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ABSTRACT
Type Iax supernovae (SNe Iax) are thermonuclear explosions of white dwarfs, peculiar and underluminous

compared to the normal type Ia supernovae. Observations of SNe Iax provide insight into the physics of white-
dwarf explosions and suggest that some may not be terminal events. Late-time photometry (∼1400 days post-
peak) of the type Iax SN 2012Z, the only white dwarf supernova with a pre-explosion detection of a progenitor
system, revealed a flux excess that may be explained by a gravitationally bound remnant driving a radioactively
powered wind. We present further late-time Hubble Space Telescope photometry of SN 2012Z, ∼2500 days
after the explosion, and find that the SN is still brighter than, but trending towards, the pre-explosion flux.
Additionally, we observe that the excess F555W flux seen in previous data has grown more pronounced. The
color of the excess flux disfavors a light echo or interaction with the circumstellar material. The decline rate
of the excess flux is consistent with energy deposition from 55Fe, but the luminosity is higher than expected
from models of the ejecta, further suggesting evidence for a bound remnant. Combining our data with future
observations should allow for the detection of emission from the ejecta shock-heating of the companion helium
star seen in the progenitor system.

Keywords: Supernovae (1668), Type Ia supernovae (1728), White dwarf stars (1799)

1. INTRODUCTION

White-dwarf supernovae are the thermonuclear explosions
of white dwarfs (WD) in binary systems (Hoyle & Fowler
1960; Wang & Han 2012). For “normal” Type Ia supernovae
(SNe Ia), used as standardizable candles for cosmological
measurements, the explosion is thought to fully disrupt the
WD. Normal SNe Ia comprise the majority of thermonuclear
SNe, but growing populations of observed WD SNe devi-
ate substantially photometrically and spectroscopically from
the behavior that characterizes normal SNe Ia (Taubenberger
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2017; Jha et al. 2019).
Type Iax supernovae (SNe Iax), or 02cx-like SNe Ia

(named after the class prototype SN 2002cx; Li et al. 2003),
comprise the most populated class of peculiar WD SNe.
SNe Iax are estimated to occur at a rate of 15% − 30% of the
rate of normal SNe Ia (Foley et al. 2013; Miller et al. 2017;
Perley et al. 2020; Srivastav et al. 2022), and are peculiar and
underluminous relative to normal SNe Ia (Li et al. 2003; Jha
et al. 2006; Foley et al. 2013; Jha 2017).

Unlike the relatively homogenous class of normal SNe Ia,
SNe Iax exhibit a wide range of peak absolute magnitudes
from nearly as bright as typical SNe Ia to 100 times fainter
(Jha 2017; Taubenberger 2017). Like SNe Ia, the peak lu-
minosities, late-time photometry, and modeling of SNe Iax
suggest their light curve is powered by the radioactive decay
of 56Ni → 56Co → 56Fe (McCully et al. 2014a). Photomet-
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ric analysis suggests that the lower luminosities observed in
SNe Iax are produced by lower masses of 56Ni synthesized
in the explosion.

At early times, SNe Iax are spectroscopically similar to
SNe Ia, but while the ejecta of SNe Ia cool and expand at
late times, SNe Iax continue to exhibit spectral features from
an optically thick photosphere even at hundreds of days post-
explosion (Camacho-Neves et al. 2023). Foley et al. (2016)
attribute this lasting photosphere and the slow late-time de-
cline of SNe Iax to contributions from not only the SN ejecta,
but also a radioactive wind driven by a bound remnant.

The leading explosion model for a SN Iax is a weak de-
flagration (the burning front propagates subsonically), con-
sistent with the lower ejecta velocities and relatively small
amount of radioactive nickel observed in SNe Iax (e.g., Fo-
ley et al. 2013; Camacho-Neves et al. 2023). In this model,
the progenitor WD may not be completely disrupted (Magee
et al. 2016), instead leaving behind a gravitationally bound
remnant polluted with ashes of nuclear burning (Fink et al.
2014). The decay of these radioactive burning products in
the bound remnant can power a wind. Trapping of the de-
cay energy in relatively high-density material could lead to
observable emission at epochs when the original ejecta have
otherwise expanded and diluted (allowing most of the decay
energy in the ejecta to escape, e.g., in gamma-rays rather than
optical light). Shen & Schwab (2017) found that the flux of
the remnant should dominate that of the ejecta a few years af-
ter the explosion. Vennes et al. (2017) and Raddi et al. (2019)
show evidence for the direct detection of a potential SN Iax
bound remnant in the Milky Way, and Foley et al. (2014) sug-
gest a bound remnant to explain a coincident point source to
the extremely faint SN Iax 2008ha observed four years after
explosion.

