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Summary:

Statistical insignificanceloes not suggesite absence of effect, yatisntistsmustoften use null
results as evidence oégligible(nearzero) effect sizéo falsify scientific hypothese®oing so
mustassesa resulfs null strength defined asthe evidencefor a negligible effecsize Such a
assessment would differentiagongnull resultsthat suggesa negligible effect sizéom weak
null results that suggest a broad range aépiial effect sizes. We proposiee most difference in
me a nyg as @wo-samplestatistic that caboth quantifynull strengthandperforma

hypothesis tedor negligible effect sizeTo facilitate consensusheninterpreting resultsour
statistic allavs scientists taoncludethata resulthasnegligible effecsizeusingdifferent
threshold with no recalculation requiredo assist with selecting a threshalg canalso
compare null strengthetweerrelatedresultsBo tyvhanid t he r e lvautperforsm f or m o
other candidate statistics @mparingnull strength We compilebroadlyrelatedresultsanduse

t he r e ltoadmpavewll sfrengthacross differentreatmentsmeasurement methgdand
experiment models. Reportinige relativeliv may provide a technical solution to the file drawer

problem byencouraging the publication of nalhd neaizeroresults



Introduction :

Two-sample pvaluesfrom null hypothesis significance tesesnain the gold standard for
the analysis and reporting of scientific results despite calls to discontinuesprpihasize their
use(l, 2). P-values can differentiate positive results (statistically signifidaath null results
(statistically insignificant)Yet p-valuescannot gve anyindication ofthe practical equivalence
of results whether the observed effect sizeligse enough to zeto be consideredegligible.
Practically equivalentesults play a key role in scientific research by falsifying scientific
hypotheses andfering contrary evidence to previously reported positive resjtSuch an
assessment would differentiatigongnull results that suggestange ofall negligible effect
sizes from weaknull results that suggest a rartbatincludesnornnegligibleeffect sizes.

Characterizingractical equivalencesquires assessing the dats context and the
perspectivesf scientists An effective statistic should be useful &l thesetasks. Apractically
equivalentresult has a negligible effect size, which requiresestorm of hypothesis test to
determine if the effect size is less than a maximum threshold for what is neglgtdetingthe
value of this threshold is contegpecific and can greatly differ between scientists differing
perspectivesScientistawvith differentperspectives wilselectdifferent values for this threshold,
yet collectively need to reach consenfarswvhich results arpractically equivalentA useful
statistic should alloveach scientidio test forpractical equivalencaccordingo theirthreshold
without having to reanalyze the daBelecting an appropriatereshold is a critical part of ith
analysis andeviewingthe null strength ofelated results should inforthis selection A useful
statisticshould alsofacilitate thresholdselection byallowing for the comparison of null strength
between resultand highlight noteworthy results that have exceptionally stpoagtical
equivalenceTo simplify the process for data analysis, it would be ideal to use la siagjstic
for these tasksA statistic that can be uséat multiple tasks gives a more useful and informative

summary because the data can be interpreted in different contexts.



We present t he mo sv asdstatisticehatasrcapableatifthesene ans (U
tasks This statistiallowshypothesis tesig for negligibleeffectagainstany threshold value
Null strength can be compared between related reasultéorm the selection of a threshold and
highlightresuts with exceptionally strongull strength All of this can be done without
recalculation of the statisti®.o test our statistic against previously developed candidates, we
characterize the multidimensional problefrassessing null strength with varidusctions of
population parameters. These functions serve as ground truth for simulation YWstinge an
i ntegrated ri skanmd stelses mreenlyy & ti)i agashsessderalmandidate U
statistics by evaluating their error rates in paming the null strength between simulated
experiment result©ur statistics were thonly candidates that demonstrated better than random
error rates across all investigatsoWe i | | ustr at e wcanbeusecetastfordat a ho
negligibility andcomparehe null strength of results from broadly related experimiatishave
a combination of different experiment models, conditions, populations, species, timepoints,
treatments, and measurement techniguéspropose thateportingr wiof null and neazero

results willprovide amore usefulnterpretatiorthan alternative analysis techniques.

