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ABSTRACT

Context. It is common practice to claim the detection of a signal if, for a certain statistical significance metric, the signal significance
exceeds a certain threshold fixed in advance. In the context of exoplanet searches in radial velocity data, the most common statistical
significance metrics are the Bayes factor and the false alarm probability (FAP). Both criteria have proved useful, but do not directly
address whether an exoplanet detection should be claimed. Furthermore, it is unclear which detection threshold should be taken and
how robust the detections are to model misspecification.
Aims. The present work aims at defining a detection criterion which conveys as precisely as possible the information needed to claim
an exoplanet detection, as well as efficient numerical methods to compute it. We compare this new criterion to existing ones in terms
of sensitivity, and robustness to a change in the model.
Methods. We define a detection criterion based on the joint posterior distribution of the number of planets and of their orbital elements
called the false inclusion probability (FIP). In the context of exoplanet detections, it provides the probability of presence of a planet
with a period in a certain interval. Posterior distributions are computed with the nested sampling package polychord. We show that
for FIP and Bayes factor calculations, defining priors on linear parameters as Gaussian mixture models allows to significantly speed
up computations. The performances of the FAP, Bayes factor and FIP are studied with simulations as well as analytical arguments.
We compare the methods assuming the model is correct, then evaluate their sensitivity to the prior and likelihood choices.
Results. Among other properties, the FIP offers ways to test the reliability of the significance levels, it is particularly efficient to
account for aliasing and allows to exclude the presence of planets with a certain confidence. We find that, in our simulations, the FIP
outperforms existing detection metrics. We show that planet detections are sensitive to priors on period and semi-amplitude and that
letting free the noise parameters offers better performances than fixing a noise model based on a fit to ancillary indicators.

1. Introduction

Detection problems arise in many areas of signal processing.
Based on a certain dataset, one wants to determine if a detec-
tion of a particular signal (pattern, correlations, periodicity...)
can be confidently claimed. To do so, one would typically select
a statistical significance metric m. This one is a function of the
data y which retrieves a real number m(y). To claim a detection,
m(y) has to be greater than a certain threshold fixed in advance.
Ensuring this often is accompanied by an analysis addressing
whether the significant signal might be due to other effects than
the one looked for. There are several classical significance met-
rics whose properties have been studied in depth (e.g. Casella &
Berger 2001; Lehmann & Romano 2005).

In the present work, we focus the discussion on the detection
of exoplanets in radial velocity (RV) data. An observer on Earth
can measure the velocity of a star in the direction of the line of
sight (or radial velocity) thanks to the Doppler effect. If a planet
is present, the star has a reflex motion which translates into peri-
odic RV variations. To search for exoplanets, the observer takes
a time series of radial velocities and looks for periodic signals
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that might indicate the presence of planets. Although we focus
on the RV analysis, the principles outlined in this work are ap-
plicable to a wider range of problems such as other searches for
periodic signature in time-series (evenly sampled or not), and
more generally any kind of parametric pattern search.

The exoplanet detection process usually consists in assess-
ing sequentially whether an additional planet should be included
in the model. Planet detections are typically claimed based on
one of two approaches. The first one is the computation of a
periodogram, that is a systematic scan for periodicity on a grid
of frequencies. This is followed by the computation of a false
alarm probability (FAP) to assess the significance of a detection.
There are several definitions of the periodogram, corresponding
to different assumptions on the data (e.g. Lomb 1976; Ferraz-
Mello 1981; Scargle 1982; Reegen 2007; Baluev 2008, 2009,
2013, 2015; Delisle et al. 2020). The second approach consists
in computing the Bayes factor (BF), defined as the ratio of the
Bayesian evidences of competing models (Jeffreys 1946; Kass
& Raftery 1995). Here, the competing models are taken as ones
with k and k + 1 planets (e.g. Gregory 2007a; Tuomi 2011).

The FAP and the BF offer valuable information to determine
the number of exoplanets orbiting a given star. However, they
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might be difficult to interpret. Detections of a k+1th planet based
on the BF are usually claimed if the BF comparing k + 1 and k
planets model is greater than 150. This value is set based on Jef-
freys (1946) and gives reasonable results in practice. However, a
given BF threshold does not correspond to an intuitive property.
The FAP relies on a p-value, whose interpretation is not straight-
forward, in particular because it measures the probability of an
event that has not occurred, as noted in (Jeffreys. 1961). Further-
more, detections based on FAPs rely on defining null hypothesis
models, usually in a sequential manner, as planets are added in
the model one at a time. If, at some step, a poor model choice
is made, this affects all the following inferences. This happens
for instance when the period of the planet added to the model is
incorrect due to aliasing (Dawson & Fabrycky 2010; Hara et al.
2017). Detections can also be claimed on the explicit posterior
probability of the number of planets (PNP) (Brewer 2014). This
metric has a more straightforward interpretation but concerns the
number of planets and, alone, does not provide information on
the period of the planet detected.

In the present article, we define a detection criterion aim-
ing at expressing as clearly as possible whether an exoplanet
should be detected, called the false inclusion probability (FIP).
It is based on the Bayesian formalism and can be computed as
a by-product of evidence calculations, necessary to compute the
BF. The FIP is designed to have the following meaning: assum-
ing that the priors and likelihood are correct, when the detection
of a planet with a period in [P1, P2] is claimed with FIP α, then
there is a probability α that no planet with period in [P1, P2]
orbits the star. This quantity has been considered in Brewer &
Donovan (2015), we here study its properties when it is used
systematically as a detection criterion.

As in other types of Bayesian analysis, we define prior prob-
abilities for the orbital elements and the number of planets in the
system as well as a form for the probability of the data knowing
the parameters (the likelihood function). The property of the FIP
described above holds if the priors and likelihood functions used
match the true distribution of the parameters in nature. How-
ever, the chosen prior might not accurately represent the true
distribution of parameters in a population, and the noise mod-
els (likelihoods) might be inaccurate. These problems do occur
in radial velocity data analysis, where the true distribution of pa-
rameters is not known but searched for, and the star introduces
complex, correlated patterns in the data, which are not fully char-
acterised (e.g., Queloz et al. 2001; Boisse et al. 2009; Meunier
et al. 2010; Dumusque et al. 2011, 2014; Haywood et al. 2014,
2016; Collier Cameron et al. 2019). We study the dependency of
FIP and other criteria (FAP, Bayes factor and posterior number
of planets) to model misspecification.

The article is organised as follows. In section 2, we define
precisely the RV analysis framework, as well as the existing de-
tection metrics. In section 3, we define the FIP, we present its
main properties and show how it can be computed. In section 4,
we present a practical numerical method to compute the FIP and
validate our algorithm with numerical simulations. In Section 5,
we give an example of application of the FIP to the HARPS ob-
servations of HD 10180. In section 6, we compare the FIP to
other detection criteria and highlight some of its key advantages.
We also study the sensitivity of detections to prior and likelihood
choices and we conclude on the best practices in section 7.

2. Exoplanet detection metrics

2.1. Model

We will be concerned with the detection of planets in radial ve-
locity data. Let us suppose that we have a time series of N ra-
dial velocity measurements at times t = (ti)i=1..N , denoted by
y = (y(ti))i=1..N . We use an additive noise representation of the
data

y = f (θ) + ε, (1)

where f (θ) is a deterministic model and ε is a Gaussian noise
whose covariance is parametrized by the vector β. It includes in
particular Gaussian process models of the data (e.g. Haywood
et al. 2014; Rajpaul et al. 2015; Faria et al. 2016; Jones et al.
2017). In the following, f (θ) is a sum of periodic Keplerian func-
tions, such that the parameters θ include the orbital elements of
each planet, in particular their period. Precise mathematical ex-
pressions are given in Appendix A.

One wishes to determine how many planets are in the system,
that is how many Keplerian functions must be included in the
model, as well as their orbital elements. The existing methods to
do so are presented in the following sections.

2.2. Periodogram and false alarm probability

In the context of radial velocity data, FAPs are computed on
the basis of a periodogram. This one has many variants, which
all rely on comparing the maximum likelihoods obtained with a
base model H0 and a model containing H0 plus a periodic com-
ponent ω. The periodogram P(ω, y) thus depends on the data y
as well as a frequency ω, and is computed on a grid of frequen-
cies. The base model H0 can be white, Gaussian noise (Schuster
1898; Lomb 1976; Scargle 1982), include a mean (Ferraz-Mello
1981; Cumming et al. 1999; Zechmeister & Kürster 2009), a
general linear model (Baluev 2008), or a model fitte non lin-
early at each trial frequency (Baluev 2013; Anglada-Escudé &
Tuomi 2012). It is also possible to generalize the definition of
periodograms to non sinusoidal periodic functions (Cumming
2004; O’Toole et al. 2009; Zechmeister & Kürster 2009; Baluev
2013, 2015), several periodic components (Baluev 2013) or non-
white noises (Delisle et al. 2020).

For a given definition of the periodogram P(ω, y), a grid of
frequency (ωk)k=1..M and a dataset y, the FAP is defined as fol-
lows. Let us suppose that the periodogram of the data of interest
has been computed, and has a maximum value Pmax. The false
alarm probability is defined as

FAP = Pr
{
max
ω∈Ω

P(ω, y) > Pmax

∣∣∣∣ y ∼ H0

}
(2)

where y ∼ H0 means that the data follows the distribution H0
and Pr stands for probability.

Estimating the FAP can be done by generating datasets that
follow the distribution H0 and computing the empirical distribu-
tion of the maxima of periodograms. This method requires ex-
tensive computations, especially to estimate very low levels of
FAP. Alternatively, one can use sharp analytical approximations,
which are very accurate in the low FAP regime. Analytical ap-
proximations are provided in Baluev (2008, 2009, 2013, 2015);
Delisle et al. (2020). There are also semi-analytical approaches,
where a generalised extreme value distribution is fitted onto the
maxima of simulated periodograms (Süveges 2014). The num-
ber of planets is then estimated starting at k = 0 planets. One
computes the periodogram and the associated FAP. If the FAP is
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lower than a certain threshold, typically 0.1%, the k + 1 signal
model is validated. The planetary origin of the signal must also
be discussed. The orbital elements are fitted through a non linear
least square minimisation, where the period of the k+1-th planet
is initialised at the maximum of the peridogram (e. g. Wright &
Howard 2009). Then k is incremented and the process is repeated
until no detection is found. This method is adopted for instance
in Lovis et al. (2006); Udry et al. (2019).

2.3. Bayes factor

The Bayes factor is a metric comparing two alternative models
and relies on the choice of two quantities. First, one must define
the likelihood function, that is the probability of data y knowing
the model parameters θ, p(y|θ), and secondly, the prior distribu-
tion p(θ), which is the distribution of orbital elements expected
before seeing the data (it can also be viewed as a subjective mea-
sure of belief (e.g. Cox 1946; Jain et al. 2011). We here call a
model a couple prior - likelihood defined on a certain parame-
ter space. The evidence, or marginal likelihood of a modelM is
defined as

Pr{y|M} =

∫
θ∈M

p(y|θ)p(θ) d θ. (3)

The Bayes factor is then defined as the ratio of the Bayesian
evidence of two models (Jeffreys 1946; Kass & Raftery 1995).
In the context of exoplanets, one compares models with k and
k + 1 planets, the evidences of which are denoted by Pr{y|k}
and Pr{y|k + 1}. The model selection is made by computing the
Bayes factor,

Bk+1 =
Pr{y|k + 1}

Pr{y|k}
. (4)

The number of planets is selected as follows. Starting at k = 0,
if the Bayes factor is greater than a certain threshold, typically
150, the k + 1 model is validated, and k is incremented until no
detection is found. Here also, the planetary origin of the signals
must be discussed. The evidences of the models with k planets
are estimated numerically, typically with Monte-Carlo Markov
chains (MCMC) or Nested sampling algorithms (Nelson et al.
2018). The validation of a planet is in general coupled to a pe-
riodogram analysis (e. g. Haywood et al. 2014) or an analysis
of the posterior distribution of periods (e. g. Gregory 2007a),
to check that planet candidates have a well defined period. The
computation of (3) is known to be a difficult numerical problem
and evidence estimates must be provided with uncertainties (e.
g. Gregory 2005, 2007a; Nelson et al. 2018).

