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Human‑likeness and attribution 
of intentionality predict vicarious 
sense of agency over humanoid 
robot actions
Cecilia Roselli, Francesca Ciardo , Davide De Tommaso & Agnieszka Wykowska*

Sense of Agency (SoA) is the feeling of being in control of one’s actions and their outcomes. In a social 
context, people can experience a “vicarious” SoA over another human’s actions; however, it is still 
controversial whether the same occurs in Human–Robot Interaction (HRI). The present study aimed 
at understanding whether humanoid robots may elicit vicarious SoA in humans, and whether the 
emergence of this phenomenon depends on the attribution of intentionality towards robots. We asked 
adult participants to perform an Intentional Binding (IB) task alone and with the humanoid iCub robot, 
reporting the time of occurrence of both self‑ and iCub‑generated actions. Before the experiment, 
participants’ degree of attribution of intentionality towards robots was assessed. Results showed 
that participants experienced vicarious SoA over iCub‑generated actions. Moreover, intentionality 
attribution positively predicted the magnitude of vicarious SoA. In conclusion, our results highlight 
the importance of factors such as human‑likeness and attribution of intentionality for the emergence 
of vicarious SoA towards robots.

Sense of Agency (SoA) is the feeling of being in control of one’s actions and their  outcomes1 occurring in the 
external  environment2. In the last twenty years, the Intentional Binding (IB) paradigm has been extensively used 
to investigate implicit  SoA3,4, demonstrating that voluntary actions and their sensory outcomes are perceived as 
shifted towards each other in time. This effect has been termed the Intentional Binding (IB)  effect3. Notably, the 
IB effect can emerge not only in relation to one’s actions, but also towards other humans’  actions5, leading to a 
“vicarious” SoA. Interestingly, recent evidence showed that also artificial agents could induce vicarious SoA in 
humans or have an impact on SoA in  general6. For example, a recent experiment examined how SoA- measured 
by the IB paradigm- was influenced when participants’ actions were performed following instructions given by 
another human vs. a humanoid robot, as compared to when they were freely  selected7. Although the IB effect was 
stronger when participants freely selected their actions among four keypress alternatives, results also showed that 
the more people attributed human-like characteristics to the robot, in terms of anthropomorphism, likeability, 
and perceived  intelligence8, the stronger the IB effect that emerged over robot-instructed  actions7. Interesting 
findings have also been reported when investigating the SoA phenomenon in virtual reality (VR) settings. For 
instance, when participants were placed in a VR environment when they were instructed to perform movements 
displayed on the screen from the first-person perspective of a human-like avatar, they experienced an increased 
SoA over those movements after two training sessions compared to the control group, which was not trained 
using the VR  environment9. Moreover, a recent  study10 investigated whether the IB effect was modulated by 
body-specific information. The authors used VR to manipulate two key aspects of movement feedback. First, 
the shape: participants viewed a virtual hand or a sphere. Second, the movement congruency: the viewed object 
moved congruently or incongruently with the participants’ hidden hand. Results showed that only movement 
congruency, and not the shape, influenced the IB  effect10. Therefore, it may be plausible that, when investigating 
the vicarious SoA phenomenon in VR settings, the human-like (anthropomorphic) shape is not a crucial factor. 
Indeed, when controlling virtual avatars, SoA seems to emerge also when the avatars do not have a human-like 
shape, as in the case of point-line  avatars11, when they drastically deviate from the shape of the physical  body12, 
and even when virtual limbs are presented in implausible  positions13.

On the contrary, when investigating the vicarious SoA phenomenon in real physical settings shared with 
embodied artificial partners, the human-like (anthropomorphic) shape seems to be an important factor. For 
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instance, evidence in Human–Robot Interaction (HRI) suggests that an embodied anthropomorphic hand in 
action showed similar IB effects as other humans  did14. However, the vicarious IB effect was not found for actions 
performed by a robot that did not display human-like  features15. Therefore, comparing results from VR and 
physical settings, it appears that different factors might play a role in the emergence of vicarious SoA towards 
artificial agents.

