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Neutrinos remain mysterious. As an example, enhanced self-interactions (νSI), which would have
broad implications, are allowed. For the high neutrino densities within core-collapse supernovae, νSI
could be important, but robust observables have been lacking. We show that νSI make neutrinos
form a tightly coupled fluid that expands under relativistic hydrodynamics. The outflow becomes
either a burst or a steady-state wind; which occurs here is uncertain. Though the diffusive environment where neutrinos are produced may make a wind more likely, further work is needed to
determine when each case is realized. In the burst-outflow case, νSI increase the duration of the
neutrino signal, and even a simple analysis of SN 1987A data has powerful sensitivity. For the windoutflow case, we outline several promising ideas that may lead to new observables. Combined, these
results are important steps towards solving the 35-year-old puzzle of how νSI impact supernovae.

The weakness of neutrinos makes them powerful [1–3].
Because of their near-lack of particle properties, they are
a sensitive probe of new physics. Because of their high
abundance, they are a sensitive probe of cosmology. And
because of their penetrating power, they are a sensitive
probe of dense sources in astrophysics. Increasingly,
progress in one area connects to the others, especially
for testing novel-physics scenarios.
An important example is neutrinos with enhanced selfinteractions (νSI, also known as secret interactions as
they affect only neutrinos) [4–40], reviewed in Ref. [41].
Laboratory probes allow strong νSI — orders of magnitude stronger than weak interactions — and these have
been invoked to explain various anomalies [42–49]. Cosmological probes also allow strong νSI, such that early
universe physics could be substantially changed. Future
astrophysical probes, for example those based on highenergy neutrino propagation through the cosmic neutrino
background, will be sensitive to νSI [33, 35].
In principle, core-collapse supernovae should be a powerful probe of νSI, as the high neutrino densities (&
1036 cm−3 ) would cause frequent ν–ν scattering even for
feeble νSI. However, 35 years after SN 1987A [50–54], we
still lack robust observables. The claim by Manohar [55]
that νSI would hinder neutrino escape from the protoneutron star (PNS) was rebutted by Dicus et al. [56];
we discuss both papers below. Other constraints are
weak [6, 27], have large uncertainties, or rely on future
data [24–26]. Nevertheless, it is easy to worry that the effects of νSI could be large enough to alter our deductions
about neutrinos and supernovae. New work is needed.
In this paper, we re-examine this problem, producing
a major first step and a roadmap for the next ones. We
show that for strong νSI, even self-scattering outside the
PNS leads to a tightly coupled, expanding neutrino fluid.
There are two possible cases for the outflow — a burst
or a steady-state wind — and further work is needed to

decide when each obtains. In the burst-outflow case, the
observed neutrino signal duration is a powerful, modelindependent probe of νSI. The neutrino fluid would have
a radial extent much greater than the PNS, with individual neutrinos moving in all directions. When decoupling begins, at a time that depends on the νSI strength,
neutrinos would free-stream towards the Earth from the
whole extended fluid, leading to a longer signal than observed for SN1987A. In the wind-outflow case, decoupling
would take place much closer to the PNS. We will explore
this separately, though here we note promising ideas.
Figure 1 previews our results for the burst-outflow

FIG. 1. Potential constraints on νSI from SN 1987A (assuming the burst-outflow case), previous limits, and relevant
scales [12, 35]. K-decay bounds apply only to νe and νµ .
Strong νSI would change the time profile of the SN 1987A
neutrino signal ; we show a conservative analysis (30-s duration), and an estimated sensitivity (3-s smearing).
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case, which we focus on in this first paper. In the following, we review supernova neutrino emission, discuss the
impact of νSI, calculate how they affect the signal duration, contrast this with SN 1987A data, and conclude
by outlining future directions. Our approach is simple
but conservative, aiming for factor-two precision. In the
Supplemental Material (S.M.), we show more detailed
calculations and assess the impact of our assumptions.
Supernova Neutrino Emission Without νSI.—
For orientation, we describe the basic features of supernova neutrino emission. The broad agreement of these
predictions with SN 1987A data sets the stage to probe
νSI. Our estimates are confirmed by supernova simulations that include many important complications [57–65].
A supernova begins when a massive star runs out of
nuclear fuel, so that it can no longer provide support
against its own weight and its core collapses into a compact PNS. The final density is comparable to nuclear density, ρn ∼ 3 × 1014 g/cm3 , beyond which the equation of
state becomes stiff. The mass of the PNS is similar to
that of observed neutron stars, M ∼ 1.5 M , and thus its
radius is R = [3M/(4πρn )]1/3 ∼ 10 km.
Neutrino total energy. The loss of gravitational

potential energy of the core is |∆Eb | ' 3/5 GN M 2 /R final ∼


3/5 GN (1.5M )2 /10 km ∼ 3 × 1053 ergs. Ultimately,
almost all of this energy is released in neutrinos, because
other particles cannot escape.
Neutrino average energy. The collapse raises by
∼ |∆Eb | the thermal energy of the nucleons (and electrons), which then produce neutrinos through several
processes. Because neutrinos are in thermal equilibrium with matter due to the large density, the nucleon
thermal energy sets the average neutrino energy in the
core, hEνcore i ∼ |∆Eb |/(M/mN ) ∼ 100 MeV. Neutrinos then diffuse radially to the neutrinosphere, where
they decouple and escape. Their average energy outside
the PNS, hEν i, is smaller than hEνcore i because diffusion
−1/4
suppresses energy flow: hEν i ∼ τνN hEνcore i [66], with
τνN ∼ R/λνN the neutrino optical depth on nucleons
and λνN the mean free path. Using the neutrino-nucleon
weak interaction cross section, we obtain hEν i ∼ 10 MeV.
Neutrino signal duration. Neutrinos diffuse out of the
PNS over timescales ∼ 3R2 /(c λνN ) ∼ 1 s [1, 67–69]. The
neutrino signal duration is longer by a factor ∼ 10 [70–
72], because the stored thermal energy in matter continues to be emitted in neutrinos even after the first
neutrinos escape. Far outside the PNS, this ultimately
results in a neutrino shell of thickness `0 ' c · 10 s that
free-streams away at the speed of light.
Supernova Neutrino Emission With νSI.— Due
to enhanced ν–ν elastic scattering because of νSI, neutrinos do not free-stream after exiting the PNS. This happens because, as we quantify below, the mean free path
is initially tiny, on the µm scale. Neutrinos emitted in
all outward directions from each surface element of the
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FIG. 2. Macroscopic evolution of a neutrino outflow from a
supernova (lengths not to scale). Without νSI, the final
width of the neutrino shell is `0 ∼ c · 10 s, much larger than
the PNS and set by neutrino diffusion therein. With strong
νSI, neutrinos diffuse in the expanding neutrino ball. In the
burst-outflow case, the size of the ball when neutrinos start
decoupling from each other, `FS , sets the final width of the
neutrino shell. The duration of the observed neutrino signal
will thus be significantly extended when `FS > `0 .

