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ABSTRACT

With the aim of improving our knowledge on supernova (SN) 1987A-like objects and, more in general, on H-rich SNe, we
have developed a new analytic model to describe their post-explosive evolution. The distinctive features of this model are
the possibility to evaluate the emitted luminosity and the SN expansion velocity, taking into account the recombination of
the ejected material, the heating effects due to the °Ni decay in the computation of the recombination front position, and
the presence of an outer thin shell not-homologously expanding. In this paper, we present the model and a comparison with
observations of SN 1987A, showing that its bolometric light curve and expansion velocity are accurately reproduced by the
model. We also investigate the modeling degeneration problem in H-rich SNe and the possibility to “standardize” the subgroup
of SN 1987A-like objects. Moreover we present new Ni-dependent relationships, based on our model, which link some features
of the bolometric light curve of 1987A-like SNe (namely, the peak luminosity and its width) with the main physical properties
of their progenitor at the explosion (i.e. the ejected mass, the explosion energy, the progenitor radius at the explosion, and the
amount of °Ni present in the ejecta), showing that such relations are in excellent agreement with observations of real SNe.
From our model, we also deduce new scaling relations which may be used for estimating the main SN progenitor’s physical
properties at the explosion, once only the photometric behaviour of the SN 1987A-like object is known.

Key words: transients: supernovae - supernovae: general - methods: analytical - supernovae: individual: SN 1987A - super-
novae: individual: SN 2009E - supernovae: individual: OGLE-2014-SN-073.

1 INTRODUCTION and have been improving our understanding of the SN progenitor’s
physical properties at the explosion (see e.g. Pastorello et al. 2012;
Taddia et al. 2016; Paper I, and references therein), even opening
“new” issues about the real nature of the physical mechanisms in
action during and after the explosion following the core-collapse
(see e.g. Terreran et al. 2017; Gutiérrez et al. 2020; Paper I). Fur-
thermore, some 1987A-like events as SN Refsdal, that was the first
gravitationally lensed SN with multiple images, have given us im-
portant constrains on the cosmic expansion rate (see e.g. Kelly et al.
2016; Banklanov et al. 2021).

It is commonly recognized that supernova (SN) 1987A-like objects,
also known as 1987A-like SNe or long-rising Type II events, form
a subgroup of H-rich SNe having a somewhat peculiar bolometric
light curve, where a secondary maximum (i.e. after the first peak
at exposion) is observed in the place of the so-called plateau (e.g.
Turatto, Benetti & Pastorello 2007; Kleiser et al. 2011; Taddia et al.
2012; Takéts et al. 2016; Singh et al. 2019; Pumo et al. 2023, here-
after Paper I).

Although 1987A-like SNe are basically rare events (< 4% of all
Type 1I SNe in a volume-limited sample, see e.g. Pastorello et al.
2012), they are relevant to different astrophysical issues. For exam-
ple, SN 1987A, the prototype of the class, has been the nearest ex-
plosion since the telescope invention and has significantly improved
our knowledge about the final evolutionary fate of massive stars (see
e.g. Arnett et al. 1989), shedding light also on the link between the
SN explosions and the morphological properties of their remnants
(see e.g. Orlando et al. 2015). Moreover, the subsequent discover-
ies of events classified as 1987A-like objects, has also improved

In spite of their importance in astrophysics, there are still basic
questions to be answered on 1987A-like SNe, related to the lack
of a sufficiently accuarate analytic modelling of their characteristic
secondary peak. According to the standard interpretation, this peak
is the result of the interplay between the cooling effects linked to
the expansion of ejecta characterized by a diffusion timescale usu-
ally greater than the one of standard Type II plateau SNe, and the
heating effects due to the decay of radioactive isotopes (primar-
ily, the *°Ni) synthesized during the explosion and present in the
ejected material (e.g. Arnett 1996; Pumo & Zampieri 2011, 2013).
In particular, the ejecta expansion causes a temperature decrease
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that leads to the formation of a wave-front of cooling and recom-
bination (WCR, hereafter), which moves inward (in mass) starting
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from the external boundary of the ejecta. In this way, the WCR di-
vides the ejecta into two regions: (1) an inner part that is ionized,
opaque, and where the opacity is dominated by the Thomson scat-
tering, and (2) an outer zone that is optically thin, recombined, and
where the opacity is approximately negligible (e.g. Popov 1993, and
reference therein). Differently from standard Type II plateau SNe,
during this recombination phase, the radioactive energy released in
the ejecta of 1987A-like events by the *°Ni decay contributes sig-
nificantly to their thermal energy, holding up the WCR, extending
the duration of the recombination phase, and affecting the peak lu-
minosity (see e.g. Kasen & Woosley 2009; Utrobin & Chugai 2011;
Pumo & Zampieri 2013). Unfortunately, the analytic models com-
monly used to describe the peak of 1987A-like SNe and, more in
general, their whole post-explosive evolution (e.g. the models of
Arnett 1980, Arnett 1982 and Popov 1993) neglect the recombina-
tion and/or the heating effects on the WCR due to the “°Ni decay. All
of this prevents (see e.g. Paper I for details): (1) a “tout court” usage
(i.e. without considering the applicability limits in terms of accuracy
and precision) of scaling relations based on these models to easily
infer the main SN progenitor’s physical properties at the explosion
(namely the ejected mass M, ;, the progenitor radius at the explosion
Ro, and the total explosion energy E), (2) a deeply understanding of
the physical origin of correlations involving spectrophotometric fea-
tures of the SN at maximum, and (3) an accurate modelling and char-
acterization of the observational features of 1987A-like SNe through
analytic models. This last point is of primary importance in the con-
text of on-going and future SNe surveys that potentially follow the
evolution of thousands or more SNe, as the Vera C. Rubin Observa-
tory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (see e.g. Alves et al. 2023,
and references therein). Indeed, when compared to semi-analytical
or hydrodynamical models, the analytic ones give us the possibility
to quickly estimate the parameters describing the progenitor’s physi-
cal properties at the explosion. In this sense, they are clearly favored
for the analysis of large SNe samples (see also Khatami & Kasen
2019) and, additionally, they could enable us to build up Bayesian
modeling procedures devoted to directly study the error distribution
of the above mentioned parameters taking into account the model
accuracy (see e.g. Hoeting et al. 1999).

In this framework, we present here a new analytic model in-
cluding both the recombination effects and the heating ones on the
WCR due to the 3°Ni decay. In addition, it is also possible to con-
sider the effects linked to the presence of a not-homologously ex-
panding outer thin shell (OTS, hereafter) that surrounds the homol-
ogously expanding “main envelope” (ME, hereafter) rapresenting
the bulk of the ejecta (i.e. 2 99% of the overall ejected material,
cf. Pumo & Zampieri 2011 and see Section 2, for further details).
This new model will enable us to study the physical behavior of
1987A-like SNe, to link their observational and physical properties,
to investigate the existence of correlations among their different ob-
servables, and also to perform model fitting of single events.

The plan of the paper is the following. The features of the new
analytic model are described in Section 2, devoting Section 3 to the
model validation. Section 4 presents the linking between observa-
tional features and parameters describing the progenitor’s physical
properties at the explosion, investigating also the modeling degener-
ation problem in H-rich SNe and the possibility to standardize the
subgroup of the 1987A-like objects. A summary with final com-
ments about the possible applications of this new analytic model is
reported in Section 5.
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2 MODEL DESCRIPTION

Our new model is able to evaluate the emitted luminosity and the ex-
pansion (or photospheric) velocity for 1987A-like objects and, more
in general, for H-rich SNe having in principle any kind of “ener-
getic source” into their ejecta. The distinctive feature of the model is
the computation of the WCR position inside the ejecta taking fully
into account these source effects like, in particular, those due to a
not negligible amount of 3°Ni in the ejected material. Moreover,
it is also possible to consider the effects linked to the presence of
an OTS surrounding the ME. The sole ME is essentially enough in
order to estimate the main parameters describing the progenitor’s
physical properties at the explosion with sufficient accuracy, but an
OTS is necessary to correctly reproduce all the observables at early
epochs! (see e.g. Zampieri et al. 2003; Pumo & Zampieri 2011, for
further details). The model is thus able to predict the emitted lumi-
nosity and the expansion velocity during the entire post-explosion
evolution ranging from the breakout of the shock wave at the stellar
surface up to the nebular stage (i.e. when the ejecta has completely
recombined and its energy budget is dominated by the radioactive
decays of some iron group elements produced in the explosive nu-
cleosynthesis).

We remark that the model adopts the same general hypotheses
used in other well-known analytical models, like those presented in
Popov (1993) and Arnett (1980, 1982), and an analogous formalism
to simplify the comparison of the results. A detailed description of
the equations, input physics, initial conditions and numerical meth-
ods used in our new model are reported in the Sections 2.1 - 2.3.

2.1 Main equations and assumptions

The ME is the spherical and homologous expanding part of the
ejecta, which accounts the bulk of the ejected material and mostly
determines the electromagnetic emission of the SN event (cf. Sec-
tions 1 and 2). The distance r of a Lagrangian particle from the cen-
ter of the ME and its outgoing velocity v are (see e.g. Arnett 1980;
Popov 1993):

r(x,t) =xR(t) and v(x,1) =x vy, €))

where x € [0, 1], R(¢), and vy are respectively the dimensionless ra-
dial coordinate, the external radius at the generic time from the ex-
plosion ¢ (or, more precisely, from the so-called shock breakout), and
the scale velocity of the homologous speed field. Let vy be constant,
R(7) has to linearly evolve from the initial radius Ry. Indeed, from
equations (1) one obtains

dR

i Vse — R(t)=Ro+vst ~vgt, 2)

in which Ry is generally neglected for t much greater than the expan-
sion timescale 7, (= Ry /vsc; see also Paper I and references therein).
Assuming that the initial density of the ME is uniform and due
to the homologous expansion, the mass density has to decrease uni-
formly over time according the following relation:
R 3
plen)=po gt =m0 () &)

T

! They are tipically the first 10-30 days after the explosion, when the ejecta
is completely ionized and optically thick, the emission is due to the release
of internal energy on a diffusion timescale, and the cooling induced by pho-
ton diffusion is negligible because the radiation diffusion timescale is much
longer than the expansion timescale (see also Pumo & Zampieri 2011).



where pg = 3MyE /471'R3 is the initial density of the ME and My is
the total mass of the MEZ. Taking into account equation (3), the mass
coordinate m for a shell of radius r is linked to x by the following
equation:

rx)
mlr(x,t)] = 47!:/ ) p(r) 2dr = Myg . (@)
J0O

Also the optical opacity inside the ME k; can be described by a
function of x and 7. In particular, to take into account the steep opac-
ity variation during the SN recombination phase, the “two-zone”
model of Popov (1993) has been adopted. According to this model,
the ME is divided into two zones (see also Paper I): an outer trans-
parent region which is recombined, characterized by a negligible
opacity (i.e. k; ~ 0) and with a temperature less than the typical hy-
drogen recombination temperature’s value (i.e. T < Tj,, ~ 5045K;
see Imshennik & Nadyozhin 1989), and an inner opaque zone which
is hotter, ionized and with opacity roughly equal to the Rosseland
mean opacity k ~ 0.34cm?g~!. The “jump” sphere between these
two regions coincides with the WCR (Imshennik & Popov 1992),
whose position is time-dependent and identified by the dimension-
less coordinate x;(¢). As a consequence, the opacity function can be
written as:

(1) = {k x < x;(t),

0 x>x(t). ©

Because of the deeply different physical conditions between the
opaque zone and the transparent one, the outgoing luminosity of the
ME Ly can been split into the following two terms:

LME(I‘) :Lop(l‘)-i-Ltr(l), (6)

where L,), is the outgoing luminosity from the opaque region and L;,
is the contribution due to the transparent region. However for both
regions, the bolometric luminosity outgoing from a generic shell L
can be evaluated using the first law of thermodynamics, given by the
equation

%L emi)-r (%) % ™
where @ is the thermal energy per gram, P is the pressure, and € is
the rate of heating per units of gram and second. In this way, Lyg is
the integral of the equation (7) over the entire ME.

