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ABSTRACT

Type IIP supernovae (SNe IIP) mark the explosive death of red supergiants (RSGs),
evolved massive stars with an extended hydrogen envelope. They are the most common
supernova type and allow for benchmarking of supernova explosion models by statistical
comparison to observed population properties rather than comparing individual models
and events. We construct a large synthetic set of SNe IIP light curves (LCs) using the
radiation hydrodynamics code SNEC and explosion energies and nickel masses obtained
from an efficient semi-analytic model for two different sets of stellar progenitor models.
By direct comparison we demonstrate that the semi-analytic model yields very similar
predictions as alternative phenomenological explosion models based on one-dimensional
simulations. We find systematic differences of a factor of ∼2 in plateau luminosities
between the two progenitor sets due to different stellar radii, which highlights the
importance of the RSG envelope structure as a major uncertainty in interpreting LCs
of SNe IIP. A comparison to a volume-limited sample of observed SNe IIP shows decent
agreement in plateau luminosity, plateau duration and nickel mass for at least one of
the synthetic LC sets. The models, however, do not produce sufficient events with
very small nickel mass MNi < 0.01M⊙ and predict an anticorrelation between plateau
luminosity and plateau duration that is not present in the observed sample, a result
that warrants further study. Our results suggest that a better understanding of RSG
stellar structure is no less important for reliably explaining the light curves of SNe IIP
than the explosion physics.

1. INTRODUCTION

Core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) are the
spectacular explosions that mark the death
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of massive stars with zero-age main-sequence
masses (MZAMS) greater than ∼8–10M⊙ (e.g.,
Ibeling & Heger 2013) in the case of single-
star progenitors. Understanding the explosion
mechanism of CCSNe has become the equiv-
alent of a millennium problem of modern as-
trophysics. CCSNe have great importance as a
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source of multi-messenger events1 and of com-
pact remnants that they leave behind, and are
the origin of most heavy elements in the uni-
verse.
Many of the latest three-dimensional (3D)

simulations with sophisticated physics inputs,
such as accurate modeling for the neutrino
transport, have yielded successful CCSN explo-
sions (see, e.g., Lentz et al. 2015; Müller et al.
2017a; Ott et al. 2018; Burrows et al. 2019;
Bollig et al. 2021), which supports the view
that most CCSNe are powered by the neutrino-
driven mechanism aided by hydrodynamical in-
stabilities (see the reviews of Bethe 1990; Janka
2012; Burrows & Vartanyan 2021; Müller 2020).
There is, however, still an ongoing discussion
on several key issues. Using phenomenological
models, considerable progress has been made in
determining how the pre-collapse stellar struc-
ture impacts which stars successfully explode
and which ones fail and make black holes
(O’Connor & Ott 2011; Ugliano et al. 2012;
Ertl et al. 2016; Müller et al. 2016; Sukhbold
et al. 2016; Pejcha & Thompson 2015), but
the best structural correlates for “explodabil-
ity” and the parameter space for neutron star
and black hole formation are still debated in
supernova theory (Couch et al. 2020; Tsang
et al. 2022). Beyond the question of explod-
ability, both detailed multi-dimensional simula-
tions and phenomenological models have shed
some light on the relation between progenitors
and their explosion properties, such as the rem-
nant mass, explosion energy, and nucleosynthe-
sis yields as critical input for chemogalactic evo-
lution (Nomoto et al. 2013), but the key chal-
lenge is now to more rigorously validate the
emerging theoretical picture using observational
data.

1 SN 1987A was the first-ever extragalactic astronomical
multi-messenger event.

Direct multi-messenger probes of the CCSN
mechanism include gravitational waves (GWs)
(e.g., Fryer & New 2011; Evans & Zanolin 2017;
Kalogera et al. 2019; Abdikamalov et al. 2022)
and neutrinos (e.g., Janka 2017; Horiuchi &
Kneller 2018; Müller 2019a). Current neutrino
and GW detectors, however, are only sensitive
to events within ∼100 kpc (Scholberg 2012; Ab-
bott et al. 2016). Electromagnetic signals are
more readily available, especially in today’s era
of large-scale surveys (Bellm 2014; Chambers
et al. 2016; Tonry et al. 2018; Masci et al. 2019;
Ivezić et al. 2019).
Type IIP supernovae (SNe IIP) are of par-

ticular interest for comparing theoretical CCSN
model predictions to observations. They are
the most common observed supernova type
and originate from hydrogen-rich red super-
giants (RSGs; Smartt 2015) that are predom-
inantly, though not exclusively, unaffected by
binary mass transfer (Podsiadlowski et al. 1992;
Zapartas et al. 2021). They thus represent
the supernova sub-population that most closely
matches the progenitor models underlying pop-
ulation studies based on phenomenological ex-
plosion models2. A Type IIP supernova exhibits
a ∼100-day phase with nearly constant lumi-
nosity (“plateau” – P) in its light curve (LC)
during the inward propagation of a recombina-
tion wave through the shock-heated hydrogen
envelope. The plateau luminosity (Lpl) and du-
ration (tpl) are related to the CCSN explosion
energy, the progenitor radius, and the mass of
the hydrogen envelope (Popov 1993; Kasen &
Woosley 2009). The plateau phase is followed
by an exponential luminosity tail that is at first
powered by the radioactive decays of 56Ni and
56Co and by other radioactive species later on.

2 Note that phenomenological explosions models for
stripped stars in binary systems have also been pre-
sented recently by Ertl et al. (2020) and Schneider et al.
(2021).
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Historically, supernova explosion and progen-
itor properties have most often been inferred by
fitting individual SN LCs with semi-analytic so-
lutions (e.g., Arnett 1980, 1982) or radiation hy-
drodynamic simulations (e.g., Blinnikov et al.
2000; Kasen & Woosley 2009; Bersten et al.
2011; Dessart & Hillier 2010). This approach,
however, can suffer from a degeneracy of the
explosion energy and progenitor mass as key
parameters that determine the LC (Dessart &
Hillier 2019). The problem of degeneracies can
be reduced by considering larger samples of ob-
served transients from surveys or compilations
(Li et al. 2011; Faran et al. 2014; Pejcha & Pri-
eto 2015a; Martinez et al. 2022; Gutiérrez et al.
2017; Müller et al. 2017b; Martinez et al. 2020,
2022). Most work on inferring progenitor and
explosion parameters for larger supernova sam-
ples to date has relied on LC fitting, i.e., on re-
verse modeling (Morozova et al. 2018; Martinez
et al. 2020). The complementary approach is to
use forward modeling of entire supernova pop-
ulations for validating or constraining CCSN
explosion models. Several recent studies pro-
duced a considerable number of LCs derived
from phenomenological CCSN explosion models
(Sukhbold et al. 2016; Barker et al. 2022a; Cur-
tis et al. 2021). What is still missing, however, is
a global comparison between such a suite of the-
oretical models and a representative, volume-
limited supernova sample.
Such a comparison also needs to explore the

