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Abstract

In recent years, recurrent quantification analysis (RQA) and its multi-dimensional version

(MdRQA) have emerged as a popular tool for assessing interpersonal behavioral or

physiological synchrony in groups of two or more individuals. While experimental data in

such studies are typically collected for a fixed, pre-determined duration, naturally occurring

phenomena may often reach a state of transition after an unpredictable or varying duration

of time. The resulting recurrence plots (RPs) across samples cannot be compared directly

via linear scaling because the sensitivity of RQA variables to local dynamics would vary.

We propose to address this by using the sliding window technique on individual RPs and

using the summary statistics of the different RQA variable distributions computed across

the sliding windows to differentiate the dynamics of the original time series of unequal

durations. We first tested our approach in two simulated models: 1) the Rossler attractor

and 2) the Kuramoto model. We compared the ability of different summary statistics of

RQA variable distributions to accurately predict the dynamic states of the system across

varying levels of noise, unequal lengths of time series, and, in the case of the Kuramoto

model, different numbers of oscillators across samples. We found that while the mean,

compared to other measures of central tendency, was a more accurate predictor of the

underlying dynamic state of the system at high noise conditions, the mode was the most

robust to the degree of noise in the signals. To demonstrate the efficacy of the sliding

window MdRQA approach in real world experimental settings, we further tested and

validated it on open access data from a recent study comparing spontaneously generated

interpersonal movement synchrony in a dyad, across visual access and proximity

conditions. To our knowledge, this is the first systematic attempt to validate the use of

MdRQA in computing and comparing synchrony between systems of non-uniform

composition and unequal time series data, paving the way for future work that examines

interpersonal synchrony in more naturalistic, ecologically valid contexts.
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Analyzing time series of unequal durations using Multidimensional Recurrence

Quantification Analysis (MdRQA): validation and implementation using

Python

Introduction

Recent years have witnessed a steady rise in the number of studies examining behavioral and/

or physiological synchrony between individuals in relation to their interpersonal outcomes

including cohesion, cooperation and trust (Guastello et al., 2006; Richardson et al., 2007;

Shockley et al., 2003; Schippers et al., 2010; Konvalinka et al., 2011; Yun et al., 2012; Hasson

et al., 2012; Spiegelhalder et al., 2014; Golland et al., 2015; Mitkidis et al., 2015; Wallot

et al., 2016; Bevilacqua et al., 2019; Bevilacqua et al., 2019; Pan et al., 2020; Thorson et al.,

2021; Gordon et al., 2021; Tomashin et al.,2022). Recurrent quantification analysis (RQA)

has emerged as a popular tool for assessing interpersonal synchrony in such studies primarily

since it makes very few assumptions about the constituent components of the system under

study and because of its general robustness to dynamic variability in the signal (also known

as non-stationarity) (Marwan et al., 2007). RQA is based on the principle that in a complex

system governed by many inter-dependent, interacting components, any measured variable

or dimension (and its time delayed copies) could be used to retrieve the dynamical behavior

of the system or in other words, reconstruct what is known as its phase space or state

space (Takens, 1981). Phase space is a graphical representation of all possible states of the

system over time and is composed of all the coordinates (or dimensions) required to define

a given state of the system (Huffaker et al., 2017). Quantifying recurrence or how often a

trajectory revisits a point in the phase space (typically represented as black dots against

a white background in a recurrence plot, Fig.3) would indicate whether and how different

components of the multi-variate system interact and converge on the same state (or in other

words, are in sync) across time (Webber Jr and Zbilut, 1994; Marwan et al., 2002). MdRQA

or multidimensional RQA is an extension of RQA that allows the time series data of more

than two components (or dimensions) of the system to be considered simultaneously for
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computing recurrence at the group level (Wallot et al., 2016; Gordon et al., 2021; Tomashin

et al., 2022).

Recent years have witnessed a steady rise in the number of studies examining behavioral

and/or physiological synchrony between individuals in relation to their interpersonal out-

comes including cohesion, cooperation and trust (Guastello et al., 2006; Richardson et al.,

2007; Shockley et al., 2003; Schippers et al., 2010; Konvalinka et al., 2011; Yun et al., 2012;

Hasson et al., 2012; Spiegelhalder et al., 2014; Golland et al., 2015; Mitkidis et al., 2015;

Wallot et al., 2016; Bevilacqua et al., 2019; Dikker et al., 2017; Pan et al., 2020; Thorson

et al., 2021; Gordon et al., 2021; Tomashin et al.,2022). Recurrent quantification analysis

(RQA) has emerged as a popular tool for assessing interpersonal synchrony in such stud-

ies primarily since it makes very few assumptions about the constituent components of the

system under study and because of its general robustness to dynamic variability in the sig-

nal (also known as non-stationarity) (Marwan et al., 2007). RQA is based on the principle

that in a complex system governed by many inter-dependent, interacting components, any

measured variable or dimension (and its time delayed copies) could be used to retrieve the

dynamical behavior of the system or in other words, reconstruct what is known as its phase

space or state space (Takens, 1981). Phase space is a graphical representation of all possible

states of the system over time and is composed of all the coordinates (or dimensions) re-

quired to define a given state of the system (Huffaker et al., 2017). Quantifying recurrence

or how often a trajectory revisits a point in the phase space (typically represented as black

dots against a white background in a recurrence plot, Fig.3) would indicate whether and how

different components of the multi-variate system interact and converge on the same state

(or in other words, are in sync) across time (Webber Jr and Zbilut, 1994; Marwan et al.,

2002; Mitkidis et al., 2015). MdRQA or multidimensional RQA is an extension of RQA that

allows the time series data of more than two components (or dimensions) of the system to be

considered simultaneously for computing recurrence at the group level (Wallot et al., 2016;

Gordon et al., 2021; Tomashin et al., 2022).
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While experimental data assessing synchrony between multiple components of a system are

typically collected for a fixed, pre-determined duration, naturally occurring phenomena may

often reach a state of transition after an unpredictable or varying duration of time at which

point data collection may be discontinued. This results in time series data of unequal lengths

across different samples of the system. For example, it is possible that when one is recording

behavioral or physiological variables simultaneously from two or more individuals in a group,

different groups being sampled for the study successfully complete the task or arrive at a

meaningful interpersonal outcome at varied lengths of time. It may also be the case that,

for some logistic reason, data could not be collected for a uniform duration across all groups.

In such scenarios, the resulting recurrence plots (RPs) of different sizes cannot be compared

directly via linear scaling because RQA variables are statistical measures of the vertical

or horizontal line distributions in an RP and consequently, represent the local dynamical

changes to varying levels of sensitivity based on the overall length of the individual RP. In

other words, while RQA variables from shorter RPs may be able to capture local dynamics

at relatively high resolution, the same may get averaged out in larger RPs. This makes the

comparison of synchrony measures across groups difficult, particularly given recent reports

demonstrating the impact of total pooled duration of data (in minutes) on detection of

correlation based synchrony across participants (Stuldreher et al., 2023). We proposed to

address this by applying the sliding window technique on RPs, previously shown to be

demonstrably sensitive for tracking local dynamical changes in physiology (Webber Jr and

Zbilut, 2005; Webber Jr et al., 1995). The sliding window technique involves partitioning

a single large RP into smaller, same sized, overlapping windows along the RP diagonal and

then computing the RQA variables for each of these sliding windows. We hypothesized

that the summary statistics of the different RQA variable distributions computed across the

sliding windows of a given RP could be used to functionally differentiate the dynamics of a

set of such RPs using a nested cross-validation approach (Fig. 1).

We proceeded to examine this hypothesis by first using two well-known non-linear dynam-
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ical systems as our testing grounds: 1) Rossler attractor and 2) the Kuramoto system of

coupled oscillators. We tested the ability of our approach to classify the dynamics of each

system with high cross validation accuracy – while the duration of the time series, and in

the case of the Kuramoto model, the number of oscillators (or observed dimensions) in the

system varied across samples. We also tested the robustness of different summary statistics

of MdRQA variable distributions (across sliding windows of a RP) in accurately predicting

the dynamic states of the system across varying levels of noise in the signal. To further val-

idate the efficacy of our approach in complex, real-world scenarios where absolute levels of

noise are unknown, we tested it on openly accessible data from Koul et al.(2023), examining

interpersonal movement synchrony between individuals in a dyad (across varying experimen-

tal conditions of visual access and proximity) and asked if our approach could replicate the

trends reported in the original study.

Multi-dimensional Recurrence Quantification Analysis or MdRQA

RQA was developed to quantify the dynamics of a time series (Webber Jr and Zbilut, 1994;

Marwan et al., 2002) via phase space reconstruction using time delayed embedding (Takens,

1981). As described above, phase-space is a mathematical construct that serves as a graphi-

cal representation to comprehensively depict the complete range of states that a system being

analyzed can occupy. If the complete depiction of the system requires it to have D indepen-

dent measures, then the phase-space is said to have D dimensions. Time delayed embedding

is a method that aims to retrieve the dynamics of a multi-component, coupled system by

using the time series data of one of the interacting components which is assumed to encode

the information about the dynamics of others in itself (Hasson et al., 2012). According to

Taken’s theorem, if a system consists of multiple, independent, interacting dimensions, but,

if one has access to only one of them over time (say, x), then the dynamics of the whole

system can be approximately reconstructed (a process known as embedding) by utilizing (D

number of) time delayed versions of the observable x as (D-dimensional) coordinates of the

phase space (Huffaker et al.,2017). For example, let the time series be:



SLIDING WINDOW MDRQA VALIDATION 7

x = (x1, x2, x3, ..., xn) (1)

which is sampled at regular intervals of time. From this, D-dimensional vectors, V1, V2, and

so on, can be constituted by estimating D-1 versions of x with time delay, τ , as below:

V1 = (x1, x1+τ , x1+2τ , ..., x1+(D−1)τ ) (2)

V =



V1

V2

...

