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ABSTRACT

Lateral preference is a widespread organizational principle in human and nonhuman animals. In humans,
the most apparent lateralized trait (handedness) is unique in the animal kingdom because of a very
pronounced bias towards right-handedness on a population level. In this study, based on previous ex-
periments, we test the hypothesis that this bias was—among other factors—shaped by evolution through
the facilitation of social learning. We exposed 134 subjects to footage of right- or left-handed knot
making and analyzed whether concordant handedness between instructor and student facilitated
quicker and more successful imitation. We used a set of nautical knots of different difficulty levels in
order to test whether the potential effect of concordance became stronger with increasing knot difficulty.
For all three performance measures (time until correct completion, number of attempts needed and
correct imitation), we found hand congruency and difficulty level to be significant predictors but not the
interaction of the two. We conclude that concordance of handedness between teacher and student of a
motor skill enhances the speed and accuracy of imitation, which may have been a beneficial trait for

selection to act upon, thereby shaping the human population bias in handedness.
© 2021 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

1. Introduction

Lateral preference for using one hand or paw over the other
seems to be a general organizational principle in animals, including
humans (e.g., Bisazza et al., 1998; Bradshaw, 1988; McManus,
2004). Interestingly, human hand preference has by far the stron-
gest bias both on the individual and population level. The function
and evolution of this trait in humans are, despite its omnipresence,
still not well understood, especially the strong bias of hand pref-
erence at the population level.

It is thought that in humans, the specialization and training of
the motor cortex in one or both hemispheres allows a better
specialization and precision of the corresponding contralateral
hand (i.e. the left hemisphere controls the right hand because of the
decussation of the pyramidal tracts; Vallortigara et al., 1999; Cochet
and Byrne, 2013). This accounts for the bias of the individual.
However, throughout human populations all over the world, a
rough ratio of nine right-handers to one left-hander persists (e.g.,
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Llaurens et al., 2009; McManus, 2004), and from archaeological
evidence, we can assume that it has been this way since up to 2
million years ago (Cashmore et al., 2008; Uomini, 2009). This has
led to the question as to why and how this characteristically strong
hand preference bias in a population has been shaped by evolution.

Cochet and Byrne (2013) give a good overview of the different
theories on the evolution of handedness in humans, focusing on
four core drivers for handedness bias, some of which we will
describe in more detail below: Skilled, manipulative activity (e.g.,
tool use), communicative gestures, organizational complexity of
action, and goal-directed action (Cochet and Byrne, 2013).

The hypothesis for skilled manipulative activity proposes that
hand preference emerged from the specialization of both hands for
different tasks (precision vs. power grip) and the subsequent
development of right-biased gestural language in the right hand
(precision grip). As a result, the dominance for language (first
gestural and later vocal) became located in the left hemisphere and
has further strengthened the asymmetry in preference between
both hands. However, the gesture-language explanation for the
human population bias for handedness has also been challenged.
The reasoning is two-fold: Language is left-lateralized in 70% of

0047-2484/© 2021 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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left-handers in humans (i.e., with right hemispheric dominance for
hand coordination), and hand preference bias at the population
level in wild chimpanzee behavior does not support the gestural
origins of language lateralization since chimpanzees engage in
gestural communication, yet did not develop a handedness bias. It
is therefore unlikely that the common ancestor of humans and
chimpanzees had a handedness bias due to gestural communica-
tion. At least, gestural communication might not be the complete
explanation for the human population handedness bias (see
Corballis, 2003, and discussions therein).

Additionally, an often-cited hypothesis is the so-called ‘fighting
hypothesis’ (Faurie and Raymond, 2013) to explain the strong
population bias in handedness. It proposes that left-handedness is
associated with fitness-decreasing traits—such as higher vulnera-
bility for several diseases—but is maintained in the population by
negative frequency-dependent selection on co-occurring fitness
benefits. For the latter, they propose a higher chance of winning
fights due to a surprise effect. However, this hypothesis has
received criticism. Direct evidence for the negative frequency-
dependent selection process on winning fights has not yet been
published, and other evidence in favor of the hypothesis has been
challenged (for a review, see Groothuis et al., 2013).