sensitivity and robustness of explosion param-
eter and LC predictions to variations in model
assumptions. This is particularly important to
ascertain the potential for determining physical
parameters of individual supernovae or entire
populations, e.g., the recent idea to exploit pro-
posed correlations between iron core mass and
plateau luminosity (Barker et al. 2022a,b) for
use in parameter inference.
In this work, we use the radiation hydrody-

namics code SNEC (Morozova et al. 2015b) to

calculate LCs of SNe IIP based on two sets of
progenitor and explosion models from Müller
et al. (2016, hereafter M16) and Sukhbold
et al. (2016, hereafter S16). We obtain explo-
sion properties using the efficient semi-analytic
model for neutrino-driven explosions from M16.
Though both evolved with the stellar evolu-
tion code KEPLER (Weaver et al. 1978; Heger &
Woosley 2010), M16 and S16 progenitors have
been evolved with slightly different physics as-
sumptions, and illustrate that LC predictions
are especially sensitive to model variations that
affect the hydrogen envelope. We then quantita-
tively compare the models to the volume-limited
SNe IIP sample of Pejcha & Prieto (2015a, here-
after PP15) to highlight salient points of agree-
ment and disagreement between the predictions
and the observations. In particular, we high-
light that even though the models reproduce
the well-known correlation between plateau lu-
minosity Lpl and nickel mass MNi, there are still
tensions between models and observations in
distribution of plateau luminosity, plateau du-
ration and nickel mass. Similar to Dessart et al.
(2013), our results underscore the sensitivity of
the LCs to the envelope structure of the progen-
itor.
Our study has not taken into account the fol-

lowing uncertainties encountered in the theo-
retical modelling of SNe IIP LCs: the mixing-
length parameter and convective overshooting
(Maeder & Meynet 1987; Dessart et al. 2013),
mixing and composition (Couch et al. 2015;
Dessart & Hillier 2020), clumping (Kifonidis
et al. 2000; Dessart et al. 2018; Dessart & Audit
2019), large scale asymmetry (Wongwathanarat
et al. 2015; Dessart et al. 2021), line blanket-
ing (Kasen & Woosley 2009; Dessart & Hillier
2011), and metallicity (Dessart et al. 2014).
Also our models do not consider the impact of
circumstellar materials on SNe IIP LCs (Chugai
et al. 2007; Dessart & Audit 2019; Dessart &
Hillier 2022). How these complexities affect
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the SNe IIP population warrants further explo-
ration.
This paper is organized as follows. In §2 we

review the semi-analytic approach for obtain-
ing neutrino-driven CCSN explosions and the
resulting explosion landscape for supernova pro-
genitors. We compare our approach to two
other phenomenological explosion models for
the S16 progenitor set in §3. In §4 we present
the theoretical SN IIP LCs from radiation hy-
drodynamic simulations, and they are compared
to the observational sample in §5. Our conclu-
sions are given in §6.

2. CCSN EXPLOSION MODEL

In this section, we first review the semi-
analytic approach of Müller et al. (2016) for
neutrino-driven CCSN explosions. Then we ap-
ply this semi-analytic model to obtain the prop-
erties of CCSN explosions for two sets of progen-
itor models.

2.1. The semi-analytic approach

We use the semi-analytic approach of Müller
et al. (2016) to obtain the properties of suc-
cessful neutrino-driven CCSN explosion such as
the explosion energy Eexp, the baryonic mass
of the remnant neutron star MNS,by, and the
ejected 56Ni mass MNi. The semi-analytic ap-
proach uses physically-motivated scaling laws
and solves simple differential equations instead
of performing detailed hydrodynamic simula-
tions. A current laptop computer can process
nearly 2,000 models in just a few minutes. This
allows us to explore a large parameter space
such as detailed studies in stellar masses. Here,
we provide an overview of the treatment of the
CCSN dynamics. The full description can be
found in Müller et al. (2016).
The iron core of a massive star starts to col-

lapse when it reaches a critical mass that de-
pends on its temperature and neutron excess
(Clayton 1968). As the central density reaches
nuclear densities, the equation of state stiffens

due to nuclear repulsive force, abruptly halt-
ing the collapse. An outgoing bounce shock is
launched, but it quickly stalls because of en-
ergy losses due to neutrinos and nuclear photo-
disintegration. The bounce shock turns into a
quasi-stationary accretion shock within a few
milliseconds. Material that passes through the
shock gets accreted by the proto-neutron star
(PNS). Eventually, the shock may be revived
to a runaway expansion – a successful explo-
sion – or the PNS collapses to a black hole –
a failed explosion. During this accretion phase,
copious amounts of neutrinos emanate from the
PNS and heat up the matter inside the accre-
tion shock (see, e.g., the reviews in Janka 2012;
Burrows & Vartanyan 2021). The semi-analytic
model of Müller et al. (2016) treats both the
pre-explosion neutrino heating phase and the
subsequent explosion phase.

2.1.1. Pre-explosion phase

The region roughly above the PNS and be-
low the accretion shock, dubbed gain region, re-
ceives net heating by neutrinos emanating from
the PNS due to accretion and PNS cooling.
The gain region is treated as an adiabatically
stratified and radiation-dominated layer follow-
ing Janka (2001). The mass accretion rate Ṁ is
computed following Woosley & Heger (2015a)
assuming that the stellar interior nearly col-
lapses in free fall. The time evolution of the
PNS radius and shock radius and thus the mass
in the gain region can be determined from Ṁ
and the mass behind the shock, from which one
can, in turn, compute the advection timescale
τadv and the heating timescale τheat. The time
of shock revival is determined from the assump-
tion that material must have spent enough time
in the gain region for neutrino heating to over-
come the binding energy, leading to the criti-
cal condition τadv/τheat > 1. If this condition
is never met, the model implies that the star
forms a black hole.
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2.1.2. Explosion phase