2.4. Posterior number of planets

One can also compute the posterior number of planets (PNP),
that is the probability to have k planets knowing the data. With
the notations of the precedent section, for a number of planets k,
we define the PNP as

Pr{k|y} =
Pr{y|k}Pr{k}

kmax∑
i=0

Pr{y|i}Pr{i}
. (5)

This criterion is suggested by Brewer (2014); Brewer & Dono-
van (2015) and used in Faria (2018); Faria et al. (2020), which
uses a nested sampler qualified as trans-dimensional, that is it
can explore parameter spaces with sub-spaces of different di-
mensions. Here, this means that the sampler can jump between

models with different number of planets. In that case, the valida-
tion of a planet is in general coupled to a periodogram analysis,
an analysis of the posterior distribution of periods or a composite
distribution of the posterior densities defined in Brewer & Dono-
van (2015), to check that planet candidates have a well defined
period. Note that the PNP can also be evaluated with non trans-
dimensional samplers, one can evaluate separately the terms of
Eq. (5).

2.5. Others

The periodogram, FAP and BF are the most used tools for ex-
oplanets detection, but other approaches have been proposed.
The `1 periodogram, as defined in (Hara et al. 2017), has been
used in several works (e.g Hobson et al. 2018, 2019; Santerne
et al. 2019; Hara et al. 2020; Leleu et al. 2021). This tool is
based on a sparse recovery technique called the basis pursuit al-
gorithm (Chen et al. 1998). The `1 periodogram takes in a fre-
quency grid and an assumed covariance matrix of the noise as
input. It aims to find a representation of the RV time series as
a sum of a small number of sinusoids whose frequencies are in
the input grid. It outputs a figure which has a similar aspect as a
regular periodogram, but with fewer peaks due to aliasing. The
`1 periodogram can be used to select the periods, whose signif-
icance is then assessed with a FAP or an approximation of the
Bayes factor (Nelson et al. 2018).

There are several variations of periodograms relying on the
marginalisation of parameters other than period, such as Mortier
et al. (2015); Feng et al. (2017). Other methods exist, which
are more agnostic to the shape of the signal. Mortier & Col-
lier Cameron (2017) suggests to compute periodogram adding
one point at a time to check whether the evolution of a peak am-
plitude is compatible with a purely sinusoidal origin. Gregory
(2016) suggests to include in the model a so-called apodiza-
tion term, that is a multiplicative factor of the Keplerian signals
which determines whether they are consistent through time or
transient. Zucker (2015, 2016) suggests to use a Hoeffding test,
based on the phase folded-data. One can also look for statistical
dependency of the data with an angle variable (phase correlation
periodograms (Zucker 2018).

3. The FIP as a detection criterion: definition and
main properties

3.1. Motivation

The detection criteria described in section 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 have
several shortcomings. First, except the PNP which is an actual
probability, the meaning of a given detection threshold for the
FAP and BF is unclear. The scale of the BF is empirical (Jef-
freys 1946), and does not have an easy interpretation. The FAP
is not a probability of an observed event, but of a hypothetical
one. Though in practice useful, it is not as easy to interpret as
the probability of a certain event knowing the data. Secondly, it
might happen that the FAP, BF or PNP support the detection of
an additional planet, while not giving a clear indication of its pe-
riod, but one would not claim the detection of a planet without
being confident in its period. Thirdly, the FAP ignores the poten-
tial underlying population of orbital elements, such that it can-
not distinguish planets with very rare characteristics, for which a
high likelihood is required for detection, and common ones. The
Bayes factor is asymptotically consistent (Chib & Kuffner 2016),
but in finite sample comparing models only two by two might be
problematic if only sequential comparisons are made (1 planet
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versus 0, 2 planets vs 1 planet and so on). As noted in Brewer &
Donovan (2015), the Bayes factor does not marginalise over pos-
sible models. For instance if two planets are presents, the Bayes
factor of the models with 1 planet versus 0 ignores the possi-
bility of a second planet, which potentially results in incorrect
decisions. On the contrary, for instance the PNP is not necessary
limited to comparing models two by two.

Our goal is to define a detection criterion which combines
the information on the number of planets and their orbital ele-
ments, especially the period, and is put on scale where the de-
tection threshold has a clear meaning. Validating a planet would
essentially come down to the following statement: the data can-
not be explained without a planet with period in interval I (or
more generally with orbital elements in a certain region of the
parameter space).

3.2. The false inclusion probability (FIP)

3.2.1. Definition

We define a new detection criterion based on the joint posterior
distribution of the orbital elements and the number of planets.
We define the true inclusion probability (TIP) as the posterior
probability of the following event: for a given range of periods I,
there is at least one planet with period P ∈ I. By analogy with the
FAP, we also define the false inclusion probability (FIP), which
is the probability that there is no planet with period in interval I;
Formally, the TIP and FIP are

TIPI = Pr{∃P, P ∈ I|y}. (6)
FIPI = 1 − TIPI . (7)

Unlike the Bayes factor and the FAP, Eq. (6) is not computed it-
eratively when comparing models with k and k+1 planets, but by
“averaging” the detection of the planet over the possible number
of planets.

The TIP and FIP can be defined in other contexts. The TIP
is simply the explicit expression of the feature to be detected.
Assuming the data has a model parametrized by θ in a parame-
ter space Θ and a the searched feature corresponds to a subspace
of parameters Θ′, the TIP can be defined as the probability that
Pr{θ ∈ Θ′|y}. For any periodic signal detection, for instance in the
context of planetary transits, the space Θ′ can be defined as a pe-
riod interval as in eq. (6). The definition of the TIP is close to the
posterior inclusion probability (PIP), defined in the context of
linear regression (Barbieri & Berger 2004), and a similar quan-
tity is defined in (Brewer & Donovan 2015). We further discuss
the relationship of the methods of the present work with existing
works in Section 3.2.5.

3.2.2. Computation from classical samplers

In practice, one can evaluate Eq. (6) as follows. We suppose that
there is a maximum number of Keplerian signals in the data kmax.
We denote by p(θ|k) the prior probability of model parameters
knowing there are k planets, and p(y|θ, k) the likelihood of the
data y knowing the number of planets k and the orbital parame-
ters. We suppose a prior probability for the model with k planets
Pr{k}. Then, as defined in Eq. (6), the TIP is

TIPI =

kmax∑
k=0

Pr{∃i ∈ [1..k], Pi ∈ I|y, k}Pr{k|y} (8)

where (Pi)i = 1..k are the periods of the k planets in the model.
The terms appearing in Eq. (8) are computed as follows. The

expression of Pr{k|y} is given in Eq. (5). Its computation neces-
sitates to evaluate the marginal likelihood, which can be com-
puted via importance sampling or nested sampling, as described
in Nelson et al. (2018). The quantity Pr{∃i ∈ [1..k], Pi ∈ I|y, k}
can easily be estimated from samples of the posterior distribution
of the parameters for a number of planets fixed to k, p(θ|y, k).
One only needs to compute the number of samples for which
there is at least a period of one of the planetary signals in I, di-
vided by the total number of samples. There are several ways to
sample the distribution p(θ|y, k), such as Monte-Carlo Markov
chains with parallel tempering (e.g. Gregory 2007b) and nested
sampling (e.g. Buchner 2021). Note that Eq. (8) can be straight-
forwardly generalised to average over models of the data, for
instance over different noise models.

3.2.3. Computation from trans-dimensional samplers

Eq. (6) can also be computed from the joint posterior probabil-
ity of the number of planets and the orbital elements p(k, θ|y).
In that case, we simply need to compute how many samples are
such that at least one planet has a period in I. Several samplers
can handle parameter spaces with different numbers of dimen-
sions, such as reversible jump MCMC (Green 1995) and trans-
dimensional nested samplers (Brewer 2014).

3.2.4. Practical use: the FIP periodogram

The periods where to search the planets are unknown a priori.
We compute the FIP as a function of period as follows. We con-
sider a grid of frequency intervals with a fixed length. The ele-
ment k of the grid is Ik is defined as [ωk − ∆ω/2, ωk + ∆ω/2]
where ∆ω = 2π/Tobs, Tobs is the total observation timespan and
ωk = k∆ω/Noversampling. We take Noversampling = 5. The rationale
of this choice is that the resolution in frequency is approximately
constant, and of width ≈ ∆ω. We call the resulting figure a FIP-
periodogram. In Fig 1, we show an example of such a calculation
for a simulated system. This one is generated the 80 first mea-
surements of HD 69830 (Lovis et al. 2006) (this dataset is pre-
sented in Appendix B), it contains three circular planets whose
randomly selected periods are 1.75, 10.9 and 31.9 days. The
noise is white and generated according to the nominal uncertain-
ties (≈ 1 m/s). The semi-amplitude of planets are generated from
a Rayleigh distribution with σ = 1.5 m/s. The x axis represents
the period and the y axis represents the FIP on a grid of intervals
Ik as defined above. To emulate the aspect of a classical peri-
odogram, we represent on the y axis, in blue, − log10 FIP, so that
high peaks correspond to confident detections. We also repre-
sent the log10 TIP (TIP = 1-FIP) in yellow, in order to spot peaks
with low significance. The scale is given on the right y axis. The
signals injected are confidently recovered with a FIP of 10−14.2,
10−14.2 and 10−5.2. In the following, we refer to figures such as
Fig 1 as FIP periodograms.

The FIP is marginalised on the number of planets of the sys-
tem. However, in practice, one does not know the maximum
number of planets. To decide when to stop searching for ad-
ditional planets, we proceed as follows. For a given maximum
number of planets k, we compute the FIP-periodogram as de-
fined above. We then compute the difference between the FIP-
periodogram with k and k− 1 planets. If the maximum of the ab-
solute difference between the two is such that the decision about
which planets are detected does not change, then one can stop
the calculations. As an order of magnitude, a maximum differ-
ence below 1 corresponds to a change of FIP of at most a factor
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Period (days)

FIP periodogram

Fig. 1: FIP periodogram of a Simulated system with three injected planets. The periods of the peaks are indicated in red points, the
-log10FIP and log10TIP are represented as a function of the center of the period interval considered, in blue and yellow respectively.

10, which is often sufficiently precise to conclude. One can also
use as a convergence criterion that both the difference between
FIP-periodograms of k +2 and k +1 planets and k +1 and k plan-
ets are below a fixed threshold. This criterion is more robust, but
also more computationally costly. For the comparison of FIP pe-
riodograms with k and k + 1 planets to be meaningful, it must be
checked that each of those FIP periodograms are accurate. The
reliability of the FIP periodogram with k planets can be checked
by computing it with different runs of the algorithm, and check
that the variation of the FIP periodograms values between runs
is below a certain threshold. Examples of application of the con-
vergence tests are given in Section 5.

3.2.5. Relation with existing works

It is apparent in Eq. (8) that the TIP is a particular case of
Bayesian model averaging (e.g. Hoeting et al. 1999), since we
estimate the probability of a quantity of interest weighted by the
posterior distribution of the alternative models defined. Barbi-
eri & Berger (2004) introduce a quantity similar to the TIP, the
posterior inclusion probability (PIP). This one is defined in the
context of linear regression where the data y (vector of size N)
has a model y = Xβ + ε, X being a N × p, p < N, ε is a random
noise and β a vector of p parameters. One defines alternative
models, corresponding to subsets of {1..p}. The PIP of index i,
1 6 i 6 N is defined as the sum of posterior probabilities of mod-
els that include indices i. Barbieri & Berger (2004) show that the
Median posterior model (MPM), that is the model corresponding
to indices with PIP>0.5, under certain conditions generalised in
Barbieri et al. (2021), has the optimal prediction error (quadratic
penalty). The threshold of 0.5 simply means that it is more likely
than not that i is non zero. The TIP can here be seen as the pro-
longation of the PIP to the continuous parameter case.

