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ABSTRACT

We solve the general-relativistic steady-state eigemvphoblem of neutrino-driven protoneutron star winds,
which immediately follow core-collapse supernova exmlosi We provide velocity, density, temperature, and
composition profiles and explore the systematics and stresigeneric to such a wind for a variety of protoneu-
tron star characteristics. Furthermore, we derive theopgfidynamical timescale, and neutron-to-seed ratio in the
general relativistic framework essential in assessirgdié as a candidate forprocess nucleosynthesis. Gener-
ally, we find that for a given mass outflow ratel), the dynamical timescale of the wind is significantly skort
than previously thought.

We argue against the existence or viability of a high entr6py300 per lg per baryon), long dynamical
timescaler-process epoch. In support of this conclusion, we model théopeutron star cooling phase, cal-
culate nucleosynthetic yields in our steady-state proféesl estimate the integrated mass loss. We find that
transonic winds enter a high entropy phase only with veryNbg< 1 x 10° M, s1) and extremely long dynam-
ical timescalef, 2 0.2 seconds). Our results support the possible existenceexrdyr-process epoch at modest
entropy ¢ 150) and very short dynamical timescale, consistent in algutations with a very massive or very
compact protoneutron star that contracts rapidly aftepteeeding supernova. We explore possible modifications
to our models, which might yield significar{process nucleosynthesis generically.

Finally, we speculate on the effect of fallback and shockdath the wind physics and nucleosynthesis. We
find that a termination or reverse shock in the wind, but éstd¢o the wind sonic point, may have important
nucleosynthetic consequences.

Subject headings: Winds, neutrinos, supernovae, neutron stars, nucleosgisth

1. INTRODUCTION Some multiple of 188 erg will be lost via neutrino radiation
by the protoneutron star as it cools. A small fraction of that
energy will be deposited in the surface layers of the nascent
The successful two-dimensional Type-Il supernova simula- neutron star, heating and driving material from its surfakle
tion of Burrows, Hayes, and Fryxell (1995) shows clearly a though the wind is interesting in its own right, hydrodynami
post-explosion neutrino-driven wind, emerging approxiha cally and as a phenomenon that attends both the supernova and
half a second after bounce. The convective plumes and fingerghe Kelvin-Helmholtz cooling phase, perhaps its most impor
due to Rayleigh-Taylor instabilities that accompany shiaek tant ramification is the potential production©60% of all the
ignition in the gain region are pushed out and cleared fraan th nuclides above the iron group in rapifiheutron-capture nu-
area closest to the neutron star by the pressure of the meutri  cleosynthesis.
driven wind. The last 50 milliseconds (ms) of the simulation
show that a nearly spherically symmetric wind has estabiish In the r-process, rapid interaction of neutrons with
itself as the protoneutron star, newly born, begins its Kelv  heavy, neutron-rich, seed nuclei allows a neutron capture-
Helmholtz cooling phast. Although these simulations em-  disintegration equilibrium to establish itself among thetopes
ployed only crude neutrino transport, did not address thigeis  of each element. Beta decays occur on a longer timescale and
of fallback, and did not study the wind as a function of progen increase the nuclear charge. For sufficiently large netitvon
itor mass and structure, they are suggestive of a general pheseed ratio, the ‘nuclear flow’ proceeds to the heaviest mucle
nomenon that might naturally accompany many core-collapseforming abundance peaks At~ 80, 130, and 195 (Burbidge
supernovae. et al. 1957; Wallerstein et al. 1997). The neutron-to-seed r

1 See these 2D simulations at http://www.astrophysiciaszdu/movies.html.
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tio itself is largely set by the dynamical timescate,;( see
eg. 32), entropyq), and neutron richness in the earlier phase
of the expansion (Hoffman, Woosley, and Qian 1997; Meyer

They also employed an adiabatic cooling prescription te sur
vey the parameter space relevant to protoneutron star winds
and noted several important systematics in the nucleosynth

and Brown 1997; Freiburghaus et al. 1999). While the nuclear sis. Particularly, they identified a low entropy (L20), fast

physics is fairly well understood, the astrophysical sés hot
been unambiguously established. Currently, neutron séag-m

timescale £, ~ 2 ms), andhigh electron fraction e 2 0.48)
window where third peak-process could take place (see their

ers (Freiburghaus, Rosswog, and Thielemann 1999, and referFig.10).

ences therein; Rosswog et al.1999) and protoneutron staiswi
(Meyer et al. 1992; Woosley and Hoffman 1992; Woosley et
al. 1994; Qian and Woosley 1996; Hoffman, Woosley, and Qian
1997; Otsuki et al. 2000) are considered the most viableieand
dates.

In addition to attaining the requisite neutron-to-seebsgat
dynamical timescales, and temperatures, the astrophgsiea
must consistently reproduce the observed solar abundatce p
tern ofr-process elements with > 135. Recent observations
of neutron-capture elements in ultra-metal-poor halcgur-
ris et al. 2000; McWilliam et al. 1995a,b; Sneden et al. 1996;
Cowan et al. 1996; Westin et al. 2000; Hill et al. 2001) show re
markable agreement with the sotaprocess abundance pattern

Cardall & Fuller (1997) generalized some of the scaling re-
lations presented in Qian & Woosley (1996) to include gelnera
relativity and found significant enhancements in the entrop
and dynamical timescale of the wind in this framework. Re-
cently, Otsuki et al. (2000) have sought to solve the general
relativistic wind equations and to conducprocess calcula-
tions in the winds they obtained. They concluded thptocess
nucleosynthesis can proceed to the third abundance peak at
A ~ 195 for a protoneutron star with radius 10 km, a gravi-
tational mass of 2 M, and total neutrino luminosity of £
erg s'. These conditions produce modest entropses (140)
and fast dynamical timescales, (~ 2—-3 ms). Although a sig-
nificant parameter in protoneutron star windiswas fixed by

in this mass range. This suggests a universal mechanism fohand in their calculations. Furthermore, they employedra si
producing the second and third abundance peaks, which actgle equation of state and, in the context of the transoni@win

early in the chemical enrichment history of the galaxy. lis th
paper, beyond addressing the physical nature and systamati
of the wind, we investigate its potential as a site fggrocess
nucleosynthesis up to and beyond the third abundance peak.

Duncan, Shapiro, & Wasserman (1986) were the first to ad-

dress the physics of steady-state neutrino-driven netsiam
winds. Although interested in the relative importance & th
neutrino and photon luminosity in determining the wind dy-
namics, they also identified some of the basic systematids an
scaling relations generic to the problem. More recent itives

problem, an unphysical external boundary condition.

These uncertainties and ambiguities in the conclusions of
previous groups suggest that a re-evaluation is in order. Ou
goal in this paper is to solve the full eigenvalue problem of
the steady-state transonic wind problem in general rdfgtiv
employing physical boundary conditions. Using this formal
ism, we survey the relevant parameter space, identify thjerma
systematic trends, and explore some of the particularsef th
general-relativistic treatment. We then use these stetatg-
solutions to model the whole of the Kelvin-Helmholtz cool-

gations have focused less on the general physics of the winding phase, including radial contraction of the protonenstar,

and more on its potential nucleosynthetic yield. Woosleglet
(1994) conducted the first such detailed study. They folbbwe
the nucleosynthesis in a protoneutron star wind that enderge
in a one-dimensional post-supernova environment. Approxi
mately 18 seconds after collapse and explosion, their natelel
tained entropies 0£400 (throughout, we quote entropy pey k
per baryon), long dynamical timescales, and electronifract
(Ye) in the range B6-0.44. However, in their model the su-

pernova shock reached only 50,000 km at these late times. In

turn, this external boundary caused the wind material toeanov
slowly. It remained in the heating regime for an extended pe-
riod, thus raising the entropy above what any simulationmer a
alytical calculation has since obtained. Although thgrocess
proceeded to the third abundance peak in their calculation,
clei in the mass range near~ 90 (particularlygSr, 89y, and
907r) were overproduced by more than a factor of 100.

Takahashi, Witti, & Janka (1994) conducted a similar invest
gation, but did not attain the entropies of Woosley et al9@)9
In fact, they fell short by a factor of 5. Later, Qian & Woosley
(1996) showed that for reasonable protoneutron star ctearac
istics, including post-Newtonian corrections, an entropg00
is unrealistic. Qian & Woosley (1996) also provided many
analytical scaling relations that have since framed theudis
sion of neutrino-driven winds. Following this work, Hoffma
Woosley, & Qian (1997) conducted nucleosynthetic calcula-
tions in the wind models of Qian & Woosley (1996). They
concluded that the standard wind models of Qian & Woosley
(1996) did not produce third peakprocess nucleosynthesis.

as well as the evolution of the neutrino luminosity and aver-
age neutrino energy. We estimate the total amount of mate-
rial ejected during this cooling epoch, and put significam-c
straints on the range of entropies and dynamical timestadés
might actually occur in Nature. In addition, for a subsetha t
models generated, we calculate the total nucleosynthitid y

as a function of atomic mass.

In 82, we present the fundamental equations for a time-
independent neutrino-driven wind (general-relativisiod
Newtonian), including the equation for the evolution of the
electron fraction. In addition, we present the integralshef
motion and a discussion of the equation of state we employ. In
8§83, we describe our solution to the wind problem using an iter
ative relaxation procedure on an adjustable radial gridthad
necessary boundary conditions. In 84, we present the neutri
heating rates used in this study, review the effects of ggner
relativity, discuss potential modifications to the energpat
sition rates, and explore (approximately) the effects afisr
port. In 85, we present our results for the wind problem ftsel
The wind structures and general characteristics as a imofi
neutron star mass, radius, and neutrino spectral charater
explored. We cover the entire relevant parameter spacenand i
clude some modifications to the power laws presented in Qian
& Woosley (1996). In 86, we use our steady-state wind re-
sults to construct a sequence of such models that reprdsent t
time evolution of the wind during the protoneutron star aogl
phase. We estimate the total mass ejected for a given evoluti
ary trajectory and put useful constraints on possible epoth
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r-process nucleosynthesis. In §7, we present nucleosymthet Taking the limitc — oo we recover the Newtonian wind equa-

results from a subset of our wind trajectories. In 88, weubsc

reasonable madifications to our wind models that might yield
a successfut-process, including changes to the energy depo-

sition function. Finally, in 89 we review our results, summa
rizing the constraints our calculations impose on the \itgbi
of the protoneutron star wind as the astrophysical site ®f th
process. Furthermore, we speculate on the effects of pitogen
structures and fallback, as well as hydrodynamical andstran
port considerations left to be addressed in future work.

2. THE STEADY-STATE WIND EQUATIONS

The time-independent hydrodynamical equations for flow in
a Schwarzschild spacetime can be written in the form (Nobili
Turolla, and Zampieri 1991; Flammang 1982)

1dw),1dp,2_

vw dr pdr r 7 @)

1dy 1 dP _

ydr "eepdr @)
and g q )

6_€+P_p+ EZO, 3)

dr Py
whereu, (= wy) is the radial component of the fluid four-velocity,
vis the velocity of the matter measured by a stationary oleserv

_ /1-2G6M/re2\ 2
Y=\"1mv/e ’

e (= pC? + pe) is the total mass-energy densityis the rest-mass
density,P is the pressure; is the specific internal energy, and

p dr

(4)

tions in critical form;

2 _ Ar2 §
6_\/=1 Vs —4cg + D g ’ )
o 2r\ cz-v? ) GTcZ-v?
p _2p (V-Vz/4\ _p D g (10)
o 1\ 2-v ) vGTc2-v2
and 2 2 { 2 2
OT _2D (VoVe/4\ | d (V) gy
or rG\ c2-\2 Cyv \ c2—-\2

In this limit, D becomesT/p) 9P/0T| . The differential wind
equations, both Newtonian and general-relativistic, ateesl
in precisely the form above, as a two-point boundary value
problem, using a relaxation algorithm described in 83. Note
that direct integration of the continuity equation (eq. Blgs
the eigenvalue of the steady-state wind problem, the mass ou
flow rateM = 4xr2pvy. In addition, forg= 0, egs. (1)-(3) admit
a second integral of the flow, the Bernoulli integral. We irs@o
neither as a mathematical constraint in solving the systam.
stead, we use the degree to which each is conserved to gauge
the accuracy of our converged models. In the Newtonian case,
the Bernoulli integral can be expressed by
.(1 PGM)_rs,,_
MA (e+ZVP+——— _/ d3’ pd=Q(r), (12)
2 14 r R,

whereR, is the coordinate radius of the protoneutron star sur-
face. In general relativity, witlj = 0, vh,/=goo is a constant.
Here,v is the Lorenz factor anldis the specific enthalpy. With
a source term, the differential change in neutrino lumityasi
given by

o200
o
wheredy/dr = 4rr2pe® andds? = -2 dt? + e dr2 +r2dQ de-

(L) =, (13)

g is the energy deposition rate per unit mass. These equationdines the metric. The total energy deposition rate is then,

assume that the mass of the wind is negligible. Although not

readily apparent in the form above, eqs.~(B) exhibit a crit-
ical point whenv equals the local speed of sound. In order to
make the solution to this system tractable and the critioaitp
manifest we recast the equations as

v _ v [V [1-¢/c a2 1-v2/c2
o 2r [y2 | 2-\2 S\ 2-v2

D ¢/1-v?/c?
ary e ) ®
dp _2p (V-V3/4%*\ p D d 5
aor\ @ ) woTtew ©
and
OT _ 2 D (P+e) [V2—\V2/4y?
E_ﬁa c? c2-v?
d ((1-D/cA)cg-V
+Cv(vy)( % ) "

In the above expressiorG, is the specific heat at constant vol-
ume,cs is the local adiabatic sound speegl,is the isothermal
sound speeds = (2GM/r)¥/2, M is the protoneutron star grav-
itational mass, and

T 9P
e+P OT

(8)

’ P

Q:47T/ drr?pget e®. (14)
Ry

Using these prescriptions for the Bernoulli integral and th
equation forM and employing modest radial zoning (2000
points), we typically conserve both to better than 0.1%.