SN Iax 2012Z is the only WD SN (including normal SNe
Ia) for which a progenitor system has been detected in pre-
explosion imaging (McCully et al. 2014b, 2022). SN 2012Z
exploded as a luminous SN Iax in NGC 1309, a galaxy for
which, serendipitously, deep Hubble Space Telescope (HST)
imaging had already been obtained for the discovery and
monitoring of Cepheid variable stars (Riess et al. 2009a,b).
This host-galaxy imaging revealed a luminous blue progeni-
tor system, interpreted to be a helium star donor to the pro-
genitor white dwarf (McCully et al. 2014b).

Late-time photometry of SN 2012Z by McCully et al.
(2022) showed a flux excess in the light curve, compared to
expectations based on the earlier decline rate or from radioac-
tive decay, beginning around 500 days after maximum and
persisting through observations around +1400 days. Possi-
ble interpretations of this excess flux included a shock-heated
companion or interaction with the surrounding circumstellar
medium (CSM), but emission from a bound remnant at the
location of SN 2012Z was a promising explanation.

Here we present further late-time photometry of SN 2012Z
at ∼2500 days post maximum brightness. In Section 2 we de-
scribe our observations along with the existing pre-explosion
and late-time data (McCully et al. 2014b, 2022) included in
our analysis. In Section 3 we analyze the late-time light

curve and spectral energy distribution (SED), and compare
to bound remnant wind and shock-heated companion models.
We discuss the implications of our latest data for constraining
explosion scenarios for SN Iax in Section 4.

2. OBSERVATIONS

We present late-time HST observations of SN 2012Z at
+2539 days post-maximum from program GO-15205 (PI:
Jha) taken with the Advanced Camera for Surveys Wide Field
Channel (ACS/WFC) in the F435W, F555W, and F814W
bandpasses (corresponding roughly to B, V , and I, respec-
tively). These data were taken approximately 1100 days
after the last published epoch (from 2019; McCully et al.
2022) that was also obtained with ACS/WFC in the same fil-
ters. We compare this most recent photometry with the pre-
explosion (McCully et al. 2014b) and post-explosion HST
imaging (McCully et al. 2022), taken with ACS/WFC as well
as the Wide Field Camera 3 (WFC3) with UVIS.

Data processing of the HST ACS/WFC images began
with pipeline-calibrated FLC images, as described by Sahu
(2021), with the additional step of pixel-based charge trans-
fer efficiency (CTE) correction (Anderson & Bedin 2010).
We aligned all images using TweakReg in DrizzlePac (Gon-
zaga et al. 2012) and measured point-spread function (PSF)
photometry using DOLPHOT (Dolphin 2016), adapted from
HSTPhot (Dolphin 2000). The photometry was run simul-
taneously on all images using the pipeline snHST (McCully
et al. 2018).

The full set of HST photometry of SN 2012Z is presented
in Table 1. The data listed there are in the observer frame; all
subsequent uses and presentation of the photometry apply a
correction for Milky Way extinction, E(B −V ) = 0.035 mag
(McCully et al. 2014b, 2022).

3. ANALYSIS

In this analysis, we adopt a redshift for NGC 1309 of
z = 0.007125 (Koribalski et al. 2004) and the Cepheid dis-
tance to NGC 1309, d = 33.0± 1.4 Mpc (Riess et al. 2011).
We combine the HST photometry of SN 2012Z with ground-
based data published by Stritzinger et al. (2015), and here we
adopt their estimates of the date of explosion (55952.8±1.5
MJD) and time of B-band maximum (55967.4±0.1 MJD).

3.1. Late-time Light Curve

Figure 1 shows our 2019 observations of SN 2012Z, ex-
tending its light curve by an additional ∼1100 days. No-
tably, even at ∼2500 days past maximum light, the source at
the location of SN 2012Z is still brighter than pre-explosion,
confirming the continued presence of the excess flux in the
2016 observations reported by McCully et al. (2022).

