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ABSTRACT

Orbits of stellar binaries are in general eccentric. This encodes information about the formation

process. Here, we use thousands of main-sequence binaries from the GAIA DR3 catalog to reveal

that, binaries inwards of a few AU exhibit a simple Rayleigh distribution with a mode σe ≃ 0.30. We

find the same distribution for binaries from M to A spectral types, and from tens of days to 103days

(possibly extending to tens of AU).

This observed distribution is most likely primordial. Its Rayleigh form suggests an origin in weak

scattering, while its invariant mode demands a universal process. We experiment with exciting binary

eccentricities by ejecting brown dwarfs, and find that the eccentricities reach an equi-partition value

of σe ≃
√

Mbd/M∗. So to explain the observed mode, these brown dwarfs will have to be of order one

tenth the stellar masses, and be at least as abundant in the Galaxy as the close binaries. The veracity

of such a proposal remains to be tested.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Binary stars are common in the Galaxy (Duquennoy

& Mayor 1991; Fischer & Marcy 1992). Their orbits

are invariably eccentric. The distribution of these ec-

centricities encodes accessible information about their

formation, and is a useful property invoked in a wide

range of studies. Surprisingly, for binaries closer than

tens of AU (’close binaries’), such a fundamental prop-

erty is not well known.

Multiple lines of evidences suggest two main modes

of binary formation (see Duchêne & Kraus 2013; Offner

et al. 2023, for reviews). Wide binaries (> 50 AU,1

see, e.g., Parker et al. 2009) likely form following di-

rect collapse of individual components. These are either

weakly bound at birth or are captured after birth. Their

occurrence is insensitive to or rises with stellar metallic-

ity (El-Badry & Rix 2019; Hwang et al. 2021), and the

two components appear to be randomly paired in mass

(Moe & Di Stefano 2017). Close binaries, on the other

hand, are now thought to have formed through gravita-

tional fragmentation in massive circum-stellar disks (see

1 Interestingly, 50AU, or P ∼ 105days, is roughly the peak of the
binary distribution for Sun-like stars (Duquennoy & Mayor 1991;
Raghavan et al. 2010).

review by Kratter & Lodato 2016). Their occurrence

anti-correlates with stellar metallicity (Moe et al. 2019),

and the two masses are correlated (Raghavan et al. 2010;

Duchêne & Kraus 2013; Moe & Di Stefano 2017) with an

excess at equal-mass (’twin-binaries’, Moe & Di Stefano

2017; El-Badry et al. 2019).

These different formation pathways also manifest in

binary eccentricities – a property that is observationally

accessible and dynamically informative. Wide binaries

are observationally determined to have a thermal dis-

tribution (dN/de ∝ e), as inferred from spectroscopic

binaries (Duquennoy & Mayor 1991; Raghavan et al.

2010) and visual binaries(Tokovinin 2020; Hwang et al.

2022).2 This reflects a dynamic past in the birth clus-

ters (Parker et al. 2009), where plentiful scatterings with

other stars have relaxed the binaries towards a ’thermal’

equilibrium (Jeans 1919; Heggie 1975).

This concordance between theory and observation

does not, however, extend to close binaries. There are

no theoretical predictions for their e-distribution, owing

to the uncertain fragmentation process. On the observa-

tional side, their e-distribution remains murky, though

2 Very wide binaries (> 103 AU) also appear to be super-thermal
(Tokovinin 2020; Hwang et al. 2022), suggesting another mecha-
nism at play.
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it clearly differs from that of the wide binaries. The

current wisdom is that they are consistent with being

uniform,3 dN/de ∝ e0 (Raghavan et al. 2010; Duchêne

& Kraus 2013; Moe & Di Stefano 2017; Tokovinin 2000;

Geller et al. 2021; Hwang et al. 2022), but this is only a

best-guess estimate that is based on small samples4 and

has no ready theoretical explanation.

For instance, selecting from the volume-complete (to

25pc) Solar-type sample (Raghavan et al. 2010; Moe &

Di Stefano 2017), for binaries with periods 102−103d, so

as to exclude binaries that may have experienced tidal

circularization or may have been disturbed by passing-

by stars, we are left with only 18 binaries. It is clear a

much larger sample is sorely needed.

The Gaia mission (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016,

2023a), especially with its most recent non-single-star

catalogue published in DR3 (Gaia Collaboration et al.

2023b), provides just this sample. The GAIA binaries,

as we show here, sharpen our vision dramatically. The

e-distribution for those inward of a few AU follows, dis-

tinctly, a Rayleigh distribution.

2. GAIA BINARIES

Here we will study GAIA binaries with eccentricities

explicitly determined by astrometry and/or radial ve-

locities. The details of our binary selection are in Ap-

pendix A, and a short form is presented in Table 1.

The ’full’ main-sequence binary sample includes some

150, 000 systems. We pare down this large set by dif-

ferent cuts (Table 1) and study their respective prop-

erties. Among these, we highlight results from the so-

called ’gold’ sample, ∼ 3000 Sun-like binaries that have

periods from 102 − 103 days, and that lie within 150pc.

Binaries with too short a period can be affected by tidal

circularization, while DR3 extends to just beyond 103

days; binaries beyond 150pc are incomplete to various

degrees (see Appendix B).

The eccentricity distributions of the binary samples

are shown in Fig. 1. The data are well described by a

Rayleigh distribution,

dN

de
=

e

σ2
e

exp

(
− e2

2σ2
e

)
. (1)

For the ’gold’ sample, we find σe = 0.303±0.003, where

the uncertainty accounts for the sample size. For sam-

ples lying at larger distances, σe reduces gradually (also

3 Binaries with massive primaries (O/B stars) appear ’thermal’,
down to periods as short as tens of days, possibly related to their
higher triple fraction (Moe & Di Stefano 2017).

