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ABSTRACT

Fundamental to our understanding of planetary bulk compositions is the relationship between their
masses and radii, two properties that are often not simultaneously known for most exoplanets. However,
while many previous studies have modeled the two-dimensional relationship between planetary mass
and radii, this approach largely ignores the dependencies on other properties that may have influenced
the formation and evolution of the planets. In this work, we extend the existing nonparametric and
probabilistic framework of MRExo to jointly model distributions beyond two dimensions. Our updated
framework can now simultaneously model up to four observables, while also incorporating asymmetric
measurement uncertainties and upper limits in the data. We showcase the potential of this multi-
dimensional approach to three science cases: (i) a 4-dimensional joint fit to planetary mass, radius,
insolation, and stellar mass, hinting of changes in planetary bulk density across insolation and stellar
mass; (ii) a 3-dimensional fit to the California Kepler Survey sample showing how the planet radius
valley evolves across different stellar masses; and (iii) a 2-dimensional fit to a sample of Class-II
protoplanetary disks in Lupus while incorporating the upper-limits in dust mass measurements. In
addition, we employ bootstrap and Monte-Carlo sampling to quantify the impact of the finite sample
size as well as measurement uncertainties on the predicted quantities. We update our existing open-
source user-friendly MRExo Python package with these changes, which allows users to apply this highly

flexible framework to a variety of datasets beyond what we have shown here.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the ~ 30 years since the discovery of the first extra-
solar planets (Wolszczan & Frail 1992; Mayor & Queloz
1995), astronomers have discovered over 5000 exoplan-
ets (NASA Exoplanet Archive; Akeson et al. 2013). The
growth in sample size lends itself to the use of increas-
ingly sophisticated statistical tools and increasing the
dimensionality of the models used for interpreting the
exoplanet sample (and population). For example, based
on the first handful of known exoplanets from radial ve-
locities (RVs), Gonzalez (1997) noted a preference for
giant planets to be found around metal-rich host stars.
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This trend has held up with more sophisticated analysis
of larger samples of short-period giant exoplanets from
both RV and transiting surveys (Santos et al. 2001; Fis-
cher & Valenti 2005; Ghezzi et al. 2010; Sousa et al.
2011; Buchhave et al. 2014; Wang & Fischer 2015; Pe-
tigura et al. 2018; Narang et al. 2018).

Another observed feature in the exoplanet popula-
tion is the “radius gap” for small exoplanets (R, < 4
Rg) that was first predicted by Owen & Wu (2013)
and Lopez & Fortney (2013) and identified observation-
ally by Fulton et al. (2017) using a sample of tran-
siting planets from the Kepler mission (Borucki et al.
2010) combined with precise stellar parameters from the
California- Kepler Survey (CKS; Petigura et al. 2017).
Initially, the radius gap referred to a deficit in planets
with radii ~ 1.7 Rg in a histogram (1-D space). Now,
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it refers to a valley in 2-D planet radius-orbital period
space (Fulton et al. 2017; Van Eylen et al. 2018; Berger
et al. 2018; Martinez et al. 2019; Hsu et al. 2019). In
a quest to disambiguate between the various physical
mechanisms that can produce this deficit of planets, as-
tronomers have considered how the radius gap varies
with additional planetary and stellar parameters, e.g.,
using slices of the 1-D radius histogram or 2-D radius-
period plane for different stellar properties (e.g., Fulton
& Petigura 2018; Berger et al. 2020; Van Eylen et al.
2021; Otegi et al. 2020), stellar metallicities (Owen &
Murray-Clay 2018; Petigura et al. 2022; Otegi et al.
2020), and ages (Berger et al. 2020; Petigura et al. 2022).

Similar 2-D models have been used in a wide variety
of exoplanet studies, such as planet mass-metallicity re-
lations (Welbanks et al. 2019, and references therein)
and the haziness of planet atmospheres (e.g., Yu et al.
2021; Edwards et al. 2022). Likewise, ALMA measure-
ments of Type II protoplanetary disks have helped esti-
mate the mass in dust (with continuum measurements at
~ 870 pum) and gas (typically using CO and its isotopo-
logues). These studies found the relationships depend
on the host stellar mass (e.g., Andrews et al. 2013; Ans-
dell et al. 2016; Pascucci et al. 2016) and other stellar
properties.

Of course, planet structure models rely on more than
two parameters, typically including 4-5 dimensions —
planet radius, mass, equilibrium temperature (or in-
solation flux), and age — (Fortney et al. 2007; Baraffe
et al. 2008; Miiller & Helled 2021). A similar increase in
the dimensionality and the complexity of modeling tools
has also taken place for characterizing planetary mass-
radius (MR) relations. Initially, studies assumed deter-
ministic 2-D power laws (Seager et al. 2007; Wu & Lith-
wick 2013; Weiss & Marcy 2014; Thorngren et al. 2019).
More recently, studies have used Hierarchical Bayesian
Modeling (HBM) to develop probabilistic models based
on a 2-D power-law (Wolfgang et al. 2016) or piecewise
power-law over the mass-radius plane (Bashi et al. 2017;
Chen & Kipping 2017; Otegi et al. 2020). These para-
metric models assume a relatively simple mathematical
model over some region of the MR plane. However, it
appears that a more flexible model is required to cap-
ture the MR relation over a broader range of planetary
radii and masses. Further, most of these models can-
not reproduce all of the observed features in the 2-D
period-radius (P-R,) plane, such as the radius-valley or
the Neptune desert (Mazeh et al. 2016). Additionally, it
is not clear what the functional form of these relations
should be, particularly when additional dimensions be-
yond just mass and radius are considered.

