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ABSTRACT

This tutorial covers the use of absolute astrometry, in particular from the combination of the Hip-
parcos and Gaia missions, to identify faint companions to nearby stars and to measure the masses and
orbits of those companions. Absolute astrometry has been used with increasing success to discover
new planets and brown dwarfs and to measure masses and orbits for systems with periods as long
as centuries. This tutorial summarizes the nature of the underlying astrometric data, the approach
typically used to fit orbits, and the assumptions about that data implicit throughout the process. It
attempts to provide intuition for the sensitivity of astrometry as a function of stellar and companion
properties and how the available constraints depend on the character and quantity of data available.
This tutorial is written for someone with some background in astronomy but with no more than a
minimal acquaintance with astrometry or orbit fitting.

1. INTRODUCTION

Astrometry refers to the precise measurement of the
positions and motions of the stars and other celestial
bodies. To the ancients, only the known planets could
be observed moving across the sky; the stars appeared
to be fixed. As the positions of the planets were mea-
sured with increasing precision it drove new models of
the Solar system, from the Ptolomeian model to the
Copernican model to Kepler’s discovery of his laws of
planetary motion. The history of astrometric planet de-
tection dates back to the discovery of Neptune, which
was found due to perturbations in the observed orbit of
Uranus (Le Verrier 1846).

While the motions of planets have long been mea-
sured, the motions of stars have a more recent history
due the much more difficult nature of that measure-
ment. Stars undergo annual parallactic motion due to
the Earth’s changing perspective through the year, but
even the closest stars trace parallactic ellipses less than
an arcsecond in semimajor axis (1”7 ~ 5 x 10~ radians),
and even the fastest-moving stars travel only a few arc-
seconds per year. To measure the parallactic and angu-
lar motions of tens of thousands of stars across space, an-
gles across the sky must be measured to milliarcsecond

(mas) precision, or <1078 radians. This was achieved
with the Hipparcos mission (ESA 1997). !

In addition to parallactic and proper motion (motion
across the sky), a star with a companion will also orbit
the system’s center-of-mass. By measuring this motion
we can detect and weigh stellar, substellar, and plane-
tary companions to stars. Until recently, the required
precision was beyond the capabilities of astronomical
instruments. The 2014 launch of the Gaia satellite
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016), which has now mea-
sured average positions as well as ~20puas (20 pas =~
10~ !0 radians), makes it possible to measure the reflex
motion of stars due to their planetary companions.

This tutorial covers the use of absolute astrometry—
the measurement of positions relative to a fixed refer-
ence frame—to discover companions to stars and to fit
their orbits and masses. Section 2 provides an overview
of absolute astrometry and astrometric orbital motion.
Section 3 summarizes the process of fitting an orbit to
astrometric data and the attendant assumptions, while
Section 4 summarizes the requirements on an astromet-
ric data set for orbit fitting. Sections 5 and 6 summarize

1 For a much more complete history of astrometry, from ancient
to modern times, see Perryman (2012a). For a very brief history,
see https://sci.esa.int/s/8glqyKw and associated pages.
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the results and intuition for fitting long- and shorter-
period systems, respectively, while Section 7 discusses
the use of absolute astrometry to discover new com-
panions to nearby stars. Section 8 summarizes future
prospects and Section 9 concludes the tutorial.

2. OVERVIEW OF ABSOLUTE ASTROMETRY

Absolute astrometry consists of position measure-
ments in an inertial reference frame. All astrometry
is, in fact, relative; it only becomes absolute when an-
chored to objects with accurately known reference po-
sitions. The International Celestial Reference System
(ICRS, Charlot et al. 2020) represents an ongoing at-
tempt to better realize a set of objects with known ab-
solute positions. The precise measurements of stellar
positions have a wide range of applications in astron-
omy, from the membership of stellar associations to the
distances to stars to orbital motion of stars in multiple
systems (Perryman 2012b).

A quasar or other very distant object will remain
nearly fixed relative to the ICRS: it is so far away that
a physical motion of thousands of kms™! typically pro-
duces angular motion below 1pasyr~—! (<107!2 radi-
ans/yr). In ancient times the stars were viewed as fixed
for the same reason: the planets clearly moved across
the sky, but the much greater distances to the stars ren-
dered their sky motion unobservable. With the much
higher precisions now possible we can see the motion of
the stars. Compared to the distant quasars, a star will
appear to trace out a sky path defined by position, par-
allax, and proper motion. These are referred to as the
five basic astrometric parameters (ESA 1997). The Hip-
parcos mission, which observed from 1989-1993 (ESA
1997), was the first space-based astrometry mission to
precisely measure the parallaxes and proper motions of
a large sample of stars; it reached precisions of ~1mas
for about 118,000 stars brighter than ~11th magnitude
(ESA 1997). The Gaia satellite, in orbit since 2014,
can reach precisions almost 100 times better than Hip-
parcos and measure absolute astrometry for ~1 billion
stars brighter than 20th magnitude (Gaia Collaboration
et al. 2023).

Figure 1 illustrates the sky path followed by a star
moving at constant velocity. The star would appear to
move in a straight line if viewed from the barycenter
of the Solar system (left panel); this is referred to as
proper motion. Viewed from Earth, the star will ap-
pear to move in an ellipse due to the Earth’s changing
perspective as it orbits the Sun. This is referred to as
parallactic motion, and is shown in the middle panel of
Figure 1. The shape of this parallactic motion depends
on a star’s position in the sky; its amplitude (the size of

the ellipse) is referred to as the parallax and depends on
the star’s distance from Earth. The right panel of Fig-
ure 1 shows the apparent sky path as the sum of proper
and parallactic motion.

A celestial object moving at constant velocity will,
strictly speaking, trace a more complex path in appar-
ent sky coordinates. Even without parallactic motion,
for example, constant linear motion projects nonlinearly
onto spherical coordinates. For most stars, these nonlin-
ear effects are tiny, though many are included in Gaia’s
data processing (Lindegren et al. 2021). The devia-
tions from linear apparent motion are small because the
changes in angles are typically small: a proper motion of
200 mas yr~!, which is larger than that of most stars, is
only about 10~° radians yr=!. For stars with all but the
highest parallaxes and proper motions, the sky paths
can be very accurately written as linear functions of po-
sition, parallax, and proper motion. In this limit, a
star’s positions in right ascension « and declination ¢
are given by

a(t) = ao + pat + @ falt) (1)
§(t) = do + pst + w fs(t) (2)

where u, and us are the proper motions in right as-
cension and declination, and w is the parallax. The
quantities (ag,dp), termed the reference position, are
the coordinates that the star would have at the refer-
ence time t = 0 in the absence of parallactic motion.
The functions f, and fs may be calculated using the
Earth’s orbit around the Sun. They depend on a star’s
position on the celestial sphere and on the location of an
observatory relative to the Solar system barycenter, e.g.,
near the Earth-Sun-Moon Lagrange point L2 for Gaia
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016). Due to the nature of
spherical coordinates, the arclength of a path in right
ascension depends both on the difference in angular co-
ordinate and on declination. An analogous statement
holds on the Earth’s surface for the same reason: a de-
gree in longitude corresponds to a longer distance near
the equator than near a pole. A cosd term is commonly
multiplied by « to produce a quantity sometimes de-
noted as ax*, so that an arcsecond in ax has the same
arclength as an arcsecond in 4.