Importantly, we find that the flux is continuing to trend
toward the pre-explosion flux in each band, suggesting the
source of the pre-explosion flux is still present. It would
otherwise need to be a coincidence for the post-explosion
light curves to level out close to the pre-explosion magni-
tudes. McCully et al. (2022) explore this issue in more de-
tail, examining the idea that the late-time flux should be ana-
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Figure 1. Ground-based (early-time) and HST (after +200 days) photometry of SN 2012Z extending to ∼ 2500 days post-maximum (with the
latest observation from 2019). Dashed lines in the top panel show the predicted decay of the supernova ejecta flux (extrapolated from earlier
data) that should play a negligible role at the later epochs. The dotted lines show the pre-explosion flux (McCully et al. 2014b). The observations
asymptote towards the pre-explosion flux (solid lines) suggesting that the progenitor system is still present, in addition to an unexplained excess
flux. After subtraction of the pre-explosion flux (lower panel), we see the excess flux is also declining with time but is most prominent and
slowest declining in F555W (green).

lyzed independently of the pre-explosion light. In this paper
we make the default assumption that in analyzing the late-
time photometry, it is most appropriate to subtract the pre-
explosion flux. Whether or not the underlying pre-explosion
source is the companion helium star as suspected (McCully
et al. 2014b), our analysis here focuses on the changes in the
system after the supernova.

The decay rates between the last observation at +1425 days
(McCully et al. 2022) and our most recent observation
are represented by dashed lies in the bottom panel in Fig-
ure 1. The excess, or pre-explosion-subtracted, flux decays
at nearly the same rate (just over 1.1 mmag/day) in the
F435W and F814W bands while decaying more slowly in
F555W, where the excess flux is also most prominent. In
Section 3.3, we further investigate this extremely late-time
decay rate and test whether it can be explained by radioactive
decay. If we do not subtract the pre-explosion flux, the decay
rate between the last two epochs is much slower, 0.3–0.5
mag/day in all bands.

3.2. Spectral Energy Distribution and Color Evolution

At extremely late times, it is difficult to discern between
the potential sources that could contribute to the observed
excess of flux in Figure 1. These potential sources include
the companion, possible bound remnant, SN ejecta, CSM in-
teraction, or a light echo. Since spectroscopy is prohibitively
expensive at these faint magnitudes, we instead examine the
source through its spectral energy distribution (SED). This
is a particularly useful tool in uncovering whether or not the
pre-explosion flux (McCully et al. 2014b) is still present at
the location of SN 2012Z. If we assume a scenario in which
the pre-explosion flux was dominated by the accretion of the
progenitor from the companion, we would expect it to have
no contribution to the late-time HST photometry observed.
However, if we assume that the companion star was the main
contributor to the pre-explosion flux, we would expect this
flux to contribute to our observations, potentially unchanged
after the SN explosion or, through shock-heating, become
brighter.

McCully et al. (2022) found that in the scenario where the
pre-explosion flux was no longer present and thus did not
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Figure 2. Spectral energy distribution for SN 2012Z. The left panel shows the emission of SN 2012Z in black and the pre-explosion emission
in blue. In both panels, the horizontal error bars show the width of the photometric passband. The SN 2012Z SED, at the latest epochs, shows
a trend that asymptotes towards the pre-explosion emission, again strongly suggesting the pre-explosion source is still present at the location
of the SN at these epochs. The excess F555W emission at +1425 days remains and indeed grows more prominent at +2539 days. This is seen
more clearly in the right panel, where the pre-explosion flux is subtracted. No single color temperature can fit the pre-explosion subtracted SED
at the latest epochs, but the temperature estimated from the F435W−F814W color seems consistent at ∼8000 K in the last two epochs. This
suggests that it is the more slowly-declining F555W flux that is anomalously bright.

impact the late-time photometry, the SED at the last epoch
of emission (+1425 days) was consistent with a blackbody
of temperature 9800 ± 500 K. On the other hand, if the pre-
explosion flux was expected to contribute to the data and thus
subtracted, the SED showed a V -band excess above a black-
body of temperature 7950 K. McCully et al. (2022) com-
pared the V -band excess at +1425 days to models with added
[O I] 6300 Å and He I 5876 Å line emission but found an
unphysical amount of material would be required to produce
enough line flux to match the photometry. The absence of an
explanation for the F555W excess led McCully et al. (2022)
to slightly favor the scenario without pre-explosion flux con-
tribution to the late-time data.

Figure 2 shows the SED of our most recent observation
of SN 2012Z (+2,359 days) compared to previous epochs,
before (left panel) and after (right panel) subtraction of the
pre-explosion flux. Similar to the light curve in Figure 1, we
again see the observations trending toward the pre-explosion
flux; for the SED this is most obvious in F435W and F814W
(left panel). As described above in Section 3.1, we take this
as further evidence that the pre-explosion flux is still present
(and relatively unchanged) in the late-time data and focus
our analysis on the excess flux (subtracting the pre-explosion
light). McCully et al. (2022) provide a detailed examination
of the alternate scenario.