The fact that in real physical settings the characteristics of embodiment (human-like vs. non-anthropomor-
phic) play a role in SoA might be related to how much the embodied action of another agent evokes sensori-
motor representation of that action in the human observer. It is plausible that the more human-like features an 
artificial agent displays, the more accurately humans represent their actions at the sensorimotor level. Thus, in 
consequence, the more likely it would be to observe vicarious SoA. This reasoning is grounded in the idea that 
implicit SoA depends on one’s ability to form a sensorimotor representation of an  action16–19. A recent IB study 
speaks in favor of this  reasoning20. In that study, participants performed an IB task, judging the time of occur-
rence of actions generated by the non-anthropomorphic Cozmo robot, and the actions’ sensory consequences 
(auditory tones). Cozmo was programmed to perform either physical or digital actions. Results showed that 
vicarious SoA for robot’s sensory outcomes emerged only when the causing actions were physical, and not in 
the “digital” action condition. This was interpreted as resulting from the fact that digital action-outcome links 
generated by artificial agents might not elicit a sensorimotor representation of an action. Interestingly, in the 
same study, the authors observed that attribution of  intentionality21,22 also played a role in vicarious sense of 
agency towards a non-anthropomorphic robot.

Aims
Bearing in mind the importance of human-like features of an embodied agent for the emergence of SoA, the 
present study investigated vicarious SoA in the context of an IB paradigm performed with the humanoid robot 
 iCub23. Humanoid robot means that it is relatively similar to a human shape, with similar effectors as humans. 
In addition, we examined whether vicarious SoA towards the humanoid robot depends on the attribution of 
intentionality towards it. Participants performed an IB  task3,5,24 alone and with the robot. To test the potential 
role of the attribution of intentionality towards robots, before the experiment participants filled out the Waytz 
 questionnaire25, which measures the individual level of likelihood of attribution of intentionality towards robots.

We hypothesized that, if the human-like shape of the robot and its effectors is sufficient to induce the vicari-
ous SoA, then a comparable IB effect should emerge for both self-generated and iCub’s actions, with no relation 
between the IB effect and the individual likelihood of attributing intentionality to robots. In contrast, if the 
attribution of intentionality plays a role in vicarious SoA, one would expect that the higher degree of attributed 
intentionality to robots in general, the stronger the vicarious IB effect at the individual level.

Materials and methods
Participants. Thirty-four participants were recruited to participate in the study (age range: 18–45 years old, 
M age = 26.5, SD age = 6.14, 4 left-handed, 16 males). All participants had a normal or corrected-to-normal vision, 
and they were naïve to the purpose of the study. The sample size was determined based on a priori power analysis 
estimating the sample needed to obtain reliable results. We used the pwr  package26 in R Studio v.4.0.527, consid-
ering f2 as the most reliable effect size measured for mixed-effects  models28, which were planned for the analyses. 
We used a medium-to-large effect size (f2 = 0.3); the significance level (alpha) was set to 0.05, and the power of 
the test was set to 0.95. Results showed that a sample size of N = 30 was needed to obtain reliable results. We 
tested 34 participants to account for the potential exclusion of some participants from analyses. The study was 
conducted with the approval of the Local Ethical Committee (Comitato Etico Regione Liguria) and under the 
ethical standards laid down in the 2013 Declaration of Helsinki. All participants gave written informed consent 
before the experiment, and they were all paid 15 € for their participation. After the experiment, all participants 
were debriefed about the purpose of the study.

Apparatus and stimuli. The experimental apparatus comprised the iCub  robot23, a workstation equipped 
with two 27’ inches screens to display the task (resolution 1920 × 1200), two sets of speakers, and two identical 
QWERTY keyboards, one for participants and one for the iCub (see Fig. 1; written informed consent for publica-
tion of Fig. 1 was obtained). Participants were seated at approximately 70 cm from the computer screen. Stimuli 
presentation and response collection were controlled using Psychopy v2021.2.029. The humanoid robot  iCub23 
was connected to the workstation using a peer-to-peer Ethernet connection (see Supplementary Materials, point 
SM.2, p. 4, for additional information about how the robot was integrated and controlled). The Waytz question-
naire was presented using OpenSesame v.330.