Background

Bayesian Summary of Difference in Means

Let Xy, ..., Xn be an i.i.dsample from a control group with a distributidormal(pix,
&i), and Y, ..., Ynbe an i.i.d. sample from an experiment group with a distribiNimmal(Ly,
7). Bothsamples are independent from one another, and we conservatively assume unequal

variance, i.e., , (the Behrens-isher problen{4) for the means of normal distributions).
We analyze data in a Bayesian manner using minimal assumptions and thesefare

noninformative prio5), specified as



nAPMR R © , 8 (1)
The model has a closédrm posterior distribution. Specifically, the population means,

conditional on the variance parameters @neddata, follow normal distributions:
As, hogx 6 €1 ade AT A (2)
As, ﬁquﬁéidd‘ﬁs—s (3)

Moreover, the population variances each independently follow an inverse gamma distribution

(InvGamm
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We exclude the use of prior informationthis analysidbecause we wish to summarize
the data alone and not be influenced by the beliefs afdieatistanalyzing the data
(specifically,the strength of the prior used caomsiderablynfluencethe outputs of a Bayesian

statistical analysi, 7)).

Practical EquivalenceOver a Raw Scale
We define that there &tronger rawpractical equivalencavhen the absolute difference

in poputionmeans between groupsdjy)) is smaller, where
s s 8 g ©)
We summarize the posterior distribution oy} to convey the evidence of rgactical
equivalencdrom sample data. For the sake of simplicity, we report a single number. We define

raw null strengthas a conservative estimate of how largsu|jcould be bsed on sample data

and a given credible levefligherraw null strength(lower values of tis estimate)conveys



stronger evidence of rapractical equivalence
Our proposed statistic to quantify raall strengthis themost difference in mearsu),

defined as an upper quantile of the posterior pf1|uSpecifically, ifQraw(p) is the quantile

function of t hdatsfeposterior, then
T 0 p | 7)
for some fAconfidé&ppeed or credible | evel

However, this quantile function dfficult to compute, and there is no closkdm
posterior distribution for the transformed quantity jpx|. We estimate its distribution using
the Monte Carlo metho) , 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 thistby exploiting the fact that < py
- ux < cif and only if by - px| <c, and we defin€&ran(x) as the ECDF of the signed difference in
sample means frotd Monte Carlo simulations. Witk samples from the posterior distribution
of gy and u, defined as the product of

Wy x 0 ofil Ta& “O&Q (8)

‘CWex 0 o FEh 9)

the cumulative distribution function is defined as
O w U \ ‘ w8 (20)

Then we numerically solve for the valueaduch that
o o 0O w p | . (11)
Because this interval is centered at O (kgc]), we can report only the upper tail.

As defined abovejw is associated with a percentage (bwm) to specify the credibility

l evel i n the same way that cr glhsacredidilityleveli nt er v
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of 0.95). Indeed, simulations of the posterior distribution confirms that credibifity 4+ h e U
approxmates(1 - Ubm) over a range of valuggig. S1 AC). Colloquially, the value ofiv

representghe largest absolute differenbetween the population means of the experiment group
andcontrol groupsupported by the dafaisualized in Fig. 1A)L ower Vv askcomwewys of U

highernull strengttb et ween t wo groups® populpetticabn means

equivalence

Practical EquivalenceOver a Relative Scale

To compare theractical equivalencef results across loosely related experiments, we
extend the concept of rgpvactical equivalenct® a relative scale. We define that there is
strongerelative practical equivalencavhen the absolute relative difference between population

means (|rgm|) is smaller (assumingx> 0), where

§'s —8 (12)

We definerelative null strengthas a conservative point estimate of how largevfgould be
based on sample data and a specified credibility level. Resulthigftarrelativenull strength
(lower values of estimatepnvey stronger evidence of relatiectical equivalencelo

calaulate this estimate, we again begin by estimating a credible interval that hialsv ¢1
probability to contain |rpwv|. Just as we did above, we force the left endpoint of this interval to
be 0. By reporting the upper bound of this credibility interwal ,conservatively assess the range
of likely values for |rgm| from sample data.

