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Abstract 

 This research aims to investigate the relationship between the observation of 

synchronous movements and prosocial behavior towards an observed group. The sample 

consisted of 141 participants who were assigned into two conditions: watching a video of 

synchronous or asynchronous dance performance. Two separate analyses were performed to 

examine the relationship between synchrony and prosocial behavior and online prosocial 

behavior. It was hypothesized that participants in the synchrony condition will experience 

increased prosocial behavior towards the observed group compared to the participants from 

the asynchrony condition. The hypothesis was partly supported by the results that displayed 

no significant relationship between prosociality and synchrony but an effect was found 

between online prosociality and the observation of synchronous movements. These findings 

may suggest that people are more willing to engage in online prosocial behavior because it is 

more time-saving and less effortful compared to offline prosocial behavior. 
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Does Observing Synchrony Promote Prosocial Behavior? 

  Coordination of movements with other people is a typical feature of daily life. 

Individuals frequently sing, play music, dance, or even move along in a coordinated manner 

(McNeil, 1995). This synchronization of body movements is shown repeatedly to foster 

different types of prosocial behavior in the partakers such as helping and cooperation (Cross 

et al., 2020). Other research also demonstrates that participants who engaged in a synchronous 

movement task were more willing to donate money to strangers compared to people who 

moved out of synchrony (Wiltermuth & Heath, 2009). Synchrony is a common feature of 

social life and day-to-day interactions (Mogan et al., 2017). Nowadays, people mostly connect 

digitally with others. Statistics show that 45% of teenagers are regularly online and constantly 

spend time on social networks (Pew Research Center, 2018). Social networks make it possible 

to bring individuals together from all over the world. Such connections can be done through 

chatting, uploading or observing photographs, video recordings, etc. For instance, sometimes 

videos on the internet are based on synchronous interactions between the partakers. Digital 

media can affect and promote prosocial behavior. It is also shown that social networks can 

foster an individual’s online prosociality that is expressed by forwarding, commenting, or 

liking different content (Armstrong-Carter & Telzer, 2021). A topic of interest is whether 

positive social effects can also be transmitted when we are not actively participating but 

merely observing others synchronize. Therefore, this paper aims to answer the question of 

what the effect is of observing synchronous movements on prosocial behavior towards the 

observed group.  

           There is a huge body of literature that presents evidence that interpersonal synchrony 

increases prosocial behavior (Cirelli, Einarson, & Trainor, 2014; Kokal et al., 2011; Rennung, 

& Göritz, 2016). One study has shown that synchrony expands its effects beyond simply how 

we perceive other individuals but also how we treat those people (Valdesolo & DeSteno, 
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2011). Individuals perceive similarity from synchronized movements and this, in turn, 

increases their compassion (Reddish et al., 2014). This increased compassion results in 

increased prosociality. This suggests that by performing synchronous activities people will 

engage in prosocial behavior towards co-performers. According to Batson (1998), prosocial 

behavior can be explained as the willingness to give resources to another individual or group. 

It is a set of voluntary and unrewarded behaviors towards others and can also be explained as 

an intention to benefit others for the sake of its goodness (Eisenberg et al., 2006). People who 

engage in prosocial behavior are inclined to help, assist, comfort, and take care of others.  

           The above-mentioned assumption can be backed up by the results of a meta-analysis 

that was done on 35 independent studies (Rennung, & Göritz, 2016). The outcomes show that 

there was a significant effect of interpersonal synchrony on generalized prosocial behavior. 

Generalized prosociality is described as the combination of attitudinal and behavioral 

prosociality. Synchrony or, specifically, synchronous movements are the matching of 

rhythmic behaviors (Reddish et al., 2014).  In other words, it is behavior during which things 

occur, move, develop and happen at the same time. Results from the meta-analysis revealed 

that interpersonal synchrony improves both behavioral and attitudinal prosociality (Rennung 

& Göritz, 2016). Consequently, this implies that generalized prosocial behavior will be 

increased after engaging in interpersonal synchrony. The generalized prosociality model states 

that synchrony can activate people’s prosocial behavior and make them more prone to help 

and cooperate with others (Reddish et al., 2014). Therefore, participants who take part in 

synchronous movements are more likely to behave prosocially compared to people who 

perform asynchronous movements. 

