
Astronomy & Astrophysics manuscript no. aanda ©ESO 2024
October 30, 2024

Letter to the Editor

Giant exoplanet composition:

Why do the hydrogen-helium equation of state and interior structure matter?
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ABSTRACT

Context. Revealing the internal composition and structure of giant planets is fundamental for understanding planetary formation.
However, the bulk composition can only be inferred through interior models. As a result, advancements in modelling aspects are
essential to better characterise the interiors of giant planets.
Aims. We investigate the effects of model assumptions such as the interior structure and the hydrogen-helium (H-He) equation of state
(EOS) on the inferred interiors of giant exoplanets.
Methods. We first assess these effects on a few test cases and compare H-He EOSs. We then calculate evolution models and infer the
planetary bulk metallicity of 45 warm exoplanets, ranging from 0.1 to 10 MJ.
Results. Planets with masses between about 0.2 and 0.6 MJ are most sensitive to the H-He EOS. Updating the H-He EOS reduces
the inferred heavy-element mass, with an absolute difference in bulk metallicity of up to 13%. Concentrating heavy elements in a
core, rather than distributing them uniformly (and scaling opacities with metallicity), reduces the inferred metallicity (up to 17%).
The assumed internal structure, along with its effect on the envelope opacity, has the greatest effect on the inferred composition
of massive planets (Mp > 4 MJ). For Mp > 0.6 MJ, the observational uncertainties on radii and ages lead to uncertainties in the
inferred metallicity (up to 31%) which are larger than the ones associated with the used H-He EOS and the assumed interior structure.
However, for planets with 0.2 < Mp < 0.6 MJ, the theoretical uncertainties are larger.
Conclusions. Advancements in equations of state and our understanding of giant planet interior structures combined with accurate
measurements of the planetary radius and age are crucial for characterising giant exoplanets.
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1. Introduction

Determining the bulk composition and internal structure of gi-
ant planets is fundamental for understanding their origin (e.g.,
Mordasini et al. 2016; Turrini et al. 2018). Observations of giant
exoplanets have advanced significantly and nowadays, not only
the planetary mass and radius are measured, but also the atmo-
spheric composition (e.g., Kreidberg et al. 2014; Madhusudhan
et al. 2014; Edwards et al. 2023). However, the bulk composition
of giant exoplanets is typically inferred through models, where
the planetary structure is constrained by mass, radius and age
measurements.

Accurate measurements of the gravitational fields and atmo-
spheric composition of Jupiter and Saturn have led to the de-
velopment of a more comprehensive theoretical framework for
giant planet modelling. Interior models of both Jupiter and Sat-
urn that fit Juno (Bolton et al. 2017) and Cassini (Spilker 2019)
data suggest that the planets have dilute cores and complex inte-
riors (Wahl et al. 2017; Mankovich & Fuller 2021; Miguel et al.
2022; Howard et al. 2023a; Helled & Stevenson 2024; Howard
et al. 2023b; Müller & Helled 2024). In addition, giant planets
models strongly depend on our understanding of the hydrogen-
helium equation-of-state (H-He EOS) (e.g., Militzer & Hubbard
2013; Chabrier et al. 2019; Howard & Guillot 2023).

As observational uncertainties are progressively being re-
duced, thanks to ground-based observations (e.g., HARPS
(Mayor et al. 2003), NIRPS (Bouchy et al. 2017), ESPRESSO

(Pepe et al. 2021)) and space missions (e.g., Kepler (Borucki
et al. 2010), TESS (Ricker et al. 2015), JWST (Gardner et al.
2006) and in the future PLATO (Rauer et al. 2014), Ariel (Tinetti
et al. 2018)), it is clear that more advanced models should be
used for the characterisation of giant exoplanets. In addition, it
is important to identify the theoretical uncertainties and compare
them to the observational ones.

Several previous studies have explored the importance of
model assumptions such as the interior structure and the EOS
on the inferred planetary bulk composition (Baraffe et al. 2008;
Müller et al. 2020; Bloot et al. 2023). In addition, the large sam-
ple of observed giant exoplanets with measured radius, mass and
age, together with theoretical models allows inferring the rela-
tionship between the planetary mass and its metallicity (Thorn-
gren et al. 2016; Müller & Helled 2023). The goal of this work
is to further investigate the effects of model assumptions on the
inferred internal structures of giant exoplanets. Our models use
the most up-to-date H-He EOS, allow for Core+envelope and
Fully-mixed interiors, and the opacity scales with the metallic-
ity. We improve upon previous work by systematically studying
how the H-He EOS and the distribution of heavy elements affect
the inferred bulk composition and mass-metallicity relations.

