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Abstract

We address a phenomenon of a confined circumstellar (CS) dense
shell and powerful presupernova emission of SN 2020tlf (type IIP).
Modeling the Hα line and the circumstellar interaction implies the
CS shell radius of ∼1015 cm and the mass of ∼0.2M⊙ lost during ∼6
yr prior to the explosion. Spectra and photometry of the supernova
after the explosion do not show apparent signature of the material
lost by the presupernova during its powerful luminosity. This material
presumably resided in the inner zone of the CS shell. We present
a hydrodynamic model of the outcome of a flash with the energy of
5×10

48 erg in the convective nuclear burning zone. The model predicts
the ejection of outer layers of the presupernova (∼0.1M⊙) and the
luminosity of 1040 erg s−1 during several hundreds days in accord with
observations. We propose the Lighthill mechanism of acoustic waves
generation by the turbulence of the convective nuclear burning zone
to account for the phenomenon of a compact CS shell of supernovae
related to the core collapse.

1 Introduction

Last 20 years the study of core collapse supernovae (CCSN) have revealed
a challenging problem of the vigorous mass loss by presupernova (preSN)
year–decade prior to the explosion. This phenomenon undoubtedly related
somehow to the enhanced rate of thermonuclear burning at the final stage of
massive star, albeit details of this connection are far from clear. Signes of the
vigorous mass loss are manifested in early spectra as emission lines of specific
profiles (narrow core and broad wings) of hydrogen, if any, He II and N III.
That sort of lines were observed in early spectra of type IIL SN 1998S (Fassia
et al. 2001) and recognized as emission of a compact (∼1015 cm) dense CS
shell with a large Thomson optical depth (Chugai 2001). Similar compact
CS shells are found in SNe IIP (Yaron et al. 2017) and SNe Ibn (Pastorello
et al. 2015).
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In this row is the type II SN 2020tlf that should be classified as IIP, since
the light curve has a plateau with a clear-cut transition to the radioactive
tail. Apart from a confined dense shell, this supernova is remarkable for
the preSN emission during 130 days before the explosion with the super-
Eddington luminosity of ≈1040 erg s−1 that presumably is associated with the
formation of the CS shell (Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022). Authors conclude
that it is the matter lost at the stage of preSN high luminosity that is observed
on day 10 in CS emission lines. Modeling the light curve and spectra implies
that the CS shell is produced by the preSN mass loss rate of 0.01M⊙ yr−1

and limited to r ≈ 1015 cm (Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022).
This scenario however requires some revision. The point is that hydrody-

namic modeling of the shell ejection initiated by the 5 × 1048 erg deposition
in the preSN core suggests that the ejecta expands at ∼50 km s−1 (Dessart
2010). Combined with the preSN radius (R0 ∼ 500R⊙) the ejected shell
expands up to r ∼ R0 + (130 d) × (50 km s−1) ∼ 1014 cm. This CS gas after
the SN explosion should be swept up by the forward shock with the velocity
of ∼104 km s−1 on the time scale of one day. On the other hand, CS emission
lines were observed in the spectrum on day 10 after the explosion, which
implies that the CS line-emitting gas is not related to the mass lost during
preSN high-luminosity stage and the issue of the structure and mass of the
CS shell remains open.

A central issue, however, is the mechanism of powerful preSN emission
during 130 days and the amount of matter lost during this period. One ex-
planation of the enhanced mass loss before the supernova explosion is based
on a generation of gravitational hydrodynamic waves caused by the vigorous
convection in the burning zone of C, O, and Ne. Gravitational waves pre-
sumably convert into the acoustic waves that dissipate in the preSN envelope
thus causing the enhanced mass loss (Quataert and Shiode 2012, Leung et
al. 2021). An alternative scenario (Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022) suggests
that a rapid release of the nuclear energy in the internal zone, comparable to
the binding energy of the external envelope, drives the shock wave and the
subsequent matter ejection. The mechanism is studied earlier and it has been
shown that the shell ejection is accompanied by a prolong powerful luminos-
ity during several hundreds days (Dessart 2010). The mechanism however
has not been explored in the particular case of SN 2020tlf.

