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ABSTRACT

Neutrino-dominated accretion flows (NDAFs) are one of the important MeV neutrino sources and

significantly contribute to the cosmic diffuse neutrino background. In this paper, we investigate the
spectrum of diffuse NDAF neutrino background (DNNB) by fully considering the effects of the progeni-

tor properties and initial explosion energies based on core-collapse supernova (CCSN) simulations, and

estimate the detectable event rate by Super-Kamiokande detector. We find that the predicted back-

ground neutrino flux is mainly determined by the typical CCSN initial explosion energy and progenitor

metallicity. For the optimistic cases in which the typical initial explosion energy is low, the diffuse
flux of DNNB is comparable to the diffuse supernova neutrino background, which might be detected

by the upcoming larger neutrino detectors such as Hyper-Kamiokande, JUNO, and DUNE. More-

over, the strong outflows from NDAFs could dramatically decrease their contribution to the neutrino

background.

Keywords: Accretion (14); Black holes (162); Core-collapse supernovae (304); Massive stars (732);

Neutrino astronomy (1100)

1. INTRODUCTION

At the end of their lives, massive stars (& 8 M⊙) un-

dergo core collapse. For a successful core-collapse su-

pernova (CCSN) with progenitor mass . 25 M⊙, core

collapse gives birth to a hot proto-neutron star (PNS)
and launches a shock wave that propagates through the

stellar envelope and ejects heavy elements in the order

of a few solar masses. Eventually, the PNS settles to a

neutron star (NS). For a failed or a more massive CCSN,
a black hole (BH) formation may occur due to the fall-

back process. Numerous CCSN simulations have con-

firmed the existence of fallback and studied its dynamics

and effects (see e.g., Bisnovatyi-Kogan & Lamzin 1984;

Woosley 1989; Chevalier 1989; Woosley & Weaver 1995;
Fryer 1999, 2009; MacFadyen et al. 2001; Zhang et al.

2008; Moriya et al. 2010, 2019; Dexter & Kasen 2013;

Wong et al. 2014; Perna et al. 2014; Branch & Wheeler

2017; Chan et al. 2020). The intensity of the fallback
depends on the initial CCSN explosion energy and the

binding energy of the star (e.g., Fryer 2006). Strong fall-

back is expected for low initial explosion energies com-
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parable to the binding energy of the star envelope. The

fallback might be related to many observed phenom-

ena: peculiar supernovae (SNe), long-duration gamma-

ray bursts (LGRBs), late-time neutrino emission, and
nucleosynthesis (e.g., Wong et al. 2014; Liu et al. 2018;

Song & Liu 2019).

In the collapsar model (e.g., Woosley 1993;

MacFadyen & Woosley 1999) for LGRBs, a stellar-mass
BH surrounded by a hyperaccretion disk forms by fall-

back, which is believed to launch the powerful jets,

and the jets break out from the envelope to trigger an

LGRB. Such a BH hyperaccretion system can launch

relativistic jets via two mechanisms: the neutrino anni-
hilation process and the Blandford-Znajek (BZ) mecha-

nism (Blandford & Znajek 1977). If the mass accretion

rate is very high (& 0.001 M⊙ s−1), the inner region of

the disk is extremely hot and dense, and photons are
trapped. The disk can only be cooled by neutrino emis-

sion. Neutrinos and antineutrinos are emitted from the

disk surface and annihilate in the space out of the disk to

produce relativistic jets. Such a disk is called neutrino-

dominated accretion flow (NDAF), which has been
widely studied in recent decades (see e.g., Popham et al.

1999; Narayan et al. 2001; Kohri & Mineshige 2002;

Lee et al. 2005; Gu et al. 2006; Chen & Beloborodov

2007; Janiuk et al. 2007; Kawanaka & Mineshige 2007;
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Liu et al. 2007, 2014; Lei et al. 2009; Xue et al. 2013;

Song et al. 2016), and for a review see Liu et al. (2017).

MeV neutrino emission of NDAFs mainly depends

on the mass accretion rates and the properties of cen-
tral BHs (e.g., Liu et al. 2016; Wei et al. 2019, 2021;

Wei & Liu 2022; Song et al. 2020; Qi et al. 2022a). It

is generally considered that NDAFs widely exist in the

center of massive collapsars and lasting tens to hundreds

of seconds in the initial accretion phase (e.g., Liu et al.
2018). These neutrinos contain the information that

can reveal the nature of central engines better than

the multi-band radiation of gamma-ray bursts (GRBs).

Many previous works have studied the detectabil-
ity of neutrinos from NDAFs (e.g., Nagataki & Kohri

2002; McLaughlin & Surman 2007; Sekiguchi et al.

