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ABSTRACT

The red supergiant (RSG) problem, which describes the apparent lack of high-luminosity progenitors

detected in Type II supernova (SN) pre-images, has been a contentious topic for two decades. We re-

assess this problem using a new RSG population of the Milky Way supplemented with RSGs from other

galaxies in the Local Group. In particular, we quantify the uncertainties inherent to assumptions made

regarding the star’s temperature or spectral type and the corresponding bolometric correction. We

find that only M3 or later RSGs reproduce the steepness seen from the SN II pre-imaged sample.

To assess the significance of the RSG problem, we build a metallicity-weighted cumulative luminosity

distribution of M3 or later RSGs and directly compare it to the luminosity distribution of SN II pre-

imaged progenitors. We find no evidence of missing high-luminosity pre-imaged progenitors since the

uncertainties on the pre-imaged SN progenitors and single-band derived luminosity are too large to

meaningfully infer population differences.

Keywords: Supernova Progenitors

1. INTRODUCTION

With the introduction of large-scale transient surveys,

hundreds of core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) are dis-

covered each year. Even though most occur in distant

galaxies where only indirect probes of the core-collapse

(CC) process are possible, enough have been discovered

in neighboring galaxies and with pre-explosion imaging,

enabling the identification of RSGs as the direct progen-

itors of Type IIP SNe (Smith et al. 2009; Smith 2014;

Smith et al. 2011; Maund et al. 2004). Thus, these tran-

sient sources are the terminal explosions of RSGs which

started out with initial mass more massive than ≈ 8

M⊙, assuming single star evolution, that undergo nu-

clear burning until the iron peak leads to the unbinding

of their outer layers via CC and neutrino driven explo-

sions (Burrows et al. 1995).

However, archival imaged detections of Type IIP pro-

genitors find only objects with log(L/L⊙) < 5.24 in con-

trast to the observed general population of RSGs whose

luminosity extends to log(L/L⊙) ≈ 5.6. Early discus-

sions (Kochanek et al. 2008) eventually led to the dis-

crepancy being coined the RSG problem (Smartt et al.

2009). Over time, the number of detected SN progeni-

tors has increased, and confirmations of the disappear-

ance of the SN progenitor candidates have confirmed

them as SN progenitors (e.g., Maund et al. 2015). Based

on number statistics, the RSG problem has been re-

ported to be up to several sigma significance (Smartt

et al. 2009).
Various solutions to the RSG problem have been

proposed, e.g., that failed SNe—CC which proceeds

to black hole formation without a luminous CCSN—

provide a new channel for high-mass stars, short-lived

phases of extreme mass loss rates (Smith et al. 2009;

Smith 2014), or binary interaction stripping the RSGs

envelopes (Podsiadlowski et al. 1992; Eldridge et al.

2013; Zapartas et al. 2017), and the implications for

CCSN theory (Horiuchi et al. 2014). In parallel, re-

search into the significance of the RSG problem has also

been made. For example, deriving the parameters of

the progenitor from pre-explosion archival imaging re-

quires a large number of assumptions about spectral

type and circumstellar dust and introduces uncertain-

ties in telescope sensitivity (Strotjohann et al. 2024),

fluctuation due to measurement uncertainties (Davies &

Beasor 2020a) and bolometric corrections either in the

optical (Beasor et al. 2024) or infrared (IR) (Davies &

Beasor 2017) for which various efforts have been made

to quantify their effects on the resulting luminosity.

Despite these efforts, challenges remain. For example,

the sample size of RGSs being compared remains limited

to ≲ 300, in contrast to an expected size on the order
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Table 1. Characteristics of RSG candidates in the Local Group

Galaxy Metallicity Teff [K]a Sample Size Log(Lmax
L⊙

) Ref

[Z⊙] K0+ M0+ M3+ K0+ M0+ M3+ K0+ M0+ M3+

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

M31 1.5-2 4185 3850 3625
4239

5587

556

628

200

235

5.75

5.46

5.75

5.36

5.69

5.36

R21

M23

MW 1 4185 3750 3605 461 364 117 6.02+0.2
−0.18 5.64+0.41

−0.31 5.64+0.41
−0.31 This Work

M33 0.9 4185b 3750 3605
2815

2457

711

1052

91

161

5.47

5.52

5.47

5.52

5.47

5.52

R21

M23

LMC 0.4 4550 3950 3545
2273

4075

438

1150

61

155

5.54

5.59

5.54

5.59

5.53

5.48

Y21

M23

SMC 0.15 4372 3850 3325c
1506

1553

139

22

6

3

5.54

5.49

5.32

5.14

5.02

4.91

Y23

M23

Note—Summary of the Local Group galaxies analyzed and the various effective temperature scales derived for each (3-5), the size
of the samples based of spectral type cuts as described in Sec 2.1 (6-8), and the maximum luminosity of each sample (9-11). The
references are shown in col (12) as M23: Massey et al. (2023), Y21: (Yang et al. 2021), R21: Ren et al. (2021) Y23: Yang et al.
(2023).

a Effective temperature Scales built from Levesque et al. (2005); Massey et al. (2009); Levesque et al. (2006) with average
uncertainty ∼ 100K.

b effective temperature scale from Milky Way Levesque et al. (2005) used in absence of scale for M33
c effective temperature scale for SMC incomplete so Teff assigned to M2 is used instead

of a few thousand per galaxy. The reason for this is the

limited availability of well-sampled stellar energy distri-

butions (SEDs). However, it raises concerns of biases.

Another challenge is that the majority of SN pre-images

have only single-band imaging. This is a concern in par-

ticular for RSGs since a significant portion of the RSG

characteristics are missing, making accurate estimates

of the stellar properties uncertain. Finally, metallicity

differences must be appropriately addressed. As the role

of metallicity on the luminosity of RSGs is still debated,

the metallicity of the pre-imaged SN progenitors should

be matched by the sample of RSGs before a proper com-

parison can be made.

In this paper, we use a well-mapped sample of RSGs

from the Local Group which covers a range of metallic-

ities, to reassess the RSG problem. This enables us to

provide an improved look at RSGs before CC and al-

lows for direct comparison to detected progenitors and

across the entire range of their luminosity function. To

these ends, we collect large samples of RSGs, re-quantify

uncertainties due to optical and near-infrared (NIR)

single-band derived luminosity, and constrain the spec-

tral types characteristic of CCSNe progenitors.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,

we discuss the physical parameters, mainly luminos-

ity and effective temperatures, of various samples of

RSGs and pre-explosion imaged RSGs. In Section 3,

we discuss the effect metallicity has on the RSG lumi-

nosity functions and make direct comparisons between

pre-explosion RSG, the general observed population of

RSGs, and bias-corrected cumulative distribution func-

tions. We discuss our results and their implications for

the RSG problem in Section 4 and conclude in Section

5.