While there is no closefbrm posterior distribution for |gu| either, we can estimate its
upper quantile using Monte Carlo simulations of the same posterior distributieadizom the
prior and likelihood introduced in definitions in Eg. {8(9). We exploit the fact that < rppm
<cifand only if |rpbm| <c, and we defin€relative(X) as the ECDF of the signed relative

difference in means approximated with Monte Gaimulations from the posterior:



C (13)

O ®w U \l w 8

We define theelative most difference in meafisiv)ias the on¢ailed upper quaile of |rppm|.
As before, we numerically solve for the valuecauch that

O w O o p | . (14)
Because this interval is centered at O (kecf), we report only the upper tail. This upper bound
is approximately equal tQreaive(p) With p set to therediblel e voml U

i1 O p | . (15)

T h ewm igadsociated with a percentage(bv) t o denote the @redibi

t

|l ndeed, simulations of the post @isequalto@i stri bu

Ubm) (Fig. SID-F).Co | | oqui al | wreprésanes the largest absaipéecent U
difference between the population means of the experiment group and control group supported
bythedataRe s ul t s wi t h wulbhavevlewer relativieull stiengtbahd suggest

stronger relativgractical equivalence

Hypothesis Testing for Negligibility wit w@ n dm r 0

To determingaf a resultis practically equivalentscientists can perform a hypothesis test
by testingif the magnitude ofiom and piowm is less thara chosen threshold. Our statistics are a
form of equalttailedcredible intervals, which atgpically used for parameter estimati@ther
thanhypothesis testing. However, credible intervase been usddr hypothesis tests against
any threshold at the same credibility level as the int€Bidl2). The procedure checks if the
thresholds within the boundof the intervalln this sense, intervals can be usedigpothesis
testing against any threshold without recalculation of the interval. We notéehaig
controversywith the use otredibility intervals for hypothesis testing becatrsesize ofhe

effectis estimatedinder the assumption thaexists(13). We perceive this reservation to be a

8



nonissue becausa effectsizeof zerohas never beeshownto exist in the real worldndc a n 6 t
be confirmed with finite datél4). We assume aonzeroeffect size is present in all castse
guestion this procedure asks is whether there is evidence that it is small enough to be considered
negligible.

We perform a hypothesis tesmjainst thespecifiedthresholdl of the form

OdgA s 1; OA s 18 (16)
We rejectHo and concluderactical equivalencé Uv < U becauseiv is the uppebound of the
posteriorfor |ppm|.

We illustratethe hypothesis testing proceduséth a collection of hypothetical results
from related experimenthat measure the same phenomefkog. 1B-E). For this examplewo
scientistchoosdlifferent thresholds for negligible effect size 19, test fornegligible effect
basedon their own thresholandthenarrive at a consensus for which resultspeetically
equivalent These results armummarized by reporting the value ter (Fig. 1B) approximated
as the maximum of the absolute credibbeindsof pom (approximation usetb simplify
visualization seeFig. S2. The first scientist uses a thresholdi@nd perforrs a hypothesis test
(Eq. 16)for each otthese resultsThe results thakeject thenull hypothesisaredesignatedas
practically equivalengFig 2C, rows a, b, d, e, f, g) without any recalculatiofvofequired.
Visually, this hypothesis test is equivalent to checking that the credible interval falls thighi
null regionHo* defined by {U, +U] and closelyresembleshe proceduresed in second
generation praluesin concluding full support for the null hypothesigh a null interval
centered about ze(d5). If the credible interval overlaps with the inside and outside of the null
region thenthe expressiotiv Ol is trug and the resuis designatedasnot practically
equivalent(Fig 2C, rows c, h, j)Similarly, the same designation occurs when the credible
interval falls completely outside of the nudigion(Fig 2C, rows i, k). Meanwhileg second

scientistchooses 30% smaller threshold for negligibilityi). The second scientist performs the



same hypothesitesting procedungith Gdand designatgsractical equivalenc®r any result
with a Uw within the null regiorH&* (Fig 2D, rows a, b, d, ). Thescientistscanreacha
consensus fowhich resultsarepractically equivalenby identifyinginstancesvhere they make
the same designatigfig 2E, rows a, b, d, €). The same procedure can be performediwith r
using relative units for the threshold and intesyalong withincluding results from experiments
that are more broadly relatésbe Applied Examples sectipn