Our paper is organised as follows. Section 2 describes our
methods. In Sec. 3 we analyse the effects of the assumed interior
structure and hydrogen-helium (H-He) EOS on a few test cases.
Section 4 focuses on a sample of observed exoplanets. Our con-
clusions are presented in Sec. 5.
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2. Methods

We used CEPAM (Guillot & Morel 1995; Howard et al. 2024) to
run planetary evolution models and assess the effects of both the
H-He equation-of-state (EOS) and the assumed interior struc-
ture (i.e., the distribution of heavy elements). We compared
calculations using the SCvH95 (Saumon et al. 1995) and the
CMS19+HG23 EOSs(Chabrier et al. 2019; Howard & Guillot
2023). More details about the differences between these EOSs
are presented in Sec. 3. We also compared models assuming ei-
ther a "Core+envelope" or "Fully-mixed" structure. In the first
structure, all the heavy elements were concentrated in a cen-
tral core. We used the analytical EOS of Hubbard & Marley
(1989) to calculate the pressure-dependent density in the isother-
mal core, which was assumed to be made of 50% ices and 50%
rocks. In the second structure, the heavy elements were uni-
formly distributed within the planet. We also assumed an ice-to-
rock ratio of unity and used the SESAME water EOS for ices and
the SESAME drysand EOS for rocks (Lyon & Johnson 1992).
The hydrogen-to-helium ratio in the envelope was protosolar:
Y/(X + Y) = 0.27 (Asplund et al. 2021). Our models used a non-
gray atmosphere (Parmentier et al. 2015) and the method from
Valencia et al. (2013) to account for the opacity enhancement
due to the heavy elements.

3. Proof of concept: metallicities of synthetic giant
planets

We first calculated models of synthetic planets, with masses of
0.3, 1 and 3 MJ. We focused on planets that are not highly
irradiated and hence not inflated (e.g., Thorngren & Fortney
2018; Fortney et al. 2021), with an equilibrium temperature
Teq of 500 K. For each planetary mass, we ran models with
both H-He EOSs (SCvH95, CMS19+HG23) and internal struc-
tures (Core+envelope, Fully-mixed). We assumed different bulk
metallicities Z, from 0 to 0.5 (Z = MZ/Mp where MZ and Mp
are the total heavy-element mass and the planet’s mass, respec-
tively).

Figure 1 shows the planetary radius vs. time for the differ-
ent cases. For the Core+envelope structure, CMS19+HG23 al-
ways yields smaller radii than SCvH95, by up to 10 % (Müller
et al. (2020) found that CMS19 also yields smaller radii). We
also find that higher metallicities lead to smaller radii. The range
of radii spanned by models with different metallicities is larger
for lower-mass planets. For Mp = 0.3 MJ, the radius decreases
by about a factor of two when changing Z from 0 to 0.25, while
for Mp = 3 MJ, changing Z from 0 to 0.5 changes the radius
by only 15%. In the Core+envelope case, for a given measured
radius and its associated uncertainty, the range of inferred metal-
licity is narrower for a 0.3 MJ planet compared to a 3 MJ planet.
In addition, for a given measured radius and its uncertainty, the
Core+envelope structure leads to a narrower range of inferred
metallicity for a 0.3 MJ planet, compared to a Fully-mixed struc-
ture. However, the opposite behaviour is expected for a 3 MJ
planet. The comparison between both structures depends on the
planetary mass and metallicity.

In the Fully-mixed case, higher metallicities do not always
lead to smaller radii. This is because of two opposite effects due
to enriching the envelope with heavy elements: it increases both
the mean molecular weight and the opacities (Guillot 2005). At
early times, the opacity effect seems to dominate and delays the
cooling and contraction of the planet; but at late times, the mean
molecular weight effect wins. Müller et al. (2020) also found that
the radius is not monotonically decreasing with Z if the effect of

the heavy elements on the opacity is accounted for. For Mp =
0.3 MJ, we find that CMS19+HG23 always yields smaller radii
than SCvH95. However, this is not the case for Mp = 1 and
3 MJ. For these two planetary masses, especially at early times,
CMS19+HG23 yields larger radii than SCvH95 for Z > 0.

Fig. 1. Radius vs. time for planets with masses of 0.3, 1 and 3 MJ (top,
middle, and bottom panels, respectively). Left (right) panels correspond
to models assuming a Core+envelope (Fully-mixed) structure. Results
with different H-He EOSs are shown with dashed and solid lines. The
colors correspond to different assumed metallicities. The middle and
bottom panels have similar limits on the y-axis, but not the top panels.