2. PROGENITOR SAMPLES

Previous attempts to investigate the RSG problem fo-

cused on the pre-imaged SN progenitors and comparison

to a limited sample of RSGs. In order to account for

larger possible ranges of RSGs properties, in particular

as they evolve, we begin by compiling complete samples

of observed RSGs within 0.850 Mpc and all SN pre-

imaged progenitors out to ∼30 Mpc. We utilize values

from the literature or estimate sample characteristics,

like luminosities and effective temperature, allowing for

comparison and consistency tests detailed in later sec-

tions. Below, we discuss the various datasets we use.

2.1. Milky Way RSGs

Large-scale surveys in the past decades have expanded

the number of known massive stars, particularly RSGs,

and allowed for a better understanding of the luminos-

ity distribution of various populations (see Table 1).

While Local Group members like the Magellanic Clouds

(MCs), M31, and M33 have the best sample in terms of

completeness of RSGs, the metallicity of the Milky Way

(MW) and its size provide an environment more rep-

resentative of those of the detected pre-images of Type

II SNe, which are biased towards more massive galaxies

close to solar metallicity.
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Figure 1. Hertzsprung-Russell diagram focused on the RSG branch region. Confirmed progenitors of Types II-L, II-P, and Ib
SNe are shown in green, maroon, and blue, respectively. Plotted in the background as yellow diamonds and red stars are the
location of Healy et al. (2024)’s Galactic RSG sample of spectral type K0 or later and M0 or later, respectively. Dash-dotted
lines are MIST single star evolutionary tracks of Choi et al. (2016).

Complete studies of the MW have so far been pre-

vented by limitations in the detailed mapping of Galac-

tic dust and its effect on observation. However, re-

cent efforts to prepare for the next galactic supernova,

likely the first chance to observe EM waves, neutrinos,

and gravitational waves from a single event, has re-

sulted in more extensive lists of Galactic RSG candi-

dates designed for multi-messenger efforts (Healy et al.

2024) presenting a statistically significant sample with

which to reassess how well-detected progenitors match

observed RSGs.

Previous efforts have looked into smaller Galactic RSG

samples like Levesque et al. (2005)’s MW sample with

∼80 optically identified RSGs (Davies & Beasor 2018).

However, by surveying the literature and using Gaia

data, Healy et al. (2024) compiled a catalog of 578 MW

RSGs, the largest catalog of its kind in the literature.

Bolometric luminosity was derived from Ks band from

the Two Micron All Sky Survey (2MASS) , and dust

extinction was estimated using mwdust, a 3D dust map

(Bovy et al. 2016). The Ks was used to derive lumi-

nosity (Skrutskie et al. 2006) and was chosen for con-

sistency and completeness discussed further in Section

2.3, and the effective temperature of all RSG candidates

were pulled to determine the luminosity function of the

sample. Contaminants were filtered out with a com-

bination of comparisons to stellar evolutionary tracks

and observations of Galactic Asymptotic Giant Branch

(AGBs) stars. Nevertheless, there are still likely AGBs

within the sample. These were retained to maintain as

many RSGs as possible to best fulfill the paper’s goal of

preparing for the next Galactic SN. For our purposes,
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this provides a sample of RSGs that is large but incom-

plete below log(L/L⊙) = 4.6. This sample is labeled as

“this work”. In Fig. 1, the sample is shown separated

by spectral types K or early type RSGs and M or late

type RSGs, referred to as K0+ depicted by 461 yellow

diamonds and M3+ shown as 117 red stars, respectively.

2.2. Local Group RSGs

To avoid the issues of uncertain distances and high in-

terstellar reddening that hindered the MW’s completion,

other members of the Local Group have been strategic

targets for collecting RSG samples. Also, by combining

them with the MW, more complete RSG samples can

be obtained spanning metallicity to replicate the metal-

licity profile of the pre-imaged SN progenitors. This

provides us with another metric to compare to that of

SN pre-images and interpret the significance of the RSG

problem.

Recent evidence (Higgins, Erin R. & Vink, Jorick S.

2020; Davies et al. 2018; McDonald et al. 2022; Gilkis

et al. 2021) suggests that the Humphreys-Davidson limit

(Humphreys & Davidson 1979), an empirical upper limit

to massive star luminosity, and RSG luminosity func-

tions are not metallicity dependent in contradiction to

stellar evolution models. Without a more complete un-

derstanding, it is difficult to reliably predict how metal-

licity will affect each luminosity function. Thus, we pur-

sue a data-driven comparison.

We searched the literature finding two sets of RSGs

from the MCs, M31, and M33 galaxies built using di-

verging methods, resulting in two versions with crucial

differences in what portion of the RSG population is

represented.

We pull SMC RSGs from Yang et al. (2023), LMC

from Yang et al. (2021) and M31 and M33 from Ren

et al. (2021). The data is built from near-infrared photo-

metric data from UKIRT/WFCAM (Irwin 2013) and the

2MASS point source catalog (Skrutskie et al. 2006) and

use formulas from Neugent et al. (2020) to determine ef-

fective temperatures and bolometric corrections. Newer

versions are available but rely on SEDs with strict pho-

tometric quality criteria, removing enough objects to no

longer classify as complete samples. An effort was made

to retain faint and red objects, even highly reddened ob-

jects, resulting in colour cuts to remove foreground stars

bluer and AGBs fainter than expected boundaries. The

M31 and M33 samples should be complete as the lower

limit of the RSG brightness in M31 and M33 is higher

than the observationally complete magnitude, and those

of the LMC and SMC are considered to be complete as

well. We call this sample of 13,277 stars as the Ren list.

Figure 2. Luminosity derived from NIR photometry using
method from Neugent et al. (2020a) versus from observed
SED from Wen et al. (2024).

Additionally, Massey et al. (2023) (and references

therein) used near-IR photometry to identify RSGs and

best fits to MARCS stellar atmosphere models to de-

rive their effective temperatures and bolometric lumi-

nosities. As an update on previous work, a constant ex-

tinction based on spectral fitting by Massey et al. (2009)

per host galaxy was used, though it likely resulted in

dusty RSGs’ luminosities being underestimated. While

the samples should be complete to a luminosity limit of

log(L/L⊙) = 4.0, strict colour cuts left less contamina-

tion from AGBs but removed RSGs with high reddening.

We refer to this sample of 14,216 stars as the Massey list.