In our solution to the wind problem, we couple the three wind
equations in critical form to the differential equation deising
the evolution of the electron fractiolNg, due to the charged-
current electron-type neutrino interactions with freelaaos:
veN <+ € p andiep < €'n. This differential equation does not
contain a critical point and can be written as

(vy)% = Xa[Lyen+ Ten] = Xp[L'zp + Lepl, (15)
whereX, and X, are the neutron and proton fraction, respec-
tively. The I''s are the number rates for emission and ab-
sorption, taken from the approximations of Qian & Woosley
(1996). The number rate subscripts denote initial-state pa
ticles. The asymptotic value of the electron fractioff)(is
generally determined withir-10 km of the protoneutron star
surface. Ignoring the details of transport and neutrinadec
pling near the neutrinospheré&$,is determined by both the lu-
minosity ratioL,/L,, and the energy rati¢,)/(c..), where
(e,) = (E?)/(E,), andE, is the neutrino energy. To rough (but
useful) approximation (Qian and Woosley 1996),

Tun (14 Lo (o) 28 +120%/(5) \ ™
Fl/el"l + Fﬂep o LVe <€Ue> + 2A + 1'2A2/<€Ve> 7

Y& ~

16)



4

The energy thresholdX = m,—m, ~ 1.293 MeV) for the7,
neutrino absorption procesgp — ne, is manifestin eq. (16).
Note the difference in sign on theX2term between numerator
and denominator. This implies that simply having/L,, > 1
and(ey,)/(e..) > 1 is not sufficient to guarante€' < 0.5; the
magnitudes ofez,) and (e,,) are also important. For exam-
ple, takingLz,/L,, = 1.1 and{(ez,)/{e..) = 13 MeV/10 MeV
gives Y2 ~ 0.52 Hence, ifL;, andL,, are correlated with
(e, and (e,,), respectively, then even for constdnt /L,
and(ez,)/(eu.), Y2 mustincrease as the total neutrino luminos-
ity of the protoneutron star decays in time. This phenomenon
which we refer to as thehreshold effect, is important for the vi-
ability of anr-process epoch in protoneutron star winds at late
times and lowe;,) and(e,,). Other possible effects that might
bear materially or¥Z include the formation of alpha particles
from free nucleons (the alpha effect) (Fuller and Meyer 1995
McLaughlin, Fuller, and Wilson 1996), the differential siuift

of D neutrinos versuse neutrinos, due to the physical separa-
tion of their respective neutrinospheres (Fuller and QR96),
and charge conjugation violation (Horowitz and Li 2000).

Coupled to the wind equations and the equationYfoevo-
lution is a simple equation of state (EOS) well-suited to the
conditions in the neutrino-driven wind (< 5 MeV, p < 105
g cni®, and 00 < Ye < 0.5). Under these conditions, to good
approximation, free neutrons, protons, and alpha pastitiay
be treated as non-relativistic ideal gases. A fully geneled-
tron/positron equation of state is employed. Photons ae al
included. Past wind studies have approximated electrods an
positrons as non-degenerate and relativistic. Althoygk
e/ T) divided bym may approach-10 at the protoneutron sur-
face, it drops steeply with the density so that in the mairiihga
region the non-degenerate assumption is justified. In ashtr
however, it is important to include the non-relativistiachacter
of the electrons and positrons. For a broad range of protoneu
tron star characteristics, the temperature drops @5 MeV
within ~ 50-100 km of the neutron star surface. The dynam-
ics and asymptotic character of the wind, including mass out
flow rate, asymptotic velocity, and composition can be gigni
cantly affected by assuming relativistic electrons andtpmss
throughout the wind profile. In addition, the important rang
of matter temperatures forprocess nucleosynthesis occurs for
T(r) < 0.5 MeV. Sumiyoshi et al. (2000) have found that us-

Even though shooting methods determMeprecisely, R
can remain uncertain (London and Flannery 1982). In additio
although Duncan, Shapiro, & Wasserman (1986) made effec-
tive use of this method, they were forced to employ two tyges o
shooting: one for higvl solutions and another for loi solu-
tions. In an effort to circumvent these problems and to coast
a robust algorithm with flexible boundary conditions, wevsol
both the Newtonian and general-relativistic wind equatiasna
two-point boundary value problem using a relaxation alfoni
on an adaptive radial mesh, as described in London & Flannery
(1982) (see also Kippenhahn, Weigert, and Hoffmeister 1968
Eggleton 1971; Press et al. 1992).

The relaxation algorithm involves replacing the diffeiaht
equations with algebraic difference equations at eacht poin
the radial grid. Then, given an initial guess for each vdeiab
at each point, the solution is obtained by iteration. Howeve
because the conditiorfR;) = ¢s defines the outer boundary and
this point is not knowra priori - such knowledge would effec-
tively constitute the solution - we follow the procedure afri-
don & Flannery (1982) and introduce a new independent vari-
ableqthat labels radial mesh points by integegs € g < gn).

The price paid is three more differential equations:

a_ ¥
dg ()’
dQ _
d_q - ’l/],
and "
d_q =0. a7

In this schemer, becomes a dependent varialil§r) is a mesh
spacing function (e.gQ(r) = logr), ¢ is an intermediate vari-
able, andy(r) is proportional to the density of mesh points.
The system is solved on the meshgofalues. Hence, the outer
radial coordinate, at which th€R.) = cs boundary condition is
to obtain, adjusts in a Newton-Raphson sense to simultateou
satisfy all boundary conditions. Typically, when we begta#
culation, we start with an initial guess that extends to ausd
with Mach number of- 0.9. With each iterationR. is adjusted

ing a general electron/positron EOS can decrease the dynamso that the Mach number goes to 1.

ical timescale in the nucleosynthetic region of the wind by a
much as a factor of two, a potentially important modification
when considering the viability of the neutrino-driven wiasla
candidate site for the-process.

3. NUMERICAL TECHNIQUE

Past numerical studies of steady-state protoneutron sta
winds have at times been hampered by unphysical boundar
conditions and ill-defined numerics not generally suitethi
solution of the protoneutron star wind problem.

The solution to the wind equations constitutes an eigeevalu
problem. For a given set of protoneutron star charactesisti

I

We now have three wind equations fa(q), T(qg), andv(q),
three extra differential equations for the mesh algoritlamg
the equation foW(q). Seven boundary conditions must then be
imposed to close the system. The boundary conditions on the
first two of egs. (17) are simply(q1) = R, andQ(a1) = log(R,)
(for log spacing), wher®,, is the protoneutron star radius. Two
more boundary conditions obtain at the critical point. Taki
On as the outer mesh point, we have thaty) = c; and we have

%hat the numerator of any of the differential equationsd@),

T(r), orv(r) must simultaneously be zero to ensure continuity
of the solution through the sonic point. Three additionaltod

ary conditions are required to specify the problem complete
Although simply settingre(d1), p(qi), andT(qu) at R, is suf-

and boundary conditions, there exists a unique mass outflowficient, we do not use this prescription. Instead, we assume

rate (M = 4rr2pvy) and critical radiusR.) where the matter ve-
locity is equal to the local speed of sounR;) = ¢5). Although
egs. (5)-(7) are ordinary differential equations, one catneat
the wind as an initial value problem; the critical point nesie
tates a two-point boundary value prescription.

that the radius of neutrino decoupling coincides with thereo
dinate radius of the protoneutron star surface. In additiaan
assume that this neutrinosphelRe ) is the same for all neutrino
species: electron/), anti-electron#e), and mu and tau neutri-
nos (collectivelyy,,’s). Indeed, as the protoneutron star cools



we expect these neutrinospheres to be separated by juss tent

of kilometers. As thes, neutrinos have the largest net opacity

(x.,) Of any species, we set an integral boundary condition on

their optical depth%,,):

T(R)) = / Kypdr = g (18)

v

Included in these Opacity are contributions from scattering with
free nucleons, scattering on electron/positron paurs,— pe-,

4. THE NEUTRINO HEATING FUNCTION

The neutrino energy deposition rat (s a sum of contri-
butions from the charged-current and 7, neutrino absorp-
tion processes, neutrino-electron/positron scatteriegtrino-
nucleon scattering, and the process<s e'e”. We describe
each in turn.

4.1. The Charged-Current Processes

and alpha scattering. As a second boundary condition, we as-
sume that the net neutrino heating balances the net codling a At the entropies encountered in supernovge4Q), the

R,. That is,d(R,) = 0. Finally, our third boundary condition
assumes that the charged-current processes are in eiguilibr
at the protoneutron star surface. Explicitly,

dYe

ar =0.

(19)

Ry

charged-current or beta processeg ¢ € p andep < €n)
dominate the opacity and energy exchange for the electrdn an
anti-electron neutrinos. In the protoneutron star windtesh
at much higher entropies, we expect these processes to tmmpe
with neutrino-electron/positron scattering in the netrgpele-
position. Ignoring final-state blocking and assuming reistic

For a given protoneutron star mass and radius and a set of avelectrons and positrons, the charged-current coolingtimmc

erage neutrino energies and luminosities, we start withesgu
for the mass density at the surface of the protoneutron\siar.

use a two-dimensional Newton-Raphson algorithm to simulta

neously satisfy the conditions @panddY,/dr atR,. This de-
terminesT (R,) andYe(R,) for the first step. At each subsequent
iterative step, the relaxation algorithm attempts to §atise
integral boundary condition on,,. Effectively, this procedure
results in a new (R,) andYe(R,). In this way, we satisfy all
boundary conditions simultaneously. Given a good initisdgs
for the solution (i.e., maximum deviations from convergeinc
any variable of< 20%) we obtain a solution in just80 iter-
ations. Once the profile fdR, <r < R; is obtained, we use
I'Hospital’s rule to bridgeR. and then integrate to larger radii
as an initial value problem using a fourth-order Runga-&utt

scheme. Successfully converged models then serve as an ini-
tial guess for the next protoneutron star model with adjacen

characteristics (i.e., in mass, radius, or neutrino spectrar-
acteristics).

3.1. Tests of the Code

We do not imposealM /dr = 0 or the Bernoulli integral as
mathematical constraints on the system. Instead, we uskethe
gree to which these conditions obtain to gauge the precafion
our method. Typically, both are conserved to better thaf0.1
in both general-relativistic and Newtonian calculatiohsad-

dition, as we increase the number of mesh points, the error in

both of these quantities decreases significantly.

can be written as

Fs(17) "
Fs(0)

Fs(—7)

" E0)

Cec~ 2.0 101876 [xp ] erggts?,

(20)
where

%) Xn
0= | s

are the Fermi integrals¢, and X, are the neutron and proton
fractions, respectivelyl is in MeV, andne = ue/T. The heat-
ing rate due to neutrino captures on free nucleons can bewrit
as

Hee™~ 9.3x 10" R2 erggls?

X [XaLpg(e,) +XpLi0(e2)] @4 E(),  (2D)
whereR 4 is the neutrinosphere radius in units o in. We
separaté,, and(z,) in this heating rate and those below. Al-
thoughL,, and(e, ) are correlated,, and the tail of the neutrino
energy distribution are generally not. Although we assumet
mal distributions, we retaih, and(e,) separately so we have

the freedom to change them independently. With egs. (20) and

(21), the net energy deposition due to the charged-current p
cesses is thety = Hee —Cec. In eq. (21),

-1
1 1
(e2) = /1 dﬂ/ de,e> f, - l/ldﬂ/ de,e) fu] , (22)

One may argue that eq. (19) need not hold generally. In fact, whereu(= cos)) is the cosine of the zenith angle afdis the

we adjusted the code to accept a fixg(R,) boundary condi-
tion to make sure this has no effect on the asymptotic charact

neutrino distribution function® accounts for the gravitational
redshift of neutrinos from the protoneutron star surface ian

of the wind. We find that the number rates are large enoughgiven by

at the surface that; is forced fromYe(R,) to a value such that
dYe/dr ~ 0 in the first radial zone with no appreciable effect on
any aspect of the wind. For simplicity, then, we have chosen t
enforce eq. (19).

Similarly, in a fully dynamical calculation, one would not
expectd(R,) = 0, generally. While this may certainly be true,

in our solution to the steady-state wind we encounter numeri

cal instabilities that preclude solution of the equatiorith \fi-
nite g(R,). It is difficult to estimate the importance of such an
assumption without employing the full machinery of radiati
hydrodynamics.

: 1/2
. (1 2GM/RVCZ) 23)

~\ 1-2GM/re?

By connecting the luminosity of both neutrino species wiité t
local temperature of decoupling, the quantity in squarelbra
etsin eq. (21) is proportional t&Xf T2 + X, T.2]. When includ-
ing neutrino redshift factors ik, one might be tempted to
attach six powers ob, one for each factor of,. This is incor-
rect. The fundamental quantities that enter into a cal@riadf
the heating rate via any neutrino process are the neutrind lu
nosity and the cross section for interaction. The lumiryasit
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quadratic in®. The cross section for these charged current in- the Janka (1991)u) in order to characterize the spherical di-
teractions is proportional tt2). Therefore, itis also quadratic  lution of neutrinos for all of the relevant heating procesaed

in ®. Combined, four powers of the redshift enter ihtg@. The find them negligible, particularly for the compact prototren
fact that one may choose to express the luminosity in terms of star wind models most likely to be important fieprocess nu-
a neutrino temperature does not bear materially on the numbe cleosynthesis.

of redshift terms that should be included. Importantly]unc
sion of these two additional redshift terms for each power of
the neutrino luminosity in each of the processes descrikeg h
and below would lower the magnitude of the energy deposition
and would change the distribution of deposition in radius. &
neutron star wittM = 1.4 M, andR,, = 10 km, this error would
increase the dynamical timescale bp0% and decrease the
entropy by~ 4 units in 100. In additionM and the total en- i , i
ergy deposition rat€® would decrease by:20%. Although the 4.2. Neutrino-Electron/Positron Scattering
error in entropy would not be significant in these contexts, t
difference in dynamical timescale could alter the resgltin-
cleosynthetic yield.

We emphasize that this simple comparison is not a complete
analysis of the transport effects that might be importarddn
terminingd(r). While this result suggests the vacuum approx-
imation is appropriate in our scheme for handling the neutri
nospheres and boundary conditions, it says nothing abtudlac
transport effects in the decoupling region.