The FIP periodogram shares with the Keplerian pe-
riodogram (Gregory 2007a,b) as well as AGATHA peri-
odograms (Feng et al. 2017) that the period selection is made
by marginalising over parameters other than period. Here we
marginalise, in addition, over the number of planetary signals.
Therefore, the FIP provides a single detection metric, which,
furthermore, can directly be interpreted as a probability. The
definition of the FIP periodogram in Section 3.2.4 is especially
close, though not equivalent, to the quantity defined in Eq. (9)
of Brewer & Donovan (2015), which is the sum of the posterior
densities of the log periods of the planets in the model. The prob-
ability that there is at least one planet in a certain period interval

I is equal to the sum on i of the probability of events Ei: “the
period of planet i is in I” provided the Ei are disjoint, that is the
probability of having two different planets in i is zero. In practice
this probability is very small but not strictly zero. If the quantity
defined in Eq. (9) of Brewer & Donovan (2015) was binned, then
this would be close to a FIP periodogram with a bin of constant
size in log-period. Finally, Brewer & Donovan (2015) suggest
to use the posterior probability of the event Q := “a planet ex-
ists with period between 35 and 37 d” which is what we suggest
to do. In the following Sections, we examine the properties of
using systematically the probability of such events (the TIP) as
a detection criterion. In particular in the next section, we high-
light a property of the FIP which can be seen as a Bayesian false
discovery rate (Benjamini & Hochberg 1995).

3.3. Properties

3.3.1. Fundamental property

Property One of the advantages of the quantity (7) is that it is
easy to interpret: if the likelihood and prior accurately represent
the data, and a series of statistically independent detections are
made with FIP = α (or TIP = 1 − α, then, on average, a fraction
1 − α are true detections. More precisely, the number of true
detections among M detections follows a binomial distribution
B(M, 1 − α).

In practice, this has the following meaning. Let us consider a
collection of intervals I j and of RV datasets y j j = 1..n, such that
the events “there exists a planet with period in I j knowing data
y j” are statistically independent, and such that TIPI j = 1 − α for
a certain α between 0 and 1. The y j could be the same data set or
different ones, we only require independence of the events. Then,
provided the likelihood and priors used in the computations of
TIPI j are correct,

lim
n→+∞

#P ∈ I j

n
= 1 − α. (9)

We can be even more precise: the number of times a planet with
period P ∈ I j and FIP = α was indeed present among M sta-
tistically independent detections follows a binomial distribution
B(M, 1 − α).

Consistency test The property (9) holds if the priors and like-
lihoods are exactly the same as those that generated the data,
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which is unlikely to happen in real cases. We suggest to see (9)
as a device to calibrate the scale of probability used to detect ex-
oplanets. Indeed, (9) is a prediction, which can be used to test if
the model used in the analysis is correct. In principle, let us sup-
pose that several data sets (for instance the HARPS data) have
been analysed and FIPs are computed at time t1. As more data
comes along, at t2 > t1 the presence of certain planets will be
confirmed with very high probability. One can check that statis-
tically independent detections made at t1 with FIP α, are such
that a fraction α of them are spurious, up to the uncertainties of
a Binomial distribution. However, if property (9) is a necessary
condition for RV models to be validated, it is not a sufficient one.
The fact that it is satisfied does not guarantee that RV models are
all correct. The property (9) we put forward pertains to a fre-
quency of events, while in Bayesian analyses probabilities are
usually interpreted as subjective measures of belief, but as we
discuss below, this does not constitute a contradiction. The con-
sistency test we suggest is a particular case of Bayesian model
calibration (Draper & Krnjaji 2013).

Discussion It has been mathematically established that in any
system of quantitative measure of belief satisfying intuitive prop-
erties, the update of the belief measure in view of new infor-
mation has to be made according to Bayes formula (Cox 1946,
1961, although see comments by Paris (1994); Halpern (1999)).
Probabilites are typically used as subjective measures in the
Bayesian context. However, Cox’s theorem result does not give
prescriptions on how to select the initial belief. In the case of
exoplanet detection, it seems to us that, among subjective mea-
sures, it seems natural to desire that (1) a probability gives the
actual fraction of times you would be wrong when claiming a de-
tection with a certain significance (2) the prior probability repre-
sents the distribution of elements in nature, like in a hierarchical
Bayes model such as Hogg et al. (2010). If so, then (9) has to be
satisfied. To illustrate our approach, we can consider the context
of information theory (Shannon 1948), in which priors reflect
the occurrence of a word in a certain context within a given lan-
guage and the posterior probability of a word at the receiving
end the communication channel reflects a frequency of errors.
In the context of exoplanets, “words” would be the vector of or-
bital and stellar parameters of a system, and we wish them to
be distributed according to the true distribution of planetary sys-
tems (the “language”). A given FIP threshold then corresponds
to a concrete, verifiable property, while a Bayes factor scale is
harder to interpret. Tying the probabilities to frequencies within
Bayesian analysis has been suggested in van Fraassen (1984);
Shimony (1988) from an epistemological point of view.

One could argue that the influences of the prior vanishes as
more data is acquired (Wald 1949), and, as a consequence, it is
not necessary to tie the meaning of a prior to an observable, or
operate the consistency test we suggest in this section. However,
in the context of exoplanets the asymptotic regime (N → ∞) is
not reached: the influence of the prior is rarely negligible. Sec-
ondly, results showing the convergence of parameters estimate
when N → ∞ regardless of the prior assume a certain form for
the likelihood as a parametrised function, which might not ac-
curately represent the noise properties. In the context of radial
velocities, stellar noise models are unreliable, but if they were,
(9) would be satisfied.

In conclusion, we believe that the property (9) offers an in-
tuitive interpretation of the FIP. Furthermore, it can serve as a
model calibration test (Draper & Krnjaji 2013), although it will

not give precise indications on whether the prior or the likelihood
is faulty.

3.3.2. Aliasing

Radial velocities have a sampling that is irregular but close to
an equispaced sampling with a step of one sidereal day (0.997
day) with missing samples. As such, periodogram signals at fre-
quency ν0 typically exhibit aliases at ν0 + νs and −ν0 + νs where
νs = 1/0.997 day−1. As a consequence, it is uncertain whether
the signal is at ν0 or ±ν0 + νs is the true signal (Dawson & Fab-
rycky 2010; Robertson 2018). The yearly and monthly repetition
of the sampling patterns, other gap in the data potentially create
more aliasing problems. The FIP periodogram provides insight
into this problem, since if there is a degeneracy between two pe-
riods, the samples will be split between the two in proportion of
the probability that they are supported by the data and assumed
likelihood and priors.

Aliasing can also create problems when several signals are
present, and might result in a high periodogram peak which does
not correspond to any of the true periods (Hara et al. 2017). FIP
periodograms also address that situation as, by design, several
planets are searched at the same time.

3.3.3. Another perspective on error bars

The error bars on the orbital elements of a planetary sys-
tem often are computed with Monte-Carlo Markov chain meth-
ods (MCMC, e.g. Ford 2005, 2006). Once the planets have been
detected, one computes the posterior distribution of the orbital
elements. The FIP can be generalised to express the probability
that the model includes a planet with its orbital elements in a
certain set. One can define the probability that there is a planet
with orbital elements in a set S as

TIPS = Pr{∃(P, e, ω,K,M0) ∈ S |y}. (10)

Just like in the case of credible regions, one can define a se-
quence of probabilities (pi)i and a corresponding sequence of
sets S i such that PS i = pi. In that case, one obtains regions of
probability (pi)i, for which the uncertainties on the number of
planets is propagated. This can be useful in particular for pop-
ulation studies. Instead of excluding planets that do not meet a
certain detection thresholds, one can take into account marginal
detections with a rigorous account on the uncertainty on whether
there is a planet.

3.3.4. Excluding planets

One of the properties of the formalism we develop is that it can
put an easily interpretable condition on the absence of planets.
The FIP, by definition, is the probability not to have a planet in
a certain range. Excluding the presence of planets with a certain
confidence might be of interest to study the architecture of plan-
etary systems. For instance, it can be helpful to put constraints
on the total mass of the planets and compare it to the minimum
mass Solar nebula (Hayashi 1981).

4. FIP: practical computations

4.1. polychord

The computation method suggested in section 3.2.2 necessitates
to compute the evidence Pr{y|k} of a model with k planets and
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the posterior of the orbital elements knowing the number of
planets, p(θ|y, k). These two quantities can be computed with
a nested sampling algorithm. In the present work, we use poly-
chord (Handley et al. 2015b,a). By default, we set the number
of live points as forty times the number of free parameters in the
model.

4.2. Marginalising over linear parameters

As described in Section 2.1, our model of the data y is y =
vec f (θ) + ε where ε is a random variable whose distribution is
parametrized by β and f a deterministic function. Let us now
separate the model parameters θ in two categories: the model
depends linearly on parameters x and non-linearly on parame-
ters η. In appendix C, we show that, provided the likelihood is
Gaussian and the prior on the linear parameters x is a Gaussian
mixture model, then the integral

p(y|η,β, k) =

∫
p(y|x, η,β, k)p(x) d x (11)

has an analytical expression.
Marginalising over linear parameters presents the advantage

of reducing the number of dimensions to explore with the nested
sampling algorithm. To reduce as much as possible the number
of non linear parameters, we rewrite the radial velocity due to a
planet. Denoting it by v(t), Instead of

v(t) = K(cos (ω + ν(t)) + e cosω) (12)

where K is the semi-amplitude, t is the time, ν the true anomaly,
e the eccentricity and ω the argument of periastron, we write

v(t) = A cos (ν(t)) + B sin (ν(t)) + C. (13)

We obviously only use one offset C in our model, even if several
planets are present.

The Gaussian mixture components would typically be
chosen to represent populations such as Super-Earth, Mini-
Neptunes (Fulton et al. 2017), Neptunes, Jupiters etc. This can
be leveraged to speed up computations, by removing dimensions
of the parameter space. When the linear parameters are analyt-
ically marginalised, η and β are the only free parameters, such
that only three parameters are used per planets instead of five
: period, eccentricity e and time of passage at periastron tp (or
equivalently the initial mean anomaly). This idea is similar to
the use of a Laplace approximation of the evidence marginalised
on certain parameters (Price-Whelan et al. 2017).

When the prior on A and B in eq. (13) is Gaussian with
null mean and variance σ2, this translates to a Rayleigh prior
on
√

A2 + B2 with parameter σ. For simplicity, we will refer to
this situation as a Rayleigh prior on K with parameter σ, even
though K ,

√
A2 + B2 for e > 0.

4.3. Validation of the FIP computations

To validate our algorithms, we perform several tests on simu-
lated data. Here, our goal is not to evaluate the performances of
the FIP as a detection criterion, but to ensure that our numerical
methods are retrieving a good approximation of Eq. (6). Claim-
ing a detection is then: “there is a planet with period in inter-
val I”. We have seen in section 3.3.1 that, when the prior and
likelihood are correct, on average, a fraction α of independent
detections made with a FIP α are spurious (see Eq. (9)), and a

fraction 1-α is correct. If our numerical method is correct, then
this property must be verified in practice.

We will verify whether the property (9) is true on a thousand
generated datasets. In the first test, we consider only circular or-
bits. The model of the signal is

y(t j) = C +
∑
i=1..k

Ai cos
(

2π
Pi

t j

)
+ Bi sin

(
2π
Pi

t j

)
+ ε j (14)

where ε j is the noise. We consider ti from the 80 first measure-
ments of HD 69830 (Lovis et al. 2006) (this dataset is presented
in Appendix B). The values of θ := k, (Ai)i=1..k, (Bi)i=1..k, C and
P are generated according to distributions shown in Table 1. We
denote by G(µ, σ2) a Gaussian distribution of mean µ and vari-
ance σ2. Once a value of θ has been drawn, we create a data set
by drawing the ε j from a Gaussian distribution of null mean and
standard deviation given by the nominal uncertainties on the 80
first measurements of HD 69830 (typically 0.45 m/s).

We now have a thousand data sets. For each of them RV, we
compute the FIP-periodogram as defined in section 3.2.4 with
exactly the same priors and noise model as the ones used to gen-
erate the data. If our calculations of the FIP periodograms have
converged, on average a fraction 1−α of independent detections
made with FIP α should be correct.