The pre-explosion subtracted data (Figure 2, right panel)
shows that F555W or V -band excess forms the peak of the
SED, as in the previous epoch. The F435W, F555W, and
F814W data are not consistent with a single color tempera-
ture at either of the latest two epochs (+1425 or +2539 days).
However, the color temperature estimated from F435W and
F814W alone is consistent at ∼8000 K over these two epochs
(spanning more than 1100 days). Thus the light curve and
SED data both point to the excess F555W flux as being
the anomaly, suggesting an unaccounted-for source of V -
band flux that is increasing in relative strength. We are not
able to resolve this mystery; it may require spectroscopy,
e.g., with the next generation of extremely large telescopes.
Comparing the flux predicted in F555W by the 8000 K
blackbody to the flux observed in F555W (subtracting pre-
explosion) at +2,359 days, we find the observed flux is 2.7
times higher than predicted. Attempting to model this with a
spectral emission line required an implausibly high line peak
or width, and so we concur with the conclusion of McCully
et al. (2022) that this green flux excess is unlikely to be the
result of a spectral emission line.

The excess flux at the location of SN 2012Z corresponds
to a source with a strange SED. Figure 3 shows the color
evolution of SN 2012Z before and after pre-explosion flux
subtraction, reiterating the consistent F435W−F814W color



HST LATE-TIME OBSERVATIONS OF SN 2012Z 5

-1.0

0.0

1.0

2.0

F4
35

W
 

 F
55

5W

pre-explosion subtracted
without subtraction

-1.0

0.0

1.0

2.0

F5
55

W
 

 F
81

4W

500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Restframe Phase (days)

-1.0

0.0

1.0

2.0

F4
35

W
 

 F
81

4W

Figure 3. Color evolution of SN 2012Z between 500 and
2500 days post-maximum in F435W−F555W, F555W−F814W, and
F435W−F814W (roughly B −V , V − I, and B − I, respectively), be-
fore and after subtraction of the pre-explosion flux. The flux after
pre-explosion subtraction maintains a consistent B − I color, while
getting redder in B −V and bluer in V − I, indicating an anomalous
green excess that is becoming more pronounced over time.

in the latest two epochs (within the large uncertainties) and
increasingly anomalous green emission. At the latest epoch
(+2539 d), the excess flux has F555W = 27.92±0.173 mag,
F435W − F555W = 1.34 ± 0.80 mag and F555W − F814W
= −0.64 ± 0.56 mag, and we continue to see the source is
notably brighter in F555W than either adjacent filter.

This SED and color evolution for SN 2012Z disfavor the
possibility that the excess flux results from a light echo. Dust
scattering light echoes reflect the integrated brightness of the
source with a blue scattering function and typically do not
show strong color variation (Rest et al. 2012; Graur et al.
2016). In particular, near maximum light SN 2012Z was rel-
atively blue, with B −V ≈ 0.2 mag (Stritzinger et al. 2015),
inconsistent with the distinctly green late-time flux excess.

If the binary progenitor system of SN 2012Z ejected cir-
cumstellar material (CSM), shock interaction of this material
with the supernova ejecta could potentially explain a late-
time flux excess (Gerardy et al. 2004; Graham et al. 2019;
Dubay et al. 2022; Terwel et al. 2024). However, CSM in-
teraction models also predict bluer emission than what we
observe (Graham et al. 2019; Dubay et al. 2022), disfavoring
this explanation. CSM interaction can also produce optical
emission lines that could provide a more promising expla-
nation for the anomalous F555W excess flux. Interaction-
powered Hα emission has occasionally been detected at late
times in normal SNe Ia (e.g., Graham et al. 2019; Kollmeier
et al. 2019; Vallely et al. 2019; Prieto et al. 2020; Elias-Rosa
et al. 2021), but Terwel et al. (2024) show this is quite rare,

found only in less than 0.5% of objects. However, Hα emis-
sion cannot explain the SN 2012Z flux excess we observe:
the ACS/WFC F555W passband does not extend redward
enough to include Hα.

McCully et al. (2022) investigated two other explanations
for the late-time emission, a shock-heated companion star
and a radioactively-heated bound remnant. They argued that
the previous observation of SN 2012Z at ∼1500 days was
too red for shock-heated companion models, too blue for ra-
dioactive heating, and yet also showed the anomalous green
excess. Perhaps surprisingly, our latest epoch measurements
of the excess color do not resolve this issue: SN 2012Z did
not become bluer or redder in the subsequent 1100 days, just
greener!