At high entropies, electron-positron pairs are produced in
abundance. Therefore, neutrino-pair scattering is expletct
contribute substantially to the total energy depositiorthia

Also present in eq. (21) is the spherical dilution function, protoneutron star wind. The energy transfer associateul avit
=(r), which parameterizes the radial dependence of the neutrin single neutrino-electron or positron scattering evented ap-
energy and number densities. In the vacuum approximatsen, a proximated byw; ~ (¢,, —4T)/2, wherew is the energy trans-

suming a sharp neutrinosphere, fer, T is the matter temperature, ang is the neutrino energy
of specied (Bahcall 1964). We have confirmed this approxi-
2(r)=1-4/1-(R,/r)?/®2 (24) mation using the thermalization code described in Thompson

Burrows, & Horvath (2000), which employs the fully relasvi
tic structure function formalism of Reddy et al. (1998). Tiet
heating rate due to the interaction of the neutrino fluid kit
pair plasma can be approximated &y cnen,, (o,,ew), where
ne andn,, are the number density of electrons and neutrinos,

and is related to the flux factofu)(= F./J,) by (u) =

R2 /2=(r)r2, whereF, andJ, are the neutrino flux and energy
density, respectively. In eq. (24), the factet accounts for the
bending of null geodesics in a curved spacetime (Cardall and
Fuller 1997; Salmpnson and W"SO.” 1999)' This effectively i respectively, and e is the cross section for scattering. We
creases the neutrino number density a given mass element seg)pain '

at any radius, thus augmenting the energy deposition. In con ) dne , dn,

trast, since the heating rate for any neutrino interactsopro- Ouie = / wCove @dfe @dfw (25)
portional to positive powers df, and (¢, ), the gravitational ) ¢ o . .
redshift terms which modify these quantities can only desee ~ Whereo,e(= xi T €,,) is the cross-section for neutrino scattering
the energy deposition rate at a given radius. As pointed put b On relativistic, non-degenerate electrons (Tubbs andzer
Cardall & Fuller (1997), the augmentationaby the bending ~ 1975).i = 0oAi/2ng is a neutrino species dependent constant,
of neutrino trajectories and the degradatiomjddy the gravita- ~ Whereme is the mass of the electron in Me¥, ~ 1.71x 1074
tional redshift compete ad /R, increases, but the latter domi- cn?, and

1
nates. A= (ov +ca)’+ 3 ~ca)>. (26)
Qian & Woosley (1996), Otsuki et al. (2000), and Wanajo
et al. (2000) have employed eq. (24) or its Newtonian analog

in their studies of neutrino-driven winds. In an effort to-ad
dress neutrino decoupling more fully, we compared our win

cv andca are the vector and axial-vector coupling constants for
a given neutrino species. We find that the energy depostiten r
d can be expressed as

solutions using this spherical dilution factor to thoseaitd . c[ T3 Fne) L, o3 4o
with an effective=(r) derived from the Monte-Carlo transport Quie = ; (hc)® w2 ) 4nrec(e,) () ergg-s
results of Janka (1991), who connectgd with the density EaCn) 1) Ex(no)

gradient at 1& g cm™® and the curvature of the opacity pro- F(g,,>4—n”T ((a,,} 20Iw) _ gy Ve ﬂ . (27)
file at the radius of decoupling. The difference between the 2 Fs(v) Fs() Fa(17e)

radial dependence df:) using this approach and the effective We drop the subscripthere for brevity.n, is an effective de-
flux factor obtained in a vacuum approximation is significant generacy parameter obtained from fitting the neutrinoitistr
as would be expected, only when the atmosphere is suffigientl tion function with a Fermi-Dirac distribution with an appd-
extended. That is, as the density gradient just exteriohéo t ateT, andn, (Janka and Hillebrandt 1989). Although we retain
neutrinosphere goes to infinity, so too should the MontdeCar the general form here, in the wind calculations presentémhbe
results of Janka (1991) approach the vacuum approximation.we taken, =0 for all neutrino species. In eq. (27), the first term
Hence, significant deviations from the vacuum approxinmatio in parentheses is the number density of electrogpsAlterna-
only present themselves when the radius of the neutronsstar i tively, with the replacemenj, — -7, it is the number density
large ¢~ 20—-40 km) and/or the total neutrino luminosity is very  of positrons. The next term is the number density of neug;ino
high (i.e., the temperature B, is large). As the protoneutron a function of radius, which depends also on the flux facjoy,
star cools and the luminosity decreases for a gRgrthe den- The term in square brackets is the appropriately averaget} pr
sity gradient becomes steeper (see Fig. 2 below), thus makin uct of the cross section for scattering and the energy teapsf
the vacuum approximation more appropriate. Over the rafge o scattering{c,,ew). We retain the formg = cnen,, (c,,ew) here
models presented here, we have examined the effects of usindor clarity. Note that, for), =7.=0, (¢,,) equals 315T, and the
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second quantity in parentheses in eq. (27) is simplyT); net where¥(x) = (1-X)*(%+4x+5),x= (1-(R,/r)?/®?)Y?, R,6
heating occurs i, > T(r) at anyr. In order to obtain the con- is the neutrinosphere radius in units of®Jm, ande’,l1 is the

tribution to the net heating from neutrino-positron saatig, in neutrino luminosity in units of 19 erg s*. The redshift term,
addition to the change ine, one must also make appropriate &, appearing irx, accounts for the amplification of this process
changes ta\;. due to the bending of null geodesics in general relativitynas
eg. (24) (Salmonson and Wilson 1999). We compared this ap-
4.3. Neutrino-Nucleon Scattering proximation to the heating rate obtained by Janka (1991). Be

cause of the extreme nature of the density gradient justiexte

The energy transfer associated with a single neutrino- to the protoneutron star, we find that the vacuum approxonati
nucleon scattering event is much smaller than that for mestr  adequately characterizes the energy deposition. In addlitie
electron scattering. The cross section, however, is mugelda  fact that there is no obvious way to include the generalivéat
Using our neutrino thermalization code, which solves th#Bo  tic effects in the parameterization ¢f) by Janka (1991) led us
mann equation in an isotropic, homogeneous thermal bath ofto employ eq. (31) in the wind models we present here.
scatterers, including the full collision term, with Paulbbking
and explicit coupling between all energy bins (Thompsor; Bu
rows, and Horvath 2000), we confirm that the average energy
transfer for neutrino-nucleon scattering, in non-degateenu-
clear matter, for neutrino energies belewl0 MeV is well ap-

4.5. Other Possible Neutrino Processes

proximated byw ~ ¢, (e, —6T)/my, wheremy is the nucleon We were motivated to consider nucleon-nucleon
mass in MeV (Tubbs 1979). We derive the heating rate for Premsstrahlung, plasma, and photo-neutrino processeiseby t
neutrino-neutron scattering as sensitivity of the dynamical timescale and asymptotic guyr
en L to changes in the energy deposition profile (see §8.3 and Qian
Guin = —n427” Pt ergglst and Woosley 1996). We found that none of these processes
p Amrecles) () contributed significantly. Qian and Fuller (1995a,b) hade a
l (Fz(n,j)< )2 (ev) Fe(n) ( > Fo(n,) oT FS(%))} dressed the possibility that neutrino oscillations mageiffely
X |Kk| =—— (€ — € - . i i :
Fa(n,) "~ Fa(n,, “IEa(m,) F provide an extra energy source, at larger radii, beyond ¢l p
(1) Mo Fa.) 3(n) o(77e) where the mass outflow rate is determined. In 88.3, we include

. (28) an ad hoc energy source to test the sensitivity of our results
k= UO/(l&@(l * 39?\) for neutron scatterlng ands = to changes inj(r), but do not address the issue of neutrino
0o/ (AmB)[4sin’ Gy — 2 sirf Gy +(1+3g3)/4] for neutrino-proton  scillations directly.
scattering, where sfifyy ~ 0.231 andga(~ —1.26) is the axial-
vector coupling constant.

_ o 5. RESULTS FIDUCIAL MODELS
4.4, vy <+ €€

Cooling due toe*e” annihilation, assuming relativistic elec- ~ With a robust and efficient means by which to solve the
trons and positrons, and ignoring Pauli blocking in the final Wind problem, coupled with physical boundary conditiond an
state, can be written as a well-motivated neutrino heating algorithm we can now syrv

the protoneutron star wind parameter space.

~ 7T9 <1 1
Coevp = 1410 8 f(re) ergs g~ s~ (29) Supernova and protoneutron star calculations, coupleal wit
where observations of neutron star binary systems and our kngeled
F(ne) = Fa(ne) Fa(=1e) + Fa(-ne) F3(77e) (30) of the high density nuclear equation of state, place usihitd
Tle 2F4(0)F3(0) ) on the parameter space that protoneutron stars actuaipiinh

. o . . Particularly, we are interested in a range of protoneuttan s
pg is the mass density in units of 4 cm™® andT is in MeV. y g P

: ; masses from 1.2 to 2.0 M total neutrino luminosities from
We employed eg. (29) with and without thedependence and 4 12 g 1 1P erg s‘l(Maverage neutrino energies as high
compared it o th‘? results using the fit given in Itoh et al g as 35 MeV fory, neutrino's and 15-20 MeV far, andie neu-
Such a modification amounted to no more than a 1-2% chang "

; o o Srinos with (¢,,) < (e5,) < (,,), and a range of neutron star
in the entropy, dynamical timescale, total energy depmsitbr radii from 20 km to perhaps 9 km.
mass outflow rate.

Much more uncertain than eq. (29) is the heating due to
v — e"e". The spherical dilution of this process from the neu-
trinospheres is complicated. For a given flux, the local gper
density depends sensitively dp), which can only be prop- S .
erly treated by solving the full transport problem. We savehs ~ ICS W€ can use to assess this site as a candidarefcess
an investigation for a later work. Instead, we compare two ap Nucleosynthesis. Particularly, we include a discussiothef
proaches. The first is based on the vacuum spherical dilutiondynamical imescale, the electron fraction, and the asgtitpt

approximation, written simply as (Qian and Woosley 1996 entropy. In identifying some of the approximate power law re
pproximation, wrt \IIJ()Sy (@ 4 ) lations which characterize the wind, we refedtav andhigh
9

H~16x10—~ > ergg’s? total neutrino luminosities, withow denoting< 10°? erg s*
psRs andhigh meaning> 10° erg s*. We write these power laws
51, 51 6, 5142 in terms ofL, and(e, ). These stand for a representative lumi-
X | Lo Lo ((ene) + <5Ve>)+?(|-uM CIE (31) nosity and a representative average energy, respectivait

Our main goal in this section is to map the possible pro-
toneutron star wind parameter space, taking as input the-phy
ical ranges specified above. In what follows, we present the
basic structure of the wind and identify some of the systemat
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is, we takelp, /L., Lo./Lu,, (€5e)/(€ve)r @Nd(er,)/(€0,) as
constant.

We employ the notatiob®! to refer to luminosities in units of
10°1 erg st. All neutrino luminosities quoted throughout this
paper are local quantities at the neutron star surface. trhe |
nosity at infinity can be obtained from the luminosities epabt
here by multiplying the local luminosity by two powers of the
gravitational redshift (eq. 23). For example, takikig= 1.4
Me andR, = 10 km,®? ~ 0.58. In order to keep track of our
models, we use th& neutrino luminosity [ ;,) to label each in-
dividual model. The total luminosity can then be obtaineairfr
the ratiosL, /L., andL;,/L,,. Finally, in our expressions for
g we includedy,, terms for completeness. In what follows, we
taken,, =1z, =n,, = 0. For an assessment of this assumption,
see Janka & Hillebrandt (1989) and Myra & Burrows (1990).

5.1. The Structure of Neutrino-Driven Winds

infinity. Concomitant with this change in(r) and the peak in
dis arise inT and most of the entropy production. Figure 5
shows the entropy as a function of radius. Note that the pptro
quickly comes to within a few percent of its asymptotic value
(sa). We find thats, is proportional toL;%2° for all luminosi-
ties. AsL, decreases, the gradientsinT, and the entropy
nearR, become larger. Inspection of Fig. 3 shows that tte 0
MeV < T < 0.5 MeV region where the-process (and preced-
ing a-process) might take place, lies between 50 km and 500
km for L3 = 8.0 and between 25 km and 150 km 1gy* = 1.0.
Importantly, Fig. 1 shows that the wind is still accelergtgig-
nificantly at these radii. This calls into question the agstiom

of a constant velocity outflow used by manprocess modelers
(e.g., Meyer and Brown 1997).

Figure 6 shows a breakdown of the total energy deposition
into its separate components for th%e1L = 8.0 fiducial model.
All of the heating processes conspire to gifR, ) =0, in accor-
dance with our boundary condition. At the surface, the obdirg

Figures 1, 2, and 3 show the velocity, mass density, and current heating ratejfc) provides net cooling, which balances
temperature as a function of radius for eight different neu- Neating from neutrino-nucleon scatterirgy). dec generally

trino luminosities. For these modelR, is 10 km and the
neutron star gravitational mass is 1.4,M The average neu-
trino energies were set &t,,) = 11 MeV, (¢;,) = 14 MeV, and
(€v,) = 23 MeV for the highest luminosity. For each subse-
quent luminosity, the average energies were decreaseddacco

ing to (e,) o LY* The luminosities were held in the ratios
Lz/L.,. =13 andL;/L,, =14. Inthese figures, critical points

(v=cs) are shown as dots. Table 1 lists the global properties of
each of these models, including the integrated energy depos

tion rate,Q (eq. 14), and the mechanical luminosity or hydro-
dynamical powerPmecn= MVZ/2, wherev, is the asymptotic
velocity. In addition, we include the asymptotic entragyand
dynamical timescale defined as #afolding time of the density
atT = 0.5 MeV:

10p|7"

o (32)

Tp

_i‘
vy

Figure 1 shows clearly that even relatively close to the neu-

tron star { ~ 400 km) the flow is not homologous (i.es,is
not proportional ta). At much smaller radii, however, in the
heating regionn(< 60 km, compare with Fig. 4) the flow is ho-
mologous withv o< L, r. We have found that simple parameter-
izations ofv(r), particularly for low neutrino luminosities, are
not straightforward. Although not readily apparent, thgnags-
totic velocity ) is a power law irL,,. For highL!®!, v, oc L%,
For lowL,, the index is~ 0.46. The critical radiusK;) also
increases as a power of luminosity for ldw. ForM =14
Mg, the index is~ 0.9, while forM =2.0 M, Re o< L;%8. Note
that if the protoneutron star cools s  t™° then we should
expectR; to grow linearly with time, implying that at late times
the velocity of the critical point away from the neutron star
approximately constant.

