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Summary:  

Statistical insignificance does not suggest the absence of effect, yet scientists must often use null 

results as evidence of negligible (near-zero) effect size to falsify scientific hypotheses. Doing so 

must assess a resultôs null strength, defined as the evidence for a negligible effect size. Such an 

assessment would differentiate strong null results that suggest a negligible effect size from weak 

null results that suggest a broad range of potential effect sizes. We propose the most difference in 

means (ŭM) as a two-sample statistic that can both quantify null strength and perform a 

hypothesis test for negligible effect size. To facilitate consensus when interpreting results, our 

statistic allows scientists to conclude that a result has negligible effect size using different 

thresholds with no recalculation required. To assist with selecting a threshold, ŭM can also 

compare null strength between related results. Both ŭM and the relative form of ŭM outperform 

other candidate statistics in comparing null strength. We compile broadly related results and use 

the relative ŭM to compare null strength across different treatments, measurement methods, and 

experiment models. Reporting the relative ŭM may provide a technical solution to the file drawer 

problem by encouraging the publication of null and near-zero results. 
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Introduction :  

Two-sample p-values from null hypothesis significance tests remain the gold standard for 

the analysis and reporting of scientific results despite calls to discontinue or de-emphasize their 

use (1, 2). P-values can differentiate positive results (statistically significant) from null results 

(statistically insignificant). Yet p-values cannot give any indication of the practical equivalence 

of results: whether the observed effect size is close enough to zero to be considered negligible. 

Practically equivalent results play a key role in scientific research by falsifying scientific 

hypotheses and offering contrary evidence to previously reported positive results (3). Such an 

assessment would differentiate strong null results that suggest a range of all negligible effect 

sizes from weak null results that suggest a range that includes non-negligible effect sizes. 

Characterizing practical equivalence requires assessing the data, its context, and the 

perspectives of scientists. An effective statistic should be useful for all these tasks. A practically 

equivalent result has a negligible effect size, which requires some form of hypothesis test to 

determine if the effect size is less than a maximum threshold for what is negligible. Selecting the 

value of this threshold is context-specific and can greatly differ between scientists with differing 

perspectives. Scientists with different perspectives will select different values for this threshold, 

yet collectively need to reach consensus for which results are practically equivalent. A useful 

statistic should allow each scientist to test for practical equivalence according to their threshold 

without having to reanalyze the data. Selecting an appropriate threshold is a critical part of this 

analysis and reviewing the null strength of related results should inform this selection. A useful 

statistic should also facilitate threshold selection by allowing for the comparison of null strength 

between results and highlight noteworthy results that have exceptionally strong practical 

equivalence. To simplify the process for data analysis, it would be ideal to use a single statistic 

for these tasks. A statistic that can be used for multiple tasks gives a more useful and informative 

summary because the data can be interpreted in different contexts.  
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We present the most difference in means (ŭM) as a statistic that is capable of all these 

tasks. This statistic allows hypothesis testing for negligible effect against any threshold value. 

Null strength can be compared between related results to inform the selection of a threshold and 

highlight results with exceptionally strong null strength. All of this can be done without 

recalculation of the statistic. To test our statistic against previously developed candidates, we 

characterize the multidimensional problem of assessing null strength with various functions of 

population parameters. These functions serve as ground truth for simulation testing. We use an 

integrated risk assessment to test ŭM and the relative form of ŭM (rŭM) against several candidate 

statistics by evaluating their error rates in comparing the null strength between simulated 

experiment results. Our statistics were the only candidates that demonstrated better than random 

error rates across all investigations. We illustrate with real data how rŭM can be used to test for 

negligibility and compare the null strength of results from broadly related experiments that have 

a combination of different experiment models, conditions, populations, species, timepoints, 

treatments, and measurement techniques. We propose that reporting rŭM of null and near-zero 

results will provide a more useful interpretation than alternative analysis techniques. 