2011; Kotake et al. 2012; Caballero et al. 2012, 2016;

Liu et al. 2016). If an NDAF event occurs in the Lo-

cal Group, numerous neutrinos can be detected by the
future facilities such as Hyper-kamiokande (Hyper-K,

Abe et al. 2011), Deep Underground Neutrino Experi-

ment (DUNE, Abed Abud et al. 2021), and Jiangmen

Underground Neutrino Observatory (JUNO, An et al.
2016). However, the occurrence rate is a few per cen-

tury (Liu et al. 2016) and the only remedy is to wait.

At even larger distances, the combined flux of neutrinos

from all past NDAFs generates the diffuse NDAF neu-

trino background (DNNB). This neutrino background
will contribute diffuse flux to the cosmic MeV neutrino

background (CMNB), which is from all types of extra-

galactic MeV sources.

Until now, the most studied contribution to
the CMNB is the diffuse SN neutrino background

(DSNB). Over the years, the predictions of the

DSNB have improved steadily (see e.g., Horiuchi et al.

2009; Lunardini 2009; Galais et al. 2010; Nakazato

2013; Nakazato et al. 2015; Yüksel & Kistler 2015;
Horiuchi et al. 2018; Møller et al. 2018; Abe et al.

2021; Kresse et al. 2021; Horiuchi et al. 2021; Li et al.

2021; Libanov & Sharofeev 2022; Tabrizi & Horiuchi

2021; Ashida & Nakazato 2022; Ekanger et al. 2022,
2023; de Gouvêa et al. 2022; Anandagoda et al. 2023;

Ashida et al. 2023); and for the related reviews see

Ando & Sato (2004), Beacom (2010), Lunardini (2016),

Vitagliano et al. (2020), and Suliga (2022). Com-

pared to the DSNB, very few works focus on DNNB.
Nagataki et al. (2003) first studied the neutrino back-

ground due to accretion disks in the frame of GRBs.

They assumed that the rate of NDAFs traces the GRB

formation history. They found that the predicted back-
ground neutrino flux might be detected by Totally Im-

mersible Tank Assaying Nucleon Decay (TITAND) for

the optimistic cases with high mass accretion rate.

Schilbach et al. (2019) used updated models to study

the CMNB from accretion disks formed during massive

collapsars and compact object mergers. They adopted

some typical mass accretion rates to calculate the neu-
trino emission of disks and found that DNNB is com-

parable (larger for high mass accretion rates) to DSNB.

However, these two works did not consider the effects of

progenitor properties and the initial explosion energy on

the neutrino spectrum of NDAF. Recently, we have re-
vealed how the neutrino emission of NDAFs depends

on the initial explosion energies, masses, and metal-

licities of the progenitor stars in detail through a se-

ries of fallback CCSN simulations (e.g., Liu et al. 2021a;
Wei & Liu 2022). In this paper, we aim to improve

DNNB prediction by including those dependencies.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we

describe the setup of our fallback CCSN simulations

and discuss the effects of the initial explosion energies
and the masses and metallicities of the progenitor stars

on the neutrino emission of NDAFs. Section 3 is ded-

icated to our approach of formulating the DNNB. We

discuss how the DNNB depends on the initial explosion
energy and progenitor metallicity. Finally, we give the

predicted neutrino event rates of DNNB at Super-K. In

Section 4, we compared DNNB with DNSB. The con-

clusions and discussion are made in Section 5.

2. CCSN SIMULATIONS AND NDAF EMISSION

2.1. CCSN simulations

Here we introduce the set-up of our fallback CCSN

simulation. We adopt the pre-SN models as progeni-

tor models (e.g., Woosley et al. 2002; Woosley & Heger

2007; Heger & Woosley 2010). These models are non-

rotating single stars, evolved using KEPLER code
(Weaver et al. 1978; Woosley et al. 2002) up to the on-

set of iron-core collapse. For these models, the ones

with zero metallicity (Z/Z⊙ = 0) and solar metallic-

ity (Z/Z⊙ = 1) are referenced from Heger & Woosley
(2010) and Woosley & Heger (2007), respectively, as

well as the ones with metallicity Z/Z⊙ = 0.1 and 0.01

are provided by Prof. Alexander Heger in private com-

munication, where Z⊙ represents the solar metallic-

ity. Besides, we add pre-SN models with metallicity
Z/Z⊙ = 0.5 as a supplement to investigate the behav-

ior near the solar metallicity. These models are calcu-

lated by MESA code (Paxton et al. 2011, 2013). We

test that the pre-SN data from KEPLER and MESA
show little difference, which has also been studied in

Sukhbold & Woosley (2014). Masses included in this

work were 20-40 M⊙. Our stellar collapse and explosion

simulations (Liu et al. 2021a; Wei & Liu 2022) are per-



3

formed in a series of 1D simulations with the Athena++

code (White et al. 2016).

