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ABSTRACT

We present a Bayesian inference methodology for the estimation of orbital parame-
ters on single-line spectroscopic binaries with astrometric data, based on the No-U-Turn
sampler Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm. Our approach is designed to provide a
precise and efficient estimation of the joint posterior distribution of the orbital parame-
ters in the presence of partial and heterogeneous observations. This scheme allows us to
directly incorporate prior information about the system - in the form of a trigonometric
parallax, and an estimation of the mass of the primary component from its spectral
type - to constrain the range of solutions, and to estimate orbital parameters that can-
not be usually determined (e.g. the individual component masses), due to the lack
of observations or imprecise measurements. Our methodology is tested by analyzing
the posterior distributions of well-studied double-line spectroscopic binaries treated as
single-line binaries by omitting the radial velocity data of the secondary object. Our
results show that the system’s mass ratio can be estimated with an uncertainty smaller
than 10% using our approach. As a proof of concept, the proposed methodology is
applied to twelve single-line spectroscopic binaries with astrometric data that lacked
a joint astrometric-spectroscopic solution, for which we provide full orbital elements.
Our sample-based methodology allows us also to study the impact of different posterior
distributions in the corresponding observations space. This novel analysis provides a
better understanding of the effect of the different sources of information on the shape
and uncertainty of the orbit and radial velocity curve.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Mass is the most critical parameter which determines the structure and evolution of stars. In
binary stellar systems, masses of their individual components can be directly calculated from the
orbital parameters through Kepler’s laws using astrometric and spectroscopic observations. In some
spectroscopic binary systems, the spectral lines of both components are visible (the so-called double-
line spectroscopic binaries, or SB2 thereinafter). However, in most cases, only one component can
be seen in the spectra (single-line spectroscopic binaries, or SB1 from now on). In the absence of
companion star spectra, the mass ratio of the stellar binary system can not be determined. This
lack of information limits the astrophysical study and usefulness of this abundant family of stellar
systems. The 9th Catalog of Spectroscopic Binary Orbits (hereafter SB91, Pourbaix et al. (2004)) is
the most comprehensive compilation of SB1 and SB2 binary systems which contains radial velocity
(RV thereafter) amplitudes for all published binary systems for which it has been possible to fit a
RV curve. As of January 12 2022, SB9 lists 4014 binary systems with measured radial velocities, of
which 2704, or 67%, are SB1 binaries.

The problem of estimating the orbital parameters of binary stellar systems has been studied for
decades. The first proposed methods that solved the problem of astrometric orbital fitting on visual
binaries used graphical and analytical formulations from physical models. These methods require a
set of three complete and highly precise and homogeneous observations of relative position on the
apparent orbit, of the form (t, ρ, θ) (epoch of observation, angular distance between primary (the
brightest star), and the secondary, and position angle of the secondary with respect to the primary
respectively), and a double areal constant obtained from additional data (Thiele 1883), an additional
incomplete observation of the form (t, θ) (Cid Palacios 1958), or an auxiliary angular variable that
maps a set of feasible apparent orbits (Docobo 1985). All of these methods require highly precise
observations because they ignore the different levels of precision and uncertainties of the measure-
ments. To obtain robust solutions to the orbital fitting problem considering multiple observations
(with different levels of precision), optimization-based approaches have been then proposed. These
family of optimization-based methods minimize a sum of weighted square errors between the physical
model estimates and the observations by using, e.g., the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm (Tokovinin
1992), simulated annealing (Pourbaix 1994), the downhill simplex method (MacKnight & Horch
2004), among others. The strategies mentioned above focus on fitting positional (astrometric) obser-
vations of the orbit, ignoring the other important source of evidence obtained through spectroscopic
measurements: the radial velocities of each system´s component. The first attempts to estimate the
orbital parameters using positional and RV observations were made by fitting each source of infor-
mation separately. They used the estimates obtained by fitting one of the sources of observations
to determine some orbital parameters, where the remaining orbital parameters were estimated by
fitting the other source of observations (Docobo et al. 1992; Hummel et al. 1994). Unfortunately, this

1 Updated regularly, and available at https://sb9.astro.ulb.ac.be/.
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separate fitting strategy yields a sub-optimal determination of the complete set of orbital parameters.
Indeed, it has been noted that there is no guarantee that the solutions obtained by both fittings were
consistent. To avoid this issue, Morbey (1975) addressed the problem of determining the orbital pa-
rameters of a visual-spectroscopic binary system by fitting each source of observations jointly. They
used a maximum likelihood estimation and a method based on Lagrange multipliers. More recently,
the methods developed for fitting astrometric observations were extended to fit both astrometric
and RV observations simultaneously (Pourbaix 1998). Similar approaches were performed for the
estimation of the individual masses in SB1 binaries. In this context, a supplementary observation
of the system’s parallax (using other techniques besides relative astrometry of the binary pair and
spectroscopy for RV) was used as a fixed value within the estimation of the orbital parameters (Do-
cobo et al. 2018), or it was used used as an additional observation to perform the estimation jointly
(Muterspaugh et al. 2010). Overall, one of the major drawbacks of the optimization-based methods
is that the obtained solution is entirely deterministic. Therefore, these strategies do not provide a
reliable characterization of the estimation uncertainty. In contrast, the Bayesian-based approach is
a powerful alternative, because it offers both an estimate (e.g., through the posterior mean, median,
MAP, etc.) as well as a robust characterization of the uncertainty about the estimation (using the
complete posterior distribution) of all the relevant parameters.

Bayesian methodologies have been widely used in exoplanet orbit estimation. This approach
computes the posterior distribution of the orbital parameters through Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sampling. Many variants of the MCMC algorithm have been explored for a characteri-
zation of the posterior distributions in exoplanet research, such as the Metropolis-Hastings within
Gibbs sampler (Ford 2005), the Parallel Tempering sampler (Gregory 2005, 2011), the Affine Invari-
ant MCMC Ensemble sampler (Hou et al. 2012), the Differential Evolution Markov Chain sampler
(Nelson et al. 2013), and the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (Hajian 2007), among others. One of the
most popular MCMC samplers in the statistical community is the No-U-Turn sampler, due to its
efficiency on high-dimension problems and its capacity to express complex-correlated scenarios. The
No-U-Turn sampler has been explored in the exoplanets context by, e.g., Ji et al. (2017) and Shabram
et al. (2020).

The Bayesian approach was also adapted to the astrometric orbital estimation of visual binaries
(Burgasser et al. 2012; Sahlmann et al. 2013; Lucy 2014). More recently, Bayesian estimation of
orbital parameters considering both positional and RV sources of observations jointly has been ad-
dressed by Mendez et al. (2017); Claveria et al. (2019), and Mendez et al. (2021). This method uses
the Metropolis-Hastings within Gibbs sampler method to provide the posterior distribution of SB2
visual-spectroscopic binaries. A similar Bayesian-based approach for the joint orbital parameters
estimation on these types of binary system was also developed by Lucy (2018), and the Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo was used for the determination of the orbital parameters for a binary neutron star (Bouf-
fanais & Porter 2019). However, to our knowledge, the Bayesian approach has not been explored
with SB1 binaries for the task of estimating the individual masses of the system. In this context,
the incorporation of suitable priors on specific observable parameters of the system has the potential
to characterize the posterior distributions of the individual masses and all the orbital parameters.
These informative priors can significantly enrich the analysis of these type of binary systems.

The present work introduces a Bayesian methodology based on the MCMC algorithm No-U-Turn
sampler to address the orbital parameters inference problem in SB1 binaries, including a determina-
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tion of the individual component masses. This methodology provides a precise characterization of the
uncertainty of the estimates in the form of the joint posterior distribution of the orbital parameters.
We address the lack of observations of the RV of the secondary star by incorporating suitable prior
distributions on some critical parameters of the system, such as its trigonometric parallax, and an es-
timate of the mass of the primary component (for further details, see Section 2.4). The methodology
is evaluated on several binary systems, providing an exhaustive analysis of the obtained results by
comparing the estimated posterior distributions in different information scenarios (incorporating dif-
ferent observational sources and priors). The analysis performed consists not only in the comparison
of the estimates and associated errors of the orbital parameters (as is commonly done in binary star
research), but also analyzing the complete posterior distributions and the derived uncertainty in the
orbit and RV spaces through the projection of the estimated posterior distributions in the observation
space. We show that this last analysis (only possible through the Bayesian approach) allows a much
richer and complete understanding of the associated uncertainties in the study of binary systems.
The software is available on GitHub2 under a 3-Clause BSD License.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the basics of our Keplerian model
and the Bayesian inference with priors. In Section 3 we provide an experimental validation of our
methodology by comparing our results to a group of benchmark SB2 systems treated as SB1 binaries.
In Section 4 we provide a proof of concept, by applying our Bayesian inference with priors to a group
of SB1s for which we compute, for the first time, a combined astrometric-spectroscopic orbit, and
an estimate of their mass ratio. Finally, in Section 5 we provide the main conclusions of our work.

2. BAYESIAN INFERENCE IN SINGLE-LINE SPECTROSCOPIC BINARIES

In this section we introduce the proposed Bayesian inference strategy for SB2 and SB1 binaries with
a visual orbit. This section presents a brief explanation of the well-known Keplerian model adopted,
the assumptions and re-parametrizations considered for the statistical modeling, and the algorithmic
tools used for the inference process. For full details, the reader is referred to the Appendices.

2.1. Keplerian orbital model

Neglecting the effects of mass transfer and complex relativistic phenomena as well as the interfer-
ence of other celestial bodies, the orbit of binary stellar systems is characterized by seven orbital
parameters: the time of periastron passage T , the period P , the orbital eccentricity e, the orbital
semi-major axis a, the argument of periapsis ω, the longitude of the ascending node Ω, and the orbital
inclination i. The precise definition of these elements is given in Appendix A. The orbit of a binary
system, i.e., the position in the plane of the sky (X(t), Y (t)) at a given time t, can be calculated
through the following steps:

1. Determination of the so-called eccentric anomaly E(t) at a certain epoch t by numerically
solving Kepler´s equation:

E(t)− e sinE(t) = 2π(t− T )/P. (1)

2. Calculation of the auxiliary normalized coordinates (x(t), y(t)):

x(t) = cosE(t)− e,
y(t) =

√
1− e2 sinE(t).

(2)

2 BinaryStars codebase: https://github.com/mvidela31/BinaryStars.

https://github.com/mvidela31/BinaryStars
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3. Determination of the Thiele-Innes constants:

A = a(cosω cos Ω− sinω sin Ω cos i),

B = a(cosω sin Ω + sinω cos Ω cos i),

F = a(− sinω cos Ω− cosω sin Ω cos i),

G = a(− sinω sin Ω + cosω cos Ω cos i).

(3)

4. Calculation of position in the apparent orbit (X(t), Y (t)):

X(t) = Ax(t) + Fy(t),

Y (t) = Bx(t) +Gy(t).
(4)

To compute the RV of each component of the binary system (V1(t), V2(t)) for primary and secondary
respectively), it is necessary to incorporate additional parameters: the parallax $, the mass ratio
of the individual components q = m2/m1 and the velocity of the center of mass V0. Thereby, the
calculation of RV of each component of the system involves the following steps:

1. Determination of the true anomaly ν(t) at a specific time t using the eccentric anomaly E(t)
determined in (1):

tan
ν(t)

2
=

√
1 + e

1− e
tan

E(t)

2
. (5)

2. Calculation of the RV of the system´s individual components (V1(t), V2(t)):

V1(t) = V0 +
2πa1 sin i

P
√

1− e2
[cos(ω + ν(t)) + e cos(ω)], (6)

V2(t) = V0 −
2πa2 sin i

P
√

1− e2
[cos(ω + ν(t)) + e cos(ω)], (7)

where a1 = a′′/$ · q/(1 + q), a2 = a′′/$ ·1/(1 + q) and a′′ the semi-major axis in seconds of arc.

Note that the determination of the true anomaly ν(t) in (5) presents no ambiguity, because this
parameter has the same sign as the eccentric anomaly E(t). Furthermore, the expression for the RV
(6) and (7) contain the orbital parallax$ explicitly, with the aim of exploding the full interdependence
relations of the orbital parameters, avoiding to condense some of the parameters in those expressions
as an independent parameter on the amplitude of the RV curve K1 = (2πa1 sin i)/(P

√
1− e2) in (6)

and K2 = (2πa1 sin i)/(P
√

1− e2) in (7), as discussed in Mendez et al. (2017).
If RV observations of each component (V1(t) and V2(t)) are available (SB2 hereinafter), the com-

bined model that describes the positional and RV observations is characterized by the set of orbital
parameters ϑSB2 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, $, q}. However, if the RV observations of only one compo-
nent are available (SB1 case), the parameters q and $ cannot be simultaneously determined.

