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ABSTRACT
Giant planets and brown dwarfs are thought to form via a combination of pathways, including

bottom-up mechanisms in which gas is accreted onto a solid core and top-down mechanisms in which
gas collapses directly into a gravitationally-bound object. One can distinguish the prevalence of these
mechanisms using host star metallicities. Bottom-up formation thrives in metal-rich environments,
whereas top-down formation is weakly dependent on ambient metal content. Using a hierarchical
Bayesian model and the results of the California Legacy Survey (CLS), a low-bias and homogeneously
analyzed radial velocity survey, we find evidence for a transition in the stellar metallicity distribution
at a companion mass of γ = 27+12

−8 MJup for companions with orbital separations between 1 − 50 au.
Companions below and above this threshold tend to orbit stars with higher ([Fe/H] = 0.17± 0.12 dex)
and lower ([Fe/H] = −0.03± 0.10 dex) metallicities, respectively. Previous studies of relatively close-
in companions reported evidence of a lower transition mass of ≤ 10MJup. When applied to the CLS
sample, our model predicts the probability of a transition in the stellar metallicity distribution at or
below 10MJup to be < 1%. We compare our results to estimates of γ gleaned from other observational
metrics and discuss implications for planet formation theory.

Keywords: Extrasolar gaseous giant planets (509) – Brown dwarfs (185) – Binary stars (154) – Exo-
planet formation (492) – Star formation (1569)

1. INTRODUCTION

In the past, the classification of an object as a giant
planet or a brown dwarf was solely dependent on its mass
in relation to the deuterium-burning limit (∼ 13MJup;
Saumon et al. 1996; Chabrier et al. 2000; Spiegel et al.
2011; Bodenheimer et al. 2013): those with masses below
the limit were considered giant planets and those with
masses above the limit were considered brown dwarfs
(Boss et al. 2007). However, it has been argued that
the classifications of substellar companions should in-
stead depend on formation mechanism, where only ob-
jects that form “like planets” are considered planets
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(e.g., Burrows et al. 2001; Luhman 2008; Chabrier et al.
2014). Objects that form like planets are those that form
bottom-up, beginning with the aggregation of a solid
core onto which gas is accreted from the surrounding
protoplanetary disk. This core-accretion scenario has
long stood as the most likely formation mechanism for
gas giant planets and is believed to be able to form ob-
jects with masses several times that of Jupiter (Pollack
et al. 1996; Alibert et al. 2005; Hubickyj et al. 2005; Mat-
suo et al. 2007). Conversely, objects that form top-down,
through the direct collapse of gas without a preexisting
solid core, are considered to form “like stars” (Bate 2012;
Kratter & Lodato 2016; Offner et al. 2023). Despite this
definition, top-down formation mechanisms are thought
to be capable of forming companions with masses com-
parable to that of Jupiter in certain environments (e.g.,
Diamond & Parker 2024; Fu et al. 2025). The top-
down formation mechanism of disk fragmentation (also

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

11
81

8v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.E

P]
  8

 D
ec

 2
02

5

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8965-3969
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8638-0320
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0742-1660
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4290-6826
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0967-2893
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9305-5101
mailto: giacalone@astro.caltech.edu
https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.11818v2


2 Giacalone et al.

referred to as “gravitational instability”), for instance,
can form substellar companions with Jupiter-like and
greater masses at wide orbital separations (Adams &
Benz 1992; Boss 1997; Durisen et al. 2007; Kratter et al.
2010; Zhu et al. 2012). These predictions make it chal-
lenging to determine how substellar companions form
based on their masses alone.

Stellar metallicity, which correlates with the metallic-
ity of the protoplanetary disk and is known to influence
planet demographics, can likely help disentangle these
formation mechanisms (e.g., Udry & Santos 2007; Buch-
have et al. 2012, 2014; Winn et al. 2017; Petigura et al.
2018; Boley et al. 2021, 2024). Formation via core ac-
cretion is predicted to be more efficient in metal-rich en-
vironments (Ida & Lin 2004). This has been supported
by early radial velocity surveys, which have found gi-
ant planets more likely to exist around stars with higher
metallicities (Santos et al. 2004; Fischer & Valenti 2005;
Sousa et al. 2011). Top-down formation is not believed
to share this quality, with most mechanisms being in-
different to ambient metallicity (Boss 2002). Thus, by
examining the distribution of substellar companions in
the plane of mass and stellar metallicity, we can begin
to discern the pathways responsible for their origins.

