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ABSTRACT

Non-spherical structure in massive stars at the point of iron core collapse can have a qualitative impact on
the properties of the ensuing core-collapse supernova explosions and the multi-messenger signals they produce.
Strong perturbations can aid successful explosions by strengthening turbulence in the post-shock region. Here,
we report on a set of 4π 3D hydrodynamic simulations of O- and Si-shell burning in massive star models of
varied initial masses using MESA and the FLASH simulation framework. We evolve four separate 3D models for
roughly the final ten minutes prior to, and including, iron core collapse. We consider initial 1D MESA models
with masses of 14-, 20-, and 25 M� to survey a range of O/Si shell density and compositional configurations.
We characterize the convective shells in our 3D models and compare them to the corresponding 1D models.
In general, we find that the angle-average convective speeds in our 3D simulations near collapse are three to
four times larger than the convective speeds predicted by MESA at the same epoch for our chosen mixing length
parameter of αMLT = 1.5. In three of our simulations, we observe significant power in the spherical harmonic
decomposition of the radial velocity field at harmonic indices of ` = 1 − 3 near collapse. Our results suggest
that large-scale modes are common in massive stars near collapse and should be considered a key aspect of
pre-supernova progenitor models.

Keywords: Stellar convective zones (301), Hydrodynamics (1963), Late stellar evolution (911), Massive stars
(732), Supernovae (1668)

1. INTRODUCTION

Three-dimensional (3D) simulations of core-collapse su-
pernova (CCSN) explosions have benefitted from imposing
pre-supernova velocity perturbations that aim to replicate nu-
clear burning in Si- and O-shell convective regions. The in-
clusion of these perturbations were shown to lead to larger
non-radial kinetic energy in the gain region providing tur-
bulent pressure behind the stalled shock capable of driving
explosion in a model that otherwise failed to explode without
perturbations (Couch & Ott 2013). In the work of O’Connor
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& Couch (2018a), they impose perturbations in the 3D CCSN
explosion of a 20 M� model (Farmer et al. 2016). Their
3D perturbed CCSN models evolved closer towards shock
runaway and explosion but they did not observe shock run-
away in any of the eight 3D simulations performed. The pre-
supernova perturbations in the Si-shell region lead to an in-
crease in the gravitational wave (GW) amplitude at tpb ≈ 200
ms over a frequency band of 200 - 1000 Hz. This result sug-
gests that convective perturbations can also lead to qualita-
tive differences in the multi-messenger signals produced in
CCSN simulations.

Work by Couch et al. (2015) presented the results of a 3D
CCSN progenitor model evolved for the final ≈ 155 s prior
to and including iron core-collapse. Using this 3D progeni-
tor model they performed two CCSN explosion simulations
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using the 3D progenitor model and a 1D angle-average of the
3D model. They found that increased turbulent motions in
the post shock region in the 3D progenitor explosion model
can aid in successful explosion. This model also showed a
slight increase in turbulent kinetic energy in the gain region,
a similar result to the CCSN models with artificial perturba-
tions in Couch & Ott (2013). More recently, Müller et al.
(2017) used the 18 M� 4π 3D progenitor of Müller et al.
(2016) to perform three 3D CCSN explosion models. In their
3D explosion model using a 3D progenitor they found an in-
creasing diagnostic explosion energy and baryonic mass of
the PNS values closer agreement with those expected from
observations (Pejcha & Thompson 2015). The two additional
CCSN explosion models in their study - one a reduced veloc-
ity field 3D progenitor and the other a 1D angle-average ini-
tial model were less energetic and the 1D progenitor model
failed to explode. The results of this study suggest that 3D
progenitors can aide in closing the gap between low explo-
sion energy and PNS properties predicted by other works us-
ing 1D progenitors (Burrows et al. 2020).

Multidimensional CCSN progenitor models have been per-
formed recently (Müller et al. 2016; Yoshida et al. 2019;
Fields & Couch 2020; Yadav et al. 2019; Yoshida et al. 2021).
Many of these simulations show convective properties that
suggest favorable impact on the neutrino-driven CCSN ex-
plosion mechanism. In Yadav et al. (2019) they observe
large-scale mixing due to merger of the O- and Ne-shells,
a results which lead to large radial mach numbers in the
merged shell regions. Despite this progress, it is expected
that the convective properties in massive star will span a
range of strength and flow dynamics over the initial mass
range for CCSNe (Müller & Janka 2015). Currently, only
a handful of 3D simulations sample this mass range and pro-
vide predictions for the Si- and O-shell convective properties
of 3D massive star models.

In this Paper, we build on previous efforts exploring 3D
progenitor models in the moments prior to collapse. We per-
form a total of four 4π 3D hydrodynamic simulations of Si-
and O-shell burning for up to the final ten minutes prior to
and including gravitational instability and iron core-collapse.
We evolve models of initial MZAMS =14-, 20, and 25 M� us-
ing the FLASH simulation framework and the 1D stellar evo-
lution code, MESA (Fryxell et al. 2000; Paxton et al. 2011,
2013, 2015, 2018). This work is novel because: (1) - we
present four 3D long-term hydrodynamic simulations of O/Si
shell burning in multiple progenitors, (2) - we investigate
the impact of initial perturbations in pre-supernova hydrody-
namic simulations in two 3D simulations of a 20 M� model,
and (3) we compare the convective properties of our 3D mod-
els to the predictions of Mixing Length Theory (MLT) in three
different initial 1D progenitor models.

This paper is organized as follows. In § 2 we describe
our computational methods and initial 1D MESA progenitor
models. In § 3 we present the results of our 3D simula-
tions including characterizing their global properties, com-
paring stellar properties to the 1D MESA models, and explor-
ing turbulent entrainment in the O-shell in our 20 M� mod-
els. Lastly, in § 4 we summarize our main findings.

2. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS AND INITIAL
MODELS

Our methods follow those of Fields & Couch (2020) (re-
ferred to as FC20). We draw an initial 1D progenitor for
mapping into 3D to simulate the final minutes of Si- and O-
shell burning towards iron core-collapse. Here, we highlight
the difference in our initial conditions and the initial progen-
itor set chosen for this study. The MESA inlists, initial and
final 1D MESA models, and the four 3D progenitor models
produced as a part of this work are publicly available online.