Equations (1) and (2) describe a path in sky coordi-
nates that depends on the five basic astrometric param-
eters: ag, 09, Ma, Mg, and . If the observed positions
are not well-fit by a linearized sky path, then this poor
fit can be evidence of non-inertial motion, i.e., astro-
metric acceleration or orbital motion. Deviations from
a linear sky path can also be simply due to the use of
spherical coordinates, and can even arise from nonzero
radial velocity, as radial motion exchanges with proper
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Figure 1. The sky motion of a star moving at constant velocity is the sum of straight-line proper motion (left) and parallactic
motion due to the changing perspective of the Earth as it orbits the Sun (middle). The resulting path, shown on the right, is
described by five parameters—two for position, two for proper motion, and one for parallax—and is known as the five-parameter
sky path. Because longitude in spherical coordinates is compressed near the poles, a factor of cosd is commonly multiplied by
right ascension so that an arc length has consistent units in the right ascension and declination directions. Units are arbitrary,
but parallactic and proper motion are typically measured in units of mas (3.6 x 10°mas = 1 degree) and mas yr~*, respectively.

motion as distance changes (Lindegren & Dravins 2021).
These nonlinear effects would not appear if we were to
use a Cartesian coordinate system centered on the So-
lar system barycenter. Such a coordinate system, how-
ever, would be ill-suited to the angular positions that a
satellite like Gaia measures. For most stars, the linear
model of Equations (1) and (2) is sufficient in the ab-
sence of real acceleration, and is appropriate to model
precise measurements of angular positions. Deviations
from linear motion then typically reflect orbital motion.
If the orbital period is long then orbital motion appears
as a nearly constant acceleration. For shorter orbital pe-
riods, much or all of the star’s orbit about its barycenter
with a companion may be resolved. The following sec-
tions discuss both of these cases in turn.

Throughout the rest of this tutorial, I will show sky
paths without parallactic or proper motion. That is,
I will show the residuals of the actual sky path with
respect to the path shown in the right panel of Figure 1.
This is for visual clarity: orbital motion is often a tiny
perturbation to parallactic and proper motion, and is
only detectable statistically or by visually inspecting the
residuals from a five-parameter sky path. Even for very
highly significant measurements of astrometric orbital
motion, the amplitude of orbital motion can be much
less than the system’s parallax.

2.1. Astrometric Acceleration

Nearly all stars follow a sky path approximately de-
scribed by the five basic astrometric parameters via
Equations (1) and (2). Superposed on this sky path

can be nonlinear or orbital motion, as a star orbits an
unseen companion, another luminous star, or even the
Milky Way Galaxy. This section will focus on the limit
where this acceleration changes slowly, e.g., for a star in
a very long period orbit with a companion.

The acceleration that a star experiences depends on
the mass and separation of its perturber via Newton’s
law of gravity; the acceleration in physical units is given
by GM
a=—n (3)
However, astrometric missions measure acceleration in
angular units rather than physical units, which adds a
factor of parallax, and they only measure the acceler-
ation projected onto the plane of the sky. Placing the
acceleration in angular units,

acceleration M 10 au 2 40 pc
0.0l masyr—2 "~ (MJup) x (separation) . (distance
(4)
The closer a star is to Earth, the more detectable astro-
metric acceleration becomes. This differs from the se-
lection effects of other methods of companion detection,
like transits or radial velocities. Both of these are sen-
sitive to properties of the companion like mass, radius,
and separation. Their sensitivity also depends on the
star’s brightness, as more photons improve the signal-
to-noise ratio of flux or radial velocity measurements.
However, the sensitivity of these approaches is other-
wise independent of a star’s distance from Earth.
Table 1 shows example astrometric accelerations for a
star 10 pc from Earth under the influence of four per-

).
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turbers: a giant planet, a low-mass star, a dark matter
subhalo, and the Galaxy itself. For the dark matter sub-
halo and the Galaxy the mass is only counted if it lies
within the star’s adopted separation from the barycenter
of its perturber. The combination of the Hipparcos and
Gaia space astrometry missions is now sensitive to as-
trometric accelerations of ~0.003masyr~2 for the very
best stars (Brandt 2021), or ~0.0lmasyr~—2 for a 3o
detection. Even this precision may be exceeded when
using an ensemble of stars. The acceleration of the Sun
due to the Galaxy has been detected astrometrically as
a systematic pattern in quasar proper motions caused
by aberration (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2021).

Table 1, together with the current detection limits of
~0.01 masyr—2 for bright stars, shows that perturba-
tions from binary stellar companions can be detected up
to a few kpc from Earth, while perturbations from plan-
ets can be detected for stars up to ~100 pc from Earth.
Accelerations from star clusters, molecular clouds, or
more exotic sources like dark matter subhalos lie orders
of magnitude below current detection limits.

2.2. Astrometric Orbital Motion

Absolute astrometry missions like Gaia measure a
star’s position at a series of times. The relevant position
is approximately that of the photocenter, the photon-
weighted mean position, as long as all photons come
from an area that cannot be resolved by the telescope
(SA/D, or <071 for Gaia with its 1.5 m primary mirror).
Orbital motion appears in an astrometric data set when
the photocenter is not the same as the system’s barycen-
ter. If two stars have both equal mass and luminosity,
then the photocenter and barycenter are identical and
no orbital motion will be seen. In systems of unequal
mass, the more massive star will typically be much more
luminous. As the photons increasingly come from only
the more massive star, the photocenter and barycenter
become increasingly displaced, and astrometric orbital
motion becomes easier to detect.

In a two-body system, the photocenter will follow a
Keplerian orbit. The semimajor axis of the apparent
orbit, assuming all light to come from the primary star,
will be the semimajor axis of the mutual orbit multiplied
by the ratio of the mass of the faint component to the
total mass. Taking a to be the semimajor axis of the
mutual orbit and M. to refer to the dark component
(regardless of whether it has a lower mass), the angular
semimajor axis of the photocenter is

ap = waMsec/Miot.- (5)

The angular size of the apparent orbit could be smaller
depending on its orientation: an eccentric orbit aligned
with our line-of-sight will have a smaller apparent orbit
in the plane of the sky.

The Keplerian motion of the photocenter itself can be
described using one of several formulations of the clas-
sical orbital elements (Roy 2005). A detailed discussion
of astrometric orbital modeling and the relevant orbital
equations is beyond the scope of this paper, but may be
found in, e.g., Brandt et al. (2021c). In the following
sections I will discuss the overall statistical approach,
the assumptions typically made, and the qualitative un-
derstanding that a user should have before using orbit
fits from Gaia or the outputs of astrometric orbit fitting
codes.

3. FITTING AN ORBIT

Measuring a star’s astrometric parameters and, if ap-
plicable, its acceleration or orbit, requires fitting a se-
quence of measured positions. This is always done sta-
tistically, typically through x2. The individual Hippar-
cos and Gaia measurements are quasi-one-dimensional:
their uncertainties are much smaller in one direction
than in the orthogonal direction due to each satellite’s
scanning and observation strategy (ESA 1997; Gaia Col-
laboration et al. 2016). The likelihood of a model astro-
metric sky path given a sequence of measurements is

2
2log L=y = Z (%modelg2 Tdata) ©)

where z is the position along the precisely measured di-
rection. As the satellite continually scans the sky, its
orientation changes, and the direction that is precisely
measured also changes. This allows all five of the stan-
dard astrometric parameters to be accurately measured.
The astrometric processing pipelines for both Hippar-
cos and Gaia use Equation (6) to determine their as-
trometric solutions (ESA 1997; van Leeuwen 2007; Lin-
degren et al. 2021). Because a five-parameter sky path
(Equations (1) and (2)) is linear in the five basic astro-
metric parameters, Equation (6), the log likelihood, is
quadratic in these five parameters. The likelihood itself,
exp(—x?/2) is then a Gaussian whose mean and covari-
ance matrix may be computed using the standard x?
machinery.