3.3. Radioactive Decay

In Figure 4 we show the late-time light curve of SN 2012Z
spanning ∼200 to ∼2500 days post-maximum, after sub-
tracting the pre-explosion flux. Plotted along with the data
are lines showing the slopes of radioactive decays of isotopes
expected to contribute to SN Ia decay at these epochs. Near
peak brightness, the light curve is powered by 56Ni, after
which we expect the decay of 56Co to power the light curve of
normal SNe Ia until approximately a year post-peak bright-
ness (Pankey 1962). At later times, radioactive isotopes with
longer half-lives begin to play important roles in the SN de-
cline, particularly 57Co (t1/2 ∼ 272 days), and even later 55Fe
(t1/2 ∼ 2.73 years) (Seitenzahl et al. 2009; Röpke et al. 2012;
Graur et al. 2016; Tucker et al. 2022).

Following Graur et al. (2016), we test whether the
pre-explosion flux-subtracted late-time observations of SN
2012Z are consistent with the combined radioactive decays
of 56Co, 57Co, and 55Fe. Using the Arnett (1982) law,
Stritzinger et al. (2015) inferred a 56Ni mass of ∼ 0.3 M⊙
produced by the explosion. We use this value here and fit for
the mass ratios M57/M56 and M55/M56, following the nota-
tion of Dimitriadis et al. (2017) and Tucker et al. (2022), i.e.
M57 is the total mass of all species with mass number 57. The
56Ni mass derived by Stritzinger et al. (2015) provides a good
fit to the observations at +264 and +865 days, as expected.
The optical luminosity at 502 days, however, is 3.6 times
fainter than expected. This unexplained flux deficit may in-
dicate that our radioactive decay model is fatally flawed, but
for now we proceed by removing this outlier epoch in the fits.

In the left panel of Figure 4 we first set the ratio of
M57/M55 to 0.0129/0.0162, based on the relative abundance
of each species to M56 in the rpc32 model from Ohlmann
et al. (2014). We then find a mass ratio of M57/M56 ≈ 0.03
for SN 2012Z (χ2ν = 7.1), but the best fit is nevertheless 1.9
and 3.3 times fainter than the measured optical luminosities
at +1426 and +2539 days. When the relative mass fractions
M57/M56 and M55/M56 are both fit independently (Figure 4,
center panel), we find that the fit is driven by the last two
epochs to minimize M57/M56 in favor of M55/M56, with a
resultant M55/M56 ≈ 0.1 (χ2

ν = 3.2). This fit produces opti-
cal luminosities 1.2 and 1.3 times fainter than the last two
observations of SN 2012Z, respectively.
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Figure 4. Late-time optical luminosity of SN 2012Z after subtracting the pre-explosion flux (black circles), compared with the normal
SN Ia 2011fe (gray squares; Tucker et al. 2022). SN 2012Z is significantly more luminous than SN 2011fe at similar epochs, even though
SN 2011fe is well fit by model predictions of leptonic radioactive decay (gray line). This suggests radioactive decay models for the SN 2012Z
excess flux require continued gamma-ray energy deposition, e.g., in a bound remnant. The black solid lines show a combined fit from the
decay of 56Co, 55Fe, and 57Co, while the dashed, dash-dotted, and dotted lines show the individual contributions of each of these isotopes,
respectively. The two panels show different assumptions about the relative abundances: (left) a fit fixing a physically motivated M55/M57 ratio
from Seitenzahl et al. (2009); (right) a fit with free M55 and M57 abundances. Neither of the radioactive fits describe the SN 2012Z light curve
well, but the decay rate in the latest two epochs is consistent with 55Fe.

An M55/M56 ratio of 0.1 would imply the production of ap-
proximately 0.03 M⊙ of 55Co in the explosion, but the model
fit requires little to no 57Ni. This would be quite curious, as
we expect both 55Co and 57Ni to be produced during the rapid
neutronization phase of explosive nucleosynthesis (see, e.g.,
Nomoto et al. 1984). Moreover, all previously studied mod-
els of explosive nucleosynthesis predict a mass fraction ratio
M57/M55 greater than unity (see, e.g., Tiwari et al. 2022). It
remains to be seen whether simulations of the kind of failed
deflagration thought to produce SNe Iax could produce the
55Co/56Ni mass ratio implied by our fits, while at the same
time producing very little 57Ni. One, perhaps implausible,
solution could be if somehow the bound remnant preferen-
tially retained M55 material compared to M57 nuclei.