PNS promptly scatter with each other. This makes them
move in all directions, including inwards, under a random
walk (see S.M.). Macroscopically, the coupled neutrino
fluid, denoted as ball below, expands as a pressurized gas
in vacuum. On the relevant length scales — much larger
than the mean free path — the behavior of the ball is
described by relativistic hydrodynamics. As we detail in
the S.M., there are two cases to consider.
If, similar to the setup in Dicus et al. [56], we consider
the sudden free expansion of a fluid in vacuum, we obtain
a burst-like outflow. The ball stays homogeneous, with a
near-constant density that decreases as it expands. Any
density gradient would rapidly vanish due to the associated pressure difference. We have verified this with the
PLUTO hydrodynamics code [73], where we also find that
the asymptotic expansion is homologous, i.e., vexp (r) ∝ r
inside the ball, with vexp = c at the outer boundary.
Microscopically, homogeneity is ensured by the random
walks mentioned above: any void would be rapidly filled
by the randomly moving surrounding neutrinos.
If, on the contrary, given the diffusive nature of the outflow inside the PNS, we consider the steady-state case,
there is a unique solution, a wind analogous to the wellknown relativistic fireball [74] (see details in the S.M.).
Then the outflow is very different from the burst case,
as individual neutrino motions become radial relatively
close to the PNS, causing the density outside it to fall
as ∼ r−2 . Diffusive systems tend to reach steady-state
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solutions, but further work is needed to understand the
conditions and timescales under which a wind may develop. We outline possible observables below, which will
develop in a separate paper.
Figure 2 shows how the neutrino fluid evolves without or with νSI in the burst-outflow case. With νSI,
the neutrino ball expands homogeneously, with a nearconstant density that decreases as it expands (bottom
left). The scattering between neutrinos within the ball
ends when expansion sufficiently dilutes the density. We
denote the radius of the ball when decoupling begins as
`FS (bottom center). At this stage, neutrinos go out in
all directions (decoupling is almost instantaneous; see below). The ball then becomes a free-streaming shell with
thickness ∼ `FS , from which neutrinos ultimately move
radially outward (bottom right). The critical impact of
νSI on supernova neutrino emission is now clear: they
introduce a new length scale, `FS , that depends on the
νSI strength and thus connects the macroscopic behavior
of the fluid with the microphysics of ν–ν scattering. The
neutrino signal duration with strong νSI, ∼ `FS /c > `0 /c
(`0 ∼ c · 10 s ∼ 105 R), is significantly lengthened. In
the wind-outflow case, the neutrino fluid would not be
homogeneous nor would neutrinos move in all directions,
hence this argument does not apply.
In earlier work, the effects of νSI on supernova timing
were debated, leading to a community consensus that this
observable does not provide limits. Manohar [55] claimed
that νSI hinder neutrinos from escaping the PNS, and
that the signal duration would be given by the ν-ν diffusion time inside the PNS. In turn, Dicus et al. [56]
argued that a tightly coupled fluid expands no matter
how strong self-interactions are, hence no limit could be
obtained. However, in the burst-outflow case, the observed duration is set by the size of the neutrino ball at
decoupling, which does depend on the νSI cross section,
as we compute next. This would lead to powerful new
sensitivity.
Sensitivity to νSI Models.— Here we describe our
approach to compute `FS , relate it to the νSI cross section, and constrain νSI models in the burst-outflow case.
Figure 3 illustrates the microphysics. As we discuss
above, scattering makes neutrinos move in all directions.
Decoupling begins when τ is small, with τ = τ (`) the νSI
optical depth, as the number of scatterings a neutrino
will undergo when traveling a distance ` is ∼ τ 2 . We
denote the optical depth at this stage as τFS ≡ τ (`FS ).
For τ . τFS , the ball becomes a shell.
The average optical depth for a neutrino traveling a
distance ` is given by
Z
τ (`) =


hnν σνν i dr ∼ hNν σνν i

4π 3
`
3

−1

`,

(1)

where nν ∼ Nν /(4π`3 /3) is the neutrino number density, σνν is the νSI cross section, and Nν ∼ |∆Eb |/hEν i
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FIG. 3. Microscopic evolution of neutrino scattering due to
νSI at different times for the burst-outflow case (lengths not
to scale). Neutrinos move in all directions until the νSI optical depth becomes small. After then, neutrinos are no longer
significantly deflected and the ball becomes a shell.

is the number of neutrinos in the ball. We take Nν to
be the same as without νSI, as ν–ν scattering conserves
the neutrino number except for the largest couplings [27]
(our results are robust against this; see S.M.). The brackets h...i denote the average with respect to the neutrino
phase space distributions (see S.M.). Since the number of
scatterings (∼ τ 2 ) decreases as `−4 as the ball expands,
decoupling takes place over a short timescale.
In Eq. (1), σνν depends on the parameters of the νSI
model. As a general case of high interest, we consider νSI
among active neutrinos parametrized by the Lagrangian
LνSI = −1/2 gν̄νφ (for UV completions, see Refs. [11–
14, 48]), where φ is the mediator with mass Mφ , which
for simplicity we take to be a scalar. We consider Majorana neutrinos, hence the 1/2 factor. Our results also
hold for Dirac neutrinos, but the details are more complicated (see S.M.). We assume flavor-independent νSI
and comment on flavor-dependent scenarios in the S.M.
For the mediator mass range we consider, the cross
section is s-channel dominated [30, 35],
σνν =

g4
s
,
2
16π (s − Mφ )2 + Mφ2 Γ2

(2)

where Γ = g 2 Mφ /16π is the scalar decay width and
s ≡ 2E1 E2 (1 − cos θ12 ), with E1 and E2 the energies of
the incoming neutrinos and θ12 their relative angle.
For s(E1 E2 , θ12 ) ∼ Mφ2 (i.e., Mφ ∼ hEν i) νSI are resonantly enhanced, leading to large effects. Assuming that
neutrinos follow a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution (our
results are insensitive to this, see S.M.), Eqs. (1) and (2)

imply an optical depth in the resonant regime of

SN 1987A
data

8
(3)
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with F(x) ≡ x K1 (3x)/3 and K1 the Bessel function.
When neutrino emission begins, τ ∼ 4 × 109 (`/10 km) at
the edge of our conservative sensitivity in Fig. 1 for typical neutrino densities ∼ 1036 cm−3 . This corresponds to
a neutrino mean free path `/τ ∼ µm, as noted above.
Given the optical depth at decoupling, τFS ≡ τ (`FS ),
the νSI strength g, and the mediator mass Mφ , Eq. (3)
gives an estimate for the signal duration `FS . Conversely,
given `FS and τFS , we calculate the sensitivity to g in the
resonant regime,

 τ 1/2  ` /c   M
FS
φ
FS
−5
(4)
g ∼ 6 × 10
10
30 s
10 MeV

−1/2
1/2 
−1/2
|∆Eb |
hEν i
F(Mφ /hEν i)
.
3 × 1053 ergs
10 MeV
F(1)
Numerically, the last factor in Eq. (4) stays between 1
and 10 as long as Mφ does not deviate from hEν i by more
than a factor ∼ 5. We take into account this variation as
well as the non-resonant sensitivity (see S.M.).
Constraints from SN 1987A.— Figure 4 shows
that, assuming the burst-outflow case, we can set strong
limits on νSI. For the SN 1987A neutrino data from KamII and IMB, we assume a common start time. Based on
the arguments above, the data conservatively exclude νSI
that lead to `FS /c & 30 s. Even if `FS /c is smaller than
the observed duration ∼ 10 s, νSI will still homogenize
the neutrino ball, smearing features at times . `FS /c.
A detailed νSI simulation with a full statistical analysis
could probe down to `FS /c ∼ 3 s, the smallest timescale
at which the data shows clear features.
Figure 1 shows the corresponding sensitivities to νSI
parameters, following the procedure described above.
Because the cross section is largest at the resonance, the
sensitivity is best for Mφ ∼ hEν i ∼ 10 MeV. For our
conservative analysis, we assume that decoupling starts
when the neutrino optical depth falls below τFS = 10
(∼ 100 ν–ν scatterings). For our estimated sensitivity,
we take τFS = 1 (∼ 1 scattering). The sensitivity to g in
the resonant regime then improves by a factor ∼ 30 compared to the conservative analysis:
a factor 10 from the
√
decrease in `FS , and a factor 10 ∼ 3 from the decrease
in τFS . In the S.M., we display results over a wider mediator mass range and show that decoupling begins for
τ . 10 in our primary region of interest.
Assuming the burst-outflow case, our limits are robust. First, we conservatively make minimal assumptions (emission of ∼ |∆Eb |/hEν i ∼ 1058 neutrinos with
energies ∼ 10 MeV) and focus on the effects of νSI on
ν–ν scattering far outside the PNS. Additional effects
inside or near the PNS (possible extra delays, 2ν → 4ν
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FIG. 4. Observed time profile of SN 1987A neutrinos compared to schematic predictions with νSI for the burst-outflow
case. The main figure is for our conservative analysis and
the inset for our estimated sensitivity. νSI corresponding
to the conservative analysis are clearly incompatible with observations, while those for the estimated sensitivity could be
probed with a dedicated analysis.