The form of x? shown in Equation (6) is a special
case of the general expression for y?; the general form
has an inverse covariance matrix in place of the scalar
1/02. This inverse covariance matrix accounts for corre-
lated errors between the individual astrometric measure-
ments. An extreme example of a correlated error would
be an uncertain overall position, e.g., from an uncertain



Table 1. Example Astrometric Accelerations for a Star 10 pc from Earth

Perturber Mass Separation Induced Angular Acceleration
Giant planet 5 Myup 10 au 0.2 mas yr_2
Low-mass star 0.1 Mg 10au 4masyr—>
Dark matter subhalo 10* M@ 10pc 107 masyr—2
The Galaxy 5 x 1010 My @ 8 kpc 10~* masyr—2

@Counting only the mass enclosed by the star’s orbit

overall realization of the ICRS. A resulting error in po-
sition would be shared by all astrometric measurements
and would not improve as more data are taken.

A Keplerian orbit can be added to Equations (1) and
(2), but the equations are not linear in these additional
parameters. For some formulations of the orbital ele-
ments the equations for sky coordinates are linear in a
subset of the Keplerian orbital parameters, but never in
all of them (Wright & Howard 2009). Modeling the sky
path is no longer a linear least-squares problem, and it
becomes more challenging computationally. Keplerian
orbits are typically fit using a form of Markov Chain
Monte Carlo, e.g., in the orbit fitting codes orbitize!
(Blunt et al. 2020), orvara (Brandt et al. 2021c), and
octofitter (Thompson et al. 2023).

The third Gaia data release, DR3, provides Keplerian
two-body astrometric orbital solutions for ~10° stars
using only Gaia astrometry (Gaia Collaboration et al.
2023). These orbital fits adopt the likelihood of Equa-
tion (6) combined with a mixture of Monte Carlo and
optimization processes (Halbwachs et al. 2023; Holl et al.
2023). This fit is poorly constrained if the orbital period
is long (and hence, if Gaia sees only a small arc of the
orbit). As a result, Gaia orbital searches are limited to
periods shorter than twice the DR3 mission baseline, or
shorter than about 5.5 years. An extended Gaia mission
will enable the detection of orbits with longer periods
(Perryman et al. 2014).

Figure 2 shows the astrometric detectability of a faint
companion to a visible star in Gaia DR3 as a function
of the system’s orbital period, assuming an eccentricity
of 0.5. In this case, I take detectable to mean that a
fit to the sky path using only parallax, position, and
proper motion is insufficient, i.e., the standard x2 value
of this fit exceeds a certain threshold. This is the same
definition used by Perryman et al. (2014). The signal-
to-noise ratio is similar to the square root of x2, which
is plotted on the vertical axis. The minimum detectable
mass is proportional to the minimum detectable signal,
and inversely proportional to the quantity plotted on
the vertical axis. I further assume that the companion

One Year

DR3 Baseline

vV x? = SNR, fixed companion mass

L Il L L

0.3 1 3 10
Orbital Period t (years)

Figure 2. Astrometric detectability of a faint companion
to a bright star in Gaia DR3 as a function of the system’s
orbital period, assuming an eccentricity of 0.5. The shaded
region encloses 68% of orbits with random phases and ori-
entations. The sensitivity peaks near the Gaia DR3 time
baseline, while there is a slight dip around 1 year due to the
degeneracy with parallactic motion (a one-year orbit can be
indistinguishable from parallactic motion if its eccentricity
and orientation are carefully chosen). The vertical scale is
arbitrary; it depends on the astrometric precision of Gaia
for that star and on the star’s distance from Earth. The red
and violet lines indicate approximate scalings from Kepler’s
Third Law and Newton’s Law of Gravity for the semimajor
axis (red), relevant when a full orbit is measured, and for as-
trometric acceleration (violet), relevant where only a small
orbital arc is measured.

is much less massive than the host star. With this ap-
proximation, a changing companion mass only changes
the amplitude of the host star’s orbital motion.

The shaded region of Figure 2 encloses 68% of or-
bits at random phases and orientations. The sensitivity
initially grows with orbital period. In this regime the
semimajor axis, and thus the astrometric signal, increase
with period. Since I am assuming the companion’s mass
to be small compared to that of its host, Kepler’s Third
Law states that the semimajor axis of the star’s orbit
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(and therefore its astrometric detectability) grow as the
period to the % power; this curve is shown in red. Fol-
lowing a slight dip around a period of 1 year due to de-
generacies with parallactic motion, sensitivity increases
up to about the Gaia DR3 baseline. At longer orbital
periods the sensitivity decreases because Gaia observes
only a fraction of the orbit; it cannot access the increas-
ing astrometric signal. At longer orbital periods the
orbit may not be fully characterized; Gaia may simply
measure an astrometric acceleration from a small orbital
arc. Combining Kepler’s Third Law with Newton’s Law
of Gravity yields an acceleration that scales as period
to the —% power; this curve is shown in violet. As the
previous discussion implies, a companion inducing a sig-
nal above the detectability threshold of Figure 2 can be
seen in Gaia DR3 as a deviation from straight-line sky
motion, but may or may not permit a good orbital fit.

While Gaia’s sensitivity is limited to modest orbital
periods, we can access wider orbits with the aid of ad-
ditional data. The Hipparcos mission predates Gaia by
about 25 years and, while its measurements are less pre-
cise, this long baseline is enough to compensate. Hip-
parcos and Gaia combine to measure a long-term proper
motion, the difference between the characteristic posi-
tion during the Hipparcos observations and the charac-
teristic position during the Gaia observations (Brandt
2018; Kervella et al. 2019). This fact formed the ba-
sis of the Tycho-Gaia Astrometric Solution, the core of
Gaia DR1 (Michalik et al. 2014, 2015; Lindegren et al.
2016). The typical uncertainty on this long-term proper
motion is the typical uncertainty in a Hipparcos posi-
tion, anywhere from ~0.5 mas to 10 mas, divided by the
~25 years between the observations. The resulting un-
certainties are comparable to uncertainties in Gaia DR3
proper motions (Brandt 2021). This enables the differ-
ence between the Hipparcos-Gaia mean proper motion
and the Gaia proper motion, sometimes referred to as
the proper motion anomaly (Kervella et al. 2019), to
be used as a measure of acceleration. If other types of
measurements, e.g. radial velocities, are available, then
this proper motion anomaly offers a constraint on the
orbit. The underlying assumptions about the astromet-
ric data typically remain that its uncertainties are accu-
rately known and are Gaussian. A similar x? expression
may then be written down and minimized by varying
the orbital parameters (Brandt et al. 2019).

Figure 3 shows the actual sky path taken by a star
for a sample orbit at six different periods. The sky
paths shown have had parallactic and proper motion
removed to make the orbital motion easier to see. The
angular semimajor axis is the same in all of these exam-

ples. Maintaining the same orbital period would require
a higher system mass at shorter orbital periods.

