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Abstract

In the process of conducting psychological experiments, the emotions, thoughts, behaviors, and
physiological functions of the subjects often do not remain unchanged, but fluctuate continuously
over time. Traditional tracking or cross-sectional research can describe and explain phenomena
that exist within a group, but it is difficult to explain the dynamic changes in individual psycholog-
ical processes over a short period of time. Intensive tracking is a method of measuring individuals
multiple times in a short period of time, and the measured data is more conducive to exploring the
process and mechanism of psychological dynamic changes in individuals during the experimental
process. In recent years, with the development of science and technology, the difficulty of inten-
sive tracking and measurement has decreased, and it has become a hot topic in psychological re-
search. At present, the data analysis for intensive tracking research mainly includes traditional
Multilevel Modeling (MLM) methods and emerging dynamic structural equation modeling (DSEM)
analysis methods. Both can conveniently model autoregressive and cross lagged effects in inten-
sive tracking data. However, there is currently no research exploring the impact of time points and
sample size on the parameter estimation of these two models. Therefore, this study compares the
advantages and disadvantages of parameter estimation of the two models under different time
points and sample size conditions in the form of simulation research, and provides suggestions for
researchers to choose and use models in practical research.
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1. 3]

PR PRSI AT IR, WO iE G . AE. AT NRIAEBEThRE, RS, R
(AR A6 — B B FI(Vallacher et al., 2002). %5018 Fx A2 18 Wik 7o 4 X RE 05 118 s R B A s
NRSTE ), AERLIFA] Y 1E E AR BRI R &R, e AR R S0t T-15 48 . AR S5 BE I (R 3 A8 22 A0 1A & 1)
FREPERZ I (Setodji et al., 2019). X AT e FEBATEN FULFEF, WA &t (4R BT S 33 S48 1k,
VAR T S 56 S E 6 AR R R, 3R 5 BB 58 3 0 T USRS L AL e A R R (R AR AR
20165 Setodji et al., 2019). P, 27 BEER AN MR AR 548 4 1 5 DR 380 JEC 2 (R B I HERS 3802 52 315K
SR REm, T AT AT 7R R B AR B BRI B DA AR A5 78 B B I B 4 2248 22 40 [ 48 45 (Trull
& Ebner-Priemer, 2013).

P AR I TR LI B] P96 T AMAREAT 2 I B v, DAS B s BE A R T R AR AR A S 5
AR A0 B AN A AR T R S AR L . AR, BEE TS E WA R R, O R A I M B2 AN
FRAS KK BRAR,  BIF 70 T LS A0 2 bt st A X A BRI O IR 25 S5 07 THD (0 509 JE AT OB s Bl 4009 R 4
R EE, I BBk 2 K, XSG R T 5T 3 i 0 AR AR R 1 U7 UAR R O B I [R) AR AL I B A
TR G475 O 22 10 25 N S R I 7 HP AR A 25 4R 0B BR UHE (Chen & Zhang, 2020; Windt et al.,
2018), 40, AT N(Lanza et al., 2014; Shiffman, 2009; Weinstock et al., 2017)+ J& JJ35EIR (Chun, 2016).
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PR AR (Malmberg & Martin, 2019; Sturgeon et al., 2014){RX & [&45 i) B (Munsch et al., 2009). ZEHER R
(Howland & Rafaeli, 2010). AMEFEHIG(Trull et al., 2008)F17E 5 f H (Lazarevi¢ et al., 2020; 244k, 1RE,
2017)%.

H ATEE X 2 B ER A FC R 20 A 07 R B AR G 22 )2 B AR A (Multilevel Modeling, MLM) ) 77
5, DARCGHT MY sh A 45 1) 5 R RS (Dynamic Structural Equation Modeling, DSEM) {104 k. & ¥mf
AT {58 b o) %85 8 B 5 Hh 4 B Bl VA R 5E SR i 28 SEEA T EAR A5, 2022) . {H H F R A B iR g
IS [A] f5FIRE A B0 T X P AME AL T S5k o B2, AR B 7 EUAE AN [R] IR [A) sORRE A B 2% A R A
PR SH A T AR 25 W 7038 78 SE BRI 9T Ak B A AR Y B2 HE . O 1 B B B3 MLM. DSEM
FEAN [F] ] [B] R ANREAS B 25 A N B Al TH I, ASHIE 502 01 FH 3 9 Mo R 75 R AE AN (] I TR) s AR A B 2 A
BEAT AR SO AN LA, JFRESX AR AR J7 3 ) AL R e R i FH Y R 3R AT S 4, 35 BB 9038 10t B 5 1) S b
BIF S0 AR L RS I B A IR I v