Procedure. Before the task, participants filled out the Waytz  questionnaire25. Subsequently, they performed 
the IB task both alone (Solo Context) and with the iCub robot (Social Context).

Each Context (Solo, Social) included two types of (sub-) blocks of 40 trials each, i.e., a Baseline and an 
Operant block, presented in a randomized order. In the Baseline block, the critical event (i.e., action) did not 
produce any tone outcome, whereas in the Operant block the action produced a tone outcome 250 ms thereafter 
(440 Hz, 100 ms; see Supplementary Materials, point SM.1, p. 2, for more information). In the Solo Context, 
participants executed the task alone, with iCub being in a separate room. In the Social Context, participants 
entered the room where the robot was already activated, with its hand placed over its keyboard. In the Solo 
Context, participants’ task was to perform a keypress at the time of their choosing, and subsequently report 
the time at which the keypress was made. In the Social Context, the task was to report the time at which iCub 
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performed a keypress. A practice session (i.e., sixteen trials, four for each combination of Block and Context) 
was administered before the task.

Trial sequence. At the beginning of each trial, a fixation dot appeared on the screen for 1000 ms, followed 
by the image of a clock with a red clock hand (length = 135 pixels) in a static position for 500 ms. Afterward, the 
clock hand started rotating clockwise, with each rotation lasting 2560 ms. For each trial, the maximum number 
of rotations was set to 10. The clock hand stopped rotating randomly between 1500 and 2500 ms after the action 
occurred. In the Solo Context, participants were instructed to wait until the end of the first full rotation of the 
clock hand, and then to perform a keypress at the time of their choosing. In the Social Context, the iCub robot 
was programmed to perform a keypress at a random time after the first full rotation of the clock hand, within a 
predefined time window (2500–8000 ms).

At the end of each trial, participants’ task was to report the time indicated by the clock hand when they—or 
iCub—performed the keypress. To make sure that participants were attending iCub’s actions, the robot was 
programmed to press in 90% of trials. Participants were instructed that if iCub did not act before the end of the 
tenth rotation, they had to execute the keypress themselves; otherwise, they would lose 10 points from a starting 
amount of 120 points.

Vicarious sense of agency
Statistical analyses. For each trial, we estimated the Judgment Error (JE), namely the “minute” difference 
between the position of the clock hand on the clock display reported by participants and its actual position when 
the keypress occurred. Then, “minute” JEs were transformed into “millisecond” JEs (minute JEs × 2560 ms/60). 
For each Block type (Baseline, Operant) we calculated the mean JEs and their standard deviations. JEs that 
deviated more than ± 2.5 SD from the participants’ mean for each type of Block were considered outliers and 
removed from the analyses (3.38% of the total number of trials; mean JEs = 26.9 ms, SD = 435.77 ms). Data of 
three participants were excluded due to a low number of remaining trials in the Social Context after outliers’ 
removal (< 30 trials in Baseline or Operant block, or both), resulting in a sample size of N = 31. Then, JEs were 
modeled as a function of Block type (Baseline, Operant) and Context (Solo, Social), plus their interactions, as 
fixed effects and participant as a random effect. Note that the IB for action events, namely the Action Binding 
effect, is defined as less negative JEs of the time of the action event for the Operant block, relative to the Base-
line  block20. Analyses were conducted using the lme4  package31 for linear mixed-effects models in R studio v. 
4.0.527. Parameters estimated (β) and their associated t-tests (t, p-value) were calculated using the Satterthwaite 
approximation method for degrees of  freedom32; they were reported with the corresponding bootstrapped 95% 
confidence  intervals33.