Following Woosley & Weaver (1995) and

Woosley et al. (2002), we adopt the piston approach
to carry out spherically symmetric explosion simula-

tions. For each star, a piston was initially located at

the outer edge of the iron core. At the beginning of the

core collapse, the piston first moves inward for 0.45 s

until it reaches a certain small radius, and then moves
outward with a high velocity and decelerates smoothly

until stopping at 109 cm. The initial explosion con-

ditions at the inner boundary are determined by the

motion of the piston.
For each star, the simulation is divided into two steps

to reflect the initial collapse and the subsequent explo-

sion accompanied by the fallback process. In the first

step, we mapped the structural profiles of progenitor

stars into the Athena++ code. The computational do-
main has an inner boundary at 109 cm, and an outer

boundary is set at the surface of the progenitor star.

A logarithmic grid with 104 cells is used for the ra-

dial direction. A unidirectional outflowing inner bound-
ary condition was used at the inner boundary to mimic

the suction effect resulting from the hypothetical pis-

ton moving inwards. The simulation is run to 0.45 s,

which reflects a brief free collapse of the star before the

explosion. Then, the piston moves outward, which cor-
responds to the outward propagation of the blast. It

takes, on average, approximately 1 s for a typical blast

wave to reach 109 cm (Burrows et al. 2020), which is also

the period in which the piston moves outward. During
this brief period, the gas flow would not change much.

Therefore, we directly map the results of the first step

to the new grid for the second step.

In the second step, the same outflowing inner bound-

ary condition is set at 109 cm. However, the outer
boundary is set on a location far from the star surface

(∼ 1016 cm). At the beginning of the second step, the

additional mass and energy are injected into the inner-

most cell adjacent to the inner boundary to mimic the
outward blast passing through the inner boundary. The

injected mass consists of two parts: one comes from the

recording of inhaled mass during 0.45 s collapse in the

first step; another is the mass within the inner boundary

(∼ 109 cm) excluding the mass of the iron core. The in-
jected energy is just the setting explosion energy, which

is assumed to have three values for each case, i.e., 2, 4,

and 8B (1B = 1051 erg).

The grid for the second step has 2,000 logarithmic
cells. For all cases, the simulation was run until the rem-

nant growth ceased. In this step, the typical time-step

amount for simulations is approximately 0.02 s, which

is a very high time resolution for the physical process

that occurs far from the central compact remnant. For

further details of simulations, see Liu et al. (2021a) and

Wei & Liu (2022).

2.2. BH evolution

For each CCSN simulation, we obtain the evolution of

the fallback mass supply rate. If the outflow is ignored,

we can roughly consider the mass supply rate as the

mass accretion rate. At the initial accretion stage, if

the mass accretion rate is high (& 0.001 M⊙ s−1), the
hyperaccretion disk would be in the state of NDAFs. If a

BH is surrounded by a hyperaccretion disk, the mass and

spin of this BH would be significantly time-dependent.

The BH might be spun up by accretion and spun down
by the BZ mechanism (e.g., Lee & Kim 2000; Lee et al.

2000; Wu et al. 2013; Qu & Liu 2022; Li & Liu 2024).

Since the BZ mechanism is not included in this work,

according to the conversion of the energy and angular

momentum, the evolution equations of a spinning BH
can be expressed as (e.g., Song et al. 2015)

dMBH

dt
= Ṁems, (1)

and

dJBH

dt
= Ṁlms, (2)

where MBH, JBH, and Ṁ are the mass and angular mo-

mentum of the BH and the mass accretion rate, respec-
tively. ems and lms are the specific energy and angu-

lar momentum at the marginally stable orbit, which are

given as (e.g., Hou et al. 2014),

ems =
1√
3xms

(

4− 3a∗√
xms

)

, (3)

and

lms =
2
√
3GMBH

c

(

1− 2a∗
3
√
xms

)

, (4)

where c is the speed of light in vacuum, a∗ ≡
cJBH/GM2

BH is the dimensionless spin parameter of

the BH. xms = 3 + Z2 −
√

(3 − Z1)(3 + Z1 + 2Z2) is
the dimensionless radius of the marginally stable or-

bit (Bardeen et al. 1972; Kato et al. 2008), where Z1 =

1+(1−a2∗)
1/3[(1+a∗)

1/3+(1−a∗)
1/3], Z2 =

√

3a2∗ + Z2
1

for 0 < a∗ < 1. Based on Equations (1)-(4), the evolu-
tion of the BH spin can be given by

da∗
dt

=
2
√
3Ṁ

MBH

(

1− a∗√
xms

)2

. (5)

In this study, the initial BH spin parameter is set as

a∗ = 0.9. The starting time is set at the time when the

initial BH mass (core mass) reaches 2.3 M⊙.
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Figure 1. Time-integrated electron antineutrino spectra of
NDAFs for the different viewing angle θ. The dashed line
corresponds to the angle average neutrino spectrum. The
progenitor mass and metallicity and the initial explosion en-
ergy are set as 40 M⊙, Z/Z⊙ = 0.01, and 2B, respectively.

