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ABSTRACT
In photometric observations, the flux averaged over the preset exposure time is usually used as the representation of an object’s
true flux at the middle of the exposure interval. For the study of transients and variables, it is also the default manner to build
the light curves. In this work, we investigate the effect of this common practice on quantifying the photometric light curves. Our
analysis shows that the flux averaged over the exposure time is not necessarily identical to the true flux so that potential bias may
be introduced. The overall profile of the true light curve tends to be flattened by the exposure time. In addition, it is found that
the peak position and photometric color can also be altered. We then discuss the impacts of the bias induced by exposure time
on the light curves of stellar flares, periodic stars, and active galactic nuclei (AGNs). The bias can lead to an underestimate of
the total fluxes of stellar flares which has been noticed in the observational data. For periodic stars that follow a sinusoidal light
curve, the bias does not affect the period and peak position, but can result in the peak flux being underestimated. Meanwhile,
the bias can result in steeper structure function at short timescales for AGN light curves. To obtain unbiased physical parameter
estimates from the light curves, our analysis indicates that it is essential to account for this bias, particularly for transients and
variables with very short timescales.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Many astronomical objects in the Universe exhibit a variety of dy-
namic phenomena, often manifesting as variations in brightness or
dramatic explosions over different timescales. Based on the types of
variability, these objects can be broadly categorized into two groups:
transients and variables (LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009;
Hambleton et al. 2023). Transients are objects whose brightness
undergoes a sudden change and lasts for only a limited span of
time, ranging from milliseconds to years. Examples include super-
novae, tidal disruption events, and stellar flares (e.g., Hillebrandt
& Niemeyer 2000; Smartt 2009; Lodato & Rossi 2011; Kowalski
2024). In contrast, variables are generally referred to as objects that
show persistent brightness variation over various timescales without
significantly changing their physical nature, such as pulsating stars
and eclipsing binary stars (Eyer & Mowlavi 2008). A large number
of observations have indicated that these dynamic phenomena are
prevalent in the Universe. The datasets obtained from these obser-
vations are constantly updating our understanding of the physical
mechanisms concerning the structure, composition and internal ac-
tivity of these objects (van Velzen et al. 2021; Eyer et al. 2023;
Rigault et al. 2024).

The flux variation of these objects under sequential observations is
generally referred to as light curve, which is a time series of discrete
measurements. To extract the statistical metrics (e.g., amplitudes,
colors, etc.) that describe the morphological and temporal proper-
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ties of the light curve without bias, accurate measurements are very
important. In regard to the observations, however, many factors can
affect the measurement accuracy, e.g. the observing strategies, fa-
cility status, weather conditions, data processing methods, and so
forth. The temporal resolution, as a potential bias source, is tightly
related to the observing strategies. Generally, the temporal resolu-
tion consists of two aspects: observing cadence (or sampling rate)
and exposure time. The observing cadence defines the time inter-
val between two sequential exposures, while the exposure time is
the duration that a detector is uninterruptedly exposed to the target
object or a patch of sky. The cadence and exposure time are observa-
tionally coupled. High cadence observation usually corresponds to
short single exposure time, and vice versa. In most observations, the
cadence includes not only irregular diurnal, lunar, and seasonal gaps
but also additional overheads required for routine activities such as
filter changes, detector readout, and telescope slew (Tonry et al. 2018;
Ivezić et al. 2019). Consequently, the cadence is typically uneven and
longer than the exposure time. Notable exceptions are observations
from missions like Kepler (Borucki et al. 2010) and TESS (Ricker
et al. 2015), which exhibit minimal overheads due to their specialized
detector designs. In these cases, the exposure time can be considered
virtually identical to the cadence1.

The cadence and exposure time can impose different effects on the
observed light curve. The cadence may induce shape deviation from
the true light curve due to the discreteness of time sampling. As men-
tioned above, the cadence is usually unevenly spaced in observation,

1 In this paper, we use the term exposure time instead of the commonly used
cadence for the Kepler and TESS light curve.
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and can lead to remarkable aliasing in analyzing the periodic light
curve (VanderPlas 2018). As for the exposure time, the photometric
flux measured within a specified exposure time is an integral value.
This makes the variation within the exposure smeared out so that
the observed shape of the light curve may also deviate from the true
case. The deviation is expected to depend on the profile of the true
light curve and the duration of an exposure time. Recently, several
studies compared the light curves of stellar flares observed with both
long exposure time and short exposure time, and concluded that sys-
tematic differences exist on the derived parameters (Yang et al. 2018;
Howard & MacGregor 2022). It was found that the flare energy and
peak amplitude were underestimated by 25% and 60%, respectively,
while the flare duration overestimated by 50% for the long exposure
light curves.

With the development of time-domain astronomy, accurate light
curve measurements, which are the basis of further study the underly-
ing astrophysics, become crucial. However, few works have discussed
the potential bias induced by the temporal resolution in terms of gen-
eral light curve analysis. Ideally, as discussed above, observations
with short exposure and high cadence are desirable to extract the
accurate light curve without introducing significant bias. For bright
objects, that is sometimes feasible. But for faint objects, it is not
always achievable if high signal-to-noise ratio is required. In this
case, exposure times of several minutes or longer are usually applied
for these objects. Therefore, understanding any potential systematic
effects of temporal resolution on quantifying the light curve is impor-
tant, particularly for upcoming large sky surveys, e.g. the Vera Rubin
Observatory Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST; Ivezić et al.
2019), which are expected to observe more transients and variables
with unprecedented accuracy (Hambleton et al. 2023).

Since the cadence and exposure time are closely related, in this
work, we mainly focus on the study of the impacts of exposure time
on quantifying the light curve. The paper is structured as follows:
in Section 2, we present the bias induced by the exposure time with
detailed mathematical analysis. Three examples are then discussed in
Section 3. Finally, in Section 4, brief discussions and conclusions are
given. In this work, we do not consider noise sources in observational
data, such as shoot noise or other stochastic sources resulting from
the instruments and measurements.