Understanding these results requires investigating the differ-
ences between the SCvH95 and CMS19+HG23 EOSs. SCvH95
is based on the so-called chemical picture (see Saumon et al.
1995, for a detailed description). It models the interactions
between molecules or atoms by using pair-potentials. The
Helmholtz free energy is determined through the free-energy
minimisation technique and pressure, entropy, or internal energy
can then be calculated (Hummer & Mihalas 1988). However,
at densities corresponding to dissociation and pressure ionisa-
tion, pair-potentials fail at correctly describing describing the be-
haviour of matter. Using the additive volume law, one can obtain
the properties (density and entropy at given pressures and tem-
peratures) of a H-He mixture. On the other hand, CMS19+HG23
also applies the additive volume law to combine pure H and He
tables from Chabrier et al. (2019), while additionally accounting
for non-ideal mixing effects as described by Howard & Guillot
(2023). It accounts for different EOS sources for different re-
gions of the H-He phase diagram using in particular the data
from Militzer & Hubbard (2013). Based on the physical pic-
ture, these ab initio calculations focus on electrons and nuclei
and model their interactions by Coulomb potentials. Militzer &
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Hubbard (2013) considered a H-He mixture (in proportions close
to protosolar) and provided a more realistic description of the
regime of dissociation and ionisation.

Figure 2 shows the relative difference in density between
CMS19+HG23 and SCvH95. We include the T -P profiles of
some models from Fig. 1, at 0.1 and 10 Gyr. We calculate the
differences assuming a H-He mixture of protosolar composition
(He mass fraction of Y = 0.27), and interpolate the density from
CMS19+HG23 at the pressure and temperature points corre-
sponding to SCvH95. In the region where ab initio calculations
from Militzer & Hubbard (2013) have been performed (dotted
black square), the T -P profiles of our models can go through re-
gions where CMS19+HG23 is denser than SCvH95 (shown in
blue) or less dense (shown in red). We note that entropy influ-
ences a planet’s position on the T -P diagram by affecting the
calculation of the adiabatic gradient. The density differences be-
tween the EOSs under these T -P conditions then explain the dif-
ferences in inferred planetary radii.

We find that 1 MJ with Z = 0.25 and a Core+envelope
structure (solid magenta line) mostly covers the region where
CMS19+HG23 is denser than SCvH95 (around 1 Mbar). In-
terestingly, we find that the T -P profiles of models assuming
the Core+envelope structure are rather similar even the plan-
etary mass or metallicity are changed. This explains why we
always found that CMS19+HG23 yielded smaller radii com-
pared to SCvH95 in the Core+envelope case (see left panels of
Fig. 1). However, T -P profiles of Fully-mixed models are more
affected by changing the mass and metallicity. These models
have a much hotter interior because enhancing the opacities due
to heavy-element enrichment in the envelope delays the plan-
etary cooling. The 0.3 MJ model shown in Fig. 2 (dashed red
line) is still in a T -P regime where CMS19+HG23 is denser
than SCvH95, explaining why CMS19+HG23 yielded smaller
radii than SCvH95 for Mp = 0.3 MJ in the Fully-mixed case (see
top right panel of Fig. 1). The 1 MJ model with Z = 0.25 (dashed
magenta line) goes through the less dense region at 0.1 Gyr but
is then mostly affected by the denser region at 10 Gyr. This ex-
plains why CMS19+HG23 yielded larger radii at early times
and smaller radii at late times (middle right panel of Fig. 1).
Overall, the differences in radii between CMS19+HG23 and
SCvH95 seen in Fig. 1, depend on the position of the planet
within the temperature-pressure-density space during its evolu-
tion. As CMS19+HG23 models the regime of dissociation and
ionisation more accurately, this H-He EOS should be used for
exoplanet characterisation.

4. Inferred metallicities of observed giant
exoplanets

In this section we characterised a sample of observed giant ex-
oplanets. We used the PlanetS catalog (Otegi et al. 2020; Parc
et al. 2024) and selected planets with masses from 0.1 to 10 MJ
with relative measurement uncertainties smaller than 10 and 8%
for the mass and radius, respectively. We selected planets with
Teq < 1000 K and with an age estimate. We ended up with a
sample of 45 exoplanets that allowed a reliable determination of
the internal composition. The planets in our sample are listed in
Appendix A.