A number of studies have explored the differences in
the metallicity distributions of giant planet and brown
dwarf host stars using a variety of methods and obser-
vational samples. Ma & Ge (2014) used a Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test to show that companions with masses be-
tween 1MJup and 5MJup orbit stars with a distinct
metallicity distribution from those with masses above
13MJup. Evidence for the presence of two distinct host
star metallicity distributions were also found by Mata
Sánchez et al. (2014) and Maldonado & Villaver (2017).
Santos et al. (2017) used a multivariate Gaussian clus-
tering technique on a sample of companions primarily
detected by radial velocity surveys and found evidence
for a transition in the stellar metallicity distribution
around a minimum mass (Mcsin(i), where Mc is the
mass of the companion and i is the inclination of the
orbit) of 4MJup, where less massive companions tend
or orbit stars that are more metal rich. This analysis
was performed using homogeneously determined stel-
lar metallicities from the SWEET-Cat database (San-
tos et al. 2013) and companions with orbital periods
mostly under 1 yr (i.e., orbital periods under 365 days
for 88.75% of the sample). Schlaufman (2018, hereafter
S18) performed a similar analysis using transiting giant
planets, brown dwarfs, and low-mass stars with close-in
orbits (i.e., semi-major axes a < 0.25 au for 95% of the
sample) and found that the transition between popula-
tions most likely occurs between 4 and 10MJup. Most

recently, Wang (2025) investigated the metallicities of
wide-separation (a > 10 au), directly imaged giant plan-
ets and brown dwarfs and found that companions with
masses under 10MJup tend to have super-stellar metal-
licities and companions with masses over 20MJup tend
to have metallicies similar to their host stars, suggesting
a transition between 10 and 20MJup.

In the present paper, we revisit the question of
whether formation mechanisms for giant planets and
brown dwarfs can be distinguished via the companion
mass – stellar metallicity distribution. Our analysis dif-
fers from previous studies in a few ways. First, we use
a sample of uniformly characterized systems from a sin-
gle, robustly assembled observational survey. This ap-
proach allows us to avoid biases introduced by compil-
ing a sample of objects from different surveys, which
may have employed different target selection functions
and analysis techniques. Second, our sample consists
only of objects with a = 1 − 50 au, probing a dis-
tinct range of orbital separations compared to previous
works. Lastly, we utilize a hierarchical Bayesian ap-
proach for modeling the transition between two distinct
stellar metallicity distributions as a function of compan-
ion mass. Previous techniques, by comparison, relied on
transiting or directly imaged planets to estimate the
transition mass and have only been capable of estimat-
ing a singular value or a simple range of values. For
complementary analyses of the transition between giant
planets and brown dwarfs based on orbital eccentricities
and occurrence rates, we direct the reader to Gilbert
et al. (2025) and Van Zandt et al. (2025).

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we
define the sample that we analyze. In Section 3, we out-
line our analysis approach and report a new estimate of
the giant planet–brown dwarf transition mass based on
stellar metallicities. In Section 4, we compare our es-
timate of transition mass with those made using other
techniques and observational signatures. Lastly, in Sec-
tion 5, we provide concluding remarks.

2. SAMPLE

We compiled our sample of companions from the Cali-
fornia Legacy Survey (CLS; Rosenthal et al. 2021, 2022,
2024; Fulton et al. 2021; Isaacson et al. 2024). This
decades-long survey collected radial velocities of 719
nearby FGKM-type stars with the HIRES spectrograph
on the 10-meter Keck-I Telescope, detecting 226 objects
with Mcsin(i) between 0.01 and 1000 MJ (Rosenthal
et al. 2021). In addition, this survey performed a ho-
mogeneous characterization of all stars in the sample
using SpecMatch (Petigura 2015; Yee et al. 2017) and
Isoclassify (Huber et al. 2017; Berger et al. 2020,
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Figure 1. Visualization of the sample of CLS systems analyzed in this paper. The top two panels are histograms of the masses
(top left) and effective temperatures (top right) of the stars in the sample. The bottom two panels show the distribution of
systems in the orbital separation – companion mass plane (bottom left) and the companion mass – stellar metallicity plane
(bottom right).

2023), reporting stellar mass (M⋆), stellar radius (R⋆),
stellar surface gravity (log g), stellar effective tempera-
ture (Teff), and stellar metallicity ([Fe/H]) for each tar-
get. Because the survey was not biased towards stars
more likely to host planets and analyzed its data set
in a homogeneous manner, the CLS sample provides a
powerful opportunity to robustly investigate planet de-
mographics (e.g., Zink & Howard 2023; Van Zandt &
Petigura 2024).