Vn−(D−1)τ


=



x1, x1+τ , x1+2τ , ..., x1+(D−1)τ

x2, x2+τ , x2+2τ , ..., x2+(D−1)τ

x3, x3+τ , x3+2τ , ..., x3+(D−1)τ

...

xn−(D−1)τ , xn−(D−2)τ , xn−(D−3)τ , ..., xn


(3)

In the above expression, while each row represents a point in the D-dimensional phase space,

each column represents the coordinates in the evolution of the trajectory in one of the D

dimensions.

A recurrence plot or RP generated by graphically representing how often a trajectory revisits

a point in the phase space (Eckmann et al., 1995) lends itself for statistical analysis that is

quantified by the RQA variables. RP contains binary values denoting repetition of values in

V over time. However, it is possible that the points may not always revisit exactly the same

spot in the phase space in which case a predetermined threshold criterion, ϵ, is used to classify

whether a given point is close enough to be deemed recurrent or not. For example, if the

euclidean distance between two points in the trajectory (at time points i and j, respectively)

is less than ϵ, a value of 1 (=recurrent) would be assigned to the ith row and jth column

in the RP. This is accomplished by the heaviside step function, that would assign 1, if the

value of input is greater than 0, and 0 otherwise.

RPij = Θ(ϵ− ||Vi − Vj||) (4)
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MdRQA differs from RQA in that it allows multiple measures or observables to be used for

phase space reconstruction (Wallot et al., 2016). Please see Supplementary section B for

details on how expression (3) would transform in case of MdRQA.

Methods

Parameter Estimation

To generate the recurrence plots, time delay & embedding dimension is computed for each

dynamical system that has been observed or measured as part of the dataset. Time delay (τ)

is estimated by serially sampling time delays from 1 to 20 and computing the first minima

(first local minima or global minima when the local minima did not exist) of the mutual

information between the time series of a group and a time delayed version of it (Wallot and

Mønster, 2018; please see Supplementary section B for more details). This approach ensures

that the time delayed signals are not too similar and permits the multidimensional topology of

the trajectories in the phase space to unfold completely. While Wallot et al.(2016) computed

this for each time series of the group (dimension) separately and averaged the value across

all members of the group, to capture the cross information between different dimensions,

we computed the multidimensional mutual information by estimating the multidimensional

probability distributions for the group (please see section B Information for more details).

Measure Formula Description

Recurrence Rate

(RR)

RR = 1
N2

∑N
i=1

∑N
j=1 R(i, j)

Measures density of

recurrence points

in the recurrence

plot, indicating how

probable recurrence

of states is in the

system.
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Determinism (DET) DET =
∑N

l=lmin
l·p(l)∑N

l=1 l·p(l)

Measures what frac-

tion of the diagonal

line lengths are above

a minimum, given,

line length. p(l) is the

probability of a line

length l. Since diag-

onal lines are mark-

ers of consecutive pe-

riods of recurrence in

the data, determin-

ism corresponds to the

predictability of the

dynamical system.
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Laminarity (LAM) LAM =
∑N

v=vmin
v·p(v)∑N

v=1 v·p(v)

Mathematically

equivalent to deter-

minism but defined

for vertical (or hori-

zontal) line lengths.

Since vertical (or

horizontal) lines are

markers of states that

do not change or

change very slowly,

laminarity quantifies

the extent of the

dynamical system

being trapped in any

given state for some

time (Marwan et al.,

2007).

Average diagonal line

length (L)

L =
∑N

l=lmin
l·p(l)∑N

lmin
p(l)

Average value of diag-

onal line length dis-

tribution, quantifying

how far in time the dy-

namical system is pre-

dictable.
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Average vertical line

length (Trapping

time) (TT)

TT =
∑N

v=vmin
v·p(v)∑N

vmin
p(v)

Average value of the

vertical line length

distribution.

Maximum diagonal

line length

Maximum value from

the diagonal line dis-

tribution

Maximum vertical line

length

Maximum value from

the vertical line distri-

bution

Diagonal and Vertical

Entropy (ENTR)

ENTR =

− ∑N
l=lmin p(l) ln p(l)

Quantifies the degree

of uncertainty in the

possible states and

hence, the complexity

of the dynamical

system, using the

distribution of diago-

nal and vertical line

lengths present in the

plot, respectively.

Table 1
Measures in Recurrence Analysis

The number of embedding dimensions, m, required to adequately reconstruct the phase

space is estimated using the false nearest neighbor approach (Kennel et al., 1992; Hegger

and Kantz, 1999). False nearest neighbors (FNN) are points in the phase space that cease
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to be neighbors as the embedding dimension is increased and the ratio of the distances

between them at the higher dimension (m + 1) and the current (m) becomes larger than

a threshold, r. An increase in FNN, for a given choice of r, is indicative of a phase space

that needs to be reconstructed with more dimensions to unfold it completely. To arrive

at an appropriate r for comparing FNN across embedding dimensions, we first plotted the

FNN ratio for different values of r as embedding dimension was increased from 1 to 10. As

embedding dimensions increased, we not only found FNN ratios to hit zero at smaller r

values (Kantz & Schreiber, 2003), but the values of r, at which FNN ratios hit zero, also

varied less at the higher embedding dimensions indicative of a potentially unfolded phase

space. We set the tolerance criteria for the difference between the r at which FNN ratio

at m + 1th dimension and m dimension hits zero to be 0.2 and plotted the corresponding

r values as a function of embedding dimension (Supplementary Fig. 2) to select the m at

which r was beginning to change the least (i.e. the knee point of the r vs. m plot).

Threshold radius, ϵ, which decides how close two points in the phase space should be to be

considered recurrent, is chosen such that the recurrence rate (percentage of recurrent points/

black dots in the recurrence plot) is constant across different multi-component systems or

RPs under study. Recurrence rate was kept constant at 10% in our case allowing RQA

variables derived from different samples of a dynamical system to be directly comparable by

controlling for the degree of sparseness.

Comparing MdRQA variables across RPs of unequal lengths

To arrive at the best approach for comparing MdRQA variables across RPs of unequal

lengths, we used two well known dynamical systems as our testing grounds: the Rossler

attractor and the Kuramoto system of coupled oscillators. While in the former case, we tested

whether the summary statistics of MdRQA variable distributions (across sliding widows of

each RP) could correctly classify between the chaotic vs. periodic states of a sample of

Rossler attractors, in the latter case, we tested whether the summary statistics of MdRQA

variable distributions (across sliding windows of each RP) could correctly classify if the
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coupling strength of the Kuramoto oscillators in each sample of the system was greater than

the critical coupling strength, Kc, or not. In both examples, the lengths of time series were

allowed to vary across samples and data simulated across nine different levels of noise. In

the Kuramoto system, the number of oscillators was randomly sampled too from a range of

3 to 6 oscillators.

Selecting the appropriate sliding window size

Since RQA variables are statistical measures (e.g., average, max, entropy etc.) obtained

from histogram distributions of vertical or horizontal lines of different lengths in the RP, it

is important that the time window being examined for generating these histogram distribu-

tions be large enough to estimate the local dynamics with low variance and high statistical

confidence. To select the time window that can be used to compare RPs of unequal sizes, we

used a bootstrapping method (Marwan et al., 2013) with sliding windows of different lengths

to first estimate the lowest sliding window size likely to give MdRQA variable estimates with

high statistical confidence in a given dataset. We tested sliding windows of different sizes

(10 to 500, each window shifted but just one unit in time sampled for the time series) on

all simulated RPs. For each sliding window, we first generated a histogram distribution

of lines (vertical & horizontal separately) of different lengths and then summed the counts

corresponding to each bin of the histogram distributions from all the sliding windows to get

a unified probability distribution for that window size (Supplementary Fig. 3 & Supplemen-

tary Video SV1). Thereafter, we drew N no. of samples from the underlying probability

distribution (where N is the mean no. of counts across sliding windows of a given size, i.e.,

total number of counts across all windows divided by the number of windows for a given

RP) to estimate eight common RQA variables of interest (Table 1): diagonal and vertical

entropy, average diagonal & average vertical line, maximum diagonal & maximum vertical

line, percentage of diagonal lines (determinism) and percentage of vertical lines (laminar-

ity). We did this 1000 times to generate a bootstrap distribution of the corresponding RQA

variable. From these distributions of bootstrapped samples, we computed the difference be-

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nErFo7AGeqbQa2Kh2Z8HBIPJXgKWW589/view?usp=sharing
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tween the 95% quantile and 5% quantile to get the width of the range where 90% of the

data points will be distributed. Lesser the overall width of this range, higher will be the

statistical confidence associated with the RQA variable estimates. For most RQA variables,

this range becomes low as window size increases (Supplementary Fig. 3). We chose the

window size corresponding to the knee point in these plots (i.e., the lowest window size after

which increasing its value was associated with negligible change in the width of the range

of the bootstrapped distribution) suggesting that the chosen window size is large enough

to yield RQA variable estimates associated with high statistical confidence. For most RQA

variables, this value was between 60 & 70.

We chose a common sliding window size (size = 68) across all simulated RPs to first compute

the MdRQA variables for each sliding window, resulting in a distribution of these variables

across sliding windows for a given RP. To determine which summary statistic of these distri-

butions would represent the dynamics of the system better, we computed the mean, median

and mode of the distributions from the estimates from the sliding windows, which is rep-

resentative of a system, and z-transformed these summary measures from sliding window

distributions at the population level, where we have such estimates from multiple samples

of each system. We next ran a k-nearest neighbor (KNN) classifier with nested cross valida-

tion to test which of the following aggregate measures collectively classified the time series

characteristics across all RPs in the dataset with maximum cross-validation accuracy .