Inside the opaque region (i.e. for x < x;), under the radiation dom-
inated approximation and radiative transport condition, the thermo-
dynamic state is uniquely determined by the temperature. Indeed,
the following relations are valid:

B 4nrtc d(aT*)
3kp  dr

e=aT*/p, P=aT*/3, L= ®)

where c is the light speed and a is the radiation density constant. As
for the temperature, it is possible to use the relation

T(x,1)* =y (x) (1) Ty RG/R(1)* ©)

(see Arnett 1996, for details), where Tj is the initial central temper-
ature of the ME, and ;(x) and ¢(r) are two functions denoting the
spatial and temporal dependencies, respectively. The subscript “¢”
in the y;(x) function is used to indicate that, during the recombina-
tion phase, y; also depends on time because the WCR moves inward

2 1t is equal to the total ejected mass M, 7 when the OTS is not considered,
and equal to M,; — Mors < M,j where Mors is the total mass of the OTS
when considering the latter (see Section 2.3 for further details).
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following the x; temporal evolution. As in Popov (1993), which con-
siders a strictly adiabatic expansion with the “radiative-zero” bound-
ary condition in correspondence of x;, ¥ (x) can be described by the
following adapted spherical Bessel function:

vi(x) = /)] x < xi(1) 00
0 x> x(1),

that, throughout the diffusive stage [i.e. when the temperature is too
high for the formation of a recombination front and, consequently,
xi(t <t;) = 1], becomes time-independent (like to constant opacity
models; see e.g. Arnett 1980) and equal to [sin(7x)]/(7x). Once de-
fined the temperature through the relations (9) and (10), considering
the purely temporal term of the temperature evolution profile ¢ (),
the outgoing luminosity from the WCR, derived by the last of the
equations (8), can be rewritten as [see Appendix A for the complete
demonstration and, in particular, equations (A1)-(A3)]

0

E
Lop(t) = L(xi,1) = ﬁh (1) xi(t), (11)
where
My _ kMg

e(m,0)dm and 1,4 (12)

- 47T3CR0
are, respectively, the total initial thermal energy and the diffusion
timescale (cf. Paper I). The cooling rate of the ME, which is de-
scribed by the ¢ function, is linked to the physical conditions of the
ejected material, that significantly changes when passing from the
diffusive phase to the recombination one (see e.g. Pumo & Zampieri
2011, and reference therein). In particular, the ¢(z) function trans-
forms when L,, becomes equal to the luminosity of a Black-Body
(BB, hereafter) with temperature 21/4 Tion (see Imshennik & Popov
1992). This marks the beginning of recombination phase ¢;, which
corresponds also to the last epoch for which the ME is totally ion-
ized and x; is equal to 1 (see also Popov 1993). As a consequence,
the relation
EO
Lop(ti) = ﬁ” 0 (t;) = 2macR*(t;) T

ion (13)
is valid and the ¢(7) function has to change according to the next
two considerations:

e during the diffusive phase (i.e. for ¢ < t;), the ME presents a
uniform opacity as in the model of Arnett (1980) and x;(¢) is kept
equal to 1 because the WCR position has to coincide with the ME
outer boundary, so

dx,'

d x(t)=—=0; 14
and  X;(1) % (14)

e throughout the recombination phase (i.e. for ¢ > t;), the WCR
moves inwards and, similarly to Popov (1993), L, () evolves as a
BB with radius R;(r) = x;(¢) R(¢) and constant temperature 2'/47j,,
(see also Zampieri 2017), so

r<t; — xi(t)=1

12t —  Lop(t) =2macR? ()T (15)

ion*
Considering both these conditions (14) and (15), the behaviour of ¢
can be derived [see Appendix A for the complete demonstration and,

in particular, equations (A7) and (A9)] and, as a consequence, using
relation (11) the complete time evolution of L, can be written as

0 n 2
I S
P - ’
’ 2racvi. Tk, x3 (1)1 1>t
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in which 1, = \/2t,t; is the characteristic luminosity timescale for
models with constant and uniform opacity (see also Paper 1), and

ME 1
)= [ eam =y [ ec)a0 a7

is the total heating energy rate at time z. As in Popov (1993), #; is set
to keep ¢ continuous in time [see Appendix A for further details and,
in particular, cf. equation (A11)], but the beginning of recombination
in our model is delayed because the energy contribution provided by
S(z) in equation (16) increases the ME internal energy?, according to
a mechanism analogous to the radioactive diffusive model of Arnett
(1982). However, differently from this latter model, the presence of
a WCR is considered and, in addition to what done in Popov (1993),
the WCR evolution is derived considering the effects of extra heat-
ing mechanisms inside the ME as the presence of radioactive nuclei
like the S°Ni. In particular, the x; time evolution has to satisfy the
following differential equation [see Appendix A for further details
and, in particular, equation (A10)]:

d 12 Si(t)
Fal )|
a

where L, is equal to 2acv212T;, and S;(t), described by the rela-
tion

with x;(1;) =1, (18)

M =m[r(x;,t)]
Si(1) = /0 Edm, (19)

is the heating energy rate inside the whole opaque region (see Sec-
tion 2.2 for more details). Note that both the WCR evolution and the
brightness emerging from the opaque region can be computed only
when the source functions (S and S;) are known.

In the transparent region (i.e. for x > x;), assuming a quick and
local thermalization for the radiation emitted by the heating sources,
the outgoing luminosity is only due to the heating term (see e.g.
Zampieri et al. 2003). In fact, equation (7) with e = P ~ 0 conditions
turns into

Muye
Lo(r) = /M zdm = S(1) — Si(1). 20)

According to all the hypotheses described up to here, besides the
dependence on the source terms, Ly depends on six free parame-
ters: Rg, vse, My, k, Tion, and E21’ where vy can be substituted with
the kinetic energy of the whole ME E}, since the relation

10E;
3MupE

@n

1 Myie 2 3 2
Ekzz/o % (m)dmzm MEVse — Vse

is valid. Considering the typical values of k and 7;,, appropriate to
type II SNe (i.e. H-rich SNe like type II plateau SNe and SN 1987A-
like objects) and adopting similar values of k and Tj,,, for all SNe of
this type, the free parameters reduce to four (namely, Ry, My, Ej.,

3 Moreover note that the beginning of the recombination can be estimated
through the relation 7; ~ 1, /v/A’ with A’ = L,/L,, where L, = 2nacv2,12T;
and L) = (E, /tg) + [y S(taV/5") ¢ ds'. A similar relation is also valid for the
model of Popov (1993) and was originally derived by him [see relation (25)
of Popov (1993)]. However, since no extra heating mechanisms are consid-
ered in this model, the second term of L, is equal to zero and, consequently,
A is larger and the beginning of recombination comes before compared to
what happens in our model with equal modelling parameters (see also Fig. 2).

On the other hand, #; o< R(l)/2 x /1+5(S,E,Ro,MyE ) remains proportional
to R(])/ 2, as in equation (25) of Popov (1993), since the s function (i.e. the
ratio between the second and the first term of L)) contains only the second
order dependencies linked to the source mechanism.
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and E;;,). Moreover, taken into consideration that the initial thermal
energy is generally approximated to half of the total explosion en-
ergy E which, in turn, is entirely converted into kinetic energy after
the expansion time (i.e. Ej ~ ZESL ~ E; see e.g. Arnett 1980), the
independent modeling parameters affecting Lysr further reduce to
three (namely, Ry, My and E). However, as described in Section
2.2, other parameters can be necessary to correctly describe possible
extra energy sources.

2.2 Radioactive decay of °Ni and source functions

Among the possible extra energy sources, the released energy by
the radioactive decay of °Ni is the main heating mechanism dur-
ing the post-explosive phases of SNe similar to SN 1987A (see
e.g. Pumo & Zampieri 2011). In particular, the nuclear decay chain
36Ni— 3°Co—°Fe releases an amount of energy per gram and sec-
ond given by the following relation:

t
e(r) =&y exp | — +
Ts6Ni
Es6cy T56C

t t
" Troco — o |:exp (7 ) oo (7 >:| ' (22)
Ts6co — T56Ni Ts6Co Ts6 N

1

where &s6y; (set to 3.88 x 1010 erg g=! s7!) and &5, (set to
7.03 x 10% erg g~ s1) are, respectively, the specific energy rate
released by the decay of the °Ni and °Co nuclei, and T Ni (set to
7.6 x 10° s~ 8.8 d) and Tssc, (set to 9.6 x 10° s~ 111 d) are their
decay times. Moreover, assuming that the energy mass density &(z)
is spatial-independent, € can be rewritten as

E(x1) = §(x) (1), (23)

where £ (x) is a function containing the spatial information about the
S0Ni mass fraction distribution inside the ME.

Under the above mentioned hypothesis of quick and local ther-
malization for the radiation emitted by the heating sources (cf. Sec-
tion 2.1), the effects of non-local trapping and leaking of the gamma
radiation due to S°Ni decay are not considered #. So the total heating
energy rate S becomes

Mue
S = /0 E(m,1)dm = My; (1), (24)

where My; is the total mass of °Ni initially present inside the ME
that, in all respects, represents another independent modeling pa-
rameter affecting Lyg in addition to Ry, Myr and E (cf. Section
2.1).

As for the other source term S;, it depends on the spatial distribu-
tion of the radioactive elements and the angular emission distribution
of the thermalized radiation.

In particular, the following three spatial distributions are consid-
ered for the Y°Ni mass fraction:

4 For Type II SNe, these effects are usually negligible, at least until the end
of the recombination phase or beyond, being able to become sufficiently ap-
preciable only at very later times when the ejecta density is sufficiently low
that the optical depth to gamma rays throughout the ejecta is no longer > 1
(see e.g. Zampieri 2017). This is also confirmed by observational evidences
linked to the gamma emission from SN 1987A, for which the gamma flux
from the decay lines of 3°Co is observed to rise distinctly above the back-
ground only about 4-5 months after the explosion, during its radioactive
tail phase (Matz et al. 1988; Leising & Share 1990). On the contrary, non-
local gamma-ray trapping and leakage may be significant for other classes of
events, such as Type IIb or Ib/c SNe (e.g. Nagy et al. 2014).
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Figure 1. Behaviour of the function (My;/M.;)~" &(x) in the entire domain
x € ]0,1]. Shaded regions under the HAR and EXP profiles contain 95% of
whole Ni mass.

e the “Ni Harmonic distribution” (HAR, hereafter) given by the
relation

E) = i,

 3Myg
In this configuration, My; is distributed according to an harmonic
profile and, consequently, is weekly confined® (see also Fig. 1);
e the “Ni Box distribution” (BOX, hereafter) for which the rela-
tion

(25)

Er (%)

My X{O for x> x. 26)

7Mejx2 1 for x<x¢
is valid. In this configuration, My; is uniformly confined within a
sphere of radius R.(¢) = x. R(t), with x. being a coefficient repre-
sentative of the so-called *Ni mixing (e.g. Young 2004). This co-
efficient is set to 0.45 in order to have a °Ni spatial distribution as
similar as possible to the one adopted in other models reported in the
literature like, in particular, those calculated with the code described
in Pumo, Zampieri & Turatto (2010) and Pumo & Zampieri (2011),
that have been used to further validate and test the new model pre-
sented here;

e the “Ni Exponential distribution” (EXP, hereafter) defined by
the relation

MNl

X 3
& (x) = ~— kdens €xp |:kmix (xi) :| ) (27)

Me‘] c

5 For H-rich ejecta with very poorly confined *°Ni, the effects of non-local
trapping and leaking of the gamma radiation could be not negligible prior
of reaching the radioactive tail phase (cf. note 4), because the assumption
of complete thermalization of the radioactive energy may not hold in the
outermost regions of the ejecta (i.e. those located within about 5-10% of the
outer radius of the ejecta). However, considering that in the “HAR” case
about 10-20% of My; is in these outer layers, the fraction of non-thermalized
gamma-rays does not exceed 2.5-5% up to the light curve peak and 10-20% at
later phases around the end of the recombination, making the effects of non-
local trapping and leaking of the gamma radiation essentially not appreciable
(see also Section 4.2 for further details).
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where ki, and k;,,s can be fixed using normalization conditions.
Indeed, considering a sphere of dimensionless radius x. into which
is confined 95% of My, the distribution coefficients have to satisfy
the equations

Kimix
i 5% b = 1-95% [el171/5)] (28)
and
hr = i e (29)
G T —exp (k) -

Concerning the direction of the thermalized radiation, the follow-
ing two assumptions are used:

e the “Straight Outflow Emission” (SOE, hereafter), according to
which the thermalized radiation produced inside the transparent re-
gion contributes only to the SN brightness, while the radiation pro-
duced in the opaque region maintains hot the WCR front. So it is
valid the relation

Si(t) = Mug &(t) /0 0 E(x)dx*; (30)

o the “Isotropic Emission” (IE, hereafter), according to which
the thermalized radiation produced in the transparent region, being
isotropically scattered, not only contributes to the SN brightness but
also reaches the opaque region, contributing to sustain the WCR
front. The fraction of energy reaching the opaque region depends

on a geometric factor g(x) — equal to (0.5) [1 —/1- (xi/x)z] —
which is defined as the ratio between the solid angle of the so-called
emission cone with vertex in x intercepting the sphere of radius x;
and 47. So, in this case, it is valid the relation

Si(t) = My €(t) [/(:i(l) & (x) dx® +/x,-1(t) é(x)g(x)dxﬂ . (31)

Combining all former assumptions concerning the >°Ni mass frac-
tion distribution inside the ME and the spatial emission of the ther-
malized radiation, six different types of source function can be sub-
stituted in equation (18) (see Appendix B for further details), result-
ing in as many “sub-models” with a different WCR time evolution
(see Fig. 2). Throughout the manuscript, each of these sub-models
is identified by two labels: the first one — equal to “HAR”, “BOX”,
or “EXP” — refers to the adopted S°Ni mass fraction distribution in-
side the ME, while the second one — equal to “+SOE” or “+IE” —
indicates the assumption employed to describe the spatial emission
of the thermalized radiation. An additional label — equal to “+OTS”
— is used to mark sub-models where the presence of an OTS is also
considered, as described in Section 2.3.