For each exoplanet, we inferred the heavy-element mass
(MZ) by calculating two evolution models which fit the up-
per and lower bounds of the radius and age measurements
(Rmin

obs , agemin
obs and Rmax

obs , agemax
obs , listed in Table A.1). This pro-

vided the possible range of the inferred bulk metallicity (Zp =

Fig. 2. Relative difference in density between the CMS19+HG23
(Chabrier et al. 2019; Howard & Guillot 2023) and SCvH95 (Saumon
et al. 1995) EOSs. Blue regions on the T -P diagram indicate where
CMS19+HG23 is denser than SCvH95, while red regions highlight less
dense areas. The coloured solid and dashed lines show T -P profiles of
some models (using CMS19+HG23) from Fig. 1, at 0.1 or 10 Gyr. The
dotted square indicates the region of the ab initio presented by Militzer
& Hubbard (2013). The CMS19+HG23 EOS is more accurate in this
region. The hashed area corresponds to the region where hydrogen be-
comes solid (see e.g., Chabrier et al. 2019).

MZ/Mp). The inferred heavy-element mass for our sample of ex-
oplanets is shown in Fig. 3 (top panels). We also show the ab-
solute difference in the inferred heavy-element mass (∆MZ) be-
tween both EOSs (middle panels) as well as the absolute differ-
ence in the bulk metallicity (∆Zp = ∆MZ/Mp) (bottom panels).

For the Core+envelope case, we find that: (i) CMS19+HG23
yields a lower heavy-element mass than SCvH95 for all planets.
(ii) ∆MZ increases with Mp in the range from Mp = 0.1 MJ to
Mp = 1 MJ, after which it reaches a plateau at ∆MZ ∼ 15 M⊕
for planets with masses larger than 1 MJ. (iii) ∆Zp peaks at
Mp = 0.3 MJ, with a value of ∼11%. In the Fully-mixed case, we
find that: (i) CMS19+HG23 also yields a lower heavy-element
mass than SCvH95 except for six planets. This includes the two
most massive planets from our sample, as expected (see Sec. 3).
(ii) The variation of ∆MZ is similar to the Core+envelope case.
However, there is greater scatter from Mp > 1 MJ. (iii) ∆Zp peaks
at Mp = 0.4 MJ, with a maximum value of about 13%.

We find that the inferred bulk metallicity of planets with
masses between 0.2 and 0.6 MJ is most affected by the H-He
EOS update. This holds for both interior structures and the abso-
lute difference in bulk metallicity can go up to 13%. This is due
to how the planets lie in the temperature-pressure-density space
(Fig. 2). Planets with Mp < 0.2 MJ are less affected by changing
the H-He EOS as they only have a small amount of H-He. We
also note that CMS19+HG23 leads to eight additional planets
(compared to SCvH95) for which the lower limit of the inferred
heavy element mass is zero (in Table A.1, planets with a single
dagger). For these planets, the radius inferred from a pure H-
He model cannot match the upper bound of the measured radius
suggesting that these planets may be inflated.

We next compare the heavy-element content obtained
with the Core+envelope and Fully-mixed structures, using
CMS19+HG23 since it is the better EOS for modelling plan-
ets. This time, we show the mass-metallicity relation by calcu-
lating the ratio of the planet metallicity Zplanet to that of the par-
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Fig. 3. Inferred heavy-element mass vs. planetary mass. Top panels: comparison of the results obtained with CMS19+HG23 and SCvH95, for
both Core+envelope and Fully-mixed structures. The circles represent the midpoint between the upper and lower bounds of the errorbars. Middle
panels: absolute difference in heavy-element mass due to the H-He EOS update. Bottom panels: absolute difference in bulk metallicity. Empty
circles correspond to planets for which CMS19+HG23 leads to a higher metallicity than SCvH95. The black dotted line shows the 1/Mp curve.

ent star Zstar. We follow Müller & Helled (2023) and perform a
Bayesian linear regression. The parameters α and β of the power-
law Zplanet/Zstar = β × M[MJ]α are estimated using a Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method and their posterior distri-
butions are shown in Appendix B. Figure 4 (top panel) shows
for both structures the best fit as well as the 1σ error contour.