 

Background 

Bayesian Summary of Difference in Means 

Let X1, ..., Xm be an i.i.d. sample from a control group with a distribution Normal(µX, 

ů
2

X), and Y1, ..., Yn be an i.i.d. sample from an experiment group with a distribution Normal(µY, 

ů
2
Y). Both samples are independent from one another, and we conservatively assume unequal 

variance, i.e., „ „   (the Behrens-Fisher problem (4) for the means of normal distributions).  

We analyze data in a Bayesian manner using minimal assumptions and therefore use a 

noninformative prior (5), specified as 



 

5 

 

    ὴАȟАȟ„ȟ„ ᶿ „  „ Ȣ (1) 

The model has a closed-form posterior distribution. Specifically, the population means, 

conditional on the variance parameters and the data, follow normal distributions: 

Аȿ „ȟὼȡ  ͯὔέὶάὥὰØȟ   ÁÎÄ  (2) 
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ὲ
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Moreover, the population variances each independently follow an inverse gamma distribution 

(InvGamma): 
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(5) 

We exclude the use of prior information in this analysis because we wish to summarize 

the data alone and not be influenced by the beliefs of the scientist analyzing the data 

(specifically, the strength of the prior used can considerably influence the outputs of a Bayesian 

statistical analysis (6, 7)).  

 

Practical Equivalence Over a Raw Scale 

We define that there is stronger raw practical equivalence when the absolute difference 

in population means between groups (|µDM|) is smaller, where 

ȿ‘ ȿ ȿ‘ ‘ȿ. (6) 

We summarize the posterior distribution of |µDM| to convey the evidence of raw practical 

equivalence from sample data. For the sake of simplicity, we report a single number. We define 

raw null strength as a conservative estimate of how large |µDM| could be based on sample data 

and a given credible level. Higher raw null strength (lower values of this estimate) conveys 
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stronger evidence of raw practical equivalence. 

Our proposed statistic to quantify raw null strength is the most difference in means (ŭM), 

defined as an upper quantile of the posterior of |µDM|. Specifically, if Qraw(p) is the quantile 

function of this posterior, then ŭM satisfies  

  ὗ ρ   (7) 

for some ñconfidenceò or credible level 1-ҙDM. 

However, this quantile function is difficult to compute, and there is no closed-form 

posterior distribution for the transformed quantity |µY ï µX|. We estimate its distribution using 

the Monte Carlo method (8) , which simulates values from the posterior of the untransformed 

mean parameters.  

We estimate the population absolute difference in means using an upper quantile of an 

empirical cumulative distribution function (ECDF). We do this by exploiting the fact that -c < µY 

- µX < c if and only if |µY - µX| < c, and we define Fraw(x) as the ECDF of the signed difference in 

sample means from K Monte Carlo simulations. With K samples from the posterior distribution 

of µy and ux, defined as the product of 

‘ȿὼȡ ὸͯ ὼӶȟίȾά  ὥὲὨ (8) 

‘ȿώȡ ὸͯ ώȟίȾὲȟ  (9) 

the cumulative distribution function is defined as 

Ὂ ὼ ὑ ‘ ‘ ὼȢ (10) 

Then we numerically solve for the value of c such that  

Ὂ ὧ Ὂ ὧ ρ  .  (11) 

Because this interval is centered at 0 (i.e. (-c,c)), we can report only the upper tail.  

As defined above, ŭM is associated with a percentage (1 - ŬDM) to specify the credibility 

level in the same way that credibility intervals are annotated (i.e., 95% ŭM has a credibility level 
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of 0.95). Indeed, simulations of the posterior distribution confirms that credibility of the ŭM 

approximates (1 - ŬDM) over a range of values (Fig. S1 A-C). Colloquially, the value of ŭM 

represents the largest absolute difference between the population means of the experiment group 

and control group supported by the data (visualized in Fig. 1A). Lower values of ŭM convey 

higher null strength between two groupsô population means and suggest stronger practical 

equivalence.  