Short orbital periods are accessible to Hipparcos or
Gaia individually; each mission covers most or all of
an orbit. These short orbital periods are more difficult
to constrain with only the catalog proper motions and
a long-term proper motion. The positions and proper
motions obtained from fitting Equations (1) and (2)
bear little visual correspondence with the orbit at these
short orbital periods (top-middle, and especially top-
left, panels of Figure 3). As the orbital period becomes
comparable to or longer than the time baseline between
Hipparcos and Gaia, the three proper motions measure
something close to an instantaneous acceleration. In
this limit, most nearly shown in the lower-right panel of
Figure 3, the combination of Hipparcos and Gaia holds
much more power to constrain an orbit than Gaia alone.

3.1. Hipparcos-Gaia Accelerations vs. Gaia Two-Body
Orbits

This tutorial primarily focuses on using Hipparcos and
Gaia positions and proper motions. With Gaia DR3
(Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023), two-body orbital fits
are also available for a number of stars (Halbwachs et al.
2023; Holl et al. 2023). These two-body fits include a
set of seven Keplerian orbital parameters sufficient to
fully describe the orbit of the photocenter. Gaia DR3
includes a covariance matrix for these seven parameters.
Their joint distribution will only be Gaussian, however,
in the high signal-to-noise ratio limit. For example, or-
bital phase is periodic, eccentricity and period are posi-
tive, and eccentricity is bounded; the likelihood cannot
be Gaussian in these parameters unless they are very
tightly constrained. This is in contrast to the five ba-
sic astrometric parameters?. The fact that a sky path
is linear in the five basic parameters of position, proper
motion, and parallax means that their posterior distri-
bution will indeed be Gaussian assuming the data to
have Gaussian errors.

Additional data in the form of direct imaging or radial
velocities can improve a Gaia two-body orbit and can
measure the difference between photocenter motion and
the separation between the primary star and its com-
panion. When using the Gaia two-body orbit together
with additional data, the limitation of Gaia’s Gaussian
approximation to the joint likelihood of the orbital pa-
rameters can become important. In this case, it is im-

2 While physically meaningful parallaxes are positive, a negative
parallax would describe a valid sky path. Negative parallax val-
ues are not mathematically excluded when fitting sky paths and
do appear in Hipparcos and Gaia data releases.
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Figure 3. Illustration of the positions and proper motions that Hipparcos and Gaia would measure for the same hypothetical
orbit but with six different periods. The orbits shown have had parallactic and proper motion removed (c.f. Figure 1). The
small colored ellipses show the quasi-one-dimensional position measurements made by Hipparcos and Gaia, the diamonds show
the best-fit positions at Jyr 1991.25 and 2016.0 from fitting straight lines to the blue and orange points, respectively, and the
arrows show the best-fit proper motions. The portions of the orbit covered by Hipparcos and Gaia are indicated by shading
on the orbit, and a black arrow indicates the (counterclockwise) direction of orbital motion. Differences between the Hipparcos
proper motion, the Gaia proper motion, and the scaled difference between the Hipparcos and Gaia positions can constrain orbital
motion. At short periods (top middle and especially top left), the positions and proper motions can bear little resemblance
to the instantaneous position and proper motion at the average epoch of observation, while at long periods (lower right) this
distinction becomes insignificant. For all periods shown other than 50 years the star completes more than one full orbit between

the Hipparcos and Gaia central epochs.

portant to test the consistency of the RVs and/or imag-
ing data with the Gaia solution. This is possible in a
few cases. For example, for Gaia BH-1, the RV orbit is
inconsistent with the Gaia two-body fit unless the Gaia
uncertainties are inflated by a factor of ~2 (El-Badry
et al. 2023; Chakrabarti et al. 2023).

The individual Gaia astrometric measurements have
not been released as of the time of writing, making it
impossible to perform orbital fitting to Gaia data in-
dependently of the Gaia Data Processing Consortium.
The individual measurements will be released in Gaia
DR4. Gaia DR3’s formal uncertainties on the astro-
metric parameters are known to underestimate the true
uncertainties by up to ~=30%-40% for bright stars (El-
Badry et al. 2021; Brandt 2021). This could impact the

treatment of measurements and uncertainties in orbit
fitting and, by extension, the values, uncertainties, and
biases of the resulting orbital parameters. With future
Gaia data releases, fits to the Gaia two-body solutions
will not be necessary; fits will be possible on the individ-
ual astrometric measurements. As noted in the following
section, using these individual measurements in practice
will require a detailed understanding of their statistical
properties.

3.2. Ezxzample: Fitting Individual Gaia Measurements

While the individual Gaia position measurements will
not be available until DR4, the full time series was
recently released for a visible star hosting a dark, al-
most certainly black hole, companion (Gaia Collabora-
tion et al. 2024). The model those authors fit to the
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individual astrometric measurements is that of a single
star (Equations (1) and (2)) plus a Keplerian orbit in
the plane of the sky (e.g. Roy 2005). The astrometric
measurements are precise only in one direction (the scan
direction), so the model astrometric path is the sum of
the projections of right ascension and declination onto
this scan direction.

With the full orbital model plus single star sky path,
the right ascension and declination will be, using the
Thiele-Innes representation (see, e.g., Wright & Howard
(2009) for definitions of quantities),

a=a+ pat + @fo + AX(e, Ty, P,t) + FY (e, Ty, P, t)
(7)

0 =0g + ust + wfs + BX (e, Ty, P,t) + GY (e, Ty, P, t)
(8)

or, in the Campbell representation,

a=ag+ pat + wfa + R(e,To, Pi,w,Q,a,t) (9)
5:60+u5t+wf5—|—S(€,T0,P7i,w,Q7a,t). (10)
Assuming a scan angle ¢; and a measured position of y;

along the scan direction for measurement i, the x? value
representing the log of the likelihood is

(a;sin + 8; cos ¢ — y;)°
oy el )
where ¢; is the uncertainty of measurement ;. Gaia-BH3
also has radial velocity data; the total log likelihood is

then the sum of the x? given above along with

(RV modeli — RV;)?
X121V = Z 2 )

i i

(12)

where the model radial velocities RV yyode1,; depend on
the orbital elements (e.g. Wright & Howard 2009), RV;
are the measured radial velocities, and o; are their un-
certainties. The total x? may then be minimized us-
ing standard techniques, or treated as a likelihood using
L x exp [7)(2 /2] and treated using tools like Markov
Chain Monte Carlo. An example Jupyter notebook pro-
vided by the Gaia-BH3 discovery team illustrates the
approach and the resulting fit>.

There are many subtleties to fitting such an orbit that
are well beyond the scope of the present discussion; I
list a few of them here. The formulations with Thiele-
Innes and Campbell elements may not be equivalent, as
the Jacobean determinant of the transformation from
one to the other is not unity. The approach outlined

3 https://github.com/esa/gaia-bhthree

here also assumes independent, Gaussian errors for the
Gaia measurements; this must be rigorously checked.
Outliers in the data must be rejected, but this can be
handled in different ways and, in any case, assumes the
validity of the Gaussian model for the bulk of the data.
Finally, the likelihood will not be Gaussian, leading to
subtleties in the interpretation of orbital constraints for
large samples.

4. REQUIREMENTS ON AN ASTROMETRY DATA
SET

The preceding section presented an overview of the
process of using absolute astrometry to fit orbits.
Whether using a sequence of astrometric measurements
as Gaia DR3 does for its orbital solutions (Halbwachs
et al. 2023; Holl et al. 2023), or whether using just two
or three proper motion measurements from combining
Hipparcos and Gaia data (Brandt et al. 2019), an or-
bital fit presumes the validity of Equation (6).