A third hypothesis addresses the fact that humans are excep-
tional tool makers and tool users within the animal kingdom—a
trait that has evolved to this extent through the social transfer of
these skills (Legare and Nielsen, 2015). For maintaining the skill of
tool fabrication in a population, it needs to be transferred to
younger generations, thus making the efficiency of acquiring this
skill a potential factor for the fitness of an individual and at the
same time for speed of its transmission in a population (Morgan
et al., 2015). Imitation, i.e., the copying of behavior towards a goal
or an end product, reduces errors and increases copying fidelity in
comparison to the copying of merely the end product (i.e., emula-
tion; Schillinger et al., 2015). Copying others would have been a
crucial strategy for Paleolithic stone tool makers to develop and
perfect their craft to produce hand axes or scrapers from flint and
other materials (Geribas et al., 2010; Schillinger et al., 2015). Even
today, human societies rely heavily on tool making for many as-
pects of survival, both in preindustrial and postindustrial societies.
In the vast majority of cases, the skills for manufacturing tools or
learning how to use them are not developed de novo but through
social transfer via imitation and instruction (Legare and Nielsen,
2015). These traits have, among others, contributed to the vast
growth of human knowledge and cumulative culture over time
(Vaesen, 2012).

Imitation (direct copying of movement sequences performed by
others) in contrast to emulation (copying the product of a behavior
but not the movements themselves) has been shown to decrease
copying error in the reproduction of a stone tool shape (Lycett,
2015). The propensity to imitate readily, frequently, even actions
that clearly have no direct function, is already present in children
from a very young age, indicating the importance of this trait in the
ontogeny of human behavior (Horner et al., 2005; Vaesen, 2012;
Legare and Nielsen, 2015). With regard to hand preference and
imitation, it intuitively makes sense that the same-sided hand
preference of teacher and student has the potential to speed up the
process of the transmission of skills for tool production and tool
use. This, in turn, could establish the selection pressure necessary to
shape a strong population bias towards the same handedness, also
called the ‘apprenticeship complexity theory’ (Michel and Harkins,
1985; Bradshaw, 1988; Uomini, 2009). Nonetheless, like for the
previous hypothesis, it would not explain whether it would be
either a right- or left-handedness bias.

Surprisingly, there is only a small body of literature on the topic
of learning from models with different hand preferences, speci-
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fically when it comes to experimental evidence for the hypothesis
that learning from a concordantly handed instructor is easier than
from a discordantly handed one. In the study by Michel and Harkins
(1985), the efficiency of imitation was tested for three different
knots, as demonstrated by either a left- or right-handed model.
They found that concordance of handedness between model and
imitator yielded a higher success rate in learning the knots. In an
additional analysis of one knot specifically, they found a significant
interaction between handedness of imitator and teacher on the
time needed to learn the knot. Right-handers learned better from a
right-handed demonstrator and slower from a left-handed
demonstrator, and vice-versa for left-handers. However, a prob-
lem with this study might be that only one demonstrator was used
per hand preference. Demonstrators could have differed in other
aspects than being left- or right-handed, or they could have pro-
duced knots of identical chirality rather than mirrored knots.