4 Some studies have suggested a more ’bell-shaped’ e-distribution
(Duquennoy & Mayor 1991; Geller & Mathieu 2012), but Moe &
Di Stefano (2017) concluded that the data are too sparse to tell.

see Fig. 5). This reflects the detection bias in GAIA (El-

Badry et al. 2024): more eccentric binaries are harder to

detect at larger distances, because they spend more time

at slowly-moving apoaps, and their photo-centre shifts

are smaller at periaps. Fortunately, as we elaborate in

Appendix B, the GAIA sample is effectively complete to

150pc.

Bearing in mind this detection bias, we can employ

the 150, 000-strong ’full’ sample to paint a more nuanced

picture of the e-distribution.

In Fig. 2, we split the ’full’ sample apart by primary

mass (with primary radii from 0.5 to 3R⊙, correspond-

ing to spectral types A-F-G-K-M) and by orbital peri-

ods (from 2 days to 1200d). We adopt the mean eccen-

tricity (⟨e⟩) as a proxy for the Rayleigh mode, where

⟨e⟩ = σe

√
π/2 for a Rayleigh distribution. We find that

every bin, with the exception of those that are closer

than ∼ 20d and have therefore undergone various de-

grees of tidal circularization, exhibits a similar mean ec-

centricity of ⟨e⟩ ∼ 0.31, or σe ∼ 0.25. This latter value

is close to that obtained for the ’Sun-like’ sample (’gold’

but including all distances), σe = 0.258, and is a result of

convolution between the true mode and detection bias.

Assuming the same detection bias across all bins,5 this

exercise suggest that the intrinsic Raleigh mode is in-

variant, across a wide range of primary spectral types,

and over a large span in orbital periods. Such an invari-

ance is remarkable and points to a universal process at

work.

Along with this general invariance, we observe a hint

that the Rayleigh mode may vary with the binary mass-

ratio (Fig. 6). However, a detailed study is needed to

exclude an origin in detection bias (Appendix C).

Now we put our work on some statistical footing.

Adopting a Bayesian framework (Appendix G), we for-

mally establish that the ’gold’ sample strongly favor a

model where a single Rayleigh (as opposed to two) de-

scribes the data and where the mode is strongly con-

strained to be σe = 0.30. Second, the ’gold’ sample

is statistically consistent (Fig. 1) with the older, sparse

sample (N = 18 spectroscopic binaries within 102−103d

in Raghavan et al. 2010), from which the ’uniform’ e-

distribution was deduced. The ’uniform’ guess is the

simplest guess based on a small sample, but it is wrong.

Lastly, we hope to gain some insights as to how

far out in period the Rayleigh distribution may reach.

5 The real bias may vary from bin to bin. However, even the most
biased sample in Fig. 1 (those outside 1200pc) still returns a
σe = 0.225, or lower by 25%. Such a relative safety is offered
by the fact that a Rayleigh distribution contains mostly low-e
systems that are less vulnerable to incompleteness.
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sample name criterion sample size best-fit σe

DR3 binaries - 362, 065 0.238

‘Full’ main-sequence, significance > 10 147, 634 0.240

‘Primordial’ period P ∈ [102, 103] d 103, 950 0.256

- ‘Orbital’ or ‘AstroSpectroSB1’ 97, 458 0.258

- goodness-of-fit cut (see text) 90, 376 0.257

‘Sun-like’ primary R∗ ∈ [0.7, 2.0]R⊙ 81, 107 0.258

‘gold’ distance < 150pc 3, 071 0.303

Table 1. How we pare down the GAIA binary catalog to obtain various samples in this study. The right-most column lists the
best-fit Rayleigh modes. They are most affected by the distance cut.

N e
<150pc 3071 0.303
150-300pc 12706 0.289
300-600pc 31114 0.262
600-1200pc 29411 0.240
>1200pc 4805 0.225
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Figure 1. Eccentricity distribution for the GAIA ’Sun-like’ sample (Table 1), split by distances, shown in differential (left
panel) and cumulative (right panel) forms. The ’gold’ sample (< 150pc, thick black lines) is largely free of selection effects and
is well described by a Rayleigh distribution with a mode σe = 0.30 (gray-shaded areas). E-distributions for binaries at larger
distances gradually shift to the left, reflecting the increasing severity of selection bias. The right panel also presents the N = 18
spectroscopic binaries within the same period range (Raghavan et al. 2010). The GAIA gold sample is statistically consistent
with this set but firmly rejects the ’uniform’ hypothesis (dN/de ∝ e0).

Tokovinin (2020); Hwang et al. (2022) show that binaries

outside 100AU (∼ 3×105d) are thermally distributed in

eccentricities (dN/de ∝ e). What about binaries from

103 day to 3× 105d?

We suggest that the Rayleigh distribution likely ex-

tends to tens of AU, and where it is gradually replaced

by the thermal distribution over the above period range.

Part of our argument is based on theoretical prejudice.

As a group, close binaries are thought to extend to tens

of AU. This is likely determined by the sizes of mas-

sive disks (Tobin et al. 2020), and by the scale at which

gravitational collapse occurs (Rafikov 2005; Matzner &

Levin 2005; Kratter et al. 2010). So if all close bina-

ries are formed in disks, the same Rayleigh distribution

should be observed out to tens of AU.

We point to two samples that are consistent with

this suggestion. One is the sample of long-period (p =

103−105d) spectroscopic or visual binaries from Ragha-
van et al. (2010). As we argue in Appendix G, a mixture

model with roughly equal proportions of Rayleigh and

thermal provides a description that is marginally better

than a uniform distribution (Fig. 8). The second sam-

ple comes from the resolved binaries in GAIA (El-Badry

et al. 2021). For those from 10− 100AU, their instanta-

neous radius-velocity vectors can also be interpreted by

the same mixture model (Fig. 9), in place of the orig-

inal ’uniform’ model in Tokovinin (2020); Hwang et al.