           More evidence supporting the relationship between synchrony and prosocial behavior 

is provided by Valdesolo & DeSteno (2011).In this study, participants were divided into pairs 

and some of them were told to tap their fingers in synchrony with other participants, and the 
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rest were told to tap out of synchrony. Results showed that partners who tapped in synchrony 

displayed more prosocial behavior towards their co-performers compared to partners who 

moved asynchronously. In a similar study by Cross et al., (2020) participants performed 

various coordinated movement tasks such as drumming, walking, dancing, and tapping. The 

findings demonstrated that co-performers were more willing to help each other even after a 24 

hours time gap compared to participants whose movements were uncoordinated. This 

suggests that interpersonal coordination can even have a prolonged effect on prosocial 

behavior in comparison to uncoordinated interpersonal actions where no such effect can be 

observed. 

           Furthermore, prosocial tendencies can also be observed already in the early years of 

development as a result of synchronous interaction. A series of studies made by Cirelli and 

colleagues (2014) demonstrated that 14-month-old infants show preferences for engaging in 

synchronized actions rather than non-synchronized ones. Infants were divided into two 

conditions. In the first condition, they were bouncing in synchrony with the experimenter and 

in the other condition, the bouncing was asynchronous. After that, the experimenter would 

drop objects and the infants would hand them back. Handing back the objects was the 

measurement of prosocial behavior and it appeared that infants who moved in synchrony with 

the researcher handed back significantly more dropped objects compared to the infants in the 

other condition. This event might be explained by the idea that interpersonal synchrony leads 

to a projection of oneself on others and thus this increases the perception of similarity and 

boosts empathetic feelings (Overy & Molnar-Szakacs, 2009; Valdesolo & DeSteno, 2011). 

Results showed that infants who bounced in synchrony with the experimenter helped 

significantly more than toddlers in the asynchronous movement condition (Cirelli et al., 

2017). This demonstrates that even at the beginning of early developmental ages individuals 
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have preferences for behaving synchronously and that this results in increased prosocial 

behavior. 

           Despite the wide range of studies that investigated the effect of interpersonal 

synchrony on prosocial behavior, some research looked into whether the effects of 

prosociality can also be transferred to observers. The previously-mentioned model of 

generalized prosociality suggests that the effect of synchrony should not be restricted just to 

co-performers but also transfer to observers (Reddish et al., 2014). Research done by Reddish 

et al. (2014) investigated whether synchronicity also affects observers. They found that 

participants who observed synchrony were more prone to helping others outside the 

performance group and were more willing to spend a longer time doing so than participants 

who observed asynchrony. This article concluded that synchronicity strengthens prosocial 

behavior towards individuals outside the performers. Follow-up research done on the same 

topic managed to replicate these findings (Reddish et al., 2016). The study demonstrated that 

participants who observed synchronous interaction were more inclined to help an anonymous 

person compared to participants who were not observers of synchrony. The researchers stated 

that the effects of prosociality extend further from the performance group to individuals 

outside of it. This suggests that the observation of synchronous movements will elicit an 

increased effect of prosociality on non-performers of the synchronous action compared to the 

observation of asynchrony. These studies provide support for the idea that prosocial behavior 

could extend beyond the performers and transfer also to observers. In these papers, the 

prosocial behavior of the observers was measured by their generalized prosociality that was 

directed towards individuals outside the performance group. The difference in the current 

research is that it looks into the effect of prosocial behavior towards the observed group.  

           In line with the assumption that the observation of synchrony is positively related to 

prosocial behavior, it could also be expected that people who are exposed to synchrony on the 
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internet will also show increased prosociality compared to people who are not. Caprara and 

colleagues (2005) distinguish between four different components of prosocial behavior. These 

are mainly sharing, helping, taking care of, and empathy for others. These types of behaviors 

can also be witnessed on social media. For instance, on YouTube, Instagram, or Tik-Tok 

people can observe videos of dancers who move in synchrony following the latest dancing 

trends. Observing these actions could give rise to the expression of different emotions such as 

empathy, willingness to help, or desire to share the content with others on social networks. 