2.3. Near-Infrared Derived Luminosity

This work and the Massey list have luminosity already

estimated based on NIR photometry, but the Ren sam-

ple was missing estimation of physical parameters. For

consistency and completeness, though luminosities from

SEDs are available in some cases, we derived luminos-

ity for the Ren sample from NIR, mainly 2MASS J and

Ks, photometry. Compared to luminosity derived from

SEDs, NIR overestimates but stays within ∼ 0.1 dex, as

shown in Fig. 2. NIR also limits the effect of variability,

which is ∼ 0.1 mag, but in optical, it can be as much

as one mag. For effective temperature and bolometric

corrections, we pull from the literature equations built

specifically for each galaxy (M31 & M33: Massey et al.

(2023), LMC & SMC: de Wit, S. et al. (2023)).

While primarily a RSGs sample, the combined list

does contain some YSGs, so we split our samples into

four sets: stars with effective temperatures later than or

equal to G0, K0 or all RSGs, M0, and M3 or late-type

RSGs (labeled as G0+, K0+, M0+ and M3+ respec-

tively, as shown in Fig. 3). The difference in colour cuts,

extinction estimates, and host galaxy environments pro-
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Figure 3. Cumulative distribution functions for RSGs in the MW, M31, M33, LMC, and SMC, showing its progression as
the sample restricted: groups G0+, K0+, and M3+ include all stars with spectral types later than ≥G0, ≥K0, and ≥M3,
respectively. For each galaxy two independent samples are shown: Yang et al. (2021); Ren et al. (2021); Yang et al. (2023),
(dotted) and Massey et al. (2023) (solid).

duce varying maximum luminosities and cumulative lu-

minosity distributions (CLDs) between samples. Table

1 shows our MW sample and the local group galaxies’

characteristics, including maximum observed luminos-

ity, average metallicity, and sample size. We also in-

clude our effective temperature cut-offs, in columns 3

(K0+), 4 (M0+) and 5 (M3+), for spectral types at each

metallicity based on a combination of effective temper-

ature scales (Levesque et al. 2005; Massey et al. 2009;

Levesque et al. 2006). In the absence of well-defined

scales for M33, we use MW’s as it has a similar aver-

age metallicity. The entire samples are within G0+, but

the highest temperature varies between samples, so no

specific limits are provided in Table 1.

In Fig. 3, it can be seen that the CLDs of the popu-
lations from G0+ and K0+ have similar shapes, while

those of M0+ and especially M3+ have steeper slopes

and are shifted towards high luminosities. It is possible

that this shift could be attributed to a missing num-

ber of fainter redder stars, which are more likely to be

missed; however, this would imply missing objects in

samples determined to be statistically or approximately

complete. While this cannot be definitively ruled out, as

observational completeness inherently carries some un-

certainty, even in the worst case, this number is unlikely

to be more than a few objects based on the criteria and

methods used to build these samples. This, together

with the uniformity of the increase in steepness across

all metallicities and between the source lists, we do not

believe the chance of missing low luminosity RSG has a

significant influence on the resulting CLDs.

2.4. RSGs Detected in SN Pre-imaging

Detected SN progenitors of II-P/L and II with mea-

surements or meaningful limits were compiled from the

literature, similar to Strotjohann et al. (2024). To this,

we add SN2024ggi and update values for SN2023ixf since

CSM dust estimates were revised (Neustadt et al. 2024;

Xiang et al. 2024; Van Dyk et al. 2024). We add on esti-

mates of metallicities either from nearby HII regions or

their host galaxy’s metallicity estimates in Table A.1.

We also include progenitors’ effective temperatures ei-

ther from the literature or based on assigned spectral

type or range and RSG effective temperature scales for

its associated metallicity. Along with calculated bolo-

metric luminosities from the original single-band obser-

vations, bolometric corrections from Davies & Beasor

(2017), distance modulus when available, and similarly

to Strotjohann et al. (2024) we estimated a limiting lu-

minosity to see the sensitivity of each detection. Limits

are either directly from limited magnitudes quoted from

the literature or assuming the error on the observation

is dominated by the noise level of the background and

ignoring additional potential uncertainties, so the errors

can be converted to 3σ limiting magnitude, shown in

Table A.2.

The estimated effective temperature and luminosity

based on pre-explosion imaging of the CCSN in our de-

tected progenitor sample are shown in Fig. 1, shown with

MIST single-star evolutionary tracks at solar metallicity

(Choi et al. 2016) and MW RSG candidates, detailed in

Section 2.1, split into K0+ (yellow diamonds) and M3+

(red stars). Unless multi-band imaging is available, as-

suming effective temperature and luminosity are highly
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Figure 4. Luminosity derived from optical I band photom-
etry versus from observed SED from Wen et al. (2024). The
sample is broken into two groups based on the available bolo-
metric corrections denoted in the square boxes and colored
to match the associated points. M3+ is shown in blue, and
M0-M2 is shown in purple.

uncertain, as can be seen from the large error bars of

progenitors in Fig. 1 and the number of objects clas-

sified no more precisely than as “RSG” in A.2. Note

there is a region around ≳ 5.4 where there are no de-

tected SN progenitors, yet there are observed MW RSG

candidates: this is the RSG problem (see also Section

2.1).

2.5. Optical band derived Luminosity

Optical, specifically the F814W band, photometry is

the most often pre-explosion imaging found for detecting

SN progenitors. In general, optical wavelengths contain

unreliable information for RSGs as they are bluewards of

the RSG’s peak emission and any re-emitted flux due to

the surrounding dust. Using M31 139 RSGs with well-
observed optical to mid-IR photometry, Beasor et al.

(2024) find that single-band photometry systematically

underestimates the luminosity of RSG by an average of

0.3 dex when M0 is assumed for the entire sample and

0.08 dex similarly for M5 with an average dispersion on

the order of 0.2 dex.

We repeat this study with a larger sample of 2,536

M0+ RSGs from the LMC, pulling I-band (≈ F814W)

photometry from the Magellanic Clouds Photometric

Survey (MCPS) (Zaritsky et al. 2004). Extinction came

from the dust map of Chen et al. (2022), an extinction

coefficient from the classical CCM89 model (Cardelli

et al. 1989), and RV = 3.41 (Gordon et al. 2003).

As bolometric corrections for the I-band are fractured

with values determined for M0 and M5+ but no sin-

gular equation that covers the entire range of spectral

types, we break the sample into groups of M0-M2 and

M3+. For M0-M2, we use BCI = 0.9 (Smartt et al.