The use of x? statistics assumes that all measure-
ments are drawn from Gaussian distributions where the
mean is the true value and the standard deviation is
typically known (and identified with the measurement
uncertainty). In order for this assumption to be satis-
fied the data must be free of systematics and and have
accurately calibrated uncertainties. This latter require-
ment extends to the covariance. If the data have un-
modeled covariance, the resulting parameter uncertain-
ties may be severely underestimated even while the as-
trometric measurements are scattered about the best-fit
sky path as expected. As an example, consider a se-
ries of perfectly covariant measurements. This means
that a measurement error in one measurement will be
repeated identically in all others; the measurements will
show no scatter relative to one another. If we estimate
the uncertainty from the difference between the various
measurements, we will miss their shared error. In as-
trometry, a shared but unmodeled error could appear
to be an unexpected offset in position on the sky. The
residuals of the measurements from the (incorrect) best-
fit sky positions could still be near zero. An unmodeled
error in position, however, would have a decisive impact
on the measurement of long-term proper motions mea-
sured between astrometric missions.

The issues outlined above apply to the five-parameter
astrometric fits (parallax, position, proper motion) of
Hipparcos and Gaia just as well as they apply to or-
bital fits. In order to use these quantities, we must
verify their consistency and statistical properties. Fortu-
nately, consistency checks are available on the statistical
properties of the five-parameter fits. In the case of Hip-
parcos, these may be done, e.g., with negative derived
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parallaxes. Negative parallaxes are unphysical. How-
ever, a linear least-squares fit to a very distant object
will return a negative parallax half the time. The dis-
tribution of negative parallaxes was used to validate the
new Hipparcos reduction (van Leeuwen 2007). For Gaia,
the same test is available for the parallaxes of objects
known to be quasars (Babusiaux et al. 2023). These
checks are useful but do not apply to all data. For ex-
ample, while there are hundreds of thousands of quasars
in Gaia, none of them are as bright as the stars of Hip-
parcos. For these bright stars in Gaia, we may perform
consistency checks using wide binaries (that should have
nearly the same parallax and proper motion) (El-Badry
et al. 2021; Cantat-Gaudin & Brandt 2021).
Measurement uncertainties may be estimated using
knowledge of the instrument and spacecraft as well as
the scatter of measurements about the best-fit sky paths.
If there are any unmodeled covariances between mea-
surements, this process may result in underestimated
uncertainties in the resulting astrometric parameters.
This represents the difference between what may be
termed the internal, or formal, uncertainties, and the
total, or internal+-external, uncertainties (Arenou et al.
2017, 2018; Fabricius et al. 2021). The Hipparcos re-
reduction incorporates a small, additional error term
added in quadrature with all of the individual astro-
metric measurements (van Leeuwen 2007). The original
Hipparcos catalog (ESA 1997) did not specifically tally
the external error, but estimated the total error to be
a factor of up to ~20% larger than the catalog uncer-
tainty (Perryman et al. 1997). Brandt et al. (2023) find
that the Hipparcos-2 uncertainties likely remain under-
estimated for bright stars, with uncertainties underes-
timated by as much as a factor of ~4. For Gaia, the
ratio of total to internal uncertainty varies as a func-
tion of magnitude. At relatively faint magnitudes, paral-
laxes and proper motions of quasars and the consistency
of astrometric fits for so-called duplicated sources find
that Gaia uncertainties are underestimated by ~5-10%
depending on the catalog version (Arenou et al. 2017,
2018; Fabricius et al. 2021). For bright stars the formal
Gaia DR3 uncertainties underestimate the true uncer-
tainties by factor of ~1.3-1.4 as measured from wide
binaries (El-Badry et al. 2021) and from the consistency
of Hipparcos and Gaia (Brandt 2021). Underestimated
uncertainties and systematics can also be a function of
magnitude: Gaia DR3 has residual systematics in the
proper motions of stars just brighter than magnitude 13,
where the data collection method (the gating) changes
to avoid saturation (Cantat-Gaudin & Brandt 2021).
The need to inflate uncertainties above their inter-
nal values raises questions about the suitability of these
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data for orbit fitting. For the five astrometric parame-
ters, we may at present only calibrate the final values
and uncertainties of the fitted parameters, not the in-
dividual position measurements that were used in the
fit. In some cases, similar tests with external data are
possible for orbital motion, e.g., where long-term radial
velocity monitoring is available. There are a handful of
examples in the literature, among them Gaia-BH-1 (El-
Badry et al. 2023; Chakrabarti et al. 2023). In this case,
RV monitoring of the visible primary star yields an orbit
marginally inconsistent with the Gaia two-body fit. The
error inflation needed to achieve agreement with the RV
parameters is a factor of ~2, substantially larger than
the factor needed to account for external errors for stars
of similar brightness (El-Badry et al. 2021).

The results outlined above suggest that orbit fitting
should be done with caution unless a data set has been
specifically calibrated for that purpose. Work to under-
stand the individual Hipparcos position measurements
at this level is ongoing. For many Hipparcos stars, Gaia
has two-body orbital fits, and we can check the consis-
tency of the Hipparcos measurements with these Gaia
sky paths. Existing work by Brandt et al. (2023) sug-
gests that the Hipparcos re-reduction should be treated
with caution due to its use of the bright stars’ residu-
als to five-parameter sky paths in order to calibrate the
spacecraft attitude.

Though individual Gaia astrometric measurements
are not yet available and questions linger about the use
of Hipparcos intermediate data, it is possible to cross-
calibrate and use the Hipparcos and Gaia catalogs for
orbit fitting. In order to use Hipparcos and Gaia data
to fit orbits, both must represent positions and proper
motions in the same inertial reference frame. Gaia for
bright stars is, in fact, calibrated to Hipparcos via the
long-term proper motion (Lindegren et al. 2021). The
consistency of Hipparcos and Gaia can be tested assum-
ing that most stars have no detectable astrometric ac-
celeration. For these stars, the z-score, the difference
between the Gaia and the long-term proper motion nor-
malized by their combined uncertainty, should be dis-
tributed as a unit Gaussian:

» = _MHG — HG (13)

2 2
Voae T oG

This test was used to construct and validate the
Hipparcos-Gaia Catalog of Accelerations (Brandt 2018,
2021). The following sections summarize the combined
use of Hipparcos and Gaia to identify massive compan-
ions to nearby stars, to fit their orbits, and to measure
their masses.
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5. MASSES AND ORBITAL CONSTRAINTS: LONG
PERIOD LIMIT

In the limit of an orbital period much longer than
the time baseline between Hipparcos and Gaia, abso-
lute astrometry only probes a small fraction of the or-
bital arc. In this limit Hipparcos and Gaia measure
an acceleration in the plane of the sky. According to
Newton’s law of gravity, the large physical separation
required to have a ~centuries-long period results in a
low acceleration. In order for the astrometric accelera~
tion to be detectable, circumstances must be favorable.
These systems are easier to detect when they are nearby
(so that the same astrometric acceleration in physical
units is larger when projected onto the sky in angu-
lar units). They are also easier to measure for more
massive companions, which exert larger tugs on their
host stars. Nearby binary systems with a stellar, stellar
remnant, or brown dwarf companion are ideally suited
to the measurement of astrometric accelerations. Sub-
stellar examples include Gl 229B (5.8 pc, 71 My,;,) and
Gl 758B (15.6 pc, 38 Myyp) (Brandt et al. 2021b), white
dwarf examples include Gl 86B (10.8 pc, 0.61 M), Zeng
et al. 2022), while there is a large and increasing number
of stellar companions that permit these dynamical mass
measurements (e.g. Rickman et al. 2022).

