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ABSTRACT

Core collapse supernovae (CCSNe) impact many areas of astrophysics, including compact object

formation and gravitational waves, but many uncertainties remain in our understanding of the evolution

of their progenitors. We use the binary population synthesis code COSMIC to simulate populations

of CCSNe across a wide range of metallicities and binary evolution assumptions. Our models vary

the prescriptions for mass transfer stability, common envelope ejection efficiency, natal kick strength,

and remnant mass-limited explodability to assess their impact on the resulting population of CCSNe.

We find that reproducing the observed Type I to Type II rate requires either low common envelope

efficiency or modified prescriptions for common envelope survival, highlighting the importance of stellar

mergers in shaping the CCSN population. We further classify our synthetic CCSNe into subtypes and

present their relative abundances using several different sets of classification criteria, highlighting the

large uncertainties that persist in mapping progenitor properties to spectral classes. Finally, we present

delay time distributions (DTDs) for our overall populations, separated into Type I and II, and into

the full set of observed subtypes. Our DTDs show that models reproducing the observed Type I to

Type II rate produce a larger fraction of late CCSNe than is expected under standard assumptions.

Keywords: Core collapse supernovae (304) — Binary stars (154) — Massive stars (732)

1. INTRODUCTION

Massive stars are the progenitors of core collapse su-

pernovae (CCSNe) and are very likely to be found in

binary systems (e.g. S. S. R. Offner et al. 2023). The

majority of massive stars in binary systems will inter-

act by transferring mass over the course of their stellar

lifetimes (H. Sana et al. 2012), which can dramatically

shape the properties of the CCSNe this system produces.

As a donor star initiates Roche-lobe overflow (RLOF),

the mass transfer may remain stable, or become dynam-

ically unstable, resulting in common envelope evolution

(CEE), which either leads to a stellar merger or a close

binary after a successful ejection of the shared envelope.

A donor star that loses most of its hydrogen envelope

through mass transfer may produce a Type I CCSN, de-

fined by the complete absence of observed spectral hy-

drogen lines. In contrast, stellar merger products often
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result in Type II CCSNe, with visible spectral hydrogen,

that create delayed explosions relative to single stars of

similar mass (E. Zapartas et al. 2017; T. Wagg et al.

2025). Asymmetries during core collapse may impart

a natal kick to the newly formed neutron star (NS) or

black hole (BH). In binary systems disrupted by a natal

kick, the companion evolves like a single star, which typ-

ically produces Type II CCSNe (e.g. J. J. Eldridge et al.

2011; E. Zapartas et al. 2017). If the system remains

bound, the resulting orbit becomes eccentric, increasing

the likelihood of future mass transfer, and likely CEE

if the companion is sufficiently massive. However, de-

spite the importance of CEE and natal kicks to massive

CCSN creating binaries, their impact on the resulting

CCSN population has not been studied systematically.

Many previous works have used stellar evolution mod-

els of single or binary stars, and inferred the properties

of the CCSN from the properties of the progenitor star

just before core collapse (e.g. S. Wellstein & N. Langer

1999; O. R. Pols & J. D. M. Dewi 2002; A. Heger et al.

2003; J. J. Eldridge & C. A. Tout 2004; S. C. Yoon

et al. 2010; J. S. W. Claeys et al. 2011; C. Georgy 2012;

J. J. Eldridge et al. 2013; T. Kinugawa et al. 2024; A.

Gilkis et al. 2025; D. Souropanis et al. 2025). While

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

23
28

5v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.S

R
] 

 2
8 

N
ov

 2
02

5

http://orcid.org/0009-0006-3116-7913
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7296-6547
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5228-6598
http://orcid.org/0009-0003-5399-3798
http://astrothesaurus.org/uat/304
http://astrothesaurus.org/uat/154
http://astrothesaurus.org/uat/732
mailto: markgm@cmu.edu
mailto: kbreivik@andrew.cmu.edu
https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.23285v1


2

our approach follows the same fundamental principle, we

extend this framework to explore how the assumptions

governing binary evolution shape the resulting CCSN

population. In doing so, we introduce several key ad-

vances that differentiate our work.

We adopt a mass-dependent binary fraction based

on the multiplicity fraction of S. S. R. Offner et al.

(2023). While many studies assume a fixed binary frac-

tion across mass, we account for the fact that multiplic-

ity rises steeply with stellar mass, and that higher-order

systems (quite common at high masses) should be ap-

proximated as binaries rather than single stars. As a re-

sult, roughly 95% of the CCSNe in our models originate

from stars born in binaries. This change substantially

impacts the demographics and properties of the CCSNe

we produce.

A wide range of key binary interaction parameters

is explored, including common envelope efficiency (α),

mass transfer stability, natal kick dispersion (σ), and

varied maximum allowed remnant mass (Mrem) below

which we consider all CCSNe to produce successful ex-

plosions and above which lead to failed, unobservable

explosions. Although these parameters are sometimes

varied only to check the robustness of results, we treat

them as primary levers that directly shape the CCSN

population. Our models are also computed across the

full metallicity range permitted in COSMIC, allowing

us to describe metallicity-dependent behavior which cor-

responds to a variety of different stellar environments.

Our entire CCSN population is then classified into the

commonly observed subtypes (IIP, IIL, IIb, IIn, Ib, Ic),

reviewing the observational definitions of these classes,

the complications inherent to subtype classification, and

the open questions in connecting progenitors at core col-

lapse to observed events. We introduce several clas-

sification schemes, each reflecting a different physical

or observational bias, and compare how these choices

affect subtype demographics and progenitor channels.

We make predictions for interaction-powered Type IIn

CCSNe, identifying the dominant evolutionary chan-

nels that lead to IIn-like circumstellar environments and

quantify the fraction of systems that generate dense cir-

cumstellar material (CSM) through binary interaction.

We present how our variations in binary evolution

physics affect the delay time distributions (DTDs) of

our CCSNe. Because DTDs encode the timescales over

which stellar populations enrich their host galaxies, they

form an essential link between stellar evolution and

galactic chemical evolution. We separate the Type I

and II populations, and present DTDs resolved by sub-

type, providing insight into how each class contributes

distinct yields by virtue of their ejecta profiles on differ-

ent timescales.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Sec-

tion 2 we describe how we simulate CCSN populations in

COSMIC and outline our model variations. In Section 3

we examine how our binary-evolution assumptions influ-

ence the relative rates of Type I and Type II CCSNe.

Section 4 presents our subtype-classification framework,

the resulting subtype distributions, and how these de-

pend on the adopted classification scheme. In Section 5

we present the DTDs of the full, Type I, Type II, and

subtype populations for all variations of binary interac-

tion parameters and classification models. Finally, in

Section 6 we summarize our key findings and highlight

their broader implications. All results and code neces-

sary to reproduce this work are publicly available: the

full data product is hosted on Zenodo2, and the analy-

sis toolkit used in this work, available for reuse in other

studies, is available on GitHub3.

2. SIMULATING BINARY CCSN PROGENITORS

We use COSMIC4, a binary population synthesis

suite, to quantify the effects of different assumptions

for binary-star interactions on the properties of CCSNe.

COSMIC implements single star evolution with SSE

(J. R. Hurley et al. 2000), commonly known as the Hur-

ley tracks. The binary star evolution algorithm is based

on BSE (J. R. Hurley et al. 2002) and includes several

updates to the treatment of binary interactions and com-

pact object formation. See K. Breivik et al. (2020) for

a detailed description of these updates.

2.1. Initializing stellar and binary populations

To simulate CCSN populations, we consider both sin-

gle and binary star progenitors where the population size

is fixed to contain ∼ 106 binaries5. The number of single

stars is determined by the mass-dependent binary frac-

tion which we implement following the the multiplicity

fraction reported in S. S. R. Offner et al. (2023).

All simulated populations are initialized with the

same initial mass function and binary parameter dis-

tributions. Our initial condition sampling begins with

random draws from an initial mass function following

P. Kroupa (2001); we then probabilistically determine

which masses are assigned binary companions based on

the mass-dependent binary fraction. All binary systems

2 doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17620853
3 github.com/MarkGM02/COSMIC-ccsnlab
4 cosmic-popsynth.github.io
5 The actual population size varies by statistical noise from sam-
pling the initial mass function.

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17620853
https://github.com/MarkGM02/COSMIC-ccsnlab
https://cosmic-popsynth.github.io
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are then assigned secondary masses with a uniform mass

ratio, such that the minimum secondary mass is defined

by the pre-main-sequence contraction lifetime of the pri-

mary star6. Orbital periods and eccentricities for each

binary are drawn according to the prescriptions defined

in H. Sana et al. (2012). COSMIC assigns minimum

orbital periods such that the primary star fills less than

half of its Roche volume and a fixed maximum orbital

period of 105.5 days. This differs from the H. Sana et al.

(2012) maximum period of ∼ 3000 days.

COSMIC computes single star evolution as a func-

tion of metallicity, where this is defined relative to solar

metallicity. In this study, we set solar metallicity to

Z⊙ = 0.02, which is consistent with the stellar evolution

tracks used in SSE (O. R. Pols et al. 1998).

2.2. Assumptions for Single and Binary Star Evolution

In all of our simulations, we apply a consistent wind

prescription that accounts for the strong metallicity de-

pendence of line-driven stellar winds on the MS and

post-MS (e.g. J. S. Vink et al. 2001, 2011; G. Meynet

& A. Maeder 2005; G. Gräfener & W. R. Hamann

2008). We first apply the wind mass loss prescrip-

tions of H. Nieuwenhuijzen & C. de Jager (1990) for

massive MS stars with L > 4000L⊙ and R. P. Ku-

dritzki & D. Reimers (1978) for giant stars. For O and

B stars, we use the metallicity-dependent wind models

of J. S. Vink et al. (2001), extended to apply across

temperature ranges 12,500K < Teff < 25,000K and

25,000K < Teff < 50,000K separately, following the ap-

proach of M. Dominik et al. (2013) and C. L. Rodriguez

et al. (2016). Winds from Wolf–Rayet stars are modeled

using the prescription of J. S. Vink & A. de Koter (2005).

Finally, for stars beyond the Humphreys-Davidson limit

we apply a fixed wind mass loss rate of 10−4 M⊙ yr−1 to

mimic the effect of luminous blue variable (LBV) erup-

tions rather than modeling them explicitly.

We explore the effect of CEE and compact-object na-

tal kicks on the properties of CCSNe by varying our as-

sumptions for how they are treated during binary evo-

lution. Specifically, we vary: i) the mass transfer sta-

bility criteria that dictate whether a system undergoing

RLOF enters into CEE (qcrit), ii) the CEE envelope ejec-

tion efficiency (α), and iii) the characteristic dispersion

for assigning natal kick velocities (σ). We discuss how

COSMIC treats CEE and natal kicks in Sections 2.2.1

and 2.2.2 respectively. All other prescriptions for how

binary-star interactions proceed follow the default set-

tings in COSMIC.

6 This is specified as qmin=-1 in COSMIC

2.2.1. Common Envelope Evolution

COSMIC determines the stability of mass transfer

using critical mass ratios which account for how the

donor responds to mass loss and how the orbit responds

to mass exchange as described in J. R. Hurley et al.

(2002). When RLOF begins a CEE is initiated if the

prescribed critical mass ratio is exceeded, such that

Mdon/Macc > qcrit. We adopt two prescriptions for de-

termining this critical mass ratio.

Our fiducial model7 follows C. J. Neijssel et al. (2019)

where core hydrogen burning stars are assigned qcrit =

1.717, and stars crossing the Hertzsprung Gap are as-

signed qcrit = 3.825 based on models in A. Vigna-Gómez

et al. (2018). Fits from M. S. Hjellming & R. F. Web-

bink (1987) based on condensed polytropes for deeply

convective stars are applied to more evolved hydrogen-

rich stars. Mass transfer from stripped envelope stars

is always assumed to be dynamically stable (qcrit = ∞)

motivated by T. M. Tauris et al. (2015, 2017) and A.

Vigna-Gómez et al. (2018) which showed that this as-

sumption is necessary to replicate the observed galactic

BNS population. Finally, white-dwarf donors are as-

signed qcrit = 0.628, following J. R. Hurley et al. (2002).