2.2. Bayesian model & inference

In this section we introduce the Bayesian model used to perform the inference in SB2 and SB1
binary systems. These models will be presented as a suitable re-parametrization of the Keplerian
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orbital model introduced in Section 2.1. We will assume that the positional and RV observations
follow a Gaussian distribution, while we consider uniform priors on the model’s parameters. These
assumptions are design choices of the proposed methodology but not limitations, i.e., any other
distributions for the observations and the priors could be assumed instead.

Let {ti, Xi, Yi}ni=1 be a set of n positional observations of the companion star relative to the primary
of a binary stellar system in rectangular coordinates and let {t̄i, V1i}n1

i=1, {t̃i, V2i}n2
i=1 be a set of n1 and

n2 RV observations of the primary and companion stars, respectively. Given a parameter θ (fixed
but unknown), we have that each observation (measurement) distributes as an independent Gaussian
distribution centered in the value obtained by the Keplerian model’s with a standard deviation equal
to the corresponding observational error σi:

Xi ∼ N (Xθ(ti), σ
2
i ), Yi ∼ N (Yθ(ti), σ

2
i ), V1i ∼ N (V1θ(t̄i), σ

2
i ), V2i ∼ N (V2θ(t̃i), σ

2
i ), (8)

where (Xθ(ti), Yθ(ti)) denotes the obtained position in the orbit at epoch ti for the parameter θ, which
follows Equation (4), and (V1θ(t̄i), V2θ(t̃i)) are the obtained RV of each star at time t̄i and t̃i for the
parameter θ, which follows Equations (6) and (7), respectively.

The positional (Xθ(ti), Yθ(ti)) and RV (V1θ(t̄i), V2θ(t̃i)) nominal values in (8) are determined through
the visual-spectroscopic binary system model presented in Section 2.1. Therefore, the set of orbital
parameters that characterizes the estimates is ϑSB2 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, $, q} for the SB2 binaries
with a visual orbit, and ϑSB1 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, f/$} for the SB1 binaries with a visual orbit,
where f = q/(1 + q) is the so called fractional-mass of the system. For SB1 systems, the parameter
f/$ condenses the pair of parameters $, q in (6) and (7), since they are not determinable due to
the absence of {V2i}n2

i=1 observations. The auxiliary parameter f/$ has units of parsecs, since it is
inversely proportional to the parallax $ which has units of seconds of arc. The range of f/$ is
(0, dmax/2], considering that q ∈ (0, 1] and $ > 0, with dmax the maximum distance of observation
determined by the measurement instrument.

Denoting the total set of observations as D = {ti, Xi, Yi}ni=1 ∪ {t̄i, V1i}n1
i=1 ∪ {t̃i, V2i}n2

i=1, the log-
likelihood of the observations given the vector of parameters θ is expressed as:

log p(D|θ) =
n∑
i=1

logN (Xi|Xθ(ti), σ
2
i ) +

n∑
i=1

logN (Yi|Yθ(ti), σ2
i )

+

n1∑
i=1

logN (V1i|V1θ(t̄i), σ
2
i ) +

n2∑
i=1

logN (V2i|V2θ(t̃i), σ
2
i ).

(9)

The prior distribution of each orbital parameter is modeled as independent uniform priors on their
valid physical range (defined in Appendix A). Therefore, the prior distribution of the complete set
of orbital parameters is expressed as:

log p(θ) =

|θ|∑
i=1

logU(min Θi,max Θi), (10)

with θi ∈ Θi,∀i ∈ {1, ..., |θ|} and Θi the valid physical range of the orbital parameter θi, and where U
is the density function that generates a uniform distribution of points between min Θi, and max Θi.

According to the Bayes theorem, the posterior distribution is proportional to the likelihood times
the prior, i.e., p(θ|D) ∝ p(D|θ)p(θ), and therefore, the complete posterior distribution can be obtained
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through any sampling technique. For this purpose we use the state-of-art MCMC method No-U-Turn
sampler (Hoffman et al. 2014).

The No-U-Turn sampler is an MCMC method that avoids the random-walk behavior and the
sensitivity to correlated parameters of other commonly used MCMC algorithms (mentioned in Section
1) by incorporating first-order gradient information of the parameters space to guide the sampling
steps (such as in the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (Neal et al. 2011)) with an adaptive criterion for
determining their lengths. This method has been widely adopted by the statistical community in
recent years due to its computational efficiency, effectiveness in high-dimensional problems, and
theoretical guarantees, but to the best of our knowledge, it has not been applied in the context of
binary stellar systems. A further explanation about the theory behind the No-U-Turn sampler method
and the implementation details in the context of binary stellar systems is presented in Appendix B.

2.3. Design considerations

For the inference process, the reparametrization of the time of periastron passage T proposed by
Lucy (2014) is adopted in this work. The author suggests to sample from T ′ = (T − t0)/P instead
of T , since it is beneficial to sample from a well-constrained parameter space, restricting the range
of the time of periastron passage to [0, 1). On the other hand, reparametrizations that involve a
dimensionality reduction of the parameters space (e.g., Mendez et al. (2017)) or transformations of
well-constrained parameters (e.g., Ford (2005)) were avoided since it is shown to have a negative
impact on the correlation of the obtained parameters, considerably hindering the exploration of
the parameters space through first-order gradient information. This design choice increases the
computational cost of the gradient calculation required by the No-U-Turn sampling routine.

Finally, as the parameter space of binary stellar systems (and especially in hierarchical stellar
systems, an application which will be presented in a forthcoming paper) is highly correlated, many
authors recommend choosing a starting point that lies in areas of high posterior mass (further details
are presented in Appendix B.1) to avoid miss-convergence issues of the sampling process. In this
paper, we adopt the quasi-Newton optimization method L-BFGS (Liu & Nocedal 1989) to find a good
starting point that alleviates convergence issues of the Bayesian inference, since it allows to perform
the optimization using any prior distribution on the parameters. In contrast, other commonly used
optimization methods in the astronomical field are restricted to least-squares problems (e.g., the
Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm, Moré (1978)), limiting considerably the family of prior distributions
that can be used.

2.4. Determining the mass ratio in single-line binaries

SB1 binaries with a visual orbit are an abundant type of stellar object. Unfortunately, the lack of
observations of the RV of the companion (i.e., the {V2i}n2

i=1 observations in Equation (9)) does not
allow a determination of the mass ratio of the system and hence their individual masses (since the
visual orbit provides the mass sum of the system). This limits the use of this type of SB1 binaries in
astronomical studies and justifies the relevance of the much less abundant SB2 binaries. However, as
it will be shown below, suitable additional (prior) information about the system can be incorporated
to estimate (i.e., resolve with good precision) the individual masses for SB1 binaries, such as the
system´s trigonometric parallax (e.g., from Gaia), and an estimation of the mass of the primary
object, e.g., via its spectral type and luminosity class from low-resolution spectra.
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As presented in Section 2.2, the Bayesian model for SB1 systems is characterized by the set
of orbital parameters ϑSB1 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, f/$}. Here, the parameter f/$ replaces the
individual parameters $ and q, since they are non-identifiable in absence of RV observations of the
companion object, i.e., there exist different values of the pair $, q that map on the same value
of the posterior distribution, preventing a determination of their values individually. The non-
identifiability of the mass ratio implies that the individual masses of this type of binary systems
can not, in principle, be determined. As the individual masses are relevant for the study of these
systems, many authors addresses the non-identifiability problem on SB1 systems by incorporating
information about the parallax parameter from external measurements (independent from relative
astromery and RV observations). This information is usually added in a posteriori manner, i.e.,
once the initial set of orbital parameters ϑSB1 is estimated from the observations (e.g., Docobo et al.
(2018)). An important disadvantage of this approach is that it ignores the influence of the external
information (in this case a trigonometric parallax) on the estimation, which can lead to a lack of self-
consistency. Moreover, if the additional information about parallax is highly uncertain or biased, the
estimated mass ratio - given the previously estimated orbital parameters and the adopted parallax
- can be out of the valid physical range q ∈ (0, 1]. Another common approach in the literature to
address the non-identifiability problem is incorporating this external information in a prior manner
as an additional observation to fit (e.g., Muterspaugh et al. (2010)). The main disadvantage of
this approach is that the estimation is done deterministically (through optimization-based methods),
poorly characterizing the uncertainty of the incorporated information and its impact on the orbital
parameters estimation. Accordingly, our approach addresses these disadvantages by providing an all
at-once self-consistent solution, while considering the uncertainty of all the information incorporated
(in a complete probabilistic manner) and its impact in the orbital parameters estimation.

In order to overcome the non-identifiability problem of the mass ratio q in SB1 binaries, two
different approaches are proposed in this work: one based on the incorporation of prior information
about the trigonometric parallax p($), and the other based on the incorporation of prior information
about the derived parameter (from the set of orbital parameters θ) corresponding to the mass of the
primary object p(m1|θ). These two sources of information are commonly available for SB1s, and are
thus natural choices for this exercise.

The first proposed approach makes use of the SB2 orbital model described in Section A.3, char-
acterized by the set of parameters ϑSB2 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, $, q}, with the incorporation of an
informative prior distribution on the parallax p($). Specifically, p($) is modeled as a normal distri-
bution with mean and standard deviation determined respectively by the measurement $̄ and error
σ$ of the (typically) trigonometric parallax. Nowadays these measurements are precisely determined
by Gaia for most of the observed systems (Wenger et al. 2000a; Prusti et al. 2016; Brown et al. 2018).
The addition of the prior p($) = N ($̄, σ2

$) makes the model soft-identifiable, i.e., the indeterminable
parameters turn out to be determinable (in a probabilistic sense) through the incorporation of suit-
able priors. This allows a determination (estimation with good precision) of the mass ratio q of the
system.

Alternatively, since only the spectral lines of the primary object of SB1 systems are visible, these
observations can be used to estimate the mass of the primary object m1 through empirical relations
(see e.g., Abushattal et al. (2020)), providing additional external information that allow us to alleviate
the non-identifiability problem of the mass ratio as well. In fact, the primary object mass m1 can be
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calculated from the set of orbital parameters ϑSB2 using the third law of Kepler:

m1|θ =
( a
$

)3

· 1

P 2(1 + q)
. (11)

Therefore, by assuming that the generated parameter m1|θ (random variable) is independent from the
other sets of observations (random variables), and that it follows a Gaussian prior distribution with a
mean m̄1 and a standard deviation σm1 (from measurement/calibration uncertainty), the distribution
p(m1|θ) = N (m̄1, σ

2
m1

) can be directly incorporated into the likelihood term in Equation (9) to
determine the posterior distribution log p(θ|D).

Finally, these two approaches can be incorporated simultaneously in the inference routine, i.e.,
incorporating a prior p($) and also adding the term p(m1|θ) in the likelihood computation. In what
follows we present the results of applying this methodology to a set of benchmark systems, to asses
the effectiveness of our estimations.

3. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

We perform the inference of the orbital parameters on eight SB2 binaries with a visual orbit, which
will be used in subsequent sub-sections as benchmark (full-information) systems. We compare the
estimated posterior distributions and their projection on the observations space, which allows us to
carry-out an analysis and a quantification of the change in uncertainty due to the absence of RV of
the companion object.

Additionally, a comparative study of the estimated posterior distributions of our benchmark sys-
tems, treated as SB1 binaries, is presented for three cases: incorporating prior information on the
parallax alone, on the mass of the primary object alone, and on both the parallax and the mass of
the primary object. These results are also compared to the inference from the SB2 full-information
(benchmark) scenario, with a special focus on the estimation of the mass ratio parameter q. Our
selected benchmarks, without being exhaustive off all possible orbital configurations, span a wide
range in their q values ∈ (0.36, 0.96).

In the case of our tests in the SB1 scenario with priors, the adopted trigonometric parallax,
primary object’s spectral type (both from SIMBAD, Wenger et al. (2000b), unless otherwise noted),
and corresponding primary object mass for each of the benchmark systems are presented in Table 1.
The mass has been derived from the mass versus spectral type and luminosity class calibrations
provided by Habets & Heintze (1981), Straizys & Kuriliene (1981), Schmidt-Kaler et al. (1982), Aller
et al. (1996), Carroll & Ostlie (2006), Gray (2008), and Abushattal et al. (2020). The dispersion
in mass comes from assuming a spectral type uncertainty of ± one sub-type which is customary in
spectral classification.