According to Armstrong-Carter & Telzer (2021), engaging in actions such as commenting, 

reposting, liking, and following-up content can be seen as acts of prosociality. Therefore, this 

suggests that individuals who like, comment, or share content on social media could behave 

more prosocially as a result of the observation of synchrony compared to people who have not 

been observers of synchronous interactions. 

           This research aims to investigate whether observing synchrony will result in more 

prosocial behavior towards the observed group compared to participants who observed 

asynchrony. Previous findings suggest that participants who are performers or observers of 

synchrony are more willing to engage in prosocial behavior compared to individuals who are 

performers or observers of asynchrony. The current research is conducted in an online setting 

and as mentioned before prosocial behavior can also be observed in the online environment 

and more specifically on social media. Therefore, this research will investigate separately the 

aspect of online prosocial behavior. This investigation is essential and novel since the current 

COVID-19 situation gave rise to more web-based interactions. Based on all the above-

mentioned literature and argumentations it is expected that people who are passive observers 

of synchronous movements will experience more prosocial behavior towards an observed 

group compared to observers of asynchrony. The participants were recruited through 

convenience sampling and were asked to take part in an online survey. The effect of 
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observing synchrony on prosocial behavior was measured by showing manipulated videos of 

either a synchronous or asynchronous dance performance.  

Methods 

Exclusion Criteria 

Prior to conducting our statistical analysis, 96 of our 237 respondents were removed 

from the data set. Firstly, we removed respondents who were under the age of 16 (1), 

respondents who found the video offensive, disturbing or inappropriate (22) and respondents 

who did not agree to their data being used (6). Secondly, based upon technical criteria, 

respondents who had difficulties with their audio or video were excluded (28). Thirdly, based 

upon respondents’ perceptions of our conditions, respondents who did not perceive the 

synchrony, or asynchrony, corresponding to their condition were excluded (30). This 

exclusion was based on the participant’s answer on the scale about how much they agree that 

the dancers moved in synchrony. Lastly, based upon manner of completion, respondents who 

did not follow our clear instruction to fill in “strongly disagree” on prosocial question 6 were 

assumed to be not keeping attention and were excluded (23). There were 15 respondents who 

were further excluded for not completing the questionnaire, 9 of whom quit before they had 

viewed the video and 6 after viewing. These 6 participants who viewed the video but did not 

complete the questionnaire were removed because we did not have information about whether 

they had good video or audio and whether they filled the questionnaire in seriously.  

Participants  

    Our sample consisted of 109 females and 32 males, age range 17-31 (Mage = 21.22, SDage = 

2.84). The ratio between women and men (3.41) was comparable between both conditions. 

The mean age of our sample was (21.22) with a standard deviation of (2.84). Our youngest 

participant was 17, and the oldest 31. Our sample was diverse in terms of nationality, with the 

most frequent nationalities being: Dutch, German and Bulgarian which together accounted for 
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roughly 60% of our sample. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: 

asynchronous condition (n=83) and synchronous condition (n=58).  

Materials and Procedure  

After having obtained ethical approval from the Ethical Committee of the University 

of Groningen, the researchers obtained participants through social media advertisements, 

personal networking and SONA. SONA is a credit based system that rewards students with 

study credits for participation in psychological research; our participants received 0.5 SONA 

credits for their participation.  The survey was conducted online via Qualtrics (Qualtrics, 

Provo, UT). Participants were informed about their rights and asked for their consent before 

being introduced to the study with a welcome text. They were then asked to indicate their 

nationality, age, and gender. The full questionnaire is available within the appendix. 

Before being presented with the manipulation of the independent variable synchrony, 

participants were assessed on two moderator variables1. When having completed these pre-

measures, participants were randomly assigned to watch a video of either a synchronous, or 

an asynchronous dance performance (see Figure 1 for examples). The dance type which was 

observed by the participants is called hip-hop. The videos in both conditions showed a dance 

group consisting of the same five dancers, in the same setting, with the same music, and same 

clothes. Both videos were 59 seconds long, participants were asked to watch it only once and 

without paying attention to anything in particular.  

  

                                                             
1 The moderator  variables personality traits measured by the Ten Item Personality Measure (TIPI; Gosling, 

Rentfrow & Swann, 2003) and cultural orientation measured by the individualism/collectivism scale (Kim & 

Cho, 2011) are not relevant to this research and therefore they will not be discussed. 
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Fig. 1. Depicts representative screenshots from the video in asynchrony condition 

(left) and synchrony condition (right).  