2 BIAS INDUCED BY EXPOSURE TIME

In photometric observations, the flux of an astronomical object needs
to be measured in a specified time interval [𝑡1, 𝑡2], usually referred
to as exposure time, under a given filter. In most light curve analyses,
the flux averaged over the exposure time is generally regarded as the
flux observed at the middle of the interval 𝑡𝑚 = (𝑡1 + 𝑡2)/2. However,
this intuitive assumption has never been carefully investigated. In this
section, we will explore this assumption with detailed mathematical
calculations.

To start with, we assume that the spectral energy distribution 𝑠𝜈 (𝑡)
of a given astronomical object, in unit of erg s−1 cm−2 Hz−1, varies
as a function of time 𝑡. In the meantime, 𝑠𝜈 (𝑡) itself is a function of
frequency 𝜈. The true flux of the object observed at 𝑡𝑚 is the integral
of 𝑠𝜈 (𝑡𝑚) and the filter transmission curve 𝑅𝜈 , which is

𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑍 𝑓

∫ +∞

0
𝑠𝜈 (𝑡𝑚)𝑅𝜈

d𝜈
𝜈
, (1)

where 𝑍 𝑓 is the flux zeropoint determined by the telescope and de-
tector characteristics (Burke et al. 2018). We note that the filter trans-
mission curve 𝑅𝜈 incorporates contributions from multiple causes,
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Figure 1. Top panel: a sketch map to show the Δ𝑡-bias. The solid line is
an empirical light curve template of white-light stellar flares. Other lines
represent the time-averaged light curves. Three vertical dashed lines illustrate
an example pattern of cadence at times 𝑡𝑚,1, 𝑡𝑚,2, and 𝑡𝑚,3. The width of
each shaded region is equal to the exposure time Δ𝑡 = FWHM/2. The circles
represent the resulting discrete light curve for our flare template, while the
squares represent the discrete light curve with 𝛼 = 1/2 after incorporating
Δ𝑡-bias. Bottom panel: the differences of the profile parameters (𝑡peak, 𝐴, and
FWHM) relative to those of the template as a function of exposure time.

including the Earth’s atmosphere, telescope optics, filter glass, and
detector (for a detailed definition, see, e.g., Hogg 2022). The magni-
tude is then defined as

𝑚(𝑡𝑚) = −2.5 log10

[ ∫ +∞
0 𝑠𝜈 (𝑡𝑚)𝑅𝜈

d𝜈
𝜈∫ +∞

0 𝑔ref
𝜈 𝑅𝜈

d𝜈
𝜈

]
,

where 𝑔ref
𝜈 is the time-independent spectral energy distribution of a

standard reference source, which is the spectrum of Vega for Vega
magnitude, or a hypothetical constant source with 𝑔ref

𝜈 = 3631 Jy at
all frequencies for AB magnitude (Oke & Gunn 1983). Similarly,
the time-averaged flux in the time interval [𝑡1, 𝑡2] can be calculated
through

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑍 𝑓
1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡/2
d𝑡

∫ +∞

0
𝑠𝜈 (𝑡)𝑅𝜈

d𝜈
𝜈

=
1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡/2
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡, (2)

where the time duration Δ𝑡, defined as Δ𝑡 = 𝑡2 − 𝑡1, is the exposure
time.

In observation, we can never measure the true flux 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) because
any facility needs a given time duration to complete an exposure,
i.e. Δ𝑡 > 0. Instead, the time-averaged flux 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) is the direct ob-
servable. When assembling the light curve of an astronomical object
and performing quantitative analysis, we intuitively use 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) as a
representation of the potentially real 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚). Apparently, when the
object is stable and its flux does not vary with time, the true flux and
time-averaged flux are equal, i.e 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). Generally, how-
ever, for variables or transients 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) are not necessarily
identical. As a result, this assumption may lead to systematic bias
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in interpreting the light curves. In the following analysis, we denote
this potential bias as exposure time bias (Δ𝑡-bias).

Firstly, under the limit of Δ𝑡 approaching to zero the fundamental
calculus theorem tells us that

𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = lim
Δ𝑡→0

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). (3)

Or equivalently, if we define𝜔𝑡 as the typical timescale of 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚), e.g.
the full width at half-maximum (FWHM), and a scale parameter 𝛼 ≡
Δ𝑡/𝜔𝑡 , equation (3) is also satisfied under the limit of 𝛼 approaching
to zero. Therefore, it is expected that 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) will be very
close if the exposure time (Δ𝑡) or the relative exposure time (𝛼), when
compared to the timescale of the light curve, is short.

To quantify the Δ𝑡-bias in more general case, the simple way is to
compare the difference between the two fluxes, which can be defined
as

Δ 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) − 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) =
1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡/2
[ 𝑓 (𝑡) − 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚)]d𝑡. (4)

For a given light curve, the flux variations typically display sequential
brightening and darkening phases, such as the periodic stars and vari-
ous transients. Mathematically, these different phases can be modeled
by the sum of convex and concave functions (e.g. Yuille & Rangara-
jan 2003). Then we can apply the classical Hermite-Hadamard (HH)
inequality (e.g. Niculescu & Persson 2003) to derive the relationship
between 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). When the light curve is convex in a given
time interval, the HH inequality states that 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) < 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). And we
have 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) > 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) in the case of a concave light curve. In addition,
if and only if the light curve is a linear function of time, the equality
holds. In summary, we have

• Δ 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) > 0 if 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) is convex,
• Δ 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) < 0 if 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) is concave, and
• Δ 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 0 if 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) is linear.

The detailed mathematical proof is provided in Appendix A. It is
observationally evident that the light curves of most real astronomical
objects show non-linear dependence on time. Therefore, the time-
averaged flux 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) will be a biased measure of the true flux 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚).
From the discussion above, it is expected that the Δ𝑡-bias tends to
flatten the true light curve. And the differenceΔ 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) depends on the
specific shape of the light curve and the exposure time as indicated
by equation (4).