During the first episode after shock revival
(Phase I ), outflow and inflow of materials co-
exist in the post-shock region. This phase is
treated similarly as the pre-explosion phase ex-
cept that the explosion energy Eexp is grad-
ually increasing due to the recombination of
ejected neutrino-heated material. The relevant
mass outflow rate is computed from the neu-
trino heating rate and the binding energy at the
gain radius based on the heating model from
the pre-explosion phase. As the post-shock ve-
locity (which is computed from the explosion
energy, ejecta mass and pre-shock density) ex-
ceeds the escape velocity, accretion is assumed
to cease, and Eexp changes mainly due to explo-
sive nuclear burning and the addition of binding
energy of the outer shells (Phase II ). We deter-
mine MNS,by at the end of Phase I, and compute
Eexp by integration throughout the envelope up
to the stellar surface.
The explosive yields of iron-group (IG) ele-

ments are computed in a crude way by “flash-
ing” shocked material into IG elements when
the post-shock temperature exceeds 4.5× 109K
(instead of 5 × 109K in the original prescrip-
tion), but is less than the temperature for
50% dissociation into α-particles. The original
model of Müller et al. (2016) did not account for
the contribution of the neutrino-heated ejecta
to the IG yields. To improve upon the origi-
nal prescription, we take half of these IG ele-
ments to be 56Ni and add another contribution
from neutrino-driven outflows, which we assume
to be proportional to Eexp (as Eexp is by con-
struction determined by the amount of ejected
neutrino-heated material Mν), i.e.,

MNi =
1

2
MIG +

1

2
αEexp ≈ 1

2
MIG +

1

2
Mν , (1)

where the proportional constant α is set to
mB/5MeV. The second term represents a rough
upper limit for the production of nickel by
neutrino-driven outflows, corresponding to the

optimistic assumption that about half of the
neutrino-heated ejecta recombine to 56Ni. We
emphasize that an accurate MNi can only be
obtained by multi-D neutrino-transport simula-
tions and that Eq. (1) only represents a rough
estimate.
Our semi-analytic model includes several pa-

rameters that can be used for calibration
against more sophisticated multi-D simulations
or observational constraints (Müller 2015), i.e.,
the shock compression factor, the conversion ef-
ficiency of accretion to neutrino luminosity, the
PNS cooling timescale (Table 1 of Müller et al.
2016). These parameters can be used to tune
the CCSN explosion landscape, including the
explodability and magnitude of Eexp consider-
ably. As a first step, we use the default param-
eter set and keep the tunability in mind.
Finally, we treat fallback as an all-or-nothing

process as in the original prescription (Müller
et al. 2016). We remark that fallback can signif-
icantly influence the properties of explosions for
near-critically exploding models. Also, for some
failed CCSNe, mass ejection is still possible due
to the decrease of the PNS gravitational mass by
neutrino emission (Piro 2013; Fernández et al.
2018; Schneider & O’Connor 2022). However,
whereas fallback is now recognized as important
for understanding the black-hole mass distribu-
tion (Mandel & Müller 2020; Mandel et al. 2021;
Antoniadis et al. 2022), these extreme events
may not contribute to the SNe IIP population.

2.2. RSG models and the explosion landscape

We apply the semi-analytic approach to two
sets of single-star solar-metallicity RSG models
as CCSN progenitors, which we refer to as M16
(Müller et al. 2016) and S16 (Sukhbold et al.
2016). Both sets were evolved with the stel-
lar evolution code KEPLER (Weaver et al. 1978;
Heger & Woosley 2010) but with two major
known differences in the physical inputs. One
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Figure 1. Pre-SN density profiles as a function of enclosed mass (left panel) and radius (middle panel:
log scale, right panel: linear scale) for selected progenitor models with MZAMS = 9.5, 14.9 and 19.9M⊙
from Müller et al. (2016, M16, solid lines) and Sukhbold et al. (2016, S16, dotted lines). All the models
successfully explode. In particular, 9.5M⊙ is the minimum mass common to both sets, and 14.9M⊙ and
19.9M⊙ are the closest progenitor masses to 15M⊙ and 20M⊙ with explosions in both sets.

Table 1. Presupernova, explosion and light-curve properties for the progenitor models shown in Fig. 1.

MZAMS Source Mprog Rprog MFe Menv ξ2.5 Eexp MNi MNS,by Lpl tpl

(M⊙) (M⊙) (1013 cm) (M⊙) (M⊙) (1051 erg) (10−2M⊙) (M⊙) (108 L⊙) (days)

9.5
M16 9.11 10.19 1.29 6.77 1.6× 10−5 0.25 2.3 1.35 3.37 144

S16 9.16 2.87 1.30 7.13 6.1× 10−5 0.32 2.8 1.34 1.48 114

14.9
M16 11.4 10.5 1.56 7.27 0.15 0.99 5.2 2.18 10.9 96

S16 12.8 5.70 1.50 8.62 0.16 1.06 5.5 2.18 6.19 95

19.9
M16 14.3 10.3 1.56 8.18 0.20 1.20 11.0 1.74 11.3 95

S16 15.8 7.41 1.53 9.63 0.22 1.32 11.4 1.76 8.42 96

Note—Here, MZAMS is the ZAMS mass for the pre-SN model. M16 and S16 stand for progenitor from the sets of
Müller et al. (2016) and Sukhbold et al. (2016), respectively. Mprog and Rprog are the stellar mass and radius, MFe

and Menv are the masses of the iron core and hydrogen envelope, and ξ2.5 is the compactness (Eq. 2), all defined at
the onset of collapse. Eexp, MNi and MNS,by are the resulting explosion energy, nickel mass and remnant neutron-star
mass obtained by the semi-analytic model of Müller et al. (2016). Lpl and tpl are the plateau luminosity and duration
of the resultant SN IIP light curve obtained by SNEC simulations.