2.3 OTS contribution and expansion velocity

As previously mentioned (cf. Section 2), an OTS surrounding the
ME is necessary to correctly reproduce the SN observables like,
in particular, the bolometric light curve (LC, hereafter) at early
epochs. Indeed, although the OTS mass Mprs is negligible com-
pared to Mg and, consequently, essentially irrelevant to the total
ejected mass M,; (= My +Mors 2, Myk), its presence increases
the SN brightness during the early post-explosive phase (see also
Waxman, Mésdzros & Campana 2007, and references therein), mak-
ing its contribution in terms of luminosity not negligible during the
first ~ 10-30 d after the explosion (see also Fig. 3).

In order to include the OTS and mimic its contribution in terms of
luminosity in our model, we add a shell of matter at the outer border

MNRAS 000, 1-21 (2025)
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Figure 2. WCR position as a function of ¢ for different “sub-models”
(i.e. considering different assuptions about the 3®Ni mass fraction distribu-
tion inside the ME and the spatial emission of the thermalized radiation;
see text for further details). The modelling parameters (E = 1.3 foe, Myr =
16Ms, Ry = 3x10'2 cm, and My; = 0.075 M) are the same for all the sub-
models, and are set equal to those inferred for SN 1987A by Orlando et al.
(2015) through the hydrodynamical modelling that uses the code described in
Pumo et al. (2010) and Pumo & Zampieri (2011) for analysing the first 250
post-explosive days of SN 1987A. The WCR position of the model described
in Popov (1993) is also reported for sake of comparison. The vertical #;-line
marks the beginning of recombination for this model. Note that the #; value
for all other Ni-dependent sub-models is about two days longer (cf. Section
2.1).
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Figure 3. Bolometric luminosity of SN 1987A (data taken from
Catchpole et al. 1987) and computed LCs for different sub-models consid-
ered in this work (cf. Section 2.2). The modelling parameters are the same
described in the caption of Fig. 2. For the sub-model “EXP+IE+OTS”, the
parameter & is put to 2.2x1073 (see Section 3 for further details) and, ac-
cordingly, Mors is equal to 2.7x1072M, (see text for further details). As
in Fig. 2, the computed LC for the model described in Popov (1993) is also
reported for sake of comparison. The luminosity due to only the ®Ni decay
for My; = 0.075M, is displayed as well.
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of the ME, following Waxman and co-workers for describing the
shell properties (see e.g. Waxman et al. 2007; Rabinak & Waxman
2011; Waxman & Katz 2017; Morag, Sapir & Waxman 2023, and
references therein). In particular, its initial thickness is ARy ors =

SRo.¢j = 8 (Ro+AR.0r5) = (%) Ro with 8y < 1, and the main
physical properties of the shell (like its density profile and velocity
field) are described by power-law relationships. Furthermore, since
these relations present some numerical coefficients essentially set
arbitrarily, to fix such coefficients in the most physically consistent
way as possible, we impose that initially (i.e. for # = 0) both the
density profile and the velocity field inside the whole ejecta are con-
tinuous functions at the boundary between the ME and the OTS, that
isat R(r =0) = Ry.

Adopting this approach, the initial density profile inside the OTS
p}, can be described by the following function of the ejecta mass
fraction J,, lying above Ry (see also Waxman & Katz 2017, and ref-
erences therein):

o 8§\
PO(8n) = po f5" 8D = py (5—’3) , (32)
m
where & = 1 —r/Roej, fp = & " [with & = 6(r = Rg) = 1 —
Ro/Ro.j and n being an index depending on the type of energy trans-
port mechanism equal to 3 for radiative ejecta], and 8O = &,,(r = Ro)
is the whole mass fraction of the OTS which, for §y < 1, becomes

Ro.cj

M, M, —M, 1
80 = ors _ Tej _TME _ po(r)anridr =
Mej Mej Mej Ro
4 Ro.ej 3
_Am e e 3% (33)
Mej J(1-8))Ro.e n+1

In this way the relation p(8%) = po is verified, and the initial den-
sity profile inside the whole ejecta becomes a continuous function
at Rp, that is the place at which the initial density stops to be uni-
form (and equal to pg as inside the entire ME) and starts to decrease
following a power-law (because the OTS begins). Similarly, also the
velocity field inside the whole ejecta can be described by a function
which is initially continuous at Ry and that is a power-law relation-
ship inside the OTS. In particular, after the shock-breakout, contrary
to the ME, the OTS velocity field is no more homologous and the
following relation can be used (see also Morag et al. 2023, and ref-
erences therein):

5.\ "
Vl(am) = Vsc (é) 5 (34)

where B = 1.19 is a numerical coefficient linked to the shock prop-
agation inside the OTS (see e.g. Rabinak & Waxman 2011, and ref-
erences therein), and the other coefficients have been fixed so as to
initially have continuity at Ry and, as a consequence, to verify the
relation v/(89) = v(Rg) = v(x = 1,7 = 0) = vs.. Given the velocity
profile reported in equation (34), the radial coordinate and the den-
sity profile inside the OTS evolve over the time, respectively, as

7(8mst) =V (St (35)

[similarly to what happens inside the ME; cf. equation (2)], and

My [ av 17!
/ _ Mej
P (But) =~ {—d( 5m)} (36)
(see also Waxman & Katz 2017). Inserting relations (34) and (35)

into equation (36), after some algebra one obtains the time-



dependent OTS density

n(3p+1)+1

S 1)~ PO O (te/1)? A i
P08 (ae/r) (8
~ 3B[n/(n+1)] (5,9,) : 37)

As for the thermal properties, the OTS mass elements traversed
by the shock reach thermal equilibrium (see Weaver 1976) and the
post-shock temperature profile inside the OTS T}j can be written as

1/4
18p/ 12
T (60) = (%) (38)

(see e.g. Waxman & Katz 2017), where vy, is the velocity of the
shock inside the OTS, linearly linked to the OTS velocity field by
the relation

Vsh = Vl(am)/fw (39)

being f, a numerical coefficient ~ 1.71 for OTS in SN ejecta
(in particular f, = \/10/3 (47/3) B JA,, where A, is another
numerical coefficient equal to 0.79; for further details see e.g.
Rabinak & Waxman 2011, and references therein). Now, assuming
that the OTS thermal evolution is adiabatic (i.e. T o< p'/ 3), after
some algebra one obtains the time-dependent OTS temperature

n(2B+1)+4/3

tre { Om A(nF1)
T(8m>t) :TiunT <$) ) (40)

where #,, is the characteristic OTS recombination timescale given by
the following relation:

ion

18(n+1)4/3p0v2 e 1/4 3 1/2 . 1/451/3
fre =l p o< Ry MIPETVASP
738 n/89)*/3 f2aT? 0,ej " ej 0

~ R(l)/AM}V,/éE*I/“(SO'B. (41)

The OTS recombination occurs when the temperature inside the
OTS goes below Tj,,. In this case, the position of the WCR inside
the OTS &/, is such that T(8},,¢) = T}y, and, according to equation
(40), it evolves over the time as

4(n+1)
5;;1 (1) = 52’ (L) n2p+1)+4/3 . “2)
tre
Due to the low-density condition, the approximation of overlap-
ping between WCR and the photosphere used for the ME (cf. Sec-
tion 2.1), could not be reasonable inside the OTS. For this reason, to
individuate the photosphere’s position in the latter case, the optical

depth Ty is first evaluated similarly to Rabinak & Waxman (2011) as

Mors [On ds) kMors [ d§!
t(Or) = S [Ty = SO [Tt

4 (8),,1) ar Jsi r2(8),,1)
S,
2 , n2B+1)+1 m
Toh 6m nt
-(%) +|(3) | “
5
where
b =\ (Morsd9,/4m2) (n+1)/[n(2B +1) +11, (44)

and doing so, the photosphere is located in 82" such that 7, (5,£h )=
1, obtaining the following relation:

1
4 2B+ W

2 AT 473
50 (1) = & (i) +(i) e | )

Z ph Ire
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Once known 5,£h, the OTS luminosity Lors can be approximated as
a BB of radius 82 and temperature T(5,£h). This luminosity con-
tributes to the whole SN luminosity Lgy until the OTS recombina-
tion starts. After that, its contribution quickly decreases and the ME
brightness becomes predominant (see also Fig. 3). To take into ac-
count this effect, an exponential factor with 7, as a timescale has
been adopted to infer Lgy (see Section 3 for further details), that can
be written as

Ly (t) = Lue(t) (1 *e_l/l"“) +Lors(t) e/, (46)
where
Lors(t) = mac v2([85" (1)) > T*[85" (1), 1]. (47

A similar semi-empirical approach can be adopted to describe the
SN expansion velocity vsy, whose general expression can be thus
written as

ven () = VME(t) (1 — e_t/t"’> +V0Ts(t) e_t/t"’, (48)

where vyr and vorg are the expansion velocity of the ME and the
OTS, respectively. Inside the ME, to a first approximation (see below
for a more in-depth treatment), since the WCR position, the photo-
sphere’s position, and the line formation region® roughly coincide,
vyme(f) can be well approximated with the WCR velocity. Conse-
quently the relation

VME(I‘) = Vscx,‘(l‘) (49)

is valid [cf. equation (1) for x = x;]. Instead, inside the low-dense
OTS, the approximation of an overlapping among the above men-
tioned three zones (i.e. WCR, photosphere, and line formation re-
gion) it is not valid. So, in order to well simulate the OTS expansion
velocity and accurately reproduce the velocities observed in real SN
events, is necessary to individuate the line formation region. Con-
sidering that, in addition to being above the photosphere (because
the opacity in the continuum is smaller than the one in the line), the
line formation region is generally also above the WCR position (see
also Dessart & Hillier 2005), it is possible to adopt the following
relation:

vors(t) =v'[n 8,,(1)], (50)

where 1 — put to 0.1 in the calculations presented in this paper
(see Section 3 for further details) — is a dimensionless parameter
describing the separation degree between the line formation region
and the WCR inside the OTS.

This not-negigible spatial separation between WCR and the line
formation region doesn’t only interest the OTS and therefore has to
be taken into account when estimating the SN expansion velocity
at early post-explosive phase, but it might be relevant also at later
phases (see e.g. Inserra et al. 2012, 2013). Indeed, also inside the
ME, under opportune physical conditions (e.g. when the density is
sufficient low or due to the variations of ionization balance processes
and opacity; see also Pumo & Zampieri 2011, for further details), the
line formation region cannot be well approximated with the WCR
position or the photosphere’s position, being well above them. In
this case, it is useful to analyse the behavior of the optical depth g ;
for the line used to estimate the expansion velocity. In particular,
since the ME is an expanding structure, the relation

Ts; = X1 Als = ki p c(Av/V) [R(t)/vsc] (51

6 This region refers to the layers of the ejecta responsible for the absorption
component of the P-Cygni profile for the lines used to estimate the expansion
velocity in observed SN events (see e.g. Kirshner & Kwan 1974, for details).
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Figure 4. Expansion velocity (estimated from the Fell-S169A line) of SN
1987A (data taken from Phillips et al. 1988) and computed velocities for dif-
ferent sub-models considered in this work. The modelling parameters are
the same described in the caption of Fig. 3. Sub-models “EXP+IE+OTS”
and “EXP+IE+OTS+PH” take into account the OTS effects, using equa-
tion (48) to evaluate the SN expansion velocity. In the other sub-models,
it is evaluated considering only the “ME contribution” [i.e. according to
the relation vgy =~ vye, with vye evaluated from equation (53) for the sub-
model “EXP+IE+PH” and from equation (49) for the remaining sub-models].
The value of the line opdcity for the Fell-5169A line adopted in this pa-
per is Kpyy_sigoa = 4-5x1073cm?g !, and has been determined fitting the
“EXP+IE+OTS+PH” sub-model on the observed expansion velocity of SN
1987A (see Section 3 for further details).

is valid (see Sobolev 1960), where 7g; is linked to the extinction co-
efficient of the line y; (= k; p, being k; the line opacity) and the
Sobolev length Alg [= c¢(Av/V) (dv/dr)~'], whose product even
depends on the line Doppler shift Av/v. Considering the veloc-
ity field topology inside the ME, the relative motion between two
shells spaced Ax produces a relative frequency shift between them
of vsc(Ax/c). Inserting this relative frequency shift in the term Av/v
of equation (51), the condition 7g; = 1 make it possible to estimate
the comoving distance between the WCR (or, more in general, the
photosphere’s position) and the line formation region Ax,,, that can
be written as

Axpn(t) = (¢/1e +1)*/ (ki po Ro), (52)
so the expansion velocity associated to the considered line becomes:

VME (1) = Vsc [xi(£) + Axpp (1)] until x> 0. (53)

Thus, the correction Ax, should be taken into account to accu-
rately reproduce the expansion velocity at late pheses (i.e. from 40-
50 days after the explosion onwards; see Fig. 4). Throughout the
manuscript, sub-models considering such correction, are identified
by the further label “+PH”. Fig. 5 shows in a schematic way the SN
ejecta’s structure according to the modelling hypotheses employed
in the different sub-models, with a list of the main acronyms used
in the manuscript and, in particular, of those adopted to identify the
sub-models.
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3 MODEL VALIDATION & COMPARISON AMONG THE
DIFFERENT SUB-MODELS

SN 1987A is used to validate our new model described in Section 2
and compare the various sub-models, as well as set the parameters
00, M, and kp,;;_si604 (cf. Section 2.3). Note that dy determines
Mors, which is the additional independent modeling parameter of
our new model (together with the other four parameters My, E, Ry,
and My;; cf. Section 2) to be considered when taken into account the
OTS contribution.