We also consider a model variation that follows Sec-

tion 5.1 of K. Belczynski et al. (2008)8 where hydrogen

rich stars with both radiative and convective envelopes

have qcrit = 3. Stripped-envelope helium MS stars are

assigned qcrit = 1.7 and evolved helium stars are as-

signed qcrit = 3.5 following N. Ivanova et al. (2003).

White dwarf donors are limited to qcrit = 0.628, follow-

ing the prescription of J. R. Hurley et al. (2002). Finally,

we note that our application of fixed mass transfer sta-

bility for phases of evolution rather than as a function is

a significant simplification (e.g. H. Ge et al. 2010, 2015).

We model CEE using the αλ formalism where orbital
energy is used to unbind the shared envelope (R. F. Web-

bink 1984)

Ebind,grav

λ
≤ αEorb. (1)

The common envelope efficiency parameter (α) scales

how much orbital energy is contributed to the ejection

of the envelope and λ sets the binding energy of the

envelope to its stellar core. The envelope is successfully

ejected when the envelope binding energy is surpassed

by the injected energy. For a review of CEE see N.

Ivanova et al. (2013).

CEE is highly uncertain. Several studies have aimed

to constrain λ and α using binaries hosting low-mass

7 This is specified as qcflag = 5 in COSMIC
8 This is specified as qcflag = 4 in COSMIC
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progenitors of white dwarfs (e.g. M. Zorotovic et al.

2010; O. De Marco et al. 2011; M. Zorotovic et al. 2014;

P. Scherbak & J. Fuller 2023; N. Yamaguchi et al. 2024)

and higher mass progenitors to compact objects like NSs

and BHs (e.g. M. Dominik et al. 2012; M. U. Kruckow

et al. 2016; N. Giacobbo & M. Mapelli 2018; T. Fragos

et al. 2019; P. Marchant et al. 2021) To capture this un-

certainty, we vary α between 0.05 and 5. We fix λ to

follow the prescription in the appendix of J. S. W. Claeys

et al. (2014) which defines fits to the envelope density

profiles of the stars in the O. R. Pols et al. (1998) models.

We assume that no ionization energy is used to eject the

envelope, though models with α > 1 imply an unknown

additional energy source which could be attributed to

ionization energy.

In addition to explicitly varying α, we apply envelope

ejection criteria based on MESA simulations from J.

Klencki et al. (2021). These criteria are based on enve-

lope ejection outcomes from a CEE event with a massive

giant donor star and a BH companion across metallici-

ties (0.01Z⊙ to Z⊙) as functions of i) the ZAMS mass

of the donor and ii) the radius of the donor at the onset

of RLOF. The first prescription uses α = 1 and fixed

mass transfer stability criteria for radiative and convec-

tive donors such that qcrit,rad = 1.5 and qcrit,conv = 3.5.

The second uses α = 0.7 and a smooth transition be-

tween qcrit for convective and radiative donors.

To apply these criteria, we evolve a binary in COS-

MIC until it reaches a CEE event. We select the model

from J. Klencki et al. (2021) with the nearest metallic-

ity to the current population in log space. We evaluate

whether the radius of the donor at the start of RLOF

is larger than the threshold needed for survival, which

is a function of the ZAMS mass of the donor. If the

donor radius falls below this threshold, the evolution is

resumed with α ≈ 0 to ensure a stellar merger results.

If this threshold is exceeded, evolution resumes with ei-

ther α = 1.0 or 0.7 and the value of λ from the appendix.

We then continue the CEE, and the outcome is deter-

mined by the balance between envelope binding energy

and orbital energy.

In addition to the α variations and J. Klencki et al.

(2021) models, we consider two more test cases. One

with α = 1 and pessimistic CEE that assumes that

all CEE events involving donors without a well-defined

core–envelope boundary result in a merger (K. Belczyn-

ski et al. 2008; N. Ivanova et al. 2008). This includes

all MS stars, stars crossing the Hertzsprung Gap, and

white dwarfs. We lastly consider a variation in which all

CEE onsets result in a merger.

2.2.2. Compact Object Formation and Natal Kicks

For stellar progenitors which reach core collapse, we

assign remnant masses with the analytic prescription for

a delayed-convection explosion presented in C. L. Fryer

et al. (2012). This approach fills the mass gap between

NSs and BHs. We set a maximum NS mass of 3M⊙,

above which the remnants are classified as BHs. We

further assign natal kicks randomly by drawing kick ve-

locities from a Maxwellian distribution with a velocity

dispersion σ then reducing the strength of the natal kick

based on the fraction of mass that falls back onto the

proto compact object following C. L. Fryer et al. (2012).

We vary σ between 50 km s−1 and 265 km s−1 to capture

the range of natal kick strengths that have been inferred

from both isolated neutron stars and neutron stars in

binaries (e.g. G. Hobbs et al. 2005; A. P. Igoshev et al.

2021; R. Valli et al. 2025). BH natal kicks are fallback-

modulated following C. L. Fryer et al. (2012). All natal

kick directions are sampled isotropically.

Several works have suggested that stars with main-

sequence masses around ∼ 8–11M⊙ may end their lives

without forming an iron core. Instead, these stars de-

velop sufficiently large helium cores and undergo core

collapse triggered by electron capture on 24Mg and
20Ne, producing an electron capture supernova (ECSN)

(e.g. S. Miyaji et al. 1980; K. Nomoto 1984, 1987;

P. Podsiadlowski et al. 2004; N. Ivanova et al. 2008;

A. J. T. Poelarends et al. 2008). We set the range of

potential helium core masses to create an ECSN be-

tween 1.6M⊙ and 2.25M⊙, consistent with J. R. Hur-

ley et al. (2002). We also allow ECSNe to be trig-

gered through binary interactions. If an oxygen-neon

white dwarf accretes material from a binary compan-

ion and exceeds 1.38M⊙, an accretion-induced collapse

will occur. Likewise, a merger or collision between

two carbon-oxygen or oxygen-neon white dwarfs results

in a merger-induced collapse when the total mass ex-

ceeds the 1.38M⊙ threshold. Since an ECSN is ex-

pected to occur through a rapid explosion rather than a

delayed neutrino-driven explosion, studies have argued

for smaller NS natal kicks relative to typical CCSNe

(P. Podsiadlowski et al. 2004; N. Ivanova et al. 2008).

Therefore, we draw the natal kick velocities for ECSNe

from a Maxwellian distribution with σECSN = 20km s−1

in all our simulations.

Ultra-stripped supernovae (USSNe) occur when a

stripped star, having undergone RLOF with a compact

object companion, proceeds to core collapse. Motivated

by their low ejecta masses (T. M. Tauris et al. 2013,

2015), we similarly adopt a lower characteristic kick dis-

persion for USSNe, drawing their natal kick velocities

from a Maxwellian distribution with σUSSN = 20km s−1.
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2.3. Binary Evolution Grids

We construct two primary variation grids by holding

one of the α–σ pair fixed while varying the other. In the

first grid, we fix α at its fiducial value of 1.0 and vary

σ over ten linearly spaced values between 50 km s−1 and

265 km s−1. In the second grid, we fix σ to 265 km s−1

and vary α across ten logarithmically spaced values be-

tween 0.05 and 5.0. For each α–σ combination, we ap-

ply both mass transfer stability prescriptions and evolve

30 initial stellar populations with logarithmically spaced

metallicities from Z = 0.0001 (0.005Z⊙) to Z = 0.03

(1.5Z⊙). The list of varied parameters is summarized in

Table 1.

3. RELATIVE RATES OF TYPE I AND TYPE II

CCSNE

We first consider how assumptions for binary inter-

actions alter the relative rates of Type I and Type II

CCSNe by assigning each star that undergoes core col-

lapse (including USSN progenitors) to one of these two

classes. We exclude ECSNe, pulsational pair-instability

supernovae, pair-instability supernovae, and any super-

novae that do not leave behind a compact remnant. Al-

though some work suggests that hydrogen ejecta masses

as low asMej,H ≈ 0.001M⊙ may suffice for spectroscopic

identification as Type II (e.g. L. Dessart et al. 2011), we

adopt a higher threshold, requiring Mej,H ≥ 0.033M⊙,

in agreement with S. Hachinger et al. (2012); A. Gilkis

& I. Arcavi (2022). All CCSNe with ejecta masses below

this threshold are assigned to be Type I.

We primarily compare our findings with the data from

the Lick Observatory Supernova Search (LOSS) survey

(W. Li et al. 2011), particularly Figure 10 of O. Graur

et al. (2017). The LOSS survey normalized the detec-

tion of SNe within target galaxies through the use of

control times, which reduced the bias against the lower

absolute magnitudes of certain subtypes. In Figure 1

we compare our COSMIC simulations against the data

from LOSS and the sample from P. L. Kelly & R. P.

Kirshner (2012), assembled from the Asiago catalog (R.

Barbon et al. 1999) and the Palomar Transient Factory

(I. Arcavi et al. 2010).

Both datasets have metallicities reported on the T04

metallicity scale (C. A. Tremonti et al. 2004). In the

LOSS survey, these metallicities correspond to central

galaxy abundances, and the authors of O. Graur et al.

(2017) argue that these values should approximate the

metallicities at the locations of their CCSNe to within

≲ 0.1 dex. The metallicities in P. L. Kelly & R. P. Kir-

shner (2012), however, were measured as close to the

explosion sites as possible. The BPASS v2 models pre-

sented in O. Graur et al. (2017) convert their stellar

metallicities Z to the T04 scale using a solar abundance

reference of 12 + log(O/H) ≈ 9.0, since their models at

2Z⊙ reach 12 + log(O/H) ≈ 9.3. They note that the

systematic uncertainties in comparing metallicities de-

rived from observational galaxy measurements to those

inferred from stellar models are of order 0.1 dex (see M.

Modjaz (2011); J. P. Anderson et al. (2015) for a re-

view). The canonical solar reference value presented in

M. Asplund et al. (2009) is 12 + log(O/H) = 8.69.

Considering the combined effects of i) explosion-site

versus central abundance offsets, ii) the T04 calibra-

tion’s tendency to slightly overestimate metallicities

compared to other scales (L. J. Kewley & S. L. Elli-

son 2008), and iii) other cumulative systematic uncer-

tainties, we adopt 12 + log(O/H) = 9.0 as an effective

solar reference for converting these datasets into Z. This

choice yields excellent agreement between the data and

our models, as it aligns the metallicity at which stellar

winds produce a sharp increase in the relative rate of

Type I CCSNe.

3.1. Explodability Criteria

The upper left panel of Figure 1 shows our fiducial

assumptions with σ = 265.0 km s−1 and α = 1.0. Each

model corresponds to a varied maximum allowed rem-

nant mass Mrem, below which we consider all CCSNe

to produce successful explosions and above which lead

to failed, unobservable explosions. Models that include

only single stars are shown with dotted lines, and mod-

els including binaries are shown with solid lines. We find

that single stars can nearly reproduce the observed rate

of Type I to II CCSNe when we consider CCSNe pro-

ducing any remnant mass. Still, the simulated ratio of

Type I to II is broadly lower than the observed ratio and

appears to asymptote to too low of a rate, NI/NII ≈ 0.4,

whereas the data from O. Graur et al. (2017) suggests

the end behavior should be nearer to NI/NII ≈ 0.6. We

further note that the highest remnant masses (≳ 20M⊙)

are expected to lead to direct collapse where no explo-

sion is observable. Thus, single star populations are

unable to faithfully match the observed rates.

When including binary stars in the population, we

find that this model over predicts the relative number

of Type I CCSNe across metallicities regardless of our

limit for Mrem. This over prediction is especially high

at the upper end of our metallicity range, where we find

that this model can produce up to NI/NII ≈ 1.2 when

all remnants are considered.

We find that decreasing the limit for Mrem consis-

tently decreases the relative rate of Type I CCSNe. In

our models, the proportion of Type II CCSNe which

form massive remnants (Mrem > 3.0M⊙) is relatively
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Parameter Symbol Fiducial Model Variations

metallicity Z 0.020243 [0.0001 ... 0.03]

qcflag — 5 [4 5]

sigma σ 265.0 km s−1 [50.0 ... 265.0] km s−1

alpha1 α 1.0 [0.05 ... 5.0]

sigmadiva σECSN, σUSSN 20 km s−1 —

Table 1. A list of the key evolution parameters in this study, including
COSMIC code flags and their corresponding physical variable names.

aCOSMIC requires sigmadiv = −20.0 to directly set σECSN, σUSSN to 20
km s−1.