After watching the assigned video, participants were presented with items concerning their 

affect, belonging, prosocial behavior towards the dancers, and liking of the dancers2. 

Prosocial behavior was measured with a scale created by Caprara et al., (2005). It 

assesses four types of prosocial behavior: sharing, helping, taking care of, and empathy. In the 

original scale there are four items per each construct. In this research the measurement scale 

was reduced to eight items (two items per construct) and the statements were revised to be 

context specific. For example, “I am willing to donate money to this dance crew” measured 

helping; “I feel happy when I see the dance crew enjoying themselves” assessed empathy; “I 

would spend time with one of the dancers if he/she feels lonely” measured the construct of 

taking care of someone, and “I would easily lend money to one of the dancers if they ask me 

to.” measured sharing. Participants rated these items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliability of the revised prosociality scale was 

high (Cronbach’s α = .81) which suggests that the scale had good internal consistency. The 

measurement scale also included an attention check (item 6) that asked participants to answer 

this item with the answer “strongly disagree”. 

 Afterwards, a couple of questions regarding participant’s willingness to use social 

media to promote the content (the video of the dance crew) were introduced. These questions 

were related to their intention to engage in online behaviors such as commenting, re-posting, 

liking, or bookmarking the video of the dance crew. An example is “If I see the video on 

social media I would repost it”. The single test reliability analysis suggested that the internal 

consistency of the measurement scale of social media was high (Cronbach’s α = .85). Next, 

                                                             
2 The variable affect was measured by the positive and negative affect schedule (PANAS, Watson et al., 1988), 

belongingness was measured by the Need Threat Scale (Van Beest & Williams, 2006), and liking by a scale of 

Rubin (1970) with a single item constructed by Wilthermuth (2012). These variables are not relevant to the 

current research therefore they are not further discussed. The full survey can be found in the Appendix. 
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because some of the dance moves could have been perceived as offensive or disturbing by 

some of the individuals a few statements followed to assess whether someone felt disturbed 

by the video. These questions were included to make sure to not obscure any effect because 

participants were offended. For instance, “I felt disturbed by the video” is an example of such 

item. Subsequently, a manipulation check was presented to measure whether some of the 

participants did not perceive the video correctly and therefore to be excluded from the final 

analysis of the results. This was measured by asking the participants whether the dance crew 

moved in synchrony which they could answer with “yes”, ”no” or “I don’t know”. To assess 

this further they were requested to indicate how much they agree with the following 

statement: “The dancers in the video moved in synchrony”. They rated this question on a 

seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). There were 

also questions to check whether the participant’s managed to watch the whole video and if 

they watched it with sound. In the end, there was an additional opportunity for participants to 

write comments and give feedback about the study. And lastly, people were debriefed about 

the true purpose of the research and were asked to not discuss this information with other 

prospective participants.  

Results 

 To investigate the relationship between observing synchronous versus asynchronous 

movements and levels of prosociality an independent sample t-test was conducted. The 

analysis began with the examination of the assumptions related to independence, normality, 

and homoscedasticity. All assumptions were met. A single outlier in the asynchronous 

condition was observed in the displayed boxplots and a follow-up analysis without it was 

performed to inspect whether this had a significant impact on the results. No remarkable 
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changes in the outcomes were detected. Therefore, the outlier was not removed from the data. 

The descriptive statistics for prosocial behavior per condition are shown in Table 1.   

           The hypothesis stated that people who are passive observers of synchronous 

movements will experience more prosocial behavior towards a targeted group compared to 

observers of the asynchronous movements. It was expected that participants in the synchrony 

condition will score higher on the prosociality scale compared to individuals in the 

asynchrony condition. Results from the independent samples t-test fail to find support for the 

hypothesis, t (139) = -1.24, p=. 108, Cohen’s d = -0.21. The results suggested that there is no 

significant relationship between the observation of synchrony and more engagement in 

prosocial behavior compared to the asynchrony condition. 