In parallel, a variety of nonparametric methods have
been employed (e.g., beta density functions, Ning et al.
2018; Kanodia et al. 2019; the Maximum Entropy ap-
proach, Ma & Ghosh 2019; random forests, Ulmer-Moll
et al. 2019; neural networks, Tasker et al. 2020) to char-
acterize the exoplanet MR relation. MR relations can be
useful to infer the composition of planets based on their
bulk density (Lopez & Fortney 2014; Rogers 2015; Zeng
et al. 2019) and for predicting other planetary proper-
ties (Chen & Kipping 2017; Kanodia et al. 2019). Some
studies have expanded the MR relationship to three di-
mensions (MR+) either using a product of power laws
(Weiss et al. 2013) or Bayesian models (Neil & Rogers
2018, 2020; Ma & Fuller 2021).

In this work we expand on previous work by Ning
et al. (2018) and Kanodia et al. (2019) offering a non-
parametric method for inferring the probability density
describing a 2-D sample using beta density functions.
Here we allow for the simultaneous modeling of up to
four dimensions' and provide an implementation in the
updated MRExo? Python package (Kanodia et al. 2019).
While primarily developed as an expansion to the MR
relation, it can be used as a general purpose modeling
tool between any (up to four) measured quantities. Ad-
ditionally, it has been generalized to work with symmet-
ric or asymmetric measurement uncertainties and can in-
corporate observations resulting in upper limits. Some
examples of 3-D spaces that can be modeled using such
a framework are: studying Type II disk dust mass (in-
cluding upper limits) as a function of stellar mass and
age, estimating log(C/0) as a function of planet radius
and insolation flux. Similarly in 4-D, one can jointly
model the M-R-insolation space as a function of stel-
lar mass, or conversely M-R and orbital separation as a
function of stellar metallicity. MRExo can also be used
to infer the dependence of water scale height in trans-
mission spectroscopy (or conversely haze amplitude) as
a function of equilibrium temperature, surface gravity
and stellar insolation (bolometric or high-energy).

In Section 2 we describe the generalized nonparamet-
ric model. In Section 3 we present a few scientific ap-
plications to demonstrate the utility and advantage of
multi-dimensional nonparametric approach. Finally, we
conclude in Section 4. A detailed appendix discusses
the updates to the model from previous work, as well as
some salient features of the model.

2. NONPARAMETRIC MODEL

1 While the current algorithm can fit four dimensions, it can be

trivially expanded to higher dimensions if required.
2 https://github.com/shbhuk/mrexo
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Figure 1. 2-D sample set with ~ 180 planets. Joint dis-
tribution f(m,r) showing the masses and radii for the input
dataset, where the colours in the background represent the
PDF, where blue is a higher probability and red is lower.

We expand the framework from Ning et al. (2018)
and Kanodia et al. (2019) to use Bernstein polynomi-
als® for multivariate density estimation, i.e. to model
an n-dimensional joint distribution of the variables
f(z1,x2,..,x,), where x; represents the variable within
different dimensions such as mass, radius, insolation,
etc. This is essentially the probability of having a par-
ticular set of variables x4, s, .., Z,, given weights (or
coefficients) w, and polynomial degrees d®, .. dm.

For example, if we assume a 3-D joint distribution,
f(x1, x9, x3w,dD),d? d3)), for the probability den-
sity of a planet to have three properties x1, x2, and 3,
then the value of f at each point in this continuous space
should be interpreted as the probability for a planet to
exist with given 1, x2, x3. The density is uniquely
specified by a set of non-negative weights w and degrees
d®,d® d®). Next, to use this model for predictive
purposes, the joint distribution can be conditioned to
obtain the probability density function (PDF). Follow-
ing the laws of conditional probability (see Equation 10

3 When normalized, each Bernstein polynomial has the same func-
tional form as beta density functions. See the Appendix from
Ning et al. (2018) for more details on the choice of basis func-

tion.
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One advantage of the Bernstein polynomial formu-
lation is that conditional probabilities and expectation
values can be computed efficiently. The detailed mathe-
matical formalism for the general n-dimensional case is
included in the Appendix A, including the joint distri-
bution (Appendix A.1) and the likelihood for the model
(Appendix A.2). The likelihood is maximized to esti-
mate the two unknown sets of parameters in the model,
the matrix of weights w, and the choice of degrees for
each dimension (Appendix A.3). Similar to Kanodia
et al. (2019), we set the edge weights in each dimension
(e.g., first and last row and column in 2-d) to zero to
reduce edge effects. Furthermore, we allow for the pos-
sibility of asymmetric measurement uncertainties which
allows us to include upper (or lower) limits in our frame-
work. We incorporate this into MRExo by modifying the
framework as explained in Appendix B. Lastly, we in-
clude the possibility to estimate the optimum number of
degrees for a given dataset by either using the Akaike In-
formation Criterion (AIC; Akaike 1973) or k-fold cross-
validation (CV; James et al. 2013) and discuss this fur-
ther in Appendix C.

