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A B ST R A C T

W e study explosions ofstars using a one-dim ensionalLagrangian hydrody-
nam icscode.W ecalculatehow m uch m assisliberated asafunction oftheenergy
ofexplosion fora variety ofpre-explosion stellarstructuresand forequationsof
state with a range ofradiation-to-gas pressure ratios. The results show that
sim ple assum ptionsabouttheam ountofm asslostin an explosion can bequite
inaccurate,and thateven one-dim ensionalstars exhibit a rich phenom enology.
Them asslossfraction risesfrom about50to100% asafunction oftheexplosion
energy in an approxim ately discontinuousm anner.W esuggestthatNovaScorpii
(J1655-40)m ay haveexperienced signi�cantm assfallback becausetheexplosion
energy waslessthan thecriticalvalue.W einferthattheoriginalprogenitorwas
lessthan twicethem assoftoday’srem nant.

Subjectheadings:supernovae:general,com putational;hydrodynam ics

1. Introduction

A fundam entalquestion in the study ofsupernovae isto determ ine the fate ofa star
subjecttoan explosion:isthestardisrupted by an explosion ofa given strength and,ifnot,
how m uch ofthestarislostand whatisthecon�guration ofthem atterthatrem ainsbound?
M any researchers have addressed this question for speci�c cases ofinterest using detailed
num ericalsim ulation. To ourknowledge,a precise description ofthe relationship between
the strength ofthe explosion and the fate ofthe outer layers,even in the case ofhighly
idealized stellarm odels,hasnever been given. The potentialutility ofthisinform ation is
evident in the analysis ofFryer & Kalogera (2001),where an estim ate ofthe am ount of
m assleftbound in therem nantofasupernova,essentially adim ensionalestim ate,isused to
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assesswhich high m assstarsyield neutron starsand which onesyield blackholes.Thesim ple
\ruleofthum b" isthata portion (between 30 and 50% )oftheexplosion energy ise�ective
in directly unbinding the star;the portion isbased on a sparse setofdetailed sim ulations
ofM acFadyen,W oosley & Heger(1999). Ourgoalisto im prove ourunderstanding ofthe
disruption process by carrying out hydrodynam icalcalculations of sim ple stellar m odels
with a range ofexplosion strengths,a range ofstellarstructures and a range ofequations
ofstate. The resultsyield im proved estim atesofthe \rule ofthum b" which we provide in
sim ple,easily applied,em piricalform . A hostofsigni�cantm odeling uncertaintiesofcore
collapse (hydrodynam ic m otionsin the core,distribution ofangularm om entum within the
collapsing object,neutrino-m attercoupling,etc.) rem ain,ofcourse,butbetteranswersto
the questionswe have posed willprovide increm entalim provem entin the determ ination of
thefateofcentralrem nants.

Becausetheprincipalfocusofthiswork isexplosionsthatdonotcom pletely destroy the
star,oursim ulationsinvolvem aterialthatfallsback ontotherem nant.Ourresultsm ay also
beused todeterm inetheaccretion rateofthefallback forthecaseofsim ple,idealized stellar
structures.Thereisconsiderableevidencethata supernova explosion occurred in J1655-40:
theatm osphere ofitscom panion iscontam inated with elem entsthoughtto beform ed only
in supernovae (Israelian et al.(1999)),and it is likely that the black hole progenitor was
considerably m orem assivethan therem nantweseetoday (Orosz& Bailyn (1997);Shahbaz
etal.(1999)). There isalso som e evidence thatthe J1655-40 system could have rem ained
bound only ifitreceived a substantialkick during orshortly aftertheform ation ofitsblack
hole(M irabeletal.(2002)).In futurepapersweintend to exploretheconnectionsbetween
thefollowing possibilities:theinitialcollapse ofthecoreto a neutron star,theim pulse the
core received (kicked by one ofseveralphysicalm echanism s thoughtto be responsible for
high pulsarvelocities),and theaccretion drivingtheblack holeform ation.Them assfallback
m ay triggerthe collapse to a black hole aswellasprovide the source ofthe pollution the
com panion’s atm osphere. This work begins our investigation ofthe connections between
substantial,asdistinctfrom increm ental(i.e.severalM � ,not� 0:1M� )fallback,corefate,
kick size,and binary survival.

In section 2,we describe the physicalset up,while section 3 describes the num erical
code. In section 4,we give m ore detailed resultsand discusshow the num ericaldata were
analyzed.
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2. Problem and Param eter R anges

W em odelthesupernovaasaspherically sym m etricexplosion in astarthatisinitiallyin
hydrostatic equilibrium . The pre-explosion stellarstructure isa polytrope.W edepositthe
fullenergy oftheexplosion in a sm allregion nearthecenterofstar.Using a �nite-di�erence
code we calculate the hydrodynam icalevolution. A shock propagatestowards the surface
and the outer layers ofthe star m ay be ejected. Ifthe star is not com pletely destroyed,
som e ofthe m atterrem ainsgravitationally bound and we follow the evolution long enough
to m akean accurateestim ateofthem assofthebound object.