is that the erroneous pair-neutrino loss rate was
updated to a corrected version in M16 but not
in S16 (see §2 of Sukhbold et al. 2018). This
can affect the late burning stages after core he-
lium depletion. The other difference is that a
fixed, large boundary pressure was used at the
stellar surface in M16 to keep the models stable.
This affected the RSG structure, making them

more compact and affecting the mass loss dur-
ing the reg giant phase. Other differences may
exist, such as the helium burning rates that im-
pact the size of the carbon oxygen core after
core helium depletion(Imbriani et al. 2001; Tur
et al. 2007; West et al. 2013).
The differences between the two sets at the

onset of collapse are shown by the comparison
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of the pre-SN density profiles for three selected
values of MZAMS (Fig. 1), and the global param-
eters for the pre-SN stellar structure (Fig. 2).
Figure 1 clearly shows that the larger pressure
cut results in a more dilute hydrogen envelope
for M16 models whereas the core structures are
nearly the same. This can also be inferred
from the larger pre-SN stellar radii Rprog for
M16 models with MZAMS ≲ 24M⊙ (panel (b)
of Fig. 2)3, although the different pre-SN stellar
masses (Mprog, panel (a) of Fig. 2) also indicate
subtle differences in the mass loss rates as a re-
sult of feedback processes that requires further
study but is beyond the scope of this work. A
striking difference is the opposite trends of Rprog

versus MZAMS. The progenitor radius, Rprog

is positively correlated with progenitor mass in
the S16 models, but decreases slightly with mass
in the M16 models.
Figure 2 also illustrates differences in the core

structure between the two sets. The S16 models
have a smaller mass of the carbon-oxygen core
than M16 models for the same MZAMS, which
carries through to later evolutionary phases.
This is reflected by the final iron-core mass MFe

(panel (c) of Fig. 2), and can also be inferred
from the progenitor compactness ξ2.5 (panel (d)
of Fig. 2). Here ξ2.5 is defined as (O’Connor &
Ott 2011)

ξM =
M/M⊙

R(Mbaryon = M)/1,000 km

∣∣∣∣
t=t0

, (2)

where M is set to be 2.5M⊙, and t0 is the
time at the onset of collapse defined as when
the infall speed anywhere in the core first ex-
ceeds 108 cm s−1. Structures in the landscape of
ξ2.5 are systematically shifted to higher MZAMS

3 The M16 models radii are inflated due a finite-pressure
boundary condition that was set to ensure stellar stabil-
ity. Note that, as is often the case in stellar structure,
the response to a finite surface pressure can be non-
intuitive, in this case resulting in expansion instead of
contraction.
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Figure 2. Comparison of progenitor properties
as a function of ZAMS mass between M16 (blue
squares) and S16 (red dots) models. From top to
bottom, the panels show the pre-SN stellar mass
(Mprog), pre-SN stellar radius (Rprog), iron-core
mass (MFe) and compactness parameter (ξ2.5) at
the onset of collapse. A choice of ξ2.5,crit = 0.263
(0.243) best discriminates the explodability for the
M16 (S16) models with 150 (28) false identifica-
tions.
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in the S16 models. Except for this shift,
M16 and S16 models have quite similar core
structures, with stochastic variations in ξ2.5 for
MZAMS ≃ 15–20M⊙ due to the chaotic merging
of oxygen and carbon- and neon-burning shells
(Sukhbold et al. 2018; Collins et al. 2018; Yadav
et al. 2020). The impact of the erroneous neu-
trino loss rate is most significant for stars with
MZAMS ≳ 20M⊙, which constitute only ∼ 18%
of all the progenitors and even less for explod-
ing models. Therefore, the overall impact on
the ensemble of SNe IIP LCs is small.
We only consider pre-SN models with

MZAMS ≤ 30M⊙, because models with a larger
MZAMS would exceed the Humphreys-Davidson
limit and experience significant mass loss and
result in SNe other than type IIP, aside from
the fact that few explosions are predicted in
this region in the first place. For M16 we have
1891 models with a mass resolution of 0.01M⊙,
for which 991 successfully explode. For S16
we have 187 models with a mass resolution of
0.1 (0.25)M⊙ at MZAMS above (below) 13M⊙,
for which 115 models successfully explode. In
Fig. 3 we show the explosion properties pre-
dicted by the semi-analytic supernova model as
a function of the ξ2.5. We find good agreement
between the two sets of progenitors and deter-
mine a critical ξ2.5 = 0.263 (0.243) that best
discriminates the explodability for M16 (S16)
models.

3. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE
PHENOMENOLOGICAL EXPLOSION

MODELS (S16 SET)

It is currently not feasible to perform 3D sim-
ulations with neutrino transport to determine
the properties of CCSN explosions for a suffi-
ciently large number of progenitors required for
population studies. Our semi-analytic model
is among several efficient phenomenological ap-
proaches to predict the outcome of collapse (ex-
plosion or non-explosion) as well as explosion
and remnant properties (O’Connor & Ott 2011;
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Figure 3. Similar to Fig. 2, but for the comparison
of explosion properties as a function of progenitor
compactness ξ2.5 between the M16 (blue squares)
and S16 (red dots) models. From top to bottom,
the panels show the explosion energy Eexp,

56Ni
mass MNi and baryonic neutron star mass MNS,by.
Note that for ξ2.5 ≤ 0.01 we use a log scale and for
ξ2.5 > 0.01 we use a linear scale.

Ugliano et al. 2012; Pejcha & Thompson 2015;
Perego et al. 2015; Sukhbold et al. 2016; Couch
et al. 2020; Ertl et al. 2020; Barker et al. 2022a;
Ghosh et al. 2022). Most other studies rely
on 1D simulations that mimic the supportive
role of multi-dimensional flow instabilities in
enabling shock revival either by increasing the
neutrino emission, the neutrino energy depo-
sition, or by means of 1D turbulence models
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Figure 4. Comparison of the explosion properties
of S16 progenitors as obtained in Sukhbold et al.
(black crosses), Barker et al. (green open squares)
and this work (red dots). Note that Barker et al.
did not calculate MNi but used the nickel masses of
S16 instead.