Furthermore, we find that the Δ𝑡-bias can also alter the peak po-
sition. Assuming the peak positions are 𝑡peak and 𝑡𝑠, peak for the true
light curve and time-averaged light curve, respectively, the mathe-
matical proof (see Appendix B) indicates that their difference 𝛿𝑡peak
(defined as 𝑡𝑠, peak − 𝑡peak) always satisfies |𝛿𝑡peak | < Δ𝑡/2. For light
curves with fast rise and then slow decay phases around the peak,
𝑡𝑠, peak will shift rightwards (𝑡𝑠, peak > 𝑡peak). While for light curves
with slow rise and then fast decay phases around the peak, 𝑡𝑠, peak
shifts leftwards (𝑡𝑠, peak < 𝑡peak). And if the light curve is axisym-
metric with respect to 𝑡𝑚 = 𝑡peak, the peak position does not change
so that we have 𝑡𝑠, peak = 𝑡peak.

An illustration of the Δ𝑡-bias is shown in the top panel of Fig. 1.
The solid line represents an empirical light curve template of white-
light stellar flares constructed by using the 1-minute exposure data
from Kepler mission (Tovar Mendoza et al. 2022). It is simple to
prove that in the early rise and late decay phases, the light curve is
convex, while it is concave around the peak. In this model, three free
parameters are used to describe the general profile of a flare light
curve: the peak time 𝑡peak, flux amplitude 𝐴, and FWHM. For the
default template as shown in the figure, we have 𝑡peak = −0.0026,
𝐴 = 0.9502, and FWHM=1.0867, respectively. Here we define the

scale parameter as 𝛼 = Δ𝑡/FWHM. The time-averaged light curves
derived by equation (2) with different exposure times are shown in the
top panel of Fig. 1. It can be seen that significant deviations present
in the fast rise and peak phases between the true and time-averaged
fluxes. In the late decay phase, the deviations become smaller because
the light curves tend to be linear over time. The Δ𝑡-bias does make
the profile of the light curve flatter as the increase of exposure time.
In addition, as we have demonstrated, as the increase of exposure
time, not only does the amplitude of the peak get smaller, but the
position of the peak systematically shifts rightwards. In the bottom
panel of Fig. 1, we show the differences of the parameters 𝑡peak, 𝐴,
and FWHM relative to those of the template light curve as a function
of exposure time.

We note that the light curves of many other transient events, such
as supernovae and fast blue optical transients (Perley et al. 2020; Ho
et al. 2023), also present the similar profile as the stellar flares, i.e. a
fast rise phase and then a following slow decay phase. Therefore, the
results described here are also expected to hold for them.

In addition to the bias induced by exposure time, observing ca-
dence can also affect the analysis of photometric light curves. The
cadence does not alter the true flux, but imposes a finite rate of sam-
pling, making the observed light curves discrete. Mathematically, this
discreteness can be described by a pointwise product of the true light
curve 𝑓 (𝑡) and a Dirac Comb window function 𝑊{𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 } (𝑡), which is
a sequence of Dirac delta functions spaced with a given time series
{𝑡𝑚, 𝑖} where 𝑖 ranges from 1 to 𝑛, and 𝑛 is the total number of expo-
sures (VanderPlas 2018; Ivezić et al. 2020). Specifically, the discrete
light curve can be written as

F (𝑡) = 𝑓 (𝑡)𝑊{𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 } (𝑡) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) 𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖), (5)

where 𝛿(𝑡) is the Dirac delta function at time 𝑡. As we mentioned ear-
lier, the cadence is usually nonuniform because of the influences of
observing time windows and instrumental operations. In the context
of spectral analysis, the cadence may result in aliasing effects that
hinder the accurate quantification of the underlying true signals. For
more discussions on this aspect, we direct interested readers to Van-
derPlas (2018) and references therein. In Fig. 1, the vertical dashed
lines illustrate a window function 𝑊 (𝑡), and the circles depict the re-
sulting discrete light curve for our flare template. In this example, the
window function can be expressed as𝑊{𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 } (𝑡) =

∑3
𝑖=1 𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖).

However, we emphasize that in the presence of Δ𝑡-bias, the
cadence-induced pointwise product in equation (5) should be mod-
ified. That is, the real observed light curve must contain effects due
to both exposure time and cadence. Thus, we can substitute the true
flux with the time-averaged flux that is obtained from equation (2),
and express the observed discrete light curve as

F𝑠 (𝑡) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) 𝛿(𝑡 − 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖). (6)

As illustrated in Fig. 1, under the given window function 𝑊{𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 } (𝑡)
and exposure time Δ𝑡, the discrete light curve with 𝛼 = 1/2 (i.e.,
Δ𝑡 = FWHM/2 as defined before) is supposed to be observed as
squares instead of circles.

Besides the impact on light curve morphology, Δ𝑡-bias can also
distort color measurements. Astronomical color is defined as the
magnitude difference between two filters. For filters 𝑋 and 𝑌 , the
color 𝑐𝑋𝑌 (𝑡𝑚) at time 𝑡𝑚 is calculated as 𝑐𝑋𝑌 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑚𝑋 (𝑡𝑚) −
𝑚𝑌 (𝑡𝑚), where 𝑚𝑋 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑚𝑌 (𝑡𝑚) are magnitudes for the two
filters. Conventionally, the wavelength of filter 𝑋 is shorter than that
of 𝑌 . Because the true light curve of a transient or variable is usually

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2025)



4 Liu D. & Fan Z.

0.3 0.0 0.3
t0/FWHM

-0.8000

-0.4000

0.0000

Fr
ac

tio
n 

(%
)

= 0.60

0.4 0.0 0.4
t0/FWHM

-4.0000

-2.0000

0.0000

Fr
ac

tio
n 

(%
)

= 0.80

0.1 0.0 0.1
t0/FWHM

-0.0006

-0.0003

0.0000
Fr

ac
tio

n 
(%

)

= 0.20

0.2 0.0 0.2
t0/FWHM

-0.0400

-0.0200

0.0000

Fr
ac

tio
n 

(%
)