3.1. Initial validation of our methodology and comparisons with previous studies

In this sub-section we compare the results of our code on the benchmark SB2s mentioned before,
with the equivalent of their SB1 counterparts, by omitting altogether the RV observations of the
companion object, as well as with previous studies of these systems treated as SB2. The obtained
estimates and their uncertainties are compared in the parameters space through the visualization of
the posterior marginal distributions. The trigonometric parallax and primary object’s mass presented
in Table 1 are visualized as error bars (±2σ) in their corresponding marginal posterior distribution
plot for comparison. We emphasize that, in the case of the SB2s solutions, the set of parameters
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Table 1. Reported trigonometric parallax, primary object’s spectral type, and derived primary mass for
benchmark SB2 systems.

HIP # Discovery $ SpTyp m1

Designation [mas] [M�]

677 MKT11Aa,Ab 33.62± 0.35 B8IV 3.09± 0.45

5531 HDS155 16.6508± 0.2131 G0V 1.047± 0.025

14157 HJL1114 19.5354± 0.0557 K0V 0.851± 0.040

20601 BU1177 17.3199± 0.1297 G8V 0.912± 0.020

89000 YSC132Aa,Ab 21.4561± 0.0937 F6V 1.167± 0.035

108917 MCA69Aa,Ab 32.170± 0.621(a) AV 1.740± 0.075

111170 CHR111 39.1884± 0.6249 F8V 1.096± 0.025

117186 HJL1116 8.2150± 0.0438 F2 1.349± 0.050

(a): From Gaia DR2.

to estimate, ϑSB2 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, $, q}, include the parallax $ rather than a value known
in advance: This is the so-called orbital parallax, based solely on the orbital motion of the pair,
and which is different and independent from the trigonometric parallax, thus putting into practice
the somewhat unexplored possibility of utilizing combined data (i.e., astrometry and radial velocity)
to estimate parallax-free distances (Pourbaix 2000; Mason 2015). The dynamically self-consistent
orbital parallaxes may or may not be similar to trigonometric parallaxes, as discussed further below.

We also compute the posterior distribution on the observations space, through the projection of 1000
randomly selected samples of the posterior distribution on the observation space, drawing trajectories
from the time of the first observations t0 to the first completion of the orbit t0 +P . The maximum a
posteriori MAP estimate (the most probable sample of the posterior distribution) and the 95% high
posterior density interval HPDI (defined as the narrowest interval that contains 95% of the posterior
distribution, including the mode) are summarized in Table 2. For comparison we also show, in the
first line for each object, the values reported for the same parameters by the Sixth Catalog of Orbits
of Visual Binary Stars maintained by the US Naval Observatory (Mason et al. (2001), hereafter
Orb63) and by SB9, or from references therein.

The whole inference process is performed through the simulation of 10000 samples of the respective
posterior distributions (discarding the first half for warm-up) on 4 independent Markov chains using
the No-U-Turn sampler algorithm mentioned before, and explained in more detail in Appendix B.
Each chain starts from an initial point determined by the results of the quasi-Newton optimization
method L-BFGS (see previous section).

To avoid redundancy in the analysis, we select three of the eight most representative systems: HIP
89000, HIP 111170, and HIP 117186.

3.1.1. HIP 89000

The system HIP 89000 (discovery designation YSC132AaAb) is a SB2 binary presented and solved
most recently by Mendez et al. (2017). The available data consists of relatively low precision inter-
ferometric observations mostly concentrated around the apoastron passage, but with abundant and

3 Updated regularly, and available at https://www.usno.navy.mil/USNO/astrometry/optical-IR-prod/wds/orb6.

https://www.usno.navy.mil/USNO/astrometry/optical-IR-prod/wds/orb6
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precise observations of RV of both components. The observations and their errors are visualized in
Figure 1. This systems has the highest q value of our selected benchmarks, ∼ 0.96.

Figure 1. Estimated orbit and RV curves of the HIP 89000 binary system. First column: MAP point
estimate projection of the posterior distribution for SB2 and SB1 cases (note that in the lower left panel,
the curves for the SB2 and SB1 cases overlap). Second and third columns: Projected posterior distribution
of the SB2 and SB1 cases respectively.

The estimated posterior distributions of all parameters, presented in Figure 2, show a Gaussian
shape with the exception of the parameters i, f/$ and m1, whose distributions show a large positive
skewness. Slight differences in the means and significant differences in the dispersion of the posterior
distribution are observed between the SB2 and SB1 cases. As expected, the SB2 case offers less
posterior uncertainty (more concentration) than its SB1 analog in all the orbital parameters. This
reflects the significant impact in this case of incorporating observations of both RV instead of that
for only the primary component.

The estimated posterior distribution in Figure 2 projected in the observation space is presented in
Figure 1. The first column shows the MAP estimate (curve) in the observation space, and the second
and third column show the projection of 1000 uniformly selected samples (curves in this case) of the
posterior distribution for the SB2 and SB1 cases, respectively. A slight difference is observed between
MAP orbits of the SB2 and SB1 cases. In contrast, there is no appreciable difference between the
MAP curves in the RV between both cases. The posterior projection in the orbit space of the SB2
case shows the lowest uncertainty in the apoastron, which is the zone that has more observations. The
zones of the orbit with higher uncertainties are located in between the peri- and apoastron, which
coincides with the lack of precise observations there. Notably, the periastron preserves the same
amount of projected uncertainty of the apoastron despite the fact that this zone has no observations.
This non-intuitive behaviour shows the relevance of analyzing the projected posterior distribution
in the observations space, where the obtained uncertainty depends not only on the location of the
observations, but also on the parametric configuration of the system itself. The posterior projection
in the RV space on the SB2 case shows very small uncertainty along all the curves. This is explained
by the high number of data points for both components. The projected posterior distribution for
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Figure 2. Marginal posterior distribution for the orbital parameters of the HIP 89000 binary system in
the SB2 and SB1 cases. In each panel, we indicate the MAP estimate for the SB2 and its SB1 analog. Of
course, at this stage, we can estimate the orbital parallax, the mass for the primary, and the mass ratio only
in the SB2 case. The small dot with 2σ error bars in the PDFs for $ and m1 indicate the values shown in
Table 1. For this particular case, the good correspondence between the orbital and trigonometric parallax
is evident, this was documented already by Mendez et al. (2017).

the SB1 in RV space exhibits no obvious differences with respect to the SB2 case. In contrast, the
projection of the posterior distribution on the orbit space presents more fuzziness for the SB1 in
comparison to the SB2, which is explained by the differences in their respective estimated posterior
distributions in the parameter space (see Figure 2).

3.1.2. HIP 111170

The system HIP 111170 (discovery designation CHR111) is a SB2 binary presented and solved most
recently by Mendez et al. (2017), with an intermediate value of q ∼ 0.54. The available data consists
in astrometric observations mostly concentrated around apoastron passage with a few observations
scattered on the rest of the orbit, but with abundant observations of RV of both components. The
observations and their errors are visualized in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Similar to Figure 1, but for the HIP 111170 binary system.



Bayesian inference in single-line spectroscopic binaries 13

The estimated posterior distributions shown in Figure 4 present a Gaussian shape with almost no
differences in mean value and dispersion between the SB2 and SB1 cases. The SB2 case is slightly
more constrained than its SB1 counterpart, but the difference is almost negligible (see also Table 2).
This reflects the expected precision gain due to the incorporation of both RV observations instead of
only the RV for the primary object. However, due to the high precise RV observations and relatively
good coverage of the astrometrical observations, the information gain is minimal.

Similarly to the case of HIP 89000, the projection of the estimated posterior distribution in the
observation space is presented in Figure 3. In this case, a small (almost negligible) difference is
observed between the MAP orbit for the SB2 and SB1 cases. There is no perceived difference
between the MAP posterior projections in the RV space between both cases. However, the posterior
projection in the orbit space case shows less uncertainty than in the apoastron, which is the zone that
has more observations, like in the case of HIP 89000. Similar uncertainties are noticed in the opposite
zone -the periastron- where only two observations are available. The zones of the orbit with a higher
uncertainty are located between peri- and apoastron, which coincides with the lack of observations
there. The posterior projection in RV space of the SB2 case shows very small uncertainty, attributed
to the dense phase coverage for both components, save for a slight increase of the uncertainty on
the RV curves of both components near their maximum and minimum amplitude. The estimated
posterior distributions of the SB1 case in both, the orbit and RV spaces, present no appreciable
differences with respect to the SB2 case. This is consistent with the similarities observed in the
parameters space, mentioned in the previous paragraph.

Figure 4. Similar to Figure 2, but for the HIP 111170 binary system. In this case there is a more noticeable
difference between the orbital and trigonometric parallaxes, also documented in Mendez et al. (2017), who
used the pre-Gaia trigonometric parallax 39.35± 0.70 [mas].

3.1.3. HIP 117186

The system HIP 117186 (discovery designation HJL1116) is a SB2 binary presented and solved
in Halbwachs et al. (2016). The available data consists in highly precise astrometric observations
dispersed along all the orbit, along with with abundant and precise observations of RV for both
components. The observations and their errors are visualized in Figure 5.

The estimated posterior distributions are presented in Figure 6. All the posterior marginal dis-
tributions exhibit a Gaussian shape. There are noticeable differences in the means and significant
differences in the dispersions of the posterior distribution between the SB2 and the SB1 case. As
before, the SB2 case offers less posterior uncertainty than the SB1 case in almost all the orbital
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Figure 5. Similar to Figure 3, but for the HIP 117186 binary system.

parameters. The exceptions to this rule are the angular parameters Ω and i (usually mostly con-
strained by astrometric observations on visual binaries), where the dispersion between both cases
are almost the same. As in the previous two cases, the evident differences on the dispersion of the
posterior distribution between the SB2 and SB1 cases reflect the impact of the incorporation of RV
observations from both components on the estimated uncertainties.

Figure 6. Similar to Figure 4, but for the HIP 117186 binary system. In this case we appreciate a
large discrepancy between the orbital and trigonometric parallaxes. The impact of this difference is further
discussed in Section 3.2.

The projection of the estimated posterior distribution in the observation space is presented in
Figure 5. As in the other two cases, a slight difference is observed between MAP projection on the
orbit between the SB2 and SB1 cases. There is no difference between the MAP posterior projection
in RV space between both cases. The posterior projection in the orbit space for the SB2 case shows
small uncertainty in the zones with observations and a slight increase of uncertainty in the other
zones. Remarkable, the uncertainty throughout the whole orbit is negligible, which is attributed to
the extremely high precision and orbital coverage of the positional observations, even considering
that only seven observations are available, and that this is our most inclined system (with i ∼ 88◦).
The posterior projection in RV space for the SB2 case shows also very small uncertainty along the
entire curves, which coincides with the large number of observations of RV for both components.
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Finally, the projected posterior distribution of the SB1 counterpart in the observations space shows
no appreciable differences with respect to the SB2 case.

3.1.4. Concluding remarks

The experiments presented in this section show an uncertainty reduction of the estimated posterior
distributions when RV observations of both components are available instead of only one component,
as well as a slight shift on the MAP value of the posterior distributions in some orbital parameters.
The orientation and magnitude of the shift between the posterior distribution of the SB1 and SB2
cases, as well as the magnitude of the uncertainty reduction does not follows an evident pattern
along the dimensions of the posterior distribution, neither in between the different systems studied.
The magnitude of the shift and the dispersion differences among the posterior distribution between
the SB2 and SB1 cases depends on the system itself, as well as on the quality and quantity of the
observations available, so it is difficult to draw general conclusions. However, we can say that all the
studied systems exhibit an almost negligible difference in the MAP estimations and the dispersion
of the posterior distribution on both cases. Finally, the MAP estimates on the SB2 and SB1
cases for all the systems studied are very similar compared to the values reported by other authors,
using different methodologies (see Table 2). This is an remarkable finding that validates our general
approach. We note that our estimated orbits and RV curves for all the other benchmark systems,
as well as their respective marginal posterior distribution for the orbital parameters, in a format
similar to those of Figures 1 and 2 can be found in this site http://www.das.uchile.cl/∼rmendez/
B Research/MV RAM SB1/SB2/.