processes, neutrino mixing effects, etc.) would either amplify the signal-lengthening signature of νSI or be subdominant. Second, as shown in Eq. (4), the limit on g depends only mildly on the inputs. Third, for even slightly
larger g values or earlier times scattering would be much
more frequent (the number of scatterings increases as τ 2 ,
where τ ∝ g 2 /`2 in the resonant regime and g 4 /`2 otherwise) and νSI effects would be enhanced. Well above
√
our limit, the duration of the signal, scaling as 1/ τFS ,
would be extreme. For example, for Mφ = 10 MeV and
g ∼ 10−3 , this would be 10 minutes, leading to an event
rate 10 times below Kam-II backgrounds.
Conclusions and Future Directions.— Neutrinos
are poorly understood and may hold surprises. An example is νSI, for which large effects are allowed by laboratory, cosmology, and astrophysics data. This fact is
an opportunity. It is also a liability, as the effects of νSI
may be biasing our deductions about other physics. As
an example, collective mixing effects can be significantly
affected by neutrino scattering [75].
In this paper, we re-examine how νSI affect supernova
neutrino emission. We show that the emitted neutrinos
form a tightly coupled fluid, with two cases of outflows:
burst or wind. For concreteness, here we focus on the
burst case. Although a wind may be more likely, further
work is needed to understand when each case obtains.
For the burst-outflow case, we show that the observed
duration of a supernova neutrino signal is a robust, pow-
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erful signature of νSI. Frequent ν–ν scattering outside the
PNS leads to a large, tightly coupled, radially expanding
ball of neutrinos, internally moving in all directions. This
ball decouples with a size depending on the νSI strength,
prolonging and smearing the signal in time. νSI causing too long of a duration are strongly excluded, greatly
improving upon prior constraints (see Fig. 1).
Future work may significantly improve sensitivity. Focusing on νSI effects far outside the PNS, the SN 1987A
data could be reanalyzed with a detailed νSI simulation
and a full statistical treatment. For a future galactic supernova, the gains could be much more dramatic, because
of the much more precise information on the time profile, flavors, and spectra [76, 77], which will also solidify
the astrophysical model used to test new physics. Probing the short-timescale features predicted by supernova
simulations with high statistics, including the possibility
of black hole formation, is especially interesting. Flavor sensitivity will help probe νSI strengths in different
flavors, complementary to other probes [35, 78, 79].
For the wind-outflow case, further work and detailed
simulations are needed to understand the observable consequences. Relativistic timing effects have been predicted
for similar systems [80]. On top of that, the wind outflow is the only steady-state solution to the equations of
relativistic hydrodynamics with physical boundary conditions; hence, if it is realized, the entire neutrino fluid
both outside and inside the PNS would have to relax to
it. Outside the PNS, this could lead to shocks and other
time features that have been observed in numerical explorations of similar systems [81]. As a steady-state outflow requires constant energy injection, when the PNS
neutrino emission drops [82], a burst outflow could be recovered, leading to potential observables. Inside or near
the PNS, the changes could be more dramatic. Differences in the neutrino radial profile between the wind and
the no-νSI cases could affect the supernova.
In both outflow cases, further observables are possible focusing on the physics inside or near the PNS. If
neutrinos form a tightly coupled fluid, new ways of energy transfer might be possible. These could affect the
temperature and density gradients of matter within the
PNS and in the region near the supernova shock. All of
this could be made more complex by changes to neutrino
flavor evolution. The sensitivity is potentially exquisite,
as at the burst-outflow νSI limit the νSI optical depth
inside the PNS is above ∼ 1010 , to be compared to a
neutrino-nucleon optical depth of ∼ 104 .
The extreme conditions in supernovae offer unique opportunities to test both extreme astrophysics and fundamental physics, provided that each is adequately understood. For 35 years, the impact of νSI on SN 1987A and
future supernovae has been an unsolved puzzle. A full
understanding is needed before the next galactic supernova, so that its data will provide clear new insights.
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[45] C. D. Kreisch, F.-Y. Cyr-Racine, and O. Doré, Neutrino puzzle: Anomalies, interactions, and cosmological tensions, Phys. Rev. D 101, 123505 (2020),
arXiv:1902.00534 [astro-ph.CO].
[46] S. Roy Choudhury, S. Hannestad, and T. Tram, Updated constraints on massive neutrino self-interactions
from cosmology in light of the H0 tension, JCAP 03,
084, arXiv:2012.07519 [astro-ph.CO].
[47] M. Escudero and S. J. Witte, A CMB search for
the neutrino mass mechanism and its relation to the
Hubble tension, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 294 (2020),
arXiv:1909.04044 [astro-ph.CO].
[48] M. Dentler, I. Esteban, J. Kopp, and P. Machado, Decaying Sterile Neutrinos and the Short Baseline Oscillation Anomalies, Phys. Rev. D 101, 115013 (2020),
arXiv:1911.01427 [hep-ph].
[49] B. Dasgupta and J. Kopp, Sterile Neutrinos, Phys.
Rept. 928, 1 (2021), arXiv:2106.05913 [hep-ph].
[50] K. Hirata et al. (Kamiokande-II), Observation of a Neutrino Burst from the Supernova SN 1987A, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 58, 1490 (1987).

7
[51] K. Hirata et al. (Kamiokande-II), Observation in the
Kamiokande-II detector of the neutrino burst from supernova SN1987A, Phys. Rev. D 38, 448 (1988).
[52] R. M. Bionta et al., Observation of a Neutrino Burst
in Coincidence with Supernova SN 1987A in the Large
Magellanic Cloud, Phys. Rev. Lett. 58, 1494 (1987).
[53] C. B. Bratton et al. (IMB), Angular Distribution of
Events From SN1987A, Phys. Rev. D 37, 3361 (1988).
[54] W. D. Arnett, J. N. Bahcall, R. P. Kirshner, and S. E.
Woosley, Supernova SN1987A, Ann. Rev. Astron. Astrophys. 27, 629 (1989).
[55] A. Manohar, A Limit on the Neutrino-neutrino Scattering Cross-section From the Supernova, Phys. Lett. B
192, 217 (1987).
[56] D. A. Dicus, S. Nussinov, P. B. Pal, and V. L. Teplitz,
Implications of Relativistic Gas Dynamics for Neutrinoneutrino Cross-sections, Phys. Lett. B 218, 84 (1989).
[57] E. G. Flowers and P. G. Sutherland, Neutrino Neutrino
Scattering and Supernovae, Astrophys. J. Lett. 208,
L19 (1976).
[58] N. Iwamoto and C. J. Pethick, Effects of nucleonnucleon interactions on scattering of neutrinos in neutron matter, Phys. Rev. D 25, 313 (1982).
[59] H.-T. Janka, Neutrino Emission from Supernovae, in
Handbook of Supernovae, edited by A. W. Alsabti and
P. Murdin (2017) p. 1575, arXiv:1702.08713 [astroph.HE].
[60] K. Kotake, T. Takiwaki, Y. Suwa, W. I. Nakano,
S. Kawagoe, Y. Masada, and S.-i. Fujimoto, Multimessengers from core-collapse supernovae: multidimensionality as a key to bridge theory and observation, Adv.
Astron. 2012, 428757 (2012), arXiv:1204.2330 [astroph.HE].
[61] E. J. Lentz, S. W. Bruenn, W. R. Hix, A. Mezzacappa, O. E. B. Messer, E. Endeve, J. M. Blondin,
J. A. Harris, P. Marronetti, and K. N. Yakunin, Threedimensional Core-collapse Supernova Simulated Using a
15 M Progenitor, Astrophys. J. Lett. 807, L31 (2015),
arXiv:1505.05110 [astro-ph.SR].
[62] H. T. Janka, T. Melson, and A. Summa, Physics of CoreCollapse Supernovae in Three Dimensions: a Sneak
Preview, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 66, 341 (2016),
arXiv:1602.05576 [astro-ph.SR].
[63] L. F. Roberts, C. D. Ott, R. Haas, E. P. O’Connor,
P. Diener, and E. Schnetter, General Relativistic
Three-Dimensional Multi-Group Neutrino RadiationHydrodynamics Simulations of Core-Collapse Supernovae, Astrophys. J. 831, 98 (2016), arXiv:1604.07848
[astro-ph.HE].
[64] A. Burrows, D. Radice, D. Vartanyan, H. Nagakura,
M. A. Skinner, and J. Dolence, The Overarching Framework of Core-Collapse Supernova Explosions as Revealed by 3D Fornax Simulations, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 491, 2715 (2020), arXiv:1909.04152 [astroph.HE].
[65] B. Müller, The Status of Multi-Dimensional CoreCollapse Supernova Models, Publ. Astron. Soc. Austral.
33, e048 (2016), arXiv:1608.03274 [astro-ph.SR].
[66] G. B. Rybicki and A. P. Lightman, Radiative Processes
in Astrophysics (1986).
[67] W. D. Arnett, Neutrino Trapping During Gravitational
Collapse of Stars, Astrophys. J. 218, 815 (1977).
[68] K. Sato, Neutrino Degeneracy in Supernova Cores and
Neutral Current of Weak Interaction, Progress of The-

