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ABSTRACT

The distribution of orbital period ratios between adjacent observed exoplanets is approximately
uniform, but exhibits a strong falloff toward close orbital separations. We show that this falloff can be
explained through past dynamical instabilities carving out the period ratio distribution. Our suite of
numerical experiments would have required ~ 3 million CPU-hours through direct N-body integrations,
but was achieved with only ~ 50 CPU-hours by removing unstable configurations using the Stability
of Planetary Orbital Configurations Klassifier (SPOCK) machine learning model. This highlights the
role of dynamical instabilities in shaping the observed exoplanet population, and shows that the inner
part of the period ratio distribution provides a valuable observational anchor on the giant impact phase

of planet formation.

1. INTRODUCTION

Whether protoplanets grow primarily through the ac-
cretion of planetesimals (e.g., Kokubo & Ida 2000) or
through pebble accretion (see review by Johansen &
Lambrechts 2017), planet formation theory typically
converges on a final phase of giant impacts and gravita-
tional scatterings that sets the final masses and orbital
configurations of the exoplanets we observe today (e.g.,
Goldreich et al. 2004; Izidoro et al. 2015, 2017; Poon
et al. 2020; Goldberg & Batygin 2022; Lammers et al.
2023; Ghosh & Chatterjee 2024). In this picture, the
distribution of exoplanets’ orbital elements should have
been carved out and reshaped by dynamical instabilities
(Volk & Gladman 2015; Pu & Wu 2015).

The roughly uniform distribution of period ratios be-
tween adjacent planets approximated by the dashed
green line in Fig. 1 between period ratios of 1.5 and
2.2 suggests a chaotic giant impact phase that random-
izes orbital periods (Fabrycky et al. 2014)!. Notably,
however, the distribution falls off toward period ratios
approaching unity at the tightest orbital separations.

* Both these authors contributed equally to this manuscript and
reserve the right to list themselves as first author on their re-
spective CVs.

T Corresponding author: dtamayo@hmc.edu

I The modest pileups near integer period ratios have been ex-
plained through a variety of mechanisms specific to such near-
resonant configurations (Lithwick & Wu 2012; Batygin & Mor-
bidelli 2012; Petrovich et al. 2013; Chatterjee & Ford 2015; Wu
et al. 2024). At larger period ratios beyond & 2.2, there is a
falloff as shown in Fig. 5 of Weiss et al. (2023), but this is likely
due to observational biases.

Several authors have investigated analytical and semi-
analytical stability criteria beyond which planetary con-
figurations should no longer be observed (Wisdom 1980;
Gladman 1993; Quillen 2011; Deck et al. 2013; Laskar
& Petit 2017; Petit et al. 2017, 2018; Hadden & Lith-
wick 2018; Petit et al. 2020; Tamayo et al. 2021; Rath
et al. 2022; Lammers et al. 2024). However, this bound-
ary depends on many physical and orbital parameters,
and remains imperfectly understood theoretically. We
therefore opt for a numerical approach.

Several groups have modeled the giant impact phase
directly through computationally expensive N-body in-
tegrations (Chambers & Wetherill 1998; Agnor et al.
1999; Hansen & Murray 2012, 2013; Dawson et al. 2016).
An alternative approach proposed by Tremaine (2015)
is to assume the limiting case where this phase is suf-
ficiently chaotic that memory of the initial conditions
is lost, and to approximate the phase space of possible
orbital configurations as uniformly filled. The resulting
planetary population that we see today is then the sub-
set of these outcomes that are dynamically stable over
the system’s lifetime. Assuming more widely separated
systems are stable over their Gyr lifetimes, this “er-
godic” hypothesis explains the approximately uniform
distribution of period ratios beyond 1.5. In this paper
we evaluate the hypothesis that an initially uniform dis-
tribution of period ratios that previously extended be-
low period ratios of 1.5 would have been carved out by
dynamical instabilities to produce the observed falloff
toward small separations.