(2022). To fully settle this question, the data promised

by GAIA DR4 are needed.

3. A POSSIBLE ORIGIN

The eccentricities of AU-scale binaries are likely pri-

mordial, not affected by their birth clusters (Appendix

E, also Parker et al. 2009; Spurzem et al. 2009), even less
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Figure 2. Properties of the ’full’ sample from Table 1, split by primary radii (rows) and orbital periods (x-axis). The left
panels show the period distributions, indicating different detection methods. The right panels show kernel density estimation
in the e − logP plane. The effects of tidal circularization are seen for binaries short-ward of ∼ 20days. But beyond that, all
bins reach the same mean-eccentricity (⟨e⟩, green curves), corresponding to a Rayleigh mode of σe = ⟨e⟩/

√
π/2 = 0.25. The

low-lying blue curves are the mean eccentricity errors (ϵ̄e), with individual uncertainties ranging typically from 0.02− 0.05.

so by passing-by stars. Our finding of a Rayleigh distri-

bution that is invariant points to a universal process at

birth.

The Rayleigh form itself is highly suggestive. A

Rayleigh distribution is simply a Gaussian in 2-D: the

two components of the eccentricity vector are each nor-

mally distributed around zero with the same mode.6

This likely occurs by weak random scatterings, as has

been observed in numerical experiments of planetesimal

scatterings (Greenzweig & Lissauer 1992; Ida & Makino

1992a; Tremaine 2015). Such a process have been in-

voked to explain the e-distribution of asteroids (Malho-

tra & Wang 2017), and exo-planets (Zhou et al. 2007;

Jurić & Tremaine 2008; Ford & Rasio 2008). This line

6 In other words, a random Gaussian distribution in the Carte-
sian velocities. For a more general form of a triaxial Gaussian
distribution, see Greenzweig & Lissauer (1992).

of thought stimulates our investigation of the following

scenario.

Consider, at birth, the presence of one or more low-
mass bodies (‘brown dwarfs’) in the binary system.

Unless sheltered dynamically, they should be quickly

ejected by the binary through close encounters. Such

encounters tend to establish equi-partition of epicyclic

energy among the bodies (Ida & Makino 1992b),

e2∗M∗ ≃ e2BDMBD , (2)

where M∗ is the mass of the secondary. Setting eBD ∼ 1

for ejection, we obtain,

e∗ ≃
(
MBD

M∗

)1/2

≃ 0.30

(
MBD

0.03M⊙

)1/2 (
M∗

0.3M⊙

)−1/2

,

(3)

This expression does not depend on period, because the

scattering dynamics is scale-free (ejection velocity is re-

lated to the local Keplerian velocity; also see Fig. 8 of

Jurić & Tremaine 2008). Moreover, if there is (even a
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Figure 3. Results of scattering experiments. We populate binary systems (primary 0.7M⊙, secondary M∗ = 0.3M⊙) with
brown dwarfs that have the same total mass but different individual masses. The final binary e-distributions are Rayleigh in
form (left panel, 100 cases each), with modes that depend only on the individual brown dwarf mass (eq. 3). The right panel
shows an example case with the orbits of the brown dwarfs as colored curve, and the secondary as heavy black curve. The
vertical axis is the distance to the binary centre of mass. All brown dwarfs are promptly ejected except for one that becomes
bound to the primary.

weak) correlation between MBD and M∗, this expres-

sion will also be insensitive to the stellar masses. Both

insensitivities are what we observe in GAIA binaries.

We carry out numerical experiments (details in Ap-

pendix E) and present the results in Fig. 3. Each bi-

nary is endowed with a number of low-mass siblings. As

the brown dwarfs are promptly cleared away, the binary

eccentricities achieve a Rayleigh distribution, with the

mode described roughly by eq. (2). To achieve the ob-

served value of σe = 0.30, we require Mbd ∼ M∗/10.

We find that the outcome is not sensitive to the total

number of brown dwarfs – in fact, as few as a couple

brown dwarfs may suffice for the task (also see Ford &

Rasio 2008).

Could Nature provide such a set-up consistently? In

the scenario of disk fragmentation, it is plausible that

multiple low-mass objects would form alongside the

dominant binary. At gravitational fragmentation, the

characteristic mass is ∼ 10−2M⊙ (e.g., Rafikov 2005;

Matzner & Levin 2005; Xu et al. 2024). This is close to

the above brown dwarf mass. Subsequent nonlinear evo-

lution is currently unclear (Goodman & Tan 2004; Levin

2007). The fragments can accrete from the disk and/or

merge with each other. They can also migrate due to

disk torque. The prevalence of close binaries in nature

suggests that, in many cases, some of these seeds can

grow to reach the isolation mass (∼ M⊙). At the same

time, other small seeds may persist or may be continu-

ously produced, as in the forming triple system observed

by Tobin et al. (2016). If so, disk fragmentation sets the

stage for later dynamical scattering.

Further investigations may reveal if Mbd/M∗ does re-

main nearly constant in all disks. Moreover, if all close

binaries have ejected at least one brown dwarf, this can

explain all sub-stellar objects detected by imaging in

young clusters and by microlensing surveys (Appendix

F).

4. CONCLUSIONS

The GAIA mission greatly expands our sphere of vi-

sion. The number of AU-scale binaries, for which eccen-

tricity information can be reliably extracted, rises from

dozens to of order 105. Among these, we select a largely

un-biased sample of ∼ 3000 systems to deduce the un-

derlying eccentricity distribution. A simple and elegant

Rayleigh distribution emerges, with a mode of 0.3. The

value of the mode appears invariant with respect to stel-

lar mass and orbital period, but a more definitive con-

clusion will require careful study of the selection bias.