As for the validation of our new model, since this work is mainly
devoted to 1987A-like events, we primary point our attention on the
LC. Indeed, there are no significant degeneration problems linked
to the LC modelling for this subgroup of events and, consequently,
the modelling of the sole LC (i.e. without considering additional in-
formation taken from the expansion velocity modelling) is sufficient
to retrieve information about the physical properties of their pro-
genitors at the explosion (see Section 4.1 for details). As shown
in Fig. 3, the comparison with the LC of SN 1987A is very ac-
ceptable and all the sub-models are able to reproduce its main fea-
tures (i.e. peak luminosity and phase at maximum). Moreover, the
normalized discrepancy between the bolometric luminosity of SN
1987A and the computed LCs is always less than 1 during most of
the post-explosive evolution (see Fig. 6). The agreement can be con-
sidered fully satisfactory also because we do not perform any “fine-
tuning” of the modelling parameters E, Myr, Ry and My;, but we
adopt the values inferred by Orlando et al. (2015) through the hydro-
dynamical modelling (HM, hereafter) that uses the code described in
Pumo et al. (2010) and Pumo & Zampieri (2011) for analysing the
first 250 post-explosive days of SN 1987A.

The only exception is the HAR case with a computed LC having
an earlier (and broader) peak than the one observed for SN 1987A
(see curve labeled “HAR+SOE” in Fig. 3). This is due to the har-
monic profile of the S*Ni mass fraction distribution inside the ME
adopted in this case, which leads to a less confined *°Ni mass than
the other distributions (i.e. BOX and EXP cases; see Fig.s 1 and 5).
So, the energy released by the S°Ni decay is quickly emitted out-
side the ME, explaining the initial (i.e. around 10-50 days after the
explosion) luminosity eccess compared with all other sub-models.
However, the peak luminosity of SN 1987A is roughly well repro-
duced, contrary to what happens for analytic models that do not in-
clude source terms due to the °Ni decay as, for example, that de-
scribed in Popov (1993) (see curve labeled “Popov *93” in Fig. 3).
Therefore, since HAR is the easiest approach which includes °Ni
source terms thus also allowing to obtain a “pure” analytic solution
for the x; time evolution (cf. Appendix B), it can be very useful to
understand the physical origin of correlations involving spectropho-
tometric features at LC maximum and, more in general, to describe
the physical behavior of 1987A-like objects (see Section 4 for more
details). Nonetheless, sub-models using the HAR approach are not
very suitable for performing model fitting of single observed SNe
events and, in this case, the usage of more accurate sub-models is
more appropriate.

As shown in Fig. 7, the accuracy of sub-models grows up with
their complexity and the sub-model “EXP+IE+OTS” is the most ac-
curate one. Moreover the accuracy of the sub-models is primarily
determined by the spatial S°Ni distribution and to a second extent
by the other “physical inputs” as the direction of the thermalized
radiation and the OTS inclusion. In particular, the direction of the
thermalized radiation influences both the WCR and LC evolution,
especially during the last 30-40 days before the recombination end-
ing (t7, hereafter), which occurs when x; ~ 0. In this respect, the
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List of acronyms used throughout this work:

HAR - °°Ni HARmonic distribution

BOX - Ni BOXed distribution

EXP - Ni EXPonential distribution

SOE - Straight Outflow Emission

IE - Isotropic Emission

WCR - Wavefront of Cooling and Recombination
PH - PHotosphere

ME - Main Envelope

OTS - Optical Thin Shell
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Figure 5. Schematic structure (not in scale) of the SN ejecta according to the modelling hypotheses adopted in the different sub-models, with a list of the widely

used acronyms.

IE approach seems to be the most realistic one (compared to the
easier SOE approach), increasing 7 (see Fig. 2) and well reproduc-
ing the LC of SN1987A around 100-120 days after the explosion
(see Fig. 6). However, when using the IE approach, the recombina-
tion stage is extended only by about 3%, with the disadvantage of a
greater computational cost. This is particularly noticeable when the
IE approach is used in combination with the EXP approach, because
the sub-model “EXP+IE” does not present an analytic source func-
tion (see Appendix B for more details) and therefore a double nu-
merical integration is needed, significantly increasing the computing
time. So the sub-model “EXP+SOE” appears to be the best compro-
mise between accuracy and computing time demands, at least when
focusing only on estimating the physical properties of the SN pro-
genitor at the time of the explosion without requiring an accurate
modeling of the LC evolution at the early post-explosive phase. On
the contrary, to accurately reproduce the early LC behavior, it is nec-
essary to consider the OTS contribution. In this case, we stress that
other ancillary hypotheses and the fifth independent modeling pa-
rameter Mors (depending on &) have to be added (cf. Section 2.3)
to those reported in Sections 2.1 and 2.2. Unlike the other indepen-
dent modeling parameters, Mors can not be fixed by HM approaches
and it has to be determined by a fitting procedure on the early LC. In
particular, for the case of SN1987A presented in this paper, we use
observations of the first 30 post-explosive days, obtaining a value
of & equal to 2.2x10~3, which implies a Mors of 2.7x10~2Mp, in
agreement with the post-shock breakout model of Waxman & Katz
(2017).

As for the expansion velocity, despite we are primary inter-
ested in the LC modelling, we point out that the sub-model
“EXP+IE+OTS+PH” is able to accurately reproduce the observed
expansion velocity of SN 1987A during the entire post-explosive

evolution (see Fig. 4). All other sub-models are able to roughly re-
produce its behavior around 30-80 days after the explosion, but they
systematically underestimate the expansion velocity at early-time
(i.e. during the first 20-30 post-explosive days), at late-time (i.e. for
t 2 80 — 100 days), or at both phases. Therefore, in order to accu-
rately reproduce the expansion velocity, both the OTS contribution
and the “PH” correction should be taken into account. Indeed, as ex-
pected (and already discussed in Section 2.3), the OTS contribution
is responsible of the velocity boost at early-time, while the “PH” cor-
rection becomes fundamental at late-time (cf., in particular, curves
labeled “EXP+IE+OTS”, “EXP+IE+PH”, and “EXP+IE+OTS+PH”
in Fig. 4).

Similarly to what done for the parameter &y when performing
LC modeling considering the OTS contribution, the parameters 7
and kg,;;_51604 have also to be fixed by fitting procedures, when
performing expansion velocity modelling cosidering both the OTS
contribution and the “PH” correction. In particular, for the compar-
ison of model predictions with observations, we use the expansion
velocities of SN 1987A estimated from the Fell-5169A line. Note
that ky,;;_ 51694 (and, more in general, the line opacity for the line
used to estimate the expansion velocity) physically depends on the
strength of the line and the abundance of the relative ion above the
WCR, although it can be considered approximately constant inside
the ejecta as assumed in relation (52).

Note finally that, to our knowledge, in literature there is no ana-
lytic or numerial treatment able to accurately describe the transition
of the photosphere’s position from the OTS and to the ME from
a physical point of view. It is probabily due to the huge variation
of the involved mass scales, that prevents a unique and consistent
parametrization of the entire ejecta evolution. So, in this paper, the
exponential approach in relations (46) and (48) is essentially adopted
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Figure 6. Absolute discrepancy between the bolometric luminosity of SN
1987A Lops. and the computed one Lyy,4. as a function of time from the ex-
plosion, for the different sub-models considered in this work and reported
in Fig. 3. The values are normalized to the observational uncertainty of the
luminosity ALops.. The model predictions outside the error bar of the ob-
served bolometric luminosity are located above the horizontal dotted line.
The normalized absolute discrepancy between the bolometric luminosity of
SN 1987A and the computed one for the model described in Popov (1993) is
also reported for sake of comparison.

on semi-empirical bases, allowing us to “join” the ME and OTS de-
scriptions without having discontinuities in the temporal evolution
of the emitted bolometric luminosity and SN expansion velocity.

4 LIGHT CURVES PHYSICAL BEHAVIOR

After analysing the dependability of our new model in Section 3,
we use this model for studying the link between the observational
features of 1987A-like SNe and the main parameters describing
the physical properties of their progenitors at the explosion, point-
ing particular attention to the LC behavior. However, prior to per-
forming and presenting such study (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3), in
Section 4.1 we examine the so-called modeling degeneration prob-
lem or parameters degeneration problem (see Pumo et al. 2017;
Goldberg, Bildstein & Paxton 2019, and references therein), when
modeling the observational features and, in particular, the LC fea-
tures of 1987A-like events. Indeed, the possibility of reproducing
essentially the same LC with more than one set of parameters, is
one of the major problems to be evoided for having a robust infer-
ence of the above mentioned parameters describing the SN progen-
itor’s physical properties and, in particular, when studying the link
between such parameters and the observational features of the mod-
elled events.

4.1 Modeling degeneration problem and “standardization” of
1987A-like objects

To understand when the modeling degeneration problem can arise
and how it can be relevant, it is useful to analyse the mathematical
dependencies between the independent modeling parameters and the
free coefficients of the equations describing the post-explosive ejecta
evolution like, in particular, those concerning the WCR evolution
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Figure 7. As for Fig. 6, but for the normalized cumulative frequency analysis
of the squared deviation Al> = (Lops. — Lazoa.)?/ ALZObS.. It is essentially equal
to the normalized frequency of occurrence of squared deviations values less
than a fixed A/% value. The area between the curve referring to a given sub-
model and the horizontal dotted line is the 2 value of the sub-model. The
normalized cumulative frequency analysis for the model described in Popov
(1993) is also reported for sake of comparison.

and the LC behavior. To do so, we consider the case “EXP+SOE”
(which is the preferable sub-model in terms of best compromise be-
tween accuracy and computing time demands, when studying the
link between the LC evolution and the modeling parameters; cf. Sec-
tion 3) and perform a change of variables, introducing the following

new functions:
y=t/ty and z(y) =x(ta X y).

In this way, the Cauchy problem for the WCR evolution defined by
the relation (18) [see also equation (B10) for further details], can be
rewritten as

3
dZ 1 2 2 —kiy 1— €7k2 “ .
— =— —Ae V| ———— th =1, (54
dy 2zy = ‘ 2 withz(yo) =1, (59
where k) = kfmx is a fixed coefficient’, while A, ky, and yq are free

coefficients linked to the modeling parameters and defined by the
following relations:

1/4
yo = ti/ta < (Ro)> x (E/Miye) (55)
! 3 12
A =q o [My;i x (MyEg /E)] % (E/MME) . (56)
~1/4
ki = ta)Tsscp < (E/Mfﬁ) . (57)

Consequently, the WCR evolution can be uniquely determined by
a triplet (yp, A,k ), but the modelling parameters are four (namely,
E, MyE, Ry, and My;). This implies the presence of a degeneration

7 1In principle k; should be included among the free coefficients but, in our
approach, its value is fixed because it depends on the coefficient x. which,
in turn, is set to 0.45 (cf. Section 2.2). However, note that a change in k>
generally produces only secondary effects on the LC behavior.



because different 4-tuples of modelling parameters can produce the
same triplet (v, A, k) and, consequently, the same WRC evolution.

Although the WCR evolution is degenerate, the LC behavior is
not. Indeed, inserting relations (16) and (20) into equation (6), con-
sidering the above mentioned change of variables, and using also
relations (24), (B5) and (B9), the whole SN luminosity can be rewrit-
ten as

Lsn(y) ~ Lg % {y212 — e~ tythka) o [1 - ekz(l*zﬂ } , (58)

where L, = 27racv§ct3Tiﬁn o< My X A1 [cf. also note 3] breaks the
degeneration thanks to the direct dependence on My;. This implies
that different 4-tuples of modeling parameters produce a different
LC behavior and viceversa. So the modelling of the sole LC behavior
is in principle sufficient to constrain all modeling parameters.