In the Fully-mixed case, we find α = −0.37 ± 0.07 and
β = 8.61 ± 0.88. The mass-metallicity relation we obtain with
the Fully-mixed structure is in line (within 1σ) with Müller &
Helled (2023) who found α = −0.37± 0.14 and β = 7.85± 1.49,
using CMS19. They considered opacity scaling with metallicity
(with a different method than this work) and assumed a core with
an enriched envelope for planets below 5 MJ, while adopting a
Fully-mixed structure for those exceeding 5 MJ. The relation is
also in rather good agreement with Thorngren et al. (2016) who
found α = −0.45 ± 0.09 and β = 9.70 ± 1.28, using SCvH95.
They did not account for opacity enhancement and adopted a
hybrid approach with a 10 M⊕ core and the rest of the heavy el-
ements in the envelope. However, the mass-metallicity relation
we obtain with the Core+envelope structure is steeper. We find
α = −0.57 ± 0.13 and β = 5.09 ± 0.95. The Core+envelope
structure yields lower metallicities for 36 out of 42 planets
(blue squares, middle panel of Fig. 4). For the six other plan-
ets, the Fully-mixed structure yields lower metallicities (orange
squares), and especially for massive planets (Mp > 4 MJ). Fully-
mixed models require more heavy elements, as their contraction
is delayed by the opacity enhancement resulting from the en-
riched envelope (see Sec. 3). However, the lack of planets with
high masses (Mp > 5 MJ) and the inability to find solutions for
the two heaviest planets under the Core+envelope structure may
impact the results and contribute to a steeper mass-metallicity re-
lation. Furthermore, the Fully-mixed case is expected to be more
representative of massive planets (Thorngren et al. 2016; Müller
& Helled 2021). Further discussion about the mass-metallicity
relation is given in Appendix C.

We next focus on the absolute difference in bulk metallic-
ity ∆Zp for different model assumptions. We find that ∆Zp can
go up to 17% due to the assumed interior structure and go up
to 13% due to the H-He EOS update (middle panel of Fig. 4).

Overall, the interior structure and the H-He EOS seem to have
comparable effects on the inferred planetary metallicity. Only
for Mp > 4 MJ, the interior structure has a significantly larger
effect on the inferred metallicity than the H-He EOS. We then
sum the effects of both the H-He EOS and the interior structure
(pink dots, bottom panel) and compare it to the inferred range
of metallicity (black triangles) that arises from the uncertainty in
the measured radii and ages. This uncertainty range corresponds
to the length of the errorbars shown on the top panel and is de-
fined as Zp(Rmin

obs , agemin
obs ) − Zp(Rmax

obs , agemax
obs ). It can reach up to

31%. Currently, for most planets with Mp > 0.6 MJ, the un-
certainties on radii and ages lead to uncertainties in the inferred
metallicity larger than the ones associated with the used H-He
EOS and the assumed interior structure. However, for planets
with masses between 0.2 and 0.6 MJ the theoretical uncertain-
ties are larger. As a result, great caution should be taken when
characterizing intermediate-mass giant planets. In addition, as
future measurements are expected to have smaller uncertainties,
the details of the theoretical modelling should be considered for
all giant planets.

5. Conclusions

Using a sample of 45 warm giant exoplanets, ranging from 0.1
to 10 MJ, we investigated the effects of the used H-He EOS and
assumed internal structure on the inferred planetary bulk compo-
sition. These assumptions are important because there is an in-
terplay between the internal structure which defines the planet’s
T -P profile and its thermodynamical properties (e.g., density, en-
tropy) that are calculated from the EOSs (Fig. 2). Our main con-
clusions are:

1. Planets with 0.2 < Mp < 0.6 MJ are most sensitive to the H-
He EOS. Using the CMS19+HG23 EOS rather than SCvH95
reduces the inferred planetary bulk metallicity. The corre-
sponding absolute difference can reach up to 13%.

2. Assuming a Core+envelope rather than a Fully-mixed struc-
ture reduces the inferred bulk metallicity. The absolute dif-
ference can go up to 17%. For massive planets (Mp > 4 MJ),
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Fig. 4. Mass-metallicity relation with both interior structures, using the
CMS19+HG23 EOS. Top panel: errorbars show the inferred range of
bulk metallicity with the Core+envelope (blue) or Fully-mixed (orange)
structure, as in Fig. 3. Orange and blue solid lines show the best fit
for both cases. The shaded areas show the 1σ error contour around the
best fit. The metallicities of Jupiter and Saturn (Helled & Howard 2024)
are shown in black. The solid and dashed gray lines show the best fits
from Müller & Helled (2023) and Thorngren et al. (2016), respectively.
The star metallicities have been calculated using the solar value from
Asplund et al. (2021). Middle panel: absolute difference in metallicity
due to either the H-He EOS (gray dots, taken from Fig. 3) or the inte-
rior structure (squares). Blue (orange) squares correspond to planets for
which the Core+envelope case leads to a lower (higher) metallicity than
the Fully-mixed case. Bottom panel: absolute difference in metallicity.
Pink dots show the sum of the H-He EOS and the interior structure
effects. Black triangles show the range of metallicity inferred from ob-
servational uncertainties (radius and age).

this choice of internal structure, along with its effect on the
envelope opacity, has a greater effect than the H-He EOS.