It is important to note thahe first and seconstientist may represent two scientists in
the same field with differing opinioraboutwhat is negligible, or from &ferent fields that have
differentrequirements fonegligibility. For instance, the threshold for negligibility for a
measurement of an adverse sadect may be larger (more forgiving) for an acute treatment
versus longerm, or for an adult treatmewersuspediatric. Indeedhe secondcientist may
even represerthe firstscientist in the future wimgheir expectation for negligible effect size is
more stringentFor example an acceptable intensity of an adverse-gflect would be more
forgiving for the firstin-class treatment of a particular diseasesusafterdecade®f

developmentwhen severakcompetingalternativetreatmentsre available

Measures of Raw and Relativéull Strength

While we have proposed two statistics to quantify the evidenpeaofical equivalenge
we need to develop a structured characterizatiolbitrengthito assess efficacy. This
assessment relies on identifying the parameters thanaltestrengthon a raw and relative
scale Null strengthis difficult to characterizén a controlled fashion because it depends on
several parameters in addition to @and . To characterize our statistics in a controlled fashion,
we decomposaull strengthinto a set opreviously defined functions of population parameters.
These functions are used as measuresiibstrength We can vary each of these in isolation and

study the effects they produce on our statistic.
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For assessing ramull strengthbetween population eans we identify a set of four
measures that can be altered independeipiby( ,o, dfg, andUbm defined in Table 1, Fig A-
E, seeMaterials and Method¥xplanation of Rawull StrengthMeasure}l For assessing the
relativenull strengthbetweerpopulation meansve divide the sameull strengthmeasures by
the control group mean when appropriate to form another set of variables that can be altered
independently|rpom| , b, dfolandUbm defined inTable 1, Fig2 G-K, seeMaterials and
Methods Explanation of Relativélull StrengthMeasures). Note that s® relativenull strength
measures cannot ladteredindependentlfrom raw null strengthmeasures (e.galtering|uowm|

canalso changeyiom|orr ).

Results

Um a n dwm Qovary with Changes to Null Strength

A statistic that effectivelgstimatesaw null strengthshould covary with each measure of
raw null strengthin a consistent direction. We generated a series of populadi@ameter
configurations where each measure of mu strengthwasindividually altered towardeigher
raw null strength(stronger evidence of rapractical equivalengeThe mean of various
candidate statistics was computed on repeated sadnples from these configurations
(candidate statistics listed in Tal8&). The mea of ausefulstatisticshould eitherincrease for
all null strengthmeasures or decread®e found thatlie mean values froequivalence fvalues
andiiv had a significant re&k correlation in a consistent direction withll strengthfor all
measures (Fig.R Fig S3-$4, null region interval set ta1, 1] from control sample mean for BF,
Pe, and R). Additionally, we generated sets of population parameter configurations edwre
measure of relativeull strengthwas altered towardsigherrelativenull strength The mean
values fromequivalence fvalues and whad a significant rank correlation in a consistent
direction for all measures (FigL2Fig. S5-S6, null region inérval set to{10%, 10%] of control

sample mean for BF gPand R). This initial analysis had potential confounding effects since
11



Mowm and rppm could not be altered independently from the other meaduieslso important to

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

Um a n dwm Bxhibit 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 resultad highernull strengthand deemed momoteworthy
(see Supplementary Methodstegrated Risk Assessment of Null StrengiWerepresented this
decision othigher null strengthwith a 31 loss function that determined if the candidate
stati st i c shighemull stréngttwith tloergroumd truth established by each measure of
null strength For a single population configui@n, we calculated the expected value of the loss
function to assess frequentist r(dl6). This frequentist risk is the comparison error, defined as
the probability of making an incorrect predictifmm higher null strengthTo 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 configtations were stratified based tre expected-ratio, approximated by
Monte Carlo sampled heexpected-ratio isdefined as theneant-statisticof ppm across
samples scaled to tlegitical value (denoted asiatistic/ |teriical|, SEESUPpPlementaryiaterials and
Methods: Parameter Space for Population Configurations). Population configurations were
separated betweehoseassociated withull results(absoluteexpected-ratioO  dnjcritical
results(absoluteexpected-ratio> 1). Investigationgor comparison error were conducted for
each of the four independent measurestdr strength both individually and simultaneously.
Uv was the only candidate statistic that exhibitewd@mparisorerror rate lower than random
50/50 gussing for all simulation studies for rawll strength(Fig. 3A, Fig. §-S10, null region
interval set to{l1, 1] from sample mean for BFgRand R) . Si muwaatheogly r U

candidate statistic that exhibited@d@mparisorerror rate lower than randofor all simulation

12



studies for relativaull strength(Fig 3B, Fig. S1-S14, null region interval set ta10%, 10%]of

controlsample mean for BF gPand B).