However, for values of A sufficiently low (i.e. 2 <1072 —1073),
degeneration problems can arise when modelling the LC, because
the second term on the righ-hand side of relation (58) becomes negli-
gible and, consequently, the LC behavior gets essentially determined
only by two free parameters. In this case, additional information of
spectroscopic nature, such as that retrieved by modelling the expan-
sion velocity, has to be also used to uniquely constrain the modelling
parameters.

On the other hand, real 1987A-like events are characterized by
higher values of A, which naturally broke the LC degeneration. So
no significant degeneration problems arise when performing their
LC modelling. Nevertheless, the additional information of spectro-
scopic nature could be used to constrain all modelling parameters
describing a real 1987A-like SN when its distance (or equivalently
its absolute bolometric luminosity) is not known. Indeed, using the
information on the expansion velocity to infer the scale velocity
vse [proportional to (E/MME)I/Z; cf. relation (21)], it is possible
to characterize the event because the following relations are valid:

212 2 14 6 1.8 2 —2
R() o< yOkl MME o< Vsckl E Vsckl MN,' o< vsclkl .

Moreover, since the expansion velocity measurements can be af-
fected by the host galaxy’s redshift, but they do not depends on the
cosmological parameters (necessary to distance inference), a further
corollary of this type of characterization may be the possibility of
standardizing the 1987A-like events using spectrophotometric infor-
mation. This is in agreement with what found in Pumo & Zampieri
(2013), according to which a purely photometric based standardiza-
tion of these objects appears difficult to be realized.

4.2 Ni-dependent relations for the peak luminosity and its
width

The LC peak of 1987A-like SNe, as well as the plateau for type
IIP SNe, is typically described in terms of two main observa-
tional quantities: the peak (or plateau for type IIP SNe) luminos-
ity (L, hereafter) and its width (or duration for type IIP SNe), ex-
pressed by a time interval or a characteristic epoch that is relatively
easily measurable and usually linked to 7 (see e.g. Popov 1993;
Pumo & Zampieri 2013). Through relatively simple relations de-
rived from the analysis of “synthetic” LCs based on (semi-)analytic
or numerical models, the values of L, and 7y are also related to
the parameters describing the SN progenitor at explosion (see e.g.
Arnett 1996; Popov 1993; Pumo & Zampieri 2013; Sukhbold et al.
2016; Khatami & Kasen 2019; Paper 1).

Usually (in particular for L), the considered parameters are the
sole E, Myg, and R; while the parameter My; is neglected because
the heating effects linked to the S°Ni are not considered. However,
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as shown in Paper I, the dependence on My; must be also taken into
consideration in order to have accurate relationships for 1987A-like
SNe. So, using our new model which is able to take fully into ac-
count the °Ni effects, it is possible to derive how L), and 1y depend
in detail on all the four modelling parameters that primarily deter-
mine the LC evolution (i.e. E, Mg, R, and My;). In particular, to do
s0, we use our “best” sub-model for these purposes (i.e. sub-model
“EXP+SOE”; cf. Sections 3 and 4.1) and make the hypothesis that
both L, and ¢y can be written as the sum of two functions, obtaining:

{ff = 19(Ro,E,My) +t}(Myi,Ro, E,Mu)

(59)
Ly = LY(Ro,E,Myg) + L),(Myi,Ro, E,MyE ),

where 59 and Lg depend solely on Ry, E, and Myg; while t} and L’p
depend also on My;, becoming zero when My; = 0.

Since the model described in Popov (1993) is a special case of
our model when the S;(¢) is null [see Appendix B and, in particular,
equation (B11) for the demonstration], Lg and t_(f)- correspond to the
quantities Lyo(f) and 1, presented in equations (26) and (27) of
Popov (1993), respectively. Consequently they exhibit the following
well-known dependencies on the modelling parameters:
(1o e o

19 o Ry E5/0 My,

As for t’f that, together with L/, represents the Y°Ni-dependent
parts of relations (59), its behaviour depends only on the WCR evo-
lution. Indeed t} is essentially the difference between the recombi-
nation end time inferred from equation (B10) and the one evaluated
through the relation (B11). As a consequence, t} can be described by
only three parameters which, by analogy with the formalism used in
equation (54), are yg, A, and k;. The same is not valid for L;,, which
depends on four parameters, being linked to Lgy (see Section 4.1).
However, since both Lg and L, must have the same dependence on
L, [cf. equation (58) and note 3], their ratio again dependent solely
on the same three parameters affecting t} (namely, yg, A, and k).
Once individuated these parameters, in order to conduct a system-
atic analysis on the relative variation of the quantities L, and 7, due
to the YONi effects, it is useful to rewrite equations (59) as follows:

{tf = 19(Ro, E, M) % [1+T(yo, A, k1)]

0 (61)
Ly :Lp(R0>E>MME) X [1 +A(y0>2'7k1)]§

where T = tf/t.(f)- —1= t}/tjq and A = L,/L) —1 =L, /L) are the
relative time and luminosity corrections due to the Y°Ni effects, re-
spectively. Thus, T and A depend only on the triplet of parameters
(y0,A,k;), whose links to the modelling parameters are made ex-
plicit by relations (55)-(57). From the latter relations, it is also pos-
sible to identify an “orthogonal” basis of parameters, defined by the
relations

I = [Myi x Myg JE], ¥ = [E/M;,,E] and P=[Ry, (62)

with which yg o< P1/2 x W1/4 2 o< T x W1/2 and k; o< W~1/4 span
the entire modelling parameter space. The typical ranges of these
orthogonal parameters for the class of 1987A-like SNe are:

[[lg74 €1[0.25,2.5]  [W]gs4 €[0.01,1.5]  [Plg74 €[0.5,10]; (63)

where the [Jg74 brackets indicate that the quantities reported inside
them, are in units of SN 1987A’s parameters (see Table 3 of Paper I
for typical ranges of parameters referred to 1987A-like SNe and
Table 1 for the HM parameters of SN 1987A). In this way, it is
possible to numerically evaluate the T and A corrections for syn-
thetic SNe representative of SN 1987A-like events. Figs 8-9 show

MNRAS 000, 1-21 (2025)
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Table 1. Modeling parameters for SN 2009E, SN 1987A and OGLE-14 (see
Table 3 of Paper I and references therein for further details). Masses are in
solar units, progenitor radius in 10'> cm, and energy in foe (=10°! ergs).

SN MN[ R() E MME
[Mo]  [10"2cm]  [foe]  [Mo]
SN 2009E 0.04 7 0.6 19
SN 1987A  0.075 3 1.3 16
OGLE-14 0.47 38 12.4 60

these corrections for a grid of 400 synthetic SNe evaluated with
our sub-model “EXP+SOE” and having modelling parameters uni-
formly distributed inside the parameters’ ranges of equation (63).
This survey of simulations yields evidence of the direct multi-linear
correlations between the logarithms of the relative corrections and
the orthogonal parameters’ ones, which are confirmed by the F-tests
having determination coefficients 2 0.99 and p-values ~ 0. Given
this, it is then possible to write T and A functions as follows

T = [[gh, x [Plghs X [P]g%A x 104 64)
A= [Ty, < [Pl < [Plghy x 10%,
where all exponents {c;} (with i = 1,...,8) are the linear coeffi-

cients of the logarithmic forms for these equations. By using a
multi-linear regression algorithm on the logarithms of equations (64)
(such as the Iteratively Reweighted Least Squares Linear fit, see e.g.
Street, Carroll & Ruppert 1988), the values of these exponents can
be derived for both relative corrections, obtaining

c1 =0.9024+0.006 ¢s = 1.0024+0.002

¢ =0.3504+0.003 ¢ = 0.233+0.001
T: A (65)
c3 = —0.5444+0.004 c¢7 =—0.9014+0.003

¢y = —0.408+0.003 cg =0.2704+0.002,

which respectively present a root-mean-square deviation around the
fits of about 0.04 and 0.02.

Using the relations (65) and inserting equation (62) into (64), it
is possible to retrieve information about the dependence of T and
A by the modelling parameters. In particular, both T and A depend
on My; in an approximately linear way (given that ¢| ~ ¢5 ~ 0.9 —
1.0), and decrease increasing E (given that ¢ —cj >~ —0.55 and ¢ —
¢s ~ —0.77 are negative). This appear quite reasonable because the
corrections have to be as great as the ratio between the radioactive
source energy (e< My;) and the explosion one is greater. Moreover,
differently from tjq and Lg that increase with Ry [cf. equation (60)],
a greater value of Ry reduces both T and A (given that ¢3 and ¢7
are negative). This result demonstrates how the °Ni effects become
more important for SNe with small-radius progenitors, in agreement
with the findings of Paper I. Furthermore, as for My, it produces
opposite effects on T and A. Indeed, T decreases with the growth of
My (given that ¢; — 3¢y ~ —0.15 is negative), while A grows up
(given that c5 —3cg >~ 0.31 is positive).

Once evaluated how T and A depend on the modelling parameters,
it is also possible to write the following relations:

_ 40 0.90 —0.37 —0.72 0.35
{t}tfxT«MNi x Ry 037 x E7072 5 03 )

/ _ g0 1.0 —0.23 0.06 —0.19
L, =L, X A< My; XRy X E XMyp ',
that can be used to explain why the accuracy of scaling equations
obtained from models neglecting the *°Ni effects like, in particu-

lar, the one of Popov (1993), seems to be strongly dependent on the
modelling parameters of the reference SN, as pointed out in Paper 1.
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Figure 8. Relative time delay T in log-scale for 400 simulations inside the
parameters space of typical 1987A-like events (see the text for details about
the parameters’ ranges). The different planes include all models with the
same initial radius, and the grid-less one has [Ro]g74 = 1. The values obtained
for the real well-observed objects SN 1987A, SN 2009E and OGLE-2014-
SN-073 (OGLE-14, hereafter) are also reported for sake of comparison (see
Table 1 for the modeling parameters adopted for these real SNe).
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Figure 9. As Fig. 8, but for the relative luminosity shift A.

Indeed, since the correction terms depend not only on the modelling
parameter Myy; but also on the other parameters, if the reference SN’s
configuration at explosion is similar to that of the SNe to be carach-
terized through scaling relations, the values of T and A are com-
parable and, consequently, the relations (61) can be used as scaling
equations in essence independent of My; and having the same de-
pendencies on the modelling parameters of 1 and Lg [cf. relations
60]. Conversely, if the reference SN significantly differs in terms of
all modelling parameters to the other SNe, then their values of T
and A are no longer similar, and the equations (61) can not be used
as scaling relations. For example the latter is the case of OGLE-14,
whose modelling parameters are widely different from those of the
prototype of the class SN 1987A. This leads to have values of T and
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Figure 10. Behavior of « as a function of I" for different fixed values of ¥
(see the different colored solid lines). The colored label above each solid line
is the fixed value of . For sake of comparison, the values of ¢ obtained for
the model of Popov 1993 (see the dotted line) and for the real well-observed
objects SN 1987A, SN 2009E and OGLE-14 (see the colored circles) are
also reported (see Table 1 for the modeling parameters adopted for these real
SNe).

A for OGLE-14 about one order of magnitude less than those for SN
1987A (cf. Figs 8-9).

The deviation of equations (61) from being simple scaling equa-
tions becomes more evident when focusing on the dependence of ¢
on Ry, that can be expressed by a power-law relation of index .
For models neglecting the °Ni effects, the o exponent is a constant
[in particular equal to 1/6 for the model of Popov (1993); see also
relations (60)]. For models including the S6Nj effects, the Ni intro-
duction modifies this simple dependency, making o not constant.
In particular, for our new model, ¢ is a function of I'" and W (see
Fig. 10), so its value depends on My;, E, and Mysg. Specifically, for
SNe with similar scale velocity (v2. o< E /My = cost), & decreases
when increasing My;, especially for SNe having less massive ejecta.
Note that the parameters of SN 1987A give o ~ 0.08, which is about
the half of what is expected by the model of Popov (1993). Similarly,
also SN 2009E and OGLE-14, with [¥]g74 around 0.2 for both and
[[]g74 respectively equal to 0.13 and 0.40, give a-values between
0.07 and 0.09 (cf. Fig. 10).