The stiff nature of the wind equations is manifest in Fig. 2.
The inset shows that drops by more than four orders of mag-
nitude in just 1-3 km, before the neutrino heating rate reach

dominates the other heating processes in the models we con-
sider here. Note that heating due to neutrino-electroithonos
scattering §.e) does not contribute as significantly as is indi-
cated by Qian & Woosley (1996) and Otsuki et al. (2000), be-
cause of their simplifying assumption that the energy fiems
per scattering is- ,, /2 instead of- (¢ —4T)/2 (§4.2). In addi-
tion, our total heating ratej(y) is higher than that of Otsuki et
al. (2000) because of their inclusion of two extra and spugio
powers of the redshift per neutrino luminosity factor in leac
heating process (see 84.1). Comparing Fig. 6 with Fig. 7, we
can see that the drop b atr ~ 35 km is due to the forma-
tion of « particles. As the luminosity decreases this transition
region moves in, so that fdr>! = 0.50, dec — 0 nearr ~ 22

km. As the ratio ofM/R, increases, the heating rate due to
vivi — €'e€ (0,5) increases substantially relative to baih
andde.. However, even foM/R, = 2.0M; /10 km, the peak

of dc is still ~ 2x that ofd, ;. Note that an increase I, or
(€4,,) increases the importance@fe andd, ; relative toge. In
particular, this increases the energy deposition at laraeir.

We explore some of these effects on the asymptotic character
of the wind in §8.3.

Qian & Woosley (1996) found thadl o L2°M2 for New-
tonian gravity. We find that the index of this power lawlip
is slightly decreased in general relativity to 2-:2644, but that
the dependence dYl is strongerM is approximately propor-
tional to M2 for high luminosities. The index decreases to
-2.5 for low luminosities. For the full range of luminosities
and masses considered here, we find that the Qian & Woosley
(1996) analytic approximation fol underestimates our results
by 20-40%.

Computing the volumetric integral afas in eq. (14) yields
the net energy deposition rat®, (see Table 1). For the heat-
ing function we employ in this pape@ is roughly proportional
to L24 for all protoneutron star masses and luminosities. The
small variations in this power law index compliment the vari

a maximum. Figure 4 shows the total specific heating rate for ation in M with L, so that the ratidQ/M varies by less than

each of the eight fiducial wind models. Note that the maxi-

1% over the whole range df, for each mass. In all cases

mum in g occurs very close to the protoneutron star surface Q/M ~ GM/R, to within 10%. Whereas Qian & Woosley

and that the position of this maximum is not a functiorLof

(1996) found tha o M2, we find a more stiff dependence

At r ~ 12 km the density gradient changes dramatically, as the on massQ o M™% for 1.4 M, <M < 1.6 My,. In addition,

slow moving material in this inner atmosphere acceleraies t

we find that their analytic expression fQrconsistently under-
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estimates the net energy deposition in our models by as muchnating® from =(r) in eq. (24) increased, by more than 30%

as a factor of two. and lefts, virtually unchanged.

The wind mechanical powéiechis proportional ta_3# for Because the bending of null geodesics increases the net en-
low L andM = 1.4 M. This index decreases to 3.2 for ergy deposition close to the neutron star and the redshiftste
M = 2.0 Mg. At high luminosity for all masse®mecnox L3°. act to decrease energy deposition over the whole profils, it i

Although the asymptotic velocity is set by the escape vefoci  clear from this comparison that only an increasejin) that
from the protoneutron star and therefore increases witleas: does not significantly increas@ can have large effects an
ing M, it does not increase as a power law in general relativ- (see §8.3 and Qian and Woosley 1996).

ity. In fact, it increases more rapidly. Therefore, everuiio

M is approxmately proportional tM2% at low luminosities, 5.3. The Electron Fraction
the increase itv, asM gets large forceByecnto increase. For
L>! = 0.8, Pnec{M) decreases 30% &8 goes from 1.4 M, to Figure 7 shows the evolution of the neutrdQ), proton Kp),

1.8 Mg, but then increases by about 10%\sncreasesto 2.0  alpha K,), and electron fractiorivg) as a function of radius for
M. For higher luminositiesy, as a function oM is more  theL3! = 8.0 fiducial model (Table 1 and Figs. 1-6). The elec-
shallow andPnec{M) does not exhibit a minimum favl < 2.0 tron fraction profile is computed using eq. (15), solved s$imu
Mo. taneously with the wind equations. In computing the wind so-
lutions we assume nuclear statistical equilibrium betwieea
nucleons and alpha particleg comes to within a few percent

s . . i
:ﬁnlooenisr L, t((j)er? rg?jgsnam"exﬁmgﬁgy (;/]cl_(fgn\r/;:s'gg f(r)(f):qeu of its asymptotic valuex®) in just the first five kilometers. This
gy to hy y p mec 9 quick evolution is due primarily to the low matter velocitim

5 8 i

only 3> 10™ to less than 5107 for the models considered . & region. Fok,, /L,, =8/6.15and(e,,) /(e,,) = 14/11,
here. The efficiency for the conversion of net energy dejposit eq. (16) predicts that? ~ 0.478. Solving the differential equa-
to h)l/(zrodynammal poweF,’mech/Q, decreas%s Wlth5|1umII”IOSIty tion we find remarkable agreement; = 0.477 atr = 20 km.
asLy” for 1.4 Mg with Precy/Q ~ 1.9 107 for L37 = 0.35. Just beyond this, far > 30 km, free nucleons form particles
.Th's means 'ghat almost _aII .Of the net energy deposition goesandYe rises slightly as<, increases untif, = 0.483 atr ~ 150
into overcoming the gravitational potential. The excessI@n |, "Thisis then effect, whose import in this context was first
manifest at infinity as the mechanical power, is very small in notéd by Fuller & Me);er (1995) and McLaughlin, Fuller, &
comparison withQ. These quantities may be potentially im- —yys<0,1996). The magnitude here is only of order 1%. For
portant if the wind is to emerge and escape to infinity in the Y2 < 0.5, we find generally that the magnitude of thesffect

expanding supermova envelope. increases as the luminosity decreases for a giyenin addi-
tion, for models in whichLz,/L,, and (e5,)/{c.,) are larger,
5.2. The Effects of General Relativity and, henceYZ is naively lower (a la eq. 16), the magnitude of
the« effect is also enhanced. However, for a reasonable range
Over the range of masses presented here, we find significanbf L, /L,, and(c;,)/(c..) as well as total neutrino luminosi-
enhancements in the entropy per baryon and reductions in theies, thea effect never increasé§ by more than~10%. That
dynamical timescale using the full general-relativistiarhe- is, if Yo = 0.40 beforex particle formation, we find that the
work. Over a broad range of luminosities for the 1.4 iro- effect increase¥. to no more than approximately4.
toneutron star we find thaj is 25-30 units less in our Newto-
nian calculations than in our analogous general-relaiivisl-
culations. Typical reductions in, are on the order of 30%.
These differences were anticipated by Qian & Woosley (1996)
and Cardall & Fuller (1997) and more recently realized in the
wind calculations of Otsuki et al. (2000). As the latter skoyw
the general-relativistic effects e andr, are much more the
result of using the general-relativistic hydrodynamianoita-
tion than of incorporating the general-relativistic catiens to
g expressed in egs.(23) and (24). The inclusion of general rel
ativity in the hydrodynamics makes the structure of the pro-
toneutron star more compact than in a Newtonian description
This makes the temperature and density gradients steegter ju
exterior toR, and particularly in the heating region. Although
dT /dr decreases rapidlgp/dr drops much faster. This effec-
tively increases the specific energy deposition per unisaad
the entropy is enhanced significantly.

The efficiency of energy depositio@,/ L', ranges from 1¢

Since in these fiducial models we decrease the average
neutrino energies with luminosity, the threshold effecthie
charged-current reactions, manifest in eq. (16) by the neu-
tron/proton mass difference\), becomes important. Despite
the fact thatL;, /L, and{e;,)/{c,.) are maintained as above,
Y& eventually becomes greater than 0.5. ¥8sbecomes much
larger ¢~ 0.52), it experiences what might also be termedan
effect: because an particle haste = Z/A = 0.50, the onset of
X, formationdecreases Y2.

5.4. The Dynamical Timescale

In discussing our results, in order to make an apposite com-
parison with previous studies, we quoig(eq. 32) afT = 0.5
MeV. However, using such a scale to characterize the nafure o
the resulting nucleosynthesis is suspect. Figure 8 shgws
a function of radius for the wind models presented in Figs. 1-

For comparison, we calculated several wind models with egs.5. The dots on each line of constant neutrino luminosity mark
(5)-(7) that included the enhancementjadue to the bending  the range (b MeV 2 T(r) 2 0.1 MeV, the temperature range
of null geodesics, but did not include any redshift factard.p relevant for neutron-capture nucleosynthesis. Althoungr
or {¢,). The netheating increased k}20% and although more  process may continue at temperatures well below 0.1 MeV, we
heating occurred at larger radii, the peakjialso increased so include these dots to guide the eye. The dynamical timescale
as to offset any potential gain 8. The net enhancement was of the wind, or the expansion timescale, has been defined in
just 5 units in entropy. The timescale, however, decreaged b several different ways by many researchers. No clear censen
~ 30%. Conversely, keeping all the redshift terms and elimi- sus exists. Cardall & Fuller (1997) defined their dynamical
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timescale as the-folding time of the temperature at = 0.5
MeV. Hoffman, Woosley, & Qian (1997) defined their dynam-

quasi-stationary. There are several timescales of impeceta
The first is7y, the timescale for decay of the neutrino lumi-

ical timescale in the same way, but then used an expansiomosity, set by the power-law indekin the relationL, o t™:

timescale (1.28 times the dynamical time) to discuss tteeir r
sults. Qian & Woosley (1996) and Freiburghaus et al. (1999)
used the ratio/vatT = 0.5 MeV to characterize the expansion.
Finally, Meyer & Brown (1997) connect thefolding time of

the density with their expansion timescalé2v, by using the
equation fotM and dropping the acceleration term. With these
assumptions, they obtain

t
TPMB('[) =719 <1+ 2—7_0) ,

wheret is the time on a Lagrangean mass element in the flow.
Figure 8 shows clearly that any simple parameterizatiomef t
dynamical time, using any definition, is an oversimplifioati
For L3! = 8, 7, increases by almost a factor of four over this
range of temperatures. Equation (33) captures the incfase
T, with radius for high luminosities, but overestimates tiops!

by about a factor of two. At low luminosities, of course, eq.
(33) does not capture,(t) at all. At these luminosities, the
dynamical timescale actually decreases over this rangenof t
peratures. This arises because a region of positive cuevatu
thev(r) profile of Fig. 1 develops between 40 km and 200 km
at low luminosities. This observation simply underscores t
danger in considering a single dynamical time that is meant t
characterize an actual wind profile.

(33)

Figure 9 shows tracks of constant mass in the plarsg oér-
susr, for luminosities from_3! = 8.0 to L3! = 0.60, forR, = 10
km. Although the indices vary slightly for different masses
Sa o L2925 andr, o L;13, so thats, is approximately propor-
tional to7%2. One can imagine that these curves represent evo-
lutionary cooling tracks in time in the space ®fand, for
constanR, andM. Simple extrapolation of this power law al-
lows one to estimate at whaf a given entropy might obtain,
for a given mass and neutron star radius. For example, the 1.
Mg trajectory in Fig. 9 will not reacls, ~ 200 until7, ~ 0.25
seconds. The corresponding neutrino luminosity at thigitpoi
is L1 ~ 0.25. Knowing thatM oc L2 allows one to estimate

the mass outflow rate &8 ~ 2.3 x 108 M, s*. These simple
power laws and a knowledge of hdw might behave in time
allow us to put powerful constraints on the likely wind epoch
of r-process nucleosynthesis, as we demonstrate in §6.

Wanajo et al. (2000) found that their dynamical timescale
saturated at high neutrino luminosities near®x 10°? erg s*.
This conclusion is an artifact of their definition for the dyn-
ical timescale and their numerical approach to the wind prob
lem. Our solution shows that for constant average neuttino e
ergies, even up ta'% ~ 8 x 10°? erg s, 7, continues to de-
crease, roughly as, « L;%°. The entropy also decreases as
the luminosity increases, oc L;%3. Since these power laws
are for constant average neutrino energy,
fiducial models that, o L;%%%(c, ) "2¢ ands, oc L,%13(¢, ) 7048,
These are to be compared with the analytic results of Qian &
Woosley (1996) who did not include general-relativistieefs:

Tayn o L2 (e,) 2 ands, o L8 (e, ) Y/3,
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5.5. The Steady-State Approximation

To conclude this section, we include a few words about the

4

we deduce from the

74 =t/4. The second is the tims, for matter to move from

R, to the critical pointR;, where it loses sonic contact with
the rest of the flow. The third relevant timescale is the sound
crossing timeys, betweerR, andR.. 75 varies from just~ 10

ms to more than 250 ms over the rangd.p$ presented here.
For high luminositiesrs o< L;*°. 7, is proportional td_;?° for

all luminosities and varies from 4 seconds to more than 5000
seconds for the same rangelgfs. However, these numbers
for 7, are quite deceiving. In our models, due to the exponen-
tial density gradient just exterior ®,, the matter is effectively
trapped for < 12 km. In fact, for the lowest luminosity cases
presented here, the matter velocity fof 10.5 km can be of
order 10 cm . In effect, then, the region shown in the inset in
Fig. 2 is an atmosphere in hydrostatic equilibritnom which

the wind emerges. From this region the matter would escape on
timescales much longer than the total protoneutron staF coo
ing time. If, instead, we redefing, as the time necessary for

a Lagrangean mass element to go from the peak of the heating
profile (see Fig. 4) at ~ 12 km toR., we find thatr, is of
order~ 10 ms forL3! = 8.0 andry, ~ 1 second fol3! = 0.5.