The examples cited above have bright primary stars
and faint companions. In this limit Hipparcos and Gaia
measure the location of the star, because that is the
source of nearly all of the light. If the companion emits
a significant fraction of the system’s light, then Hippar-
cos and Gaia measure the motion of something closer
to the system’s photocenter and the analysis becomes
more complicated. In this section I will assume that
all photons come from the primary star. The star’s as-
trometric acceleration, which I denote aj (because it
is perpendicular to the line of sight), is related to the
companion mass msy by

Gm

2 .
aL=—3 sin ¢ (14)

where r is the physical separation between the two bod-
ies and ¢ is the angle of the two bodies’ separation vector
with respect to the line of sight. While a; may be di-
rectly measured by Hipparcos and Gaia, a constraint on
the companion mass independently of separation is not
possible without additional information.

For many nearby binary systems, however, additional
information is available in the form of a radial velocity
trend and the separation of the two bodies in the plane
of the sky. The radial velocity trend measures the line-
of-sight acceleration aj,

mo
3 cos o. (15)

ay =

This combines with a | to measure the three-dimensional
acceleration in an inertial reference frame (the Solar sys-
tem barycenter provides a very nearly inertial reference
frame for radial velocities). Equations (14) and (15)
can directly constrain msy/r?, but cannot constrain ei-
ther ms or r individually. To break this degeneracy we
need one more measurement, which can be supplied by
the two bodies’ projected separation. This may be mea-
sured from high-contrast imaging, speckle imaging, or,
for very nearby binary systems, the two bodies may be
separately resolved within Gaia itself. The projected
separation p is given by

p =rsing¢. (16)

In the limit of a long orbital period and nearly simulta-
neous measurements of a, ai, and p, Equations (14),
(15), and (16) may be combined to solve for the com-
panion mass ms (Brandt et al. 2019).

Table 2 lists several nearby systems with orbital pe-
riods 2100 years, with RV trends, relative astrometry,
and astrometric accelerations. These systems provide
some of the best first-principles mass measurements of
substellar objects, stellar remnants, and very low-mass
stars and help anchor models of their evolution. The
precise mass measurements listed in Table 2 would not
be possible without the highly significant measured as-
trometric accelerations. With only radial velocity mea-
surements or a relative orbit on the sky, the total mass
is typically inferred from the period and semimajor axis
via Kepler’s Third Law, which in turn requires a good
measurement of the period. This typically means that
the data must cover most or all of an orbital period.
Very few systems with orbital periods of a century or
more have meaningful data extending back that long.
Absolute astrometry, by measuring an acceleration in
an inertial reference frame, entirely removes the require-
ment to cover most of an orbital period in order to apply
Kepler’s Third Law. Even with a short orbital arc, it is
possible to apply Newton’s Second Law instead to infer
a companion mass directly.

6. MASSES AND ORBITAL CONSTRAINTS:
SHORTER PERIODS

At shorter orbital periods, some systems have a suf-
ficiently large and well-resolved astrometric signal that
Gaia DR3 provides two-body orbital fits. Many more
do not. These systems, like the long-period systems dis-
cussed in the previous section, have three proper mo-
tions between the Hipparcos and Gaia catalogs. The
differences between these three proper motions do not
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Table 2. Nearby Long-Period Systems with Precise Dynamical Masses

System Companion Type Distance (pc) Period (yr) Ap Significance® Companion Mass Reference

Gl 86 White Dwarf 10.8 97 £2 281c 0.543 £ 0.004 M Zeng et al. (2022)
HD 114174 White Dwarf 26.4 104 £5 880 0.59 £ 0.01 Mg Zhang et al. (2023)
HD 159062  White Dwarf 21.6 387159 990 0.614+0.01 My Bowler et al. (2021)
HIP 22059 Low-mass Star 30.9 93+6 2080 0.237 £0.004 My Rickman et al. (2022)
HD 157338  Low-mass Star 33.0 126137 1350 0.34 £0.01 My  Rickman et al. (2022)

Gl 229 Brown Dwarf 5.8 238+ 5 1140 71.4+£0.6 My,  Brandt et al. (2021b)

Gl 758 Brown Dwarf 15.6 154153 410 38.04+ 0.7 Myup  Brandt et al. (2021b)

@ Approximate significance (in Gaussian sigma) of non-constant proper motion between Hipparcos and Gaia

measure something close to the instantaneous accelera-
tion of the star, but something more complex, as indi-
cated in the top row of panels of Figure 3.

Just as in the long-period limit, the three proper mo-
tions from Hipparcos and Gaia only offer a joint con-
straint on mass and separation. An important difference
from the long period limit is that radial velocity and rel-
ative astrometric monitoring by direct imaging are much
more likely to measure orbital curvature. This both re-
duces the need to have both of these types of measure-
ments and increases the importance of detailed orbital
modeling. For example, excellent constraints on com-
panion mass can be achieved with absolute astrometry
and radial velocity, so long as the radial velocity mea-
surements cover a large fraction of an orbit. Examples
of these measurements may be found in Xuan & Wyatt
(2020), Li et al. (2021), Hill et al. (2021), and Venner
et al. (2021). If direct imaging is also available, the con-
straints can be extremely tight (e.g. Balmer et al. 2023).

As the orbital period decreases, the measured proper
motions become increasingly sensitive to precisely when
and in which direction Hipparcos and Gaia measured
the individual positions. For Hipparcos these times and
measurement directions are available via the intermedi-
ate astrometric data. For Gaia they are not, but the
Gaia Observation Scheduling Tool (GOST, Ferndndez-
Herndndez & Joliet 2019) includes predictions of the
epochs and scan directions. Some measurements will
inevitably be more precise than others, and some ob-
servations may be unusable. As a result, GOST is an
imperfect substitute for the observations themselves.

The most correct way to treat the data at shorter or-
bital periods is to calibrate the uncertainties and covari-
ances of the individual position measurements and then
to use them directly. This is not possible now, and could
be difficult well into the future. As the orbital period ap-
proaches the time baseline of either Hipparcos or Gaia,
i.e. S<10years, orbital fits using only the catalog proper

motions become increasingly sensitive to the details of
the assumed astrometric measurements. These can be
checked to a limited degree. The Hipparcos-Gaia Cata-
log of Accelerations provides the characteristic observa-
tional epochs of Hipparcos and Gaia in right ascension
and declination, and these can be checked against the
mean epochs of the assumed measurements, e.g. from
GOST, in each direction. Whether or not this checks
out, orbital fits using the Hipparcos-Gaia Catalog of
Accelerations or a similar astrometric catalog should be
evaluated with caution at periods <10years, and espe-
cially so at periods <5 years.

6.1. Many-body systems

If a star has more than one companion, its astrometric
and radial velocity motions will be the sum of the contri-
butions of each companion. This is now treated in orbit-
fitting codes using a superposition of Keplerian orbits
(e.g. Blunt et al. 2020; Brandt et al. 2021¢). Some care
must be taken with the relative astrometry. Each body
will follow an approximately Keplerian orbit around the
barycenter of all bodies interior to its orbit (including
itself). This means that the relative orbit of an outer
planet around its host star will differ from an ellipse
(Lacour et al. 2021). As precisions improve, especially
due to the GRAVITY instrument on the Very Large
Telescope (GRAVITY Collaboration et al. 2017), a su-
perposition of Keplerian orbits will become insufficient
to describe the dynamics and full N-body modeling will
become necessary (Covarrubias et al. 2022). For now,
however, Keplerian orbits are sufficient to describe the
dynamics of systems like 8 Pictoris and HD 206893 to
derive the masses of their planetary companions (Brandt
et al. 2021a; Hinkley et al. 2023).

