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Abstract

Cycling, a healthy and eco-friendly activity enjoyed by people of all ages and fitness levels, can be further encouraged by
improving the cycling experience. The mental state of flow, characterized by complete absorption and engagement in an activity
that matches one’s skill level, is considered as the optimal experience in physical activity. While flow has mainly been studied
in individual settings, it can also be experienced in groups and has been shown to be more enjoyable. However, differences in
fitness levels among cyclists can make it difficult to experience shared flow. The motor of electric bicycles can help address
these differences by providing more support to less-fit cyclists (positive balancing) or reducing support for fitter cyclists (negative
balancing). The aim of this study was to identify directly measurable proxies for shared flow and examine the impact of positive
and negative balancing on shared flow. To accomplish this, an experiment was conducted with pairs of older adult recreational
cyclists, a group that the Dutch government actively encourages to cycle more. The collected data was analyzed using mixed-effects
regression models. The results indicate that the relative position and cadence of cyclists could serve as directly measurable proxies
for shared flow, while heart rate may not be as suitable. However, these findings may not be generalizable to other populations or
contexts due to the limitations of this study. Furthermore, this study did not find a significant relationship between balancing and
shared flow, though further analysis revealed some leads indicating negative balancing could be more suitable to induce shared
flow than positive balancing. However, additional research is necessary before firm conclusions can be drawn on the effect of
balancing on shared flow. To advance the field of study, future research should improve data collection and analysis methods, test
with diverse populations, and incorporate additional physiological and neurological measures.
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I. IMPROVING THE SHARED CYCLING EXPERIENCE

Cycling is a fantastic way to enjoy the outdoors, exercise, and have fun! It not only benefits cardiovascular health, reduces
the risk of chronic illnesses, and promotes mental well-being but also is a low-impact activity suitable for people of all ages
and fitness levels (Singh Thakur and Madhusudhana Babu, 2019). In addition, cycling has positive environmental effects by
reducing carbon emissions, and it can promote social connections and community involvement through group rides and events
(Pucher, 2012). Despite the significant benefits of cycling, previous research has primarily focused on the physical and economic
factors (Pucher, 2012), neglecting the subjective experiences of cycling (Popan, 2020; Singleton, 2019; Spinney, 2009). The
importance of enjoyment and fun in cycling has been identified as a significant motivator for individuals (Petosa and Holtz,
2013). Thus, understanding what contributes to a positive cycling experience is crucial for promoting cycling programs and
interventions and encouraging more people to cycle for transportation, recreation, and exercise.

Flow is a mental state characterized by complete engagement and absorption in an activity that matches one’s skill level
(Csikszentmihalyi, 2014). It has been extensively studied as an indicator of optimal experience during exercise (Swann et al.,
2022), with research showing that it can increase motivation (Schiiler and Brunner, 2009) and adherence to exercise routines
(Elbe et al., 2016). Existing research on flow during cycling primarily focuses on performance improvement rather than
experience and is restricted to younger adults (Goddard et al., 2021). Additionally, research on flow has mostly been limited to
individual flow experiences, while recent research has indicated that flow can also be shared among groups (Pels et al., 2018),
potentially enhancing the enjoyment of exercise (Walker, 2010). Given the potential benefits of shared flow experiences and
the lack of research in the context of cycling experience, particularly among older adults, further investigations are necessary
to measure and enhance shared flow experiences in this population.

The focus of this study lies on the recreational cycling population within the older adult demographic for several reasons.
Firstly, this group is a significant and growing population in the Netherlands (CBS Statistics Netherlands, 2022). Secondly,
they are the most common users of electric bicycles in the country (Van Deemter et al., 2022). Lastly, the Dutch government is
actively promoting cycling among the older adult population through national initiatives such as Cycleon (Rijksoverheid, n.d.).
The study’s findings have the potential to provide valuable insights into promoting cycling among the older adult population.

This study has two goals. The first goal is to identify directly measurable proxies for shared flow while cycling on electric
bicycles. Although previous studies have used self-report questionnaires (Jackman et al., 2019), physiological measures (Tyagi
et al., 2016; Wang and Hsu, 2014), and behavioral measures (Oliveira et al., 2021; Swann et al., 2012) to assess individual
flow experiences, little research has been done to identify measurable proxies for shared flow experiences. The identification of
such proxies would be particularly valuable in assessing cycling experience and developing interactive and adaptive systems,
such as electric bicycles. The second goal is to enhance the experience of shared flow on the electric bicycle. Achieving shared
flow in a group requires individuals to find a balance between their own skills and the level of challenge they face (Pels et al.,
2018). This balance can be challenging to maintain, particularly when there are differences in fitness levels between cyclists.
The electric bicycle motor has the potential to address this issue by providing more support for less fit cyclists, a method
known as positive balancing, or reducing the support for fitter cyclists, known as negative balancing. These two balancing
methods are expected to improve the shared flow experience.



To achieve this study’s goals, the following two research questions were formulated:

1) Can position, heart rate, cadence, and/or a combination of these variables serve as measurable proxies for the experience
of shared flow on the electric bicycle? If so, which features of these variables have a significant relationship with shared
flow?

2) Does positive and/or negative balancing have a significant impact on the intensity of shared flow and/or the percentage
of time spent in shared flow among recreational older adult cyclists, in comparison to no balancing?

The experimental design of this study involved a between-subjects approach, with ten pairs of older adult recreational cyclists
riding electric bicycles. Both research questions were answered using mixed-effect regression models. Additionally, a literature
review was conducted to establish a theoretical framework for the study.

II. SHARED FLOW AND BALANCING

This section explores the relationship between shared flow and balancing in recreational cycling. Initially, the concept of
flow and its importance in the cycling experience is introduced. Afterward, the concept of shared flow is examined, along with
its operationalization. Subsequently, different design approaches for balancing cyclists’ fitness levels are presented. Finally, the
hypotheses for the research questions of the study are presented.

A. The concept of flow

The concept of flow refers to a mental state characterized by full immersion and absorption in an activity that challenges
an individual at a suitable level of skill, and is based on intrinsic motivation (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Fong et al., 2015). To
conceptualize the experience of flow in exercise, Csikszentmihalyi’s nine dimensions framework is often used (Csikszentmihalyi
et al., 2005). An overview of the nine dimensions of flow and their descriptions can be found in Table I. For flow to occur, three
conditions must be met: a balance between the the individual’s skill level and perceived challenge, clear goals, and unambiguous
feedback. The skill-challenge balance is considered the fundamental condition of flow (Fong et al., 2015). Autotelic experience,
one of the six characteristics of flow, captures the intrinsic motivational aspect of flow, where the activity itself is rewarding.
Research has shown that individuals with a more autotelic personality are better at finding their skill-challenge balance, and
therefore more likely to experience flow in their daily lives (Tse et al., 2020). In this study, flow was defined using the
visualization presented in Figure 1.

B. Flow within cycling experience

Flow shares multiple dimensions with theoretical models for cycling experience, such as the conceptualization of cycling
experience by Liu and colleagues (Liu et al., 2021), which comprises the sensory, spatial, and social dimensions. The sensory
dimension encompasses aspects such as skills/competencies and safety threats, which overlap with the first and sixth dimensions
of flow: skill-challenge balance and sense of control. Pelzer (2012) also identified the intensity of cycling as a prominent factor
in the cycling experience, linking it to the experience of flow. The feeling of safety is another recurring factor in frameworks
for cycling experience (Van Hagen and Govers, 2019; Heinen et al., 2010). The spatial dimension includes the aspect of
wayfinding, which could affect the merging of action and awareness and level of concentration while cycling, the second and
fifth dimensions of flow. The influence of interactions with the geographic environment is also emphasized in the cycling
experience frameworks of Pelzer (2012) and Heinen et al. (2010). The social dimension of cycling experience encompasses
the interactions with other individuals while cycling. Interactions with cycling companions may influence the balance between
the challenge and skill, while interactions with other road users may be more closely linked to the sense of control. Studies
have demonstrated that experiencing flow in a social context contributes to a more positive experience (Walker, 2010). The
social aspect of cycling experience is included in multiple cycling experience models (Heinen et al., 2010; Pelzer, 2012).