Such a distribution is almost certainly primordial in

origin. Its (apparent) invariance points to a universal

process. And the Rayleigh form itself suggests an origin

in weak scatterings.

We hypothesize that, during the last phase of star for-

mation, one or more brown dwarf siblings are ejected by

the stellar binary. To reproduce the observed Rayleigh

mode, the brown dwarf masses should be ∼ 1/10 of the

secondary masses. It is not known why this must be so.

But if true, such brown dwarfs can account for almost all

free-floating sub-stellar objects. Their kinematics may

bear imprints of the ejection process.
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It is natural to ask how far in period such a Rayleigh

distribution extends. Based on current data, we spec-

ulate that it may reach tens of AU before it is fully

replaced by a thermal distribution. GAIA DR4 should

provide definitive answer on this question.

With this new discovery, the eccentricity distribution

becomes a new marker for the process of disk fragmen-

tation, joining rank with other measurables like period,

metallicity, mass-ratio, and twin-fraction. It can be used

to probe many interesting questions. For instance, do

binaries in extreme environments (e.g., globular clusters,

nuclear star clusters) form in disks? Does the Rayleigh

mode vary with environmental factors? How do close-

binaries pair and how does this pairing correlate with

their eccentricities (Fig. 6)?

AU-scale binaries are important drivers for binary

stellar evolution – given the AU-sizes of giant stars, these

include most of the binaries that are destined to inter-

act during their lifetimes, through tides, mass trans-

fer and common envelope. The Rayleigh distribution,

as opposed to the older uniform distribution, leads to

fewer binary mergers. This new distribution should be

adopted in synthetic studies of binary evolution.

We thank NSERC for research funding, and the GAIA

collaboration for a marvelous gold mine.
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APPENDIX

A. GAIA BINARY EXTRACTION

We construct a binary sample that is little affected by

either detection bias or evolutionary changes.

Starting from the GAIA non-single-star catalog (Gaia

Collaboration et al. 2023b), we apply a number of cuts

consecutively. These steps and their resulting sample

sizes are listed in Table 1. Our final sample (named

the ‘gold’ sample) is homogeneous in primary proper-

ties (Sun-like dwarfs), and avoid any significant selection

bias.

Here are some explanations. A fraction of the GAIA

catalogue stars have determined astrophysical parame-

ters. Among these, we retain only systems with main-

sequence primaries, defined as

MG > Max{4.0, [(Bp −Rp)de−red − 1]
7} (A1)

where MG is the absolute g-band magnitude and (Bp −
Rp)de−red is the de-reddened color. We also remove

those with ‘significance’ < 10. Aside from producing

a cleaner sample, this automatically rejects any binaries

detected as ‘Eclipsing Binaries’. We exclude these bina-

ries because many of them have eccentricities artificially

set to zero.

We also select binaries with periods from 102 −
103days. The former is set to avoid pollution from tidal

circularization, while the latter is due to the finite cover-

age of GAIA DR3. To meaningfully compare against the

detection completeness from mock pipelines (El-Badry

et al. 2024), we proceed to retain only binaries charac-

terized by astrometry (including ‘Orbital’ and ‘Astro-

SpectroSB1’ types). Among these, we require a further
quality cut: ‘goodness-of-fit’ < 5 if ‘phot-g-mean-mag

> 13, or < 10 if otherwise. This filters out bad solu-

tions, the threshold for which depends on brightness. A

system is considered ‘Sun-like’ if the primary radius is

within [0.7, 2.0]R⊙.

And lastly, for our ‘gold’ sample, we set a maximum

distance of 150pc. This last cut leaves us with ∼ 3000

systems, a tiny fraction of the original data(≤ 1%).

About ∼ 45% of the ‘gold’ sample have only astrometric

orbits (‘Orbital’), while the rest are additionally char-

acterized by radial velocity (‘AstroSpectroSB1’). The

latter group tend to be brighter.

Ideally, we would also like to remove systems with

white-dwarf secondaries. Their eccentricities have likely

been strongly suppressed during the giant phase. How-

ever, doing this thoroughly is difficult at the moment

(Shahaf et al. 2023). Fortunately, such binaries mostly

contribute at the longest periods. Results in Fig. 2 show

that their impact is likely minor.

Regardless of the cut, all samples exhibit e-

distributions that have a Rayleigh shape. Their

Rayleigh modes, however, differ (Table 1). Most cuts

return a lower mode (σe ∼ 0.25), except for the ‘gold’

sample (σe ∼ 0.30).7 Such a difference, we argue (Fig.

2), reflects not intrinsic variation, but impact of the se-

lection bias (Appendix B).

B. CHARACTERIZING THE DETECTION BIAS

Gaia is, generically, less sensitive to high-eccentricity

orbits. High-eccentricity binaries spend more time near

apoapse and are thus less likely to have their orbits well

sampled by Gaia observations, which occur at quasi-

random times. This results in orbits that are on average

less well constrained at high eccentricity, and less likely

to pass the stringent quality cuts imposed on the orbital

solutions published in Gaia DR3. Such a bias very likely

affects both astrometric and RV orbits, but it has thus

far been quantitatively modeled only for astrometric or-

bits, and for this reason we focus on astrometric orbits

in this work.

We use the forward-model of Gaia astrometric orbit

catalogs described by El-Badry et al. (2024) to quantify

the eccentricity bias in our sample. The model produces

realistic epoch astrometry for each simulated binary and

fits it using the same cascade of astrometric models used

in producing the DR3 binary catalogs (see Halbwachs

et al. 2023). Following El-Badry et al. (2024), we gener-

ate a realistic population of binaries within 2 kpc of the

Sun, mock-observe them, and produce a mock catalog.