2. HEREGAR
2.1. BEEBEHIRN S E

2.1.1. BR&MER
A 7K () 2 JR e AR A ), FERIH 2 )2 B R AL A i N al B I, DAAS[RJ B[R] T R R 2
RN EEAE, LASBE R [ AR A0 A AR AR BT 252 I SR EG A BN B8 — 280, TR N JZ 5 45
#J(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). PAFELEREHL E EE RSP K P28 4], M i EF ] ¢ (7 FR Rk X
LI
Y, = ﬂo[ +ﬂ][Yit—1 + & (1)

EARF, B, AR, B, RARE, X, RRHE i MORIEE « KT BEZRRKT, ¢ Ronbk
7=, R i MAAESE ¢ R A R AR B AR R TR 7. () S — R B 5 R IR AH
8L, XBITETF () H B AURER A & e (e, e Rl &, A EUE 2 B 55 KPR AR BT E 1 .
LI EE K AR A MR AT SEIG A0 B, DABATT N H AR R LA KRR R, TR
AR
:Boi =7 oo +701VV11‘ + 4, 2
Bi =7, + Wi+ (3)

Her, y RAFEQENE, £2MOKTFRIEZRE W, oo HREE Y THME. g, 2 iEQ AL E
W RIEH R K, BRI R Y H BN RS . u, R FFRQFRIEZE, MK EHZEE ¥ A
HAR R W, EREIIES Sy, y, RTFEQG)IIEER, 2 ERR W, 0 B A& J BUHBRIE. 5, TR
Gy AR W, MEE RS, LR B AR Wy X RAR & A BRI w, 2 TTFE(3)
k7, RS Y 1 E BRI AR W) R4

TEAS 2 2 ER AR A A N BRI, B R AMARTE KT | IR ZE T 2R — B ¢, ~(0,07) »
R A SR it AN [F]AMA AL AE Jo 0 N BRI B A R 22 R (B it 28) . U 22 2 R MR AR e ]
A8 P ESHA I flith (Jahng & Wood, 2017). P A 5[] 5 PO A 0 B ) 25 38 ALt A 11 28 S ek
RFRaEVER, B RESERIA IEHISHUE T (Jahng, 2008), SR T X 28 8T WECRMBLH IR R
(Jahng, 2008). J{K, MLM il # [ BEN LB IR N — € B IEZS 7340, ARLESERRIYRF T, X — Rk AEfE
ANREAF N2 PRI DA — B A AT $ 45 2 1 BEATL RN (14 il T S BOHAT 12 AN HER 1) (Piccirillo & Rode-
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baugh, 2019). Ak, T2 ZLEMERR Y, TATEME T X EER ST 0k, DLR 2 20 18] 2508 A 20
PR (Curran & Bauer, 2011). A58 0 s Ol 736 MR E oAb B3 E 045 o (H7E— 2B R,
Eb anctfs A AE B [R50 (Nickell, 1981)BY1% 15 24 B (Contextual Effects)i, 8 F ARS8 Hoo b Bl
SSBAE Fh 0 A AL BRI A AT 23 PR AR IR B A T M 2 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2019).

2.1.2. BFSEHMAERE

TG 2 )2 S AR B e % A A B B e o i ik R h A AR B0 2 1), W e T4 1 1R i
FAT T vk, SIS T FERE T (Dynamic Structural Equation Modeling, DSEM). DSEM #% 74 £ 4]
T ENE AR MRS AS R Z M, BRI {6 H Mplus 8443647 DSEM B8 B 7845 T 1 48
F.