0.01 0.1 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

N
I/

N
II

= 265.0 km s 1

= 1.0

No
COSMIC
models

Remnant mass limit
Mrem < 3.0 M  (NSs)
Mrem < 4.0 M
Mrem < 5.0 M
Mrem < 15.0 M
All remnants
Single stars

SN survey data
KK12, Z, (Ibc+IIb)/II
G17 Ibc/(II+IIb)

0.01 0.1 1.00.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8
MRem < 3 M

= 1.0
Natal kicks:  (km s 1)

50.0
73.9
97.8
121.7
145.6

169.4
193.3
217.2
241.1
265.0

0.01 0.1 1.0
Z / Z

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

N
I/

N
II

MRem < 3 M
= 265.0 km s 1

Common envelope: 
0.05
0.083
0.139
0.232
0.387

0.646
1.077
1.797
2.997
5.0

0.01 0.1 1.0
Z / Z

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8
MRem < 3 M

= 265.0 km s 1
Common envelope: custom

= 1.0, Pessimistic CEE
Klencki+2021 ( = 1.0)
Klencki+2021 ( = 0.7)

= 0, All CEE merge

Figure 1. Ratio of Type I to Type II CCSNe across the metallicity range of our models. Each panel shows a different set of
model variations: the maximum allowed remnant mass for single (dashed) and binary-inclusive (solid) populations (top left),
the natal kick velocity dispersion σ (top right), the common-envelope efficiency α (bottom left), and custom prescriptions for
common-envelope evolution (bottom right). Data points from two surveys are shown for comparison: the LOSS survey as
reported in O. Graur et al. (2017) (black squares) and the sample from P. L. Kelly & R. P. Kirshner (2012) (yellow hexagons).
Both datasets are measured on the T04 metallicity scale (C. A. Tremonti et al. 2004), which we convert to Z using the solar
reference value of 12 + log(O/H) = 9.0. Grey shaded regions at Z > 1.5Z⊙ mark metallicities beyond the upper limit of our
COSMIC models.
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constant and a bit lower than the proportion of Type

I CCSNe below Z/Z⊙ ≈ 0.3, about 30% and 46% re-

spectively. At Z/Z⊙ ≈ 0.3, these proportions diverge

drastically, and our Type II CCSNe drop to a minimum

≈ 0.2% forming massive remnants, and our Type I CC-

SNe reach a maximum of ≈ 59%. Type I CCSNe are

≈ 1.5 times more likely than type II CCSNe to form

massive remnants at low metallicities, and up to ≈ 220

times more likely at our highest metallicity. Because of

this drastic trend, in order to match observations, we

find that we must tighten our explodability criteria to

only allow remnants < 3M⊙. We maintain this assump-

tion for the other panels.

In several of our models (and all panels of Figure 1) a

“bump” appears, centered around Z/Z⊙ ≈ 0.1, which is

a nonphysical artifact of the SSE fitting formulae which

reach maximum radii in this metallicity range. This ra-

dius increase corresponds directly to an increase in the

number of systems that undergo RLOF and lose their

hydrogen envelopes. This increased interaction causes

the feature to be strongly pronounced in the binary in-

clusive population, while there is a much smaller effect

which appears in our single star populations. The cor-

responding increase in luminosity with larger radii also

increases the strength of stellar winds. These winds are,

in most cases, not strong enough to remove the hydrogen

envelope entirely; however, they can in a small number

of cases. We discuss the most prominent impact of these

increased stellar winds later in Section 4.

3.2. Natal kicks

We show the impact of varying the natal kick velocity

dispersion σ in the upper right panel of Figure 1. We

find that the impact of this variation is modest because

the only changes in outcome occur for the binaries which

have two stellar components that are massive enough to

undergo core collapse, restricting the overall impact to a

small fraction of the total stellar population. Increasing

natal kicks causes the binary to disrupt more frequently

and causes the stellar companion to undergo the rest of

its evolution as a single star. As shown in our single-star

models discussed above, this most commonly produces

a Type II CCSN except in the rare cases where the en-

velope is stripped due to high stellar winds. Binary sys-

tems that remain bound after a natal kick generally have

eccentric orbits, which increase the likelihood of inter-

action in the future due to a reduction in the periapse

distance where we expect RLOF to occur. If the sec-

ondary has sufficiently high mass to produce a CCSN, it

is very likely to be more massive than its compact object

companion9. This large mass ratio leads to high rates of

CEE during the second RLOF in our models for bina-

ries which remain bound after the first CCSN. Because

the donor stars are massive, these CEE frequently re-

sult in a merger between the star and its compact object

companion. This interaction is assumed to completely

disrupt the star in COSMIC but could also lead to the

formation of Thorne-Żytkow objects (K. S. Thorne &

A. N. Zytkow 1977). However, in either case, we do not

expect the secondary to produce a standard CCSN.

Generally, the binary systems that are disrupted by

natal kicks are biased towards being wide at the time

of core collapse. This can occur either because the bi-

nary is initially wide enough to avoid a first RLOF or

because the initially less massive star gains a significant

amount of mass during the first RLOF such that a mass

ratio reversal widens the binary. In the case where the

secondary does not gain a significant amount of mass,

it is expected to produce a Type II CCSN since it will

not have its envelope stripped. In the case of a mass

ratio reversal, there is a threshold mass and metallic-

ity at which the secondary’s wind mass loss is strong

enough to strip its own envelope. These combined ef-

fects lead to metallicity-specific trends in both the ab-

solute and relative rates of Type I and Type II CCNSe.

At low metallicities, we find that binaries disrupted due

to higher natal kicks exclusively increase the number of

Type II CCSNe in the population. This effect persists

until Z ≈ Z⊙, at which point the rates of both Type I

and II CCSNe increase by similar amounts because self-

stripping through winds leads to more Type I CCSNe.

3.3. Common Envelope Evolution

The lower two panels of Figure 1 show our variations

for the treatment of CEE. We find that NI/NII varies

dramatically across our models. CEE influences the

properties of CCSN produced by both stellar compo-

nents in a given binary. A successful CEE ejection com-

pletely removes the donor envelope, leading to a Type I

CCSN. Since a successful CEE ejection extracts orbital

energy from the binary the resulting binary separation

is very close. Therefore, the binary is more likely to

survive the first CCSN and natal kick, often leading to

another CEE, which produces a second Type I CCSN

upon ejection, or none after a merger that fully disrupts

the secondary.

Decreasing α strongly increases the rate of stellar

mergers that occur in either the first or second RLOF.

Hydrogen rich merger products undergo the rest of their

9 This is especially true for the case where we restrict to Mrem <
3M⊙.
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evolution as single stars and usually produce Type II

CCSNe. We find that decreasing α in our models de-

creases the ratio NI/NII at nearly every metallicity, with

the only exception being two of our high alpha models

overlapping at super solar metallicities. At these high

metallicities, very massive hydrogen rich merger prod-

ucts may be sufficiently massive such that winds strip

their hydrogen envelope, making merger products pro-

duce Type I instead of Type II CCSNe.

For our two highest α values, we find a metallicity-

specific trend where α = 5 produces fewer Type I CC-

SNe than α ≈ 3. This is because binaries that survive

the first CEE have wider orbits with increasing α and at

higher metallicities, larger wind mass loss rates serve to

widen the binary even more. The effect of this relative

widening diminishes for the α = 5 because the rate of

binary disruptions increases with wider orbits.

We find that the models following J. Klencki et al.

(2021), shown in the bottom right panel of Figure 1,

have the strongest agreement with the G17 and KK12

data. We further find that simply enforcing our pes-

simistic CEE assumption, in which all stars without a

well-defined core-envelope boundary merge,for models

with α = 1, over predicts the NI/NII ratio at near-solar

metallicities. For models where we assume that all bina-

ries undergoing CEE will merge, we find a broad agree-

ment with both J. Klencki et al. (2021) models. Based

on the close agreement between the J. Klencki et al.

(2021) model with α = 0.7 and O. Graur et al. (2017);

P. L. Kelly & R. P. Kirshner (2012), we select this model

for future discussion of the subtypes within Type I and

Type II in Sections 4 and 5.

3.4. Comparison to Previous Results

We compare our results in Figure 1 to two previous

works which produced a similar figure. The first is in

O. Graur et al. (2017) which included simulations from

BPASS V2 (J. J. Eldridge & E. R. Stanway 2016; E. R.

Stanway et al. 2016). We find similar agreement that

reproducing the observed NI/NII ratio at low metallici-

ties is only possible when binary populations are consid-

ered. We further find that the simulated ratio of NI/NII

from BPASS generally agrees with our metallicity spe-

cific trends, including a significant increase in the rate

of Type I CCSNe toward near-solar metallicity. We do

note, however that the increase in the ratio occurs near

0.5Z⊙, and more gradually for the BPASSmodels while

we find the increase to occur sharply at Z⊙. Finally, we

find that our single–star models generally produce fewer

Type I CCSNe than the BPASS models at low metal-

licities, but that our increase in Type I CCSNe from

single stars is more abrupt at higher metallicities, and

after this sharp rise, our simulated NI/NII exceeds the

BPASS predictions. This may be due to our application

of high wind mass loss for stars that are subject to the

Humphreys-Davidson Limit.

We also find general agreement with the POSYDON

models of D. Souropanis et al. (2025) which show a sim-

ilar behavior of a flat ratio of NI/NII at sub-solar metal-

licities between 0.2 − 0.4. Comparing directly to their

Ibc/II model, we find a sharper increase in the ratio for

Z/Z⊙ ≥ 1. A moderate increase in the ratio agrees more

strongly with the Ibc/II ratio from P. L. Kelly & R. P.

Kirshner (2012). However, the rapid rise near 2Z⊙ ex-

hibited in O. Graur et al. (2017) agrees more with our

simulations.

The ratio NI/NII is defined slightly differently across

these studies. In O. Graur et al. (2017), the denomina-

tor (“II”) includes all Type II CCSNe, with IIb events

counted among them. The numerator therefore contains

only the Type I CCSNe. In contrast, the dataset from

P. L. Kelly & R. P. Kirshner (2012) excludes IIb events

from their denominator and instead assigns them to the

numerator along with the Type I CCSNe. It is not en-

tirely clear how the BPASS models in O. Graur et al.

(2017) handled this classification, but in the Ibc/II mod-

els of D. Souropanis et al. (2025), IIb SNe are excluded

from the denominator. The authors of O. Graur et al.

(2017) note that shifting IIb events between numerator

and denominator has only a minor effect on the ratio.

The same is true for our models, as we show in the next

section, we produce very few IIb CCSNe overall. In con-

trast, the models of D. Souropanis et al. (2025) produce

many more IIb events, a consequence of differences in

how mass transfer is treated in POSYDON.

Our models with α > 1 predict a much higher ra-

tio of NI/NII when comparing to both the BPASS and

POSYDON models. This is due to successful CEE

ejections combined with the higher binary fraction used

in our simulations that follows the the mass-dependent

multiplicity fraction of S. S. R. Offner et al. (2023). Un-

der these assumptions, stars of 8M⊙ have a binary frac-

tion of about 92%, which rises with mass and reaches

a maximum of roughly 96% at higher masses. Con-

versely, mass-independent binary fractions are used in

the BPASS models of O. Graur et al. (2017), where

half of the CCSN population is produced in binaries,

and in the POSYDON models of D. Souropanis et al.

(2025) where the binary fraction is 60%.

4. CCSN SUBTYPES AND CLASSIFICATION

In this section, we present the subtype demographics

of our Type I and Type II populations. We discuss the

challenges involved in connecting the outcomes of our
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models to observed subtypes and outline the rationale

behind our classification schemes. We then demonstrate

how these schemes influence the relative proportions of

subtypes and the trends in their formation channels. We

also examine how our adopted explodability criteria af-

fect these results.

4.1. Type II Subtypes

CCSNe that retain most or all of their hydrogen en-

velopes span a diverse set of observational outcomes.

Large observed samples of Type II CCSNe suggest that

Types IIb, IIL, and IIP do not represent strict, dis-

crete classes, but a continuum (e.g. J. P. Anderson et al.

