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ABSTRACT

Mass loss of massive helium stars is not well understood even though it plays an essential role in determining their remnant

neutron-star or black-hole masses as well as ejecta mass of Type Ibc supernovae. Radio emission from Type Ibc supernovae is

strongly affected by circumstellar matter properties formed by mass loss of their massive helium star progenitors. In this study,

we estimate the rise time and peak luminosity distributions of Type Ibc supernovae in radio based on a few massive helium

star mass-loss prescriptions and compare them with the observed distribution to constrain the uncertain massive helium star

mass-loss rates. We find that massive helium stars in the luminosity range expected for ordinary Type Ibc supernova progenitors

(4.6 . log !/L⊙ . 5.2) should generally have large mass-loss rates (& 10−6 M⊙ yr−1) in order to account for the observed rise

time and peak luminosity distribution. Therefore, mass-loss prescriptions that predict significantly low mass-loss rates for helium

stars in this luminosity range is inconsistent with the supernova radio observations. It is also possible that massive helium stars

shortly before their explosion generally undergo mass-loss enhancement in a different way from the standard radiation-driven

wind mechanism.

Key words: supernovae: general – radio continuum: transients – circumstellar matter – stars: massive – stars: mass-loss – stars:

Wolf-Rayet

1 INTRODUCTION

Mass loss from massive stars plays a critical role in determining their

fates. For example, black-hole mass distributions that can be mea-

sured by gravitational waves are strongly affected by assumed mass-

loss rates of massive stars (e.g., Belczynski et al. 2010; Higgins et al.

2021). Type Ibc supernovae (SNe Ibc), which are core-collapse SNe

without hydrogen features, somehow lose their entire hydrogen-rich

envelopes before their explosion (e.g., Yoon 2015). Despite its crit-

ical importance, mass loss from massive stars remains to be one of

the most uncertain processes in stellar evolution (e.g., Vink 2021).

Massive stars may explode as SNe at the end of their lives. SN ex-

plosions occur within the circumstellar matter (CSM) that is formed

by the progenitors throughout their life time. Especially, radio emis-

sion from SNe is believed to be strongly affected by the CSM prop-

erties and radio observations of SNe have been used to constrain the

mass-loss history of SN progenitors (e.g., Weiler et al. 2002). For

example, Moriya (2021) recently used the rise time and peak lumi-

nosity distribution of SNe II compiled by Bietenholz et al. (2021)

to constrain the uncertain mass-loss prescriptions of red supergiants

(RSGs).

Mass-loss rates of massive helium stars are as uncertain as those of

RSGs and they are actively debated in recent years (e.g., Yoon 2017;

Vink 2017; Sander et al. 2020; Sander & Vink 2020). When massive

★ E-mail: takashi.moriya@nao.ac.jp (TJM)

helium stars explode, they are observed as SNe Ibc1. There have

been several studies constraining the mass-loss rates of individual

massive helium star SN progenitors through radio observations of

individual SNe Ibc (e.g., Berger et al. 2002; Chevalier & Fransson

2006; Soderberg et al. 2006, 2010; Wellons et al. 2012; Maeda 2013;

Milisavljevic et al. 2013; Kamble et al. 2014; Margutti et al. 2017;

Anderson et al. 2017; Horesh et al. 2020; Maeda et al. 2021). In this

work, following the previous work by Moriya (2021) for RSGs, we

take the rise time and peak luminosity distribution of SNe Ibc in

radio compiled by Bietenholz et al. (2021) and constrain the general

mass-loss properties of massive helium stars exploding as SNe Ibc.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We first introduce

the massive helium star mass-loss prescriptions based on which we

estimate the expected radio properties of SNe Ibc in Section 2. We

briefly summarize the radio emission mechanism of SNe Ibc in Sec-

tion 3. We compare the rise time and peak luminosity distributions

of SNe Ibc in radio and those expected from the massive helium

star mass-loss prescriptions in Section 4. We discuss our results and

conclude this paper in Section 5.