We consider a grid of probabilities from 0 to 1, (α j) j=1..M . For
each of the probability of the grid, we search for detections with
FIP α j. For instance, we fix α = 10% and search for intervals I
such that the event “there is a planet with P ∈ I” has a FIP of
10%. If several events “presence of a signal in a certain period
interval” have a probability α j for the same dataset, we select
one of them randomly. As a result of this process, for each α j,
for each generated system indexed by n, we have selected at most
one interval In

j such that the event “there is a planet in the interval
In

j ” has probability α j. If for system n there is no such event, we
simply do not include system n in the computation.

Since for a given α j, the events “there is a planet in the inter-
val In

j with FIP α j ” we have selected are independent, we expect
from section 3.3.1 that for a fraction α j of them, there is actually
no planet in the interval. Equivalently, in a fraction p j = 1 − α j
of them, there will actually be a planet.

More precisely, for fixed j, the events “there is a planet in the
interval In

j ” should be independent realizations of a Bernouilli
distribution of parameter p j. This means that the number of
success (there is indeed a planet) divided by the number of
events N j should be on average p j with a standard deviation√

(1 − p j)p j/N j. In Fig. 2, upper panel, we represent the frac-
tion of success as a function of p j as well as the error bar
σ j =

√
(1 − p j)p j/N j. Let us recall that for a given dataset n,

when there are several events “there is a planet whose period
is in the interval In

j with probability α j”, we choose one event
randomly. Points of different color correspond to different reali-
sation of the random choice. In the lower panel, we represent the
difference of the fraction of success and the TIP p j, divided by
the error bar σ j. In the upper panel, we expect a curve which is
compatible with y = x, which seems to be the case. More pre-
cisely, according to our hypotheses, the quantity plotted in the
lower panel should be distributed according to a distribution of
mean 0 and variance 1, which appears to be the case.

The same test has been repeated in several configurations
(0 to 4 planets, red noise, eccentric planets...) described in Ap-
pendix D. In all cases we find an agreement between the ex-
pected and observed distribution of FIPs, with at most two sig-
mas. We find the highest discrepancy in the simulation allowing

Article number, page 7 of 24



A&A proofs: manuscript no. new_criterion

Table 1: Priors used to generate and analyse the 1000 systems
with circular orbits.

Param-
eter

Prior Values

k Uniform [kmin, kmax] kmin = 0, kmax = 2
A G(0, σ2

A) σA = 1.5 m/s
B G(0, σ2

B) σB = 1.5 m/s
C G(0, σ2

C) σC = 1 m/s
P log-uniform on [Pmin, Pmax] Pmin = 1.5, Pmax =

100
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Fig. 2: Fraction of events with probability p j where there actu-
ally was a planet injected as a function of p j. The colors blue, or-
ange and green correspond to different, random choices of events
with TIP p j.

highly eccentric orbits. We attribute this to the difficulty to ex-
plore the parameter space of highly eccentric orbits, which con-
tains a consequent amount of local minima, as shown in Baluev
(2015) and Hara et al. (2019).

5. Example: the FIP periodogram of HD 10180

In this section, we compute the FIP periodogram of the HARPS
data of HD 10180. This system is known to host at least six plan-
ets with periods 5.759, 16.35, 49.7, 122, 604, 2205 days and
minimum masses ranging from 11 to 65 M⊕ (Lovis et al. 2011).
Feroz et al. (2011) also find evidence for six planets. Three other
unconfirmed planets have been claimed in Tuomi (2012) at 1.17,
9.65 and 67 days. The first 190 points of the HARPS HD 10180
dataset have been analysed in Faria (2018) (p. 66) with a trans-
dimensional nested sampling algorithm (Brewer 2014), in which
the number of planets freely varies with the other parameters.
In the analysis of Faria (2018) it is found that, when taking as a
detection criterion the Bayes factor and a detection threshold at
150, only six planets are found. However, it appears that taking a
uniform prior on the number of planets, the peak of the posterior
number of planets increases monotonically until 19 planets.

As in Faria (2018), we analyse the first 190 points of the
HARPS dataset1. The radial velocity measurements span on 3.8
years (from BJD 2452948 to 2455376) and have a typical nom-
inal uncertainty of 0.6 m/s. The data are presented in Appendix
B. We here use polychord (Handley et al. 2015b,a) to compute
the posterior distribution of orbital elements and the Bayesian
evidence for models with a fixed number of planets. The FIP
is then computed as described in Section 3.2.2, and the FIP-
periodogram defined as -log10 FIP(ω) where FIP(ω) is the FIP
of the event “there is at least one planet with frequency in the
interval [ω − ∆ω,ω − ∆ω]” with ∆ω = 2π/Tobs, Tobs being
the observation time-span (see Section 3.2 for details). We have
defined two convergence tests. In Section 3.2 we suggested to
check that the absolute difference of FIP periodogram computed
with k and k + 1 planets, maximised over the period, is such
that the decision taken about the data does not change. For a
given number of planets, to ensure that the FIP periodogram has
converged, as suggested in Section 3.2, we perform several runs
of polychord (here three) and ensure that the maximum differ-
ence of FIP periodogram over all frequencies is below a certain
threshold. We computed the FIP periodograms with priors and
likelihood summarised in Table 2. The prior on semi-amplitude
is log-uniform, so that the analytical marginalisation of linear
parameters described in Section 4.2 cannot be performed. We
set the number of live points to 40 times the number of free pa-
rameters, that is 1360 live points for the six planets model. Cal-
culations are made on the DACE cluster (Univ. Geneva) of the
LESTA server using 32 cores of the Intel(R)Xeon(R) Gold 5218
CPU @ 2.30GHz.

A first calculation of the FIP up to five planets shows that
planets at 5.759, 16.35, 49.7, 122, 2205 days have a very low
FIP (10−12), and are therefore detected with a very high confi-
dence. To improve the convergence of the algorithm, we impose
restrictive priors on the periods of the five confidently detected
planets. These are centred on the maximum likelihood estimate
of these periods and have a width in frequency ±2π/Tobs where
Tobs is the total observation time-span. This hypothesis changes
the marginal likelihood and in turn the PNP and the FIP. To cor-
rect for this, we adopt a new prior on the number of planets.
Denoting by p(k) the prior on the number of planets k and p′(k)
the new one, denoting by pB the broad prior on period chosen in
Table 2, by pN the new narrow prior, and by P1, ...P5 the periods
of the planets confidently detected,

p′(k) = p(k)
5∏

i=1

pb(Pi)
pN(Pi)

(15)

Fig. 3 shows the FIP periodograms obtained with a maxi-
mum of six and seven planets (blue and purple, respectively). It
appears that the FIP periodogram is essentially unchanged, so
that we do not search for an additional planet. In Fig. 4, we rep-
resent three calculations of the seven planets FIP periodogram
obtained with different runs in green, blue and purple. The max-
imum difference occurs at 600 days, and is below one. In Table 3,
we summarise the results of our calculation. We provide the log
evidence, its standard deviation across runs, the posterior num-
ber of planets and median runtime. It appears that, as in Faria
(2018), the PNP is higher for the seven planets model, however
the six planets model is favoured by the FIP.

In Section 4.2, we stated that when defining the prior on lin-
ear parameters as a Gaussian mixture model, calculations can be

1 The data can be downloaded here: https://dace.unige.ch/
radialVelocities/?pattern=HD10180
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Parameter Units Prior
P days log-Uniform: [0.7, 10 000]
K m/s log-Uniform: [0.1, 20]
e Beta: [0.867, 3.03]†
ω rad Uniform: [0, 2π]
M0 rad Uniform: [0, 2π]

Table 2: Priors used for the computation of the FIP periodogram
of HD 69830. † Kipping (2014)

Table 3: Parameters of the different runs of polychord on the
HD 10180 dataset, when using a log-uniform prior on semi-
amplitude. For a given number of planets in the model, we per-
form three runs. We give the log Bayesian evidence (log(Z), me-
dian), the standard deviation of log(Z) amongst runs (σlog(Z)), the
PNP and runtime.

Planets log(Z) σlog(Z) PNP Runtime
0 -882.52 0.32 1.71e-108 12s
1 -837.39 0.11 3.69e-93 2 min 10 s
2 -785.31 0.15 7.26e-75 9 min 36 s
3 -731.86 0.09 9.15e-56 28 min 11 s
4 -670.76 0.16 3.08e-33 1h 06 min 20 s
5 -595.12 0.26 4.15e-25 2h 22 min 37 s
6 -587.60 0.97 0.396 9h 42 min 25 s
7 -587.18 2.00 0.603 34 h 14 min 9 s

sped up. We perform the same calculations as above but the pri-
ors defined on the linear parameters of Keplerian is a Gaussian
mixture with two components of mean 0 and standard deviation
1 and 4 m/s. Note that if we wanted to define Super-Earth/Mini-
Neptunes and Neptnune population more closely, we would need
to make the standard deviation of the two components of the
Gaussian mixture model depend on the period of the planets
as in Ford & Gregory (2007), which is not done here for the
sake of simplicity. We here use a number of live points equal
to fifty times the number of free parameters, which are two less
by planet because of the analytical marginalisation. For the six
planets model, there are 1100 live points. Fig. 5 shows the FIP
periodograms obtained with a maximum of six and seven plan-
ets (blue and purple, respectively). In Fig. 6, we represent three
calculations of the seven planets FIP periodogram obtained with
different runs in green, blue and purple. In that case, the differ-
ence across runs is more important and the significance of the
600 days signal is much higher. This last point illustrates that
the prior on semi-amplitude can have a non negligible effect on
the significance of signals. In this case the run-to-run difference
is more important as well as the 6 vs. 7 planets test. It appears
that in the seven planet models, there is a degeneracy between
the 2400 days planet and longer periods. However, as shown in
Table 4, the runtime for six and seven planets is 4h46min and
14h59 min as opposed to 9h42min and 34h14min for the log
uniform prior.

For both prior choices, it appears that even though the Bayes
factor and PNP slightly favour a seven planet model, the FIP
provides the detection of six planets. As discussed further in Sec-
tion 6.3, the choice of the semi amplitude prior has an important
effect on the significance of small amplitude signals.

Table 4: Parameters of the different runs of polychord on the HD
10180 dataset, when using a Gaussian mixture prior on semi-
amplitude. For a given number of planets in the model, we per-
form three runs. We give the log Bayesian evidence (log(Z), me-
dian), the standard deviation of log(Z) amongst runs (σlog(Z)), the
PNP and runtime.

Planets log(Z) σlog(Z) PNP Runtime
0 -882.45 0.23 3.82e-108 17s
1 -839.36 0.19 1.08e-93 1 min 56 s
2 -789.03 0.24 3.72e-76 6 min 57 s
3 -736.95 0.04 1.19e-57 17 min 39 s
4 -677.56 0.15 7.27e-36 38 min 41 s
5 -603.42 0.13 1.12e-07 1 h 33 min 31 s
6 -590.14 0.30 6.60e-02 4 h 46 min 46 s
7 -587.49 0.22 9.34e-01 14 h 59 min 57 s

6. Comparison of the metrics

6.1. Outline

In this section, we discuss the properties of the FIP and other
detection criteria. First, in section 6.2, we compare their perfor-
mances when the model is known. We then study whether the
detection criteria are sensitive to prior and likelihood choices,
respectively in sections 6.3 and 6.4.

6.2. Performance comparison of the different metrics when
true model is known

6.2.1. Simulation

To compare the different methods, we consider a set of a thou-
sand simulated data sets, with zero to two injected circular plan-
ets. The planet signals are generated with a log-uniform distribu-
tion in period on 1.5 to 100 days, uniform phase and a Rayleigh
distribution in amplitude with σ = 1.5 m/s. This allows us to use
the analytical marginalisation on linear parameters described in
Section 4.2, which speeds up computations. The distributions of
elements are summarised in Table 1. The time stamps are taken
from the first 80 HARPS measurements of HD 69830 (Lovis
et al. 2006) (this dataset is presented in Appendix B) and the
noise is generated according to the nominal error bars, which
are typically of 0.54 ± 0.24 m/s.