2.1. 1D MESA Stellar Evolution Models

We employ the stellar evolution toolkit, Modules for Stel-
lar Astrophysics (MESA-revision 12115) (Paxton et al. 2011,
2013, 2015, 2018, 2019), for our spherically-symmetric 1D
models. In total, we evolve three solar metallicity, zero-age
main-sequence (ZAMS) mass progenitors: 14M�, 20M�,
and 25M�. Each progenitor is evolved in MESA from the pre-
MS to a time approximately 10 minutes prior to iron core-
collapse. These models utilize temporal/spatial parameters
from previous studies shown to provide adequate converge
in core quantities at the level of uncertainty due to network
size and reaction rates (Farmer et al. 2016; Fields et al. 2018).
Our 1D models use the same approximate network as used in
FC20, an α-chain network that follows 21 isotopes from 1H
to 56Cr (Timmes et al. 2000). Our MESA models are non-
rotating and do not include magnetic fields. Mass loss is in-
cluded using the ‘Dutch‘ wind scheme with an efficiency
value of ηDutch =0.8. Mixing processes and efficiency val-
ues are the same as used in FC20, which use a mixing length
parameter of αMLT = 1.5 in all convective regions.

2.2. 3D FLASH Hydrodynamic Stellar Models

We simulate a total of four 4π 3D hydrodynamic mod-
els using the FLASH simulation framework (Fryxell et al.
2000; Dubey et al. 2009). Our models solve the equations of
compressible hydrodynamics using the directionally unsplit
piecewise parabolic method (PPM), third-order spatial accu-
racy, solver implemented in FLASH (Lee & Deane 2009).
We employ an HLLC Riemann solver (Toro 1999) and use
a Courant factor of 0.8. Self gravity is included assuming a
monopole (` = 0) gravitational potential (Couch et al. 2013).
Our domain extends to 100,000 km from the origin along
an axis in Cartesian geometry utilizing the same boundary

https://zenodo.org/record/4895094#.YOYPwhNKjzg
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Table 1. Properties of the initial progenitor models at the time of mapping

Initial Mass ξ2.5 rlow,Si rhigh,Si CSi Mrad.,Si rlow,O rhigh,O CO Mrad.,O Simulation Time

(M�) (km) (km) (g s−1) (km) (km) (g s−1) (sec)

14m 0.016 2400 3000 1.2 × 1028 3.0 × 10−3 3130 15820 8 × 1027 1.6 × 10−2 530.71
20m 0.151 2366 2854 5 × 1027 1.0 × 10−3 3120 42000 7 × 1027 5.0 × 10−3 643.83
25m 0.519 3700 4150 6 × 1027 8.0 × 10−4 5500 44000 5.25 × 1027 3.2 × 10−3 606.95

NOTE— 3D FLASH simulation properties of the initial progenitor models at the time of mapping including the initial mass, compact-
ness at a mass coordinate of m = 2.5 M�, O/Si-shell radial limits, the scaling factor used to produce a 1 or 5% convective velocity
profile according to MESA, the resulting radial mach number due to the perturbations, and the total simulation time.

conditions as in FC20. Each model uses adaptive mesh re-
finement (AMR) with up to eight levels of refinement. We
discuss our grid resolution in more detail in § A.

The 3D models are initialized with perturbations in the Si-
and O-shell region that are informed by their 1D MESA coun-
terpart at the time of mapping. We use the same notation as
in FC20, also used in Müller & Janka (2015) and O’Connor
& Couch (2018b). In Table 1 we show properties of our ini-
tial progenitor models at the time of mapping into FLASH
including the compactness (ξ2.5), shell radii, simulation time,
perturbation scaling factor C, and the resulting radial mach
number (Mrad. = vrad./cs, where cc is the local sound speed)
at the start of the simulation caused by the perturbations. The
imposed perturbations are performed in the r and θ compo-
nents of the velocity field with topology determined by spher-
ical harmonic indices and a scaling factor informed by the
convective velocity profile of the 1D MESA model.

For the 14 M� model we take the Si-shell region to be at a
location of ≈ 2400 km to 3000 km within this region, a scal-
ing factor C of 1.2 × 1028 g s−1. The O-shell region is taken
to be from≈ 3130 km to 15820 km and we choose a value of
C of 8.0× 1027 g s−1. The locations of the shell regions were
determined by the composition profiles and corresponded to
radii enclosing the region at which the isotope was the most
abundant and had a non-zero convective velocity according to
MESA. For the Si-shell, the C value was chosen to represent
the average value needed to produce 1% of the convective
velocity predicted by MESA. In other words, we compute an
approximate scaling factor such that the initial angle-average
FLASH convective velocity profile is equal 1% of the mean
convective speed in the 1D MESA model in this region. In the
O-shell region the value of C was chosen in a similar way ex-
cept corresponding to 5%. The Si-shell region used spherical
harmonic and radial numbers of n = 1, ` = 9,m = 5 while the
O-shell region used n = 1, ` = 7,m = 5 (initially larger scale
perturbations). The resulting average radial mach number in
the Si- and O-shell regions due to these perturbations were
Mrad.,Si ≈ 3× 10−3 and Mrad.,O ≈ 1.6× 10−2, respectively.
We note that for this model, we observe a weakly burning

Ne-shell region at ≈ 11000 km. We do not employ separate
initial perturbations for this shell. Instead, our O-shell per-
turbations cover both of these shell regions in radius.

Our 20 M� model was initialized in a similar fashion ex-
cept the scaling factors chosen for both the Si- and O-shell
regions corresponded to a value of 1% of the average value
needed to reproduce the convective velocity speeds predicted
by MESA. In this model, the Si-shell region is located≈ 2366
km to 2854 km within this region, a scaling factor C of 5.0
× 1027 g s−1. The O-shell region is located at ≈ 3120 km to
42000 km and we choose a value of C of 7.0 × 1027 g s−1.
For this particular model, a non-convective predominantly
silicon region exists between these two regions. This model
uses the same perturbation shape parameters. In this model,
the initial perturbations produce average radial mach num-
bers in the Si- and O-shell regions ofMrad.,Si ≈ 1×10−3 and
Mrad.,O ≈ 5× 10−3, respectively. For this particular model,
this results in radial velocity speeds of ≈± 40 km s−1 in the
O-shell region with speeds in the Si-shell ≈± 20 km s−1

Lastly, the 25M� model has a Si-shell region from≈ 3700
km to 4150 km where we apply a scaling factor of C of 6 ×
1027 g s−1. The O-shell region for this model extends from
5500 km to 44000 km where we use an average scale fac-
tor of C of 5.25 × 1027 g s−1. Similar to the 20 M� model
these scalings were chosen to reproduce approximately 1%
of the convective velocity predicted by MESA at the time of
mapping. This model uses the same spherical shape parame-
ters as the 20M� model as well. In this model, the perturba-
tions produce mach numbers in the SI- and O-shell regions of
Mrad.,Si ≈ 8.0×10−4 andMrad.,O ≈ 3.2×10−3, respectively.