oretical Physics 53, 595 (1975).
[69] K. Sato, Supernova Explosion and Neutral Currents of
Weak Interaction, Prog. Theor. Phys. 54, 1325 (1975).
[70] A. Burrows, On detecting stellar collapse with neutrinos, Astrophys. J. 283, 848 (1984).
[71] A. Burrows and J. M. Lattimer, The birth of neutron
stars, Astrophys. J. 307, 178 (1986).
[72] A. Burrows, Neutrinos From Supernova Explosions,
Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 40, 181 (1990).
[73] A. Mignone, G. Bodo, S. Massaglia, T. Matsakos,
O. Tesileanu, C. Zanni, and A. Ferrari, PLUTO: A numerical code for computational astrophysics, The Astrophysical Journal Supplement Series 170, 228 (2007).
[74] T. Piran, A. Shemi, and R. Narayan, Hydrodynamics of
relativistic fireballs, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 263,
861 (1993), arXiv:astro-ph/9301004.
[75] F. Capozzi and N. Saviano, Neutrino Flavor Conversions in High-Density Astrophysical and Cosmological
Environments, Universe 8, 94 (2022), arXiv:2202.02494
[hep-ph].
[76] K. Scholberg, Supernova Neutrino Detection, Ann. Rev.
Nucl. Part. Sci. 62, 81 (2012), arXiv:1205.6003 [astroph.IM].
[77] A. Mirizzi, I. Tamborra, H.-T. Janka, N. Saviano, K. Scholberg, R. Bollig, L. Hudepohl, and
S. Chakraborty, Supernova Neutrinos: Production, Oscillations and Detection, Riv. Nuovo Cim. 39, 1 (2016),
arXiv:1508.00785 [astro-ph.HE].
[78] A. Das and S. Ghosh, Flavor-specific interaction favors strong neutrino self-coupling in the early universe,
JCAP 07, 038, arXiv:2011.12315 [astro-ph.CO].
[79] T. Brinckmann, J. H. Chang, and M. LoVerde, Selfinteracting neutrinos, the Hubble parameter tension,
and the cosmic microwave background, Phys. Rev. D
104, 063523 (2021), arXiv:2012.11830 [astro-ph.CO].
[80] T. Piran, The physics of gamma-ray bursts, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 76, 1143 (2004), arXiv:astro-ph/0405503.
[81] E. Keto, Stability and solution of the time-dependent
Bondi-Parker flow, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 493, 2834 (2020), arXiv:2002.09004
[physics.flu-dyn].
[82] S. W. Li, L. F. Roberts, and J. F. Beacom, Exciting Prospects for Detecting Late-Time Neutrinos from
Core-Collapse Supernovae, Phys. Rev. D 103, 023016
(2021), arXiv:2008.04340 [astro-ph.HE].
[83] M. Kachelriess, R. Tomas, and J. W. F. Valle, Supernova bounds on Majoron emitting decays of light
neutrinos, Phys. Rev. D 62, 023004 (2000), arXiv:hepph/0001039.
[84] Y. Farzan, Bounds on the coupling of the Majoron to
light neutrinos from supernova cooling, Phys. Rev. D
67, 073015 (2003), arXiv:hep-ph/0211375.
[85] L. Heurtier and Y. Zhang, Supernova Constraints on
Massive (Pseudo)Scalar Coupling to Neutrinos, JCAP
02, 042, arXiv:1609.05882 [hep-ph].
[86] R. Abbasi et al. (IceCube), The IceCube high-energy
starting event sample: Description and flux characterization with 7.5 years of data, Phys. Rev. D 104, 022002
(2021), arXiv:2011.03545 [astro-ph.HE].
[87] A. S. Dighe and A. Y. Smirnov, Identifying the neutrino mass spectrum from the neutrino burst from a
supernova, Phys. Rev. D 62, 033007 (2000), arXiv:hepph/9907423.
[88] B. Dasgupta, A. Mirizzi, and M. Sen, Fast neutrino fla-

8

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

[93]
[94]

[95]

[96]
[97]

[98]

[99]

[100]
[101]

vor conversions near the supernova core with realistic
flavor-dependent angular distributions, JCAP 02, 019,
arXiv:1609.00528 [hep-ph].
I. Esteban, M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, M. Maltoni,
T. Schwetz, and A. Zhou, The fate of hints: updated global analysis of three-flavor neutrino oscillations, JHEP 09, 178, arXiv:2007.14792 [hep-ph].
S. Bergmann, Y. Grossman, and E. Nardi, Neutrino
propagation in matter with general interactions, Phys.
Rev. D 60, 093008 (1999), arXiv:hep-ph/9903517.
S.-F. Ge and S. J. Parke, Scalar Nonstandard Interactions in Neutrino Oscillation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122,
211801 (2019), arXiv:1812.08376 [hep-ph].
C. Møller, General properties of the characteristic matrix in the theory of elementary particles, K. Danske
Vidensk. Selsk. Mat. Fys. Medd. (1945).
L. D. Landau and E. M. Lifshitz, The classical theory
of fields (Elsevier, 1975).
M. T. Keil, G. G. Raffelt, and H.-T. Janka, Monte Carlo
study of supernova neutrino spectra formation, Astrophys. J. 590, 971 (2003), arXiv:astro-ph/0208035.
I. Tamborra, B. Muller, L. Hudepohl, H.-T. Janka, and
G. Raffelt, High-resolution supernova neutrino spectra
represented by a simple fit, Phys. Rev. D 86, 125031
(2012), arXiv:1211.3920 [astro-ph.SR].
S. Goudsmit and J. L. Saunderson, Multiple Scattering
of Electrons, Phys. Rev. 57, 24 (1940).
C. P. Burgess and J. M. Cline, A New class of Majoron
emitting double beta decays, Phys. Rev. D 49, 5925
(1994), arXiv:hep-ph/9307316.
S. Weinberg, Gravitation and Cosmology: Principles
and Applications of the General Theory of Relativity
(John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1972).
M. Yokosawa and S. Sakashita, Relativistic Hydrodynamics of a Free Expansion and a Shock Wave in OneDimension - Super-Light Expansion of Extragalactic
Radio Sources, Astrophys Space Sci 72, 447 (1980).
E. N. Parker, Dynamical Theory of the Solar Wind,
Space Science Reviews 4, 666 (1965).
S. Chandrasekhar, Radiative transfer (1960).

Supplemental Material – S1

Supplemental Material for
Towards powerful probes of neutrino self-interactions in supernovae
Po-Wen Chang, Ivan Esteban, John F. Beacom, Todd A. Thompson, Christopher M. Hirata
Here we provide material that is not needed in the main text, but which may help support further developments.
In most sections here, we assume the burst-outflow case, and thus strong constraints based on the timing of the
SN 1987A data. First, we show additional νSI calculations: Appendix A for a larger range of the parameter space
and Appendix B for flavor-dependent scenarios. Next, we give calculational details for some key results in the main
text: Appendix C for the optical depth calculation and its input-parameter dependence, Appendix D for scattering
establishing random walks and the optical depth below which decoupling begins, and Appendix E for how to take
into account the energy dependence of the νSI cross section. In Appendix F, we generalize our results to cover Dirac
neutrinos. In the last section, Appendix G, we derive the burst outflow and the wind outflow, and we note some
important aspects of the latter.
When assuming Majorana neutrinos, we use helicity as a proxy for lepton number, i.e., ν as a shorthand for
left-handed and ν̄ as a shorthand for right-handed. This matters because, for resonant scalar production, angular
momentum conservation in the center of mass frame requires the initial neutrinos to have the same helicity. Thus,
resonant scattering takes place for ν–ν or ν̄–ν̄ interactions.
Appendix A: Constraints over a larger parameter range

Supplemental Figure 1 generalizes Fig. 1 in the main text to a larger perspective. We note the attractive possibility
of a new analysis of SN 1987A data probing the gap between our timing constraints and prior cooling constraints.