In a similar and extended setup, a study of origami-making
tested if imitation performance was influenced by the handed-
ness of the demonstrator and the viewpoint of the instruction
(first-person view or a 180° rotated version) but found that neither
had an effect (Uomini and Lawson, 2017). In another study,
Rohbanfard and Proteau (2011) tested the influence of perspective
(trainee facing the trainer or assuming the same perspective as the
trainer), using a protocol of a simple single-hand tapping move-
ment sequence. They did not find an effect of the demonstrator’s
handedness on imitation in a sample of only right-handers. How-
ever, this might be due to the fact that the task did not require the
coordination of both hands, which is often needed in tool use.
Another imitation study for very simple motor tasks showed that
reaction times in right- and left-handers were shorter when action
had to be imitated from a concordantly handed stimulus. This was
found in right- and left-handers, when the movement had to be
executed with the dominant hand, and when the instruction was
administered in egocentric view (as if one would look on top of
one’s own hands from above (first-person view; Mori et al., 2015).
In this study, however, the task was simply to imitate a tapping
movement as opposed to learning an entirely new movement
sequence; therefore, the accuracy of the imitated movement was
not assessed. Interestingly, in an experiment with users of sign
language, it was found that although both left- and right-handed
signers (in the role of the recipient) reached a higher accuracy in
comprehension of words signed by right-handed demonstrators,
left-handed participants showed faster response times to left-
handed demonstrators (Watkins and Thompson, 2017). Perhaps
left-handers are so well-adapted to a right-handed environment
that they do not experience it as a hindrance, but they would
potentially do better in a left-handed environment.

In addition to studies of imitation directly, there is compelling
positive evidence for the imitation hypothesis from the field of
medicine where tool use and training are of exceptional impor-
tance, showing that hand preference plays an important role in the
learning of tool use to this day. Lee and colleagues (Lee et al., 2013)
demonstrated in a study with medical students learning basic su-
turing and knotting techniques that, indeed, when trained under a
concordantly handed instructor, left-handers performed just as
well as right-handers. Participants learning in a discordantly
handed curriculum were performing significantly worse compared
to those trained in a course concordant to their handedness. This
was regardless of the hand preference of the subject, indicating that
left-handers are not intrinsically worse at learning or executing
these techniques but suffer from a learning environment that puts
them at a disadvantage. However, as the authors themselves state,
the sample size was very small (9 vs. 10). In conclusion, three
studies indicate that imitation is easier from a model with the same
handedness, two studies did not find this effect, and one study
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found ambiguous results, with some of the studies having potential
methodological problems.

In the present study, we replicated the experiments of Michel
and Harkins (1985), which in our opinion, is the best set-up
because of its evolutionary-relevant task and straightforward
concept while correcting for the potential weakness mentioned
above (only one live demonstrator for each handedness). We aim to
examine if concordant handedness between teacher and student
facilitates faster and/or more successful learning of manual skills.
To test this, we used different (nautical) knots since these require
coordination between both hands and fine motor manipulation
while being a skill that is not commonly practiced in an average
population (around 5%, according to Chisnall, 2010). In addition to
the factors analyzed in the original study, we took the difficulty of
the knots into account to examine if the benefit of concordant
handedness is more pronounced in demanding tasks where better
visual-spatial insight and motor planning of the hands is required.
Knot making can be described as a sequence of bimanually coor-
dinated actions that need to be learned (motor sequence learning).
We chose to use instructional videos similar to Rohbanfard and
Proteau (2013), as opposed to live demonstrations of the knot
making because they allow for each participant to receive the in-
struction with identical timing and precise movement sequences of
both the left-handed and right-handed versions (Rohbanfard and
Proteau, 2013).

We predict that subjects will learn faster and more successfully
from a concordantly handed instructor and that the benefit of
concordant handedness will increase with the difficulty of the knot.
We discuss the outcomes in terms of fitness advantage and
frequency-dependent selection for hand preference in the
population.

2. Methods
2.1. Participants and materials

We collected data on imitation in the context of a practical
course from a student sample (85 females, 49 males, aged 18—24
years). Students were informed about the testing procedure and
provided with written instruction and an informed consent form,
which they signed. Students were offered alternative practicals, in
the event they did not feel completely comfortable in completing
the imitation tests and handedness questionnaire, but none used
this opportunity.