Unlike El-Badry et al. (2024), who assumed an eccentric-

ity distribution following Moe & Di Stefano (2017), we

adopt a uniform eccentricity distribution, which allows

us to trace Gaia’s eccentricity bias. Other properties of

the simulated binaries (e.g. masses, ages, evolutionary

states, orbital periods, 3D locations in the Galaxy) are

chosen as described by El-Badry et al. (2024) and are

reasonably good approximations of reality. To represent

the bias specific to the observational sample analyzed

here, we exclude binaries containing red giants and re-

quire astrometric significance > 10 in addition to the

quality cuts imposed on the solutions published in DR3.

7 Within the ‘gold’ group, the Rayleigh mode does not vary with
brightness, nor with the detection method.
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Figure 4. Correction for detection bias. The left panel repeats that in Fig. 1. The middle panel shows the completeness as a
function of binary eccentricity, obtained from the mock astrometry pipeline (El-Badry et al. 2024). The right panel shows the
corrected values. Correction brings the different distributions into better agreements with each other, though some differences
still exist.

The results of these simulations are shown in the mid-

dle panel of Figure 4. As with the observed data, we

show individual distance bins separately. We normalize

the distributions in each eccentricity bin such that the

average relative completeness at 0 < e < 0.3 is unity. A

bias against high eccentricities exists in all distance bins,

but it is more severe at large distances, where orbits have

smaller angular size at fixed period and thus lower as-

trometric SNR. This trend mirrors what is found in the

observed sample. The simulations suggest that Gaia

sample with d < 150 pc is largely unbiased at e < 0.5,

but a bias against high eccentricities is present at higher

eccentricities. At e > 0.9, the completeness is ≈ 3 times

lower than at e < 0.5.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows the normalized

eccentricity distribution of the observed samples after

correcting for incompleteness. The corrected eccentric-

ity distributions in different distance bins are in bet-

ter agreement with one another, although some trend

of lower eccentricity at larger distances is still present.

This could reflect imperfections in the forward-model,

although it could also be a result of a mass-dependent

eccentricity distribution, since more distant binaries are

on average brighter and more massive.

We also use the observed sample itself to gauge how

much this bias affects the measurement for the Rayleigh

mode. This is independent of the above mock pipeline

and serves as a self-calibration.

In Fig. 5, we present the eccentricities and their mean

values (⟨e⟩) as functions of distance from Earth.8 We use

⟨e⟩/
√

π/2 as a proxy for the Rayleigh mode σe and fit

the following data-inspired form,

σe(d) = σe0 Min

[
1, 1− log10

(
d

d0

)a]
. (B2)

where σe0 is the intrinsic Rayleigh mode. Such a form

asserts that, for systems closer than d0, σe = σe0, i.e.,

there is little bias for the bulk of the Rayleigh distribu-

tion (but there can still be bias at high eccentricities).

Such a form is reasonable for a Rayleigh distribution

(which concentrates at low-e), but is less so for a, e.g.,

power-law distribution.

The observed data yields the following best-fit pa-

rameters: σe0 = 0.301 ± 0.006, d0 = 147 ± 27pc, and

a = 0.29 ± 0.01. This validates our main results, that

the primordial Rayleigh scale is σe ∼ 0.30, as measured

from the ‘gold’ sample. This does not mean, however,

that the ‘gold’ sample is complete to d0 ∼ 150pc – it

is not. It is missing binaries of high eccentricities (see

Fig. 4), as well as binaries of comparable brightnesses,

or those with very low-mass secondaries.

C. DEPENDENCE ON BINARY MASS RATIO?

Whether the Rayleigh mode depends on the mass-

ratio in a binary is of high relevance for its origin. So

we conduct a preliminary analysis, using a subset of the

8 We notice a strange population (∼ 3%) of systems lying at e ≈ 0.
This could be due to a feature of the GAIA pipeline, and may
partially explain the excess in low-eccentricity bins in Fig. 1.
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Figure 5. We use the ‘Sun-like’ sample in Table 1 to explore the effects of detection bias. The left panel shows that the mean
eccentricity (⟨e⟩) gradually declines with distance. The brown line is ⟨e⟩/

√
π/2, a proxy for the Rayleigh mode. Using equation

B2 to describe how distance affects the mode, we find an an intrinsic Rayleigh mode of σe0 ≈ 0.30, and that systems inward of
d0 ∼ 150pc should be free of detection bias.

GAIA sample where both stellar masses are reported.9

Our conclusion is ambiguous.

We divide the ‘Sun-like’ sample by distances, as in

Fig. 1 and plot their properties in relation to the mass-

ratio. Only the closest three groups have enough cases

for statistics. Fig. 6 shows that the binary counts

drop off steeply towards equal-mass, in contrast to that

found in the spectroscopic sample by Moe & Di Stefano

(2017). This is explained, at least partly, by the fact

that an equal-brightness binary exhibits zero astromet-

ric signal. We use mean eccentricity as a proxy for the

Rayleigh mode and find that it also drops off towards

equal masses. While this seems statistically significant,

Moreover, it occurs at the same mass ratio as the num-

ber drop-off, suggesting a common origin in detection

bias. A more detailed analysis is required to establish

the authenticity of this result.

D. THE UNIMPORTANCE OF STELLAR

ENCOUNTERS

Could the AU-scale binaries have obtained their ec-

centricities by scattering passing stars, especially while

they are still within their birth clusters?

We hold that this is unlikely. We present multiple

arguments.