1 In this paper, we refer to hydrogen-poor massive stars as helium stars instead

of Wolf-Rayet (WR) stars because we focus on those explode as SNe Ibc. WR

stars are characterized by strong emission lines from optically thick winds

(Crowther 2007). Not all SN Ibc progenitors are expected to be WR stars

because their winds would not be strong enough to be optically thick in many

cases (e.g., Aguilera-Dena et al. 2021).

© 2022 The Authors
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2 MASSIVE HELIUM STAR MASS-LOSS RATES

We investigate three massive helium star mass-loss rate prescriptions

at solar metallicity in this study. The first two prescriptions are from

Yoon (2017). Yoon (2017) provides massive helium star mass-loss

rate prescriptions for WNE stars (. = 1−Z⊙, where . is the surface

helium mass fraction) and for WC stars (. < 0.9). They are based

on the observed mass-loss rates of WR stars (Hamann et al. 2006;

Hainich et al. 2014; Tramper et al. 2016). The WNE mass-loss rate

at solar metallicity is expressed as

¤"WNE = 5WR10−11.32

(

!

L⊙

)1.18

M⊙ yr−1, (1)

where 5WR is the wind factor. The WC mass-loss rates at solar

metallicity is

¤"WC = 5WR10−9.20.0.85

(

!

L⊙

)0.83

M⊙ yr−1. (2)

The functional form of this WC mass-loss rate prescription is given by

Tramper et al. (2016), and Yoon (2017) only multiplies the wind fac-

tor 5WR. Because WC SN progenitor models typically have . ≃ 0.2

(Yoon 2017), we set . = 0.2 for the WC mass-loss rate throughout

this paper. Following Yoon (2017), we adopt 5WR = 1.58 which can

explain the luminosity distribution of massive helium stars of differ-

ent subtypes. Given that this prescription is based on the observed

WR stars having log !/L⊙ > 5 and log !/L⊙ & 4.8 for WNE and

WC stars, respectively, applying this prescription to a less luminous

helium stars is an extrapolation.

The last massive helium star mass-loss rate prescription we inves-

tigate is formulated by Sander & Vink (2020). This mass-loss rate

is based on theoretical stellar atmospheric calculations. The massive

helium star mass-loss rate at solar metallicity is approximated as

¤"Sander = 10−4.06

(

log
!

!0

)1.40 (

!

10!0

)3/4

M⊙ yr−1, (3)

where !0 = 105.06L⊙ . Note that this mass-loss prescription is ob-

tained with a helium-rich surface composition resembling those of

WNE stars, and cannot be directly applied to WC stars. However,

Sander et al. (2020) find in their model calculations that the mass-

loss rate of WC stars is not much different from WNE stars.

Fig. 1 illustrates the three mass-loss rate prescriptions used in this

study. While the WNE and WC mass-loss rates from Yoon (2017)

remains large at log !/L⊙ < 5.0, the massive helium star mass-

loss rate of Sander & Vink (2020) drops at log !/L⊙ ≃ 5.5 and

insignificant mass loss is predicted at log !/L⊙ < 5.0.

The typical ejecta mass of SNe Ibc which have massive helium

progenitors is between ≃ 1 M⊙ and ≃ 5 M⊙ (e.g., Lyman et al.

2016; Taddia et al. 2018). If we assume a typical remnant mass of

1.4 M⊙ , the massive helium star SN progenitor mass just before the

explosion is between ≃ 2.4 M⊙ and ≃ 6.4 M⊙ . The corresponding

luminosity range is 4.6 . log !/L⊙ . 5.2 (Yoon 2017). Thus,

we can probe the massive helium star mass loss in this luminosity

range through SN radio properties. Sander & Vink (2020) predicts

insignificant massive helium star mass loss in this luminosity range,

while the WNE and WC mass-loss rates from Yoon (2017) suggest

the massive helium star mass-loss rates larger than 10−6 M⊙ yr−1.

3 RISE TIME AND PEAK LUMINOSITY OF SUPERNOVAE

IN RADIO

The synchrotron emission from electrons accelerated at the forward

shock is assumed to be dominant in radio frequencies in SNe (e.g.,
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Figure 1. Mass-loss rate prescriptions of massive helium stars used in this

study. They all assume solar metallicity.