We find that the projected uncertainty in the observations space is lower in the zones where ob-
servations are available, and higher in the zones without observations, as intuitively expected. The
only exception to this rule was observed in the system HIP 89000, where the observations in the
zone of the orbit populated with observations (the apoastron) allow to reduce the uncertainty in
the opposite zone of the orbit (the periastron) even considering that this zone has no observations.
This result shows the relevance of analyzing the uncertainty on the observation space (through the
projection of the posterior distribution), avoiding to waste resources on observing zones of the orbit
that are apparently unresolved (to the complete absence of observations there), but that are actually
accurately resolved due to the parametric configuration of the system itself. The joint estimation
of the orbit and RV curves allows to share the knowledge provided by both sources of information,
reducing the uncertainty of the estimates in the observations space significantly, even if one source
of information is highly noisy. This is observed specially in the system HIP 108917, incidentally
our lowest q ∼ 0.36 system (not discussed here explicitly, but available on our web page), where the
projected RV curves exhibit low uncertainty despite the fact that the respective observations are very
noisy. The projected orbits and RV curves of the SB2 and SB1 cases show almost no differences in
all the studied systems, as well as the MAP estimate projections (curve) obtained from the posterior
distributions. The only appreciable difference between the uncertainty estimated by projections on
the observations space was in the orbit of the HIP 89000 system, were the SB1 case was slightly
more uncertain than its SB2 counterpart. We attribute this to the higher uncertainty of its positional
observations compared to the other studied systems.

Finally, as all the studied systems are well determined through abundant and good quality observa-
tions, the differences observed between the posterior distributions on the parameter and observations
spaces were in general negligible. This means that the information provided by the RV observations

http://www.das.uchile.cl/~rmendez/B_Research/MV_RAM_SB1/SB2/
http://www.das.uchile.cl/~rmendez/B_Research/MV_RAM_SB1/SB2/
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of the companion object is somewhat redundant in these cases, being less relevant in the inference
process, and hence, in the orbital parameters estimation. However, we anticipate that in regimes
where the observations are not abundant or precise enough (as in the HIP 89000 system), the use
of RV observations for both components might clearly reduce the posterior uncertainty compared to
the use of only one of them.

3.2. Incorporation of priors for estimating the mass ratio in SB1 systems

In this section, the inference for the eight benchmark well-studied SB2 binaries with a visual orbit
(described in Section 3.1) is compared with its counterpart omitting the RV observations of the
companion object. For this comparison, we use three different approaches to determine the mass
ratio: the incorporation of a prior on the parallax p($), denoted as SB1 + p($) hereinafter, the
incorporation of a prior on the primary object mass p(m1|θ), denoted as SB1 + p(m1|θ) hereinafter,
and incorporating both priors, denoted as SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) hereinafter. The adopted parallax
and primary object’s mass for the priors, as presented in Table 1, are visualized as error bars (±2σ)
in their corresponding marginal posterior distribution plot. Note that, in this case, the inferred
parallaxes can not be properly called orbital parallaxes, since, while they are derived self-consistently
from the model and data, they are only resolvable by the incorporation of the priors.

The estimates and their uncertainties are compared, again, in the parameters space through visu-
alization of the posterior marginal distributions, as well as in the observations space, through the
projection of 1000 randomly selected samples of the posterior distribution on the observation space.
For the last analysis, we draw trajectories from the time of the first observations t0 to the first com-
pletion of the orbit t0 + P . The maximum a posteriori estimation (MAP) and the 95% confidence
interval around the MAP solution are summarized in Table 3. The MAP estimation error, high
densities intervals lengths, and estimated Kullback-Leibler divergence (KLD thereafter4) between
the marginal posterior distributions for the mass ratio q between the full-information SB2 case and
the SB1 cases with priors SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) are presented in
Table 4.

Just as done in Section 3.1, the inference process is performed through the simulation of 10000 sam-
ples of the respective posterior distributions (discarding the first half for warm-up) on 4 independent
Markov chains using the No-U-Turn sampler algorithm as presented in Section 2.2.

While the analysis is done over the same eight benchmark objects introduced on Section 3.1, for
brevity the analysis is focused on the same three systems discussed in detail previously, namely, HIP
89000, HIP 111170, and HIP 117186.

3.2.1. HIP 89000

Figure 7 shows that the posterior distributions of the SB1 cases with priors are almost equal except
for the parameters $, m1 and q, which are identified through the incorporation of the priors p($) or
p(m1|θ) (and in this particular case, also the orbital parameters a and i). The posterior distribution of
the other orbital parameters are equal to the posterior distributions of the SB1 case presented in the
previous section. Naturally, for the SB1 + p($) case, the posterior distribution of $ is equal to the
prior p($) (represented with the purple error bar), while for the SB1+p(m1|θ) case, the uncertainty

4 The KLD is a measure of similarity between probability distributions and, in this work, it has been estimated through
the k-nearest neighbor method (Wang et al. 2009). The KLD between two identical probability distributions is 0,
while the greater the discrepancy between them, the higher its corresponding KLD value.
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of the posterior distribution of m1 is equal to the prior p(m1|θ) (represented with the blue error
bar). Interestingly, all the cases with priors present a significant reduction on the uncertainty of
the posterior distribution of $,m1, a, i with respect to the full-information scenario SB2, attributed
to the narrow uncertainty on the priors. In contrast, they show an increase of the uncertainty of
the posterior distribution of q. This is an interesting results that differs with that observed in the
system HIP 111170 (see below), showing that narrower priors (on $ or m1) do not necessarily lead
into narrower marginal distributions on the mass ratio q, depending on the priors, the observations,
and the geometry of the system itself, and which highlights the fact that SB2s are still the best
way to determine individual masses. The mixed priors case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents the
lowest uncertainty on $,m1, q, followed by the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) cases. The posterior
distribution of the angular parameters a, i of the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases are pretty
similar between each other, but significantly different to the mixed priors case SB1+p($)+p(m1|θ).
Finally, the posterior distribution of q in the SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) scenario is significantly different
to all other cases. This last result is particularly interesting, since it shows that the mixed prior case
can fit both priors individually at the same time, but deriving into different estimates of the mass
ratio’s posterior distribution.

Figure 7. Marginal posterior distribution and MAP estimates of orbital parameters for the HIP 89000
binary system as an SB2, and in the SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) scenarios.

The projection of the posterior distributions on the observation space are presented in Figure 8.
The trajectories of the MAP estimates (i.e., the most likely curves in the orbit space) present some
differences between all the cases. The SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases presents a slight
reduction of the projected uncertainty in the orbit space with respect to the SB2 case, while the
mixed priors case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents a significant uncertainty reduction. The orbital
posterior distribution of the mixed case presents also a different orbital shape with respect to all
other cases, with a worst fitting on the most precise observations (in rectangular coordinates X ∼
−15 [mas],Y ∼ +15 [mas]). This exemplifies how the narrow priors incorporated play a major role on
the inference procedure, to the detriment on the fitting of some positional observations. Finally, no
significant differences are observed for the MAP and uncertainty projections in the RV space between
all the four cases.

3.2.2. HIP 111170

Figure 9 shows that the posterior distribution are almost equal for all the orbital parameters, except
for the parameters $, m1 and q, which are identified through the incorporation of the priors in the



Bayesian inference in single-line spectroscopic binaries 19

Figure 8. Estimated orbit and RV curves for the HIP 89000 binary system. First column: MAP point
estimate projection of the posterior distribution for the SB2, SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 +
p($) + p(m1|θ) cases. Second to fifth columns: Projected posterior distribution for the SB2, SB1 + p($),
SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) cases respectively.

SB1 case. It is noted that, for these last trio of parameters, their distributions are shifted with
respect to the distributions of the SB2 case, i.e., they show a slight discrepancy with respect to
the full-information scenario SB2. Again, as was the case for HIP 89000, we see that the posterior
distribution of $ for the SB1+p($) case is equal to the prior p($) (represented with the purple error
bar), while for the SB1 + p(m1|θ) case, the uncertainty of the posterior distribution of m1 is equal
to the prior p(m1|θ) (represented with the blue error bar), which follows the soft-identifiability of
both models on the corresponding parameters. Here, too, all the cases with priors offer a significant
reduction on the uncertainty of the posterior distribution of $,m1, q relative to the full-information
scenario SB2. This apparently non-intuitive behavior is explained to the fact that the sources of
information of the SB2 case (astrometric+RV1+RV2) are different than those in the SB1 cases with
priors (astrometric+RV1+prior), and therefore, the inference exercise renders different results too.
Hence, very constrained priors could derive into more constrained distributions than the SB2 case.
The mean values of the posterior distribution of $,m1, q is almost the same for the SB1 cases with
priors, but are slightly biased with respect to the full-information scenario SB2, denoting a slight bias
of the trigonometrical parallax and/or the spectral primary object’s mass with respect to their orbital
counterparts, as was already mentioned in Figure 4. The mixed priors case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ)
presents the lowest uncertainty on $,m1, q, followed by the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) cases,
denoting the information gain of incorporating both priors simultaneously, instead of only one. The
SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) scenario is the only case that presents a variation on mean and variance of
the posterior distribution of the semi-major axis a, showing that very narrow priors can also affect
the inference of the orbital parameters that are already identifiable from the astrometric and RV1
observations. This is an important point that is further discussed in the context of the inference of the
mass ratio q in Section 3.2.4. Finally, it can be observed that in the mixed priors case the posterior
distribution of $ is in between the posterior distributions of the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ)
cases, and the posterior distributions of m1 and q are almost equal to the posterior distribution of
the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and different to the SB1 + p($) case.

Moving to the estimated (by projection) posterior distributions in the observation space, these
distributions are presented in Figure 10. No significance differences in the distribution are observed
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Figure 9. Similar to Figure 7 but for the HIP 111170 binary system.

in each of the four cases, which translates into no significant difference in the MAP curves and
uncertainty projections between all the cases considered.

Figure 10. Similar to Figure 8 but for the HIP 111170 binary system.

3.2.3. HIP 117186

To conclude this analysis, Figure 11 shows that the posterior distributions of the SB1 + p($) and
SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases are almost equal except in the parameters $, m1 and q, which are identified
through the incorporation of the priors p($) or p(m1|θ). The posterior distribution of the other
orbital parameters are equal to the posterior distributions of the SB1 case presented in the previous
section. For the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases, the posterior distribution of $ is equal to
the prior p($) and the posterior distribution of m1 is equal to the prior p(m1|θ) respectively, as
in the previous systems, and as intuitively expected. All the studied cases with priors presents a
significant increase on the uncertainty of the posterior distribution of all the orbital parameters (with
the exception of the angular parameters Ω and i) with respect to the full-information scenario SB2.
The mixed priors case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents the lowest uncertainty on $,m1, q, closely
followed by the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) cases. The posterior distribution of the mixed
case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents a slight bias in all the orbital parameters except the angular
parameters Ω and i, with respect to the SB1 case, and therefore, also with respect to the SB1+p($)
and SB1+p(m1|θ) cases. It can be observed that, in the mixed priors case, the posterior distribution
of $ is in between the SB1+p($) and SB1+p(m1|θ) but nearest to the first one. On the other hand,
the posterior distribution of m1 is in between the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) distributions with
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a similar distance between them, and the posterior distribution of q is in between the SB1 + p($)
and SB1 + p(m1|θ) but nearest to the second one.

Figure 11. Similar to Figure 9 but for the HIP 117186 binary system.

Finally, the estimated (by projection) posterior distributions in the observation space are presented
in Figure 12, where again no significant difference are observed in the MAP curves and uncertainties
between all the four cases.

Figure 12. Similar to Figure 10 but for the HIP 117186 binary system.