Our paper pursues two goals: (i) the determination of structure and pa-
rameters of the CS envelope based on the modeling of the Hα emission line
on day 10 in combination with the modeling of the light curve powered by the
CS interaction; (ii) modeling the preSN mass ejection and prolong luminos-
ity initiated by the energy release in nuclear burning zone. In line with the
formulated goals we describe modeling methods in section 2, report results
in section 3, and discuss them in the final section.
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2 Models used

Data analysis and inferences are based on the application of three types
of models: (i) the model for the Hα line formed in the expanding CS enve-
lope with the large Thomson optical depth; (ii) the model of the supernova
interaction with the CS matter; and (iii) the hydrodynamic model of mass
ejection and emission initiated by the energy deposition in the central zone
of preSN.

2.1 Two components of CS envelope

Previous modeling of the bolometric light curve (Jacobson-Galán et al.
2022) suggests that the preSN of SN 2020tlf was a red supergiant (RSG)
with the initial mass of about 12M⊙ and radius of R0 ∼ 500 − 1100R⊙.
The matter lost by the preSN during the powerful luminosity (130 days)
occupied a region of r . r1 = R0 + (130 days) × (50 km s−1) ∼ 1014 cm at
the supernova explosion, whereas the gas responsible for the emission lines
on day 10 occupied a zone r . r2 = (104 km s−1)× (10 days) ∼ 1015 cm.

These estimates indicate that the CS envelope of SN 2020tlf has two-
component structure characterized by the presence of a ”core“ (r . r1 ∼

1014 cm) related to the matter lost during the powerful preSN luminosity
and ”halo“ (r . r2 ∼ 1015 cm) identified with the wind lost before the preSN
flash. In our light curve model the core has uniform density within r < r1,
whereas the halo density distribution (r1 < r < r2) corresponds to the steady
wind ρ = Ar−2. In fact, the density distribution in the core observationally
is of little significance since this matter is swept up by the supernova in 1−2
days after the explosion.

2.2 Hα model

The Hα emission on day 10 originates from the preshock CS gas. Due to
a strong radiative cooling the forward shock wave almost coincides with the
cold dense shell (CDS) that forms between the forward and reverse shock.
At this stage the CDS optical depth is large, so the photosphere essentially
coincides with the CDS. In the adopted model the region of the Hα formation
is the wind (ρ = Ar−2) between the photosphere and the external radius
(rp < r < r2); the CDS radius is provided by the CS interaction model.

At early stage the supernova radiation significantly accelerates preshock
gas, so that the initial wind velocity (u0 ≈ 50 km s−1) becomes larger by the
amount related to the acceleration by the supernova radiation

uac =
kEr

4πr2c
= 90Er,49r

−2
15 km s−1 , (1)

where k = 0.34 cm2 g−1 is opacity and c is the speed of light. The preshock
velocity uac is provided by the CS interaction model.

Modeling the Hα spectrum is based on the Monte Carlo technique. This
suggests photon history dicing starting from a emission within the thermal
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Table 1 Hα model parameters. Indicated in parentheses is the power of
ten.

Model A (g/cm) r2 (cm) Te (K)
A 3.2(16) 1.2(15) 10000
B 3.2(16) 0.8(15) 10000
C 1.6(16) 1.2(15) 10000
D 3.2(16) 1.2(15) 20000

line profile. The photon may leave the CS shell after multiple Thomson scat-
terings off thermal electrons or may vanish colliding with the photosphere
with the probability (1 − Ω), where Ω is the photosphere albedo. During a
random walk in the CS shell the photon frequency changes in the comov-
ing frame and also due to the frequency redistribution at the scattering off
thermal electrons. The latter is diced using the angle-averaged frequency
redistribution function (Hummer & Mihalas 1967) with the comptonization
correction (energy exchange between photons and electrons). The electron
temperature is assumed to be constant along the radius. The optimal spec-
tral model (SM) and hydrodynamic model (HM) of the CS interaction are
the outcome of the iterative process HM → SM → HM → SM ...