We then generate another set of a thousand systems with a
lower signal-to-noise ratio. The simulation is made with identi-
cal parameters except that a correlated Gaussian noise is added.
This one has an exponential kernel with a 1 m/s amplitude and a
time scale τ = 4 days. These simulations are intentionally sim-
ple, to enable the identification of the hypotheses driving the re-
sults.

6.2.2. Analysis

We analyse the data with different methods. In all cases, correct
likelihood and priors are assumed. In particular, we search only
up to two planets, according to the input data. Except the PNP,
we evaluate the methods with a grid of detection thresholds. For
a given detection threshold, the methods proceed as follows.

– Periodogram + FAP: We compute a general linear peri-
odogram as defined in Delisle et al. (2020) with the same
grid of frequencies as the one used to generate the data (from
1.5 to 100 d) and the correct covariance matrix. If the FAP
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Fig. 3: FIP periodogram of 190 HARPS measurements of HD 10180 computed with a log-uniform prior on semi-amplitude on
[0.1, 20] m/s. In blue: FIP periodogram up to six planets, In pink: FIP periodogram up to seven planets.
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Fig. 4: FIP periodogram of 190 HARPS measurements of HD 10180 computed with a log-uniform prior on semi-amplitude on
[0.1, 20] m/s. In blue, pink and green: FIP periodograms corresponding to different runs of calculations of posterior distributions of
the parameters of a seven planet model.

(as defined section 2.2) is below a certain threshold fixed in
advance, we add a cosine and sine function at the period of
the maximum peak to the linear base model and recompute
the periodogram. The planet is added if the FAP is below the
FAP threshold. We do not search for a third planet.

– Periodogram + Bayes factor: same as above, but here the
criterion to add a planet is that the Bayes factor (as defined
section 2.3) is above a certain threshold. The evidences (Eq.
(3)) are computed with the distributions used in the simula-
tions, in particular the period is left free between 1.5 and 100
days.

– `1-periodogram2 + FAP : we compute the `1 peri-
odogram (Hara et al. 2017) with the same grid of frequencies
as the one used to generate the data (from 1.5 to 100 d). If
the FAP of the maximum peak is below a certain threshold,
it is added to the base model of unpenalized vectors, the `1
periodogram is recomputed, the FAP of the maximum peak
is assessed. If it is below a certain threshold, the a planet
detection is claimed. We do not look for a third planet.

– `1-periodogram + Bayes factor: same as above, but here the
criterion to add a planet is that the Bayes factor (as defined
section 2.3) is above a certain threshold.

– FIP: We compute the FIP periodogram as defined in sec-
tion 3.2 and select the two highest peaks. We select a period
if its corresponding FIP is below a certain threshold.

– PNP + FIP periodogram: here, to select the number of plan-
ets we order the peaks of the FIP periodogram with increas-
ing FIP. We select the number of peaks corresponding to the
highest PNP, as defined in 2.4.

– FIP periodogram + Bayes factor : the periods are selected as
the highest peaks of the FIP periodogram and the number of

2 The `1 periodogram code is available at https://github.com/
nathanchara/l1periodogram

planets is selected with the Bayes factor. This procedure is
very close to Gregory (2007b,a) except that we use the FIP
periodogram instead of the marginal distribution of periods
for each planets. We do not take the approach of Gregory
(2007b,a) to select the periods as nested sampling algorithms
such as polychord tend to swap the periods of planets, such
that marginal distributions are typically multi-modal.

– FIP periodogram + FAP : the periods are selected as the high-
est peaks of the FIP periodogram and the number of planets
is selected with the false alarm probability.

For the computation of Bayes factor, FIP and PNP, the number
of live points in the nested sampling algorithm is equal to 200
times the number of planets in the model.

6.2.3. Performance evaluation

To evaluate the performance of the different analysis methods,
we use two criteria: the ability of the methods to retrieve the cor-
rect number of planets, and their ability to retrieve the planets
with the correct periods. To assess the correct retrieval of the
number of planets, we simply count how many planets are de-
tected. We measure the difference between the number of plan-
ets claimed and the true one. If this difference is strictly positive
or negative, we count the respectively as a false positive and a
false negative. For instance if there are two detections while no
planet is present, we count two false positives. The total num-
ber of mistakes is given by the sum of false negatives and false
positives on the 1000 systems analysed.

To verify that periods are appropriately retrieved, we check
whether a frequency found is less than 1/Tobs away from the
true frequency, Tobs being the observation time span. For a given
detection threshold and a given simulated system, we consider
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16

14

12

10

8

6

4

2

0

lo
g 1

0 T
IP

HD10180 FIP periodogram

100 101 102 103 104

Period (days)
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

-lo
g 1

0 F
IP

5.75
16.3

49.6
122

2414

609

0.91

Fig. 6: FIP periodogram of 190 HARPS measurements of HD 10180 computed with a Gaussian mixture model linear parameters
(two components with σ = 1 and 4 ms). In blue, pink and green: FIP periodograms corresponding to different runs of calculations
of posterior distributions of the parameters of a seven planet model.

the planets detected with decreasing significance. If a planet is
claimed, but does not correspond to a true planet with the desired
precision on period or no planet is present, it is labelled as a false
detection. If the claimed planet corresponds to a true planet, we
label it as a correct inference and remove its period from the
set of true periods, so that a planet cannot be detected twice.
The situation where no planet is claimed but there is a planet in
the data, is labelled as a missed detection. The total number of
mistakes is here the sum of missed and false detections on the
1000 systems.

The rationale of evaluating the different methods presented
in Section 6.2.2 is to determine whether the performance of a
given method comes from the period selection or the scale of the
significant metrics. Periods are typically refined by a MCMC,
but this changes the estimate of the frequency by a small fraction
of 1/Tobs.

6.2.4. Simulation 1: white noise

In the first simulation, we have only white noise with a typi-
cal ratio of semi amplitude and noise standard deviation of 3.4.
The number of mistakes for the different detection metrics are
shown in Fig. 7. The plot on the left (blue/red, a1 to e1) and
right (purple/yellow, a2 to e2) represent respectively the perfor-
mances in terms of retrieval of the number of planets, and pe-
riods of planets. Each row corresponds to a different detection
metric: periodogram + FAP (a), periodogram + Bayes factor (b),
`1 periodogram + FAP (c), `1 periodogram + Bayes factor (d),
FIP (e). The total number of false positives, false negatives, false
detections and missed detections on the 1000 systems are repre-
sented in red, blue, yellow and purple shaded area respectively.
The solid black lines indicate the minimum number of mistakes
as well as the minimum and maximum thresholds at which this

minimum is attained. The gray plain and dashed lines represent
the number of mistakes obtained by taking the maximum PNP
and maximum PNP + FIP, respectively. In all cases, the x axis
is oriented such that from left to right the detection criterion is
more and more stringent (confidence increases).

As one might expect, for each performance metric we find
a U-shaped curve. When the detection criterion is permissive,
the total error is dominated by false positives or false detections.
Conversely, as the detection criterion becomes more stringent,
detections due to random fluctuation are progressively ruled out
and the detection errors are dominated by false negatives or
missed detections. We note that the thresholds for which a low
false positive rate is expected would typically be chosen, and it is
in this range of thresholds that the methods should be compared.

We find that in terms of number of planets (left column in
Fig. 7), all the significance metric exhibit similar behaviours,
with a minimum number of errors of 34 to 46. For comparison, a
uniform random guess of the number of planets (0, 1 or 2) would
yield a total of 888 errors on average. We find that the maximum
PNP leads to the smallest error, as well as a log Bayes factor
close to 0 (see the plain gray line in third plot from the top).
This is to be expected, since the maximum PNP has optimality
properties and the Bayes factor is designed to compare the num-
ber of planets by averaging over all the possible values of the
parameters for a given number of planets. In all cases, we see a
sharp decrease of the number of false positives as the detection
threshold becomes more stringent.

Larger discrepancies in performance happen when the meth-
ods are evaluated on their ability to retrieve not only the correct
number of planets, but also the correct periods. In that case, the
periodogram + FAP and BF (two upper plots) exhibit similar
performances. The `1-periodogram and FIP (three lower plots)
exhibit better performances to find the periods of the planets in
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two ways: the minimum number of mistakes is smaller and the
ratio of false positive to false negative is smaller at the optimum
value.

The scales of thresholds (BF, FAP, FIP) are not in the same
units. To further compare the methods, we compute the total
number of mistakes in terms of correct retrieval of period and
number of planets as a function of the number of false detections.
This is plotted in Fig. 8, where we see that in the regime of low
number of false positives (stringent detection criterion), there are
important differences between the methods. For instance, for 10
false positives, indicated by a red dashed line, the methods ex-
hibit very different performances. We checked that these results
are not too dependent on the success criterion, by labelling a de-
tection a false one if the frequency found departs from more than
2/Tobs and 3/Tobs from a true period, instead of 1/Tobs. The re-
sults are qualitatively identical. In conclusion, the FIP provides a
low number of missed detection even when the number of false
detection is small.

The performances of the `1 periodogram and the FIP comes
from the fact that both methods encode the search for sev-
eral planets simultaneously. On the other hand, since the peri-
odogram searches for one planet at a time, there are cases where
the maximum of the periodogram does not occur on any of the
true periods (see Hara et al. 2017). Indeed, a detailed analysis
shows that at stringent detection criteria for the Periodogram +
FAP and Periodogram + BF, almost all of the false detections
made by the methods occur in cases where there are two plan-
ets present in the data, and the period selection method selects
a spurious peak. The FIP, FIP periodogram + BF and FIP pe-
riodogram + FAP methods, where periods are selected from the
FIP periodogram, exhibit much better performances. The perfor-
mances are similar, a difference is seen only in the region with
a low number of false positives (< 12) (lower left, Fig. 8) where
the FIP leads to a slightly lower number of false negatives. This
suggests that not only the period selection is more efficient with
a FIP periodogram, but the significance scale on which the FIP
is defined performs well to distinguish true planets from false
detections.

6.2.5. Simulation 2: lower SNR

In this simulation, the exact same parameters as simulations 1
are used to generate the data, except that we add a 1 m/s cor-
related noise with a 4 days exponential decay and a time-scale.
In that case, the typical semi amplitude to noise ratio is 1.65, as
opposed to 3.48 in the previous simulation. The results are rep-
resented in Fig. 10 with the same conventions as Fig. 7. We add
the red dashed lines to indicate the detection threshold at which
there are only 10 false positive claims. In Fig. 9, we represent the
total number of mistakes as a function of the number of false de-
tections (which therefore includes whether the period of planets
is appropriately recovered).

Both in terms of optimal thresholds and mistakes at low false
positive rates, the differences in performance between different
analysis methods are less important. We attribute this to the fact
that the noise level is higher, such that all signals are on aver-
age less significant, including spurious peaks. We observe that
the FIP still outperforms the other methods. Here too, we see a
difference in performance in the region with a low number of
false detections (< 12), where the FIP leads to a lower number
of missed detections.

6.2.6. Summary

Threshold selection It appears in sections 6.2.4 and 6.2.5 that
the optimal FIP threshold in the simulations is 10−0.13 = 0.74,
which seems very permissive, and there are almost no false pos-
itives at FIP = 0.1. In the simulation 1, since there are approxi-
mately 1000 planets truly in the data and there are 75 false neg-
atives, at FIP = 0.1, one should expect approximately (1000 -
75)× 0.1 = 92 false positives at this level, but there are only two
(which in fact, are close to the edge of the 1/Tobs condition). This
seems at odds with the idea that 1 out of 10 peak with FIP = 0.1
should correspond to a missed detection. However, the reasoning
above is faulty. Indeed, in the FIP validation case the calculation
is done conditioned on having events with same FIP α. In the
threshold selection case, there are no guarantees to find events
that would be selected by taking the maximum of the FIP peri-
odograms with threshold α.

To see this, let us consider two limiting cases, in which sig-
nals are either extremely clear or very close to the noise level.
The FIP incorporates the prior on the amplitude of the signal.
In the first case, there is a clear cut separation between signals
which are confidently detected and non detections, and a high
FIP threshold even of 90% might well already provide a very
low, potentially null number of false positives. If the prior signal
amplitude is closer to the noise, then the FIPs of the maximum
peaks will be concentrated towards lower values. Indeed, we see
that between simulations 1 and 2, at the optimal threshold 0.74,
there are many more false positives at low SNR (simulation 2)
than in the high SNR case.