Recently, Van Zandt et al. (2025) generated posterior
distributions for the true masses of 192 of the compan-
ions detected in CLS (all companions with Mcsin(i) <

80MJup) by performing joint orbital fits on the radial
velocity data and Gaia/Hipparcos astrometry. We used
these Mc posterior distributions in our analysis, such
that we can avoid needing to marginalize over orbital
inclination.

We selected all systems that have companions with
0.5 ≤ Mc/MJup ≤ 110 and with a ≥ 1 au. Our im-
posed lower limit on Mc was selected to avoid includ-
ing companions that were unlikely to have formed via
core accretion. In addition, by limiting our sample to
very massive objects, we avoid potential biases caused
by survey incompleteness; the CLS dataset is nearly

100% sensitive to companions in this mass range (see
Rosenthal et al. 2021 and Van Zandt et al. 2025). Our
imposed limits on a were chosen because the CLS found
very few objects with Mc > 10MJup within 1 au. The
limits therefore restricted the sample to orbital separa-
tions in which companions spanning nearly the full mass
range were detected. Lastly, following Van Zandt et al.
(2025), we excluded HD 167215 c from the analysis, due
to the companion being a likely false positive. In addi-
tion, we omit HIP 57050 d and HD 45184 d due to these
companions having highly unconstrained masses. Our
sample of 85 companions is shown in Figure 1. We note
that all of the stars in the sample have Teff < 6500 K
and 80% having Teff between 5000 and 6200 K. This is
an artifact of the selection function used by CLS, which
avoided hot stars due to rapid rotations that limit radial
velocity precision.

3. ANALYSIS

In this section, we outline our analysis of the sam-
ple in the Mc − [Fe/H] plane. Upon visual inspection
of the bottom right panel in Figure 1, we noticed that
the distribution of [Fe/H] appeared to change beyond
Mc ∼ 20MJup, but it was is not immediately clear if
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Figure 2. Plate diagram illustrating our HBM framework.
Latent parameters (white) and observed parameters (grey)
are located inside the box. The latent and observed param-
eters, indexed via the superscript j, have N members corre-
sponding to the number of systems in the sample. Hyperpa-
rameters (green) are located outside the box. The model pa-
rameters are as follows: companion mass between which the
stellar metallicity distributions transition (γ), low-mass pop-
ulation metallicity distribution mean (C1), low-mass popu-
lation metallicity distribution standard deviation (S1), high-
mass population metallicity distribution mean (C2), high-
mass population metallicity distribution standard deviation
(S2), companion mass posterior distribution (M j

c,post), ob-
served stellar metallicity ([Fe/H]jo), and the uncertainty of
the observed stellar metallicity (σ

[Fe/H]
j
o
).

this change was statistically significant. As we detail
below, we characterized this apparent change using a
hierarchical Bayesian framework and tested its statisti-
cal significance.

3.1. Hierarchical Bayesian Model

We utilize a hierarchical Bayesian model (HBM) to ex-
plore the transition in [Fe/H] distributions (e.g., Rogers
2015; Wolfgang et al. 2016; Neil & Rogers 2020; Dong &
Foreman-Mackey 2023; Siegel et al. 2023; Schulze et al.
2024). HBMs are particularly well suited for making
population-level inferences from limited data sets, espe-
cially in cases where there are population-level “hyper-
parameters” that are dependent on both observed pa-
rameters and unobserved parameters for which there are
well-known prior distributions (hereafter “latent param-
eters”).1 In our case, the observed parameters are the

1 Note that not all population-level parameters are hyperparame-
ters, but in this case the hyperparameters are the population-level
parameters that we care about.

posterior distributions of the companion mass (Mc,post),
the observed metallicity ([Fe/H]o), and the uncertainty
in the observed metallicity (σ[Fe/H]o

). The latent param-
eter in our model is the true stellar metallicity ([Fe/H]t).
Lastly, the hyperparameters are the true mass at which
the true [Fe/H] distribution changes (γ), the mean and
standard deviation of the true [Fe/H] distribution for the
low-mass population (C1 and S1, respectively), and the
mean and standard deviation of the true [Fe/H] distri-
bution for the high-mass population (C2 and S2, respec-
tively). The HBM framework is displayed in Figure 2.

