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ABSTRACT

Massive stars undergoing iron core collapse at the end of their evolution terminate their lives either in successful or failed supernovae
(SNe). The physics of core collapse supernovae (CCSNe) is complex, and their understanding requires computationally expensive
simulations. The sampling of large, densely sampled parameter spaces of SN progenitors, as is needed e.g. for population synthesis
studies, is thus not feasible. To remedy this situation, we present criteria that allow us to predict the final fates of stars by evaluating
multiple explodability proxies derived from the stellar structure at the onset of core collapse. These criteria are formulated based on the
outcomes of a semi-analytic supernova model, evaluated over a set of ∼ 3,900 heterogeneous stellar progenitors (single stars, binary-
stripped and accretor stars). Over these, the explodabiliy criteria achieve an accuracy of >99% agreement with the semi-analytic
model. The criteria are tested on 29 state-of-the-art 3D core collapse simulation outcomes from two different groups. Furthermore,
we find that all explodability proxies needed for our pre-SN structure-based criteria have two distinct peaks and intervening valleys
as a function of the carbon-oxygen (CO) core mass MCO, which coincide with failed and successful SNe, respectively. The CO
core masses of explodability peaks shift systematically with metallicity, Z, and with the timing of hydrogen-rich envelope removal
in binary-stripped stars. With these, we identify critical values in MCO that define windows over which black holes form by direct
collapse. The outcome is a CCSN recipe based on MCO and Z, applicable for rapid binary population synthesis and other studies. Our
explodability formalism is consistent with observations of Type IIP and Type IIb/Ib supernova progenitors and partially addresses the
missing red supergiant problem by direct black hole formation.

Key words. stars: massive, evolution, black holes; (stars:) supernovae: general; methods: data analysis, statistical

1. Introduction

When the iron core of massive stars surpasses its effective Chan-
drasekhar mass (Timmes et al. 1996), the core collapses. Dur-
ing collapse, the core density grows until it reaches nuclear den-
sities and a proto-neutron star (PNS) forms. The still infalling
outer core bounces off the PNS, launching an outward propagat-
ing shock wave. The shock wave loses momentum due to pho-
todissociation of the heavy nuclei and stalls (Colgate & White
1966; Bethe & Wilson 1985). The leading paradigm1 is that neu-
trino heating imparts the energy that facilitates shock revival in
the case of a successful SN explosion. Since asymmetry-induced
turbulence in both the progenitor structure at the onset and dur-
ing the collapse as well as other multidimensional effects can
be critical to shock revival (e.g. Müller 2020), the appropriate
modeling of core collapse supernovae (CCSNe) is addressed by
three-dimensional (3D) simulations. However, 3D CCSN sim-
ulations are notoriously expensive computationally due to the
spatial and temporal scales that need to be resolved, the neu-
1 In this work, we consider the neutrino-driven engine and not alter-
native SN mechanisms, such as those driven by magnetars (Kasen &
Bildsten 2010), collapsars (Woosley & Bloom 2006) or jittering jets
(Papish & Soker 2011).

trino transport and the complexity of other physical processes
involved (Janka et al. 2007; Burrows & Vartanyan 2021; Janka
2025). For population synthesis purposes that demand modeling
hundreds or thousands of stars, only 1D codes of stellar evolu-
tion up to core collapse, and only one-dimensional (1D) CCSN
codes are computationally feasible.

To overcome these challenges, different explodability prox-
ies – derived from the pre-SN stellar structure – have been in-
troduced, based on large samples of 1D CCSN simulation out-
comes. These are used to predict whether iron core collapse will
result in success or failure of the neutrino-driven SN mecha-
nism. Whether stars can explode by the neutrino energy transport
mechanism is linked to the density structure outside the iron core
(Burrows & Lattimer 1987). O’Connor & Ott (2011) introduced
the compactness parameter

ξM =
M/M⊙

R(M)/1000 km
(1)

as a first-order criterion for predicting the final fates. Here, R
is the radius of the Lagrangian mass shell enclosing a bary-
onic mass, M, in the pre-SN star. For M = 2.5 M⊙, they found
that setting the condition ξ2.5 > 0.45 for failed SNe agreed with
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CCSN outcomes predicted with the GR1D SN model (O’Connor
& Ott 2010) over a sample of more than 700 simulations over
100 different progenitor models. Based on 2D and 3D CCSN
simulations with approximate neutrino transport, Horiuchi et al.
(2014) concluded that a lower threshold of ξ2.5 > 0.2 better rep-
resents the CCSN outcomes in their sample and is in line with
observational constraints. Many other works confirmed the fol-
lowing gross trend, based on different sets of stellar progenitors
and various 1D SN codes: statistically, stars with lower ξ2.5 are
more likely to explode (e.g., O’Connor & Ott 2013; Nakamura
et al. 2015; Sukhbold et al. 2018; Schneider et al. 2021; Taka-
hashi et al. 2023; Laplace et al. 2025). With the Prometheus-
hotbath 1D hydrodynamics code that parametrizes the contrac-
tion of the PNS, Ugliano et al. (2012) obtained successful SNe
for ξ2.5 < 0.15, failed SNe for ξ2.5 > 0.35, and their co-existence
for values in-between. Comparing the neutrino luminosity ob-
tained from GR1D simulations to the analytically estimated crit-
ical neutrino luminosity required for shock revival, Pejcha &
Thompson (2015) found a similar degeneracy in the final fate
outcomes over a large set of SN progenitors, even when opti-
mizing the choice of M for ξM . It has has been criticized that a
high compactness does not consistently coincide with failed SNe
in 3D CCSN simulation outcomes and instead often anticipates
the most energetic SN explosions (Burrows et al. 2024; Wang
et al. 2022; Burrows et al. 2019).

As an alternative, Ertl et al. (2016) made the choice of the
mass coordinate dependent on an entropy condition, and in-
troduced a two-parameter criterion for classifying explodability
based on properties of the normalized mass

M4 =
m(s = 4 kB)

M⊙
, (2)

which is located where the entropy per baryon is s= 4 kB. At
this mass coordinate, the entropy abruptly rises and the density
declines. It typically defines the mass shell of the PNS in whose
vicinity the shock is revived in the case of a successful SN explo-
sion. Smaller values of the radial gradient at the mass coordinate
M4,

µ4 =
dm/M⊙

dr/1000km

∣∣∣∣∣
s=4
, (3)

imply a steeper density jump, such that at core collapse, lower-
density matter arrives at the neutrino-sphere and the ram pres-
sure is reduced (Sukhbold et al. 2018). The hot accretion man-
tle pushes onto the PNS, giving rise to a neutrino luminosity
that is maintained by persistent mass accretion. This luminos-
ity Lacc

ν ∝ G MPNS Ṁ/RPNS depends on the mass accretion rate
Ṁ, on the PNS mass MPNS ∼ M4 and radius RPNS. For neutrino
luminosities above a critical threshold, Lν,crit, the neutrino heat-
ing triggers the onset of an explosion by shock runaway expan-
sion (Burrows & Goshy 1993). The variable µ4, when divided by
the free-fall timescale and multiplied by the radius up to which
M4 is enclosed, is proportional to Ṁ (Ertl et al. 2016). Since
RPNS is similar across different progenitors and only weakly
time-dependent in late-time explosions, the product µ4M4 is a
proxy for Lacc

ν (Ertl et al. 2016). Based on analytical considera-
tions, they further argued that a separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4)–
plane segregates progenitors that will fulfill the critical condition
Lacc
ν > Lν,crit from those that will not. The (µ4M4, µ4)–plane com-

pares two competing forces onto the CCSN outcome: failed SNe
are favoured by a high density outside of the iron core (i.e., a
large µ4) and by weak accretion luminosities (i.e., a small µ4M4
compared to µ4). SN progenitors below the separation line are

predicted to explode, and to implode otherwise. With this ex-
plodability criterion, which we refer to as E16, they achieve
an accuracy of ≃ 97% over a heterogeneous set of 621 mas-
sive single star progenitors as predicted by a 1D CCSN model
at a reduced neutrino wind power compared to the approach of
Ugliano et al. (2012). While a two-parameter criterion is more
appropriate to model explodability (see, e.g., Heger et al. 2023),
a separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4)-plane has not been shown to
be a reliable criterion to discriminate the outcomes of other 1D
SN codes such as stir (Couch et al. 2020; Boccioli & Fragione
2024), which models the effects of turbulence in 1D by a modi-
fied mixing-length theory approach.2 E16 assesses the shock re-
vival conditions at one instant of time – at the onset of iron core
infall. It therefore does not capture the temporal-dynamical na-
ture of how the heating and accretion conditions compare as the
collapse proceeds. One of the original motivations for the formu-
lation of a semi-analytic supernova model in Müller et al. (2016),
which we refer to as M16, was to supply a set of ordinary dif-
ferential equations that takes the dynamical evolution of these
competing effects into account. The semi-analytical code draws
together theoretical insight, scaling relations and analytical ap-
proaches from previous work into a unified framework that mod-
els the neutrino-driven perturbation-aided SN engine. To assess
whether the stalled shock is revived or not, M16 adopts the ear-
lier established criterion that stars are expected to explode if the
mass advection timescale is greater than that of neutrino heating
(Janka & Keil 1998):

τadv > τheat. (4)

The M16 model outcomes have been compared to those of
the ξ2.5-based and E16 criteria over the same set of SN progen-
itors (e.g., Sukhbold et al. 2018; Schneider et al. 2023; Taka-
hashi et al. 2023; Aguilera-Dena et al. 2023), but so far no sim-
ple M16 SN model–progenitor connection based on a reduced
set of pre-SN variables parameters has been established. In this
work, we formulate explodability criteria for the neutrino-driven
SN mechanism using multiple diagnostic pre-SN structural vari-
ables: ξ2.5, the E16 parameters (µ4M4, µ4), the carbon-oxygen
core mass MCO and central specific entropy sc. The criteria are
calibrated to CCSN outcomes predicted by M16 over a large
sample of ≃ 3900 single, binary-stripped and accretor star 1D
models.

We then bridge the gap towards their application for rapid
binary population synthesis (BPS). Since M16 and 1D CCSN
codes require as input the entire progenitor structure profiles at
the pre-SN stage, they cannot be applied for BPS for two rea-
sons. First, BPS codes use stellar models that are evolved only
up to a cut-off at – if not before – central neon ignition. Second,
rapid BPS codes do not keep track of entire stellar structure pro-
files and only evolve global parameters. To predict the final fates
of massive stars undergoing iron core collapse, rapid codes use
recipes such as those introduced in Fryer et al. (2012), Mapelli
et al. (2020) or Mandel & Müller (2020), that are all based on
MCO. In this work, we use our pre-SN explodability criteria to
construct a MCO-based CCSN recipe that distinguishes single
and binary-stripped stars and takes metallicity dependence of ex-
plodability into account.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2, we introduce
our CCSN models and the stellar SN progenitors. The pre-SN
explodability criteria telling apart successful and failed SNe are
formulated and extended by a scheme predicting the remnant

2 However, see Müller (2019) for a critical assessment of this approach
to incorporating the effects of turbulence.
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type in Sect. 3.1. The compact remnant type landscape of sin-
gle and binary-stripped stars, predicted using our CCSN recipe,
is the main result presented in Sect. 3.2. We compare our pre-
SN explodability citeria and the MCO-based CCSN recipe with
3D CCSN simulation outcomes and with other SN models in
Sect. 3.3. In Sect. 3.4, our and alternative CCSN recipes are
compared against observations that constrain the SN progenitor
properties. The results are discussed in Sect. 4, and conclusions
are drawn in Sect. 5.

2. Methods

In Sect. 2.1, we introduce the set of single, binary-stripped and
accretor star SN progenitor models, in Sect. 2.2 the parameter
choice for the M16 CCSN model, and in Sect. 2.3 the catalog
of 3D CCSN simulation that are used in this work. In Sect. 2.4
we refer to the supervised learning model that we use to map out
CCSN outcomes as a function of progenitor MCO.

2.1. 1D CCSN progenitor models

We consider the following set of stellar evolution models:

– 127 single and binary-stripped stars [Case A, Case Be, Case
Bl, Case C] of variable zero-age-main-sequence (ZAMS)
mass 11 ≤ MZAMS/M⊙ ≤ 90 at solar3 metallicity Z = Z⊙
from Schneider et al. (2021), which we refer to as S21,

– 121 single and binary-stripped stars [Case A, Case Be, Case
Bl, Case C] of variable 11 ≤ MZAMS/M⊙ ≤ 90 at Z = Z⊙/10
from Schneider et al. (2023), which we refer to as S23,

– 570 accretor stars [Case Ae4, Case Al, Case Be, Case Bl,
Case C] of variable 11 ≤ MZAMS/M⊙ ≤ 90 and fraction f ∈
(0.1, 2) of ZAMS mass accreted on the thermal timescale at
Z = Z⊙ from Schneider et al. (2024), which we refer to as
S24,

– 169 single stars of variable 9 ≤ MZAMS/M⊙ ≤ 70 and con-
vective core overshoot parameter 0.05 ≤ αov/HP ≤ 0.5 at
Z = Z⊙ from Temaj et al. (2024), which we refer to as T24
and

– 2910 single stars of variable 9 ≤ MZAMS/M⊙ ≤ 45 at Z = Z⊙
from Müller et al. (2016), which we refer to as H16.

All 3897 stellar models were evolved from ZAMS up to the onset
of iron-core infall. The first four data sets, S21, S23, S24, and
T24 have in common that for the advanced burning phases, the
same input physics is assumed, and that these are evolved using
the mesa code (Paxton et al. 2011; Paxton et al. 2013; Paxton
et al. 2015, 2018, 2019). H16 adopts a different input physics
for the main and the advanced burning phases, and the stellar
models are evolved using the Kepler code (Weaver et al. 1978;
Heger & Woosley 2010).

The classification of binary-stripped and accretor stars in S21
and S23 is based on the mass transfer (MT) history, following
the nomenclature summarized in Table 1. The stripped stars are
modeled effectively as single stars, with a prescription for re-
moval of the hydrogen-rich envelope over 10% of the thermal
timescale. For details on the effective modeling approach, see
Schneider et al. (2021).

3 As solar metallicity, we assume Z⊙ = 0.001432 following Asplund
et al. (2009).
4 The distinction between case Ae and case Al is made depending on
whether the mass transfer occurs before (Ae) or after (Al) the mid-MS.

Table 1. Classification of binary-stripped and accretor star models
based on the mass transfer history of the donor star.

MT class timing of hydrogen-rich envelope removal
Single none
Case A during MS
Case Be between TAMS and TACHeB, radiative envelope
Case Bl between TAMS and TACHeB, convective envelope
Case C after TACHeB

Notes. Case A binary stripping or mass accretion takes place during the
main sequence (MS) evolution of the donor and accretor, respectively,
Case B between the terminal age main sequence (TAMS) and terminal
age core helium burning (TACHeB) and Case C after TACHeB. Early
and late case B (Be/Bl) denote stars with a radiative and mostly convec-
tive envelope, respectively.