In general, although the equations (61) can not be directly used
as scaling relations, they could be adopted as “exact” equations, that
can be rewritten as:

ty = 17.2days x R(l)/6 E1/6 M/I/l/h% X [147T)]
41 2/3 156 1y—1/2 (67)
Ly =5.40 x 10" ergs/s x R~ E>/° My, [/~ x [L+A],
where
T = 12.59 x MY?0 x Ry 0% x E=03% % M, %13 o
A =33.19 x ML x Ry 090 5 E=0T7 5 p031

in which all explosive parameters are in the same units of Table 1.
The modeling parameters deduced from the HM of SN 1987A, SN
2009E and OGLE-14 (see Table 1), allow us to test these new ana-
lytical relations on real SNe and to compare them with other similar
relationships reported in the literature (see Figure 11-12).
Concerning the 75 prediction (see in particular Fig. 11), the dif-
fusive equation proposed by Arnett (1980) overestimates its value
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Figure 11. Dependence of 77 on the modelling parameter My; for the three
different fixed triplets of the other modelling parameters (Ro,E,MuyEg) re-
ported in Table 1, corresponding to SN 2009E (green solid line), SN 1987A
(red solid line), and OGLE-14 (blue solid line). The values of ¢ are evaluated
using the relation (61) derived from our new model. Shaded areas are the er-
ror regions when assuming an uncertainty on E, My, and Ry of 10%. The
values of 77 deduced from the observations of SN 2009E (cyan circle with
green perimeter), SN 1987A (yellow circle with red perimeter), and OGLE-
14 (purple circle with blue perimeter) are also reported. In particular, for each
real SN, the reported value is the epoch of the first observation in which its
magnitude error is compatible with the radioactive tail extension, while the
error on fy is evaluated using the epochs of the closest observations (see also
Section 4.3 for further details). For sake of comparison, the curves showing
the recombination end time evaluated according to the models presented in
Arnett (1980), Popov (1993), Kasen & Woosley (2009), and Sukhbold et al.
(2016) are also reported. Likewise , it is reported the dependence on My;
for the three above mentioned fixed triplets (Ro, E, MuyE ).

for all three SNe by about 20-40 days whereas, as expected for not
Ni-free SNe (see e.g. also Pumo & Zampieri 2013), the analytic ex-
pression presented in Popov (1993) systematically tends to under-
estimate the recombination end time. Focusing on the parameters
of SN 1987A, the relations proposed by Kasen & Woosley (2009)
and Sukhbold et al. (2016) lead to a recombination end time, re-
spectively, about 0.6 and 0.9 times lower than the value deduced
using our new relation. The relatively low value obtained with the
relation of Kasen & Woosley (2009) seems primarily attributable to
the different dependence of the recombination end time on E. In-
deed Kasen & Woosley (2009) adopt a power-law relation with in-
dex —1/4, differently from both our relation and the relation pre-
sented in Sukhbold et al. (2016) where the index is —1/6. Instead,
the discrepancy between our value and the one found using the re-
lation of Sukhbold et al. (2016) appears mainly attributable to the
different dependence of the recombination end time on My;. Indeed,
compared with the relation presented by Sukhbold et al. (2016), the
first equation of set (67) is more sensible to the My; variation, while
the other parameters dependencies follow a quite similar trend. Fur-
thermore, our new relation provides the best agreement with the ob-
servations, whose deviation of few days not only are inside the er-
rors but also expected because set (67) has been derived using the
sub-model “EXP+SOE” (which tends to slightly underestimate 7;
cf. Section 3).

Concerning the L, prediction (see also Fig. 12), differently from
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Figure 12. As Fig. 11, but for L. For each real SN, the reported value is the
highest luminosity observed during the peak stage. As for the curves show-
ing the L, behavior according to other models present in literature, those
evaluated according to the models presented in Kasen & Woosley (2009) and
Sukhbold et al. (2016) are not shown because they are equal to that evaluated
according to the model of Popov (1993).

the other relations present in literature, our relationship depends also
on My;. The *°Ni effects are particularly important in cases such as
SN 1987A and SN 2009E, where the luminosity reaches approxi-
mately three times the value predicted by the Popov’s model (Popov
1993), which in turn is about twice the value predicted by the re-
lation of Arnett (1980). We also remark that, according to our rela-
tion, the link between L, and My; (and, more in general, between
the LC peak features and My;) cannot be described by a simple pro-
portionality relation, at least until T (and, more in general, also A) is
sufficiently large (i.e. = 1). Therefore the shape of the peak depend
on My; according to a “threshold” behaviour, which emerges only
when the value of My; is sufficiently high (typically greater than
10-2My,), confirming what found in Paper I using an independent
approach.

Last but not least note that, given the broad applicability of our
new model, which is in principle pertinent to any types of H-rich
SNe, the new original relationships (67) can be applied to the plateau
phase of type IIP SNe. Additionally, these relationships offers a way
to verify the theoretical consistency about the local and total gamma-
ray thermalization’s assumptions. Specifically, using the first equa-
tion of system (67), the ratio between the gamma-ray mean free path
within the ejecta [, (r) [= 1/kyp(r)] and the ejecta radius at the end
of the recombination phase can be expressed as:

Ly(ty) (15 +10)? ~ 1/3,2/35 -1 2
Rip) ~ kopoidoee ~25.5% x |Ry"E*3MyL x (1+T)%|,  (69)

where ky ~ 0.033 ecm?g~! is the average gamma-rays opacity
(Balberg, Zampieri & Shapiro 2000, and references therein). Using
the explosion parameters from Table 1, we find that the highest value
of this ratio is for OGLE-14, approximately 11%. For SN1987A and
SN2009E, the ratio respectively decreases to 5% and 2%, and for
a typical Type IIP SN with a radius at explosion about ten times
larger than that of SN1987A, the ratio is estimated to be around 6%.
These findings suggest that, in scenarios where more than 99% of
My is confined within 60% of the ejecta’s radius (as in our cases
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“EXP” or “BOX”), the gamma-ray mean free path remains smaller
than the minimum distance required for gamma rays to escape the
ejecta up to a time ~ 2¢; at least. Consequently, for SN 1987A and
other similarly massive H-rich SNe (with ejecta masses 2 10Mg,),
it is reasonable to assume total thermalization of gamma rays pro-
duced by °Co decay, even during late phases as already noticed in
Zampieri (2017). As for the non-local thermalization effects, it is
possible that gamma rays produced above the WCR are not fully
thermalized within the transparent region and, consequently, con-
tribute to heating the inner opaque reagion. This represents a third-
order effect in the description of the Ni-source energy contributions
in the sources functions S; and S, which in turn can slightly influence
the behavior of LC, especially toward the end of the recombination
phase. Indeed, this effect could alter the evolution of the WCR only
when the gamma-ray mean free path becomes comparable to the
radius of the recombination front (i.e. when x; ~ I/R < 0.1). For
1987A-like events, this condition is met only a few days before 75
(see also Fig. 2), making it a minor contribution compared to the dif-
ferences arising from the assumptions in the “SOE” and “IE” cases.
Consequently, the impact of non-local effects is negligible and falls
within the current observational error bars. However, a more detailed
quantification of these effects would require the development of a
model that explicitly addresses the problem of energy transport for
gamma rays within the ejecta (see e.g. Balberg, Zampieri & Shapiro
2000; Khatami & Kasen 2019), which is outside the scope of this

paper.

4.3 LC features of SN 1987A & Scaling relations

In addition to the peak features, the LC of SNe resembling SN
1987A usually exhibit additional observational features that can
be linked to some parameters describing the SN progenitor at ex-
plosion through simple scaling equations [see e.g. relation (13) of
Paper I]. Unlike the relations for L, and z; presented in Section
4.2, the scaling relations have to be characterized by a direct pro-
portionality between these parameters and measurable photomet-
ric (or, more in general, spectrophotometric) quantities. So, in or-
der to identify common features of the SN 1987A-like objects that
can be correlated to the main parameters describing the SN pro-
genitor at explosion through “pure” photometric scaling relations
based on our new model, we closely examine the absolute magni-
tude evolution of the prototype of the class SN 1987A (i.e. My, =
—2.51og;oLops. +88.7) and its temporal derivative® (M,,;, here-
after).

We find that, during the rising phase, the M, behavior appears
approximately linear until a certain epoch indicated as 7 (see the
green diamonds of Fig. 13). In particular, this phase is character-
ized by an almost constant Mp,,; value (roughly equals to —0.03 for
SN 1987A; see the green dashed line in bottom panel of Fig. 13) be-
tween 30 and 7 (roughly equals to 60 for SN 1987A) days after the
explosion. This observed behavior is reproduced by our new model
that includes the °Ni effects. In particular, using our new model,
the derivative of the magnitude in the time interval [30 d, 7] (i.e. the
rate of the magnitude in the rising phase ranging from to 30 d to

8 To describe the temporal derivative of M, the observed LC of SN 1987A
has made continuous and derivable through a interpolation process based on
the Gaussian Process (GPR, heheafter). In particular, following Inserra et al.
(2018, and references therein), we use a GPR characterized by a constant
basis function and the Matern-32 kernel.
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Figure 13. Bolometric magnitude of SN 1987A (top panel) and its
time derivative (bottom panel) as a fuction of time. The quantities
i, v, t}, DM, AM, and DM; (see text for details) have been evaluated af-
ter having applied a GPR-based precedure (see note 8 for details).

7, denoted as Mrising hereafter) can be approximated by the expres-
sion (see Appendix C for details about its demonstration and related
assumptions)

MN,‘ Es6cy T56C

y 1
Mrising(t) ~ *(Z.S/IH 10) X | =+

, 70
t L, t; (Tsscu — TSéNi) ( )

showing that Mrising is dependent on two terms. The first one is in-
versely proportional to time and independent of the modelling pa-
rameters (like in the models non considering °Ni effects, see e.g.
Popov 1993). The second term, not present in models neglecting the
S6Ni effects, is time-independent and directly proportional to My;.
Just the presence of this second term linked to the °Ni effects and,
in particular, its balance with the first one explains why the rising
phase of secondary peak is linear up to 7. Indeed, for # > 7, the first
(and the other neglected terms, see Appendix C), which represents
the ejecta cooling due to the expansion, makes Mmmg not any more
linear. Moreover, adopting the observed rate of the magnitude at 7
[namely, Mp,; (7)] as a measure of Myising (), and defining the quan-
tity DM as

DNf = 2.5 I?gloe

+ Mrising (f) ’ (71)
it is possible to correlate the value of DM inferred from the obser-
vations to the main parameters describing the SN progenitor at ex-
plosion, through the following photometric scaling relation based on
our new model [see Appendix C and, in particular, equation (C6) for
further details]:

My

DM o< = o< My Ry ™ x E709 5 M,,%°. (72)
ali
Furthermore, in a reverse approach, this scaling equation enables

us to more deeply understand the LC behavior during the rising
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phase in SN 1987A-like events. In particular, as expected, the rise
in brightness increases in proportion to My;, because the S°Ni de-
cay provides an additional amount of energy compared to E. The
increasing of E, on the other hand, tends to dampen the LC rising,
since a greater value of E corresponds to a faster expansion rate and,
consequently, a faster cooling rate of the ejecta. Moreover, the in-
creasing of Myg leads to increase the scattering time of photons,
postponing the loss of energy due to electromagnetic emission. So,
when increasing Mg, the luminosity tends to grow over the time
more slowly. Also the value of Ry has an impact on the rising phase,
explaining why SNe with radii at explosion 10-100 times larger than
those of 1987A-like SNe tend to exhibit a plateau instead of a sec-
ondary peak (see e.g. also Pumo & Zampieri 2011, and reference
therein). This outcome confirms the connection between compact
progenitors and 1987A-like SNe. The only exception is the high-
mass (2 30 Mg ) and high-energy (2 10 foe) tail of SN 1987A-like
events, linked to extended progenitors with values of Ry ~ 1013-
10'* cm, that also challenges standard theories of neutrino-driven
core-collapse and stellar evolution (see Paper I for further details).

In order to find other observational features that can be used when
applying scaling equations to real SNe, we continue the LC analysis
focusing on subsequent epochs, like the maximum of the secondary
peak and the post-peak phases. In this context, it is necessary to be
able to evaluate the following quantity M,,;; from the observational
data:

My (1) = —2.5logyq [€(1)] +mi, (73)

where my; is a constant linked to the modelling parameter My;, but
which can be inferred from the observations by fitting Mp,,; during
the radioactive tail. Once evaluated M,,;, it is also possible to esti-
mate the difference Mp,; — M,,;;. By defining 7j; as the epoch when
this difference is maximum® (see the purple diamonds and the verti-
cal red line of Fig. 13), the quantity

AM = Mo (tn) — Mygir (v (74)

can be used to evaluate the luminosity Ly, = 107AM/25  which is

involved in the further photometric scaling relation based on our new
model reported in the following [see Appendix C and, in particular,
equation (C16) for further details]:

75 (L — 1) o< M3 X E73 X My (75)

This relationship is not a merely correlation between photometric
features at maximum and parameters describing the SN progenitor at
explosion. Indeed, it is necessary to evaluate 7j; and AM that, in turn,
implies to know the LC behaviour also after the rise to the maximum
up to the beginning of the radioactive tail. This is in agreement with
the findings of Section 4.2, according to which it is not possible
to establish a direct proportionality between photometric features at
maximum like L, and the modelling parameters [cf. relations (67)].

