurements of Qin et al. (2023), Van Dyk
et al. (2024) and Kilpatrick et al. (2023), which represent
the high-mass, intermediate-mass and low-mass estimations
for SN 2023ixf progenitor. The shaded regions are the cor-
responding uncertainties. The color lines are the evolution
tracks of some representative progenitor models at carbon
burning phase. Lower panel: The MZAMS − MHe core rela-
tion in this work. The black line represents the models from
Sukhbold et al. (2016).

tion of γ-photons, emitted from the radioactive decay of
56Co, being trapped in the ejecta.

In Figure 3, we compare the model spectroscopy from
Jerkstrand et al. (2012) and Jerkstrand et al. (2014) with
SN 2023ixf, normalizing all spectra to the integrated
fluxes from 4500 to 8000 Å. This normalization ensures
that the models and SN 2023ixf have the same amount of
deposited radioactive energy in this wavelength range.
Consequently, the fractional flux of the emission lines
reflects the relative abundance of the emitting elements
in the line-forming region. SN 2023ixf shows apparently
stronger [O I] emission than the models with MZAMS =
12M⊙ (hereafter referred to as M12 model, respectively;
similarly, M15, M19 and M25 refer to the models with
MZAMS = 15, 19 and 25M⊙), while its flux is between
M15 and M19 models. The fractional [O I] fluxes of the
models, as a function of ZAMS masses, are compared
with that of SN 2023ixf in Figure 3. Direct interpola-
tion gives MZAMS ∼ 16.3M⊙ for SN 2023ixf, close to the
upper limit of Van Dyk et al. (2024) and the lower limit
of Qin et al. (2023).

The above analysis is based on the assumption that,
the γ-photon escape probability is the same throughout
the ejecta, from the dense carbon oxygen core to the
hydrogen-rich envelope. In this case, decreasing the to-
tal luminosity by 60% (0.8 mag in R-band) will at the
same time decrease the [O I] luminosity by the same
amount, therefore the fractional flux of [O I] remains
unchanged and can be used to determine MZAMS. In
practice, this assumption does not hold as γ-photons can
more easily escape from the outermost envelope. Here
we consider a limit case, i.e., all the additional leakage
of γ-photons are radiated in the form of Hα from the en-
velope. The oxygen fluxes of the models and SN 2023ixf
are then accordingly normalized to the integrated fluxes
without Hα line, i.e., we only consider the integrated
fluxes of the metal emission lines. Similar to the above
analysis, interpolation gives MZAMS ∼ 15.2M⊙. Our fi-
nal estimation of MZAMS based on nebular spectroscopy
therefore falls between 15.2 to 16.3M⊙.

While the [O I] flux of SN 2023ixf is within the range
of the M12 to M25 models, its Hα emission is notice-
ably weaker. Given the same total energy, the [O I] flux
of SN 2023ixf is about half the value observed in the
M15 and M19 models. Although the formation of Hα

is complex and influenced by many processes such as
mixing, its relative weakness compared to models with
a massive hydrogen-rich envelope qualitatively supports
the idea that the hydrogen-rich envelope of SN 2023ixf
is partially removed. The interpretation here is limited
by our current lack of nebular spectroscopy models for
partially stripped SNe IIP, however, a pioneering study
by Dessart & Hillier (2020) shows that for SNe IIP with
low-mass hydrogen-rich envelopes, the [O I] line is not
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of SN 2023ixf are the scatter points, and data from different filters are labeled by different colors. The solid points are used
for fitting. The dotted lines represent the light curves of the best-fit models; Middle panels: Color-coded ratio of χ2 to χ2

min

at MHenv-EK space. The black star marks the parameter pair (MHenv, EK) with the minimum χ2. The color-bar is floored
at lnχ2/χ2

min =4.0. Lower panels: The evolution of the photospheric velocities of SN 2023ixf (scatter points) and the best-fit
models (black lines).

significantly affected, while the fluxes of Hα dramat-
ically decrease and [Ca II] slightly increase (see their
Fig.9.). This behavior is roughly consistent with the
observations of SN 2023ixf, and explains the relatively
low [O I]/[Ca II] compared with M15 model (Ferrari et
al. 2024).

