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Driving automation has been developing rapidly during the latest decade. However, all current technologies of driving automation still require human drivers’ monitoring and intervention. This means that during driving automation, the control by human driver and by the driving automation system are blended. In this case, if the human driver loses the sense of agency over the vehicle, he/she may not be able to actively engage in driving, and may excessively rely on the driving automation system. This review focuses on the subjective feeling of agency of the human driver over the vehicle in such situations. We address the possible measures of agency in driving automation, and discuss the insights from literatures on the sense of agency in joint control, robotics, automation, and driving assistance. We suggest that maintaining the sense of agency for human driver is important for ethical and safety reasons. We further propose a number of avenues for further research, which may help to better design an optimized driving automation considering human sense of agency.
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INTRODUCTION

The sense of agency refers to the experience of controlling one’s own actions, and through this, external events (Gallagher, 2000). In past decades, the experience of agency has received great attention in the fields of cognitive science, neuroscience, philosophy, and engineering. In the fields of cognitive science and neuroscience, researchers have aimed to clarify the processes that underlie this subjective experience and to propose reliable methods to measure it. In the field of philosophy, the sense of agency is tightly linked to the core matter of self-consciousness. In the field of engineering, the rapid development of human-computer interaction technology has brought challenges in interface design. How do people perceive their agency in the context of human-machine interaction and collaborative control? The sense of agency is crucial for human behavior and mental states. For example, the sense of agency is critical for motor control and action selection (Murata et al., 2016), and people favor actions that are linked to a sense of agency over those that are not (Karsh and Eitam, 2015). More importantly, the subjective feeling of responsibility raises important legal and ethical issues when human control and machine control are blurred during automation assistance (Limerick et al., 2014; Nyholm, 2018).

In this review, we focus on the field of driving automation. The technology of driving automation has gained explosive attention in the past decade, and the technology is maturing for practical use. The Society of Automobile Engineers (SAE) International defined six levels of driving automation from level 0 to 5 as follows, depending on the extent to which the driver is involved in driving (SAE International, 2014) (cited from SAE J3016):

1. SAE Level 0: No automation. The full-time performance by the human driver of all aspects of the dynamic driving task1, even when enhanced by warning or intervention systems.

2. SAE Level 1: Driver assistance. The driving mode-specific execution2 by a driver assistance system of either steering or acceleration/deceleration using information about the driving environment, with the expectation that the human driver performs all remaining aspects of the dynamic driving task.

3. SAE Level 2: Partial automation. The driving mode-specific execution by one or more driver assistance systems of both steering and acceleration/deceleration using information about the driving environment, with the expectation that the human driver will perform all remaining aspects of the dynamic driving task.

4. SAE Level 3: Conditional automation. The driving mode-specific performance by an automated driving system of all aspects of the dynamic driving task with the expectation that the human driver will respond appropriately to a request to intervene.

5. SAE Level 4: High automation. The driving mode-specific performance by an automated driving system of all aspects of the dynamic driving task, even if a human driver does not respond appropriately to a request to intervene.

6. SAE Level 5: Full automation. The full-time performance by an automated driving system of all aspects of the dynamic driving task under all roadway and environmental conditions that can be managed by a human driver.

The commercial extent of driving automation is currently at or below Level 2, likely not only because of technical issues but also because of the legal and ethical role of “the driver” (Nyholm, 2018). In particular, many new commercial cars provide Level 1 driving assistance, in which the control of the human driver and system are blended, raising an important question: where is the threshold over which human drivers no longer feel a sense of agency and realize that the car is not under their control? In fact, the better the automation, the less drivers engage in controlling the car. For example, some Tesla drivers were reported to fall asleep when using Autopilot (Loeffler, 2019). Drivers may respond to SAE Level 2 automation as if it were SAE Level 3 automation if they do not feel a sense of agency over the vehicle. A recent study showed that even when the vehicle’s supervision successfully reminded drivers to hold the wheel and look at the road, people still failed to engage in driving and were unable to prevent the vehicle from crashing into a conflict object (Victor et al., 2018). This study showed that the key component of driver engagement is cognitive.

In this review, we aim to provide a fundamental understanding of the concept and measures of the sense of agency along with the role of the sense of agency in engineering fields, such as robotics. Furthermore, we discuss the possible link between the sense of agency and the development of driving automation, suggesting potential research focuses and the direction of an optimized driving automation system which accounts for the human sense of agency. We also reviewed literature that provided useful insights for measuring and maintaining the sense of agency in driving automation. Finally, in the discussion of the importance of the sense of agency in driving automation, we suggest two directions for future research on this topic.