W e considered a range ofinitialstellar structures. W e varied the polytropic index �
where P / ��. The Lane-Em den equation prescribes the run ofdensity and pressure of
the initialm odel;ourchoicesforn = 1=(�� 1)span 3=2 � n � 4. Asiswell-known,the
polytrope’scentralto averagedensity ratio increasesasn variesfrom 0 to 5.The rangewe
sim ulatesubsum estypicalm ain-sequence pro�lesand extended red-giantstructures.

W e have considered two equation ofstate treatm ents: idealgas pressure (\EOS M ":
P = Pm atter with a �xed ratio ofspeci�c heats ) and a m ixture ofgas plus radiation
in therm alequilibrium (\EOS M R":P = Prad + Pm atter). EOS M is suitable for stars of
low m ass(dom inated by particle pressure attheircenters)and weak explosions(such that
the post-shock gas is not radiation dom inated);EOS M R is needed ifthere is signi�cant
radiation pressure.W einferthetem peraturepro�lefrom theappropriateEOS and theLane-
Em den pressure-density pro�le. Forlow-m assstars,the ratio ofradiation-to-gaspressure,
s = Prad=Pm atter,at the center ofthe star depends only on the star’s m ass. The central
valuesfors= sc span 0 � sc < 5:5,i.e.the stars’hydrostatic pressure variesfrom m atter-
dom inated to radiation-dom inated (the upper lim it was set by the fact that,for sc & 6,
theinnerpartsofthestarhave positivelocalenergy even beforetheexplosion).Ofcourse,
theshocksgenerated by theexplosion heatthegasand increaseitsentropy,and thetypical
value ofradiation-to-gaspressure during the explosion depends notonly upon sc butalso
upon theenergy oftheexplosion E blast.

W econsidered arangeofexplosion energies.Given thatweareconcerned with analyzing
underwhatcircum stances the starisdisrupted,we typically considered blasts with 0:1 �
E blast=E bind � 1:5,i.e. energies ofthe sam e order ofm agnitude as a sim ple dim ensional
estim ate for unbinding. Readers prim arily interested in the results ofthe calculation are
encouraged to skip to x4.
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3. T he C ode and N um ericalTests

3.1. Equations

W e use the inviscid uid equationswhich describe m ass,m om entum and energy con-
servation. Allcalculationsare one-dim ensionalwith eithera plane-parallel(fortesting)or
spherical(fortesting and sim ulations)geom etry. W e advance the uid state using a �nite
di�erence approxim ation to the uid equations (Lax-W endro�,explicitly di�erenced,1-D
Lagrangian code (Richtm yer & M orten (1967)). Shocks are handled with the addition of
arti�cialviscosity. W e solve Poisson’sequation to determ ine the gravitationalforcesofthe
sphericaldistribution ofm atteron each tim estep.Detailsareprovided in Appendix 1.

3.2. Tests ofH ydrodynam ics

W e tested the purely hydrodynam ic capabilities ofthe code (no gravity) on the Sod
shock tubeproblem (plane-parallelgeom etry)and on theSedov blast(sphericalgeom etry).
Forthe Sod test with  = 7=5 (as wellas for a range ofother ’s),EOS M ,and various
overpressures(p2=p1 = 10;100;1000)and 1200zones,wefound essentially perfectagreem ent
ofthenum ericaland analyticsolutionsexceptfortheshock sm earing over� 5� 8 zones.

Forthe Sedov problem ,we re-derived the solution given in Landau & Lifschitz’sFluid
M echanics (1987),thereby �nding the correction to the often rem arked upon error(in an
exponent) in that book’s solution. Appendix 2 gives the fullsolution. W e carried out a
num ber ofvariants ofthe basic blast wave sim ulation in term s ofEOS and . For ows
dom inated by particlepressurewecom pared num ericalsolutions( = 5=3 and 7=5 forEOS
M )with theanalyticsim ilarity solution (with  m atched;seeAppendix 2).Forowsdom -
inated by radiation pressure we com pared severaldi�erent radiation-dom inated num erical
solutions( = 5=3,EOS M R)to the  = 4=3 sim ilarity solution.The radiation-dom inated
num ericalsolutionsweregenerated using cold preshock gasso thattheexplosionsyielded a
high M ach num berow and Prad=Pm atter � 1 in the postshock region. A range ofinitials
and shock energieswasconsidered.A sim ulation with largeconstants� 1000and relatively
sm allexplosion and a sim ulation with sm allconstants� 0:1 and largeexplosion both yield
a radiation-dom inated num ericalsolution.

Theexplosion wasallowed to expand to wellover100 tim estheinitial\bom b zone" in
allcases.Com parisonsofEOS M runswith analyticsolutionswerepossiblethroughoutthe
sim ulation;com parisonsofEOS M R runswith the analytic radiation-dom inated sim ilarity
 = 4=3 solution was m eaningfulonly for the part ofthe sim ulation in which radiation
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pressure dom inated m atterpressure,approxim ately 4-5 expansion tim es. W ith 800 zones,
the Sedov testgave close (2� 3% )agreem entin the relative density,velocity and pressure
of the num ericalsolution and the analytic sim ilarity solution for both particle pressure
dom inated and forradiation pressure dom inated owsexceptin thecentral-m ostregion.