The prior distributions for our hyperparameters are
shown in Table 1. For a given system, indexed as j, we
assume that [Fe/H]

j
t is given by the piecewise expression

[Fe/H]
j
t ∼

N (C1, S1) if M j
c ≤ γ

N (C2, S2) if M j
c > γ

, (1)

also referred to as a “change-point” model (Raftery &
Akman 1986; Green 1995). Here, N indicates a Normal
distribution and Mc is sampled directly from the poste-
rior distribution generated by Van Zandt et al. (2025).
The observed metallicity [Fe/H]

j
o is modeled as a ran-

dom Gaussian variable with the form

[Fe/H]
j
o ∼ N

(
[Fe/H]

j
t ,
√

(σ[Fe/H]jo
)2 + S2

)
(2)

such that the likelihood function for [Fe/H]
j
o is

lnLj
[Fe/H] =

(
[Fe/H]

j
t − [Fe/H]

j
o

)2

σ2
[Fe/H]jo

+ S2
(3)

where S = S1 for M j
c ≤ γ and S = S2 for M j

c > γ. The
final likelihood of the model is evaluated as the sum of
the natural logarithms across all systems:

lnL =

N∑
j=1

lnLj
[Fe/H] (4)

where N is the number of systems in the sample.
We sampled our model via Markov-Chain Monte Carlo

(MCMC) using PyMC (Abril-Pla et al. 2023). We ran
the MCMC with 10 chains for 120, 000 steps each, dis-
carding the first 20, 000 steps as burn-in. We ensured
the convergence of the model using the Gelman-Rubin
statistic (r̂ < 1.1; Gelman & Rubin 1992.

This calculation yielded a transition mass of γ =

27+12
−8 MJup (95% confidence interval of [15, 54] MJup).

According to the posterior distribution for γ, the prob-
ability that the transition occurs at a mass at or be-
low 10MJup is < 1%. We found the [Fe/H] distribution
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Table 1. Hyperparameters of our HBM, their priors, and their posteriors.

Description Parameter Prior Posterior

Transition mass (in units of MJup) γ LogUniform(1, 100) 27+12
−8

(i.e., the change point)
Mean of [Fe/H] distribution C1 Uniform(-1, 1) 0.17± 0.02

for low-mass population
Standard deviation of [Fe/H] distribution S1 Uniform(0, 2) 0.12± 0.01

for low-mass population
Mean of [Fe/H] distribution C2 Uniform(-1, 1) −0.03± 0.05

for high-mass population
Standard deviation of [Fe/H] distribution S2 Uniform(0, 2) 0.10± 0.04

for high-mass population

Note—Reported posteriors and their uncertainties are the median and 68% confidence interval of the resulting distribution.

for the low-mass companions to have a mean of C1 =

0.17±0.02 and a standard deviation of S1 = 0.12±0.01

and the [Fe/H] distribution for the high-mass compan-
ions to have a mean of C2 = −0.03 ± 0.05 and a stan-
dard deviation of S2 = 0.10±0.04. The latter is roughly
consistent with the [Fe/H] distribution of field stars re-
ported by Rosenthal et al. (2021). Our results are dis-
played visually in the top panel of Figure 3.

3.2. Transition as a Function of Mass Ratio

We also run our model as a function of secondary-
primary mass ratio, which may be more relevant than
secondary mass alone in the context of planet formation.
For this, we used the same HBM described above, but
with Mc,post divided by the median value of the primary
star mass (which has negligible uncertainty when com-
pared to Mc). Our results for this analysis are shown
in Figure 4. We recovered a transition mass ratio of
0.027+0.015

−0.010 (95% confidence interval of [0.013, 0.065]).

3.3. Tests for Statistical Significance

To evaluate the significance of the change-point model,
we compared it to a single-distribution model using the
widely-applicable information criterion (WAIC; Watan-
abe & Opper 2010). The single-distribution model as-
sumed that all of the data belongs to a single [Fe/H] dis-
tribution with some mean and standard deviation. The
WAIC was calculated in PyMC using the computed log
pointwise posterior predictive density, with a penalty
applied to each model based on the number of param-
eters. We found that the WAIC for the change-point
model exceeded that of the single-distribution model by

≳ 3, meaning that the former was marginally favored
over the latter.2

We also assessed the significance that the two samples
are distinct using a two-sample Anderson-Darling test
(Scholz & Stephens 1987). We separated the data at an
Mc of 27MJup, which is the median value of γ deter-
mined by the HBM analysis. The two [Fe/H] distribu-
tions are shown in Figure 5. This analysis yielded a two-
sample Anderson-Darling test statistic of 8.96, which al-
lowed us to reject the null hypothesis that the two sam-
ples come from the same distribution to a significance
level > 99.9%.

