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Abstract
This study introduces Bhirkuti's Test of Bias Acceptance, a systematic graphical

framework for evaluating bias and determining its acceptability under varying experimental
conditions. Absolute Relative Bias (ARB), while useful for understanding bias, is sensitive to
outliers and population parameter magnitudes, often overstating bias for small values and
understating it for larger ones. Similarly, Relative Efficiency (RE) can be influenced by variance
differences and outliers, occasionally producing counterintuitive values exceeding 100%, which
complicates interpretation. By addressing the limitations of traditional metrics such as Absolute
Relative Bias (ARB) and Relative Efficiency (RE), the proposed graphical methodology
framework leverages ridgeline plots and standardized estimate to provide a comprehensive
visualization of parameter estimate distributions. Ridgeline plots done this way offer a robust
alternative by visualizing full distributions, highlighting variability, trends, outliers, descriptives
and facilitating more informed decision-making. This study employs multivariate Latent Growth
Models (LGM) and Monte Carlo simulations to examine the performance of growth curve
modeling under planned missing data designs, focusing on parameter estimate recovery and
efficiency. By combining innovative visualization techniques with rigorous simulation methods,
Bhirkuti's Test of Bias Acceptance provides two methods of versatile and interpretable toolset
for advancing quantitative research in bias evaluation and efficiency assessment.

Absolute Relative Bias (ARB)

Absolute Relative Bias (ARB) is the measure determined by taking the difference
between the true population parameter (0) and the average model-estimated parameter (8) across
all successfully converged simulations (refer to Equation 1). This difference is then divided by
the population parameter, and the absolute value of the resulting proportion is calculated. The
resulting ARB value indicates the proportional deviation of the estimated parameter from the true
population value. Bias levels exceeding 10% are regarded as unacceptable, as supported by prior
research (Muthén et al., 1987; Garnier-Villarreal et al., 2014; Lang et al., 2020; McArdle &
Epstein, 1987; Moore et al., 2020). ARB plays a vital role in quantifying the degree of bias
introduced into parameter estimates under various experimental conditions. It helps evaluate the
feasibility of using a specific study design and provides insights into conditions that may cause
parameter estimates to be biased. However, ARB is influenced by the size of the population
parameter, potentially overestimating bias for smaller values and underestimating it for larger
ones.
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One limitation of Absolute Relative Bias (ARB) is its sensitivity to statistical outliers and
the magnitude of the population parameter. Outliers in the model-estimated parameters (8) can
disproportionately influence the ARB calculation, skewing the results and potentially



exaggerating or minimizing the perceived bias. This sensitivity is particularly problematic in
scenarios where parameter estimates vary widely, as outliers may not represent the typical
behavior of the data. Additionally, ARB depends on the magnitude of the true population
parameter (6), which can lead to distortions in bias interpretation. Specifically, for smaller
population parameter values, even minor deviations in estimates can result in a
disproportionately large ARB, overstating the degree of bias. Conversely, for larger population
parameter values, similar deviations might appear relatively small, leading to an underestimation
of bias. These limitations underscore the importance of interpreting ARB within the context of
the data and considering complementary methods to account for its susceptibility to outliers and
parameter scaling effects.

Latent growth curve models

This study employs a two-construct multivariate Latent Growth Model (LGM) based on
Rhemtulla et al. (2014) to examine the joint evolution of Bullying (B) and Homophobic Teasing
(H) across five equally spaced time points. The model replicates the structure and population
parameter values from Figure 11.7 in Little (2024; see Figure 3.1) to ensure consistency and
facilitate comparisons. A key feature is the inclusion of correlated latent intercepts and slopes for
both constructs, highlighting their interdependencies. Simulated data generated under this
framework is analyzed using LGCM techniques to estimate growth trajectories, construct
relationships, and factor loadings, with results compared to the original parameters. Variations
may arise due to sampling error or simulation limitations. Each construct uses three indicators
per time point, adhering to the just-identified construct principle to enable precise evaluation
under constrained conditions (Little, 2024).

Figure 1
Proposed Growth Curve Model for Simulation
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Note: From Figure 11.7, in Longitudinal Structural Equation Modeling (p. 398), by T. D. Little,
2024, Guilford Publications. Copyright 2024 by T. D. Little. Reprinted with permission.

Simple Wave Missing Design (SWMD-6)

Graham et al. (2001) introduced a simple wave missing design comprising six distinct
participant groups. Among these, five groups exhibit systematic wave-level missingness, while
Group 1 follows a complete data collection pattern across all waves. This group is particularly
beneficial for ensuring convergence when using Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML)
estimation to fit longitudinal models. The study underscores the importance of strategically
designing data collection patterns to enhance convergence and accuracy in FIML-based
longitudinal modeling.