Practical Equivalence Over a Relative Scale 

To compare the practical equivalence of results across loosely related experiments, we 

extend the concept of raw practical equivalence to a relative scale. We define that there is 

stronger relative practical equivalence when the absolute relative difference between population 

means (|rµDM|) is smaller (assuming µX > 0), where 

 ȿὶ‘ȿ Ȣ  (12) 

We define relative null strength as a conservative point estimate of how large |rµDM| could be 

based on sample data and a specified credibility level. Results with higher relative null strength 

(lower values of estimate) convey stronger evidence of relative practical equivalence. To 

calculate this estimate, we again begin by estimating a credible interval that has a (1-ŬDM) % 

probability to contain |rµDM|. Just as we did above, we force the left endpoint of this interval to 

be 0. By reporting the upper bound of this credibility interval, we conservatively assess the range 

of likely values for |rµDM| from sample data.  

While there is no closed-form posterior distribution for |rµDM| either, we can estimate its 

upper quantile using Monte Carlo simulations of the same posterior distribution derived from the 

prior and likelihood introduced in definitions in Eq. (8) ï (9). We exploit the fact that -c < rµDM 

< c if and only if |rµDM| < c, and we define Frelative(x) as the ECDF of the signed relative 

difference in means approximated with Monte Carlo simulations from the posterior: 
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Ὂ ὼ ὑ
‘ ‘

‘
ὼ Ȣ 

(13) 

We define the relative most difference in means (rŭM) as the one-tailed upper quantile of |rµDM|. 

As before, we numerically solve for the value of c such that  

Ὂ ὧ Ὂ ὧ ρ  .  (14) 

Because this interval is centered at 0 (i.e. (-c,c)), we report only the upper tail. This upper bound 

is approximately equal to Qrelative(p) with p set to the credible level ŬDM:  

 ὶ ὗ ρ  . (15) 

The rŭM is associated with a percentage (1 - ŬDM) to denote the credibility level as with ŭM. 

Indeed, simulations of the posterior distribution confirms that credibility of rŭM is equal to (1 - 

ŬDM) (Fig. S1 D-F). Colloquially, the value of rŭM represents the largest absolute percent 

difference between the population means of the experiment group and control group supported 

by the data. Results with lower values of rŭM have lower relative null strength and suggest 

stronger relative practical equivalence. 

 

Hypothesis Testing for Negligibility with ŭM and rŭM 

 To determine if  a result is practically equivalent, scientists can perform a hypothesis test 

by testing if  the magnitude of µDM and rµDM is less than a chosen threshold. Our statistics are a 

form of equal-tailed credible intervals, which are typically used for parameter estimation rather 

than hypothesis testing. However, credible intervals have been used for hypothesis tests against 

any threshold at the same credibility level as the interval (9ï12). The procedure checks if the 

threshold is within the bounds of the interval. In this sense, intervals can be used for hypothesis 

testing against any threshold without recalculation of the interval. We note that there is 

controversy with the use of credibility intervals for hypothesis testing because the size of the 

effect is estimated under the assumption that it exists (13). We perceive this reservation to be a 
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nonissue because an effect-size of zero has never been shown to exist in the real world and canôt 

be confirmed with finite data (14). We assume a non-zero effect size is present in all cases, the 

question this procedure asks is whether there is evidence that it is small enough to be considered 

negligible. 

 We perform a hypothesis test against the specified threshold ŭ of the form 

ὌȡȿА ȿ ὌȡȿА  ; ȿ  Ȣ  (16)

We reject H0 and conclude practical equivalence if  ŭM < ŭ because ŭM is the upper bound of the 

posterior for |µDM|. 