2014; N. E. Sanders et al. 2015; L. Galbany et al. 2016;

S. Valenti et al. 2016) in which the hydrogen envelope

mass at core collapse drives the diversity in observed

features (e.g. K. I. Nomoto et al. 1995; A. Heger et al.

2003; L. Dessart et al. 2011; J. J. Eldridge et al. 2018;

D. Hiramatsu et al. 2021). Type IIn CCSNe are identi-

fied by narrow emission lines in their spectra which are

caused by interaction with nearby circumstellar mate-

rial. These features often occur from flash ionization, in

which emission lines may disappear within hours or days

(e.g. O. Yaron et al. 2017; C. Bullivant et al. 2018; R. J.

Bruch et al. 2021; W. V. Jacobson-Galán et al. 2022; G.

Terreran et al. 2022). If observations are made only at

later times, these signatures can be missed.

Mounting evidence also suggests that some Type IIL

and IIP CCSNe also experience varying levels of circum-

stellar interaction (e.g. T. Moriya et al. 2011; D. Khazov

et al. 2016; G. Hosseinzadeh et al. 2018; W. V. Jacobson-

Galán et al. 2022, 2024, 2025), further blurring subtype

boundaries. In practice, separating these subclasses re-

quires assumptions for how interaction-powered events

should be treated and how the hydrogen envelope mass
should be mapped onto photometric categories. To ad-

dress this ambiguity, we adopt two classification schemes

that differ in how they prioritize IIn versus IIP progen-

itors. We first describe the details of these schemes and

then present the resulting subtype demographics across

metallicity.

4.1.1. Classification Method and Variations

To form our classifications, we rely on two key pro-

genitor properties: i) the maximum mass-loss rate in

the last kyr before core collapse (Ṁmax,kyr), and ii) the

hydrogen ejecta mass Mej,H. We describe the justifica-

tion and treatment of these as follows.

Predicting CSM interaction: X-ray observations

suggest that Type IIn progenitors must exhibit mass-

loss rates of ≳ 10−3 M⊙ yr−1 to explain observed CSM

densities (P. Chandra et al. 2012b,a; V. V. Dwarkadas

& J. Gruszko 2012; S. Katsuda et al. 2014). Light-curve

modeling of interaction-powered SNe similarly supports

high mass-loss rates in the final decades before explosion

(T. J. Moriya et al. 2013, 2014; C. L. Ransome & V. A.

Villar 2025).

Many observed Type IIn CCSNe are consistent with

progenitors in an LBV-like phase (e.g. A. Gal-Yam &

D. C. Leonard 2009; N. Smith et al. 2011a; J. C. Mauer-

han et al. 2013; C. L. Ransome & V. A. Villar 2025).

Line-driven LBV winds typically range from ∼ 10−5-

10−4 M⊙ yr−1 (J. S. Vink & A. de Koter 2002, 2005; N.

Smith et al. 2004), but the extreme mass-loss rates cre-

ating Type IIn CCSNe likely arise from brief eruptive

phases reaching (or surpassing) ∼ 10−3 M⊙ yr−1 (e.g.

R. M. Humphreys & K. Davidson 1994; D. J. Hillier

et al. 2001; N. Smith et al. 2011b). These eruptions

are not modeled in COSMIC; instead, stars beyond

the Humphreys-Davidson limit have mass loss rates of

10−4 M⊙ yr−1 and this rate is not dynamically increased

prior to core collapse.

Binary interaction has also been proposed to explain

some interacting SNe (A. Kashi & N. Soker 2010; N.

Smith et al. 2024; C. L. Ransome & V. A. Villar 2025)

through mechanisms such as mergers during CEE or

collisions involving compact objects, explored in many

works (e.g. N. Soker & R. Tylenda 2006; N. Langer 2012;

N. Smith et al. 2018; S. L. Schrøder et al. 2020). Be-

cause of this, we indiscriminately use the mass loss rate

as our proxy, which includes binary interaction as well

as stellar winds as the underlying cause.

To identify interaction-powered events we flag progen-

itors with Ṁmax,kyr ≥ 10−4 M⊙ yr−1. This conservative

threshold corresponds to the high end of LBV winds

and allows us to capture progenitors that might plausi-

bly power CSM interaction, even if eruptive events are

not explicitly modeled. This approach is consistent with
work showing pre-SN mass loss in IIn events increases in

the decades before explosion (T. J. Moriya et al. 2014;

C. L. Ransome & V. A. Villar 2025).

Using hydrogen mass to distinguish Type

IIb/L/P: Previous studies have proposed Mej,H ∼
0.5− 0.6M⊙ as the boundary between SNe IIb and IIL

(P. Podsiadlowski et al. 1993; S. E. Woosley et al. 1994;

J. S. W. Claeys et al. 2011), and Mej,H ∼ 1.5–2M⊙
for the IIL/IIP boundary (J. J. Eldridge & C. A. Tout

2004; C. Georgy 2012; A. Heger et al. 2003). We in-

stead adopt the framework of D. Hiramatsu et al. (2021),

which systematically modeled light curves across a grid

of hydrogen masses, explosion energies, and 56Ni yields.

They identified envelope-mass transitions correspond-

ing to approximate photometric boundaries. We include

what they identified as short-plateau SNe II into the IIL
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class. Following them, we adopt Mej,H = 0.91M⊙ for

the IIb/L boundary and Mej,H = 4.5M⊙ for the IIL/P

boundary.

Using this framework we consider two classification

schemes that differ primarily in whether CSM interac-

tion or massive hydrogen ejecta are prioritized first in

the decision tree.

Branch IIn first: In this scheme, any progenitor with

evidence for strong pre-SN mass loss is first classified

as Type IIn. Remaining Type II events are divided by

Mej,H into IIb, IIL, and IIP.

Branch IIP first: In this alternate scheme, progen-

itors with large hydrogen envelopes are first classified

as Type IIP. Next, interaction-powered progenitors are

identified as IIn. The remainder are divided into IIb and

IIL by Mej,H.

These two schemes capture the plausible range of sub-

type demographics, reflecting both early-time classifica-

tion ambiguities and the fact that massive hydrogen en-

velopes can produce plateau light curves even with CSM

interaction.

4.1.2. Subtype Properties

In Figure 2 we present the demographics of our CC-

SNe according to the two classification schemes de-

scribed above, including only CCSNe forming remnants

< 3M⊙. The primary impact of changing schemes lies

in the Z/Z⊙ ∼ 0.1 centered “bump”. In this metal-

licity range, the exchange is (by construction) only be-

tween Type IIn and IIP CCSNe. This reflects the fact

that many progenitors in this metallicity band retain

≥ 4.5M⊙ of hydrogen while also experiencing substan-

tial pre-explosion mass loss. In practice, this implies

that if all CSM interaction were detectable, these events

might appear as IIn at early times, but be classified as
IIP if observed only later. We present the results of note

by subtype next.

Type IIP: The progenitors of Type IIP CCSNe remain

the most uniform across metallicity, typically accounting

for about 90% of the Type II population, despite briefly

dipping to about 47% at intermediate metallicities in the

“branch IIn first” scheme (left panel of Figure 2). This

decrease is largely mitigated in the “branch IIP first”

scheme (right panel of Figure 2), where IIP events con-

stitute at least 87% of the population in this metallicity

band. However, changing between classification schemes

does not substantially impact the bulk properties of IIP

progenitors. Among Type II CCSNe, IIP progenitors

span the widest range of ZAMS masses. Across metal-

licity, the lower mass limit is steady at ∼ 1M⊙ in merg-

ing systems, where a secondary engulfs a more massive

primary after a mass-ratio-reversal. The upper limit

increases modestly with metallicity, averaging around

18M⊙ but reaching nearly 20M⊙ at solar metallicity.

The relative contributions of the effectively single-star

and merger channels vary substantially over metallicity.

Most IIP progenitors are not the initially more massive

star; over our metallicity grid the share of progenitors

originating from primaries grows slightly from ∼ 37-46%

with increasing metallicity.

Across all metallicities, between ∼68–75% of IIP pro-

genitors experience some form of binary interaction,

with this fraction generally increasing with metallicity.

This interaction trend reflects two opposing sub-trends

over our metallicity grid. The contribution from bina-

ries that experienced only stable mass transfer declines

from ∼ 26–18%, while the fraction that underwent CEE

increases steadily from ∼ 43–57%. Given that a success-

ful CEE ejection strips the donor’s envelope completely,

progenitor systems undergoing CEE necessarily produce

stellar mergers. Accordingly, the fraction of IIP CCSNe

from merger products increases from ∼ 45–72% with in-

creasing metallicity. While IIP events remain the dom-

inant subtype at all metallicities, and remain approxi-

mately constant in proportion to the number of Type

II CCSNe, stellar mergers from lower mass progenitors

are required to contribute at higher metallicities due to

increasing winds.

Type IIn: The progenitors of Type IIn CCSNe span

nearly the same ZAMS mass range as IIP progeni-

tors, with a lower bound set by merger products and

an slightly higher upper limit at most metallicities of

∼19–21M⊙. However, their demographic and evolu-

tionary properties are far more sensitive to metallicity

and to the branching scheme—than any other Type II

subtype.

A defining feature of the Type IIn population is

the prominent intermediate-metallicity “bump” near

Z/Z⊙ ∼ 0.1–0.3, coinciding with the regime in which

stellar radii fits from J. R. Hurley et al. (2000) reach

their maximum values. Because the wind-mass-loss

models we use scale with stellar temperature and there-

fore with radius at fixed luminosity, progenitors in this

band experience dramatically enhanced wind mass loss

during the last thousand years before collapse. As a con-

sequence, the IIn fraction jumps to nearly 43% in the

“branch IIn first” scheme. In contrast, in the “branch

IIP first” scheme, many of these events are recategorized

as IIP, lowering the IIn fraction to only ∼ 5%.

Outside this intermediate-metallicity regime, Type IIn

progenitors separate into two broad behaviors. At low

metallicity (Z/Z⊙ ≲ 0.05), IIn CCSNe constitute only ∼
1% of the Type II population. in this case, stellar winds

are comparatively weak, and as a result roughly half of
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Figure 2. Stacked subtype fractions of Type II CCSNe across metallicity. The model shown follows the CEE prescriptions of J.
Klencki et al. (2021), and only includes CCSNe forming small remnants (Mrem < 3.0M⊙). The left and right panels apply the
“branch IIn first” and “branch IIP first” classification schemes respectively (see Section 4.1.1). Subtypes are colored as shown
in the legend and stacked such that their sum is unity. The lower bound of the plot is raised to aid in viewing, since Type IIP
CCSNe dominate the population.

low-metallicity IIn progenitors exhibit wind-driven mass

loss in the final thousand years, with the remainder un-

dergoing mass transfer. At solar and super-solar metal-

licity, the IIn fraction rises again. In the “branch IIP

first” scheme, IIn events make up ∼ 15% of Type II

CCSNe around Z ∼ Z⊙, increasing to ∼ 18% in the

“branch IIn first” scheme. Nearly all high-metallicity

progenitors experience strong winds, powering the CSM

in up to ∼ 98% of cases at the highest metallicities.

Our results can be directly compared to the MESA

binary models of A. Ercolino et al. (2025), who iden-

tify IIn progenitors exclusively as systems that undergo

mass transfer after core helium depletion. They report

IIn fractions of roughly 2–4% of the total core collapse

population, which corresponds to about 5–7% of their

Type II CCSNe. Since they only considered models at

solar metallicity, this compares directly to our 15-18%

range. One possible reason for our larger IIn fraction is

the relatively larger radii that stars can have in COS-

MIC via the fits from J. R. Hurley et al. (2000) relative

to the radii in MESA. Because our wind-mass-loss mod-

els scale with larger radii as described above, our sim-

ulations likely include an enhanced IIn fraction when

compared with A. Ercolino et al. (2025).

Type IIL: As shown in Figure 2, Type IIL CCSNe typ-

ically make up the next largest contribution, and their

frequency declines with increasing metallicity. At most

metallicities, their progenitors occupy a mass range com-

parable to that of IIP progenitors, with an average up-

per limit near 18M⊙ and a slightly higher maximum

around 21M⊙. Their lower limit is modestly elevated,

at roughly 2M⊙, still arising from mergers in which a

secondary engulfs a more massive primary, though the

minimum mass required for this pathway is somewhat

higher. The vast majority of these progenitors come

from three distinct channels.