3. For Mp > 0.6 MJ, the observational uncertainties on radii and
ages lead to uncertainties in the inferred metallicity (up to
31%) which are larger than the ones associated with the used
H-He EOS and the assumed interior structure. However, for
planets with 0.2 < Mp < 0.6 MJ, the theoretical uncertainties
are larger.

4. Using CMS19+HG23 and assuming a Core+envelope struc-
ture generally yield lower metallicities for most exoplanets.
There are a few exceptions, especially when Mp > 4 MJ, for
which a higher metallicity can be inferred (due to the plan-
ets’ position within the temperature-pressure-density space
during its evolution, Fig. 2).

In this work, we modelled planets with either Core+envelope
or Fully-mixed structures. However, in reality, the internal struc-
tures of giant planets may be more complex including fuzzy
cores and composition gradients. As a result, our models should
be viewed as the two limiting cases and future work should
include more sophisticated internal structures. Interestingly, if
giant exoplanets have non-homogeneous structures, the atmo-
spheric composition does not represent the planetary bulk com-
position (Knierim & Helled 2024). Indeed, Swain et al. (2024)

suggested that the discrepancy between the mass-metallicty re-
lation based on atmospheric measurements and the one inferred
from interior models may indicate the presence of composition
gradients.

A better characterisation of giant exoplanets is expected from
several fronts. First, improved experimental and theoretical re-
search can refine the EOSs for H-He, heavy elements, and their
mixtures as well as phase separations. Second, a deeper under-
standing of Jupiter and Saturn reveals information on the fun-
damental properties of gas giant planets. Third, upcoming space
missions will provide accurate measurements of the planetary
mass, radius and age (Plato) and determine the atmospheric com-
positions (Ariel) to further constrain the interiors of exoplanets.
Overall, combining these different avenues will not only expand
our understanding of distant gas giants but also enrich our com-
prehension of our own planetary system.
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Appendix A: Sample of exoplanets

Table A.1 lists the sample of exoplanets studied in Sec. 4. We
used the PlanetS catalog (Otegi et al. 2020; Parc et al. 2024)
and selected planets with masses from 0.1 to 10 MJ which
have relative measurement uncertainties on the mass and radius
smaller than 10 and 8%, respectively. We selected planets with
Teq < 1000 K and with an age estimate. In Sec. 4, we mention
that our sample includes 45 planets. We note that our sample
initially included 4 additional planets (shown in bold in the ta-
ble). However, the lower bound of their measured radius could
not even be matched with a pure H-He model (for both EOSs).
Müller et al. (2020) already reported 6 planets from the Thorn-
gren et al. (2016) sample with a similar issue. This may warrant
further investigation in the future.
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Table A.1. Our sample of exoplanets.

# Name Mass [MJup] Radius [RJup] Age [Gyr] Teq [K] Stellar met [dex]
1‡fm Kepler-75 b 9.9 ± 0.5 1.03 ± 0.06 6 ± 3 850 -0.07 ± 0.15
2fm TOI-2373 b 9.3 ± 0.2 0.93 ± 0.02 5.9 ± 1.7 860 0.3 ± 0.05
3 TOI-2338 b 5.98 ± 0.20 1 ± 0.02 7 ± 2 799 0.22 ± 0.04
4 WASP-162 b 5.2 ± 0.2 1 ± 0.05 ∗12.97+0.83

−2.35 910 0.28 ± 0.13
5‡ Kepler-1704 b 4.16 ± 0.29 1.066+0.044

−0.042 7.4+1.5
−1.0 253.8 0.196 ± 0.058

6‡ TOI-2589 b 3.5 ± 0.1 1.08 ± 0.03 11 ± 2 592 0.12 ± 0.04
7 TOI-5153 b 3.26 ± 0.18 1.06 ± 0.04 5.4 ± 1 906 0.12 ± 0.08
8† NGTS-20 b 2.98 ± 0.16 1.07 ± 0.04 4.1 ± 2.7 688 0.15 ± 0.08
9 TOI-2180 b 2.755 ± 0.087 1.01+0.022

−0.019 8.1+1.5
−1.3 348 0.253 ± 0.057

10‡ HATS-76 b 2.629 ± 0.089 1.079 ± 0.031 4.6+8.7
−4.0 939.8 0.322+0.065

−0.049
11‡ TOI-4127 b 2.30 ± 0.11 1.096+0.039

−0.032 4.8 ± 2.1 605.1 0.14 ± 0.12
12 K2-114 b 2.01 ± 0.12 0.932 ± 0.031 7.2+4.3

−4.5 701 0.41 ± 0.037
13 TOI-4515 b 2.005 ± 0.052 1.086 ± 0.039 1.2 ± 0.2 705 0.05 ± 0.03
14‡ HAT-P-15 b 1.946 ± 0.066 1.072 ± 0.043 6.8+2.5

