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Abstract

Sense of Agency is a control experience that changes the outside world through self-initiated or
self-caused outcomes. Some studies have found a confounding relationship between explicit and
implicit motion results, while other studies point out the separation of them, and the discovery of
this contradiction may prove that explicit and implicit sense of agency relies on different sources
of information to reflect different cognitive processes. In this work, we argue that the association
and dissociation of explicit and implicit sense of agency can be explained by the cue integration
theory. Future research may further investigate the role of various cues, such as adopting findings
from other research areas, or using new technical tools, focusing on the sense of agency in joint
actions; and also may explore the social application of the sense of agency, such as examining the
relationship between motion and social responsibility, and paying attention to synthetic motion in
human-computer interaction.
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1. 818

EH AT, JATTLUEEE B AR IRATRRECE SN S, Goxfdid 5 E301E, Xt
T THE I 25 B 3 WA 56 1 FR 2 M i ) (Sense of Agency, 51245, 2015; 5L 4%, 2018). i,
MIRATHF F KRS, F-ATHE B O SR HAR R K I — B E DL R K AR S — 25 R R
JEB N e H R R E AR 7, EEWE: IERE T ER R I FH R TR, BLAKE)
VE H4% 1 k45 (Gallagher, 2012; Haggard & Chambon, 2012). R A8 % 51 B 4T 9 DA KK 55 Rk # 2
BURIRIE TS, K T s 2 Mg R 2R, I3t 1 s a0 s sy (52 H 45, 2018).

E | —LLZ5R 0 S, Tt 3h % SRR 1 O = szl S (o v <z, JBCORE, {8/ 22, 20205 S0lAE, 2019;
TR AR, 2018), {HAZATIE “HshE” F“ Ly &2 Sense of Agency HIENIE, RIFE 12 FIAE RO
HSEMES . BAR “FahiEdlE” MR EINE A, E2&RTASCHER(Suzuki, Lush, Seth, & Roseboom, 2019;
Poonian & Cunnington, 2013; Braun et al., 2014)f5 i, BIMfEAZHREsh R B IahE, e —Em
AP, <=4 Sense of Agency. RISLAEASCH, FRATTR A 5 544 55 N (2015) FTH 52 H 25 A\ (2018)
FIEI, K Sense of Agency BN “HESHIEK” .

2. SpRFIARSHERDRE

NI T A T e 50 SR 1 00 2 KT SR B A/ S B8 P B i 5 (P 52 ) 4%, 20185 9K k%%, 2018), 1R
5 D02 1 77 AN R TT X 43 A AT A Bt sl g . e rb 0 S I g 1 Skt B 1 5 04y, 3l SR A
IR CIE R ATAT T 4RI RBIE, Bl shE - 45 5 AR 56 Rk 247 16 e 51 8 1) 4T B (Antusch,
Aarts, & Custers, 2019), #ME & H B T #AR1 FEESZ, H 3L 5 5 5 2 2 R 22 152 . 451
w,  AAMEUR T Sl s BRI S H CAT N ERMEAT T A, RS —AMT AW
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g5 JUE MY (Hagoard, 2017). A B rdll & 3= A HEE 2 Z57E X (Intentional Binding), ‘& &8 MALEH
Figghrh s B KIBNE - 45 R R R R AN RE 2246 T 3E B E i s b ik o 20 (e e b, R a1k - 45
T2 Ta] (7 18] 8] g 4 32 U0 S 45 19 B 42 (Haggard, Clark, & Kalogeras, 2002; Haggard & Chambon, 2012; 5K #k
S, 20185 e, 2019); PAKBGEEENRRTEIC, ERTRSAMIAT ML, MK E ETRAMERRE
WL TR0 56 B ARG R B0 52 (Weller, Schwaarz, Kunde, & Pfister, 2017). 45 &40 20 3 R bt 30 ok v 2Qad i i [1]
S AT E SR 22 [ (Hughes, Desantis, & Waszak, 2013)[a]4% . PYR& ) [ 1 it zh i .

3. AN B

TEMES BBV, BR T X m R 2R DL s L R e (52 ) 45, 2018) 4k, 3 — MR B ZE ) 5%
S0 R SRS [ R B U7 ST AR I it B B S — B, RIS RIS RN 4 5 A A 1A AR R R
T N BRI EN R R — B A SCIRIZE SRR, 8 R AN R 2 7 =X SRS ) it 0 B 2 T ) 2%
RAH NS, toin, 7EA LrEk+ (Pyasik, Burin, & Pia, 2018; Barlas, Hockley, & Obhi, 2018; Caspar et al.,
2016; Weller et al., 2017; Antusch, Aarts, & Custers, 2019), 4MaFl Py Bt shJ8oE — 80 i 7E HoAth i SCik
(Braun, Thorne, Hildebrandt, & Debener, 2014; Bussche, Alves, Murray, & Hughes, 2020; Weller et al., 2017)
H, SNEHIN RS IER A 7 B . R, A BT IX — ) AT A 4R ER D (R AR SR, 2018), AT AT BABE IS
R T s R KL, EE A e SRR N Bt S I r JE R AT 7R ERAS T —T, Xt nr DU —
RS 2 71 U W ST T3 0 SRy VAL S 7 P R L