In conclusion, nebular spectroscopy analysis supports
the hypothesis that SN 2023ixf is the explosion of a RSG
of MZAMS ∼ 15.2 to 16.3M⊙, similar to the estimation
of Van Dyk et al. (2024), with MHenv ⪅ 5M⊙ (about
half the values of M15 and M19 models), which is much
lower than the prediction of single stellar models evolved



Massive progenitor of SN2023ixf 7

with standard stellar wind (Sukhbold et al. 2016; Fang
et al. 2024a).
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Figure 3. Upper panel: The comparison of the spectroscopy
models at 250 days, taken from Jerkstrand et al. (2012) and
Jerkstrand et al. (2014), with the nebular spectrum of SN
2023ixf from Ferrari et al. (2024). All spectra are normalized
to the integrated flux from 4500 to 8000 Å. Lower panel: The
fractional flux of [O I] as a function of MZAMS. The dashed
line indicates the measurement for SN 2023ixf.

4.2. Emission line profiles

During the nebular phase, the ejecta expands homolo-
gously, i.e., the radial expansion velocity of a fluid parcel
is proportional to its radial coordinate. Additionally, the

emission line widths are dominated by Doppler broad-
ening, therefore directly reflect the spatial distributions
of the emitting elements. Consequently, the emission
lines observed in nebular spectroscopy provide informa-
tion not only on the abundance of different elements but
also on their geometric distributions within the ejecta
(Taubenberger et al. 2009; Jerkstrand 2017; Fang et al.
2022; van Baal et al. 2023).

In this work, we focus on the profile of [O I] line. The
[O I] line exhibits a horn-like (or double-peak) profile
(Singh et al. 2024; Ferrari et al. 2024), characterized by
a trough located at v ∼ 0 km s−1, with symmetric blue-
and red-shifted peaks around it. While double-peaked
[O I] is frequently observed in stripped-envelope super-
nova (SESN; core-collapse supernovae that have lost al-
most all of their hydrogen-rich envelope prior to the ex-
plosions; see Mazzali et al. 2005; Maeda et al. 2008; Mod-
jaz et al. 2008; Taubenberger et al. 2009; Milisavljevic et
al. 2010; Fang et al. 2022), it is rarely seen for the emis-
sion lines of hydrogen-rich SNe (with few exceptions;
see for example Chugai et al. 2005; Andrews et al. 2019;
Utrobin & Chugai 2019; Utrobin et al. 2021), although
signature of asphericity can be detected from spectropo-
larimetry (Leonard & Filippenko 2001; Leonard et al.
2006; Wang & Wheeler 2008; Kumar et al. 2016; Na-
gao et al. 2019; Vasylyev et al. 2023, 2024; Nagao et al.
2024a,b). This peculiar profile is interpreted as emis-
sion from an oxygen-rich torus surrounding a bipolar
calcium-rich region, being viewed from the edge (Maeda
et al. 2002, 2006, 2008; Fang et al. 2022, 2024b).

Here, we use the velocity profile from the models that
best fit the light curves in §3 to synthesize the [O I] line
profile with an axisymmetric model proposed in Fang et
al. (2024b). The model is characterized by an oxygen-
rich ball excised by two detached ellipsoids, within which
all the oxygen elements are burnt into heavy elements
(see Figure 4; red region: explosive burning ash with
XO = 0; blue region: oxygen-rich unburnt material with
XO = 1. Here XO is the mass fraction of oxygen). We
further assume that the material in the helium core,
including the oxygen-rich region, is fully mixed (Jerk-
strand et al. 2012). Consequently, the boundary veloc-
ity of the oxygen-emitting region, VO, is the same as
the velocity at the edge of the helium core, and the
density in this region is a constant. Using the proce-
dure outlined in Fang et al. (2024b), the synthesized
[O I] profiles, viewed from θ = 90 degree, are shown
in Figure 4. For all the models, despite variations in
MZAMS, MHenv and EK, the synthesized [O I] profiles
align well with observation. This consistency indicates
that the horn-like profile of [O I] indeed originates from
the oxygen-rich torus. Additionally, the [O I] line width
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of SN 2023ixf also requires the material in the helium
core to be fully mixed: if we use the velocity at the
edge of the carbon-oxygen core, which is about 1000 to
1500 km s−1, to model the [O I] line, the synthesized [O
I] lines are extremely narrow and none of the profiles
provide a satisfactory match with the observation.