−1.6 904 0.22 ± 0.08
15‡ TIC237913194 b 1.942 ± 0.092 1.117+0.054

−0.047 5.7 ± 1.7 974 0.14 ± 0.05
16‡ Kepler-117 c 1.84 ± 0.18 1.101 ± 0.035 5.3 ± 1.4 704 -0.04 ± 0.1
17 HATS-74A b 1.46 ± 0.14 1.032 ± 0.021 ∗11+2.8

−5.1 895.1 0.514+0.033
−0.021

18 HATS-77 b 1.374 ± 0.1 1.165 ± 0.021 12.1 ± 5 828.3 0.253 ± 0.039
19 HATS-17 b 1.338 ± 0.065 0.777 ± 0.056 2.1 ± 1.3 814 0.3 ± 0.03
20 TOI-5542 b 1.32 ± 0.1 1.009 ± 0.036 10.8+2.1

−3.6 441 -0.21 ± 0.08
21† TOI-2010 b 1.286 ± 0.057 1.054 ± 0.027 1.9+2.2

−1.3 400.2 0.168 ± 0.055
22 WASP-130 b 1.23 ± 0.04 0.89 ± 0.03 2+5.9

−1.6 833 0.26 ± 0.1
23 Kepler-87 b 1.02 ± 0.028 1.204 ± 0.049 7.5 ± 0.5 478 -0.17 ± 0.03
24 TOI-1811 b 0.972 ± 0.078 0.994 ± 0.025 5.9+4.9

−4.0 962.2 0.306 ± 0.077
25 K2-140 b 0.93 ± 0.04 1.21 ± 0.09 9.8+3.4

−4.6 962 0.1 ± 0.1
26‡ TOI-1478 b 0.851 ± 0.052 1.06 ± 0.04 9.1+3.1

−3.9 918 0.078+0.072
−0.066

27† K2-290 c 0.774 ± 0.047 1.006 ± 0.05 4+1.6
−0.8 676 -0.06 ± 0.1

28 HAT-P-54 b 0.76 ± 0.032 0.944 ± 0.028 3.9+4.3
−2.1 818 -0.127 ± 0.08

29† TOI-3714 b 0.689 ± 0.03 0.944 ± 0.02 ∗12.5+1.3
−6.5 764 0.39 ± 0.086

30 WASP-84 b 0.687 ± 0.033 0.976 ± 0.025 2.1 ± 1.6 833 0.09 ± 0.12
31† HAT-P-17 b 0.534 ± 0.018 1.01 ± 0.029 7.8 ± 3.3 792 0 ± 0.08
32 HATS-75 b 0.491 ± 0.039 0.884 ± 0.013 ∗13.8+0.0

−3.2 772.3 0.522+0.051
−0.028

33 TOI-201 b 0.42 ± 0.05 1.008+0.012
−0.015 0.87+0.46

−0.49 759 0.24 ± 0.036
34 TOI-5344 b 0.412 ± 0.04 0.946 ± 0.021 ∗10.9+2.9

−5.8 689 0.425 ± 0.088
35 WASP-132 b 0.41 ± 0.03 0.87 ± 0.03 0.5+2.0

−0.0 763 0.22 ± 0.13
36 HATS-47 b 0.369+0.031

−0.021 1.117 ± 0.014 8.1 852.9 -0.113 ± 0.035
37 HATS-49 b 0.353+0.038

−0.027 0.765 ± 0.013 10.5+1.4
−2.0 834.8 0.208 ± 0.053

38 K2-287 b 0.315 ± 0.027 0.847 ± 0.013 4.7 ± 1.0 804 0.2 ± 0.04
39 TOI-1268 b 0.30331 ± 0.026 0.812 ± 0.054 0.245 ± 0.135 918.9 0.36 ± 0.06
40† TOI-4406 b 0.3 ± 0.03 1 ± 0.02 2.9 ± 0.7 904 0.1 ± 0.05
41† HAT-P-19 b 0.277 ± 0.017 1.008 ± 0.014 7.2 ± 4 981.2 0.166 ± 0.07
42† WASP-69 b 0.26 ± 0.017 1.057 ± 0.047 2+1.0