4. ERANAREBREDEMAREIRO—BNSE

AT ASCERAE Y, 78— SBsRIQ 2, JBI A IEAr L3I0 30 DA S AR GRYE N prid sk 4
AN B BB 2 B 1, R HAA N, X BRI A R P R Sl B R TS A A N I R (Dewey &
Knoblich, 2014) . {HJZIXFE ] B 10 W1 H R RE 08 MR RE S8 H I AR EE . SR 38 IROBL T S8 AN [H) 1)
AT FE TS, P2 B A S IR 25 S SR, AR B sh &2 —EUme 2 AT, Flss
HME S A BREEN R — B S 5 BX N R, BT DU S S A R B SR S AR . AR BT TR
A VUFF AN R AR A 2 2T 2 AR, JF B A RZ S0 450 S0 R iy IR O RS
LRRIALERIFIW PN B Y, Horp, R RSBV BOBR AL RN ZE B4R T 2 R I R MR N sk &
PEEIS(H 52 H %, 2018). P BRI RIZE 2 A e, BIEAE ANF, EERALRIER, EEmME
R [ 2 Synofzik 78 L5 1938 3 (Synofzik, Vosgerau, & Voss, 2013), # BRI LR R A 7
WHHT T 446, BRI TIRRZRBEAEA, Fit, 7EEHRE RN RIS I B, it
T P B R R 2R R B A AR 2 2R O A, T ELX 8 IR A TR R R A A X — 1
t, RAALEW X E AN F A I LR X 53

4.1, EERARERRARRIEOERELHERE

Eb A5 2 B (Frith, Blakemore, & Wolpert, 2000) &% T W 7E@shisHl £48, % “HFRRE” « “s¢
BRpRAS” A “TMPRAS " 2 8] 0 P P T AL, G SR T 0 52 B B i A\ — B00 7 A= it 2 J&é (Moore & Fletcher,
2012). fan, KWK HERAKMIZSITE S G, PRI E S AR B ST T, W R R A
e HE M T X s, WRIFIAT AR SRR AT A — 8, Mg 3Ed R G R escLshER 4, %)
B DASE IS /KA IR — H b o A SR SRS 7K 1 ik i 2 5 R 7K A 25 S PRI RR i R 55 2 i %) T3 A DT
Be, MIGta&TER: R, AR SR IS 245 ] 2 G0 9 S B o VR R, FCnT DURRE ¢
T IR A1 R A BT A R R s e (52 J) 4%, 2018; Frith et al., 2000).

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 212 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023

BRE %

{H 2 P 88 B RUAS RE R RS 2h 45 R Ge AR A JE 0T A1 S R py e it 2 K 1 52 il (Synofzik, Vosgerau, &
Newen, 2008a; 5L 4%, 2018). fi4n, Antusch 55 Nl i 45 AN [F] 4258 Froct B2 22 B 80, R T R
ANTF) R AL 5 B e 0 R SR . S5 RR I, EARBUMLAR B AN RERS WX 45 SR T, (E R il
O B AR R R, R P A B R GR RN iR (Antusch, Aarts, & Custers, 2019). 1fi H., & TFiAEE &%
/KPS B R, PRI BN R R . Lhn S &5 R S TSRS, 37505 BT IR ALY
G CIRIBAT NMIME— T RESRYR 7 BRI N R i, (R RE S| A Bt Bl # (Lafleur et al., 2020;
Ma, Hommel, & Chen, 2019b).

M2, AR SR 12 Bh % i) R G N LR B s B sE A, AT DARRRE —30 o Se It ah R, (HA2 )
g T B RGIMEIL R . UUNAKCE B s BAEMIEM . 1, A A B A R,
TR MERRRE AT = AN LU Ase s (AR L FI0 5 52 bR 2 1] R R 1 L AE0) 78 M 2 A P Bt 3y H 3R I B
A, PRI AS REMRRE A M T A P B 31 B 1) — SR 4

TRRNEC L (Wegner, 2003; HIZEH 45, 2018) X%} it & F AR & LB 4T N S HEN I 7 . 13
IR R B CRAT AMME—TTREIR R, 1T 027 B O RIECE B 2 5 kA2, HAT -4
5 ORI RIE B, S A R A 1 i 3l B 5k (Wegner, 2003) . IR SRIATEAT N5 45 R R 15t
ZJa, AT TR R BB B RLSAT N - G5 R Bk R, TAR ZARAT N mT A A
FfEEELRE, UEAT AP T LR . B — RAHRHIB 70T, #5835 #0028 F 0 i sh
TR 45 B R ST 3% R 18 (Wegner, Sparrow, & Winerman, 2004; Wegner & Wheatley, 1999). &, i%H
WA CAEREAN i sh B IMLE, E0 280 T 6 BRI iR . AL, RER MO RS B R BE AR A1 S5
Py Bt Bl B ) — B 4

BRI, A5 FH 48— (R A RS 2R o & 8 R ) B it 3 a6 SR P — BORN 20 B 3R AT R, T 25 LR B s —
HEWESHEMARSGHE R, PLAAEFZREARZM T IEH AR,

4.2. ZRBEBERNBRE

TE LGRS (R 2 |, BF TR AR S T 2R R BG5S (Cue Integration Theory, Moore & Fletcher,
2012). LFRBEGHA RSN RGN SMERRNES, W KB RESES TR, NRNLRK
B it 2 S R K A EE S [F] (Moore, Wegner, & Haggard, 2009). 44MERE R AT SRy, A2k 2% A = b4
K, MR ERIN TR 09N MERIS SRR, R CRRAE SR R 20 i3]
P AR L BE R TR (Hoerl et al., 2020).