In Figure 4 we also compare the late-time optical luminos-
ity of SN 2012Z to the normal SN 2011fe that has photom-
etry at similarly late phases. Tucker et al. (2022) estimate
the pseudo-bolometric luminosity of SN 2011fe by integrat-
ing over the optical SED and adding a constant 35±5% NIR
luminosity. Here, to directly compare with the optical-only
luminosity of SN 2012Z, we undo this NIR addition, taking
65% of the pseudo-bolometric luminosity reported by Tucker
et al. (2022). They find that the combined leptonic radioac-
tive decay of 56Co, 55Fe, and 57Co, including the effect of
delayed deposition (Kushnir & Waxman 2020), can well ex-
plain the late-time light curve of SN 2011fe (solid gray line in
Figure 4). By comparison, SN 2012Z is more than 10 times
as luminous as SN 2011fe at +2500 days, and is declining
more slowly. Given that the 56Ni mass is estimated to be at
least 50% higher for SN 2011fe (Pereira et al. 2013; Mazzali

et al. 2015; Dimitriadis et al. 2017; Tucker et al. 2022) than
SN 2012Z, and yet SN 2012Z outshines SN 2011fe even at
phases earlier than +1000 days when 56Co should still dom-
inate, we are led to the conclusion that if radioactive de-
cay energy explains the late-time light curve of SN 2012Z,
more than leptonic decays are required. This may implicate
a bound remnant (or its wind), dense enough for gamma-ray
energy deposition (Fink et al. 2014; McCully et al. 2014a).

3.4. Model Comparisons

To confront our observations with more physically-
motivated models, we investigate the two most likely sce-
narios for the excess flux, comparing the SN 2012Z flux ex-
cess with published bound-remnant wind models and shock-
heated helium-star companion models. Following McCully
et al. (2014b) and McCully et al. (2022), we estimate the op-
tical luminosity of SN 2012Z by interpolating and integrating
over the spectral energy distribution from 3400 to 9700 Å,
where our data are best sampled, and estimate uncertainties
via bootstrapping.

In Figure 5 we compare the optical luminosity of
SN 2012Z with the bound-remnant wind models of Shen &
Schwab (2017), using their predicted bolometric luminosity
and temperature to synthesize an optical luminosity. In this
scenario, the newly produced radioactive material heats the
remnant (with initially delayed radioactive decay as electron
capture is suppressed in fully ionized material) and drives a
radioactively-powered wind. Such a model could explain the
low-velocity, high-density (optically thick) permitted-line P-
Cygni profiles seen in late-time spectra of SNe Iax (Jha et al.
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Figure 5. Optical luminosity evolution of SN 2012Z, with early
time data from Stritzinger et al. (2015), and late time data from
Table 1. Top: Comparison of the optical luminosity of SN 2012Z
with bound remnant wind models from Shen & Schwab (2017), la-
beled by remnant mass and a measure of the initial entropy. The
remnant models cool and become very red about a year past maxi-
mum where most of their flux drops out of the optical bands. At the
latest epochs, the remnant models reheat and produce flux that is
comparable to what we see in our latest observation. Bottom: Com-
parison of the optical luminosity of SN 2012Z to the shock-heated
helium star companion models from Pan et al. (2013). The com-
panion models are much fainter than previous observations out to
∼ 1500 days; however, at our latest epoch, one model for a He star
with an initial mass of 1.8 M⊙ brightens enough to approach the
data for SN 2012Z.

2006; Foley et al. 2013; McCully et al. 2014a; Camacho-
Neves et al. 2023). All four of the bound-remnant wind mod-
els shown in Figure 5 are bright enough to be comparable
to our observations, but none can successfully fit the pre-
explosion subtracted luminosity at the latest epochs. Though
none of the models are an exact match to the data, they do
span a range that is consistent with the observations. We en-
courage future modeling to determine whether a “bespoke”
bound-remnant wind model made specifically for SN 2012Z
is feasible.

Another possibility to explain the late-time photometric
behavior of SNe Iax is increased activity of the donor com-
panion star caused by the impact of the SN ejecta. Pre-
explosion imaging suggests the companion star to SN 2012Z
is a luminous, blue helium star, and our latest epoch obser-
vations indicate that the pre-explosion flux from the compan-
ion star is still present. Pan et al. (2013) model the effects of
the explosion of a WD on its He-star companion. They find
that the post-impact companion expands and goes through a
luminous phase at late times. We compare our data to the
post-impact evoution of different helium post-impact rem-
nant stars in the lower panel of Figure 5. We find that the
companion models are still too faint to compare to the pre-
explosion subtracted luminosity even at our latest epoch, im-
plying the excess flux should not be dominated by the flux
of the shock-heated companion star. However, the models
are beginning to approach our data, re-brightening as light is
reprocessed into the optical and the flux of the shock-heated
companion increases. This suggests that we are beginning
to probe the phases at which these models have the poten-
tial to noticeably change the behavior of the luminosity of
SN 2012Z, and cause the source to brighten in future obser-
vations.

4. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

We have presented unprecedented late-time photometry of
SN 2012Z, taken with HST at 2539 days post maximum light.
We find that at the latest epoch the light curve trends toward
pre-explosion, implying that the source in the pre-explosion
image has not disappeared or changed significantly. Mc-
Cully et al. (2022) explores in more detail the scenario in
which the pre-explosion flux was dominated by accretion and
would no longer contribute to the photometry at these late
epochs. Based on our most recent observation, our analy-
sis explores the previously disfavored scenario that the pre-
explosion source is still present. McCully et al. (2014b)
found the source of pre-explosion to be a luminous blue
He-star companion to the progenitor WD that exploded as
SN 2012Z.

We find the continuing presence of a He-star companion
to be the most compelling explanation for the continuing
source of flux at the level of the pre-explosion flux as nat-
urally explains why the late-time flux is so close to the pre-
explosion flux. Alternate models assuming that the flux from
pre-explosion, and the late-time flux of SN 2012Z come from
totally different mechanisms would need to address the sur-
prising coincidence that the late-time flux appears to trend
towards pre-explosion. This is not impossible, given that
the bound-remnant models from Shen & Schwab (2017) are
independently within a factor of two of the pre-explosion
flux; indeed, several mechanisms that we expect to be at play
in this regime hover around the Eddington luminosity for a
∼ 1 M⊙ object. The observed late-time flux may be a com-
posite of multiple sources which happen to have brightnesses
similar to those of pre-explosion.

However, given that the light curve decline rate between
the last two epochs (after subtracting pre-explosion) is close
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to the rate of 55Fe decay, we favor the interpretation that
the pre-explosion flux originates from a He-companion star
which continues to be present post-explosion. Although this
model appears the most plausible, it does not explain the ob-
served V-band excess, so the system may not be completely
unchanged post-explosion. We encourage detailed modeling
of this system to investigate whether a combination of accre-
tion and the companion He-star can explain the pre-explosion
flux, and then track how the various sources of luminosity
(companion star, accretion, SN ejecta, bound-remnant, etc.)
contribute post-explosion and how they compare to the late-
time data.

Comparison to models of a shock-heated He-star compan-
ion from Pan et al. (2013) show that at ∼ 2500 days post-
maximum, we are just beginning to probe the epochs of ob-
servation for which a shock-heated companion could signifi-
cantly influence the light curve of SN 2012Z. At this epoch of
observation (as in the previous), the flux of the shock-heated
companion is predicted to be too blue to appear in the optical
but in later epochs, models suggest that this light could be
reprocessed into the optical and the flux from the compan-
ion could increase, leading to visible contributions at later
phases. Based on these models, even later observations may
be able to determine whether or not the companion eventu-
ally dominates the light curve.

Subtracting the pre-explosion flux, the late-time behavior
of the light curve of SN 2012Z shows similar decay rates in
the F435W and F814W filters, while the F555W filter shows
a significantly slower decay, appearing as a green flux excess
above a blackbody of 8000 K which fits the other filters well
at both +1425 and +2539 days. This surprising color behav-
ior of SN 2012Z in our latest observation shows the excess
flux is too green to be explained by a light echo (Rest et al.
2012; Graur et al. 2016) or CSM interaction (Graham et al.
2019; Dubay et al. 2022). We instead expect the excess flux
at the location of SN 2012Z to be a potential composite of
multiple sources: a shock-heated companion, a wind-driven
by a bound remnant, and continued radioactive decay in the
SN ejecta.

If the light curve is dominated by radioactive decay at the
latest epoch, our analysis suggests that it is dominated by the
decay of 55Fe. In particular, our fits are best when no 57Co
is included. This behavior differs from that of SN 2011fe,
which closely follows theoretical predictions for radioactive
decay, where 57Co decay dominates at intermediate times
(Tucker et al. 2022). Despite the decline rate between the
last two epochs matching the decay rate of 55Fe quite well,
it would be unphysical to have a large flux contribution from
55Fe and none from 57Co. The fact that we do not observe
the decay of 57Co contributing to the late-time light curve of
SN 2012Z instead underscores that there are different physi-
cal mechanisms at play in SN 2012Z than in SN 2011fe.