3.2.4. Concluding remarks

The experiments described in the previous subsections demonstrate a relevant uncertainty reduction
of the estimated posterior distributions with respect to the SB1 case when priors on the parallax or
mass of the primary object are incorporated. In general, we observe that the more information is
available, the less is the uncertainty obtained in the estimates, as one would expect. Consequently,
the case that incorporates both priors, i.e., SB1+p($)+p(m1|θ) presents the lowest uncertainty. Due
to the non-identifiability of the parameters $, m1 and q in the SB1 system with a visual orbit model,
the prior p($) results equal to the marginal posterior distribution of $ and the prior p(m1|θ) results
equal to the marginal posterior distribution of m1. The major differences in the posterior distributions
of the cases with priors are observed in the trio of orbital parameters $,m1, q. Here, the marginal
posterior distribution of these parameters on the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) lie in between
the posterior distributions of the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases. These distributions can be
equidistant to the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases, if both sources of information are equally
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likely according to the model and the available data, or can be near to one of them, if one source of
information is more likely than the other. The similarity of the posterior distribution observed in the
SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) scenario to one of the simpler cases, SB1 + p($) or SB1 + p(m1|θ), allows
to determine the most reliable prior according to the model and the observations. For example, if
the posterior distributions (in the trio of parameters $,m1, q) of the mixed priors case are nearest
to the distribution of the SB1 + p(m1|θ) than to the SB1 + p($) case, then one might conclude
that the constrain imposed by the mass of the primary object is more reliable than the trigonometric
parallax constrain, since the last one is less relevant in the inference process in the mixed scenario.
This is particularly important in the context of the already noted differences between the orbital and
trigonometric parallaxes for HIP 111170 and HIP 117186. We should recall that it is a well known fact
that Hipparcos´ trigonometric parallaxes were indeed biased due to the orbital motion of the binary
(i.e., the parallax and orbit signal are blended), as shown by Söderhjelm (1999) (see, in particular
his Section 3.1, and Table 2), and it is likely that Gaia will suffer from a similar problem5. Indeed
During each observation Gaia is not expected to resolve systems closer than about 0.4 arcsec, though
over the mission there will be a final resolution of 0.1 arcsec. This is shown graphically in Figure 1
from Ziegler et al. (2018), where the current resolution of the second Gaia data release is shown to
be around 1 arcsec, being a function of the magnitude difference between primary and secondary. It
is expected that, from the third Gaia data release and on (∼ 2024), the treatment of binary stars
will be much improved, by incorporating orbital motion (and its impact on the photocenter position
of unresolved pairs) into the overall astrometric solution, thus suppressing/alleviating the parallax
bias significantly.

Since we are also adopting a spectral type (and a luminosity class) as a proxy for the mass of the
primary, we should be just as careful as with the trigonometric parallaxes, since these assumptions
could also bias our inference if the assumed spectral type is in error. Therefore, it is important
to asses the reliability of our adopted spectral types. One very important source of comparison
are compilations of spectral types, the most authoritative being the ”Catalogue of Stellar Spectral
Classifications” by Skiff (2014), which provides a compilation of spectral classifications determined for
stars from spectra only (i.e., no narrow-band photometry), collected from the literature, and which is
updated regularly in VizieR (catalog B/mk/mktypes, currently containing more than 90.000 stars).
One interesting case in question is HIP 111170, for which we have adopted to be an F8V from
SIMBAD. However Skiff´s catalog gives the possible range F7V to G0V, and even F9IV sub-giant,
from five different literature sources. If we consider its reported V -band mag in SIMBAD (V = 6.160),
and its trigonometric parallax in Table 1, this implies an MV = +4.126 which is totally consistent
with an F8-F9 spectral type of luminosity class V from Abushattal et al. (2020), whereas an F9IV
should have an MV = +2.88, completely off our value. This suggest that our adopted spectral type
is indeed correct (unless, of course, the Gaia parallax is completely off).

The estimation from the join use of astrometry (positions) and RV observations, as well as the
incorporation of priors, have a non-negligible impact on the estimated posterior distribution of some
the identifiable orbital parameters as well. Indeed, we observe cases where the impact on the posterior
uncertainty of including additional sources of information (priors) is of the same order of magnitude

5 For example, according to Tokovinin’s multiple star catalogue, HIP 64421 contains a binary with a 27 yr orbit. Its
Hipparcos parallax is 8.6 mas, its dynamical parallax is 8.44 mas, and its Gaia DR2 parallax is 3 mas. However,
Gaia does give a consistent parallax for the C component at 1.9 arcsec: 9.7± 0.3 mas, see http://www.ctio.noao.edu/
∼atokovin/stars/. There are other examples like this in the cited catalog.

http://www.ctio.noao.edu/~atokovin/stars/
http://www.ctio.noao.edu/~atokovin/stars/
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than the uncertainty reduction obtained from actual observations (measurements). For example, the
binary system HIP 89000 exemplifies the impact of the priors on the posterior distribution of the
identifiable orbital parameters a and i. In contrast, other binary system, like HIP 108917, exhibit
null impact on the marginal distributions of the identifiable orbital parameters when adding priors.

The estimated posterior distribution and the MAP estimates on the observation space presents
no appreciable differences between all the cases studied (SB2, SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and
SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ)). The only significant difference is observed in the orbit of the system HIP
89000, where the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents the lowest uncertainty, even lower
than the full-information case SB2, but at the cost of a slight worst fitting of some of the orbital
observations.

Based on the posterior distribution for the mass ratio q, we can see from Table (4), that the case that
offers the highest similarity with the full-information scenario SB2, according to the KLD measure,
is the SB1 + p($) case, followed by the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) and the SB1 + p(m1|θ)
case. However, the lowest mean absolute error between the MAP estimates, as well as the high
posterior density interval range, is obtained in the SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) scenario (4.92%), followed
by the SB1 + p($) (7.41%) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) (7.44%) cases. There is a rather complex interplay
between orbital parameters and the final value of q: In the SB1 scenario, the mass of the primary
is mostly constrained by the prior imposed by its spectral type, hence, in principle, the largest the
value of m1 (in comparison to the value of m1 derived from the equivalent SB2), the smallest the
value of the inferred q. However, m2 itself is inferred from the mass sum of the orbital solution, i.e.,
m2 ∼ a3/ ($3 P 2)−m1. Therefore if the trigonometric $ (imposed in the prior) is different from the
orbital parallax, this will also have an impact on the estimated m2. Our three described cases are
a clear example of this complex behavior: For HIP 89000 the trigonometric and orbital parallaxes
are almost the same while the mass of the primary derived form the SB2 is almost the same as that
from its spectral type (see Figures 2 and 7). As a consequence the q in both cases are very similar,
0.973 vs. 0.956 respectively (see first and last line for this object in Table 3). HIP 111170 exhibits
a different situation: Its trigonometric parallax is larger than its orbital parallax (thus implying a
smaller mass sum), while its spectral mass is smaller than its orbital mass for the primary, they both
seem to compensate each other, ending with a similar mass ratio of 0.541 vs. 0.591 for the SB2 and
SB1+priors cases respectively. Finally, for HIP 117186 we have that its trigonometric parallax is
smaller than its orbital parallax, and its spectral mass is smaller than its orbital for the primary. In
this case, one would expect that the mass of the secondary is substantially larger than in the SB2
case (and thus a larger q as well), however this is compensated by a smaller value of the semi-major
axis (see Figure 11), which decreases the estimated value of m2. The next result in this cases is that
the q values are, again, similar, 0.816 vs. 0.896 for the SB2 and SB1+priors cases respectively. We
can surely envision cases where this combination could be more damaging, in the sense of rendering
erroneous q values (not seen among our benchmark systems though, compare the first and last lines
in Table 3). We emphasize however that ours is a method to provide rough informed estimates (in a
statistical sense) of the mass ratio, but definitive values are still provided by SB2s.

In summary, the obtained results indicate that the closest estimation to the full-information scenario
is obtained through the incorporation of a prior information on the parallax $. However, the most
robust point estimates is obtained by incorporating both sources of priors, allowing to correct the
estimation through p(m1|θ) when p($) is biased. This is clearly illustrated by the system HIP 89000,
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at a cost of a slight increase on the average estimation error. The lowest performance according to
all the comparison metrics is achieved by the SB1 + p(m1|θ) case. This is attributed to the fact that
the additional information on m1 comes from an approximate empirical rule that relates the mass
with the spectral type of the object, while the additional information on $ has a direct relationship
to the system´s geometry.

4. APPLICATION TO UNRESOLVED SB1S WITH A VISUAL ORBIT

In this section we apply the methodology described in the previous sections to study twelve SB1s
systems with a visual orbit using the SB1, SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ)
scenarios. We note that, for all these binaries, there is no published joint estimation of their orbital
parameters using the available astrometric and spectroscopic data, so this is the first study of these
binaries from this point of view as well, with the exception of HIP 7918 which has a combined
solution by Agati et al. (2015). They represent an heterogeneous group of binaries, with masses in
the range between 0.85M� to slightly above 20M�, located at distances between 12 to 150 pc, and
with very different data quality and orbital phase coverage. The adopted parallax, primary object’s
spectral type and derived mass for the priors of each system are presented in Table 5. These values
are also visualized as error bars (±2σ) in their corresponding marginal posterior distribution plot.
We emphasize that, through this exercise, we do not intend to carry out an in-depth analysis of the
selected objects (which will be presented in a forthcoming paper), but rather as a proof-of-concept
of the methodology introduced previously.

Table 5. Reported trigonometric parallax, primary object’s spectral type, and derived primary mass of
SB1 stellar systems.

HIP # Discovery $ SpTyp m1

Designation [mas] [M�]

171 BU733AB 79.0696± 0.5621 G5V 0.955± 0.015

3504 NOI3Aa,Ab 4.705± 0.431(a) B5III 5.623± 1.190

6564 BU1163 21.44± 0.61 F4V 1.250± 0.050

7918 MCY2 76.5204± 0.2142 G1V 1.023± 0.024

65982 HDS1895 37.7582± 0.6272 G8V 0.912± 0.020

69962 HDS2016AB 44.3763± 0.7670 K5 0.646± 0.040

78401 LAB3 6.64± 0.89 B0IV 21.878± 6.524

79101 NOI2 14.8990± 0.4039 B9V 2.390± 0.140

81023 DSG7Aa,Ab 24.0090± 0.3582 K0V 0.850± 0.040

99675 WRH33Aa,Ab 4.3432± 0.3464 K3Ib 10.000± 0.707

109951 HDS3158 15.1176± 0.5342 G5V 0.955± 0.015

115126 MCA74Aa,Ab 44.8996± 0.5572 G8IV 1.202± 0.025

(a): From Gaia DR2.

Similarly to what we showed for our benchmark systems, the orbital parameter estimates and their
uncertainties are compared in both the parameters space, through a visualization of the posterior
marginal distributions, as well as in the observations space, through the projection of 1000 randomly
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selected samples of the posterior distribution on the observation space, drawing trajectories from the
time of the first observations t0 to the first completion of the orbit t0 + P . The MAP estimators
and their respective 95% high posterior density interval estimates for these systems are summarized
in Table 6. For comparison purposes, in this table we also report the values provided by the Orb6
and SB9 catalogues for each target. From this table we see, in general, good agreement between
our orbital parameters, and those from orbital or spectral fitting (see, e.g., HIP 171, 7918, 65982,
699626, 81023, 109951). We note that the argument of periapsis (ω) is typically well determined by
RV observations as long as the distinction between primary and secondary is unambiguous (difficult,
e.g., for equal-mass binaries), and ambiguous from astrometric data alone. On the other hand, the
longitude of the ascending node (Ω) can be well determined from astrometric observations alone,
but it suffers from the same ambiguity in the case of equal-brightness binaries. In general, purely
astrometric solutions can exhibit an offset of 180◦ in both ω and Ω which would affect both angles
simultaneously. Two textbook examples of this behavior in our sample are HIP 6564 and 78401
(adding 180◦ to both ω and Ω lands in our results). The few cases in which there are discrepancies
of unclear origin with SB9 and/or Orb6 could be due, e.g., to quadrant ambiguities in the input
astrometric position angle data, like in HIP 6564, 79101, 99675, and 115126, all of which indeed have
rather large predicted values of q (and could thus be more prone to quadrant ambiguity).

To avoid redundancy, the analysis is focused only on three of the twelve systems studied: HIP 3504,
HIP 99675 and HIP 109951. However, we provide estimated marginal posterior distribution and MAP
estimates of orbital parameters as well as orbit and RV curves for all our studied systems, similar to
Figures 13 and 14, in our website http://www.das.uchile.cl/∼rmendez/B Research/MV RAM SB1/
SB1/.

4.1. HIP 3504

This a very challenging system, because the available data consists in few and imprecise astrometric
observations which only covers three distinct points on the orbit. Very few and imprecise RV obser-
vations of the primary object, covering less than one period, are also available. The observations and
their errors are visualized in Figure 14.

Figure 13 shows the posterior distributions of the SB1 cases with priors as well as the reference
case without priors (i.e., a traditional SB1). These distributions are considerably different in their
MAP values and dispersion compared to the reference SB1 case. The most significant difference is
presented in the period P , where the posterior distribution of the SB1 case presents an extremely
high uncertainty with a MAP of 31.15 [yr], while the posterior distribution of all the cases with
priors presents a much less uncertainty with a MAP of only 2.48 [yr]. The uncertainty of the orbital
parameters T, e, ω, i is higher in the cases with priors compared to the SB1 case, while the orbital
parameters P, a,Ω, V0, f/$ is lower. The marginal posterior distribution of the mass ratio q shows
that the uncertainty of the SB1 + p($) case is the highest, while the uncertainty of SB1 + p(m1|θ)
and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) are almost identical.