2.3 Supernova interaction with CS gas

Hydrodynamics of the CS interaction is described in the thin shell ap-
proximation (Guiliani 1981, Chevalier 1982) with a correction on the forward
shock acceleration in the region of steep density drop (ρ ∝ r−ω, r > r2, ω > 3)
following transition to the adiabatic regime. The similar model has recently
been used (Chugai 2022), so we bound ourselves with its short description.

The kinetic luminosity of the forward and reverse shock converts into
X-rays which are absorbed by the unperturbed ejecta, the CDS, and the
CS gas and are then re-emitted as the observed optical radiation. The X-
ray luminosity of a shock wave at the moment t is the kinetic luminosity
multiplied by the radiation efficiency η = t/(t + tc), where tc is the cool-
ing time of the shocked hot gas with the cooling function of Sutherland
& Dopita (1993). The absorbed fraction of the X-ray luminosity is calcu-
lated assuming the bremsstrahlung spectrum and the absorption coefficient
kX = 100(hν/1 keV)−8/3 cm2 g−1.

The model bolometric luminosity at the moment t suggests the instant re-
emission of the absorbed X-rays into the escaping optical radiation. However
at the initial stage of the order of the diffusion time for the photons in the
CS shell — defined by the condition tdif = tesc = t, where tesc = 0.5τr/c is
the average escape time from the homogeneous sphere of the optical depth
τ with the central source (Sunyaev & Titarchuk 1980) — the corresponding
diffusion delay should be taken into account. This is done according to a
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Figure 1. Model Hα spectrum compared to the observed one (thin line).
Panels a, b, c, and d show models A, B, C, and D, respectively (Table 1).
Emission line around +5000 km s−1 is He I 6678Å that is not included in the
model.

simplified recipe: the luminosity calculated without diffusion is multiplied by
a smoothed step function S(x) = x9/(1 + x9), where x = t/tdif . The model
bolometric light curve is the superposition of the luminosity due to the CS
interaction and the diffusion supernova luminosity calculated according to
the analytical model (Arnett 1980).

The model of the CS interaction is aimed at the description of the ini-
tial stage of the light curve and the maximal velocity of the undisturbed
supernova envelope. The lower limit of this velocity is estimated from the
maximal radial velocity in the blue wing of Ca II 8498Å absorption line on
day 95 (Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022). For a given CS gas density the light
curve and the maximal velocity supernova before the reverse shock depend
on the kinetic energy and the mass of the supernova ejecta. We therefore
fix the energy at the maximal level of 2 × 1051 erg for the neutrino-driven
mechanism (Janka 2017), whereas the mass is considered as a free parame-
ter. The initial supernova model suggests homologous expansion with density
ρ = ρ0/[1+ (v/v0)

n], where v0 and ρ0 are determined by the ejecta mass and
the kinetic energy assuming n = 8.

2.4 Modeling preSN mass ejection and luminosity

The underlying model for the preSN is a star with the initial mass of
12M⊙ in hydrostatic equilibrium at the final stage (Woosley et al. 2002).
This choice is in line with the earlier conclusion that the SN 2020tlf progenitor
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Table 2. Parameters of CS shell. For the radius the number in parentheses
is the power of ten.