SUPPL. FIG. 1. Same as Fig. 1, but for a larger range of parameters, now showing important constraints from Z-boson
decay [28] and SN 1987A cooling [83–85]. In addition, we show subdominant constraints from present IceCube HESE data [86]
(obtained with the code nuSIProp and following Ref. [35]), SN 1987A shock revival, and SN 1987A neutrino propagation [6, 27].
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Appendix B: Flavor-dependent interactions

Supplemental Figure 2 generalizes Fig. 1 in the main text to flavor-dependent interactions, covering the simple cases
where νSI appears in just one of the three flavor sectors. This is based on new formalism, developed below, where we
also discuss flavor structures that could avoid our limit.
Though we leave a dedicated study of flavor-dependent νSI effects for future work, we note some expectations.
Because we consider length scales much larger than the oscillation lengths [75, 87, 88] (including matter effects inside
the envelope of the progenitor star, typically larger than the neutrino ball), decoupling naturally happens in the
mass-eigenstate basis. For SN 1987A, only ν̄e , which are dominantly composed of ν̄1 and ν̄2 , were detected. Thus, we
generically estimate `FS by setting the optical depths of both ν̄1 and ν̄2 to τFS , i.e. (see Eq. (1)),
X
1i

Nνi σνν






i
X

2i
Nνi σνν

i

3
= τFS
4π`2FS
3
= τFS
4π`2FS

(B1)

.

This means that strong νSI could evade our limits if only one or none of these mass eigenstates is affected. In this
scenario, the constraints from K decay would still apply. Also, the supernova would generate at least two neutrino
signals with very different timing and flavor content, a dramatic signature that could be tested with future data.
ji
In Eq. (B1), Nνi is the number of ν̄i in the ball (see the discussion in the preamble of the S.M.), and σνν
is the cross
section for ν̄j ν̄i interactions. This is dominated by the s-channel contribution [35],
ji
σνν
= |gij |2

X
k,l

|gkl |2

s
1
,
2
16π (s − Mφ )2 + Mφ2 Γ2

with gij the elements of the coupling matrix in the mass basis (i.e., LνSI = −1/2 gij ν̄i νj ), and Γ =
In the resonant regime,
ji, res
σνν
= |gij |2 πδ(s − Mφ2 ) .

(B2)
P
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|gkl |2 Mφ /16π.
(B3)

Assuming that the supernova emits comparable amounts of neutrinos and
of all flavors,
Nνi ∼ Nν /6.
qantineutrinos

qP
P
2
2 in the resonant
Then, our flavor-independent limits on g translate into limits on geff ≡ min
j |g1j | ,
j |g2j |
 qP

q
P
P
P
regime, and on geff ≡ min 4 j |g1j |2 kl |gkl |2 , 4 j |g2j |2 kl |gkl |2 in the non-resonant regime. The expressions

SUPPL. FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1, but for νSI restricted to individual flavors, i.e., assuming gee , gµµ or gτ τ to be the only
non-zero component. The “Moderately Interacting neutrino (MIν) solution” (hatched) has been argued to improve the fit to
present Cosmic Microwave Background data, but it only remained viable if νSI were restricted to ντ [45].
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are simpler in the νSI interaction eigenbasis {νa , νb , νc }, where our limits on g translate into limits on
geff

(
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2
in the resonant regime
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P 2
P 2
P 2
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(B4)

where {gP
a , gb , gc } are the eigenvalues of gij , and V is the matrix linking νSI interaction eigenstates to mass eigenstates
as νa = i Vai νi . With this expression and the mixing angles from Ref. [89], we obtain the limits in Suppl. Fig. 2
(for the matrix elements that depend on δCP , we vary this parameter between 0 and 2π and we conservatively take
the largest geff ).
Finally, we note that flavor-dependent νSI could introduce an effective ν-ν potential affecting flavor oscillations.
However, for scalar νSI this is a correction to the neutrino mass ∼ nν (g 2 /Mφ2 )(mν /Eν ) [90, 91]. The suppression
factor for ultrarelativistic neutrinos mν /Eν ∼ 10−8 guarantees that this correction is small.
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Appendix C: Computation of the neutrino optical depth

Here we compute the average νSI neutrino optical depth given in Eq. (1). Since we aim for factor-two precision,
we conservatively consider a neutrino that travels a distance ` (the radius of the ball) instead of 2` (the diameter of
the ball). We also assume a uniform background density nν = Nν /(4π`3 /3), neglecting O(1) variations due to the
expansion of the ball and its conversion into a shell. The general expression then reads

−1 Z
4π 3
1
` dE1 dE2 dΩ1 dΩ2 f (E1 , Ω̂1 )f (E2 , Ω̂2 ) (1 − cos θ12 ) σνν (E1 , E2 , cos θ12 ) .
(C1)
`
τ (`) = Nν
6
3
The factor 61 takes into account that we consider s-channel scattering and flavor-independent νSI: as discussed in
the preamble of the S.M., a neutrino of a given flavor only scatters with another neutrino of the same flavor (and
analogously for antineutrinos) and we assume that supernovae emit comparable amounts of neutrinos and antineutrinos
of all three flavors. In Eq. (C1), Nν ∼ |∆Eb |/hEν i is the total number of neutrinos in the ball, E1 and E2 are the
energies of the incoming neutrinos, Ω1 and Ω2 are the solid angles covered by their directions of motion, θ12 is the
angle between their momenta, f (E, Ω̂) is the neutrino energy and angular distribution, (1 − cos θ12 ) is the Møller
factor [92, 93], and σνν is the νSI cross section. We assume that neutrinos move isotropically. While this is not
strictly true, particularly close to the edges of the expanding neutrino ball, directional effects average when considering
interactions among neutrinos from the entire ball. For generality, we take a pinched Maxwell-Boltzmann neutrino
energy distribution [94, 95],
f (E, Ω̂) =

E
1 (β + 1)β+1 E β
e−(β+1) hEν i ,
4π Γ(β + 1) hEν iβ+1

(C2)

with Γ being Euler’s function; and β a “pinching” parameter that controls the width of the distribution, where β = 2
corresponds to a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution, β = 2.3 to a Fermi Dirac distribution with no chemical potential,
and other values give other distributions. Supernova simulation outputs are well described by β ∈ [2, 4] [94, 95]. As
we show below, our results are robust to changes in β, so in the main text we assume β = 2.
We consider the s-channel scattering cross section in Eq. (2). Including other scattering channels would increase both
the cross section and the number of target neutrinos (although random walks in all directions may not be guaranteed;
see Appendix D). This may lead to improved constraints, particularly for light mediators (see, e.g., Ref. [35]).
For simplicity, we separate our calculations into three different kinematic regimes:
√
• Mφ  s: here,
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and Eq. (C1) gives
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As described in the main text, we estimate `FS as a function of g and Mφ by taking τ (`FS ) ≡ τFS . Conversely,
given `FS and τFS , the sensitivity to g is given by
g ∼ 1.9 × 10−2
• Mφ 
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FS /c
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s: here,
σνν =

g4 s
g 4 E1 E2 (1 − cos θ12 )
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16π Mφ4
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(C6)

and Eq. (C1) gives
τ=

1 |∆Eb | 4 hEν i2 1
g
.
8π 2 6hEν i
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The sensitivity to g is given by
g ∼ 0.15
• Mφ ∼
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s: here,
σνν = g 2 π δ(s − Mφ2 ) = g 2 π δ(2E1 E2 [1 − cos θ12 ] − Mφ2 ) ,