Participants were seated in a room in groups of approximately
15, each student at an individual desk with a computer, a piece of
cotton rope (diameter 5 mm, length 50 cm), and a stopwatch.
Author B.R. produced the instruction videos in the first-person view
by rigging a camera above his hands, then carrying out the steps to
produce the following specific knots: granny knot, bowstring knot,
artillery loop, a bowline (all instructions for the demonstrator and
assistants obtained from http://www.realknots.com). The knots
were included in this sequence in all four versions of the instruc-
tional videos, which differed only in the randomization of the right-
and left-handed demonstrations. All films contained two left-
handed and two right-handed demonstrations. Left-handed dem-
onstrations were artificially produced by mirroring the videos of a
right-handed demonstrator, so the right side appeared left and vice
versa. This produced a left-handed demonstrator while preserving
the demonstrator and dynamic aspects of the knot making.

2.2. Protocol

Participants were asked to play a movie file on the computer. In
this movie, a text explained the task (reproducing a knot after avideo
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instruction), the nature of the video instruction, and the steps they
had to take according to the protocol of the experiment (as described
below). Following the text instructions, participants viewed a video
clip showing two hands in the first-person view tying a specific knot
in a rope, first in slow-motion and then repeated twice at real-time
speed. After each video, the screen went to black with the instruction
to pause the movie (see Supplementary Online Material [SOM] S1
and SOM Fig. S1 for detailed text and example). As instructed, the
participants were required to start a stopwatch, reproduce the knot
they had seen in the movie, stop the stopwatch when finished, and
record the time on paper. The knot was then presented to a trained
assistant, who evaluated the knot for its correctness. If a knot had
been tied incorrectly, students were allowed two more attempts.
Each attempt, including the first one, had to be completed within
90 seconds; attempts longer than 90 seconds were scored as failed.
Three failed attempts indicated failure to reproduce the knot and
was recorded as such. Four different types of knots had to be
reproduced in total. The variables thus recorded were (1) the num-
ber of attempts needed to reproduce a knot, either correctly or
incorrectly; (2) the duration it took to successfully reproduce a knot;
and (3) whether the knot could be reproduced successfully at all.

The participants were asked to complete a short questionnaire
stating their sex, year of birth, and the Edinburgh Handedness In-
ventory (EHI; Oldfield, 1971) offered in a Dutch translation (Strien,
1992, 2003). Participants were asked to mention the hand they use
to perform a certain task (e.g., ball throwing) and were given the
choice to answer ‘left’, or ‘right’, coded as O or 1, respectively. The
sum of the coded answers represents the hand preference score
(EHI score). The EHI score ranged from O, representing complete
left-handedness, to 10 (complete right-handedness). Based on this
scale, we classified participants in one of three groups: left-handed
(0—1), ambidextrous (2—8), and right-handed (9—10; for a review
and discussion of cut-offs, see Edlin et al., 2015). We only included
left-handers (n = 15) and right-handers (n = 119) in the analysis,
while excluding ambidextrous participants (n = 14). Based on the
subject’s handedness and that of the demonstration, we labeled
each trial as a matching or mismatching condition.

As performance measures for imitation, we analyzed whether
and how quickly a knot was learned by analyzing the following
three parameters:

1) Time per knot(seconds): the time that it took to complete a knot,
by adding up the number of seconds for each of the three at-
tempts until the knot was correct;

2) Attempts per knot: the number of attempts (1, 2, or 3) it took to
successfully imitate a knot (when all three attempts failed, a
score of 4 was given); and

3) Successful imitation: whether a knot could be successfully
replicated at all.