2009; Smartt 2015), and the luminosity derived is rep-

resented by the purple points in Fig. 4. For our M3+

sample, we use BCI = 0 (Davies & Beasor 2017), the

M5+ bolometric correction built to represent the late-

type RSGs. The resulting luminosity (log(L/L⊙)I) es-

timates are shown by the blue dots in Fig. 4. It is im-

portant to note that different treatments between our

sample and Beasor et al. (2024). The spectral types

are known for these RSGs, so bolometric corrections are

specifically applied to RSGs with the associated spectral

types rather than an entire sample treated as a singular

spectral type with a singular bolometric correction.

In either case, the LumI has a wide dispersion, signif-

icantly wider than that of the log(L/L⊙)NIR in Fig. 2.

For M0-M2, log(L/L⊙)I is underestimated in compari-

son to the luminosity from the observed SEDs up until

log(L/L⊙)SED = 4.25 where the average is much closer

to the 1-to-1 line, but the dispersion has widened to

∼ 0.5 dex. However, the M3+ estimates show a widen-

ing dispersion and a slightly increased deviation above

the 1-to-1 line as luminosity increases.

3. RSG LUMINOSITY DISTRIBUTIONS

While it is hard to draw information from comparing

individual RSG and SNe, studying the complete samples

of RSGs in terms of population behaviors can help re-

solve the issues with the missing high-mass pre-imaged

SN progenitors. Mass estimates for our samples are un-

reliable, especially due to the derivation of luminosity

from single-band photometry, but effective temperature

and luminosity distributions allow for comparison be-

tween RSG and pre-imaged SN progenitor populations.

First, we look into how observed RSGs luminosity distri-

bution changes as the effective temperature lowers and

the stars evolve, then into those pre-imaged SN progen-

itors, and determine the effect metallicity has on both.

Davies & Beasor (2018) showed RSGs likely evolve

to later spectral types as they approach SNe and sug-

gested SN progenitors in the absence of other knowledge

should be assumed to be late types. In order to deter-

mine the spectral characteristic of Type II progenitors

at their deaths, we compare to subpopulations of RSGs

with varying Teff cuts to determine which best repli-

cates the progenitor samples’ luminosity distributions.

For this, we do not consider the SMC, whose observed

lack of evolved stars have been discussed as an open is-

sue (Levesque et al. 2006; Cheng et al. 2024; Massey

et al. 2000; Heger et al. 2003).

3.1. Luminosity distribution of RSGs

We produce CLDs and fractional luminosity distribu-

tions (FLD), as shown in Fig. 5, for the MW and each
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Figure 5. Cumulative (top) and fractional (bottom) distributions of RSGs from MW, M31, M33, LMC, and SMC. The left
shows all RSGs, while the right shows a sample limited to only objects with spectral type greater or equal to M3. The colormap
shows the galaxy’s average metallicity.

galaxy in both the Ren and Massey lists. The compar-

ison between the CLDs of these samples and our MW

sample is broken into M0+ (left panel) and M3+ (right

panel), and the color represents the metallicity (bottom

color bar).
The MW sample has the most lenient cuts in order

to compensate for the complications of extinction and

uncertain distance, which are particularly apparent for

M3+ side of Fig. 5 and the shallow slope in the lower

luminosity range, but still retains information about

metallicity effects and luminosity behavior. As expected

based on sample criteria, the LMC CLD from Yang et al.

(2021) shows likely contamination from AGBs and fore-

ground red giants (RGs), but M31 and M33 who are less

likely to be affected by foreground RGs (Massey & Evans

2016) do not show the same excess of lower luminosity

objects. As AGBs and RGs, even in the extreme, are re-

stricted to the luminosity of mainly low luminosity, the

difference in colour cuts shows little effect towards the

high luminosity end. As a whole, the Ren and Massey

samples agree within errors.

We also find that, numerically, the maximum lumi-

nosities, listed in Table 1 columns 9-11, appear approx-

imately independent of metallicity, settling at around

log(L/L⊙) = 5.5 for the Massey samples, and within

uncertainties, also for the Ren sample, although it has

a larger dispersion. However, examination of the lower

end of the M0+ CLDs in Fig. 5 indicates some metal-

licity dependence as the minimum luminosity increases

with metallicity. This behavior is absent in the mini-

mum luminosities of M3+ samples. While the dominant

mechanism for SN progenitor mass loss is a subject of de-

bate, this could suggest that for hotter low-mass RSGs,

line-driven wind may be the primary driver of mass-loss,

which transitions to other mechanisms at high masses

and cooler temperatures.

3.2. Luminosity distribution of SN pre-imaged RSGs

We build upon previous SN II-P and II-L pre-image

lists originally based on Smartt (2015) with later up-

dates from Beasor et al. (2024) and Strotjohann et al.

(2024) (and references within), shown in Tables A.1 and

A.2. The distribution is shown in Fig. 6, where the SNe
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Figure 6. The luminosity functions of SNe progenitors from
Table A.2 using the ordering method. Included are both de-
tections and upper limits, represented by black open circles
and arrows, respectively. Strotjohann et al. (2024)’s RSG
progenitor luminosity function (shades of green) with its con-
fidence regions due to statistical fluctuations and measure-
ment uncertainties on the progenitor bolometric magnitudes.
Along with Davies & Beasor (2020a), the luminosity func-
tion method applied to the updated progenitor list is shown
in various shades of blue.

are ordered based on luminosity and evenly distributed

from 0 to 1, roughly reproducing the shape of a CLD.

Note that while SN2002hh is included in our list of de-

tected progenitors, we did not use it to constrain the

minimum of our CLD’s behavior since it only provides

a limit.

Various corrections have been explored for SN pre-

imaged progenitors. Firstly, Davies & Beasor (2017) re-

worked the method of Smartt et al. (2009) and Smartt

(2015) by deriving updated bolometric corrections for

RSGs and reevaluated the initial masses of all SNe pro-

genitors (Davies & Beasor 2020a). From those works,

Beasor et al. (2024) determined the accuracy of the

bolometric corrections for optical single-band derived

luminosities as discussed in Sec. 2.5. With this result,

they refined the previous progenitor luminosity function

(Davies & Beasor 2020a) and for luminosity derived from

F814W single-band observations add additional uncer-

tainty. We follow the same Monte Carlo procedure;

the resulting confidence intervals are shaded in blue in

Figs. 6 and 7.

Secondly, Strotjohann et al. (2024) incorporated mea-

surement errors and sensitivity of the surveys when cal-

culating a bias-corrected luminosity function for SN pre-

imaged progenitors. They found a large increase in faint

progenitors, e.g., at the highest end Mbol < −7 mag re-

duced to 36±11% from the previous estimate of 56±5%

of Davies & Beasor (2020a). We reproduce their results

with the updated uncertainties of Beasor et al. (2024),

which are shown by shaded green regions in Figs. 6 and

7.