2.2. 1D CCSN explosion model

The M16 model is used to predict the outcome of iron core col-
lapse in all the stellar models used in this paper. M16 takes as
input the density, chemical composition, binding energy, sound
speed and entropy profiles from the SN progenitor. CCSN out-
comes predicted by the M16 code depend on in total six explic-
itly specifiable free parameters. The accretion efficiency ζ = 0.8,
the cooling timescale τ1.5/s = 1.2 of a 1.5 M⊙ PNS and the
mass outflow fraction αout = 0.5 are left with the default val-
ues from Müller et al. (2016). For this work, we adopt a lower
shock compression ratio value, β = 3.3 (default: 4.0), a greater
shock expansion parameter due to turbulent stresses, αturb = 1.22
(default: 1.18), and lower the maximal gravitational NS mass to
Mmax

NS,grav = 2.0 M⊙ (default: 2.05 M⊙). In Schneider et al. (2021),
these values were tuned manually in order to get an average ex-
plosion energy of Type IIP SNe in the range 0.5 − 1.0 B for con-
sistency with observations. For single stars, this choice of param-
eters preserves the highly skewed shape of the explosion energy
distribution landscape as is also obtained with the default param-
eters but admits explosion energies above 2 B, which is the max-
imal value over the H16 progenitors when using the M16 model
with default parameters. The explosion energy distribution from
our customized parameter choice has a longer tail, i.e. an exten-
sion toward greater explosion energies up to ≃ 3 B from single
star progenitors5 at Z = Z⊙ (see Fig. A.4). The predicted chirp-
mass landscape of binary BH mergers obtained from this param-
eter choice is consistent with the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA observa-
tions of gravitational wave sources after the third observing run
(Schneider et al. 2023).

2.3. Catalog of 3D CCSN simulation outcomes

We compare the final fate predictions made using our pre-SN
criteria to those of state-of-the-art 3D CCSN simulations from
the archives of the Garching and Monash groups. The pre-SN
properties of the progenitors and the CCSN outcomes are sum-
marized in Tables A.1 and A.2 in the Appendix.

Multi-dimensional effects enhance shock revival due to tur-
bulent stresses, the increased advection timescale and the in-
creased heating efficiency compared to the axisymmetric treat-
ment (Müller & Janka 2015). One approach to effectively model
the shock revival enhancing effects in 1D is to modify the equa-

5 These high explosion energies represent a regime that has not been
tested against observations and multi-D simulations.
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tions for hydrostatic structure and for the jump conditions at the
shock by scaling up the shock radius rsh→αturb · rsh by a factor
αturb that is set by the root-mean-square averaged turbulent Mach
number in the gain region (Müller & Janka 2015). Physically,
one of the origins for strong seed perturbations are oxygen-neon
shell mergers (Müller et al. 2019), convective burning in the sil-
icon burning phase or pulsations before the iron core surpasses
its effective Chandrasekhar mass. Müller et al. (2016) suggest
that explosion-enhancing multi-D effects are switched off at
αturb ≃ 0.86 rather than at αturb = 1 due to renormalization proce-
dures. Since in our parameter choice for M16, we keep the value
αturb = 1.22 fixed, we implicitly assume the presence of seed per-
turbation or other shock-revival enhancing multi-dimensional ef-
fects (such as magnetic fields). Therefore, in our comparison of
SN progenitor properties to outcomes of 3D CCSN simulations,
we use the outcomes of 3D simulations with seed perturbations
or magnetic fields whenever such simulations are available. We
consider 3D CCSN simulation outcomes for 8 different single-
star progenitors that were obtained in the Garching group. From
the Monash group, we evaluate the outcomes of 3D CCSN sim-
ulations for 21 different single and binary-stripped star SN pro-
genitors. The 3D CCSN simulations have been carried out either
over spherically symmetric progenitors with or without magnetic
fields, or with 3D progenitor stratifications as initial conditions,
obtained e.g. from simulations of pre-collapse oxygen burning.

2.4. Supervised learning model

The usual way to predict CCSN outcomes with M16 is to evolve
stellar models up to the onset of iron core infall and to use the
pre-SN structure profiles as input. However, since the stellar
structure profiles are not available beyond the stellar parame-
ter grid nodes over which massive stars have been evolved up to
pre-SN stage, it is not possible to directly predict final fates over
a quasi-continuous parameter space as necessary for BPS stud-
ies. To overcome this gap, we directly relate stellar parameters
to CCSN outcomes. We proceed by two main steps:

1. We formulate pre-SN explodability criteria which coincide
with the final fate predictions of M16, and which are based
upon scalar quantities derived from the stellar structure at the
onset of core collapse.

2. We fit these scalar quantities as a function of progenitor
MCO while taking into account differences between single
and binary-stripped stars and the Z dependence.

As a fitting model, we use Gaussian Process Regression
(GPR; Rasmussen 2004). Its kernel is a free choice that needs
to be pre-set before the training. In this work, we adapt the ker-
nel choice to each fitting task. We often find best performance
with the Matérn kernel.6 The Matérn kernel has free parameters
ν and l. While ν controls the smoothness of the approximated
function, l is the length scale of the kernel. The training task is
to optimize the choice of the kernel parameters by returning a
probability distribution over their values, such that the resulting
multivariate normal (MVN) has maximum likelihood over the
training data.

Once the GPR model is fitted, point predictions are made
by conditioning over the training data, and the prediction in-
tervals are obtained from marginalization. For more details, see
Sect. A.3.
6 For a selection of kernel models, see e.g. https://scikit-learn.
org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.gaussian_process.
GaussianProcessRegressor.html

Table 2. Upper and lower threshold values in explodability proxies that
pre-determine CCSN outcomes as predicted by M16.

variable X lower threshold Xmin upper threshold Xmax

ξ2.5 0.314 0.544
sc/[NA · kB] 0.988 1.169
MCO/M⊙ 5.6 16.2
µ4M4 0.247 0.421

3. Results

3.1. Pre-SN explodability criteria

We find that the final fate cannot be discriminated by using a
threshold value of a single explodability proxy, be it ξ2.5, central
specific entropy sc or iron core mass MFe, nor by using thresh-
old values of pairs of explodability proxies (e.g., ξ2.5 and sc),
nor by a separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane (see Figs. 1 and
2). However, the CCSN outcome is predicted reliably when us-
ing multiple diagnostic pre-SN variables and the criteria detailed
next.

3.1.1. Successful versus failed SN

If either ξ2.5, or sc or MCO are above an upper threshold value, the
SN outcome is a failed SN (for the critical values, see Table 2)7.
If, conversely, any of these proxies is below a lower threshold
value, the outcome is a successful SN launch. For values in the
intermediate (“overlap”) region or in the rare case of conflicting
final fate assignments using these variables, the final fate is de-
cided in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane. If the µ4M4 coordinate is critically
low (large), the outcome is a successful (failed) SN, while for
intermediate values a separation line tells the exploding and im-
ploding stars apart. The separation line is set by the parameters
(k1, k2) = (0.005, 0.420) and yields the following condition for a
failed SN, over µ4M4 ∈ (0.247, 0.421):

µ4 < k1 + k2 · µ4M4. (5)

Stellar models that fulfill this condition, i.e. those found below
the separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane, are found to implode;
otherwise, they explode. Note that according to E16, the final
fate outcomes are reversed: the non-exploding models are found
above the separation line.

Out of 3987 progenitor models, 2685 (≃ 69%) explode. The
pre-SN explodability scheme introduced above replicates the
CCSN outcomes of M16 with an accuracy of ≃ 99.4 %, and
therefore can be used reliably as its surrogate.

The main idea advocated by our approach is that the explod-
ability proxies ξ2.5, sc and the E16 parameters (µ4M4, µ4) are not
equivalent in their significance for the final fate outcome. While
these can in some cases follow similar trends (e.g. a large ξ2.5
accompanied by a large sc), they may carry complementary in-
formation about explodability (e.g. a critically low sc for a suc-
cessful SN, but a moderate ξ2.5 within the degenerate range over
which failed and successful SNe co-exist). To assign the final
fate of a CCSN at the pre-SN stage, insight from several explod-
ability proxies needs be drawn together. Our formalism states

7 In this work, we adopt the following final fate terminology and as-
sumptions. In the case of a failed SN, shock revival by the neutrino-
driven SN mechanism is unsuccessful. A failed SN leads to an implo-
sion, and a successful shock revival to an explosion, without further
sub-distinctions.
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Fig. 1. Final fate assignment in the (ξ2.5, sc) and (µ4 M4,MCO) planes, based on CCSN outcomes predicted by M16 over the set of S21, S23, S24,
T24 and H16 SN progenitors.The red lines indicate the critical lower and upper thresholds of each explodability proxy considered, which are
summarized in Table 2. The background color classifies the explodability based on these thresholds: a failed SN region (brown), a successful SN
region (yellow) and unclassified, when using these two variables (blank). The fates of those collapsing stars that hitherto have not been classified
are mapped out by a separation line in the (µ4 M4, µ4) plane (see right panel of Fig. 2).
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Fig. 2. Final fate distribution in the (µ4 M4, µ4) plane over the entire set of S21, S23, S24, T24 and H16 SN progenitors (left panel), and over a
subset of progenitors that fall into the “overlap region” with degenerate final fate outcomes, as their ξ2.5, sc and MCO are neither above nor below
the upper or lower threshold value, respectively, for assignment of a final fate forecast based on these variables alone (right panel). Stars from this
“overlap region” explode if µ4 M4 is below the lower threshold, and implode if it is greater than the upper threshold. For µ4 M4 values in-between,
a separation line (in blue) discriminates the CCSN outcomes. The background color classifies the explodability based on this scheme, separating
the failed SN (brown) from the successful SN (yellow) regions.

that it is sufficient to evaluate ξ2.5, sc, µ4, µ4M4 and MCO. These
proxies probe the SN progenitor at four different mass coordi-
nates: the innermost region of the stellar core at constant entropy,
the mass coordinate at which typically the PNS is enclosed, the
mass coordinate 2.5 M⊙ which for many stars8 is at the interface
between the silicon core and the silicon-enriched oxygen layers
(Sukhbold & Woosley 2014), and the carbon-oxygen rich layers
much further out.

3.1.2. Compact remnant after a successful SN

After a successful shock revival and SN launch, the mass accre-
tion onto the PNS is continued while mass is ejected. The M16
model not only predicts the final fate (successful or failed SN)
but also the remnant type (NS or fallback BH) for the case of a
successful SN. In M16, a BH is formed by fallback, if the pre-
dicted initial explosion energy is insufficient to unbind the enve-
lope or if the mass gaining PNS surpasses the maximal equation-

8 For many stars, the mass coordinate at 2.5 M⊙ is large enough to be
located outside the iron core MFe and small enough to be within the
mass accreting region. However, the ξ2.5 becomes inadequate for stars
developing iron cores more massive than 2.5 M⊙ (see Fig. A.1 in the
Appendix).

of-state dependent baryonic NS mass Mmax
NS,bary. Otherwise, the

compact remnant is a NS.
Out of 2685 exploding SN progenitors in our sample, only

167 (≃ 6%) leave behind fallback BHs. Based on pre-SN prop-
erties alone, we do not find a scheme that could discriminate the
remnant type (NS versus fallback BH) deterministically (how-
ever, see Sect. A.4 for another approach). Instead, we empiri-
cally identify prerequisites placed on pre-SN variables that need
to be fulfilled for fallback BH formation to occur with a certain
probability:

– Fallback BH formation occurs only if the compactness is not
critically low. If

ξ2.5 < 0.04, (6)

only NSs are left behind, since the silicon-oxygen layers
(typically found at the 2.5 M⊙ mass coordinate surrounding
the infalling iron core) are then too loosely bound for sub-
stantial fallback onto the PNS.

– Fallback BH formation may occur if the dimensionless ξ2.5
is large compared to the dimensionless µ4M4. We find that
only NSs are left behind if

ξ2.5 < a · µ4M4 + b (7)
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Fig. 3. Prerequisites for BH formation by fallback in a successful SN explosion. Left panel: the compact remnant type left behind the explosion
is constrained in the (µ4 M4, ξ2.5)-plane. The lower boundary in ξ2.5, demarcating the region over which only NSs are obtained, is indicated by a
red horizontal line. The upper boundary in ξ2.5, above which NS and fallback BH remnants co-exist, is also indicated by a red horizontal line.
For ξ2.5 values in-between, the linear ξ2.5-to-µ4 M4 fit model (represented by a diagonal dashed red line) sets the minimal ξ2.5 value for fallback
to occur depending on µ4 M4. Right panel: the compact remnant type is also constrained by the ratio M4/MCO. The M4/MCO < 0.6 condition for
fallback to occur is represented by a red horizontal line through the (M4,M4/MCO)-plane. In both panels, the parameter space region that permits
the co-existence of NSs and fallback BHs is shown in grey, while the region that constraints the remnant to be a NS is shown in orange.

with (a, b) = (1.75,−0.044). This condition remains valid for
ξ2.5 ∈ (0.04, 0.41). If

ξ2.5 > 0.41, (8)

the outer layers surrounding the iron core typically are tightly
bound in our models, and fallback may occur regardless of
how large µ4M4 is in comparison.

– Fallback BH formation is found only if MCO is large com-
pared to the PNS mass (which correlates with the M4 coor-
dinate). If

M4/MCO > 0.6, (9)

only NSs are left behind in our models.

Fig. 3 summarizes these prerequisites for BH formation by
fallback. We find that among the exploding progenitors that sat-
isfy these conditions, the fraction of SN explosions that lead to
fallback BHs is f = 0.15, while we obtain only NS formation if
these conditions are not satisfied.

3.2. Final fate landscapes of single and binary-stripped stars

We now use the explodability and fallback criteria based on the
pre-SN structure of the SN progenitors, presented in Sect. 3.1,
to assign final fates (Sect. 3.2.1) and compact remnant types
(Sect. 3.2.2) to a set of single and binary-stripped star models
at variable metallicity. We present a CCSN recipe applicable for
rapid BPS that derives from these (Sect. 3.2.3) and generalize
our findings (Sect. 3.2.4).

3.2.1. Explodability dependence on MCO and Z

Previous works have shown that for the same MCO, pre-SN pro-
file structures of massive stars differ, depending on metallic-
ity (e.g. Limongi & Chieffi 2018; Schneider et al. 2023) and
on whether the star evolved in isolation or underwent binary
mass transfer (e.g. Brown et al. 2001; Wellstein & Langer 1999;
Schneider et al. 2021, 2024; Laplace et al. 2021). In spite of this,
MCO-based CCSN recipes that are typically used in rapid BPS
codes do not make such a distinction. Here, our goal is to predict
the outcome of CCSNe as a function of MCO

in a class-specific way, i.e. with a distinct treatment of sin-
gle and binary-stripped stars, and by taking Z dependence into
account. To this end, we restrict the models to those of S21 and
S23 to have a homogeneous set of models computed with the
same code and physics assumptions.

We then extract the scalar quantities required for the evalua-
tion of our pre-SN explodability criteria and fit them as a func-
tion of MCO using the GPR models described in Sect. 2 and
Sect. A.3. The fits of the explodability proxies are then used
to assign final fates for MCO values in-between the Mmin

CO and
Mmax

CO thresholds. At MCO > Mmax
CO and regardless of the values

of the other explodability criteria, the final fate is a failed SN.
At MCO < Mmin

CO , the final fate is a successful SN. To shorten the
terminology, in the following we use the terms “direct BH” (BH
formation after a failed SN) and “fallback BH” (BH formation
after a successful SN). This classification allows us to decouple
the question of a star’s final fate from that of its compact remnant
mass, which is an additional degree of freedom associated with
uncertainties. A scheme to determine the compact remnant mass
inevitably needs to assume whether most of the hydrogen-rich
envelope or only the helium core falls into the BH formed by
direct collapse, and what fraction of the ejecta mass falls back
onto the PNS when a fallback BH is formed. Such a scheme is
not the subject of this work.