Our FLASH simulations utilize the approximate 21 isotope
network (approx21) with the same updated weak reaction
rate used for electron capture onto 56Ni from Langanke &
Martínez-Pinedo (2000). The Helmholtz stellar equation of
state (EoS) as implemented in FLASH is used in all of our 3D
simulations (Timmes & Swesty 2000). We do not artificially
enhance the total electron capture rates in any simulations
presented here. All of our 3D simulations utilize a similar
methods as in FC20 where we produce a 2D table from the
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Figure 1. Profiles of the specific entropy (top), electron fraction
(middle), and density (bottom) for the three 1D MESA models at
time of mapping into FLASH. Also shown is the 15 M� progenitor
model from FC20 denoted by the gray dashed line.

MESA profile data for the inner 1000 km from the point of
mapping into FLASH until iron core-collapse. Lagrange lin-
ear interpolation is then performed in time and radius to ob-
tain a solution FLASH models without the need for a call to
the nuclear reaction network. This mapping provides a time-
dependent inner boundary condition that ensures the model
follows the central evolution of the MESA model but is still
significantly below the regions of interest for our study of
the multi-D hydrodynamic properties. To help reduce arti-
ficial transient during mapping, we use the methods of Zin-
gale et al. (2002) in which we remap the 1D MESA models
to a new uniform grid with four times higher resolution than
the finest grid spacing. We then alter the density profile to
enforce hydrostatic equilibrium (HSE) and close the system
with a call to the equation of state.

2.3. Progenitor Models

In this study, we aim to explore the range in hydrodynamic
properties observed in pre-SN models in their evolution to-
wards iron core-collapse. A metric commonly used to predict
the outcome of a pre-SN models is the compactness parame-
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Figure 2. Profiles of the convective velocity (top), oxygen-16 mass
fraction (middle), and silicon-28 mass fraction (bottom) for the 1D
MESA models at the same time as Figure 1.

ter,

ξm =
m/M�

R(Mbary = m)/1000 km

∣∣∣∣
t=tcc

. (1)

This quantity has been used to determine the outcome: ex-
plosion vs. implosion, in a range of different progenitors
(O’Connor & Ott 2011; Sukhbold et al. 2016). In general,
it has been shown that a lower compactness value favors ex-
plosion while a higher value ξ2.5 > 0.45 can result in failed
explosion and formation of stellar mass black hole. The com-
pactness parameter has also been shown to correlate with the
integrated total neutrino emission count in successfully ex-
ploding model (Warren et al. 2020). Models with larger ξ2.5

were found to produce more to neutrinos owing to the more
massive baryon proto-neutron star (PNS) mass associated to
its larger value.

To sample the range of compactness seen in other studies
we choose our initial 1D MESA to span a range of values of
compactness at time of mapping: ξ2.5 ≈ 0.016, 0.151, and
0.519, for the 14 M�, 20 M�, and 25 M� models, respec-
tively. For comparison, the 15 M� model of FC20 had a core
compactness of ξ2.5 ≈ 0.014. O’Connor & Ott (2011) predict
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Figure 3. Time evolution of the radial and tangential (θ+φ) kinetic
energy throughout the simulation. For comparison between the dif-
ferent progenitor models, we normalize each simulation to the peak
kinetic energy in the simulation.

that models with ξ2.5 ≥ 0.45 such as our 25 M� would fail
to explode (assuming a moderately stiff EoS such as LS220
(Lattimer & Swesty 1991)) forming a BH within≈ 0.5 s post
bounce. It should be noted that the core compactness val-
ues quoted in Table 1 should be viewed as a lower limit as
we measure this quantity at the time of mapping into FLASH
and not at core-collapse.

In Figure 1 we show the specific entropy (top), electron
fraction (middle), and density (bottom) for the 1D MESA
models at time of mapping into FLASH. For comparison, we
also plot the 15 M� progenitor from FC20. The 25 M� rep-
resents the most shallow density profile likely contributing
to its larger compactness value. The 14 M� density is most
similar to that of the 15 M� model of FC20. The 20 M� has
a density profile whose shallowness is somewhat in between
the 14 M� and 25 M� model. This is consistent with the
trend seen for the values of compactness for these models.

In Figure 2 we show the convective velocity (top), oxygen-
16 mass fraction (middle), and silicon-28 mass fraction (bot-
tom) for the 1D MESA models at the time of mapping into
FLASH. The 14 M� and 20 M� models, similar to the 15
M� model from FC20 have a rather narrow Si-shell region.
However, in the 25 M� model we see a Si-shell region that
spans from m ≈ 1.9-2.4M�. The 14 M� and 15 M� model
have a similar O-shell region width and location. The 20 M�
model has a much wider O-shell region that extends from
m≈ 1.4-4.0 M�. The 25 M� model also has a larger O-shell
extending from m≈ 2.4-5.7 M�.

The convection speeds as predicted by MESA and mixing
length theory (MLT) are largest in the O-shell region for the
20 M� model with vconv. ≈ 120 km s−1. The 25 M� model
shows the second largest speeds with vconv. ≈ 70 km s−1. The
14 M� and 15 M� model show similar, slower speeds of
vconv. ≈ 40 km s−1. In all of the 1D models (except for the 25
M� model), convection in the Si-shell region show speeds of
vconv. . 50 km s−1. The 25 M� model shows slower convec-
tive speeds of vconv. . 35 km s−1 at the time of mapping.

3. 3D EVOLUTION TO IRON CORE-COLLAPSE IN
MULTIPLE PROGENITORS

We evolve a total of four 4π 3D hydrodynamical mas-
sive star models for approximately the final 10 minutes up
to and including gravitational instability and iron core col-
lapse. Three models with initial masses of 14 M�, 20 M�,
and 25 M� are evolved with velocity fields initialized using
the methods and parameters described in § 2. To assess the
impact of the initial velocity field topology on our results we
also evolve an additional 20 M� model using different spher-
ical harmonic indices but otherwise the same parameters.

Each simulation is evolved up to the simulation time corre-
sponding to iron core collapse as determined by MESA . This
time corresponds with that at which the peak infall velocity
within the iron core exceeds 1000 km s−1. In the following
sections, we explore various aspects of our models including
the general properties of three of our models, characteriza-
tion of their convective shells, and comparisons of the angle-
averaged profiles of the 3D simulations to the 1D results from
MESA . We explore the impact of the initial perturbations by
comparing our two 3D 20 M� models in § 3.4.