DSEM AL & = AN FREAY, fi— MR IR AL A8 X5 2511 DSEM B, e 1AM IR g I TR] 1)
BENLAR. . 55 —AMEALZ P DSEM A, & AL B AMAR: = I BE AL, . PR DSEM 52 4 1 72 7E 3
Bt 2, NMAHAMMER K —MER, FOAMEAE X 5281 DSEM AL, Al 545 G fh it
WFIERE, AHEL 2% DSEM M8 & nf LUK iR BUE 2 1945 B o 38 =AML A0 ok B AN AMAE
TR 8] 7 21 48 1 5. 2% DSEM B 7 (Zhang & Nesselroade, 2007). L5 —FiAE R A, B BENLRN . 75
XE, AR T e — M rI28 X 5021 DSEM Y, P2 R 4% DSEM A & 52 432K DSEM A 71 1)
FER TS o

SEHEY] DSEM B 22 K0 WM 73 B oy R 3 AN 43, HARIE

Y, =Y, +0,+Y, (4)

1,it

Fooft, Y, AN 1 7E WIS, Y, TR RAEAMAACE_ B A {6 TR0 S R TR, Y,
LR I AER KT E ) 56 L0 OS5 T ¥, RTE VLI A 5 B T AP OS5 Tk v,
R TRIK T (553 5508 v, J BI85 . P20 DSEM B FUL & HT 2 N4 1, FTY,, o K% HEI Tl
AU A B4 S SR, T2 DSEM B LAy, , o AN £ RIEH) ¢ 0 F- 00045 B I0ES 5 ST AR
. K 3 IR L A HIBE R, R T S AL R R,

FRARRIA MO0, FRATATAFE] AN —ACT A, RIPIANEE K TR, 40 TR (0
SR Y, IR ¢ B RO Y, . AR R RGAR AR

Yy =t 2t + 2o o RY s+ 2 KXo+ &0 ()
My =0+ D0 Bt + D Oy + 2 DX + & (6)
Y, =v,+An,, +K, X, +&,, @)

My, =0, + B, + K, X, +&,, ®)

Y, =vs+ 4, + K X5, + &, 9)

M, =0, + By, + K ) X5, + &, (10)

Hortt, FROMG)RE—KTERY, MIER, n,, F5 ¥, ASIEEE, A NETREERE, R K.
B. Q. T &FEARIENE. v, ARSI A A P AR R, X, R 0 5 1A R A s
B, R, g, My, BRI EEROEEE. BRI, . £, &, &, &, & F
Il 0 Bk,

ELPASK U, DSEM 7E55 /KP4 e > 2 M B HL A0S B 7 A AR BEL 0258 4y ] LA 58—k
SR KT A A S RN [ 5 A7 (TR, DSEM BT L IR % SR )k 7 FIINT) 2 ¢
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E oIk . SULEIRN, DSEM HEALE S vFoE 08 0 T3k 22 J7 22 IO BEAL AR EAT @A, B2 7 24K
ST R B A I [R] P RT3 R /N 6

FECAE G 73 A 771, DSEM RSB EREUR I 70 A EAAER 2% . 158, DSEM Je 2 fif il
TERG S, RREMERE. St EATETESEYE, BrEaEETE, RTELHELELH
H 9% & (Hamaker et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2021). -5 It R A& AN GEIE X 75 28 & AR 3R AT 20 11, =
I PA B AR S AT DLA DSEM B 53 Ao E 2 AN TA) fd D0 B RO AR &, 359 0] DA 2 il D ) [ AR
B4y, AR AIER 4, A2 A AR BT LU DSEM S Rl BR 42, R RIRF 1B 5038 6Tk )
AR R AR ) R G . IR, {8 DSEM B AT LUAR 77 5 bk 20 1) 2 B2 5 IR RRAE A9 N B (LL G
OIS R ) ZN A ), AUAT LU EAS AR S 5 DA RN, 38 AT DL R AR B[R] 5% 5 B8 I ] )
AN (Zhou et al,, 2021). F34h, DSEM XA S v R A DU B (O AESE, B2 b (1) £
SRR %, BERBORE RN, DU 07 VA B A e e IR A AR 35 (5K 0 4755, 20195 Zhou et al.,
2021). Song Al Zhang 7E 2014 8 & 2t £ 2 )& B 7 B8 (Multilevel Dynamic Factor Model, MDFM),
EJE R KL 2 MDFM F A7 AE KB AL N, AR AR TE ISk . 10 DSEM ikt 13X — i, B 7T
F ] DAAE AR rh i B AT R T AR BE AL RN, e HE PR, RO 5 A AR 2 R B 1] R
FBEHLRN, 5§ DSEM i i i i 5 & 6 45 AR X 887N o Schultzberg AT Muthén 7E 2018 4 [ 78 FR R B,
DSEM 7£ &> I & 5] 18] s 8508 T, X T BEAL S B BME A — MO8 R IF B4l TH(Schultzberg & Muthén,
2018).