(C9)

and Eq. (C1) gives
τ=
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with
Fβ (x) ≡ x
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dq q
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and K0 the modified Bessel function. For a given `FS , the sensitivity to g is given by
g ∼ 5.7 × 10
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For β = 2, F2 (x) = x5 K1 (3x)/3, and Eqs. (C10) and (C12) correspond to Eqs. (3) and (4) in the main text.
Equations (C5), (C8) and (C12) give our sensitivity for any mediator mass in Fig. 1 and Suppl. Fig. 1. In the
transitions between the different kinematic regimes, we conservatively take the largest optical depth instead of adding
them up.
Supplemental Figure 3 shows that our limit is mostly insensitive to our assumptions. Changing hEν i modifies the
mediator mass for which resonant scattering is most frequent, Mφ ∼ hEν i; the cross section for that mediator mass,
σ ∝ 1/Mφ2 ∼ 1/hEν i2 ; as well as the number of neutrinos in the ball, Nν ∝ |∆Eb |/hEν i. These effects do not affect
our limit by more than a factor ∼ 2 even if we allow hEν i to change by ∼ 50%. Our result is thus insensitive to small
variations in the neutrino energy due to the temperature evolution of the supernova, gravitational redshift of neutrinos
as they leave the PNS, or hierarchies in the average energies of the different flavors. Changing the pinching parameter
β modifies the low-energy and high-energy tails of the neutrino energy distribution, which induces minor differences
on the resonant production of mediators with masses Mφ 6= hEν i. Finally, even if we are extremely conservative and
assume that decoupling begins
as soon as p
τ drops below ∼ 100, i.e., setting τFS = 100 instead of 10, our limit on g
p
only changes by a factor 100/10 ∼ 3 (or 4 100/10 ∼ 1.8 outside the resonant regime). Changing the total neutrino
energy |∆Eb | is numerically equivalent to changing τFS , as our limit depends on τFS /|∆Eb |.
Supplemental Figure 4 shows that in the burst-outflow case the supernova neutrino signal duration is extremely
large if the coupling is above our conservative limit. We compute the signal duration conservatively assuming that
the neutrino ball starts decoupling at optical depth τFS = 10. For a mediator mass Mφ ∼ 10 MeV and a coupling that
saturates K-decay bounds, the signal duration is ∼ 1 hour; and even greater for some interactions affecting cosmology.
The results above also demonstrate that our limit is robust against 2ν → 4ν processes. These take place only for
the largest couplings [27] (the yellow region labeled “SN 1987A shock” in Suppl. Fig. 1), and they reduce the average
neutrino energy hEν i. For Mφ . 70 MeV, such large couplings imply a supernova neutrino signal duration & 1 hour
(see Suppl. Fig. 4), very strongly excluded no matter what value of hEν i is used. For Mφ & 70 MeV, our limit scales
as g ∼ hEν i−1/4 , see Eq. (C8) and Suppl. Fig. 3, and it is therefore insensitive to the precise value of hEν i.
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Appendix D: Random walks induced by frequent scattering

Supplemental Figure 5 shows that frequent scattering establishes random motion in all directions, which in the burstoutflow case leads to the formation of a homogeneous neutrino ball, as explained in the main text. Conversely, when
scattering is rare, neutrinos are not significantly deflected by νSI, and the neutrino ball becomes a shell (see Figs. 2
and 3). For the mediator masses in our region of interest in Fig. 1, νSI have not fully decoupled yet when τ ∼ 10.
Thus, setting the transition period at τFS = 10 leads to a conservative underestimate of the signal duration. (See
Suppl. Fig. 8 for the impact for a wider mediator mass range.)
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SUPPL. FIG. 5. Average deflection of an initially forward neutrino ensemble after many resonant scatterings with an isotropic
background, for different Mφ /hEν i (see below for non-resonant scattering). When hcos θtotal i ∼ 0, νSI randomize the directions
of motion.

Intuitively, νSI quickly establish random motion in all directions because for the scalar-mediated s-channel scattering
we consider, the distribution of the outgoing neutrino directions is isotropic in the center of mass (CM) frame.
Furthermore, the CM boost is

−1
1
1 + E1 /E2
θ12
γCM = p
= p
· sin
,
(D1)
2
2
2 E1 /E2
1 − βCM

which is typically O(1) as E1 and E2 , the energies of the incoming neutrinos, are drawn from similar distributions;
and the scattering angle θ12 is not generally small. Thus, the outgoing distribution in the laboratory frame is also
quite isotropic.
For increasing Mφ /hEν i, neutrinos move in all directions with less scatterings. There are several ways of understanding this. From energy and momentum conservation, producing a heavier mediator requires a larger scattering
angle θ12 . This leads to a large momentum transfer, and thus to a large deflection. Alternatively, larger θ12 decreases
the CM boost (see Eq. (D1)), making the outgoing neutrinos more isotropic.
Finally, one can also check that for
√
resonant scattering the CM boost can be written as γCM = (E1 + E2 )/ s = (E1 + E2 )/Mφ . Larger Mφ thus leads to
smaller CM boosts and more isotropic scattering.
Supplemental Figure 6 explicitly shows that the distribution of neutrino directions becomes isotropic after scattering.
For large Mφ , the momentum transfer in a resonant scattering is large as noted above, leading to a backwards-peaked
distribution for the first scatterings (see top panel in the figure).
Supplemental Figure 7 shows, for completeness, that the average deflection by each individual scattering is sizable.
It rapidly converges to a constant, as scattering processes tend to reach equilibrium. Also, deflections are bigger for
larger Mφ /hEν i as discussed above.
To generate Suppl. Figs. 5 to 7, we perform numerical simulations following these steps:
1. We start with an ensemble of test neutrinos with energies {E1 }, randomly drawn from a Maxwell-Boltzmann
distribution with average energy hEν i.
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2. Each test neutrino with energy E1 scatters with a background neutrino with energy E2 and direction cos θ12 .
As the probability density for this scattering to happen is proportional to the optical depth in Eq. (C1),
P(E2 , cos θ12 |E1 ) ∝ f (E2 , Ω̂2 ) (1 − cos θ12 ) σνν (E1 , E2 , cos θ12 ) ,

(D2)

we draw E2 and cos θ12 from this distribution. Plugging the cross sections (C6), (C3), and (C9); and setting
f (E2 , Ω̂2 ) to an isotropic Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution with average energy hEν i, we have
√
• Mφ  s:


3E2
;
(D3)
P(E2 , cos θ12 |E1 ) ∝ E2 exp −
hEν i
√
• Mφ  s:


3E2
P(E2 , cos θ12 |E1 ) ∝ (1 − cos θ12 )2 E23 exp −
;
(D4)
hEν i
√
• Mφ ∼ s (resonant regime):
!


Mφ2
3E2
2
δ E2 −
P(E2 , cos θ12 |E1 ) ∝ E2 exp −
hEν i
2E1 (1 − cos θ12 )
"
#
!
−3Mφ2
Mφ2
−2
∝ (1 − cos θ12 ) exp
δ E2 −
(D5)
2E1 hEν i(1 − cos θ12 )
2E1 (1 − cos θ12 )
with −1 ≤ cos θ12 ≤ 1 and E2 > 0.
3. In each scattering, the angles between the test neutrino direction and the outgoing neutrino directions, ∆θ, are
given by kinematics
cos ∆θ =

1
[± sin θ1c sin ϑc cos ϕc + γCM cos θ1c (βCM ± cos ϑc )] ,
γCM (1 ± βCM cos ϑc )

(D6)

where cos ϑc and ϕc are the outgoing polar and azimuth angle in the CM frame, respectively; and θ1c is the
angle between the test neutrino momentum and the boost direction of the CM,
E1 /E2 + cos θ12
.
cos θ1c = q
2
(E1 /E2 + cos θ12 ) + sin2 θ12

(D7)

Supplemental Material – S10
We draw cos ϑc and ϕc from uniform distributions over the intervals [−1, 1] and [0, 2π), respectively, as s-channel
scattering is isotropic in the CM. This is not the case for other scattering channels [35]. To be conservative, we
set the individual deflection by each scattering to the smallest value among the two possibilities in Eq. (D6).
4. We repeat steps 2 and 3 to simulate many scatterings.
The incoming test neutrino energies in the n-th scattering are set to the outgoing neutrino energies in the
(n − 1)-th scattering; that is, from kinematics,
(n−1)

(n)

E1

≡

E1

(n−1)

+ E2
2

(n−1)

(1 ± βCM

cos ϑc(n−1) ) ,

(D8)

where the two values correspond to the two possible angles in Eq. (D6). To be consistent, we choose the energy
corresponding to the smallest ∆θ.
5. The total deflection with respect to the initial direction after the n-th scattering is given by [96]
(n)

(n−1)