We illustrate the hypothesis testing procedure with a collection of hypothetical results 

from related experiments that measure the same phenomenon (Fig. 1B-E). For this example, two 

scientists choose different thresholds for negligible effect size (ŭ, ŭô), test for negligible effect 

based on their own threshold, and then arrive at a consensus for which results are practically 

equivalent. These results are summarized by reporting the value for ŭM (Fig. 1B) approximated 

as the maximum of the absolute credible bounds of µDM (approximation used to simplify 

visualization, see Fig. S2). The first scientist uses a threshold of ŭ and performs a hypothesis test 

(Eq. 16) for each of these results. The results that reject the null hypothesis are designated as 

practically equivalent (Fig 2C, rows a, b, d, e, f, g) without any recalculation of ŭM required. 

Visually, this hypothesis test is equivalent to checking that the credible interval falls within the 

null region H0
± defined by [-ŭ, +ŭ] and closely resembles the procedure used in second 

generation p-values in concluding full support for the null hypothesis with a null interval 

centered about zero (15). If the credible interval overlaps with the inside and outside of the null 

region, then the expression ŭM Ó ŭ is true, and the result is designated as not practically 

equivalent (Fig 2C, rows c, h, j). Similarly, the same designation occurs when the credible 

interval falls completely outside of the null region (Fig 2C, rows i, k). Meanwhile, a second 

scientist chooses a 30% smaller threshold for negligibility (ŭô). The second scientist performs the 
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same hypothesis testing procedure with ŭô and designates practical equivalence for any result 

with a ŭM within the null region Hô0
± (Fig 2D, rows a, b, d, e). These scientists can reach a 

consensus for which results are practically equivalent by identifying instances where they make 

the same designation (Fig 2E, rows a, b, d, e). The same procedure can be performed with rŭM 

using relative units for the threshold and intervals, along with including results from experiments 

that are more broadly related (see Applied Examples section). 

 It is important to note that the first and second scientist may represent two scientists in 

the same field with differing opinions about what is negligible, or from different fields that have 

different requirements for negligibility. For instance, the threshold for negligibility for a 

measurement of an adverse side-effect may be larger (more forgiving) for an acute treatment 

versus long-term, or for an adult treatment versus pediatric. Indeed, the second scientist may 

even represent the first scientist in the future when their expectation for negligible effect size is 

more stringent. For example, an acceptable intensity of an adverse side-effect would be more 

forgiving for the first-in-class treatment of a particular disease versus after decades of 

development when several competing alternative treatments are available.  

 

Measures of Raw and Relative Null Strength 

While we have proposed two statistics to quantify the evidence of practical equivalence, 

we need to develop a structured characterization of null strength to assess efficacy. This 

assessment relies on identifying the parameters that alter null strength on a raw and relative 

scale. Null strength is difficult to characterize in a controlled fashion because it depends on 

several parameters in addition to µX and µY. To characterize our statistics in a controlled fashion, 

we decompose null strength into a set of previously defined functions of population parameters. 

These functions are used as measures of null strength. We can vary each of these in isolation and 

study the effects they produce on our statistic.  
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For assessing raw null strength between population means, we identify a set of four 

measures that can be altered independently (|µDM|, ůD, dfD, and ŬDM defined in Table 1, Fig. 2 A-

E, see Materials and Methods: Explanation of Raw Null Strength Measures). For assessing the 

relative null strength between population means, we divide the same null strength measures by 

the control group mean when appropriate to form another set of variables that can be altered 

independently (|rµDM|, růD, dfD, and ŬDM defined in Table 1, Fig. 2 G-K, see Materials and 

Methods: Explanation of Relative Null Strength Measures). Note that some relative null strength 

measures cannot be altered independently from raw null strength measures (e.g., altering |µDM| 

can also change |rµDM| or růD). 