Lastly, we repeated the exercise above using the
two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Hodges Jr 1958).
This calculation yielded a p-value of 3.2 × 10−5, again
allowing us to reject the null hypothesis that the two
samples come from the same distribution with high con-
fidence.

3.4. Evidence of Distinct Eccentricity Distributions

Formation mechanism is also believed to influence
orbital eccentricity; companions that form bottom-up
are predicted to have relatively low orbital eccentrici-
ties compared to companions that form top-down (e.g.,
Veras et al. 2009; Bate 2012; Duffell & Chiang 2015;
Grishin & Perets 2015). We tested this prediction by
comparing the eccentricity distributions on either end
of our best-fit value of γ, which are shown in Figure 5.
It was visually evident that the low-mass population has
a higher probability of being in low-eccentricity orbits,

2 We came to the same conclusion using the leave-one-out cross
validation, which is another model comparison method offered
by PyMC.
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Figure 3. Stellar metallicity versus companion mass, displaying the results of the HBM described in Section 3.1. The top
panel shows the results of the model run on the CLS sample and the bottom panel shows the results of the model run on the
S18 sample. The vertical blue stripes are the aggregate posterior probability distribution of γ, where darker blues represent
higher relative probabilities. For the CLS sample, we calculated a transition mass of γ = 27+12

−8 MJup. For the S18 sample,
a relatively high transition mass of γ = 59+10

−25 MJup is favored. Gaussian distributions with the best-fit means and standard
deviations of the low-mass and high-mass populations are shown in the margins. In short, [Fe/H] distribution of the high-mass
population is broad and closely resembles that of field stars, whereas the [Fe/H] distribution of the low-mass population is more
tightly concentrated at higher values.

whereas the high-mass population has a mean orbital ec-
centricity of ∼ 0.5. A two-sample Anderson-Darling test
of the two distributions (divided again at Mc of 27MJup)
yielded a test statistic value of 4.05, allowing us to re-
ject the null hypothesis that the two samples come from
the same distribution to a significance level > 99%. A

two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test yielded a p-value
of 0.03, providing similar evidence. Thus, we found that
the orbital eccentricity distributions of the two popula-
tions are indeed statistically distinct. Nonetheless, we
emphasize that just because the two eccentricity distri-
butions are distinct when divided at 27 MJup, it does not
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Figure 4. Results of the HBM analysis on the CLS sample, but run in the plane of companion-host mass ratio rather than
absolute companion mass (see Section 3.2). This analysis yielded a transition mass ratio of 0.027+0.015

−0.010.

mean that this is the mass where the eccentricity distri-
butions change. Gilbert et al. (2025) performed a more
careful analysis of the eccentricities in the CLS sample
and find that the eccentricity distribution changes grad-
ually, rather than sharply, with increasing companion
mass. We refer the reader to Gilbert et al. (2025) for
more information on that analysis.

3.5. Application to S18 Sample

As a comparison, we ran a modified version of our
HBM on the sample from S18. The primary change
to the model was the removal of the inclination term
and the replacement of Mcsin(i) with mass, which
was possible because all of the companions in S18 are
transiting. This analysis yielded a transition mass of
γ = 59+10

−25 MJup, significantly higher than the value
of ∼ 10MJup reported by S18. For the [Fe/H] distri-
butions, we found C1 = 0.12+0.02

−0.01, S1 = 0.10 ± 0.01,
C2 = −0.12+0.06

−0.07, and S2 = 0.16+0.04
−0.03. These results are

displayed in Figure 3.

3.6. Clustering Analysis

As an independent check of our results, we re-
peated the three clustering analyses in S18. Specif-
ically, we utilized a hierarchical clustering algorithm
(scipy.cluster.hierarchy.linkage), a k-means
clustering algorithm (scipy.cluster.vq.kmeans),
and Gaussian mixture clustering algorithm
(sklearn.mixture.GaussianMixture). We performed
each calculation 103 times, each time resampling Mc and
[Fe/H] 103 according to the observed values and their

uncertainties. With each iteration, we recorded both
the most massive companion assigned to the low-mass
population and the least massive companion assigned to
the high-mass population. To determine the effective 1σ

confidence interval of the transition mass, we calculated
the 16th percentile of the former distribution and the
84th percentile of the latter distribution.