SR, DSEM WAFFE S8 AR S5mM . 502 78 RO & [A] B8 AN S5 BE (O i iy, FRATIG B St /N
[E] (B R A7 & 235%6F DSEM 28— /KPS 8 vk 7= A — @ e, AR & mlRE 2 AR S5l 1 5
H(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2019). X, ML TAAGKZ ZLMERAL, DSEM XT3 5 Hfs 1 i 6] ORI
AEAAEEERER, —KEDTFE 10 LRI R B AR DURSE.

2.2, BEG AR E =

W, BHEARERZHIEN THSHWABISEAG TR T FURER S A RS2 5 AR AR 2 7]
KRR FE, AT AR AR B 2 B R (PANAYY 101 & AEH0R 104 44 ZEWAR T T 60 K&
Joly-Burra et al. (2018)HE4T FI & T & 4 NI RTHEICAZ 5 IAEn NI ShRE % R B 5+, i GO/NO GO
TN 92 ZVEEZAE NN RS 73k 368 ANMNFA] P4 . 7E 2018 FFEFEAT 198 T BERR N AN L 28 A AT A
MR B L, X T 277 DN FREERE T 3T 7TIE, RPN A i 2 SRl o i {5 £
R A AL AR (1) B[] (Armstrong et al., 2019).

Btz Ak, ia) S S HUG B S — . 7E Ohrlund et al. (2019)HHT ST & B ML 5 A ffr
B S A SRS SR S R (R ST HR, AT 212 44 FH P FE 2 SRR R Y BRI A LR, St 7981 AN
() 2 (O L - 7E Mun Z5(2019)EAT 1R 56 F P PR 58 1 A o AR A0 RN Ak 18] 22 S ORI FE o, AT 9 R
T =R EIR A, 7 B SRR . TR SRR RV G e, 0PI SE 10 K A B ik i & 1
BdkAT 7 .

3. [ElEEEY

FE_ESCRIRATN 1 O 1) 5 SR T B PR e ORI A AL G2 10 85 SR 40 43 W 772 MILML, SR B4 K 43 A 7

7% DSEM, VLRI F Rl 5145 B AL S . i B3Rl A1, DSEM AR 7 2 nf LA S R 3G b Xt 25 SE 20 )

HAa AT A i, (HP0N DSEM BN R 2%, fAEE 2 MG 24 1 DSEM BARL 5 24 A4t
B2 I 1)1 i AR AR . {E F AT R A B TR B AE A R RIS (8] R A 26 1F T, DSEM Al MLM 2
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FAb i RERIIL S5, X T DSEM ASE A A B 6 vHE A 16 2 B0 Al v i 75 (0 IsF [0 s R AR B o R AT i e it
friditie.

TEILA Y DSEM SEUERF AU, R A 5 AT R) 1 BB S FE AR K. 9l 4n, 78 Hamaker et al.
(01 FL 4 e, al k& H H a0 7 sUREE SR , E S5 100 4 8% 50T T 100 Ui (EP N = 100
H T=100). fE£ McAdams & Constantian (1983)FI#F 7821, XF 50 MEIKMKH R RMLE R R,
17T ST R, BER T ASBEALI A S A E(BP N =50, T=49). fE Bolger & Schilling (1991)#E47 ) HF
Forp, X 339 Ak, L 6 RIS AR T AR AR 1B N = 339, T =42), Shiffman &
Waters (2004)HEAT I 6 T W MEAT RFI S R B0 I8 2 v, d o 2R A kI PG 0 215 44 8%k AT 7 100 K

DR A S B 7 i BT 9 1T AR R DSEM A MLM 76 A B [a) B A2 RS N, b il % A28
ik B F e HAER AT BT 75 (OB ) SRR AR . AT RO TR E R L, [R5 8500 S B AL
7275 ZE W AR B A (DSEM) RN B B ALIR 22 7 22 ALY (MLM) .