Results 

ŭM and rŭM Covary with Changes to Null Strength 

A statistic that effectively estimates raw null strength should covary with each measure of 

raw null strength in a consistent direction. We generated a series of population parameter 

configurations where each measure of raw null strength was individually altered towards higher 

raw null strength (stronger evidence of raw practical equivalence). The mean of various 

candidate statistics was computed on repeated samples drawn from these configurations 

(candidate statistics listed in Table S1). The mean of a useful statistic should either increase for 

all null strength measures or decrease. We found that the mean values from equivalence p-values 

and ŭM had a significant rank correlation in a consistent direction with null strength for all 

measures (Fig. 2F, Fig S3-S4, null region interval set to [-1, 1] from control sample mean for BF, 

PE, and Pŭ). Additionally, we generated sets of population parameter configurations where each 

measure of relative null strength was altered towards higher relative null strength. The mean 

values from equivalence p-values and rŭM had a significant rank correlation in a consistent 

direction for all measures (Fig. 2L, Fig. S5-S6, null region interval set to [-10%, 10%] of control 

sample mean for BF, PE, and Pŭ). This initial analysis had potential confounding effects since 
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µDM and rµDM could not be altered independently from the other measures. It is also important to 

note that we are testing candidate statistics for tasks that they were not designed for. 

 

ŭM and rŭM Exhibit Lower Comparison Error than Candidate Statistics 

We next performed a risk assessment to examine how effective the candidate statistics 

were at determining which of two results had higher null strength and deemed more noteworthy 

(see Supplementary Methods: Integrated Risk Assessment of Null Strength). We represented this 

decision of higher null strength with a 0-1 loss function that determined if the candidate 

statisticsô prediction of higher null strength with the ground truth established by each measure of 

null strength. For a single population configuration, we calculated the expected value of the loss 

function to assess frequentist risk (16). This frequentist risk is the comparison error, defined as 

the probability of making an incorrect prediction for higher null strength. To explore general 

trends across the parameter space, we averaged comparison errors from many different 

parameter configurations with a similar approach to calculating various forms of integrated risk 

(16). Population configurations were stratified based on the expected t-ratio, approximated by 

Monte Carlo samples. The expected t-ratio is defined as the mean t-statistic of µDM across 

samples scaled to the critical value (denoted as təstatistic / |tcritical|, see Supplementary Materials and 

Methods: Parameter Space for Population Configurations). Population configurations were 

separated between those associated with null results (absolute expected t-ratio Ò 1) and critical 

results (absolute expected t-ratio > 1). Investigations for comparison error were conducted for 

each of the four independent measures for null strength, both individually and simultaneously. 

ŭM was the only candidate statistic that exhibited a comparison error rate lower than random 

50/50 guessing for all simulation studies for raw null strength (Fig. 3A, Fig. S7-S10, null region 

interval set to [-1, 1] from sample mean for BF, PE, and Pŭ). Similarly, rŭM was the only 

candidate statistic that exhibited a comparison error rate lower than random for all simulation 



 

13 

 

studies for relative null strength (Fig 3B, Fig. S11-S14, null region interval set to [-10%, 10%] of 

control sample mean for BF, PE, and Pŭ). 

 

Applied Examples 

We compiled results from studies of atherosclerosis to illustrate how the rŭM could be 

used to assess the null strength and noteworthiness of results. Atherosclerosis is the underlying 

cause of approximately 50% of all deaths in developed nations (17) and is characterized by the 

build-up of fatty deposits, called plaques, on the inner wall of arteries. Researchers use dietary, 

behavioral, pharmacological, and genetic interventions to study atherosclerosis and measure 

various biological phenomenon to monitor disease severity, including plasma cholesterol and 

plaque size. 

While lowering total plasma cholesterol is therapeutic in most cases (depending on the 

composition of the cholesterol (17)), many interventions treat atherosclerosis through other 

means. It is important to determine whether an intervention has a negligible effect size on total 

plasma cholesterol to help elucidate its underlying mechanisms. Plasma cholesterol levels vary 

from 60-3000 mg/dL across animal models used to research atherosclerosis and are reported in 

units of mmol/L as well (Table S3, S4). This large variation in the measurement values makes it 

necessary to evaluate null strength on a relative scale. The rŭM is the only statistic that can be 

used to simultaneously test for negligibility using different thresholds and compare the null 

strength without recalculation (Fig. 4A-B). A literature search for positive results associated with 

reducing total cholesterol reveals that the relative difference in means is larger than 30% for 

most cases (Table S4). If this threshold is used to delineate a maximum negligible effect size, 

these null results could be separated based on a hypothesis test that designates them as 

practically equivalent (rŭM < 30%) or not practically equivalent and inconclusive (rŭM Ó 30%). 