For illustrative purposes, we show an example of a
MR joint distribution — f(m,r) — in 2-D for a sam-
ple of 182 planets from the NASA Exoplanet Archive
(Akeson et al. 2013; NASA Exoplanet Archive 2022)
queried on 2023 March 6 for planets with masses and
radii > 3o precision, planetary radii < 4 Rg and stellar
masses < 1.5 Mg. The data and fitted joint distribution
in planet mass-radius are shown in Figure 1. We used
MRExo with this sample of ~ 180 planets and the cross-
validation method to select 40 degrees for this model
by maximizing the log-likelihood as discussed in Ning
et al. (2018). The mean predictions for the distribu-
tion of planet masses conditioned on several values of
planet radii are shown in Figure 2. In these figures (and
throughout this paper), these distributions quantify the
observed samples instead of the intrinsic populations due
to detection biases, for which a detailed treatment is out-
side the scope of this work. Future work can combine
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Figure 2. Conditional mass distribution f(m/|r) for the joint
distribution shown in Figure 1 on three different radii to
obtain the conditional distribution for masses. The dashed
lines and the masses are the expected value (Equation 3) for
each radius, whereas the histogram shows the predictions
from each Monte-Carlo for illustrative purposes.

the Bernstein polynomial formalism for nonparametric
density estimation with other techniques to account for
detection bias for characterizing an underlying popula-
tion. Planet formation and evolution models predict
that planet interiors and bulk-structure is likely to de-
pend on the size of the host-star, the nature (and quan-
tity) of primordial material in protoplanetary disks, stel-
lar metallicity, stellar luminosity, etc. (Ida & Lin 2004,
2005; Fortney et al. 2007; Burn et al. 2021), which moti-
vate a higher-dimensional extension to the mass-radius
relationship. This is also seen empirically in Figure 3,
by colour-coding the planet mass-radius plane by stellar
mass and insolation flux.

3. SCIENCE APPLICATIONS

In this section we give a few examples of the up-
dated MRExo framework, allowing for higher dimensional
datasets and also asymmetric errorbars to include upper
(or lower) limits in the models.

3.1. Mass-Radius+ with MRExzo

We apply a 4-D model to the dataset described in
Section 2 with ~ 180 planets, across planetary masses,
radii, insolation fluxes, and stellar masses. By extending
the cross-validation framework described in Ning et al.
(2018) to higher dimensions here, we select the optimum
degrees after maximizing the log-likelihood to be 40 in
each dimension. Here we note that while the frame-
work allows for unequal degrees in each dimension, for
speed and simplicity, we assume an equal number of de-
grees. This results in (40 — 2)* ~ 2.1 x 105 weights for
the Bernstein polynomials, 95% of which are lesser than
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Figure 3. 2-dimensional representations of the input sample
in planetary mass-radius plane coloured by stellar insolation
and stellar mass respectively. It is evident that insolation
and/or stellar mass dependent bulk-density trends are harder
to tease out with conventional 2-dimensional analysis.

10~% (the absolute tolerance adopted during numerical
integration).

We calculate the joint distribution f(M,, R,, M,,S),
which is then conditioned on different quantities to
predict the expected planetary mass as a function of
planetary radius, stellar mass and insolation flux —
f(Mp| Ry, My, S). We characterize one source of uncer-
tainties on this conditional distribution using a Monte-
Carlo approach where the input sample is perturbed
within the measurement uncertainties, and then re-fit to
obtain a new set of weights, joint distribution and pre-
dictions. Furthermore, since this analysis has been per-
formed in sample space (without accounting for detec-
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Figure 4. We perform a 4-dimensional fit to the sample of confirmed small planets (R, < 4Rg), and then condition it to
show the variation in planetary bulk-density with insolation and stellar mass. For each panel, the bottom z-axis denotes the
insolation flux received by the planet (same for all panels) while the top z-axis denotes the orbital period (which varies across
the panels due to the different stellar masses). To convert insolation to orbital period, we adopt stellar luminosities from Table
6 in Cifuentes et al. (2020). The solid lines depict the expectation value (mean) of the prediction, whereas the shaded region
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bulk densities of Earth and Neptune as the dashed and dashed-dotted lines, respectively.
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Figure 5. Similar to the previous figure, we condition the 4-dimensional joint distribution to obtain the expectation value for
planetary mass as a function of different planetary radii, insolation and plotted across stellar mass. The shaded region depicts
the 16th — 84th percentile region from 100 bootstrapped samples.
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tion biases), we also bootstrap resample (with replace-
ment) the data 100 times to estimate the impact of the
small sample size in 4-D when making predictions with
the model (the model uncertainty due to the finite sam-
ple size is further described in Appendix D). For this
application, we find that the variance from bootstrap-
ping the sample exceeds the Monte-Carlo uncertainties.
Then we convert the predicted mass into bulk den-
sity* to consider the change in bulk density for plan-
ets of different radii, insolation fluxes and stellar masses
(Figure 4 and Figure 5). This example demonstrates
an application of this technique. While we note a
few preliminary trends here, we caution against over-
interpretation given the heterogeneous nature of the
dataset and the complication of inhomogeneous detec-
tion completeness®. More detailed analyses and the sci-
entific interpretations of the predictions are left to future
work. Figure 4 shows that (i) the detected sub-Neptunes
(Rp > 2.5 Rg) have fairly constant bulk densities across
insolation; (ii) the detected Earth radius objects tend
to have densities higher than Earth. We caution that
the trends seen at lower insolation for the 0.7 and 1.0
M case have a large variance estimated from the boot-
straps, which suggests that the predictive power in this
region is low due to a small number of data points.
Similarly, Figure 5 shows preliminary trends with stel-
lar mass where we see an increase in the bulk densities
of the detected super-Earths (R, ~ 1.5 Rg) with stel-
lar mass, almost by a factor of two (from 4 g cm=3 to
9 g cm™3) between 0.3 Mg and 1.0 M, whereas this
effect is not seen for the gaseous sub-Neptunes. Since
the RV semi-amplitude precision has been limited to 1
m s~ ! up until recently, this trend could be due to the
enhanced RV signatures of these small planets around
lower-mass stars. While the high bulk density for rocky
planets around solar-type stars could potentially be at
least partially due to a detection bias, this cannot ex-
plain the lack of comparable high bulk density super-
Earths around the lower-mass M-dwarfs (< 0.6 Mg).
This trend is seen across the samples for insolation fluxes
50 Sg and above. In contrast, super-Earths around
M-dwarfs tend to be much lower in bulk density, po-
tentially indicative of water-worlds (50% water mass +
50% silicate mass fraction; Zeng et al. 2019; Luque &
Pallé 2022), though Rogers et al. (2023) suggest that

4 To avoid confusion between bulk planetary density and the sta-
tistical usage of density, i.e., probability density, we use bulk
density for the physical quantity (i.e., g cm™3) and density for
the statistical probabilities.