We begin this paper by describing our initial condi-
tions and methods for determining stability in Sec. 2.
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Figure 1. Histogram of the period ratio between adjacent
exoplanets in the NASA exoplanet archive. Dotted vertical
lines represent the location of first and second order MMRs.
The horizontal dashed green line shows the approximately
uniform distribution of period ratios beyond 1.5. In this pa-
per we show that the falloff in the shaded blue region toward
close separations can be explained through dynamical insta-
bilities.

In Sec. 3, we then compare our resulting synthetic pop-
ulations against observed systems, and explore the ro-
bustness of our results as we vary our assumed popula-
tion parameters. Finally, we summarize and discuss the
implications of the results in Sec. 4.

2. METHODS

Because dynamical stability depends on a number of
factors in addition to the period ratio plotted in Fig. 1,
we begin by considering the initialization of our primor-
dial synthetic population. In our nominal model, we aim
to draw masses and orbital parameters close to the ob-
served exoplanet population as outlined below. We later
consider how varying some of our population parameters
affects the validity of our results in Sec. 3.1.

2.1. Creating Initial Populations

We consider five characteristics of exoplanet systems
when constructing our simulations: mass, eccentricity,
period ratio, correlation of period ratios, and number of
exoplanets in the system.

Perhaps most importantly, dynamical instabilities are
qualitatively different for isolated pairs of planets vs.
systems with three or more planets. In two-planet sys-
tems, there exists a critical “Hill-limit” orbital separa-
tion beyond which the pair is guaranteed to never un-
dergo close encounters (Marchal & Bozis 1982; Glad-
man 1993). This boundary separates pairs that are too
close and typically destabilize within ~ a hundred or-

bits, from pairs that are stable beyond systems’ Gyr
lifetimes. By contrast, systems with three or more plan-
ets exhibit instabilities for significantly wider interplane-
tary separations, and the time to such instabilities spans
the full dynamic range from orbital timescales to many
billions of orbits (e.g., Chambers et al. 1996; Smith &
Lissauer 2009; Obertas et al. 2017). This is thought
to be due to the effects of three-body MMRs (Quillen
2011; Petit et al. 2020; Rath et al. 2022; Lammers et al.
2024), as well as long-term oscillations in the eccentrici-
ties that cause MMRs to adiabatically expand and con-
tract, thereby sweeping out regions of chaos (Tamayo
et al. 2021; Yang & Tamayo 2024). Given that, on av-
erage, observed systems have three planets with orbital
periods within 400 days (Zhu et al. 2018) and such sys-
tems are the lowest multiplicity to exhibit the general
dynamical behavior of compact multiplanet systems, we
choose to generate synthetic populations of three-planet
systems.

We draw our synthetic populations from the set of ob-
served systems taken from the NASA exoplanet archive
on August 4, 2024°. For simplicity, we begin by fil-
tering for all planets in 3+ planet systems that have
an inner period ratio (Py/P;) below 1.5°. We then
calculate planet-star mass ratios and remove any plan-
ets where these are undefined (due to either a missing
planet, or stellar mass), or giant planets with mass ra-
tios > 107* ~ 2 Neptune masses. After filtering, we are
left with 73 compact pairs.

Given that Newtonian gravity is scale invariant, we
rescale all our synthetic systems to have central stars
of 1M and an inner planet with an orbital period of 1
yr. We then draw the planet-star mass ratios and orbital
eccentricity for each planet randomly and independently
from the observed distributions described above (with
replacement).

Graphs plotting both the observed and synthetic dis-
tributions for the eccentricities and mass ratios can be
found in Figure 2.

We randomly assign the longitude of pericenter for
each orbit uniformly between [0,27). For simplicity, we
also make all systems co-planar, since typical mutual
inclinations of transiting exoplanets of less than a few
degrees were found by Tamayo et al. (2021) to have a
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3 We also performed tests with the population of 3+ planet systems
where the outer pair had a period ratio P3/P> below 1.5, and
found a similar (slightly better) match between the synthetic and

observed populations reported below.
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Figure 2. Distribution of filtered eccentricities used to generate

the corresponding distribution of planet-star mass ratios.

negligible effect on dynamical stability on timescales of
less than a billion orbits.