For our AU-binaries, we are in the ‘hard’ binary case

(Heggie 1975), where the binary orbital velocity (Vorb)

9 We further restrict ourselves to those with ‘fluxratio’ > 10−3 in
order to remove any systems with white dwarf companions. This
is not important for the ‘gold’ sample but does affect the sample
at larger distances.

exceeds the mean dispersion velocity of the cluster (V∞,

e.g, V∞ ∼ 12 km/s in the dense core of 47 Tuc). If

we consider impacts with the closet approach distance

Rmin ≥ a (binary separation), the encounter is in the

adiabatic limit where the binary have time to revolve

multiple times during one close-approach of the third

star. Moreover, the third star orbit is close to being

parabolic. An initially circular binary will receive a kick

in eccentricity that is of order (Heggie & Rasio 1996;

Spurzem et al. 2009),

δe≈3
√
2π

M3M
1/4
12

M
5/4
123

(
2Rmin

a

)3/4

× exp

[
−2

3

(
2M12

M123

)1/2 (
Rmin

a

)3/2
]
, (D3)

where the total binary mass M12 = M1 + M2, and

M123 = M1 + M2 + M3 with M3 being the perturber

mass. For Vmin =
√
GM12/Rmin ≫ V∞, the impact pa-

rameter is of order b ≈ RminVmin/V∞ (or else b ∼ Rmin).

We adopt the set of masses, Mi = [1.0, 0.7, 0.3] and find

Rmin ∼ 2a, if one requires a kick magnitude δe = 0.3.

The adiabatic limit brings about an exponential sup-

pression of the kick. This means we need only to ac-

count for the one encounter that has the closest impact

parameter. All other encounters do not add substan-

tially.

Consider a cluster with total mass Mc and size Rc,

V∞ ∼
√
GMc/Rc, number density of stars Nc =

Mc/M∗/πR
3
c . The mean-free-time to have an impact



Binary Eccentricities 11

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
M2/M1

101

102

103
nu

m
be

r c
ou

nt

d< 150pc, N= 1595
150-300pc, N= 4504
300-600pc, N= 4345

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
M2/M1

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

<
e

>
/

/2

e = 0.30

Sun-like Binaries, 102 103d, with both masses measured

Figure 6. A possible dependence of the Rayleigh mode on binary mass-ratios is seen, in the ‘Sun-like’ sample. The left panel
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such that Rmin ∼ 2a is

t∼ 1

n(πb2)V∞
∼ 4× 108yrs

(
Nc

105/pc3

)−1 (
V∞

10 km/ s

)
×
(

M12

1.7M⊙

)−1 ( a

1AU

)−1

. (D4)

where we have scaled the cluster density and velocity by

values appropriate for a very dense region, the core of

47 Tuc (McLaughlin et al. 2006). Most stars are formed

in much less dense clusters that dissolves in tens to hun-

dreds of million years. Outside these birth clusters, the

density is much lower and the impact is even smaller.

So overall, AU-scale binaries are unlikely to have been

affected by passing-by stars (Parker et al. 2009).

Even if the above estimate is wrong, we argue that

an origin in stellar scattering can be excluded. First,

scattering tends to affect the wider binaries more, while

the observed Rayleigh mode is largely invariant with the

orbital period. Second, if stellar scattering is so strong

as to produce e ∼ 0.3 for AU-scale binaries, it would also

have dissolved all binaries that are a few times wider

(Heggie 1975; Spurzem et al. 2009).

E. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS OF BROWN

DWARF EJECTIONS

We simulate the gravitational interactions between

stellar binary and multiple brown dwarfs, with a focus

on the effects on binary eccentricity.

The binary is composed of a 0.7M⊙ primary and a

0.3M⊙ secondary. They are initialized with a circu-

lar orbit with a = abin,init = 1AU. A crowd (Nbd) of

brown dwarfs each with massMbd is uniformly sprinkled

in logarithmic distance (from 0.03abin,init to 0.9abin,init)

between the binary stars. All initial orbital angles are

drawn randomly. The initial eccentricities are zero, and

the mutual inclinations are drawn from a Rayleigh dis-

tribution with σi = 10−3rad. We ignore collisions by

setting all physical sizes of the particles to zero. We

integrate the system using the IAS15 integrator in RE-

BOUND (Rein & Liu 2012; Rein & Spiegel 2015).

We carry out 100 simulations for each of the follow-

ing two sets of parameters: Nbd = 6, Mbd = 0.05M⊙;

Nbd = 30, Mbd = 0.01M⊙. The dynamics are similar.

Within a short time (typically tens of orbits), most of

the brown dwarfs have been ejected. The remaining cou-

ple may become bound to one or the other stars. During

these ejections, the initial conditions are quickly erased,

and we observe that the binaries are hardened and be-

come eccentric. The binary e-distribution is Rayleigh in

form, with best-fit modes σe = 0.19 and 0.35, for the

two cases respectively. The binary inclinations are also

disturbed from the original plane.
The Rayleigh mode is sensitive only to the individual

brown dwarf mass, as indicated by eq. (2). The number

of brown dwarfs is not relevant. In fact, even scattering

as few as one brown dwarf may be sufficient to achieve

the same e-distribution, as is observed in the 2-planet

scattering experiments of Ford & Rasio (2008).

Our experiments do not account for mergers. This

is reasonable, as dynamical ejection occurs too fast to

allow very close encounters.

F. ENOUGH FREE-FLOATING BROWN DWARFS?

If close binaries acquire their eccentricities by ejecting

brown dwarfs, one expects to see those ejected bodies.

We crudely estimate their contributions to the Galac-

tic mass function, for two limiting cases. In the first

case (‘excitation’) we allow one brown dwarf per sys-

tem, enough to excite the observed eccentricity. In the
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second case (‘hardening’) we assume that all close bi-

naries were originally wide, but scatter enough brown

dwarfs to wind up at their current separations.

Solar-type binaries in the field follow a log-normal dis-

tribution in orbital periods (Duquennoy & Mayor 1991;

Raghavan et al. 2010; Moe et al. 2019).

dfbinary
d logP

≈ fbinary√
2πσlogP

exp

[
−1

2

(
logP − logP0

σlogP

)2
]
(F5)

with the total binary fraction fbinary ∼ 0.50, logP0 ∼ 5

(or ∼ 40au), and σlogP ∼ 2.3. Here, all logarithms are

10-based, and all periods are in unit of days. We adopt

M1 ∼ 1M⊙ and a companion mass of M2 ∼ 0.5M⊙.