The steady-state approximation is only validif 7s < 4. For
example, takind., (t) o t 2 and high neutrino luminositie}
drops 10% in roughlyy. At these luminositiessy is approx-
imately 20-30 ms. Although bothy, and s are less thany,
they are not significantly so. We conclude that the steaag st
assumption might be reasonably employed, but that cawgion i
warranted.

6. THE EVOLUTION OF PROTONEUTRON STAR WINDS

With the eigenvalue problem solved and some of the system-
atics in hand, in this section we explore possible evolatign
trajectories using the steady-state solutions. Beyongkgirg
the entire relevant parameter space, we endeavor to maalel th
whole of the Kelvin-Helmholtz cooling phase, including iad
contraction and the simultaneous evolution of the lumityosi
and average neutrino energy.

Perhaps a second after core bounce, as the wind emerges, the
protoneutron star atmosphere will be extended (30—-50 km)
and perhaps highly luminous!f! ~ 5 x 10°2 erg s1). As the
neutron star cools it will contract quasi-hydrostaticallyhis
may take as many as several seconds, depending upon the nu-
clear equation of state. The average neutrino energieagluri
contraction may increase, peak near the time at wRicset-
tles, and then decrease roughly linearly in time (Pons et al.
1999). The luminosity may decay quasi-exponentially or as a
power law in time (Burrows and Lattimer 1986; Burrows 1988;
Pons et al. 1999).

Figure 10 shows the luminosity, radius, and average energy
as a function of time for our evolutionary models. This pic-
ture is merely schematic, but illustrates a representaiiee
nario. In the following discussion we take® o t0°. A
simple rescaling in time can be performed for other power-
law indices or exponential luminosity decay. Two possible
tracks for the time evolution oR,(t) are shown. The short
dashed line is linear contraction such tha{t = 0.4s) = 203

km andR,(t =1s) =10 km. This is the evolutionary model,
which we label asR,(t) « 1-at’. For comparison, the dot-

degree to which the protoneutron star wind can be considereddashed line ha®, (t) proportional tot™/3. This model also



hasR,(t =0.4s) = 203 km. Att ~ 3.2 secondsR, =10 km.
The power ¥3 was obtained from a rough fit over approxi-
mately one second of post-explosion evolution in a supernov
model of S. Bruenn. In this calculation the supernova was sim
ulated in one-dimension artificially for a Woosley and Weave
(1995) 15 M, progenitor starting from the collapse calcula-
tions of Bruenn, De Nisco, & Mezzacappa (2001). We fo-
cus on the model witlR, (t) o< 1—at instead of the model with
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with small dots. For comparison, we also show the evolution f
M = 1.4 M, with R, (t) o< t™%/3 as a thin solid line without dots.
The small dots on each evolutionary track are separaeAll
tracks start withL>! = 8.0. The lowest luminosity shown on
this plot ist;i = 0.4 for each track. The time evolution for any
mass begins with high luminosity, larg, and, hence, lowg,
(~50-70) and smalt, (~5ms). AsR, gets smaller in the first
second of evolution, the trajectories wi) o< 1—at move to

R, (t) o t™3 because it reaches a more compact configuration much highers, and slightly smallerr, before they cease con-

(i.e., maximumM /R,) at earlier times, that is, with higher lu-
minosity. As we explore in the next section, lafd¢R,,, cou-
pled with high luminosity and/or average neutrino energesi
short dynamical timescales and relatively high entrogiesh
potentially important for-process nucleosynthesis in the pro-
toneutron star context.

traction atR, = 10 km. Thes, reached at this luminosity is
set byM/R,, with the 2.0 M;, model reaching, ~ 160. Our
evolutionary models contract from 20 km toR, = 10 km in
approximately 1 second. At this point in the evoluti®d, is
fixed and each track makes a sharp turn toward much longer
7, and only moderately highes. This turnoff point is marked

In order to determine appropriate numbers for the ratios With a large open circle on each track and h5= 3.4 and

(€v,)/(€e)s (€m6) [ (Eve)» L/ Lo, » @andLy, /L, We surveyed su-
pernova simulations (e.g., Mayle, Wilson, and Schramm 1987

Burrows, Hayes, and Fryxell 1995; Mezzacappa et al. 2001;

Ll'=157x 10°?erg s*. At this point the trajectories join lines
of constanRR,, like those in Fig. 9. Due to the relatively slow
contraction, the model witR, (t) o< t /3 never exhibits such a

Liebendorfer et al. 2001; Bruenn, De Nisco, and Mezzacappasharp turn in thes, -7, plane and eventually joins the other 1.4
2001; Rampp and Janka 2000; S. Bruenn 2001, private commu-M, evolutionary track at, ~ 0.012 seconds, corresponding to

nication) and protoneutron star cooling calculations (Bws

and Lattimer 1986; Pons et al. 1999; J. Pons 2000, private com | 51

munication). The common assumption of equipartition inikum
nosity between the three neutrino species is generallyaabt r
ized in these calculations. In fadt,, +L;, +L, +L;_ is usu-
ally of order 56-60% of L'". In addition, the ratiqe;,)/(c,,)
ranges from 1.1to 1.4 arig, /L,, from 1.0 to 1.4. The ratio of
(em) to (€,,,) also varies significantly. Like the fiducial mod-
els presented in 85, we ukg, to index our evolutionary mod-
els in this section and st )/(cs.) = 1.6, (¢5,)/{(€1e) = 1.3,
Lz /L., =14, andL;, /L, =1.3. Atany time, all luminosities

and average energies can then be computed from Fig. 10. We

chose(ey,)/(e,,) andLg,/L,, so as to accord with the litera-
ture while also minimizingr2 (eq. 16), this being potentially

favorable forr-process nucleosynthesis (but see §8.1). Note

that with (e, )/(e,.) = 1.3 andL;,/L,, = 1.3 and the magnitude
of the average energies set by Fig. Y9~ 0.46 at early times.

We feel these numbers are merely representative. We explor

potentially important modifications to our prescriptior88.3.

t ~ 3.15 seconds ant?! = 1.3. Note that the turnoff point at
3.4 marks the point of minimurm, for each model with
R, « 1-at. Table 2 gives the global properties of our neutrino-
drivenwind models at>! =8.0, L3} = 3.4, andL3! = 0.4, includ-

ing the asymptotic electron fractio2. For comparison, we

also include in Table 2 the model wiRy (t) < t™/* atL5! = 3.4.

Having solved foM at every point along these evolutionary
tracks and assuming that,(t) « t™°°, we calculate the total
mass ejected in the wind as a function of time:

ot
Mej(t) = / M(t")dt’. (34)
0
Figure 12 shows this integral for all five of the models présén
in Fig. 11. The dashed line showW(t) for the model with

R,(t) < t™¥/3. As one would expect, because of the slower ra-

edial contraction of the protoneutron star, this model gj@ctre

matter than the corresponding trajectory withoc (1—at). In
this case, the difference is about 20%. The small dots on each

For each point along the evolutionary models represented inof the solid lines mark_,, (t) for each model and correspond

Fig. 10 we calculate the steady-state wind solution. We &0 th
for arange of protoneutron star masses from-2.8 My. Neu-
trino luminosity is always quoted as the local neutrino Inas-
ity at the surface of the protoneutron star, not the lumirycsi
infinity.

6.1. Results: Evolutionary Models

Shown in Fig. 11 are evolutionary trajectories fdr= 1.4,
1.6, 1.8, and 2.0 M in the plane ofr, versus asymptotic en-
tropy, sa. Note thats, does not include contributions frof
decays during nucleosynthesis. Duringrocess nucleosynthe-
sis these processes may incregdey = 10 units, depending on
the dynamical timescale (Meyer and Brown 1997). However,

because we post-process our wind models to obtain the nucle

osynthetic yield and include only alpha particles and freeler
ons in the equation of state we employ in solving the eigera/al
problem (see §2), such an entropy increase is not includgd in
Figure 11 is analogous to Fig. 9, but for changi®t), (¢, )(t),
andL!°Y(t) using the evolution depicted in Fig. 10. The evolu-
tionary trajectories labelled withR, o« 1—at’ are solid lines

to the luminosity points on each track in Fig. 11. The large
dots on each line markS! = 3.4, the luminosity at which each
track in Fig. 11 reacheR, = 10 km and turns sharply. Note
that the 2.0 M, model ejects only- 7 x 10° M, of material,

a factor of about 3.5 less than the 1.4;Mnodel. Extrapo-
lating the results of Fig. 12 we can compute the tdid]' for

t — oco. We can then compute, at any time, the mass yet to be
ejected by the windAMej(t) = Mg — Mej(t). Figure 13 shows
AMegj(t) versus time for each track in Fig. 11. The lines and
dots correspond with those in Fig. 12. In Fig. 11, we plotdine
of constant logy[ AMgj(t)] in units of M, as dashed lines con-
necting big dots on each of the four evolutionary trajeet®ri
with R, o (1-at). The thick dashed line on the far right side of
the plot, labelled-6.0, is the line beyond which, only 10M,

will be ejected.

In the calculations presented here, we have arbitrarilyddfi
the point in time when the wind begins. The absolute magni-
tude ofMg;j in Fig. 12 for each model is therefore also arbitrary.
Only the ratios of these ejected massea\dd(t) for an indi-
vidual trajectory are of real import. The6.0 line in Fig. 11
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is of particular significance because if all (or most) supgae

nificantly, and the threshold effect would driv2 higher. Thus,

producer-process elements then the total yield per supernovasuch a modification can only make the constraints tighter.

must be 10°-10° M, (e.g., Qian 2000). Therefore, if an
process epoch is to exist along any of the trajectories sliown
Fig. 11, then it must begin at or before the line label&d in
order to eject sufficient mass.rHprocessing begins to the right
of this line, less than I6 M, will be ejected. For any.,(t)
andR,(t), such a bound must exist. We have explored the po-
sition of this boundary for a variety of relationships 1oyt
Taking reasonable-folding timescales+) andL,(t) x e
the —6.0 line moves to even shortey. For slower power law
decay, the boundary moves to longgr ForM = 1.4 M, and

L, (t) o< t™8 it moves fromr, ~ 0.06 to 7, ~ 0.075 seconds.
Although the wind may eventually evolve to arbitrarily long
dynamical timescales, we conclude that the rangg oélevant

for r-process nucleosynthesis is significantly constrainethey t
109, AMgj] = =6 line in Fig. 11. In fact, this range is smaller
than previous calculations suggest. In addition, notegian if

a given wind model producesprocess elements, only a frac-
tion of the total mass ejected during thraprocessing epoch
will be in r-process elements; much of the mass will remain in
alpha particles. Conservatively, then, if transonic pnetatron
star winds are the primary site for theprocess, this constraint

T

We conclude that the late-timeprocess as obtained in
Woosley et al. (1994) is extremely unlikely in the contexgaof
transonic wind. In essence, becassés initially set byM/R,
for a given model, once each trajectory reacRg&) = 10 km,
the wind evolves quickly to much larger, and only mod-
estly higher asymptotic entropy. That is, for constBpt s,
is roughly proportional to—g-z. By the time a transonic wind
evolves to high entropy, the dynamical timescale is too kmd
Y& is too high to allow for a robust-process. The slope of the
trajectories in the, — 7, plane shown in Fig. 11 guarantee that
if the wind enters a regime of very high entropy it does so with
very larger, and minuteM, so as to preclude any significant
r-process yield.

Instead, we propose anprocess epoch just a second or two
after explosion, coinciding with the end of the protonentro
star contraction phase. In this scenario, the wind moves int
an early-timer-processing regime in th& — 7, plane and then
out of this regime at later times so that the constrainkanis
satisfied. With this in mind, the behavior of the wind tragect
ries during contraction, and particularly the point in efreltk

on the amount of mass ejected per supernova implies that thevherer, is at a minimum i3} = 3.4), is suggestive and tanta-

epoch ofr-process nucleosynthesis must occuriptess than
~ 0.075 seconds.

For this range irr,, there is also only a relatively small range
of s, available to the transonic protoneutron star wind. As evi-
denced by the calculations of Takahashi, Witti, & Janka #)99
and Qian & Woosley (1996) and borne out in Fig. &las large

lizing. As Hoffman, Woosleye, & Qian (1997) noted, a small dy-
namical timescale, even for only moderate entropies, oald yi

a successful-process. More recently, Otsuki et al. (2000) have
shown that a successftiprocess can be realized in this con-
text. For these reasons we turn our attention to an earlg;tim
high luminosity, short=,, and modest entropy-process. For

reference, in Fig. 11, we include long dashed lines of cansta

as~ 400 is simply outside what can be obtained for reasonableY,, taken from ther-process survey calculations of Meyer &

dynamical timescales, even including the effects of gdmela
ativity. If we extrapolate the curves shown here to laterem
(lower luminosities), even the 2.0 Mtrajectory does not reach
400 until7, ~ 0.2 seconds. At this poidl ~ 2 x 10° Mg, s™.

Brown (1997), above and to the left of which, for a givéh
production of the third-process peak a ~ 195 is assured.
Caution is encouraged in taking these lines too seriousigy T
were computed along specificandp trajectories for fixed/?