(but see Müller 2019b for a critical discussion
of this approach). Qualitative and quantitative
differences and similarities between the various
phenomenological models have been discussed
in the literature, and Pejcha (2020) also pro-
vides a side-by-side comparison of important
outcomes such as the relation between explo-
sion energy and nickel mass or the predicted
neutron star mass distribution. Such compar-
isons can be somewhat skewed by differences in

the size, mass range, and input physics of un-
derlying stellar evolution model sets.
For this reason, it is useful to compare our re-

sults to those obtained by different 1D simula-
tion studies for the S16 progenitor set, namely
from the study of Sukhbold et al. (Sukhbold
et al. 2016) and Barker et al. (Barker et al.
2022a). Sukhbold et al. used the P-HOTB code
(Ugliano et al. 2012; Ertl et al. 2016) with a
gray neutrino-transport scheme and a proto-
neutron star core model, and is calibrated by
two well-observed CCSNe. Their models are
calibrated to inferred explosion properties for
SN 1054 and SN 1987A at the respective pro-
genitor masses. The SN 1987A calibration is
used for all progenitors with MZAMS > 12M⊙,
and for MZAMS < 12M⊙ interpolation between
the relevant model parameters for the two cal-
ibration cases is applied. Barker et al. used
the FLASH code with a multi-group two-moment
neutrino-transport scheme (O’Connor & Couch
2018) plus the STIR method for simulating tur-
bulence in 1D (Couch et al. 2020). Their STIR
method is calibrated to fit full 3D simulations
run in the same code (O’Connor & Couch 2018).
The comparison is shown in Fig. 4 for Eexp,

MNi and MNS,by. Although with quite differ-
ent implementations and degrees of approxima-
tions, we find considerable agreements among
the results from Sukhbold et al., Barker et al.
and this work. The agreement is especially re-
markable for the baryonic neutron star mass
MNS,by, which once again confirms the impor-
tant role of the Si-O shell interface as a natural
point for the onset of the explosion and a strong
predictor for the final neutron star mass.
Discrepancies are noteworthy mainly in the

mass ranges with near-critical explodability
(gray shaded bands in Fig. 4), with MZAMS ≃
12–15M⊙ and 22–25M⊙. For MZAMS ≃ 12–
15M⊙, Barker et al. predicts no explosion while
both Sukhbold et al. and the semi-analytic
model obtain explosions. Eexp and MNi in
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Sukhbold et al. are, however, larger by about a
factor of 2.5 than those in this work, which may
be related to the change in calibration case of
P-HOTB from SN 1054 to SN 1987A at 12M⊙.
On the other hand, for MZAMS ≃ 22–25M⊙,

Sukhbold et al. and our semi-analytic model
predict no explosion, whereas Barker et al.
yields relatively large explosion energies Eexp

(≥ 2 × 1051 erg). The explodability of these
critical models is still under debate with state-
of-the-art 3D simulations (e.g., Ott et al. 2018;
Melson et al. 2020; Burrows et al. 2020). The
mass distribution of observed SN IIP progeni-
tors (Smartt 2015) and first observational ev-
idence for the quiet disappearance of a RSG
(Adams et al. 2017), presumably by stellar col-
lapse favor a lower probability of explosion in
this mass range4..
The overall trends and patterns in explosion

energy are qualitatively compatible between
the three phenomenological models outside the
gray-shaded areas. They all predict low explo-
sion energies at the low-mass end, a general
trend towards higher explosion energies in the
range of 15–22M⊙ with considerable scatter at
higher masses. Above 25M⊙, the agreement is
less convincing. It is noteworthy, however, that
even in the region of 22–25M⊙, where Barker
et al. disagrees qualitatively with the other
two models, the high explosion energies reflect a
similar pattern in Müller et al. (2016) with pa-
rameter choices that increase explodability (i.e.,
higher turbulent pressure in the gain region or
a higher accretion efficiency for neutrino emis-
sion).
The situation for the nickel masses, MNi,

which are only available for Sukhbold et al. and
our semi-analytic model, is similar to the ex-
plosion energies. There is rather good agree-

4 A potential exception is SN 2015bs whose progenitor was
inferred to have a metallicity of ≤ 0.1Z⊙ and a MZAMS

of 17-25M⊙ (Anderson et al. 2018)

ment between Sukhbold et al. and our work be-
low 22M⊙, which is rather striking considering
the relatively simple model for nickel production
used in our approach.
These results demonstrate that predictions

of explosion and remnant properties from the
three phenomenological models are quite robust
to differences in the methodology, once some
form of calibration (e.g., for one or two specific
supernovae or for the typical energy range of
observed explosions) is applied.

4. THEORETICAL LIGHT CURVES OF
TYPE IIP SNE

With the explosion properties (Eexp, MNi and
MNS,by) obtained in §2, we utilize SNEC (Mo-
rozova et al. 2015b) to generate LCs of SNe
IIP from M16 and S16 progenitors. SNEC is
an open-source spherically-symmetrical radia-
tion hydrodynamics code with the capability to
follow the shock propagation through the stel-
lar envelope. It solves the Lagrangian hydro-
dynamics equations supplemented with a radi-
ation diffusion term. Note that SNEC assumes
local thermal equilibrium between matter and
radiation, which fails during the shock breakout
and nebular phase, but is reasonably reliable for
LCs during the plateau phase (Blinnikov & Bar-
tunov 1993) that is of interest here. We refer to
the code paper (Morozova et al. 2015b) and doc-
umentation (Morozova et al. 2015a) for details
on the numerical implementation.
We employ the default settings of SNEC, such

as the equation of state, ionization treatment
and opacities. The newborn NS with MNS,by

is excised from the numerical grid and a ther-
mal bomb is used to initialize the shock. The
sum of Eexp and binding energy of the mass con-
tent above the excised NS is spread into the
0.1M⊙ above the excised boundary so that the
final explosion energy equals the desired value
Eexp (Morozova et al. 2015a). For the mixing of
nickel, we simply spread MNi homogeneously up
to 3M⊙ as our semi-analytic approach cannot



Type IIP SNe 11

0 50 100 150 200
t− t0 [day]

107

108

109

1010
L

b
ol

[L
�

]

9.5M�
14.9M�
19.9M�

M16

S16

Figure 5. Bolometric light curves of SNe IIP from
the M16 (solid lines) and S16 (dotted lines) pre-SN
models shown in Fig. 1. t0 denotes the time upon
which the explosion shock breaks out of the stellar
surface.

treat the mixing. The mixing of nickel is be-
yond the scope of this paper but its impact on
SNe IIP LCs may be worth further investigation
(see, e.g., Utrobin et al. 2017). We evolve all the
models to ∼ 200 days, by which time all mod-
els have reached the radioactively-powered tail
phase. For comparison to observations, we are
particularly interested in two LC parameters:
the plateau luminosity Lpl and the plateau du-
ration tpl. We take the bolometric luminosity at
50 days after the shock break out as Lpl. The de-
termination of tpl is more tricky; we tentatively
pick the time of the steepest gradient of the B-
band magnitude as the end of plateau phase.
We also present the photospheric velocity at 50
days v50 after the shock breakout, which is a
proxy for the mean expansion rate of the ejecta
and Eexp/Mejecta, with Mejecta being the total
mass of the ejecta. Here we use the SNEC defini-
tion for the location of photosphere, i.e. by the
optical depth τ = 2/3. The key LC and explo-
sion parameters for all models are publicly avail-
able at Zenodo: doi:10.5281/zenodo.7354733 in
the same form as listed in Table 1 .
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Figure 6. Comparison of light curve parameters
as a function of ZAMS mass between M16 (blue
squares) and S16 (red dots) models. From top to
bottom, the panels show the plateau luminosity,
plateau duration and photospheric velocity at 50
days after the shock breakout, respectively.