7. COMPANION DISCOVERY FROM
ASTROMETRIC ACCELERATION
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Astrometric accelerations are measured by Hippar-
cos and Gaia for nearly all bright stars across the sky.
This raises the possibility of using absolute astrometry
to identify previously unknown dark companions. An
astrometrically accelerating star is being tugged by an
unseen companion; the magnitude of the acceleration
constrains the companion’s separation and mass. This
fact may be used to select targets for follow-up observa-
tions, either in radial velocities or in direct imaging, to
confirm these companions, to weigh them, and to char-
acterize their atmospheres.

In the remainder of this section I will assume that the
companion is faint, i.e., Hipparcos and Gaia measure
only the motion of the primary star. If the companion
is comparably luminous to its host star, Hipparcos and
Gaia may instead trace the path of their photocenter
and underestimate the motion of the primary star itself.
In the limit that the primary and secondary stars have
equal brightness no astrometric signal will be measured
at all.

With only an astrometric acceleration and no addi-
tional data, we can only apply a joint constraint to the
companion’s mass and separation at a given epoch. Fig-
ure 4 shows an example of the constraints that are possi-
ble; similar figures appear in, e.g., Kervella et al. (2019)
and Franson et al. (2023a). The three left-hand panels of
Figure 4 include the cases where only absolute astrome-
try is available (top), where a ten-year RV trend is also
available (middle), and where radial velocity measure-
ments cover much of an orbit (bottom). They show the
probability density of a companion having a given mass
and projected separation; the contours enclose 68% and
95% of the probability integrated over the region shown.
The right panels of Figure 4 show the radial velocity
data assumed and sample orbital fits from the MCMC
orbit fitting code orvara (Brandt et al. 2021c). The
figure adopts the astrometry measured for HIP 21152,
which shows acceleration at ~13c¢ significance due to a
recently imaged brown dwarf companion (Bonavita et al.
2022; Kuzuhara et al. 2022; Franson et al. 2023b). Fig-
ure 4 shows the projected separations at 2022.0 that are
consistent with the relevant assumed data.

The top panel of Figure 4 shows three distinct regimes.
At wide separations, where the period is more than twice
the total astrometric baseline of 25 years, absolute as-
trometry primarily measures an acceleration and con-
strains the quantity m/r?. The tail to higher masses
(above the highest density region on the plot) arises
from geometries where sin ¢ in Equation (14) is small,
i.e., the companion is far away from its host along the
line of sight. The high likelihood in the top panel of Fig-
ure 4 extends to very high companion masses and very

large separations. At a sufficiently wide separation, the
companion would be massive enough to be comparably
bright to its host. In this case, it should be detected
separately in Gaia, and a nondetection of the compan-
ion in Gaia can be used to set an upper limit on its mass
and separation.

The second regime in the top panel of Figure 4 lies
at intermediate separations. These separations, via Ke-
pler’s Third Law, correspond to periods between the
time baseline covered by Gaia alone and twice the base-
line between Hipparcos and Gaia. The six orbits shown
in Figure 3 span this window. In this window the com-
panion mass m needed to account for the proper motion
anomaly depends much more weakly on separation. At
these periods the star will cover a large fraction of an
orbit, or even multiple orbits, between the two posi-
tion measurements. As a result, the position difference
between the Hipparcos and Gaia measurements is much
lower than the orbital speed times the time interval. The
proper motion anomaly, instead of measuring an astro-
metric acceleration, measures something much closer to
an orbital speed, which scales as m/+/a.

The final regime is at close separations. When the
orbital period approaches the duration of the Gaia mis-
sion, a constant velocity fit is no longer a good model
to the sky path, and the orbit must be fit with the in-
dividual Gaia measurements. These fits are available
for a number of stars in Gaia DR3 (Halbwachs et al.
2023; Holl et al. 2023), and will be available for many
more stars in the future. At these short orbital periods
a five-parameter fit becomes a poor model for the sky
path seen in Gaia. The renormalized unit weight error
(RUWE), a measure of the goodness-of-fit in Gaia, can
provide an indication of these situations.

As noted in Section 5, if radial velocity data are also
available, the parameter space shown in the top panel
of Figure 4 will be better constrained. A measurement
of a radial velocity trend fixes the angle between the
separation and the line-of-sight, collapsing the cloud of
points around m ~ 72 to the line. A radial velocity trend
can also rule out shorter orbital periods. The middle
panel of Figure 4 shows this case. The actual radial
velocity measurements are HARPS data taken from HIP
58289 (Trifonov et al. 2020); the two colors shown in
the right middle panel of Figure 4 indicate two different
instruments with different zero points. In this case they
are before and after a fiber replacement in HARPS.

The lower panel of Figure 4 shows the constraints that
are possible if radial velocity monitoring covers most of
an orbit. The actual radial velocities in this case are
CORALIE data taken from HD 92987 (Rickman et al.
2019), with three different time periods during which
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Figure 4. Left: projected separation consistent with an assumed 13¢ significant proper motion difference in the Hipparcos-
Gaia Catalog of Accelerations (Brandt 2021) assuming no additional data (top), a ten-year radial velocity trend (middle), and
most of a radial velocity orbit (bottom). Right: the radial velocity measurements adopted, color-coded by different assumed
instruments, together with random orbits from the MCMC orbit fitting code orvara. The actual radial velocity points were
those published for HIP 58289 (Trifonov et al. 2020) for the trend and HD 92987 (Rickman et al. 2019) for the orbit.
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the instrument was stable. The radial velocity orbit con-
strains the period directly. The curves on the lower-right
panel show random orbits consistent with the data as
determined using the MCMC orbit fitting code orvara.

The orbital constraints shown in the lower panel of
Figure 4 assume that a good constraint on the mass of
the host star is available. Such a constraint enables the
semimajor axis to be inferred from the orbital period
via Kepler’s Third Law. Absolute astrometry then con-
strains the orientation of the orbit and determines the
companion mass and projected separation. This col-
lapses the cloud of points in the left panels to nearly a
point. This is similar to the situation with the discov-
ery of Neptune, where its mass and position could be
accurately predicted in advance of imaging.

8. FUTURE PROSPECTS

Gaia continues to collect data and improve its preci-
sion. Gaia DR2 represented about two years of obser-
vations. The precision of the Gaia DR2 proper motions
was lower than the precision of the long-term Hipparcos-
Gaia proper motions, typically by a factor of a few
(Brandt 2018). With the release of Gaia DR3, represent-
ing nearly three years of data together with improved
data processing (Lindegren et al. 2021), the precision of
Gaia proper motions is now comparable to the precision
of the long-term proper motions (Brandt 2021; Kervella
et al. 2022). However, this does not mean that Hippar-
cos no longer adds value. In particular, the precision
of Gaia alone in measuring astrometric accelerations of
bright stars remains far inferior to that enabled by in-
cluding Hipparcos positions.

To understand the continuing importance of Hippar-
cos, it is necessary to understand how Gaia’s precision
scales with its observing baseline. The benefit of addi-
tional observing time manifests very differently for mea-
surements of positions, proper motions, and astromet-
ric accelerations. The precision of measuring a position
scales with the number of measurements n as y/n. As-
suming these measurements to be evenly spaced in time,
the astrometric precision of a survey in position scales
as v/t. Because parallactic motion is periodic with a
period of one year, its precision scales similarly for a
multi-year survey that spans many parallactic periods.
In both cases—position and parallax—a mission that
lasts twice as long should have uncertainties that are
lower by a factor ~v2.