Table 1
Simple Wave Missing Design with Six Groups (SWMD-6)

Occasion Of Measurement

Random

Group Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Time 5
1 N N N v v

2 v v x/ v X

3 v v v X v

4 v v X v v

5 V X V V \

6 X v v v v

Note: Within each time occasion, \ = data present, and X = data missing; (Graham et al., 2001;
Little, 2024)

Full-Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML)

Full-Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) is a statistical approach for handling
missing data by estimating parameters directly from the available data, without imputing missing
values. Rather than predicting or filling in the missing values, FIML uses the observed data to
estimate overall patterns through a process called maximum likelihood estimation. This method
computes a likelihood function for each case, even when some values are missing, and adjusts
these calculations to account for the missing data, resulting in accurate overall estimates (Enders
& Bandalos, 2001). FIML is most effective when the missing data mechanism is either Missing
at Random (MAR) or Missing Completely at Random (MCAR), where it provides unbiased
parameter estimates. However, if the data are Missing Not at Random (MNAR), the method may
yield biased results. Enders (2022) notes that for large sample sizes, FIML and Multiple
Imputation (MI) tend to produce similar outcomes, particularly when a sufficient number of
imputations are used (e.g., 100 or more).

Simulation Design and Conditions

This study examines the performance of an alternative measure through simulated
complete datasets and Graham’s wave planned missing data design, employing Full Information
Maximum Likelihood (FIML) to analyze data generated from a proposed growth model. The
model investigates the relationships between initial levels (intercepts) and rates of change
(slopes) for two constructs, Bullying and Homophobic Teasing, measured across five time points.
Population values and theoretical frameworks are drawn from Espelage et al. (2012), Rhemtulla
et al. (2014), and Little (2024). The initial slope correlation between the constructs was set at
0.55, following Rhemtulla et al. (2014), but varied across simulation conditions. Other statistical
properties, including means, variances, and covariances, were held constant to ensure analytical
consistency.



The constructs were modeled with 10 latent variables (five time points for each
construct), each measured by three observed indicators. Consistent with Meredith’s (1993)
guidelines, measurement invariance was achieved by holding factor loadings and intercepts
constant over time, while allowing residual variances to vary and covary across time points. This
ensured stable measurement while accommodating temporal changes in residuals. Slope loadings
were fixed at 0 for the first time point, 1.0 for the second, and freely estimated for subsequent
points. Latent intercepts were given fixed loadings of 1.0 across all time points, allowing the
model to capture the observed rates of change. Population slope values for Bullying were 1.32, -
0.83, and -0.64 for the third, fourth, and fifth time points, respectively, while for Homophobic
Teasing, they were 1.45, 0.68, and -0.01. These benchmarks guided model estimation but were
adjusted based on observed data for improved accuracy.

Simulated data were generated for 24 conditions by crossing three levels of latent slope
correlation (psi,s2 =0.1,0.3,0.55) with eight sample sizes (n=40,60,80,100,300,500,800,1000).
Each condition was repeated 5,000 times to ensure robust parameter estimates. FIML was
applied to estimate slope correlations under these conditions, with a focus on its ability to
recover parameters accurately in planned missingness scenarios with SWMD-6. The study does
not address unplanned missingness, as its primary focus is on leveraging ridgeline plots and
standardized estimate standardization to provide a comprehensive visualization of parameter
estimate distributions. It is designed to evaluate planned missing data designs exclusively to
assess the performance of the proposed alternative measure to better understand the bias.

All simulations and analyses were conducted in R (R Core Team, 2024) using the
RStudio integrated development environment (RStudio Team, 2024). Growth Curve Modeling
was performed with the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012), which facilitated the specification and
estimation of growth curve models for both complete and planned missing datasets. A nested
iteration structure automated the simulation process, varying experimental conditions and
extracting key parameters. The estimates produced will be stored in a data frame for post-
simulation analysis and will be used to evaluate Absolute Relative Bias (ARB), Relative
Efficiency (RE), and the proposed alternative graphical metric. This analysis leverages ridgeline
plots and standardized estimate standardization to provide a comprehensive visualization of
parameter estimate distributions.