As representative examples, we plot in Fig. 5
the bolometric LCs of SNe IIP from the pre-SN
models shown in Fig. 1, with their respective
Lpl and tpl given in Table 1. It is clear at a
first glance that the M16 models are brighter
than S16 models during the plateau phase for
the same MZAMS, despite the similar explosion
properties (also listed in Table 1). This feature
is further exemplified in Fig. 6, which compares
Lpl, tpl and v50 as a function of MZAMS between

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7354733
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all M16 and S16 models that successfully ex-
plode. Whereas tpl is quite similar for the two
sets of models, Lpl of M16 models is in general
larger by a factor of ∼2 than that of S16 models.
This difference cannot be accounted for even by
appealing to large uncertainties in the explosion
energy. Similar values of Lpl as in S16 can only
be realized for M16 models by artificially divid-
ing Eexp by three, which is unrealistic and would
affect tpl considerably. Indeed, the difference in
Lpl reflects the systematically different envelope
structure between M16 and S16 progenitors (see
the density profiles in Fig. 1 and the pre-SN
masses and radii in Fig. 2). The slightly larger
v50 for M16 models reflects the smaller Mprog of
the M16 progenitors which leads to a smaller
Mejecta (cf. panel (a) in Fig. 2). As we shall
see in §5, the comparison with observations sug-
gests a preference for the S16 models as realistic
progenitors as they match the observed plateau
luminosities better.
Lastly, we compare our results to analytic

scaling relations often used by observers to infer
the properties of progenitor and explosion from
LC parameters, both to guide the interpretation
of our results and to check the validity of the
analytic relations. For Lpl, we use the relation
derived in Popov (1993)

Lpl = L0E
5/6
51 M

−1/2
10 R

2/3
0,500, (3)

where E51 is the explosion energy in units of
1051 erg, M10 is the mass of the hydrogen en-
velope (the progenitor mass minus the helium
core mass) in units of 10M⊙, and R0,500 is the
pre-SN stellar radius Rprog in units of 500R⊙.
Our preferred values of L0 are 1.69×1042 erg s−1

and 1.51×1042 erg s−1 for M16 and S16 models,
respectively. The left panel of Fig. 7 shows that
Eq. (3) predicts Lpl well overall, with a relative
error ≲ 10% for most models. The discrepancy
for models with a large Lpl with a relative error
up to 40% is due to their short plateau for which
Lbol at 50 days may not well represent Lpl.

The scaling relation for the plateau duration
from Popov (1993) assumes no energy input
from radioactive decay of nickel and cobalt and
reads

tpl,0 = t0E
−1/6
51 M

1/2
10 R

1/6
0,500. (4)

Following Sukhbold et al. (2016), we use a mod-
ified relation for tpl that takes into account that
energy input from radioactive decay can prolong
the plateau,

tpl = tpl,0 × f
1/6
rad ,

frad = 1 + CfMNiE
−1/2
51 M

−1/2
10 R−1

0,500,
(5)

where we set the constant Cf = 21 as suggested
in Sukhbold et al. (2016). Comparing the LCs
from SNEC to Eq. (5) is more appropriate, as
SNEC includes the energy release from radioac-
tive decay. The fitted t0 are 93.0 d and 89.7 d
for M16 and S16 models, respectively. The right
panel of Fig. 7 shows that Eq. (5) predicts tpl
well at tpl ≳ 100 days, with a relative error
≲ 15%. For tpl ≲ 100 days, the relative error
can be up to ∼ 25%.

5. COMPARISON TO OBSERVATIONS

5.1. Global statistics

Our large ensemble of stellar models allows for
a statistical comparison to observational data.
As a first step towards such a quantitative com-
parison, we choose the volume-limited set of
well-observed nearby SNe IIP from PP15, who
provide Lpl, tpl, andMNi, using their own LC fit-
ting method consistently across the photomet-
ric data of the entire sample instead of just col-
lecting LC parameters from the literature. Fol-
lowing Pejcha & Prieto (2015b), we use a sub-
set from the PP15 sample including 17 SNe IIP
with well-determined photometry5.

5 Pejcha & Prieto (2015b) include SN2013am in their
analysis, but no quantitative results were given for this
particular SN. Also, we exclude SN1980K, which is a
Type IIL.
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Figure 7. Comparison of light curve parameters, i.e., plateau luminosity (Lpl, left panel) and duration (tpl,
right panel), between SNEC simulations (ordinate) and the analytic scaling relations in Eqs. (3) and (5,
abscissa) for M16 and S16 progenitors. Open symbols indicate the models with tpl ≤ 80 days, which leads
to discrepancy of Lpl between SNEC results and the scaling relation for M16 models. The black lines in both
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Table 2. Global statistical parameters of light curves from observations and
theoretical models.

Data set log10(Lpl/L⊙) tpl (day) log10(MNi/M⊙)

Mean σ p-value Mean σ p-value Mean σ p-value

PP15 8.39 0.39 — 119 13 — -1.52 0.48 —

M16 8.76 0.17 4× 10−8 123 16 0.04 -1.37 0.19 0.005

S16 8.49 0.23 0.21 113 13 2× 10−4 -1.35 0.22 0.03

Here, we compare global statistical param-
eters in theoretical models to observations.
For theoretical model sets, we calculate the
weighted means of the LC parameters, defined
as

⟨a⟩ =
∑

i aiw(Mi)∆Mi∑
iw(Mi)∆Mi

. (6)

Here, a stands for any of the variables
log10(Lpl/L⊙), tpl, or log10(MNi/M⊙). The
Salpeter initial mass function (IMF, Salpeter
1955) is used as the weighting function, i.e.,

w(Mi) ∝ M−2.35
i , and ∆Mi is the resolution

of the ZAMS mass grid around Mi. We set
the minimum and maximum Mi to 9M⊙ and
30M⊙, respectively. For the observational data,
we give each SN the same weight as appropri-
ate for a volume-limited sample. The standard
deviation σ of the LC parameters is evaluated
as