We choose the period ratio for the inner planet pair
randomly between our range of interest of 1.1 to 1.5.
For the outer pair, we try to capture the observed prefer-
ence toward uniform orbital spacings (Weiss et al. 2018),
since this also should affect dynamical stability (Petit
et al. 2020; Rath et al. 2022). We do this by randomly
drawing from a Gaussian distribution centered at the in-
ner period ratio (corresponding to uniform spacing) with
a standard deviation that we empirically determine in
order to reproduce the observed spread. We quantify
this deviation from uniform spacings by calculating a
normalized dispersion D; for each system

i

b i M
where 7 is an index labeling the multiplanet system, and
u; and o; are the corresponding mean and standard de-
viation of the log;, of the period ratios between adja-
cent planets in that system. From the NASA Exoplanet
Archive, we calculated a mean dispersion for our ob-
served sample (filtered as described above) of D = 0.30.

2.2. SPOCK for Stability Determination

Traditionally, one would simulate dynamical evolution
via direct numerical integrations; however, this method
is computationally expensive. Utilizing the WHFast in-
tegrator (Rein & Tamayo 2015) in the REBOUND N-body
package (Rein & Liu 2012), a 10%-orbit integration takes
~ 6 CPU hours using a 2.1 GHz Intel Xeon Silver 4116.
For the numerical experiments we perform in this paper,
we estimate N-body methods would require almost ~ 3
million CPU hours.

We therefore instead use the Stability of Planetary Or-
bital Configurations Klassifier (SPOCK), an open-access

Q
]
c
Q
=
S
O
O
O
Q
=
)
L)
Q
(n'd
T ’JI_‘ H ’_‘ T
0 3x107®> 6x10™> 9x107>

Planet/Star Mass Ratios

synthetic planetary systems (left panel). Right panel shows

machine learning model that predicts the stability of
compact systems of three or more planets (Tamayo
et al. 2016, 2020). SPOCK runs short 10*-orbit inte-
grations, and calculates dynamically informed features
from which the gradient-boosted decision-tree model is
trained to predict stability over 10° orbits. SPOCK is
roughly 10° times faster than direct integration, and
outputs a probability of survival between 0 and 1. This
reduces the computational cost to ~ 50 CPU hours.

2.3. Predicting the Period Ratio Falloff

For each experiment, we follow the procedure outlined
in Section 2.1 to repeatedly generate synthetic 3-planet
systems. We build up our simulated population by re-
taining each sampled system with a probability given
by its corresponding likelihood of stability as estimated
by SPOCK. We stop once we reach a population that
contains the same number of compact pairs as the ob-
servations (73). This allows us to naturally weight sys-
tems with higher probabilities of stability more heavily
(Tamayo et al. 2021).

3. RESULTS

We plot the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of
surviving period ratios in one such trial as an orange line
in Fig. 3, and perform a Kolmogorov—Smirnov test be-
tween the synthetic (orange) and observed (blue) CDFs
yielding a p-value that the two curves were drawn from
the same underlying distribution. We then repeat this
procedure in 100 trials, obtaining 100 random realiza-
tions as orange lines in Fig. 3.

We observe an approximate correspondence with ob-
servations, with an average p-value of 48%, consistent
with having been drawn from the same distribution as
the real systems.
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Figure 3. Cumulative distribution of orbital period ratios
between adjacent planets in observed systems of three or
more planets (blue). Each orange line represents a different
realization drawing an initial uniform synthetic population
(green dashed line) and then filtering out unstable config-
urations. The average p-value estimating the probability a
given orange curve is drawn from the same distribution as
the observations (blue) is 0.48

In Figure 4, we compare our distribution of mass ra-
tios and orbital eccentricities before (blue) and after (or-
ange) filtering for stability. As expected, there is a pref-
erence toward lower masses and orbital eccentricities.
We note that we draw the initial populations (blue)
from the observed distribution of exoplanets. In prin-
ciple it should be the surviving population (in orange)
that matches observations; however, given the small dif-
ferences in Fig. 4, we do not try to correct for this effect.