For Z/Z⊙ ≲ 0.3, about 80% of these progenitors come

from a stellar merger produced by a failed CEE event

initiated by the secondary. These systems are low mass,

with neither star massive enough to form an iron core on

its own. They undergo mass-ratio-reversal after a phase

of stable mass transfer in which the primary donates its

entire hydrogen envelope to the secondary and eventu-

ally becomes a white dwarf. The secondary later fills

its Roche lobe, initiates CEE, and the system merges.

About 7% originate from non-interacting primaries, and

the remaining ∼ 13% come from primaries that lose only

part of their envelope through stable mass transfer.

Above Z/Z⊙ ∼ 0.3, more than 99.1% of IIL progeni-

tors interact before core collapse. The contribution from

the merger channel described above declines steadily,

reaching about 13%, while the contribution from the

stable mass-transfer channel rises to roughly 87%.

Type IIb: Type IIb CCSNe are rare in our models,

much rarer than observations suggest (I. Shivvers et al.

2017). Their frequency appears to be nearly constant

throughout metallicity, contributing about 1% of the

type II population. This fraction slightly decreases to

a minimum of ∼ 0.1% near solar metallicity, before re-

turning to a similar level, and is unaffected by the clas-

sification choice. The scarcity of IIb events in our simu-

lations highlights the difficulty in reproducing observed

rates without more detailed treatments of hydrogen en-

velope stripping, since COSMIC does not allow for par-



12

tial envelope removal except in the case of stars which

settle onto the ‘red clump’ of the Hertzsprung-Russell

Diagram after ascending the first giant branch.

A small fraction of our IIb progenitors originate from

stellar mergers, typically mass-ratio–reversed systems,

in which the primary loses its entire hydrogen envelope,

and a low-mass secondary engulfs the helium-rich pri-

mary. This produces a merger product that ultimately

reaches core collapse with only a few tenths of a so-

lar mass of hydrogen. These systems, however, ac-

count for less than about 13% of the cumulative to-

tal across metallicity. The dominant pathway, compris-

ing of ∼ 85% of IIb progenitors, consists of primaries

with initial masses on the higher end of the Type II

range. For these primary-origin IIb progenitors, the me-

dian ZAMS mass increases with metallicity, rising from

roughly 10M⊙ to about 20M⊙ across our metallicity

grid. Up to roughly solar metallicity, every single pro-

genitor donates its hydrogen envelopes through stable

mass transfer, leaving behind only a few tenths of a so-

lar mass. The remaining cumulative 2% of progenitors

come from a channel present only at Z/Z⊙ > 1. At these

metallicities, winds become strong enough that some IIb

progenitors are effectively single, with winds alone strip-

ping the envelope down to the same small hydrogen layer

produced by stable mass transfer at lower metallicities.

This channel can account for as many as 35% of the IIb

population at a given super-solar metallicity, yet con-

tributes only about 2% of Type IIb CCSNe across our

metallicity grid.

4.2. Type I Subtypes

Observationally delineating Type Ib from Type Ic CC-

SNe is subject to several complications, including but

not limited to the timing and wavelength regime con-

sidered (e.g. L. Dessart et al. 2012, 2020; J. Lu et al.

2025), and the effects of line blending and signal-to-noise

limitations, which can obscure or mimic the presence of

key He I features (e.g. L. Dessart et al. 2015). Simi-

lar to these observational challenges, directly connect-

ing observed Type Ib and Ic CCSNe to their progen-

itors is complicated by degeneracies in simulated light

curves and spectra that can be produced through dif-

ferent assumptions for explosion energy, 56Ni yield, and

the spatial distribution (mixing) of 56Ni throughout the

ejecta even if the same ejecta profile is used (e.g. J. Teffs

et al. 2020; J. Lu et al. 2025). Although we are limited

by these uncertainties, we next present several ways in

which we classify our progenitor models, with justifica-

tions that aim to target different sources of uncertainty

in the progenitor–explosion connection.

4.2.1. Classification Method and Variations

In order to create our classification schemes, we con-

sider observable quantities and properties of the pro-

genitor star and its ejecta. Specifically, we consider the

total ejecta mass (Mej), the helium ejecta mass (Mej,He),

and whether the progenitor donates mass to a compan-

ion while it is already a helium star. We classify all

Type I CCSNe as either Ib or Ic. We note that apply-

ing the same mass-loss criteria to attempt to distinguish

Type Ibn CCSNe (a reasonable assumption given their

similarly predicted mass-loss rates (K. Maeda & T. J.

Moriya 2022)) yields a small number of candidates, of

order 0.1% of Type I CCSNe. We therefore choose to

separate the population only into Ib and Ic events and

reserve a more detailed exploration of Ibn progenitors

for future work. We consider three schemes for separat-

ing Type Ib and Ic CCSNe, which are as follows:

Absolute helium: Our first classification scheme is

based on the idea that some threshold helium ejecta

mass sets the boundary between Type Ib and Ic CC-

SNe, under the expectation that sufficient helium will

generate the necessary He I spectral lines observed for

Ib events. This absolute helium criterion is the most

common approach in the literature. Early population

studies (e.g. S. Wellstein & N. Langer 1999; O. R.

Pols & J. D. M. Dewi 2002) adopted a dividing line

of Mej,He = 0.5M⊙, while C. Georgy et al. (2009) in-

stead appliedMej,He = 0.6M⊙ to capture a limiting case

where the cutoff significantly altered progenitor mass

ranges. These studies, which largely predated detailed

radiative transfer modeling, made approximate but self-

consistent choices. Already, however, the complications

were clear: S. Wellstein & N. Langer (1999) emphasized

the role of nickel mixing in shaping helium line visibility,

and A. V. Filippenko et al. (1995) showed that helium

can be spectroscopically detected in some events other-

wise classified as Type Ic, suggesting only a very small

amount of helium may be sufficient to leave an imprint.

Radiative transfer work since then has revealed that

the physical picture is far more nuanced, defining a “hid-

den helium” problem. S. Hachinger et al. (2012) demon-

strated that the spectral characteristics of He can persist

below Mej,He ∼ 0.14M⊙, while subsequent studies have

found that the effective limit strongly depends on the

distribution of 56Ni and the degree of mixing. For exam-

ple, L. Dessart et al. (2015) showed that up to 0.3M⊙ of

helium can be hidden when more carbon-oxygen mate-

rial is mixed outward. Models from J. Teffs et al. (2020)

show that the He I 1.083 µm line can saturate with as

little as 0.02M⊙. Similarly, M. Williamson et al. (2021)

argued for an upper limit of 0.05M⊙ based on optical

He I lines in SN 1994I. Recently, the models of J. Lu
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et al. (2025) demonstrated visible He features with just

Mej,He = 0.02M⊙, and emphasized that the strength of

helium features is not directly proportional to helium

mass, but rather controlled by the interplay of the radi-

ation field and the composition of the ejecta.

In light of this diversity of results, there is no clear con-

sensus on the exact helium mass dividing Type Ib and

Ic. We primarily adopt the Mej,He = 0.14M⊙ threshold

from S. Hachinger et al. (2012), as a practical median

choice. However, we also discuss the impact of varying

this threshold below.

Relative helium: Our second scheme follows the ap-

proach first proposed in J. J. Eldridge et al. (2011),

which argues that the ratio of helium ejecta mass to to-

tal ejecta mass provides a better proxy for observability

than an absolute helium mass threshold. In their work,

this ratio was calibrated to Mej,He/Mej = 0.56 to repro-

duce the sample from S. J. Smartt et al. (2009). The

same method was later adopted by J. J. Eldridge et al.

(2013), who adjusted the ratio to 0.61 to match their

updated sample. The underlying physical motivation of

this choice is that very small amounts of nearly pure he-

lium ejecta should be observable as Type Ib. If the ejecta

is instead dominated carbon or oxygen, particularly if

the helium is well mixed, helium spectral features could

be suppressed such that a Type Ic is observed. These

limiting cases are not well captured by the “absolute he-

lium” approach. Furthermore, L. Dessart et al. (2020)

argues that the mass fraction of helium in the ejecta is

fundamentally linked to the processes by which helium

is excited, since the decay power and associated non-

thermal rates scale with this mass fraction. We discuss

our choice for the fixed ratio below.

Mass transfer: Our final classification scheme identi-

fies any star that donates mass after already becoming a

stripped helium star as a Type Ic progenitor (T. M. Tau-

ris et al. 2013, 2015). The motivation for this approach

is that rapid population synthesis codes like COSMIC

may not provide sufficiently detailed descriptions of stel-

lar envelope structure, since they rely on analytic pre-

scriptions to approximate mass transfer and stripping

processes. As a result, explicitly tracking whether a

system experienced mass transfer may serve as a better

indicator of envelope stripping than relying exclusively

on the final envelope mass.

4.2.2. Subtype Properties

Since we find our simulated Type I CCSNe to be com-

monly associated with the production of larger stellar

remnants, we also discuss the variation of a maximum

threshold for Mrem below which we consider CCSNe to

be successful. In Figure 3 we present the subtype abun-

dances corresponding to each classification scheme, in-

cluding the results of varying the ratio Mej,He/Mej and

exploring different maximum allowed remnant masses

when using this ratio-based approach. Figure 3 shows

each of our classification schemes, as well as the effects

of varying the remnant mass limit, in comparison to the

Ib/Ic rate computed in I. Shivvers et al. (2017). The

results from each series of panels are as follows.

Absolute helium: The upper left panel shows that

the “absolute helium” scheme with Mej,He = 0.14M⊙
produces very few Ic systems. In fact, even raising our

absolute helium threshold to Mej,He = 0.5M⊙ hardly

has an impact, since most systems eject around a so-

lar mass of helium. Not until we raise the threshold

to Mej,He ≈ 1.2M⊙ do we match the observed ratio

of observed Ic CCSNe in I. Shivvers et al. (2017). We

regard such a high threshold as physically unjustified.

Although our standard choice underproduces Type Ic

CCSNe, we continue to adopt Mej,He = 0.14M⊙ thresh-

old in the discussion that follows.

We find that Ic formation requires binary interaction

across all metallicities, whereas Ib systems may arise

from non-interacting wide binaries or single stars at so-

lar and super-solar metallicities. Still, even at super-

solar metallicities, the vast majority of the Type Ib CC-

SNe classified using this scheme originate from interact-

ing binaries (≳ 85%). In this scheme, Ib and Ic pro-

genitors share similar lower ZAMS-mass limits. These

lower limits remain below the minimum ZAMS mass for

a single star to produce a CCSN at all metallicities, and

correspond to a combination of mergers and accretors

that grow sufficiently massive to experience strong stel-

lar winds, often followed by later phases of mass transfer.

However, Ib progenitors extend to significantly higher

masses at all metallicities. The most massive Ic progen-

itors reach only about 16M⊙ at any metallicity. The

maximum mass of Ib progenitors increases with metal-

licity, rising from roughly 40M⊙ at the lowest metal-

licities in our grid to just above 80M⊙ at the highest

metallicities. This trend occurs because we restrict suc-

cessful explosions to remnants with Mrem < 3M⊙, and

stronger winds at higher metallicity reduce the final core

mass and thus remnant mass. We find that these very

massive stars do lose a substantial fraction of their he-

lium envelopes through winds; however, they still retain

more helium than the 0.14M⊙ threshold required by

this scheme.

In our models, the ratio of Type Ib to Ic CCSNe re-

mains roughly constant at low metallicity. This ratio

surprisingly decreases at higher metallicity. The leading

expectation is that the fraction of Type Ic relative to

Type Ib CCSNe should rise with metallicity, as binary
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Figure 3. Stacked subtype fractions of Type I CCSNe across metallicity. The model shown follows the CEE prescriptions of J.
Klencki et al. (2021), and only includes CCSNe forming small compact object remnants (Mrem < 3.0M⊙) for all panels other
than the lower right series. Each panel includes the observed Ib fraction from I. Shivvers et al. (2017), shown as a flat line across
the metallicity range of the LOSS survey, with shaded regions indicating the associated uncertainty (the high-metallicity end
extends beyond our models and is not shown, see Section 3 for the treatment of metallicity comparison). The upper and lower
left panels show the “absolute helium” and “mass transfer” classification schemes, respectively (see Section 4.2.1). The upper
right three panels show a sequence varying the ratio Mej,He/Mej, which defines classification in the “relative helium” scheme.
The lower right sequence maintains the relative helium threshold of Mej,He/Mej = 0.43 while varying the allowed maximum
remnant mass.

interaction strips the hydrogen envelope at a similar

rate regardless of metallicity, and metallicity-dependent

winds remove the remaining helium layer, forming more

Type Ic CCSNe at higher metallicities (Q. Fang et al.