Two factorscontributetothediscrepanciesatthecenter.First,theinnerm ostzonewas
sim ply treated asan adiabaticexpanding/contracting bubble.Theentropy ofthiszonewas
incorrectbutitsm asswasso sm allthatitsim pacton the restofthe solution wasinconse-
quential. The explosion results were found to be alm ostentirely insensitive to alternative
m ethodsoftreating thisinnerzone,provided the treatm entswere non-singularand energy
conserving. Second,explosive energy wasinjected in a sm all,butnon-negligible centralre-
gion (typically theinner5% ofthem ass).Departuresbetween theanalyticsolution and the
partofthe grid used asthe \bom b zone" persisted through the sim ulation,m aintained by
a persistent contact discontinuity. W e also com pared two m odels for the energy injection
atthe center. Forone,the \therm albom b," an excess oftherm alenergy equalto the de-
sired explosion energy was added by hand to the core (inner5% ofthe m ass)ofthe star,
essentially creating an out-of-equilibrium hotcore thatthen expanded rapidly outinto the
stellarenvelope.In theother,the\kineticbom b," a linearvelocity pro�lecarrying thesam e
am ountofenergy wasadded to theinner5% ofthem ass.Both m ethodsproduced identical
resultsoutsidethe\bom b zone."

3.3. Tests ofH ydrostatics

W ith the inclusion ofself-gravity forces,we veri�ed that Runge-Kutta integration of
theLane-Em den equationsyielded stationary,stablecon�gurationsforourtim e-dependent
hydrodynam ic evolution equations (�nite di�erence schem e). W e veri�ed the long-lived
stability forallpolytropicindicesand radiation-to-gaspressureratiosadopted in thisstudy.
Likewise,weveri�ed thatthevirialtheorem wassatis�ed by theinitialcon�gurations.

3.4. Tests ofSelf-gravitating Explosions

In the actualrunsofthe problem ofinterest,we furtherveri�ed thatthe treatm entof
thecentralzonem adeno discernibledi�erence,thatvariationsin the\bom b zone" (3-10% ,
for instance),caused only very slight (< 5% ) changes to the am ount ofm ass lost in the
explosions.In a Lagrangian code,m assisexplicitly conserved.W ealso veri�ed thatenergy
conservation wassatis�ed (to < 5% ).
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4. R esults

W e adopted polytropes for the initialstellar structure with P = k��. The density
and pressure pro�le isdeterm ined by solution ofthe Lane-Em den equation with the total
m assand radiusscaled to unity. W e referto thisasthe dim ensionlesssolution;itdepends
only upon �. The dim ensionless density-pressure distributions are the form s used in our
com putations.In theresults,wediscussdim ensionlessquantities(explosion energy in term s
ofbindingenergy,m asslossin term softhetotalm ass,etc.) sothatourresultscan bescaled
to physicalsituationsasneeded.

4.1. Scaling ofPolytropes

Letus�rstreview thescaling oftheinitialpolytropicsolution.Forgiven k and � itis
possible to generate a one-param eterfam ily ofscaled solutionswhere M and R vary such
thatM / R (3�� 4)=(�� 2). Or,ifone chooses notto regard k asa known quantity,one can
specify arbitrary M and R and infertheappropriatevaluefork.

Ifone im posesthe additionalrequirem entthatthere be a �xed value ofthe radiation-
to-gaspressurein theinitialstellarstructureatthecenters= sc,thescaling ofthedim en-
sionless solution isrestricted. Forgiven � and k,�xing sc determ ines both M and R (no
scaling rem ains);or,ifweregard k asan inferred quantity,thechoiceofsc perm itsM to be
speci�ed and R isconsequently determ ined. In the lim itsc � 1,with k undeterm ined,the
fullscaling in M and R isrecovered.

In this paper we willadopt the point ofview that k is not known a prioriand we
willallow scaling ofthepolytropicsolution to arbitrary M and R in caseswith no radiation
pressure.In caseswith radiation pressure,ascalingrelationship between M and R isim plied
by setting them atter-to-radiation pressureratio s atonepointin thestar.

4.2. D escription ofA nalysis

Thechiefway in which weshallsum m arizetheresultsofan explosion isin term softhe
m assejected asa function ofexplosion energy. W e begin by discussing how we derive the
ejected m assfrom thenum ericalsim ulations.ForEOS M (no radiation pressure),thecode
wasrun untiltherem nantcorehad becom estationary and had nearly reassum ed hydrostatic
equilibrium ,i.e.,it had localgas velocities near zero (< 10� 7R stellar=dynam icaltim e) and
satis�ed the virialtheorem . The m ass loss was determ ined by �nding the location in the
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outerm ostLagrangian grid ofthe zone forwhich the localenergy (sum ofkinetic,therm al
and gravitationalcontributions)density changed from negative to positive. A graph ofthe
localenergy density fora typicalstarafteran explosion isincluded asFig.1.