5 Such a fit can be performed on a simulated dataset based on the
well-characterized Kepler data (Hsu et al. 2019; He & Ford 2022)
to reduce the impact of survey incompleteness.

this bulk density could also be explained by volatile rich
H/He dominated atmospheres.
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Figure 6. Comparing Mass-Radius distributions after in-
corporating additional dimensions for a 1.5 Rgplanet. Top:
The various coloured dashed lines represent the expectation
value of f(m|r, stm), whereas the black dashed line repre-
sents the prediction from a 2D f(m|r) distribution. The
grey histogram shows the distribution of predictions from a
Monte-Carlo simulation on the input 2D dataset. Bottom:
Predicted planetary mass as a function of stellar mass and in-
solation flux where the colour bar represents the expectation
value for the planetary mass compared to the 2D prediction
of ~ 4.5 M@.

Finally, as a follow-up to the predictive function in-
cluded with MRExo to predict planetary mass from radius



for samples of Kepler (FGK hosts) and M-dwarf planets
Kanodia et al. (2019), we include a predictive function
based on planetary mass, radius, insolation and stellar
mass called calculate_conditional distribution()
with the new version of MRExo released with this
manuscript. The results for the fit are included on
Zenodo along with sample-scripts on GitHub®.

As TESS is contributing to the sample of planets with
measured masses, the range of stellar masses and in-
solation fluxes covered by the planets is no longer re-
stricted to predominantly short-period objects around
Solar-type stars. This is evident in the sample shown
in Figure 3. The impact of considering these additional
dimensions is shown in Figure 6 with the same dataset
and fit presented above, where planetary massses for a
1.5 Rg planet can change by more than 5x across this
parameter space.
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Figure 7. The CKS-X sample in plotted in period—planet
radius—stellar mass (P-R,-M,), consisting of 1073 planets
given our cuts as described in Section 3.2. Each point denotes
a planet, where the color denotes its host stellar mass.

3.2. CKS-X data: the Exoplanet Radius Valley

Here, we use MRExo to apply our model framework to
the sample of exoplanets from the California- Kepler Sur-
vey (CKS-X; Petigura et al. 2022). The CKS-X sample
is a subset of the Kepler DR25 planet catalog with pre-
cise stellar properties as measured from optical spectra
obtained on Keck/HIRES (Vogt et al. 1994). This sam-
ple builds upon the catalog presented in CKS-I (Petigura
et al. 2017) by incorporating additional stellar spectra
of planet-hosting stars extending down to ~ 0.4 Mg,

6 DOT: 10.5281/zenodo.8222163
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expanding the original sample of spectra for stars in the
~ 0.8 — 1.4 Mg range, for a total of 1246 KOIs orbiting
888 host stars (Petigura et al. 2022). The CKS-X sam-
ple thus provides an excellent dataset for modeling the
planet period-radius distribution as a function of stel-
lar host properties, as already demonstrated in Petigura
et al. (2022).

While Petigura et al. (2022) characterized the joint P-
R, distribution using a series of Gaussian kernel density
estimates (KDEs) by dividing the sample into several
stellar mass bins, our approach enables the simultaneous
fitting of the full 3-D (or even higher-dimensional) dis-
tribution using a joint P-R,-M, distribution with which
we can condition on any stellar mass in the range con-
strained by the data. In Figure 7, we plot the CKS-X
sample from Petigura et al. (2022) in P-R,-M, space.
We apply a few minor filters and modifications to the
CKS-X data before fitting the non-parametric model,
by: (1) keeping only planets with orbital periods in
the range of P = [1,100] days and radii in the range
R, = [0.6, 6] Rg (which also filters out some objects with
spuriously large values), (2) keeping only planets around
stars with stellar masses between M, = [0.4,1.6]Mg
and removing those with no stellar mass uncertainties
(‘E_Mstar-iso’= 0), and (3) assuming no uncertainties
in the orbital periods. This results in 1073 remaining
planets, for which we fit a model to their joint P-R,-M,
distribution using 30 degrees for each dimension, chosen
to be close to the optimal number of degrees from the
cross-validation method (we note that the AIC method
chooses much fewer degrees, d ~ 10). In Figure 8, we
show the resulting joint P-R,, distributions conditioned
on various values of stellar mass, f(P, R,|M,). In each
panel, the radius valley is clearly visible as the relative
dip between two modes of peak probability density. The
detection efficiency decreases for smaller and longer pe-
riod planets, and this clearly contributes to the observed
decrease in density at the smallest sizes and longest pe-
riod. However, the detection efficiency varies smoothly
and does not have a local maximum that would lead to
the local minimum in the P-R, space that could cause
the radius valley to be due to select effects. This is
confirmed by other non-parametric population analyses
that do model the complex detection efficiency of the
Kepler mission (Hsu et al. 2019; Kunimoto & Matthews
2020; Bryson et al. 2021). We also note that the weights
near the boundaries of each dimension can be less reli-
able. To guard against this, the chosen bounds should
be away from regions of scientific interest if feasible. An-
other possibility is to try joint fits with and without the
edge polynomials, and quantify the impact on inferred
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Figure 8. Modeling the distribution of planets in 3-D (period—planet radius—stellar mass) using the CKS-
X planet sample. Joint planet radius—period distributions conditioned on various stellar masses (i.e. f(P, Rp|M,), where
M, = 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, and 1.2 M, as labeled above each panel). The model was fit to the CKS-X sample (1073 planets, as
filtered in Section 3.2) with a fixed number of degrees in each dimension (d = 30, chosen from the cross-validation method).
These distributions represent the modeled-observed distributions, as no detection biases were corrected for in any manner. The
color-scale in each panel represents the conditional probability density such that each conditional distribution integrates to
unity, as computed in log Rp-log P space.