While all the cited publications in the table correctly stated that no difference was observed 
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between the control and experiment group, most results were still used indirectly as evidence of 

negligible effect size (see NE column) either in the text or as a secondary negative control. With 

these thresholds, scientists could not use results with rŭM Ó 30% as evidence of absence of effect. 

Instead, they could choose to present the data with an ambiguous interpretation or collect 

additional samples in an attempt to clarify the interpretation for rŭM.  

As a second example, a similar case study examines the practical equivalence of 

therapeutic interventions independent of reducing plaque size (Fig. 5A-B, Table S5). Similar to 

measuring total cholesterol, plaque size is measured across units that span orders of magnitude. 

A review of positive results of plaque size reduction (Table S6) could yield a threshold of 40% 

for a negligible effect size. Using that threshold could separate results that are practically 

equivalent (rŭM < 40%) or not practically equivalent and inconclusive (rŭM Ó 40%). Inconclusive 

results could not be interpreted as evidence of negligible effect size, as the authors intended in 

most cases.  

 

Discussion 

We have proposed two statistics, ŭM and rŭM, that assess the evidence of negligible effect 

size by quantifying null strength. Both statistics support hypothesis testing and were the only 

candidate statistics that exhibited lower than random error in comparing null strength across all 

investigations. We demonstrated with applied examples how researchers can use rŭM to assess 

practical equivalence by evaluating both the negligibility and null strength of experiment results. 

This statistic summarizes results as a simple percentage with a simple interpretation (largest 

percent change between mean of control group and experiment group supported by the data). We 

illustrate that researchers can apply a threshold and identify practically equivalent results. 

Critically, researchers can apply different thresholds based on their differing opinions or research 

applications without having to re-compute rŭM: the value of the statistic remains unchanged if 
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different thresholds are used in Fig. 4 and 5. Results that are designated as practically equivalent 

can be used to falsify scientific hypotheses or offer contrary evidence to related positive results.  

Our hypothesis testing approach in Fig. 1 of examining the overlap between an interval 

and null region aligns closely with the procedure used to calculate second generation p-values 

(14, 15). Indeed, both procedures would designate the same results as practically equivalent (i.e., 

full support of the null hypothesis) if  the same threshold and intervals were used. The advantage 

of using ŭM is that null strength between results can be compared regardless of their designation 

for practical equivalence, and different null regions can be used for hypothesis testing after the 

data is reported. In contrast to our statistic, a collection of practically equivalent results would all 

have a second-generation p-value of 1, so their null strength cannot be compared. The second-

generation p-value would also require recalculation if a different null region is specified. There 

are similar limitations with using the Bayes Factor and two one-sided t-test p-values. We note 

that the treatment of these statistics in Figures 2-5 was generous because the null interval regions 

were fixed across simulated experiments. In practice the extent of these null regions would vary, 

and these candidate statistics would not be comparable across studies. 

Alternatively, some fields may report the confidence or credible interval of the 

population DM to aid in interpreting the practical equivalence of results. Reporting these 

intervals is helpful because they examine both statistical and practical significance by estimating 

a range for the effect size specified by the credible or confidence level. Yet comparing the 

evidence of practical equivalence with intervals must consider the width and location of the 

interval when there is no clear method to combine them. We solve this issue by developing a 

statistic that collapses an interval into a single value.  