Synofzik %5 A\ (2008a) it s BN & R A S A R E G BVGEIRE, AERE& I 0 6 5 74 5% (Feeling of
Agency) 5H BRI, &K1 i 5h H) W (Judgement of Agency), W\ AN EIHILR R AE H TS B H it 51 8%
JZU TPRANZ IR A — & AR AR, RIS T PR BeisiZid . (B A3 2, Synofzik %5 A (2009,
2013)TE PR R B AU Bkt |, 45 AR RBMARAL, H— DI H T B Mk 26 R B 5 454 (Optimal Cue
Integration, Synofzik, VVosgerau, & Voss, 2013) KRS, MATICNAF LR, SRR T IEs)
5 TN e 2 5 O T B S I B VR 45 R RN R, SR HAEA R L R BT SEPEATEL
HIH TR S . AT EHRSETNE RSB 5, RA145E Synofzik 55(2008a) 8 A FK, K
NP B R R A . Horh, TEAARIS AN N BRI AT A AR RO E AR, XA AR S KT
Jit 25 A ) R R B R A1 A [ SR ] PR i) 222 S AU e 22 S A F B (Moore, 2016) FE) P Bl
B, WA SRR R R . BRI A i B A TR R IS B R G N I AR SZ, Lh s R
#7 J& (Beck, Costa, & Haggard, 2017; Engbert, Wohlschlager, & Haggard, 2008), MshfE - 45 B — 2k
(Ebert & Wegner, 2010), ZI{E - &5 RS [A]3% 2P, (Ruess, Thomaschke, & Kiesel, 2018; Toida, Ueno, &
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Shimada, 2016; Wen, 2019)%% . Jiti &) W 45 & SORAMAEXT B ARG BRI R, R0 s & 4
SR BT ERRWRESE, S EiEs)ER S 2 2N EFE & 120 (Majchrowicz &
Wierzchon, 2018), n¥sE. 1% K ZR DA AL WA &S, B4 5 R BUE R IR A ATH R (Haggard, 2017).
B FIWT SRR R 2 — i i s R LR, sl fE TN ek S 5 HEM 2R, F)in 3= 2h 2 (s B RIAL L 1 3))
PERIA, DARIBRERINSLZR, & U= EmIRAKCF RS RIGER, RATEA TR EZFIMImACF LR
A DABEAT RN T s 2. T B A T Bl S HEIN 2R 2R I AN 2 LA S R i S AR SR i, gl 75 B0 3
T R AP R R AT MBS, RT3 I Wi (Synofzik et al., 2013).

X H AT, B4R R SRR (Moore & Fletcher, 2012), PR 5 4 i 5 8% [ IR 34T <
SEAMSLIIH NI T AR . IRIEAFE SIS Th, BT TR MATTBk L EAFEIR, N RIS R 5)
AR —80 AFEIE, R RBUH B ARG, P BRSNS AR S s B 5 L P
MIPELR R, AR N B A0 T 58 K 53 s A S R B A 4 Ak, ARl SRAF iR S5 3 s
HEHLE R, BRI N TR T a3 . BRI G 5 P I B2k 2R B 5 B B 5k 1 7 e 20y 8% £E )
LRWENEN, (H2 )53 B — DR sl B X 5 A it 20 1456 R it 2 540 W AN AS R s ik s,
SIS L A B R AR BN K . PR Y B 2R R S AR TR s R N Rt Bl B A R i BN R R DT R, DA P R it B Je%
ARSI R —, Wi E& AN T RI(Kihn et al., 2011). {2 TCiE —F a7 il Tik &
FEHIINL, #AeU RSN BN — 50 8 IR SRt AR A B 2l
(=R T T R RARFIRT, I8 RO — B0 1 244 B0 A Bt sl B (1 7= AR BT 5 T IR R AN
W, ZFHMERRIMH .

421 SFRBASERBEINBENAISHESHEN—

DRI, SR S AR AN AN 4% 1 AT L[] B 5 e Jta ) AR B ATt 3 4 Wi, B R 1| B Aot 1) it ) AR 6 1
DRIZ IR, A0 P et 20 8 ) &5 SR Bt — 3

FRIE O B 78 R B3 S s/ i 8 T LA RN 52 b S AT B sl g% Pyasik 25 N REE, AT FRalii
KGEREEHIFAE, #lEE T B 3 3ER B BRSNS 3 B0 4) 55 (Pyasik, Burin, & Pia, 2018).
& Barlas 5 NIBEFL A, HanT DUEAT B ok Bt sl s (0T o 4k . 455K, B G B e
W, B BRSNSt 5 = (Barlas, Hockley, & Obhi, 2018; Caspar et al., 2016). [F#E, 1diH
A0t B o A IR TE B U R B, ARk T DL R I A0 AT A Bt 3)  (Weller et all.,
2017).

[FIRE, 3200 = B A AR 2 AR o] D[R] 52 70 55 5 A B it 2 8k . Antusch 55 N It #2848 (] 428 it o SR )
RSB, HR TR RIS, LRI b i s R e e . 25 BRI, A 50 s i) b i BRI
T I A AR GR AR i (Antusch, Aarts, & Custers, 2019). Minohara 25 A\FET 7 il i i A8 4% 4 ir i
B IR EEPRAR ) LS I REEE, I H ARl E- 25 SR n R BRI [a] . 25 FOR I, M430PE - 45 R A kg
(AT, 32 U S 4B 5% 1 R AR SR AL B8 2 IZ sl RGN S AR 3R L R, A S
J1esE, Pk 7RISR S (Minohara et al., 2016).

TN ANZNVE SRS 1% 5 5 B A 5 AN R (8 4 ) 555 ELBGHED, W R Bl - 4511 —
FPE R T DL R B S0 A0 2 5 9 B B 8% . L N Ebert 25 N BLR B IRAL sh#R O, I H LS MG K12 80 77 11,
BN T INME - SR — 0, RIMAESNE - 255 00— Bk R B8 1 i 3h VP 4 58 AR SR RS (Ebert &
Wegner, 2010; Caspar et al., 2016).