Applied Examples

We compiled results from studi geoulbbe at her o
used to assess thall strengthand noteworthiness of results. Atherosclerosis is the underlying
cause of approximately 50% of all deaths in developed natldihand is characterized by the
build-up of fatty deposits, called plaques, on the inner walftefias. 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 plasia cholesterol is therapeutic in most cases (depending on the
composition of the cholesterfl7)), 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 lgvels var
from 60-3000 mg/dL across animal models used to research atherosclerosis and are reported in
units of mmol/L as wellT{able S3, Sy This large variation in the measurement values makes it
necessary to evaluatell strengtho n  a r el at imvs¢he enly stdtistic thaffchnebe r U
used tosimultaneously test for negligibility using different thresls@dd compare the null
strengthwithout recalculatiorfFig. 4A-B). A literature search for positive results associated with
reducing total cholesterobveals that the relative difference in means is larger than 30% for
most caseslableS4). If this threshold is used to delineatmaximum negligible effect size,
thesenull results could be separated based on a hypothesisdedesignates them as
practically equivalenf 1 & 30%) or nopractically equivalenand inconclusivé # ©30%).

While all the cited publications in the table correctly stated that no difference was observed

13



between the control and experiment group, most results were stlindirectly as evidence of

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

these thresholds, sci em030%tasevidemcadf absence ¢feffact e r e

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

additional samples in an atwtempt to clarify t
As a second example, a similar case study examiegsdhtical equivalencef

therapeutic interventions independent of reducing plaque size @B, $able S). Similarto

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

A review of positive results of plag size reductionT@bleS6) could yield a threshold of 40%

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

equivalent i & 40%) or notpractically equivalenand inconclusivér i O40%). Inconclusive

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

most cases.

Discussion

We have pr oposgan duwailassessthe egidenceda negligible effect
size by quantifyingiull strength Both statigics support hypothesis testirmgnd were the only
candidate statistics that exhibited lower than random eri@rparingnull strengthacross all
investigatons We demonstrated with appliwgtdassesssampl es
practical equiveenceby evaluating both the negligibility amaill strengthof experiment results.
This statistic summarizes results as a simple percentage siitipkeinterpretation (largest
percent changkeetweenmean ofcontrol groupandexperiment grougupported by the data). We
illustrate that researchers can apply a threshold and idendiyically equivalentesults.
Critically, researchers can apply different thresholds based on their differing opinions or research

applications wthout having to ree 0 mp unt tlee valué of the statistic remains unchanged if

14



different thresholds are used in Fig. 4 an&é&sults that are designatedpaactically equivalent
can be used to falsify scientific hypotheses or offer contrary evidemekated positive results.
Our hypothesis testing approahFig. 1 of examining the overlap between iaterval
and null region alignslosely with the procedure ustmicalculatesecond generatigmvalues
(14, 15). Indeedpoth procedures wouldesignate the same resultpaactically equivalenti.e.,
full support of the nulhypothesis)f the saméhreshold andhtervak wereused The advantage
of usingtiv is that null strength between results can be compared regardless of their designation
for practical equivalengeand different null regions can be used for hypothesimggatter the
data is reportedn contrast to our statistic,@llection ofpractically equivalentesults would all
have a secondeneration gralue of 1, so their null strength cannot be comparkd second
generation pralue would also require recalation if a different null region is specifieihere
are similar limitations with using the Bayes Factor and awesidedt-test pvalues.We note
thatthetreatment of these statisticsFigures 25 wasgenerousecause the null interval regions
were fixed acrossimulatedexperimentsin practicethe extent of these null regions wouldry,
and tresecandidatestatisticswould not becomparable across studies.
Alternatively,some fields may report the confidenmecredible interval of the
population DM to aid in interpreting thpFactical equivalencef results Reporting these
intervalsis helpful because thegxamineboth statistical and practical significanmgestimating
a range fothe effect size specifidaly thecredibleor confidencdevel. Yet comparing the
evidence opractical equivalenceith 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 dt Emegligible effect size should be
interpreted in the context wshouldEthadefadt resul t s

statistic used to evaluate the strengtpraictically equivalentesults since it allows for