Table I: The nine dimensions of flow and their types and descriptions, adapted from Jackson and Marsh (1996)

Challenge-skill balance Condition The individual perceives a balance between the challenge of the activity and his or her own skills
Clear goals Condition The goals in the activity are clearly defined for the individual
Unambiguous feedback Condition The individual receives immediate and clear feedback about succeeding his or her goal
Action-awareness merging Characteristic | The individual is so involved in the activity that their actions become spontaneous or automatic
Concentration on task at hand | Characteristic | The individual is fully concentration on the task at hand
Sense of control Characteristic | The individual experiences a sense of control, without actively attempting to exert control

. .. The sense of self becomes less prominent as the individual becomes fully absorbed and one with
Loss of self-consciousness Characteristic L

the activity

Transformation of time Characteristic | The individual’s perception of time slows down, speeds up or becomes irrelevant
Autotelic experience Characteristic | The individual experiences the activity as intrinsically rewarding




Figure 1: An adapted visualization of the nine dimensions of flow to better fit the context of cycling

C. Shared flow

In recent years, there has been an increasing recognition that flow is not limited to individual experiences, but also occurs
in group settings (Pels et al., 2018). Shared flow emerges when a group engages in interdependent tasks and reaches a state
of shared balance that is perceived to be within their capabilities (Salanova et al., 2014). Achieving shared balance in a group
can be accomplished through various means, including balancing for competence based on group members’ competences (Kiili
and Perttula, 2010), mindset (Salanova et al., 2014), or behavior (Sawyer, 2003). This study focuses on competence balancing,
which involves extending the skill-challenge balance necessary for individual flow to encompass all group members in order
to attain shared flow (Pels et al., 2018).

Shared flow is characterized not only by a state of balance, but also by distinct social features that differentiate it from
individual flow. Positive relationships and interactions among group members are essential for shared flow to occur (Pels et al.,
2018). Individuals experiencing shared flow tend to synchronize their facial expressions, postures, and emotions, leading to
physical and emotional synchronization (Salanova et al., 2014). Moreover, the flow experience may be transmitted from one
group member to another, with individuals serving as agents of flow for each other. However, including these phenomena is
out of scope for this study.

Shared flow can be defined in two ways: firstly, when all group members experience individual flow simultaneously
(Csikszentmihalyi et al., 2005); and secondly, when all members of a group experience shared flow, including its unique
social aspects (Hart and Di Blasi, 2015; Walker, 2010). In this study, shared flow is defined as the state where all individuals in
a group experience individual flow simultaneously, as it is expected to be more challenging for the target group to recognize,
understand, and remember experiencing shared flow, as opposed to individual flow.

D. Operationalizing shared flow

In order to make the subjective phenomenon of shared flow more tangible and measurable, operationalization is necessary.
According to Goddard et al. (2021), flow can be measured in two ways: dispositional flow and state flow. Dispositional flow
refers to the frequency or tendency of experiencing flow during a particular activity, while state flow pertains to the intensity
of flow experienced during a particular activity. It is expected that dispositional and state flow can be extended to shared flow
in this study, even though the existing literature on shared flow does not explicitly mention these concepts yet.

Considerably less research has been dedicated to operationalizing shared flow compared to individual flow. There are several
approaches to operationalizing individual flow, including using self-report questionnaires (Jackman et al., 2019), physiological
measures like heart rate variability (Tyagi et al., 2016) or electroencephalography (Katahira et al., 2018; Klasen et al., 2012;
Nacke et al., 2011; Wang and Hsu, 2013), and behavioral measures like duration of time spent on a task (Oliveira et al.,
2021) or level of performance (Swann et al., 2012). Existing studies on shared flow have mostly relied on qualitative research
methods such as observations (Sawyer, 2003) and in-depth interviews (Hart and Di Blasi, 2015), as pointed out by Lucznik and
May (2021). Although some researchers have attempted to operationalize shared flow by modifying individual flow measures
(MacDonald et al., 2006; Salanova et al., 2014), these methods have limited ability to capture the dynamic nature of shared
flow. Capturing the dynamics of shared flow is important as it allows for tracking the frequency, stability, and patterns of
the experience (Lucznik and May, 2021). To address this issue, Lucznik and May (2021) developed a video-stimulated recall
method called Flowi, which allows participants to mark video segments where they experienced shared flow and share their
thoughts while watching the video. However, this approach is retrospective, dependent on the participants’ interpretation of
flow, and time-consuming. Furthermore, it cannot be integrated into real-time interactive and adaptive systems such as electric
bicycles. Therefore, there is a need for directly measurable proxies for shared flow.



Directly measurable proxies are anticipated to aid researchers in evaluating and improving shared cycling experiences. Heart
rate is a potential variable that could be used for this purpose, as it has been linked to the experience of flow during moderate
levels of exertion (Tian et al., 2017). Similar levels of moderate exertion among cyclists may indicate shared flow. Moreover,
an inverted U-shaped relationship has been observed between flow experience and sympathetic arousal, which is the body’s
fast response to stress (Peifer et al., 2022). Therefore, less changes in the heart rates of people cycling together may indicate
less stress and greater shared flow. However, it is important to note that these studies were conducted in controlled stationary
environments and that the relationship between heart rate and shared flow may differ in a more complex setting, such as cycling.
Furthermore, heart rate has limitations as it can be influenced by many variables (Valentini and Parati, 2009) and may not be
accurate during movement (Bent et al., 2020), and on-body sensors are often required. Despite these limitations, prior research
has investigated the utilization of heart rate to balance shared experiences while exercising (Bayrak et al., 2017; Mueller et al.,
2012; Sonne and Jensen, 2014; Stach, 2012). This current study will therefore further examine the correlation between heart
rate and shared flow during cycling. An alternative variable to heart rate as a proxy for shared flow during cycling is cadence,
which can be easily measured during the activity. Cadence refers to the number of revolutions per minute (RPM) of the pedals
on a bicycle. It is a measure of how fast a cyclist is pedaling, and can affect the amount of power and efficiency of their
cycling (Abbiss et al., 2009). Previous research has demonstrated that cadence is an important factor influencing perceived
exertion (Abbiss et al., 2009) and pleasure (Kruschewsky et al., 2018), and that each cyclist has their preferred cadence (Lucia
et al., 2001). Therefore, it is hypothesized that cadence could be a potential proxy for shared flow during cycling. Finally, the
position of cyclists relative to each other may serve as a possible indicator of shared flow during recreational cycling. It is
common for cyclists to ride side by side to facilitate social interaction. Thus, it is hypothesized that when one cyclist follows
behind another, it may be due to the challenge exceeding their skill level, or external factors such as distractions on the road
requiring additional attention or space.

E. Balancing for shared flow

The experience of shared flow is influenced by several factors, with one of the primary factors being the heterogeneity of
skill levels within a group. In a cycling group, for example, cyclists may possess different levels of fitness. Some cyclists
may experience an imbalance between their skills and the challenge at hand, because they are less fit than the other cyclists.
Meanwhile, the fitter cyclists may also encounter an imbalance due to the challenge being too low for their skills. These
imbalances between skill levels and challenges can make it difficult for individuals to attain individual flow, which can
subsequently hinder the ability of the group to attain shared flow. To address this challenge, this study aims to establish a
balance among group members based on their individual fitness levels.

Prior research has established that balancing for different levels of fitness can lead to more engaging experiences (Mueller
et al., 2012). To facilitate such experiences, a comprehensive design framework has been proposed by Mueller et al. (2012),
which comprises four dimensions:

o Measurement: This dimension involves different methods for measuring differences in abilities, such as estimations of skill
based on age (Khoo et al., 2008) or self-reported skill level (Altimira et al., 2014), performance measures (Cechanowicz
et al., 2014; Gerling et al., 2014; Stach and Graham, 2011), or exertion measures (Bayrak et al., 2017; Mueller et al.,
2012; Sonne and Jensen, 2014; Stach, 2012). This study employs self-reported fitness level to measure differences in
fitness levels.

o Presentation: This dimension involves the decision of whether to explicitly inform the participants about the balancing
method before or during the activity or not. Research studies have provided inconclusive findings on whether explicit
communication enhances the experience of an activity. Future studies may focus on investigating this matter. As keeping
balancing entirely hidden from the participants was not feasible in this study, the fact that balancing would be applied
with the motor of the electric bicycle was communicated, but not the specific method of balancing.

o Adjustment: This dimension involves determining how the balancing method is adjusted based on the input measured.
Three methods are to be considered: static vs dynamic balancing (Bateman et al., 2011; Kraaijenbrink et al., 2009; Mueller
et al., 2012; Stach, 2012), internal vs external balancing (Altimira et al., 2014), and positive vs negative balancing (Altimira
et al., 2014, 2016; Bateman et al., 2011; Sonne and Jensen, 2014). Little research has been conducted on comparing the
effects of these methods on the experience of exercise, especially within the context of cycling and shared flow. This study
focused on exploring positive versus negative balancing, as it was most feasible and grounded in personal experiences.
The motor support given to the less-fit cyclist was increased in positive balancing, while less motor support was given to
the fitter cyclist in negative balancing. The balancing was applied statically, meaning the support did not change while
cycling, and externally, as the motor of the electric bicycle was used.

o Control: This dimension involves determining who had control over the balancing mechanism. In this study, the researcher
has control over the balancing because to answer the second research question an experimental approach was required.
However, given the relevance of the sense of control in the nine dimensions framework for flow, future interventions may
be better served by giving users control over the balancing.