3.3. Metallicity-averaged RSG distributions

The results found in Sec. 3.1 suggest portions of RSGs

luminosity functions, particularly the lower luminosity

end, are affected by metallicity. While the MW’s metal-

licity is approximately that of the pre-imaged SN pro-

genitor’s average metallicity, it is not a complete sam-

ple. In order to determine how the luminosity function

of RSGs compares to that of the pre-imaged SN progeni-

tors, we determine a second source which can be used to

constrain how completeness effects the luminosity func-

tion.

Using the estimated metallicties associated with each

SN listed in Tab. A.1 compiled from the literature as de-

scribed in Sec. 2.4, we break the sample into objects with

metallicity which best match the average metallicity of

M31, M33, LMC, and SMC. The sample sizes are then

used as the weights to apply to the CLDs of M31, M33,

LMC, and SMC to determine an average CLD that re-

covers the same metallicity profile as the pre-imaged SN

progenitors and which is build of complete samples of

RSGs. For both M0+ and M3+ samples, two weighted

averages were built based on either the Ren or Massey

lists. We retain the individual MW CLD since it shows

the effect of AGB contamination, is at approximately

solar metallicity, and provides a good point of reference.

The left side of Fig. 7 shows both Beasor et al. (2024)

(top) and Strotjohann et al. (2024)’s (bottom) correc-

tions agianst the average CLD and MW for the M0+

samples. The right shows the same but for the M3+

sample. the result are discussed on Sec. 4.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. RSG spectral type at collapse

For initial masses of ∼8−35M⊙, the RSG phase is

thought to be when most mass-loss occurs. The strong

winds produce large amounts of dust that surround the

RSG significantly altering the star and its appearance

even to the point of potentially removing the entire H-

rich envelope. As such, the mass loss rate governs the

onward evolutionary path of the star and even what the

supernova looks like. Due to the resulting changes, it is
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Figure 7. SN pre-imaged progenitors, with corrections applied, compared to the RSGs CLD averaged based on metallicity.
Top panels show the Davies & Beasor (2020a) correction, while bottom panels show the Strotjohann et al. (2024) correction.
Left panels show ≥M0 observed RSGs (denoted M0+), while right panels show RSGs with the specific classification of ≥M3
observed stars (denoted M3+).

important to constrain the spectral types of SN progen-

itors as this affects the bolometric corrections and other

assumptions used when deriving progenitors’ luminos-

ity. This also allows us to determine the correct sam-

ple of observed RSGs to compare to the pre-imaged SN

progenitors and determine the significance of the RSG

problem.

Figure 7 compares various corrections to various sub-

populations of RSGs. The Beasor et al. (2024) cor-

rection to SN pre-images are shown in the top pan-

els while the Strotjohann et al. (2024) bias corrections

are shown in the bottom panels. The left-hand panels

show these compared to the M0+ MW and metallicity

weighted average CLDs from both the Ren and Massey

lists (see Sec. 3.3 for details). In many places, the MW

and weighted CLDs of M0+ RSG populations are be-

yond the 3σ boundaries of the blue Beasor et al. (2024)

correction (top-left) and with MW CLD at the 2 − 3σ

and the weighted CLDs at the 1− 2σ boundaries of the

Strotjohann et al. (2024) bias correction (bottom left).

Based on Figs. 2 and 4, we have shown that there is

potentially more significant separation at the lower end

as the weighted CLDs are likely over-estimated and the

progenitors’ corrections are likely underestimated. The

use of NIR luminosity would shift the MW and weighted

CLDs away from the 2−3σ or 1−2σ, respectively, confi-
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dence intervals of both corrections at the luminous end,

but this could be balanced out by the significant under-

estimation of uncertainties in for F814W derived lumi-

nosity.

The right side of Fig. 7 shows comparisons to the MW

and weighted CLDs of M3+ RSG population. These are

within the 1σ bounds of both Beasor et al. (2024) and

Strotjohann et al. (2024) corrections above log(L/L⊙) =

5.0. At lower luminosity where the MW is known to have

an excess of lower luminosity contaminates, the overlap

with the Strotjohann et al. (2024) correction is within

the 1σ and the Beasor et al. (2024) correction is between

2-3σ. As seen in Fig. 2, the weighted CLDs are likely

overestimated at the lower luminosity end, suggesting

the weighted CLDs should be closer to 1-2σ of blue Bea-

sor et al. (2024) correction and ∼ 2σ green Strotjohann

et al. (2024). This would also affect the higher luminos-

ity end where the weighted CLDs and progenitor correc-

tions are shown to agree within 1σ at current estimates.

Still, the NIR-caused shift of the weighted CLDs should

be offset by the significant uncertainty increase in the

corrections due to the F814W bolometric correction at

later spectral types as seen in the higher luminosity end

of Fig. 4. For the entirety of the Beasor et al. (2024)

correction, the M3+ CLDs is within 3σ confidence, of

which over half is within the 1σ boundaries.

While the Strotjohann et al. (2024) bias correction

does agree with previous results that show no missing

high mass progenitors, it suggests ∼ 10% of stars have

luminosity low enough to imply ZAMS masses below the

predicted limit for CCSNe (∼ 6−8M⊙). While we know

the MW and to a lesser degree the weighted CLDs have

some contamination from AGBS and foreground stars

that are of lower masses, a list built off detected SNe

later matched to archival imaging should not include es-

timates for objects that would be too small to produce

CCSNe. An explanation for this is not addressed. Even

when accounting for the added uncertainty in F814W-

derived luminosity, the percent is still nonzero. Their

results also produce significantly wider confidence inter-

vals. For these reasons and the results seen in Fig. 7, we

favor the correction of Beasor et al. (2024).

The weighted CLDs of M0+ stars do not produce the

same shape and, for a good portion, disagree beyond

the 3σ boundaries of the Davies & Beasor (2020a) cor-

rection. This suggests that M0+ RSGs have not evolved

to have the same characteristics as the progenitors ob-

served right before SNe. However, both of the weighted

CLDs of M3+ stars match within 3σ across the entire

range, and greater than a half is within 1σ, suggesting

that M3+ stars have a similar luminosity distribution

to those of the pre-imaged detected SN progenitors.