We sample – for each MT history class of the star – MCO
in increments of δMCO/M⊙ = 0.1 within the range MCO ∈
(Mmin

CO ,M
max
CO ) that has co-existence of failed and successful SN

outcomes, and evaluate the fitted GPR models of ξ2.5, sc, µ4M4
and µ4. If any of the ξ2.5, sc or µ4M4 are above (below) the up-
per (lower) threshold determined in Sect. 3.1, the outcome at the
corresponding MCO is a failed (successful) SN. If not yet clas-
sified given these threshold values, the µ4 fit model is used to
discriminate the final fate outcome based on the separation line
in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane set by Eq. (5).

Not only the explodability proxies such as ξ2.5 and sc of sin-
gle and binary-stripped stars (e.g. Sukhbold et al. 2018; Limongi
& Chieffi 2018; Patton & Sukhbold 2020; Schneider et al. 2021,
2023; Takahashi et al. 2023; Laplace et al. 2025), but all the
explodability proxies relevant for our criterion introduced in
Sect. 3.1 follow structured bimodal trends with MCO, charac-
terized globally by two peaks and a valley in-between (see
Fig. A.2). Tables 3 and 4 summarize the predicted final fate out-
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comes of single and binary-stripped stars at the two metallicities
Z⊙ and Z⊙/10.

Table 3. Boundary values in MCO demarcating non-explosive BH for-
mation by direct collapse at Z = Z⊙.

M(1)
CO/M⊙ M(2)

CO/M⊙ M(3)
CO/M⊙

single 6.6 7.2 13.0
Case C 6.6 7.1 13.2
Case Bl 7.7 8.3 15.2
Case Be 7.8 8.3 15.3
Case A 7.4 8.4 15.4

Table 4. Same as Table 3, but for Z = Z⊙/10.

M(1)
CO/M⊙ M(2)

CO/M⊙ M(3)
CO/M⊙

single 6.1 6.6 12.9
Case C 6.3 7.1 12.3
Case Bl 7.0 7.9 14.0
Case Be 6.9 7.9 13.5
Case A 6.9 7.4 13.7

The following structural pattern of explodability dependence
on MCO is preserved, regardless of Z and binarity:

– MCO < M(1)
CO: successful SNe.

– M(1)
CO ≤ MCO ≤ M(2)

CO: window of BH formation by direct
collapse.

– M(2)
CO < MCO < M(3)

CO: successful SNe.
– MCO ≥ M(3)

CO: BH formation by direct collapse.

What changes with Z and binary MT history are the boundaries
M(1)

CO, M(2)
CO and M(3)

CO but not the general pattern. Comparing the
final fates of single and binary-stripped stars at Z = Z⊙ and
at Z = Z⊙/10 over the MCO range (see Table 3, Table 4 and
Fig. A.2), the two most important conclusions are the following:

1. The boundaries M(1)
CO, M(2)

CO and M(3)
CO shift systematically to-

ward lower values as Z decreases from Z⊙ to Z⊙/10. M(3)
CO is

greater, the earlier the hydrogen-rich envelope is removed.
2. The critical MCO values of single stars and Case C donors are

similar, and differ more substantially from those of Case A
and B donors, which are also similar. The need to discrimi-
nate between single and stripped star SN progenitors is ap-
parent. For example, at Z = Z⊙, the BH formation windows
by direct collapse of the Case C and Case A donors do not
even overlap.

3.2.2. NS formation from explosions of MCO > 7 M⊙ cores

After having mapped out the final fates of single and binary-
stripped star models in Sect. 3.2.1, as a next step, we investi-
gate the compact remnant type left behind after a successful SN,
which is either a NS or a fallback BH. We inquire whether the
rarer fallback BH formation outcome can be excluded based on
progenitor MCO, Z and MT history class. Evaluating the condi-
tions for BH formation by fallback defined in Sect. 3.1.2 based
on the pre-SN variables ξ2.5, µ4M4,M4 and MCO, we find ranges
in MCO over which these are not satisfied, and the compact rem-
nant is a NS. While the variables ξ2.5, µ4M4 and M4 = µ4M4/µ4

all show bimodal trends with MCO and sharply decrease for
MCO > M(2)

CO. It is the difference in the slopes at which these
quantities decrease (increase) compared to one another that con-
strains the remnant type. In our sample of the S21 and S23 stellar
models, we only find SN progenitors that leave behind fallback
BHs for M(2)

CO < MCO < M(3)
CO (see the right panel in Fig. 5). Ta-

bles 5 and 6 summarize the widest intervals δMCO for which we
obtain exclusively NS formation at Z = Z⊙ and at Z = Z⊙/10,
over the Case A, Case B9, Case C and single star SN progeni-
tors within the range M(2)

CO < MCO < M(3)
CO. Stellar models that

fulfill the criteria defined in Sect. 3.1.2 form fallback BHs with a
frequency of 0.15, which we interpret as a probability P = 0.15.
The probability has an objective and a subjective origin: First, we
expect that the map from MCO to the remnant type is only par-
tially bijective (i.e. allowing for co-existence of NSs and fallback
BHs – see Sect. A.7 for support of this assumption). Second, we
are ignorant of the precise location and width of the window over
which fallback BHs are expected to cluster.

Table 5. Critical values in MCO for NS formation at Z = Z⊙ from single
and binary-stripped star SN progenitors

.

MNS,1
CO /M⊙ MNS,2

CO /M⊙
single 9 10.2
Case C 9.6 10.7
Case B 9.9 10.3
Case A 11.1 12.1

Notes. These values indicate the width of the windows for MCO ∈
(MNS,1

CO ,M
NS,2
CO ) over which single stars, Case C, Case B and Case A

stripped stars are expected to explode and to leave behind NSs, respec-
tively. Outside these windows, the compact remnant for exploding stars
with M(2)

CO < MCO < M(3)
CO is either a NS or a fallback BH.

Table 6. Same as Table 5, but at Z = Z⊙/10.

MNS,1
CO /M⊙ MNS,2

CO /M⊙
single 7.4 11
Case C 8.9 9.5
Case B 9.3 10.3
Case A 10.4 11.1

We observe the following structural pattern: For the same
MT history class, the guaranteed NS formation window in MCO
shifts systematically toward larger values as Z increases.

3.2.3. CCSN recipe for rapid BPS

Integrating the quantitative results from Sects. 3.2.1 and 3.2.2,
we construct a CCSN recipe that retains the distinction between
single and binary-stripped stars and a dependence on Z. In order
to get a first-order estimation of how BH formation boundaries –
which we derived for Z⊙ and Z⊙/10 – scale with Z ∈ (Z⊙/10,Z⊙)
more generally, we assume a linear model in log Z given by

M(i)
CO(Z)/M⊙ = ai + bi · log Z/Z⊙ (10)

9 The pre-SN properties of Case Be and Case Bl donors are similar,
and the distinction between Case Bl and Case Be systems is not always
trivial in the context of rapid BPS studies. We thus coarse-grain the
fits of ξ2.5, µ4 M4 and M4 necessary for evaluation of our probabilistic
fallback model over the Case Be and Case Bl donors at Z⊙, and Z⊙/10.
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Fig. 4. Left panels: Regions of BH formation by direct collapse (in black), of NS formation (in orange) and of the co-existence of fallback BH
and NS remnants (in grey) in the stellar parameter space spanned by MCO and Z for each MT history class (none, Case C, Case B and Case A),
as predicted by the CCSN recipe introduced in this work. The MCO range is limited to MCO ∈ (Mmin

CO ,M
max
CO ) (borderlines in red), below and above

which only explosions and implosions, respectively, are predicted to occur. For MCO < M(1)
CO, NS formation is guaranteed. For MCO ∈ (M(1)

CO,M
(2)
CO),

the CCSN outcomes are failed SNe, leaving behind BH formed by direct collapse. For MCO ∈ (M(2)
CO,M

(3)
CO), successful SNe are guaranteed. Over

this range, the compact remnant is a NS if MCO ∈ (MNS,1
CO ,M

NS,2
CO ). Otherwise, the remnant is a NS, at a probability of P = 0.85, or a fallback BH,

at a probability of P = 0.15. The Z-dependence is modeled using M(i)
CO ∝ log(Z/Z⊙). Right panels: The example of a statistical realization of our

probabilistic fallback BH formation recipe.

for i = 1, 2, 3 and each MT history class. The argument for the
parametric form M(i)

CO(Z)/M⊙ ∝ log Z is generic – that BH for-
mation regimes scale with log Z rather than linearly with Z, due
to the effect of stellar mass loss (Heger et al. 2003). The para-
metric form should be revised when detailed stellar evolution

models of single and binary-stripped stars for at least a third grid
point in Z will be available.

The linear model f (x) = a + b · x has two free parameters
a and b, and we use pairs of data points

[
Mcrit,i

CO (Z⊙),Z⊙
]

and
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Mcrit,i

CO (Z⊙/10),Z⊙/10
]

given in Tables 3 and 4 to determine these
analytically for each MT class: the curve for the critical bound-
ary M(i)

CO(Z) is given by the parameters

– a = M(i)
CO(Z⊙) and

– b = M(i)
CO(Z⊙) − M(i)

CO(Z⊙/10).

The same formalism is applied to the guaranteed NS formation
windows that delineate boundaries of non-zero fallback BH for-
mation probability, listed in Tables 5 and 6.

For MCO < M(1)
CO, since we do not encounter BH formation

by fallback in our S21 and S23 samples, we infer that these are
statistically insignificant and – for the CCSN recipe – assume
that only NSs form. This conclusion is also consistent with our
deterministic fallback BH formation criterion (see Fig. A.4). The
prediction of the occurrence of fallback is limited by the re-
stricted modeling approach using only global parameters such
as MCO and Z given at the time of evolutionary cut-off. Physi-
cally, stochasticity in the outcomes can be expected to arise for
example due to the effects of turbulence and magnetohydrody-
namics during core collapse. We therefore construct a second,
even simpler probabilistic fallback model for rapid BPS, which
we designate as fallback model B. For model B, we assume a
uniform probability of 10% for the occurrence of fallback BH
formation in-between M(2)

CO and M(3)
CO. This probability assump-

tion is motivated by the given relative frequencies of the occur-
rence of fallback BH formation in successfully exploding stellar
models satisfying MCO > M(2)

CO:

– 8.5% over the entire set of SN progenitors (S21, S23, S24,
T24, H16),

– 11.5% over the single and binary-stripped stars (S21, S23,
T24) which adopt the same model for the late burning
phases.

These frequencies are similar despite the differences in adopted
stellar evolution physics and resulting pre-SN properties. We
thus coarse-grain over these differences and assume a value of
10%.

Fig. 4 shows the predicted compact remnant type landscapes
for single and binary-stripped stars, which follows from the bi-
modal dependence of explodability proxies µ4M4, µ4, ξ2.5 and sc
on MCO (see Fig. A.2).

Finally, with the fitted parameters of the assumed scaling law
given by Eq. (10), we obtain a CCSN recipe applicable for rapid
BPS studies, predicting the final fates (failed or successful SN)
and the remnant type (NS or BH) for given MCO, Z and MT
history class (see Sect. A.5 for further remarks on its usage).

3.2.4. Explodability dependence on MCO and XC

For the same SN progenitor MCO and adopted stellar evolution
physics, we find systematics behind the differences – depending
on progenitor Z and MT history – in final fate outcomes in the
values of the central carbon mass fraction XC at the end of core
helium burning, as will be detailed next. For the same MCO and
MT history, as Z increases, XC increases (see Fig. 5). This is be-
cause with greater Z, the helium core grows less massive due to
its reaction to stronger wind mass loss from the hydrogen-rich
envelope. Similarly, in binary-stripped stars of the same Z, ear-
lier removal of the hydrogen-rich envelope also leads to a lower
helium core mass, as a response to the mass loss into MT.

In a less massive helium core, the core temperature is lower
and the 12C (α, γ)16 O reaction sets in later during core helium

burning. This leaves more carbon in the core at core helium ex-
haustion.

With a higher XC for the same MCO, more nuclear fuel is
available during the relatively long-lasting carbon burning phase.
A higher XC shifts the peaks in explodability proxies such as ξ2.5
toward larger MCO values while for decreasing XC , the struc-
tural dependence of explodability proxies on MCO flattens until
the peak structure vanishes altogether (Patton & Sukhbold 2020;
Chieffi & Limongi 2020). The effects of increasing/decreasing
XC over the same MCO range onto the final fates predicted by our
explodability formalism are clearly apparent in the right panel of
Fig. 6.

More generally, differences in the adopted stellar evolution
physics up to the end of CHeB manifest themselves in differ-
ences in XC(MCO) relations (e.g. Chieffi & Limongi 2020; Pat-
ton & Sukhbold 2020; Schneider et al. 2021; Temaj et al. 2024),
which themselves take effects on the final fates. For example, we
observe that the shifts in the ξ2.5–peaks toward lower MCO val-
ues in H16 compared to the S21 single star models can be traced
back to a lower XC for the same MCO in H16 compared to S21
(see Fig. A.7).

The effects of MCO and XC onto the pre-SN structure – and
thereby the final fate – through the advanced burning phases are
discussed in Sect. 4.

Single stars and Case C donors follow similar tracks in the
(MCO, XC) plane at Z⊙ and at Z⊙/10, respectively. The same ap-
plies to the XC(MCO) tracks of Case A and Case B donors. For
the same MCO and Z, Case A/B donors have a higher XC com-
pared to single stars/case C donors. The Case A/B MT has a
stronger effect on the core structure of the donor than Case C
MT because before core carbon burning, the core and envelope
evolution are not yet decoupled from one another.

While we relate the differences in CCSN outcomes among
single and binary-stripped stars and with variable Z to a higher
XC in binary-stripped stars compared to single stars and to a
higher XC with increasing Z, rapid BPS codes do not track the
XC variable. BPS codes that do keep track the XC variable – such
as posydon (Fragos et al. 2023) and bpass (Byrne et al. 2022)
– typically use the densely sampled Patton & Sukhbold (2020)
grid of models of core evolution through the late burning phases
to look up the final fate. To the final profiles, typically the E16
criterion is applied (see left panel of Fig. 6 and Sect. A.6 for de-
tails). Instead, for making final fate predictions with our explod-
ability scheme, the (ξ2.5, sc, µ4M4, µ4) variables necessary for its
evaluation are readily available in the Patton & Sukhbold (2020)
data base and can be interpolated over in the (MCO, XC) plane
for MCO ≤ 10 M⊙ in the same way as is done at present with the
(µ4M4, µ4) parameters for evaluating E16. For MCO > 10 M⊙,
our CCSN recipe for rapid BPS (see Sect. 3.2.3) is applicable for
looking up M(3)

CO of single and binary-stripped stars only within
a sub-range in XC (see Fig. 5).