BNAE - 45 SR (] (B St mT DA A I 52 S 2 5 P Ra sl . Sato 55 A SO sl 1 S 42 Fll
St 2 8] B — SO (45 TR0 — Bl — B 25 R) , SR E - S5 R AR AR B NS E . 1
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RESEE 25 5 ) BIEE - S5 R BEER G &R, B 24002 AN R AITR b P 45 5, R s
bRt B2 Bk Po A 1, ARSI T (Sato & Yasuda, 2005). A& #F 5t (Imaizumi & Tanno, 2019)
SR W 3 S5 A I E iR E ST IS B, RINANE - 45 5K (8] 1) 52 30 ] RE 3R (TG 18 2 40 0 il ot
S e JIR), AR BEAS T s OE o A SRR, VR IE KI5 SRR 8 i) AH
Kk,

IR A5 At T L [R] Bf i A 2 i 3 6 5 Y B&it 5 i (Blakey et al., 2019; Eagleman & Holcombe, 2002;
Moore & Haggard, 2008). Desantis & AR FAEH TN S G+ 1L 55 (ERT I B YIZEp Be b, ol i
Bl 44 R 5 SR IR R AR A i 2 ML, Bl o r=E =, N IGBEA S A FB S s [,
AN I, A NI A, g A S ), BRI R E SN 27
BURF, RINEA 2 SBEER. MERFNA B, AR 2T, HR5R ERA 2
IR S EUY . S5, VIZRM B iise 5 2 B 3R SRS S B i w1 alR B A =
43308 (Desantis, Roussel, & Waszak, 2011). [E#f, AHFFAE T T RRESIIEK, Eplizs L AL
LRSS R, A RGN FE S, R BRI EAT B E S R R, LA R
LA BT, A A0 A P B it 51 B 42 3 1) FEAIK(Kawabe, Roseboom, & Nishida, 2013).

AN, TG FLR I, 0T A ARG DTER I N X EAE . 5 EESR A LI ETIZ 30 K )7 (Premotor
Cortex, Kiihn et al., 2013; Moore et al., 2013)F1 3555 AT NI = A= 5 il & A LW AT A 57 )2 (Prefrontal Cor-
tex, Khalighinejad, Costa, & Haggard, 2016), #& H FE3)1E 1 2 BB (= S A HT N 5 (Anterior Insula, Moore et
al., 2013; Farrer & Frith, 2002), VL% mi4diBhiz 5 [X (Pre Supplementary Motor Area, Moore et al., 2010). iX4t
i DX A, [E) BE B2 1 A 35 it 3 1K) 7= A= (Haggard, 2017; Sperduti, Delaveau, Fossati, & Nadel, 2011).

4.2.2. RRBESENBFREINBMARBRENRN T E

B2, BT HaAL, XHAEZER B AHIWE e LR ICEHE:. BERERER. LT
SR ENRET 55 &5 Mt U, WIRIESLIHEE N 2= KB S\ R =T B R, Wiz
58 it 3 0T R S A AN [FV PR, AR 470 S A P e 0 S 5 SR A R I 4 B

b, efZ A i SR AT R AL A RIS B, AT DA AN B sl 88, (R A RE A N e it
K. 7£ Braun SNBSS T A RMABUA SRR THEEIEL, KRN 7RI T 5 H S TR
JEE B — SO (— Bl AH ) AT 330 7 1007 RBE £33 T E . s FmacltOnE Frz)
YEYX M B )M o IR I D7 AR 520 A7 AR RS AN A B S vF 7 TR T 5 H S TR
1 FE B — BN 5 A1 2 Rt B D43 T AS 82 i N B SR 98 248 (Braun, Thorne, Hildebrandt, & Debener,
2014). {EIXHE, MIRT5ELTHIALE K —BWEEA S R AR, SO “ IR T IIMS AR
AR B AR A B ROZR AT ARER)” IX RIS G0N R ZR, DRI 5 1 A S5 (Rt 3 40 T

N, SEe R ST R A K E B, AT CARZ I A R A R, (H A R P B BT
BTN, BRI FOE S ARSI, R AT A B R Ik, A B ATk
SAE T NS ) 25347 N En i USRS A (il e 5%, TIX 2 S B0 AN RIS 58 . RHAE# 320
T RIGHAAEM RGO, BT AR P i A A A B Eh R g5 IR, e A R IR
P RE SN, T S5 35 ARSI 1 A S 5 B (Bussche, Alves, Murray, & Hughes, 2020). £ —Ji45 & 7 A &l
ARSI F R E I i, WFEE ERERE T BRSO R, WK & T B BORI R
B B A1 I BT 5 H LT WaE — B RE N e A —BEEE a8, mAEN
TR B AT AR 8 2 — SRR FE Ry 50% 1) — B (H BMIR/K-F & e iz sh i 2k 72— BU) . 451K
B, B AN RN VP4 52 B 72 WA BB DA RS m G0N FKFE BN SCERR IR, T A R
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4NN (Ma et al., 2019a). fEXFRSHEFCH, S X MRTikRRki, B shishl RGN LR
AR, AR — IR B B AR I8 R AN R, I v G\ N JE T AR e AR 56 5 2 1R 56 0] e 5 m
TAMNEANER. T Weller 55 ANXTBIAE - 45 F 2 (B AII (] R EAT 7AW RIBUR 7S, 50K, AHELECR
ARG, BRI AT i) IG5, 1B R IR AN A 2 B2 (Weller et al., 2017). [AFE, Majchrowicz
8 Nl I 7R ke 2 5 S AR HE 5 5 SR TR S ST AR AR i 4 SRS, 7 205 KB B 2= A 7R
SUA T, DR 7T S IR AR . 45 R BARIBN I AZ IR B
Wi i A0 TN VP23 2 B ) AR R EE s, S B 1 B AN Ah 2 it 3l B 1) 43 85 (Majchrowicz & Wierzchon,
2018).