The hierarchical clustering algorithm returned a tran-
sition mass range of 4 to 34 MJup. The k-means clus-
tering algorithm predicted a relatively low transition
masses range of 2 to 11 MJup. Lastly, the Gaussian
mixture clustering algorithm predicted a transition mass
range of 16 to 41 MJup. These values span a wide
range and generally agree with the transition mass pre-
dicted by our HBM, with the exception of the k-means
approach.

4. DISCUSSION

Our results suggest a transition in the formation mech-
anisms of substellar companions beyond 1 au at a mass
of 27+12

−8 MJup. This estimate is higher than transition
masses estimated by previous studies that analyzed stel-
lar metallicities using different analysis techniques (San-
tos et al. 2017; Schlaufman 2018), which reported transi-
tion masses of 4 to 10MJup. According to our γ posterior
distribution, the probability that the transition occurs
at a mass under 10MJup is < 1%. We note that our
estimate is broadly consistent with estimates of γ ob-
tained from other observational signatures. We outline
these lines of evidence below.
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Figure 5. Histograms (left) and cumulative distributions (right) of stellar metallicity (top) and orbital eccentricity (bottom).
The low-mass companion population is shown in blue and the high-mass companion population is shown in red. The gray curves
are Gaussian distributions with the best-fit means and standard deviations calculated via the HBM analysis in Section 3.1. In
Sections 3.3 and 3.4, we find that the two populations have distinct stellar metallicity and orbital eccentricity distributions,
according to two-sample Anderson-Darling and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests.

4.1. Occurrence Rates

The earliest estimates of γ were made based on the
occurrence rates of giant planets and brown dwarfs.
Grether & Lineweaver (2006) analyzed the Mcsin(i) dis-
tribution of substellar companions detected by radial
velocity surveys and found that it reaches a minimum
at Mcsin(i) = 31+25

−18 MJup. Sahlmann et al. (2011)
later broke the orbital inclination degeneracy for this
sample using Hipparcos astrometry and found that the
minimum occurs between true masses of 25MJup and
45MJup. A similar minimum was found more recently
by Currie et al. (2023). These findings agree with our es-
timate of γ, suggesting that the transition in formation
mechanism supported by our analysis of stellar metallic-
ities may coincide with a local minimum in occurrence
rate. For an analysis of the occurrence rates of giant
planets and brown dwarfs in the CLS sample, see Van
Zandt et al. (2025).

While free-floating giant planets and brown dwarfs
likely experience different formations and evolution his-
tories compared to those bound to stellar-mass pri-

maries, appreciable effort has been spent to better un-
derstand their formation mechanisms (e.g., Luhman
2012; Miret-Roig 2023; Offner et al. 2023). This effort
has accelerated in recent years thanks to JWST (Pearson
& McCaughrean 2023; Langeveld et al. 2024). Recently,
De Furio et al. (2025) found evidence of a turnover in the
efficiency of free-floating brown dwarf formation in near-
infrared observations of the young stellar cluster NGC
2024. From their analysis, the authors concluded that
top-down formation (specifically those of core fragmen-
tation) likely rapidly drops in efficiency below 13MJup.

4.2. Orbital Architectures

The orbits of substellar companions also provide useful
clues towards their formations. In particular, bottom-up
formation is expected to produce relatively circular or-
bits compared to top-down formation due to interactions
between the protoplanetary disk and the embedded com-
panion (e.g., Veras et al. 2009; Bate 2012; Duffell & Chi-
ang 2015; Grishin & Perets 2015). In addition, bottom-
up formation is predicted to result in orbits aligned with
the stellar equator more frequently than top-down for-
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mation (e.g., Bate et al. 2010; Offner et al. 2016). A
number of studies have investigated these predictions for
eccentricity (Ma & Ge 2014; Bowler et al. 2020; Vowell
et al. 2025a) and spin-orbit angle (e.g., Bryan et al. 2020,
2021; Rice et al. 2022; Bowler et al. 2023; Giacalone
et al. 2024; Poon et al. 2024; Rusznak et al. 2025; Rad-
zom et al. 2024; Smith et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024).
Estimates for γ based on orbital eccentricity range from
< 10MJup to several tens of MJup. Our somewhat sim-
ple analysis of orbital eccentricities finds support for a
transition in eccentricities around ∼27MJup (Figure 5),
while a more careful analysis of the CLS eccentricity
distribution in Gilbert et al. (2025) finds evidence for
a gradual transition. We were refer the reader to that
paper for a more in-depth discussion of this topic. Anal-
yses of spin-orbit angles have found that close-in com-
panions are more likely to be aligned with the equators
of their host stars when higher in mass (Giacalone et al.
2024; Radzom et al. 2024; Carmichael et al. 2025; Vowell
et al. 2025b), whereas analyses of wide-separation com-
panions have found the opposite (Bowler et al. 2023).
Evidently, the question of how to distinguish bottom-up
from top-down formation on the basis of orbital archi-
tectures remains far from settled.