= 0.40

Figure 2. Fraction of the total flux as a function of relative time offset. The
four panels show the results with different exposure times.

color-dependent, and the exposure times for different filters vary
in real observations, we can, without loss of generality, substitute
equation (2) into this color equation to yield

𝑐𝑋𝑌 (𝑡𝑚) = −2.5 log10 ( 𝑓 𝑋𝑠 (𝑡𝑚)) + 2.5 log10 ( 𝑓𝑌𝑠 (𝑡𝑚))

= −2.5 log10


∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡𝑋/2
𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡𝑋/2 𝑓 𝑋 (𝑡)d𝑡∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡𝑌 /2
𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡𝑌 /2 𝑓𝑌 (𝑡)d𝑡

 + 2.5 log10 (
Δ𝑡𝑋

Δ𝑡𝑌
),

(7)

where 𝑓 𝑋 (𝑡) and 𝑓𝑌 (𝑡) denote the true light curves for filters 𝑋 and
𝑌 , respectively. The corresponding time-averaged fluxes are 𝑓 𝑋𝑠 (𝑡𝑚)
and 𝑓𝑌𝑠 (𝑡𝑚), with exposure times of Δ𝑡𝑋 and Δ𝑡𝑌 . This equation
reveals that the color also depends on the exposure time Δ𝑡. Even
if Δ𝑡𝑋 = Δ𝑡𝑌 , the first term remains a function of Δ𝑡. Furthermore,
we note that observations in different filters generally have distinct
cadences or window functions. To calculate the colors of a transient
or variable and deduce the associated physical properties, we must
interpolate or model the light curves of different filters to a common
time grid. Therefore, properly incorporating the Δ𝑡-bias will become
necessary.

In summary, we stress that the Δ𝑡-bias induced by exposure time
is non-negligible for light curve analysis, particularly when the ex-
posure time is comparable to the timescale of a target transient or
variable. Additionally, cadence can introduce extra computational
complexity. To extract unbiased physical parameters, one feasible
approach is to incorporate the Δ𝑡-bias and cadence directly into the
theoretical light curves or colors, and then fit them to observational
data.

3 CASE STUDIES

In this section, we further study theΔ𝑡-bias for the light curves of stel-
lar flares, periodic stars, and AGNs. In what follows, we assume that
the exposure time Δ𝑡 is always constant and there are no additional
overheads or other gaps between two sequential exposures.

3.1 Stellar Flares

We start with the discussion of the empirical stellar flare template
as shown in Fig. 1. The initial eruption time of the stellar flare is at
𝑡0 = −1, and the total flux 𝑓tot estimated by the integral under the
light curve is 2.0409. Besides the aforementioned effects induced by

the Δ𝑡-bias, we further investigate the total integrated flux 𝑓𝑠, tot of
the time-averaged light curve. Since the light curve is discrete, the
trapezoidal rule is adopted to estimate the total flux, which is

𝑓𝑠, tot =
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖+1)
2

Δ𝑡, (8)

where 𝑖 is the 𝑖-th exposure and 𝑛 is the total number of expo-
sures. Because exposures before 𝑡0 do not contribute to the total
flux estimate, we can unambiguously set 𝑡0 to be within the first
exposure interval [𝑡𝑚, 1 − Δ𝑡/2, 𝑡𝑚, 1 + Δ𝑡/2], and define the rel-
ative offset as 𝛿𝑡0 = 𝑡𝑚, 1 − 𝑡0. Similarly, we denote the eruption
end time as 𝑡𝑒, and set it to be within the last exposure interval
[𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 − Δ𝑡/2, 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 + Δ𝑡/2]. The relative time offset between 𝑡𝑒
and 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 is 𝛿𝑡𝑒 = 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 − 𝑡𝑒. Immediately, we have the inequalities
|𝛿𝑡0 | < Δ𝑡/2 and |𝛿𝑡𝑒 | < Δ𝑡/2. Based on these definitions, we can
derive the relationship between 𝑓𝑠, tot and 𝑓tot (see Appendix C),
which follows

𝑓𝑠, tot = 𝑓tot −
1
2
[
𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 1) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛)

]
Δ𝑡

= 𝑓tot −
1
2

[∫ 𝑡𝑚, 1+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚, 1−𝛿𝑡0
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡 +

∫ 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛−𝛿𝑡𝑒

𝑡𝑚, 𝑛−Δ𝑡/2
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡

]
. (9)

Equation (9) demonstrates that 𝑓𝑠, tot underestimates the true total
flux 𝑓tot. The degree of underestimation depends on the time offsets
𝛿𝑡0 and 𝛿𝑡𝑒, the exposure time Δ𝑡, and the inherent profile of the light
curve. Only under the extreme case that the initial eruption time of a
stellar flare 𝑡0 is completely coincident with the end time of the first
exposure (i.e., 𝑡0 = 𝑡𝑚, 1 + Δ𝑡/2) and the end time 𝑡𝑒 coincides with
the start of the last exposure (i.e., 𝑡𝑒 = 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 − Δ𝑡/2), 𝑓𝑠, tot can be an
unbiased estimator of 𝑓tot. However, equation (9) also reveals that a
simple correction factor [ 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 1) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛)]Δ𝑡/2 can be added to
𝑓𝑠, tot to calculate the corrected total flux. Fig. 2 illustrates the fraction
of underestimation for different exposure times for the stellar flare
template. In each of the four panels, the horizontal axis is the relative
time offset 𝛿𝑡0 which is normalized to the FWHM, and the vertical
axis is the flux fraction, defined as 𝑓𝑠, tot/ 𝑓tot − 1. As a practical
example, Yang et al. (2018) reported that the flare energies estimated
from Kepler long-exposure data are systematically underestimated
by 25% when compared to those obtained from short-exposure data.
This can be partially explained by Fig. 2, which illustrates that the
fraction of underestimation indeed increases with the increase of
exposure time. In addition, equation (9) also indicates that accurately
determining the eruption start time 𝑡0 and end time 𝑡𝑒 (or the flare
duration 𝑡𝑒−𝑡0) is crucial for unbiased total flux calculation. However,
Yang et al. (2018) found systematic differences in these parameters.
For more discussions on the underestimation, interested readers are
referred to their work.