For experimental results, the presence or lack of negligible effect size should be 

interpreted in the context of related results. We recommend that rŭM should be the default 

statistic used to evaluate the strength of practically equivalent results since it allows for 
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comparisons between a broader range of related experiments than ŭM. However, ŭM would be 

more appropriate for cases where the mean of the control group is close to zero and reporting the 

percent difference in means is spurious (e.g., see Fig 5A, last study, where rŭM of 450% is more 

than twice the value of ŭM divided by the control mean: ŭM/x←=180%), or for comparisons 

between experiments where the control group mean is not expected to change. Reporting the ŭM 

or rŭM encourages high quality results because it rewards the use of larger sample sizes, higher 

quality measurement techniques, and more rigorous experiment design. Additionally, assessing 

null results with the rŭM may reduce publication bias against null results (18), mitigate the File 

Drawer problem by encouraging their publication, and increase scientific rigor by allowing 

results with high null strength to serve as strong evidence of negligible effect size. If  combined 

with another statistic that could quantify practical significance in the same manner, rŭM would 

provide the foundation for a complete method of data analysis that could be used in place of p-

values. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

This statistic requires the assumption of normality. Other versions of this statistic must be 

developed to analyze cases where this assumption is false. Using this statistic will change how 

scientists report results. Further research should establish specific conventions for the wording 

when reporting this statistic to minimize miscommunication between scientists. 
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Figures and Legends 
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Fig. 1: Using the most difference in means to reach consensus for practical equivalence. (A) 

Several illustrations of the most difference in means statistic (orange line, ŭM) as the upper bound 

of a zero-centered credible interval (yellow fill, zCB±) with posterior of difference in means 

(dashed grey) and absolute difference in means (solid black). (B) A series of hypothetical two-

sample experiments with the value of ŭM approximated as the maximum of the absolute lower 

and upper credible bounds of the difference in means (blue, CB±). (C) A scientist specifies a 

threshold (ŭ, enclosing green null interval H0
±) to designate each result as practically equivalent 

(PE, CB interval fully within null interval, ŭM < ŭ, green dot), or not practically equivalent (CB 

interval partially or completely outside of null interval, ŭM Ó ŭ). (D) Repeated analysis can be 

done by a second scientist with a different threshold (ŭô) with no recalculation of ŭM required. 

(E) Consensus is reached when both scientists designate a result as practically equivalent (green 

dot). 
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Fig. 2: Covariation of candidate statistics with measures of null strength. (A) Data from a 

simulated experiment (red, Exp 1) with a control group (X) and experiment group (Y) acting as a 

reference to illustrate the measures of null strength. (B-E) Simulated experiment data (Exp 2, 

blue) with lower null strength of difference in means (DM) than Exp 1 (lower panel) via (B) 

increased difference in means, (C) increased standard deviation of the difference, (D) decreased 

degrees of freedom, and (E) decreased credible level (upper: error bars are standard deviation, 

lower: error lines are 95% credible interval of the difference in means). (F) Heatmap of 

Spearman ɟ of candidate statisticsô mean versus each raw null strength measure altered towards 

higher null strength across population configurations. (G) Simulated data from an experiment 

(red, Exp 1) acting as a reference to illustrate the measures of relative null strength. (H-K ) 

Simulated experiment data (Exp 2, blue) with lower relative null strength of relative difference in 

means than Exp 1 (lower panel) via (H) increased relative difference in means, (I ) increased 

relative standard deviation of the difference, (J) decreased degrees of freedom, and (K ) 

decreased significance level. (L) Heatmap of Spearman ɟ of candidate statisticsô mean versus 

each relative null strength measure altered towards higher null strength across population 

configurations. Asterisk denotes candidate statistic with all correlations significant and in same 

direction, underline denotes p < 0.05 for bootstrapped Spearman correlation, color displayed for 

significant correlations only). Abbreviations: x←DM, sDM, rx←DM, rsDM: mean, standard deviation, 

relative mean, and relative standard deviation of difference in sample means. CD: Cohenôs d; PN: 

null hypothesis testing p-value; PE: TOST equivalence p-value; Pŭ: second generation p-value; 

BF: Bayes Factor; Rnd: random 50/50 guess. 

  



 

22 

 

 