Parameter Core Halo

Radius (cm) 2.7(14) 1.2(15)
Mass (M⊙) 0.14 0.22
Expansion velocity ( km s−1) 45 50

was a star with the initial mass of 10− 12M⊙ (Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022).
Based on the radiation hydrodynamics code CRAB (Utrobin 2007), we

compute the evolution of a perturbation initiated by the instant release of
an internal energy Edep at the level with a mass coordinate mdep. In line
with the Dessart et al. (2010) modeling of an outcome of the energy release
at the level mdep = 1.8M⊙ we ignore details of a thermonuclear flash of C,
O, Ne burning and remark only that the burning of 0.01M⊙ of C or/and O
is enough to release Edep ≈ 2 × 1049 erg. As becomes clear below, the value
of Edep should be a significant fraction (q) of the binding energy Eb of the
matter lying above in order to reproduce the observed preSN luminosity by
this hydrodynamic perturbation.

3 Modeling results

3.1 Parameters of CS shell halo

Key parameter for the Hα spectral model is the Thomson optical depth
of the CS shell. Instead of the optical depth, we use, however, the external
radius r2 that is determined by the width of the initial luminosity peak
and the wind density parameter A. To reproduce the light curve and the
Hα line requires r2 = 1.2 × 1015 cm. On day 10, when the spectrum was
obtained, the CDS (i.e., photosphere) radius in the CS interaction model
is rp = 6.4 × 1014 cm. The photosphere is assumed to be fully absorbing
(Ω = 0).

Four Hα models (Figure 1) are distinguished by the density, the radius
r2, and the electron temperature (Te) (Table 1). The CS expansion velocity
is the sum u = u0+uac with the initial wind velocity u0 = 50 km s−1. On day
10 the velocity uac produced by the preshock acceleration is 270 km s−1 at
the radius rp and 80 km s−1 at the radius r2. Between these extreme values
the velocity uac is interpolated linearly. The standard model A (Table 1)
produces qualitatively best fit. The model B with a smaller halo radius man-
ifests the effect of a slightly lower optical depth. Models C and D show the
pronounced effects of the lower density and the higher electron temperature.
The major parameters of the halo of the CS shell are presented in Table 2.

Note that models are compared to the observed spectrum in the rest
frame assuming supernova redshift 2369 km s−1 that is by 144 km s−1 lower
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Figure 2. Left. Model bolometric light curve compared to the observational
one (crosses). The supernova diffusion luminosity without the CS interaction
is shown by dotted line. Inset shows the density distribution in the CS shell
compared to the distribution from Jacobson-Gálan et al. (2022) (dotted line).
Right. Model CDS velocity (thick line) and the boundary velocity of the
unperturbed supernova envelope (thin line). The maximal velocity obtained
from the Ca II 8498Å line on day 95 is shown by diamond. Inset shows the
evolution of the CDS radius.

than the host galaxy NGC 5731 redshift 2513 km s−1 (database NED). The
different redshift for the supernova and the galaxy presumably is related to
the the galactic rotation, since the galaxy is seen almost edge-on (inclination
i = 82◦, NED) and the displacement from the galacic center is significant
(9′′). Unfortunately this explanation cannot be confirmed as yet because of
the absence of data on the NGC 5731 rotation curve.

Parameters of the CS shell halo are used for the CS interaction model.
As to the mass and the radius of the CS shell core, they are supplied by
the hydrodynamic model of the preSN luminosity (see below). Two models
are presented. The standard model (Figure 2) is characterized by the ejecta
mass of 9M⊙, the kinetic energy E = 2 × 1051 erg, and the preSN radius of
550R⊙. In this model the core of the CS shell is of 0.14M⊙ and the halo
density parameter is A = 3.2 × 1016 g cm−1. In the second model (Figure 3)
the CS core is absent and the density through the CS shell is ρ = Ar−2 with
A = 3.8 × 1016 g cm−1. Both models provide a comparable fit to the light
curve and the expansion velocity. The existence of the CS core and, therefore,
of the heavy mass loss related to the powerful preSN luminosity do not affect
the light curve significantly. Note that for the power law of the density
distribution in the outer ejecta ρ ∝ 1/vn the effect of the CS interaction
turns out unchanged, if M and E obey the relation E ∝ M (n−5)/(n−3).