2.3. NDAF emission

The dominant neutrino-cooling process of NDAFs is
the Urca process, and electron neutrinos and antineutri-

nos are the main products. In water Cherenkov detec-

tors, the main detection channel is inverse beta decay

(IBD) of electron antineutrinos:

ν̄e + p → e+ + n. (6)

Thus, we focus on electron antineutrino emission of

NDAFs throughout the paper.

According to the global solutions of NDAFs in

Xue et al. (2013), we derived the fitting formulae for the

mean cooling rate due to electron antineutrino losses and
the temperature of the disk as a function of the BH mass

and spin, the mass accretion rate, and radius (Wei & Liu

2022),

logQν̄e (erg cm−2 s−1) = 41.17− 0.21mBH + 0.40a∗

+ 1.69 log ṁ− 3.96 log r,

(7)

and

logT (K) = 11.23− 0.04mBH + 0.10a∗

+ 0.23 log ṁ− 0.86 log r, (8)

where mBH = MBH/M⊙, ṁ = Ṁ/M⊙ s−1, and r =

R/Rg are the dimensionless BH mass, accretion rate,

and radius, respectively. Rg = 2GMBH/c
2 is the

Schwarzschild radius.

For NDAFs, the neutrino-cooling rate in disk de-

creases with radius due to the drop of density and tem-

perature. Therefore, neutrinos are mainly emitted from

the inner region of the disk, and the observed spectra are

affected by general relativistic effects. As a result, the

observed neutrino spectrum is affected by the viewing

angle. Here, the well-known ray-tracing method is used
to calculate neutrino propagation effects. We treat the

neutrino propagation in a manner similar to the pho-

ton propagation near the accreting BH. In this method,

we divide the image of the accretion disk on the ob-

server’s sky into a number of small pixels. For each pix-
els, the position of the emitter on the accretion disk can

be traced numerically based on the null geodesic equa-

tion (Carter 1968). The neutrino emission by the disk

at that point is calculated. Meanwhile, the energy shift
of the neutrino emitted by the disk at that point can

be calculated by taking into account the corresponding

velocity and gravitational potential of this emission lo-

cation. The observed neutrino flux contributed by each

pixel is thus obtained, and summing over all the pixels
gives the total observed flux distribution as

fEobs
=

∫

image

g3IEem
dΩobs, (9)

where Eobs is the observed neutrino energy, Eem is

the neutrino emission energy from the local disk, g ≡
Eobs/Eem is the energy shift factor, and Ωobs is the solid

angle of the disk image to the observer. IEem
is the local

emissivity, which can be calculated by the cooling rate

Qν̄e as

IEem
= Qν̄e

fEem
∫

fEem
dEem

, (10)

where fEem
= E2

em/[exp(Eem/kT − η) + 1] is the unnor-
malized Fermi-Dirac spectrum (e.g., Rauch & Blandford

1994; Fanton et al. 1997; Li et al. 2005; Liu et al. 2016).

As an example, Figure 1 shows the effect of viewing

angle on electron antineutrino spectra of NDAFs. Here,

the mass and metallicity of the progenitor and the ini-
tial explosion energy are set as 40 M⊙, Z/Z⊙ = 0.01,

and 2B, respectively. θ = 90◦ corresponds to the case

that the observer is located in the equatorial plane. The

viewing angle has significant effects on the high-energy
range of spectra. This is because high-energy neutri-

nos are mainly produced in the inner region of the disk,

and these neutrinos would be more affected by the gen-

eral relativistic effects. As the viewing angle increases,

the luminosity at high energy increases. For our DNNB
flux predictions, we calculate the angle average neutrino

spectrum of NDAF to fully take into account the view-

ing angle effects. The angle average neutrino spectrum

per NDAF can be derived as

F (Eν) =
dn

dEν
=

∑

i

∫

△θi
dθ

∫ π/2

0
dθ

fi(Eν), (11)
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where Eν is the energy of neutrino, △θi is the angle

range of angle bin i, and fi(Eν) is the observed spec-

trum at the corresponding viewing angle. As shown in

Figure 1, the dashed line represents the angle-averaged
spectrum. In the subsequent calculations, we all adopt

angle-averaged neutrino spectrum.