F. Hypotheses

In this study, the first hypothesis is that position, heart rate, and cadence, either individually or in combination, can be
used as measurable proxies for the experience of shared flow on electric bicycles. It was explained in Section II-D why these
variables are believed to be correlated with shared flow. The average position during each thirty second interval was already
anticipated to be correlated with shared flow, so no further features were extracted from position. Heart rate was measured
directly, and heart rate features such as variance in heart rate per thirty-second interval, similarity in heart rate exertion per
thirty-second interval, and difference in mean heart rate between thirty-second intervals were extracted. These features were
expected to be correlated with shared flow since heart rate variance could indicate a more stable exertion level with fewer
distractions, similar exertion levels among cyclists could suggest a shared positive experience, and a continuous mean heart
rate could indicate that the cyclists are challenged according to their skills. From cadence, features such as mean, variance,
and sum of zeros in each thirty-second interval, as well as the difference in mean cadence between intervals, were extracted.
These cadence features were also expected to correlate with shared flow since a mean cadence of 60 to 80 rounds per minute
may indicate an appropriate challenge level for the cyclist, less variability in cadence could suggest a better balance between
skill and challenge with fewer distractions, and the continuity of cadence could indicate that the cyclists are being challenged
according to their skills. Lastly, the sum of zeros in cadence shows when the cyclists stopped cycling, and fewer interruptions
may indicate a higher likelihood of being in flow.

The hypothesis for the second research question is that both positive and negative balancing have a significant impact on
the intensity of shared flow and the percentage of time spent in shared flow when there is a difference in fitness levels within
a pair of cyclists. This hypothesis is based on the assumption that these balancing methods are effective in addressing the
differences in fitness levels between cyclists.

III. STUDY DESIGN

In this study, a between-subjects design experiment was used to address two research questions with shared flow as the
dependent variable. The first question was answered through a correlational analysis exploring the suitability of heart rate,
cadence, and position as proxies for shared flow. The second question was addressed with an experimental approach investigating
the impact of positive and negative balancing on shared flow, with balancing as the independent variable. Quantitative data,
including heart rate, cadence, position, autotelic personality score, and self-reported shared flow, were collected during the
experiment. Qualitative data was also collected to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the shared flow experience.

A. Participants

The study recruited twenty-one older adult individuals who were regular recreational cyclists. The recruitment process
involved distributing screening materials to a variety of cycling and older adult associations. To be eligible for the study,
participants had to be over 60 years of age, report an adequate fitness level, and have prior experience riding an electric
bicycle. Participants were recruited in pairs, with ten males and eleven females participating, with an average age of 69.1
years. One male participant was paired with a female researcher for the pilot study, while the remaining twenty participants
were recruited in pairs with pre-existing social relationships, either as friends (N = 2) or partners (N = 8). Out of these ten
pairs, nine consisted of one male and one female participant, while one pair comprised of two females. Three pairs were evenly
matched in terms of fitness level, while the remaining eight, including the pilot pair, had varying levels of fitness. These fitness
levels were determined by self-report. As an incentive, each pair received two gifts, a towel and socks, from the University of
Twente, for participating in the 2.5-hour experiment.

The participants reported varying levels of experience cycling with others, with 38.1% cycling daily, 47.6% cycling weekly,
and 14.3% cycling monthly. Their experience with cycling on electric bicycles was for 42.9% cycling daily, 38.1% cycling
weekly, 14.3% cycling monthly, and 4.8% cycling less than once a month. The study found that on average, the participants
had an autotelic personality score of 3.78 (with a standard deviation of 0.33) on a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly agree) to
5 (strongly disagree). Eventually, the data from the pair of two females were excluded from the analysis for both research
questions due to motor support malfunctioning during their experiment.

B. Setting, conditions and confounding variables

The study involved pairs of participants who cycled three rounds on Batavus Fonk electric bicycles under three different
conditions. The bicycles were equipped with a cadence-based motor support system, which is considered less intuitive than the
more commonly used torque-based support system in modern electric bicycles. The motor support had five levels. The three
conditions were: no balancing, positive balancing, and negative balancing. To create these conditions, the motor support level
of each bicycle was set to a fixed level by the researcher prior to each round. The specific motor support levels the participants
received in each condition can be found in Table II. To ensure that the participants were unaware of the specific condition
they were assigned to, the motor support level was masked with a paper over the interface.



Table II: The motor support levels given to the fitter and less fit participants based on the type of balancing applied

Figure 2: The cycling route used in the experiment, which started and ended at the location indicated by the red marker

The cycling route, depicted in Figure 2, was designed to be approximately five kilometers long and included four turns,
with one crossing an intersection with traffic lights and one crossing a high-speed road without traffic lights. The route was
designed to minimize the number of turns to reduce the participants’ need to navigate, as this was expected to negatively
affect their flow experience. This expectation was supported by the participants’ comments at the end of the experiment. The
majority of the route consisted of low-traffic, separate bicycle paths to ensure safety. Each pair of participants completed the
route three times, with round times ranging from 13.5 to 18.5 minutes and an average of 14 minutes. The length of the route
was deemed sufficient for flow to occur, as previous research has shown that flow can be induced in physical activities lasting
less than 10 minutes (Lee and Payne, 2016; Lucznik and May, 2021; Thin et al., 2011). According to participant feedback,
they enjoyed the route overall, although some participants reported being somewhat distracted by route navigation during the
first round, and some reported feeling slightly bored during the third round. Future research should take these observations
into consideration when designing a cycling route for an experiment.

To minimize the influence of several confounding variables, the study employed various measures as shown in Table III. The
recruitment of participants helped to minimize some of these variables, while others were accounted for in the experimental
procedure. In addition, to reduce the potential carryover effects of fatigue, the order of conditions was randomized for each
pair of participants and a minimum rest period of 15 minutes was also provided between rounds during data collection for the
shared flow experience. Further information about the experiment procedure is provided in Section III-F.

C. Operationalization of shared flow

In this study, two methods were used to operationalize shared flow. The first method, which was developed specifically for
this study, drew on techniques from research conducted by Lucznik and May (2021) and aimed to retrospectively capture how
the experience of shared flow changed over the duration of a cycling round. For this method, participants were first introduced
to flow with the visual representation shown in Figure 1. The dimensions were worded in a manner that allowed participants
to identify their flow experiences during their cycling rounds. Given the difficulty participants may have recalling when they

Table III: The confounding variables that influence the experience of shared flow

Age All participants were between 61 and 78 years old

Gender All pairs consisted of one female and one male participant

Culture All pairs originated from the same culture

Time The conditions were randomized in order

Perceived safety All participants were experienced in cycling on electric bicycles and in pairs
Social experience All pairs had an existing relationship, either as friends or partners

Spatial experience All pairs cycled the same route three times

Equipment All pairs rode the same two bicycles

Weather All pairs cycled in neutral, good or very good weather conditions (by self-report)
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Figure 3: A partial view of the timeline for flow completed by each participant after each cycling round

experienced flow, video-stimulated recall was used to support their recollection. During the video-stimulated recall, participants
completed a timeline of their cycling round, indicating ’yes,” 'no,” or 'maybe’ options for flow in each thirty-second interval
using green, red, and orange colors (see Figure 3). Shared flow was operationalized as being present when both participants
indicated experiencing flow simultaneously.

The second method used to operationalize shared flow in this study involved a self-report questionnaire. An adapted version
of the Shared Flow Scale (SFS) was used, which was originally derived from the Spanish version of Jackson and Marsh’s
Dispositional Flow Scale (Jackson and Marsh, 1996). The SFS was later adapted by Garcia Calvo et al. (2008) and developed
by Zumeta et al. (2013). The SFS measures nine dimensions of flow using 27 items with a Likert-scale range from 1 (not
at all) to 7 (very much). To make the scale suitable for the cycling context and target group, one item per dimension was
selected, and the first dimension’s item was customized to cycling (see Appendix A). The response scale was also modified
to range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The questionnaire was translated into Dutch to match the language
proficiency of the participants. Participants responded to the questionnaire individually, and a shared flow outcome for each
pair was computed by averaging the questionnaire results from both participants.