We conclude that the M3+ subsamples are represen-

tative of the true luminosity function of Type II progen-

itors, with the shift being part of stellar evolution. Just

prior to core collapse, the final stages of nuclear burning

will cause the RSGs to brighten, moving upwards in the

H-R diagram causing an overall shift to higher luminos-

ity and lower mass RSGs spend fractionally less of their

overall RSG lifetime at later spectral types creating the

shift in luminosity function illustrated in Fig. 3. This

supports previous suggestions in Beasor et al. (2024)

(and reference within) that SN progenitors are exclu-

sively RSG at the very end of the phase (M3 or later)

on the basis that in star clusters with large numbers

of RSGs, more evolved stars are observed to have later

spectral types (Negueruela et al. 2013; Davies & Bea-

sor 2017) with estimates of the typical spectral type at

SN being M5-M7 and progenitors are shown clearly to

be very red from multi-color pre-explosion photometry

(SN2003gd, SN2004et SN2008bk, and SN2009md).

Nevertheless, let us also consider the case where RSGs

at the M0 stage could be the phase leading directly to

SNe. If we take the Davies & Beasor (2020a) correction,

comparison to the weighted CLDs of M0+ stars suggests

a missing number of faint pre-imaged SNe progenitors.

However, the missing objects cover a luminosity range

well below the predicted limit to produce CCSNe, sug-

gesting this is not the case. If we take Strotjohann et al.

(2024) as the true correction, there would be a missing

fraction of pre-imaged SN progenitors around the mid-

dle range of luminosities. This is unlikely the case as the

authors do not currently know of a bias in any of the

surveys or telescopes used to compile the sample of pre-

imaged SN progenitors, which would favor only bright

and faint objects and miss mean luminosity RSGs.

4.2. The Red Supergiant Problem

The RSG problem describes the apparent missing pop-

ulation of Type II-P SN pre-images with log(L/L⊙) >

5.24 when compared with the maximum luminosity of

observed field RSGs which reach to log(L/L⊙) ∼ 5.6.

We do not look into the RSG problem in terms of mass

as previously done, as the additional uncertainties added

when converting luminosity to MZAMS from stellar evo-

lution models are large, and their effects are hard to

trace. However, bolometric luminosity can be used to

directly compare populations of observed RSG and con-

fidence intervals of corrections to pre-imaged SN pro-

genitors CLDs as shown in Fig. 7.

For the comparison of the MW and weighted CLDs to

pre-imaged SN progenitor corrections of Davies & Bea-

sor (2020a) in Fig. 7, the MW and weighted CLDs of

M3+ RSG population are within the 1σ bounds of both
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corrections above log(L/L⊙) = 5.0. At the upper lumi-

nosity end, Figs. 2 and 4 show a significant increase in

uncertainty not accounted for in the current estimates

of both the RSG luminosities and the pre-imaged SN

progenitors, but this is unlikely to shift the weighted

CLDs out of the boundaries of the 1σ confidence inter-

vals from Davies & Beasor (2020a) method. The agree-

ment, even when accounting for derivation issues, con-

firms that there are no missing high-luminosity RSGs.

4.3. The Lower Luminosity End

As more faint and dusty RSGs have become observ-

able in large-scale surveys, samples of RSGs have be-

come more complete to lower luminosity limits. This

has led to a suggestion of an apparent disagreement at

the lower luminosity end (Beasor et al. 2024). While

the initial mass must be above ∼ 8M⊙ for a single star

to undergo CC (Heger et al. 2003), some pre-SN imaged

progenitor corrections imply the boundary is lower. But

our results show the M3+ MW CLD below or at the 2σ

boundary of the Beasor et al. (2024) correction in this

region, indicating that the lowest estimated progenitor

luminosity is still greater than that of a sample of RSGs

with extreme AGBs whose masses are ∼ 6 − 8M⊙ con-

tamination and it is therefore more likely the luminosity

is unreliable then there begin a contradiction to stellar

theory.

While not in complete agreement, the weighted aver-

ages and CLDs of M3+ sample are within the 3σ confi-

dence interval above the mean of the Davies & Beasor

(2020a) correction. When considering the effect of NIR

single-band luminosity derivation, this gap shrinks. The

lower luminosity end has the NIR overestimated, bring-

ing the weighted CLDs down, and BCI for M3+ RSGs

increases the uncertainty in the luminosity and widens

the boundaries, especially as the three lowest pre-imaged

SN progenitors’s luminosity comes from F814W. Be-

tween the weighted CLDs and the M3+ MW CLD below

or at the 2σ boundary of the Beasor et al. (2024), we

find no evidence that there is a missing low-mass SN

progenitor problem.

5. CONCLUSION

We have performed a re-assessment of the RSG prob-

lem using well-mapped sample of RSGs from the Local

Group which covers a range of metallicities. Our main

results are summarized below.

• When considering RSG with spectral types ≥M0,

we found a metallicity dependence of the minimum

luminosity, suggesting line-driven wind may be the

dominant mechanism for RSG mass-loss at lower

masses and hotter temperatures but transitions to

other mechanisms at high masses and cooler tem-

peratures.

• RSGs who display luminosity behaviors evident of

impending CC are constrain to spectral types at

or later then M3.

• We have found no evidence of high luminosity SN

progenitors missing among SN pre-images. We

find that the uncertainties on the single-band de-

rived luminosity of pre-imaged SN progenitors and

complete Local Group samples of RSGs are too

large to meaningfully infer population differences.

• While some disagreement is found at low luminosi-

ties between Local Group RSGs and pre-imaged

SN progenitors, this can be explained by the inac-

curacy and uncertainty of bolometric corrections

in the optical and NIR.

Our knowledge of evolved massive stars still has large

gaps, and much research needs to be done to better un-

derstand the luminosities of RSGs. For example, we can-

not account for the additional uncertainties from out-

standing issues such as binary interactions, mass loss

rates, and black hole mass thresholds. Nevertheless,

large surveys are making it possible to observe more

complete populations of RSGs, and the upcoming era

of NIR large-scale surveys means that questions regard-

ing the dust production of these evolved stars can be

informed by better observations.