σ =

√∑
i(ai − ⟨a⟩)2w(Mi)∆Mi∑

i w(Mi)∆Mi

. (7)

The M16 set has a deficit of models withMZAMS

from 9M⊙ to 12M⊙ (see gaps in Fig. 2). The
pre-SN evolutionary simulation of stars near the
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Figure 8. Comparison of the cumulative distribution function of the light curve parameters between the
theoretical model sets (M16 and S16) and the observational data set (PP15).

low-mass end is difficult and beset with uncer-
tainties due to the increasing influence of degen-
eracy in the core (Woosley & Heger 2015b), and
awaits for further improvement. To accommo-
date the deficit of low-mass models, we assign
the weight in a 1M⊙ bin to the existing models

w(M) = w0(M)

∫M0+1M⊙
M0

w0(M
′)dM ′∑

Mi∈[M0,M0+1M⊙]

w0(Mi)∆Mi

,

(8)
where w0(M) is the original weight from the
IMF and M0 = 9, 10 , 11M⊙.
Table 2 summarizes the global statistical pa-

rameters for the LCs from the two theoretical
model sets and the PP15 sample. This is supple-
mented by the cumulative distribution functions
(CDF) of the LC parameters as shown in Fig. 8.
Due to generally smaller progenitor radii and
slightly higher envelope masses, the S16 mod-
els generally have a lower Lpl that better agrees
with the PP15 sample. However, the CDF of
theoretical Lpl shows a deficit of models with
low luminosity Lpl ≤ 108 L⊙. M16 models give
a longer mean plateau duration of ∼ 123 days
because low-mass models (MZAMS ≤ 12M⊙)
have tpl ≥ 120 days (Fig. 6). The comparison
of the CDF of tpl shows both theoretical models

struggle to reproduce all the observational con-
straints. However, this discrepancy may partly
be due to the different definition of tpl between
this work and PP15. For MNi, M16 and S16
models give very similar mean values and CDFs.
This is expected as MNi mainly depends on the
core structure and the explosion model, which
are similar in both model sets (Fig. 3). Com-
paring to the PP15 data, our theoretical models
have a slightly larger mean MNi, and, based on
the CDF, this is likely due to a lack of models
with very small nickel masses MNi < 0.01M⊙.
The scarcity of models with low nickel mass and
(to a lesser extent for the S16 models) low lumi-
nosity, might be due to the absence of electron-
capture supernovae in the model sets (Kozyreva
et al. 2021; Zha et al. 2022)6; the mass range for
electron-capture supernovae remains quite un-
certain (Doherty et al. 2017; Poelarends et al.
2008). Another cause could be uncertainties
for models with near-critical explodability (the
gray shaded regions in Fig. 4). It is possible that
some of these models might result in low-energy
explosions that produce little nickel and may ex-

6 Note, however, that adding electron-capture supernovae
may only help to add explosions with low nickel mass,
but not with low luminosity (Moriya et al. 2014).
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perience fallback (which could remove nickel as
well).
To further assess discrepancies between the

observed and predicted distribution of explosion
properties, we perform individual Kolmogorov-
Smirnov (K-S) tests for each LC parameter to
estimate the goodness of fit of our theoretical
models to the PP15 sample. For each theoreti-
cal model set, we generate a large random sam-
ple of SN IIP models following the IMF. For the
M16 set, we assign the weight for MZAMS be-
low 12M⊙ to the existing models according to
Eq. (8). We choose a sample size of 105 so that
the random sample well reproduces the theoret-
ical CDFs. The large sample size ensures that
the random generation process does not affect
the resultant p-values of K-S tests, which are
listed in Table 2. The K-S test for Lpl sug-
gests an obvious preference of S16 models over
M16 models, agreeing with our assessment of
the mean Lpl. The K-S test for tpl favors the
M16 models, but the fit is far from perfect with
indications of possibly significant differences to
the observed distribution (p-value of 0.04). Note
that the test statistic is subject to uncertainties
in obtaining tpl for both models and observa-
tions. As expected from the lack of models with
low 56Ni yields and smaller mean MNi in our
models, the K-S tests for MNi show both model
sets struggle to fit the PP15 sample.

5.2. Correlations between explosion properties

Correlations have been found between LC pa-
rameters in observations and inferred explosion
properties (e.g., Lpl and MNi, see Hamuy 2003;
Poznanski et al. 2012; Chugai & Utrobin 2014;
Pejcha & Prieto 2015b; Müller et al. 2017b).
Correlations can also allow to put constraints on
the theoretical progenitor and explosion mod-
els. Figure 9 shows three pairs of LC parame-
ters from the PP15 sample and the two model
sets in this work. Visually, one can see that
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Figure 9. Correlations between light curve param-
eters for theoretical predictions of the M16 (blue
squares) and S16 (red dots) models and the PP15
data set (black dots).
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Table 3. Correlation matrix elements of the LC parameters in the observational sample and
our model sets.

Data set ρ(log10(Lpl/L⊙), log10(MNi/M⊙)) ρ(log10(Lpl/L⊙), tpl) ρ(log10(MNi/M⊙), tpl)

PP15 0.92 -0.18 -0.12

M16 0.85 -0.91 -0.71

S16 0.83 -0.61 -0.41
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Figure 10. Correlation between the plateau lu-
minosity and photospheric velocity at 50 days after
the shock breakout for theoretical predictions of the
M16 (blue squares) and S16 (red dots) models and
the PP15 data set (black dots). The dashed curves
represent the best fit with a power-law relation for
the corresponding data points.