3.1. Global Properties

In Figure 3 we show the time evolution of the radial and
tangential components of the kinetic energy for the three
3D models of varied ZAMS mass. After an initial transient
phase, the 14 M� model reaches a quasi-steady state rep-
resented by a near constant value of 20% of the local max-
imum at early times for the total tangential kinetic energy
(≈ 1× 1046 erg) until t ≈ 300 s. In Figure 4 we show the
angle-average tangential velocity and radial Mach number
profiles for the 14-M� model at six different times. Be-
yond 300 s (or≈ 231 s prior to core-collapse), the convective
speeds in the O-shell region increase until a new local max-
ima in the kinetic energy is found near t ≈ 375 s. At time
t − tCC = −100 s (≈ 430 s simulation time), the peak tangen-
tial velocity speeds are approximately 160 km s−1 through-
out the shell with a corresponding total kinetic energy of
Ekin. ≈ 1× 1047 erg. Assuming a radius for the convective
O-shell region of rO ≈ 7500 km we can compute an approxi-
mate convective turnover time of τconv.,O≈ 2rO/vtan.,O≈ 94 s.
The model undergoes undergoes a few convective turnovers
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Figure 4. Angle-average profiles of the tangential (θ +φ) velocity
(top) and the radial Mach number (bottom) at six different times for
the 14 M� model.

in the O-shell within this new state before core contraction
continues to accelerate, increasing the convective speeds fur-
ther and pushing the model out of equilibrium as collapse
ensues.

For the 14-M� model, we observe a radial Mach number
(bottom panel of Figure 4, where 〈...〉 denotes the angle-
average of a particular quantity) of Mrad. ≈ 0.05 in the O-
shell. In the Si-shell region the radial Mach number is
Mrad. . 0.01 until the five seconds when a peak value of
Mrad. ≈ 0.02 is reached. FC20 find a similar value in the O-
shell of their 15-M� model but a larger value in the Si-shell
region than observed here. Both of these models find radial
Mach numbers that are about 50% than observed in the O-
shell region of the 3D 18 M� model of Müller et al. (2016).

The 20-M� model follows a qualitatively different evo-
lution. For the first ≈ 200 s of the simulation, the radial
and tangential components of the kinetic energy show a con-
tinued increase until reaching a saturation point. At this
time, the model maintains a total kinetic energy value of
Ekin. ≈ 6×1048 erg. In Figure 5 we show convective velocity
and Mach number profile for the 20 M� model. As times
as early as t − tCC = −300 (t =≈ 343 s for the 20-M� model),
we observe tangential velocity speeds of vtan. ≈ 450 km s−1

within the O-shell region. Using the O-shell radius, we ob-
tain a convective turnover time of τconv.,O ≈ 172 s. This sug-
gests that our 20-M� model completed approximately three
full convective turnovers in the O-shell region. In this sim-
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Figure 5. Same as in Figure 4 but for the 20 M� model.

ulation, the Si-shell region is thin and experiences only very
weak convection. Our discussion will be limited to the O-
shell for this model. However, we do find significant mixing
at the C/O shell interface in the 20 M� model. The properties
of the 20-M� model will be expanded upon and compared to
the additional 20-M� model with different velocity field per-
turbations in § 3.4.

The 20-M� model shows radial Mach values that are much
larger than those of our 14-M� model and the models of
FC20. In Figure 5 (bottom panel), we find a value ofMrad. ≈
0.15 at the base of the convective O-shell (m≈ 1.8 M�) and
Mrad. ≈ 0.21 at the edge fo the O-shell / C/O shell interface.
These values are relatively constant in profile shape and mag-
nitude for the final 300 seconds prior to collapse unlike our
14 M� model which grow in magnitude up to the final sec-
onds prior to collapse.

Our 25 M� model follows an evolutionary path that is dif-
ferent from the other two models. The model reaches about
30% of the peak radial kinetic energy at a time of t ≈ 150
s. The kinetic energy fluctuates only slightly once reaching
this saturated value of total kinetic energy corresponding to a
value of Ekin. ≈ 1×1048 erg. In Figure 6 we show convective
profiles now for the 25 M� model. We can estimate a con-
vective turnover time for the O-shell utilizing the tangential
velocity speeds of vtan. ≈ 240 km s−1 observed from t ≥ 150.
The speeds observed in the convective O-shell region lead to
a turnover time of τconv.,O ≈ 320 s. The turnover time in the
O-shell region suggests that our model completed one full
turnovers from t ≈ 150 to 500 s. At t ≈ 500 s and beyond,
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the acceleration of the contracting iron core leads to a grad-
ual increase of both of the components of the kinetic energy
relative to their max values at collapse. In this model, we
find a larger Si-shell region where convection becomes effi-
cient and relevant to the dynamics of the model near collapse.
At t ≈ 300 s, the width of the Si-shell expands and the con-
vective velocity speeds begin to increase. The speeds in this
shell region saturate at a value of vtan.≈ 160 km s−1 at t ≈ 400
s, maintaining this value until core-collapse. Within the Si-
shell region, we find a convective turnover time of τconv.,Si ≈
6 s suggesting that from t ≈ 400 s to core-collapse, our 25
M� captures 34 convective turnovers. The 25 M� model
shows radial Mach numbers ofMrad. ≈ 0.03 in the Si-shell
andMrad. ≈ 0.08 in the O-shell region in the final 20 seconds
prior to collapse.

In Figure 7 we show the a pseudocolor slice plot for the
specific 28Si mass fraction (left column), the radial velocity
(middle column), and the radial mach number (right column)
in the x − y plane at a time approximately 5 seconds before
iron core-collapse. The differences between the three simu-
lations are shown here mainly in the relative size of the O-
shell regions, convective flow properties, and mixing within
the different shell regions.

3.2. Power Spectrum Of Convective Shells

To further quantify the convective properties in our 3D
models, we decompose the perturbed radial velocity field into
spherical harmonics for the O-shell region (and also the Si-
shell region for the 25 M� model). Similar to FC20, the total

power for a given spherical harmonic order, `, as

c2
` =
∑̀
m=−`

∣∣∣∣∫ Y m
` (θ,φ)v′rad.(rShell,θ,φ)dΩ

∣∣∣∣2 , (2)

where v′rad. = vrad. - ṽrad., with ṽrad. corresponding to the mean
background radial velocity speed at the chosen shell radius
(Schaeffer 2013). In the 14 M�, 20 M�, and 25 M� models
the O-shell regions are evaluated at rO =5000 km, rO =5000
km, and rO =10 000 km, respectively. In the 25 M� model,
the Si-shell region is evaluated at rSi =3900 km. The expected
dominant mode can be also approximated using

` =
π

2

(
r+ + r−

r+ − r−

)
, (3)

where r+ and r− are the upper and lower shell radii, respec-
tively (Foglizzo et al. 2006). In Figure 8 we show the result-
ing O-shell power spectra for three of our 3D models.