4.3. Atmospheric Composition

Perhaps the most powerful signature for distinguish-
ing the formation mechanisms of substellar compan-
ions is atmospheric composition. The carbon-to-oxygen
ratios and metallicities of substellar companion atmo-
spheres are believed to be closely dependent on how and
where they form (e.g., Öberg et al. 2011; Madhusudhan
2012; Lothringer et al. 2021; Chachan et al. 2023). In
general, objects that form bottom-up should have atmo-
spheres with higher carbon-to-oxygen ratios and metal-
licities than their host stars, whereas those that form
top-down should have similar compositions to their host
stars (Hawkins et al. 2020).

One of the earliest investigations of the boundary be-
tween bottom-up and top-down formation via atmo-
spheric composition came from Beatty et al. (2018).
Based on Spitzer secondary eclipse observations of the
close-in, 36.5MJup companion to the star CWW 89A,
they determined that the dayside of the companion is
significantly more luminous than that predicted by cool-
ing models. The authors argued that this overluminos-
ity could be explained by a temperature inversion in
the atmdosphere of the companion, which would the
companion to have a carbon-to-oxygen higher than its
host star. Because such high carbon-to-oxygen ratios
are generally a result of bottom-up formation, the au-
thors propose that the massive companion may have

formed via the core-accretion mechanism. Atmospheric
characterizations of other transiting companions with
M = 0.5− 10MJup and a < 0.1 au have revealed a wide
range of atmospheric carbon-to-oxygen ratios but of-
ten super-stellar metallicities (e.g., Alderson et al. 2023;
August et al. 2023; Bean et al. 2023; Bell et al. 2023;
Brogi et al. 2023; Finnerty et al. 2024; Xue et al. 2024),
generally supporting the notion that these close-in com-
panions form bottom-up. Further investigation into the
atmospheres of more massive transiting companions is
needed to determine if this trend breaks at some critical
mass.

Others have gained insight into the formations of more
distant, directly imaged substellar companions by char-
acterizing their atmospheres (e.g., GRAVITY Collabo-
ration et al. 2020; Miles et al. 2020, 2023; Wang et al.
2022, 2023; Inglis et al. 2024; Phillips et al. 2024a).
For companions beyond 10 au with masses between 50
and 70MJup, measurements of atmospheric composition
have generally been consistent with top-down forma-
tion (e.g., Line et al. 2015; Wang et al. 2022; Xuan
et al. 2022; Phillips et al. 2024b). Recently, Hoch et al.
(2023) and Xuan et al. (2024) showed that the same
is true for companions beyond 50 au with masses be-
tween 10 and 30MJup. While atmospheric constraints
are sparse for directly imaged companions with masses
below 10 MJup, early results suggest they are gener-
ally consistent with high metal enrichment and there-
fore bottom-up formation (e.g., Zhang et al. 2023, 2025).
Notably, Wang (2025) showed that directly imaged com-
panions with masses below 10 MJup have metallicities
higher than their host stars, whereas those with masses
above 20 MJup have metallicities consistent with those
of their host stars. Taken together, these studies suggest
a transition mass in the range of 10 to 20MJup at these
very wide separations. We will gain greater insight into
the formations of giant planet and brown dwarfs in the
1 − 10 au range as direct imaging techniques improve,
allowing us to resolve substellar companions at smaller
angular separations.

As of today, few atmospheric investigations of giant
planets and brown dwarfs near the water-ice line have
been conducted. Only a small number of known gi-
ant planets transit at these orbital separations, making
transmission spectroscopy infeasible for most systems
(e.g., Alam et al. 2022). Gaia is predicted to increase
this number by several dozen, enabling investigation of
temperate substellar companions at a statistical level
(Perryman et al. 2014). Direct imaging provides an-
other promising route to understanding the origins of
these objects, as surveys have gradually improved sen-
sitivity to low-mass companions in the 1 − 10 au range
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around young stars (e.g., Franson et al. 2023; Hinkley
et al. 2023). In the coming years, space-based coronag-
raphy with JWST, Roman, and planned future missions
will begin to shed light on their atmospheric contents
(Franson et al. 2024).