A drawback ofthism ethod isapparentin Fig.1.Though therearedistinctportionsof
thestarthatcan de�nitely besaid tobeeitherrem nantorejecta,thereisalsoasm allregion
with nearly zero energy,resem bling an atm ospherearound therem nant.Theseatm ospheres
didnotappearin allexplosions{typically,theyoccurred when E blast � 70� 100% Ebind {and
when they did,thecodewassim ply run long enough fora reasonably clearseparation to be
determ ined.Thesituation wasworstin caseswith signi�cantradiation pressure(EOS M R).
Such starshad long-period,tim e-dependentm otions.W ecan understand thistendency asa
consequence ofthe initialconditions(large sc)orofstrong shocks(large explosion energy)
that increase the radiation pressure. A sim ple determ ination ofthe radiation-to-m atter
pressurefollowsfrom assum ing(1)uniform initials0,(2)explosion energy� = 1+ E blast=E bind

and (3)uniform post-explosion s1 gives

s
1=3

1 (1+ 3s1)= �s
1=3

0 (1+ 3s0):

The size ofan explosion thatleavesa rem nantofany typeim pliesthat� isatm osta few.
So,sm alls0 (m atterdom inated stars)willnotgive rise to radiation dom inated rem nants.
Such rem nants require m oderate to large s0. In fact,the long-period m otionsoccurred in
two cases: forstarswith s0 = 1 and � > 2,and forallstarswith s0 = 5:5. The arti�cial
viscosity eventually dam pssuch m otionsbutm ay takea long tim eto do so.

In lightofthis,wem oved toadi�erentm ethod fordecidingwhich m assshellswereejecta
and which wererem nants.W estored thelocation and localenergy density ofeach grid zone
throughouttherun tim e.W eplotted thelocation ofthem asselem entasa function oftim e,
using the sign ofthe localenergy density to colorcode the lines. During the atm ospheric
m otionssom e layers do work on otherlayers;the colorcoding shows changes from bound
to unbound (and visa-versa). These plotsproved to be helpful,illum inating the transient
identitiesofbound atm ospheres,m arginally bound gas,and low energy ejecta.W eadopted
thefollowingcriterion forendingthecalculation:weceased when alloutershellshad positive
energy density and thenum berofinterm ediate shellswith localenergy density ofchanging
sign wassm all{ lessthan a couple ofpercentofthe totalm ass. An exam ple isshown in
Fig.2,wheretheapparentbifurcation pointism arked.W edeterm ined in thiscasethatby
thetim ethecodewasstopped,theam ountoftherm alenergy rem aining in therem nantwas
insu�cientto ejectm any m orem assshells,which isapparentfrom thedim inishing am ount
ofm assejected with each stellaroscillation. W e are con�dentofthisprediction because it
hasbeen borne outin allcaseswhere the code wasrun m uch longer,and,hence,closerto
the pointofthe rem nant’sreturn to hydrodynam ic stability. These plotsalso showed two
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Fig.1.| Theasym ptoticlocalenergy density (solid line)forn = 3 polytrope(no radiation
pressure) and E blast = E bind after the centralcore has reattained hydrostatic equilibrium ,
in units forwhich (GM /R)= 1. The dash-dotted line gives the localvelocity,in unitsof
stellarradiiper

p
2 dynam icaltim es.Thedashed lineisa referencelineforzero energy and

velocity.
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distinctwaysin which shellsare ejected:1)For0:5 < E bind=E blast < 1:2 a sm allnum berof
shells are lost in the initialexplosion shock wave;these gain trem endous kinetic energies.
The �rst8 linesin thisplotrepresent� 4% ofthe m ass;3-7 % ofthe m assislostin this
way forthisenergy range.2)Therestoftheejecta areexpelled by thestarastherem nant
dam ps.

Given ouralgorithm forthedeterm ination ofm asslossin an explosion,wenextinvesti-
gated theextrem elim its:totaldisruption explosionsand failed explosions(noejected m ass).
Totaldisruptionswererelatively easy to recognizewhen allgrid zonesacquired positiveen-
ergy in the �rstpassofthe shock wave from the explosion. The m inim um blastenergy to
disruptwasm ore di�cultto determ ine because the rem nants,especially those with higher
valuesofs1,have very long relaxation tim e scales,with theirviscous-relaxation tim e scale
being tied to their dynam icaltim e scale since the arti�cialviscosity dissipates only while
thestariscontracting.However,itwasclearfrom theresultsthattotaldisruption happens
abruptly,with every starstudied going from 50% m asslossto totaldisruption with only a
sm alladdition ofexplosion energy.W ewereabletopin down thewidth ofthetransition from
rem nantto totaldisruption asfunction ofexplosion energy to � 5% in the star’sbinding
energy.

The failed explosion regim e was com putationally easier to study. Failed explosions
produced no outgoing shellswith positive energy. The resultscan be understood in term s
ofthe speed ofthe shock as itproceeded through the star. Strong shocks slowed asthey
plowed throughthedensecoreofthestar,then accelerated when thereached thedi�useouter
regionsofthepolytropes.In failed explosionstheshock velocity fellbelow thesound speed
in the m iddle region and/orfailed to accelerate up to the localescape speed in the outer
region.A plotoftheprocessisincluded in Fig.3.In the�gure,weplotvshock=

p
v2esc+ c2

snd

{ where vesc is the escape velocity for the initialstar and csnd is the localsound speed {
illustrating the falling shock M ach num ber in the core and the reacceleration to velocities
allowing escapeby theouterdensity gradient.