For ‘excitation’, the total mass of ejected bodies rela-

tive to that in all Sun-like stars (binary and single) is

fexcitation ≡

∑
binary

Mbd∑
single

M1 +
∑

binary

(M1 +M2)

≈ 1

10

M2

M1

∫ P0

P=10d

dfbinary
d logP

d logP

≈ 0.01 , (F6)

where we have adopted Mbd ∼ M2/10 (eq. 3) and in-

cluded all binaries from 10d to P0 = 105d.10

To harden binaries from an initial separation a0 to a

new separation a ≪ a0, the amount of mass ejected

(with parabolic orbits) is Mejected ∼ ln(a0/a)M2 ∼
2/3 ln(P0/P )M2. Integrating over the same period

range yields

fhardening≡

∑
binary

Mbd∑
single

M1 +
∑

binary

(M1 +M2)

≈ 2

3

M2

M1

∫ P0

P=10d

dfbinary
d logP

× (lnP0 − lnP ) d logP

≈0.30 . (F7)

What are the observational constraints? In the follow-

ing, we compile the stellar/sub-stellar mass functions

using two different types of studies: those that count

objects in young stellar clusters, and those that employ

microlensing.

Using data from Pleides (120 Myrs old), Moraux et al.

(2003) showed that the mass function at the low end can

10 Appendix G shows that about half of these binaries are actually
thermally distributed. So this is an over-estimate.

be well fit by a log-normal distribution (their eq. 3). In

even younger clusters (σ Ori at 3 Myrs, Upper Sco at

5-10 Myrs), there appears to be more free-floating ob-

jects than described by this log-normal form: for masses

below ∼ 0.05M⊙ (Lodieu 2013; Béjar et al. 2011) found

a mass-function that roughly goes as dN/d logM ∝ M0.

So we append a flat tail to the above log-normal distri-

bution. For the microlensing data, we adopt solution

CR1 in Sumi et al. (2023), inferred using lensing events

from the Galactic bulge. These two mass functions dif-

fer in form (left panel of Fig. 7), but they give roughly

the same values in cumulative mass (right panel).

We find that in the sub-stellar regime that is of in-

terest to us, the mass function is top-heavy. Moreover,

the mass in the relevant brown dwarf range (Mbd ∼
0.05M⊙) is of order 2% of the stellar mass. This means

there are enough brown dwarfs to excite binary eccen-

tricity, but far too few to account for binary hardening.

This mass comparison suggests that, if the ejection

scenario is correct, almost all brown dwarfs should be

formed in massive disks, as companions to stellar bina-

ries.

An interesting prediction for such a scenario is that the

ejection event may leave evidence in the kinematics of

these bodies. They should be leaving their birth systems

with a velocity dispersion that is of order the orbital

escape velocity. This is a worthy topic for further study.

G. IS THERE ONLY A SINGLE RAYLEIGH?

We have obtained a best-fit Rayleigh of σe = 0.30 for

our ’gold’ sample. But given the large sample size (N =

3071), it is possible to extract more information. We

query the data to determine if it prefers other solutions,

in particular, two separate Rayleigh distributions that

may arise when there are two different physical processes

at play.
In the following, we employ a Bayesian framework to

answer this question. The marginal likelihood, or ev-

idence, that data D are generated by a model M, is

given by the integral

E(D|M) =

∫
Pr(θθθ|M)Pr(D|θθθ,M)dθθθ. (G8)

The ratio between marginal likelihoods for two differ-

ent models then gives a Bayes factor that provides one

metric for how much more (or less) strongly a given

model is supported by the data. In our case the data

D are binary eccentricities in the ‘gold’ sample. For

a given data set D = {e1, ..., ei, ..., eN} we incorpo-

rate observational uncertainty by writing Pr(D|θθθ,M) =∏N
i=1

∫
Pr(ei|etrue)Pr(etrue|θθθ,M)detrue, where we adopt

Pr(ei|etrue) to be a truncated Gaussian distribution with

a standard deviation of 0.025.
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Figure 7. Mass functions in the low-mass end, in differential (left panel) and cumulative forms (right panel). The two
determinations are from young clusters and from microlensing of bulge stars. For both cases, the cumulative mass below
0.05M⊙ is about 2%, enough to excite Solar-type close binaries (fexcite), but not enough to harden them (fharden).

G.1. Single Rayleigh

ModelM1 assumes that the eccentricities of the entire

population are distributed according to a single Rayleigh

distribution,

Pr(D|θθθe,M1)=

N∏
i=1

ei
σ2
e

exp

(
− e2i
2σ2

e

)
=σ−2N

e P exp

(
− S

2σ2
e

)
, (G9)

where P =
∏N

i ei, and S =
∑N

i e2i . For a uniform

probability distribution Pr(σe|M1) = (∆σ)−1, where

∆σ = σmax−σmin for σmin ≤ σe ≤ σmax, the evidence is

then given (in the absence of observational uncertainty)

as

E(D|M1) = (∆σ)−1

∫ σmax

σmin

Pσ−2N
e exp

(
− S

2σ2
e

)
dσe

(G10)

= (∆σ)−12N−3/2S1/2−NPΓ

(
N − 1/2,

S

2σ2
e

) ∣∣∣∣∣
σmax

σmin

,

where Γ is the incomplete Gamma function. We

find that, for our ‘gold’ sample, the likelihood

Pr(DGaia|σe,M) approaches a singularly peaked func-

tion at σe = 0.30. So E(DGaia|M1) ≫ 1 for any choices

of σmax and σmin, regardless of the observational uncer-

tainties.

G.2. Double Rayleigh?