Nested Cross Validation

Classifier performance was quantified using a nested cross validation approach (Fig.1) to

prevent data leakage which typically occurs when test set is exposed in some form (say, for

feature selection) during the training stage, likely leading to overfitting (Kaufman et al.,

2012, Verstynen and Kording, 2023). This is particularly important when working with a

smaller sample size since the number of samples in both the training as well as the test set

are going to be limited which could result in either the training sample being biased or test

set not being random enough. Nested cross validation overcomes this by keeping training set
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used for feature selection separate from that used as validation set for quantifying classifier

performance. This was achieved by having an inner cross-validation loop to select features

via best subset selection and an outer cross-validation loop to report classifier cross validation

accuracy on the validation set corresponding to that outer loop.

For each iteration of the outer loop, data was divided into three parts. While two-thirds of

it was used as a training set, one-third was kept as held out test set. Best subset selection

was carried out on the training set and an aggregate performance score computed for the

selected combination of features using a 2-fold repeated stratified cross validation procedure.

This inner loop feature selection procedure was run for 10 iterations and the combination of

features having the best performance score was then chosen and evaluated on the original

held out test set of the outer loop to yield the classifier performance accuracy following

a 3-fold repeated stratified cross validation procedure. The outer loop was run over 100

iterations to construct a distribution of performance scores (cross-validation accuracy and

ROC) for each dataset. The performance distributions were plotted as boxplots for each

measure of central tendency of MdRQA variable distributions across the sliding windows.

Test Bed 1: Rossler Attractor

Rossler attractor, introduced by Otto Rössler in 1976 (Rössler, 1976), is a simple three-

dimensional dynamical system known to exhibit periodic vs. chaotic behavior depending on

the parameter values a, b and c as per the following non-linear ordinary differential equations:

dx

dt
= −y − z (5)

dy

dt
= x+ ay (6)

dz

dt
= b+ z(x− c) (7)

Here, x, y, and z represent the coordinates, t represents time, and a, b, and c are parameters

that determine the behavior of the system. The attractor is visualized by plotting the values
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of x, y, and z over time. For a given fixed value of parameters b & c (say, as in our case, b =

0.2, and c = 5.7) and a range of values of a, the attractor is known to show periodic behavior

(for values of a = 0.01 to <0.2; Fig. 2), and chaotic behaviour (for values of a = 0.2 to 0.4;

Fig. 2) (Figures 2 & 1). Figure 3 shows the RPs for periodic and chaotic attractors.

Validation Approach 1: predicting periodic vs. chaotic state of Rossler Attrac-

tor

We simulated the attractors under nine different levels of noise conditions (SNR or signal

to noise ratio values of 0.125, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1.0, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2.0), to test the sensitivity

of classifier performance measure against gaussian noise. The choice of SNRs was arbitrary,

but with the aim of including a high noise region as an extreme case. We used five values

of a (0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3), and simulated 10 RPs for each combination of a and SNR

with different initial values drawn from a random normal distribution. This added up to a

total of 50 RPs per noise level and 450 RPs in all. The lengths of time series were randomly

sampled from a uniform distribution of lengths 250-450 samples, sampled at the rate of

0.25Hz (corresponding to 1000-1800 seconds, with dt = 10−4). Whole RPs were generated

using a fixed recurrence rate ( 10%). We used the sliding window technique described earlier

to obtain the distributions of nine MdRQA variables (recurrence rate, average diagonal line

length, average vertical line length, percentage laminarity, percentage determinism, vertical

entropy, diagonal entropy, vertical maximum line length, diagonal maximum line length;

for more details see Table 1) across all sliding windows of each RP. The central tendencies

(mean, median and mode) of the MdRQA variable distributions were run through the nested

cross validation method described above separately for each noise level.

Results of Validation Approach 1

Figures 4 and 5 show the box plots for classifier cross validation accuracy and ROC AUC

measures. We found that under very high noise levels (SNR ≤ 0.25), the classifiers dis-

criminating between periodic vs. chaotic state of the Rossler attractor using mean, median

and mode values of the MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows performed
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at chance in terms of accuracy (mean CV accuracymean,SNR≤0.25 = 0.53, CI=[0.435, 0.624],

mean CV accuracymedian,SNR≤0.25=0.526, CI=[0.427, 0.624], mean CV accuracymode,SNR≤0.25=0.542,

CI = [0.439, 0.645]) as well as ROC AUC (mean CV ROC-AUCmean,SNR≤0.25 = 0.497,

CI=[0.382, 0.672], mean CV ROC-AUCmedian,SNR≤0.25 = 0.494, CI=[0.377, 0.612], mean CV ROC-AUCmode,SNR≤0.25

= 0.516, CI = [0.389, 642]). Interestingly, under same noise levels, the classification based

on MdRQA variable from the whole RP (not using the sliding window technique) also per-

formed at chance levels (mean CV ROC-AUCwholeRP,SNR≤0.25 = 0.507, CI = [0.378, 0.637],

mean CV accuracymean,SNR≤0.25 = 0.540, CI=[0.434, 0.647] ). However, as the strength of

signal increased, a steady increase in classifier performance was found across the three sum-

mary measures as well as the MdRQA variables from the whole RP, even though the latter

was found to fare worse than the former, in general. To quantify this overall trend across

SNRs,

we fit a spline regression curve to the SNR-accuracy/ROC AUC data and estimated the

first derivative of these curves locally to plot the change in performance measure in each of

the finite interval (Figures 6 & 7). We also estimated the slope of the entire distribution

by fitting a line and the region where the slopes would be distributed for 95% of the time,

by computing the 2.5% quantile and 97.5% quantile of the slope distribution resulting from

bootstrapping (1000 iterations, by doing sampling with replacement). We found the slope of

classifier performance across noise levels to be the least for the mode of the MdRQA variable

distributions across sliding windows (see table 2 & 3) indicating it to be the most robust in

discriminating the different dynamic states of the system across varying noise levels. On the

other hand, the performance measures based on the mean of MdRQA variable distribution

were most sensitive to noise levels in the data.

Test Bed 2: Kuramoto model

The Kuramoto system of coupled oscillators(Kuramoto, 1975; Strogatz, 2000), famously

used to model the synchronous flashing of light in populations of fireflies (Ermentrout,1991),

is defined to consist of a population of N coupled phase oscillators each with a natural
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frequency ωi sampled from a distribution g(ω). Figure 8 shows a schematic for a system of

three coupled oscillators. At t=0, each oscillator has a phase value θi(0), which is updated

over time according to partial differential equation given below:

θ̇i = ωi +
N∑
j=1

Kij sin (θj − θi), i = 1, ..., N (8)

where Kij is the coupling strength for the edge (or the connection between) from jth oscillator

to the ith oscillator. Critical coupling strength, Kc, is defined as the difference between the

maximum and minimum values of natural frequencies across oscillators in the system.

Kc = |ωmax − ωmin| (9)

In the simplest case scenario that we considered here, known as mean field coupling, the

coupling strength, Kij, for all edges (or between any two oscillators) in the network of

oscillators was assumed to be the same. Kij under these conditions is given by:

Kij = K/N > 0,∀i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3, ..., N} (10)

The synchrony of the system is defined in terms of a complex value order parameter, r,

obtained in our case as follows:

reiψ = 1
N

N∑
j=1

eiθj (11)

Here ψ is the average phase value. To arrive at an expression that makes the dependence of

synchrony on values of K explicit, we begin with multiplying both sides by e−iθi .

reiψe−iθi =
 1
N

N∑
j=1

eiθj

 e−iθi (12)

rei(ψ−θi) = 1
N

N∑
j=1

ei(θj−θi) (13)
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r sin (ψ − θi) = 1
N

N∑
j=1

sin (θj − θi) (14)

One may note the similarity of the right hand side of the above equation with that of equation

(11), except that the latter was multiplied by a factor of K. Using the left hand side of the

above equation(15), equation (11) may be rewritten as follows:

θ̇i = ωi +Kr sin (ψ − θi) (15)

Equation 15 suggests that as K, tends to zero (low coupling strength), Kr sin (ψ − θi)would

become negligibly small compared to ωi resulting in the following approximation:

θ̇i ≈ ωi (16)

θi(t) ≈ ωit+ θi(0) (17)

which suggests that the oscillator would simply oscillate at its natural frequency or in other

words, the oscillations of other oscillators would have no influence on it. On the other hand,

at higher values of K or when the coupling strength is tending to infinity, as per equation 15,

the natural frequency would become negligible when compared to the Kr sin (ψ − θi) term

and consequently, the oscillator’s phase value would converge to the average phase value of

the population.

Kc = |ωmax − ωmin| (18)

The implication of above derivation on the phase space and recurrence plot can be illustrated

using a simple scenario, say, a system of two oscillators while we examine its dynamics

for three coupling strengths, say, 0.1, 1 and 10 times the critical coupling strength of the

system, Kc(Biccari and Zuazua, 2020). Figure 9 panel A plots the case of K = 0.1Kc where

the trajectories could be seen to revisit the phase space cyclically. Fig 9 shows how this
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cyclical trajectory translates to a RP with multiple symmetrically spaced, parallel diagonal

lines. However, unlike the Rossler attractor, which would either show a periodic or chaotic

behaviour, the Kuramoto system with two oscillators always shows periodic behaviour at

coupling strength lesser than the critical coupling strength (Fig. 9; Acebrón et al., 2005;

Chopra and Spong, 2009; Biccari and Zuazua, 2020).

At critical coupling strength (K = Kc, Fig. 10), the eccentricity of the trajectory in the

phase space can be found to increase and take the form of an ellipse. In such a scenario,

some points in the trajectory would be closer than others, resulting in the RP a pattern of

lines that are somewhat broken but periodic and parallel to the main diagonal (Fig. 10,

panel C).