If r-processing could occur during these late stages, it wouldand dynamical timescaleM®, given by eq. (33), which over-

need to persist for many thousands of seconds to yield evén 10
M of ejecta. Moreover, the survey calculations of Hoffman,
Woosley, & Qian (1997) and Meyer & Brown (1997) show
that withs, ~ 400 andr, ~ 0.2 seconds, one requir¥g ~ 0.3
to achieve an appreciable third peakrocess.Y2 this low is
extremely unlikely. As the protoneutron star cools, the-neu
trino luminosity and average neutrino energy will be cated.
Protoneutron star cooling calculations (Burrows and badti

estimatesir/dt by roughly a factor of two at these high lumi-
nosities (see Fig. 8 and 85.1). These lines are only suggesti

7. NUCLEOSYNTHESIS IN THE EVOLUTIONARY
PROTONEUTRON STAR WIND MODELS

Any successfut-process site must do more than simply pro-
duce nuclei withA > 195. Observations of-nuclei in ultra

1986; Pons et al. 1999) indicate that the average neutrino en metal-poor halo stars (notably, CS22892-052, HD11544d, an

ergies will fall throughout these late evolutionary stageghe
luminosity decreases. As the magnitude€/of) and(e,,) de-
crease, the asymptotic electron fraction (eq. 16) museasz
on account of the energy threshold for the reactigm— ne'
(the ‘threshold effect’). For the 1.4 Mmodel, these constraints
are even more severe. This track reackes 400 only when
7, is severabecondsandM is of order 102 M, st

Note that for a given mass ang, s, is 10-30 units higher in
Fig. 9 than in Fig. 11 owing to the lower average neutrino ener
gies for a given luminosity in our fiducial models (85) than in
the evolutionary models we consider in this section. Onéhinig
argue that by quickly decreasing,) for all neutrino species
with respect to the luminosity that the trajectory would mov
more quickly to highes,, and, hence, be more likely to yield
r-process ejecta. While such a change would certainly dgive
higher, it would also make, increase faster, decreakesig-

CS31082-001) show that the abundance patterAfgrl35s is
nearly identical to the scaled solesprocess abundance (Sne-
den et al. 1996; Burris et al. 2000; Westin et al. 2000; Hitlet
2001). Simply producing the platinum peak is no guarantae th
the solar abundance distribution is reliably reproducedy(éf
and Brown 1997). In the wind scenario, particularly, one mus
construct the time-integrated yield as the neutrino lursityo
decays and the global wind structure evolves.

For each luminosity point on the 1.4dvevolutionary trajec-
tory with R, o< (1—at) in Fig. 11 we obtained a uniqud and
velocity, temperature, and density profile. For each intliai
profile we compute the nucleosynthetic yield @s a function
of the atomic masg\. With Y(A) andM at every point, assum-
ing L, (t) o< t™°9, we compute the weighted sum to get the total
amount of ejected material at eadhMegj(A). For the 1.4 M,
model we find no significant nucleosynthesis beydnd 100.
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In fact, most of the mass is concentrated at a peak in Sr, Y, andThese three points together imply that if theprocess occurs

Zr. Inspecting the yield at each luminosity (time) revealatt
when the protoneutron star has contracte®&te= 10 km, the
point of minimum~, in Fig. 11 denoted by a large open cir-
cle, the nucleosynthetic flow reaches a maximurAinThat

is, all the points withr, 2> 0.005 seconds on the 1.4 dVlevo-
lutionary track, even though they have higher entropy, pced
lower averagé\ ejecta. This can be understood simply: as the
dynamical timescale of the wind gets longer, more seed nucle
are formed. Hence, for a giveff ands,, the neutron-to-seed

generically in protoneutron star winds th¥f must be either
less than 0.40 or greater than 0.48 to avoid the overpramtucti
problem atA ~ 90. Naively, it might seem thaf2 < 0.40 is
favored because this would naturally increase the neutron-
seed ratio by increasing the number fraction of neutronsv-Ho
ever, there are several reasons wWify> 0.48 might actually
be viable. First, foiy2 > 0.485 Hoffman et al. (1996) found
that some interesting-process elements were produced, which
were previously unaccounted for (e ¥Mo). Second, the most

ratio decreases (Hoffman, Woosley, and Qian 1996; Meyer anddetailed transport studies done to date (Mezzacappa &Cil; 2

Brown 1997; Freiburghaus et al. 1999). Therefore, the point
of minimumr,, whenM /R, reaches a maximum, affords the
best possibility for a robustprocess. For all protoneutron star
masses, the evolutionary models wRhoc (1—at) turn sharply
atL3! = 3.4 andr, ~ 0.005 seconds. Unfortunately, although
theL3} = 3.4 point produced the highest averayejecta of any
other Iumlnosny along the 1.4 Mtrack in Fig. 11, the nucle-

Liebendorfer et al. 2001; Rampp and Janka 2000) indicate tha
(eme)/{ev.) = 1.1-1.2 andL;,/L,, ~ 1.1. Depending on the
magnitude of(c;,) and (e, ), these numbers pif > 0.48, as

per eq. (16). Third, Hoffman, Woosley, & Qian (1997) find that
asY2 increases from 0.48 te 0.495 the requisite entropy for
third-peak production actuallgecreases for fixed dynamical
timescale. The last point implies that having a highmight

~

osynthesis did not even proceed to the second abundance peaklightly relieve the constraints ag set by an early-time, high-

We also calculated the nucleosynthetlc yield for the 1.8, 1.
and 2.0 M, trajectories aL51 = 3.4, assuming that these points
of minimum 7, would also yleld the highest averadeejecta
of any of the points in a given mass trajectory. None success-
fully generated nucleosynthesis beyond the seasptbcess
abundance peak. Even the 2.Q,NModel, which has, ~ 161
andr, ~ 0.0044 seconds fdr3! = 3.4, did not proceed beyond
A ~ 135. Hence, for th&2s derived and the time evolution
we have assumed, we fail to produce viablprocess nucle-
osynthesis in any of our evolutionary transonic protormutr
star wind models.

8. WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

We have already ruled out the possibility of a late-time
processing epoch at long dynamical timescales and high en-
tropies & = 400) using constraints on the amount of material
ejected, the slope of the evolutionary tracks indger, plane,
and the inexorable rise i¥{2 as the protoneutron star cools.

We are left wondering what reasonable modifications might
generically yield third-peak-process nucleosynthesis for a
canonical protoneutron star with 1.4.MandR, =10 km. In
this section we further explore the viability of the earipér-
process. We consider the likely rangeYgf s, andr, accessi-
ble to transonic neutrino-driven winds, and present thesjaiay
conditions we require for production of the both the secordl a
third r-process abundance peaks.

8.1. The Asymptotic Electron Fraction: Y&

One might argue that2 is simply too high in these winds
to yield successful nucleosynthesis.
portant points in this regard. First, our evolutionary misde
which failed to produce nucleosynthesis beyagnd 135, all
hadY2 ~ 0.46 atL>! = 3.4. ThisY2 favors the formation of

There are several im-

luminosity r-process. The fact that sonpeprocess elements
might also be produced in a higfft environment is attractive.
Together, we feel that the above points make it plausible tha
Y& > 0.48 in protoneutron star winds. Such a conclusion, con-
stramsthe three-dimensional spage 7, — Y2 significantly.

Of course, having@ ~ 0.30—0.35 might also cure the over-
production problem aA ~ 90 while increasing the neutron-to-
seed ratio dramatically, so as to allow for third-peak pmdu
tion at the entropies and timescales obtained for the 1.4 M
evolutionary model in Fig. 11. However, to attaff < 0.35
one requires ;. /L, 2 1.55for (e, )/{e..) =20 MeV/12 MeV.
Such conditions would be extreme in light of the detailedgra
port calculations carried out to date. Howevel3fdoes reach
values this low in profiles like those in Fig. 11, there are two
constraints worth pointing out. The first is thét must evolve
with the neutrino luminosities and average energies so/that
little mass is left to be ejected by the tini@ increases to 0.40.
Otherwise, the same overproduction problems at 90 may
occur. The second constraint is thatYff is sufficiently low
to guarantee third-peak production, it must eject not mioaa t
~ 10°° M, of r-process material per supernova.

We conclude tha¥? may be >0.47 in protoneutron star
winds. This follows from the fact that? below 0.40 is very
unlikely and ifY2 is in the range 0.4€0.46, models suffer from
overproduction ofA ~ 90 nuclei. With this in mind, in the next
section we consider modifications to our transonic wind mod-
els that might increase the entropy or decrease the dynamica
timescale.

8.2. Entropy and Dynamical Timescale

One might choose to increasghby changing the bulk pro-
toneutron star characteristics. Increasing the ritjR, in-
creases, significantly with only modest decreasesrin How-
ever, this ratio cannot be increased arbitrari. > 1.5 Mg

A ~ 90 nuclei and produces many seed nuclei, thus decreasimay be disfavored in light of neutron star binary observetio

ing the neutron-to-seed ratio for a given entropy and dynami

(Arzoumanian 1995) and, < 9 km seems unlikely due to con-

timescale. Second, both Woosley et al. (1994) and Wanajo etstraints on the high density nuclear equation of state, (eat-

al. (2000) obtained unacceptably large over-productidmsie
clei nearA ~ 90 in the early phase of their wind calculations, at
high luminosity and low entropy. Third, Hoffman et al. (1996
find that this overproduction problem is solvedvf > 0.485.

timer and Prakash 2001). In order to explore this, however,
we variedM andR, at L51 =3.4 in our evolut|onary models
with R, o 1-at. In Table 3, we summarize these results for
M =1.8 My, 1.6 Mg, and 1.4 M,. These models should be
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compared with the models wiltP! = 3.4 in Table 2. Unfortu-
nately, forY2 ~ 0.46 for each model, we did not obtain third-
peakr-process nucleosynthesis. Increasi@artificially in our
nucleosynthesis calculations to 0.48, the neutron-to-sato
stays low and we fail to generatgrocess elements beyond the
second peak.

Although reasonable increaseMiyR, are favorable for the
r-process, they are insufficient for strong third-peak nosja-
thesis. Therefore, in an effort to obtain a robugtrocess in a
canonical 1.4 M,, R, =10 km protoneutron star, we are only
left with the option of modifications to the energy depositio
profile.

8.3. Possible Alterationsto g

Qian & Woosley (1996) showed that an artificial energy
source at radii between 20 km and 30 km, beyond the peak i
d could substantially increase the entropy and decreaseythe d
namical timescale. In fact, any extra energy source thadro
ens the energy deposition profile, thus increasjiig a region
of low mass density, increasgesand decreases.

We noted in 86 the difference in entropy, for a given be-
tween the fiducial tracks in Fig. 9 and the evolutionary teack
in Fig. 11. Comparing thé1 = 1.6 Mg, tracks on both plots,
the difference ins, between the two at, = 0.02 seconds is
~12 units. The fiducial model (with higheg) has a total neu-
trino luminosity almost twice that of the evolutionary made

Lz /L. =1.3. For our extreme 2.0 Mevolutionary model with
Lf;z = 3.4 (see Table 2 for comparison), we $gf =L, =L,,
and(e,,) = 15 MeV, (e5,) = 22 MeV, and(e,,, ) = 34 MeV. This
increased’@ from 0.463 to 0.481, increas&dby more than a
factor of three, decreasegby 20 units to~140, and decreased
7, by 43% to 2.77 ms. These modifications were insufficient to

produce third-peak nucleosynthesis.

Following Qian & Woosley (1996), we artificially increased
d(r) in the region 20 knx r <50 km for our 1.4 M, evolution-
ary model at.3! = 3.4 so thatQ (eq. 14) went from 52 x 10%°
erg st to 1.67 x 10*° erg s?, an increase of 10%. Because
Q is the volume integral ofg and p is small at these radii
(10°-10" g cn®), d must be enhanced substantially in order
to affect a 10% change i@Q. With this extra energy deposition
we found that maximum increasessipand decreases i, de-

nPending on the degree of augmentatiomjafs a function of,

were 17 units and 50%, respectiveM. increased by just 8%.
We made the same sort of modification to the 2.9 Model
with L, =L, =L,, and(c,,) = 15 MeV, (¢5,) = 22 MeV, and
(€v,) =34 MeV. In this case, we increasuby 6% and found
that s, was increased from 140 to 161 and thatdecreased
from 2.77 ms to 1.62 ms. Thaf can decrease so significantly
as a result o 10% changes i@ demonstrates the importance
of conducting a full transport study in this context. We save
such an investigation for a future work, but emphasize that t
shape of the energy deposition profile may be the final ariter
determining the true potential of this site as the seatmbcess

but its average neutrino energies are more than 35% lower.nycleosynthesis.

The increase in entropy is caused by an interplay between

the charged-current heating ratRd] and the neutrino-electron
scattering heating ratejf). The former is proportional to
Ly (e2) + Ly (2), while d,.e is proportional to}; L, (e.,).
Clearly, for fixed neutrino luminosities, as the averagetrieol
energy dropstj,,e becomes more important relativedg. Be-

8.4. The Early-Time r-Process

Although we have described the general physics of protoneu-
tron star winds, the resulting nucleosynthesis, and meadific

causede. — 0 as the alpha fraction increases (see Figs. 6 andtions to our models that might enhance the wind's entropy

7), the fact thatj,, increases in importance effectively broad-
ens the energy deposition profile, thus increasing the pytro
Although the heating rate due tgy; annihilation peaks close
to the protoneutron star surface, it also contributes totdhe
tal energy deposition rate at radii larger than whege— 0.
Because,,; o Y ;L2 (e,), for fixed neutrino luminosity and
decreasing average neutrino energy, this process alsonesco
more important relative tqc, thereby enhancing the effect on
sa- Although the total effect here is relatively small, at ghor
T, any increases is, are of potential significance. Small av-
erage energies coupled with higher luminosities are onetway
achieve moderately higheg and shorterr,. Note that due to
the threshold effect (eq. 16) in the charged-current reastiif
one decreasesy,) and(e,,), Y2 will increase, and any poten-
tial gains ins; might be mitigated. However, as we discussed in
88.1, Fig. 10 of Hoffman, Woosley, & Qian (1997) shows that
the entropy required for third-peak nucleosynthesis digtda-
creases for high2.

Similarly, one might also increase,,) andL,, relative to
the same quantities for the electron and anti-electronstype
Since thev, - and v, -type neutrinos do not participate in the
charged-current reactions, any increase in their luminasi
average energy effectively increases the importanci,etnd
duz With respect todec. As we noted in 86, the evolution
of luminosity and energy shown in Fig. 10 is only sugges-
tive. For this reason we explored modifications to the ra-
tios (eu,)/(em) = 1.6, (en.)/(cvs) = 1.3, Ly, /L., = 14, and

and decrease its dynamical timescale, none of the models we
have presented so far produces a robust, third-pgakcess.
However, settingM = 2.0 Mg, R, =9.25 km, L, /L, =11,

Ly =L, =80x 10 erg s*, and(e,,) = 14 MeV, (g5,) = 20
MeV, and (¢,,) = 30 MeV we derive a wind witfs, ~ 151,

7, ~ 1.28 ms, andr$ ~ 0.485. This extremely compact and
luminous protoneutron star yields a wind profile that praetuc
third-peakr-process nucleosynthesis. We have found that for
Sa~ 150 and 047 < Y2 < 0.495, we require,, < 1.3 ms in or-

der to generate a significaAt~ 195 yield. These are the nec-
essary conditions we derive from our general-relativigticd
models for an early-time protoneutron staprocess epoch. If

a wind trajectory, like those in Fig. 11 were to pass into the r
gion s, ~ 150 andr, < 1.3 ms withY2 less than 0.50, some
third-peak material would be produced. Note that Otsuki et
al. (2000) attained third-peak nucleosynthesis for sinviliad
conditions. Atrtificially settingY? equal to 040, their model
with s; ~ 140 andr, ~ 1.2 ms successfully produced abun-
dance peaks & ~ 130 andA ~ 195.