Results. Results showed a significant main effect of Block type [β = 10.56, SE = 3.13,  t(30) = 3.37, p = 0.0007, CI 
(4.42; 16.69)], with less negative JEs in Operant compared to Baseline blocks [β = − 14.7, SE = 2.16,  t(30) =  − 6.81, 
p < 0.0001, CI (− 18.9; − 10.5);  (MOperant = − 49.9 ms,  SEOperant = 8.74;  MBaseline = − 64.6 ms,  SEBaseline = 8.74)]. More-
over, a significant main effect of Context emerged [β = 16.01, SE = 3.04,  t(30) = 5.25, p < 0.0001, CI (10.04; 21.99)], 
with less negative JEs in Solo compared to Social Context [β = − 20.1, SE = 2.16,  t(30) =  − 9.34, p < 0.0001, CI 
(− 24.4; − 15.9);  (MSolo = − 47.2 ms,  SESolo = 8.74;  MSocial = − 67.3 ms, SE Social = 8.74)]. Notably, the two-way Block 
* Context interaction was not significant [β = 8.24, SE = 4.31,  t(30) = 1.91, p = 0.05, CI = (− 0.2; 16.69)] (see Fig. 2).

Intentionality attribution
Statistical analyses. To test the relationship between attribution of intentionality, as indexed by the Waytz 
 score25,34 and the vicarious SoA, we selected only trials in the Social Context, i.e., when participants reported 
the time of occurrence of iCub’s actions. Data of another participant were excluded due to unaccomplished 
completion of the Waytz questionnaire, resulting in a sample size of N = 30 for this analysis. Social JEs were 
modeled as a function of both Block type (Baseline, Operant) and Waytz score, plus their interactions, as fixed 

Figure 1.  Experimental setup.
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effects, and participant as a random effect. Analyses were conducted using the lme4  package31 in R studio v. 
4.0.527. Parameters estimated (β) and their associated t-tests (t, p-value) were calculated using the Satterthwaite 
approximation method for degrees of  freedom32, and then reported with the corresponding bootstrapped 95% 
confidence  intervals33.

Results. Results showed no main effect of Block [β = − 5.85, SE = 8.52,  t(29) =  − 0.68, p = 0.49, CI = (− 22.55; 
10.84)]. Moreover, no significant main effect of Waytz emerged [β = 4.34, SE = 10.09,  t(29) = 0.43, p = 0.67, 
CI = (− 15.38; 24.07)]. Notably, the two-way Block * Waytz interaction resulted to be significant [β = 6.4,  t(29) = 2.1, 
p = 0.03, CI (0.44; 12.35)]. Specifically, Waytz score predicted JEs only in the Operant block [β = 10.41, SE = 2.78, 
 t(29) = 3.74, p = 0.0009, CI (4.96; 15.87)], and not in the Baseline block [β = 4.07, SE = 2.58,  t(29) = 1.57, p = 0.11, CI 
(− 0.99; 9.13)] (see Fig. 3).

Figure 2.  Mean JEs plotted as a function of Block (Baseline, Operant), separately for each Context (Solo, 
Social). Data points are plotted in pairs to illustrate the effects at the individual level.

Figure 3.  Mean JEs in the Social Context plotted as a function of Waytz score for both Baseline and Operant 
block.
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General discussion
The present study examined whether humanoid robots can elicit vicarious SoA, and whether it is related to the 
attribution of intentionality towards robots. To address the aims of the study, we employed the Intentional Bind-
ing (IB)  paradigm3,5,24. It represents a well-established measure to investigate implicit  SoA2,3, which is computed 
in the form of the IB effect. Notably, it has been largely employed to shed light on how SoA emerges not only at 
the individual level  [see4 for a review], but also in shared social contexts with various kinds of agents, such as 
other  humans17,35,36, or artificial agents such as  computers24,35 and  robots6,14.

In our study, participants performed an IB  task3,5,24 both alone (Solo Context) and with the humanoid 
robot iCub (Social Context). To assess the role of attribution of intentionality, participants filled out the Waytz 
 questionnaire25 before the experiment. Our dependent measure was the Judgment Error (JE) in the IB task, i.e., 
the difference between the perceived and the actual position of the clock hand when the critical event (action) 
occurred.

Results showed that participants experienced SoA over both self-generated and iCub’s actions, as demon-
strated by the significant Action IB effect emerging in both Solo and Social contexts. Moreover, the magnitude 
of SoA, in the form of the IB effect, was comparable across contexts (Solo vs. Social), as the Block*Context 
interaction resulted not to be significant (see Supplementary Materials, point SM.4, p. 7, for more information).