3.3. Comparison with other CCSN models

We first validate our explodability criteria with the help of 3D
CCSN simulation outcomes (Sect. 3.3.1), and then compare
them to other typically used explodability criteria based on ξ2.5
and E16 (Sect. 3.3.2). Similarly, we compare our CCSN recipe
to other MCO-based SN models and benchmark these based on
3D CCSN simulation outcomes.
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3.3.1. 3D CCSN simulation outcomes

For validation of our pre-SN explodability scheme based on 3D
CCSN simulation outcomes, we take into account 6 exploding
and 2 non-exploding models from the Garching group archive,
as well as 19 exploding and 2 non-exploding models from the
Monash group archive. Fig. 7 compares the outcomes of 3D
CCSN simulations to the predictions made using our explodabil-
ity criteria that only evaluate the SN progenitor properties. The
number of false final fate assignments from applying our explod-
ability scheme to the set of 8+21=29 progenitors is 4, yielding
an overall accuracy of 86% over 3D CCSN simulation outcomes.

We first analyze the models that explode in 3D. As with the
M16 outcomes, most of them are scattered in the region of criti-
cally low ξ2.5 and critically low sc. There are a few exceptions:

– the stripped-star model y20 represented by the “left-hand tri-
angle” symbol in Fig. 7 has a conflicting final fate predic-
tion issued by ξ2.5 (to explode) versus by sc (to implode).
Its MCO ≃ 8.2 M⊙ is within the overlap region of degener-
ate final fate outcomes. It is predicted to explode – in agree-
ment with the 3D outcome – because of a critically low µ4M4
value.

– The stripped-star model m39 represented by the “right-hand
triangle” symbol in Fig. 7 is within the overlap region in the
(ξ2.5, sc) plane, but is predicted to implode because of a crit-
ically large MCO ≃ 21 M⊙, in disagreement with the 3D out-
come. Its µ4M4 = 0.443 > (µ4M4)max = 0.421 is close to the
edge case where the final fate is decided by the separation
line.

– The models represented by the rhombus and square have crit-
ically large ξ2.5 and µ4M4 for an implosion according to our
pre-SN criteria, but explode nevertheless in the 3D simula-
tions. These are the Population III star models z85 and z40,
having an MCO of around 31 and 13 solar masses, respec-
tively. Their (µ4M4, µ4) values reach beyond the region sam-
pled by our set of models. We suspect that the reason for
the discrepancy in the final fate outcome predictions are ef-
fects of the altered nuclear burning and evolution in Popu-
lation III stars leading up to iron core collapse compared to
stars initially with metals, and conclude that our pre-SN cri-
teria break down when it comes to Population III stars, which
were not part of the set of stellar models based on which
these were formulated. We aim to introduce possible fixes
to our pre-SN criteria for stellar progenitors with (µ4M4, µ4)
values beyond the region sampled by our models and for bet-
ter applicability to Population III stars in future work.

Three out of the four prediction errors committed by the pre-
SN criteria compared to the 3D outcomes are false negatives for
an explosion, i.e. the 3D simulations seem to be even more opti-
mistic about explosions than our explodability scheme. It should
be noted that the model z40 was specifically triggered for obtain-
ing an explosion, that z85 explodes as a pair-instability SN and
that the rapidly rotating m39 was designed as a long gamma-
ray burst precursor. M16 does not take rotation effects during
collapse into account and is a model for the neutrino-driven
perturbation-aided SN engine.

All models that are non-exploding in the 3D simulation are
predicted to implode by the pre-SN criteria, except for the spher-
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Fig. 7. Comparison of the final fate predictions using our pre-SN explodability criteria to 3D CCSN simulation outcomes performed in the
Garching (G) and Monash (M) groups. The dashed red lines in the two-parameter planes spanned by (ξ2.5, sc) and by (µ4 M4,MCO) –in the left
and the central panel, respectively– indicate the lower and upper thresholds of each explodability proxy used in our pre-SN criteria. In the left
panel, the dashed black line shows the explodability classification based on the ξcrit

2.5 = 0.38 threshold. In the right panel, the separation line for
the final fate classification in the (µ4 M4, µ4) plane by the reversed E16 criterion introduced in this work is shown by a red line, and compared to
the standard E16 criterion, with calibrations from Ertl et al. (2020) for the updated W20 and N20 engines. The 3D CCSN simulation outcomes
are color-marked in yellow (Garching) and orange (Monash) for the exploding progenitors, and in brown (Garching) and black (Monash) for the
non-exploding progenitors. Specific progenitors that are referenced in the main text are represented by symbols other than circles. The background
color shows the final fate assignment using our explodability proxies: failed SN (in grey), successful SN (in blue) and unclassified (blank) regions
of their value spaces.

ically symmetric progenitor model s14 from the Monash group
archive. Whether or not s14 explodes in a 3D simulation if asym-
metry is introduced into the progenitor stratifications has not
been tested. Interestingly, s14 is predicted to implode by M16
when setting αturb = 0.86 while keeping the rest of the param-
eters as stated in Sect. 2.2. As summarized in Sect. 2.3, setting
αturb = 0.86 is a means to “switch off” the shock revival enhanc-
ing effects due to turbulent stresses.

The final fate predictions of the non-exploding models with
the pre-SN criteria have the following origins:

– the non-exploding u75 model (represented by a brown cir-
cle) has critically large ξ2.5, sc, MCO and µ4M4 values for an
implosion,

– the non-exploding s40 model (represented by a brown circle)
has its ξ2.5, sc and MCO within the overlap region, but it is
predicted to implode given its critically large µ4M4.

– the Population III star model z100 (represented by the “up-
ward” triangle symbol) has a conflicting final fate prediction
based on sc (explosion) and MCO (implosion), but its µ4M4
is critically large for an implosion.

When using our pre-SN criteria for predicting CCSN out-
comes, the value of the µ4M4 coordinate is found to play the
decisive role in the explosion of y20 and for the implosion of
s40 and z100.

3.3.2. The ξ2.5- and (µ4M4, µ4)- based explodability criteria

We inquire what predictive accuracy over the 3D CCSN simu-
lation outcomes can be achieved with the ξ2.5– and E16– based
explodability criteria. An even higher accuracy of 90% (three
errors) is achieved by setting a critical ξcrit

2.5 ≃ 0.37 − 0.39 for
failed SNe (see left panel of Fig. 7). Compared to the M16 model
outcomes, the ξcrit

2.5 > 0.38 criterion for failed SNe predicts sub-
stantially more implosion outcomes (see Fig. 1), and agrees with
M16 in only 86% of the cases over the sample of 3897 SN pro-
genitors considered in this work.

No single separation line with BH forming models above and
exploding models below the line can be drawn to segregate the
final fate outcomes using the standard E16 (see right panel of
Fig. 7). To illustrate this, the separation lines with (k1, k2) cali-
brations from Ertl et al. (2020), assuming the updated N20 and

W20 engines10, respectively, are shown in the right panel. These
are consistent with explosions at low µ4M4 and low µ4 but evi-
dently over-predict BH formation compared to the 3D outcomes.
The E16 criterion neither is compatible with the distribution of
final fate outcomes predicted by M16 over our set of SN progen-
itors (see left panel of Fig. 2).

Note that while E16 does not reproduce the 3D CCSN simu-
lation outcomes, it is the pre-SN criterion that has recently been
used in bpass (Patton et al. 2022) and posydon (Fragos et al.
2023) BPS codes over the (Patton & Sukhbold 2020) grid. To
highlight the differences between our11 and the E16 pre-SN cri-
teria, we compute the resulting final fate landscapes over the
same grid of SN progenitors from Patton & Sukhbold (2020) (see
Fig. 6). When the pre-SN models are assigned a final fate using
the E16 criterion, the final fate is sensitive to the starting point
in the (MCO, XC) plane, which features a landscape that has ex-
plosion islands in implosion-dominated regions and vice-versa
(see Fig. 6). In contrast, the explodability scheme introduced
in this work leads to a segmented final fate landscape, which
features two islands of direct BH formation over a similar MCO
range but different value ranges in XC . The evolutionary tracks
of single and binary-stripped stars typically pass through the up-
per island (see Fig. 10). With E16, an implosion-dominated final

10 In 1D CCSN simulations with prometheus-hotbath, the excision
of the PNS core introduces free model parameters that regulate the
neutrino-emission evolution and settling of the hot accretion mantle
above the PNS. These are constrained to reproduce the explosion en-
ergy, nickel mass, total neutrino energy loss and duration of the neutrino
signal of SN 1987A. However, different parameter choices satisfy these
observational constraints, and CCSN outcomes vary depending on their
calibration. In turn, different model parameters result in different (k1, k2)
fit parameters (Ertl et al. 2016).
11 When evaluating our explodability scheme over the Patton &
Sukhbold (2020) grid, we lift the MCO-based criterion for the following
reason. The Patton & Sukhbold (2020) parameter space in the (MCO, XC)
plane is sampled homogeneously. With the S21, S23, S24, T24 and H16
stellar models used for formulating our pre-SN explodability criteria,
the MCO range is homogeneously sampled only within a sub-range in
XC (see Fig. 5). Therefore, to remain agnostic about CCSN outcomes at
arbitrary XC , the condition that for MCO < Mmin

CO only explosions occur,
is not imposed here. This is tolerable, since the predictions with our pre-
SN explodability scheme remain faithful without the MCO-based crite-
rion, achieving an accuracy of 98.7% agreement with M16.
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fate landscape at the grid boundary MCO = 10 M⊙ is obtained
for most XC values. In contrast, with our explodability criteria,
the upper island of direct BH formation decays at MCO ≃ 9M⊙,
and at such CO core masses, the final fate landscape is domi-
nated by explosions for XC > 0.15. As is aparent from Fig.s 7
and 6, our explodability formalism is considerably more opti-
mistic about successful explosions than E16. Our explodabil-
ity formalism implies that the parameter space width in MCO
in Patton & Sukhbold (2020) is not wide enough to predict at
which MCO > 10 M⊙ (if at all) the final fate landscape becomes
implosion-dominated regardless of XC . Over the S21 and S23
single and binary-stripped stars, the implosion-dominated region
is reached at MCO > 15.4 M⊙, however this statement is valid
only for XC roughly within 0.1 and 0.2 (see Fig. 5). When tak-
ing into account all the SN progenitors compiled in this work as
listed in Sect. 2.1, we find that MCO ≥ Mmax

CO = 16.2 M⊙ (Table 2)
for obtaining failed SNe only.

3.3.3. MCO-based CCSN recipes

The following more general conclusions can be drawn from
the final fate landscapes of single and binary-stripped stars at
Z ≥ Z⊙/10 that result from our predictive framework globally,
regardless of Z and MT history:

– for MCO/M⊙ < 6.1, only NSs form,
– for MCO/M⊙ ∈ (6.1, 15.4), NS, direct BH, and fallback BH

remnants co-exist12,
– for MCO/M⊙ ∈ (8.4, 12.4), direct BH formation is excluded

and successful SN explosions guaranteed, leaving behind
NSs or fallback BHs, and

– for MCO/M⊙ > 15.4, only direct BHs form.

This final fate parametrization using MCO differs substan-
tially from others that have commonly been used in binary pop-
ulation synthesis codes and that adopt a similar approach of pre-
dicting CCSN outcomes based on MCO. In Fig. 8, we compare
the CCSN outcomes predicted by our recipe to

– the “fast-convection” CCSN model from Fryer et al. (2012),
which we refer to as rapid F12,

– the E16-based CCSN “look-up table” from Patton &
Sukhbold (2020), which we refer to as PS20,

– the ξ2.5-based CCSN recipe13 from Mapelli et al. (2020),
which we refer to as M20, and

– the M16-based CCSN recipe from Mandel & Müller (2020),
which we refer to as MM20.

These recipes are summarized and compared to ours in more de-
tail in Sect. A.6. Our CCSN recipe is more optimistic about suc-
cessful SN explosions than the aforementioned previous works,
since it guarantees successful SNe over the widest range at the
lower CO core mass end (similar to rapid F12), and admits suc-
cessful SNe over the widest CO core mass range at the high-mass
end.

We assess how compatible the MCO-based CCSN recipes
are with the MCO values of progenitors (within the range 1.9 <
MCO/M⊙ < 16) that are exploding and non-exploding in the 3D

12 As a reminder, these compact remnant types are not predicted to co-
exist over the full range in MCO for single and binary-stripped stars
alike, but rather when the Z-dependent compact remnant type predic-
tions for each of these progenitor types are stacked together.
13 In Fig. 8, the ξ2.5-based recipe from Mapelli et al. (2020) has been
evaluated with the suggested default threshold value of ξcrit

2.5 = 0.33 for
discriminating successful and failed SNe.

CCSN simulations. The results are shown in Fig. 8. All recipes
admit explosions for MCO < 5 M⊙, and therefore are consis-
tent with the corresponding 3D CCSN simulation outcomes. The
failed SN outcome of the s14 model (MCO = 2.53 M⊙) is consis-
tent with PS20 and MM20, but not with the other recipes. The
explosion of the MCO = 6.07 M⊙ single star Z = Z⊙ model s24
from the Monash group is consistent with our recipe, PS20 and
MM20, but not with rapid F12 or M20. The explosion in 3D of
the high MCO ≃ 8.2 M⊙ but low ξ2.5 = 0.22 binary-stripped star
y20 is consistent with our recipe, with PS20 and with rapid F12.
It is not consistent with the default upper mass limit for explo-
sions (M∗4 = 8 M⊙) in MM20 and with the ξ2.5-to-MCO relation
assumed in M20. The explosion in the 3D of the Population III
star z40 at MCO = 12.92 M⊙ is not consistent with any of the
CCSN recipes mentioned, though our recipe is closest to admit-
ting explosions of single star progenitors at such high CO core
masses. All CCSN recipes are consistent with the implosion of
the MCO = 13.59 M⊙ single star Z = Z⊙ model s40. None is
consistent with the explosions of the MCO ≃ 21 M⊙ stripped star
m39 and of the MCO ≃ 31 M⊙ Population III star z85.

3.4. Comparison with SN observations

In what follows, we benchmark the MCO-based CCSN recipes
(MM20, M20, F12, PS20 and ours) based on SN observations
that allow for estimates of the MCO of the SN progenitors. Our
comparison study of CCSN recipes is summarized in Fig. 8,
which synthesizes the comparison with SN observations and
with 3D CCSN simulation outcomes.

3.4.1. Type IIP SN progenitors and the missing RSG problem

In a few dozen cases of Type IIP SN observations in nearby
galaxies, the explosion site has been directly imaged years be-
fore the transient detection using space- or ground-based tele-
scopes. Pre-explosion imaging allowed to estimate the photo-
metric properties of the SN progenitors, in particular their ef-
fective temperature and bolometric luminosity, confirming the
expectation that these are red supergiants (Smartt 2015). These
not only preserve a hydrogen-rich envelope up to collapse, but
also retain a nearly constant MCO after formation at the end of
CHeB14. The CO core mass sets the inner temperature and den-
sity stratifications, and thereby determines the burning rate of
helium in the shell surrounding the CO core. This leads to a de-
pendence of the bolometric luminosity of pre-SN RSGs, which is
mostly sustained by helium shell burning, on MCO. In the present
work, we use the empirical formula given by Eq. (6) in Temaj
et al. (2024) to estimate15 MCO of observed Type IIP SN pro-
genitors. To this end, we invert this Eq. in order to express the
estimated CO core mass M̂CO,

M̂CO/M⊙ = 10(log Lpre−SN,obs/L⊙−4.372)/1.268, (11)

as a function of the observed pre-SN bolometric luminosity
log Lpre−SN,obs. We apply it as will be detailed next.