The optimal FIP threshold should be of the order of 50%.
Indeed, if the FIP is below 50%, it is more likely that there is a
planet than not. It appears in both simulations that a FIP thresh-
old of 1 - 10 % is appropriate. In real cases, the number of planets
is unknown and model errors might create spurious signals. We
therefore consider 1% as an appropriate threshold.

Performances In the two simulations, both the period selec-
tion and the level of significance play a role in the performance
in the method. In Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, the methods using the peri-
odogram, `1 periodogram and FIP periodogram perform increas-
ingly better. The strong influence of the period selection method
here comes from the relatively small number of observations,
which results in aliasing.

We find that for the periodogram and `1 periodogram the
FAP performs better as a detection threshold than the Bayes fac-
tor, but this is the reverse for the FIP periodogram. Overall, the
FIP as a detection criterion offers the best performances in the
low false positive regime.

These results are obtained for priors corresponding to the dis-
tributions with which the data was generated. In the following
sections we consider the influence of the prior and likelihood
choices.

6.3. Sensitivity to the prior

All planet detection criteria depend on the underlying distribu-
tion of planets (the true distribution in nature of semi-major axes,
mass eccentricities, etc.). In the cases of the BF, PNP and FIP
one has to explicitly define a prior distribution, which may or
may not represent accurately the true population. The definition
of the FAP does not involve a prior, but the detection perfor-
mances of the FAP also depend on the true population, in par-
ticular on whether the event sought after is rare or common (e.
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Fig. 7: Total number of mistakes on the number of planets (left) and number and period of planets (right) out of a thousand datasets
with white noise (Simulation 1, described in Section 6.2.4) as a function of the detection threshold for different statistical significance
metrics. From top to bottom: Periodogram + FAP, Periodogram + Bayes factor, `1 periodogram + FAP and FIP. The total number of
false positives and false negatives are represented in light red and blue shaded areas. The false and missed detections are represented
in orange and purple shaded areas, respectively. The minimum and maximum values of the detection threshold corresponding to the
minimum number of mistakes are marked with black lines. See the continuation of the figure below.
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Fig. 7: Same quantities as above, for the detection criteria FIP periodogram + FAP (f1 and f2) and FIP periodogram + Bayes factor
(g1 and g2).
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Fig. 8: Number of mistakes as a function of the number of false
detections (log scale) for the different detection methods. The
number of mistakes are defined as the sum of missed true plan-
ets and false detections. The data corresponds to simulation 1,
described in section 6.2.4: a random number of planets equal to
0, 1 or 2, the noise is white, Gaussian with semi amplitude to
noise ratio of 3.5.

g. Soric 1989). In this section we focus on the effect of the prior
choice on the detection properties of the criteria that explicitly
use a prior distribution. To do so, we perform a simulation. We
here generate a thousand data sets with priors from Table 1 and
a beta distribution on eccentricity with a=0 and b = 15. As in
the previous sections, in this simulation, the semi amplitude has
a Rayleigh distribution with σ = 1.5 m/s (see Section 4.2), and
the period has a log-uniform distribution on 1.5 - 100 days. We
then analyse the data assuming

1. The correct priors
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Fig. 9: Number of mistakes as a function of the number of false
detections (log scale) for the different detection methods. The
data corresponds to simulation 2, described in section 6.2.5: a
random number of planets equal to 0,1 or 2 planets per system,
white and correlated noise. This one has a time-scale of 4 days
and an amplitude of 1 m/s. The semi amplitude to noise level
ratio of 1.7. Mistakes are defined as the sum of missed and false
detections.

2. Correct priors except on periods, where it is assumed log-
uniform on [1.5, 10000] days. In that case, periodograms
and `1 periodograms are computed on the period range
[1.5, 10000] days.

3. Correct priors except on semi-amplitude, where it is a
Rayleigh distribution with σ = 3 m/s, that is twice the true
σ.

4. Correct priors except on semi-amplitude, where it is assumed
log-uniform on [0.1, 10] days.
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Fig. 10: Total number of mistakes on the number of planets (left) and number and period of planets (right) out of a thousand datasets
with correlated noise (Simulation 2, described in Section 6.2.5) as a function of the detection threshold for different statistical
significance metrics. From top to bottom: Periodogram + FAP, Periodogram + Bayes factor, `1 periodogram + FAP and FIP. The
total number of false positives and false negatives are represented in light red and blue shaded areas. The false and missed detections
are represented in orange and purple shaded areas, respectively. The minimum and maximum values of the detection threshold
corresponding to the minimum number of mistakes are marked with black lines. See the continuation of the figure below.
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Fig. 10: Same quantities as above, for the detection criteria FIP periodogram + FAP (f1 and f2) and FIP periodogram + Bayes factor
(g1 and g2).

We focus the discussion on the effects of these wrong assump-
tions on the ability of the methods to retrieve both the correct
number and period of planets. As described in Section 6.2.3, we
consider that a planet is successfully recovered if it is significant
and its frequency is retrieved to an accuracy < 1/Tobs where Tobs
is the observation time-span.

In Fig. 11, we represent the number of false detections
(dashed lines) and total number of mistakes (plain lines) on
the thousand systems analysed as a function of the threshold
adopted. These plots are identical to those of Fig. 7 and Fig. 10
except that we overplot the results obtained with different pri-
ors. Each plot corresponds to a detection method (from top to
bottom: Periodogram + BF, `1 periodogram + BF and FIP as
described in Section 6.2.2). Colors blue, purple, yellow and red
correspond to assumptions on the prior listed above 1, 2, 3 and
4 respectively. We note that for a given detection threshold, the
variation of the number of mistakes is at most 25% in the regions
where the number of false positives is below 50 out of a thousand
system, which is the region of interest. We find that the prior 2
(prior larger on period, purple curve) performs similarly or more
poorly than other priors. This is explained by the fact that a larger
prior on period offers chances to select a planet with period in the
100 - 10,000 days region, which would automatically be a false
positives since planets are generated between 1.5 and 100 days.
On the other hand, having a larger prior penalises the addition of
a planet, such that viable candidates are not deemed significant
with the larger prior. Finally, we note that for the FIP, the prior
4 exhibits the worst performances: the number of false positives
(red, dashed line) decreases much more slowly than for the other
priors. The method FIP periodogram + Bayes factor exhibits a
pattern similar to the FIP. To further compare these methods, we
plot in Fig. 12 the total number of mistakes as a function of the
number of false detections, as in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9. Different col-
ors correspond to different priors with the same conventions as
Fig. 11, plain lines correspond to the FIP and dashed lines to FIP
periodogram + Bayes factor. In both cases the performances de-

grade most when for the log-uniform prior on K, and get closer
to the `1 periodogram + FAP (grey dotted line).

These observations are explained by the fact that changing
the prior might change the level of significance (the Bayes fac-
tor) as well as the posterior distribution of periods and semi am-
plitude, and in turn the period selected for the planets. On the
change of Bayes factor, we found in our simulations that chang-
ing the prior from case 1 (the correct one) to 2, 3, 4 only in-
duces a multiplicative factor on the Bayes factor. Denoting by
BFi the Bayes factors obtained with prior i, we perform a lin-
ear regression, log10 BFi = ai log10 BF1 + bi. The values of BF2
as a function of BF1 are represented in Fig. 13 (blue and or-
ange points correspond respectively to Bayes factors of 1 vs 0
and 2 vs 1 planets) the linear model is shown in black. We find
a2 = 1.00, b2 = 0.48 and a root mean square of the residu-
als (RMS) RMS2 = 2.83. This means that when using prior 2
while the data was generated with prior 1, the Bayes factor is
over-estimated on average by a factor ≈ 100.48 = 3 with typical
variations of a factor 102.83 = 676 around this value. For i = 3,
we find a3 = 1.00, b3 = −0.55, RMS3 = 1.16, such that the dis-
persion around the linear model is smaller. For i = 4, a4 = 1.00,
b4 = 0.41, RMS4 = 2.31. In Appendix E, we study analytically
the effect of priors on semi-amplitude as they get wider. We show
that once the prior encompasses the high likelihood region, as it
widens it penalizes models with more planets. In terms of de-
tection threshold, for instance in case 3, it means that having a
Gaussian prior of 1.5 m/s and a detection threshold at BF = 100
is very similar to having a Gaussian prior of 3 m/s and a detection
threshold of BF = 100/3.5 = 28, provided the candidate periods
of the planets are identical in both cases.

However, changing the priors might change the posterior dis-
tribution of periods and semi amplitudes, the convergence of nu-
merical methods and in turn the peaks selected by the FIP peri-
odogram. This indeed happens when using prior 4 (log-uniform
semi-amplitude) instead of 1,2 or 3. We investigate closely the 10
false positives with the lowest FIP when using prior 4. It appears

Article number, page 16 of 24



Nathan C. Hara et al.: Improving exoplanet detection capabilities with the false inclusion probability

0 2 4 6 8 10
log10 BF

0

50

100

150

200

250

# 
m

ist
ak

es
 o

n 
th

e 
nu

m
be

r 
an

d 
pe

rio
ds

 o
f p

la
ne

ts

Correct prior
log-u period [0.1, 10000] days
K Rayleigh 3 m/s
K log-u [0.1, 10] m/s

Periodogram and BF sensitivity to priors(a)

0 2 4 6 8 10
log10 BF

0

50

100

150

200

250

# 
m

ist
ak

es
 o

n 
th

e 
nu

m
be

r 
an

d 
pe

rio
ds

 o
f p

la
ne

ts

1 periodogram and BF sensitivity to priors(b)

2.52.01.51.00.50.0
log10 FIP

0

50

100

150

200

250

# 
m

ist
ak

es
 o

n 
th

e 
nu

m
be

r 
an

d 
pe

rio
ds

 o
f p

la
ne

ts

FIP sensitivity to priors(c)

Fig. 11: Total number of mistakes (plain line) and total num-
ber of false detections (dashed lines) on a thousand simulated
systems as a function of the threshold (from top to bottom: pe-
riodogram + BF, `1 periodogram and BF, FIP), for different as-
sumptions on the priors described in Section 6.3. In blue: correct
priors (1.5 - 100 days log-uniform in period Rayleigh with σ =
1.5 m/s on K), in purple: 1.5 - 10,000 days log-uniform in period,
in yellow: Rayleigh with σ = 3 m/s on K , in red: log-uniform on
[0.1, 10] m/s on K. Dashed lines represent the number of false
detections as a function of the detection threshold and plain lines
represent the total number of mistakes (false and missed detec-
tion) as a function of the threshold.
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factor is computed with identical priors except on period, where
the prior width is log-uniform on [1.5, 10000] days instead of
[1.5, 100]. The red line represents a linear regression.

that all of them happen in the same situation: there are two plan-
ets truly in the data, and the wrongly selected period appears at
one of the two principal aliases of a true planet. Denoting by ω0
the frequency of the true planet, the spectral window is such that
we expect aliases at ±ω0 + ∆ωi where i = 1 or 2, ∆ω1 = 1/0.997
days-1 and ∆ω2 = 1/31 days-1.

Our interpretation is that this is due to the different be-
haviours of Rayleigh and log-uniform priors close to small am-
plitudes, as well as potential remaining numerical errors. Indeed,
the results for the priors 4 (log-uniform on semi-amplitude, red
curves in Fig. 11) are obtained with ten times as many live points
as other simulations (increasing the number of live points leaves
the behaviour of the other metrics unchanged). With the origi-
nal number of live points the number of mistakes at in the low
false detection rate regime was higher. The algorithm might spu-
riously select aliases. Secondly, the behaviour of the prior close
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the 0.1 m/s limit. We represent in dashed lines the ratio of log-
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(scale is on the right y axis).

to small amplitudes plays a role. In Fig. 14, we represent in solid
lines the priors on K considered here (in blue, yellow and red
the priors of assumptions 1, 3 and 4) and in dotted lines the ra-
tios of priors. The orange dotted line represents the ratio of the
log-uniform and Rayleigh prior with σ=3m/s. It appears that the
log-uniform prior is 195 times higher than the Rayleigh prior
(σ=3m/s) at K = 0.1 m/s, and on average 20 times higher on the
interval 0.1 - 1 m/s, which artificially enhances the significance
of low amplitude signals, given that they are very rare in our sim-
ulation. It appears that in the case of prior 4, the wrongly selected
aliases usually correspond to signal of smaller amplitudes (<0.5
m/s), which are boosted by the log-uniform prior with respect to
the true amplitude of signals, which is >1 m/s.