conditional PDF's using standard distribution compari-
son metrics.

While some methods have been recently devised to fit
the radius valley using a linear relation (see e.g., Berger
et al. 2023), their results are sensitive to the exact pro-
cedure and we do not attempt to fit a functional form to
the exact location of the radius valley in this work. Yet,
our non-parametric model provides an avenue for future
studies to characterize the radius valley as a function
of stellar properties that has at least two advantages:
(1) it does not rely on discretizing the data into vari-
ous bins (e.g. of stellar mass), and (2) the radius valley
can be fit to the full (e.g., 3-D) joint distribution that is
characterized by a flexible, probabilistic model, instead
of fitting to slices of kernel density estimates (KDEs,
as in Berger et al. 2023). From Figure 8, we make the
qualitative observation that the location of the radius
valley (in terms of planet radius) appears to increase
with stellar mass, consistent with previous findings with
the CKS data (Berger et al. 2020) and predictions from
theoretical models for photoevaporation (e.g., Owen &
Wu 2013; Wu 2019) and core-powered mass loss (Gupta
& Schlichting 2020).

3.3. Class II Protoplanetary Disk Dust masses

We also use MRExo on a sample of 69 class II proto-
planetary disks in the 1 — 3 Myr Lupus sample based
on ALMA observations (Ansdell et al. 2016). Specif-
ically, we perform a joint fit on the stellar mass and
disk dust mass while including the 3-o (99.7 %) upper
limits for the latter as a combination of two Gaussian
half-normal distributions (described in Section B). Us-
ing the cross-validation method, we estimate 15 degrees
in each dimension, and calculate the 2-d joint distribu-
tion (Figure 9).

Similar to the approach earlier, we condition the 2-D
joint distribution on a few different stellar masses to ob-
tain posteriors for predicted dust masses based on the
given sample, along with their Monte-Carlo uncertain-
ties Figure 10, thereby demonstrating the utility of this
approach on a different dataset than exoplanet mass-
radius.

4. CONCLUSION

We build upon the 2-dimensional nonparametric
framework utilizing beta density functions as the ba-
sis set for density estimation (Ning et al. 2018; Kanodia
et al. 2019) to perform simultaneous density estimation
in up to 4-dimensions. Furthermore, we also modify
the existing algorithm to allow measurement upper (and
lower) limits to be fit. We discuss the caveats and the
degeneracies in log-likelihood space associated with this

155.11 l l l
Max
~ 18.3] i
(&)
3
g
= 216
2
(=]
]
/025
m— Ansdell 2016 fit Min
0.03+——— ‘ ‘
0.1 0.2 0.5 1.3 3.1

Stellar Mass (M)

Figure 9. Joint distribution of the stellar mass - disk dust
mass distribution for 69 disks in the Lupus complex as pre-
sented in Ansdell et al. (2016). Additionally, the red shaded
region depicts the power law fit from Ansdell et al. (2016)
for reference.
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Figure 10. Conditional distribution predicting the disk
dust mass for different stellar masses. The dashed lines and
the masses are the expected value (Equation 3) for each ra-
dius, whereas the histogram shows the predictions from the
Monte-Carlo simulation.

dimensional expansion, and also run some simulations
to demonstrate the utility of the bootstrap and Monte-
Carlo methods to explore the impact of the finite sample
size and measurement precision of the dataset, respec-
tively, on the inferred predictions. We summarize some
of the salient features of this framework below:
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e The non-parametric nature of the framework

makes it agnostic to most” assumptions for an in-
trinsic functional form (e.g., linear or power-law,
etc.) and thus also very flexible.

degrees: (i) the cross-validation (CV) method,
and (ii) the AIC method. We find that the AIC
method tends to return a lower number of degrees
than cross-validation in the example applications

o considered (Appendix C).
e Its probabilistic nature allows one to properly ac-

count for both the intrinsic astrophysical spread e To quantify the model uncertainties due to the re-
and measurement uncertainties in the data in a duced density of samples in higher dimensional pa-
hierarchical framework. rameter spaces (i.e., the finite sample size), we in-
clude a bootstrap sampling algorithm, which can
be used to quantify the variance in prediction out-
comes due to this effect (Appendix D).

e The model treats all dimensions symmetrically,
performing a joint fit for the full n-dimensional
distribution that does not assume that any dimen-
sion is dependent on another (e.g., planet mass as e We also include the possibility of performing

Monte-Carlo sampling on the input dataset to

quantify the impact of the measurement uncer-
tainties on the predictions.

a function of radius or vice versa).

e The model framework naturally generalizes to

higher dimensions (n > 2).
Finally, we combine these statistical techniques and

explore three case studies to showcase the applicability
of this methodology.