D. Data collection

In this study, various methods were used to collect data, as summarized in Table IV and described in detail below. Data was
collected both before the start of the cycling rounds and during and after each cycling round.

Before the cycling rounds started, the Autotelic Personality Questionnaire, developed by Tse et al. (2020), was administered
to assess each participant’s level of autotelic personality. This questionnaire was used as a measure to account for differences
in proneness to experience flow between participants.

During the cycling rounds position, heart rate and cadence data were collected. The heart rate was recorded using an Empatica
E4 wristband on the participant’s preferred wrist. The E4 wristband derived the heart rate data from the photoplethysmogram
sensor at a sampling rate of 64 Hz. The internal algorithm of the E4 wristband was used to estimate the heart rate for every
second, resulting in a sampling rate of 1 Hz for analysis. The data was stored initially in the internal memory and subsequently
uploaded to the Empatica cloud-based repository.

The participant’s cadence was recorded using the Wahoo RPM bike cadence sensor. This sensor was attached to the bicycle
crank and connected to the Wahoo Fitness app on a smartphone mounted on the bicycle via Bluetooth. The cadence sensor
measured with a sampling rate of 1 Hz.

The position of the participants was determined through video analysis (see Figure 4 for a simplified visualization). This
involved detecting the position of a Quick Response (QR) code on the side of one of the bicycles, using footage obtained
from a GoPro Hero 5 action camera attached to the carrier of the other bicycle (see Figure 5). The camera was configured
with a frame rate of thirty frames per second and a screen resolution of 2704x1520, with a linear field of view to minimize
barrel distortion. Prior to conducting the experiment, multiple rounds of testing were performed to optimize the determination
of the participants’ relative position. Various sampling rates were tested to identify the lowest possible rate that would not
significantly affect the recognition rate of the QR code. Additionally, various sizes and positions of the QR code were tested
to determine the optimal configuration for recognition. The optimization process was terminated when the recognition rate of
the QR code during cycling next to each other reached around two-thirds of the total frames.

After each cycling round, the participants reported their shared flow experience using two different operationalizations.
The first operationalization involved completing a timeline of their experience of flow during the cycling round, which was

Table IV: Overview of the data collection methods used in this study.

Autotelic personality score X X AutOt?hc P.e rsonality X Before the cycling rounds
Questionnaire
Position GoPro Hero 5 X 30 frames/second | During the cycling rounds
Heart rate Empatica | E4 wristband X 1 Hz During the cycling rounds
Cycling cadence ‘Wahoo RPM cadence sensor X 1 Hz During the cycling rounds
Video for shared flow recall Motorola | Moto G 5G Plus X 30 frames/second | During the cycling rounds
Shared flow per 30 second interval X X Flow timeline 30 seconds After each cycling round
Percentage of time spent in shared flow X X Flow timeline X After each cycling round
Intensity of shared flow X X Shared Flow Scale X After each cycling round




Figure 4: A simplified visualisation of how the participants’ position was determined. In the left image, the participants were
cycling next to each other, while in the right side they were not.

(a) The action camera is mounted to the side of the (b) The QR code is mounted to the side of the carrier
carrier on one bicycle on the other bicycle

Figure 5: The hardware set-up for measuring position

displayed in Figure 3. Using this timeline, the percentage of time that each pair spent in shared flow was calculated. The
second operationalization of shared flow involved a self-report questionnaire that asked participants to rate their experience of
shared flow during the cycling round. An adapted version of the Shared Flow Scale was used for this purpose (see Appendix
A). Additionally, the participants graded their experience of the weather on a Likert-scale from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good).

E. Ethical approval

This study obtained ethical approval from the Computer & Information Sciences Ethics Committee of the University of
Twente, with application number 220017. All participants provided written, informed consent after receiving an information
letter by email and attending a briefing session, during which they were verbally informed about the experiment.

FE. Procedure

The participants were introduced to the experiment in a relaxed and informal setting at the canteen of the University of
Twente. Having received an information letter beforehand, the introduction was kept brief. The introduction began by inquiring
about the participants’ comprehension of flow, and any misunderstandings that arose were addressed. The researcher then
showed the visualization of flow used in this study (Figure 1) and explained that flow was characterized by experiencing
multiple (not necessarily all) subdimensions simultaneously. To ensure the participants understood this study’s definition of
flow correctly, they were then asked to describe an experience of flow in their daily life. After the introduction, written informed
consent and demographic information were collected. They also completed the Autotelic Personality Questionnaire (Tse et al.,
2020) and self-reported their fitness levels. If participants reported similar fitness levels, the fitter individual was determined by
their preferred motor support. The motor support of the bicycles was adjusted for each round based on the participants’ fitness
levels (see Table II). The participants were then instructed to wear the heart rate wristband, which was immediately turned on
by the researcher. Subsequently, the timeline for flow (Figure 3), along with the adapted Shared Flow Scale (Appendix A),
were explained so that the participants knew what to expect after each cycling round.

Before the cycling rounds began, each participant’s bicycle seat and handlebar height were adjusted to their preferred settings.
Then, each participant completed a 200-meter practice round to become accustomed to the bike. After both participants finished
their practice round, the cadence sensor, smartphone camera, and action camera were turned on, and the first round began.
The direction of their round was predetermined by simple randomization.



Once the cycling round was completed, the video recordings were stopped, and cadence data collection was paused. The
pair then entered the building with the researcher to complete the timeline for flow using video recall. The researcher guided
the participants in reviewing the recording within five minutes of finishing each cycling round. The participants vocalized their
thoughts while completing the timeline, and the researcher recorded their remarks. The adapted Shared Flow Scale was also
completed. The whole process was repeated two more times, with the cycling direction changing each time.

After the cycling rounds were finished, a short semi-structured interview was conducted with each pair. The participants
were asked how they experienced the different rounds, what caused them to enter and exit a state of flow, and how they would
have experienced the experiment differently if they participated alone. Following the interview, the participants were debriefed.

G. Pre-processing and feature selection

After data collection, an anonymous identifier was assigned to each pair’s data. The data from the GoPro action camera,
Empatica E4, and Wahoo RPM bike cadence sensor were pre-processed using Python programming language (Van Rossum
and Drake, 2009). Synchronizing the data sources was the initial pre-processing step. Since the action camera was switched
on and off at the start and end of each cycling round, no additional processing was required for this sensor. However, since
there were no timestamps in the footage of the action camera and the heart rate and cadence sensors were not activated at
the exact start and end times of each round, the start and end times for each round had to be manually identified. Both the
heart rate and cadence sensor data contained Unix time. To determine the start and end times, the cadence data was employed.
The start time was determined at the moment the cadence of both participants was no longer zero, while the end time was
identified when both participants had a cadence of zero that remained constant. The estimated error margin for these times
was approximately fifteen seconds. The cycling session was then divided into thirty-second intervals, which is in line with the
output from the video-stimulated recall for shared flow.

The relative position of the participants was determined from the video footage captured by the GoPro Hero 5 action camera.
Unlike heart rate and cadence, no additional features were extracted from the position data. The following processing steps
were taken to determine the participants’ position per interval:

1) The sampling rate was reduced from thirty frames per second to five frames per second for computational efficiency.

2) The OpenCV library (Bradski, 2000) was utilized in conjunction with the pyzbar library (Natural History Museum, 2021)

to detect the position of the QR code in each frame. Successful identification of the QR code resulted in a value of 1,
indicating that the participants were cycling next to each other. If the QR code was not recognized in a frame, a missing
data point was generated, indicating that the position was uncertain due to the QR code’s absence in the frame or the
code’s inability to identify it caused by factors such as lighting or an angled view.

3) The participants’ average position was calculated per second by averaging the positions from every five frames while

excluding the missing data points.

4) Missing data points for seconds were interpolated through padding, which involved copying the last available value.

Interpolation was limited to a maximum of five seconds at a time.

5) Any remaining missing data points were labeled as 0, indicating that the participants were not cycling next to each other.

6) Lastly, a mode calculation was performed on all position values within each thirty-second interval, resulting in a single

position value per interval.