— SRR A RIKF B 5 B, AT LA A B tishIe, (EUR IR R N B sl . 7E Barlas
LENRIB T, A n] LAEEAT B ek SR s bl 2 i W A i -k, BRI I BN I 5 4 7
SER, SRRIL, FEE S R T AN RIS . MO ENL, TEM S S, kiR T E
RSN RS, X AT Re A RO BRATR AR i 45 R 9 5 S A SN i [m] (Barlas et al., 2018). A5 &
T T XNEAEAES, A N — LB (A R R I B CsiR T o — A ZEIRBE 1 ) 2 S 8UR — S
Ao SRR, SIS AN, e NEA s (RA BRI A Z R X A]
Rese FUNE SRR S, ko W IHE A AR AE N — > %4k (Hommel, Colzato, & van den Wildenberg,
2009), {HZAMT FAVRIE Ry s, DR SR I A B0 P Ba it 2 SR (1 73 25 (Strother, House, & Obhi,
2010). TEERI\ T SE AR F MIBRERE BT 7T, A3 212 EIR 4S5 R (Obhi & Hall, 2011). 3T #H)— T 7
DR T BRI AL+ 2 15 B AR 8 - 32 3l 10 T 6T A 73548 48 %S A4k 6 7 2 97 23 1R 82 i (Lafleur et al.,
2020), H At RHERRIEET IR S E SR, DUME Ay B SR et seEUohE O E
IR, (HRSEPR b, EA RS ERAM T, RE R 2B FEFE R EER I . B -
B BRI N AL NI B, R — B 45 RR A RARGI RN 52 2K - 18 3)
LRI fHMNEIEENVE 7 52 B IE B 2 R AL S B R A T, BB ) s sh 2k R
FIFERT, LB R BIE N s 1 24 B (B SEIE S R RAN T FERT, B DN B CE T SR B,
HMR TNV B 2 AR TR DO B R BERT, 1XR1 5 — 0 78 (Ma et al., 2019b) 45 2 — 8.

Fihh, —EeREE IR GIE B RGN IR PR R T A T AR, (H R H AN 2 LA A
Jish&. e — R, fEE Rt 7 BAREARS T E B R SEEs AR, PG| EE R KA [ Y
MERE, ZERLRIN, R A MR T A ARG RS, (FREA AR SV A . X B R
AT /KT BB W, AR ST (0 B 1 PN 0 PR g TR 4 2 179 LU B A X80 /IN(Wen, Yamashita, & Asama,
2015).

XA B AR R T AT T R B SRR, Ebfn, Chambon %5 A(2013) &3, 5 EMARISIEIR AN
THIH X3, 404 [l (Angular Gyrus)A] LA b & i 5h3F-4r (Chambon, Werike, Fleming, Prinz, & Haggard,
2013; Chambon, Moore, & Haggard, 2015). 1fi Kihn 2 N &I, A BR8N 5 4 Bhiz 3 X (Supplementary
Motor Area) ¥ A0 G 1, 1M 5 f1 151 0% 6 (Kuhn, Brass, & Haggard, 2013). [FIFf, 4h &tz 75,
A BRGNS HRTASIC 4b(Temporoparietal Junction) (380E 5% . HL i Hughes {8 FH 28 i B R
H# (Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation, tDCS)K 1Al 72 45 i T 28 AL 7E P B A4 B 2 & e,
ABATT R IX A (ST 30 A8 S Ak () S B A T AT Bl 4 S — SO A R i3 R4 BT, G e AR A B
A TPI HIE, B 1B RS AN 52 H 520 (Hughes, 2018).

5. BRENMRE
1 FF £ 22 B A WS AR TIT DA ARRR A 200 P BTG B IR (0 — BURN 4> 85, I BT B ARG Zh R (0 A S HLeR o M

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 216 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023

EAAER R, KT RO, 8] WEL T LA AT

B, RS AT T AR R B, e S BRI A AR D S I 4 A BT AN S EE H i B
JECRN V445 12 (Sense of Ownership):2 [B] 5 A AH B2 M A B ARSI R 28 58 R (Ma & Hommel, 2015;
Pyasik et al., 2018). (Kl it, — 75 THI B VE 1T DA %5 B A4 A5 S I — LS A 75 25 10 B da th 152 1l 5] 25 (Braun et al.,
2014; Ma et al., 2019b) KA Ltz /2, W T (R PA 20 it s B S A IR i sz a2 AR E], kit — B % 82
REMAKRIR R H3—J7H, Synofzik 25 A (2008b)INHy, S fRAA B FERE AT LoF 9 RoK-F B4 A
RIS AN E K A BRI, T4 SR IR, REHE LSRRI EE SR ?