The luminosity maximum in the range of 0 ≤ t < 27 days is related to the
CS interaction. At t ≥ 27 days the forward shock becomes adiabatic and its
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Figure 3. The same as Figure 2, but for the CS density distribution ρ ∝ r−2.
This model is also consistent with the observational constraints.

contribution to the bolometric luminosity decreases significantly. Note that
the full width of the initial luminosity maximum essentially depends on the
radius of the CS shell halo, which permits us to find the value of r2.

3.2 Presupernova flash

Modeling the hydrodynamic effect of the energy deposition in the central
zone of the preSN for a broad range of the mass coordinate mdep and the
flash energy Edep shows that the ratio q = Edep/Eb should be in the range
of q ∼ 0.2...0.3 in order to account for the preSN luminosity at the level of
1040 erg s−1 during several hundreds days. This conclusion is illustrated by
models m2a and m1.4 c mdep = 2M⊙ and mdep = 1.4M⊙, respectively (Table
3). Both models have the similar light curves and the comparable q (0.23
and 0.255) and yet the values of Edep differ by a factor of 10.

Model m2a, adopted as a standard one, describes the preSN emission
(Figure 4), if the energy release occurred around 390 days before the super-
nova explosion. If the collapse had not happened, the preSN would have
shone at the level of ∼ 1040 erg s−1 for about 1000 days (Figure 4, inset).
The internal energy deposited in this case corresponds to the burning of
0.003M⊙ of C/O mixture. The ejected mass is 0.13M⊙ with the r.m.s. ve-
locity vrms = 45 km s−1 and the maximal velocity vmax = 70 km s−1. In 390
days the ejecta boundary with the preSN radius taken into account expands
up to 2.7 × 1014 cm. This determines the radius of the core of the SN shell,
which is taken into account in the CS interaction model.

Figure 4 also shows the light curve of the model m2b with the deposited
energy twice as lower. In this case there is no mass ejection and the shock
energy brings about only pulsations with the quasi-period of hundreds days
and the average luminosity comparable to the equilibrium luminosity of RSG.
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Table 3 Model parameters of preSN flash. The mass in solar units, and the
energy in ergs; in parentheses is the power of ten.

Model mdep Eb Edep Mej Ekin q

m2a 2.0 2.4(49) 5.5(48) 0.124 2.5(45) 0.23
m2b 2.0 2.4(49) 2.75(48) 0 0 0.115
m1.4 1.4 2.1(50) 5.3(49) 0.236 5.5(49) 0.255

Yet one cannot rule out that the increase of the internal energy of the RSG
envelope might bring about the enhanced preSN mass loss rate. However, to
confirm this conjecture, one need to use a more refined model of the external
layers where acoustic waves transform into weak shocks with the cooling and
the dust formation. That kind of modeling is beyond goals of the present
paper.

4 Discussion

Analyzing and modeling the photometric and spectral data on SN 2020tlf
lead us to the picture of the confined dense CS shell (Table 2) that had
expanded before the explosion at 50 km s−1 and then has been accelerated by
the supernova radiation up to 320 km s−1 before the shock wave by day 10.
This shell had the outer radius of ∼1015 cm in line with the previous estimate
of Jacobson-Galán et al. (2022) and formed during ∼6 years before the
explosion. The spectral and photometric data do not show apparent signs of
the material lost during the stage of the powerful preSN luminosity. However,
hydrodynamic modeling of the high preSN luminosity as an outcome of the
nuclear burning flash ∼400 days before the collapse predicts the ejection of
∼0.1M⊙ with the velocity of ≈50 km s−1. This material was present before
the explosion within the radius of 3× 1014 cm and has been swept up by the
supernova in 2 days after the explosion.