4.3. Explosions w ithout R adiation Pressure

Forthe�rstround ofexplosions,we used EOS M (no radiation pressure).The advan-
tagesto thispartofthe calculation were thatitwasslightly m ore com putationally speedy
and,m ore im portantly,that the results obtained here can be scaled m uch m ore freely to
variousstellarm assesand radii.Aswenoted before,thisisbecausesettingsc,theradiation-
to-m atterpressure ratio atthe center,essentially am ountsto constraining the relationship
between stellarm assand radius.Forthesecalculations,theonly variableswereE blast=E bind



{ 10 {

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
0

5

10

15

break here

Fig. 2.| A typicalgraph ofthe m otion ofgrid zones in tim e for an exploding star,in
thiscasea polytropeofindex n = 3=2 with an explosion energy of90% ofthestar’sbinding
energy and with sc = 0:5.Each linetracksarepresentativem assshell.TheLagrangian m ass
intervalsvary:linesin the ejected region and outerpartsoftherem nant{ which represent
escaping m ass(largeradii)and upperm ostpartsofthecooling,bouncing rem nant(theblue
lines){ are intervalsof0:5� 1% ofthe totalm ass. In the innerpartofthe rem nant,each
line representsapproxim ately 10% ofthe totalm ass. W here linesare red,the localenergy
density ispositive;whereblue,negative.Thebifurcation pointseparating therem nantfrom
the ejecta ism arked. Radialdistancesare given in unitsofthe initialstellarradius;tim es
aregiven in unitsequalto

p
2 dynam icaltim es.
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Fig.3.| A plotofthevgas=
p
v2esc+ c2

snd
,in thiscasefora starwith n = 1:5 ,sc = 0:1,and

an explosion energy equalto 15% ofthe star’sbinding energy. The choppinessin the plot
isdue to non-physicale�ectsin the determ ination ofthe exactlocation ofthe shock.Note
the deceleration through the bulk ofthe star,with only the very outerm ostshellsreaching
escapevelocity astheshock acceleratesin thefalling density pro�leneartheedge.



{ 12 {

and thestar’spolytropicindex �.

W ehaveincluded two �guressum m arizing thecom putationalresults.In the�rst,Fig.
4,the explosions are com pared with each other,showing the great sim ilarity am ong the
m odels. In Fig. 5,we have separated each polytrope into itsown window to com pare its
m asslosscurvetoacoupleofversionsofthe\ruleofthum b" suggested by Fryer& Kalogera
(2001).The�rstline,thedash-dotted curve,isthesim plestsuch rule.Itrepresentsthem ass
lossif100% oftheexplosion energy weredistributed in such a way asto giveasm any ofthe
outershells ofthe starexactly escape velocity,while leaving untouched those partsofthe
starwhich rem ain bound. Thisis,ofcourse,physically im possible,butitdoesprovide an
upperbound on m assloss.Thedashed curverepresentstheactualchoicem adeby Fryer&
Kalogera (2001),which essentially splitstheexplosion energy budgetin two,giving 50% to
unbind thestardirectly,and 50% to heattherem nantand to accelerating theejecta.This
som ewhat ad hoc but m ore physically reasonable assum ption gives results that are m uch
closertothenum ericalcalculation,butoverestim atesm asslossin low energyexplosionsand
also overestim atesthe am ountofenergy required to com pletely unbind the star.

4.4. Explosions w ith R adiation Pressure

For the second round ofexplosions,we used the hydrodynam ics code with EOS M R
(m atterand radiation pressure).Theparam eterspacenow included threevariables:explo-
sion energy,polytropic index,and sc,the centralradiation to m atterpressure ratio.Given
the sim ilarity ofthe resultsofthe variouspolytropesin the radiation-free calculations,we
looked atonly two di�erentpolytropic indices,n = 3=2 and n = 3. Forsc,we chose four
values:0.1,0.5,1.0,and 5.5.Thevaluesc = 5:5 iscloseto them axim um value,s� 6,fora
starin which no region hasa positive localenergy density.Assc growslarger,thee�ective
 ! 4=3 and thetotalenergy ofthestartendstoward 0 (in unitsofGM 2=R).Thebinding
energiesforourchoicesofsc aresum m arized in table1.

In contrastto the radiation pressure-free cases,these calculationsclearly show a great
di�erence between these two polytropes: the polytropes with n = 3 (Fig. 6) have very
little variation in m ass loss for di�erent radiation pressure fractions,while the polytropes
with n = 3=2 (Fig. 7) shows quite a m arked variation. Selected testing for n = 2 and
4 polytropes suggests that the am ount ofvariation ofm ass loss with respect to the sc,
radiation pressure fraction param eter,isinversely correlated to polytropicindex;i.e.,those
starswith highern (and,hence,greatercentralconcentration)have m asslosscurves that
arelesssensitive to radiation fraction,whilethosewith lowern arem oresensitive.
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Fig. 4.| This �gure sum m arizes the m ass loss percentages resulting from explosions in
polytropesoffourdi�erentindices.
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Fig. 5.| M ass loss curves are com pared with two sim ple assum ptions relating explosion
energy and m ass loss. The steeper, dashed curve represents the m ost e�cient possible
application ofthe explosion energy to m assloss. The second,dash-dotted curve represents
them orephysically reasonableassum ption that50% oftheenergy goesinto unbinding part
ofthestar,and 50% goesinto both heating therem aining starand to netkineticenergy for
theejecta.
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Fig.6.| This�guresum m arizesthem asslosspercentagesforexplosionsin n=3 polytropes
forvariousvaluesofthe param etersc,the centralm atter-to-radiation pressure ratio in the
progenitor.
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Fig.7.| This�guresum m arizesthem asslosspercentagesforexplosionsin n=1.5polytropes
atvariousvaluesofthe param etersc,the centralm atter-to-radiation pressure ratio in the
progenitor.
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Table1:Binding energiesforvariouschoicesofsparam eter.Forpolytropes,E bind(sc = 0)=
� (3=2)=(5� n) � GM2=R.