The posterior distributions on the observation space are presented in Figure 14. The MAP estimate
in the orbit space of the cases with priors are almost identical, but very different than the SB1 case.
This is consistent with the important difference of the posterior distributions obtained for the period

6 As an aside, for this object Skiff (2014) report spectral types from K5V to M0V, while we adopt K5V. With a V = 9.112
from SIMBAD, and the trigonometric parallax in Table 5, its implied MV = +7.35 which indeed corresponds a K5V
from Abushattal et al. (2020), while an M0V would have MV = +8.83, completely off the measured value. This
confirms the adequacy of our assumption on its adopted spectral type.

http://www.das.uchile.cl/~rmendez/B_Research/MV_RAM_SB1/SB1/
http://www.das.uchile.cl/~rmendez/B_Research/MV_RAM_SB1/SB1/
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Figure 13. Marginal posterior distribution and MAP estimates of orbital parameters for the HIP 3504
binary system in the SB1, SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) cases.

P . The orbital uncertainty of the SB1 case is very high in this analysis, projecting a dense cloud of
feasible orbits. In contrast, the orbital uncertainty with priors SB1+p($), SB1+p(m1|θ) and SB1+
p($)+p(m1|θ) are confined to a much more limited ring of possible orbits. All those solutions are less
uncertain than that of the SB1. The projected uncertainty in the orbit space of the SB1 +p($) and
SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases are very similar, while the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents a slightly
lower uncertainty. Similarly, the uncertainty in the RV curve on the SB1 case is reduced around the
epoch of observations, but very high at future epochs. In contrast, the RV uncertainty of the cases
with priors presents no variation between the times with and without observations, preserving the
uncertainty of the SB1 case at the epochs with observations. No significant differences in the RV
curve’s uncertainty are observed between the cases with priors. Another relevant difference between
the cases with and without priors is that the period of the RV curve in the SB1+p($), SB1+p(m1|θ),
SB1+p($)+p(m1|θ) cases presents a visible lower period than the SB1 case. The period of the first
one is visible in the figure’s time window, while the period of the last case is much larger and is not
visible in the figure’s time window. This behavior coincides with the dramatic differences between
the marginal posterior distributions of the period in the cases with and without priors presented in
Figure 13. Evidently, RV and/or astrometric observations over a short time-scale will quickly resolve
if this is indeed a short period system.

The tremendous differences observed between the cases with and without priors show the crucial
role that prior information can play, helping to pin-down some orbital parameters, the orbit, and the
RV curves of binary systems when not enough observations are available.

4.2. HIP 99675

The data for this object consists in few and highly imprecise astrometric observations in two
extreme zones of the orbit, and abundant and highly precise RV observations of the primary object.
The observations and their errors are visualized in Figure 16.

Figure 15 shows that the posterior distributions of all the cases are identical for almost all the
orbital parameters, with the exception of a, i,$, f/$,m1, q, where the most significant differences
are observed on the parameters $,m1, q. The marginal posterior distribution $ of the mixed case
SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) is in between the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases presenting the
lowest uncertainty, where its MAP estimation is almost equidistant to the other cases. The marginal
posterior distribution m1 of the mixed case is almost equal to the obtained with the SB1 + p(m1|θ)
case, but the MAP estimate is very different than the one obtained with the SB1 + p($) case,
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Figure 14. Estimated orbit and RV curves for the HIP 3504 binary system. First column: MAP point
estimate projection of the posterior distribution for the SB1, SB1 + p($), SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 +
p($) + p(m1|θ) cases. Second to fifth columns: Projected posterior distribution of the SB1 SB1 + p($),
SB1 + p(m1|θ), and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) cases.

which has the lowest uncertainty. The posterior distributions of the mass ratio q of the SB1 +
p($) + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) are very similar, but quite different to the SB1 + p($) case.
Overall, the SB1 + p($) offers the posterior distribution with the least uncertainty, followed by
the SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases. Unlike all the previous systems studied, the
estimated marginal posterior distribution of $ is not equal to the prior p($) (represented with the
purple error bar) in the case SB1 + p($), presenting an appreciable bias even considering that the
parameter $ is soft-identifiable (i.e., identifiable through p($)). However, this phenomena turns
explainable noting that the estimated posterior distribution of q is saturated (to it upper bound 1)
in this case, not allowing the estimated posterior distribution of $ to fit the imposed prior p($).

Figure 15. Same as Figure 13 but for the HIP 99675 binary system.

The obtained posterior distributions in the observation space are presented in Figure 16. The
MAP estimator in the orbit space of all the cases are significantly different and none of them fit the
positional data particularly well. The orbit uncertainty obtained from those distributions is extremely
high in all the cases, that is expressed in a dense cloud of possible orbits. The SB1 case presents the
highest uncertainty in the orbit space, followed by the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ)
cases, the SB1 + p($) case being the less uncertain. In contrast, the MAP estimates in RV space
of all the cases are identical, which offer a highly precise estimation of the RV measurements not
directly observed. In this scenario, we could conclude that future measurements in the orbit space
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could really contribute to improve the estimation of parameters while no further evidence is needed
from RV observations.

Figure 16. Same as Figure 14 but for the HIP 99675 binary system.

4.3. HIP 109951

In this case, the available data consists in abundant and precise astrometric observations which
covers less than a half of the orbit with only one less precise observation in the other half. There are
abundant and highly imprecise RV observations of the primary object, that are mostly concentrated
in a small segment of the phase, near periastron. The observations and their errors are visualized in
Figure 18.

Figure 17 shows the posterior (marginal) distributions of all the cases and parameters. They are
similar in almost all the orbital parameters, with the exception of the parameters i, $, f/$,m1, q.
The most significant differences are observed in the parameters $,m1, q. The marginal posterior
distribution$ of the mixed case SB1+p($)+p(m1|θ) is in between the SB1+p($) and SB1+p(m1|θ)
cases, exhibiting the lowest uncertainty, where its MAP estimation is almost equidistant to the other
cases. The marginal posterior distribution m1 of the mixed case is almost equal to the SB1+p(m1|θ)
case, but very different in its MAP estimates to the SB1+p($) case, which has the lowest uncertainty.
The posterior distribution of the mass ratio q of the SB1 + p($) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) cases are
very similar, but they are quite different to the SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) case, where the mixed case
SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) presents the lowest uncertainty, distantly followed by the SB1 + p(m1|θ)
and SB1 + p($) scenario. In all the cases, the uncertainty of the period P is very high due to the
poor orbital coverage in the astrometric and RV data. This is reflected in a wide dispersion of the
corresponding marginal posterior distributions.

The obtained posterior distributions in the observation space are presented in Figure 18. The MAP
estimates in the orbit and RV spaces shows slight but almost negligible differences between all the
cases. The orbit uncertainty (obtained from the posterior distribution) is high in the segment of the
orbit with no observations, and very small in the segment of the orbit with observations, which is an
expected pattern. The SB1 case presents the highest uncertainty in the orbit space, followed by the
SB1+p(m1|θ) and SB1+p($) cases, and concluding with the SB1+p($)+p(m1|θ) case. This last
case has considerable lower uncertainty when compared to all the other cases. The uncertainty in
the RV is low in the zones with observations, but high in the zones with no observations. Unlike all
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Figure 17. Same as Figure 13 but for the HIP 109951 binary system.

the other studied systems, the uncertainty in the RV increases with time, which is a very interesting
feature. This behavior is attributed to the high uncertainty of the orbital period P , since all the
positional and RV observations are constrained to a small portion of the orbit. This fact does not
allow an accurate estimation of the orbital period; The lack of a well- determined period causes the
possible RV trajectories to get out of phase, increasing the uncertainty as time progresses. Similarly
to the results obtained in the orbit space, the SB1 case presents the highest posterior uncertainty
in RV space, followed by the results obtained in the SB1 + p(m1|θ) and SB1 + p($) cases. In this
scenario, the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) has the lowest uncertainty, being considerably lower
compared to the uncertainties in the RV space of all the other cases.

Figure 18. Same as Figure 14 but for the HIP 109951 binary system.

4.4. Concluding remarks

The experimental results presented in this section show the adequacy and usefulness of the pro-
posed Bayesian inference methodology to characterize and visualize the posterior uncertainty of SB1
visual-spectroscopic binary systems. Interesting results are obtained in some of the binary systems
evaluated. For example, HIP 3504 shows an extremely high uncertainty on its orbit and RV curve,
due to the few available observations. However, the incorporation the priors allows us to radically
reduce the (posterior) uncertainty of the estimates, reaching completely different solutions to the
ones obtained without the prior information. This is reflected in a tighter orbit and in a RV curve
with a lower period in Fig.14. The drastic change in period, reflects also in a large difference in the
predicted systemic velocity V0 (see Table 6).
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The results obtained for the system HIP 99675 show that the effect of the prior incorporation is
mostly concentrated in the trio of soft-identifiable parameters $, m1 and q, affecting only slightly the
other orbital parameters. This behavior express the robustness of the estimation when abundant and
precise observations are available. On the soft-identifiable parameters, we observe that the posterior
distributions of the SB1 +p(m1|θ) and the SB1 +p($) +p(m1|θ) cases are similar, but usually quite
different to the case SB1 + p($). This behavior can be interpreted as the prior information of the
primary object mass p(m1|θ) being more reliable than the prior on the parallax p($) for this system.
Finally, the results obtained for the system HIP 109951 show the usefulness of providing a good
characterization of the uncertainty. In this case, we observe that the uncertainty in the half portion
of the orbit with no observations is considerably higher than the other half, but most importantly,
the uncertainty of the RV curve visibly increases with time. This behavior is attributed to the large
uncertainty of the period of the system, making the trajectories of the RV get out of phase with time.

On the prior information incorporated, we observe that the posterior distribution of the cases
SB1 + p($) and p(m1|θ) are very similar to the one obtained in the SB1 case. However the mixed
case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) shows a visible uncertainty reduction in all the orbital parameters with
a very similar MAP value. Regarding the posterior distribution of the mass ratio q for HIP 109951,
we observe that the cases SB1 + p($) and p(m1|θ) provide a poor estimation, reflected in a very
high uncertainty. However, the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) exhibits a much more constrained
posterior distribution than the other cases, considerably differing in their MAP estimates. It is
important to note that, as the posterior distribution on the mass ratio q of the SB1 + p($) and
p(m1|θ) cases present a very high uncertainty (with the shape of an almost uniform distribution), its
corresponding MAP estimates are not very reliable, but the mixed case SB1 + p($) + p(m1|θ) does.
This last result shows the relevance of incorporating both sources of prior information to obtain more
robust estimates, and it explains the large variation in the predicted q in the three cases with priors.
Indeed, a similar behavior was already seen in the case of the benchmark HIP 89000 (see the bottom
right panel on Figure 7).

By looking at Table 6 we can see that, besides HIP 109951 discussed above, two other cases have
large variation in the predicted q depending on the prior used, namely HIP 65982 and 79101, and we
discuss them in turn. For HIP 65982 the mixed case induces a large bias in some orbital parameters
and a considerable increase in the uncertainty for q (see the corresponding PDFs in our web site).
For these reasons, in this case, one should probably favor the SB1 + p($) solution (which is similar
to the SB1 + +p(m1|θ) case), and a rather small value of q ∼ 0.3

For HIP 79101, the most notable ”feature” is a bi-modal distribution of the PDF (see our web site)
for the auxiliary parameter f/π in the SB1 + p(π) and SB1 + p(m1|θ) scenarios (the MAP value
is the left peak) which is ”resolved” by the mixed priors case (uni-modal), in which the MAP value
coincides now with the right peak (which shows also that the value is not biased), all of which is
also reflected in the distribution of q values. Therefore, in this case it would seem that the mixed
case is preferred since it has less uncertainty in q (for the other scenarios the distribution of q is very
broad), and it is not biased. A final note regarding this system: Skiff´s catalogue of spectral types
(Skiff 2014) gives a broad range of possibilities between B8V to A0V, B9IV, B9III and even A0II,
from fifteen different sources, our adopted value being a B9V. Considering its reported V = 4.27
on SIMBAD, and its adopted trigonometric parallax in Table 5, the predicted MV = +0.14, this
corresponds indeed to a B8V-B9V from Abushattal et al. (2020). On the other hand, a B9IV should
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have MV = −0.05, a B9II should have MV = −0.50, and an A0II should have MV = −3.4, all of them
far from our observed value. We thus conclude that our adopted spectral type is indeed reasonable.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL COMMENTS

The Bayesian methodology for the inference of orbital parameters in SB1 binary systems with a
visual orbit proposed in this paper allows us to provide a computationally-efficient, robust, and precise
estimation of the corresponding joint posterior distributions of these parameters. This inference is
implemented through the No-U-Turn sampler MCMC algorithm, which allows the incorporation of
prior information of the stellar system to constrain the inference in scenarios with imprecise or missing
data. The flexibility of this sampling scheme to add prior information is very useful for an estimation
of individual component masses in SB1 visual-spectroscopic binaries.