The effects of the progenitor metallicity on the neu-

trino spectra of NDAFs are displayed in Figure 2. Panels

(a), (b), and (c) correspond to the cases of progenitors
with masses of 20, 30, and 40 M⊙, respectively. The ini-

tial explosion energy is 2B. The black, red, blue, orange,

and pink curves correspond to the progenitor metallici-

ties of Z/Z⊙ = 0, 0.01, 0.1, 0.5, and 1, respectively. In
Figure 2 (a), we only show neutrino spectra of NDAFs

from progenitors with metallicity of Z/Z⊙ = 0.01 and

0.1. This is because the final remnant of progenitors

with metallicities of Z/Z⊙ = 0, 0.5, and 1 are NSs rather

than BHs in our simulations. Most of high-energy neu-
trinos are produced in the early hyperaccretion stage

with a high accretion rate (e.g., Wei et al. 2019, 2021).

For the same initial explosion energy, the mass accre-

tion rate at the early stage is determined by the com-
pactness of pre-SN core. The mass accretion rate at the

early stage increases as the core becomes denser. The

dependence of progenitor masses and metallicities on the

structural characteristics of pre-SN stars have been stud-

ied by some previous works (e.g., O’Connor & Ott 2011;
Sukhbold & Woosley 2014). These studies find a non-

monotonic behavior for the compactness as a function

of progenitor mass and metallicity. There are a lot of

statistical variations over the mass range, more than as
a function of metallicity. For a given core mass of a

progenitor star, the evolution of the core is mostly in-

dependent of metallicity. Metallicity mainly affects the

mass loss of massive stars and plays an important role in

the envelope mass of stars. As a result, for different pro-
genitor masses, the neutrino emission of NDAFs is not

strictly dependent on metallicity. Besides, based on pre-

vious stellar evolutionary studies (Sukhbold & Woosley

2014), the core compactness parameters of solar metal-
licity stars are commonly smaller than those of low

metallicity stars. Hence, solar metallicity is unfavorable

for high-energy neutrino emission of NDAFs.

Figure 3 shows the effects of initial explosion energy

on neutrino spectra of NDAFs. The metallicity is set
to Z/Z⊙ = 0.01. The black, red, and blue curves cor-

respond to the initial explosion energy of 2, 4, and 8B,

respectively. As the explosion energy decreases, the am-

plitudes of the spectral lines increase. This is because
the weaker explosion energy corresponds to a more pow-

erful fallback. In Figures 3 (a) and (b), the case of 8B is
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Figure 2. Time-integrated electron antineutrino spectra of
NDAFs with different masses and metallicites of progenitors.
The black, red, blue, orange, and pink curves correspond to
progenitor star metallicities of Z/Z⊙ = 0, 0.01, 0.1, 0.5, and
1, respectively. The initial explosion energy is 2B.

not shown because the final remnants of these progeni-

tors are both NSs.

3. DNNB PREDICTION AND DETECTION
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Figure 3. Time-integrated electron antineutrino spectra of
NDAFs with different initial explosion energy. The black,
red, and bule curves correspond to initial explosion ener-
gies of 2, 4, and 8B, respectively. The metallicity is set as
Z/Z⊙ = 0.01.

A prediction of the DNNB requires a good under-

standing of the average neutrino emission spectrum and

the occurrence rate of NDAFs. As shown in the previ-

ous section, the properties of progenitors and the initial
explosion energy would determine whether the fallback

Table 1. Mmin for different metallicities and initial explo-
sion energies.

Metallicity Initial Explosion Energy Mmin

(Z/Z⊙) (B) (M⊙)

0 2 30

0.01 2 20

0.1 2 20

0.5 2 30

1 2 30

0.01 4 20

0.01 8 40

process produces NDAFs. Here, we investigate the ef-

fects of metallicities and initial explosion energies of pro-

genitors on DNNB.

3.1. Cosmic NDAF history

The progenitors of CCSNe have relatively short life-

times (. 108 years) compared to cosmic timescales
(Kennicutt 1998). As a result, the rate of NDAFs can

be calculated by using the star formation rate and ini-

tial mass function (IMF). The cosmic NDAF rate at a

redshift of z is calculated as

RNDAF(z) = RSFR(z)

∫Mmax

Mmin
Ψ(M)dM

∫ 125

0.1
MΨ(M)dM

, (12)

where RSFR(z) is the cosmic star formation rate in units

of Mpc−3 year−1, which can be deduced from observa-
tions (e.g., Hopkins & Beacom 2006; Reddy et al. 2008;

Rujopakarn et al. 2010). Here, we adopt the continuous

broken power law description by Yüksel et al. (2008),

RSFR(z) = ρ̇0

[

(1 + z)αη + (
1 + z

C
)βη + (

1 + z

D
)γη

]1/η

,(13)

where α = 3.4, β = −0.3, γ = −2, η = −10, C ≃ 5100,

D ≃ 14, and ρ̇0 = 0.014 Mpc−3 year−1. In this work,

we use the Salpeter initial mass function (Salpeter 1955),

Ψ(M) ∝ M−2.35, with a mass range of 0.1 − 125 M⊙.
Here, Mmax and Mmin are the maximum and minimum

masses of progenitors that produce NDAFs, respectively.