- n = 3/2 n=3

sc E bind=E bind(sc = 0) E bind=E bind(sc = 0)

0 1 1
0.1 0.993 0.994
0.5 0.9322 0.9386
1.0 0.8194 0.8263
5.5 0.3226 0.3204

The uniform ity in the shapes ofthe m ass-loss curves found here allows them to be
described accurately by a �tting form ula.Theform thatbest�tsthedata is

M lost= A(eblast� eo)
b�(e blast� ef) (1)

whereM lost isthem asslostm easured asapercentoftotalstellarm ass,eblast (eo,ef)isblast
energy (m inim um blastenergy to cause m assloss,m axim um blastenergy to leave a bound
core)m easured asa percentofbinding energy (i.e.eblast= 100� Eblast=E bind,etc.) ,and A
and bare�tting param eters.A sam plecom parison between the�tsand thenum ericaldata
isshown graphically in Fig.8;the param etersdescribing each explosion’s�tare contained
in table2.

5. C onclusion

Here,wehavecon�ned ourselvesto a ratheridealized and sim pli�ed problem ,partially
disruptive explosionsofprogenitorswhosedensity pro�lesaresolutionsto theLane-Em den
equation,butwith varying ratiosofradiation to m atterpressure.In thisway,wehavebeen
able to survey m odelsin a well-de�ned param eterspace fairly extensively. Speci�cally,we
have determ ined the fraction ofthe originalstellarm assejected asa function ofexplosion
energy in polytropesofindex n = 1:5,2,3,and 4 in calculationswithoutradiation pressure;
we also explored the m ass loss fractions for n = 1:5 and 3 polytropes with a variety of
radiation to m atterpressure ratios.Ourresultssuggestthatthem asslossofcentrally con-
centrated,largen m odelsisrelatively insensitivetoradiation pressure,whereasthem assloss
ofrelatively di�use,low n polytropesissuppressed by increasing centralradiation pressure.
W ehave provided a sim ple,param etrized form ula forthefractionalm asslossasa function
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Fig.8.| This�gureshowsthecom parison between thenum ericaldata (solid line)and the
curve�ttothatdata,in thiscaseforn = 3supernovaeatvariousvaluesofsc,theparam eter
describing the centralm atter-to-radiation pressure ratio. The other �ts are sim ilarly suc-
cessful.Theerrorbarsshown representan estim ateoftheuncertainty in ourdeterm ination
ofthepercentm assejected.
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Table2:Sum m ary of�ttingparam etersforvariousexplosion scenarios.eo = 100� Eo=E bind,
ef = 100� Ef=E bind

n sc A(� 10� 3) b eo ef

3/2 0 4.17 2 20 121
\ 0.1 43.7 1.5 18 109
\ 0.5 34.0 1.5 20 99.5
\ 1.0 24.3 1.5 23 100
\ 5.5 12.8 1.5 20 90
2 0 3.72 2 20 131
3 0 3.15 2 20 132
\ 0.1 3.52 2 11 130
\ 0.5 3.69 2 11 118
\ 1.0 3.61 2 13 120
\ 5.5 4.42 2 13 110
4 0 3.05 2 18 152

ofexplosion energy fora rangeofvaluesofn and theratio ofradiation to m atterpressure.

One striking feature ofallthe m odels we tested was that the m ass loss fraction as a
function ofexplosion energy appearsto be discontinuousataround 50 % m assloss,with a
sm all(few % )di�erencein explosion energy separating starswhich losehalftheirm assfrom
totally disrupted stars. Because our sim ulations did not include form ation ofa com pact
rem nant at the center,this result cannot be taken as a concrete dem onstration that the
observation ofa black hole ofm ass M dem ands a progenitor whose m ass was less than
abouttwiceaslarge.

However,the abrupttransition between m oderate (i.e. . 50% )and alm osttotaldis-
ruption found here forwide classesofinitialm odelsisalso seen in m odelling ofexplosions
in setsofspeci�cprogenitors(e.g.W oosley & W eaver(1995),Table3;M acFadyen,W oosley
& Heger(2001),Table 1).Thus,we conjecture thateven when a com pactcentralrem nant
isincluded,the resultsdivide into two separate casesdepending on whetherthe explosion
energy isabove orbelow,approxim ately,the criticalvalue found here forcom plete disrup-
tion. For explosion energies below this criticalvalue,there is a sharp transition between
m odest(i.e. . 50% )m asslossand totaldisruption apartfrom the com pactrem nant. For
explosion energiesabovethecuto�,eithera black holeorneutron starm ay form .However,
in thiscase,we expectm uch sm allerfallback m asses,generally only a few tenthsofM � or
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less,prim arily caused by reverse shock propagation through the core,and the consequent
deceleration ofa sm allam ountofoutgoing m atter(e.g.W oosley (1988);Chevalier(1989)).