According to Davies & Beasor (2018), the three most
luminous observed Type IIP pre-SN progenitors are those

14 The CO core mass at the end of CHeB and at the onset of iron core
infall has negligible variation not only for red supergiants (RSGs) but
over all the S21 and S23 SN progenitors (except at MCO > 18 M⊙).
15 The scaling law from Temaj et al. (2024) is in agreement not only
with S21 and S23 but also H16 stellar models, despite the differences in
adopted evolutionary physics. Temaj et al. (2024) showed that it holds
regardless of the convective core overshooting assumption
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Fig. 8. Comparison of MCO-based CCSN recipes for binary population synthesis (F12, MM20, M20, PS20 and ours) with 3D CCSN simulation
outcomes (from the archives of the Garching and Monash groups) and SN observations. The compact remnant type as predicted by the recipes –
which can be either a NS, a fallback BH or a direct BH – is color-coded as listed in the legend. For our recipe, we show the predictions for single
stars and Case B donors, respectively, where for each progenitor type the upper stripe evaluates final fates at Z = Z⊙ while the lower stripe those
at Z = Z⊙/10. The 3D CCSN simulation outcomes are shown only for progenitors with 2 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 18. The constraints on the MCO range of
the progenitors of the three most luminous Type IIP SNe (SN2009kr, SN2012ec and SN2009hd), of the failed SN candidates (N6946-BH1 and
M31-2014-DS1), of the Type IIn SN SN2010jl and of the three most luminous Type IIb/Ib SNe (SN1993J, SN2016gkg and SN2019yvr; including
the re-estimation of their log Lpre−SN from Gilkis & Arcavi (2022)) inferred in this work are plotted beneath. We also show our estimate of the MCO
ranges of the missing RSGs and of the Type Ic SN2011bm progenitor, when assuming that the remnant is a 1.2 M⊙ NS.

of SN2009hd (Elias-Rosa et al. 2011), SN2012ec (Maund
et al. 2013) and SN2009kr (Fraser et al. 2010). With its
log Lpre−SN,obs/L⊙ = 5.24±0.08 and Eq. 11, we estimate progen-
itor of SN2009hd to have M̂CO = 4.84+0.76

−0.66M⊙. The Humphreys-
Davidson (HD) limit of the most luminous RSGs that have been
observed in the Magellanic Clouds is log L/L⊙ ≃ 5.5 (Davies
et al. 2018). The lack of observed Type IIP SN progenitors at
luminosities in-between16 the most luminous Type IIP progeni-
tor and the HD limit defines the missing RSG problem (Smartt
2009). Assuming that the most luminous Type IIP SN progenitor
is set by the upper limit log L+pre−SN/L⊙ = 5.36 on the SN2009kr
progenitor, using Eq. (11), we infer that the RSGs miss out over
6 < MCO/M⊙ < 7.8. One17 of the proposed solutions is that
RSGs over this range do not explode and instead collapse to
form BHs directly (Smartt 2009, 2015). We test whether this
hypothesis is compatible with our predictive models. Since our

16 The luminosity of the brightest, (most likely) helium burning stars
that define the HD limit is lower than that of actual pre-SN stars. There-
fore, log L/L⊙ ≃ 5.5 is in fact a lower bound on the upper boundary to
the luminosity range over which RSGs are missing out.
17 Other approaches to address the missing RSG problem include
pulsation-driven mass loss (Dorn-Wallenstein et al. 2022) of the super-
giants, pealing off their outer layers. These stars then continue to evolve
as hotter yellow supergiants.

MCO-based CCSN recipe for single stars predicts explosions for
MCO < 6.1 M⊙ at Z > Z⊙/10, the three most luminous Type IIP
SNe and observations of all fainter ones are all consistent with
our predictive model (see Fig. 9). Our CCSN recipe predicts
failed SNe within the value range in MCO over which RSGs are
indeed found to be missing. However, this range in MCO does
not explain the missing RSGs over 5.45 ≤ log L/L⊙ ≤ 5.5. This
means that according to our CCSN recipe, failed SNe can be
part of the solution to the missing RSG problem, but there must
be other physical reasons that explain the lack of Type IIP SN
progenitors over the highest luminosity range.

The source N6946-BH1 is a failed SN candidate (Gerke et al.
2015), whose bolometric luminosity log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.40 ±
0.09 imaged before disappearing in the optical (Adams et al.
2017) is within the luminosity range of the missing RSGs. From
Eq. (11) then follows M̂CO = 6.5+0.92

−0.73 M⊙ for its progenitor. Its
fate of a failed SN18 is consistent with the direct BH formation
interval in MCO predicted by our CCSN recipe. However, the
observation is not constrained enough to confirm it (see Fig. 9).
For the failed SN candidate M31-2014-DS1 (De et al. 2024), the

18 Based on JWST observations of a luminous infrared source at the
same sky location, recent work has questioned this hypothesis and ad-
vocated a stellar merger event as an alternative explanation (Beasor et al.
2024).

Article number, page 13 of 25



A&A proofs: manuscript no. main

2 4 6 8
MCO/M�

4.75

5.00

5.25

5.50

5.75

lo
g

L p
re
−S

N
,o

bs
/L
�

log LTACCB(MCO) fit, Temaj+’24
HD limit for RSGs in MCs, Davies+’18
failed SNe, Z = Z�, this work
failed SNe, Z = Z�/10, this work
single stars, Z = Z�, S21
single stars, Z = Z�/10, S23
M31-2014-DS1, De+’24
SN2010jl, Smith+2011
SN2012ec, Maund+’13
SN2009kr, Fraser+’10
SN2009hd, Elias-Rosa+’11
N6946-BH1, Gerke+’15; et al.

Fig. 9. Estimation of the MCO values (within uncertainty bounds) of the
most luminous progenitors of the Type IIP SNe SN2012ec, SN2009kr
and SN2009hd, of the failed SN candidates N6946-BH1 and M31-2014-
DS1 and of the progenitor of the Type IIn SN2019jl, assuming that all
these systems stem from the single star progenitor channel. A paramet-
ric scaling law (in blue) relates the bolometric luminosity log LTACCB
of stellar evolution models (in orange and black) at terminal age core
carbon burning (TACCB) to MCO. Observations are compared with the
failed SN windows in MCO (shaded intervals) predicted by our CCSN
recipe as a function of Z. The Humphreys-Davidson (HD) limit for
RSGs in the Magellanic Clouds and the upper limit on the SN2009kr
progenitor luminosity define the value range in log LTACCB (and thus the
MCO range) of the missing RSGs (red horizontal lines).

authors infer a much fainter log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 4.97. With this es-
timate, we obtain a progenitor M̂CO = 2.96 M⊙. A failed SN at
such a low CO core mass is incompatible with our model.

We now compare the same observations to the other afore-
mentioned MCO-based CCSN recipes19. Since MM20 admits
failed and successful SNe up to MCO < 8 M⊙, it is consis-
tent with observations of the most luminous Type IIP SN pro-
genitors, however cannot address the missing RSG problem by
failed SNe. The model M20 accounts for the brightest Type IIP
SN progenitors. The model F12 is consistent with the most lu-
minous Type IIP SN progenitors and can partially explain the
missing RSG problem by BH formation over a similar range
as our CCSN recipe. The models M20 and MM20 are consis-
tent with N6946-BH1 constituting a failed SN for any value
within log L/L⊙ = 5.40 ± 0.09, whereas – similar to the con-
straint valid for our CCSN recipe – F12 requires it to be within
log L/L⊙ = 5.40 ± 0.04. The model PS20 can explain the
most luminous Type IIP SNe and the missing RSG problem by
failed SNe provided that stellar models of RSGs have suitable

19 See Sect. A.6 for a brief summary of the CCSN recipes and for the
variable nomenclature referenced here
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Fig. 10. Final fates in the (MCO, XC) plane at the end of CHeB, ob-
tained by evaluating the explodability scheme introduced in this work
over the SN progenitor models from Patton & Sukhbold (2020), and
the missing RSG problem. In order to address the missing RSG prob-
lem by failed SNe, stellar evolution models have to pass through the
black-colored region in-between the red vertical lines, which delineate
the interval in MCO over which RSGs are missing out. The H16, S21,
S23 and mesa isochrones and stellar tracks (MIST; Choi et al. 2016)
single star models lead to different XC(MCO) tracks through this plane.
For any stellar model choice, the missing RSG problem can only par-
tially be addressed, and over a different range in MCO (and thus also in
log Lpre−SN) depending on the stellar evolution model.

XC(MCO) relations at the end of CHeB for passing through ex-
plosion or implosion sites, respectively (see left panel of Fig. 6).
When using the same Patton & Sukhbold (2020) catalog of bare
CO cores evolved through the late burning stages but our pre-
SN explodability criteria instead of E16 to map out final fates,
tighter constraints are posed on stellar evolution models at the
end of CHeB. In order to “land” on the implosion stripe over
MCO values in-between the missing RSG interval in MCO, stellar
models need to have specific XC values over MCO intervals (and
thereby log Lpre−SN/L⊙ value ranges) of interest (see Fig. 10.

The only two CCSN recipes that are compatible with the
conclusion that the fate of M31-2014-DS1 is a failed SN are
PS20 and MM20.

3.4.2. Type IIn SN progenitors

In the few cases of SNe IIL progenitor identification, no pro-
genitor luminosity greater than the most luminous Type IIP
of log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.24 ± 0.08 has been estimated. In con-
trast, Type IIn SN progenitors as bright as log Lpre−SN/L⊙ > 6
have been observed (Gal-Yam et al. 2007; Boian & Groh 2018;
Kankare, E. et al. 2015). Type IIn SNe are distinguished by nar-
row, bright multi-component hydrogen Balmer lines in the spec-
trum. These lines are attributed to interactions of the supernova
with the circumstellar medium, which may have been formed
by episodes of enhanced mass loss from the SN progenitor. Pro-
genitors of Type IIn SNe can be single stars, but also accretor
stars20 and stellar merger products. The latter two categories are

20 In the accretor star scenario, a binary system is subject to stable mass
transfer, wherein the accretor gains mass from the hydrogen-rich enve-
lope of the donor star, and then explodes to produce a hydrogen-rich
transient. Given an accretor star progenitor, the large log Lpre−SN does
not necessarily imply a large MCO, because bolometric pre-SN luminos-
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the more likely ones, given the progenitor temperatures and lu-
minosities (Justham et al. 2014; Schneider et al. 2024).

However, not all Type IIn SNe need to have originated from
accretor star or stellar merger progenitors. In the single star pro-
genitor scenario, the star is expected to have gone through an
luminous blue variable (LBV) phase of enhanced mass loss out-
bursts, which however did not shed the entire hydrogen-rich en-
velope by the time of the explosion. We explore consequences
of the hypothesis that the Type IIn SN2010jl (Smith et al. 2011)
is such a case. Its comparatively faint progenitor is inferred to
have a bolometric luminosity of log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.55, and the
photometric data is consistent with a progenitor that has gone
through a LBV phase. Using Eq. (11), we estimate21 a CO core
of M̂CO = 8.5 M⊙ for the SN2010jl progenitor. This value is
within the interval in MCO over which F12 and our CCSN recipe
predict explosions of single and binary-stripped stars indepen-
dent of Z. The MM20 model cannot explain a single star pro-
genitor channel of SN2010jl, so long as it admits explosions only
up to MCO < 8 M⊙. The model M20 cannot explain the missing
RSG problem by direct BH formation and SN2010jl by the sin-
gle star progenitor channel at the same time. Lifting ξcrit

2.5 to a
greater value to explain the progenitor SN2010jl results in loss
of explanatory power over the missing RSG problem.

3.4.3. Type IIb/Ib SN progenitors

The progenitors of stripped-envelope SNe (SESNe) are consid-
ered to either be massive single stars that experienced strong
mass loss shedding away their hydrogen-rich envelopes, or
donor stars that evolved through a binary MT phase. At the
time of the explosion, the progenitor could be a blue supergiant,
a cool supergiant or a Wolf-Rayet (WR) star. Only five pro-
genitors of Type IIb and two progenitors of Type Ib SNe have
been imaged directly (Gilkis & Arcavi 2022). The most lumi-
nous progenitors are those of the Type IIb SN1993J (Aldering
et al. 1994), estimated to have log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.1 ± 0.3, of
the Type IIb SN2016gkg (Arcavi et al. 2017), estimated to have
log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 4.99±0.32, and of the Type Ib SN2019yvr (Kil-
patrick et al. 2021), estimated to have log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.3±0.2.
All three estimates have been revised in Gilkis & Arcavi (2022),
which assesses the most luminous progenitor source to be that of
SN2016gkg with log Lpre−SN/L⊙ = 5.28 ± 0.16.

We explore the consequences of the hypothesis that the pro-
genitors of these systems are Case B donors that explode after
having lost all or most of their hydrogen-rich envelope. This pro-
genitor channel is supported by comparison of photometric ob-
servations to detailed stellar evolution models (Yoon et al. 2017).
Within the observational uncertainty bounds, the SESN progen-
itor MCO inferred22 from Eq. (11) is admitted to be > 6 M⊙ in
four out of in total six aforementioned reference luminosity esti-
mates. Compared to the most luminous Type IIP SN progenitors
detected, those of Type IIb/Ib admit greater progenitor luminosi-
ties and therefore greater MCO. This is consistent with our CCSN

ity of the blue supergiants is mostly contributed by the hydrogen-rich
envelope mass through hydrogen shell burning.
21 Tthe log LTACCB(MCO) scaling law remains reliably applicable to our
S21 and S23 single star models up to log LTACCB/L⊙ ≃ 5.7, even though
the stellar models are no longer RSGs at this higher luminosity range.
22 The log LTACCB(MCO) scaling law is applicable to Case B donor mod-
els from S21 and S23 independent of Z up to log LTACCB/L⊙ ≃ 5.2. At
greater log LTACCB, dependence on Z emerges: Eq. (11) predicts a MCO
value lower than the actual stellar models at Z⊙/10 (see Fig. 11). There-
fore, the scaling law provides a lower limit on the SESN progenitor MCO
for log LTACCB/L⊙ > 5.2.
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Fig. 11. Estimation of MCO (within uncertainty bounds) of the most lu-
minous Type IIb and Type Ib SN progenitors. To obtain the estimates,
we use the parametric scaling law log LTACCB(MCO), which remains re-
liably applicable for any Z up to log LTACCB/L⊙ < 5.2. For higher SN
progenitor luminosities, the scaling law can be used to obtain a lower
limit on MCO of the SN progenitor. Observations are compared with
the direct BH formation windows for Case B donors predicted by our
CCSN recipe.

recipe, which predicts the BH formation windows for Case B
donors to be shifted toward greater MCO values compared to
those for single stars. The model MM20 can explain the progen-
itor observations since it allows for explosions for MCO < 8 M⊙.
However, the observations challenge the F12 model, which pre-
dicts direct BH formation and no explosions universally for all
single and stripped stars satisfying 6 < MCO/M⊙ < 7. Given the
large observational uncertainties on the SESN progenitor lumi-
nosities, a decisive statement falsifying F12 cannot be made.