In particular, future efforts to determine bolometric

corrections that are more attuned to evolved massive

stars for bands in which progenitors have been and are

likely to be imaged in will be particularly important.
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Negueruela, I., González-Fernández, C., Dorda, R., Marco,

A., & Clark, J. 2013, EAS Publications Series, 60,

279–285, doi: 10.1051/eas/1360032

Neugent, K. F., Levesque, E. M., Massey, P., Morrell, N. I.,

& Drout, M. R. 2020a, ApJ, 900, 118,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ababaa

Neugent, K. F., Massey, P., Georgy, C., et al. 2020, The

Astrophysical Journal, 889, 44,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab5ba0

Neustadt, J. M. M., Kochanek, C. S., & Smith, M. R. 2024,

MNRAS, 527, 5366, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad3073

Podsiadlowski, P., Joss, P. C., & Hsu, J. J. L. 1992, ApJ,

391, 246, doi: 10.1086/171341

Ren, Y., Jiang, B., Yang, M., et al. 2021, The Astrophysical

Journal, 907, 18, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abcda5

Skrutskie, M. F., Cutri, R. M., Stiening, R., et al. 2006, AJ,

131, 1163, doi: 10.1086/498708

Smartt, S. J. 2015, PASA, 32, e016,

doi: 10.1017/pasa.2015.17

http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.14027
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/818/2/130
http://doi.org/10.1086/176188
http://doi.org/10.1086/167900
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stac072
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad701e
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/823/2/102
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2734
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2734
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa174
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1302
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202243394
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt1612
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab383
http://doi.org/10.1086/376774
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stae738
http://doi.org/10.1086/375341
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201937374
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slu146
http://doi.org/10.1086/157301
http://doi.org/10.1086/590053
http://doi.org/10.1086/430901
http://doi.org/10.1086/504417
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/826/2/224
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aca665
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/703/1/420
http://doi.org/10.1086/301345
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2658
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature02161
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3453
http://doi.org/10.1051/eas/1360032
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ababaa
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab5ba0
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad3073
http://doi.org/10.1086/171341
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abcda5
http://doi.org/10.1086/498708
http://doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2015.17


13

Smartt, S. J., Eldridge, J. J., Crockett, R. M., & Maund,

J. R. 2009, MNRAS, 395, 1409,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.14506.x

Smith, N. 2014, ARA&A, 52, 487,

doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-081913-040025

Smith, N., Hinkle, K. H., & Ryde, N. 2009, AJ, 137, 3558,

doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/137/3/3558

Smith, N., Li, W., Filippenko, A. V., & Chornock, R. 2011,

MNRAS, 412, 1522,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.17229.x

Strotjohann, N. L., Ofek, E. O., & Gal-Yam, A. 2024, The

Astrophysical Journal Letters, 964, L27,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad3064

Van Dyk, S. D., Srinivasan, S., Andrews, J. E., et al. 2024,

ApJ, 968, 27, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad414b

Wen, J., Gao, J., Yang, M., et al. 2024, The Astronomical

Journal, 167, 51, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ad12bf

Xiang, D., Mo, J., Wang, L., et al. 2024, Science China

Physics, Mechanics, and Astronomy, 67, 219514,

doi: 10.1007/s11433-023-2267-0

Yang, M., Bonanos, A. Z., Jiang, B., et al. 2021, A&A, 646,

A141, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202039475

—. 2023, A&A, 676, A84,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202244770

Zapartas, E., de Mink, S. E., Dyk, S. D. V., et al. 2017,

The Astrophysical Journal, 842, 125,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aa7467

Zaritsky, D., Harris, J., Thompson, I. B., & Grebel, E. K.

2004, AJ, 128, 1606, doi: 10.1086/423910

http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.14506.x
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081913-040025
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/137/3/3558
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.17229.x
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad3064
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad414b
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ad12bf
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11433-023-2267-0
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039475
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202244770
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aa7467
http://doi.org/10.1086/423910


14

Table A.1. SN Pre-imaged Progenitor Sample Parameters

SN Sptype Teff Host Galaxy 12 + log(O/H) Notes

[K]

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

1999an assumed M-type 3300-3790 IC 755 8.3

1999br assumed M 3300-3790 NGC 4900 8.4

1999em K2–M4 3400-4015 NGC 1637 8.6

1999gi M 3300-3790 NGC 3184 8.6

2001du K2–M4 3400-4015 NGC 1365 8.5

2002hh assume K0-M5 3300-4185 NGC 6946 8.5

2003gd M3, K5–M3 3605.0 NGC 628 8.4 HII regions in M51 display near solar metallicity

2004A M-type, G5–M5 3300-4185 NGC 6207 8.3

2004dg assumed RSG 3300-4185 NGC 5806 8.5

2004et >M4 3300-3450 NGC 6946 8.3

2005cs K5-M4 3600.0 NGC 5194 8.7

2006bc assumed RSG 3300-4185 NGC 2397 8.5

2006my assumed RSG 3300-4185 NGC 4651 8.7

2006ov assumed RSG 3300-4185 NGC 4303 8.9

2007aa M-type 3300-3790 NGC 4030 8.4

2008bk ≥M4, Late-type M 3300-3535 NGC 7793 8.4 estimated between SMC and LMC

2008cn YSG 5200.0 NGC 4603 8.76 ± 0.24

2009hd early K 4500.0 NGC 3627 8.43 ± 0.05

2009md M4 3300.0 NGC 3389 8.96 ± 0.04 estimate based on mag absolute and radial z gradient

2009kr RSG or YSG 2500-5200 NGC 1832 8.55 ± 0.16

2012A ∼ late-type RSG 3300-3535 NGC 3239 8.11 ± 0.09/8.04 ± 0.01

2012aw RSG 3300-4185 M95 (NGC 3351) 8.8 ± 0.1

2012ec > K0 4500∗ NGC 1084 8.93 ± 0.1

2013ej M2 3800.0 M74 8.73

2017eaw RSG 2500–3300 NGC 6946 8.51

2018aoq M-type RSG 3500.0 NGC 4151 no reliable estimation

2020jfo RSG 3300–3500 M61 M31-like (1.5-2z⊙)

2022acko Likely RSG 3300-4185 NGC 1300 approximately solar metallicity, perhaps slightly higher

2023ixf RSG 3920.0 M101 subsolar to supersolar

2024ggi late-type RSG 3290+19
−27 NGC 3621 8.23 ± 0.05

Note—Summary of Progenitor spectral type (Sptype), effective temperature (Teff ), host galaxy, and metallicity (O/H) compiled from the literature
a Teff placed are rough estimates used when placing on H-R diagram.
b Assumed RSGs means that estimates for values are derived based on the assumption the progenitor is a RSG others come from best fits
to SEDs and spectral analysis.