An exhaustive experimental analysis has been carried out for the validation of the proposed method-
ology. We study the quality of the inference by comparing the estimated posterior distribution of
well-studied SB2 visual-spectroscopic binaries with their SB1 visual spectroscopic counterparts by
omitting the RV observations of the companion object. Our results show a negligible difference be-
tween the estimated posterior distributions of the orbital parameters (and their uncertainties) when
compared to the benchmark (full observation) case, in which the RV of both components are con-
sidered. This is a very promising result, showing that partial observations (SB1 case) offers a good
estimation performance.

Our empirical results indicate that the incorporation of prior information of the system (through
the trigonometric parallax and the mass of the primary object) allows an estimation of the mass ratio
of the system (and hence the individual component masses) with good precision. The incorporation
of the prior distributions makes those parameters identifiable, where the derived estimations —
position, dispersion, and shape of the marginal posterior distribution — strongly depend on the
prior chosen. This prior knowledge has also an influence on the estimated posterior distribution of
the other orbital parameters. The impact and relevance of incorporating priors on the inference of
previous-identifiable orbital parameters (that are already identifiable without the incorporation of
the priors) depends on the abundance, precision, and orbital coverage of the available observations.
In particular, it is observed that if the system is precisely determined, the impact of the prior on the
estimation of those set of parameters is negligible, as expected.

Our numerical results show that the lowest estimation error (from the optimal MAP estimator of
all the systems analyzed) on the system’s mass ratio, with respect to the full-information scenario
(with both RV observations), was achieved by the mixed case that incorporates prior information of
trigonometric parallax and a mass for the primary object simultaneously (4.92%), while the highest
error was obtained by incorporating a prior only on the mass of the primary alone (7.44%), achieving
a percentage error lower than 8%. It is shown that the closest marginal posterior distribution to
the full-information scenario —in the KLD sense— was achieved by the incorporation of a prior on
the system parallax alone. The lowest similitude was obtained by the incorporation of a prior on
the primary object mass alone, which is attributed to the fact that the parallax prior information is
probably more reliable and precise than the prior on the mass of the primary star, at least for our
benchmark systems. Overall, the incorporation of both priors was the most beneficial to the accuracy
of the MAP estimates, where, when more information is provided, better estimation can be obtained.
Large differences in the posterior distribution of parameters depending on the prior imposed could
signal that one of them is biased, and should thus be taken with caution.
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Taking advantage of the flexibility and richness of our sample-based methodology, the differences
between the estimated posterior distributions in all the studied cases was also analyzed in the cor-
responding observations space. This novel analysis provides a better understanding of the effect of
the different sources of information on the shape and uncertainty of the orbit and RV curves of the
stellar systems. Finally, we applied the proposed Bayesian framework to twelve previously unstudied
SB1s with astrometric data, providing a complete analysis of the obtained results.

The present work addresses the classical orbital parameters estimation of binary stellar systems
through a Bayesian perspective, emphasizing the importance of providing not only an estimation,
but also a complete characterization of the posterior distribution of the orbital parameters. This
approach allows us to provide an uncertainty quantification of the inference process (as many classical
optimization-fitting methods roughly provide), but it also allows us to visualize the uncertainty of the
orbit itself in the observation space. This last dimension in our analysis is fundamental to decide what
(and when) future measurements are required to improve the precision of the estimation. In this way
we show how an in-depth statistical analysis can provide important insights from an observational
planing perspective.

We are very grateful to the referee for his/her careful reading of our manuscript and, in particular,
for pointing out the relevance of verifying the reliability of the adopted spectral types for the priors.
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APPENDIX

A. ORBITAL MODEL

A.1. Visual binary systems

A visual binary (or visual double system) corresponds to a gravitationally bound binary system
in which the relative position of both components are observable. The positional or astrometric
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observations in binary systems measures the relative position of the fainter or companion object with
respect to the brighter or primary object. Depending on the technique used to obtain the astromet-
ric observations, these can be classified roughly into micrometric, photographic, or interferometric
positional measurements.

The solution of the differential equation of the motion is described by Kepler´s laws (Equa-
tion (A2)), assuming both objects behave as point masses (detached binaries), where in the case
of binary stars, it corresponds to an elliptical orbit where the primary star is in the focus and the
area swept by the radius vector is constant per unit time. This elliptical orbit, denoted as real
(relative) orbit, is characterized by four orbital parameters:

• Period (P ): The revolution period in years.

• Time of periastron passage (T ): One epoch of passage through periastron (minimum true
distance between the components) in years and fraction of a year.

• Semi-major axis (a): The major semiaxis of the elliptical true orbit in seconds of arc.

• Eccentricity (e): The numerical eccentricity.

The astrometric observations are position measurements of the projection of the real orbit in the
plane of the sky relative to the observer (plane of reference), denoted as apparent orbit. Three
additional parameters are necessary to project the real orbit into the apparent orbit:

• Longitude of the ascending node (Ω): The position angle from a reference direction to the
ascending node7 in the plane of reference (ranging from 0° to 360°).

• Argument of periapsis (ω): The angle from the node to the periastron in the real orbit,
following the direction of motion (ranging from 0° to 360°).

• Inclination (i): The angle between the plane of projection and that of the true orbit (ranging
from 0° to 180°).

It is worth pointing out that two values for the longitude of the ascending node (Ω and Ω + $)
results in identical apparent orbits. Therefore, the ascending node cannot be identified by positional
observations. By convention in astronomy, if the ascending node is undetermined, the value of Ω is
placed in the first two quadrants, i.e., from 0o to 180o.

On the specifics, the position on the apparent orbit (ρ, θ) at a certain time t (the ephemerides
formulae) involves the determination of the position in the real orbit and its projection to the apparent
orbit. The position on the real orbit involves the determination of the three orbital anomalies: the
true anomaly ν(t), the eccentric anomaly E(t) and the mean anomaly M(t), in terms of the orbital
parameters P , T , a and e.

The true anomaly ν(t) is defined as the angle between the periapsis and the current position of the
companion object in the orbit, as seen from its main focus (the position of the primary object). This
angular parameter can be determined by the following geometrical identity:

tan
ν(t)

2
=

√
1 + e

1− e
tan

E(t)

2
. (A1)

7 Point where the real orbit of the object passes through the plane of reference.
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where E(t) is the eccentric anomaly. The eccentric anomaly is defined as the angle between the
periapsis and the intersection of a perpendicular line to the semi-major axis of the orbit and the
position of the companion object in the orbit, as seen from its central point. This angular parameter
can be determined by the numerical resolution of Kepler´s equation8:

M(t) =
2π(t− T )

P
= E(t)− e sinE(t), (A2)

where M(t) is the mean anomaly of the orbit. The mean anomaly represents the angular movement
of the companion object in the orbit (similar to the true anomaly) but at a uniform rate. The uniform
rate of movement is represent by a circle circumscribed to the orbit. Therefore, the mean anomaly
is defined as the angle between the periapsis and the point in the circle circumscribed to the orbit,
as seen from its central point, that covers the same area per unit time as the true anomaly. This
angular parameter corresponds to the revolution period of the companion object in the orbit, i.e.,
M(t) = 2π(t− T )/P .

Finally, the position on the real orbit is projected to the apparent orbit through the angular
parameters ω, Ω and i:

tan(θ(t)− Ω) = tan(ν(t) + ω) cos(i),

ρ(t) = r(t) cos(ν(t) + ω) sec(θ(t) + Ω),
(A3)

with r(t) = a(1− e2)/(1 + e cos(ν(t))) is the radius vector.
The procedure to compute the position on the apparent orbit in rectangular coordinates (X, Y ) at

a certain time t involves determining the normalized rectangular coordinates in the true orbit x, y:

x(t) = cosE(t)− e,
y(t) =

√
1− e2 sinE(t),

(A4)

with E(t) the eccentric anomaly determined in (A2). Therefore, the position on the true orbit is
computed by a ponderation of the normalized coordinates:

X(t) = Ax(t) + Fy(t),

Y (t) = Bx(t) +Gy(t),
(A5)

with A,B, F and G are the so-called the Thiele-Innes elements, defined as:

A = a(cosω cos Ω− sinω sin Ω cos i),

B = a(cosω sin Ω + sinω cos Ω cos i),

F = a(− sinω cos Ω− cosω sin Ω cos i),

G = a(− sinω sin Ω + cosω cos Ω cos i).

(A6)

The terms (A/a,B/a) and (F/a,G/a) are interpreted as the direction cosines of the major and
minor axis, respectively, of the orbit in the rectangular coordinate system formed by the tangential
plane and the North direction (more specifically, X (or x) and Y (or y) point in the North and
East directions respectively). The Thiele-Innes elements form a one-to-one correspondence with the
elements a,Ω, ω, i.

8 The Kepler equation is commonly resolved using the Newton-Raphson method Ypma (1995).
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A.2. Spectroscopic binary systems

A spectroscopic binary system corresponds to a binary system in which the spectral lines of the
light emitted by its components are observable. The movement of the stars in the orbit produces
variations on the spectral lines observed as a consequence of the Doppler’s effect: Blue or red-shifted
lines are measured when the stars moves towards or away from the observer. The Doppler shift of
the components’ spectral lines measured through a spectrometer results in RV observations of the
objects.

The RV V at a certain time t can be calculated as the sum of the RV of the system´s center of
mass VCoM (a constant since the system is assumed to be free from external forces), and the radial
part of the orbital velocity of the observed component relative to the center of mass of the system,
ż = dz/dt:

V (t) = V0 + ż(t). (A7)

Following the resolution of the two-body problem, the radial component of the system can be ex-
pressed as:

z(t) = r sin(ν(t) + ω) sin(i), (A8)

and therefore, by taking the first temporal derivative, we have that:

ż(t) =
2πa sin(i)

P
√

1− e2
[e cosω + cos(ν(t) + ω)]. (A9)

Denoting K = 2πa sin i/(P
√

1− e2) as the semi-amplitude of the RV curve, the above expression
becomes:

V (t) = V0 +K[e cosω + cos(ν(t) + ω)]. (A10)

Therefore, the RV V (t) is characterized by six orbital parameters:

• Period (P ): The revolution period in days.

• Time of periastron passage (T ): One epoch of passage through periastron, typically ex-
pressed in Julian Date (J.D.).

• Eccentricity (e): The numerical eccentricity.

• Argument of periapsis (ω): The periastron longitude, counted from the maximum of the
RV curve.

• Semi-amplitude (K): The semi-amplitude of the RV curve in km/s.

• Velocity of the center of mass, (V0): The RV of the center of mas of the system in km/s
(sometimes referred to as the systemic velocity as well).

Although the parameters P and T do not appear directly in the expression of the RV Equation (A10),
they are implicit in the determination of the true anomaly ν (A1). According to the convention for
the units of the orbital parameters involved, the semi-amplitude K is measured in km/s, whereby,
a sin(i) must be measured in km and P must be converted to seconds through P [s] = 86400 ·P [days].

Expression (A10) is valid for the relative orbit ~r = ~r2−~r1, however, the RV observations are relative
to the center of mass of the system. To correct this discrepancy, the semi-major axis a of the relative
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orbit must be replaced by their counterparts a1 and a2 of the components relative to the center of
mass of the system.

By the definition of the center of mass of a system composed by two particles of mass m1 and m2,
the following relation is directly obtained:

m1a1 = m2a2, (A11)

and noticing that a = a1 + a2, the following expressions for a1 and a2 are obtained:

a1 = a · m2

m1 +m2

= a · q

1 + q
,

a2 = a · m1

m1 +m2

= a · 1

1 + q
,

(A12)

where q = m2/m1 is defined as the mass ratio. Consequently, the semi-amplitude of each component
becomes:

K1 =
1

86400

2πa1 sin(i)

P
√

(1− e2)
,

K2 =
1

86400

2πa2 sin(i)

P
√

(1− e2)
.