Due to the influence of the metallicity of the progenitor

and initial explosion energy on the fallback process of

CCSNe, not all CCSNe can produce NDAFs. Especially,
Mmin depends on the metallicity of progenitor and initial

explosion energy (Liu et al. 2021a). Based on the results

of our simulations, we gaveMmin for different metallicity

and initial explosion energy, and the results are listed
in Table 1. The DNNB prediction depends weakly on

the Mmax and we set Mmax = 50 M⊙, which is the

upper limit of the progenitor mass for NDAFs (Liu et al.

2021b).
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Figure 4. ν̄e flux of DNNB as a function of the neutrino
energy for different metallicities with the initial explosion
energy 2B.

3.2. IMF-weighted average neutrino spectrum

The average neutrino emission spectrum for a pop-
ulation of progenitors is computed by weighting each

progenitor by

dN

dEν
=

∑

i

∫

△Mi

Ψ(M)dM
∫Mmax

Mmin
Ψ(M)dM

Fi(Eν), (14)

where Ψ(M) is once again the IMF, △Mi is the mass
range of mass bin i, and Fi(Eν) is the neutrino spectrum

of the NDAF with progenitor mass of Mi.

3.3. DNNB flux

The DNNB flux spectrum at the Earth is calcu-

lated from the IMF-weighted neutrino spectrum of past

NDAF dN/dEν and the evolving NDAF rate RNDAF(z)

as

dΦ

dEν
= c

∫ ∞

0

(1 + z)
dN

dE′

ν

RNDAF(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

dt

dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz, (15)

where E
′

ν = Eν(1 + z), and |dz/dt| = H0(1 +
z)
√

ΩΛ +Ωm(1 + z)3. Here, H0 = 70 km s−1, Ωm =

0.3, and ΩΛ = 0.7 are adopted. We set zmax = 5, which

is large enough to incorporate the majority of the DNNB

flux.

Figure 4 shows the effect of the metallicity of the
progenitor on the DNNB flux spectrum. The initial

explosion energy of all progenitors is set as 2B. The

black, red, blue, orange, and pink curves correspond to

Z/Z⊙ = 0, 0.01, 0.1, 0.5, and 1, respectively. The ampli-
tudes of the spectra lines are not monotonically depen-

dent on metallicity. Solar metallicity is not beneficial

for the detection of DNNB. The DNNB flux spectrum is

determined by the IMF-weighted neutrino spectrum of

10 20 30 40 50 60
10-4

10-3
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10-1

100

101

d
/d

E n
 (c

m
-2

 s-1
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-1

) 

En (MeV)

 E=2B
 E=4B
 E=8B

Figure 5. ν̄e flux of DNNB as a function of the neutrino
energy for different initial explosion energies with Z/Z⊙ =
0.01.

past NDAF and the cosmic rate of NDAF. As illustrated

in Figure 2, solar metallicity is unfavorable for the emis-

sion of high-energy neutrinos for progenitors with differ-

ent masses. Besides, as listed in Table 1, a progenitor
with solar metallicity has a large Mmin.

In Figure 5, we display the effects of the initial explo-

sion energy on the DNNB flux spectra. We assume that

all progenitors have the same metallicity (Z/Z⊙ = 0.01).
The black, red, and blue curves correspond to the ini-

tial explosion energy of 2, 4, and 8B, respectively. The

weaker explosion energy corresponds to a more powerful

fallback, which enhances the neutrino emission and the

event rate of NDAFs.