W, SO TR, W 2 ARRNIER o BOVF RTR R SIS (Virtual Reality) 452 AR &3 14 S 56
Ja, AR T . DUR RIS AR IR GBS A 5 LB 5, BRUNTE RS 5,
MG Re —— X N R EE W), WE R, SE UG & AR BoE as R, ik
BT AL R RRES L Rt 245 B AR AT DL B S0 W AR T o bl A el DU Jo i 00 3745 i v 2ok 5 520 i [R5 1
AR BRI RS, 25— NFRRE A S 0] it 30 26 1) 5 Ml (Ma & Hommel, 2015; Ma et al., 2019a, 2019b); 1,
A DUEE AR A S I AR e R, WEhET A BoRTr A, DL R R L A5 Sk Uit B B (Winkler
etal,, 2019). 4R, A LRI B SER AR, TF& b SEIR PRI 58 HL A 28 3008 Y R A1, MY AL
FRER R, RS A SRS

=, AN LBV 5 2 M R TR B AN MR B B BRE 7L, 0 AT TR SUNAT 55 (A S — L,
ERAE H A TE A 258 B2 NG S E R IR T WL, 2 N Z IR B3 DL R SR B VE B RN 55 T i
BERIBAMR R, X B FRAT S Bt ST AR 50 R it 20 BT (R 2, AR K At N it 2 R PR e AN T ) s, 3
I SRR S ] B2 AR A R IR R

FUU, WAL RIARE, AT LR EEh A2 5T I T B SR RIS 42, BORE, fH/h2%,
2020). Fh2 5T 5 it ) B B AR 5 AT N A ST AW — A EEE bR, UG SRS @ E AN
R AR E AT AR R AT REIATHE R HA LSS DO R i B AT Jv, BRI
AT R4l B A TE S AR TR D AT o VEREANOCEARE B 1 1 WS ORI B BT it 20 1 ), B
VB TR SR SO0 B T b Rtz 746 ) i e

i, WRENIZ ARG s T AR, Al S I FE AT ER, s A
—HANR R S AEARAMA () 4D B e 5 £ A4 (Ciardo, Tommaso, Beyer, & Wykowska, 2018), 5&1E& &
ANEIHEHIAL. FIR, RIBLRESIANFBACRE G EM A TR R A itz S, E28

CERTERE, TR 26 E Y (Legaspi, He, & Toyoizumi, 2019).

mE&EE

2K 3 AR5 42(31700942),  Hh de SR B AR L 5% 9% (SWU2009429) .

SE 30k

o4, R}, H/N22(2020). 47 9HR ) BRI S ST AR, AlSZdE/K, 65(19), 1902-1911.

LR, B, BRZE(2015). ST AT R iR gsia R VE. O FL, 38(2), 506-510.

HEF, &40, ik, 24(2018). m/MERVPMESIR. OB F#H 7, 26(5), 872-885.

S, Bifh4, ZFW, Tk, SKEH, RRIEE(2019). ShIER LTSS KR R SR HEC ESIBIER R R 4Rk
L= AU, O EEFF PR, 27(5), 48-54.

kAR, Fid, 20, wEkA, Kk, BRH2018). T bt E FON FRR L. ORI, 26(10), 1787-1793.

Antusch, S., Aarts, H., & Custers, R. (2019). The Role of Intentional Strength in Shaping the Sense of Agency. Frontiers in
Psychology, 10, Article 1124. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2019.01124

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 217 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01124

BRE %

Barlas, Z., Hockley, W. E., & Obhi, S. S. (2018). Effects of Free Choice and Outcome Valence on the Sense of Agency:
Evidence from Measures of Intentional Binding and Feelings of Control. Experimental Brain Research, 236, 129-139.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-017-5112-3

Beck, B., Di Costa, S., & Haggard, P. (2017). Having Control over the External World Increases the Implicit Sense of
Agency. Cognition, 162, 54-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.002

Blakey, E., Tecwyn, E. C., McCormack, T., Lagnado, D. A., Hoerl, C., Lorimer, S., & Buehner, M. J. (2019). When Causal-
ity Shapes the Experience of Time: Evidence for Temporal Binding in Young Children. Developmental Science, 22,
€12769. https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12769

Braun, N., Thorne, J. D., Hildebrandt, H., & Debener, S. (2014). Interplay of Agency and Ownership: The Intentional Bind-
ing and Rubber Hand Illusion Paradigm Combined. PLoS ONE, 9, e111967. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0111967

Bussche, E. V., Alves, M., Murray, Y. P., & Hughes, G. (2020). The Effect of Cognitive Effort on the Sense of Agency.
PLoS ONE, 15, e0236809. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0236809

Caspar, E. A., Christensen, J. F., Cleeremans, A., & Haggard, P. (2016). Coercion Changes the Sense of Agency in the Hu-
man Brain. Current Biology, 26, 585-592. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2015.12.067

Chambon, V., Moore, J. W., & Haggard, P. (2015). TMS Stimulation over the Inferior Parietal Cortex Disrupts Prospective
Sense of Agency. Brain Structure & Function, 220, 3627-3639. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-014-0878-6

Chambon, V., Wenke, D., Fleming, S. M., Prinz, W., & Haggard, P. (2013). An Online Neural Substrate for Sense of Agen-
cy. Cereb Cortex, 23, 1031-1037. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs059

Ciardo, F., De Tommaso, D., Beyer, F., & Wykowska, A. (2018). Reduced Sense of Agency in Human-Robot Interaction. In
S. Ge et al. (Eds.), Social Robotics. ICSR 2018. Lecture Notes in Computer Science (\Vol. 11357). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.31234/0sf.io/8bka3

Desantis, A., Roussel, C., & Waszak, F. (2011). On the Influence of Causal Beliefs on the Feeling of Agency. Consciousness
and Cognition, 20, 1211-1220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conc0g.2011.02.012

Dewey, J. A., & Knoblich, G. (2014). Do Implicit and Explicit Measures of the Sense of Agency Measure the Same Thing?
PLoS ONE, 9, e110118. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0110118

Eagleman, D. M. & Holcombe, A. O. (2002). Causality and the Perception of Time. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 6,
323-325. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(02)01945-9

Ebert, J. P., & Wegner, D. M. (2010). Time Warp: Authorship Shapes the Perceived Timing of Actions and Events. Con-
sciousness and Cognition, 19, 481-489. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.10.002