At a coupling strength greater than the critical coupling strength (say, K = 10Kc, Figure

11), while the RP continues to look similar, the trajectory takes the shape of a narrower

ellipse. As K tends to infinity (or a very high value) the trajectory looks almost like a line

and the oscillators are said to be phase locked or in sync. The resulting RP is shown in Fig.

12. To graphically illustrate how the synchrony of this two oscillator Kuramoto system

(given by the order parameter as per Equation 12) is related to the coupling strength of its

oscillators, we varied the latter as a function of critical coupling strength by multiplying it

with powers of two (100 values at regular intervals, from 2−5 to 25, denoted by the color

bar) and plotted the resulting temporal evolution of the order variable, where the log is

having 2 as its base. As can be seen in Fig. 13, while the order parameter fluctuates more

at lower coupling strengths, they seem to saturate at higher coupling strengths, consistent

with equation 16 and the discussion following it.

As we increase the number of oscillators to 3 and varied the coupling strength as a function

of critical coupling strength (by multiplying it with powers of 10 from 10−2 to 102), we

find that while at low coupling strengths, the RP is constituted by solid or broken lines

parallel to the main diagonal (Fig. 14), at coupling strengths greater than the critical

coupling strength, the broken lines parallel to the diagonal lines become more prominent.
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These results are consistent with the proposed idea of using recurrence plots to distinguish

between a dynamical system having coupling strength lesser vs. greater than the critical

coupling strength.

Validation Approach 2: Predicting whether the coupling strength is greater than

that of the critical coupling strength in the mean-field model of the Kuramoto

system

We used the Kuramoto system of coupled oscillators to test the ability of the sliding window

based approach in predicting whether the system is strongly coupled (K > Kc) or not

(K ≤ Kc). The lengths of time series were randomly sampled from a uniform distribution of

lengths 150-450 samples, sampled at the rate of 10Hz (corresponding to 15-45 seconds, with

dt = 10−2). In addition, the number of oscillators was randomly sampled from a range of

3 to 6. Coupling strength was randomly sampled from a uniform distribution [0, 2Kc], such

that the probability of picking a coupling strength less than Kc is equal to that of picking a

coupling strength greater than Kc. To test how our approach fares across a range of gaussian

noise added to the signal, we simulated data for nine values of signal to noise ratios (0.125, 0.5,

1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, 4.0). Then, as in case of the earlier example of Rossler Attractors,

we constructed RPs and computed the summary statistics of the MdRQA variables across

sliding windows, z-transformed them before running the nested cross validation procedure

for classifier performance.

Results of Validation Approach 2

Figures 15 & 16 plot the boxplots for accuracies and ROC AUC scores obtained from

nested cross validation procedure. As in case of the Rossler attractor example above, we

fit smoothened spline regression, and computed the first derivative of these spline curves to

quantify the local measures of sensitivity to noise levels. We also estimated the linear slope

for the entire distribution (Figures 17 & 18) as an overall measure of sensitivity.

As in case of the Rossler Attractors, we found that under high noise levels (SNR ≤ 0.5)

classification using all measures of central tendency and that from the whole RP performed
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were at chance level, both in terms of accuracy and ROC AUC. At lower SNRs (0.5 to

1.5) a high overlap for the 0.025-0.975 confidence regions of the spline curve is observed for

the performance measures obtained from the whole RP, mean and median, indicating an

almost identical trend. While at the peak (SNR value of 3), the whole RP performs much

better than any other summary statistic, using the overall trend quantified by the linear fits

(Figures 17 & 18), the slope for mode was found to be significantly lower than that obtained

from other measures suggesting that the mode is least sensitive to the changes in noise levels,

when it comes to performance.

Test Bed 3: Data From Koul et al.(2023)

To test our approach on real-world experimental data, we used openly accessible data from

Koul et al.(2023) who looked at interpersonal synchrony of task free spontaneous movements

in dyads sitting across each other under different conditions of visual access (ON or OFF)

and proximity (Near vs. Far). Velocity of joints was extracted from video data using

OpenPose (Cao et al.,2019; Simon et al., 2017; Cao et al., 2017; Wei et al., 2016). There

were three trials for each of the four visual access-proximity combinations, making it 12

trials per dyad, each of approximately 2 minutes duration. Since the exact length of time

series data varied across dyads (range = 73 - 110s, mean = 95.223s, SEM = 0.691s, n =

261), we found it ideal for testing the sliding window MdRQA approach on this dataset and

see if it replicates the results reported in the original study. It is important to note that

even though MdRQA is well poised to compute recurrence across more than two members

in a group, it is well suited to analyze dyad data as well (Wallot et al., 2016). Koul et al.

investigated if interpersonal synchrony of spontaneous body movements in dyads (computed

as pairwise correlation between joint movement velocities) varied as a function of visual

access and proximity. For the purposes of validating our approach, we chose the velocity

data from one particular pair of body part (right foot-right foot) which was reported to

show significant correlation between members of a dyad across the vision access ON vs.

OFF condition (Fig. 3 and 4 of Koul et al.(2023), but not in the Near vs. Far condition
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(Fig. 4 of Koul et al.(2023).

Validation Approach 3: Predicting whether the interpersonal movement syn-

chrony was greater in the a) visual access ON vs. OFF condition and b) near

vs. far condition

In the original study, the velocity time series of the right foot-right foot pair across dyads

in the dataset was sampled at the rate of 30Hz (corresponding to 120 seconds at max.).

Since temporal continuity of data points is important to analyze the changing dynamics

of interpersonal movements using our approach, missing data points were interpolated us-

ing the piecewise cubic hermite interpolation method (Fritsch and Carlson,1980; Kahaner

et al.,1989). Data was then smoothened using a moving average procedure (window length

of 30 samples = 1s) as reported in the original study and downsampled to 5Hz. Euclidian

magnitude of velocity was then computed from x and y coordinate values in the data. We

computed the MdRQA variables using the sliding window approach for both the original

time series (see Supplementary Information for more details) as well as its randomly per-

muted version. The latter was used as a control condition to compare with the classifier

performance of the original data, since perturbing the temporal structure of the time series

would be expected to yield performance at chance. Based on the results of the validation

approaches 1 and 2 reported in the earlier sections of this study, we used the mode of the

MdRQA variable distribution across the sliding windows, after z-transformation (since we

were interested in the relative (and not the absolute) differences in the MdRQA variable

values across dyads) for the nested cross validation procedure described above. Please see

Supplementary Information for results pertaining to classifier performance derived using

other measures of central tendency as well as the whole RP (Supplementary figures 4, 5, 6,

7, 8, 9).

Results of Validation Approach 3

Figures 20 and 21 plot the boxplots for classifier accuracy and ROC AUC values obtained

from nested cross validation procedure. As expected from the results reported in the original
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study, we found that the classifier accuracy as well as the ROC AUC values for the visual

access ON vs. OFF classification, using the mode of the MdRQA variable distribution across

sliding windows, was significantly higher in the original (median accuracy = 0.572, median

ROC AUC = 0.576) vs. randomized (median accuracy = 0.472, median ROC AUC = 0.454)

time series (classifier accuracy: Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni corrected

α=0.017, w = 4.36e+4, p = 9.786e-45, z = 13.734, effect size= 0.807; ROC AUC: Wilcoxon

signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni corrected α=0.017, w = 4.33e+4, p = 1.307e-43, z

= 13.798, effect size= 0.797). However, in contrast to that reported in the original study,

we also found the classifier accuracy as well as ROC AUC values for predicting whether the

participants in a dyad were seated near vs. far, using the velocity data of the right foot-

right foot pair, to be significantly higher in the original (median accuracy = 0.562, median

ROC AUC = 0.562) vs. the randomized (median accuracy = 0.528, median ROC AUC =

0.533) time series (classifier accuracy: Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni

corrected α=0.017, w = 3.092e+4, p = 1.419e-8, z = 5.551, effect size= 0.320; and ROC

AUC: Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni corrected α=0.017, w = 3.126e+4,

p = 3.834e-9, z = 5.775, effect size= 0.333). While the significantly higher median values of

classifier accuracy (and not ROC AUC values) for predicting visual access conditions when

compared to proximity conditions is consistent with the overall trends observed in the orig-

inal study (classifier accuracy: Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni corrected

α=0.017, w = 2.457e+4, p = 1.506e-4, z = 1.327, effect size= 0.0766; ROC AUC: Wilcoxon

signed rank test (one sided), Bonferroni corrected α=0.017, Wilcoxon signed rank test (one

sided), w = 2.5e+4, p = 5.341e-2, z = 1.613, effect size= 0.0931), given the discrepancy in

the proximity results between ours and the original study, we decided to test the proximity

classifier performance separately in the visual access ON vs. OFF conditions. While in the

visual access ON condition, the Near vs. Far classifier using the mode of the MdRQA variable

distribution across the sliding windows was still performing significantly above chance (me-

dian accuracy = 0.63, Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), w = 4.13e+4.0, p = 5.226e-36,
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z = 12.446, effect size= 0.718) (Supplementary figures. 10 & 11), it was not so in the visual

access OFF condition (median accuracy = 0.476, Wilcoxon signed rank test (one sided), w

= 9.408e+3.0, p = 1.0, z = -8.756, effect size= -0.505), suggesting that the performance in

predicting the proximity predictions was indeed dependent on visual access as indicated by

the results of the original study.

Discussion

In recent years, RQA and its multidimensional version (MdRQA) have emerged as a popular

tool for assessing interpersonal behavioral or physiological synchrony across individuals in a

variety of contexts, owing to the general robustness of the method to non-linearity in data.

While experimental data in such studies are typically collected for a fixed, pre-determined

duration, a systematic attempt validating its use in comparing synchrony between samples

of non-uniform composition and unequal time series data has been lacking. In this study, we

proposed a sliding window MdRQA approach to address this and tested the ability of our

approach in discriminating between two dynamic states of a complex system, when the time

series data from samples varied in composition and/ or duration. We used two well-known

dynamical systems (the Rossler Attractor and the Kuramoto system of coupled oscillators)

and openly accessible data from a previously published study as the testbed for validating

our approach.