To further investigate the Δ𝑡-bias for practical light curve anal-
ysis, we compare the light curve fitting results with and without
taking the exposure time into account. We firstly simulate stellar
flare light curves with different exposure times. The parameters
of the fiducial true light curve profile are set to be 𝐴 = 9.469
and FWHM = 6.540 minutes. These values represent the best-fit
means (Xing et al. 2024) for the flare samples from Howard &
MacGregor (2022). In addition, we arbitrarily set the peak time as
𝑡peak = 0.0 minute. The red line in each panel of Fig. 3 displays the
fiducial true light curve profile. We then generate the time-averaged
light curves using equation (2) with exposure timesΔ𝑡 = 120 s, 300 s,
and 600 s, respectively. The noise of each light curve is assumed to
follow the Gaussian distribution 𝑁 ∼ (0, 𝜎2), where 𝜎 = 𝐴/50,
meaning that the signal-to-noise ratio of the peak amplitude is fixed

MNRAS 000, 1–9 (2025)



exposure time bias 5

15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20 25
Time (minutes)

0

5

10

15
Re

la
tiv

e 
Fl

ux

t = 120s

direct fit: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [0.144, 6.992, 8.942]; 2
red = 1.28

fit involving t: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [0.074, 6.551, 9.343]; 2
red = 1.05

15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20 25
Time (minutes)

0

5

10

15

Re
la

tiv
e 

Fl
ux

t = 300s

direct fit: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [0.025, 8.746, 7.624]; 2
red = 0.85

fit involving t: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [-0.057, 6.770, 9.249]; 2
red = 0.92

15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20 25
Time (minutes)

0

5

10

15

Re
la

tiv
e 

Fl
ux

t = 600s

direct fit: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [-1.947, 7.037, 12.044]; 2
red = 1.37

fit involving t: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [-0.171, 6.773, 9.432]; 2
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Figure 3. Illustration of the impact of Δ𝑡-bias on stellar flare light curve
fitting. In each panel, the solid red line is the input fiducial true light curve
profile, and the circles represent the simulated light curve with exposure time
Δ𝑡 . The gray dotted line is the result by fitting the simulated data using the
parameterized stellar flare profile directly. The black dashed line is the best-fit
profile taking the Δ𝑡-bias into account, and the black dotted line corresponds
to the time-averaged profile (see text for details).

to 50. The final time-averaged light curves with different exposure
times are shown as circles in Fig. 3.

Next, we fit these simulated light curves. The gray dotted line in
each panel of Fig. 3 represents the result by fitting the data using the
parameterized stellar flare profile directly. This is also the generally
adopted method in current studies (e.g. Tovar Mendoza et al. 2022;
Voloshina et al. 2024). The best-fit parameters are provided in each
panel and Table D1. Obviously, the best-fit parameters are not con-
sistent with the fiducial values. On the other hand, in order to take
the Δ𝑡-bias into account, we substitute the parameterized stellar flare
profile into equation (2), i.e., 𝑓 (𝑡) inside the integral, and derive the
best-fit parameters again using the circled data points. The result is
shown by the black dashed line in each panel of Fig. 3. The black
dotted line corresponds to the profile obtained by the time-averaging
of the solid black line. It can be seen that the black dashed line
matches the fiducial model much better compared to the gray dotted
lines from the direct fitting, though the two methods can both fit the
data well and give similar reduced 𝜒2

red. In addition, we note that the
direct fitting method tends to give larger deviation from the fiducial
model as the exposure time increases. The simulation results indi-
cate that it is indispensable to consider the Δ𝑡-bias in the light curve
fitting procedures in order to obtain unbiased estimate of the physical
quantities.

We then apply the same fitting methods to a real stellar flare occur-
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direct fit: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [99.439, 2.369, 0.239]; 2
red = 1.76

fit involving t: [tpeak, FWHM, A] = [99.768, 1.974, 0.257]; 2
red = 2.17

Figure 4. Light curve fitting of a real stellar flare occurring on an M3.5 star
(TIC 197829751) observed by TESS. The circles and crosses represent the
light curves with exposure times of Δ𝑡=120 s, and 600 s, respectively. Same
as Fig. 3, the gray dotted line is the best-fit light curve by directly fitting
the 120s-exposure data. The black dashed and dotted lines are the best-fit
profile when taking the Δ𝑡-bias into account, and the corresponding time-
averaged profile, respectively. The dash-dotted line represents the predicted
600s-exposure light curve.

ring on an M3.5 star (TIC 197829751) from TESS data (Schneider
et al. 2019). TESS observed the stellar flare with three different expo-
sure times:Δ𝑡 = 20 s, 120 s, and 600 s. Since the stellar flare template
is constructed using the 1-minute exposure data from Kepler mis-
sion, in principle it is not feasible to fit the light curve observed with
shorter exposure due to the Δ𝑡-bias. This is evident from the poor
fit to the peak fluxes as shown in Tovar Mendoza et al. (2022, Fig.
10). Thus we opt to fit only the 120s-exposure light curve, and show
the best-fit results in Fig. 4. We note that the parameters estimated
by the direct fitting method are identical to that provided by Tovar
Mendoza et al. (2022). Similar to the simulation, when involving the
Δ𝑡-bias, the estimated parameters are different, particularly for the
FWHM which decreases from 2.369 minutes to 1.974 minutes. We
then integrate the best-fit light curve profile (black dashed line) with
the longest exposure time Δ𝑡 = 600 s using equation (2) to predict the
corresponding light curve. It can be seen that the prediction (dash-
dotted line) is completely consistent with the observed light curve
with exposure time of Δ𝑡 = 600 s.