The following three features were extracted from the participants’ heart rate data for each thirty-second interval, using the
formulas presented in Appendix B:

o Mean variance in heart rate: This feature was calculated by first computing the heart rate variance per participant using

the pandas library (McKinney, 2010), and then taking the average of these values over the participants for each interval.

o Mean change in heart rate: The second feature was calculated by determining the mean heart rate of each participant in
each interval using the pandas library, and then subtracting the mean heart rate of the participant’s previous interval. After
the subtraction, the absolute value was taken and the resulting values were averaged over both participants.

o Similarity in heart rate exertion: This was a nominal feature that depended on two conditions. First, it was determined
whether the participants’ relative heart rates were similar. The relative heart rate of each participant per interval was
calculated by dividing their mean heart rate by their maximum heart rate, which was determined using a formula based on
the research of Nes et al. (2013). The similarity between the participants’ relative heart rates in an interval was determined
by dividing the relative heart rates, and was considered true if the resulting value was between 0.85 and 1.15. Second,
it was determined whether both participants were in heart rate zone one. This condition was considered true if both
participants’ relative heart rates were under 60% (Muangsrinoon and Boonbrahm, 2017).

The following four features were extracted from the participants’ cadence data for each thirty-second interval, using the

formulas presented in Appendix B:

o Mean cadence: The mean cadence of the participants in each interval was calculated using the pandas library. The mean
cadence was converted to a nominal variable with a value of 1 if it was between 60 and 80 rotations per minute and O
otherwise.



o Mean variance in cadence: This feature was calculated by first computing the variance in cadence per participant using
the pandas library, and then taking the average of these values over the participants for each interval. The mean variance
was then transformed into a nominal variable with a value of 1 if it was below 150 and O otherwise.

e Mean change in cadence: The mean change in cadence between the current and previous interval was determined by
calculating the mean cadence of each participant in each interval using the pandas library, and then subtracting the mean
cadence of the participant’s previous interval. After the subtraction, the absolute value was taken and the resulting values
were averaged over both participants. This feature was then transformed into a nominal variable with a value of 1 if it
was below 15 and O otherwise.

e Mean sum of zeros in cadence: This feature was computed by counting the sum of zeros for each participant in each
interval using the pandas library and then taking the average over both participants. Afterwards, the mean sum of zeros
was transformed into a nominal variable with a value of 1 if it was less than 3 and 0 otherwise.

H. Statistical analysis of proxies for shared flow

A correlational analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between shared flow and fixed effects, including position,
heart rate features, and cadence features. The autotelic personality score was also added to the fixed effects structure, as
individuals with higher scores are more likely to experience flow (Tse et al., 2020). The variables included in the analysis are
summarized in Table V. To account for multiple measurements taken from each pair, a mixed-effects logistic regression model
was utilized with pair as a random effect. These kind of models have been used in cycling research studies before (Krizek
et al., 2005; Nasri et al., 2020; Park et al., 2020). By taking into account both fixed and random effects, these models allow
individualized fits to the data without loss of statistical power. A warning of confounding or overfitting is issued if the data
quality is too poor or the dataset is too small. While other models such as tree-based models or machine learning combined
with clustering algorithms may have performed better on this dataset, they were not considered within the scope of this study.

In the experiment, 949 thirty-second interval datapoints during twenty-seven cycling rounds conducted by nine pairs under
randomized conditions (positive, negative, and no balancing) were collected. Missing and unreliable data had to be addressed
before proceeding with the statistical analysis. Inconsistent cadence data and missing heart rate or cadence data in successive
intervals were observed in some rounds, making comparison of statistical models unreliable. The inconsistent cadence data
was identified by one cyclist having minutes of mean cadence zero while the other cyclist had significantly higher cadence.
This occurred multiple times with the same bicycle, possibly due to a faulty or poorly attached cadence sensor. Including this
data would have led to unreliable results. Therefore, only data from sixteen cycling rounds from seven pairs with complete and
reliable data, totaling 468 datapoints, were included in the analysis. Prior to conducting the mixed-effects regression in Rstudio
(R Core Team, 2022), an initial investigation was conducted to explore the potential of position, heart rate, and cadence as
proxies for shared flow by analyzing their distribution during shared flow and no shared flow cycling experiences.

The collected data were analyzed using the glmer-function of the Ime4 package (Bates et al., 2015) in Rstudio. The analysis
began with an intercept-only model, and then fixed effects were added in a forward step-wise manner, including interactions
between the fixed effects. To ensure that multicollinearity between fixed effects was not an issue, it was checked and found to
be consistently below 0.7. The random effects pair, balancing type, and difference in fitness level were included to account for
variability, but only as a random intercept, and not random slope, to avoid overfitting. Variables, whether fixed or random, were
included in the model if they were significant (p-value<0.05) and if their addition lowered the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC) by at least 2.0. The analysis of the mixed-effects logistic regression model was concluded when no further improvement
could be achieved. Subsequently, the effect size of each significant fixed effect was determined by computing the Odds Ratio
(OR) from their estimated coefficient.

L. Statistical analysis of balancing for shared flow

The aim of the statistical analysis of balancing for shared flow was to investigate the effects of positive and negative balancing
on the intensity and percentage of time spent in shared flow, compared to no balancing. To conduct this analysis, the collected
data was first divided into two groups based on the fitness levels of the pairs, with similar and differing levels. From these
two groups, only the six pairs that reported differing fitness levels were included in the analysis. Each of these pairs cycled
three rounds with different balancing conditions, resulting in eighteen data points for analysis. Each data point represented one
cycling round and included information about the pair, the type of balancing, the intensity of shared flow experienced in the
round, and the percentage of time the pair spent in shared flow in the round.

The shared flow data was evaluated for distribution, outliers, and variances using Python. The normality of the data was
tested with a Shapiro-Wilk test using the scipy library (Virtanen et al., 2020), where the null hypothesis was that the data is
normally distributed. To identify any outliers, boxplots were created using the seaborn library (Waskom, 2021). Additionally,
Levene’s test was employed to examine the variance between the types of balancing, using the scipy library. The null hypothesis
of Levene’s test was that the variances are equal. As two outliers were observed in the percentage of time spent in shared
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Table V: An overview of the variables in this study, including their types and definitions

Indicates whether the participants are in shared flow

Shared flow Dependent (nominal) 1: both participants are experiencing individual flow
0: only one or neither of the participants is experiencing individual flow
Indicates whether the participants are cycling next to each other
. . . 1: the QR i ized in the fi f th i fi
Position Fixed effect (nominal) the QR code is recognized in the frame of the action camera footage

0: the QR code is not present or unrecognizable in the frame of the action
camera footage

Mean variance in heart rate

Fixed effect (continous)

The mean variance of heart rate, averaged over both participants

Mean change in heart rate

Fixed effect (continuous)

The absolute change in mean heart rate between the current and previous
interval, averaged over both participants

Similarity in heart rate exertion

Fixed effect (nominal)

Indicates whether the relative heart rates of both participants are similar
and both participants are in heart rate zone 1

1: the ratio of relative heart rates is between 0.85 and 1.15 and the relative
heart rates of the participants are both below 60%

0: the ratio of relative heart rates is not between 0.85 and 1.15 or either of
the relative heart rates of the participants is above 60%

Mean cadence

Fixed effect (nominal)

Indicates whether the mean cadence, averaged over both participants, is in
between 60 and 80 rotations per minute

1: the mean cadence is in between 60 and 80 rotations per minute

0: the mean cadence falls outside the range of 60 to 80 rotations per minute

Mean variance in cadence

Fixed effect (nominal)

Indicates whether the variance of cadence, averaged over both participants,
is low or high

1: the mean variance of cadence is below 150

0: the mean variance of cadence is 150 or higher

Mean change in cadence

Fixed effect (nominal)

Indicates whether the change in cadence between the current and previous
interval, averaged over both participants is low or high

1: the absolute mean change in cadence is below 15

0: the absolute mean change in cadence is 15 or higher

Mean sum of zeros in cadence

Fixed effect (nominal)

Indicates whether the sum of zeros in cadence, averaged over both participants,
is low or high

1: the mean sum of zeros in cadence is below 3

0: the mean sum of zeros in cadence is 3 or higher

Autotelic personality score

Fixed effect (ordinal)

Indicates the participants’ proneness to flow on a scale from 1 to 5

Pair

Random effect (discrete)

The pair the participants are in (total of 10 pairs)

Balancing type

Random effect (discrete)

The balancing type applied to the participants
2: positive balancing

1: negative balancing

0: no balancing

Difference in fitness level

Random effect (nominal)

Indicates whether there is a difference in fitness level within the pair
1: the participants have different fitness levels
0: the participants do not have different fitness levels

flow data, simpler statistical models like repeated measures analysis of variance could not be used. Therefore, mixed-effects
logistic regression analysis was conducted.