The 14 M� model shows a relatively constant power spec-
trum during the last 100 s prior to collapse, the spectra is
peaked at a spherical harmonic index of ` = 4. Before this,
at 300 seconds prior to collapse, convective is relatively un-
derdeveloped and power is significantly less across scales.
At t − tCC = −200 s, the spectrum shows a peak at ` = 7,
the driving scale due to our initial perturbations. Energy is
then transferred to larger scales at ` = 4 and remains there
for the duration of the simulations. As the simulation ap-
proaches collapse, we observe a slight increase in power at
larger scales ` = 1 − 3. The dominant mode predicted by us-
ing Equation 3 is found to be `≈ 2.38. The excess in power at
` = 4 is likely attributed to the Cartesian nature of our grid ge-
ometry and increased numerical viscosity near the grid axes.

The power spectrum for the 20 M� model (top right of
Figure 8) shows a significantly different qualitative evolution
towards collapse. At t − tCC = −200 s, the power is distributed
across many scales with a characteristic peak at ` = 2 suggest-
ing the flow is dominated by a large scale quadrupole flow
structure. This results also agrees with Equation 3 which pre-
dicts a dominant mode of `≈ 1.82. A similar dominant mode
was observed in the 18 M� model of Müller et al. (2016) in
the final moments prior to collapse. At t − tCC = −100 s, en-
ergy in this mode and the ` = 1 mode increase, with ` = 1
becoming the dominate mode. At later times closer to col-
lapse, the peak at ` = 2 decreases in power with scales of
` = 1,4 increasing in power. In the final 5 seconds prior to
collapse, the dominant mode is observed at ` = 1 with power
in intermediate scales of ` = 4 − 8.

The 25 M� simulation shows a qualitative evolution to-
wards collapse in the convection shell that has traits of the 14
M� and 20 M� models. At early times of t − tCC = −300 s
and t − tCC = −200 s, an excess of power is again observed at
an ` = 4 mode suggesting grid aligned artifacts contributing
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Figure 7. Slice plot for the specific 28Si mass fraction (left column), the radial velocity (middle column), and the radial mach number (right
column) in the x − y plane at a time approximately 5 seconds before iron core-collapse for three of our 3D models.

to the power spectrum of the radial velocity field. However,
at times beyond this, the 25 M� model shows a reduction
in power at this mode with a shift in the peak power contri-
bution occurring at ` = 2. The predicted dominant mode is
found to be `≈ 2.01. The peak spherical harmonic mode re-

mains ` = 2 for the final 100 s of the simulation with a slight
contribution at the driving scale (` = 7) observed in the final
5 seconds before core collapse.

Figure 9 shows the power spectrum of the radial velocity
field in the Si-shell region of the 25 M� model at five dif-
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Figure 8. Power spectrum of the radial velocity decomposition in the convective O-shell region for three of the 3D models.
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Figure 9. Same as in Figure 8 but for the 25 M� Si-shell region.

ferent times. Overall, the Si-shell region shows less power
across scales. Convection begins to contribute to the power

spectrum at times beyond 200 s prior to collapse. At this
time, the convective Si-shell region has also expanded in ra-
dius to allow for a larger scale dominant mode to emerge.
Using the approximate shell radii at t − tCC = −100 s, we find
a predicted dominant mode of ` ≈ 10.09. The spectrum at
this point is characterized by a broad range of power at inter-
mediate scales from ≈ ` = 6 − 15. At later times, we observe
a slight increase in power at larger scales near ` = 2 − 4. Five
seconds prior to collapse, the dominant modes are found to
be found near spherical harmonic indices of ` = 15 − 30.

3.3. Comparisons with 1D MESA models

An important aspect of our 3D will be their ability to in-
form 1D MESAmodels of CCSN progenitors. It was shown in
FC20, that the 3D simulations found angle averaged convec-
tive speeds that were on the order of four times larger than
predicted by MESA . Larger non-radial convective velocity
speeds in 3D CCSN progenitors than their 1D counterparts
have implications that can lead to favorable conditions for ex-
plosion. Specifically, increased non-radial convective speeds
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Figure 10. Pseudocolor heatmaps of the convective velocity profiles according to the 1D MESA models (left column) compared the angle-
averaged profiles of the tangential velocity component for the three 3D FLASH simulations (right column). In all case, the scale for the 3D
simulations is more than twice that of the MESA models for our choice of mixing length parameter of αMLT = 1.5.
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Figure 11. Angle-averged tangential velocity (top) and mass frac-
tion profiles for 12C, 16O, and 28Si compared to the 1D profiles from
MESA at a time approximately 5 seconds prior to iron core-collapse.
The dashed line in both plots corresponds to the MESA profile and
the solid line corresponds to the 3D FLASH simulation.

can work to increase the mass in the gain region which can
indirectly alter the effective neutrino heating rates and con-
tribute to greater turbulent stresses in the gain layer (Couch
& Ott 2013, 2015). Here, we compare angle-average profiles
from our full 4π 3D simulations to their 1D MESA counter-
parts.

In Figure 10 we show the time evolution of the angle-
averaged tangential velocity component for each 3D model
(right column) and the time evolution of the corresponding
1D MESA convective velocity profiles predicted by MLT. The
angle-average properties are weighted by the corresponding
cell mass in each bin. For the profiles used to produce these
heat maps we use N = 2048 bins and use linear interpola-
tion to smooth the raw profiles. Qualitatively, most of the 3D
models agree well with the MESA predictions. The largest
differences are found for the 14 M� model where the con-
vective region appears to expand and contract for the first few
hundred seconds of the simulation at which point the tangen-
tial velocity speeds reach vtan. ≈ 200-300 km/s. The extent
of the O-shell in the 20 M� model differs somewhat from
the MESA model due to mixing at the convective boundary
layer between the O- and C-shell regions. This mixing will
be examined further in § 3.4. The 25 M� matches the MESA
model qualitatively well, where we see a slight expansion of
the Si-shell region predicted by MESA also shown in the 3D
model at t ≈ 350 s. In the following subsections, we will
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Figure 12. Same as in Figure 11 but for the corresponding 20 M�
models.

explore each 3D model compared to its MESA counterpart in
more detail.