2.3. Statistical analyses

All participants imitated knots under both conditions (concor-
dant and discordant demonstrator), and these conditions were
randomized over the trials while the sequence of knots of varying
levels of difficulty stayed the same. The participants were prompted
to record cases in which they were familiar with the knot. As only
one individual was familiar with one of the knots, we did not
exclude any subjects based on this information. We analyzed the
data with a generalized mixed modeling approach in IBM SPSS
Statistics v. 22 (Armonk, New York). For the three variables (time
per knot, attempts per knot, and success of imitation), respectively,
we used a linear regression, a multinomial logistic regression, and a
binomial logistic regression. For each of the three variables, subject
identity was added as a random effect. Hand preference
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congruency and knot difficulty, and the interaction term of the two,
were added as fixed factors in the model. In a stepwise backward
regression approach, the interaction term was removed from the
model if it was not significant; the main factors remained in the
model regardless of their significance level. The difficulty of the
knots was assessed by the success rate at which they were repro-
duced, resulting in the following ranking: granny knot (easy, 95%
success rate), artillery loop (medium, 61% success rate), bowstring
knot, and bowline (difficult, 38% and 35% success rate, respectively).
Mean scores for the three dependent variables in the three diffi-
culty categories are given in SOM Table S1. Alpha was set at 0.05.

3. Results

In all analyses of imitation performance, knot difficulty was
significant (all p-values <0.001) and will thus only be reported in
the tabular results.

Analyzing the time needed per knot revealed a significant effect
of hand preference congruency, but not for the interaction of hand
preference congruency and knot difficulty (full model, Table 1). The
interaction term was removed in the final model, and hand pref-
erence congruency was revealed as a significant main factor (final
model, Table 1).

For the performance measures ‘attempts per knot’ and ‘success
of imitation’, neither hand preference congruency nor the inter-
action of hand preference congruency and knot difficulty were
significant (full model, Table 1). When the interaction term was
removed in the final model, hand preference congruency was sig-
nificant for both performance measures (final model, Table 1).

We can summarize that in the concordant condition, time taken
per knot was shorter, the attempts per knot were fewer, and
imitation success was greater (Table 2; Fig. 1). Parameter estimates
of the factors can be found in SOM Table S2).

Despite the fact that the interaction term was removed from all
models because it was not significant, Figure 1 indicates that knots
of higher difficulty (medium and difficult ones) produced a pro-
nounced difference in medians where the concordant handedness
between the model and the student led to less time needed to
reproduce a knot.

The medians and means for the three performance measures
(averaged across all difficulty levels) show that participants needed,
on average, 50 seconds longer and more attempts to imitate a knot
in the mismatching condition (demonstrated by a model of the
opposite handedness based on the median values; Table 2; Fig. 1).
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Note that the variance of the medium and difficult categories is
much higher than of the easy category. Subjects were also slightly
more often successful in imitating the knot when the demonstra-
tion was given by a model who matched their handedness (Table 2).

4. Discussion and conclusions

The fact that all three measurements of imitation performance
(time to make a knot, attempts needed, and the correctness of the
end result) are significantly better for matching handedness be-
tween model and imitator confirms our hypothesis and successfully
replicates the results from the original experiment (Michel and
Harkins, 1985). As in their study, participants in the discordant
condition were less often successful in the imitation and needed
more time to learn a knot.

Additionally, the number of attempts and the time needed to
reproduce a knot for all three levels of difficulty confirms that
concordant handedness between model and imitator facilitates
quicker learning. With respect to the second research question, we
did not find that the benefit of concordant handedness increases
with greater difficulty of the task. However, visualization of the
data (Fig. 1) suggests that this effect might be present when
comparing difficult and easy knots. The high variance presentin the
data of the medium and difficult knots (concordant and discordant
condition) likely explains the nonsignificant effect. This high level
of variance may be due to our experimental set-up, in which we
established a cut-off time for how long an attempt could last
(90 seconds). Thus, if a participant was unable to replicate a knot
successfully within the given 90-second timeframe, they were
forced to begin again in the next trial when they might have solved
the task if given a slightly longer time span in the first trial. As a
consequence, the next attempt for the same knot, being often
somewhat shorter because of the learning effect from the previous
attempt, would include this second time interval plus the previous
90 second (the maximum time allowed in the first interval). For
example, if 120 seconds were needed in the first trial while only
90 seconds were allowed, and if 70 seconds were needed in the
second trial, then the total time until success would be
90 + 70 = 160 seconds, rather than 120. Therefore, the cut-off time
of 90 seconds enlarged the variation between successful and un-
successful students.