A possibility of the nuclear burning flash follows from the vigorous convec-
tion in the O and Ne burning zone at the final evolution of a massive preSN
(Arnett & Meakin 2011, Mocák et al. 2018). Current three-dimensional sim-
ulations of convective nuclear burning employ a numerical domain bounded
by rather narrow spherical angle, which is not able to treat a large-scale con-
vection that unavoidably should emerge (Chandrasekhar 1961). The large-
scale convection results in the expansion of the burning zone and admixing
fresh C/O material from upper layers (Arnett & Meakin 2011). This can
produce the powerful nuclear burning flashes accompanied by the generation
of acoustic waves that transform into shock waves.

Our hydrodynamic modeling of the flash effects revealed two important
facts: (i) the preSN luminosity at the level of 1040 erg s−1 occurs for the ratio
q = Edep/Eb ∼ 0.2−0.3, i.e., for the deposited energy substantially lower than
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Figure 4. Bolometric light curve of the preSN for the model m2a (Table 3)
combined with the model supernova light curve is compared to observational
data (triangular symbol is the upper limit). The moment of the energy
deposition is 390 days before the collapse. Insert shows the light curves of
the preSN for the model m2a (thick line) and for the model m2b (thin line)
(Table 3), which demonstrate strong dependence of the observational effect
on the deposited energy.

the binding energy; (ii) the preSN luminosity steeply drops for lower q. The
latter can explain why a phenomenon of the powerful preSN luminosity is so
rare among SNe IIP. As noted above (Section 3.2), the significant luminosity
drop for q < 0.2 nevertheless could be accompanied by a strong mass loss.
This regime of the mass loss presumably formed the halo of the CS shell
in SN 2020tlf. Less massive, but dense confined CS shells observed in other
supernovae, viz., SN 2013fs (Yaron et al. 2017) and SN 1998S (Chugai 2001),
are probably of the same origin as the halo of the SN 2020tlf CS shell.

The enhanced preSN mass loss via pumping the acoustic waves into the
RSG envelope (Quataert & Shiode 2012) includes the excitation of gravi-
tational hydrodynamic waves in the convective nuclear burning zone. Note
in this regard that the turbulent convection in the burning zone is able to
directly generate acoustic waves via Lighthill (1952) mechanism. The modi-
fication of the Lighthill mechanism for the stratified atmosphere (Stein 1967)
provides the acoustic luminosity

Lw ≈ ǫl3 = Cρc3sl
2M8 ∼ 2.3× 1043M8

0.1 erg s−1, (2)

where the following values are used for the estimate: the density ρ ∼ 106 g cm−3,
the depth of convective burning zone l ∼ r ∼ 5 × 108 cm, the sound speed
cs ∼ 3×108 cm s−1, Mach number for convective motion M = vconv/cs = 0.1.
The factor C is in the range of 180 − 450 for Mach number in the range of
0.01 − 0.1 (Stein 1967) and here is assumed to be 300. At the Ne and O
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burning stage Mach number can reach ∼0.1 (Arnet & Meakin 2011). With
M = 0.07 the acoustic luminosity is ∼1042 erg s−1 and during ∼106 s the
amount of the acoustic energy deposited in the RSG envelope can reach
∼1048 erg. This additional energy could significantly increase the mass-loss
rate, but physics of this process requires a clarification. The strong depen-
dence of the acoustic luminosity on M combined with the increase of the
burning rate with time can explain a significant growth of the mass loss rate
at the final evolution stage, year–decade prior to the core collapse.

Table 4 demonstrates four CCSNe with the well-studied confined circum-
stellar shell. The previous list of three supernovae (Chugai 2022) is enlarged
with SN 2020tlf. The table includes the supernova ID, type, the CS gas ve-
locity, and the duration of the heavy mass loss. One can admit that the mass
of the CS shell depends on the initial mass of the progenitor, which in turn
determines the burning rate and convection at the final year–decade. Note-
worthy that SNe IIP (SN 2013fs and SN 2020tlf) show significantly different
mass of the CS shell (0.003M⊙ vs. 0.37M⊙), which presumably suggests
that initial mass of SN 2013fs is lower compared to SN 2020tlf.