2019; N.-C. Sun et al. 2023). Although recent work sug-

gests that helium-star winds may be weaker than pre-

viously assumed (M. R. Drout et al. 2023; Y. Götberg

et al. 2023), our models fail to produce any Type Ic

CCSNe through helium star winds10. Rather, all he-

lium stars in our models require a phase of mass transfer

to sufficiently reduce their envelope below 0.14M⊙ and

form a Type Ic CCSN.

Mass transfer: The “mass transfer” scheme produces

a systematically higher number of Type Ic CCSNe than

the “absolute helium” scheme at all metallicities. In

10 Which use the W.-R. Hamann & L. Koesterke (1998) Wolf-
Rayet wind prescription reduced by a factor of ten following
S.-C. Yoon & N. Langer (2005), with a metallicity dependence
from J. S. Vink & A. de Koter (2005).

this scheme, the most massive stars at ZAMS still re-

sult in Type Ib CCSNe. Ic progenitor masses are sim-

ilar regardless of metallicity, with an upper limit of

21M⊙ on average, slightly higher than the upper range

in the “absolute helium” scheme. For higher metallic-

ities, Z/Z⊙ A pronounced peak in the Ic fraction ap-

pears at the metallicities corresponding to the aforemen-

tioned maximum-stellar-radius “bump,” which is ex-

pected since this scheme explicitly requires binary inter-

action for Ic formation. However, the overall abundance

of Ic systems still appears underestimated relative to ob-

servations, as the maximum value of ∼ 20% of Type Ic

CCSNe is lower than that predicted by I. Shivvers et al.

(2017).

Some Type I CCSNe classified as Ib in the “absolute

helium” scheme become Ic under the “mass transfer”

scheme, signaling that these progenitors interacted as

helium stars. It is predominantly these systems that

produce the observed peak at intermediate metallicity,

indicating that some progenitors may donate mass as
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helium stars yet still retain a few tenths of a solar mass

of helium in our models. While this scheme again fails to

reproduce the full observed trends in the Type I CCSN

population, it does show that binary interaction involv-

ing helium star progenitors can contribute a non-trivial

portion of the population, suggesting that traditional ex-

planations relying solely on single helium star evolution

may be insufficient.

Relative helium: In the three panels in the top left

of Figure 3, we apply the “relative helium” scheme with

varying ratio Mej,he/Mej to separate Ib from Ic systems.

We find that varying this ratio leads to very substantial

differences in our results. With the ratio at 0.3, this

effectively reduces to the absolute scheme, with very

slight variations. When we reach 0.43, the number of

Ic systems is dramatically different, and now shows a

clearly increasing rate across metallicity, matching both

the expected behavior, and the proportion reported in

I. Shivvers et al. (2017). Further increasing the ratio

to 0.6, Ic CCSNe become dominant at every metallicity,

and are more common than observed. This ratio is ex-

tremely sensitive around Mej,he/Mej = 0.45, since this is

at the center of the peak of the Mej,he/Mej distribution

for our Type I CCSNe. Most Type I CCSNe are found

to have Mej,he/Mej between 0.4 and 0.8.

Adopting the ratio Mej,he/Mej = 0.43 matches both

the expected behavior and value of the Ic fraction best.

As noted in J. J. Eldridge et al. (2013), we note that

using this approach creates a more overlapping contin-

uum of progenitor masses. For Z/Z⊙ < 0.1, Ic progen-

itors are all ≲ 20M⊙, while Ib progenitors extend to

higher masses. For metallicities Z/Z⊙ > 0.1, Ib and Ic

progenitors occupy effectively the same initial range of

progenitor masses, with Ic CCSNe actually extending to

the highest metallicity at super-solar metallicities. The
small population of non-interacting progenitors is now

nearly evenly divided between Ib and Ic progenitors,

making up no more than a few percent of progenitors

of either subtype at a given super-solar metallicity.

Since Mej,he/Mej = 0.43 is broadly successful in repro-

ducing observations, we enforce this criteria in the three

lower right panels of Figure 3, which show variations

in the maximum allowed Mrem below which CCSNe are

considered successful. We find that increasing Mrem in-

creases the proportion of Ib CCSNe at all metallicities.

When allowing successful CCSNe to leave behind rem-

nants more massive than 3M⊙, Ib progenitors now ex-

tend to higher initial masses at all metallicities.

5. DELAY TIME DISTRIBUTIONS

In this section we present the DTDs produced by

our suite of COSMIC simulations. We first present

the DTDs of our entire population, divided into Type I

and Type II CCSNe to discuss metallicity, compact ob-

ject formation, and binary evolution. We conclude by

presenting the DTDs divided by subtype, showing first

how our classification variations affect these results, and

second how the DTDs of these subtypes correspond to

the ZAMS mass of the progenitor, the progenitor mass

at core collapse, and the mass of the compact object

formed.

5.1. Remnant Formed and Metallicity

In Figure 4 we present DTDs showing single stars

along the top three panels, and our population including

binaries in the lower three. This population is evolved

at solar metallicity, and the fiducial assumptions for bi-

nary interaction (σ = 265.0 km s−1, α = 1.0). We use a

stacked histogram to separate the contributions of CC-

SNe that form NSs (Mrem < 3M⊙) and those that form

BHs (limited here with Mrem < 15M⊙). The columns

in each row, from left to right show, i) all CCSNe, ii)

only Type I CCSNe, and iii) only Type II CCSNe.

We find, similarly to E. Zapartas et al. (2017), that in-

cluding binary systems substantially increases the pro-

portion of “late” CCSNe. These result predominately

from stellar mergers prior to the second CCSN and are

overwhelmingly Type II. We similarly find comparable

numbers of CCSNe produced per solar mass sampled as

E. Zapartas et al. (2017). We find a much smaller num-

ber of CCSNe per mass sampled in our population of

single stars, but this corresponds to the different ways

our samples are constructed. Our entire population is

sampled according to the P. Kroupa (2001) IMF, and

then a mass dependent binary fraction is applied to as-

sign companions. Since this binary fraction increases

at higher masses, the lower mass part of the sample is

heavily biased toward single stars, meaning that the ma-

jority of the stars not massive enough to create CCSNe

are single, and do not contribute to this rate.

We find that BH-forming CCSNe are generally found

to occur before NS-forming CCSNe due to their more-

massive progenitors evolving more quickly. The popula-

tion of BH-forming CCSNe reaches a maximum around

∼ 8Myr in both the single and binary inclusive popula-

tion. NS-forming CCSNe reach a later maximum, with

two peaks around ∼ 25Myr and ∼ 35Myr. When we

decompose the overall population into Type I and II, we

see that this first peak corresponds to a maximum in the

NS forming Type I population, and the near maximum

Type II population, and this later peak corresponds to

the true peak of the Type II population.

We again see that massive remnants are associated

with Type I CCSNe. In fact we see here that in the single
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Figure 4. DTDs showing the remnant types of single-only and binary-inclusive populations. The model shown follows our
fiducial binary evolution assumptions (σ = 265 km s−1, α = 1) and has metallicity Z ≈ Z⊙. The three panels along the top
show only single stars, while the lower panels include both single and binary systems. Columns correspond to all CCSNe (left),
Type I only (middle), and Type II only (right). Black outlines show the total DTD in each panel. Stacked histograms separate
contributions from NSs (Mrem < 3M⊙) and BHs (3M⊙ < Mrem < 15M⊙).

star population, type I CCSNe only form BHs, and ≲
0.25% of Type II CCSNe form BHs. In the population

dominated by binaries, we find that Type I CCSNe now

form BHs and NSs in similar numbers, while Type II

CCSNe form slightly more BHs, but still form NSs >

99.7% of the time. The small number of Type II CCSNe

forming BHs in our models correspond to systems that

begin with an initial mass of ∼ 21-22M⊙ as single or

non-interacting stars, or begin slightly below and accrete

up to a similar mass.

The very latest CCSNe in our models are, intrigu-

ingly, all Type I. These arise from an exotic evolutionary

pathway involving two survived phases of unstable mass

transfer, between an initially ≈ 6.5–7.5M⊙ primary and

an initially ≈ 2.2–2.4M⊙ secondary, which ultimately

produces a close oxygen-neon white dwarf–helium star

binary that merges. The systems in this channel can

reach delay times as long as ∼ 1550,Myr. Observa-

tional DTD studies typically treat times ≳ 400Myr as

the domain of prompt Type Ia supernovae (e.g. D. Maoz

& C. Badenes 2010), yet our models predict a small but

nonzero CCSN contribution in this regime. Although

CCSNe occurring after 400Myr constitute only ≈ 0.2%

of all CCSNe in this model, they appear across all of

our model variations and are slightly more abundant at

lower metallicities. Their presence, despite their rarity,

indicates that very late time CCSN channels may exist

and should not be dismissed when interpreting observed

DTDs.

In Figure 5 we present the DTDs of single stars, and

the population including binaries across the range of

metallicities we consider. We similarly present the en-

tire population, and then divide the CCSNe into Type

I, and then Type II.

Metallicity has two primary affects on the population

of CCSNe. First, increasing metallicity increases the

minimum mass for a single star to form a CCSN. At

the lowest metallicity in our grid, the lowest mass sin-
gle star which forms a CCSN in our model is ≈ 6.8M⊙
and at our highest metallicity this rises to ≈ 8.5M⊙. By

increasing metallicity and thereby the minimum mass

for a CCSN, we decrease the number of CCSNe in the

population as a whole. We observe this trend in both

our single and binary populations. As a result, lower

metallicity delays and increases the peak of the DTD,

since low mass stars are more abundant in the IMF. The

second effect of metallicity is that it determines the min-

imum mass above which a single star strips its hydro-

gen envelope from winds. This translates to a changing

“transition time”, before which all CCSNe from single

stars are Type I, and after which all are Type II. As

this time changes, the composition of the Type I and II

populations change, but the overall DTD is unaffected.

The impact is also present in the binary inclusive pop-
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Figure 5. DTDs showing varied metallicity in single-only and binary-inclusive populations. The model shown follows our
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ulation, but interacting systems create a large overlap

between Type I and II delay times.

5.2. Binary Physics

The upper three panels of Figure 6 show the impact

of varying the velocity dispersion for natal kicks (σ) on

the total, Type I, and Type II population. Varying σ

only slightly changes the overall DTD shape. Larger na-

tal kicks, which disrupt the binary, allow secondaries to

produce CCSNe more easily. In the case where a binary

remains bound after a natal kick, the resulting orbit is

almost always eccentric. This increases the likelihood

of mass transfer with the secondary as a donor. In the

case where the secondary is massive enough to produce a

CCSN (i.e. ≳ 8M⊙) and the primary is already a com-

pact object, this mass transfer will lead to CEE and a

subsequent merger which tidally disrupts the secondary.

When the natal kick disrupts the binary, the sec-

ondary undergoes single star evolution and will produce

a CCSN if it is sufficiently massive. This will be Type

I if the mass surpasses the “transition mass” between

Type I and Type II which was previously described for

single stars, thus explaining why higher natal kicks lead

to an increase in production of both Type I and Type

II CCSNe.

The lower three panels of Figure 6 show populations

with different α, the CEE efficiency parameter, as well as

the population with a custom prescription for CEE sur-

vival following the model in J. Klencki et al. (2021) with

α = 0.7. Unlike our findings for modifying natal kick

strengths, we find that varying our common envelope

prescriptions strongly impacts the Type I and II CC-

SNe populations. Lowering α increases the frequency of

stellar mergers from systems where neither star is suffi-

ciently massive to explode independently, which greatly

increases the proportion of late Type II CCSNe. In-

terestingly, we find that high α values generate a late

time Type I CCSN population by enabling the survival

of both phases of CEE in the white dwarf-helium star

merger pathway described above. Thus, while raising

α decreases the total number of late CCSNe and stellar

mergers, this result is surprisingly negated by enabling

these systems, which ultimately merge due to their short

orbital periods.