Engbert, K., Wohlschlaeger, A., & Haggard, P. (2008). Who Is Causing What? The Sense of Agency Is Relational and Effe-
rent-Triggered. Cognition, 107, 693-704. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2007.07.021

Farrer, C., & Frith, C. D. (2002). Experiencing Oneself vs Another Person as Being the Cause of an Action: The Neural
Correlates of the Experience of Agency. Neurolmage, 15, 596-603. https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2001.1009

Frith, C. D., Blakemore, S. J., & Wolpert, D. M. (2000). Abnormalities in the Awareness and Control of Action. Philosophi-
cal Transactions of the Royal Society of London Series B: Biological Sciences, 355, 1771-1788.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2000.0734

Gallagher, S. (2012). Multiple Aspects in the Sense of Agency. New ldeas in Psychology, 30, 15-31.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.03.003

Haggard, P. (2017). Sense of Agency in the Human Brain. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 18, 196-207.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.14

Haggard, P., & Chambon, V. (2012). Sense of Agency. Current Biology, 22, R390-R392.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2012.02.040

Haggard, P., Clark, S., & Kalogeras, J. (2002). Voluntary Action and Conscious Awareness. Nature Neuroscience, 5,
382-385. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn827

Hoerl, C., Lorimer, S., McCormack, T., Lagnado, D., Blakey, E., Tecwyn, E., & Buehner, M. J. (2020). Temporal Binding,
Causation, and Agency: Developing a New Theoretical Framework. Cognitive Science, 44, e12843.
https://doi.org/10.1111/c0gs.12843

Hommel, B., Colzato, L. S., & van den Wildenberg, W. P. M. (2009). How Social Are Task Representations? Psychological
Science, 20, 794-798. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02367.x

Hughes, G. (2018). The Role of the Temporoparietal Junction in Implicit and Explicit Sense of Agency. Neuropsychologia,
113, 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.03.020

Hughes, G., Desantis, A., & Waszak, F. (2013). Mechanisms of Intentional Binding and Sensory Attenuation: The Role of
Temporal Prediction, Temporal Control, Identity Prediction, and Motor Prediction. Psychological Bulletin, 139, 133-151.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 218 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-017-5112-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12769
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0111967
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0236809
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2015.12.067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-014-0878-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs059
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/8bka3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0110118
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(02)01945-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2007.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2001.1009
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2000.0734
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2012.02.040
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn827
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12843
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02367.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.03.020

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028566

Imaizumi, S., & Tanno, Y. (2019). Intentional Binding Coincides with Explicit Sense of Agency. Consciousness and Cogni-
tion, 67, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.005

Kawabe, T., Roseboom, W., & Nishida, S. (2013). The Sense of Agency Is Action-Effect Causality Perception Based on
Cross-Modal Grouping. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 280, Article 1D: 20130991.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.0991

Khalighinejad, N., Di Costa, S., & Haggard, P. (2016). Endogenous Action Selection Processes in Dorsolateral Prefrontal
Cortex Contribute to Sense of Agency: A Meta-Analysis of tDCS Studies of “Intentional Binding”. Brain Stimulation, 9,
372-379. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2016.01.005

Kihn, S., Brass, M., & Haggard, P. (2013). Feeling in Control: Neural Correlates of Experience of Agency. Cortex, 49,
1935-1942. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2012.09.002

Kihn, S., Ivan, N., Patrick, H., Marcel, B., Gallinat, J., Martin, V. et al. (2011). Whodunnit? Electrophysiological Correlates
of Agency Judgements. PLoS ONE, 6, €28657. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028657

Lafleur, A., Soulieres, 1., & d’Arc, B. F. (2020). Sense of Agency: Sensorimotor Signals and Social Context Are Differen-
tially Weighed at Implicit and Explicit Levels. Consciousness and Cognition, 84, Article ID: 103004.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2020.103004

Legaspi, R. S., He, Z., & Toyoizumi, T. (2019). Synthetic Agency: Sense of Agency in Artificial Intelligence. Current Opi-
nion in Behavioral Sciences, 29, 84-90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.04.004

Ma, K., & Hommel, B. (2015). The Role of Agency for Perceived Ownership in the Virtual Hand Illusion. Consciousness
and Cognition, 36, 277-288. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2015.07.008

Ma, K., Hommel, B., & Chen, H. (2019a). Context-Induced Contrast and Assimilation Effects in Explicit and Implicit
Measures of Agency. Scientific Report, 9, Article No. 3883. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-40545-2

Ma, K., Hommel, B., & Chen, H. (2019b). The Roles of Consistency and Exclusivity in Perceiving Body Ownership and
Agency. Psychological Research, 83, 175-184. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-018-0978-7

Majchrowicz, B., & Wierzchon, M. (2018). Unexpected Action Outcomes Produce Enhanced Temporal Binding but Dimi-
nished Judgement of Agency. Consciousness and Cognition, 65, 310-324. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.09.007

Minohara, R., Wen, W., Hamasaki, S., Maeda, T., Kato, M., Yamakawa, H., Yamashita, A., & Asama, H. (2016). Strength

of Intentional Effort Enhances the Sense of Agency. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article 1165.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01165

Moore, J. W. (2016). What Is the Sense of Agency and Why Does It Matter? Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article 1272.