Overall, our results demonstrate that vicarious SoA emerged in relation to the humanoid robot iCub, presum-
ably due to the robot’s human-like shape, which allowed participants to create a sensorimotor representation of 
its actions. Indeed, the “motor” model of SoA, namely the Comparator Model37,38, suggests that humans repre-
sent- at the sensorimotor level- the causal link between actions and their sensory outcomes. The possibility to 
create a sensorimotor representation of the action-outcome link would be strictly connected to the experience of 
 agency39. In line with this, also vicarious SoA may rely on the same predictive  mechanisms17. This may explain 
previous evidence showing a lack of vicarious SoA for robot’s digital actions or physical actions executed with a 
non-human  effector20. In both cases, the action of the robot could not have allowed for an accurate sensorimotor 
 representation20. Conversely, vicarious SoA emerged, in the form of the IB effect, when participants judged the 
occurrence of actions generated by a robotic arm resembling a human-like shape: in this case, the human-like 
shape might have allowed to form an accurate sensorimotor representation of the robot’s  actions14.

In a pivotal study, Wohlschläger and colleagues already suggested the role of sensorimotor representation 
for the emergence of vicarious SoA, when investigating the awareness of actions performed by oneself, another 
human agent, or a  machine35. The authors found that the perceived onset time of one’s actions was comparable 
to the perceived onset time of another human agent’s actions. However, both were substantially later than the 
perceived onset of a physically comparable machine  action35

. It resulted in more negative JEs for the machine 
action event compared to judgments of one’s own or other humans’ action events, suggesting a more accurate 
awareness of human  action2,4,40. According to the authors, one explanation might be that the perception of the 
biological motion is more accurate compared to the one performed by a mechanical  agent35,41. Notably, the same 
pattern as in Wohlschläger and colleagues’  study35 emerged in our study, as indicated by less negative JEs (i.e., 
closer to 0) in Solo compared to Social Context.

Interestingly, the authors of the same paper suggested another explanation, according to which vicarious 
SoA may relate to the degree of intentionality attributed to the co-agent35. They proposed that people might 
attribute intentions to others as well as they do to themselves, and thus the estimates of self-generated actions 
are comparable to the ones of the other human-generated actions; the same might not occur with  machines35. 
However, further studies demonstrated that, in some contexts, people attribute intentions to machines such as 
 robots21,22. In line with this, our study results showed that the magnitude of vicarious SoA was positively cor-
related with the degree of attributed intentionality. Specifically, the Waytz score resulted to be predictive only 
of JEs in Operant block, i.e., when both events (actions and tone) were present, suggesting that attribution of 
intentionality led participants to perceive iCub’s actions as linked to the subsequent outcome. In other words, 
attribution of intentionality may act as a reinforcement of the action-outcome link, and thus boost the magnitude 
of vicarious SoA towards robots’ actions.

Notably, our results replicate previous evidence showing a similar positive relationship between the degree 
of intentionality attribution and the magnitude of vicarious SoA that people experience towards actions per-
formed by a non-anthropomorphic  robot20. Moreover, the role of intentionality attribution towards robots in 
the emergence of vicarious SoA is supported by studies showing that a robot perceived as an intentional agent 
can affect one’s SoA, in contrast to a non-agentic, passive  device6. In a similar vein, these studies may explain 
why people do not experience vicarious SoA towards artificial systems that are not perceived as  intentional16,35. 
Therefore, it is plausible that vicarious SoA can be used as an implicit measure of attribution of intentionality.

Finally, it is important to mention also some limitations of the present study. One is the behavioral nature of 
the task. Our choice of using only behavioral measures was motivated by a vast amount of literature that used 
behavioral measures in the IB paradigm  [see4 for a review]. However, in future research, it would be important 
to examine the neural markers of vicarious SoA towards artificial agents, as the evidence provided by our study 
is limited to the subjective judgments of temporal occurrence of events.