For a normal SN Ia, radioactive decay models assume
an expanding, diluting SN ejecta, for which the gamma-ray
opacity becomes negligible at these late times. Thus, the
energy deposition is from leptonic processes only (positron
decay or electron capture followed by X-ray or Auger elec-

tron emission). Here (after pre-explosion subtraction), how-
ever, we find that SN 2012Z has an optical luminosity 10–100
times brighter than a normal SN Ia or predicted by the lep-
tonic decays. Therefore, we argue that the radioactive energy
deposition in SN 2012Z is larger than assumed in these mod-
els, implying that the gamma-rays must still be trapped in a
dense region such as the bound remnant or its wind.

At our most recent epoch, the latest observation of any
SN Ia to date, the behavior of SN 2012Z adds to the mount-
ing evidence from SNe Iax in support of a bound remnant.
While SNe Iax share characteristics implying the presence
of a bo und remnant such as their relatively slow decay, re-
cently there have been several arguments for direct detec-
tions as in the case of the coincident point-source at the lo-
cation of SN 2008ha (Foley et al. 2014) and the high proper-
motion, low mass, Galactic white dwarfs found by Vennes
et al. (2017) and Raddi et al. (2019) interpreted as partially-
burned bound remnants ejected from their systems. With fur-
ther observations, SN 2012Z may offer the most direct evi-
dence of a bound remnant for this class.

Models from Shen & Schwab (2017) suggest that a ra-
dioactively powered wind from a bound remnant is capable
of producing similar luminosities to those we observe at our
latest observation of SN 2012Z; however, none of the param-
eter combinations used in these models match the behavior of
SN 2012Z at these late epochs. More comprehensive mod-
eling of bound remnant winds at such late times is required
and encouraged to understand the late-time photometric evo-
lution of SN 2012Z and the physical mechanisms responsi-
ble.

We thank Ivo Seitenzahl for helpful discussions about late-
time behavior of SN 2012Z and possible contribution from
radioactive decay. Photometry presented in this paper was
obtained by HST program GO-15205 (PI: S.W. Jha). We
gratefully acknowledge support at Rutgers for HST SN Iax
research from NASA/STScI awards HST-GO-15205.001 and
HST-GO-16683.001. L.A.K. is supported by a CIERA Post-
doctoral Fellowship. C.L. acknowledges support under DOE
award DE-SC0010008 to Rutgers University

Software: https://github.com/cmccully/snhst (McCully
et al. 2018), DrizzlePac (Gonzaga et al. 2012), Dolphot
(Dolphin 2000, 2016), Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.
2013, 2018), Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), NumPy (Harris et al.
2020), SciPy (Virtanen et al. 2020), and emcee (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013).

https://github.com/cmccully/snhst
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Table 1. Hubble Space Telescope Pre-explosion and Late-Time Photometry of SN 2012Z

Date Phase Exposure Instrument Detector Filter Magnitude Program Photometry

(days) Time (s) (mag) Reference

2005-09-19 −2319 9600 ACS WFC F435W 27.589±0.122 GO-10497 McCully et al. (2014b)

2006-03-16 −2142 61760 ACS WFC F555W 27.622±0.060 GO-10497 McCully et al. (2014b)

2005-09-01 −2336 24000 ACS WFC F814W 27.532±0.135 GO-10497 McCully et al. (2014b)

2010-07-24 −562 6991 WFC3 IR F160W 26.443±0.321 GO-10711 McCully et al. (2014b)

2013-06-30 +502 700 WFC3 UVIS F555W 24.369±0.034 GO-12913 McCully et al. (2022)

2013-06-30 +502 562 WFC3 UVIS F625W 24.333±0.050 GO-12913 McCully et al. (2022)

2013-06-30 +502 700 WFC3 UVIS F814W 24.469±0.079 GO-12913 McCully et al. (2022)

2014-06-30 +865 3002 WFC3 UVIS F555W 26.015±0.047 GO-13360 McCully et al. (2022)

2014-06-30 +865 1952 WFC3 UVIS F625W 26.009±0.079 GO-13360 McCully et al. (2022)

2014-06-30 +865 2402 WFC3 UVIS F814W 26.366±0.183 GO-13360 McCully et al. (2022)

2016-01-16 +1425 9624 ACS WFC F435W 27.059±0.058 GO-13757 McCully et al. (2022)

2016-01-16 +1425 12642 ACS WFC F555W 26.672±0.040 GO-13757 McCully et al. (2022)

2016-01-16 +1425 12868 ACS WFC F814W 26.682±0.063 GO-13757 McCully et al. (2022)

2019-02-10 +2539 10016 ACS WFC F435W 27.402±0.070 GO-15205 this paper

2019-02-10 +2539 10632 ACS WFC F555W 27.055±0.060 GO-15205 this paper

2019-02-10 +2539 10704 ACS WFC F814W 27.193±0.104 GO-15205 this paper
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