3.1. Sensitivity Tests

We now assess the sensitivity of our results to our var-
ious population parameters, which are both uncertain
and potentially observationally biased.

We first perform a sequence of experiments, where we
reproduce 100 synthetic trials like in Fig. 3, except after
drawing the mass-ratio for each planet, we multiply all
the masses by a common scaling factor. We vary the
scaling factor logarithmically from 0.5 to 2 in the left
panel of Fig. 5, where each blue point corresponds to
the mean (and error bars to the standard deviation) of
the p-values across the 100 trials of that experiment.

We see that we retain qualitatively similar results over
the fairly broad range of parameters probed, showing
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Figure 4. Initial distributions for the planet-star mass ra-
tios and orbital eccentricities (orange) drawn from the ob-
served exoplanet population. In blue we plot the resulting
distributions after filtering for orbital stability as described
in the text.

that the result is robust against these choices. As a sim-
ple test of how the biases inherent to different observa-
tional methods affect our results, we also considered only
the subset of planet pairs with masses measured through
radial velocities 71, dropping the remainder (largely de-
rived from mass-radius relations). We find this yields an
even larger p-value of 0.66.

The middle panel does the equivalent test, scaling the
orbital eccentricities. We see that it does not signifi-
cantly affect the p-values, mostly because a large frac-
tion of our observed sample have circular orbits. Of
course, eccentricities of zero in the Exoplanet Archive
do not necessarily imply circular orbits, but typically
reflect that the eccentricities were too small to measure
observationally. As an opposite limiting case, if we in-
stead use our nominal scaling factor of 1, but remove
all zero-eccentricity planets, we obtain a p-value of 0.25.
We interpret this as a lower bound, given that this sam-
ple should instead be biased toward high eccentricities
(since high eccentricities are easier to measure). Indeed,
we find that the average non-zero eccentricity in this
sample is 0.067, somewhat higher than population-level
constraints from transit durations in multi-planet sys-



tems that fit a Rayleigh distribution with a Rayleigh
parameter of o, = 0.049 (Van Eylen & Albrecht 2015).

We similarly find that varying the dispersion multi-
plier to vary the uniformity of our period ratios does
not significantly affect our results.

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have used the SPOCK stability clas-
sifier (Tamayo et al. 2020) to show that an initially ran-
domized (uniform) distribution of period ratios extend-
ing to close separations would undergo dynamical insta-
bilities over ~ 10 — 100 Myr (10° orbits) and result in
a surviving population that approximately matches the
observed falloff of planet pairs toward compact spac-
ings (Fig.3). We additionally find that this result is
robust against modest changes in our assumed popula-
tion parameters (Fig. 5). The code for running the ex-
periments and generating the associated figures in this
paper is available at https://github.com/Waldoroni/
InnerEdgePaper.

5

This work highlights the role of dynamical instabilities
in carving out and shaping the observed exoplanet sam-
ple (e.g., Volk & Gladman 2015; Pu & Wu 2015; Izidoro
et al. 2017), and how tools for rapidly evaluating the
stability of planetary configurations (e.g, Tamayo et al.
2020) enable filtering synthetic populations of young sys-
tems for stability to compare against the mature obser-
vational sample.

We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer whose in-
sightful comments improved the quality and clarity of
this manuscript. This work was funded in part by The
Rose Hills Foundation Science and Engineering Sum-
mer Undergraduate Research Fellowship program. The
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computational resources provided through an endow-
ment by the Albrecht family. This research has made
use of the NASA Exoplanet Archive, which is operated
by the California Institute of Technology, under contract
with the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion under the Exoplanet Exploration Program.
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