We finally stress that changing the prior on the orbital ele-
ments should also be coupled to a change of the number of plan-
ets expected. Indeed, if the prior on the period, semi-amplitude
or eccentricity is extended, then one expects a higher yield of
planets. Let us consider the period case. The Titius-Bode law
states that planets are typically uniformly spaced in log semi-
major axis. If the search was initially performed with a log-
uniform prior on period between 1 day and P, then with a log-
uniform prior on periods between 1 and P× 2

3
2 then one expects

to find twice as many planets. The increase in the expected num-
ber of planets compensates the penalisation introduced by having
a wider period prior.

6.4. Sensitivity to the likelihood: averaging over noise models

Detections are sensitive to prior information, but also to the like-
lihood choice, which translates our assumptions on the noise.
This is especially critical in the context of exoplanets detections,
in which correlated stellar noises play a crucial role. In this sec-
tion, we study the sensitivity of detections as a function of the
method used to estimate the noise parameters. As in section 6.3,
we perform a simulation. We generate 1000 datasets whose
parameters follow the distributions listed in Table 1. On each
dataset, we generate an additional correlated Gaussian noise with
an exponential kernel, a decay time-scale of 4 days and an ampli-
tude of 1 m/s, like in Section 6.2.5. Additionally, we generate a
time-series with exactly the same noise properties (same covari-
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Fig. 15: Total number of false and missed detections (yellow
and purple shaded areas respectively) on a thousand system as
a function of the FIP threshold when selecting the noise model
with a fit of the ancillary indicators.
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Fig. 16: Total number of false and missed detections (yellow and
purple shaded areas respectively) on a thousand systems as a
function of the FIP threshold when selecting the noise model
with a fit of the ancillary indicators.
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ance). This is meant to emulate an activity indicator which could
have the same covariance properties as the radial velocities.

These datasets are analysed with the priors and likelihood
that were used to generate the data, except on the noise.We anal-
yse the data with the FIP with two different noise models.

1. Fitted noise: we perform a maximum likelihood fit of the
noise parameters (amplitude and time-scale) onto the simu-
lated activity indicator, and use the fitted values as fixed noise
parameters in the analysis of the RV.

2. Free noise: we perform a RV analysis where the noise pa-
rameters are allowed to vary with a uniform prior on 0 to 15
days and an amplitude with a uniform prior on 0 to 4 m/s.

The results of these simulations in terms of false and missed
detections are represented in Fig. 15 (fitted noise) and Fig. 16
(free noise), we show the number of false (yellow) and missed
(purple) detections as a function of the FIP threshold. When us-
ing a free noise model, the minimum number of mistakes is 418
compared to 510 in the fitted noise case.

To provide some intuition on the role of the noise param-
eters in detection capabilities, we consider the calculation of a
periodogram with a fixed noise model. We compute the average
value of the periodogram when the true covariance of the noise is
Vt while the analysis is made with covariance Va, and divide it by
the average value of the periodogram when the noise is generated
and analysed with Vt. This quantity expresses to which extent the
periodogram is over or under-estimated under incorrect assump-
tions on the noise. In Delisle et al. (2020), an analytical expres-
sion of this quantity is provided. To simplify the discussion, we
assume that both true and assumed covariances consist of nomi-
nal error bars and a noise of covarianceσ2

Re−t/τ. Let us denote the
true time-scale and amplitude of the noise by τt, σR,t and τa, σR,a
the assumed time-scale and amplitude. We assume σR,a = σR,t
and consider the expectancy of the ratio of periodograms ob-
tained assuming τa and τt, supposing the signal contains only
noise with time-scale τt. In Fig. 17, we show this value computed
with the time stamps used to generate the data, for τt = 4 days. If
τa = τt, the expected ratio of periodograms is one, which is rep-
resented in black. We represent the periodogram ratio for τa = 1,
2.5, 6 and 8 days, represented in colors from blue to red. We see
that if the time-scale of the noise is under-estimated (τa = 1 or
2.5 days), then one over-estimates the power at low frequencies,
resulting in too high a confidence in detections at these periods.
Conversely, at lower period (≈ 1−10 days), one under-estimates
the periodogram power. Because of aliasing, close to one day,
the behaviour is closer to that of the low frequencies. This situ-
ation is reversed when the noise time-scale is over-estimated. In
that case, the power at low and high frequencies is respectively
under and over-estimated.

This discussion provides some intuition as to why it is ad-
vantageous to average the detection metric over noise models.
Indeed, because the noise parameters, in particular time-scales,
are allowed to be greater or lower than the true noise time-scale,
such that the significance of a given period will be naturally bal-
anced. On the contrary, if the noise is fitted and its time-scale is
under or over-estimated, this acts like a frequency filter which
enhances or reduces the significance of signals depending on
their periods.

7. Conclusion

The goal of the present work is to determine good practices
for the analysis of radial velocity data, given that assumptions

on the priors and the noise model (the likelihood) might be in-
correct. We noted that the existing significance metrics (Bayes
factor (e.g. Gregory 2007b), false alarm probability (FAP) (e.g.
Scargle 1982; Baluev 2008) do not exactly define the informa-
tion needed to claim a planet detection, which cannot be made
without an estimate of the period of the planet. The computation
of Bayes factor and FAP need to be coupled to an analysis of the
period of the planets such as a periodogram (e.g. Baluev 2008),
a `1 periodogram (e.g. Hara et al. 2017) or the analysis of the
marginal distribution of periods (e.g. Gregory 2007b). Further-
more, Bayes factors and FAP are defined on scales which are
difficult to interpret

To address this issue, we defined a new statistical signifi-
cance metric: the true inclusion probability (TIP) which by def-
inition is the probability to have a planet in a given period in-
terval, and the false inclusion probability (FIP) as 1 - TIP. We
suggested to compute the FIP on a sliding frequency interval
of fixed length, to produce a periodogram-like figure, which we
call FIP periodograms, and to select the planets based on peaks
with FIP values below a certain threshold (see Section 3.2). We
suggested two ways to compute the FIP: with algorithms sam-
pling orbital elements for a given number of planets (see Sec-
tion 3.2.2) and “trans-dimensional” algorithms, able to sample
directly the joint posterior of the number of planets and orbital
elements (see section 3.2.3). We defined two convergence tests:
for a given maximum number of planets, one can run several
times the calculation of FIP periodograms and ensure that the
values are sufficiently close to each other in a user-defined sense.
Secondly, to determine the maximum number of planets, one can
stop once the difference of FIP periodograms obtained with an
additional planet is below a threshold, here also user-defined (see
section 3.2.4). We have highlighted the following properties of
the FIP.

– The FIP has a clear meaning. If the model used in the anal-
ysis is correct, on average, a fraction 1 − α of statistically
independent detections made with FIP = α are correct. This
property can be applied to check that the signal models (like-
lihood and priors) are appropriate. Indeed, the FIP gives a
prediction on the number of true and false detections which
can be checked on a given RV catalogue (see Section 3.3.1).

– The FIP has a built-in period search, such that it offers clear
diagnoses of aliasing. It mitigates the false detections linked
to combination of aliases leading to detections at spurious
periods (see Section 3.3.2).

– The framework of the FIP allows not only to detect, but also
to exclude planets within a certain model, since by definition
it is the probability of having no planet in a certain range (see
Section 3.3.4).

The FIP can be used in a broader context, it can be defined when-
ever a Bayes factor can be. It can be serve as a detection criterion
in particular to detect planetary transits, any type of parametrized
periodic variation in time series and more generally parametrized
patterns in data.

In Section 6, we studied the performance of the FIP as well
as those of existing significance metrics. We discussed the best
practices in three cases: assuming the model used in the analysis
is the same as the one with which the data was generated, in the
case where the prior does not correspond to the distributions of
the generated elements, and finally in the cases where the true
noise model is unknown. Our findings are summarised below.

– In our simulation, the FIP offers the lowest number of false
detections (planets detected at the wrong period, or when no
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planet is present) and missed detections (no planet detecte
while there is a planet). The difference with other methods
is particularly important when the detection threshold cor-
responds to low false positives. In that regime, the FIP still
offers a low number of missed detections. As a comment,
in high false positive regimes, all statistical metrics seem to
have the same behaviour.

– Detections are sensitive to the priors chosen on semi ampli-
tudes and periods. The behaviour of the prior close to low
amplitudes is especially critical for the significance of low
amplitude planets. A further study of the priors to be chosen
in this regime would be valuable.

– It is better practice to let the noise parameters vary than fix-
ing them to fitted values, for instance values fitted on ancil-
lary spectroscopic indicators such as bisector span (Queloz
et al. 2001) or log R′HK (Noyes 1984).

– The optimal FIP threshold in terms of minimal number of
false positive plus false negative is close to 50%. A threshold
of 1% appears conservative and appropriate, but there is no
need to define a clear cut threshold.

We stress that all our simulations were intentionally simple,
to isolate the effects of different assumptions. In the simulations,
the maximum number of planets is known, and that the combi-
nations of periods could be un-physical. Further comparisons on
more realistic data such as in (Pinamonti et al. 2017) would be
valuable.

The FIP as well as the Bayes factor are very sensitive to
the prior on semi-amplitude. Depending on the prior, the signifi-
cance might increase or decrease, and the period favoured might
change from one alias to the other, even more so as the amplitude
of the signal gets lower (see Section 6.3). For a robust detection
of low amplitude signals, we suggest to check the robustness of
the detection to a prior change. Let us also note that the frame-
work of the FIP is concerned with explicit alternatives: 1, 2, 3..
planets, specified noise models etc. If all those alternatives are
faulty, the results might be unreliable. As a consequence, it is
worth checking for systematic discrepancies between the data
and the model as suggested in (Hara et al. 2019).

We finally note that, as said in Section 3.3.3, the FIP might
be especially interesting to study populations. Usual population
analysis methods one compares a forward model to detected
planets, selected with a clear cut criterion (Gaudi 2021). The FIP
provides a rigorous error bar on the detection, such that low sig-
nal to noise detection can be included rigorously in the analysis.
For instance, one can compute the distribution of the number of
true positives among a hundred detections made with FIP 50%,
which very clearly excludes 0. This aspect is left for future de-
velopments.
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Appendix A: Model details

We assume a Gaussian noise model, such that the likelihood
function for a given number of planets k is

p(y|θ,β, k) =
1√

(2π)N |V(β)|
e−

1
2 (y− fk(t,θ))T V(β)−1(y− fk(t,θ)) (A.1)

fk(θ) = g(θ̃) +

k∑
i=1

f (t, ei,Ki, Pi, ωi,M0i) (A.2)

where f (t, e,K, P, ω,M0) is defined as a Keplerian function eval-
uated at times t. Such functions are defined as

f (t, e,K, P, ω,M0) = K(cos (ω + ν(t, e, P,M0)) + e cosω) (A.3)

cos ν =
cos E − e

1 − e cos E
(A.4)

sin ν =

√
1 − e2 sin E

1 − e cos E
(A.5)

E − e sin E = M0 +
2π
P

t. (A.6)

The symbols t, e,K, P, ω,M0 designate respectively the measure-
ment time, eccentricity, semi-amplitude, period, argument of pe-
riastron and mean anomaly at t = 0.

The function g(θ̃) includes some other model features (off-
set, trend, Gaussian process...), θ̃ denotes all the parameters that
are not orbital elements of the planets. The covariance matrix V
is parametrized by β and the suffix T denotes the matrix trans-
position. We also define prior probabilities on θ,β and k. Their
explicit expressions, as well as those of g(θ̃) and V(β) will be
made precise when necessary.