Furthermore, the nature of the task may lack ecological validity. Indeed, the IB task, which consists of report-
ing the position of the clock hand at the occurrence of a critical event, is not a common task in everyday life, 
especially if we imagine tasks that are shared with robots. Thus, future studies may consider carrying out experi-
ments on vicarious SoA in setups of higher ecological validity.
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Conclusions
Taken together, our results demonstrate that the vicarious SoA can emerge towards a robot when it has a human-
like shape. The morphological similarity between a humanoid robot and a human may allow people to generate a 
sensorimotor representation of the robot’s actions, similar to one’s actions. However, interestingly, the individual 
tendency of attributing intentionality to robots additionally “boosts” the vicarious SoA towards humanoid robots. 
This means that vicarious SoA might serve as an indirect implicit measure of attributed intentionality towards 
artificial agents.

Data availability
Datasets used for the analyses, Supplementary Materials file, and a video of the experiment can be found at the 
following link: https:// osf. io/ xj3cq/? view_ only= 0f4d1 bdf17 a6424 fbc83 d8f4a 48011 b6 (OSF repository name: 
“Human-likeness and attribution of intentionality predict vicarious sense of agency over humanoid robot 
actions). In case of acceptance of the paper, the repository will be made publicly accessible.

Received: 28 February 2022; Accepted: 5 August 2022

References
 1. Haggard, P. Sense of agency in the human brain. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 18, 196–207. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ nrn. 2017. 14 (2017).
 2. Haggard, P. Human volition: Towards a neuroscience of will. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 9, 934–946. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ nrn24 97 

(2008).
 3. Haggard, P., Clark, S. & Kalogeras, J. Voluntary action and conscious awareness. Nat. Neurosci. 5, 382–385. https:// doi. org/ 10. 

1038/ nn827 (2002).
 4. Moore, J. W. & Obhi, S. S. Intentional binding and the sense of agency: A review. Conscious. Cogn. 21, 546–561. https:// doi. org/ 

10. 1016/j. concog. 2011. 12. 002 (2012).
 5. Strother, L., House, K. A. & Obhi, S. S. Subjective agency and awareness of shared actions. Conscious. Cogn. 19, 12–20. https:// doi. 

org/ 10. 1016/j. concog. 2009. 12. 007 (2010).
 6. Ciardo, F., Beyer, F., De Tommaso, D. & Wykowska, A. Attribution of intentional agency towards robots reduces one’s own sense 

of agency. Cognition 194, 104109. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cogni tion. 2019. 104109 (2020).
 7. Barlas, Z. When robots tell you what to do: Sense of agency in human-and robot-guided actions. Conscious. Cogn. 75, 102819. 

https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. concog. 2019. 102819 (2019).
 8. Bartneck, C., Kulić, D., Croft, E. & Zoghbi, S. Measurement instruments for the anthropomorphism, animacy, likeability, perceived 

intelligence, and perceived safety of robots. Int. J. Soc. Robot. 1, 71–81. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12369- 008- 0001-3 (2009).
 9. Škola, F. & Liarokapis, F. Embodied VR environment facilitates motor imagery brain–computer interface training. Comput. Graph. 

75, 59–71. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cag. 2018. 05. 024 (2018).
 10. Zopf, R., Polito, V. & Moore, J. Revisiting the link between body and agency: visual movement congruency enhances intentional 

binding but is not body-specific. Sci. Rep. 8, 1–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 017- 18492-7 (2018).
 11. Wellerdiek, A. C., Leyrer, M., Volkova, E., Chang, D. S., & Mohler, B. Recognizing your own motions on virtual avatars: is it me 

or not?. Paper presented in Proc. SAP 2017 ACM Symp. Appl. Percept., Cottbus, Germany. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1145/ 24924 94. 25018 
95 (2013).

 12. Kilteni, K., Normand, J. M., Sanchez-Vives, M. V. & Slater, M. Extending body space in immersive virtual reality: a very long arm 
illusion. PLoS ONE 7, e40867. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 00408 67 (2012).

 13. Tsakiris, M., Haggard, P., Franck, N., Mainy, N. & Sirigu, A. A specific role for efferent information in self-recognition. Cognition 
96, 215–231. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cogni tion. 2004. 08. 002 (2005).