In the case of Rossler Attractors, we found that under conditions of variable RP durations

(150-450 equivalent to 600-1800s) and low signal to noise ratios (at SNR ≥ 1), all three

measures of central tendency (mean, mode and median) of the MdRQA variable distributions

across sliding windows of a RP, could discriminate between the chaotic vs. periodic state

of the attractor. In particular, mode of the distributions performed at or above chance

but always better than the whole RP estimates. Moreover, while the classifier performance

measures increased with SNR values, the mode of the MdRQA variable distributions (when

compared to the mean or median) varied the least for the same amount of change in SNR.

This suggests that the mode of the MdRQA variable distributions could be a conservative
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but robust measure of classifier performance, when the noise levels are unknown, as is usually

the case in most empirical studies.

Since the number of dimensions is fixed in the Rossler system, we used the Kuramoto system

of coupled oscillators to examine the efficacy of our approach against a varying number of

observable variables (components or dimensions). Under varying levels of noise, RP durations

(150-450) and number of oscillators (3-6), we again found central tendencies of the sliding

window distributions to be able to classify whether the coupled oscillators would be in sync

or not, based on the coupling strength. In particular, all measures of central tendency had

equivalent discriminative accuracies in the high noise condition (SNR ≤ 0.5) though mode

was again found to be least sensitive to levels of noise in the signal. It is unclear why mode

had the least variation against noise levels in both the systems we examined via simulation

in this study. It may even be possible that for another system, the level of accuracy at which

the mode performs (even if better than other measures), is too low to be practically desirable.

However, it still may be a measure of choice when opting for a conservative criterion. In

other words, while we caution against concluding that mode is universally the best choice

for all systems, it still may be a safer option when one is uncertain about the noise levels in

the system.

For the purpose of validating our approach, the Kuramoto system of coupled oscillators was

chosen in its most simplified form (the mean field model) even though real-world data could

be expected to exhibit a much richer dynamics, say, from systems with multiple interacting,

inter-dependent components. In fact, it would be possible to theoretically incorporate vary-

ing levels of noise to the extent of coupling between any two oscillators to further simulate

this gradient of inter-dependency expected in real world systems and then test the usefulness

of the approach and generalizability of the inferences drawn. However, we considered real

world experimental data to be a stricter testbed for the validity of our approach and hence,

proceeded to analyze the openly accessible data from a recently published study looking

at task-free interpersonal movement synchrony in dyads (Koul et al.(2023). In particular,
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we analyzed the movement velocity of the the right foot-right foot pair of members in a

dyad across varying conditions of visual access (ON vs. OFF) and proximity (Near vs. Far).

While the original study, using pairwise correlations as a measure of synchrony, had reported

a significant main effect of visual access, but not of proximity, in this pair of body parts,

we found the mode of the MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows to classify

visual access as well as proximity conditions above chance and significantly greater than

predicted by the randomized versions of the respective time series (Fig. 19 & 20). The

discrepancy in the proximity results was clarified when the proximity classification was done

for the visual access ON and OFF datasets separately and classifier performance for Near

vs. Far was found to be significant only in the former case. These results are consistent with

the overall trends reported in the original study (specifically, seen for the left foot-left knee

pair of body parts) suggesting that MdRQA could perhaps be a more sensitive read-out of

synchrony than linear, correlation based methods (Young and Benton, 2015). In sum, using

this dataset as the third testbed for our approach, allowed us to successfully validate and

extend the applicability of our proposed method to complex, real world contexts.

In the current study, the sliding window MdRQA method was tested in simple cases where

the classification required was a binary one. Hence, the applicability of our approach to

scenarios where there could be more than two categories of system dynamics to be classified

remains to be tested. Lastly, the noise that was introduced in both models under study was

Gaussian white noise which is only one type of noise that could be expected in a system.

In addition, the SNR range was arbitrarily chosen to elicit a range of classifier performance

across noise levels, and mostly until the performance is getting saturated. In the absence

of a functional form to the relationship between the SNR and performance measure, the

inferences drawn may be limited to the range of noise levels we tested. However, despite these

limitations, we believe that this work is the first systematic attempt to allow drawing some

useful insights and paving the way for future work that examines interpersonal synchrony in

more naturalistic, ecologically valid contexts.
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Conclusion

In this study, we proposed a sliding window MdRQA approach to compute and compare

synchrony across multi-dimensional samples of unequal duration and composition. We tested

and validated this approach first via simulations of two widely studied non-linear dynamical

systems and then using real world experimental data examining interpersonal movement

synchrony. We found that measures of central tendency of the MdRQA variable distributions

across the sliding windows, could classify the dynamic states of a sample of systems, with a

cross validation accuracy significantly greater than chance. In addition, compared to other

measures of central tendency, mode was found to be the most robust to changes in noise

levels in the simulated data.
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Table 2
Estimate Slope(m) 2.5% quantile 97.5% quantile
Whole RP 0.094 0.091 0.097
mean 0.178 0.173 0.181
median 0.133 0.128 0.136
mode 0.118 0.114 0.121

Table 2
Global slope of accuracy-SNR data. It was found that the mode has the least slope among all central
tendency measures estimated, suggesting its low sensitivity to noise.
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Table 3
Estimate Slope(m) 2.5% quantile 97.5% quantile
Whole RP 0.128 0.124 0.132
mean 0.236 0.23 0.24
median 0.177 0.171 0.181
mode 0.165 0.160 0.168

Table 3
Global slope of ROC AUC-SNR data. It was found that the mode has the least slope among all central
tendency measures estimated, suggesting its low sensitivity to noise.
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Table 4
Estimate Slope(m) 2.5% quantile 97.5% quantile
Whole RP 0.09 0.086 0.092
mean 0.072 0.068 0.075
median 0.072 0.068 0.075
mode 0.057 0.055 0.06

Table 4
Global slope of accuracy-SNR data. Among the central tendency measures, mode has the least slope,
indicating least sensitivity to the variations in noise level.
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Table 5
Estimate Slope(m) 2.5% quantile 97.5% quantile
Whole RP 0.103 0.099 0.107
mean 0.090 0.086 0.094
median 0.093 0.088 0.181
mode 0.077 0.074 0.08

Table 5
Global slope of ROC AUC-SNR data. It was found that the mode has the least slope among all central
tendency measures estimated, suggesting its low sensitivity to noise.
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Figure 1
Schematic of nested cross validation. First branch (denoted by the arrow head in green) represents the inner
loop of nested cross validation, which repeatedly divides the training set into training and validation set
for the feature selection. For each combination of features, the aggregate performance score is computed to
compare it with other combinations. The combination with best aggregate performance score is passed to the
outer loop (denoted by arrow heads in orange), where in each iteration, the classifier is trained on the entire
training dataset of that iteration, and then tested on the corresponding test set for a performance measure (
a process that is repeated over multiple iterations of the outer loop for generating a distribution of classifier
performance measures).
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Figure 2
Phase space trajectories(color gradient starting from blue and goes towards red as time goes) of Rossler
attractor for different values of parameter - a. We can see a periodic behaviour when value of a is low. Blue
dot is the initial state of the system and the blue triangle is final state. Blue to red gradient is across time.