In the ≲ 15Myr regime, we see a different impact

of this effect. The systems with massive donors which

would merge and produce a delayed CCSN with low α

can successfully eject the shared envelope with α > 1.

This leads to an early CCSN from the primary, thus

increasing the production of CCSNe before 15Myr.

We find that the models which follow J. Klencki et al.

(2021) tend to behave very similarly to our very low

α models. A substantial portion of late CCSNe are

produced, and these are overwhelmingly Type II. This

model, which best represents the overall rate of Type

I and Type II CCSNe across metallicities, does so by

producing a substantial number of stellar mergers, and

thereby suggesting that the most accurate DTDs to
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Figure 6. DTDs showing the effects of varying the natal kick dispersion and common-envelope efficiency. The models shown are
computed at Z ≈ Z⊙. The top panels show models with different natal kick velocity dispersions (σ) across ten values spanning
50−265 km s−1. The lower panels show models with varying common-envelope efficiency (α) across ten values spanning 0.05−5.0.
We also include our prescription based on the models of J. Klencki et al. (2021) with α = 0.7, shown as a black line in each
lower panel. Columns correspond to all CCSNe (left), Type I only (middle), and Type II only (right). Only CCSNe forming
remnants Mrem < 15M⊙ are included.

match CCSN type observations should have a substan-

tial number of late CCSNe.

5.3. CCSN Subtypes

Having discussed the delay times of Type I and II

CCSNe broadly across models of binary evolution, we

now turn to describing the DTDs of our specific subtypes

within our preferred population following the model for

CEE within J. Klencki et al. (2021). We present the

impact of our classifications on the resulting DTDs of

subtypes in the appendix, in Figure A2. However, we

proceed here with our preferred classification scheme,

restricting our analysis to solar metallicity, applying the

“branch IIP first” approach for our Type II CCSNe,

and the “relative He” scheme with Mej,He/Mej = 0.43

for the Type I CCSNe. For each subtype, we present

DTDs divided according to i) the ZAMS mass of the

progenitor, ii) the mass at the time of core collapse,

and iii) the mass of the resulting stellar remnant. The

distributions of these quantities are also shown in the

appendix, in Figure A3.

5.3.1. Type II DTDs

In Figure 7 we present the subtype DTDs for our Type

II CCSNe. We describe the important characteristics of

each subtype below.

Type IIn: We find that our IIn progenitors have a bi-

modal DTD, corresponding to a bimodal distribution

of initial masses. The first peak around 11Myr cor-

responds to more massive progenitors, typically ∼ 16-

20M⊙. The second peak around 23Myr corresponds to

progenitors with ZAMS masses ∼ 5-9M⊙. We find that

the final mass at core collapse regardless of initial mass,

most typically is found to be nearly ∼ 9-10M⊙, and

most typically a NS around ∼ 2.3M⊙ is formed.

Type IIP: We find that the IIP population creates the

vast majority of the CCSNe in our model after∼ 32Myr,

and their DTD includes two distinct peaks. The first

portion of their DTD up until ∼ 38Myr is dominated by

progenitors with masses > 8M⊙, with the vast majority

between 8-13M⊙, and a very small number extending up

to ∼ 24M⊙. The later portion of the DTD, which sus-

tains a peak between ∼ 50-100Myr is made up entirely

of progenitors not massive enough to form CCSNe as sin-

gle stars (in our models Mmin,CCSN ≈ 8.3M⊙ at Z⊙).

Most of these progenitors are ∼ 3-6M⊙ at ZAMS. Of

these late CCSNe, ∼ 97% originate from stellar merger

progenitors, and the remaining ∼ 3% originate from low

mass secondaries which accrete mass from a companion,

causing them to be massive enough to explode. De-

spite the diversity in initial masses, the majority of the

progenitors converge to ∼ 7-11M⊙ at core collapse and

produce NSs with masses typically less than ∼ 1.7M⊙.

Type IIL: The DTD of the Type IIL CCSNe falls into

three primary regions. The later CCSNe with delay
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Figure 7. DTDs of Type II CCSN subtypes. The models shown use the CEE prescription based on J. Klencki et al. (2021)
with α = 0.7 at Z ≈ Z⊙, and include only CCSNe forming remnants with Mrem < 15M⊙. Rows correspond to subtypes IIn, IIP,
IIL, and IIb (top to bottom). Columns show stacked histograms binned by initial mass at ZAMS (left), mass at core collapse
(middle), and remnant mass (right). Stacked histograms separate contributions from the indicated mass ranges, and the total
DTD is shown as a black outline where applicable. Total DTDs are not shown for Types IIL and IIb due to their small sample
sizes, which would distort the scale.

times ≳ 45Myr all arise from stellar mergers, with pro-

genitor stars with initial masses < 7M⊙. The majority

of these mergers are from Hertzsprung Gap stars with

oxygen-neon white dwarf companions. The CCSNe in

the central region of the DTD, from ∼ 20-45Myr also

originate from stellar merger progenitors. The merging

stars are produced from a variety of evolutionary phases,

but the most common are stars beginning core-helium

burning and oxygen-neon white dwarfs. These progen-

itors have ZAMS masses from ∼ 7-11M⊙. The early

portion of the DTD, ≲ 20Myr, come from interacting

binaries, but not stellar mergers. The progenitors have

initial masses ∼ 13-23M⊙, and nearly all undergo sta-

ble mass transfer with a companion, after which several

solar masses of hydrogen still remain on the envelope.

This mass transfer either begins at the onset of core he-
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lium burning, or on the early asymptotic giant branch.

Most of these progenitors have masses of ∼ 9-12M⊙ at

core collapse, and nearly all form NSs (Mrem < 3M⊙,

but the rest form low mass BHs, all ≲ 5.5M⊙.

Type IIb: The first peak of the DTD around ∼ 8-

12Myr originates from a combination of channels. Pre-

dominantly, these CCSNe form from non-interacting or

single stars with initial masses ∼ 20-24M⊙, which lose

most of their envelope due to wind mass loss. The next

most frequent channel is a failed CEE causing a merger

between a donor crossing the Hertzsprung Gap or un-

dergoing core helium burning and a MS companion. In

this case, the donor has an initial mass ∼ 16-24M⊙,

and the accretor is much smaller, ∼ 2-4M⊙, resulting

in a merger product large enough to lose its envelope

through increased winds. The final channel involved in

this peak is includes systems with slightly smaller ini-

tial masses, but also extending to the same higher end,

∼ 15-24M⊙, where a combination of winds and stable

mass transfer removes most of the H envelope.

The second peak around ∼ 16-26Myr originates pre-

dominately from systems with initial masses ≲ 15M⊙
which lose the majority of their envelope from stable

mass transfer. A few still are from MS-MS mergers with

M1 ≈ M2 ≈ 10M⊙. Nearly all these progenitors are

∼ 6.5-8M⊙ at core collapse, and produce NSs, with a

few producing low-mass BHs, none more massive than

7M⊙.

5.3.2. Type I DTDs

In Figure 8 we show the DTDs of our Type Ib and

Ic CCSNe. The progenitors of our Ib CCSNe originate

from a much wider range of initial masses than our Ic

population. The Ib initial masses are centered around a

single wide peak from ∼ 10-20M⊙, yet the upper tail

extends to ∼ 150M⊙. These high mass Ib progeni-

tors make up the entirety of the DTD until ∼ 4Myr,

and Ib CCSNe dominate the DTD as the most abun-

dant contribution for the first ∼ 20Myr, peaking around

14Myr. At core collapse, the masses of these progenitors

separate into two distinct non-overlapping populations,

one from ∼ 2-5M⊙, and the other from ∼ 7.5-16M⊙.

This lower mass group forms predominantly from pro-

genitors with ZAMS masses ∼ 10-20M⊙, nearly all of

which lose their hydrogen envelope through stable mass

transfer. The massive CCSNe progenitor population

(M > 20M⊙), arises from a variety of progenitor chan-

nels. Roughly 20% originate from non-interacting bina-

ries or single stars, and have masses in the range ∼ 21-

105M⊙, though most commonly ∼ 21-55M⊙. The re-

mainder of the CCSNe originate from binaries which in-

teract through stable or unstable mass transfer at some

point before core collapse, yet they only donate some

portion of their mass such that they still form massive

helium stars. This low mass population at core col-

lapse exclusively forms NSs, all ≲ 1.8M⊙, whereas the

higher mass population forms BHs, where the majority

are ≲ 8M⊙, but a small tail extends up to our limit of

15M⊙.

As noted in J. J. Eldridge et al. (2013), our classifica-

tion scheme leads to an overlapping continuum of Ib and

Ic initial masses. Both the Ic DTD and the initial mass

distribution are bimodal, with the two peaks straddling

the lone peak of the Ib DTD and initial mass distribu-

tion. The first peak in the DTD lies near ∼ 5-12Myr,

and arises primarily from progenitors with masses ∼ 16-

30M⊙. These progenitors predominately lose their hy-

drogen envelope through stable mass transfer and lose

some of their helium envelope through winds. The

later peak in the DTD, from ∼ 15-21Myr, corresponds

to lower mass progenitors with masses between ∼ 6-

13M⊙, but a few extending up to ∼ 17M⊙. These pro-

genitors are predominately accretors that become suf-

ficiently massive to remove most of their hydrogen en-

velope later through winds. These progenitors actually

retain a few hundredths of a solar mass of their hydro-

gen envelope, so a lower threshold for hydrogen in Type

IIb CCSNe might cause them to be identified as such.

Despite this, they typically eject ∼ 1.4-1.8M⊙ of he-

lium, but also ∼ 1.9-2.6M⊙ of carbon-oxygen material

such that their ejecta composition still falls below the

threshold. These two populations result in a bimodal

mass distribution at core collapse, the first at ∼ 4-5M⊙
and the second at ∼ 7-9M⊙. The majority of these form

NSs, but a few form low mass BHs with masses ≲ 5M⊙.

6. CONCLUSION

We have performed a comprehensive population syn-

thesis study of CCSNe using the rapid binary population

synthesis codeCOSMIC. Across a broad range of metal-

licities, we explored the sensitivity of CCSN outcomes to

variations in CEE, natal kicks, and remnant mass lim-

ited explodability. We developed physically motivated

classification methods to separate CCSNe into Types I

and II and their respective subtypes, and we presented

the resulting subtype demographics and their DTDs.

Our major results are as follows:

Binary Fraction: Adopting the mass–dependent bi-

nary fraction of S. S. R. Offner et al. (2023), we find

that about 95% of CCSNe originate from binary progeni-

tors, and that approximately 84% of these systems inter-

act before core collapse. This significantly enhances the

predicted fraction of Type I CCSNe relative to single-
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Figure 8. DTDs of Type I CCSN subtypes. The models shown use the CEE prescription based on J. Klencki et al. (2021) with
α = 0.7 at Z ≈ Z⊙, and include only CCSNe forming remnants with Mrem < 15M⊙. Rows correspond to subtypes Ib (top)
and Ic (bottom). Columns show stacked histograms binned by initial mass at ZAMS (left), mass at core collapse (middle), and
remnant mass (right). Stacked histograms separate contributions from the indicated mass ranges, and the total DTD is shown
as a black outline.

star models, and highlights the need for accurate binary-

interaction prescriptions to match observations.

Natal Kicks: Increasing natal kick strength boosts the

total number of CCSNe by enabling disrupted secon-

daries to evolve and explode without further binary in-

teraction. This primarily increases the number of Type

II CCSNe, although very massive accreting secondaries

at high metallicity may instead evolve toward Type I

CCSN outcomes. Lower kicks preferentially create ec-

centric post-SN binaries that undergo CEE and merge,

suppressing second CCSN explosions. Natal kicks do not

alter the timing of secondary explosions, only whether

they occur, modifying the amplitude but not the struc-

ture of the DTD. Natal kicks have a limited impact on

the ratio of Type I/II CCSNe.