Fransson & Björnsson 1998; Björnsson & Fransson 2004). We esti-

mate the synchrotron luminosity in the same way as in our previous

study of SNe II and RSG mass loss (Moriya 2021) and obtain the

expected rise time and peak luminosity distribution from the massive

helium star mass-loss prescriptions. We estimate the radio properties

at 8.4 GHz in order to compare our estimates with the observations

compiled at 8.4 GHz by Bietenholz et al. (2021). The rise time and

peak luminosity of SNe in radio are strongly affected by CSM den-

sity determined by mass loss of their progenitors. The rise time is

determined by the timescale on which the optical depth of the syn-

chrotron emission becomes unity. The peak luminosity increases as

the CSM density increases. For a given SN ejecta properties, the rise

time and peak luminosity of SNe in radio both become larger with

higher CSM density, allowing us to constrain the CSM density and

the progenitor mass-loss rates. We refer to Moriya (2021) for the

details of the radio luminosity formulation. Here, we only discuss

important assumptions and differences between SNe II and SNe Ibc.

Important parameters determining the SN radio properties are the

fraction of kinetic energy used for electron acceleration (Y4) and for

magnetic field amplification (Y�). Following the previous studies,

we adopt Y4 = 0.1 and Y� = 0.01 (e.g., Björnsson & Fransson 2004;

Maeda 2012; Kamble et al. 2016). The effects of Y4 and Y� are

discussed in Moriya (2021). Briefly, the fraction of Y4 and Y� affects

the rise time and peak luminosity of SN radio light curves. For a

fixed Y4, the rise time and peak luminosity increase as Y� increase.

However, the exact values of Y4 and Y� do not affect our conclusions

if they are changed in a reasonable range. This is because we mainly

discuss the overall distribution of the rise time and peak luminosity

in radio. We have a large dispersion in the distribution that is caused

by the diversity in ejecta properties and progenitor mass-loss rates.

Because of the large dispersion, changing Y4 and Y� in a reasonable

range do not make a significant difference in the expected distribution

compared with the observed distribution.

We consider synchrotron self-absorption (SSA) as the main physi-

cal process determining the rise time and peak luminosity of SNe Ibc

in radio (Chevalier 1998). We ignore free-free absorption and in-

verse Compton cooling in this work. Free-free absorption is not

likely to have significant effect in radio properties of SNe Ibc be-

cause of their low CSM density and large forward shock velocity

(e.g., Chevalier & Fransson 2006; Maeda 2012). The inverse Comp-

ton cooling can reduce the peak radio luminosity by a factor of a few

MNRAS 000, 1–5 (2022)
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Figure 2. Rise time and peak luminosity of SNe Ibc at 8.4 GHz. The green

squares are the observed rise times and peak luminosities of SNe Ibc presented

by Bietenholz et al. (2021). The blue circle shows the region where the 68 per

cent of SNe Ibc are estimated to be located and it is obtained by taking all the

observations including non detection into account (Bietenholz et al. 2021).

Each colored line shows an expected range of rise time and peak luminosity

from a massive helium star of a given luminosity indicated by the color. The

expected range is obtained by changing the ejecta mass (0.5 − 5 M⊙) and

explosion energy (0.5 − 10 B). Although the ejecta mass can be determined

by the progenitor luminosity in principle, we show all possibilities with 0.5−

5 M⊙ to account for uncertainty in stellar evolution theory. The top panel is

for the WNE star mass-loss rate by Yoon (2017, Eq. 1), the middle panel is

for the WC star mass-loss rate by Yoon (2017, Eq. 2), and the bottom panel is

for the massive helium star mass-loss rate by Sander & Vink (2020, Eq. 3).
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2, but those obtained by changing the mass-loss rates

by factors of 10 and 0.1.

(Maeda 2012), but the small amount of the reduction does not affect

our conclusion.