SLIDING WINDOW MDRQA VALIDATION 40

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200

0

25

50

75

100

125

150

175

200

(a) a=0.1

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200

0

25

50

75

100

125

150

175

200

(b) a=0.3

Figure 3
Recurrence plot for (a) periodic and (b) chaotic Rossler attractor.
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Figure 4
Box plots of classifier accuracy estimates from the validation set in the nested cross validation using average,
median, mode of MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows as well as MdRQA variables of the
whole original RP
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Figure 5
Box plots of classifier ROC AUC estimates from the validation set in the nested cross validation using
average, median, mode of MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows as well as MdRQA variables
of the whole original RP
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Figure 6
Spline fit (left) and local slopes (first derivative- right) of the accuracy-SNR data. Observed that the whole
RP underperforms for the entire range of SNR tested. Mean estimate from sliding windows perform badly
under high noise condition (SNR<0.25), but the faster variation with SNR makes it possible to perform
better than other estimates. Mode and median shows a diverging trend, where accuracy scores for median
increases quickly for later points.
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Figure 7
Spline fit (left) and local slopes (first derivative- right) of the ROC AUC-SNR data. Measures from the whole
RP underperformed for the entire range of SNR tested. Mean estimate from sliding windows performed badly
under high noise condition (SNR<0.25), but with increasing SNRs, performed better than other estimates.
Mode and median shows a diverging trend, where accuracy scores for median increases quickly for later
points.
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Figure 8
Pictorial depiction of a Kuramoto model with three oscillators. Here Kij are the edges from jth oscillator to
ith oscillator.
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Figure 9
Simulation from Kuramoto model with mean field coupling for two oscillators, where coupling strength is
one tenth of the critical coupling strength. We can see that the trajectories go almost in circles, resulting
in parallel lines in the RP. This is also expected from Poincare’s recurrence theorem, when the number of
oscillators is few. However, in low coupling strength (< Kc), the trajectories need not always be circular
like the one we have; they could also exhibit complicated shapes, still showing repetitions over time. Such
trajectories can temporarily have synchrony as well.
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Figure 10
Simulation from the Kuramoto model with mean field coupling for two oscillators, where the coupling strength
is equal to the critical coupling strength. We can see that the trajectories go almost in an ellipse, where
the major axis is much larger than the minor axis, resulting in parallel lines in the recurrence plot (RP)
with interconnected structures that are also parallel. This pattern aligns with the expectations of Poincare’s
recurrence theorem when the number of oscillators is small.
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Figure 11
Simulation from the Kuramoto model with mean field coupling for two oscillators, where the coupling strength
is ten times the critical coupling strength. We can see that the trajectories go almost in an ellipse, approaching
a line, where the major axis is much larger than the minor axis, resulting in parallel lines in the recurrence
plot (RP) with interconnected structures that are also parallel. This pattern aligns with the expectations of
Poincare’s recurrence theorem when the number of oscillators is small.
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Figure 12
Simulation from the Kuramoto model with mean field coupling for two oscillators, where the coupling strength
is hundred times the critical coupling strength. We can see that the trajectories go almost in an ellipse,
approaching a line, where the major axis is much larger than the minor axis, resulting in parallel lines in
the recurrence plot (RP) with interconnected structures that are also parallel. This pattern aligns with the
expectations of Poincare’s recurrence theorem when the number of oscillators is small.
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Figure 13
For a system of four oscillator, evolution of synchrony over time, for varying amount of coupling strength.
The color code is for the log of ratio between the coupling strength and critical coupling strength(base 2). We
can see that, when the log ratio is less than zero, even if the system reaches synchrony temporarily, it was
unable to sustain it. But, for the log ratio grater than zero, after reaching synchrony, it continues to be in
that state.
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Figure 14
Recurrence plots for N=3, K= 0.01 (a), 0.1 (b), 1 (c), 10 (d), 100 (e) times Kc
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Figure 15
Box plot of classifier accuracy estimates on validation sets from nested cross validation using average, median,
mode of MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows as well as MdRQA variables of the whole
original RP.
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Figure 16
Box plot of classifier ROC AUC estimates on validation sets from nested cross validation using average,
median, mode of MdRQA variable distributions across sliding windows as well as MdRQA variables of the
whole original RP.
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Figure 17
Spline fit (left) and local slopes (first derivative- right) of the accuracy-SNR data. While at high noise con-
dition (SNR ≤ 0.5) all measures performed similarly at chance level, performance improved with increasing
SNRs.
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Figure 18
Spline fit (left) and local slopes (first derivative- right) of the ROC AUC-SNR data. While at high noise con-
dition (SNR ≤ 0.5), all measures performed similarly at chance level, performance improved with increasing
SNRs.
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Figure 19
Box plots of classifier accuracy estimates on validation sets from nested cross validation using mode of the
MdRQA variable distributions across the sliding windows, predicting whether visual access between partici-
pants in a dyad was ON vs. OFF using the original (a) and the randomized (b) time series and whether the
two participants in a dyad were seated near vs. far using the original (c) and the randomized (d) time series.
Horizontal line at y = 0.5 indicates classifier performance at chance. ns = non significant difference, * =
p<α, ** = p<α/5, *** = p<α/50
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Figure 20
Box plots of classifier ROC AUC estimates on validation sets from nested cross validation using mode of
the MdRQA variable distributions across the sliding windows, predicting whether visual access between par-
ticipants in a dyad was ON vs. OFF using the original (a) and randomized (b) time series, and whether
individual participants in a dyad were seated near vs. far using the original (c) and the randomized (d) time
series. Horizontal line at y = 0.5 indicates classifier performance at chance. ns = non significant difference,
* = p<α, ** = p<α/5, *** = p<α/50
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Supplimentary Information A

Perturbation Analysis For Rossler Attractor

In addition to numerical estimation, a perturbation analysis was carried out to confirm the

bifurcation of a Rossler Attractor at a = 0.2. A perturbation is a small change in the initial

conditions which if grows exponentially over time, the system is said to be chaotic.

The time series data was simulated using 30 different initial states and perturbed by the

same small amount (0.001 unit) in any of the three dimensions randomly. The perturbation

was sampled as the surface of a sphere (with radius, r(= 0.001)) whose center was taken to

be the original initial point. The coordinates of a point on the surface of a sphere would

have the form:

x = x0 + r · sin(θ) · cos(ϕ)

y = y0 + r · sin(θ) · sin(ϕ)

z = z0 + r · cos(θ)

(SA.1)

where:

• r is the radial distance from the origin to a point on the sphere,

• θ is the polar angle (angle between the positive z-axis and the line connecting the

origin to the point),

• ϕ is the azimuthal angle measured from the positive x-axis in the xy-plane.

• x0, y0 & z0 are the initial state coordinates of the actual time series(which wasn’t

parturbated)

The values of θ and ϕ were randomly sampled from a uniform distribution between 0 and

2π.

Following a small change in the initial state (known as perturbation), the Euclidean distance

between states for the same initial time point was computed across the length of the time



SLIDING WINDOW MDRQA VALIDATION 60

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
t(s)

10

8

6

4

2

0

2

4

ln
e(

d(
t))

log distance vs time plot

a=0.1
a=0.15
a=0.2
a=0.25
a=0.3

Supplementary Figure 1: Log of distance between points on actual time series and perturbed time series
at each time point for the phase space trajectories plotted in a, b, c & d above. This is done by defining a
sphere having radius the amount of perturbation around the initial point of the time series and putting points
on the surface of the sphere as initial points for the perturbed time series. For chaotic systems, this distance,
that we introduced initially would grow exponentially over time, resulting in a linear increase in the log graph
(positive Lyapnov exponent). But, for periodic systems, this distance may reduce or stay the same. This
graph verifies that the system was showing chaotic behaviour for a ≥ 0.2

series. A sensitive dependence on initial condition is a characteristic of chaotic systems. A

exponential growth would result in a positive Lyapnov exponent (Strogatz, 2018, section

10.5), on which when a logarithm is applied, a linear region is obtained. Fig. 1 for a >= 0.2

showing that for values in that range, the system is indeed showing chaotic behaviour.
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Supplimentary Information B

Time Delayed Embedding

Takens(1981) had proved that for a complex system, if we have access to only one variable,

the whole dynamics of the system could be reconstructed by plotting the same variable

against it for a certain number of times with a certain time delay.

Let the observable time series be x, given by:

x = (x1, x2, x3, ..., xn) (SB.1)

Now using time delayed embedding, if we assume that the embedding dimension is m, we

can construct the multidimensional vector for a point as follows:

x⃗1 = (x1, x1+τ , x1+2τ , x1+3τ , ..., x1+(m−1)τ ) (SB.2)

now we can repeat the process by starting the next vector from x2 and we can continue until

xn−(m−1)τ as follows:

X̄ =



x⃗1

x⃗2

x⃗3

.

.

.

x⃗n−(m−1)τ



=



x1, x1+τ , x1+2τ , x1+3τ , ..., x1+(m−1)τ

x2, x2+τ , x2+2τ , x2+3τ , ..., x2+(m−1)τ

x3, x3+τ , x3+2τ , x3+3τ , ..., x3+(m−1)τ

.

.

.

xn−(m−1)τ , xn−(m−2)τ , xn−(m−3)τ , xn−(m−4)τ , ..., xn



(SB.3)
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In our case the time series itself was multidimensional, which could be written as:

x⃗ =



x1,1, x1,2, x1,3, ..., x1,N

x2,1, x2,2, x2,3, ..., x2,N

x3,1, x3,2, x3,3, ..., x3,N

.

.

.

xn,1, xn,2, xn,3, ..., xn,N



(SB.4)

Where N is the number of members in the group and n is the length of the time series. Then

the multidimensional vector for a point would be:

x⃗1 =
(

(x1,1, x1,2, ..., x1,N) , (x1+τ,1, x1+τ,2, ..., x1+τ,N) , ...
(
x1+(m−1)τ,1, x1+(m−1)τ,2, ..., x1+(m−1)τ,N

))
(SB.5)

Then the reconstruction would look like

X⃗1 =



(x1,1, x1,2, ..., x1,N) , (x1+τ,1, x1+τ,2, ..., x1+τ,N) , ...
(
x1+(m−1)τ,1, x1+(m−1)τ,2, ..., x1+(m−1)τ,N

)
(x2,1, x2,2, ..., x2,N) , (x2+τ,1, x2+τ,2, ..., x2+τ,N) , ...

(
x2+(m−1)τ,1, x2+(m−1)τ,2, ..., x2+(m−1)τ,N

)
(x3,1, x3,2, ..., x3,N) , (x3+τ,1, x3+τ,2, ..., x3+τ,N) , ...

(
x3+(m−1)τ,1, x3+(m−1)τ,2, ..., x3+(m−1)τ,N

)
.

.

.(
xn−(m−1)τ,1, xn−(m−1)τ,2, ..., xn−(m−1)τ,N

)
,
(
xn−(m−2)τ,1, xn−(m−2)τ,2, ..., xn−(m−2)τ,N

)
, ... (xn,1, xn,2, ..., xn,N)


(SB.6)

Time Delay(τ)

For practical purpose it is important to compute the appropriate value of the the

delay(τ) in the first place. For this we had a multidimensional time series in which we com-

puted a multidimensional mutual information and used it’s first minima(and global minima,
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in case the first minima doesn’t exist) in a plot between time delay and mutual information.

