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Results, Continued

* Dyads coordinate actions with visual information.

* Intentionally: Moving planks of wood (Richardson, Marsh, & Baron,
2007)

Measurement of Coordination

Testing Methods:

Significant Effects:

Baseline

Stability of Movements (DFA)

Testing Method.:

Spontaneous 1
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Instructions: “Try to match the other
person’s pace”

 After controlling for baseline tempo, dyads
did not slow down to spontaneously sync
with their partner.

condition: Bi-directional dynamical systems with uncorrelated noise can exhibit phase slip, moving
between phases without undue constrain on the system, while strongly correlated or unbounded systems
stay locked into their limit cycle dynamics (Pikovsky, Rosenblum, & Kurths, 2003).

* Dyads slowed down in the intentional, but not
in the spontaneous condition.