 14. Khalighinejad, N., Bahrami, B., Caspar, E. A. & Haggard, P. Social transmission of experience of agency: An experimental study. 
Front. Psychol. 7, 1315. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2016. 01315 (2016).

 15. Grynszpan, O. et al. The sense of agency in human-human vs human-robot joint action. Conscious. Cogn. 75, 102820. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. concog. 2019. 102820 (2019).

 16. Sahaï, A., Desantis, A., Grynszpan, O., Pacherie, E. & Berberian, B. Action co-representation and the sense of agency during a 
joint Simon task: Comparing human and machine co-agents. Conscious. Cogn. 67, 44–55. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. concog. 2018. 
11. 008 (2019).

 17. Sahaï, A., Pacherie, E., Grynszpan, O., & Berberian, B. Predictive mechanisms are not involved the same way during human-human 
vs. human-machine interactions: A review. Front. Neurorobot. 11, 52 (2017). https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fnbot. 2017. 00052

 18. Chaminade, T., Franklin, D. W., Oztop, E., & Cheng, G. Motor interference between humans and humanoid robots: Effect of 
biological and artificial motion. Paper presented in 2016 Proc. 4th IEEE Int. Conf. Dev. Learn., Osaka, Japan. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1109/ DEVLRN. 2005. 14909 51 (2005).

 19. Liepelt, R., Prinz, W. & Brass, M. When do we simulate non-human agents? Dissociating communicative and non-communicative 
actions. Cognition 115, 426–434. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cogni tion. 2010. 03. 003 (2010).

 20. Roselli, C., Ciardo, F. & Wykowska, A. Intentions with actions: The role of intentionality attribution on the vicarious sense of 
agency in Human-Robot interaction. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 75, 616–632. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 17470 21821 10420 03 (2021).

 21. Marchesi, S. et al. Do we adopt the intentional stance toward humanoid robots?. Front. Psychol. 10, 450. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ 
fpsyg. 2019. 00450 (2019).

 22. Perez-Osorio, J. & Wykowska, A. Adopting the intentional stance toward natural and artificial agents. Philos. Psychol. 33, 369–395. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 09515 089. 2019. 16887 78 (2020).

 23. Metta, G. et al. The iCub humanoid robot: An open-systems platform for research in cognitive development. Neural Netw. 23, 
1125–1134. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neunet. 2010. 08. 010 (2010).

 24. Obhi, S. S. & Hall, P. Sense of agency in joint action: Influence of human and computer co-actors. Exp. Brain Res. 211, 663–670. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00221- 011- 2662-7 (2011).

 25. Waytz, A. et al. Making sense by making sentient: effectance motivation increases anthropomorphism. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 99, 
410. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0020 240 (2010).

 26. Champely, S. et al. Package “pwr”: basic functions for power analysis. https:// cran.r- proje ct. org/ web/ packa ges/ pwr/ pwr. pdf (2018).
 27. R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 

http:// www.R- proje ct. org/ (2013).
 28. Selya, A. S., Rose, J. S., Dierker, L. C., Hedeker, D. & Mermelstein, R. J. A practical guide to calculating Cohen’s f2, a measure of 

local effect size. Front. Psychol. 3, 111. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2012. 00111 (2012).
 29. Peirce, J. W. PsychoPy—psychophysics software in Python. J. Neurosci. Methods 162, 8–13. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jneum eth. 

2006. 11. 017 (2007).

https://osf.io/xj3cq/?view_only=0f4d1bdf17a6424fbc83d8f4a48011b6
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2017.14
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2497
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn827
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn827
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2011.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2009.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2019.102819
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-008-0001-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cag.2018.05.024
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-18492-7
https://doi.org/10.1145/2492494.2501895
https://doi.org/10.1145/2492494.2501895
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0040867
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2004.08.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01315
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2019.102820
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2019.102820
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbot.2017.00052
https://doi.org/10.1109/DEVLRN.2005.1490951
https://doi.org/10.1109/DEVLRN.2005.1490951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218211042003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00450
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00450
https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2019.1688778
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2010.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-011-2662-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020240
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/pwr/pwr.pdf
http://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2006.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2006.11.017


7

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2022) 12:13845  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-18151-6

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 30. Mathôt, S., Schreij, D. & Theeuwes, J. OpenSesame: An open-source, graphical experiment builder for the social sciences. Behav. 
Res. Methods 44, 314–324. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ s13428- 011- 0168-7 (2012).