 Next, an independent sample t-test was performed to test whether observing 

synchronous versus asynchronous movements affected online prosocial behavior. All the 

assumptions were met except the normality assumption. The distribution plot showed a 

substantial positive skewness for both conditions. In such cases, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) 

and Howell (2007) suggest a transformation of the variable to a new logarithmic one (Log 

10). After the transformation of the online prosocial behavior variable, the assumptions were 

checked and again a slight violation of the normality assumption was detected but this time it 

appeared only in the asynchronous condition. Since this is a minor violation the independent 

sample t-test was continued regardless of it. The descriptive statistics for the untransformed 

online prosocial behavior variable per condition can be found in Table 1. The boxplots 

revealed a single outlier in the asynchrony condition but as in the previous analysis, the 

removal of it did not result in any notable changes therefore it was left in the data set.  

           The effect of the dependent variable social media was evaluated based on its 

relationship with the independent variable the synchrony versus asyncrhony condition. With 

the transformed social media variable an independent sample t-test was conducted to test the 
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same hypothesis as in the previous analysis. In line with the hypothesis, participants in the 

synchrony condition were more willing to engage in online prosocial behavior compared to 

individuals in the asynchronous condition, t (139) = -2.36, p=. 01, Cohen’s d = -0.04. These 

findings demonstrated that participants who watched dancers perform in the synchrony 

condition were more inclined to engage in online prosocial behavior in comparison to the 

participants in the asynchrony condition.  

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics 

Variable 
Synchrony 

M (SD) 

Asynchrony 

M (SD) 

Prosocial 

Behavior 
3.81 (0.97) 3.62 (0.86) 

Online 

Prosocial 

Behavior 

2.84 (1.00) 2.36 (1.01) 

Note. All displayed statistics are untransformed. 

Discussion 

           The current research aims to investigate whether the observation of synchronous 

movements will result in more prosocial behavior towards an observed group compared to 

participants who observed asynchronous movements. This study investigated separately the 

effect of observing synchrony on offline and online prosocial behavior. The findings provided 

partial evidence in support of this relationship. The current results showed that there is a 

significant effect only between online prosocial behavior and the observation of synchrony. 

This suggests that as a consequence of the observed synchronous dance performance 

participants were more likely to engage in prosocial behavior when it is executed in the online 

environment. Since the current research was completely carried out in an online setting this 

might be a suitable explanation of the observed effect. As previously discussed, online 

prosocial behavior is expressed through actions such as commenting, liking, sharing, or re-
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posting content on the internet (Armstrong-Carter & Telzer, 2021). These types of behaviors 

are less time-consuming and less effortful compared to offline prosocial behaviors. Online 

prosociality might be more relevant in this case compared to offline prosocial behavior 

because measuring offline behavior in an online setting might not be very appropriate. 

Perhaps if the participants observed the dance performance live, they would have been more 

willing to engage in actual prosocial behavior that requires time and effort such as donating 

money or spending time with the dance crew. People who engage in online prosocial behavior 

can easily and effortlessly provide support to other individuals just with a single mouse click. 

Therefore, this might explain why participants were more willing to behave prosocially only 

online but not in offline settings. The results further provided evidence that the participants 

who were assigned to the synchrony condition displayed more online prosocial behavior 

compared to participants from the asynchrony condition. This suggests that the observation of 

the online synchrony dance performance contributed to the participant’s engagement in online 

prosocial behavior. 

            According to Armstrong-Carter & Telzer (2021), people who have access to social 

media and spend more time online may have better opportunities to behave prosocially 

compared to people who do not have access to social platforms. The ongoing COVID-19 

situation has considerably decreased the opportunities for people to help and benefit others 

because of various health-related measures (Armstrong-Carter & Telzer, 2021). Measures 

such as social distancing resulted in increased activity on online platforms. This might be a 

probable explanation of why people would prefer to behave prosocially more online than 

offline. Digital access increases globally and produces more opportunities for helping and 

supporting behavior at home. For instance, people could take part in online helping 

communities or can easily follow links to donate money or sign petitions.  This means that 

people have the opportunity to provide empathy and support to other individuals even without 
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being physically present. Social media can be used to influence prosocial behavior by 

providing a unique platform where people can contribute daily to the lives of other individuals 

all over the world. 