3.4.4. Type Ic SN progenitors

The spectra of Type Ic SNe lack both hydrogen and helium lines.
In the single star progenitor channel, these form after an episode
of enhanced wind mass loss, such as the WR phase, that removes
all or most of the helium-rich envelope. This typically requires a
higher Z for strong enough winds. In the stellar binary progeni-
tor channel, a carbon-oxygen star can be formed by helium-rich
envelope removal through the combined effect of mass loss by
Roche lobe overflow and winds, and therefore is not limited to
higher Z. Since the helium-rich envelope is then mostly lost by
the time the iron core collapses, the final pre-SN mass Mfinal can-
not be substantially greater than MCO. If Mej, the mass ejected by
the Type Ic SN can be deduced from the SN light curve, the fol-
lowing simple approach allows to estimate the progenitor MCO:
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MCO ≃ Mfinal = Mrem + Mej, (12)

where Mrem the compact remnant mass, about which an assump-
tion needs to be made. We apply this relation to the spectro-
scopically normal nickel-rich Type Ic SN 2011bm (Valenti et al.
2012), which poses a challenging test case to CCSN recipes. Its
ejecta mass is estimated to be 7 ≤ Mej/M⊙ ≤ 17.

Our CCSN recipe is consistent with this estimation so long
as 7 < Mej/M⊙ < 16.6, if a NS of Mrem = 1.2 M⊙ is born and
no further constraints are placed on the SN progenitor Z and MT
history. This is because our CCSN recipe admits explosions up
to MCO = 15.4 M⊙ at Z = Z⊙ for Case B donors, and expects
NSs to be the more frequent remnant type than fallback BHs.

The other CCSN recipes are either compatible with this tran-
sient over a smaller Mej range, or incompatible.

The model PS20 admits explosions up to MCO ≤ 10 M⊙ for
suitable values of XC at the end of CHeB. Assuming that the
compact remnant is a NS of mass Mrem = 1.2 M⊙, it is consis-
tent with Mej < 8.8 M⊙. In the model M20, Mcrit

CO ≥ 8.2 M⊙ is
necessary to explain this transient.

The models MM20 and F12 predict fallback BH remnants
for explosions of progenitors with MCO ≥ 7 M⊙. In the MM20
model, M∗4 > 9 M⊙ is required for consistency with this observa-
tion, since a minimal stellar-mass BH has Mrem > 2 M⊙. In order
to satisfy Eq. (12) with a fallback BH of mass Mrem > 2 M⊙
and Mej ≥ 7 M⊙, MCO > 9 M⊙ needs to be assumed in the F12
model, which expects explosions for 7 < MCO/M⊙ < 11. How-
ever a SN explosion of a Type Ic progenitor with pre-SN mass
Mfinal ≃ MCO > 9 M⊙ leaving a fallback BH remnant of mass
Mrem < MCO − 7 M⊙ is not consistent with the compact rem-
nant mass calculation formalism of the “fast-convection” explo-
sion model (Eq. 16 and 17 in F12). It yields Mrem = 7.272 M⊙
for a SN progenitor of MCO = 9 M⊙ and Mrem = 10.76 M⊙ for
MCO = 10.9 M⊙, since the fallback mass fraction is predicted to
increase with MCO in F12.

3.4.5. Supernova remnants

The CO core masses of SN progenitors can also be constrained
by nebular line spectroscopy of SN remnants. After explosive
nuclear burning, the ejecta mass of Type Ic SNe is mostly com-
posed of oxygen and iron group elements. The nebular line ratio
[OI/CaII] is an indicator of the oxygen mass MO,ej released dur-
ing the SN explosion according to the calibrated scaling law

log[OI/CaII] = 0.9 · log(MO,ej/M⊙) + 0.03 (13)

that has been inferred23 to hold for SESNe of Type IIb/Ib and
Type Ic/Ic-BL (Fang & Maeda 2023; Fang et al. 2022). The
greatest values among observed Type IIb/Ib are log[OI/CaII] ≃
0.5 while those among Type Ic/Ic-BL reach up to log[OI/CaII] ≃
0.7 (Taddia et al. 2019; Pellegrino et al. 2022; Fang et al. 2022).
These imply MO,ej ≤ 4.29 M⊙ and MO,ej ≤ 6.23 M⊙, respectively.
MO,ej takes up a significant fraction XO,ej of the total SN ejecta,

MO,ej = XO,ej · Mej (14)

and XO,ej depends on the progenitor core mass. The mass frac-
tion is found to be XO,ej < 0.5 for progenitor CO cores up to

23 The link inferred in Fang & Maeda (2023) between log[OI/CaII]
and MO,ej in Eq. (13) is established based on a limited set of SN models.
Mixing of silicon, calcium or carbon with oxygen can affect the oxygen
line cooling, and the associated uncertainties have not been estimated.

MCO < 6.6 M⊙ (which result in oxygen ejecta masses up to
MO,ej < 3.1 M⊙) and to increase to greater fractions for progeni-
tor CO core masses somewhat beyond (Fang & Maeda 2023).
This trend is consistent with the observationally inferred ref-
erence XO,ej of the SN2011bm, which we estimated to have a
massive CO core of MCO > 8 M⊙: its 5 ≤ MO,ej/M⊙ ≤ 10
and 7 ≤ Mej/M⊙ ≤ 17 (Valenti et al. 2012) imply – from
Eq. (14) – a fraction of XO,ej ≃ 0.6 − 0.7. For a fixed MO,ej, the
greater is XO,ej, the lower is Mej. When assuming that XO,ej = 0.7
places a lower bound on Mej for MO,ej = 6.23 M⊙ of the most
oxygen-rich Type Ic SN explosions, then MCO > 8.9 M⊙ fol-
lows from Eq. (12). This estimate is compatible with the window
8.4 < MCO/M⊙ < 12.4, over which our CCSN recipe guarantees
successful SNe from single and binary-stripped star progenitors.
While the rapid F12 and PS20 are compatible with this estimate,
it challenges the MM20 and M20 recipes. In order to achieve
compatibility with this progenitor MCO estimate, Mcrit

CO in M20
and M∗4 in MM20 need to be lifted accordingly.

4. Discussion

In what follows, we discuss the MCO-based parametrization of
explodability developed in Sect. 3.2.3 with earlier theoretical
work. The non-monotonicity in the final fate dependence on
MCO has been linked to the onset of carbon and neon burning
becoming neutrino-dominated, which in turn are primarily set
by MCO and XC (Brown et al. 2001; Sukhbold & Woosley 2014;
Chieffi & Limongi 2020; Schneider et al. 2021, 2023; Laplace
et al. 2025). When carbon and neon burning become neutrino-
dominated, more thermal energy leaks out of the core which
transitions from convective to radiative burning, and the num-
ber as well as size of carbon burning shells changes (Sukhbold
& Woosley 2014). The transition from convective to radiative
burning correlates with an increase in ξ2.5 (Sukhbold & Woosley
2014). However recent work by Laplace et al. (2025) made the
case that the transition is not the cause for the changes in the
explodability patterns, and identified the mechanisms explaining
the formation of the peaks in ξ2.5 as summarized below. When
the temperature and density conditions (set by MCO) and the
amount of nuclear fuel (which, in the case of carbon burning,
is given by XC at carbon ignition) are such that the central burn-
ing source is strongly neutrino-dominated, the core contraction
increases, leading to a large fuel-free core and – ultimately – to
an increase in MFe and in ξ2.5. However, for even more neutrino-
dominated burning at higher core masses and lower initial fuel
abundance, the next nuclear burning episode ignites early, coun-
tering the core contraction and leading to a drop in MFe and
ξ2.5. In what follows, we discuss how these findings relate to the
threshold values M(1)

CO, M(2)
CO and M(3)

CO of our CCSN recipe:

– At low MCO < M(1)
CO, the core temperature Tc is compara-

tively low and XC at the end of CHeB comparatively high.
Under such conditions, energy losses into neutrino cool-
ing are lower than the energy release from core carbon
burning and the core carbon burning phase either radiation-
dominated or weakly neutrino-dominated. The convective
carbon burning leads to an expanded core, and – due to the
large amount of fuel XC – the burning front does not move
far outward in the mass coordinate. Ultimately, this results is
a lower core density and low iron core mass at the onset of
collapse. The explodability is therefore high.

– At M(2)
CO ≥ MCO ≥ M(1)

CO, TC is higher, therefore less fuel
XC is available and the neutrino losses are greater. These
lead to a neutrino-dominated core carbon burning phase.
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The core cools and turns radiative. The decreasing amount
of fuel and the neutrino cooling accelerate core contraction
and the outward progression of the burning front. The car-
bon burning front moves further out in the mass coordinate
but stays below the effective Chandrasekhar mass. With par-
tial degeneracy support, the core burns almost all of the XC
fuel in the convective regions before ignition of radiation-
dominated neon burning. After core neon burning, the burn-
ing front quickly burns the former convective region, moving
out far in the mass coordinate. This leads to the growth of a
large and dense fuel-free core. The explodability is therefore
low.

– At greater MCO > M(2)
CO, core carbon burning is even more

neutrino-dominated, due to a high Tc and low XC . The burn-
ing phase proceeds faster, and the core contraction is even
more accelerated. The burning front moves further out in the
mass coordinate, until it exceeds the effective Chandrasekhar
mass. The contraction leads to an early core neon ignition,
before all the carbon in the core is burnt. This next (radiation-
dominated) core burning stage suppresses nuclear burning at
the front above, preventing it from moving far outward. Ulti-
mately, this results in a low-mass iron core and high explod-
ability.

– At high MCO ≥ M(3)
CO, it is the core neon burning phase that

becomes neutrino-dominated. The neutrino cooling leads to
a quickly contracting radiative core, and accelerated pro-
gression of the burning front above. The burning front
again moves further out but stays below the effective Chan-
drasekhar mass. With partial degeneracy support, the core
burns most of the neon fuel before the ignition of radiation-
dominated oxygen burning. Central burning of the large oxy-
gen core leads to an enhanced growth of the silicon-rich core,
as the burning front moves out in the mass coordinate. These
lead to a massive iron core and low explodability.

5. Conclusion

The outcome of a core-collapse supernova (CCSN) is a com-
plex multi-dimensional phenomenon, which is appropriately ad-
dressed by computationally expensive 3D CCSN simulations.
However, population synthesis and many other studies require
efficient models for predicting CCSN outcomes at scale. In this
work, we have formulated explodability criteria for the neutrino-
driven SN mechanism that allow us to predict the final fate (suc-
cessful or failed SN) already at the pre-SN stage. Then, we used
stellar evolution models of single and binary-stripped stars to
construct a CCSN recipe that is based on the carbon-oxygen core
mass MCO and metallicity Z.

For obtaining the criteria, we parametrized the explodabil-
ity by compiling a heterogeneous set of ≃ 3900 single, binary-
stripped and accretor star pre-SN models and identifying thresh-
old values in pre-SN stellar structure variables that coincide with
failed and successful SNe, respectively, as predicted by the semi-
analytical M16 model. The explodability criteria evaluate the SN
progenitor using multiple diagnostic scalar variables: the com-
pactness ξ2.5, central specific entropy sc, MCO, the µ4M4 vari-
able – which relates to the accretion luminosity above the proto-
neutron star (PNS) – and the µ4 variable, which relates to the
mass accretion rate above the PNS. These probe the SN pro-
genitor profile structure at four different mass coordinates. Our
explodability scheme achieves a predictive accuracy of >99%
agreement with final fate predictions by M16.

A successful SN leaves behind either a neutron star (NS) or
a fallback black hole (BH) remnant. We find that fallback BH

formation as predicted by M16 can be excluded, when ξ2.5 is
critically low, low compared to µ4M4 or when M4 > 0.6 MCO.
Fallback BH formation occurs at a frequency of ∼ 0.15 over our
exploding models, i.e. a NS is the multiple times more likely
compact remnant.

With these results and a subset of single- and binary stripped
star models adopting the same input physics, we construct a
CCSN recipe that predicts the compact remnant type (direct col-
lapse BH, fallback BH or NS) based on MCO, Z and mass transfer
history class (single star, Case A, Case B or Case C) already at
the end of core helium burning. This is possible, because all ex-
plodability proxies relevant for evaluating our explidability cri-
teria show bimodal trends – characterized by two peaks and an
intervening valley – as a function of MCO of single and binary-
stripped stars within the wide range 6.1 < MCO/M⊙ < 15.4,
over which we find successful and failed SNe to co-exist. For
obtaining the CCSN recipe, we map out the boundaries in MCO
at which the expected final fate transitions from successful SNe
to failed SNe and vice versa. In the case of a successful SN, the
compact remnant type (NS or fallback BH) is predicted prob-
abilistically. The recipe is made publicly available and can be
readily implemented for binary population synthesis and other
studies.

More generally, stellar evolution models of variable adopted
physics differ in their XC-to-MCO relation at the end of core he-
lium burning, where XC is the central carbon mass fraction. We
find that the failed SN windows in our single and binary-stripped
star models shift toward larger value ranges in MCO due to a
higher XC , when Z increases or binary mass transfer (MT) sets in
earlier. Envelope mass loss by stellar winds (which are enhanced
by a greater Z) or by stable MT to a companion star result in
lower-mass helium cores. Lower-mass helium cores are cooler in
the center, which – during core helium burning – leads to a later
ignition of the strongly temperature-dependent 12C (α, γ)16 O re-
action that uses up carbon. This leaves behind more carbon be-
hind at core helium exhaustion. Ultimately, the higher XC shifts
the peaks in explodability proxies toward larger MCO values.

We compare our explodability scheme as well as commonly
used alternative SN models with the outcomes of 3D CCSN
simulations from the archives of the Garching and the Monash
groups. Our pre-SN explodability criteria achieve an agreement
of 86% over 29 simulation outcomes. The cases of disagreement
are with stellar models for Population III stars and a rapidly ro-
tating long GRB progenitor that are not covered by our compi-
lation of pre-SN stellar models. Our scheme is more optimistic
about successful CCSN explosions by the neutrino-driven mech-
anism than both the criterion introduced in Ertl et al. (2016) –
which is based on a separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane – and
the compactness criterion, ξ2.5 > 0.45 (O’Connor & Ott 2011).
With M16, we find failed and successful SNe to co-exist over a
wide range in ξ2.5. Since a separation line in the (µ4M4, µ4) plane
that would segregate the exploding from the non-exploding mod-
els cannot be drawn, the criterion introduced in Ertl et al. (2016)
can neither explain the distribution of CCSN outcomes predicted
by M16 in our sample of SN progenitor models nor the distribu-
tion of 3D CCSN simulation outcomes considered in this work.
Comparing 3D CCSN simulation outcomes with our and other
MCO-based CCSN recipes over progenitors with MCO < 16 M⊙,
the number of disagreements is 1 for our and PS20, 2 for MM20,
3 for F12 and 5 for M20 SN models, respectively. The distinc-
tive feature of our CCSN recipe compared to alternative models
is that it guarantees explosions for 8.4 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 12.4, inde-
pendent of Z and binarity, with a more likely NS than fallback
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BH remnant. Moreover, it admits CCSN explosions at progenitor
MCO as high as 15.4 M⊙.