3.4. Detection rates

We calculate the event rates of DNNB at Super-K per
year as

dNe+

dEe+
(Ee+) = Ntσ(Eν̄e )

dΦ

dEν̄e

, (16)

where σ(Eν̄e ) is the IBD cross section (Vogel & Beacom
1999; Strumia & Vissani 2003). The positron energy is

given as Ee+ = Eν̄e − ∆c2, where ∆ is the neutron-

proton mass difference. Nt is the number of free pro-

tons contained in the detector. For Super-K (22.5 kton),

Nt = 1.5× 1033 (Horiuchi et al. 2009).
The positron spectra evaluated for Super-K per year

obtained from our models with different progenitor

metallicity and initial explosion energy are shown in

Figure 6. In both panels, the gray shadings bracket
the energy window (∼ 10-30 MeV), which is rele-

vant for DNNB detection in future neutrino observa-

tions. The shadings indicate backgrounds (such as at-

mospheric neutrinos at high energies and reactor and
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Figure 6. DNNB event rates in 22.5 kton Super-K (flux spectra weighted with the detection cross section) against positron
energy. Left and right panels show the effects of progenitor metallicities and initial explosion energies on event rate spectra,
respectively. The gray regions correspond to those where the expected number of background events is dominant. The inferred
limits based on 2003 Super-K data are indicated by orange shaded region.

solar neutrinos at low energies), which dominate the
flux and make DNNB detection unfeasible (Lunardini

2016; Kresse et al. 2021). The orange-shaded region

denotes the 2003 upper limit by Super-K, < 2 events

(22.5 kton year)−1 in the energy range of 18-26 MeV

(Horiuchi et al. 2009). The effects of progenitor metal-
licity and initial explosion energy on the DNNB detec-

tion spectrum follow those of the factors on the DNNB

flux. The initial explosion energy is crucial for detec-

tion. If CCSNe with low initial explosion energies are
universal, DNNB is hopefully to be detected by upcom-

ing neutrino detectors, such as Hyper-K, JUNO, and

DUNE. Note that if solar metallicity is universal, the

measurement of DNNB would be difficult.

4. DNNB V.S. DSNB

Note that there are still many uncertainties in the cur-

rent prediction of DSNB. For predictions from different
groups, the DSNB flux can vary over one order of mag-

nitude (Abe et al. 2021). Here, we mainly refer to the

calculations in Lunardini (2016). The neutrino emission

from a CCSN can be parameterized by the well-known
α-fit spectra (Keil et al. 2003), i.e.,

FCCSN(Eν) ≃
(1 + α)1+αEtot

ν

Γ(1 + α)E2
0ν

(

Eν

E0ν

)α

e−(1+α)Eν/E0ν ,(17)

where Γ(x) stands for the Gamma function, Etot
ν is the

total energy of neutrinos emitted from CCSNe, E0ν is

the mean neutrino energy, and α is a a spectral shape
parameter. Here, we use the typical values (Keil et al.

2003): E0ν = 15 MeV, Etot
ν = 5×1052 erg, and α = 3.5.

Assuming that stars are distributed in mass according

to the Salpeter initial mass function, the cosmic history

of the comoving CCSN rate, RCCSN(z), can be calcu-
lated as (Beacom 2010)

RCCSN(z) = RSFR(z)

∫ 50

8 Ψ(M)dM
∫ 100

0.1
MΨ(M)dM

. (18)

Finally, the event rate spectrum in Super-K is obtained
as

dNe+

dEe+
(Ee+) = cNtσ(Eν̄e)

×
∫ ∞

0

(1 + z)FCCSN(E
′

ν̄e)RCCSN(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

dt

dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz,

(19)

where E
′

ν̄e = Eν̄e(1 + z).

In Figure 7, we show the predicted positron spectrum

of DSNB. As a comparison, the event rate spectra of

DNNB corresponding to the initial explosion energy of
2, 4, and 8B are also displayed in the figure. The typ-

ical metallicity is set to Z/Z⊙ = 0.01. As discussed

above, DNNB flux is mainly determined by the initial

explosion energy. If weak explosion is universal, the flux
of DNNB may exceed that of DSNB, and DNNB may

dominate in CMNB. In some recent studies on DSNB,

the contribution of diffuse flux from failed CCSNe (di-

rect collapse into a BH without explosion) to DSNB

has been widely investigated (see e.g., Lunardini 2009,
2016; Yüksel & Kistler 2015; Ashida & Nakazato 2022;

Nakazato 2013; Kresse et al. 2021; Horiuchi et al. 2018).

Many studies have suggested that the neutrino emis-

sion of a failed CCSN is somewhat more luminous and
decidedly more energetic than that of an NS-forming

CCSN due to the rapid contraction of the newly formed

PNS preceding the BH formation (e.g., Sumiyoshi et al.