3.3.1. 14 M�

In Figure 11 we show the angle-average tangential veloc-
ity profile (top) and the specific mass fraction for three major
isotopes: 12C, 16O, and 28Si (bottom) for the 3D 14m model
approximately five seconds prior to core-collapse. Also
shown are the corresponding MESA profiles at the same time
before core-collapse denoted by the dashed lines of the same
color. For the 14 M� model, we find that a few qualitative
features worth mentioning. First, the 1D MESA model shows
a peak convective velocity in the O-shell region of vconv. ≈ 50
km s−1. This value is approximately four times smaller than
predicted by our 3D tangential velocity profiles where a peak
value of velocity is found of vconv. ≈ 210 km s−1. Beyond
this, we observe that the 1D model is more compact with the
shell locations closer to the iron core (lower specific mass
coordinate). This difference is likely attributed to the slight
expansion of the 3D model (See Figure 10, top right).

The mass fraction profiles between the 1D and 3D mod-
els are qualitatively similar other than the 3D model being
less compact (shells at larger mass coordinate) and the com-
positional gradients being smoothed at the boundary due to
increased mixing. One notable feature in the 3D model is
the lack of a Si-rich region at the base of the Si-shell re-
gion. The 1D model shows a peak in 28Si from m≈ 1.50-1.54
M�. However, in the 3D simulation, we observe instead one
merged smoothed Si region. This merged region is able to
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Figure 13. Same as in Figure 11 but for the corresponding 25 M�
models.

reach higher tangential velocity speeds of vconv. ≈ 80 km
s−1 in the 3D model.

3.3.2. 20 M�

Figure 12 shows the convective velocity and mass fraction
profiles for the 20 M� 3D and 1D MESA models at the same
time as in Figure 11. We find that the location of the respec-
tive shell locations between 1D and 3D are in better agree-
ment than the 14 M� models which showed a difference of
∆MO ≈ 0.02 M�. In the 20 M� models compared here, the
location of the base of the O-shell is found at a specific mass
coordinate of m ≈ 1.8M�. The extent of the O-shell dif-
fers slightly between the two model, likely attributed to the
mixing at the boundary between the O- and C-shell regions.
The extra mixing at this boundary will be discussed further
in § 3.4. Similar to the 14M� model, the convective velocity
in the 1D model is less than observed in the 3D simulation.
In this particular case, we find speeds three times larger in
the 3D model than what is predicted by the 1D MESA model.
The mass fractions for both models follow similar behavior
as the 14 M� models (but with less shell expansion / contrac-
tion) in that the profiles are smoothed out and sharp features
from the 1D model are not present. One particular case is at
the edge of the O-shell region where a slight increase of 12C
and 16O from m≈ 3.9-4.2 M� is not observed in the 3D sim-
ulation, suggesting it is mixed in or out of the O-shell region
during the simulation in 3D.

3.3.3. 25 M�
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Figure 14. Same as in Figure 4 but for the 20m_ell_11 model.
The dashed gray line are the profiles from the 20m at t − tCC = −2 s
plotted again here for comparison.

Lastly, the convective and isotopic mass fractions profiles
for the 25-M� models are shown in Figure 13 at t − tCC = −5
s. In the 25-M� model, we see similar shell location agree-
ment between the 3D and 1D MESA models suggesting less
expansion/contraction compared to the 14M� model and the
15M� model of FC20. However, unlike the 20 M� model,
and to some degree the 14M� model, the extent of the O-
shell region disagrees significantly between the 3D and 1D
models. The 3D 25 M� model suggests a convective O-
shell region that extends from m≈ 2.5-6.0 M� where and the
MESA model has the convective speeds going to zero at m≈
4.0 M�. In the bottom panel, the 16O mass fraction profiles
agree remarkably aside from the smoothed composition gra-
dients in the 3D profile. We find tangential velocity speeds
in the O-shell region that peak at vconv. ≈ 400 km s−1, a fac-
tor of four times larger than predicted by the MESA model
at the base of the O-shell. Recall that in the Si-shell region
of the 1D MESA model at this time we see two convective
shells with speeds of vconv. ≈ 30 km s−1. In the 3D model, we
observe instead a merged Si-shell with vtan. ≈ 260 km s−1.

3.4. A closer look at the 20 M� models

In order to test the effect of our choice of velocity field ini-
tialization methods described in § 2, we explore the results of
our additional 3D 20 M� model. This model was evolved us-
ing a larger spherical harmonic index for the O-shell (` = 11)
than the fiducial 20-M� model resulting in initially smaller
scale perturbations. Otherwise, the quantities used to initial-
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Figure 15. Same as in Figure 8 but for the 20m_ell_11 3D
model. Also shown is the spectrum for the 20m model at t − tCC = −5
s (red dashed line) for comparison.

ize the velocity field are the same as listed in Table 1 for 20m.
We label this additional 3D 20 M� model 20m_ell_11.
Figure 14 shows the angle-average tangential velocity and
Mach number for this model at six times prior to collapse.
Also shown are are the profiles from the 20m plotted again
here for comparison via thin dashed lines. The differences
between the profiles of the two models are quantitively small.
The main differences can be observed near the edge of the
O-shell region, m ≈ 3.8 M� where the 20m model (dashed
line) shows a slightly larger velocity and radial Mach number
than the 20m_ell_11 model. We can more quantitatively
explore the differences between these models by considering
the power spectrum of the O-shell region.

We compute the power spectrum for the O-shell region for
the 20m_ell_11 in Figure 15. For this model, we compute
the spectra in the same way as the 20m, taking rO = 5000
km. The spectrum five seconds prior to collapse for the 20m
is also shown for comparison (red dashed line). The spectra
shown are qualitatively similar except for the 20m_ell_11
model showing the dominant mode to be at ` = 3 near col-
lapse (instead of ` = 1 for the 20m model). At t − tCC = −5
c, the 20m model shows slightly more power at ` = 1 and
` = 2 with a deficit of power at ` = 3 compared to the other
model. At intermediate scales, the models show relatively
similar power.

In Figure 12 we observed smoothing of the 12C chemical
stratification in the 3D angle-average profiles that were not
observed in MESA . This smoothing suggests additional mix-
ing at the boundary of the convective O-shell region. Insta-
bilities at the convective boundaries can induce mixing de-
scribed as turbulent entrainment. In the case of O-shell burn-
ing, such entrainment can lead to ingestion of C fuel into the

O-shell, the likes of which could have implications for the
synthesis of odd-Z elements depending on the entrainment
rate (Ritter et al. 2018). Turbulent entrainment has been stud-
ies previously in 3D simulations of convection O-shell burn-
ing (Meakin & Arnett 2007; Müller et al. 2016; Andrassy
et al. 2020). Here, we explore the mixing at the boundary of
the C/O shell regions and the dependence of these results on
our choice of initial perturbations in our two 20 M� models.