The analysis of this section is based on the assump-
tion that the double-peak [O I] profile results from a
geometrical effect of the ejecta. Nevertheless, unlike
SESN where the separation of the two peaks is wide
(see Fang et al. 2024b), for SN 2023ixf, the separation
is ∼ 3000 km s−1, i.e., close to that of the two compo-
nents of the [O I] doublet. We therefore cannot reject
other possibilities such as clumping (Kuncarayakti et al.
2020; Ferrari et al. 2024) or an unipolar oxygen-rich blob
moving toward the observer (Taubenberger et al. 2009;
Milisavljevic et al. 2010), accelerated by neutron star
kick (see for example Burrows et al. 2024). However,
these explanations would require some SNe IIP exhibit
horn-like [O I] profile with both peaks red-shifted, which,
to our knowledge, have not been observed yet. In this
work, we consider bipolar explosion with a torus-like
structure as more plausible interpretation, but empha-
size that other scenarios, such as clumping or unipolar
blob, can not be exclusively rejected.

5. CONCLUSION

In this work, we construct RSG models that occupy
the same position on the HRD as the proposed progen-
itor of SN 2023ixf, based on the pre-explosion images
from Kilpatrick et al. (2023), Van Dyk et al. (2024), and
Qin et al. (2023). From these progenitor models, we ar-
tificially remove their hydrogen-rich envelope and trig-
ger explosions, and compare the resulting light curves
with the multi-band photometry of SN 2023ixf. Our
findings indicate that, by varying the hydrogen enve-
lope mass MHenv and explosion energy EK, RSG models
with MZAMS ranging from 12.5 to 17.5M⊙ can produce
light curves that closely match the observed data. Con-
sequently, light curve modeling alone cannot effectively
constrain MZAMS due to this degeneracy.

To address this limitation, we employ nebular spec-
troscopy as an independent method for estimating
MZAMS. The fractional flux of the [O I] line suggests
MZAMS values between 15.2 and 16.3M⊙. Interestingly,
the Hα line also provides additional constraints: RSG
model with MZAMS = 12.0M⊙ must retain a massive hy-
drogen envelope (MHenv = 6.5M⊙) to match the plateau
light curve. However, this is inconsistent with the weak
Hα line observed in the nebular phase, implying that a
large fraction of the hydrogen-rich envelope was removed
prior to the explosion as suggested by the light curve

modeling results for RSG models with MZAMS = 15.0
and 17.5M⊙.

Finally, we employed the axisymmetric ejecta struc-
ture from Fang et al. (2024b) to model the [O I] line
profile of SN 2023ixf. By assuming the maximum veloc-
ity of the [O I] emitting region corresponds to the edge
velocity of the helium core, taken from the velocity pro-
files of models that best fit the observed plateau light
curve, we achieve satisfactory matches between the ob-
served double-peaked [O I] of SN 2023ixf and the syn-
thesized [O I] profiles, viewed from 90 degrees. This
agreement not only confirms the aspherical nature of
the explosion, but also provides additional constraints
on material mixing: the helium core material, including
oxygen-rich regions, must be thoroughly mixed to ac-
count for the relatively broad [O I] profile observed in
the nebular phase.

Bringing these lines of evidence together, we propose
that SN 2023ixf represents the aspherical explosion of a
partially stripped, intermediate-mass RSG with MZAMS

between 15.3 and 16.2M⊙. We further note that stars
within this mass range do not have strong stellar winds
necessary to strip its hydrogen-rich envelope to this
small amount. Other mechanisms, such as binary inter-
action (see for example Ercolino et al. 2023 for a recent
study), pulsation-driven mass-loss (see Yoon & Cantiello
2010), among other potential candidates, must be in-
volved to assist the removal of a significant fraction of
the hydrogen-rich envelope.