APPENDIX

A. SUPERNOVA TABLES

We provide details of our SN pre-imaged progenitor sample in Tables A.1 and A.2.
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Table A.2. SN Pre-imaged Progenitor Sample Parameters

SN DM λ Aλ BCλ mλ Mbol Log( L
L⊙

) lim l

[mag] [mag] [mag] [mag]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

1999an 31.34 ± 0.08 F606W 0.28 ± 0.13 −1.83 ± 0.38 > 24.70.1 > −8.70.41 5.380.164

1999br 30.75 ± 0.18 F606W 0.04 ± 0.04 −1.83 ± 0.38 > 24.90.1 > −7.710.43 4.980.17

1999em 30.34 ± 0.09 Ic 0.16 ± 0.08 −0.32 ± 0.15 > 23.00.1 > −7.790.21 5.010.08

1999gi 30.0 ± 0.08 F606W 0.45 ± 0.11 −1.83 ± 0.38 > 24.90.1 > −7.30.41 4.850.1

2001du 31.31 ± 0.07 F814W 0.26 ± 0.14 0.0 ± 0.15 > 24.250.1 > −7.320.24 4.820.07

2002hh 29.43 ± 0.12 i 2.6 ± 0.1 −0.49 ± 0.15 > 22.80.1 > −9.230.23 5.590.9

2003gd 29.84 ± 0.19 F814W 0.23 ± 0.07 0.1 ± 0.15 24.0 ± 0.04 −5.97 ± 0.26 4.28 ± 0.09 3.330.11

2004A 31.54 ± 0.17 F814W 0.34 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.15 24.36 ± 0.12 −7.52 ± 0.28 4.9 ± 0.1 4.420.11

2004dg 31.51 ± 0.13 F814W 0.4 ± 0.05 0.0 ± 0.15 > 250.1 > −6.910.23 4.660.07

2004et 29.43 ± 0.12 Ij 0.64 ± 0.05 0.25 ± 0.15 22.06 ± 0.12 −7.78 ± 0.23 4.77 ± 0.07 4.530.09

2005cs 29.62 ± 0.12 F814W 0.27 ± 0.03 0.05 ± 0.15 23.62 ± 0.07 −6.27 ± 0.21 4.38 ± 0.07 3.70.09

2006bc 30.84 ± 0.18 F814W 0.34 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.15 > 24.450.1 > −6.750.26 4.590.08

2006my 31.74 ± 0.12 F814W 0.81 ± 0.42 0.05 ± 0.15 24.86 ± 0.13 −7.7 ± 0.48 4.97 ± 0.8 4.530.19

2006ov 30.5 ± 0.19 F814W 0.18 ± 0.04 0.05 ± 0.15 > 24.20.1 > −6.430.26 4.470.1

2007aa 31.55 ± 0.13 F814W 0.05 ± 0.01 0.05 ± 0.15 > 24.440.1 > −7.170.23 4.760.06

2008bk 27.96 ± 0.13 K 0.03 ± 0.01 3 ± 0.18 18.38 ± 0.03 −6.6 ± 0.22 4.53 ± 0.07 3.460.10

2008cn 32.61 ± 0.1 F814W 0.54 ± 0.06 0.05 ± 0.15 25.13 ± 0.09 −8.02 ± 0.21 5.1 ± 0.07 4.50.09

2009hd 29.86 ± 0.08 F814W 2.04 ± 0.08 0.05 ± 0.15 23.54 ± 0.14 −8.36 ± 0.23 5.24 ± 0.08 4.830.09

2009md 31.64 ± 0.21 F814W 0.17 ± 0.17 0.05 ± 0.15 24.87 ± 0.11 −6.94 ± 0.33 4.5 ± 0.2 4.140.13

2009kr 32.09 ± 0.5 F555W 0.58 ± 0.05 −0.36 ± 0.2 24.71 ± 0.23 −8.32 ± 0.59 5.13 ± 0.23 5.100.22

2012A 29.96 ± 0.15 K 0.01 ± 0.0 3 ± 0.18 20.29 ± 0.13 −6.68 ± 0.27 4.57 ± 0.09 4.120.1

2012aw 29.96 ± 0.2 K 0.16 ± 0.02 3 ± 0.18 19.56 ± 0.29 −7.56 ± 0.34 4.92 ± 0.12 4.820.08

2012ec 31.19 ± 0.1 F814W 0.36 ± 0.1 0.0 ± 0.15 23.39 ± 0.08 −8.16 ± 0.22 5.16 ± 0.07 4.50.09

2013ej 29.8 ± 0.11 F814W 0.24 ± 0.03 0.4 ± 0.2 22.65 ± 0.05 −6.99 ± 0.24 4.69 ± 0.07 3.830.1

2017eaw 29.44 ± 0.12 F606W 0.74 ± 0.09 −1.83 ± 0.38 26.4 ± 0.05 −5.53 ± 0.41 4.95 ± 0.1 3.250.17

2018aoq 31.3 ± 0.12 F814W 0.05 ± 0.07 0.0 ± 0.15 23.91 ± 0.02 −7.44 ± 0.2 4.63 ± 0.12 3.710.09

2020jfo 30.81 ± 0.12 F814W 0.03 ± 0.07 0 ± 0.15 25.02 ± 0.07 −5.82 ± 0.22 4.22 ± 0.09 3.510.09

2022acko 31.74 ± 0.12 F814W 0.28 ± 0.07 0 ± 0.15 25.61 ± 0.09 −6.41 ± 0.22 4.46 ± 0.09 3.860.09

2023ixf 29.18 ± 0.05 F814W 0.07 ± 0.07 −2.25 ± 0.1 24.44 ± 0.06 −7.09 ± 0.14 5.06 ± 0.31 3.950.06

2024ggi 29.14 ± 0.06 F814W 0.32 ± 0.0 23.25 −6.21 ± 0.08 4.9 ± 0.05 3.580.05

Note—Summary of Progenitor Characteristics compiled from the literature. Showing the SN’s name (1), distance modulus
(2), bands used to derived luminosity (3), associated extinction (4), associated bolometric correction (5), observed magni-
tude (6), bolometric magnitude (7), bolometric luminosity (8), and limiting magnitude (9) as determined in Sec 2.4.
References: Beasor et al. (2024) and references within

a Teff placed are rough estimates used when placing on H-R diagram.
b Assumed RSGs means that estimates for values are derived based on the assumption the progenitor is a RSG others
come from best fits to SEDs and spectral analysis.


	Introduction
	Progenitor Samples
	Milky Way RSGs
	Local Group RSGs
	Near-Infrared Derived Luminosity
	RSGs Detected in SN Pre-imaging
	Optical band derived Luminosity

	RSG Luminosity Distributions
	Luminosity distribution of RSGs
	Luminosity distribution of SN pre-imaged RSGs
	Metallicity-averaged RSG distributions

	Results and Discussion
	RSG spectral type at collapse
	The Red Supergiant Problem
	The Lower Luminosity End

	Conclusion
	Supernova Tables