We can define the bulk Richardson number as a measure
of the relative stiffness of the C/O shell boundary. Using a
form of the equation that relates the convective scale length
to that of the pressure scale height we can define the bulk
Richardson number as

RB =
δρ

ρ

P
ρv2

conv.
, (4)

where δρ/ρ corresponds to the density contrast across the
boundary and vconv. refers to the turbulent velocity compo-
nents perpendicular to the boundary. For the 20m model
we use δρ/ρ ≈ 0.22 and an convective velocity of vconv. ≈
320 km s−1 near the boundary, both computed using angle-
average profiles of the relevant quantity. Using these values
we find a dimensionless bulk Richardson number of RB ≈
37. This result suggests a relatively “soft” boundary that
is slightly more stiff than the 18 M� model seen in Müller
et al. (2016) and similar to the core convection boundary in
Meakin & Arnett (2007). The 20m_ell_11 model only
shows a slight difference with RB ≈ 41.

We show slice plots of the 12C mass fraction for both 3D
models at three different times near collapse in Figure 16.
Both models show relatively similar distributions of 12C at
t = 300 s primarily influenced by the interaction of the ini-
tial velocity field produced by our perturbations and the shell
boundary. The subsequent aspherical deformation of this
boundary begins to diverge between the two models due to
the different drive scale ` that characterizes the velocity field.
Qualitatively, 20m shows a larger fraction of 12C being pulled
down in the northern hemisphere of the slice of model. The
bottom panel suggest that less 12C is being entrained and that
this is potentially linked to the choice of ` in the initialization
of the velocity field.

To explore this more quantitatively, we compute the mass
of the convective O-shell as a function of time for both mod-
els. In Figure 17 we show the approximate mass of the con-
vective O-shell region for both of our 20 M� 3D models. We
define this to be the mass enclosed between an angle-average
specific entropy of s = [3.6,6.1] kB baryon−1 When consid-
ering the temporal evolution of the mass of the convective
O-shell, we can observe the same divergence in the mass at
times greater than t ≈ 240 s. Beyond this point, the mass
increases at a faster rate than the other 20 M� model before
reaching a saturation point at t ≈ 375 s, where both models
follow a similar slope. In the last ≈ 100 s, the 20m model
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Figure 16. Slice in the x − z plane of the 12C mass fraction for the two 3D 20 M� models at t = 300 s, t = 550 s, and t = 639 s (5 seconds before
collapse) from left to right, respectively.
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Figure 17. Mass of the convective O-shell region as a function of
time for the 20m and 20m_ell_11 models.

shows a slight decrease in mass due to the deformation of
the edge of the O-shell leading to fluctuations in the average
shell radius.

In Figure 18 we show mass flux in the O-shell region of
our 20 M� models (model 20m_ell_11 is shown by the
dashed lines) at t = 300, 550, and 639 s. In the 20m model
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Figure 18. Turbulent mass flux as a function of specific mass co-
ordinate for the two 3D 20 M� models (model 20m_ell_11 is
shown by the dashed lines) at t = 300, 550, and 639 s. The approx-
imate location of the C/O interface corresponds to a specific mass
coordinate of m≈ 4 M�.

we observe a positive flux at the boundary of the C/O shell re-
gion (m≈ 4 M�) of 7.5 × 10−4 M� s−1. The 20m_ell_11
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Figure 19. Volume rendering of the 28Si mass fraction for the 20m model at t = 639 s. The transfer function consists of three Gaussian peaks to
highlight the low (yellow, 0.05), moderate (blue, 0.1), and high (purple, 0.2) concentration of Si. The low concentration regions highlight fresh
12C fuel being mixed down into the O-shell region. The blue region trace the approximate extent and structure of the convective O-shell region.
Purple regions follow high concentrations of fresh Si being mixed due to O-shell burning. The iron core at this point spans an approximate
radius of r ≈ 2520 km and is shown in gold at the center of the model. The O-shell at this time spans a radius of r ≈ 60 000 km. This
visualization was produced using yt and the colormap library cmocean.

model shows a slightly less efficient mass entrainment 5.2 ×
10−4 M� s−1. Despite having a more stiff boundary between
the C/O shell regions in our simulations, we observe a larger
rate of mass entrainment than found in Müller et al. (2016).

Our results also suggest that the characteristic properties of
the velocity field initialization can lead to slight differences
in the net mass entrainment rate as observed in our two 20
M� simulations. Larger scale initial perturbations can lead
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to more significant deformation of the overlying C-shell re-
gion which can enhance (potentially artificially) the ingested
12C into the O-shell region. In Figure 19 we show a vol-
ume rendering of the 28Si mass fraction for the 20m model
at t = 639 s. The yellow and blue regions trace the low and
moderate concentration of 28Si. These regions trace mixing
of the 12C into the O-shell region. The iron core is shown
by a gold spherical contour with a sharp peak Gaussian at an
approximate entropy s = 4 kB baryon−1.

4. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have presented 3D hydrodynamic simulations of O-
and Si-shell burning in massive star models using MESA and
the FLASH simulation framework. We follow up to the fi-
nal ten minutes prior to core-collapse to capture the develop-
ment of the turbulent convective flow prior to and including
gravitational collapse. In this study, we considered initial 1D
progenitor models of 14-, 20-, and 25 M� to survey a range
of O/Si shell density and compositional configurations. We
also evolved an additional 3D 20 M� model to investigate
the impact of our choice of initial velocity perturbations.

In our 14 M� model, we observed relatively weak O-shell
convection with the peak of the power spectrum near a spher-
ical harmonic index of ` = 4. We also observed a slight in-
crease in power at larger scales ` = 1−3 near collapse for this
model. The convective O-shell region showed radial Mach
numbers ofMrad. ≈ 0.05 near collapse. Despite weaker con-
vection compared to our other 3D models, we found that
angle-average convective velocity profile was approximately
four times larger than the speeds predicted by MESA in the
moments prior to collapse for our choice of mixing length
parameters.