           As previously discussed, observing synchrony leads to more prosocial behavior 

compared to the observation of asynchrony (Reddish et al., 2016). It might be the case that 

observing synchrony could give rise to different positive social benefits such as providing 

support or empathy to someone. The current research provided evidence for this relationship 

by showing a significant effect of the relationship between observing synchrony and online 

prosocial behavior. These findings combined with the assumption that online prosociality may 

result in public recognition for the behavior can give further clarification for the positive 

relation. Armstrong-Carter & Telzer (2021) suggest that prosociality is more permanently 

recorded in social media than in person. This proposes that people will deliberately pursue 

this type of prosocial behavior. This will mostly be the case for individuals who are status and 

attention seekers (Choi & Seo, 2017). A study conducted with young adults showed that they 

were more willing to engage in online prosocial behavior when they were led to believe that 

their prosocial actions will be publicly documented on social media compared to when no 

such statement was made (Nesi et al., 2018). This can be implicated in the future by creating 

videos of synchronous interactions and asking people to contribute to a certain cause by 

assuring them that their support will be publicly shared. For instance, a video of synchronous 

performance can be uploaded to social media, and attached to it people can find a link to a 

fundraiser.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

               Some possible limitations to the study need to be specified. First of all, the 

measurement scale created by Caprara et al., (2005) was designed to measure trait prosociality 

while in this research the focus was on state prosociality. Therefore, this measurement scale 
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might not be applicable in this context even after the revision of items that intended to make 

them more context-specific. The items were changed in such a way that the prosocial behavior 

would be directed towards the observed dance crew but the questions were still assessing trait 

prosociality instead of state prosociality. Future research can benefit from the design of a new 

measurement scale that will assess state prosocial behavior.  

 A second limitation of the current study is that the measurement of offline prosocial 

behavior might not have been suitable for this research design. The research was completely 

carried out in the online environment and therefore it might not be applicable to test offline 

prosocial behavior in an online setting. According to the current findings, the online measure 

did work well for the assessment of the relationship between observing synchrony and online 

prosocial behavior. It would be interesting for future research to test whether the current effect 

of observing synchrony online and online prosocial behavior can be replicated in real-life 

settings. This will shed light on the question of whether an in-person environment can 

contribute to the engagement in prosocial behavior after the observation of synchronous 

actions. 

Conclusion 

 The current research demonstrated that synchrony can positively influence the 

expression of prosocial behavior. Although, the results found no evidence for the relationship 

between the observation of synchrony and offline prosocial behavior, a significant effect was 

demonstrated for online prosocial behavior. This indicates that people show preferences for 

synchronized behaviors and that the observation of such behaviors has an impact on their 

willingness to behave prosocially in online settings. The current finding extends previous 

research that has been conducted to investigate the relationship between synchrony and its 

positive social consequences (e.g., affiliation, rapport, and cooperation). Moreover, this 

research is novel and can serve as a ground work for future investigations into the social 
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benefits of observing synchrony in online settings. Synchronized behaviors have always been 

part of people’s everyday life. They can be used and implicated in the online environment in 

order to produce more positive social interactions among people.  

  



  19 

References 

Armstrong-Carter, E., & Telzer, E. H. (2021). Advancing measurement and research on 

youths’ prosocial behavior in the digital age. Child Development Perspectives, 15(1), 

31–36.  

Batson, C. D. (1998). Altruism and prosocial behavior. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. 

Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (pp. 282–316). McGraw-Hill. 

Caprara G., Steca P., Zelli A., Capanna C. (2005). A new scale for measuring adults’ 

prosocialness. Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 21 77–89. 10.1027/1015-5759.21.2.77  

Choi, J., & Seo, S. (2017). Goodwill intended for whom? examining factors influencing 

conspicuous prosocial behavior on social media. International Journal of Hospitality 

Management, 60, 23–32.  

Cirelli, L.K., Einarson, K.M., & Trainor, L.J. (2014). Interpersonal synchrony increases 

prosocial behaviour in infants. Developmental Science. 17, 1003-1011.  

Cirelli, L.K., Wan, S.J., & Trainor, L.J. (2014).Fourteen- month-old infants use interpersonal 

synchrony as a cue to direct helpfulness. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 

Society of London. Series B, Biological Sciences, 369(1658), 20130400. 