The precision of a velocity or acceleration measure-
ment scales very differently with observing baseline. A
star that moves uniformly across the sky will have a
position difference that scales as the survey duration.
The longer a survey continues, the further the star has
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Figure 5. Illustration of the different companion sensitiv-
ity scalings with Gaia baseline that are possible depending
on orbital period and the existence of Hipparcos data. The
shaded region encloses 90% of random orbits with eccentric-
ity 0.5. Top: with Gaia only, acceleration sensitivity scales
as t>/? until the baseline reaches the orbital period, then as
t'/2. Middle: the initial scaling is t3/2 because the relevant
measurement from Gaia is a proper motion. Bottom: for
a long period and a sufficiently long-duration Gaia mission,
the Hipparcos constraint finally ceases to add much and the
sensitivity scales as 5/2.



moved, and the easier this motion is to see. While the
precision of a position measurement scales as with the
mission baseline t as \/f, the displacement of a star
across the mission adds another factor of ¢ for a total
scaling of t3/2.

For astrometric accelerations the scaling with mission
baseline is even more extreme. The position displace-
ment of an accelerating source after time ¢ scales as t2.
This adds an additional factor of ¢ beyond the scaling
of proper motion precision with mission baseline, for a
total scaling of ¢%/2.

Figure 5 shows how these general scaling relations im-
pact the sensitivity of Gaia now and in the future to two
sample companions: one at an orbital period of 2000
days (~25.5 years) for the top two panels, and one with a
22-year orbital period for the bottom panel. Both com-
panions are assumed to have an orbital eccentricity of
0.5. The shaded regions include 90% of orbits at random
phases and orientations.

The top panel of Figure 5 assumes that only Gaia data
is used; the middle and bottom panels assume that Hip-
parcos also provides a position measurement 25 years
in the past. The vertical axis in all cases is the sig-
nificance of deviation from a five-parameter sky path
as measured by the square root of the x? improvement
from using the correct orbital model. It approximates
the signal-to-noise ratio of a detection of non-uniform
space motion. The vertical scale is arbitrary: it de-
pends on the astrometric precision, the distance of the
star from Earth, and the mass of the companion.

The top panel of Figure 5 uses only Gaia data. In this
case, the sensitivity initially scales nearly as t°/2 as Gaia
increases its observing baseline. This may be intuitively
understood as being due to the scaling of acceleration
sensitivity with mission baseline. As the observing base-
line exceeds the orbital period, the scaling approaches
the t!/2 sensitivity seen for position and parallax.

The middle panel of Figure 5 is similar to the top
panel, but includes a Hipparcos position measurement.
At small Gaia observing durations, Gaia itself is insen-
sitive to accelerations. An acceleration must be inferred
from a difference between the Gaia proper motion and
the long-term proper motion given by the Hipparcos-
Gaia positional shift. Since it is Gaia’s proper motion
measurement that determines the sensitivity, its preci-
sion scales as t3/2. As before, as the total Gaia baseline
exceeds the orbital period, the precision of the joint as-
trometric data sets scales as v/.

The bottom panel of Figure 5 adopts a longer-period
companion. At short orbital periods, Gaia is again in-
sensitive to accelerations on its own, so the sensitivity of
the combined astrometric data set scales as t3/2. There
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is then a plateau where the scaling is closer to v/t. The
precision of the Gaia proper motion at this point has
exceeded the precision of the Hipparcos-Gaia long-term
proper motion, while the sensitivity of Gaia itself to ac-
celerations has not yet reached the precision of the differ-
ence between the two proper motions. Then, at slightly
longer baselines, Gaia itself is more sensitive to accelera-
tions than the proper motion difference with Hipparcos.
At these mission durations Hipparcos finally ceases to
be relevant and Gaia’s sensitivity scales as t%/2.

Hipparcos currently provides position measurements
for a little more than 100,000 stars brighter than ~11
magnitude. For the millions of stars fainter than this,
pre-Gaia position measurements were much lower pre-
cision than Hipparcos, e.g. from digitized photographic
plates (Lehtinen et al. 2023) or from the Hipparcos star
mapper (the Tycho-2 catalog, Hog et al. 2000). Without
a sufficiently precise astrometric data point in the past,
the scaling with Gaia baseline shown in the top panel
of Figure 5 will apply. As Gaia completes its extended
mission and ultimately releases =10 years of data it will
conduct an extensive census of planet masses and orbits
with periods out to ~10 years. Assuming Gaia data to
be statistically well-behaved, this future Gaia data set
will be much more sensitive than Gaia DR3.

The middle and lower panels of Figure 5 show that
Hipparcos will continue to have value well into the fu-
ture. The same principle also applies to future astromet-
ric measurements: a position measurement years into
the future can add a large amount of value to Gaia as-
trometry. This measurement could be provided by a
future mission intended for precise astrometry, like a
proposed near-infrared successor to Gaia (Hobbs & Hog
2018; McArthur et al. 2019)*. Such a mission would
also enable a cross-calibration of Gaia and significant
improvements in systematics. A future position mea-
surement could even be provided by another mission like
HST, JWST, or the Roman space telescope assuming
that it can provide high-precision astrometric measure-
ments for relatively bright stars (Melchior et al. 2018;
WFIRST Astrometry Working Group et al. 2019).

9. CONCLUSIONS

This tutorial has reviewed the application of absolute
astrometry, particularly the combination of Hipparcos
and Gaia, to find and weigh faint companions of nearby
stars. I first reviewed the basic properties of absolute as-
trometry and the sky paths followed by stars traveling
on inertial trajectories. I then summarized the effects of

4 https://www.astro.lu.se/GaiaNTR,


https://www.astro.lu.se/GaiaNIR
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a companion on this astrometric sky path and the cur-
rently available astrometric data sets that can detect the
influence of an unseen companion. In order to be useful
to fit orbits, these data sets must have well-understood
and well-calibrated statistical properties. Orbit fitting
tends to begin by writing down a likelihood, which im-
plicitly assumes that all data have Gaussian errors of
known variance, and often assumes that the data have
zero covariance. I then reviewed the intuition for how
dynamical masses can be precisely measured and how
the possible constraints depend the properties of a bi-
nary system.

Astrometry from Hipparcos and Gaia has fundamen-
tally changed the kinds of systems that are amenable
to dynamical mass measurements. Dynamical masses
from tracing out orbits on the sky or from measuring
radial velocities typically require data to cover most or
all of an orbit. For long-period systems, this has meant
that masses are only possible for those systems with
data going back decades or even centuries. The com-
bination of the Hipparcos and Gaia data sets have en-

abled mass measurements of these long-period systems
by measuring their accelerations in an inertial reference
frame. Absolute astrometry of systems on century-long
orbits is now providing some of the most precisely mea-
sured masses of brown dwarfs, white dwarfs, and low-
mass stars.

As Gaia continues to observe, our sensitivity to faint
companions and our ability to measure masses will
steadily improve. Gaia’s extended mission will ulti-
mately include ~10 years of data, which will place its
highest astrometric sensitivity to orbits near this period.
For longer-period systems, Gaia’s sensitivity to accelera-
tion will improve rapidly and will enable dynamical mass
measurements for an ever-increasing number of nearby
systems. The same principles that have allowed Hip-
parcos to add so much value to Gaia—the addition of a
position measurement far displaced in time—mean that
a similar strategy in the future could continue to extend
Gaia’s sensivity to ever wider and lower-mass compan-
ions.
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