−1.5 963 0.144 ± 0.077
43 K2-329 b 0.26 ± 0.022 0.774 ± 0.026 1.8+2.2

−1.3 650 0.098+0.065
−0.07

44 HD332231 b 0.244 ± 0.021 0.867 ± 0.027 4.3+2.5
−1.9 876 0.036 ± 0.059

45 TOI-3629 b 0.243 ± 0.02 0.74 ± 0.014 ∗9.8+4.0
−4.8 711 0.549 ± 0.093

46 HAT-P-12 b 0.211 ± 0.012 0.959+0.029
−0.021 2.5 ± 2.0 963 -0.29 ± 0.05

47 WASP-156 b 0.128 ± 0.01 0.51 ± 0.02 6.4 ± 4 970 0.24 ± 0.12
48 HATS-72 b 0.1254 ± 0.004 0.722 ± 0.003 12.17+0.24

−0.45 739.3 0.099 ± 0.014
49ce TOI-4010 d 0.12003 ± 0.01 0.551+0.012

−0.013 6.1 ± 3.1 650 0.37 ± 0.07

Notes. ‡ indicates planets for which a model fully made of H-He cannot match the upper bound of the measured radius, for both EOSs. † is similar
but when only CMS19+HG23 does not match the upper bound. fm indicates planets for which solutions have been found only with the Fully-mixed
case. ce indicates planets for which solutions have been found only with the core+envelope case. ∗ indicates that the age was adapted so that the
upper bound does not exceed the age of the galaxy. Planets shown in bold have not been considered in our analysis (see text in Appendix A).
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Appendix B: Sampling

Figures B.1 and B.2 show the posteriors distributions of the pa-
rameters α and β of the power-law Zplanet/Zstar = β × M[MJ]α,
derived in Sec. 4.
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Fig. B.1. Posterior distributions of the parameters α and β in the
Core+envelope case.
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Fig. B.2. Posterior distributions of the parameters α and β in the Fully-
mixed case.
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Appendix C: The mass-metallicity relation

Figure C.1 shows the mass-metallicity relations obtained when
considering a different planetary mass range and well as a
smaller sample with more accurate measurements. In Sec. 4,
we presented the mass-metallicity relation obtained for the
Core+envelope (CE) and Fully-mixed (FM) structures, using
CMS19+HG23 and the full range of planetary masses (from
0.1 to 10 MJ). We found the following values for the param-
eters α and β of the power-law Zplanet/Zstar = β × M[MJ]α:
α = −0.37 ± 0.07 and β = 8.61 ± 0.88 in the FM case and
α = −0.57 ± 0.13 and β = 5.09 ± 0.95 in the CE case.

First we use a tighter range of planetary masses that corre-
spond to the giant planet regime, with masses between 0.2 and
2 MJ (Helled 2023). For this range we now find: α = −0.379 ±
0.16 and β = 7.81 ± 1.28 in the FM case and α = −0.48 ± 0.24
and β = 4.72± 1.21 in the CE case. While the slope of the mass-
metallicity relation has not changed in the FM case, it has de-
creased in the CE case. Overall, with both internal structures,
the inferred planetary bulk metallicities are lower than those in-
ferred when considering the full range of planetary masses.

Second, we derived the mass-metallicity relation for the
larger mass range as presented in the main text, but considering
only planets with a relative error in their observed radius smaller
than 3%. 24 planets from our sample meet this criterion. This
time, we find: α = −0.39 ± 0.11 and β = 7.15 ± 1.18 in the FM
case and α = −0.60 ± 0.23 and β = 4.12 ± 1.24 in the CE case.
For both internal structures, the slope of these relations remained
similar. However, the inferred bulk metallicities are lower than
those obtained when considering also planets with larger mea-
surement uncertainties in the planetary radius (σR/R < 8%).

The analysis presented in this appendix demonstrates the im-
portance of the chosen sample in inferring the mass-metallicity
relation. As a result, caution should be taken when comparing
relations inferred by different studies. In addition, it is also clear
that having more planets with small measurement uncertainties
is crucial for the investigation of trends in exoplanetary data.
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Fig. C.1. Top panel: Mass-metallicity relation considering different
planetary mass ranges. Orange and blue solid lines show the best fit for
the Fully-mixed (FM) and Core+envelope (CE) cases when considering
planets of masses between only 0.2 and 2 MJ. The shaded areas show
the 1σ error contour around the best fit. The relations previously ob-
tained (see Sec. 4) when considering the full range of planetary masses
(from 0.1 to 10 MJ) are shown with dotted lines. The metallicities of
Jupiter and Saturn (Helled & Howard 2024) are shown in black. Bot-
tom panel: Mass-metallicity relation considering different precision on
observed radius. Orange and blue solid lines show the best fit for the
Fully-mixed (FM) and Core+envelope (CE) cases when only consid-
ering planets with relative uncertainties on radii which are less than
3%. The previously obtained relations, shown with dotted lines, include
planets with an uncertainty on radius of up to 8%.
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