Motivated primarily by the final point above, we ex-
pand the framework by introducing the updates sum-

marized below:
1. We perform a 4-dimensional fit to a sample of

e We generalize the nonparametric model to be fit small planets (R, < 4 Rg) with mass measure-

to any number of dimensions (Appendix A.1, A.2).
In practice, this approach is feasible for perform-
ing joint fits in up to four dimensions (limited by
the available memory for constructing the multi-
dimensional arrays).

We switch the optimizer used to calculate the co-
efficients for each weight to the MM-algorithm
which is much more computationally efficient than
previous methods (Appendix A.3).

It can now account for asymmetric measurement
uncertainties (i.e, different upper and lower error
bars), as well as measurement upper limits, by
treating the probability density function as a mix-
ture of two half-normal distributions (Appendix
B).

We generalize the framework to allow for different
degrees (i.e., varying levels of resolution or com-
plexity) in each dimension (Appendix C).

We provide two different methods for choosing
the number of degrees by maximizing the log-
likelihood and finding the optimum number of

ments in the joint distribution of planetary mass,
radius, insolation and stellar mass. The model
hints at trends in bulk density with insolation for
super-Earths and Neptunes. We also see hints
in the sample that 1.5 Rg super-Earths tend to
be lower in bulk density around M-dwarfs (M, <
0.6 M) than FGK host stars. The absence of
the higher bulk density super-Earths cannot be
a detection bias, and reinforces previous studies
of water-world super-Earths (or H/He rich sub-
Neptunes) around M-dwarfs (Luque & Pallé 2022;
Rogers et al. 2023).

. We perform a 3-dimensional fit to the CKS-X sam-

ple in terms of the planetary radius, orbital period,
and stellar mass. This example demonstrates that
our nonparametric model can clearly capture the
observed radius valley, as well as its dependence on
host stellar mass without discretizing the sample
into various bins (as was done in previous stud-
ies). We also use this example to showcase the
utility of bootstrap resampling in masking out the
regions in which the mean joint density is poorly
constrained by the data (Appendix D).

. We perform a 2-dimensional fit to a sample of pro-

7 It does assume that the joint density is continuous and smoothly
varying, which are desirable properties of a model/well-behaved
function. Our implementation also assumes that the density is
bounded within the chosen box for the parameter space, since
we set the weights along the n-dimensional boundary to zero;
however, in principle this choice can be relaxed.

toplanetary disks in terms of their dust masses
and host stellar masses, which offers more flexi-
bility than the simple power-law fits used in pre-
vious studies. We demonstrate that this approach
allows us to predict disk properties (including



the Monte-Carlo uncertainties) for different host-
stellar masses while incorporating measurement
upper limits.

Alongside this manuscript, we also release the updated
version of our free open-source python package — MRExo
— which allows users to perform their own exploration of
different datasets in multi-dimensional space to tease out
trends as well as use as a predictive tool for inferences.
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APPENDIX

A. GENERALIZING TO 2+ DIMENSIONS
A.1. Joint Distribution

Generalizing Equation 7 from Ning et al. (2018) for the joint distribution from 2 to n dimensions we have,

fz1, .oy xn|w, dW, ..., d("))

/Brld(l) (

1 —X4 ﬂ Tn—An
Xil—ﬁ T"d(n) Xn —An

IS 4m
= E E Wry ..y
T1=1 Tr=1

where,

e ¢ iterates through each dimension and ¢ € {1,.., n}

d® is the number of degrees in each dimension.

® Wry...

1— Xy

__\Hn (A1)

7; iterates through d® in dimension ¢. Earlier denoted using k, { in Ning et al. (2018).
-, is an element in the n-dimensional matrix of weights w.
x; is the continuous variable used to sample dimension t of sample size N

X, and X, are the upper and lower bounds for dimension ¢.
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® 3,4 is the beta distribution function, with one of the shape parameters being 74 and the other d®, and the
continuous variable x; is normalized by the upper and lower bounds.

A.2. Calculating Likelihood

There are two main unknown parameters in this model, the matrix of weights w, and the choice of degrees for each
dimension. To estimate these we continue to expand on the formalism from Ning et al. (2018) and define a likelihood
function £ (similar to their Equation 8),

n

Lw,dD, ... d™ | X0 . X0 g% g%

bl X,
= / / F(X00s L X%y, ...,xn|w,d(1),...,d("),ai’bs, ey o2 dxy ... day, (A2)
Xu Xn
N

X X
/ / FOXP |2y, 0%8) o fX |2, 022) % f(21, e |w, dD, . d™) day ... dzy, (A3)
i=17X1 Xn

where
e i iterates through each observed point. i € {1,2,...N}

e X% is measured quantity i in dimension ¢, drawn from Xpb°.
.

o 0% is the uncertainty on the measured quantity i in dimension ¢, drawn from o¢*®

Here the measured quantity is expressed as,

Xobs _ g
st ) - (K2, (A
’ ’ Txee

where A is the standard normal distribution. Therefore the likelihood function £ entails the convolution of the mea-
sured probability distribution (which is assumed to be normal) with the beta distribution (from the joint distribution
Equation Al). Then,

N da® 4

X1 Xn
L= wn---m/ /
11;[1712::1 ‘r;::l Xy Xn (A5)

r1—X1 Tn—Xn
1 Bao (B23) | (xe - o 1 Brae (F552) [ Xe = o
=’ N : dzy ... == N d dz,

0 xobs X1 —X

Oxar Xy —

n,i _—

0 xobs

Ixhy b
for brevity we introduce P;(7, %), which is essentially the convolved probability contribution for each measurement,