2006, 2007, 2008; Nakazato et al. 2008; Nakazato 2013;
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Fischer et al. 2009). The fraction of core collapses that

result in failed SNe remains uncertain. In general, it

will depend on metallicity, the equation of state, and

the explosion mechanism. If the failed CCSN fraction
is large, diffuse fluxes from failed CCSNe may signifi-

cantly increase the flux of DSNB, especially in the high-

energy range of the spectra. Moreover, the impact of

late-time neutrino emission on the DSNB has been stud-

ied by some works (Horiuchi et al. 2018; Kresse et al.
2021; Ekanger et al. 2022). In CCSNe, the cooling of the

PNS (& 1 s after core bounce) is an important sources

of neutrinos. Ekanger et al. (2022) found that the pre-

dicted DSNB event rate at Super-K can vary by a fac-
tor of ∼ 2-3 depending on the cooling-phase treatment.

Their study suggests that improving the understanding

of the late-phase neutrino emission will be crucial for the

uncertainties in DSNB. Despite uncertainties, the con-

tribution of DNNB to CMNB should be noticed, which
would be of great service to the detection of CMNB.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

We have studied the spectra and the detection rates

of DNNB based on fallback CCSN simulations. The ef-

fects of progenitor properties and initial explosion ener-

gies on DNNB are investigated. We found that they can

affect the neutrino spectra and event rates of NDAFs.
The neutrino emission of NDAFs depends on the fall-

back process in CCSNe. Lower initial explosion energy

is beneficial for producing powerful fallback, resulting

in stronger neutrino emission of NDAFs. Meanwhile,
lower initial explosion energy may correspond to lower

minimum masses of progenitors that produce NDAFs.

Therefore, low initial explosion energy may enhance the

event rates of NDAFs. The influence of metallicity on

DNNB is not monotonic, and solar metallicity is not
beneficial for the detection of DNNB. Moreover, for

weak initial explosion, the flux of DNNB is compara-

ble (larger for low initial explosion energy) to DSNB

one and provides a significant contribution to CMNB.
In the above framework, the predicted neutrino flux

of DNNB varies as the values of the typical initial explo-

sion energies and metallicities are varied. Cosmic metal-

licity evolution has been proven by the observations of

galaxies (Maiolino et al. 2008). In general, the metallic-
ity of galaxies will be lower at higher redshift universe.

Numerous metal-free and very metal-poor massive stars

are formed in the high redshift universe, and the fre-

quency of solar metallicity stars in galaxies would be low
in the early universe. The metal-rich stars might form

in the central supermassive BH accretion disk and their

evolution should contribute to the metallicity of active

galactic nuclei (e.g., Qi et al. 2022b). In the low redshift

dN
e/d

E e
 (1

/y
ea

r M
eV

)

Ee (MeV)

 E=2B
 E=4B
 E=8B
 DSNB

Figure 7. Comparison of DNNB and DSNB. The black, red,
and blue curves correspond to DNNB with initial explosion
energies of 2, 4, and 8B, respectively. The metallicity is set
to Z/Z⊙ = 0.01. The pink dashed line corresponds to DSNB.

universe, the metallicity of galaxies would be relatively
high, but galaxies whose metallicities are about one or-

der of magnitude lower than the solar value reside within

the redshift z < 1 (Peeples & Somerville 2013). This is

beneficial for the detection of DNNB. The predictions of
DNNB is highly sensitive to the typical initial explosion

energy of CCSNe, which remains uncertain. In Liu et al.

(2021a), we studied the possibility of the formation of

the lower mass gap in compact object distribution by

considering the fallback mechanism in the CCSN sce-
nario. We found the shape of the gap is mainly deter-

mined by the typical initial explosion energy of CCSNe.

The future multimessenger observations on compact ob-

jects in the lower mass gap may give a limitation on the
typical initial explosive energy of CCSNe.

In our work, we have not taken into account diffuse

flux from NDAFs produced in mergers. The neutrino

emission of NDAFs in the scenario of NS-NS or NS-

BH mergers can be comparable to that of NDAFs in
collapsar scenario (Qi et al. 2022a). However, cosmo-

logical merger rate are far lower than the event rate

of collapsar. Hence, the diffuse flux from NDAFs pro-

duced in mergers is at least two orders of magnitude
smaller than that from NDAFs produced in collapsars

(Schilbach et al. 2019).

Moreover, we did not consider the outflows in our cal-

culations. The disk outflows play an important role in

critical accretion system (e.g. Liu et al. 2008, 2014; Gu
2015). Liu et al. (2021b) found that the neutrino lu-

minosity of NDAFs with strong outflows would be at

least one order of magnitude lower than that of NDAFs

without outflows. Therefore, if powerful disk outflows
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are universal in NDAFs, the contribution of DNNB to

CMNB would be reduced.

Future megaton-scale neutrino detectors like Hyper-

K will open the door to the high-statistics CMNB de-
tections. While the prediction of DNNB is limited by

uncertainties, the contribution of DNNB to CMNB is

noteworthy. The detection of DNNB would significantly

improve the investigations of CCSNe and NDAFs.
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