Let the time series be xn having length N The time delayed versions are given by

x(0)
n = xn[1 : N − τ ] (SB.7)

x(τ)
n = xn[τ : N ] (SB.8)

Let the probability distribution functions be P (x(0)
n ), P (x(τ)

n ) and the joint probability func-

tion be P (x(0)
n , x(τ)

n ) The entropy measures for each of the signals are given by:

H(x(0)
n ) =

N−τ∑
i=1

P (x(0)
n,i)log(P (x(0)

n,i)) (SB.9)

H(x(τ)
n ) =

N−τ∑
i=1

P (x(τ)
n,i )log(P (x(τ)

n,i )) (SB.10)

Now let’s consider conditional entropy between the two time series. For simplicity now on

we would assign X = x(0)
n and Y = x(τ)

n , and x, y be the individual points which is in the

probability distribution functions

H(Y |X) =
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)log(P (x, y)
P (x) ) =

∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)[log(P (x, y) − log(P (x))] (SB.11)

This gives:

H(Y |X) =
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)log(P (x, y) −
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)log(P (x)) (SB.12)

Second part of LHS would become

∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)log(P (x)) =
∑
x∈X

P (x)log(P (x)) = H(X) (SB.13)
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and first part is: ∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

P (x, y)log(P (x, y) = H(X, Y ) (SB.14)

Which gives us

H(Y |X) = H(X, Y ) −H(X) (SB.15)

Now let’s consider equation for mutual information:

I(X, Y ) = H(Y ) −H(Y |X) (SB.16)

Using (14) we have

I(X, Y ) = H(Y ) − [H(X, Y ) −H(X)] = H(X) +H(Y ) −H(X, Y ) (SB.17)

Which we used to compute mutual information. But, we were using multidimensional his-

togram function(histogramdd function in numpy library) which may encounter overflow error

as the number of bins itself can go beyond the maximum number that can get represented

in a 64bit binary system. Most Windows systems would encounter this issue, hence it could

be difficult as a method(one would simply get a large negative value instead of a positive

value). One design choice would be to reduce the number of participants in the group(which

attributes to dimensions). We ran the code in a Linux server where it is possible to use

128 bits format to overcome the ‘overflow’ error that one may encounter in typical system

configuration on a Windows OS. We used ASUS ESC4000 G3 machine running on Ubuntu

20.04 with Intel Xeon Processor E5-2620 v4(32(8 core), 20M cache, 2.10GHz, turbo upto

3.0GHz), with 128GB DDR4 RAM).

Embedding Dimension(m)

For computing the embedding dimension we computed the concept of false nearest

neighbours(FNN)(Kennel et al., 1992). This method is used to determine the minimum

number of false embedding dimensions required to properly reconstruct the attractor. The
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idea being a properly unfolded attractor would have a large number of false nearest neigh-

bours. These points are those which appear together due to trajectory crossing when we

project to smaller dimension. Thus as we increases the embedding dimension those points

won’t remain as neighbours, suggesting that the embedding dimension we had chosen is not

sufficiently unfolding the attractor. In other words the points would be neighbours in the

current embedding dimension but, when it is increased they won’t as their future temporal

dynamics would be too different.

In simple terms, suppose the correct embedding dimension for some time series is m0,

then when we are eliminating one dimension, these points will get strongly affected by such

elimination will become FNN. For this we took the closest neighbours of points in the m

dimension and computed the distance and done the same in m+1 dimension and then took

the ratio, as given below:

Xfnn(r) =

∑N−m−1
n=1 Θ(

|x(m+1)
n −x(m+1)

k(n) |

|x(m)
n −x(m)

k(n)|
− r)Θ(σ

r
− |x(m)

n − x
(m)
k(n)|)∑N−m−1

n=1 Θ(σ
r

− |x(m)
n − x

(m)
k(n)|)

(SB.18)

Where x(m)
k(n) is the closest neighbour of x(m)

n in m dimensions, and Θ(x) is the Heaviside

step function. σ is the standard deviation of the data. The function k(n) is given as:

k(n) = {n′ | |x(m)
n − x

(m)
n′ | ≤ |x(m)

n − x
(m)
n′′ |,∀n′′ ∈ I(x) − n} (SB.19)

where I(x) is the set of all indices of x. Θ denotes step function. A more appropriate method

would be to see the FNN ratio as a function of r (see Kantz and Schreiber(2004), section

3.3.1, page 37, figure 3.3))

here we are seeing the FNN ratio as a function of r from m=1(top curve) to m=5(bottom).

From this one can see that there would be a saturating curve specially where the FNN is
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Supplementary Figure 2: r at which FNN hits zero plotted against embedding dimension, we can see
that, as we increases the embedding dimension, the FNN hits zero for smaller values of r

hitting zero. For this we defined the radius at which FNN hist zero as

r0(m) = {r | Xfnn(r) < δ,∀r ∈ [rmin, rmax]} (SB.20)

Where [rmin, rmax] is the interval where we are searching, which is for m embedding dimen-

sions, and δ is a small enough number. When we do this for different embedding dimensions

we will get a graph like the following:

based on this we defined another function, which is as follows:

m = {max(m′) | r0(m′ − 1) − r0(m′) ≥ β} (SB.21)

Where if you notice the graph, β is a tolerance criteria to stop. In simple words, we

will start from the maximum embedding dimension and compare it to the dimension which

lack one axis in terms of radius at which FNN is hitting zero and do it until the difference
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is greater than a bound denoted by β(=0.2 is what we have chosen). In other words this is

a form of exploration to find appropriate embedding dimension.

For finding embedding dimension (m): Since the default tolerance value of 0.2 did not

work for arriving at a parameter value in case of many dyads, we explored multiple values

of bounds and picked the one that allowed us to estimate m for 97 percentage of the data

(excluding data from 9 out of 261 dyads).
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Supplimentary Information C

Selecting Appropriate Window Size

Recurrent plots are all those points in the trajectory such that they are within a neighbour-

hood, defined by radius ϵ. In simple terms, let Sn be the set of all points in the phase space,

then the recurrent plot is given by

RP (i, j) = Θ(ϵ− ||X̄i − X̄j||) (SC.1)

Here it is important to note that the selection of appropriate m, τ and ϵ is important

here. We choose epsilon by setting the recurrence rate to 10 percent independently on each

RP.

Since we have differently sized RPs we cannot compare them directly. For this we used

sliding windows with step size=1 on each RP and computed representative statistics(mean,

mode and median) from these. But, the window size we have chosen should be large enough

for capturing the non-linearity. For this we followed a bootstrapping method suggested in

Marwan et al.(2013). Let’s say we have N number of windows obtained using the sliding

window approach. Each of these windows will have histogram distribution of line lengths,

and each window represent dynamics at a time point. Let these histogram distributions at

t as a function of line length be given by Pt(l). Then a unified distribution can be obtained

as follows:

P (l) =
∑
t

Pt(l) (SC.2)

The average number of drawings from these histogram distribution will be given as

n = 1
Nwindows

∑
t

∑
l

Pt(l) (SC.3)

Where the function Pt(l) is actually giving the counts, and Nwindows is the total number

of windows. We will now sample from the histogram distribution for getting n number of
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samples. The probability distribution function is given by:

PDF (l) = P (l)∑
l P (l) (SC.4)

From this we will compute the cumulative distribution function:

CDF (l) =
l∑

i=1
PDF (i) (SC.5)

Now we will random sample from this distribution by randomly drawing a number from

uniform distribution [0,1] and determining to which line length that number belongs to in

terms of CDF. Let the sample that we are drawing be Ii

Ii = r.v(U(0, 1)) (SC.6)

where r.v means random variable and U(0,1) is uniform distribution between 0 and 1.

Then we can apply the inverse of CDF function to get the line length that is corresponding

to that particular CDF value

Ii = CDF (li) =⇒ li = CDF−1(Ii) (SC.7)

We repeat this n times to get one sample in the bootstrapping.

l = {l1, l2, l3, ..., ln} (SC.8)

We will compute quantitative statistics such as mean lengths, determinism and entropies

from this set. and that constitutes one bootstrapping sample.

We will repeat this sampling 1000 times to construct a distribution of nonlinear

measurements for each different window size. From that we computed the difference between

95 percentile quantile and 5 percent quantile as a measure of variance, and found that the
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Supplementary Figure 3: The difference between 95th quantile and 5th quantile, plotted against the
window size.

decrease is pretty low so between window size 60 and 70, and based on a tolerance criteria

we pick window size 68. Then we computed RQA variables using a sliding window having

size 68. Provided below is the graph showing the decrease for percentage determinism.
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Supplimentary Information D

Nested Cross Validation
Input : Dataset, Model information, total set of features & iterations

Output: Set of best features, list of performance scores on validation set

for each fold in the outer loop do

Split data into training and validation sets;

Initialize best performance score and best feature subset;

for each feature subset(combination) do

for each fold in inner loop do

Split the training data further into training(train) and validation(train) sets;

Train model on the training(train) set with feature subset;

Calculate the performance score on the validation set for the current inner

fold;

Store the performance score for the current inner fold;

end

Calculate aggregate performance score for the feature subset(combination);

if aggregate performance score is better than best performance score then

Update best performance score;

Update best feature subset;

end

end

Store the best feature for the current outer fold;

Train the model on training data with best feature subset for the current outer fold;

Calculate the performance score on the validation set for the current outer fold;

Store the performance score for the current outer fold;

end
Algorithm 1: Nested Cross-validation with Best Subset Selection

The nested cross validation is used mainly to overcome the issue of data leakage. In cross
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validation, we can’t use selected features, as we are dividing the data multiple times into

training and validation sets. To avoid data leakage, the feature selection should happen

exclusively from the training set and this should be true for each of the training set division.

For this, in nested cross validation, an inner loop is used within a loop that loops over all

combination of features, to select features from the training set, which would be used to

train model only on that training fold, which will be used to estimate the cross validation

performance on the validation set for the corresponding iteration.

Comparison of Datasets

After nested cross validation, what we would have is a list of scores, and we expect using

a non parametric test, such as the Wilcoxon test and Sign/Binomial test to be the best

method to compare between them.

Wilcoxon Sign Rank Test

Let, the datasets we have be A and B. Suppose, we have N iterationd of a repeated cross

validation and di be the difference between the dataset A compared to B on ith iteration,

given that the same statistical model with same paramaters are used. Differences are ranked

based on their values and average ranks are given in case of ties. Let, RA be the sum of

ranks, for cases in which performance of the model on dataset A is better than that of B.

RA =
∑
di>0

rank(di) + 1
2

∑
di=0

rank(di) (SD.1)

The RB be the sum of ranks, for cases in which performance of the model on dataset B is

better than that of A.