N dM dm)

=TI > wnn P 0) Pl ) (A6)

i=lmi=1 T,=1
where P;(7¢,1) cycles through N observations with the iterator i, and is defined below

zr— Xt

X: Braw | = xobs _
Pt(Tt,i):/ 1 (X‘ X)N< e xt)dxt (A7)

X, Oxgre Xi— Xy Oxpbs

Since Py(7¢,1) is essentially a constant which can be obtained by numerical integration, following Ning et al. (2018)
we combine these constants into ¢, a 2-D matrix (m x N) where m = []} d®. For example for a 2-D sample of size
20 (N = 20) with degrees d; = 10,dy = 12, ¢ would have dimensions 120 x 20. Then,

C(n,'rg,..,'rn),i = Hpt(Ttai> (A8)
t
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Equivalent to equation 9 from Ning et al. (2018), the likelihood can then be expressed as the product of this ¢ and
the weights w. Here we note that while multiplying with ¢ we flatten w such that it is a 1-d array of length m, where

n

log L= log (c]w) =Y log (3 cijuy) (A9)

i=1 i= j=1

While ¢ can be computed by numerical integration for a input sample set, we use the MM (EM) algorithm to
maximize the log-likelihood in a computationally efficient manner, which is discussed in the next section.

A.3. Magzimizing Likelihood using MM Algorithm

We also modify the method followed to optimize for the weights of the Bernstein polynomials. Ning et al. (2018)
used the inbuilt R non-linear optimizer Rsolnp, and Kanodia et al. (2019) used the Sequential Least Squares opti-
mization routine in scipy — fmin_slsqgp. Due to convexity of the function in Equation A9, we adopt the “Majorize-
Minimization” (MM) prescription to construct an optimization routine®, where we maximize the log-likelihood through
the following r iterations in optimization, after initializing w as:

w® = (1 e 1) (A10)

m’ ' m’ " m

then,
n (7‘71)
m _ 1 3 Cij W,
'LU» = — ﬁ vre (1727 .o,) (A.].].)
’ (Carmvll) Dy Cikwl(c Y

where we stop iterating when [log £ —log £~V |< € [log £~D| where ¢ = 1073, This typically converges in <
20 iterations, and is much faster than the black-box solvers available in R or python. When benchmarked on the 127
planet sample from Ning et al. (2018) we find the log-likelihood to converge in 0.06 seconds compared to a few hours
using fmin_slsqgp.

B. ASYMMETRIC ERRORBARS

Astronomical measurements are rarely associated with Normal (Gaussian) uncertainties. For example, orbital ec-
centricities need to be positive and finite, which can bias their estimates or posteriors (Lucy & Sweeney 1971). Often
due to instrumental limitations or astrophysical confounding factors, observations are not precise enough to obtain
statistically significant (say at 30 or 50) measurements, in which case measurement upper limits are reported at some
confidence level (95% or 99.7%). This is particularly common for planetary mass measurements where 30 (99.7%)
mass upper limits are often used?, or in protoplanetary disk flux measurements, where for faint disks, the flux upper
limits can be reported!©.

To incorporate these measurements into our framework, we account for the possibility of asymmetric measurement
errors (with o, and 0;) for each data point (X*Z*) in the sample by modifying Equation A4 as:

Xoh —a Xoh —a
NW%M%M%)N«t’?+M<nt> (B12)

Uxobs Oxobsl
t,i,

tyi,u

where Ny (N_) is the upper (lower) standard half-normal distribution. Finally the convolved probability for each
measurement (Equation A7) becomes

8 See Lange & Zhou (2022) for a review of the MM algorithm

9 See Plavchan et al. (2015) and Figueira (2018) for a review of
planetary mass measurements using the RV technique.

10 See Miotello et al. (2022) for a review on the measurements of
fundamental protoplanetary disk properties.
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obs B, a0 (L_X‘) Xob Xy Broa (L_Xt) Xet
£ 1 Ted(t X,-X, ois —z t 1 T d(t X,-X, Ois — T
Pt(Tt,i):/ = N( b t)dxt+/ = N+< - t>dwt

D' 0 xobs Xt — Xt O xobs X obs O xobs Xt — Xt O xobs
t 0,0 — t,i,l tyi tyi,u — i

2t tyi,u

(B13)
For example, for typical mass upper limits only the 20 (95%) or 3¢ (99.7%) upper limit is reported, and not the
median value. If we have a measurement with a 20 (95%) upper limit of 10 Mg, then we assume X°* = X | such
that the lower half-normal PDF N_ — 0 in Equation B13, and we estimate o, such that the upper half-normal PDF
integrates to 97.5% (instead of 95% since it is a half-normal PDF reproducing the upper limit) at 10 Mg. We note the
caveat that posteriors in orbital parameters (such as eccentricity and w) are often non-Gaussian, and thus recommend
authors to also report posteriors for the variables Monte-Carlo sampled such as ecosw, esinw, etc. that are more likely
to be Gaussian (Lucy & Sweeney 1971; Fulton et al. 2018).