Moore, J. W., & Fletcher, P. C. (2012). Sense of Agency in Health and Disease: A Review of Cue Integration Approaches.
Consciousness and Cognition, 21, 59-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.08.010

Moore, J. W., Ruge, D., Wenke, D., Rothwell, J., & Haggard, P. (2010). Disrupting the Experience of Control in the Human
Brain: Pre-Supplementary Motor Area Contributes to the Sense of Agency. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences, 277, 2503-2509. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.0404

Moore, J. W., Teufel, C., Subramaniam, N., Davis, G., & Fletcher, P. C. (2013). Attribution of Intentional Causation Influ-
ences the Perception of Observed Movements: Behavioral Evidence and Neural Correlates. Frontiers in Psychology, 4,
Avrticle 23. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2013.00023

Moore, J. W., Wegner, D. M., & Haggard, P. (2009). Modulating the Sense of Agency with External Cues. Consciousness
and Cognition, 18, 1056-1064. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.05.004

Moore, J., & Haggard, P. (2008). Awareness of Action: Inference and Prediction. Consciousness and Cognition, 17, 136-144.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2006.12.004

Obhi, S. S., & Hall, P. (2011). Sense of Agency and Intentional Binding in Joint Action. Experimental Brain Research, 211,
655-662. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2675-2

Poonian, S. K., & Cunnington, R. (2013). Intentional Binding in Self-Made and Observed Actions. Experimental Brain Re-
search, 229, 419-427. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-013-3505-5

Pyasik, M., Burin, D., & Pia, L. (2018). On the Relation between Body Ownership and Sense of Agency: A Link at the Level
of Sensory-Related Signals. Acta Psychologica, 185, 219-228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.03.001

Ruess, M., Thomaschke, R., & Kiesel, A. (2018). Intentional Binding of Visual Effects. Attention Perception & Psycho-
physics, 80, 713-722. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-017-1479-2

Sato, A., & Yasuda, A. (2005). Illusion of Sense of Self-Agency: Discrepancy between the Predicted and Actual Sensory
Consequences of Actions Modulates the Sense of Self-Agency, but Not the Sense of Self-Ownership. Cognition, 94,
241-255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2004.04.003

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 219 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028566
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.0991
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2016.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2012.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028657
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2020.103004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-40545-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-018-0978-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01165
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.0404
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2006.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2675-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-013-3505-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-017-1479-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2004.04.003

BRE %

Sperduti, M., Delaveau, P., Fossati, P., & Nadel, J. (2011). Different Brain Structures Related to Self- and External-Agency
Attribution: A Brief Review and Meta-Analysis. Brain Structure & Function, 216, 151-157.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-010-0298-1

Strother, L., House, K. A., & Obhi, S. S. (2010). Subjective Agency and Awareness of Shared Actions. Consciousness and
Cognition, 19, 12-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.12.007

Suzuki, K., Lush, P., Seth, A. K., & Roseboom, W. (2019). Intentional Binding without Intentional Action. Psychological
science, 30, 842-853. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619842191

Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., & Lindner, A. (2009). Me or Not Me—An Optimal Integration of Agency Cues? Consciousness
and Cognition, 18, 1065-1068. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.07.007

Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., & Newen, A. (2008a). Beyond the Comparator Model: A Multifactorial Two-Step Account of
Agency. Consciousness and Cognition, 17, 219-239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2007.03.010

Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., & Newen, A. (2008b). | Move, Therefore I Am: A New Theoretical Framework to Investigate
Agency and Ownership. Consciousness and Cognition, 17, 411-424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2008.03.008

Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., & Voss, M. (2013). The Experience of Agency: An Interplay between Prediction and Postdic-
tion. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, Article 127. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00127

Toida, K., Ueno, K., & Shimada, S. (2016). Neural Basis of the Time Window for Subjective Motor-Auditory Integration.
Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 9, Article 688. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00688

Wegner, D. M. (2003). The Mind’s Best Trick: How We Experience Conscious Will. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 7, 65-69.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00002-0

Wegner, D. M., & Wheatley, T. (1999). Apparent Mental Causation: Sources of the Experience of Will. American Psycholo-
gist, 54, 480-492. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.7.480

Wegner, D. M., Sparrow, B., & Winerman, L. (2004). Vicarious Agency: Experiencing Control over the Movement of Oth-
ers. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 86, 838-848. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.6.838

Weller, L., Schwarz, K. A., Kunde, W., & Pfister, R. (2017). Was It Me?—Filling the Interval between Action and Effects
Increases Agency but Not Sensory Attenuation. Biological Psychology, 123, 241-249.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.12.015

Wen, W. (2019). Does Delay in Feedback Diminish Sense of Agency? A review. Consciousness and Cognition, 73, Article
ID: 102759. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2019.05.007

Wen, W., Yamashita, A., & Asama, H. (2015). The Influence of Action-Outcome Delay and Arousal on Sense of Agency
and the Intentional Binding Effect. Consciousness and Cognition, 36, 87-95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2015.06.004

Winkler, P., Stiens, P., Rauh, N., Franke, T., & Krems, J. (2019). How Latency, Action Modality and Display Modality In-
fluence the Sense of Agency: A Virtual Reality Study. Virtual Reality, 24, 411-422.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-019-00403-y

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.121023 220 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.121023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-010-0298-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619842191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2007.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2008.03.008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00127
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00688
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(03)00002-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.7.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.6.838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2019.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-019-00403-y

	使用线索整合模型解释外显和内隐施动感的一致与分离
	摘  要
	关键词
	The Association and Dissociation of Explicit and Implicit Sense of Agency: An Account with Cue Integration Theory
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 外显和内隐施动感
	3. 本文目的
	4. 使用认知模型解释外显和内隐施动感的一致和分离
	4.1. 比较器模型和浅表性心因理论的解释
	4.2. 线索整合模型的解释
	4.2.1. 线索整合模型解释外显和内隐施动感的一致
	4.2.2. 线索整合模型解释外显和内隐施动感的分离


	5. 总结和展望
	项目基金
	参考文献