In system swith very energeticexplosionsand littlem assfallback weexpectlittlem ass
contam ination ofthe atm osphere ofthe binary com panion. The outgoing regions ofthe
progenitor intercepted by the com panion are not captured;indeed the outer layers ofthe
com panion are stripped and ablated by the ejecta.On the otherhand,when the explosion
is weak and substantialm ass fallback occurs,progenitor m aterialm ay fallback onto the
com panion,pollutingitsatm osphere.In thelattercases,wewould then inferthatarem nant
ofm ass M was m ost likely derived from a progenitor with m ass less than ’ 2M . Thus,
in system s like Nova Scorpiithat show evidence for black hole form ation in a supernova
(e.g. Israelian et al.(1999)),we conjecture that m ass ofthe pre-explosion star was, in
fact,less than twice the present m ass inferred forthe black hole rem nant(which also has
accreted m attersince form ing,presum ably). Thism ay have im plicationsforthe dynam ics
ofsuch system s (e.g. M irabeletal.(2002)). W e caution,though,thatourresultsm ay be
altered som ewhatin m orere�ned m odels.Furtherstudiesareunderwaytoincludeacom pact
centralrem nant,density jum ps(expected asaconsequenceofcom positionalinhom ogeneity),
rotation and explosion asym m etries. These new calculations willcontinue, in the sam e
spirit as those reported here, to em ploy the sim plest explosion m odels needed to reveal
the underlying physicalconsequencesofthe variousre�nem ents,and to allow a survey the
explosion hydrodynam icsofa largerangeofexplosion m odels.

This research was supported in partby NASA-ATP grantNAG5-8356. M .W .issup-
ported by an NSF GraduateFellowship.I.W .acknowledgesthe hospitality ofKITP,which
issupported by NSF grantPHY99-07949,wherepartofthisresearch wascarried out.

A . A ppendix A :D i�erence Equations

The Lax-W endro� di�erence equations forthe equations ofhydrodynam ics in one di-
m ension with sphericalsym m etry areasfollows.Notethatthepressure in theequation for
advancing energy m ustbe solved forusing the equation ofstate to m ake thissetofdi�er-
ence equationsexplicitratherthan im plicit. In the di�erence equations,n representstim e
steps,while jrepresentsspatialsteps. The equationsare non-dim ensionalized sim ply,with
each variablescaled to orderunity fortheinitialconditionsin allcalculationswehavedone.
The one rem aining constant,�o,with unitsofdensity,setsthe overallscale ofthe system
studied. The variable R recordsthe position ofeach shell. Com paring each shell’scurrent
position,R,with r,a static,reference grid,allowsthe gas’slocaldensity to be calculated.
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Therem aining variablesareinterdependent.Theequation form oving grid zonesis:

R
n+ 1
j � Rnj

�t
= u

n+ 1
j : (A1)

Theconservation ofm om entum equation is:

u
n+ 1
j � unj

�t
= �

1

�o

(�p)nj
�r

�
R n
j

rj

� 2

: (A2)

Theconservation ofm assequation is:

�
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
= �o

(rj+ 1)3 � (rj)3

(R n+ 1
j+ 1)

3 � (Rn+ 1j )3
: (A3)

TheFirstLaw ofTherm odynam icsis:

U
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
= U

n
j+ 1=2 �

 
p
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
+ pn

j+ 1=2

2

!

�

 

1

�
n+ 1

j+ 1=2

�
1

�n
j+ 1=2

!

: (A4)

W here U = internalenergy / m ass. The acceleration ofthe innerm ostshellisdeterm ined
by treating itsvolum eas�lled with a gasofuniform pressureso thattheshell’sequation of
m otion is:

m inner

@v

@t
= 4�(pinner � pouter)) (A5)

u
n+ 1
0

= u
n
0
+ 4��t(p inner � pouter): (A6)

Thepressurewithin theinnerspherevariesadiabatically astheshellm oves,i.e.,

pinner(t)= po

�
Vo

V (t)

� 

: (A7)

Theseequationsarecom pleted by som eequation ofstate,

p
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
= f(U n+ 1

j+ 1=2
;�

n+ 1

j+ 1=2
): (A8)

Ifthisequation ofstatecan bealgebraically solved,thefullsetofequationsisexplicit;ifit
cannotbesolved,then an im plicitstep and num ericalroot-�nding procedure isrequired to
advancethegrid.Theadvancem entofthegrid proceedsasfollows.1)Usingtheconservation
ofm om entum ,thenew gasvelocitiesaresetthroughoutthesystem .2)Boundary conditions
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areapplied.3)Theshellposition,R,isadvanced accordingtothenew gasvelocities.4)R is
then used to setthedensity throughoutthesystem .5)Two possibilities:iftheequation of
stateisexplicitly soluble,then theinternalenergy ofthegasisdeterm ined.Ifnot,then the
pressureand energy equationsm ustbestated in term softhetem peratureand then solved,
together with the First Law,num erically { three equations for three variables,p,U,and
T.Theaboveprescription m ustbem odi�ed slightly to accom m odateshock �tting.To this
end,weintroducean arti�cialviscouspressure,q,given by thedi�erenced form ,

q
n
j+ 1=2 =

8
<

:

2a2[(�u)n
j+ 1=2

]2

1=�n
j+ 1=2

+ 1=�
n� 1

j+ 1=2

if(�u)n
j+ 1=2

< 0

0 if(�u)n
j+ 1=2

� 0
(A9)

Note the param eter,a,which controlshow widely the viscous pressure spreads the shock.
Optim alvaluesare 1:5 < a < 2:0,which spread the shock over3-10 zones. This arti�cial
viscouspressure isadded to the regulargaspressure in the above equationsasfollows: In
theconservation ofm om entum equation,

(�p)nj ! (�p)nj + (�q)nj (A10)

and in theenergy conservation equation,

p
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
+ pn

j+ 1=2

2
!

p
n+ 1

j+ 1=2
+ pn

j+ 1=2

2
+ q

n+ 1

j+ 1=2
: (A11)

W hen advancing the grid with arti�cialviscouspressure,the arti�cialviscosity term ,q,is
advanced beforetheenergy equation,step 5 in thepreviousdescription.

In the sim ulations we ran, we used two equations ofstate. One without radiation
pressure,

�U = nkT; (A12)

onewith radiation pressure,
�U = nkT + aT

4
: (A13)

The �rstisexplicitly soluble;the second isnot. Non-dim ensionalizing the �rstform ula is
sim ple;non-dim ensionalizing thesecond requiresusto introducea new param eter,s,which
describestherelativesizesoftheradiation and m atterpressure.W ede�nesas

sc =
prad

pm atter

=
m a

3k

�
T3

�

�

center

: (A14)

In term s ofs, the non-dim ensionalized form s ofthe expressions for internalenergy and
pressurebecom e,

~p =
~�~T

(1+ s)
+

~T4

(1+ 1=s)
(A15)
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~�~U =
~�~T

(� 1)(1+ s)
+ 3

~T4

(1+ 1=s)
(A16)

where the tildesindicate dim ensionlessquantities: ~p = p=pcenter; ~T = T=Tcenter;etc. These
equationsaresolved togetherwith theFirstLaw to determ ine p and U foreach tim estep.

Forallcalculationsdoneafterthecodewastested,wealso included a Newtonian Grav-
itation forceperunitm assvia

Fgrav = �
GM (R)

R 2
; (A17)

orin di�erenceform ,

F
n
j = �

G�o
4�

3
(rnj)

3

(R n
j)

2
: (A18)

Thisforce wasadded to the conservation ofm om entum equation,the equation used to set
gasvelocities. Finally,the code self-checks by calculating totalenergy and m om entum to
ensure that these are conserved. For energy,the sum ofthe localenergy in each zone is
calculated �rstvia

E kinetic+ E therm =
X

i2zones

(
1

2
u
2

i + Ui)�M i: (A19)

Thegravitationalpotentialenergy isthen calculated via

E grav = �
X

i2zones

GM enclosed

R i

�M i: (A20)

and the two energies are added and recorded as the current totalenergy in the system .
Conservation ofm om entum isalso checked though a sim plesum m ation:

Ptot=
X

i2zones

uzone�M i: (A21)

Finally,thealgebraicequation used todeterm inethetotallocalenergy perunitm assofeach
zone{ thequantity used to determ ineifa zonewasbound orunbound { was

E tot
zone= j

�M j

=
E therm
j + E kinetic

j + E
potential

j

�M j

=
1

2
u
2

j + Uj �
1

2

i� jX

i= 1

F
grav

i �R i; (A22)

where�R i= R i� Ri� 1.
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B . A ppendix B :Sedov Solution

For the analytic solution to the Sedov problem , we rederived the solution given in
Landau and Lifshitz’sFluid M echanics,thereby �nding thecorrection to theoften rem arked
upon error(in an exponent)in thatbook’ssolution. The independent variablesare tand
r.In thesim ilarity solution,lengthsarem easured with respectto the shock radiusso that
r= R s(t)correspondsto � = 1,where� isthesim ilarity variable

� = r

�
�o

E ot
2

� 1=5

:

Thepreshock density is�0 and theexplosion energy isE o.Forthefollowing equations,the
uid velocity (in thefram ein which thecenteroftherem nantisatrest)isV and thelocal
adiabaticspeed ofsound iscs.

De�nethedim ensionlessdensity,uid velocity and sound speed squared

G(�)=
�

�o
; U(�)=

5t

2r
V ; Z(�)=

25t2

4r2
c
2

s:

Directly behind theshock,

G(1)=
+ 1

� 1
; U(1)=

2

+ 1
; Z(1)=

2( � 1)

(+ 1)2
:

A solution is

�
5 =

�
+ 1

2
U

�
� 2�

+ 1

7� 
[5� (3� 1)U]

� �1

�

�
 + 1

� 1
(U � 1)

� �2
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+ 1

� 1

�
+ 1

� 1
(U � 1)

� �3

�

�
 + 1

7� 
[5� (3� 1)U]

� �4
�
+ 1

 � 1
(1� U)

� �5
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(� 1)

2

U 2(1� U)

U � 1

where

�1 = �
(132 � 7+ 12)

(2 + 1)(3� 1)
�2 =

5(� 1)

2+ 1

�3 =
3

2+ 1
�4 = �
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2� 
�5 = �
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