(n−1)

cos θtotal = cos θtotal cos ∆θ(n) + sin θtotal sin ∆θ(n) cos φ(n) ,

(D9)

with ∆θ(n) the individual deflection by the n-th scattering, Eq. (D6); and φ(n) the relative azimuth deflection
by the n-th scattering, uniformly distributed over [0, 2π).
Recursively applying Eq. (D9), we obtain the total deflection angle after many scatterings, θtotal .
The results in Suppl. Figs. 5 to 7 are obtained with an ensemble of 104 test neutrinos.
Supplemental Figure 8 shows that τFS = 10 is a good approximation to the more realistic condition of decoupling
2
to the number of
happening when νSI do not randomize neutrino directions. The dashed line corresponds to setting τFS
scatterings below which directions are not randomized (computed using the simulation above). We consider directions
not to be randomized if the relative difference between the amount of forward-moving neutrinos (cos θtotal > 0) and
backward-moving neutrinos (cos θtotal < 0) is bigger than 10%.
Supplemental Figures 9 and 10 show our results of our simulations for non-resonant scattering, which are insensitive
to Mφ /hEν i (see Eqs. (D3) and (D4)).
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Appendix E: Energy dependence of the decoupling condition

Here we assess the impact of the energy dependence of the νSI cross section, Eq. (2). In the main text and the
derivations in Appendix C, we obtain the size of the neutrino ball at decoupling, `FS , by requiring the average optical
depth of all neutrinos to be τFS (see Eq. (C1)).
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SUPPL. FIG. 11. Resonant optical depth as a function of neutrino energy, divided by its average value, for different mediator
masses. For very small mediator masses, τ /hτ i is independent of Mφ .

Supplemental Figure 11 shows that a large fraction of neutrinos have optical depths τ close to the average hτ i.
We compute τ assuming resonant scattering; and we average over the target neutrino distribution, which smooths
out the strongly energy-dependent resonant cross section σres ∝ δ(s − Mφ2 ) = δ(2E1 E2 [1 − cos θ12 ] − Mφ2 ). The figure
also illustrates the rich phenomenology of energy-dependent νSI. If Mφ deviates from hEν i, part of the neutrinos will
−2
free-stream earlier (`FS ∝ τFS
). In the burst-outflow case, this would generate both a long and a short signal with
different characteristic energies.
These results do not affect our conservative SN 1987A sensitivity. Kam-II and IMB observed neutrinos with
energies between ∼ 8 MeV and ∼ 40 MeV: to be consistent with data, low-energy and high-energy neutrinos must
have `FS /c . `0 /c ∼ 10 s. On top of that, if we increase τFS and decrease `2FS by the same factor, the limit stays the
same (see Eq. (4)): we could as well define our conservative analysis by `FS /c = 15 s (still incompatible with data,
see Fig. 4) and τFS = 40, guaranteeing a large optical depth when decoupling begins across different energies.
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SUPPL. FIG. 12. Same as Suppl. Fig. 11, but for non-resonant scattering.

Supplemental Figure 12 shows that the picture is similar for non-resonant scattering. In this case the cross section
has a weaker dependence on neutrino energy, hence the smoother optical depth.
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Appendix F: Dirac neutrinos

Here we generalize our results to also cover Dirac neutrinos. The simple νSI Lagrangian for Majorana neutrinos
LνSI = −1/2 gν̄νφ admits two generalizations for Dirac neutrinos
L1νSI, D = −gν c νφ + h.c. ,

L2νSI, D

(F1)

= −gν̄νφ ,

(F2)

with ν c the charge conjugate of the neutrino field. In the first case, the mediator has lepton number Lφ = −2 [97];
whereas in the second case Lφ = 0.
The largest sensitivity of supernova neutrinos to νSI comes from resonant scalar production. For the model in
Eq. (F1), lepton number conservation enforces this process to happen via νν → φ∗ or ν̄ ν̄ → φ. For the model in
Eq. (F2), in turn, it must happen via ν ν̄ → φ. As mentioned in the preamble of the S.M., angular momentum conservation in the center of mass frame requires the initial particles to have the same helicity. Since supernova neutrinos
are ultrarelativistic and are produced via Standard Model interactions, neutrinos are left-handed and antineutrinos
right-handed. Thus, for the first model resonant scattering takes place and our results in the resonant regime directly
apply up to O(1) factors in the cross section [35].
For the second model, resonant scattering is only possible if a large population of right-handed neutrinos (and
left-handed antineutrinos) gets built up. This can happen via non-resonant t- and u-channel scattering, which flip the
helicity of the interacting particles [35]. We estimate the frequency of these interactions by computing their associated
mean free path inside the PNS. Neutrinos diffuse inside the PNS over timescales ∼ 1 s, as discussed in the main text.
That is, they travel a total distance d ∼ c · 1 s ∼ 3 × 1010 cm. The neutrino number density is nν ∼ 1036 cm−3 ,
corresponding to the thermal equilibrium density with an average energy hEνcore i ∼ 100 MeV. Thus, the ratio between
the traveled distance and the non-resonant νSI mean free path is
d
λnon-res

4

= d nν σnon-res ∼ 5 × 10 ·



g
5 × 10−5

4 

10 MeV
Mφ

2
,

(F3)

where we approximate the non-resonant scattering cross section as σnon-res ∼ g 4 /(4πMφ2 ). This ratio is very large even
for the smallest couplings of our conservative analysis (see Fig. 1), ensuring a large number of scatterings and thus
that a large population of right-handed neutrinos and left-handed antineutrinos gets built up. Thus, our conservative
analysis holds.
For lower couplings, such as the lowest end of our estimated sensitivity (g ∼ 2 × 10−6 ), d/λnon−res ∼ 0.1. That is, a
small but non-negligible population of right-handed neutrinos and left-handed antineutrinos will get gradually built
up. A more involved calculation taking into account all interaction channels (including, e.g., double-scalar production
or scalar radiation in neutrino-nucleus interactions) and the time-dependent abundance of right-handed neutrinos is
thus needed to understand the full νSI sensitivity of a dedicated analysis in this model.
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Appendix G: Relativistic hydrodynamics of a neutrino fluid

Here we describe the hydrodynamic equations that govern the evolution of neutrinos with strong νSI, and we derive
the burst outflow and the wind outflow.
As discussed in the main text, in our region of interest the self-scattering mean free path of neutrinos is initially
tiny, on the µm scale — many orders of magnitude smaller than the size of the PNS and any other relevant length
scale. Hence, the behavior of the neutrino ball is described by relativistic hydrodynamics of a perfect fluid.
Outside the PNS, the fluid equations follow from energy and momentum conservation [98],
∇α T αβ = 0 ,

(G1)

with T αβ the energy-momentum tensor and ∇α the covariant derivative. The former can be related to the neutrino
energy density ρ̃ and pressure P̃ in the comoving frame, i.e., the frame where the fluid is locally at rest,
T αβ = P̃ g αβ + (ρ̃ + P̃ ) U α U β =

1 αβ 4
ρ̃ g + ρ̃ U α U β ,
3
3

(G2)

with g αβ the metric tensor, U α the four-velocity of the fluid, and for a relativistic fluid P̃ = ρ̃/3. U α is related to the
fluid bulk velocity ~v as
U0 = γ ,
i

(G3)
i

U = γv ,

(G4)

with γ = (1 − |~v |2 )−1/2 the fluid bulk Lorentz factor.
As we only consider number-conserving 2 → 2 scattering, the total number of neutrinos is also conserved,
∇α (ñ U α ) = 0

(G5)

with ñ the neutrino number density in the comoving frame, related to the laboratory-frame number density n by
n = γ ñ.
Equations (G1) and (G5) describe the flow of tightly coupled ultrarelativistic neutrinos in the absence of external
forces. If we further assume spherical symmetry, the energy-momentum tensor components are given by


1 2
00
2
T = ρ̃γ 1 + v
,
(G6)
3
4
(G7)
T 0r = ρ̃γ 2 v ,
3 

1
T rr = ρ̃γ 2
+ v2 ,
(G8)
3
1
T ϑϑ = ρ̃r−2 ,
(G9)
3
1
T ϕϕ = ρ̃r−2 sin−2 ϑ .
(G10)
3
Inserting the proper Christoffel symbols to compute the covariant derivatives in spherical coordinates, Eqs. (G1)
and (G5) read