Exploring Alternatives to Absolute Relative Bias (ARB)

While Absolute Relative Bias (ARB) has been widely used to assess the proportional
deviation of parameter estimates from their true population values, its limitations have prompted
the exploration of alternative metrics (Muthén et al., 1987; Garnier-Villarreal et al., 2014; Lang
et al., 2020; McArdle & Epstein, 1987; Moore et al., 2020). However, ARB’s sensitivity to
outliers and its dependency on the magnitude of the population parameter can distort the
evaluation of bias. Specifically, smaller population parameter values can lead to inflated bias
estimates, while larger values may understate the true bias which can be seen in Figure 2.
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Slope - Slope Correlation Condition
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These findings highlight the importance of larger sample sizes and larger correlations in
reducing parameter bias, although none of the methods achieved negligible bias levels as defined
by the 10% threshold. While the absolute relative bias metric helps make bias comparable across
parameters, changes in population value magnitude will have different bias values for the same
absolute difference which overstates the degree of bias for small population values. The
population parameter for slope correlation was set at .1, .3, and .55. This value is used in the
denominator of the standardized bias computation. Consequently, an absolute bias of just .005
translates into 5%, 1.6%, and .9% absolute relative bias, respectively. While the ARB metric
helps to make bias comparable across parameters, it can overstate the degree of bias for small
population values as for .1 value. This characteristic of ARB occurs because changes in
population estimate magnitude result in different bias values for the same absolute difference,
making the bias seem more significant when the population magnitude value is smaller. To
address these issues, alternative approaches aim to provide more robust and interpretable
measures of bias, especially in complex modeling scenarios.



Relative Efficiency (RE)
Relative Efficiency (RE), which evaluates the efficiency of the planned missing data design
compared to a complete dataset. RE is calculated by dividing the variance of parameter estimates
in the complete data by the variance of parameter estimates in the incomplete data (see Equation
3). RE values range from 0 to 1, where values closer to 1 indicate minimal efficiency loss due to
missing data. An RE of 0.80, for instance, suggests that the incomplete data estimates perform as
efficiently as if the complete data had only 80% of its original sample size (Wu et al., 2016;
Garnier-Villarreal et al., 2014; Rhemtulla et al., 2014).
Uar(é)com lete (2)
RE; = TP % 100%
var(0).
incomplete
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This measure is instrumental in determining how much efficiency is retained under
planned missingness conditions and whether the design remains viable (Wu et al., 2016).
Efficient designs typically achieve RE values of 0.90 or higher across all parameters, although
the acceptable threshold may vary depending on the study's tolerance for efficiency loss (Wu et
al., 2016). However, RE is sensitive to variance, and extreme values or outliers may distort its
accuracy, leading to potentially misleading efficiency estimates.

Relative Efficiency (RE) values exceeding 100% can complicate interpretation, as they
suggest the evaluated condition produces lower variance in parameter estimates than the
reference condition. This challenges the assumption that the reference condition, such as
complete data, represents the standard for minimal variance. Such values often result from
methodological artifacts, like unequal sample distributions or differences in admissible solutions,
rather than genuine improvements in efficiency. Since RE is typically interpreted as the
proportion of retained information relative to the reference condition, values over 100% may
misrepresent efficiency and should be contextualized carefully to avoid misleading conclusions.
The complexity of interpreting ARB and RE highlights the need for a balanced, nuanced
approach to decision-making. We provide a systematic graphical visual approach in making the
decision-making.

Visual Distribution of Parameter Estimates

Ridgeline plots serve as a powerful visualization tool for examining the distribution of
parameter estimates across multiple groups (Wilke, 2021). In this study, they are utilized to
analyze estimates generated from Latent Growth Models (LGM) via Monte Carlo simulations,
providing valuable insights into variations under different experimental conditions. These plots
effectively depict trends, patterns, outliers and descriptives, enabling researchers to assess the
consistency and reliability of parameter estimates. Unlike traditional metrics such as Absolute
Relative Bias (ARB) and Relative Efficiency (RE), which can be sensitive to outliers or
parameter magnitudes, ridgeline plots visualize the full distribution, offering a more robust and
intuitive perspective. By directly presenting data distributions, ridgeline plots help address
limitations of conventional summary metrics, facilitating more informed decision-making about
the performance of the proposed design and missing data techniques. Furthermore, the ability to
compare descriptive statistics—such as means, medians, and variances—within the plots
enhances the capacity for making nuanced judgments, providing a clearer understanding of
systematic effects and the underlying data-generating processes. This approach combines visual
accessibility with analytical depth, supporting robust evaluation and interpretation of the
simulation results.
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The figure 4 illustrates the distribution of estimated slope-slope correlations across 24
conditions, varying by sample size and population correlation values (p=0.1,0.3,0.55). An FIML
with SWMD-6 can be considered acceptable if the population value (indicated by the vertical
line) passes through the mean of the distribution (marked by dots), as this reflects unbiased
estimation. A deviation of up to 10% from the population value is often deemed acceptable.
However, this threshold introduces inconsistencies across different population values, as 10% of
p=0.1,0.3, and 0.55 corresponds to varying levels of tolerance, which may result in problematic
evaluations. This inconsistency can be resolved with two methods:

Method A: Using ridgeline plots to examine the distribution of absolute relative bias
(ARB) across multiple groups for all parameter estimates. This approach visualizes the
distribution of bias obtained from Equation 1 for each individual estimate within each group,
providing insights into bias variations across different conditions.
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Method B: Standardized estimate similarly to Z-score, calculated as

Estimate Produced — Population Value

Standarized estimate = Standard Deviation of Estimate
In simulation studies with 5000 iterations per condition, this large number of replications
is often considered the gold standard. It ensures stable and reliable estimates by minimizing
random variability and providing a robust basis for evaluating performance metrics. Standardized
estimate calculated under these conditions reflects an accurate measure of bias and consistency
across varying population values and conditions, making it a reliable tool for assessing the
quality of the estimation method and comparison robust.

Figure 6
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Figure 8
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In Figure 7 and 8, the red dashed line at x= 0 represents no bias, while the dotted lines at
x =0.1 and x =—0.1 delineate the acceptable bias range, allowing for a 10% margin. This
method addresses limitations associated with the sensitivity of Absolute Relative Bias (ARB)
while looking at as percentage and variances to outliers, particularly in relation to the magnitude
of population parameters. Bias is considered acceptable if any measure of central tendency, such
as the mean, median, or mode, falls within or touches the acceptable range. While the mean is the
recommended measure, the median and mode can also offer valuable insights into the
distribution of estimates depending on the context of the study. Both method standardized
estimate and ARB estimate are used to ensure comparability across groups by placing all
distributions on a common scale. This approach provides consistency across all parameters being
tested and preserves the relative distribution and structure of the data. However, it can introduce
visual distortions: groups with smaller original variances appear broader after standardization
due to stretching, while groups with larger variances appear narrower due to compression. While
standardization enhances the ability to directly compare distributions across groups, it can alter
the visual spread of the data. This method strikes a balance between maintaining consistency
across parameters and improving the interpretability of bias and variance estimates, while
acknowledging the inherent trade-offs in visual representation.

Conclusion

Bhirkuti's Test of Bias Acceptance points out the limitations of traditional metrics such
as Absolute Relative Bias (ARB) and Relative Efficiency (RE) in evaluating bias and efficiency
across experimental conditions. ARB, while useful for standardizing bias, often overemphasizes
discrepancies for small population parameters and underrepresents them for larger ones,
potentially skewing interpretations. Similarly, Relative Efficiency (RE), while effective in
quantifying the efficiency of planned missing data designs, can be influenced by differences in
variances, outliers, or methodological artifacts. These factors may result in counterintuitive
values exceeding 100%, complicating interpretation, particularly when dealing with variances
expressed with decimal precision.

In contrast, ridgeline plots provide a more robust and comprehensive alternative. By
visualizing the full distribution of parameter estimates, these plots highlight variability, trends,
and outliers across conditions. This approach addresses the sensitivity of ARB to population
parameter magnitudes and the variance distortions that can misrepresent RE. Additionally,
ridgeline plots allow researchers to directly assess the acceptability of bias within predefined
thresholds (e.g., £10%), offering a clearer perspective on central tendencies like the mean,
median, or mode while acknowledging the impact of data structure and variance behavior.

Standardization estimate or ARB estimate further enhances interpretability by placing
distributions on a common scale. Although these methods can visually distort the perceived
spread of data (e.g., broadening smaller variances and compressing larger ones), they strike a
balance between consistency and comparability, making cross-group evaluations more
meaningful. By combining ridgeline plots with these standardization techniques, researchers gain
a nuanced toolset for analyzing parameter bias and efficiency. This approach avoids
oversimplifying the data by using single numbers like ARB and RE. Instead, it helps to better
understand patterns and unusual results in different experimental conditions better.



Ultimately, ridgeline plots empower more informed decision-making and enhance the
interpretability of complex data, addressing the challenges posed by traditional metrics and
offering a versatile solution for evaluating parameter performance under varying conditions. This
methodological test for evaluating bias and determining its acceptability is formally termed
Bhirkuti's Test of Bias Acceptance, providing a systematic graphical framework for assessing
the reliability of parameter estimates under varying conditions. Although this test is performed
within the context of psychometric simulation studies, it holds significant potential for
application in other research study domains where bias is critical in simulation. Its robust
methodology and adaptability make it a valuable tool for analyzing and interpreting data across
diverse fields, broadening its impact beyond psychometrics.

Additional Information

Analysis of additional parameters and additional information is available on request to Aneel
Bhusal abhusal@ttu.edu.
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