The dependence of the phenomenon of a confined CS shell on the pro-
genitor mass is emphasized by the fact that two nearby CCSNe — SN 1993J
(type IIb) и SN 1987A (IIP) — do not show signatures of the confined dense
CS shell in the early spectra. For SN 1993J helium core mass inferred from
hydrodynamic modeling of the light curve and expansion velocity is ≈3M⊙

(Utrobin 1994), which suggests the progenitor mass of 12M⊙ (Woosley et al.
2002). We conclude therefore that for the progenitor mass of ∼12M⊙ the
conditions for the enhanced mass loss year–decade before the core collapse
are absent. For SN 1987A the currently most confident estimate of the initial
mass inferred in the framework of the model that suggests merging of binary
with initial stellar mass 15M⊙ + 7M⊙ at the stage of carbon core ignition
(Utrobin et al. 2021). The merging affects neither carbon core formation,
nor the subsequent core evolution. The absence of the confined dense CS
shell of SN 1987A therefore implies that in stars with the initial mass around
15M⊙ the mechanism of the enhanced mass loss year–decade before the core
collapse also does not operate. The unavoidable conclusion is that the con-
fined dense shell is a feature of the preSN with the initial mass >15M⊙ and,
therefore, the initial masses of the progenitors of SN 2013fs and SN 2020tlf
are larger than 15M⊙.

The conjecture that the enhanced mass-loss rate year–decade before the
explosion is a feature of massive stars is supported by SN 2010al (Table 4).
The preSN was a WR star of WN class (Chugai 2022) and therefore originated
from a star with the initial mass of &25M⊙ (Woosley et al. 2002). The large
preSN mass of SN 2010al is indirectly supported by the low amount of 56Ni
(if any). This suggests that almost all 56Ni experienced fallback, which is
predicted for massive stars &25M⊙ (Woosley et al. 2002).

If the dependence of the enhanced mass-loss rate for the preSN on the
initial progenitor mass is the case, then the worrisome question arises, what
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Table 4 Confined CS shell of CCSNe

SN name Type Mcs (M⊙) ucs ( km s−1) 56Ni (M⊙) tcs (yr)

2013fs IIP 0.003 50 0.05 10
1998S IIL 0.1 40 0.15 10
2010al Ibn 0.14 1000 <0.015 0.4
2020tlf IIP 0.37⋆ 50 0.03 6

⋆Combined mass of halo and core of the CS shell

is the actual progenitor mass for SN 2020tlf. This question remains open
and then the modeling of the preSN flash assuming the initial mass of 12M⊙

should be considered as an illustration of the underlying physics of the phe-
nomenon that is valid in the case of more massive preSN as well. Note
that the modeling of SN 2020tlf based on the radiation hydrodynamics is
hampered by the absence of spectra in the range of 10 – 95 days, and, conse-
quently, the expansion velocities required to constrain, in combination with
the light curve, the model parameters.

5 Conclusion

The light curve and spectra of SN 2020tlf indicate the presence of a con-
fined dense shell with the radius of ∼1015 cm that formed by the loss of
≈0.2M⊙ during ∼6 years before the explosion.

The powerful preSN luminosity is explained by the flash in the convec-
tive zone of nuclear burning ∼400 days before the collapse. The shock wave
initiated by the energy release results in the ejection of about 0.1M⊙ of the
preSN envelope with the average velocity of 50 km s−1. This material however
did not manifest itself in observations after the supernova explosion, since it
has been swept up by the shock wave in two days after the explosion.

This study was supported by the Russian Scientific Foundation (RSF),
project number 19-12-00229, and the Russian Foundation for Basic Research
(RFBR) and the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), project number
21-52-12032.
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