The fact that imitational learning is easier with matching hand
preference makes it a candidate hypothesis to explain the main-
tenance of the strong population bias in the direction of hand

Table 1
Results of analyses of three measurements of imitation performance, including all factors (Full model) and only the main factors (Final model).

Performance Factor F df p-value

Full model

Time per knot (s) hand preference congruency 9.906 530 0.002
knot difficulty 149.919 530 <0.001
hand preference congruency*knot difficulty 0.923 530 0.398

Attempts per knot hand preference congruency 2.160 527 0.142
knot difficulty 63.899 527 <0.001
hand preference congruency*knot difficulty 2.006 527 0.136

Success of imitation hand preference congruency 0.156 530 0.693
knot difficulty 41.325 530 <0.001
hand preference congruency*knot difficulty 0.905 530 0.405

Final model

Time per knot (s) hand preference congruency 12.351 532 <0.001
knot difficulty 150.038 532 <0.001

Attempts per knot hand preference congruency 5.468 529 0.020
knot difficulty 63.448 529 <0.001

Success of imitation hand preference congruency 4.905 532 0.027
knot difficulty 43.355 532 <0.001
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Table 2
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Median (upper and lower 95% confidence interval) and mean (SEM) scores per condition for the time taken per knot, attempts per knot, and successful imitation (average

number of knots reproduced successfully).

n=134 Time per knot (s) Attempts per knot Successful imitation

Condition Concordant Discordant Concordant Discordant Concordant Discordant
Median 46 (86—109) 96 (108—133) 2 (2.2-2.5) 3(2.5-2.8) 1(0.56—0.68) 1(0.46—0.58)
Mean 97.3(5.8) 120.6 (6.2) 2.3(0.8) 2.6(0.8) 0.62 (0.03) 0.52 (0.03)

300

—_
250

200

150

Total time per knot [s]

100

mé+L .

Easy Medium

Difficult

Figure 1. Boxplot of the time needed (in seconds) to complete a knot over the three
different difficulty levels. White boxes indicate the concordant condition, and grey
boxes indicate the discordant condition. For reasons of clarity, outliers are not shown
in this graph, although they were included in the statistics (outliers were only present
in the easy condition n = 18). Error bars represent a 95% confidence interval.

preference in human populations, although it is likely not the
exclusive factor. On the other hand, our results cannot explain why
the population bias is toward right-handedness vs. left-
handedness. It also does not dismiss the fighting hypothesis
(Faurie and Raymond, 2013), as negative frequency-dependent
selection and facilitation of motor learning through handedness
concordance need not be mutually exclusive. Both theories can
explain how the right-handed bias is maintained: while the
fighting hypothesis represents a benefit for left-handedness (at low
frequencies), the imitation hypothesis represents one aspect of the
costs that makes up an essential part of the fighting hypothesis.

Specifically, apart from negative frequency-dependent selec-
tion, the fighting hypothesis requires increased costs for left-
handers explaining why left-handers are in the minority in the
first place. Increased health costs for left-handers have been pro-
posed to be the reason for this (e.g., reduced longevity and delayed
sexual maturity, as reviewed in Llaurens et al., 2009). Costs due to
health risks for left-handers can also explain why the strong pop-
ulation bias needed for facilitation of imitation is in favor of right-
handedness. This would hold true even if the fighting hypothesis is
not supported. Since recent literature has begun to question the
differential health costs for left- and right-handers (McManus and
Wysocki, 2005; Zickert et al., 2018; van der Feen et al., 2020), it
might be feasible to search for other factors explaining the right-
handed bias. Alternatively, a small bias toward right-handedness
might have been established by chance, after which it became
stronger as being at a disadvantage for imitative learning (or being
taught for that matter) might pose as a disadvantage for left-
handers in a right-handed world.