Another photometric feature of SN 1987A-like events that can be
linked to some parameters describing the SN progenitor at explosion
through a scaling equation, concerns the LC behaviour just before
the beginning of the radioactive tail. In particular, analysing the LC
and its derivative as a function of time, it is possible to notice a sud-
den change in the value of M, at this phase (see Fig. 13) which,
from a physical point of view, corresponds to the final phase of the
ejecta recombination. A similar behavior is also reproduced by our

9 7y is also the abscissa in which the derivatives of M, — M. and
AM are null (see Fig. 13). Therefore, it results Mo (fyr) = Muair(fur) =~
—2.5 7:5’5'&) logyq e [cf. equation (77)].
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model, that shows a jump exactly at time 77 [see Appendix C and, in
particular, equation (C9) for further details]. However, for real SNe,
the behavior is smoother and, consequently, the inflection point t;?,

which corresponds to a local maximum of M, (see the cyan dia-
monds of Fig. 13), does not precisely coincide with ¢, slightly pre-
ceding it. The physical reason for this difference could be linked to
the ejecta density profile of real SNe, whose inner zones may not be
well reproduced by the uniform density assumption used to describe
the ME in our model. To correctly quantify this second-order ef-
fect linked to the density profile, it should be necessary to develop a
(semi-)analytic model considering density variations inside the ME,
which is outside the scope of this work. Nevertheless, in the case of
SN 1987A, the difference ¢ — t;i is about 5 d, that is about 5% of the
value of #7. This makes the value of ¢7 still compatible with the one
of 7y obtained from equation (67), where we assume a uncertainty
on ty of 10% (see Fig. 11). So the value of ¢7 can be adopted as a
measure of 7. Consequently t}‘- can be also used in the following
photometric scaling relation based on our new model [see Appendix
C and, in particular, equation (C20) for further details] and simpli-
fied for SNe with similar!” #4:

[15]° [DMF] 2 o< My x E3 x My, (76)

in which DM;?, adopted as an estimation of DMy [cf. equation
(C20)], is defined as
Mpo

e e d _
DM = Myoi (17) — Myair (t) ~ 7 —2.575, logjge,  (77)

.
I

where Mbo,(t;?) is the time derivative of M, at the inflection epoch

t;?, and M,a[,(t;?) is the time derivative of M,,; at t;i evaluated by
means of the relation (B9). Compared to the scaling relation (75),
the relation (76) have the advantage of directly linking the modelling
parameters with only late-time LC features. However, it depends on
the LC derivative, which requires to well sample the LC also long
after the peak. Considering the modelling parameters dependencies
in the scaling equation (76), they are the same as those obtained for
equation (75). This makes the two realtions completely equivalent
for the purpose of inferring information about the main parameters
describing the SN progenitor at the explosion, testifying that both the
characteristics of the peak and the recombination ending are related
by the same combination of modelling parameters. In particular, as
expected, the increase in My; brings a larger amount of heat into the
ejecta, which therefore takes longer to cool and recombine, thus also
reducing the rate at which the magnitude decreases (note that Ly, and
DMJ’E are o< M&il ). Mg has an even more important overall effect
on the recombination ending, that precisely derives from its link with
the diffusion time (namely, t;? o< Mf,,/g ). Finally, the dependence on E
shows that the cooling process is as fast as the ejecta expands faster,
thus anticipating both the peak phase and the recombination ending
(note that 7y is o< E—3/% and t;‘- is < E71/2),

5 SUMMARY & FURTHER COMMENTS

With the intent of better understanding the SN 1987A-like events
and, more in general, the H-rich SNe, we have developed a new ana-

10 When comparing two SNe with a similar 17 using the scaling equation

(C20), the exponential factor et present in the equation can be simplified.
Indeed, considering two different SNe with 7; and 7, as t]f, the ratio between

the exponential factors e~ (172)/7 is ~ 1 when |t} — 2| << 7.
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Iytic model, which is able to describe their entire post-explosive evo-
lution (i.e. from the breakout of the shock wave at the stellar surface
up to the nebular stage). The distinctive features of the new model
are the possibility to evaluate the bolometric emitted luminosity and
the SN expansion velocity, taking into account the following three
different effects: 1) the recombination of the ejected material, 2) the
heating effects due to the S°Ni decay in the computation of the WCR
evolution, and 3) the possible presence of an OTS not-homologously
expanding and surrounding the bulk of the ejecta that, instead, is in
homologous expansion. The second property represents the major
novelty of this model. Indeed, differently from other models present
in literature (e.g. Arnett 1980; Popov 1993), our model includes My;
among the main modelling parameters (together with E, My, and
Rp) and, in order to evaluate the heating effects due to the °Ni
decay through source terms, it is possible to consider both various
spatial distributions of S°Ni and different angular emission distribu-
tions of the thermalized radiation due to the S®Ni decay. Moreover,
thanks to the third property, it is also possible to consider (or not)
the effects linked to the OTS presence, as well as to apply (or not)
a correction linked to the position of the line formation region when
evaluating the SN expansion velocity. In this way, one have vari-
ous sub-models characterized by different accuracy, computing time
demands, and capability of accurately reproducing the LC behavior
and the SN expansion velocity during the three main post-explosive
phases (i.e. diffusive, recombination, and radioactive-decay phases;
see e.g. Pumo & Zampieri 2011, for further details).

So our new model can be used to different aims, ranging from the
computation of huge grids of synthetic LCs and SN expansion ve-
locities up to the accurate model fitting of single real events, passing
through a sufficient realistic analytic description of the SN 1987A-
like events (and, more in general, of H-rich SNe) suitable for study-
ing their physical properties and linking the latter ones to their obser-
vational features. In this paper, in addition to present our new model,
we use it to deeply analyse the link between photometric features of
SN 1987A-like objects and parameters describing their progenitor’s
physical properties at the explosion, investigating also the modeling
degeneration problem in H-rich SNe and the possibility to “standard-
ize” the subgroup of the 1987A-like SNe.

As for the modelling degeneration problem, we find that its oc-
currence depends on the value of the free coefficient A defined by
the relation (56) and linked to the main SN progenitor’s physical
properties at the explosion. In particular, for values of A sufficiently
low (i.e. A <1072 —1073), it is possible to reproduce essentially the
same LC with more than one set of modelling parameters. Therefore,
degeneration problems can arise when modelling the sole LC. In this
case, the additional information of spectroscopic nature, such as that
inferred by modelling the expansion velocity, has to be also used
to uniquely constrain the set of modelling parameters. On the other
hand, for SNe characterized by higher values of A like the real SN
1987A-like events, no significant degeneration problems arise when
performing their LC modelling. Thus the additional information of
spectroscopic nature could be used to constrain all the modelling
parameters describing a real 1987A-like SN and, consequently, to
characterize the event also if its distance (or equivalently its ab-
solute bolometric luminosity) is not known. A further corollary of
these findings may be the possibility of standardizing the 1987A-
like SNe using spectrophotometric information, in accordance with
what found in Pumo & Zampieri (2013), where a purely photomet-
ric based standardization appears difficult to be realized for this sub-
group of H-rich SNe.

Concerning the LC behavior of SN 1987A-like objects and, more
in general, its link with the progenitor’s physical properties at the



explosion, we deduce two new Ni-dependent relationships, based
on our model, which link some features of the 1987A-like SNe LC
(namely, the peak luminosity and its width) to the values of the main
modelling parameters (i.e. E, Myg, Ry, and My;). Contrary to simi-
lar relations proposed in other works (e.g. Arnett 1980; Popov 1993;
Kasen & Woosley 2009; Sukhbold et al. 2016), our new relation-
ships are in excellent agreement with observations of real SNe and,
given the wide feasibility of our new model, which in principle is
usable for any types of H-rich SNe, they can be also applied to type
IIP SNe (provided that the plateau luminosity and its duration re-
place, respectively, the peak luminosity and its width). However we
remark that, as a rule (there could be some exceptions; cf. Section
4.3), our new relations cannot be used as scaling equations essen-
tially because the My; effects on the LC peak features cannot be de-
scribed by simple proportionality relations. Nevertheless, from our
model it is possible to derive scaling relations. In particular, in this
paper we present three new scaling relations, which may be used for
estimating the main SN progenitor’s physical properties, once only
the photometric behaviour of the 1987A-like object is known.

In the light of these results, at present we are working to further
check the validity of the new Ni-dependent relationships and scaling
relations, directly analysing their robustness on an observed sam-
ple of 1987A-like SNe with sufficiently good photometric coverage.
Moreover, we are further developing our new analytic model, so
as to make it usable for other types of SNe (e.g. interacting SNe)
and other electromagnetic transients similar to SNe (e.g. kilono-
vae). Indeed, the new mathematical formulation of the recombina-
tion problem adopted in our model [cf. equation (18)], lets to change
the type of sourcing mechanism with an appropriate choice of the
source function (see e.g. also Matsumoto et al. 2025). This, in prin-
ciple, gives us the possibility to extend our new model to any kind
of electromagnetic transient, in which the presence of an internal
source, such as a black hole or a magnetar, can significantly af-
fect its LC (see e.g. Dexter & Kasen 2013; Khatami & Kasen 2019;
Moriya et al. 2022, and references therein).
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APPENDIX A: TEMPERATURE PROFILE AND
LUMINOSITY EVOLUTION

In this appendix we show in detail how, once defined the tempera—
ture through the relations (9) and (10), it is possible to evaluate E, h
by calculating the integral in the first of the relations (12), derive re-
lations (11) and (18), and determine the time evolution of L, during
the diffusive phase [i.e. infer the relation (16) for z < #;].

As for Eth, inserting the first of the equations (8) in the first of the
relations (12) and considering the relations (9) and (10), one obtains

Mye 4 1 g
T T 0
Ef, = / L dm= 3aMME/ I’x0) dx =
0 P li=0 0

Po
1
=4aR3 Ty / sin(mx)xdx =
0

4aT 'R}
M’ (Al)

where dm = Mypdx® = 3Mypx>dx [cf. relation (4)].

To derive relation (11), it is first necessary to substitute the rela-
tions (9) and (10) into the last of the equations (8). Doing so and
considering also the last of the relations (12) and the relation (A1)
to simplify the notation, the outgoing luminosity from a shell L(x,?)
inside the opaque region (i.e. x < x;) can be written as

4
Lx,1) = — Amac R (1) 2 T (%1) _
3kpoR} ox
__4mcRy y 4aT'R} o(1)x 20V ()
kMg T ox
EY i
_Eh g (Smwfcosa)), (A2)
tq Q)

where @ = w(x,t) = 7x/x;(t). Then, considering that ®[x =
xi(t),t] = m and given that the relation (A2) evaluated for x = x;
gives the outgoing luminosity from WCR L,),, one obtains

EO
Lop(t) =L[x =x;(1),1] = t—(tf o) xi(t)[0—(=1)] =
0
= % (1) xi(t) = relation (11) (Q.E.D.). (A3)
d

To derive the relation (16) for # < #;, it is necessary to progress
into three steps: in the first step L, is evaluated for < t; using
a different and independent method compared to that adopted for
deriving relation (11), in the second step this “alternative” relation
is used to find the function ¢(¢) for # < #;, and in the third step the
relation (16) is finally found for ¢ < ¢;. Specifically, primarily the first
two equations (8) are inserted into the relation (7), obtaining

Pg T2 (1) 2 (ar)
om 3 dt\p) ot N

[e])

_ 4aT* [0 d
=&+ 3p {E(logp)f3a—(logT)} =
_ar? (dlogl//, 0w ¢)
=& — —
P do
_ar* )
_877 {(lfa)cota)) . 6} (A4)

where ¢ and x; are the time derivatives of ¢(¢) and x;(), respec-
tively. Then, L, is inferred by integrating both members of relation
(A4) from the center of the ejected material up to the WCR mass
coordinate M;(t) = m[r(x;,t)] = Mygx; (¢) [cf. relation (4)], as fol-
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lows:

M)
Lop(t) = /0 Edm+

Aa g (t)/ T x {(uwcotw);i’gq do® =
0 1

S 32 0

M;(t) EO 3
_ - w . X (1) o(r)
_Z Edm*ﬁx(t/tﬂrl)X

></ {sinw (Q—O—ﬁ)—cosw }da) =

A [0} o x; X
_ Mo 0 5000 (¢
= [ e T ($+3;>. (A5)

At this point, the L, luminosity from relation (AS5) can be compared
with that from relation (11) [or relation (A3)]. In particular, assum-
ingt >>t, (or, similarly, vs.t >> Rg), the comparison of the above
mentioned relations gives the following equation:

EO ¢ X; t M;(t)
th 142 ! €
—td O x; {xl (¢ +3Xi> +2t3} 2t2 / gdm. (A6)

This equation can be used to derive the time evolution of ¢ during
the diffusive phase. Indeed, using the relations x;(z) = 1 and %;(r) =0
that are valid in this phase [cf. relation (14)], equation (A6) becomes

Muygty (1
-l [ ?:(x,t)dxﬂ _
0

Ep,
t S(t)
= zg {q)(t)EO/td} forr <t; —
e/
o (1) = +/ S(t)d (e /’ fort < 1;, (A7)
th!td

in which the latter is the general solution of ¢ for constant opacity
models, where S(7) can take into account any kind of internal heating
sources [cf. relation (17)]. Finally, inserting the relation (A7) into
the relation (11) [or relation (A3)] and considering once again that
xi(t < ;) =1, one obtains the relation

EO ! 12 /42 2 /42
—th 4 / S(t’)d(ef /’u) et (A8)
tq 0

which is equivalent to relation (16) for r < t; (Q.E.D.).
To derive relation (18), it is first necessary to equate relation (11)
with relation (15). This translates to

xi(1)

ES o(r) y =2macv2 T 2 x3 (1) fort>1; —

Lop(t <t;) =

_Lata (1N
o(r) = E,(}l (ta) xi(t) forr >t (A9)

in which the latter links the time evolution of ¢ to the one of x; during
the entire recombination phase. Then, substituting the relation (A9)
into equation (A6), considering relation (19), and supposing that x;
is continuous at #; (see below for further details), one obtains

1 ¢ t M; (1)
o 3 ()] - [t a1
0

xi) 2
X t Si(r) .
25 (x[+ 272 + 2t3xt) B ;la withxi) =1 —
d 2 Si(t) .
34l (B am) | 232 wins -1, (a10)



in which the latter is equivalent to relation (18) (Q.E.D.).