Two mixed-effects linear regression models were fitted using the Imer function of the Ime4 package in Rstudio. One model
had the intensity of shared flow as the dependent variable, while the other had the percentage of time spent in shared flow. The
main fixed effect of interest was the balancing type, and the autotelic personality score was added to the fixed structure as it
was hypothesized to have a direct influence on the shared flow experience. The interaction effect between the fixed effects was
also examined. Multicollinearity between fixed effects was checked and found to be below 0.7. To account for the multiple
measurements per pair, the analysis included pair as a random intercept. The significance of the relationship between balancing
and shared flow was evaluated using the p-values (<0.05) obtained from the models.

An additional analysis was carried out to investigate the influence of balancing on the potential proxies for shared flow
identified in the first research question. In case the analysis revealed no substantial effect, it could potentially account for the
absence of the impact of balancing on the shared flow experience observed in this study.
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IV. RESULTS

The result section of this study is organized into three main parts. The first section presents the distribution of the data,
followed by the findings related to the first research question on proxies for shared flow. The final section reports the results
of the second research question, which focuses on balancing for shared flow.

A. Data distribution

The collected data was initially visualized by creating distributions of the position, heart rate, and cadence data for the
two categories (yes/no) of shared flow before further analysis was conducted. The purpose of this was to provide an initial
indication of the potential of these variables to act as proxies for shared flow. Although the distributions of all features of heart
rate and cadence were analyzed, only the means are presented in Figures 7 and 8, respectively, as the same conclusions could
be drawn from these. Figure 6 shows that the position of the cyclists is more often next to each other during shared flow,
suggesting position could be a proxy for shared flow. Figure 7 suggests that heart rate may not be a suitable proxy for flow
as no observable difference was found in the absence and presence of shared flow. Meanwhile, Figure 8 implies that cadence
could serve as a proxy for shared flow since it exhibited different distributions in shared flow and no shared flow.

The pairs’ intensity of shared flow and percentage of time spent in shared flow were analyzed and visually represented to
create an understanding of the data for the second research question. As shown in Figure 9, the pairs reported experiencing
shared flow with an intensity of at least 3.4 out of 5.0 in all rounds. On the other hand, Figure 10 reveals that there was
more variation in the time spent in shared flow, with 50% of pairs spending between around 60% and 80% of their time in
shared flow, and two outliers at around 22%. Normality tests were conducted, and the null hypothesis was not rejected for
both intensity (p-value = 0.796) and percentage of time (p-value = 0.086) at a significance level of 0.05, indicating that both
measures can be considered normally distributed. Furthermore, Levene’s test was applied to test the equality of variances across
balancing types, and the null hypotheses were not rejected for both intensity (p-value = 0.781) and percentage of time (p-value
= 0.301) at a significance level of 0.05, suggesting that the variances are equal for both measures across balancing types.

100% B Not cycling next to each other

B Cycling next to each other
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Figure 6: The percentage of time that pairs spent cycling next to each other during periods of shared flow and absence of
shared flow
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Figure 7: A comparison of the mean heart rate of pairs during periods of shared flow and absence of shared flow
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Figure 8: A comparison of the mean cadence of pairs during periods of shared flow and absence of shared flow
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Figure 9: A boxplot displaying the intensity of shared flow experienced by all pairs across all rounds
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Figure 10: A boxplot displaying the time spent in shared flow by all pairs across all rounds
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B. Proxies for shared flow

As mentioned before, mixed-effects logistic regression was used to analyze the collected data (see Figure V for an overview
of all variables that were considered). The significant effects of the final model are presented in Table VI, where SE refers to the
standard error and CI indicates the confidence interval. Position, mean change in cadence, mean sum of zeros in cadence, and
autotelic personality score were found to have significant effects on the probability of experiencing shared flow. Specifically,
shared flow was more likely to occur when participants cycled next to each other, maintained a continuous cycling cadence
over time, experienced less interruptions in their cadence, and had a higher autotelic personality score.

Specifically, position had a pronounced and significant effect on the likelihood of experiencing shared flow. Participants
cycling next to each other had a 5.10 times greater likelihood of experiencing shared flow compared to those not cycling next
to each other, after controlling for other predictors in the model. This effect size can be interpreted as large, as an OR of 3 or
greater indicates a large effect size.

Additionally, mean change in cadence was found to hold a significant relationship with shared flow. When the mean change
in cadence between two thirty second intervals was less than fifteen RPM, the probability of shared flow increased by a factor
of 2.18, indicating a moderate effect size.

Furthermore, sum of zeros in cadence had a significant influence on the experience of shared flow. When participants cycled
without interruption (stopped for maximally three seconds per thirty seconds), the odds of experiencing shared flow increased
by a factor of 1.69, indicating a small effect size.

Finally, autotelic personality score was also found to be a significant predictor of shared flow. A one-unit increase in autotelic
personality score resulted in a factor increase of 1.53 in the probability of shared flow, indicating a small effect size.

The fixed effects did not account for all variance in the probability of experiencing shared flow, as reflected by the random
intercepts (refer to Table VII). Among the sources of variance, the difference in fitness level within a pair was found to be the
most explanatory. This was followed by balancing type and, lastly, the pair from which the data originated.

C. Balancing for shared flow

The aim of the second research question was to investigate the potential impact of positive and negative balancing on the
experience of shared flow compared to no balancing. To address this, data from six pairs with a difference in fitness level were
utilized. The results of the analysis revealed that there was no significant relationship observed between balancing and both
the intensity of shared flow and percentage of time spent in shared flow. Additionally, autotelic personality did not exhibit a
significant relationship with shared flow. The findings for the intensity of shared flow are presented in Table VIII and percentage
of time spent in shared flow in Table IX. The random effect pair accounted for minimal variance, approximately 9% for the
intensity of shared flow and 11% for percentage of time spent in shared flow, indicating that a considerable amount of variation
in the model remained unexplained.

An additional analysis was conducted to investigate the potential influence of balancing on position, mean change in cadence,
and mean sum of zeros in cadence, which were identified as potential proxies for shared flow in the first research question.
Three figures were created to display the distribution of these variables across the three balancing conditions. As seen in
Figure 11, pairs spent less time cycling next to each other during positive balancing compared to negative and no balancing. In
negative balancing, as shown in Figure 12, pairs had more continuous cadence compared to positive and no balancing. Finally,
Figure 13 demonstrates that pairs experienced more interruptions in cadence during positive balancing compared to negative
and no balancing.

Table VI: The fixed effects structure of the mixed-effects logistic regression model for identifying proxies for shared flow

Intercept -1.21 0.55 | -2.20 | 0.028 -2.76 0.43
Position 1.63 0.28 | 5.87 <0.001 1.10 2.19
Mean change in cadence 0.78 0.25 | 3.09 0.002 0.29 1.28
Mean sum of zeros in cadence | 0.53 0.25 | 2.10 0.036 0.03 1.02
Autotelic personality score 0.43 0.18 | 2.34 0.019 -0.03 0.89

Table VII: The random effects structure of the mixed-effects logistic regression model for identifying proxies for shared flow

Pair 0.11 0.33
Balancing type 0.21 0.46
Difference in fitness level | 0.33 0.57




Table VIII: The fixed effects structure of the mixed-effects linear regression model for exploring the effect of balancing on the
intensity of shared flow

Intercept 4.55 0.16 | 27.77 <0.001
Positive balancing -0.13 0.22 | -0.59 0.571
Negative balancing -0.28 0.22 | -1.28 0.231
Autotelic personality score | -0.04 0.10 | -0.41 0.700

Table IX: The fixed effects structure of the mixed-effects linear regression model for exploring the effect of balancing on the
percentage of time spent in shared flow

Intercept 70.50 7.25 | 9.73 <0.001
Positive balancing -13.00 9.73 | -1.34 0.211
Negative balancing -5.83 9.73 | -0.60 0.562
Autotelic personality score | 5.86 471 | 1.24 0.282
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Figure 11: The percentage of time that pairs spent cycling next to each other and not in each of the balancing conditions

100% B Less continuous cadence
B More continuous cadence
80% A
60%
40% A
20% A
0% -
(=]
=4 B

tive
ive

Si

Po:
Negati

Balancing

Percentage of time

ve

Positive
Negat

Balancing

Figure 12: The percentage of time that pairs had less and more continuity in their cadence in each of the balancing conditions
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Figure 13: The percentage of time pairs spent cycling with more and fewer interruptions in cadence in each of the balancing
conditions

V. DISCUSSION

This discussion aims to provide insights into shared flow during cycling by analyzing the outcomes of the study. The
discussion is structured into various sections. Firstly, the results of the correlational analysis aimed at identifying potential
proxies for shared flow are examined. Secondly, the results from the investigation of the impact of positive and negative
balancing on shared flow are discussed. Additionally, the discussion delves into definitional and operational issues related to
shared flow, and methodological challenges encountered during the study. Throughout the discussion, recommendations for
future research are provided to address these issues. Finally, the discussion highlights some interesting leads for future research.