3.2 Periodic Stars

For periodic stars, we assume that the true light curve varies period-
ically by following

𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝐴 [sin(2𝜋𝜔𝑡𝑚 + 𝜙) + 𝐵] , (10)

where 𝐴 and 𝐵 are constants, and required to satisfy 𝐴 > 0 and
𝐵 > 1 to ensure 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) is always positive. In addition, 𝜔 is the
frequency which is related to the period 𝑇 by 𝑇 = 1/𝜔, and 𝜙 is the
phase. Based on the periodicity of the sine function, the light curve
is concave in the interval 𝑡𝑚 ∈ [𝑘/𝜔 − 𝜙/2𝜋𝜔, 𝑘/𝜔 − (𝜙 − 𝜋)/2𝜋𝜔]
where 𝑘 is an integer starting from 0. And it is convex in the interval
[𝑘/𝜔 − (𝜙 − 𝜋)/2𝜋𝜔, 𝑘/𝜔 − (𝜙 − 2𝜋)/2𝜋𝜔]. Inserting the above
equation into equation (2), we get

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝐴

[
sin(𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡)

𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡
sin(2𝜋𝜔𝑡𝑚 + 𝜙) + 𝐵

]
. (11)

By comparing equations (10) and (11), it is found that the period
and position of the peak are not affected by the Δ𝑡-bias. In addition,
the average flux can be calculated by integrating the light curve over
a period 𝑇 . By definition, the average flux of the true light curve
𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) is

∫ 𝑇

0 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚)d𝑡𝑚/𝑇 = 𝐴𝐵/𝑇 , and the same value holds for
the time-averaged light curve 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). That is, the average flux (or
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Figure 5. Amplitude bias as a function of relative exposure time for periodic
stars with sinusoidal light curve.

equivalently, the average magnitude) is also unchanged. But an extra
term sin(𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡)/(𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡) appears in the time-averaged flux 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚),
meaning that the amplitude gets smaller since sin(𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡)/(𝜋𝜔Δ𝑡) <
1 always holds when Δ𝑡 > 0. By defining the relative time scale
𝛼 = Δ𝑡/𝑇 = 𝜔Δ𝑡, the dependence of the amplitude bias on the
parameter 𝛼, which is sin(𝜋𝛼)/(𝜋𝛼) − 1, is presented in Fig. 5. As
seen in the figure, it is expected that the Δ𝑡-bias will be significant
for the study of short period stars with periods of several minutes or
shorter (Baran et al. 2023, 2024).

One of the important applications of periodic stars is to determine
cosmic distances, such as through the period-color-luminosity re-
lation based on the Cepheid or RR Lyrae variables (e.g. Bhardwaj
2020). Generally, the color and luminosity of such a variable are
derived from the average magnitudes of the light curves obtained
using different filters, through Fourier decomposition or template
fitting (Schaltenbrand & Tammann 1971; Sesar et al. 2010). As we
have proved, both the period and the average magnitude remain unaf-
fected by theΔ𝑡-bias. In principle, it is expected that the period-color-
luminosity relation is also unaffected. However, it becomes necessary
to account for the Δ𝑡-bias when we investigate any relation related
to amplitude, such as the period-amplitude relation (e.g. Bhardwaj
2020).

In addition, it is worth further discussing the template fitting
method. It has been widely applied in deriving the average mag-
nitude and amplitude of a light curve (Sesar et al. 2010; Savino et al.
2022). In particular, when the light curve is sparsely sampled, the
template fitting method is more reliable (Kovács & Kupi 2007). How-
ever, these template light curves are constructed from observations
with specified exposure times and cadences, which already incorpo-
rate the Δ𝑡-bias. When fitting these templates to light curves, which
are usually collected from different observations with distinct expo-
sure times and cadences, potential biases may be introduced into the
derived parameters. Detailed investigations are not within the scope
of this paper, and we leave them for future studies.

3.3 AGNs

The light curves of AGNs can be described by the damped random
walk model (Kelly et al. 2009). For short timescales, the power
spectral density (PSD) of the AGN light curves follows PSD( 𝑓 ) ∝
𝑓 −𝛼, where 𝑓 is the frequency, and 𝛼 is the power-law index. In
the case of a random walk process, we have 𝛼 = 2. Another way to
model the variability of AGNs is the structure function (SF) which

102 103 104

t (seconds)

100

101

SF

Fiducial
t = 100s
t = 200s
t = 300s
t = 400s
t = 500s
t = 600s

0 200 400 600
t (seconds)

0.50
0.53
0.56

Figure 6. Comparison of the SFs with different exposure times. For a given
exposure time, the SF is an average of 100 individual SFs. The gray dots with
error bars and black line represent the fiducial and expected true SF with
𝛾 = 0.5, respectively. The power-law index 𝛾 as a function of exposure time
is shown in the inset.

is defined as the flux (or magnitude) difference as a function of time
lag 𝛿𝑡 (e.g. Kozłowski 2016):

SF(𝛿𝑡) =

√√√√
1

𝑁𝛿𝑡,pair

𝑁𝛿𝑡,pair∑︁
𝑖=1

( 𝑓 (𝑡) − 𝑓 (𝑡 + 𝛿𝑡))2, (12)

where 𝑁𝛿𝑡,pair is the number of pairs for a given 𝛿𝑡, and 𝑓 is the flux.
For short timescale, the SF also follows a power-law form SF(𝛿t) ∝
𝛿𝑡𝛾 , and 𝛾 = 0.5 for the damped random walk model. Here we
investigate how the Δ𝑡-bias affects the determination of the power-
law index 𝛾 of the SF.