The radius and velocity of the forward shock are estimated by the

self-similar solution formulated by Chevalier (1982). We assume that

the SN ejecta density structure (dej) with two power-law components,

i.e., dej ∝ A−1 inside and dej ∝ A−10 outside, which is suitable for

stripped-envelope SNe (Matzner & McKee 1999). We assume the

ejecta mass range of 0.5 − 5 M⊙ and the explosion energy range

of 0.5 − 10 B, where 1 B = 1051 erg, in order to cover the ejecta

mass and explosion energy range of SNe Ibc (e.g., Lyman et al. 2016;

Taddia et al. 2018).

MNRAS 000, 1–5 (2022)
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The CSM structure for a given mass-loss rate ¤" is set as

dCSM (A) =
¤"

4cECSM
A−2, (4)

where ECSM is the CSM wind velocity. Because we investigate mass

loss from massive helium stars in this work, we assume ECSM =

1000 km s−1 which is a typical massive helium star wind velocity

(Hamann et al. 2006; Hainich et al. 2014).

4 MASSIVE HELIUM STAR MASS LOSS AND

SUPERNOVA RADIO PROPERTIES

Fig. 2 shows the rise time and peak luminosity distributions at

8.4 GHz for the three massive helium star mass-loss prescriptions.

The region expected from the WNE star mass-loss rate of Yoon

(2017) covers the top part of the region estimated by the observa-

tions. The region expected from the WC star mass-loss rate is similar

to that from the WNE star mass-loss rates, although the region cov-

ered by the WC star mass-loss rate is smaller. This is because the

WC star mass-loss rate is less dependent on luminosity than the

WNE star mass-loss rate (Fig. 1). The weaker luminosity depen-

dence means smaller mass-loss rate diversity in the massive helium

star SN progenitor luminosity range. Thus, it results in the smaller

region covered in the rise time and peak luminosity.

While the rise time and peak luminosity expected from the WNE

and WC star mass-loss rates of Yoon (2017) are within the range

of those observed for SNe Ibc, the rise time and peak luminosity

estimated by the massive helium star mass-loss rate of Sander & Vink

(2020) is mostly out of the expected region. With the Sander & Vink

(2020) prescription, only the most luminous massive helium star

SN progenitors with log !/L⊙ ≃ 5.1 − 5.2 are expected to cover a

small fraction of the observed distribution. This is simply because

of the very small mass-loss rates expected for massive helium stars

in the SN progenitor luminosity range of log !/L⊙ ≃ 4.6 − 5.2 by

the prescription of Sander & Vink (2020). In addition, the mass of

the brightest massive helium star SN progenitors with log !/L⊙ ≃

5.1 − 5.2 is & 5 M⊙ , and they are at the edge of the progenitor

mass distribution of SNe Ibc. The very small massive helium star

mass-loss rates predicted by Sander & Vink (2020) do not explain

the rise time and peak luminosity of most SNe Ibc. We find that the

SN Ibc progenitor luminosity range needs to reach log !/L⊙ ∼ 6 to

explain the most luminous SNe Ibc in radio with the mass-loss rate

of Sander & Vink (2020). Thus, the SN Ibc progenitor mass range

needs to be from ∼ 5 M⊙ to ∼ 30 M⊙ , which is much larger than

observed.

Observationally, the massive helium star mass-loss rates for a given

luminosity are scattered (e.g., Nugis & Lamers 2000; Tramper et al.

2016) and the mass-loss rate formulae (Eqs. 1, 2, and 3) only provide

an average mass-loss rates for a given luminosity. In addition, the

helium star mass-loss rate has uncertainty. Yoon (2017) finds that the

luminosity distribution of WC stars can be well explained with 5WR

= 1.58 in Equations 1 and 2. However, this conclusion is based on the

adopted dependence of the mass-loss rate on the WR luminosity and

surface composition, which is poorly constrained. Note also that the

adopted mass-loss rate prescription is based on the WR sample of

the nearby universe, which is in the core helium-burning phase, and

might not be suitable for helium stars at the pre-SN phase. In order

to take the scatter and uncertainty of the massive helium star mass-

loss rate into account, we show the rise time and peak luminosity

regions covered by changing each massive helium star mass-loss rate

prescription within a factor of 10 in Fig. 3. We can find that the WNE

and WC star mass-loss rates by Yoon (2017) can cover broad ranges

in the rise time and peak luminosity as observed in SN Ibc with the

major expected luminosity of massive helium star SN progenitors.