both M16 and S16 model sets possess corre-
lations between all three pairs of parameters,
whereas PP15 only exhibits a clear correlation
between Lpl and MNi. Comparison of the theo-
retically predicted two-dimensional distribution
of Lpl and MNi to that in the PP15 sample also
suggests a preference for S16 models due to their
smaller Lpl, agreeing with the conclusion drawn
from the global statistical parameter.
To quantify the strength of the predicted and

observed correlations, we calculate the weighted
correlation matrix elements as

ρ(a, b) =

∑
i(ai − ⟨a⟩)(bi − ⟨b⟩)w(Mi)∆Mi

σaσb

∑
w(Mi)∆Mi

,

for any pair of parameters a and b, and i runs
over all data/bins. Here we take log10(Lpl/L⊙),
tpl, and log10(MNi/M⊙) as the LC parameters.
Similar to our analysis in the previous section,
we use the Salpeter IMF as the weight w for the-
oretical models and assign the same weight for
each SN in the PP15 sample. The three non-
trivial correlation matrix elements for PP15,
M16, and S16 are given in Table 3. The corre-
lation between Lpl and MNi are similar between
either of our model sets and the PP15 sample,
while the pronounced correlation between Lpl

and tpl found in both sets is clearly absent in the
PP15 sample. This discrepancy indicates the
need for further investigation with a larger SN
IIP sample. Although the presence or absence
of a correlation may be somewhat altered by a
more consistent determination of tpl in models
and observations, the discrepancy may indicate
missing physics in the explosion models or the
progenitor structure. Specifically, the effect of
adding Type IIP progenitors that have under-
gone binary interactions (Podsiadlowski et al.
1992; Zapartas et al. 2021) needs to be inves-
tigated. Although it is plausible that binary
interactions could destroy the predicted corre-
lation between Lpl and tpl (which may be spu-
rious), it is not clear how binary effects could
reduce the overly large spread in tpl; in fact they
might even exacerbate this problem.
Hamuy & Pinto (2002) presented an interest-

ing correlation between expansion velocities of
SNe IIP ejecta during plateau phase and the
plateau luminosity, which can make SNe IIP
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standardized candles. In Fig. 10 we present
a similar v50 − Lpl diagram for our theoretical
model sets M16 and S16 and the PP15 observa-
tion sample. Note that v50 for the PP15 sample
were estimated by Eq. (3) of Pejcha & Prieto
(2015a) which was used to fit available FeII ve-
locities, while for theoretical models, v50 stands
for the velocity of the photosphere defined by
τ = 2/3. Further spectroscopic modelling is
needed to better understand the discrepancy
between models and observations (Dessart &
Hillier 2011). It is possible that some of the
discrepancy between models and observations is
due to the use of a proxy for the FeII velocity in
the models instead of determining it by detailed
spectral radiative transfer. If the values of v50
are taken at face value, we observe a system-
atic difference for the v50−Lpl relation between
our two model sets, which is primarily due to
the difference in their Lpl. This again exempli-
fies the power of using correlations between SN
observables to constrain theoretical models.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we presented ∼ 1100 light
curves of SNe Type IIP generated by SNEC from
two sets of single-star solar-metallicity progeni-
tor models in M16 (Müller et al. 2016) and S16
(Sukhbold et al. 2016), with very high resolu-
tion in ZAMS mass grid as fine as 0.01M⊙ in
the former set. We assume that SNe IIP are
driven by neutrinos and calculate the key explo-
sion parameters Eexp, MNS,by and MNi using a
semi-analytical approach derived in Müller et al.
(2016).
The explosion parameters agree well globally

between the M16 and S16 model sets and be-
tween the semi-analytic model and alternative
phenomenological explosion models from previ-
ous studies of exploding S16 models (Sukhbold
et al. 2016; Barker et al. 2022a). In particu-
lar, the agreement between the prediction of the
semi-analytic model and the 1D simulations of
Sukhbold et al. (2016) for the same progenitor

set is striking. The plateaus of SNe Type IIP are
systematically fainter by a factor of ∼2 in bolo-
metric luminosity for the S16 set due to denser
hydrogen envelopes of S16 progenitors. The
more extended envelope structure of the M16
models lead to brighter plateaus and is likely
artificial because of simplification of the surface
boundary condition in the stellar evolution cal-
culations. This reinforces previous findings on
the sensitivity of Type IIP explosions to the en-
velope structure (Dessart et al. 2013) and im-
plies that difference in theoretical light curves
may rather reflect assumptions about stellar
structure and evolution, in particular those that
affect the structure of the convective RSG en-
velope, than the modeling of the explosion en-
gine. As already pointed out by Dessart &
Hillier (2019), this may cause problems in in-
ferring progenitor properties from observables,
e.g., inferring the ZAMS mass from the plateau
luminosity (Barker et al. 2022b). It is important
to highlight that even among available stellar
evolution models computed with the same code,
there may be subtle different in the treatment
of the convective envelope and outer boundary
due to code improvements and model parameter
choices that may have significant repercussions
for supernova light curve modeling. To fully ex-
ploit the diagnostic potential of SNe Type IIP
light curves, more theoretical and observational
work on RSG envelopes and environments is
critical.
We compare the parameters of the predicted

light curves to the volume-limited PP15 sam-
ple of well-observed SNe IIP (Pejcha & Prieto
2015a). We construct a mock supernova popu-
lation from the two progenitor sets by weight-
ing the models with the Salpeter IMF. Based
on the mean value of the plateau luminosity
Lpl and a K-S test, the S16 models fit the ob-
served brightness distribution in the PP15 SNe
IIP sample better. We find a similar correlation
between Lpl and MNi in both model sets and
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in the PP15 sample. However, we find tensions
with the observational data for both model sets,
which may either indicate an incomplete under-
standing of the progenitor-explosion connection
or of the pre-supernova progenitor structure.
Both progenitor sets lack models with explo-
sions that produce the very small nickel masses
MNi < 0.01M⊙ that are observed in some IIP
explosions. This discrepancy may be related to
the uncertainties in models at the low-mass end
(Woosley & Heger 2015b) or to models close
to black-hole formation. The comparison of the
plateau duration tpl remains beset with ambigu-
ities in the definition of the plateau length, but
we tentatively find a significantly larger spread
in plateau duration in the models compared to
the observed sample. Furthermore, the mod-
els predict an anti-correlation between Lpl and
tpl, which is not found in the PP15 sample. In-
dications of an anti-correlation have, however,
been found in other samples (Faran et al. 2014),
and future studies need to assess whether big-
ger volume-limited samples confirm the tension
between theory and observations.
These results provide an interesting lead for

further comparisons of the theoretical models
and observational data for SNe IIP LCs. In
particular, the predicted correlation between
plateau luminosity and plateau duration would
present a challenge to current stellar evolu-
tion models of massive stars, if the tension to
observations can be corroborated using larger
volume-limited transient samples. Future stud-
ies should explore variations of single-star and

binary evolution models and pit them against
bigger volume-limited transient samples from
recent and upcoming surveys. By obviating the
need for time-critical 1D (let alone 3D) super-
nova simulations, our semi-analytic model may
be useful for conducting such large-scale com-
parisons more efficiently with little loss of accu-
racy, given the remarkable agreement with the
explosion properties obtained by Sukhbold et al.
(2016).
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