4. WgiRH

TR CA bR, AR SO R I LR A [R] R B ] s RRE A B A T MM il DSEM A5 L %A
ZHUh T MSE, SIG fl 95% 78 55 %,  LLAIT 2 NN T &S THI R e YERUR i 1, 3R BT
AN YR Al T BT T B SR /NI TR) S RDRE AR B, D 9 3 AT R N R s 40 T I A R e P 2 1
s
4.1. BRIEN

ERLIE 5 2 B8 (AR AL BT Hamaker 55 NQOIS)MIAEAL. |8 1 BoR TES R R PP &M 4
PR AR AL R B ISR S R AT ETE, 5 Mplus F P HR RS 10T 5 A0 — B FETE 2
Ak, BRZEAZE. A FBRREETLEWRE A0 B, JEX R — A EIARE . —A OIS 2l
FEAZRIT AR [ B i Sk A — RN Z 0, — DMEFER/MER — MENLAR B A R IR TS [
AR IZBEHIARER, B koA 1 S B AR IR B LR . ASRCTE BT 46 1 0 1) 7 Sk ARR 102 — A
BEHLAZE ) 2 -

FERERS 1 BIREAY 2 v, SRVF =AM AE BB S AR . BER 1 A T RENLIE AT BENL
[BIH AR, B 2 N T NN ZETT . R 3 B 4, FREREESE, EERIN T SR mEE L
i HEERBE AR w. Fra R RRE B EAE N 2 D —ACH RS KPR FERIE R
2

Y, = ﬂo[ +ﬂ][Yit—1 + & (11)
ﬂoi:700+7/u1VVli+:uoi (12)
Bi=ro Wi + (13)

Horp, ARAYREMRE KT, i DMERES ¢ — 1 ADIHE SRR Y, | 55 i MO «
AN TA) T RO INAR R A R E BHG &R, B, AGREEE, B, RonRIE, X, FoR i MERIESS ¢ D&
BRI, &, Fombkzs, R i MERAES ¢« UGIE P RAZ RANRERL B AR BT RERI S 2. A 3K(12)
(YRR KV, g, RTFRQWEE, £ MKTRBEZRE w80 HEAZR Y THE. 6, =2
TREQ)T AR W I EH RS, FoRBIRR Y H ARG g, 2 TT Q)T HIRE, 2AKT
ERAE Y AW AR Wy BRIy, RTREG)RIEEE, R EARE W8 0 AR H [E VAR )
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ey, RITFEQ)F AR W, BB RS, o DO gy B AR R w, xR 8 B (8] 280 (K R0 K /) o
w, ETTREQ) IR ZE, R RASE Y {4 E B A RON Ry SRR 4

i _._)E(_ " i Eyc c
@ "
" o “

RE(1) RE(2)

Vi L )+ v, @ Vi @ >+ Y. k@
O O
FO-

RE(3) 1RE(4)

Figure 1. Diagram of DSEM and MLM models
1. DSEM #1 MLM #8 R EE

4.2. SHEE

FE LR DY R LAl b, AU 7 S 8080E T 245G H AT O I 1) 35 5L RS 10t 92 DL &
2017 4 Schultzberg Al Muthén #EAT ()P 7KF- DSEM 45 84 [ ik [A) FIAY A 25 & 1 7 95 L &% Miplus Examples
(Monte Carlo Counterparts). AHFFAFFEN AN YA W, Y AR BAFAEH BIHBN, Wk Y AR
Ve, B R R RN AR . AR Y AR R B B RS ESERE A 0.2/0.5, T7ER
SEN0.04, TIARE Y RIBMEE N 0.5, HEREN0.07, HEE W HHMEEN0, FTERNO0.119, A
B wXTEENLE EHRERE R RECY 031, XEARE Y EIHREBCN 0.41, BZETTZER] log 1 FIIIMH K
N-118, TFZEBN 0.02.