Appendix B: Datasets

In this appendix, we show the datasets used in this work. For
the analysis of Section 5, we analyse the 190 first points of the
HARPS dataset of HD 10180 (Lovis et al. 2011). The data are
shown in Fig. B.1, it spans on 3.8 years, and the typical nominal
uncertainty is 0.6 m/s.

The example of Section 3.2.4 and the simulations of Section
6 are performed using the time of measurements of HD 69830
(Lovis et al. 2006). The data are shown in Fig. B.2, they span
on 466 days. From BJD 2458330, there are several nights with
several measurements per night separated typically by 4 minutes.
The median nominal uncertainty is 0.45 m/s. We stress that in
Section 6, we never use the measured radial velocities of HD
69830, only the time of measurements and nominal error bars.

Appendix C: Marginalisation over linear parameters

Appendix C.1: Analytical expressions

Let us consider a model with k planets. The likelihood function
is then given by Eq. (A.1) and (A.2). The model (A.3) can be
rewritten as

f (t, e,K, P, ω,M0) = f (t, A, B, e, P,M0)
= A cos (ν(t, e, P,M0))
+ B sin (ν(t, e, P,M0)) + C.

We then re-write Eq. (A.2) in the form

fk = Mk(η)x (C.1)

where η is the vector of non-linear parameters, x is the vector
of linear parameters, and Mk is a matrix whose columns include
cos νi(t) and sin νi(t) where νi is the true anomaly of planet i, as
well as a column with all entries equal to one. The likelihood can
then be written

p(y|x, θ,β, k) =
1√

(2π)N |V(β)|
e−

1
2 (y−Mk(η)x))T V(β)−1(y−Mk(η)x)) .

(C.2)

The evidence of a model with k planets can be split in three in-
tegrals, over x, η and β. When the prior distribution of x p(x) is
Gaussian, the integral over x has an analytical expression. In the
case where p(x) has a null mean and a covariance matrix Σ, then
denoting by N the number of measurements (the dimension of
y),

p(y|η,β, k) =

∫
p(y|x, η,β, k)p(x) d x (C.3)

=
1
√

2πN

e−
1
2 χ

2
Σ

√
|V||Σ||Q|

(C.4)

where |X| designates the determinant of a matrix X and

Q = G + Σ−1 (C.5)

G = MT V−1M (C.6)

b = MT V−1y (C.7)

χ2
Σ = yT V−1y − bT Q−1b (C.8)

= yT
(
V−1 − V−1M(MT V−1M + Σ−1)−1MT V−1

)
y. (C.9)

A Gaussian prior might be overly restrictive. Fortunately,
the analytical formula can be generalised to mixtures of Gaus-
sians. Let us consider a collection of possible covariance ma-
trices (Σi)i=1..M . We suppose that the linear elements x follow a
Gaussian of mean 0 and covariance Σi with probability pi and∑

i pi = 1. This prior on x can be seen as a two step process:
(1) selecting a covariance with probability (pi)i=1..M , (2) draw-
ing x from a Gaussian with the selected covariance. The prior
distribution on x can be written

p(x) =
∑

i=1..M

p(x|i)pi (C.10)

where p(x|i) is a Gaussian distribution of mean 0 and covariance
Σi. By linearity of the integral,

p(y|η,β, k) =

N∑
i=1

p(y|η,β, k, i)pi (C.11)

where p(y|η,β, k, i) is given by Eq. (C.9) with Σ = Σi
We specify this general formula to a case that is useful in

practice. Let us suppose that for each planet, the parameters A
and B of equation (C.1) follow a Gaussian mixture model with
distributions of standard deviation (σ j) j = 1..Q with proba-
bilities q j, with

∑
j=1..Q q j = 1. The σ j might correspond to

different populations (super-Earths, mini-Neptunes, Neptunes,
Jupiters etc). For a given number k of planets, there are Qk

combinations of different priors, which can be indexed by i1 ∈
{1..Q}, i2 ∈ {1..Q}...ik ∈ {1..Q}, that is any combination of k in-
dices with each a value between 1 and Q. For instance, let us sup-
pose that we have four planet compact multi-planetary system
where planets are a priori either Super-Earth, mini-Neptunes.
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Fig. B.1: 190 first HARPS radial velocity measurements of HD 10180.
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Fig. B.2: 80 first HARPS radial velocity measurements of HD 69830.

We have a two component Gaussian mixture model on semi-
amplitude with standard deviations σ1 and σ2 and probabilities
q1 and q2 = 1 − q1. Then the Gaussian mixture on the linear pa-
rameters (Ai, Bi)i=1..4, where A and B are defined as in eq. (C.1),
has 24 = 16 components: all planets are Super Earth, planet 1 is
a mini-Neptunes, all other Super Earth etc. In the general case,
eq. (C.11) becomes

p(y|η,β, k) =
∑

i1,...ik∈{1..Q}

p(y|η,β, k, i1, ....ik)qi1 ...qik (C.12)

p(y|η,β, k, i1, ....ik) is a Gaussian distribution of covariance ma-
trix Σi1,...ik , defined as follows. Ordering the components of x =
(A1, B1, ....Ak, Bk, x′) where x′ are the linear parameters that do
not correspond to a planet, then σ

Σi1,...ik = diag(σi1 , σi1 , σi2 , σi2 , ...., σik , σik , σx′ ). (C.13)

When utilising this formula, the number of analytic evalua-
tions of integrals depends exponentially on the number of com-
ponents in the Gaussian mixture models. However, it might be
unnecessary to compute all the Qk components of the model. To
illustrate thus, let us suppose that Q = 2 and correspond to Earth-
sized and Jupiter-sized planets. If it appears that the likelihood
completely excludes a mass above 20 M⊕ then the marginalised
likelihood terms involving a Jupiter mass at this period can be
neglected.

Appendix C.2: Computational time

We tested the advantages of the marginalisation in terms of com-
putational time. We compute the FIP periodogram of the SO-
PHIE radial velocity data with 179 points spanning on 3.2 years,
with different assumptions on the prior on A and B in eq. (C.1)
or the noise. In the base model the prior on A and B is Gaussian,
and the noise model has a free jitter. The calculation is performed
with the analytical marginalisation described in Section C.1. We
then consider a model including correlated noise with an expo-
nential kernel, such that the noise model is σ2

W + σ2
R e−

∆t
τ , where

σ2
W , σ

2
R and τ are free parameters. Secondly, we replace the prior

on K with a log-uniform one and a uniform prior on phase. Fi-
nally, we use a three component Gaussian mixture model on A
and B and use the analytical marginalisation. We compute as a
function of the number of planets in the model how much time it
takes to compute the posterior distribution of orbital elements.

In figure C.1 we compare the time that it takes to compute
the Bayesian evidence with polychord for each configuration
(Red noise: blue, log Uniform prior on K: orange and Gaussian
Mixture prior: green) compared to the base model. The y-axis
shows the ratio of the average time of the indicated configura-
tion over the average time of the base model. We perform five
independent runs with each number of planets, the mean time is
represented with plain lines and the standard deviation is repre-
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Fig. C.1: Runtime comparisons with different definition of the
prior on semi-amplitude

sented as error bars. For the Gaussian Mixture model we used
three populations, corresponding to super-Earths, sub-Neptunes
and Jupiter-sized planets. We can see that the Gaussian Mixture
prior and the Red Noise model are relatively stable between 2
and 5 times slower than the base model, and is systematically
faster than a log-uniform prior. The Gaussian Mixture model
takes more time for higher number of planets because of the in-
creasing Qk combinations (see eq. (C.12)) that are necessary to
compute, even when performing optimizations to remove some
of those combinations. On the other hand, when we use a log
Uniform prior for the semi-amplitude K we see a big increase
in computational time which scales with the number of plan-
ets in the model. This is expected as each planet added to the
model increases the number of free parameters by three (period,
semi-amplitude and phase) instead of just one (period) when we
marginalize over the linear parameters.

Appendix D: Validation tests

In this appendix, we list the tests performed to validate our nu-
merical methods. These are built exactly on the same principle
as the test performed in 4.3 with different input models, listed
below.

– Same priors as Table 1. We generate data on the 250 first
HARPS measurement times of HD 69830 instead of the 80
first ones. See Fig. D.1.

– Same priors as Table 1 except that systems are generated
with 0 to 4 planets See Fig. D.2.

– Same priors as Table 1, except that we add a correlated noise
with exponential kernel, 1 m/s amplitude and a decay time-
scale of 4 days. See Fig. D.3.

– Same priors as Table 1, except that orbits are eccentric (uni-
form argument of periastron and e generated from a Beta
distribution with a = 0 and b = 15. See Fig. D.4.

– Same priors as Table 1, except that orbits are eccentric (uni-
form argument of periastron and e generated from a Beta dis-
tribution with a = 0.867 and b = 3.03 as in Kipping (2014).
See Fig. D.5.

Fig. D.1: Fraction of events with probability p j where there ac-
tually was a planet injected as a function of p j for the case with
250 measurements instead of 80.
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Fig. D.2: Fraction of events with probability p j where there ac-
tually was a planet injected as a function of p j for the case with
up to 4 planets.
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Appendix E: Prior influences

The detection criterion (6) necessitates to define priors on the
orbital elements. The criterion might favour a different detec-
tions depending on the priors. We here show that the detections
claimed based on (6) and Bayes factors depend on the prior
chosen on the semi-amplitude K. We find that, loosely speak-
ing, once the prior encompasses the K with high likelihood, the
broader the prior on K is, the more the addition of a planet in the
model is penalized.

This can easily be seen in a simplified setting with the ana-
lytical formula (C.4). Let us consider two models with no other
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Fig. D.3: Fraction of events with probability p j where there ac-
tually was a planet injected as a function of p j for the case with
correlated noise.
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Fig. D.4: Fraction of events with probability p j where there ac-
tually was a planet injected as a function of p j for the case with
eccentric orbits and e generated from a Beta distribution with
a = 0 and b = 15.
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components but k and k + 1 planets, and a fixed covariance ma-
trix of the noise V. We further suppose that the models with k
and k + 1 planets have specified period, ηk = (P1, ..., Pk) and
ηk+1 = (P1, ..., Pk+1). Assuming that the prior on the linear pa-
rameters A and B of all the planets (see eq. (C.1)) is Gaussian
of null mean and variance L2, then Σ = L2I where I is the 2k

Fig. D.5: Fraction of events with probability p j where there ac-
tually was a planet injected as a function of p j for the case with
eccentric orbits and e generated from a Beta distribution with
a = 0.867 and b = 3.03 as in Kipping (2014).
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identity matrix. Then (C.4) can be re-written

p(y|ηk, k) =

∫
p(y|x, η, k)p(x) d x (E.1)

=
1
√

2πN

e−
1
2 (yT V−1 y−bT (G+ 1

L2 I)−1 b)

L2k
√
|V|

∣∣∣G + 1
L2 I

∣∣∣ (E.2)

∝
L→∞

1
L2k (E.3)

If we assume that the noise is white of standard deviation σ,
denoting by χ2

k the χ2 of the least square estimate fit of Mk with a
linear model M and a Gaussian prior on the parameters of mean
0 and covariance Σ, it can be shown that

Bk+1 ≈
e

1
2 (χ2

k−χ
2
k+1)

1 + L2 N
2σ2

. (E.4)

The Bayes factor, and thus the strength of the detection increases
as the exponential of the χ2 difference of the k + 1 and k model.
On the other hand, it is penalized by the denominator term,
which accounts for the fact that the evidence of the model with
k + 1 planets has a larger parameter space. In the limit of high L
which is asymptotically proportional to 1

L2 .
Similarly, considering a flat prior in A and B on [−L, L], one

can easily show that as L grows, the Bayes factor is also propor-
tional to 1

L2 . For a flat prior in K =
√

A2 + B2 on [0, L], the limit
is 1

L . and for a log-uniform prior on K on [e−Lm , eLM ], 1
ln LM−ln Lm

..
This behaviour is also apparent in the analysis of Sinharay &
Stern (2002), once the prior encompasses the high likelihood re-
gion, as it gets wider the Bayes factor favours more and more the
simple model.
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