Cirelli, L. K., Wan, S. J., Spinelli, C., & Trainor, L. J. (2017). Effects of interpersonal 

movement synchrony on infant helping behaviors: Is music necessary? Music 

Perception, 34(3), 319–326.  

Cross, L., Michael, J., Wilsdon, L., Henson, A., & Atherton, G. (2020). Still want to help? 

Interpersonal coordination’s effects on helping behaviour after a 24 hour delay. Acta 

Psychologica, 206.  



  20 

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Spinrad, T. L. (2006). Prosocial development.  

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2003). A Very Brief Measure of the Big 

Five Personality Domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504-528. 

Howell, D. C. (2007). Statistical methods for psychology (6th ed.). Belmont, CA: Thomson 

Wadsworth. 

Kim, K., & Cho, B. (2011). Development of an Individualism-Collectivism Scale Revisited: 

A Korean Sample. Psychological Reports, 108(2), 393–401.  

Kokal, I., Engel, A., Kirschner, S., & Keysers, C. (2011). Synchronized drumming enhances 

activity in the caudate and facilitates prosocial commitment — If the rhythm comes 

easily. PLoS One, 6(11) 

McNeil, W. H. (1995). Keeping together in time: Dance and drill in human history. 

 Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 

Mogan, R., Fischer, R., & Bulbulia, J. A. (2017). To be in synchrony or not? A meta-analysis 

of synchrony’s effects on behavior, perception, cognition and affect. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 72, 13–20. 

Nesi, J., Choukas-Bradley, S., & Prinstein, M. J. (2018). Transformation of adolescent peer 

relations in the social media context: part 1-a theoretical framework and application to 

dyadic peer relationships. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 21(3), 267–

294. 

Overy, K.,& Molnar-Szakacs, I.(2009).Being together in time: Musical experience and the 

mirror neuron system. Music Perception, 26, 489-504.  

https://doi.org/10.2466/02.07.17.21.PR0.108.2.393-401


  21 

Pew Research Center. (2018). Teens, social media & technology 2018. Washington, DC: 

Author. Retrieved September 11, 2020, from: 

https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/05/31/teens-social-media-technology-

2018/.  

Reddish, P., Bulbulia, J., & Fischer, R. (2014). Does synchrony promote generalized 

prosociality? Religion, Brain and Behavior, 4(1), 3–19.  

Reddish, P., Tong, E. M. W., Jong, J., Lanman, J. A., & Whitehouse, H. (2016). Collective 

synchrony increases prosociality towards non‐performers and outgroup members. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 55(4), 722–738.  

Rennung, M., & Göritz, A. S. (2016). Prosocial consequences of interpersonal synchrony: A 

meta-analysis. Zeitschrift Für Psychologie, 224(3), 168–189.  

Rubin, Z. (1970). Measurement of romantic love. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 16(2), 265. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston: 

Allyn and Bacon. 

The output of this survey was generated using Qualtrics software, Version January, 2022 of  

Qualtrics. Copyright © 2022 Qualtrics. Qualtrics and all other Qualtrics product or 

service names are registered trademarks or trademarks of Qualtrics. Provo, UT, USA. 

https://www.qualtrics.com  

van Beest, I., & Williams, K. D. (2006). When inclusion costs and ostracism pays, ostracism 

still hurts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(5), 918–928.   

https://www.qualtrics.com/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.5.918


  22 

Valdesolo, P., & Desteno, D.(2011).Synchrony and the social tuning of compassion. Emotion, 

11(2), 262-266.http://doi.org/ 10.1037/a0021302  

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 

measures of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of personality 

and social  psychology, 54(6), 1063 

Wiltermuth (2012) Synchrony and destructive obedience, Social Influence, 7:2, 78-89,   



  23 

Appendix A 

 



  24 

 

 



  25 

 

 



  26 

 

 



  27 

 

 



  28 

 

 



  29 

 

 



  30 

 

 



  31 

 

 



  32 

 

 



  33 

 

 



  34 

 

 



  35 

 

 



  36 

 

 



  37 

 

 



  38 

 

 

 

 


	Afterwards, a couple of questions regarding participant’s willingness to use social media to promote the content (the video of the dance crew) were introduced. These questions were related to their intention to engage in online behaviors such as comm...