We test our and other MCO-based CCSN recipes against
observations that constrain the MCO of Type IIP, Type IIn,
Type IIb/Ib and Type Ic SN progenitors, and arrive at the fol-
lowing main conclusions. Since the pre-SN luminosity is a di-
rect tracer of MCO, we inferred that the missing red super-
giant (RSG) problem (Smartt 2009) manifests over RSGs having
6 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 7.8. Our recipe is consistent with the most lu-
minous SN Type IIP SN progenitors and partially addresses the
missing RSG problem by failed SNe. The same applies qual-
itatively to F12. The PS20 model is consistent with the most
luminous Type IIP SN progenitors and can address the miss-
ing RSG problem by failed SNe entirely, provided that the RSG
progenitors have low enough XC values at the end of core he-
lium burning. With the Type Ic SN2011bm (Valenti et al. 2012),
the most oxygen-rich Type Ic SNe that have been revealed by
nebular line spectroscopy (Fang et al. 2022) and the Type IIn
SN2010jl (Smith et al. 2011) (when assuming a single star pro-
genitor for this transient), we find putative evidence for explo-
sions of stars with MCO > 8.2 M⊙ in agreement with predictions
of our model. Such explosions are incompatible with M20 and
MM20. The SN model M20 cannot address the missing RSG
problem by failed SNe and be consistent with the lower bound
on the Type Ic SN2011bm ejecta mass as well as with the most
oxygen-rich Type Ic SNe at the same time. In the SN model
MM20, the threshold value for guaranteed BH formation by di-
rect collapse needs to be lifted to > 9 M⊙ in order to be con-
sistent with the aforementioned transients. The most luminous
progenitors of Type IIb/Ib SNe admit progenitor MCO > 6M⊙
within the observational uncertainty bounds. These challenge the
F12 model, which predicts failed SNe for 6 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 7
regardless of binarity. Furthermore, the compact remnant mass
prescription of F12 is incompatible with the inferred ejecta mass
of the Type Ic SN2011bm. As a bottom line, given that the MCO
estimates of observed stripped-envelope SNe involve wide error
bars, inference based on the nebular spectroscopy of Type Ic SN
remnants rests on assumptions and the progenitors of Type IIn
SNe are not well constrained at present, we hesitate to over-
interpret these comparisons. Nevertheless, we aim to convey the
idea of benchmarking CCSN recipes using observed transients.

The fallback BH formation model is a particularly uncertain
part of our predictive framework, since it has neither been vali-
dated against 3D CCSN simulation outcomes nor against obser-
vations.

Since binary-stripped stars are the expected progenitors of
both components of binary BH (BBH) mergers, we expect that
our CCSN recipe will result in a suppression of the predicted
BBH merger rates compared to previous estimates.

Code availability

The code for predicting the final fates of stars and discriminat-
ing their compact remnant types based on the pre-SN proper-
ties using the explodability and fallback BH formation crite-
ria introduced in this work is available at https://zenodo.
org/records/15046267 in form of a Jupyter Notebook writ-
ten in Python. Under the same link but in another Jupyter Note-
book written in Python, you will find the code implementing
the MCO-based CCSN recipe for binary population synthesis.
The CCSN recipe is also available written in C++ through the
compas (https://compas.science/) and the sevn (https://
sevncodes.gitlab.io/sevn/index.html) population syn-
thesis codes.
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Appendix A: Supplementary materials

Appendix A.1: Progenitors of 3D CCSN simulations

Tables A.1 and A.2 reference the 3D CCSN simulations from the
Garching and Monash groups considered in this work.

Unless otherwise specified, the SN progenitors are non-
rotating. The model naming acronyms encode metallicity (’s’
for solar, ’z’ for Population III), ZAMS mass (e.g., 9.5 for
MZAMS = 9.5 M⊙) and binary-stripped stars (’he’ for ). Mod-
els starting with ’m’ are rotating, those with ’he’ are helium star
(at Z = Z⊙) and those with ’y’ are stripped-star models.

We add remarks on the simulations performed in the Garch-
ing group: For the models s12.28 and s18.88, the final minutes
of convective oxygen-shell burning before the core collapse have
been simulated in 3D, yielding large-scale and large-amplitude
progenitor perturbations (Yadav et al. 2020). When starting from
1D initial conditions, these two models did not explode. The ex-
plosion of the model m15 was aided by rapid progenitor rotation
(Summa et al. 2018) and the explosion of the s20 progenitor by a
slight modification of the neutral-current neutrino-nucleon scat-
tering opacities (Melson et al. 2015b).

We also remark on the simulations performed in the Monash
group: Over the low-mass (MCO < 2 M⊙) progenitors he2.8,
he3.5, s9.5, z9.6, s11.5 and s11.8 and the high-mass (MCO >
8 M⊙) progenitors y20, z40, z85 and z100 and m39, CCSN sim-
ulations used spherically symmetric stratifications obtained from
1D progenitor models and did not include magnetic fields. With
the exception of z100, all of these exploded. In the intermedi-
ate MCO range perturbations were introduced into the spherically
symmetric stratifications of the progenitors he3, z12, s12.5 and
s14.07. These models exploded in 3D simulations without the
enhancing effect of magnetic fields. 3D CCSN simulations were
carried out with magnetic fields over the spherically symmetric
stratifications of s14, s15s7b2 and of the very slowly rotating
s16.9 model. The effect of perturbations and of magnetic fields
was studied systematically upon the SN progenitors s18 and
m15b2 (slowly rotating). These did not explode when starting
from spherically symmetric progenitor stratifications and not in-
cluding magnetic fields, but exploded once magnetic fields were
introduced. Another 3D CCSN simulation without mangnetic
fields but over a perturbed s18 statification also resulted in an
explosion.

Appendix A.2: The 2.5 M⊙ mass coordinate and MFe

Fig. A.1 illustrates that the ξ2.5 parameter does not probe the
density of the mass-accretion regions outside the iron core of all
pre-SN stars. For numerous CCSN progenitors, the 2.5 M⊙ mass
coordinate is found inside the iron core.

Appendix A.3: Fits of explodability proxies

Fig. A.2 shows the fits of explodability proxies using Gaussian
Process Regression (GPR) models. Ever since pioneering the
work by Sacks et al. (1989), GPR has been a standard method
for emulation tasks because of its flexibility, smoothness and
regulatory effect of the Gaussianity assumption (for a detailed
discussion of application of GPR to computer model calibration,
see Kennedy & O’Hagan 2001). The supervised learning method
is used to train GPR models to predict the outputs y1, ..., yn given
the inputs x1, ..., xn. If n is the size of the training data set, then
GPR interprets the output data as a random sample drawn from
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Fig. A.1. Trends of iron core mass MFe with carbon-oxygen core mass
MCO for single, binary-stripped and accretor star pre-SN models from
Schneider et al. (2021, 2023, 2024). The M = 2.5 M⊙ mass coordinate
that is typically used for ξM is marked by a grey solid line.

an n-dimensional multivariate normal (MVN)

Nn(µ,Σ) =
exp
(
− 1

2 (X − µ)TΣ−1 (X − µ)
)

√
(2π)n|Σ| (A.1)

which has the mean vector µ and the functional form of the n× n
covariance matrix Σi,j = Cov[xi, x j] as free parameters that need
to be set before training. While µ is typically set to the zero vec-
tor, different kernel functions k(xi, x j) are available24 that specify
Σ. For example, the Matérn kernel takes the following form:

k(xi, x j) =
1

Γ (ν)2ν−1

 √2ν
l

d
(
xi, x j

)ν Kν

 √2ν
l

d
(
xi, x j

) ,
(A.2)

where d(xi, x j) is the Euclidean distance between xi and x j, Kν is
the modified Bessel function, and Γ is the Gamma function. For
more technical detail, refer e.g. to Rasmussen (2004) and for a
visual exploration, to Görtler et al. (2019).

Appendix A.4: Deterministic model for fallback BH formation

The condition for BH formation from Müller et al. (2016) applies
during the explosion phase: if the diagnostic energy Ediag < 0,
then the gravitational binding energy of the matter enclosed by
the mass shell up to which the revived shock has expanded is
greater than the kinetic energy of the explosion. In this case, a
BH forms by fallback of matter onto the PNS. With the set of
M16 model parameters adopted in Schneider et al. (2021), we
find that the remnant type can be predicted by comparing two
characteristic energies during the explosion phase: the final ex-
plosion energy Eexpl of the shock, and the energy term Edelay
which – within the limitations of a 1D formulation – by construc-
tion accounts for the co-existence of outflows and downflows
in the region surrounding the PNS during the explosion phase.
Edelay is an auxiliary variable defined implicitly from Eq. (42)
and (43) in Müller et al. (2016), which are used to calculate the
evolution of Ediag as the revived shock moves outward in mass
shell. With the fallback BH formation criterion

Edelay > Eexpl, (A.3)

24 For a selection of kernel models, see e.g. https://scikit-learn.
org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.gaussian_process.
GaussianProcessRegressor.html
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Table A.1. Progenitor properties of the 3D CCSN simulations performed in the Garching group. The final fate (ff) column indicates the outcome
of the simulations (0: failed SN, 1: successful SN).

model ff MCO/M⊙ ξ2.5 sc/[kB · NA] µ4M4 µ4 Ref. progenitor Ref. 3D CCSN sim.
s9.0 1 1.40 0.00004 0.532 0.00002 0.00002 Woosley & Heger (2015) Melson et al. (2020)
z9.6 1 1.37 0.00008 0.888 0.00003 0.00002 Heger (2012), priv. comm. Melson et al. (2015b)
s12.28 1 2.23 0.03167 0.607 0.06083 0.03916 Yadav (2023), priv. comm. Janka & Kresse (2024)
m15 1 3.24 0.10602 0.678 0.07280 0.04634 Heger et al. (2005) Summa et al. (2018)
s18.88 1 4.45 0.28335 0.865 0.19950 0.10973 Yadav et al. (2020) Bollig et al. (2021)
s20 1 4.98 0.28462 0.855 0.20055 0.11020 Woosley & Heger (2007) Melson et al. (2015a)
s40 0 13.59 0.54399 1.051 0.46985 0.20723 Woosley & Heger (2007) Walk et al. (2020)
u75 0 31.16 0.88157 1.526 0.79337 0.32145 Woosley et al. (2002) Walk et al. (2020)

Table A.2. Progenitor properties of the 3D CCSN simulations performed in the Monash group. The final fate (ff) column indicates the outcome of
the simulations (0: failed SN, 1: successful SN).

model ff MCO/M⊙ ξ2.5 sc/[kB · NA] µ4M4 µ4 Ref. progenitor Ref. 3D CCSN sim.
s9.5 1 1.492 0.000016 0.525 0.006 0.004 Müller et al. (2016) Sykes et al., in prep.
z9.6 1 1.372 0.000076 0.888 0.000064 0.000047 Müller et al. (2013) Müller (2016)
s11.5 1 1.481 0.000012 0.505 0.004 0.003 Müller et al. (2016) Sykes et al., in prep.
s11.8 1 1.613 0.000059 0.528 0.022 0.016 Banerjee et al. (2016) Müller et al. (2019)
z12 1 1.795 0.011 0.524 0.030 0.019 Müller et al. (2016) Müller et al. (2019)
s12.5 1 2.050 0.020 0.696 0.140 0.087 Müller et al. (2016) Müller et al. (2019)
s14.07 1 2.561 0.130 0.726 0.263 0.163 Müller et al. (2016) unpublished
s15s7b2 1 2.483 0.088 0.731 0.216 0.150 Woosley & Weaver (1995) Powell & Müller (2024)
m15b2 1 2.912 0.087 0.615 0.128 0.087 Heger et al. (2005) Müller & Varma (2020)
s16.9 1 4.135 0.144 0.885 0.175 0.104 Schneider et al. (2019) Varma et al. (2023)
s18 1 3.827 0.244 0.826 0.353 0.201 Müller et al. (2016) Müller et al. (2017)
s24 1 6.077 0.261 0.849 0.333 0.182 Müller et al. (2016) Sykes et al., in prep.
z40 1 12.920 0.638 1.151 1.516 0.698 Müller et al. (2016) Chan et al. (2020)
z85 1 31.250 0.856 1.574 1.673 0.691 Müller et al. (2016) Powell et al. (2021)
he2.8 1 1.462 – 0.884 – – Müller et al. (2018) Müller (2019)
he3 1 1.914 0.016 0.641 0.118 0.078 Müller et al. (2016) Müller (2019)
he3.5 1 1.807 – 0.676 0.012 0.007 Müller et al. (2018) Müller (2019)
y20 1 8.16 0.223 1.316 0.1397 0.082 Yoon (2017) Powell & Müller (2020)
m39 1 20.948 0.364 1.059 0.443 0.225 Aguilera-Dena et al. (2018) Powell & Müller (2020)
s14 0 2.534 0.112 0.718 0.235 0.147 Müller et al. (2016) Sykes et al., in prep.
z100 0 42.441 0.400 0.933 0.671 0.331 Müller et al. (2016) Powell et al. (2021)

an accuracy of 100% for the remnant type prediction (NS versus
fallback BH) is achieved over the S21, S23, S24 and T24 stellar
models (shown in Fig. A.3), and of 93% over the H16 models.
This criterion is sensitive to our particular parameter choice for
the M16 SN code.

This empirical criterion can be made plausible by the follow-
ing reasoning. Physically one expects fallback to be determined
primarily by the ratio of initial explosion energy Eini at shock
revival to the envelope binding energy Ebind, with a drastic in-
crease of fallback once Ebind gets close to Ediag. Edelay is expected
to correlate well with Eini, say Edelay = η · Eini, where η < 1 is
a parameter measuring the amount of energy that is dissipated
during shock propagation. To zeroth approximation, the final ex-
plosion energy is given by Eexpl = Eini+Edelay−Ebind. Therefore
Eexpl − Edelay < 0 implies that Eexpl/Eini < η. In other words,
fallback BH formation is expected to occur if the explosion has
lost a critically large fraction of its initial energy. That the oc-
currence of BH formation by fallback within M16 is tied to the
auxiliary variable Edelay could be coincidental, since Edelay does
not have a direct physical significance.

As shown in Fig. A.4, single and binary-stripped stars of dif-
ferent MT classes show complex, oscillatory patterns in the de-
pendence of the Eexpl and Ediag variables on MCO. In principle,
windows in MCO can be mapped out over which Eq. (A.3) is sat-
isfied as a function of MT history and Z. The GPR regressor fit
curves are consistent with the hypothesis that fallback BH for-
mation is not randomly distributed but occurs over windows in
MCO, and that the width and position of the windows varies with
MT class. However, in contrast to H16, the sampling of the MCO
axes in S21 and S23 is too sparse for drawing faithful conclu-
sions.