We use Stingray, a toolkit developed by Huppenkothen et al.
(2019), to generate the simulated AGN light curves by following
the random walk process. The mean and standard deviation of the
fiducial light curves are set to be 100.0 and 0.5, respectively. In
addition, since the time resolution cannot be infinitesimal, we set it
to be 0.1 seconds. In total, 100 fiducial light curves are generated with
different random seeds. We then get the light curves with different
exposure times by following equation (2) and further calculate the
corresponding SFs. For a given exposure time Δ𝑡, we average the
100 individual SFs and show the result in Fig. 6. It can be seen that
the SFs with different exposure times are all steeper compared to
the fiducial SF (gray dots with error bars) and the expected true SF
with 𝛾 = 0.5 (black line) at short timescale. The steepness becomes
larger as the increase of exposure time. We can also find that the SFs
are consistent with the fiducial one at long timescale, indicating that
the Δ𝑡-bias mostly affects the short-timescale variability of AGNs.
To quantify the impact of Δ𝑡-bias on the SFs, we fit the averaged
SFs with the power-law formula. The upper limit of the fitting is
fixed to 0.1 days. The best-fit power-law index 𝛾 as a function of
exposure time is shown in the inset of Fig. 6. Remarkably, the 𝛾

value increases about 12% when the exposure time is 600 s. The
results indicates that the explanation about the variability features of
AGNs at short timescale should be careful in the presence of Δ𝑡-bias,
particularly for the study of intra-night variability of AGNs (Wagner
& Witzel 1995, and references therein).
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4 DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have analyzed the impacts of the bias induced by
exposure time on observed photometric light curves. Mathematical
calculations showed that the time-averaged flux with a given expo-
sure time is not necessarily identical to the expected value of the
true light curve. The bias or their difference depends on the duration
of the exposure time and the specific shape of the true light curve.
Generally, when the true light curve is convex in a certain exposure,
the time-averaged flux will be larger than the expected true flux. It is
smaller when the true light curve is concave. As a result, the exposure
time tends to flatten the true light curve and enlarge the character-
istic timescale (e.g. the FWHM). Meanwhile, the peak position and
photometric color are also altered.

We have discussed the bias for three types of light curves in detail:
stellar flares, periodic stars, and AGNs. For the stellar flares, like
many other transients, their light curves present three remarkable
phases, a fast rise phase, a sharp peak phase, and then a slow decay
phase. Besides the systematic underestimation of the peak flux and
shift of the peak position, the exposure time bias can also cause the
total integrated flare flux to be underestimated. The fraction depends
on the duration of the exposure time. We further demonstrated the
impact of the bias on the morphological parameters that were esti-
mated by fitting both simulated and real observed light curves. For
periodic stars, our analysis indicates that the bias will not affect the
period and peak position determination, but can give rise to an under-
estimate of the peak flux. For the AGNs, we calculated the SFs of a
set of simulated light curves that follow the random walk process and
demonstrated that the exposure time can make the slopes of the SFs
steeper at short timescale. It turns out that the steepness is propor-
tional to the exposure time. In addition to the analysis presented here,
however, it will be interesting to further explore the impacts of the
exposure time bias on other aspects regrading light curve studies, and
extend the analysis to many other transients and variables. Moreover,
it usually takes even longer exposure times to perform spectroscopic
observations for these transients and variables. Thus it is expected
that quantifying the bias for the derived parameters from the spectra
is also necessary.

We emphasize that the bias is sensitive to the exposure time or
the relative exposure time, i.e. the ratio of the exposure time to
the typical timescale of the light curve. For variables or transients
with long timescale variation, such as stars with period longer than
days or supernovae with typical timescale of weeks, the relative
exposure time is very small (typically Δ𝑡/𝜔𝑡 ≲ 10−3), and thus the
bias is expected to be negligible. However, with the increase of the
discoveries of the short period stars and fast transients (Denissenya
& Linder 2021; Hambleton et al. 2023; Baran et al. 2023, 2024), it is
essential to account for the bias if unbiased physical parameters are
desired.
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APPENDIX A: HERMITE-HADAMARD INEQUALITY

The Hermite-Hadamard inequality states that for a given convex
function 𝑔(𝑥), in the interval [𝑎, 𝑏] → R, we have

𝑔( 𝑎 + 𝑏

2
) ≤ 1

𝑏 − 𝑎

∫ 𝑏

𝑎
𝑔(𝑥)d𝑥. (A1)

More complete form and relevant proof can be found in Niculescu &
Persson (2003) and references therein. Similarly, if 𝑔(𝑥) is a concave
function, then

𝑔( 𝑎 + 𝑏

2
) ≥ 1

𝑏 − 𝑎

∫ 𝑏

𝑎
𝑔(𝑥)d𝑥. (A2)

In both cases, equality holds only for functions of the form 𝑔(𝑥) =
𝑘𝑥 + 𝑑, where 𝑘 and 𝑑 are real numbers.

Substituting equation (1) and equation (2) into the Hermite-
Hadamard inequality, it is straightforward to prove that when the
light curve is convex, we have

𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑓 ( 𝑡𝑚 − Δ𝑡/2 + 𝑡𝑚 + Δ𝑡/2
2

)

≤ 1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡/2
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡

= 𝑍 𝑓
1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚−Δ𝑡/2
d𝑡
∫ ∞

0
𝑠𝜈 (𝑡)𝑅𝜈

d𝜈
𝜈

= 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚), (A3)

i.e., 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) ≤ 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). When the light curve is concave, it can be
demonstrated that 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) ≥ 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚). Again, the equality holds only in
the case of 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) = 𝑘𝑡𝑚 + 𝑑, namely, when the light curve is a linear
function of time.

APPENDIX B: PEAK POSITION SHIFT

For a light curve with a single peak, we assume that the peak positions
of 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) are 𝑡peak and 𝑡𝑠, peak, respectively. To quantify
the peak position shift of 𝑡𝑠, peak with respect to 𝑡peak, we only need
to compare their difference. In the following analysis, we define the
difference as 𝛿 = 𝑡peak − 𝑡𝑠, peak.