Common Envelope Evolution: Varying the com-

mon envelope efficiency parameter α dramatically al-

ters CCSN outcomes, but changing the model for mass

transfer stability has only a modest impact. Reproduc-

ing the observed Type I/II CCSN ratios from super-

nova surveys (e.g., P. L. Kelly & R. P. Kirshner 2012;

O. Graur et al. 2017) requires low α, producing stel-

lar mergers in nearly all CEE episodes. Alternatively,

we can also match observations by implementing CEE

prescriptions with envelope binding energy calculations

based on detailed simulations following J. Klencki et al.

(2021). Higher α creates more hydrogen-rich merger

products with delayed explosions, suggesting that DTDs

of populations consistent with the observed Type I/II

ratio should include a high fraction of late-time events.

In addition, higher α more frequently yields hydrogen-

poor merger products through channels that survive an

initial CEE phase and merge later. Our models demon-

strate that these pathways can produce very late Type

I, hydrogen-poor merger product CCSNe, extending up

to ∼ 1550Myr, although such events are rare.

Type I vs. II Timing: Type I CCSNe have system-

atically shorter delay times than Type II CCSNe across

all metallicities because of their typically more massive

progenitors evolving more quickly. Type I CCSNe yield

both BH and NS remnants in comparable proportions,

whereas Type II CCSNe predominantly form NSs, and

do so almost exclusively at solar metallicity. Metallicity

preserves the overall timing hierarchy between Types

I and II, but shifts the characteristic times at which

each type tends to occur. At high metallicity, stronger

winds raise the minimum threshold mass required for

a star to undergo core collapse, shifting the cumulative

DTD to earlier times. High metallicities also lower the

minimum mass above which a star strips its own hy-

drogen envelope through winds, effectively bringing the

characteristic time for Type I CCSNe earlier. Finally,

strong winds suppress iron–core formation in the most

massive stars, allowing very massive progenitors to ex-

plode rather than collapse directly to black holes, which

further increases early-time CCSNe. At low metallic-
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ity, weaker winds allow lower-mass stars to retain more

of their envelopes and build larger cores, shifting the

DTD toward later times and producing a pronounced

late-time tail of Type II CCSNe. Metallicity therefore

changes the location of the peak of the DTD substan-

tially, from about 20Myr at our highest metallicity to

around 50Myr at the lowest.

Remnant Mass Limit: Enforcing a remnant mass

threshold of Mrem ≲ 3M⊙ for successful explosions is

essential for reproducing the observed Type I/II CCSN

ratio with our models. Without this restriction, high-

metallicity populations substantially overproduce Type

I CCSNe relative to observations. Although this as-

sumption is not strictly physical, as many studies sug-

gest that successful explosions should extend to higher

remnant masses are not a monotonic function of progen-

itor mass (e.g. T. Sukhbold et al. 2016; L. Boccioli et al.

2023; A. Burrows et al. 2025), our results are tightly cou-

pled to the adopted wind prescriptions, which strongly

influence final core masses. Modulating the remnant

mass limit monotonically does not significantly alter the

subtype distribution among Type II CCSNe, but allow-

ing higher remnant masses increases the predicted frac-

tion of Type Ib CCSNe in our models.

CCSN Subtypes: Although we adopt physically moti-

vated classification criteria, our models do not precisely

reproduce the observed relative subtype proportions of

Type II CCSNe, and most of the schemes we consider

also fail to fully recover the observed Type I subtype ra-

tios. Nevertheless, our simulations provide insight into

the dominant formation channels of each subtype, and

we ultimately identify a scheme that reproduces the ob-

served Type I proportions.

• IIn: At low metallicity, pre-explosion mass loss

in IIn progenitors arises from both wind mass

loss and RLOF mass transfer, with mass transfer

contributing ≈ 50% of cases. This fraction de-

clines to ≲ 3% at solar metallicity, where winds

dominate. We also find a substantial population

of CCSNe with massive hydrogen envelopes that

experience significant pre-core-collapse mass loss;

whether these events are classified as IIn or IIP

significantly affects subtype statistics.

• IIP: These progenitors span the broadest range

of initial masses and make up about 90% of the

Type II population in our models. More than half

originate from stellar mergers, often through mass-

ratio reversal: a secondary accretes the primary’s

envelope, then later engulfs and merges with the

primary during a CEE episode. These systems

tend to explode at the latest times of any Type II

subtype.

• IIL: The fraction of IIL CCSNe declines steadily

with metallicity. Their progenitors arise almost

exclusively from binary interaction, with the dom-

inant channels being mergers and stable mass

transfer.

• IIb: We significantly underproduce Type IIb CC-

SNe. This likely reflects limitations of COS-

MIC, which rarely leaves behind the thin, partially

stripped hydrogen envelopes after RLOF neces-

sary for IIb progenitors. Where they do appear,

IIb progenitors tend to be among the most massive

of the Type II population.

• Ib/c: Type I CCSNe are highly sensitive to the

classification scheme used. Using the strict helium

ejecta mass threshold of Mej,He = 0.14M⊙ we sys-

tematically underproduce Type Ic CCSNe. Clas-

sifying Ic progenitors as systems that donate mass

while already helium stars increases the number of

Ic events, but still falls short of observational con-

straints. This however highlights that up to∼ 20%

of helium stars interact, suggesting that isolated

helium-star evolution alone might be insufficient

to explain the diversity of Ib/c progenitors.

We achieve the best agreement with observations

when separating Types Ib and Ic via the ratio of

helium ejecta mass to total ejecta mass, finding

that dividing on Mej,He/Mej = 0.43 reproduces

the observed fraction of Ic CCSNe. This ratio re-

mains robust even when adopting higher remnant

mass limits, although increasing the remnant mass

threshold does raise the proportion of Type Ib CC-
SNe.

Across our models, Ib CCSNe typically arise from

the most massive progenitors, yet Ib and Ic pro-

genitors form an overlapping continuum of ini-

tial masses. At solar metallicity, Ic progenitors

show a bimodal ZAMS-mass distribution, with the

Ib distribution peaking between the two modes.

Both Ib and Ic progenitors interact in ≳ 95% of

cases, with hydrogen-envelope removal occurring

predominantly through binary interaction rather

than winds.

We have demonstrated that adopting a mass-

dependent binary fraction strongly increases the pre-

dicted number of Type I CCSNe, that common enve-

lope efficiency prescriptions dramatically alter CCSNe

outcomes, that stellar mergers form an essential part of
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the CCSN population and must be incorporated to re-

produce observations, and that mapping observational

CCSNe subtypes to population synthesis outputs is com-

plex but yields important insight into CCSNe formation

channels. Several future directions are possible based

on this work. In particular, application of hybrid pop-

ulation synthesis techniques like SEVN (G. Iorio et al.

2023) or METISSE (P. Agrawal et al. 2020, 2023) will

allow for more faithful comparison to predictions from

population synthesis based on detailed binary evolution

simulations like D. Souropanis et al. (2025) and A. Er-

colino et al. (2025). Hybrid population synthesis tech-

niques, which provide access to detailed core structure

from single star simulations, also enable more direct con-

nections to detailed models for core collapse (R. A. Pat-

ton & T. Sukhbold 2020; K. Maltsev et al. 2025). Fi-

nally, as the CCSNe sample grows and calculations of

volume- or magnitude-limited rates continue to be devel-

oped (e.g. D. A. Perley et al. 2020), direct comparisons

between population synthesis calculations and measured

rates may ultimately help to disentangle the rich land-

scape of stellar explosions.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix, we present several supplementary figures that provide additional context and support for the

results discussed in the main text. Figure A1 illustrates the impact of adopting an alternative mass-transfer stability

prescription (described in Section 2.2.1). While this change does not significantly alter the overall Type I/II CCSN

ratio or the shape of the DTDs, it does produce modest shifts in subtype demographics. Most notable is a slight

increase in the fraction of Type IIL CCSNe around Z/Z⊙ ≈ 0.2, which produces a smoother decline in the IIL rate

with increasing metallicity. The other primary impact is a metallicity-wide increase in the proportion of Type Ib

CCSNe. We still find that this mass transfer stability variation, when using the same Mej,He/Mej = 0.43 threshold as

in the main text, reproduces the Ib/Ic observations reported in I. Shivvers et al. (2017).
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Figure A1. Stacked subtype fractions of Type II (left) and Type I (right) CCSNe across metallicity, with the alternative
mass transfer stability prescription described in Section 2.2.1. The model shown follows the CEE prescriptions of J. Klencki
et al. (2021), and only includes CCSNe forming small remnants (Mrem < 3.0M⊙). The left panel applies the “branch IIP first”
classification (see Section 4.1.1) and the right panel applies the “relative helium” scheme with Mej,He/Mej = 0.43. Subtypes are
colored as shown in the legend and stacked such that their sum is unity. The lower bound of the left panel is raised to aid in
viewing since Type IIP CCSNe dominate the population.

Figure A2 shows how variations in our classification schemes influence the DTDs of both Type II and Type I CCSNe.

The differences between the “branch IIn first” and “branch IIP first” schemes are minimal at solar metallicity, though

the latter reclassifies some late-time IIn events as IIPs. Varying the ratio Mej,He/Mej used to distinguish Ib and Ic

CCSNe blends the Type I DTDs to differing degrees, increasing this ratio pushes Ic CCSNe toward later delay times.

Finally, Figure A3 summarizes the distributions of ZAMS, core collapse, and remnant masses for all CCSN subtypes.

These distributions provide useful context for interpreting the stacked DTDs shown in Figures 7 and 8, clarifying the

mass ranges of different progenitor channels. This figure is used for analysis in Sec 5.3.
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Figure A2. DTDs of CCSN subtypes with varied classification scheme criteria. The models shown use the CEE prescription
based on J. Klencki et al. (2021) with α = 0.7 at Z ≈ Z⊙, and include only CCSNe forming remnants with Mrem < 15M⊙. The
top panels show all Type II subtypes stacked according to the classification scheme used: the “branch IIn first” scheme (left)
and the “branch IIP first” scheme (right), see Section 4.1.1 for the definition of these schemes. The lower panels show Type I
CCSNe classified under the “relative helium” scheme (see Section 4.2.1), with varying thresholds in the ratio of ejected helium
to total ejecta mass, Mej,He/Mej = 0.3 (left), 0.43 (middle), and 0.6 (right). Stacked histograms separate subtype contributions,
and the total DTD is shown as a black outline in each panel.
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Figure A3. Distributions of ZAMS, core collapse, and remnant masses for all CCSN subtypes. The models shown use the
CEE prescription based on J. Klencki et al. (2021) with α = 0.7 at Z ≈ Z⊙, and include only CCSNe forming remnants with
Mrem < 15M⊙. Columns show the distributions of initial mass at ZAMS (left), mass at core collapse (middle), and remnant
mass (right). The y-axis in all panels shows counts normalized by the mass of the initial sample.
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Vigna-Gómez, A., Neijssel, C. J., Stevenson, S., et al. 2018,

MNRAS, 481, 4009, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2463

Vink, J. S., & de Koter, A. 2002, A&A, 393, 543,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20021009

Vink, J. S., & de Koter, A. 2005, A&A, 442, 587,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20052862

Vink, J. S., de Koter, A., & Lamers, H. J. G. L. M. 2001,

A&A, 369, 574, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20010127

Vink, J. S., Muijres, L. E., Anthonisse, B., et al. 2011,

A&A, 531, A132, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201116614

Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020,

Nature Methods, 17, 261, doi: 10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2

Wagg, T., Broekgaarden, F., & Gültekin, K. 2024,

TomWagg/software-citation-station: v1.2, v1.2 Zenodo,

doi: 10.5281/zenodo.13225824

Wagg, T., & Broekgaarden, F. S. 2024, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2406.04405. https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.04405

Wagg, T., Dalcanton, J. J., Renzo, M., et al. 2025, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2504.17903,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2504.17903

Waskom, M. L. 2021, Journal of Open Source Software, 6,

3021, doi: 10.21105/joss.03021

Webbink, R. F. 1984, ApJ, 277, 355, doi: 10.1086/161701

Wellstein, S., & Langer, N. 1999, A&A, 350, 148,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.astro-ph/9904256

Wes McKinney. 2010, in Proceedings of the 9th Python in

Science Conference, ed. Stéfan van der Walt & Jarrod
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