Although a full nucleosynthesis survey, using real wind-pro
files, is required to map the space 19@, < 200,7, < 1.5 ms,
and 046 < Y < 0.50, we note some features of potential im-
portance for the short,, early-timer-process. First, as we de-
creaserg from 0.495 to 0.47, for a giver), ands,, the neutron-
to-seed ratio stays roughly constant. Hence, the ratio ®f th
abundance yield &k ~ 130 to that aA ~ 195 is relatively in-
sensitive tor2. Secondr-process nucleosynthesis at very short
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timescales and high electron fractions is possible bectngse  energy deposition represent the most viable alteratiormito
number of seed nuclei formed is very small. As a consequencemodels, which might lead to robustprocess nucleosynthesis
we expect the nucleosynthetic yield in this regime to be sen- in the protoneutron star context.

sitive to changes in the input nuclear physics and, in partic

lar, the three-body reactions important in seed nuclei &diom Our results indicate that only an early-time epochrof

(e.g.,*He(an,~)°Be; Kajino et al. 2001).

Our requisite conditions for third-peak nucleosynthesjsg
1.3 ms,s, =~ 150, and highv2, disfavorr-process nucleosynthe-
sis generically in neutrino-driven winds from neutron staith
M =1.4 M. Our results in Table 3 indicate that even Ry=8
km, s, is 30 units too small and, is a factor of about three too

process nucleosynthesis at high, smallr,, and modest en-

tropy is possible. A late-time-process, at very high entropy

(2 300), longT,, and lowL, is not viable. There are several
components to this argument. As the luminosity of the pro-

toneutron star decays, both the asymptotic entropy andndyna

ical timescale of the wind increase. The former is condutive
r-process nucleosynthesis. The latter is not. Hence, the ine

long for ther-process to proceed to the third abundance peak. orable rise in both compete. Fundamentally, for the traizson
We find these gaps in entropy and timescale very difficult to wind, we find that the asymptotic entropy does not increaste fa
bridge. ForM = 1.4 M, we requireR, < 7 km to reach this  enough to compensate for the deleterious rise in addition,

~

Sa andr,. Itis unlikely that any high-density nuclear equation  as the luminosity decays anglincreasesh decreases. For ex-

of state could accommodate such a small radius. Even takingamp|e, our 1.4 M evolutionary model only reacheg ~ 300

M =1.6 Mg andR, =9 km, without invoking an artificial heat-
ing source, we fail to react), < 1.3 ms ands, ~ 150. Although
the importance of the distribution of energy deposition exd

whenM ~ 10° M, s and7, ~ 3 seconds. Clearly, even if

ther-process could exist under these conditions, such an epoch
would have to continue for many thousands of seconds to pro-

tra heating sources should be borne in mind, our unmodified y,ce even 1% M., of r-process ejecta. Finally, the continued
wind models require a very massive and highly luminous pro- (ise inY2 at late times agc,,) and(c,,) decrease (due to the en-

toneutron star with small radius. Indeed, considering #ut f
that our successful wind models originate from neutronsstar
with M > 2.0 Mg andR, < 9.25 km, we are forced to consider
the possibility that the primary site for theprocess is not a
protoneutron star at all. A neutrino-driven outflow genedat

ergy threshold for the reactiorp — ne*, thethreshold effect)
also argues against a high-long-r, r-process.

For these reasons, we conclude thatgfrocess nucleosyn-
thesis occurs in protoneutron star winds, it must occur dy ea

near the event horizon of a black hole might bear many of the times, at or just after the moment whéy) reaches a mini-

characteristics of our successful protoneutron star nsodRelr-
haps very short timescale outflows or jets originating from t
compact inner accretion disk created in the collapsar nsaafel

mum. Our 1.4 M, evolutionary trajectory withR, o« 1-at
in Fig. 11 does not attain sufficiently high entropies andrsho
timescales for successful third peiakrocess nucleosynthesis.

Macfadyen & Woosley (1999) attain the necessary conditions We have calculated the nucleosynthetic yield at every las¥n
for r-process nucleosynthesis. Such outflow models would ben-ity (time) in this trajectory and at no point does the resigi

efit by being generated in a region with high/R,, without
being subject to the constraints imposed on neutron staitseby
nuclear equation of state.

9. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have constructed a robust and efficient algorithm for-solv
ing the neutrino-driven protoneutron star wind problemrmgsi
both general relativity and Newtonian gravity. We employed
physical boundary conditions for the transonic wind, a well
motivated neutrino energy deposition function, and an gégoa
of state suited to this problem. For the first time, we inctlide
the differential equation for the evolution 8§ in radius and
the proper sonic point boundary condition. Using this cotapu
tional tool, we studied the structure and systematics offrivens
driven winds with an eye toward assessing the suitabilitisf

site forr-process nucleosynthesis. We have examined a wide

range of protoneutron star radii, masses, and neutrindrsppec
characteristics. By positing an expression §¥(t), we have
modeled potential contraction and cooling scenarios thghtn
exist in Nature and calculated the total mass ejected fardhe
responding evolutionary trajectories. Employing geneedl

nucleosynthesis go beyosl~ 100. Interestingly, however,
we find that the luminosity point that yields the highest ager

A ejecta corresponds to the point in time wh&ereaches a
minimum. This point is also a minimum in, for the trajec-
tory. We calculated the nucleosynthesis at this same lusityno
point for each mass in Fig. 11. Even for the 2.9 Mhodel with

s, ~ 160, we did not obtain nucleosynthesis beyond the second
abundance peak. As evidenced by the survey calculations of
Hoffman, Woosley, & Qian (1997) and Meyer & Brown (1997)
and the wind calculations of Otsuki et al. (2000), these rnwode
are outside a regime of successful third-peak nucleosgisthe
However, in 88.3 we have shown that reasonable modifications
to the spectral character of the neutrinos and the energysilep
tion function might conceivably shorten sufficiently for the
r-process to proceed in some of these models. In 8.4, we found
that winds withs, ~ 150,7, < 1.3 ms, and 347 < Y& < 0.495

~

can generate third-peakprocess elements.

If transonic protoneutron star winds are the primary site fo
r-process nucleosynthesis, then a successfulocess wind
model must enter thig, -7, - Y& regime. The wind, starting just
after re-ignition of the supernova shock, begins with laRrye
andL!° and, hence, low entropg{~ 50) and short dynamical

ativistic hydrodynamics, we find significant enhancements i timescales<, is several ms). In order to avoid overproduction
the asymptotic entropy and dynamical timescale of the wind, of A ~ 90 nuclei,Y2 is high (> 0.48) during this low entropy

in good agreement with the post-Newtonian models of Qian contraction phase (see 8§8.1; Hoffman et al. 1996). As the pro
& Woosley (1996), the analytic approximations of Cardall & toneutron star contracts, it moves to much higher entroply an
Fuller (1997), and the work of Otsuki et al. (2000). In addi- shorterr,. Just asR, reaches a minimum and the protoneutron
tion, we find that modest modifications to the net energy depo- star is at its most compadt, is sufficiently high ¢ 150), and
sition rate can markedly improve the conditions fegprocess 7, is sufficiently short £ 1.3 ms) to guarantee successful third
nucleosynthesis. Indeed, we feel that changes in the puadfile peakr-process nucleosynthesis. This epoch does not persist.
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BecauseR, is now constant in time the wind evolves quickly
along trajectories like those in Figs. 9 and 11 wsthx 70 to
much longer timescales and only moderately lagerThis,
coupled with the rise i¥2 due to the threshold effect, effec-
tively shuts off ther-process so that no more than10° M,

is ejected. We emphasize that this scenario requires thetevin
move into and then out of anprocessing regime in the space
of s—7, - Y&

Such a picture is provocative, but not yet convincing. Simpl
obtaining a wind solution that has progsys7,, andYZ to guar-
antee production of the third peak is hardly sufficient tolaxp
the remarkable agreement between thedement abundances

the wind interior to the sonic point. In the steady-statepss
the shock boundary, the velocity will decrease, the deniity
increase so as to maintaim, and both the temperature and en-
tropy will increase.

In order to test the effects of a termination or reverse shock
on the nucleosynthesis, we inserted a shock by hand at a ra-
dius (sp) of 4000 km in our wind model witt = 2.0 M and
R, =9.25 km (see §8.4), far outside the sonic point{180
km). Atrg,the matter velocity was. B x 10°cm s, pwas 17 ¢
cmi 3, andT was approximately. 023 MeV. Using the Rankine-
Hugoniot shock jump conditions, we estimate that 7V,
p=~p'/7,andT ~ T’/2, where unprimed quantities are for the

with atomic masses at and beyond barium in ultra-metal-poorwind just before the shock  rgy), and primed quantities are

halo stars and the observed salgsrocess inventory. It is dif-
ficult to understand how such a scenario might consisteatly r
produce the barium abundance, all the lanthanides, thephat
peak, and the actinides (Cayrel et al. 2001; Hill et al. 2001)
addition, while the data for these halo stars show remaekabl
consistency with the solar abundances abave 135, below
this mass they are markedly inconsistent and there is signifi
cant star-to-star scatter. Perhaps some subset of allrenzer
account for the region belo# ~ 135 and never undergo a vig-
orousr-process. Perhaps others do obtain the requsged,,
and Y2 and account for the full range of nuclides, including

for the flow just after the shock ¢ rg). These conditions
increases, by about 10 units in the post-shock region and in-
creaser, significantly, due to the sudden decrease.inThis
had subtle, but potentially significant effects on the résgl
r-process yield. To appreciate this, one must understartd tha
without the slowing of the fluid trajectory by passage thitoug
the reverse shock, theprocess freeze-out in our wind models
occurs for temperatures below 0.01 MeV, because only theen ar
beta decays along theprocess path fast enough to compete
with the rapid material expansion. By contrast, if the miater
slows (and reheats) by passage through the shock;pghecess

the first abundance peak and proceeding to uranium (Wasserfreeze-out happens at higher temperatures, typically 0.€é&r
burg and Qian 2000; Qian and Wasserburg 2000; Sneden et alMeV. Although the average number of neutrons captured per

1996; Burris et al. 2000). As we demonstrate in §6 with our
R, o t™%3 model, slow radial contraction of the protoneutron
star may preclude any significarprocess yield, as the wind

seed nucleus is the same for the shocked and unshocked (but
otherwise identical) trajectories, the distribution obsle neu-
tron captures is different. In particular, for the case adered

would then never enter a regime of short dynamical timescale here, the shocked trajectory had a factor of three largéd gie

with s, 2 100.

The supernova progenitor structure might be important in

this regard. The two-dimensional calculations of Burrows,
Hayes, & Fryxell (1995) and Janka & Miiller (1995) indicate
that a transonic protoneutron star wind can form just tenths
seconds after the successful re-ignition of the superrioeeks
The pressure of the wind is sufficient for it to emerge into the

expanding supernova ejecta. However, Janka & Muller (1995)
found that as the supernova shock passes through the Si-O in

terface in their one-dimensional 15 Mprogenitor it causes

a strong reverse shock that slows the wind expansion from a

v~ 2x10° cm s? to a few times 1®cm s?. It is possible
that a termination or reverse shock might generally distiupt
transonic wind as it propagates toward the protoneutran sta
Exactly how far in radius the reverse shock propagates will b
a function of the hydrodynamical power of both the wind and

A~195. The reason is that, when the trajectory slowed and re-
heated by shock passage, the nuclear flow changed and allowed
more nuclei to leak out of the N=82 closed shell and proceed
up to N=126 (A~195) at the expense of flow from the N=50
closed shell (A-80) to N=130. An additional interesting effect
was that, unlike the unshocked trajectory, the shockeddraj
tory showed evidence of formation of a rare-earth elemeai pe

at A~165. Surman et al. (1997) argued that this peak forms
during freeze-out as the r-process path rapidly moves tirou
the Z~60, N~104 region of somewhat enhanced nuclear stabil-
ity in the nuclide chart. In the winds we study here, the sledck
trajectories favor such a freeze-out while the unshoclagdar
tories do not. We conclude that the finer details ofrtpeocess
abundance curve may depend in interesting ways on the loca-
tion and strength of a termination or reverse shock.