A. Proxies for shared flow

The hypothesis that position, heart rate features, cadence features, or a combination of these could be used as indicators
of shared flow experience on electric bicycles was partially confirmed. The results showed a significant correlation between
shared flow and position as well as two cadence features, supporting the hypothesis. The contribution of heart rate features to
the prediction of shared flow was not significant, leading to the rejection of the hypothesis regarding the relationship between
heart rate features and shared flow. While this study found significant relationships between position and cadence features
with shared flow experience, it should be noted that these relationships may not hold true in other contexts or with different
populations. Additionally, the lack of a significant relationship between heart rate features and shared flow experience should
not be interpreted as conclusive evidence, as different data collection or analysis methods may yield different results. Therefore,
further research is needed to confirm and expand on these findings.

The mixed-effects logistic regression analysis revealed that position had a statistically significant association with shared
flow (p-value<0.001). When participants cycled next to each other they had a 5.10 times greater likelihood of experiencing
shared flow compared to when they were not cycling next to each other. This finding was consistent with the study’s hypothesis.
However, it is important to acknowledge that participants were aware of their position relative to each other while completing
the flow timeline, and their interpretation of flow may have been influenced by this awareness. Nonetheless, the results suggest
that position could serve as a suitable proxy for measuring flow.

The results of this study showed no significant relationship between heart rate and shared flow, either alone or in combination
with position. This was contrary to the this study’s hypothesis. There could be several explanations for this finding. Firstly,
heart rate is affected by numerous factors such as physical fitness, age, gender, and mental stress (Valentini and Parati, 2009),
which may have concealed any connection with shared flow. Secondly, the variance in heart rate in a thirty second interval
may not be an appropriate measure of distractions or stress. Thirdly, the heart rate might react slower to changes, and its
change may not have been captured within the same thirty-second interval. Lastly, it is possible that the participants were not
adequately challenged for heart rate to respond due to the motor support of the electric bicycles. According to the results of
this study, heart rate was not found to be a reliable indicator of shared flow. Nonetheless, it is important to note that this does
not necessarily mean that heart rate cannot be used as a proxy for shared flow in other research, using different data collection
or analysis methods. Additionally, it is possible that other heart rate features not explored in this study may have a stronger
correlation with shared flow. Further research is needed to confirm these findings.

The analysis demonstrated that the cadence features of mean change and mean sum of zeros in cadence were significantly
associated with shared flow (respectively, p-value = 0.002 and p-value = 0.036). A more continuous cycling cadence over time
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and less interruptions in cadence were both found to have a positive correlation with shared flow, albeit with respectively a
moderate (OR = 2.18) and small (OR = 1.69) effect size. These findings were consistent with the initial hypotheses. The results
of the interviews with participants supported these findings, as some of them reported cycling with an inconsistent cadence
when they were distracted or cycling at a different pace than their partner.

The autotelic personality score also had a significant (p-value = 0.019) positive correlation (OR = 1.53) with shared flow.
This was expected, as the people who are more prone to experience flow in their daily life, will also be more likely to
experience shared flow in this experiment. Besides this finding, the inclusion of the autotelic personality score as a fixed effect
also lowered the explained variance of the random effect pair.

The mixed-effects logistic regression analysis revealed that the variation in the data was predominantly explained by the
difference in fitness level among the three random effects, followed by balancing type and pair. These findings were in line
with the expectation that a difference in fitness level would have a significant impact on the shared cycling experience.

B. Balancing for shared flow

The study hypothesized that positive and negative balancing would increase the intensity of shared flow and percentage of
time spent in shared flow for pairs with varying fitness levels compared to no balancing. A mixed-effects linear regression
was conducted to assess the effects of balancing on shared flow. However, no significant relationship between balancing and
shared flow was revealed. Neither did the results reveal a significant relationship between the autotelic personality score and
shared flow, which was unexpected. This unexpected finding may be attributed to an inability of the adapted shared flow scale
to measure shared flow and/or unmeasured factors influencing shared flow. The low variance explained by random effects
suggests that other factors not included in the analysis were impacting shared flow.

Despite having differing levels of fitness, most pairs were already accustomed to each other and were used to not having
an ideal challenge for their abilities. Therefore, the introduction of balancing may have disturbed the equilibrium among pairs
who had previous cycling experience together, which was not taken into account during participant selection and may have
contributed to the non-significant results. Secondly, the method of balancing, which involved adjusting the motor control system,
may not have been appropriate. The difference in motor support between the two participants in the balancing conditions could
have been too significant for their difference in fitness level. Some pairs that had different levels of fitness even preferred
not to have balancing, as it created too big of a difference in their speed, which they did not like. In fact, in one pair,
the fitter participant even mentioned having difficulty keeping up with the less-fit participant when balancing was applied.
Furthermore, there may be other factors that impact shared flow, such as environmental conditions or individual characteristics
of the participants, that were not taken into account in this study. Although balancing had no significant impact in this study,
its potential cannot and should not be discounted. Further exploration is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of balancing
for different types of groups, such as heterogeneous groups with significant disparities in fitness levels.

The study also investigated the impact of balancing on the potential indicators of shared flow identified in the analysis of
the first research question. The results suggested that positive balancing may have a negative effect on shared flow, as pairs
cycled less often next to each other and experienced more interruptions in cadence. In contrast, negative balancing led to a
more continuous cadence, which may be advantageous for the shared flow experience. However, these conclusions should be
approached with care, as they rely on the assumption that the potential indicators accurately reflect shared flow. Additionally,
the results cannot be generalized to other populations or contexts, as they may be highly specific to the target group and setting
of the study.

C. Definitional and operational issues

This study has some potential limitations to consider regarding the definition and measurement of shared flow. One of these
limitations is the possibility of varying interpretations of what constitutes a state of flow during cycling, despite participants
being given the same definition. It is possible that participants interpreted flow as a positive cycling experience rather than
shared flow, given that they experienced shared flow around 70% of the time. However, the fact that the participants were,
on average, predisposed to experiencing shared flow (3.78 on the autotelic personality scale from 1 to 5) and that the study
conditions allowed for it to occur suggests that shared flow was likely still measured. Another limitation of this study is its
definition of shared flow, which only accounts for the time when both participants are in individual flow, disregarding the
social elements that might be involved. Furthermore, the operationalization of shared flow may also have some limitations.
While video-supported recall was utilized, it can still be challenging for participants to recall the exact moment when flow
was experienced, especially in short thirty seconds intervals. Moreover, participants’ memories may be influenced by visual
cues, ignoring the impact of other factors on their cycling experiences. These limitations emphasize the importance of careful
consideration and precision in designing and conducting research studies, especially when dealing with complex concepts like
shared flow during cycling.
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D. Methodological issues

Throughout the research process, several methodological challenges arose that had the potential to impact the accuracy and
validity of the results. These challenges were categorized into three domains: study design, data collection methods, and data
analysis. This section will address each of these domains in turn and will provide suggestions for addressing the limitations
of each method to enable future researchers to conduct more reliable studies.

1) Study design: Regarding study design, the selection of participants was a concern as only pairs who were already
accustomed to cycling with each other were invited to participate. This limited the positive impact of balancing, and future
research should consider including participants with more obvious differences in fitness levels or those who have not cycled
together before. Additionally, some participants were more familiar with the route than others, leading to different levels of
preoccupation with locating the correct route, which affected their flow. Future studies could explore the use of signs or
exclusively recruit participants who are familiar with the area.

All cycling rounds analyzed were conducted on the same two bicycles with a motor control system based on cadence rather
than the current industry standard based on torque. This made participants feel less in control and less comfortable than on
their own electric bicycles. Future studies should use bicycles that are closer to the current industry standard.