Can the GAIA sample be instead drawn from two sep-

arate Rayleigh distributions? We consider a mixture

model M2 with

Pr(D|σ1, σ2, f,M2)=

N∏
i=1

[
f
ei
σ2
1

exp

(
− e2i
2σ2

1

)
+(1− f)

ei
σ2
2

exp

(
− e2i
2σ2

2

)]
,(G11)

where 0 ≤ f ≤ 1. Assuming Pr(σ1, σ2, f |M2) =

1/(∆σ)2, we compute the evidence E(DGaia|M2)

numerically (using Clenshaw-Curtis quadratures).

For like values of σmax and σmin, we find

E(DGaia|M1)/E(DGaia|M2) ∼ 2 − 5 when σmin ≳ 0.1

and σmax > 0.303. This does not provide particularly

strong support for a single Rayleigh distribution over

a double one. However, for any intermediate mix-

ing fraction 0 < f < 1, we find that the likelihood

L = Pr(DGaia|σ1, σ2, f,M2) peaks at σ1 ≈ σ2 ≈ 0.303,

which simply corresponds to a single Rayleigh distribu-

tion with the same mode; the flexibility of the mixture

model provides no added utility.

When σmin ≲ 0.05, the Gaia data provide a stronger

evidence for a double Rayleigh model with σ1 = 0.303,

σ2 ≪ 1, and 1−f ≪ 1 (i.e., mostly the primary Rayleigh

mode σ1 = 0.303). However, we discount this model for

two reasons. First, it amounts to an over-fit of the small

eccentricity data. Second, there is a strange (but small)

excess of e = 0 points in the data (as seen in the left

panel of Fig. 5) that likely reflects issues in the GAIA

pipeline.

H. BINARIES AT LONGER PERIODS?

In the following, we ask whether the same Rayleigh

distribution extends to binaries outside 103d.

Knowing that wide binaries have thermal distributions

(Tokovinin 2020; Hwang et al. 2021), we can imagine

at least two possibilities: the Rayleigh may persist but

with an increasing mode further out, smoothly connect-

ing up to the thermal distribution;11 or both distribu-

tions co-exist, with the fraction of Rayleigh (with the

same mode) gradually going down to zero. Given the

invariance of the Rayleigh mode in our ‘gold’ sample,

11 Formally, the thermal distribution, dN/de ∝ e, is a Rayleigh
distribution with σe → ∞.
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Figure 8. The cumulative histogram of eccentricity distri-
bution for the long-period (103 − 105d) binary sample from
Raghavan et al. (2010); Moe & Di Stefano (2017). It best
supports a model that is a mixture of a Rayleigh and a ther-
mal distribution (smooth orange curve). The other curves
show the variety of models we compare against (thermal,
uniform, and pure Rayleigh).

we choose to focus on the second possibility. We draw

some partial conclusions based on two different samples.

The first is the previous ground-based sample from

Raghavan et al. (2010), which includes 58 binaries in the

period range 103 − 105d (or ∼ 2 − 40AU). We consider

a model M3 in which the eccentricities are distributed

according to a mixture of Rayleigh and thermal:

Pr(D|σe, f,M3) =

N∏
i=1

[
f
ei
σ2
e

exp

(
− e2i
2σ2

e

)
+ 2(1− f)ei

]
,

(H12)

with f being the Rayleigh fraction. We adopt a flat

prior for f and a prior Pr(σe|M3) = δ(σe−0.303), which

equates to conditioning based on the knowledge gained

from our Gaia sample12.

We then compute the evidence Emix = E(DLP|M3) for

the long-period sample. Our results indicate that a mix-

ture fraction of f = 0.52 best describes the data. Com-

paring against evidence values computed for a purely

thermal, a purely uniform (Etherm = 2NP and Euni = 1,

respectively), and a purely Rayleigh distributions, we

find Bayes factors Emix/Etherm ≈ 6.5× 103, Emix/Euni ≈
12.3, and Emix/E(DLP|M1) ≈ 20.2. These factors in-

dicate that the mixture model M3 is much better sup-

ported by the long-period data than a thermal eccentric-

ity distribution, and marginally better supported than

a uniform or a Rayleigh distribution. These results are

graphically displayed in Fig. 8.

The second sample we consider comes from resolved

GAIA binaries (El-Badry et al. 2021). Hwang et al.

12 A uniform prior in σe gives similar results, as long as σmin <
0.303 < σmax.
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Figure 9. Distribution in the sky-projected displacement-
velocity angle γ for resolved binaries. The observed values
(thick histograms for different values of projected separation
s) are adopted from Fig. 6 of Hwang et al. (2022), and
different models are in thin lines, with our best-fit mixture
model (§G) in red. Wide binaries (102 < s < 103au) are
best described by a thermal distribution, but close binaries
(101 < s < 102au) can be described equally well by a uniform
distribution (dN/de = const) or by our mixture model.

(2022) established, statistically, an eccentricity distri-

bution by measuring the instantaneous velocity-position

(v − r) angles that are projected on the sky (see also

Tokovinin 2020). Their results are shown in Fig. 9

for binaries with projected separations that fall within

10−1000AU. In the absence of a better model, they pa-

rameterized the eccentricity distribution as a power-law,

dN/de ∝ eη and found that the value of η rises from 0

(‘uniform’) at ∼ 50 au, to 1 (‘thermal’) at ∼ 500au, and

> 1 (‘super-thermal’) beyond. Alternatively, as we show

in Fig. 9, the so-called ‘uniform’ distribution can eas-

ily be swapped for our above mixture model. The data

quality is not sufficient to tell the two apart.

These two pieces of evidence, taken together, suggest

that the Rayleigh distribution may persist to at least

tens of AU, and the apparent change in η with period

(Hwang et al. 2022) may simply reflect the decreasing

fraction of the Rayleigh with increasing period.
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