4.3. ERIERF

AR FE L8N 4 DNSEh TR, DSEM B FIHLE B Fabs — ek A DIC $84%, HEHT
DIC PMESZ B [ B AR S BRI, Rtk B 57 J8%i8IE DIC XA R 7 v (R AR B f A
HHAT LA, DSEM AH I [ A 57 T A8 0 A HR 0T LB AR 0 G e br, DR AE AR 0 A A T R %)
AN AH8 b 4T LE BT (Schultzberg & Muthén, 2018). EEAKIES M 1T HIRZL TR 95%7E &%
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ANGETHAS I8 773K T LA R AR AN R R EAT LA

1) RESHT;

RZEH)J7 (Mean square error, MSE) Jfiliid ZHfli THAE L A4 bR . MSE 80N 2R B 2400 THBRS B »
RS AR AE AT DAFS - BB R 26 A PR S Bl i e e vk, kR AT,

" (6,-0)
MSE:—Z’:'( _ ) (14)
NR
Hoe, NR FRI o R UE, 0 FoRFTE S HAER r UG

2) Gtk

2 1 R ¥ (Significant Coefficients) &t 7 X Gt it 4e /Al — KA R F KWL, X —febr i
Mplus8.3 B HEATH A4 i . GiiH K65 /) (Statistical Power) & 100 Y & 24 2 Hfdi 11K 95% B A5 X [i] A
B0 LBl AW FEEE G FIERBOIE . BV, LR PR BN T [T FR 50 R AR & 1)
EIEEX GO RaR L TR

3) 95% B R

95%7 5 K F T &R 100 KEE IREH S EL 1) 95% B A5 X (B BL& JAE M L], X —Fabrnl LA
el T Mplus8.3 A K.

coverage(é) =%Z CI95( A,,) (15)

r=l1

Hoth, #50-196xSE <0, <0+196xSE , W Clys(,)=1: 0, Cl,5(6,)=0.

5. ARG R
5.1. REWS

FEIXH, B iR 27 S RO 2. MR R Y I E BSOS AT (7, =0.2), PAEEXT
BEAL B AR R0y, =0.31)8) MSE AR, FEAAIERNLE 2 7 ZE(H 5% 22 75 22 XARBEAG THI KT 0.2,
HAREIX — S5 T R BN e 1) R T AR R Y MIMEM MSE, 4485 iR Bk & S 7 1EbE
WU ZE 07 ZEWT, FE&N I A] SRR AR B 261 N %S TH AR M i 2 Z2(MSE > 0.2), KA ERHAETE
50 PL BB, iX —Z 5l 1 H 1) MSE A0 T 0.2, 1M 24 IEF R & S A7 £ BEHLER 22 J7 221, MLM £ N > 50,
T>20 FIZM4 R DLEE BE S EU 45 3, 1T DSEM /£ N> 20, T > 50 K4 R atnl L3RR 2 1)
SR BEVLE FARPRIZMER MSE, it/ DSEM i6/& MLM, 1E &N (] SR A & 264 T #
A LASRAR EE AR I S5l S5

LA Y W BEHRS BRI (7, =0.5), WS TRHLE BHREZE Ry, =0.31)F MSE
FEIERI B2 BAFEBENR 2 07 0, 1 N > 50, T > 20 MIZAF T iZS80bitat RER e, S8R
¥y, f£EN>20, T>50 802 N>50, T>20 %M, ZSEMMh T4 RS RE R R EXT B4R
& Y FMER MSE, 4 IEF RIS S AEERNLIRZE 7 20, N*T>200 B, ZSHEbTHEE SRR Em,
YRR VR AR Z 7 Z N, 75 N>50, T>50 8027E N> 100, 7>20 B, ZSH0M 1458
SFER; BENLE EAREEAMER MSE, E RS B AAERENLR 22 77 21, MLM 1 DSEM 7E %/
W] FEARE AT, SEUGTHIIE RER R E, MER RIS BAERE N R 22 07 220, S8 1)
SR LA E (MSE > 0.2).
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0.2 DSEM phi on w

0.2 DSEM MLM phi on w

0.3 0.3
02 02 o
0.1 — = 01 o O— - =
o & 8 = $ o 8  — $
S O IN] O S O IN) O
A5 B S S P &
~® N=10 ~® N=20 —@ N=50 —® N=100 ~® N=10 ~® N=20 —@ N=50 —® N=100
0.2 MLM phi on w 0.2 MLM DSEM phi on w
03 03
02 g — 0.2
0o &=—¢ 8 0o 68 —9 H
SP & S S & oy
« <4
® N=10 ® N=20 —® N=50 —® N=100 ~@ N=10 ® N=20 —® N=50 @ N=100
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Figure 2. MSE of the effect of covariates on random autoregressive coefficients (phi on w)
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Figure 3. Statistical test power of the influence of covariates on the random autore-
gressive coefficients (phi on w)
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