Finally, the balancing method may have been inaccurately applied, potentially affecting the results related to the impact
of balancing on shared flow. The motor level support differences might have been too significant in positive and negative
balancing, causing less fit participants to go faster than fitter participants, resulting in an unequal experience instead of balanced.
Additionally, some participants felt less in control when given level five motor support, which could have negatively impacted
their cycling experience. To address these concerns, future studies utilizing electric bicycle motor control systems could involve
participants with greater fitness level differences or use smaller differences in motor level support when applying balancing.
Lastly, it is recommended to avoid using the highest level of motor support, particularly with older adult participants, as it
may have a detrimental effect on their experience.

2) Data collection methods: In this section, the limitations and potential biases of the various data collection methods used
in this study are discussed. The methods discussed include self-reported data, heart rate and cadence sensors, camera-based
position analysis, and shared flow data collection. Firstly, the self-reported data on fitness levels. This method of determining
whether there is a difference in fitness level is prone to bias and inaccuracy. Future research could consider using fitness tests
or recruiting participants with more apparent fitness differences to enhance the precision of data.

Manually labeling the start and end times of each round may have resulted in the heart rate or cadence data being off by
about fifteen seconds. While this is regarded acceptable with the thirty-second intervals in this study, researchers could prevent
this issue by recording the Unix timestamp at the beginning and end of each round.

The use of a single bicycle camera to determine the participants’ position had limitations that affected their cycling behavior.
Participants were asked to cycle on the same side of each other, which may not have been their usual cycling pattern. This could
have influenced their positioning during the rounds and affected their cycling experience. To address this issue, future researchers
could use a 360-degree camera and multiple QR codes. However, camera-based position analysis has more limitations, such
as QR codes being unrecognizable if the camera’s view is distorted. To estimate the cyclists’ position, researchers could use
alternative methods such as infrared, lasers, ultrasound, and Bluetooth. Nevertheless, each of these methods has its limitations.

The Empatica E4 wristband used in this study was unable to measure the interbeat interval accurately during movement,
and as a result, it was not considered as a feature of heart rate. Future researchers should employ a different sensor that is able
to measure this feature, as prior research indicates that the interbeat interval has the potential to serve as a proxy for flow and
shared flow (Tozman et al., 2015; Tyagi et al., 2016). To ensure more precise measurements, it is suggested that researchers
use a chest band instead of a wristband.

During the study, issues arose in collecting cycling cadence data in some rounds. One of the sensors produced missing or
unreliable data, which resulted in only around half of the data being used in the statistical analysis for shared flow proxies. To
prevent similar issues in future studies, researchers could conduct visual analysis of the data after each experiment to identify
problematic sensors. This will enable them to rectify the issue before it affects subsequent experiments.

There were also several notable issues with the collection of shared flow data in this study. As shown in Section IV-A,
there was a considerable amount of variability in the time spent in shared flow, but very little in the intensity of shared flow.
This suggests that the adapted Shared Flow Scale used in this study was not effective at capturing shared flow accurately. To
improve the scale, future studies could consider adapting it more specifically to the cycling context by including questions
related to cycling experience dimensions and alternating affirmative and negative questions to reduce respondent agreement
bias. For now, researchers are advised to use alternative questionnaires to determine the intensity of shared flow. Another issue
with the collection of shared flow data is that participants may have influenced each other while completing the shared flow
timeline since they were sitting next to each other and reading their thoughts aloud. A more effective approach would be
to provide tablets for each participant to review the recording and wear noise-canceling headphones to avoid distractions or
influence from the other participant. However, this may be challenging for older adult participants who are less comfortable
with technology.
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3) Data analysis: The use of mixed effects models in this study was driven by their ability to account for both fixed and
random effects, making them suitable for more accurate estimation of coefficients and standard errors. These models are also
capable of handling unbalanced data and some missing values. The models have certain assumptions that need to be met for
accurate results. These assumptions include homoscedasticity, normality of residuals, absence of influential data points, and
most importantly, independence. The lack of independence between multiple measures from the same pair was addressed by
adding pair as a random effect. However, there is another lack of independence in measures taken over time, which was not
accounted for in this study. The temporal dependencies among multiple measures gathered from each pair within a cycling
round were not considered. As each time interval is not independent from the preceding one, it cannot be treated as such.
Incorporating these time dependencies into the analysis would require a more sophisticated mixed-effects model, such as an
autoregressive-moving average model, that integrates a within-subject covariance structure to accommodate time dependencies.
Future researchers should consider this in their analysis to improve the accuracy of their results.

E. Future research

For future research, it is recommended to design a more comprehensive experiment that addresses the limitations of this
study. This involves enhancing data collection and analysis methods, focusing on a more diverse group with greater variability
in abilities, and minimizing variations in flow interpretation among participants. To gain a deeper understanding of shared
flow in cycling, physiological measures beyond heart rate, such as respiratory rate, muscle activity, and electrodermal activity,
could be employed. Additionally, neurological measures like brainwave activity and eye movements could be incorporated.
Investigating the influence of environmental factors, such as cycling infrastructure and surroundings, could further advance
knowledge in this area. Furthermore, exploring the impact of user control over the balancing experience, which could foster a
sense of agency and facilitate a personalized experience, may be a promising avenue for research.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, valuable insights have been gained into the complexities of measuring and inducing shared flow among
recreational cycling older adults. The study has provided some initial evidence on potential proxies for shared flow and the
effects of balancing on shared flow. However, the validity of the findings is limited, and further research is necessary to confirm
and extend these findings. To advance this field of study, future research should refine the study design by improving data
collection and analysis methods, testing with diverse target groups, and incorporating additional physiological and neurological
measures.

This study aimed to identify directly measurable proxies for shared flow and investigate the effect of positive and negative
balancing on shared flow. The first research question aimed to determine whether position, heart rate, cadence, or a combination
of these variables could serve as proxies for shared flow, and which features of these variables have a significant relationship
with shared flow. The results showed that only position and mean change and sum of zeros in cadence were related to shared
flow, indicating that these could function as measurable proxies for shared flow, but not heart rate. However, it is important to
note that these significant relationships may not hold true in other contexts or with different populations. It is also important
to note that the absence of a significant relationship between the heart rate features examined and shared flow should not be
considered conclusive evidence. Varying data collection and analysis methods could potentially produce different results, and
other heart rate features, such as the interbeat interval, should also be tested. Thus, further research is warranted to confirm
and extend these findings.

The second research question aimed to examine the effect of positive and negative balancing on the intensity of shared flow
and the percentage of time spent in shared flow, compared to no balancing. The results did not show a significant relationship,
contrary to the initial hypothesis. An additional analysis was conducted to determine the effect of balancing on the potential
proxies for shared flow, and the results suggested that negative balancing could be more suitable for inducing shared flow
than positive balancing. However, this conclusion may be biased, and further testing is needed with different methods and in
different contexts. A definitive conclusion about the impact of balancing on shared flow cannot be drawn yet.
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APPENDIX A: THE ADAPTED SHARED FLOW SCALE
This Appendix contains the adapted Shared Flow Scale used in the study.

Table A-1: The adapted Shared Flow Scale

(1) Challenge-skill balance

Our fitness and skill levels matched the challenges we faced

(2) Merging of action and awareness

We felt everything went automatically

(3) Clear goals

We knew clearly what to do

(4) Unambiguous feedback

It was clear to us we were doing well

(5) Concentration on the task at hand

‘We were concentrated on what we were doing

(6) Sense of control

We felt in control over what we were doing

(7) Loss of self-consciousness

‘We did not worry about what others might think of us

(8) Transformation of time

We felt that time passed differently than normally

(9) Autotelic experience

We really enjoyed what we were doing

24




APPENDIX B

This Appendix presents the formulas used for feature extraction that were developed by the researchers and not obtained
from any pre-existing library in Python. In the formulas, p(1) and p(2) represent participant 1 and participant 2, respectively,
and t(z) and t(z — 1) indicate the current and previous thirty-second interval. Formula 1 was used to calculate the mean
change in heart rate. Similarly, the mean change in cadence was calculated. Formulas 2, 3, and 4 were used to determine the
similarity in heart rate exertion.

|HRmeanp(1)t(m) - HRmeanp(l)t(zil) |

+ [H Rinean, o)y — HBRmeanpayi o) |
HR’nLe(ZTLChU.’nth(z) = (2)t( )2 (2)4( ; (1)

HR t(w
HRTelativet(z) = # (2)

HR
HRmaa: - —_— 3
211 — 0.64 * age 3
HRrelativep 1)e(z

HRsimilarityt(l,) etk (CLICON (4)

HRTelativep(Q)ﬂz)
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