(A13)

Finally, noting that the argument of periapsis of the primary ω1 and companion ω2 components
of the system differs by 180°, we have that ω = ω1 = ω2 + π, the expression for the RV of each
component of the binary system becomes:

V1(t) = V0 +K1[e cos(ω) + cos(ν(t) + ω)],

V2(t) = V0 −K2[e cos(ω) + cos(ν(t) + ω)].
(A14)

It is important to note that the terms a1 sin(i) and a2 sin(i) in the definition of the semi-amplitudes
(A13) can not be separated through RV observations.

When the spectra of both components are distinguishable, i.e., the RV of the primary and the
companion object are observable, the system is denoted as SB2 and is characterized by the set
of orbital parameters ϑSB2 = {P, T, e,K1, K2, V0}. However, this is an infrequent case since the
most of the spectroscopic binary systems observations are only from the primary (brighter) object
(∼ 80%). When the primary object spectra is the only observable, the system is denoted as SB1 and
is characterized by the set of orbital parameters ϑSB2 = {P, T, e,K1, V0}, since the parameter K2 is
undetermined.

A.3. Visual-spectroscopic binary systems

Visual-spectroscopic binary systems corresponds to binary systems in which the relative position
and the RV of its components are observable. Since four orbital parameters P, T, e, ω are common
in the visual and spectroscopic binary systems, the dynamical equations are coupled and a joint
modeling that describes both sources of information (positional and RV observations) allows to
lift the ambiguities and indeterminacy of each individual set of equations. Furthermore, the joint
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modeling allows to determine the individual masses of the system, and its parallax, called orbital
parallax.

RV observations allows us to solve the indeterminacy of the longitude of the ascending node Ω in
the visual binary case, since the maximum/minimum of the RV curve of each component is reached
in the ascending/descending node. Conversely, the positional observations allow us to decouple the
term a sin(i) in the spectroscopic binary case, since we can determine the inclination i of the orbit.

The individual masses of a binary system can be computed through the determination of the total
mass of the system m1 +m2 and the mass ratio q = m2/m1. According to the Third Law of Kepler,
the total mass of the system is obtained through:

m1 +m2 =
a[AU ]3

P 2
, (A15)

where a[AU] is the relative semi-major axis of the system (in astronomical units), P the period of the
system (in seconds) and m1,m2 the mass of the primary and the companion object (in solar masses),
respectively. Since positional observations in the plane of the sky only allow us to determine the
semi-major axis a in angular units (seconds of arc), the conversion to linear distance units (AU) is
determined by the following expression:

a[AU ] =
a[′′]

$
, (A16)

where $ is the system parallax (in seconds of arc), which becomes then an additional orbital param-
eter required to determine the individual masses.

For the computation of the mass ratio q, the combination of positional and RV observations are
required. Considering that the RV observations can determine the terms a1 sin(i) and a2 sin(i) and
the positional observations can determine the inclination i, both sources of observations allow to
determine the individual semi-major axis of each component (a1 and a2) and the mass ratio q = a1/a2

(A11).
Considering Equation (A16), the RV expression in (A14) becomes9:

V1(t) = V0 +
2πa1 sin i

P
√

1− e2
[cos(ω + ν(t)) + e cosω],

V2(t) = V0 −
2πa2 sin i

P
√

1− e2
[cos(ω + ν(t)) + e cosω],

(A17)

with a1 = a′′/$ · q/(1 + q), a2 = a′′/$ · 1/(1 + q) and a′′ the semi-major axis in arcseconds.
If the RV observations of each component (V1(t) and V2(t)) are available (SB2 case), the combined

model that describes the positional and RV observations is characterized by the set of orbital param-
eters ϑV B+SB2 = {P, T, e, a, ω,Ω, i, V0, $, q}. However, if the RV observations of only one component
are available (SB1 case), the parameters q and $ cannot be simultaneously determined.

B. THE HAMILTONIAN MONTE CARLO AND THE NO-U-TURN SAMPLER

B.1. Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

The Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (Neal et al. 2011; Betancourt 2017), also known as Hybrid Monte
Carlo, is an instance of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm that makes use of the geometry of the

9 The units conversion between the common orbital parameters of Section A.1 and Section A.2 is omitted for simplicity.
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target probability distribution to guide the transitions of the Markov chain. This allows to perform
the sampling very efficiently, avoiding a random walk behavior of the solution, and overly sensitivity to
correlated parameters. These features facilitate convergence on high-dimensional target distributions
much more quickly than with other simpler methods, such as the random walk Metropolis-Hastings
(Metropolis et al. 1953; Hastings 1970) or the Gibbs sampler (Geman & Geman 1984).

The core of the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo method is to sample from the zone of the parameter
space that contributes highly to the computation of the expectation of a target distribution P (x)
given a parametrization f(x) of the parameter space X :

EP (f) =

∫
X
f(x)P (x)dx, (B18)

or in other words, to sample from the area of the parameter space of highest mass P (x)dx given a
parametrization f(x). This zone is denoted as the typical set.

For that purpose, the transitions of the Markov chain must be guided by a vector field in the
direction of the typical set by exploiting the differential structure of the target distribution. Hence,
the vector field is generated by using the gradient of the target distribution together with auxiliary
parameters of momentum that compensates the attractive force of the gradient to the target distri-
bution mode, preserving a dynamical equilibrium that allows to align the generated vector field with
the typical set.

A conservative dynamic in physical systems requires that any compression or expansion in the
position space must be compensated with a respective expansion or compression in the momentum
space, preserving the volume in the joint space of position and momentum. To ensure this conservative
dynamic behavior, the transition probabilities of the chain follows the Hamiltonian dynamics. The
Hamiltonian dynamical system is described by a function over the position x and momentum p
variables, known as the Hamiltonian function H(x, p).

Let xn ∈ Rd be the vector of parameters of the space state and P (x) the target distribution, each
dimension of the space state is complemented by a fictitious momentum variable x:

xn → (xn, pn), (B19)

where pn ∈ Rd. The combined space of the parameters (xn, pn) ∈ R2d is denoted as the phase space
and the respective induced distribution P (x, p) is denoted as the canonical distribution.

To mimic the conservative dynamic behaviour of the space variables and the momentum variables,
the canonical distribution is written in terms of the Hamiltonian function10:

P (x, p) = e−H(x,p), (B20)

which implies that:
H(x, p) = − logP (x, p), (B21)

Hence, the Hamiltonian function captures the probabilistic structure of the phase space, and conse-
quently, the geometry of its typical set.

10 It follows the Boltzmann canonical distribution P (x) = z−1e−E(x)/t, with z a normalization constant and t the
temperature variable fixed to one.
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A marginalization of the canonical distribution P (x, p) in terms of the state variable p induces the
following decomposition of the Hamiltonian function H(x, p):

H(x, p) = − logP (p|x)− logP (x)

≡ K(p, x) + V (x).
(B22)

The decomposition can be interpreted in terms of a kinetic energy K(p, x) function, dependant upon
both the spatial and momentum variables, and a potential energy function V (x), dependant upon
the momentum variables only. The potential function is simply the negative logarithm of the target
distribution, while the kinetic energy is usually expressed as a quadratic term on p:

K(p) =
1

2
pT ·M−1 · p, (B23)

where M is a symmetric, positive-definite matrix denoted as mass-matrix. The mass matrix is
typically a scalar multiple of the identity matrix, but can explicitly depends on x as in (B22).

With these elements, the vector field oriented in the direction of the typical set can be defined
through the Hamiltonian equations:

dx

dt
= +

∂H

∂p
=
∂K

∂p
dp

dt
= −∂H

∂x
= −∂K

∂x
− ∂V

∂x
.

(B24)

Following the vector field (determined by the Hamiltonian equations for a time t) we can generate
trajectories φt(x, p) that move along the typical set. To compute these trajectories, the solution of
(B24) is obtained by numerical methods. In particular, the trajectory φT (x, p) of a variable i can be
approximated by the leap-frog integration method iterating the following expressions:

pi(t+ ε/2) = pi(t)−
ε

2

∂V

∂xi
(xi(t))

xi(t+ ε) = xi(t) +
ε

mi

pi(t+ ε/2)

pi(t+ ε) = pi(t+ ε/2)− ε

2

∂V

∂xi
(xi(t+ ε)), ∀i ∈ 1, ..., L.

(B25)

L is the number of steps, ε ∈ R is the step size and T = bL/εc the integration time. The adequate
selection of the algorithm hyper-parameter ε and L is crucial for a good sampling performance.

In summary, the Markov chain that samples from the target distribution P (x) will follow
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm defined on the phase space (x, p) with transition probabilities
T(x0,p0),(xL,pL) determined by the solution of the Hamiltonian equations following the leap-frog inte-
gration method for a fixed number of steps L and step size ε. The momentum variables are sampled
from a proposal marginal distribution P (p|x) and the final samples of P (x) are obtained by projecting
the samples of the phase space on the state space (x, p)→ x, i.e., ignoring the momentum variables.

The transition probabilities of the current Markov Chain must be modified since the transition ratio
in the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance probability T(xL,pL),(x0,p0)/T(x0,p0),(xL,pL) = 0/1 = 0, because
the leap-frog integration does not allow reverse trajectories. Thus, the transition probabilities are
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modified to be reversible by augmenting the numerical integration with a negation step that flips the
sign of momentum (x, p)→ (x,−p). Thereby, the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance rate becomes:

A((xL,−pL), (x0, pp)) = min

{
1,
T(xL,−pL),(x0,p0)P (xL,−pL)

T(x0,p0),(xL,−pL)P (x0, p0)

}
= min

{
1,
δ(xL − xL)δ(−pl + pL)P (xL,−pL)

δ(x0 − x0)δ(p0 − p0)P (x0, p0)

}
= min

{
1,
P (xL,−pL)

P (x0, p0)

}
= min

{
1, e−H(xL,−pL)+H(x0,p0)

}
.

(B26)

The complete Hamiltonian Monte Carlo sampling procedure is described in Algorithm ??.

B.2. No-U-Turn sampler

The No-U-Turn Sampler algorithm (Hoffman et al. 2014) is an extension of the Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo algorithm that adaptively sets the number of steps L of the trajectories, facilitating the use
of the sampling tool by avoiding a low performance selection of the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo user-
defined hyper-parameters. The selection of the number of steps L follows the computation of forward
and backward exploration trajectories of the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm until an end con-
dition is met, where the new sample is obtained by a random selection of the generated trajectories.

To generate the exploration trajectories, a binary tree is constructed iteratively. Let (xn(0), pn(0))
be an initial particle composed by a position and momentum of the n-th iteration of the Markov
chain, (x+

n , p
+
n ) be a forward in time particle and (x−n , p

−
n ) be a backward in time particle. In each

iteration j, the binary tree selects at random uniformly to move the (j − 1)-particle forwards or the
backward particle backwards in time, with 2j number of leap-frog integration steps.

The iterative procedure continues until the following condition (namely the U-Turn condition) is
met:

(x+
n − x−n ) · p−n < 0 ∨ (x+

n − x−n ) · p+
n < 0, (B27)

or when the Hamiltonian trajectory generated by the leap-frog integration becomes imprecise in the
sense that:

e−H(x+n ,p
+
n )+∆max < Un ∨ e−H(x−n ,p

−
n )+∆max < Un, (B28)

where Un ∼ U
(
0, e−H(qn(0),pn(0))

)
is a slice random variable sample and ∆max is a maximum energy

hyper-parameter. The idea of the No-U-Turn condition is avoiding the generation of redundant
trajectories by stopping the exploration when the trajectory begins to turn back to previous explored
zones.

Finally, the new sample (xn+1, pn+1) is selected by a uniform sampling of the generated trajectory
that satisfies the precision condition Un < e−H(xn+1,pn+1). The complete No-U-Turn sampler sampling
procedure is described in Algorithm ??.

B.3. Implementation considerations in the binary stars context

The implementation of the proposed Bayesian inference methodology based on the No-U-Turn sam-
pler algorithm requires to compute the gradient of the posterior function, which can be analytically
derived from the Keplerian model formulae presented in Section A by taking the partial derivatives
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with respect to each orbital parameter that characterizes the binary stellar system. However, a spe-
cial consideration must be taken with the partial derivatives of the eccentric anomaly E, since it is
not analytically calculated, but rather numerically approximated. The non-zero partial derivatives
of the eccentric anomaly can be expressed as a function of the variable itself as follows:

∂E

∂e
=

sinE

1− e cosE
,

∂E

∂T
= −2π

P
· 1

1− e cosE
,

∂E

∂P
= −2π(t− T )

P 2
· 1

1− e cosE
,

(B29)

with the value of E previously approximated by any numerical method (e.g., the Newton-Raphson
method (Ypma 1995)).
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