We chose to test the imitation of a motion sequence that is
ecologically relevant and which entails different roles for both
hands, using videos of a single right-handed instructor and mirror
images thereof as a proxy for the left-handed demonstrator. This
brings the large advantage of eliminating all variability in behavior
and kinematics of knot making that is introduced by having
different demonstrators for left and right. In a study on the
perception of videos of hand and arm movements from egocentric
and allocentric perspectives that were mirrored in the same way as
in our experiment (trainee assuming the same perspective as the
trainer, seeing hands from above), observers reported only unmir-
rored right-handed grasping as looking natural (Neal and Kilner,
2010). Although mirrored images were perceived as unnatural (as
opposed to non-mirrored images), we cannot exclude the possi-
bility of an effect of using mirrored videos in our own experiment
since the mirrored version of a right-handed instruction was used
(i.e., the one perceived as more unnatural). Despite the actual effect
of perception on imitation being unknown, it is unlikely to have any
influence. This is supported by the origami-making study of Uomini
and Lawson (2017), which used mirrored films to create differently
handed demonstrators and viewing angles. The results showed no
effect on imitation performance based on viewing angle or hand
concordance. Further studies should take this into account and
include left- and right-handed teachers, control for movements
(kinematics) and other confounding factors by mirroring, and
assure unified knot chirality (i.e., similar knots that mirror each
other should be counted as two distinct knots) between instructors
(see below). Moreover, to test the influence of hand preference
alone, it is probably advisable to use instructional videos that show
hands in the perspective of the learner (first-person view) since this
configuration seems to facilitate the easiest imitation (Mori et al.,
2015; Nishizawa et al., 2015; Sebastianutto et al., 2017).

Additionally—and for examining the relevance of the imitation
hypothesis—it should be determined in diverse human populations
if an alignment that results in a first-person view for a learner of a
manual task is indeed the preferred one, as opposed to a teaching
style in which the instructor is opposite of the learner. This is
particularly relevant for (experimental) archeological research on
the transfer of flint-knapping and other tool-production methods
(Lycett and Eren, 2019). Observations in indigenous cultures, which
do not use tables or other support structures that could limit the
free choice of the learner’s viewpoint, should most resemble the
conditions in the past and give us vital insights on which to build
further studies. There have already been efforts to trace down the
neurological bases of the acquisition of Paleolithic tool-making
(Stout and Chaminade, 2007), which could be very useful in tying
together behavioral research and neuroscience in the context of the
evolution of learning and handedness. Lastly, one aspect, which has
not yet been taken into account as far as we are aware, is the level of
novelty of the task for a student. One can safely assume that uni-
versity students have some degree of experience with tying knots
or folding paper—even hammering two objects with a purpose—so
the tasks in previous studies have tested the performance of these
tasks only on a higher level of complexity while the basic re-
quirements of motor coordination for those tasks are presumably
already present and well practiced. A stronger influence of
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differences in handedness between teacher and student might be
seen when testing actual novices of a praxis, e.g., children tying
their shoes for the first time or adults who have never knitted.

As illustrated in Figure 1 and reported in Michel and Harkins
(1985), the difficulty of a task is an important factor that needs to
be considered in follow-up experiments. The present study found
that for easy knots, learning from congruent or discordant teachers
does not differ significantly, whereas, for higher levels of difficulty,
it does. It is especially interesting to investigate bimanual tasks that
require different levels of coordination between both hands. In
concordance with previous studies, we can assume that concor-
dance of hand preference becomes more important the more the
roles between both hands differ from each other (Uomini and
Lawson, 2017). In the same vein, it might be interesting to see if
there is a difference between the acquisition of motor skills that
build on familiar motor sequences (such as knot-making while
learning an unfamiliar knot) and the learning of completely new
motion sequences.

In sum, using a design controlling for the confounders in an
earlier study, we confirmed previous findings that concordance of
handedness between teacher and student of a motoric skill does
enhance the speed and accuracy of learning in an extended design
over a range of difficulty levels.
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