RB =
∑
di<0

rank(di) + 1
2

∑
di=0

rank(di) (SD.2)

Then, let’s define T as the minimum of this two sums.

T = min (RA, RB) (SD.3)
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For a large enough N , the z-statistic can be defined as:

z =
T − 1

4N(N + 1)√
1
24N(N + 1)(2N + 1)

(SD.4)

Sign Test

Here, we are considering in each iteration, whether one dataset is performing better than the

other one or not. The test statistic is simply the fraction of times di was larger than zero.

P =
∑
di>0 1∑N
i=1 1

(SD.5)

With a large enough N normal approximation can be applied to the binomial distribution,

where:

µ = N/2 (SD.6)

σ =
√
N

2 (SD.7)

Depending on the hypothesis, the test can either be one sided or two sided.
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Supplimentary Information E

Additional Observations From Koul et al. (2023)
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Supplementary Figure 4: Classifier performance measures (Accuracy) using median of the MdRQA
variable distributions across sliding windows for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs.
randomized time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 5: Classifier performance measures (ROC AUC) using median of the MdRQA
variable distributions across sliding windows for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs.
randomized time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 6: Classifier performance measures (Accuracy) using mean of the MdRQA vari-
able distributions across sliding windows for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs.
randomized time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 7: Classifier performance measures (ROC AUC) using mean of the MdRQA
variable distributions across sliding windows for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs.
randomized time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 8: Classifier performance measures (Accuracy) using the MdRQA variables of the
single RP of the whole time series for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs. randomized
time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 9: Classifier performance measures (ROC AUC) using the MdRQA variables
of the single RP of the whole time series for predicting visual access ON vs. OFF using the original vs.
randomized time series and for predicting Near vs. Far using the original vs. randomized time series.
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Supplementary Figure 10: Classifier performance measures (Accuracy) for predicting Near vs. Far using
trials with visual access ON (yellow) vs. OFF(magenta) using different measures of central tendency (mode,
mean, median) of the MdRQA variable distribution across sliding windows as well as the MdRQA variables
from the single RP of the whole time series.
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Supplementary Figure 11: Classifier performance measures (ROC AUC) for predicting Near vs. Far
using trials with visual access ON (yellow) vs. OFF(magenta) using different measures of central tendency
(mode, mean, median) of the MdRQA variable distribution across sliding windows as well as the MdRQA
variables from the single RP of the whole time series.
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Supplimentary Information F

Analysis Pipeline for Sliding Window MdRQA

Test for Nonlinearity

First step is to check some properties of the data for making sure that the data is

suitable for a non-linear analysis. It is important to justify the motivation to use a nonlinear

method over a linear one, given the computational complexity and computational cost. At

the same time, using a linear method without testing for nonlinearity may also lead us to

miss some insights. For this we would use surrogate analysis to check whether there is

sufficient evidence for opting for a nonlinear analysis.

Surrogate Analysis

In surrogate analysis, the null hypothesis is that the data is drawn from a stationary

Gaussian process.

• Selecting Appropriate Surrogate: It is important to choose the surrogate carefully

to avoid rejecting the null hypothesis by mistake. Kugiumtzis(1999, Schreiber and

Schmitz(1996).

• Choosing appropriate measures of nonlinearity: Choice of a nonlinearity mea-

sure depends on what we test and what kind of data we have. In some studies, we

may have relatively short stretch of data, where it will be difficult to compute esti-

mates from delayed embedding (e.g. correlation dimension where we may not get a

linear region in correlation sum plot). In that case, time irreversibility (Schreiber and

Schmitz, 1997) could be suggested as it is computationally cheap and doesn’t require

delayed embedding. This measure isn’t a necessary but is a sufficient condition for

non-linearity. Schreiber and Schmitz(1997).

Choose Appropriate r value

In our analysis, we selected an embedding dimension after doing a parameter explo-

ration, after estimating the r value at which FNN would hit zero. It is generally suggested
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to use r = 10. However, it is possible for some dataset that, the FNN values for even small

embedding dimensions may hit zero before r = 10, making the embedding dimension com-

puted using this value less useful. A general suggestion is to do a parameter exploration.

*



Appendix G

Proof For Volume Shrinking

At this point the reader may have a doubt about why the drop in FNN is faster in the higher

dimension. For that we need to understand that the behaviour of measures and metric

changes in the higher dimension. And it is important to notice that we are using Euclidian

distance for finding the neighbours. In this was one will be able to imagine a spherical region

around a point which could be defined as a neighbourhood. Then it is simple enough to look

about what actually happens to a hypersphere as we increase the dimension. For simplicity,

let’s consider a hypersphere in N dimension whose center is in the origin and is defined as:

N∑
i=1

x2
i = r2 (AA.1)

We can get the volume of hypersphere at Nth dimension by integrating the volume of the

hypersphere at N-1 dimension as follows

VN(r) =
∫ r

−r
VN−1(

√
r2 − x2)dx (AA.2)

We will show the effect of increase in dimension on the hypersphere volume by generalizing

using a few initial examples

Case 1 : In One Dimension

It’s a line, hence V1 = 2r

Case 2: In two dimensions

V2(r) =
∫ r

−r
V1(

√
r2 − x2)dx =

∫ r

−r
2r(

√
r2 − x2)dx = 2

∫ r

−r
2(

√
1 − (x

2

r2 ))dx = 2r2
∫ r

−r
(
√

1 − (x
r

)2)d(x
r

)

(AA.3)

Given x
r

= sin(θ) the equation now becomes

V2(r) = 2r2
∫ π

2

−π
2

√
1 − sin(θ)2d(sin(θ)) = 2r2

∫ π
2

−π
2

cos(θ)2d(θ) = πr2 (AA.4)
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and for higher dimensions N=3, V3 = 4
3πr

3 N=4, V4 = π2

2 r
4

now we have seen

VN = kNr
N (AA.5)

Let’s proceed to higher dimensions Here note that kN is a variable independent of r.

Now let’s consider the volume of hypershpere in Nth dimension in terms of that in

N-1th dimension.

VN(r) =
∫ r

−r
VN−1(

√
r2 − x2)dx = KN−1

∫ r

−r
(r2 − x2)N−1

2 dx = KN−1r
N

∫ r

−r
(1 − (x

r
)2)N−1

2 d(x
r

)

(AA.6)

From this, using trignometry, taking x
r

= sin(θ) we would get:

VN(r) = KN−1r
N

∫ π
2

− π
2

cos(θ)N−1cos(θ)d(θ) = KN−1r
N

∫ π
2

− π
2

cos(θ)Nd(θ) (AA.7)

From this we can get

KN = KN−1

∫ π
2

− π
2

cos(θ)Nd(θ) = KN−1CN (AA.8)

This actually leads to a recursive equation if you elaborate KN−1

KN = CNKN−1 = CNCN−1KN−2 = CNCN−1CN−2KN−3 (AA.9)

This countinues until N=1, in short we can write the equation as follows

KN = K1

N∏
i=2

Ci (AA.10)
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We have

CN =
∫ π

2

− π
2

cos(θ)Nd(θ) =
∫ π

2

− π
2

cos(θ)2cos(θ)N−2d(θ) = N − 1
N

∫ π
2

− π
2

cos(θ)N−2d(θ) = N − 1
N

CN−2

(AA.11)

similarly we would get

CN−1 = N − 2
N − 1CN−3 (AA.12)

From this

CNCN−1 = N − 1
N

CN−2
N − 2
N − 1CN−3 = N − 2

N
CN−2CN−3 (AA.13)

Again this is recursive, if we continue this, we would get:

CNCN−1 = N − 2
N

CN−2CN−3 = N − 2
N

N − 4
N

CN−4CN−5 (AA.14)

Now, if we continue this we would get equations as follows:

CNCN−1 =


2
N
C2C1 if N is even

1
N
C0C1 if N is odd

(AA.15)

We know the values of C0, C1, and C(2), substitute that in the equation

CNCN−1 =


2π
N

if N is even

2π
N

if N is odd
= 2π
N

(AA.16)

We already have

KN = K1

N∏
i=2

Ci (AA.17)
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and

KN = 2
N∏
i=2

Ci =


22π
N

2π
N−2 ...

2π
4 C2 if N is even

22π
N

2π
N−2 ...

2π
3 if N is odd

=


22π
N

2π
N−2 ...

2π
4 π if N is even

22π
N

2π
N−2 ...

2π
3 if N is odd

(AA.18)

From this equation it is easy to see that for a sphere having radius r, as the number

of dimension increases the volume decreases. If we take limit of N tending to infinity the

term KN and effectively the volume would become zero.

This is the reason why as we increase the radius in higher dimension the false neigh-

bour ratio falls quickly. If we look carefully at the equation for FNN we can notice that it is

checking whether the ratio between the distance between two points in Nth and N-1th dimen-

sion is higher than a factor(r). But, when you think carefully about the volume shrinking, we

can see that at higher dimension, everyone would become neighbour of another one, as the

volume of any sphere will shrink towards zero. Hence, the drop would be steeper. Simply it

means that your neighbourhood is getting sparse so that all points from you appear as if they

are at the same distance from you and you won’t be able to sample the entire volume. This

is also the reason why selecting an appropriate embedding dimension is important, as a very

high dimension will effectively make all points in the phase space neighbours of each other.

Implication of this concept is same here also. When you go towards higher dimension, due

to the volume shrinking, the hypersphere defining your neighbourhood will also shrink. This

results in each other point being at an infinite distance from one point, or more correctly

at equal distance. The differences between points in terms of neighbourhood will be hence

less observable at higher dimension as any sphere defining neighbourhood will converge into

a zero volume sphere. This is more commonly referred to as curse of dimensionality in the

field of data science or machine learning.
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