C. DEGREE SELECTION

The degrees represent the shape of the beta distribution. Modifying previous versions of the algorithm from Ning
et al. (2018) and Kanodia et al. (2019), we allow for the possibility of different degrees in each dimensions, which
should allow the user to use MRExo for density estimation across parameters with different levels of complexity. By
default, we sample 10 degree candidates for each dimension and then use the AIC or cross-validation method to pick
the optimum degree combination d™, ...,d(™ where the latter is described by Ning et al. (2018). The AIC metric
is given by 2k — In(L), where In(L) is the log-likelihood described in Section A.3, and k is the effective number of
weights or the effective sample size, which we compute using Design Effect (Kish 1965), and is given by k = 1/ w?.
We show a sample 2-D grid of AIC in Figure 11a. To investigate the impact on the conditional distribution, of degree
selection within the final contour, i.e., where the AIC values are roughly similar, we fit a range of models for the same
dataset with degree choices sampled from the innermost (lowest AIC) contour. Based on Figure 11b, we conclude
that the conditional distribution is not very sensitive to the exact choice of degrees when the input dataset has large
measurement errors or intrinsic scatter as seen in Figure 1. Aside from the AIC method, we also extend the k-fold
cross-validation approach from Ning et al. (2018) to higher dimensions.

For MRExo users, we suggest starting with a simple optimization with an equal number of degrees for quick checks
(sampling through 10 degree candidates instead of 10™ for n-dimensions). Subsequently, one can perform a more
detailed analysis by exploring a full grid of degree candidates which allows for different degrees in each dimension.
This has been implemented using a boolean SymmetricDegreePerDimension function call, which then utilizes multiple
cores to explore each degree choice with parallel computing implemented through the multiprocessing module in
Python.

D. UNDERSTANDING THE EFFECT OF SAMPLE SIZE IN N-DIMENSIONS

In addition to the uncertainty in the model arising from the measurement errors of the data points, there is also
uncertainty due to the finite sample size. This is a byproduct of performing the analysis based on a finite sample of
points from the target distribution rather than from the target distribution itself.. For example, there can be significant
variance in the mean prediction in a region of parameter space where there is a relatively low density of data points,
even when the data points in that region are known precisely (i.e. have small measurement errors). This is especially
problematic when fitting the model in higher dimensions, since the volume of parameter space grows so rapidly that
it is often impractical to collect enough data to maintain a high density of samples. To account for this source of
uncertainty in which only one or a few data points strongly dominate the model behavior in some regions, we use
bootstrap resampling of the data (with replacement).'!

In Figure 12, we show the results of the model fits to 100 bootstrap resamplings of the data for the CKS-X dataset
(from Section 3.2, with degrees set to 30), in terms of their joint P-R, distributions conditioned on a given stellar
mass, f(P, Rp|M, = 0.80 My). The left panel shows the mean joint probability density (u7(p,r,|n,)) divided by the
standard deviation of the joint probability densities (o p, R, M,)), over the 100 bootstraps. The reason we use the
ratio ‘LLf(P7Rp|M*)/O'f(P7RpU\/j*) instead of just oy(p r,|n,) is because while the latter is low for regions where there is a

11 This has previously been done in e.g. Ning et al. (2018) to quan-
tify the confidence intervals of the mean prediction separately
from the predictive intervals around the mean (which capture
the intrinsic spread in the data).
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Figure 11. a) Showing a 2-D grid of AIC for the MR dataset shown in (Figure 1), along with contours of similar AIC. In this
case, the optimized degrees are roughly equal (20,23) and are marked with an ‘X’. b) The change in conditional distribution
f(m|r = 12 Rg) as the degree choices are sampled from within the innermost AIC contour (a). We conclude that for such a
dataset with a large amount of scatter, the conditional distribution is not too sensitive to the exact choice of degrees.
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Figure 12. The effect of finite sample size on the joint P-R, distribution conditioned on a given stellar mass, f(P, Rp|M, =
0.80 Mg), from 100 bootstrap resamplings of the CKS-X dataset (described in Section 3.2). Left: the mean divided by the
standard deviation of the joint probability densities, pf(p r,|m,) /oscp, Rp|M,), over the bootstraps. Higher values denote regions
where the model is more robust due to a greater density of data points. Right: the mean joint probability density of the
bootstraps, with the regions I,Lf(p,Rp|M*)/O'f(P,Rp|M*) < 3 masked out.

high density of data points, it can also be low where there are no data points (and thus both the mean and standard
deviation approach zero). In other words, the ratio pzp, Ryl M)/ OF(P, R,|M,) can be thought of as a measure of the
significance of the mean probability density relative to its variation arising from the finite sample size. In this example,
we note that while the ratio peaks in the region near P ~ 20 days and R, ~ 2.5Rgq, (i.e. where there is a high density
of planets consisting of the sub-Neptunes above the radius valley), it also peaks in the region of the radius valley itself
(P ~ 10 days and R, ~ 1.8Rg;). This implies that even though there is a reduced occurrence of planets in the radius
valley (the mean probability density is low), the radius valley itself is robust (the standard deviation of the probability
density from the bootstraps is even lower).
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The ratio y(p,r,0,)/0f(P,R,|M,) can also be used to appropriately mask out the regions of where there are too
few measurements to provide a robust estimate of the sample density, as shown in the right panel of Figure 12
(where we show the mean joint probability density where ps(p, R,|M,) [osp, R,|M,) > 3 is chosen for the mask). One
has the flexibility to choose the threshold for piyp r,|ar,) /osp, R,|M,) depending on how much one wishes to restrict
their analyses to regions that are well characterized by the data. The example here illustrates that a choice of “3¢”
for the bootstrap mean can effectively mask out the regions where the data is not well sampled. Further, one can
eliminate the influence of the poorly sampled regions when making predictions with the model (e.g., when computing
the mean prediction marginalized over a given dimension) by multiplying the joint distribution with the mask and
renormalizing. A similar procedure for masking out regions of high uncertainty due to finite sample size can be applied
for joint probability distributions conditioned on other dimension(s).
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