Our baseline 20m model showed the most energetic power
spectrum in the O-shell region with power residing at the
largest scales of ` = 1 − 3 near collapse. The convective ve-
locity profile showed speeds three times larger than the 1D
MESA model counterpart. We also simulated an additional
20 M� model with a different initial velocity field topology
in the O-shell to explore the impact of our initiial conditions.
When choosing an initially smaller scale (` = 11 instead of
` = 7) velocity field topology we observed variations in the
amount of turbulent entrainment of 12C at the C/O shell in-
terface. The model with smaller scale topology for the O-
shell velocity field (model 20_ell_11) showed a reduced
positive turbulent mass flux at the C/O interface and an over-
all less efficient mass entrainment rate of 5.2 × 10−4 M� s−1

near collapse. This value was found to be about ≈ 31 % less
than the baseline 20 M� model (using ` = 7) which showed
prominent large-scale mixing at the boundary leading to ad-
ditional C-ingestion at a time t − tCC = −300 s. Both of our 3D
20 M� models found Mach numbers ofMrad. ≈ 0.15 − 0.20

in the convective O-shell region maintained throughout the
final 300 seconds prior to collapse.

The results of our 25 M� showed qualitatively properties
similar to the 14- and 20 M� model. At early times, the
power spectrum shows a peak near ` = 4. However, at later
times, energy is transferred towards larger scales with the
bulk of energy at ` = 1 − 3 near collapse. In this model, the
convectively active Si-shell region can be characterized by
power over a broad range of intermediate scales of ` = 10−20
as the simulation approaches collapse. This model showed
radial Mach numbers of Mrad. ≈ 0.03 and Mrad. ≈ 0.08 in
the Si- and O-shell regions in the seconds prior to collapse,
respectively.

The results of the 3D simulations presented in this work
show a discrepancy between angle-average profiles of the
convective velocities and the 1D MESA convection profiles
for our choice of input mixing length parameters. This dis-
crepancy has been seen in previous studies. In Jones et al.
(2017) they performed simulations of idealized 4π 3D O-
shell burning of a 25M� model. The results of this study
showed that the convective velocities in the MLT framework,
when using diffusion coefficients computed from the angle-
average 3D data, can agree within a factor of a few com-
pared to predictions by MLT and the 1D MESA model. Work
by Herwig et al. (2006) found convective speeds predicted
by MLT were a few factors slower than their 2D hydrody-
namic simulations of He-flash convection. The discrepan-
cies presented here can be attributed in part to the fact that
the convective and burning timescales become similar in the
moments leading towards collapse. MLT assumes that the
convective mixing happens on the local dynamical timescale
and is much shorter than other relevant timescales. More-
over, MLT is assumes a mixing length over which an average
velocity is computed, as opposed to a range of convective
time-dependent scales in the radial and transverse directions
as presented in the 3D models of this work. Efforts to provide
a new formulation that takes these assumptions and other as-
pects of turbulent convection into account for a new 1D pre-
scription of stellar convection has been considered in Arnett
et al. (2015). Improvements to MLT have also been proposed
(Canuto & Mazzitelli 1991; Trampedach et al. 2014).

Recent work by Yoshida et al. (2021) explore the final min-
utes prior to collapse in 3D simulations of Si- and O-shell
burning in 22M� and 27M� progenitors. In their models,
they observe peak spherical harmonic modes of `peak = 2 − 3
and find that the Mach number can exceed 0.1. These re-
sults agree in general with the values found for our 20M�
and 25M� models. Except for the case of the radial Mach
number of the 25M� model where we find that the peak
value near collapse is only found to be ≈ 0.08. They also
observe episodic burning burning of O and Ne which lead to
an increase in the turbulent mixing found in their simulations.
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Similar episodic burning was found in the 18.88 M� model
of Yadav et al. (2019). We find no evidence of episodic burn-
ing in any of our four 3D simulations.

The set of models presented in this work are a step forward
in efforts to produce realistic 3D pre-supernova models that
capture the properties of massive stars in their final moments
prior to collapse. A key component not yet discussed in this
paper is the effect of rotation and magnetism. Recent work
by Müller & Varma (2020) suggests that pre-SN models with
slow to moderately rotating cores near collapse could play
a role in the delayed neutrino-driven mechanism of CCSNe.
Efforts towards addressing the impact of magnetic fields in
3D simulations of O-shell burning were performed recently
for a 18 M� model, although this model did not include the
effect of rotation (Varma & Müller 2021). Rotation and mag-
netism must be considered in realistic 3D progenitor models
as their inclusion is relevant to magnetically-driven (Mösta
et al. 2015; Fryer et al. 2019) and ordinary neutrino-driven
CCSN explosions (Curtis et al. 2020; Barker et al. 2021)
and the multi-messenger signals they produce (Warren et al.
2020; Pajkos et al. 2021).

Software: MESA (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013, 2015, 2018,
http://mesa.sourceforge.net), FLASH (Fryxell et al. 2000,
http://flash.uchicago.edu/site/), yt (Turk et al. 2011, https:
//yt-project.org), and matplotlib (Hunter 2007, https://
matplotlib.org).
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APPENDIX

A. FLASH SIMULATION RESOLUTION
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Figure 20. The angle-average cell resolution as a percentage of the relative pressure scale height for the three 3D models at t = 0. Also shown
are the approximate O-shell radial limits. The dashed horizontal line corresponds to 10% of the pressure scale height.
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The finest level of refinement for each model results in a grid spacing of ≈ 32.5 km. The approximate effective resolution for
each model varies due to their different initial shell configurations. For the 14 M� model, the finest resolution level is situated
at the center of the simulation and extends out to a radius of r ≈ 3500 km. This region includes the entire iron core and Si-shell
resulting in an average resolution of ≈ 8 % of the local pressure scale height, Hp = P/ρG. The resolution decreases beyond
this radius by a factor of two out to r ≈ 7100 km. In this region, our simulation has a resolution that equates to ≈ 7% Hp.
The resolution continues to decrease beyond this radius based based on logarithmic changes in specific density, pressure, and
velocity. After initialization, the location of the refinement levels do not change throughout the simulation. The 20 M� model
has a qualitatively similar grid with the finest resolution level containing the entire iron and Si-shell region. In the 25 M�, model,
the finest refinement level extends out to r ≈ 4100 km. Unlike the other models, in the 25 M� model, this only encompasses the
iron core and a portion of the Si-shell region. Within this finest refinement level, the resulting resolution equates to an average
of ≈ 5%Hp. Beyond this radius, the grid resolution is decreased by a factor of two but the simulation maintains an approximate
effective resolution of ≈ 5%Hp out to r ≈ 8100 km. The remainder of the grid resolution is similar to the other two models.
In Figure 20 we show the average cell reolution as a percentage of the pressure scale height according to the 3D models. Also
shown are the approximate O-shell radial limits for each model.
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