15



comparisons between abroadergan of r el at e dwu. e xHpoewegiwemedbe su t han
more appropriate for cases where the mean of the control group is close to zero and reporting the
percent difference Iin means i s qg4®isonore (e. g.
thantwice the value ofim divided by the control meafiu/x=180%), or for comparisons

bet ween experiments where the control ggroup m
0 r v @n@ourages high quality results because it rewards the use ofdangée sizes, higar

guality measurement techniques, amorerigorous experiment design. Additionally, assessing

nul | r e s u b may reducetpliblicatibnebiag against null res{ig, mitigate the File

Drawer problem by encouraging their publication, and increase scientifidogigalowing

results withhigh null strengthto serve as strong evidence of negligible effect $izmmbined

with another statistic thabald quantify practical significance the same mannar wwould

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

values.

Limitations of the Study

This statistic requires the assumption of normality. Other versibtings statistic must be
developed to analyze cases where this assumption isUaisg this statistic will changeow
scientists report resultBurther researckhouldestablistspecificconventiongor the wording

when reporting this statistic to minimize miscommunication between scientists.
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Fig. 1: Using the most difference in means teeach consensus fopractical equivalence (A)
Several illustrations of the most difference in mestatistic( o r a n g ) aslthie npper bound
of a zerecentered credible interval (yellofil, zCB*) with posteriorof difference in means
(dashed greyandabsolute difference in meafsolid black) (B) A seriesof hypothetical twe
sample experiments with the valoklv approximated as thmaximumof the absolute lower
and upper credibleound of the diffeence in meandb(ue,CB*). (C) A scientistspecifies a
threshold G enclosinggreen nullintervalHo*) to designate each resakpractically equivalent
(PE, CB intervalfully within null interval Uv < , @green dadt or not practicallyequivalent{CB
interval partially or completely outside afull interval, tim Ot). (D) Repeated analysis can be
doneby a second scientigtith adifferentthreshold 4§ with no recalculatiomf Uy required.
(E) Consensus is reached when both scientists designate a rgsalttazlly equivalenfgreen

dot).
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Raw Null Strength Measures

Raw Null Strength Measures
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Fig. 2: Covariation of candidate statistics withmeasures ohull strength. (A) Data from a

simulated experiment (red, Exp 1) with a control groupaXd experiment group (Y) acting as a
reference to illustrate the measuresaif strength (B-E) Simulated experiment data (Exp 2,

blue) withlower null strengthof difference in mean@®M) than Exp 1 (lower panel) vid]

increased difference in mean€) (increased standard deviation of the differenbg decreased

degrees of freedom, anB)(decreasedrediblelevel (upper: error bars are standard deviation,

lower: error lines are 95%adibleinterval of thedifference inmears). (F) Heatmap of

Spearman } of candidate statisticsd mean vers
higher null strengtlacross population configuration&) Simulated data from an experiment

(red, Exp 1) acting as a reference to illustrate the measures of ralatiggength (H-K)

Simulated experiment data (Exp 2, blue) witver relativenull strengthof relative difierence in

meanghan Exp 1 (lower panel) vidl) increased relative difference in mean}jrfcreased

relative standard deviation of the differench,decreased degrees of freedom, aag (

decreased significance levdl)( Heat map of Seopatae matnat i f i cad dimne
each relativeull strengthmeasure altered towartigyher null strengttacross population

configurations Asteriskdenotes candidate statistic with all correlations significaniraedme

direction, underline denotes p < 0f@6 bootstrapped Spearman correlation, color displayed for
significant correlations only). Abbreviatiorngm, Som, r’xem, rsom: mean, standard deviation,
relative mean, and relative standard deviatio
null hypothesis testing-palue; R: TOST equivalence-palue;P:: second generationyalue;

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