During the drafting of this manuscript, Hsu et al.
(2024) presented their analysis on SN 2023ixf. Using
the RSG model grid from Hiramatsu et al. (2021), they
found that, by varying the explosion energy, models with
MHenv ∼ 3M⊙ can produce light curves that well match
with observation, despite MZAMS varies from 15 to
22.5M⊙. They further use the pre-SN variability of the
progenitor to constrain the properties of the progenitor,
and conclude that, RSG models with MZAMS > 17M⊙,
R> 950R⊙ and MHenv < 3MHenv can explain the pul-
sation period (∼ 1100 days) as well as reproduce the
observed multiband light curve of SN 2023ixf. From
their Table 1., the favored models have helium core
mass MHe core > 5.5M⊙, or MZAMS > 18.3M⊙ using
the MZAMS-MHe core relation of Kepler RSG models
(Sukhbold et al. 2016). This value is not favored by
the nebular spectroscopy analysis presented in Ferrari
et al. (2024) and this work. However, the [O I] flux is
mainly determined by the oxygen mass in the ejecta.
Given the same MHe core, MESA seems to predict sys-
tematically lower carbon-oxygen core mass (MCOcore)
than Kepler (see the comparison between Temaj et al.
2024 and Sukhbold et al. 2016), possibly due to different



Massive progenitor of SN2023ixf 9

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Vy/Vmax

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

V z
/V

m
ax

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
V (103 km s 1)

17

16

15

14

13

12

lo
g

 (c
gs

 u
ni

t)

MZAMS = 12.0 M
MHenv = 6.5 M
EK = 1.6 foe

4 2 0 2 4 6
V (103 km s 1)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Sc
al

ed
 fl

ux

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
V (103 km s 1)

17

16

15

14

13

12

lo
g

 (c
gs

 u
ni

t)

MZAMS = 15.0 M
MHenv = 4.0 M
EK = 0.6 foe

4 2 0 2 4 6
V (103 km s 1)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Sc
al

ed
 fl

ux

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
V (103 km s 1)

17

16

15

14

13

12

lo
g

 (c
gs

 u
ni

t)

He core

MZAMS = 17.5 M
MHenv = 4.5 M
EK = 0.7 foe

4 2 0 2 4 6
V (103 km s 1)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Sc
al

ed
 fl

ux

Model [O I]
SN 2023ixf

Figure 4. The bipolar structure of the ejecta and the synthesized [O I] line. Left panel: The axisymmetric bipolar ejecta
model proposed in Fang et al. (2024b). The red shaded region is the explosive burning ash, containing only iron-peak elements.
The blue shaded region is the oxygen-rich material from which [O I] is emitted; Middle panels: The density structure of the
ejecta of the best-fit models for light curve modeling (§3 and Figure 2), as function of the velocity coordinate. The blue shaded
regions represent the helium cores; Right panels: Comparison between the observed [O I] profile of SN 2023ixf (green line) with
the synthesized [O I] profile (blue line). The blue dashed lines are the two components of [O I] centering at 6300 and 6363Å
respectively. The ratio of their intensities are assumed to be 3:1. From top to bottom: MZAMS = 17.5M⊙ (Qin et al. 2023),
MZAMS = 15.0M⊙ (Van Dyk et al. 2024) and MZAMS = 12.0M⊙ (Kilpatrick et al. 2023).

treatments on the microphysics of the two codes. Using
the MHe core-MCOcore presented in Temaj et al. (2024),
the models from Hsu et al. (2024) with MZAMS = 17.5
to 18.0M⊙ will have MCOcore = 3.65 to 3.90M⊙, trans-
lating into MZAMS = 16.6 to 17.3M⊙ for Kepler mod-
els. Given the uncertainties in the nebular spec-
troscopy model and direct interpolation, we consider

this MZAMS range matches with our estimation. How-
ever, the other two models (20.5M_eta1.5_alpha1.5 and
21.5M_eta1.5_alpha1.5) can be ruled out. Combining
with nebular spectroscopy analysis, we narrow down
the MZAMS range from Hsu et al. (2024) to 17.5 to
18.0M⊙. In conclusion, the MZAMS of SN 2023ixf pro-
genitor should be around 15.0 to 18.0M⊙.
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Software: MESA (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015,
2018, 2019); SciPy (Virtanen et al. 2020); NumPy (Har-
ris et al. 2020); Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.
2013, 2018); Matplotlib (Hunter 2007)
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