These hydrodynamical issues are part of the larger ques-

the reverse shock as the neutrino luminosity decays, each betion of fallback in Type-Il supernovae. It is possible thagt

ing functions of the progenitor structure. With sufficieotyer,

most massive supernova progenitors, with their extended hy

the reverse shock may continue to the sonic point. This would drogen envelopes and dense core structures, experiemife sig

put the whole region between the protoneutron star surfage a
the supernova shock in sonic contact, thereby convertirana t

cant fallback over timescales much longer than the cooiing t
(Chevalier 1989; Woosley and Weaver 1995). Even if the wind

sonic wind into a subsonic breeze. We have conducted prelim-were able to emerge from the neutron star for 10-20 seconds

inary hydrodynamical calculations, which suggest thisldou
occur in certain circumstances. Steady-state solutiortego
wind problem can also be formulated in this context, but with

after explosion, it might not have sufficient power to oveneo
extended fallback over minutes and hours. Even withoutggelar
overlying hydrogen envelope (Type Ib, Ic), the neutrinasein

an outer boundary pressure set by conditions at the supgernovwind may be hindered by any progenitor with a large inner core

shock. Qian & Woosley (1996) explored the effects of an ex-
ternal boundary pressure on their wind models. This ine@as

and outer core binding energy. Therefore, we speculate that
an early-timer-process, unencumbered by fallback or reverse

the wind entropy by just 11 units, but increased the dynaimica shocks, is most likely in less massive Type-Il, -1b, or -lpst
timescale by more than 60%. Such a change would be detri-nova progenitors. Accretion-induced collapse may offeamev

mental to an early-time, shori;r-process. However, it may be
that the reverse shock does not have sufficient power togtisru

more potential in this context for a fully developed, editpe
transonic wind as, in this case, there is no overlying mantle
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impede the wind’s emergence (Fryer et al. 1999). ther-process, since in that conteMt/R, can be significantly

) ) _ larger than in the protoneutron star context.
These issues, together with the still unexplored effects-of

tation and magnetic fields, leave the prospect ofrtpeocess

in protoneutron star winds an open question. We conclude
from this study that if the-process occurs in protoneutron star
winds, it most likely occurs at early times after the preced-
ing supernova, in winds with very short dynamical timessale
(< 1.3 ms), moderate entropies-(150), and, perhaps, high
electron fractions (0.4% Y2 < 0.495). A late-time, very high
entropy £ 300) transonic wind is not a viable site for the
process. However, our models suggest strongly that the nec- T. A. T. is supported by a NASA GSRP fellowship. B. S. M.
essary conditions for third-peakprocess nucleosynthesis are is supported by NASA grant NAG5-4703 and NSF grant AST
not realized in neutrino-driven transonic winds from neatr ~ 98-19877. The authors would like to thank Philip Pinto for
stars withM = 1.4 M, andR, =10 km. The short-timescale helpful discussions and both José Pons and Steven Bruenn for
jet outflows from the dense inner accretion disk around akblac providing useful information from their protoneutron staol-

hole formed in the collapsar models of Macfadyen & Woosley ing and supernova calculations, respectively. Wind profie
(1999) might attain the necessary entropies and timestmles available upon request from T. A. T.

Transport studies to more fully explore the energy depmsiti
profile in neutrino-driven winds and hydrodynamical cadeul
tions to identify the possible effects of termination oreese
shocks and fallback are appropriate at the next level ofeefin
ment in these models.
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TABLE 1
FIDUCIAL WIND MODELS: 1.4 Mg

L2 Lactergsl) MMesh) QUO®ergs?)  Pren(10®ergs?) 7, (ms) s
8.0 37.0 117 x 107 45.0 1.26 2.89 85.7
8.0% 37.0 270x 107 75.1 2.54 3.27 68.2
7.0 32.4 832 x 107 32.2 0.84 3.31 88.2
6.0 27.6 569 x 107 21.9 0.52 3.89 91.4
5.0 23.1 %61x 107 13.9 0.293 4.75 95.2
4.0 18.5 208 x 107 7.99 0.143 6.10 100.3
3.0 13.9 102 x 10°° 3.92 0.0543 8.62 107.5
2.0 9.25 374% 10°° 1.44 0.0134 14.46 118.7
1.0 4.63 682 x 1077 0.265 128x 1072 36.81 140.9
0.50 2.31 126 % 107 0.0494 126 x 107 9590  168.0
0.35 1.62 533x 108 0.0209 389% 10°° 157.45  184.1
aNewtonian calculation
TABLE 2
EVOLUTIONARY WIND MODELS: L3 = 8.0, 3.4,AND 0.4
Mass (Mp) L3L  L@C'ergs’) R, (km) MMpsh) Q10%ergs’) Pren(10®ergs?) 7, (ms) Sa v2
2.0 8.0 37.0 203 Bax 1074 64.8 1.64 8.99 67.68  0.466
1.8 8.0 37.0 20.3 a8x 10 77.9 2.10 8.66 59.51 0.464
1.6 8.0 37.0 203 86% 1074 95.9 2.79 8.27 51.70  0.462
1.4 8.0 37.0 203 BOx 1074 122.0 3.90 7.83 4422  0.458
2.0 3.4 15.7 10.0 B5x 107 8.35 0.160 4.36 159.52 0.463
1.8 3.4 15.7 10.0 B3x 107 9.84 0.187 473 13441 0462
1.6 3.4 15.7 10.0 BOX 10°° 11.9 0.234 4.89 112.76  0.461
1.4 3.4 15.7 10.0 89x 107 15.2 0.313 4.88 93.62 0.460
1.42 3.4 15.7 14.7 Dax 1074 255 0.546 8.64 6454  0.457
2.0 0.4 1.85 10.0 B6x 107 0.102 366 x 107 4757 24617  0.489
1.8 0.4 1.85 10.0 21x 107 0.118 415x 10 51.75 206.25 0.488
1.6 0.4 1.85 10.0 B87x 107 0.142 503x 107 53.70  171.82  0.488
1.4 0.4 1.85 10.0 46x% 107 0.174 644x 107 53.76  141.49  0.487
aThe 1.4 M trajectory in Fig. 11 withR, o t™/3, for L3! = 3.4.
TABLE 3
MODIFIED EVOLUTIONARY WIND MODELS: L3! = 3.4 AND Y& ~ 0.46
Mass (Mp) L (10%ergsh) R, (km) MMgps?h Q0%ergs!) Pren(10®ergs?) 1, (ms) Sa
1.8 15.7 9.0 “1x10° 8.73 0.176 358  154.37
1.6 15.7 9.0 198x 10°° 10.5 0.209 3.93 127.56
1.4 15.7 9.0 D5x 107 13.1 0.272 406  104.80
1.4 15.7 8.5 B4x 107 12.2 0.253 364  111.76
1.4 15.7 8.0 27x 107 11.3 0.238 3.21 120.01
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FiG. 1.— Matter velocity (v) in cm & as measured in the Schwarzschild frame as a function ofggRjuin km for a 1.4Mg (gravitational) protoneutron
star withLp, = 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, andx110°! erg sT. ForLp, = 8 x 10°! erg s?, we set(e,,) = 11 MeV, (e5,) = 14 MeV, and(z,,,) = 23 MeV. For each
subsequent luminosity, the average neutrino energy fdr species was decreased accordingeto) o< Lll,/A. The luminosities were set in the ratibs, /L., = 1.3
andLg /Ly, =1.4. The dots mark the critical point for each wind profile, whére matter velocity is equal to the local speed of sound.riBugrinosphere radius
is held fixed at 10 km. For all profiles, for< 60 km, the flow is nearly homologous withx L, r.
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FIG. 2.— Logi of the mass density] in g cn2 versus radiusR) in km for the same range of neutrino luminosities as in Fignd for the same protoneutron
star characteristics. Dots mark the critical point. Theirshows log, p versusR for the region close to the protoneutron star. Note the sleepity gradient, which
drops precipitously over as much as five orders of magnituglest over a kilometer. As the neutrino luminosity decreasgR, ) increases in order to maintain our
inner integral boundary condition on the neutrino optical depth (eq. 18).
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FiG. 3.— Matter temperature (T) in MeV versus radius in km for slaene profiles as in Fig. 1. Dots mark the critical point. Nb& the important regime of
possibler-processing lies between 0.5 MeV and approximately 0.08 Mea¥gion extending out to 700 km for the highest luminosiéiad to less than 200 km for
the lowest luminosities shown. Comparing the temperatuthis range of radii to those in Fig. 1, it's clear that theumsption of constant outflow velocity (Meyer
and Brown 1997) is a poor approximation during nucleosysithie neutrino-driven winds. The inset shows the structiithe temperature as a function of radius
very close to the neutrinosphere. The bump in T is causedebgribet of heating (compare with Fig. 4).
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FiG. 4.— Energy deposition ratej) in units of 16 erg g st as a function of radius (in km) for the wind models in Figs. .1eBprofiles for e neutrino
luminosities from 8< 10°! erg s to 1 x 10°! erg s are depicted. The total heating rat€ €q. 14) for each of these models are given in Table 1.
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FiG. 5.— Entropy (s, per baryon pegkversus radius in km for the same protoneutron star wind tsadein Figs. 1-4. Note that the entropy asymptotes quickly;
comparing this figure to Fig. 3, we can see that in most caseseases less than 10 units for< 0.5 MeV.
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Fic. 6.— Contributions of specific neutrino processes to thegngeposition rate fok 5, = 8 x 10°* erg §, R, = 10 km, andVl = 1.4 M. The solid line shows
the total heating rate due to all processes, the short-ddsteeis the net contribution from the charged-current tieas ([dcc) (eqgs. 20 and 21), the long dashed line
is neutrino-electron/positron scattering,§; eq. 27), the short dot-dashed line is the net energy déposkte due tas; <> €€ (dus; €gs. 29 and 31), and the
long dot-dashed line is for neutrino-nucleon scatterigy( eq. 28). Note the fairly rapid decreasedig atr ~ 35 km is due to the recombination of free neutrons
and protons intax particles. As the neutrino luminosity decreases in theséetspthis transition moves inward in radius so that, forltveest luminosities, the

charged current processes end abrupthy &5 km. For models with largevl /R, d.e andd, > become more important relative dig.. However, even foM = 2.0
M@ andR, = 10 km, the hierarchy shown here is preserved.
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FiIG. 7.— The electron fractionYg, solid line), proton fractionXp, short dashed line), neutron fractiox,( long dashed line), and alpha fractiok.(, dot-dashed
line) for the highest luminosity wind model £, = 8 x 10°* erg §2) in Figs. 1-5, corresponding to the heating profile in Fig.Nbte the transition at ~ 35
km wherea particles form and effectively shut off the charged-cutregating rate. The asymptofit is set very close to the neutron star~ 15 km) and only
undergoes small subsequent change as a result ef-#ffect (Fuller and Meyer 1995; McLaughlin, Fuller, and 8dih 1996)). In this cas&e changes by less than
1% beyond =20 km. The asymptotic electron fractiorg, is well-approximated by eq. (16) in the text.
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FiG. 8.— Dynamical timescalerf,) defined in eq. (32) versus radius for the eight models shovfigs. 1-5. On each line, the first point marks the radius at
which T(r) = 0.5 MeV. The second point marks whefé¢r) = 0.1 MeV. Note that for high luminosities;, increases by more than a factor of three over the range
of radii and temperatures relevant feprocess nucleosynthesis. For the lowest luminosities/dr changes sign and, decreases by more than 40% between the

two points on thez, = 1 x 10°L erg s* curve.
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FiG. 9.— Tracks for constant protoneutron star mass in the péasymptotic entropysh, per kg per baryon) and dynamical timescatg (eq. 32) in seconds.
R, is held constant at 10 kilometers. Each track covers a ranferiinosity fromLz, = 8.0 x 10°* erg s* to Lz, = 0.6 x 10P* erg s1. Small dots are the points

for which a model with a given luminosity was calculated. Alasses are gravitational masses. In these models, wédake= 11 MeV, (e5,) = 14 MeV, and

(€v,,) =23 MeV forLy, = 80 x 10°1 erg s1. For each subsequent luminosity, the average energiesdeereased according te, ) o L,l,/A'. In Table 1, we

summarize the global properties at several luminositiesgthe 1.4 M, trajectory in this figure.
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FiG. 10.— A schematic showing total neutrino luminosity irt16rg s (thin solid line), averagee neutrino energy in MeV (long dashed line), and neutrinosphe
radius R,) in km. Two possible evolutions fdR, (t) are shown. Linear contraction such tigt(t = 0.4s) = 203 km andR, (t = 1s) = 100 km, which we label as
‘R, (t) < 1-at’, is shown as a short dashed line. Contraction V&tfft) o t2/3 is shown as a dot-dashed line. The thick solid line denotde,Ghe finalR, for
the protoneutron stak.” is proportional td™%9. We set(,,,) /{(ez.) = 1.6, (€5,)/(€ve) = 1.3, Lig /Ly, = 1.4, andLp, /Ly, = 1.3.
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FiG. 11.— Evolutionary wind models in the plane of asymptotitrepy (sa per ks per baryon) and dynamical timescate, (eq. 32) in seconds. Tracks with
Ry (t) o (1-at) (see Fig. 10) foM = 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, and 2.0 M are shown as solid lines with small dots. The solid line withdots is the track witlR, (t) oc t™1/3
for 1.4 Mg All tracks start at smaka andr, with R, ~ 20.3 km andL3! = 8.0. The tracks end at higt and longr, with L3! = 0.4. TakingL, oct 09, this

range spans the first 12 seconds of protoneutron star wind evolution. The largenaprcles marlL,%i = 3.4 for each mass trajectory. Dashed lines connecting

all mass tracks with large dots are lines of constan{JayMe;j] (see eq. 34, Fig. 13, and text for details). The dashed limmecting all mass tracks on the right,
marked with—6.0, delineates at what point in the evolution only 401, of material is yet to be ejected. In all of the more than 350 emgresented here the
asymptotic electron fraction is always in the rangd50< Y2 < 0.49. GenerallyY2 increases as the luminosity and average neutrino energiesase. Finally, the
dash-dotted lines in the upper left corner indicate, forstamt values ofZ, in what range o6, andr, production of the third-process abundance peak is possible
in the calculations of Meyer & Brown (1997). See 86 for disias and details.
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FiG. 12.— The log of the integrated total mass ejedigl (eq. 34) in units of M, as a function of time in seconds, assuming(t)®°t oc t 09 for the tracks of
constant mass shown in Fig. 11. Evolutionary models Ritft) « (1-at) (see Fig. 10) are shown as solid lines with small dots, whimiespond to the dots in
Fig. 11, indicating luminosity (time)Me; for the track in Fig. 11 withR, (t) oc t~1/3 andM = 1.4 Mg, is shown here as a long dashed line without dots. The large
dot on each of the solid curvestat- 1 second shows the point at which the model has contractBd £010 km. This corresponds to the point on Fig. 11 where a
given track of constant mass wiRy, (t) o< (1-at) takes a sharp turn aj, ~ 0.005 seconds.
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FiG. 13.—Log o[ AMgj(= Mg]?‘—Mej(t))], in units of M, versus time in seconds for the models in Fig. 12. The lonbethtne is for the model witR, (t) oct™1/3.
The four solid lines with dots correspond to those in Figsatd 12 for the 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, and 2.0:Mevolutionary models, which we label witlR; (t) o< 1-at’.

Lines of constant log[ AMg;j] are shown in Fig. 11 as dashed lines connecting big dotseawblutionary models witR, (t) oc (1—-at).