Last but not least, note that the couples of realtions (17)-(A7) and
(A9)-(A10) define the temperature behavior of the ejected material
during the first two post explosive phases (namely, diffusive and re-
combination phases). Since the transition between them at ¢ = ¢; has
to keep the temperature profile continuous, the relations

s =) =t (Al1)
o) =9(") o7 =L (£)
are valid, where the first relation on x; provides the initial boundary
condition x;(¢;) = 1 for the Cauchy problem defined by the relation
(18) and the second one on ¢ allows to find the beginning of the
recombination according to the relation (13).

APPENDIX B: SOURCE FUNCTIONS AND PECULIAR
SUB-MODELS

In this appendix we present the Y°Ni radioactive decay source term
in more detail. In particular, introducing the Ni-normalized source
funtion S; = S;/[My; &(t)], all the sub-models defined in Section 2.2
can be distinguished thanks to it, as follows:

SHARTSOE (1) = x7 (1) (B1)

1—1/1—xl~2—i—xi2 {l—b—log( 1—xi_2+xi_])}

SLHARJrIE(t) _ 5
(B2)

GBOX+SOE - _ ) 1 xi(t) > x.

K - {[xim/xcﬁ xi(t) < xe 3

| 2 x;i(t) > xc
SBOXHIE (1) = ~ 3 2713/ (B4)
i (1) 2 1+<%:> - [1 (%) } xi(1) < xc
SEXP+SOE (1) 1 —exp[ ki %} (1)) . (BS)
! 1 —exp|—k],. ]

Only for the sub-model “EXP+IE” there is not an analytic Ni-
normalized source function, essentially because, in this case, the

term
/ 3
\/vxy/)c2 —x2 e hmie®” dx

present in equation (31) is not expressible as a combination of ele-
mentary functions.

Once known the S; (or, equivalently, the S;) function, the x; time
evolution can be found by solving numerically the Cauchy prob-
lem defined by the equation (18) for all the sub-models (cf. Fig. 2).
However, for the sub-model “HAR+SOE”, there is also the follow-
ing analytical solution:

. 2 2 = (1) — = (1.
20)=" (Hn) P ED-Ew =6
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with
_ Mpi&sec, Tssc,
La (Tsscp — Tsop;)

and

—1/2 —
o My; My p/* E71/2 (B7)

-
=

_ 856N[ TSGNI' (

P p TSGCO - TSGNi) X (1 — eit/T%N") +
56Co Y56Co

+ [ (1= /500 ) —m (1—e /o) ] (B8

Moreover, since at the beginning of recombination most of Y°Nj
has already transformed into °Co (indeed the relation #; > Tse; is
typically verified), the relation (22) can be approximated as

Es6¢, T56 — L -
e(t) ~ —Co 2Co oo = g [ =L ) x et/ %o (B9)
Ts6cp — Ts6 N My

and, consequently, for the sub-model “EXP+SOE” the differential
equation in relation (18) can be rewritten in the following useful
form:

K3
@:7&7 t +q/ ]_e kuuxxz e_l/f
dt 2t 2e2x; 21 %3

1

(B10)

with ¢’ = ¢ x (1 — e_k:nix) : and T = Tsec,,, hereafter.

Last but not least, note that in the case whether My; is equal to
zero or the >°Ni heating effects on the WCR are neglected (i.e. when
the relation S;(r) = 0 is verified), our model reproduces the one pre-
sented in Popov (1993) as a special case. Indeed, for S;(¢) = 0, the

equation (18) becomes homogeneous and can be rewritten as

d , 12
@ 2. )| =o.
il (#+33)

So, by using the boundary condition x;(#;) = 1, it can be analytically
solved, obtaining the following relation:

» P L i
1 Xl‘l‘% =1 I‘I‘% 5

which is equivalent to equation (15) of Popov (1993) (Q.E.D.).

(B11)

APPENDIX C: SCALING EQUATIONS

In this appendix, we focus on the derivation of three purely photo-
metric scaling equations that relate the peak features of 1987A-like
SNe to parameters describing the SN progenitor at explosion. To this
aim, it is useful to rewrite equation (46) in an appropriate manner. In
particular, during the peak phase (i.e. 30d St Sty) Lgy is dominated
by the ME luminosity, therefore equation (46) becomes

2
Lsy (1) = Lop +Lir = Ly (ti) xF(t)+Myie(t) [1-8;(1)], (CD)
a

where equation (6) has been substituted for Ly, and L, and L,
have been respectively expressed through relations (15) and (20),
using the quantities L, and S; defined in note 3 and Appendix B.
The equation (C1) is thus a general expression for Lgy from which
the scaling relations during the peak phase can be derived.

Starting with the rising phase (i.e. 30d <7 <7), the BOX approach
allow us to simplify the equation (C1) replacing the expressions
(B3)-(B4) to S;, so

2
13
LV (1) = La (;) 37 (1) (€2)
as long as x;(t) > x, which is valid for r <7 [cf. Figs 2 and 13].
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Furthermore, by comparing the profiles of x; in Fig. 2, we observe
that the behaviour of the x;-curves for all our sub-models are similar
within the first 40-50 days at least and, in any case, for ¢ < 7. There-
fore, in equation (C2) we can substitute the analytical form of x;
found for the HAR case and, neglecting in equation (B6) the terms
that depend on 7, 2 (because the relation #; < 7 << t, is generally
valid for 1987A-like SNe), we obtain:

LB9X(1) ~ L, x % x (1 tq M) . (C3)
a l

Since here ¢ and f; are generally greater than Tssy;, we can also use
the approximation of equation (B9), thus the difference between the
values of E calculated in 7 and #; can be simplified as follows

B(r) — B (s;) = MV / "oty ar

qLU i

~ Trocy X |:e_ti/756(<0 _ e—l/Tse((,]

~t —ti+0(t/’L'56CU), (C4)

in which the exponentials have been approximated to the first order
since #; <t <7 are one order of magnitude smaller than Tssc,. In
light of this, the derivative of the magnitude during the rising phase
can be expressed as follows:

| " d10g1oLlSSI(\?X
Myising (1) = —— =-25X —— =
rising dt +€[30d,7] y
1 g t—1;
~ —(2.5/1n10) x ;+; +olgq 1 . (C5)
i 1

By using the relation (C5), we can express DM defined in equa-
tion (71) to find the first scaling relationship on the rising phase for
1987A-like SNe:

DM ~ —(2.5/1n10) x g o< My; < (EMygRo)™"/>  (QED.). (C6)

In order to facilitate the analysis of the LC behaviour for the sub-
sequent phases and find other scaling relations, it is useful to intro-
duce L as the ratio between the SN luminosity and °Ni tail ones
(i.e. L= Lsy(t)/[My;€(t)]). According to the approximation of re-
lation (B9), L can be written as follows:

2
Loy =1+ 20 2y 50y~ 1ab0) 2050, (©)
Myie(t)
where b(1) =g~ ! x (t/t,)* €'/7 is the ratio of the BB brightness with
radius R(f) = vyt and surface temperature Tj,, to the radioactive
luminosity of a *°Ni transparent sphere with mass My;. With the L
introduction, the difference between the SN magnitude (i.e. Mgy =
—2.51og;gLsn + 88.7) and M,,; [the same of equation (73) with
my; = —2.5 log o Mp; + 88.7] can be expressed as

AM = Mgy — My = —2.5 log, L. (C8)

This theoretical curve is dependent upon the sub-model type and
modeling parameters. Moreover, AM can be used to simulate the
features of My,,; —M,,;; obtained by the LC data analysis (cf. Section
4.3).
Analogously, we can define the time-derivative of AM, which be-
comes
d(AM) dL

DM = = =5 = Mgy — My = —(2.5/1n10) x L™ x o ©

In the SOE case, dL/dt can be written by deriving respect to ¢ the
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equation (C7) as follows

i 2 (242422t = NxZ X =
7 b(t)x%(,+f+ Xi) 3E ()7

= { {(1 + %) b(t)+%§(xi)xi:| X+

—ge /" {b(,) _ % g(xi)x,} [b(t) fSi(t)xi_z] }, (C10)

where the derivative of S; has been substituted for 3 & [x; (¢)] x; ()% %;
[cf. equation (30)], thus making equation (C10) valid for all sub-
models under the SOE condition. Furthermore, in equation (C10)
the dependence on the derivative of x; has been removed by getting
X; from equation (18) [cf. equation (A10)].

In order to link the features of the LC secondary maximum, such
as 7y and Ly, (cf. Section 4.3), to the modelling parameters in a di-
rect way, it is necessary to use the sub-model “HAR+SOE”. Indeed,
in this case both equations (C7) and (C10) can be simplified as fol-
lows:

LHAR(¢) = 14 [b(t) — 1] &7, (C11)
di;AR - [(r*l +r’1> b(t)+(3/2)r1} 2
4 ey 3 o)1), 1)

t

In this way, fj; and Ly, can be related by the following analytic ex-
pression:

Ly = L4 (@) = 1+ [b(Te) = 1] 3 (i), (C13)
where
le(t-M) =qe_t_M/T>< [b(t_M)*3/2} [b(t_M)*l] (C14)

[(1+m/7) b(in) +3/2]

is derived from the condition DM 7y ) = 0 — dL"4R /dt|; = 0 [in
accordance with equation (C9), cf. also note 9]. Furthermore, at 7j;
the BB brightness given by L, (fy/1,)? is significantly higher than
the Ni luminosity My;€(7yr), therefore their ratio expressed by b(7y)
has to be grater than one [e.g. b(7yr) ~ 19 for SN 1987A]. By approx-
imating the equations (C13)-(C14) for b(7js) >> 1, we can simplify
as follows:

[b(m) —3/2] [b(i) — 1]

(1 +im/7) bin) +3/2

. l?]il/let_M/T
1~|>ZTM/‘L'

Ly ~1+qe™/% x

qe—I_M/‘L'

SR e ()] = 1+ (g12)

~ 1+ (gtHh~' e +o(fn /7). (C15)

from which, by neglecting the higher-order terms in fy; /7, we can
obtain the second scaling equation

oy Ly — 1)~ =~ (q}) o« My; x (E73M3yp)'/? (QE.D.). (C16)

The last scaling relation concerns the final stage of recombina-
tion, which occurs at ¢ in our model. At this epoch, DM presents a
discontinuity of the first type that makes it jump from the value

DM = —(2.5/1n10) dL

o (C17)

1
/
to zero, because the relation Mgy = M,,; is valid from the recom-
bination end time onwards. The left derivative of L (i.e. dL/dt| i)

can be calculated rigorously via the equation (C10). Indeed, assum-
ing a “°Ni density profile such that & (x) ~ x” around to x = 0 with



p > —1 (note that in this way only the HAR case is not included),
the continuity condition of x;(z) gives:

lim x;(¢) = lim & [x;(t)]x;(t) = lim S;(¢)x; (1) =0, (C18)
NG =ty =ty

so, calculating the same limit for the equation (C10), we have

7 = 3 /T
dL dL trel
= tim &S v C19

from which we obtain the last scaling equation
t?- e/t
M i M B

DM 1} €'r/7 o< My; x (E73 Myp)'/? (Q.E.D.).  (C20)
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