Because the derivatives of 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) and 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) with respect to 𝑡𝑚 are
both equal to zero at the peak positions. Namely, we have equations

d 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚)
d𝑡𝑚

����
𝑡𝑚=𝑡peak

= 0, (B1)

d 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚)
d𝑡𝑚

����
𝑡𝑚=𝑡𝑠, peak

= 0. (B2)

We first discuss the case as shown in Fig. 1. The true light curve
profile 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) around the peak 𝑡peak is concave, and the absolute value
of the derivative on the left of the peak is larger than that on the right,
namely,

d 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚)
d𝑡𝑚

����
𝑡𝑚<𝑡peak

> − d 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚)
d𝑡𝑚

����
𝑡𝑚>𝑡peak

. (B3)

If 𝜀 is a positive value, then the above inequality yields

𝑓 (𝑡peak − 𝜀) < 𝑓 (𝑡peak + 𝜀). (B4)

In addition, substituting equation (2) into equation (B2), we can
derive

𝑓 (𝑡𝑠, peak − Δ𝑡/2) = 𝑓 (𝑡𝑠, peak + Δ𝑡/2). (B5)

Obviously, the equation only holds in the case of 𝑡𝑠, peak − Δ𝑡/2 <

𝑡peak and 𝑡𝑠, peak + Δ𝑡/2 > 𝑡peak. It means that 𝛿 should satisfy

−Δ𝑡/2 < 𝛿 < Δ𝑡/2. (B6)

Combing the equations (B4) and (B5), we further have

𝑓 (𝑡peak − 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2) = 𝑓 (𝑡peak − 𝛿 − Δ𝑡/2) < 𝑓 (𝑡peak + 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2)

Because both 𝑡peak − 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2 and 𝑡peak + 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2 are larger than
𝑡peak, immediately we get 𝑡peak − 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2 > 𝑡peak + 𝛿 + Δ𝑡/2, i.e.
𝛿 < 0. In summary, we have demonstrated that 𝛿 satisfies

−Δ𝑡/2 < 𝛿 < 0. (B7)

The above inequality indicates that the peak position of 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) shifts
rightwards with respect to the true peak position. And the offset is
smaller than half of the exposure time.

Similarly, if the true light curve profile 𝑓 (𝑡𝑚) around the peak
𝑡peak is axisymmetric, e.g., the sine function, it is easy to prove
that 𝛿 = 𝑡peak − 𝑡𝑠, peak = 0. If the rise phase before the peak is
relatively flatter than the decay phase as opposed to the light curve
shown in Fig. 1, the absolute value of the derivative on the left of
the peak is expected to be smaller than that on the right. Following
the same procedure, we can prove that 0 < 𝛿 < Δ𝑡/2. It means that
the peak position of 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚) shifts leftwards with respect to the true
peak position. And the offset is also smaller than half of the exposure
time.

APPENDIX C: TOTAL FLUX ESTIMATION OF STELLAR
FLARE

Theoretically, the total integrated flux of a stellar flare is calculated
through

𝑓tot =

∫ 𝑡𝑒

𝑡0
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡, (C1)

where 𝑡0 and 𝑡𝑒 denote the eruption start time and end time, re-
spectively. Observationally, we can approximate 𝑓tot by equation (8)
where the time-averaged flux at 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 is

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) =
1
Δ𝑡

∫ 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚, 𝑖−Δ𝑡/2
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡. (C2)
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Table D1. Best-fit parameters of the simulated stellar flare light curves.

Δ𝑡 method 𝑡peak FWHM 𝐴

(s) (minutes) (minutes)

– fiducial model 0.000 6.540 9.469

120 direct fit 0.144 6.992 8.942
Δ𝑡 involved 0.074 6.551 9.343

300 direct fit 0.025 8.746 7.624
Δ𝑡 involved -0.057 6.770 9.249

600 direct fit -1.947 7.037 12.044
Δ𝑡 involved -0.171 6.773 9.432

To quantify the difference between 𝑓tot and 𝑓𝑠, tot, we can expand
equation (8) as

𝑓𝑠, tot =
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖+1)
2

Δ𝑡

= Δ𝑡

[
1
2
𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 1) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 2) + ... + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛−1) +

1
2
𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛)

]
= Δ𝑡

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑖) −
1
2
[
𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 1) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛)

]
Δ𝑡. (C3)

Under the assumption that there are no overheads or other gaps
between two sequential exposures, we have 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖 + Δ𝑡/2 = 𝑡𝑚, 𝑖+1 −
Δ𝑡/2. Therefore, combining the above three equations we can yield

𝑓𝑠, tot = 𝑓tot −
1
2
[
𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 1) + 𝑓𝑠 (𝑡𝑚, 𝑛)

]
Δ𝑡. (C4)

As we have defined, the first exposure interval is [𝑡𝑚, 1 −
Δ𝑡/2, 𝑡𝑚, 1 + Δ𝑡/2] and the relative offset between 𝑡0 and 𝑡𝑚, 1 is
𝛿𝑡0 = 𝑡𝑚, 1−𝑡0. We expect that only a flare between 𝑡0 and 𝑡𝑚, 1+Δ𝑡/2
accounts for the flux budget of the first exposure. Likewise, for the last
exposure, only flare between 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 − Δ𝑡/2 and 𝑡𝑒 matters. Therefore,
we finally have

𝑓𝑠, tot = 𝑓tot −
1
2

[∫ 𝑡𝑚, 1+Δ𝑡/2

𝑡𝑚, 1−𝛿𝑡0
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡 +

∫ 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛−𝛿𝑡𝑒

𝑡𝑚, 𝑛−Δ𝑡/2
𝑓 (𝑡)d𝑡

]
. (C5)

The equation indicates that the presence of the relative offsets be-
tween 𝑡0 and 𝑡𝑚,1 and between 𝑡𝑒 and 𝑡𝑚,𝑛 can cause potential
underestimation of the total flux. Only under the extreme case that
𝑡0 = 𝑡𝑚, 1 + Δ𝑡/2 and 𝑡𝑒 = 𝑡𝑚, 𝑛 − Δ𝑡/2, we have 𝑓𝑠, tot = 𝑓tot.

APPENDIX D: STELLAR FLARE FITTING RESULTS

The best-fit parameters of the simulated stellar light curves are shown
in Table D1.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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