∂
1 2
1 ∂
2
24
2
ρ̃γ 1 + v
+ 2
r ρ̃γ v = 0 ,
(G11)
∂t
3
r ∂r
3





∂ 4 2
1 ∂
1
2
ρ̃γ v + 2
r2 ρ̃γ 2
+ v2
− ρ̃ = 0 ,
(G12)
∂t 3
r ∂r
3
3r

∂n
1 ∂
+ 2
r2 nv = 0 .
(G13)
∂t
r ∂r
Equations (G11) to (G13) are our starting point to derive the different supernova neutrino outflows with strong νSI.
The burst outflow happens when a uniform neutrino fluid undergoes free expansion in vacuum. Given uniform initial
conditions for a neutrino ball of size `0 whose edge is expanding at the speed of light, i.e., n(r, t = 0) = n0 H(`0 − r),
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∂t n(r, t = 0) = ṅ0 H(`0 − r), and v(r = `0 , t = 0) = 1, with H the Heaviside step function; we obtain the following
solution to Eqs. (G11) to (G13)

n(r, t) = n0
v(r, t) =

`0
`(t)

3
H(`(t) − r) ,

(G14)

r
,
`(t)

(G15)

with `(t) = `0 + t. This is the homologous expansion of a homogeneous neutrino ball described in the main text.
We have checked with the PLUTO hydrodynamics code [73] that a variety of smooth initial density and velocity
profiles evolve after a short time as Eqs. (G14) and (G15). This is consistent with the behavior found in similar
studies of free expansions of relativistic gases [99]. Intuitively, the form of the velocity profile can be understood by
integrating Eq. (G13) from r to `,
2

2

` n(`, t) v(`, t) − r n(r, t) v(r, t) = −

Z
r

`

dr0 r02

∂n
.
∂t

(G16)

This equation is the integral form of the continuity equation, reflecting number conservation in a spherical shell.
If both n and ∂n/∂t are approximately uniform and different from 0, we obtain v(r) ∝ r. Finally, we note that
Eq. (G14) has a sharp discontinuity at r = `, where Eq. (G15) indicates an expansion velocity exactly equal to c.
Hence, close to the edge the solution must change to a smooth transition to n = 0 and v 6= c. This can also be seen
3+(r/`(t))2
from the laboratory-frame energy density profile associated to the homologous expansion, T 00 (r, t) ∝ [1−(r/`(t))
2 ]3 ,
whose integral over the ball diverges. In our PLUTO simulations we observe a smooth transition to vacuum outside the
ball, a result also found in Ref. [99]. The details of this transition do not affect our results, as we aim for factor-two
precision and we conservatively compute the optical depth for a neutrino traveling a distance `, hence our results are
not sensitive to how the edge of the ball expands.
Alternatively, the wind outflow of a neutrino fluid occurs when we look for a steady-state solution to the equations
of hydrodynamics. Such solutions have been invoked in fireball models of gamma-ray bursts [74] and in Parker’s
solar-wind model [100]. If we drop the time derivative terms in Eqs. (G11) to (G13), we obtain


∂
4
r2 ρ̃γ 2 v = 0 ,
(G17)
∂r
3



1
1 ∂
2
2
2
2
r
ρ̃γ
+
v
− ρ̃ = 0 ,
(G18)
2
r ∂r
3
3r

∂
r2 nv = 0 .
(G19)
∂r
Combining Eqs. (G17) and (G18) gives a first-order ordinary differential equation for v(r)


1 dv 1
1
−
3
+
= 0,
2
4 dr v
2rγ 2 v

(G20)

whose solution is
p
v(1 − v 2 ) = constant .
(G21)
p
√
v(1 − v 2 ) is a concave function, with a maximum at v = 1/ 3, that
√must decrease as r increases, so depending on
3, the fluid decelerates as r increases and, at
the boundary conditions there
are
two
possible
solutions.
If
v
<
1/
√
large r, v(r) ∝ r−2 . If v > 1/ 3 the fluid accelerates as r increases and, at large r, γ(r) ∝ r — i.e., 1 − v(r) ∝ 1/r2 .
From Eqs. (G17) and (G19), the former implies constant density and pressure at r → ∞ and it is hence unphysical
in the absence of external pressure; whereas the latter implies n(r) ∝ r−2 at large r and no pressure at r → ∞. This
corresponds to the wind outflow described in the main text. In the wind outflow, the bulk velocity quickly approaches
c, individual neutrinos move radially, and the arguments that make bursts increase the duration of the supernova
neutrino signal do not apply as described in the main text.
Supplemental Figure 13 shows the density and
√ velocity profiles for both outflow cases. The wind outflow is the only
physical steady-state outflow, requires v > 1/ 3 everywhere, and cannot be continued
√ down to r = 0 where Eq. (G21)
has no solution. Hence, it requires a boundary condition at finite r with v > 1/ 3. For supernova neutrinos, this
r
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SUPPL. FIG. 13. Laboratory-frame density n(r) and expansion velocity v profiles for the burst-outflow and wind-outflow
cases. The wind outflow is time-independent. Unlike burst outflows, the wind outflow is inhomogeneous and expands with bulk
velocities very close to c.

condition must be set at the PNS, where neutrino production and scattering with baryons modify Equations (G1)
and (G5). To gain insight, below we investigate the outflow close to the edge of the PNS in a simplified model. More
detailed investigation beyond the scope of this work is needed to fully understand the problem.
As a first approximation to the physics close to the edge of the PNS, we allow for momentum transfer between the
neutrino fluid and the baryons. We model this by introducing a bulk neutrino momentum loss with a rate inversely
proportional to the time between neutrino-nucleon collisions, i.e., the neutrino-nucleon mean free path λνN . We set
the net energy transfer between the neutrinos and baryons to zero, in keeping with the steady state assumption. (The
technical assumption is that the net neutrino heating or cooling of the baryons in the layer of interest is negligible
compared to the neutrino luminosity. This assumption will be violated in the deep interior of the PNS, but it is a
reasonable first approximation in the outer layers since they have a small fraction of the overall heat capacity.) This
modifies Eq. (G1) as
∇α T αt = 0 ,

1
1
∇α T αr = −
.
T 0r
λνN (r)

(G22)
(G23)
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If we look for a steady-state solution to Eqs. (G22) and (G23), we obtain following the same steps as above


1
1
1 dv 1
−3 +
=
.
(G24)
2
2
4 dr v
2rγ v
λνN (r)
√
Outside the PNS 1/λνN = 0, recovering Eq. (G20) and, if v > 1/ 3, the wind outflow. Inside the PNS λνN  r,
and Eq. (G24) gives v → 1/(4τ ), where τ = (R − r)/λνN is the neutrino-nucleon optical depth into the PNS. As
we go down into the PNS, within a few optical depths v becomes  1. This solution also has an energy density
that increases linearly with τ , which √
is similar to the case of radiative diffusion [101]. As we go outward, in order to
3 must be crossed continuously. This can only happen if 2rγ 2 v = λνN , i.e. for
match with the
wind
outflow,
v
=
1/
√
r = λνN (r)/ 3, at the edge of the PNS where the neutrino mean free path is of the order of the PNS size.
Supplemental Figure 14 shows the solutions to Eq. (G24), assuming λνN = R/50 inside the PNS and 1/λνN = 0
outside (the behavior is qualitatively similar for other values of 1/λνN  1/R), where R is the PNS radius. The
sonic point at the√edge of the PNS corresponds to the only point where the solution can be single-valued, continuous,
and cross v = 1/ 3. The solid orange line is the only continuous steady-state outflow with no pressure at r → ∞,
it therefore corresponds
√ to the wind outflow. In it, the fluid must rapidly accelerate at the edge of the PNS, from
v ' 0.14 to v = 1/ 3 ' 0.58 in the last neutrino-nucleon mean free path (from r/R = 0.98 to 1.0). Acceleration
outside the PNS is more gradual.
These results imply that the wind outflow requires unique conditions inside and outside the PNS. Further work is
needed to understand if generic initial conditions relax to the wind solution, the associated timescales, and the impact
on supernova physics. In the main text, we outline several ideas that may lead to new observables.
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SUPPL. FIG. 14. Steady-state outflows outside and inside the PNS. The horizontal axis is arcsinh-stretched to show
√ details
near r ≈ R. The wind outflow is the only steady-state solution inside and outside the PNS, and it must have v = 1/ 3 at the
edge.