 31. Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. Preprint at https:// arxiv. org/ abs/ 
1406. 5823 (2014).

 32. Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. lmerTest package: tests in linear mixed effects models. J. Stat. Softw. 82, 1–26 
(2017). https:// doi. org/ 10. 18637/ jss. v082. i13

 33. Efron, B., & Tibshirani, R. J. An introduction to the bootstrap (CRC press, 1994).
 34. Ruijten, P. A., Haans, A., Ham, J. & Midden, C. J. Perceived human-likeness of social robots: testing the Rasch model as a method 

for measuring anthropomorphism. Int. J. Soc. Robot. 11, 477–494. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12369- 019- 00516-z (2019).
 35. Wohlschläger, A., Haggard, P., Gesierich, B. & Prinz, W. The perceived onset time of self-and other-generated actions. Psych. Sci-

ence 14, 586–591. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1046/j. 0956- 7976. 2003. psci_ 1469.x (2003).
 36. Poonian, S. K., McFadyen, J., Ogden, J. & Cunnington, R. Implicit agency in observed actions: evidence for N1 suppression of 

tones caused by self-made and observed actions. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 27, 752–764. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1162/ jocn_a_ 00745 (2015).
 37. Wolpert, D. M., Ghahramani, Z. & Jordan, M. I. An internal model for sensorimotor integration. Science 269, 1880–1882. https:// 

doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 75699 31 (1995).
 38. Frith, C. D., Blakemore, S. J., & Wolpert, D. M. Abnormalities in the awareness and control of action. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond., 

B, Biol. Sci. 355, 1771–1788. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rstb. 2000. 0734 (2002).
 39. Zapparoli, L. et al. How the effects of actions become our own. Sci. Ad. 6, 27. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ sciadv. aay83 01 (2021).
 40. Cavazzana, A., Begliomini, C. & Bisiacchi, P. S. Intentional binding as a marker of agency across the lifespan. Conscious. Cogn. 52, 

104–114. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. concog. 2017. 04. 016 (2017).
 41. Viviani, P. & Stucchi, N. Biological movements look uniform: evidence of motor-perceptual interactions. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. 

Percept. Perform. 18, 603. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0096- 1523. 18.3. 603 (1992).

Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful to Giulia Siri for her help in data collection.

Author contributions
C.R. designed the experiment, collected and analyzed the data, discussed and interpreted the results, and wrote 
the manuscript. F.C. designed the experiment, discussed and interpreted the results, and wrote the manuscript. 
D.D.T. programmed the experiment, integrated the iCub robot, and wrote the manuscript. A.W. designed 
the experiment, discussed and interpreted the results, and wrote the manuscript. All the authors revised the 
manuscript.

Funding
This work has received support from the European Research Council under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 
research and innovation program ERC Starting Grant, G.A. number: ERC-2016-StG-715058, awarded to A.W. 
The content of this paper is the sole responsibility of the authors. The European Commission or its services can-
not be held responsible for any use that may be made of the information it contains.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 022- 18151-6.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to A.W.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2022

https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-011-0168-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/1406.5823
https://arxiv.org/abs/1406.5823
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-019-00516-z
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1469.x
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00745
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7569931
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7569931
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2000.0734
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay8301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2017.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.18.3.603
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-18151-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-18151-6
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Human-likeness and attribution of intentionality predict vicarious sense of agency over humanoid robot actions
	Aims
	Materials and methods
	Participants. 
	Apparatus and stimuli. 
	Procedure. 
	Trial sequence. 

	Vicarious sense of agency
	Statistical analyses. 
	Results. 

	Intentionality attribution
	Statistical analyses. 
	Results. 

	General discussion
	Conclusions
	References
	Acknowledgements