4.4. Implications for Planet Formation Theory

Most planet formation models struggle to produce gi-
ant planets with masses of ∼ 20MJup in typical pro-
toplanetary disks (Tanigawa & Ikoma 2007; Mordasini
et al. 2009a,b; Rosenthal et al. 2020; Adams et al. 2021).
In the simplest terms, the maximum mass attainable by
a planet can be estimated as a function of the disk viscos-
ity α parameter (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973), the initial
disk mass, and the disk depletion timescale (Tanigawa
& Tanaka 2016). S18 thoroughly explored these param-
eters and demonstrated that very massive planets form
more easily when α is lower, initial disk mass is higher,
or disk depletion timescale is longer.

Observational constraints on these parameters allow
us to assess the maximum planetary mass heuristically.
Estimates of α span many orders of magnitude (e.g.,
Rafikov 2017; Fedele et al. 2018), with values ranging
from 0.1 to ≤ 10−4. Disk depletion timescales are well
constrained to < 10 Myr for most Sun-like stars (Strom
et al. 1989; Haisch et al. 2001; Williams & Cieza 2011).
Measurements of initial disk mass, however, are more
challenging. For instance, Ansdell et al. (2016) per-
formed an ALMA survey of protoplanetary disks around
primarily low-mass (0.1−0.5M⊙) stars in the 1−3 Myr-
old Lupus complex and found most disks to be less mas-
sive than Jupiter, concluding that most of the gas and
dust was depleted early in the disk lifetime due to planet
formation.

If we assume low values of α and typical disk depletion
rates, high initial disk masses are required to form the
most massive planets. Tanaka et al. (2020) predicted
that planets with masses up to ∼ 20MJup can form in
disks with α = 10−3 and initial masses of ∼ 0.1M⋆

(roughly 10× higher than the minimum mass solar neb-
ula, assuming a Sun-like host star). There is tentative
evidence that some disks can reach these initial masses
(Speedie et al. 2024, 2025), and the fact that compan-
ions with masses of 10− 20MJup are so rare means that
high initial masses are only required in a small fraction
of disks to reproduce the observed planetary mass func-
tion (see Van Zandt et al. 2025 for more info). In other
words, a maximum planet mass of ∼ 27MJup is consis-
tent with the notion that 10−20MJup planets represent
the tail end of planet formation, where formation effi-
ciency is low due to the small fraction of disks with the
appropriate initial conditions.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Using a hierarchical Bayesian model, we inspected the
distribution of giant planets, brown dwarfs, and low-
mass stellar companions with orbital separations be-
yond 1 au detected by the California Legacy Survey
(Rosenthal et al. 2021) in the companion mass – stel-
lar metallicity plane. We found that the sample is
well-described by a change-point model, in which two
distinct stellar metallicity distributions are separated
by a transition mass, γ. We calculated the transi-
tion mass to be γ = 27+12

−8 MJup, with relatively low-
mass companions preferring to orbit relatively metal-
rich stars ([Fe/H] = 0.17±0.12 dex) and relatively high-
mass companions orbiting relatively metal-poor stars
([Fe/H] = −0.03±0.10 dex). In addition, we found that
the low-mass population has a stronger preference for
low-eccentricity orbits (see Gilbert et al. 2025 for a more
careful analysis of eccentricities). Overall, these findings
are consistent with predictions of substellar companion
formation: those with relatively low masses form bot-
tom up, whereas those with relatively high-masses for
top down. Our estimate of γ broadly agrees with previ-
ous estimates based on other metrics.

Our analysis utilized a large sample of important, ho-
mogeneously characterized stars in the Solar neighbor-
hood. The results presented herein will have important
implications for our understanding of discoveries made
by current and future missions capable of probing faint
companions near the water-ice line. For instance, Gaia
DR4 is predicted to contain thousands of giant plan-
ets and brown dwarfs between 1 and 5 au (Perryman
et al. 2014). Our estimate of γ will serve as a useful
prior as we begin to uncover trends in demographics
and orbital properties for these systems. Eventually,
the Habitable Worlds Observatory and Large Interfer-
ometer For Exoplanets will probe Sun-like stars in the
Solar neighborhood for planets, enabling detailed cal-
culations of atmospheric compositions via reflected and
emitted light (e.g., Quanz et al. 2022; Carrión-González
et al. 2023; Alei et al. 2024). Our results place informa-
tive constraints on the physics of planet formation near
the habitable zone, where these missions will search for
and characterize terrestrial planets.
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