Appendix A.5: Practical remarks on using the CCSN recipe

Appendix A.5.1: Mass transfer class assignment

LBV stars: For stars undergoing the LBV phase of enhanced
mass loss over a short (thermal or faster) timescale, we suggest
to classify explodability using the routines for Case B donors
rather than those for single stars.
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Fig. A.2. Dependence of the explodability parameters ξ2.5, sc, µ4 M4 and µ4 of single and binary-stripped stars (Case A, Case Be, Case Bl and
Case C donors) on MCO at Z = Z⊙ and at Z = Z⊙/10. To obtain these, the data points (circles) from S21 and S23 have been fitted using GPR
models (solid lines). The red vertical lines indicate the lower (upper) threshold in MCO below (beyond) which only explosions (implosions) occur.
The red horizontal lines indicate the lower (upper) threshold in ξ2.5, µ4 M4 and sc, respectively, below (beyond) which only explosions (implosions)
occur.

Repeated MT episodes: In the case of repeated MT episodes,
in particular Case AB and Case BC donors, we suggest to pro-
ceed as follows. For Case AB donors, whether MT class A or
B is assigned to the star, does not substantially change the fi-
nal CCSN outcome, since the pre-SN properties of Case A and
B progenitors are similar. For Case BC donors, we suggest to
use the first MT episode for the classification, because Case C
progenitors are closer to single stars, and the binary interaction
effects are likely more adequately accounted for by the critical
values we found for Case B donors.

Partial envelope stripping: In the case of partial stripping of the
hydrogen-rich envelope rather than its complete removal, one of
the ways to proceed is to set a threshold value in the fraction
of envelope mass that is removed by stable MT, above (below)
which the star is classified as a stripped (single) star, for example
50%. Another way is to linearly interpolate the M(i)

CO(Z) of the
single and the donor stars, depending on the fraction of envelope
mass removed.

Accretor stars: The CCSN recipe is built for single and binary-
stripped stars. For accretor stars that gain mass by Roch lobe
overflow from a donor during the main sequence (MS) evolu-
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Fig. A.3. Discrimination of the remnant type (NS or fallback BH) in
a successful CCSN explosion using the Edelay > Eexpl condition for
fallback BH formation. This criterion holds exactly over the S21, S23,
S24 and T24 SN progenitors (evaluated in the panel), and only approx-
imately over H16.

tion, we assume that their explodability can be approximated
using the single star routines, since their cores rejuvenate. This
approximation breaks down for stars accreting mass during their
post-MS evolution.

Appendix A.5.2: Breakdown of the CCSN recipe

Application of our CCSN recipe for Z < (Z⊙/10,Z⊙) im-
plies extrapolation. The recipe breaks down below some cut-off
Zcut−off < Z⊙/10, where Zcut−off is presumably higher than zero
(Population III stars). At high enough super-solar metallicities,
BH formation by direct collapse at high MCO is expected to be
precluded because of the higher effective Chandrasekhar mass
required for the collapse to set in. Since the CCSN recipe does
not explicitly take this physical effect at increasing Z into ac-
count, it will presumably break down in the regime of high MCO
and high super-solar Z. Practically, however, this may be not a
concern, since at large MCO and Z, winds are strong enough to
erode the CO core such that stars will not end up having such
large MCO cores at which the CCSN recipe would (erroneously)
predict direct BH formation.

Appendix A.6: Other MCO-based CCSN recipes

In what follows, we summarize the MCO-based CCSN recipes
that are referenced in this work and compared to ours.

Appendix A.6.1: MM20

In Mandel & Müller (2020), the remnant mass and type are as-
signed using probabilistic formulae based on calibrated thresh-
old values M∗i , with i1, . . . 4, in MCO. Core collapse is predicted
to result in NS formation for MCO ≤ M∗1. BH (formed either by
fallback or directly) and NS remnants co-exist for M∗1 < MCO ≤
M∗3. For M∗3 < MCO ≤ M∗4, BH formation, either directly or by
fallback, is guaranteed. For MCO > M∗4, only direct BHs form.
The default threshold values are M∗1 = 2 M⊙, M∗3 = 7 M⊙ and
M∗4 = 8 M⊙. MM20 is used as CCSN recipe in compas, for ex-
ample.

While both MM20 and our CCSN recipe are constructed
based on outcomes of the M16 SN code, there are two main
differences. The first concerns the parameter choice for M16:
MM20 use the default settings from (Müller et al. 2016), except

for a higher accretion efficiency (ζ = 0.8) and a different calcu-
lation of the final mass cut upon BH formation by fallback in a
successful CCSN explosion. The second difference concerns the
SN progenitor models: MM20 is based on the H16 single star
models at Z = Z⊙, and uses a randomized scheme that follows
gross trends of the compact remnant masses Mrem, predicted by
M16, with MCO of the H16 SN progenitors.

Appendix A.6.2: M20

According to Mapelli et al. (2020), there is no co-existence
of BHs and NSs for the same MCO. If MCO < Mcrit

CO, a NS
forms; if not, the compact remnant is a direct BH.25 M20 dif-
fers from our framework in three principal regards. First, the
stellar progenitors considered in M20 are the single star mod-
els from Limongi & Chieffi (2018) evolved from ZAMS up to
the onset of iron-core infall over a parameter space spanned by
MZAMS, Z and initial rotation vini. Second, as pre-SN explod-
ability criterion, M20 uses ξ2.5. Third, the way to relate CCSN
outcomes to MCO in M20 goes by coarse-graining the ξ2.5 val-
ues over the sampled parameter space in (MZAMS,Z, vini), and
then fitting these as a function of MCO with a monotonically
increasing parametric power-law model. The critical compact-
ness value ξcrit

2.5 for BH formation is a free parameter in M20.
Setting the threshold for BH formation to ξcrit

2.5 = 0.3, as is sug-
gested in M20, implies Mcrit

CO = 4.4 M⊙. With greater threshold
values ξcrit

2.5 ∈ [0.32, 0.33, 0.37, 0.45], the resulting critical CO
core masses are Mcrit

CO/M⊙ ∈ [4.8, 5, 6.1, 11].
M20 and MM20 both are based on stellar evolution tracks

that exhibit a lower compactness peak (ξmax
2.5 < 0.45) at interme-

diate MCO < 7 M⊙ (see Fig. 1 in Mapelli et al. (2020) for M20,
and Fig. A.6 for MM20), which does not reach the upper thresh-
old for direct BH formation, according to our ξ2.5-based pre-SN
criterion for BH formation.

Appendix A.6.3: F12

In Fryer et al. (2012), recipes are formulated for computing com-
pact remnant masses. The original recipe uses parametric fits to
predict the remnant masses as a function of MZAMS and Z of sin-
gle stars. It is constructed based on hydrodynamical simulation
outcomes and stellar progenitors at two reference metallicities
(solar and Population III) from Woosley et al. (2002). The orig-
inal recipe is then reformulated as a function of MCO and final
pre-SN mass Mfinal, to account for differences in outcomes due
to different assumptions about wind mass loss and binary mass
transfer.

It is assumed that the amount of fallback onto the PNS (of
fixed mass ≃ 1 M⊙) depends on the timing of the explosion
(a “fast-convection” explosion, if it happens within 250 ms af-
ter core bounce; a “delayed-convection” explosion otherwise),
since the accretion rate of the infalling material decreases with
time and therefore also the total kinetic energy stored in the
convective region between the PNS and the base of the shock.
The fast-convection (“rapid”) explosion model and the delayed-
convection (“delayed”) explosion models do not explicitly dis-
tinguish the remnant type. However, the remnant type can be
distinguished implicitly in the rapid model, since it predicts a
NS–BH mass gap. According to the rapid F12, there is no co-

25 In context of the BPS code sevn (Iorio et al. 2023), a fallback BH
formation window is inserted over MCO values in-between the NS and
direct BH outcomes.
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Fig. A.4. BH formation by fallback in SN explosions of single and binary-stripped stars at Z = Z⊙, as predicted by the deterministic criterion
Edelay − Eexpl > 0 as a function of MCO. The panels show fits of Eexpl and Edelay using GPR regressors for each of the SN progenitor types as
classified by MT history (single star, Case A, Case Be, Case Bl, Case C). Non-exploding single and binary-stripped star models were removed
from the S21 sample. The direct BH formation boundaries predicted by our CCSN recipe are indicated by vertical dashed lines. Due to the sparse
sampling of the S21 stellar models, the prediction intervals (shaded regions) are wide and overlap, not allowing for a faithful prediction of the
remnant type using our the determinsitic fallback BH formation criterion.

existence of NSs and BHs for the same MCO. For MCO < 6 M⊙,
only NSs form. For 6 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 7 and MCO > 11 M⊙, only
direct BHs form. For 7 < MCO/M⊙ < 11, stars are predicted
to explode and leave behind fallback BHs, with a fallback mass
fraction that increases with MCO.

Appendix A.6.4: PS20

Patton & Sukhbold (2020) evolve bare CO cores through the late
burning phases over a densely sampled grid in the (MCO, XC)–
plane at zero age core carbon burning. To obtain the final fate
landscape over this plane, they apply E1626 to the pre-SN pro-
files that are obtained at each grid point. Thus, final fates can be
“looked up” given the starting point in the (MCO and XC) grid
base, which is interpolated over to get predictions at arbitrary
values of interest within the grid boundaries 2.5 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤
10. Implosions and explosions co-exist over the entire range
2.5 ≤ MCO/M⊙ ≤ 10, provided that XC is suitably chosen. With
E16 as explodability criterion, the gross trend is that at high XC
and low MCO, explosions dominate, while it is implosions at low
XC and high MCO (see left panel of Fig. 6). For population syn-
thesis purposes, it therefore has been assumed that all stars with
MCO < 2.5 M⊙ explode and all stars with MCO > 10 M⊙ implode
(Patton et al. 2022).

26 E16 is the default explodability criterion suggested by PS20. How-
ever, other pre-SN variables be extracted from the pre-SN profiles and
used, such as ξ2.5.

The motivation for evolving bare CO cores is that after the
end of CHeB, the evolution of the core and that of the enve-
lope are largely decoupled. The envelope re-structures itself on
the thermal timescale and has too little time to re-adjust to the
core whose evolution speeds up after core helium burning due
to the enhanced neutrino losses – it only takes a few thousand
of years from carbon ignition up to iron-core collapse. The argu-
ment therefore is that the evolution of the CO core is not affected
by binarity and stellar winds after the end of CHeB.

The CCSN recipes are indirectly testable by comparison
to observations of compact remnant masses. M20 and MM20
both do not predict a BH-BH (“upper”) mass gap, because di-
rect BH formation outcomes are not interrupted after having
set in at sufficiently large MCO. Our CCSN recipe is compati-
ble with a BH-BH mass gap, since there is a SN window for
MCO/M⊙ ∈ (8.4, 12.4) independent of MT history and metallic-
ity Z > Z⊙/10, over which the expected outcome is a NS or a
fallback BH of lower mass than that of a direct collapse BH at
the same MCO. The default M20 model (without fallback) pre-
dicts a NS-BH (“lower”) mass gap because of a sharp transition
between remnant types at a critical Mcrit

CO and because low-MCO
BH progenitors are weakly affected by stellar winds (Mapelli
et al. 2020). MM20 does not predict a lower mass gap, since
it predicts direct BHs, fallback BHs and NSs to co-exist over
2 < MCO/M⊙ < 7.
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Fig. A.5. Comparison of the MZAMS-to-MCO relations in the S21 and
the H16 single star models at Z = Z⊙, over a ZAMS mass range up to
45 M⊙. For the same ZAMS mass, the H16 models result in a substan-
tially lower MCO compared to S21. The red horizontal lines indicate the
Mmin

CO and Mmax
CO boundaries.

Appendix A.7: S21 versus H16 single star models

We further study the differences in the final fate outcomes for
single stars due to differences in the adopted stellar evolution
physics. To this end, we exemplarily compare the H16 and the
S21 single stars models at Z = Z⊙.

Fig. A.5 shows the MZAMS-to-MCO relations for the H16
and the S21 single stars. Single star models starting from the
same MZAMS yield remarkably different MCO values at the end
of CHeB. The masses MCO and MZAMS can therefore not be used
interchangeably for parametrizing explodability. The advantage
of MCO is that it can be estimated directly from observations of
the SN progenitor luminosity (see Sect. 3.4).

H16 comprises a densely sampled grid of models over 2 ≤
MCO/M⊙ ≤ 15. It, therefore, is ideal to study phenomenologi-
cally the distribution of remnant types (NS, direct BH, fallback
BH). Fig. A.6 shows their distribution as a function of MCO. Two
important conclusions can be drawn from it:

1. Fallback BH formation is not randomly distributed over the
MCO range but is clustered, leaving regions of NS formation
in-between the clusters.

2. Fallback BH remnants co-exist with NS remnants over clus-
tered MCO ranges.

The M16 model with parameter choice from Schneider et al.
(2021) predicts the formation of NSs from the SN explosions
of massive progenitors with MCO > 8 M⊙ over both the H16 and
S21 SN progenitors, which CCSN recipes such as those intro-
duced in Fryer et al. (2012) and Mandel & Müller (2020) do not
admit.

In contrast to the S21 single star models, there is no window
at intermediate MCO values (i.e., around the first peak in ξ2.5)
over which BHs are predicted to form from H16 (see Fig. (A.6).
The first peak in ξ2.5 is not large enough to surpass ξmax

2.5 for hav-
ing direct BH formation guaranteed. With the exception of one
model at MCO ≃ 2.8 M⊙, all SN progenitors up to a threshold
value MCO ≃ 9 M⊙ explode, and BHs form by direct collapse for
values beyond. The plateau of direct collapse outcomes sets in at
a much greater value of M(3)

CO = 13 M⊙ in S21. In H16, ξ2.5 peaks
at MCO ≃ 4.8 M⊙, with a ξ2.5-value substantially lower and the
peak position in MCO shifted to a lower value by roughly 2 M⊙
compared to S21. Few fallback BHs form near local minima in
ξ2.5.

The lower XC-abundance in the H16 models compared to the
S21 models over the same MCO mass range (see Fig. A.7) ex-
plains the shift of the compactness peaks toward lower values
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Fig. A.6. The CCSN outcomes of the Z⊙ single star SN progenitor mod-
els S21 and H16 are compared. Peaks in the compactness are shifted
towards higher MCO in S21 compared to H16. The compactness peaks
are at ≃ 4.8 M⊙ in H16 but at ≃ 7 M⊙ in ?, and at ≃ 9 M⊙ in H16 but at
≃ 13 M⊙ in S21.
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Fig. A.7. Comparison of the XC-to-MCO relations of the H16 and the
S21 single star models at the end of CHeB.

in H16 compared to S21, and thereby the resulting differences
in the CCSN outcomes over the Z⊙ single star models (see Fig.
A.6).

Given the large differences in the final fate outcomes due
to evolutionary physics, the question arises of which single star
model is to be preferred over the other. The hypothesis that
failed SNe are part of the solution to the missing RSG prob-
lem favours the S21 over the H16 stellar models (see Sect. 3.4).
H16 cannot address the missing RSG problem, since direct col-
lapse BHs do not form for MCO < 9 M⊙ when using M16 with
parameter choice from Schneider et al. (2021) as CCSN model.
The ξ2.5-peak of the H16 stellar models occurs over a progen-
itor MCO ≃ 4.8 M⊙, which is contained inside the range, over
which SNe have been observed (see Sect. 3.4). The ξ2.5-peak co-
incides statistically with implosion outcomes for many parame-
ter choices of M16.
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