However, the massive helium star mass-loss rates by Sander & Vink

(2020) can only cover the observed range with the brightest massive

helium star SN progenitors.

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that the WNE and WC mass-loss rate prescrip-

tions by Yoon (2017) reasonably explain the broad rise time and

peak luminosity range of SNe Ibc in radio, while the prescription by

Sander & Vink (2020) predicts too small mass-loss rates to explain

the observation. However, our result does not mean that the prescrip-

tion of Sander & Vink (2020) is not suitable for massive helium stars

in general. The mass-loss history of massive helium stars that we

can trace by SN radio observations is limited to shortly before the

explosion because of the large massive helium star wind velocity (of

the order of 1000 km s−1) and forward shock velocity (of the order

of 10000 km s−1, e.g., Taddia et al. 2018). During the typical radio

rise times of SNe Ibc (10 − 100 days), the forward shock reaches

∼ 1015 − 1016 cm. The CSM at ∼ 1015 − 1016 cm is formed at

∼ 0.3 − 3 years before the explosion. Thus, the mass-loss history

we can probe in our study is that in a few years before the explo-

sion2. Early SN Ibc observations have revealed that massive helium

star SN progenitors often experience mass-loss enhancement shortly

before their explosions (e.g., Maeda et al. 2021). The mass-loss en-

hancement forming a dense CSM is also suggested to be required

to explain the luminous massive helium star SN progenitors that are

directly identified (i.e., iPTF13bvn, SN 2017ein, and SN 2019yvr;

e.g., Kilpatrick et al. 2021; Jung et al. 2022). Thus, it is still possible

that massive helium stars have a very small mass-loss rate as pre-

dicted by Sander & Vink (2020) until shortly before their explosion,

and generally experience mass-loss enhancement from several years

before explosions that can explain the rise time and peak luminosity

distribution of SNe Ibc in radio. Some possible mechanisms for such

a mass-loss enhancement have been suggested (Fuller & Ro 2018).

However, note that with such a low mass-loss rate as predicted by

Sander & Vink (2020), it would be very difficult to explain the rel-

atively low ejecta masses of SNe Ibc in terms of stellar evolution

even if we consider binary interactions (see Yoon 2017 for a related

discussion).

The right-bottom part of the rise time and peak luminosity distri-

bution in SNe Ibc (blue circle in Figs. 2 and 3) is not populated by

the models presented in this work. The radio luminosity evolution

with long rise times and low peak luminosity can be realized when

free-free absorption is dominant (e.g., Moriya 2021). While the mass-

loss rates we considered in this study (Fig. 1) are not high enough

for the free-free absorption to be dominant, the mass-loss enhance-

ment shortly before massive helium star explosions may sometimes

make CSM dense enough for the free-free absorption to be dominant.

SNe Ibn with long rise time and low peak luminosity in radio can

correspond to such a case.

Radio SN observations provide valuable opportunities to investi-

gate mass-loss history of SNe. Especially, they allow us to uncover

mass-loss activities of massive helium stars shortly before explosion.

This has important implications not only for stellar evolution theory

2 In the case of SNe II as studied in Moriya (2021), the mass-loss history we

can trace is more than ∼ 30 years before explosion because of slower RSG

wind velocities (∼ 10 km s−1).

MNRAS 000, 1–5 (2022)
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but also for direct identifications of SN Ibc progenitors, given that

the mass-loss history immediately before the SN explosion can criti-

cally influence the optical brightness and color of SN Ibc progenitors

(Jung et al. 2022). Our radio SN observations are still biased to the

bright end of the radio luminosity function (Bietenholz et al. 2021).

The future radio facilities such as next-generation Very Large Array

(ngVLA) will allow us to probe the broader range in the rise time and

peak luminosity relation in SNe in radio. It will enable us to better

uncover the mass-loss properties of SN progenitors shortly before

their explosions.
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