THE SENSE OF AGENCY: DEFINITION AND CONCEPT

The sense of agency refers to the subjective feeling that one is controlling their own actions, and through them, external events (Haggard and Chambon, 2012). This definition actually contains two layers (Wen, 2019). The first refers to control of one’s own body according to one’s own will and can be called body agency. Body agency is developed over the course of a lifetime. It is usually reliably held and considered a default form of control among the healthy population, but may be impaired by some mental disorders such as schizophrenia and apraxia (Moore and Fletcher, 2012). On the other hand, the second layer refers to the feeling of controlling external events and can be called external agency. The sense of agency that many studies have examined in laboratory experiments is external agency. Compared to body agency, external agency integrates more high-level processes (Synofzik et al., 2008, 2009; Moore and Fletcher, 2012) and can be less robust and more flexible (see Wen, 2019 for more discussion). In the case of driving automation, only external agency is considered relevant.

The comparator model was the most dominant account of the sense of agency in recent decades. It suggests that the sense of agency emerges from comparisons between predicted sensory feedback, which is generated through motor commands, with actual sensory feedback (Blakemore et al., 1998, 2002; Frith et al., 2000; Haggard, 2017). When the two match, people feel a sense of agency. When there is a mismatch (i.e., prediction error), the sense of agency diminishes. The comparator model is useful in explaining body agency but is usually insufficient to account for external agency. For example, Wegner et al. (2004) showed that people felt an illusionary sense of agency over another’s movement when they heard instructions describing the movements prior to the other’s motion. In Wegner et al.’s (2004) experiment, there were no efference copies of motor commands, but the sense of agency emerged. In such a case, the sense of agency was probably generated from higher level processes. Higher level processes that influence the sense of agency include regularity detection (Wen and Haggard, 2020), inference (Moore et al., 2009), goal achievement (Wen et al., 2015b,c), and social interactions (Beyer et al., 2017; Ciardo et al., 2018). Particularly important among these high-level processes is goal achievement. People feel a strong sense of agency if they successfully achieve an intended goal, even when low-level sensorimotor processes raise prediction errors (Wen et al., 2015c). In the case of joint driver-automation control, a driver’s sensory predictions usually do not perfectly match the motion of the vehicle. The critical component for maintaining a sense of agency may be a comparator at a higher level: whether the vehicle’s movement matches the driver’s intention.



MEASUREMENT OF THE SENSE OF AGENCY

The measurement of a subjective feeling is always challenging for scientists. In psychology, the most common method is self-reporting. Experimenters ask questions such as “Do you feel that you controlled the object on the screen (yes or no)?” and “How much control did you feel that you have over the motion of the object (rate between 1 and 7)?” To answer such questions, participants usually need to retrospect on what they had done and felt to make a judgment. Self-reporting a sense of agency may of course introduce individual judgment bias. However, with sufficient sample size, the individual difference in judgment criteria can be diluted. The subjective judgment of agency includes (1) binary judgment (no control vs. control); (2) categorical judgment (e.g., classifying trials in different conditions into self-control, biased control, and other-control); and (3) rating (e.g., 5-, 7-, or 9- point rating, or continuously adjusting a rating bar). The different methods of self-reporting may result in slightly different response patterns. For instance, employing a rating system with many levels may result in a more linear response compared to binary judgment. Importantly, when using subjective report, researchers also need to consider human tendencies in classification behaviors. Specifically, when people notice that there are several different experimental conditions, they tend to attribute different responses to them (i.e., rating points), even if their sense of agency is comparable in all of the conditions. For example, in many studies using delayed feedback, agency ratings gradually decreased along with the increases in delay, despite the fact that participants’ perception of the causal relation between their actions and the feedback is intact (Wen, 2019).

Beyond self-reporting, sensory attenuation and intentional binding are two methods to implicitly measure the sense of agency. Sensory attenuation refers to the phenomenon that a self-produced stimulus feels less intensive than an externally produced stimulus (Blakemore et al., 1998). For example, experimenters ask participants to rate the intensity of a stimulus, such as a touch. The intensity rating of a self-produced stimulus is usually lower than that of an other-produced stimulus. Therefore, sensory attenuation can be used as an index of whether people feel a sense of agency over the stimulus. The fact that one cannot tickle oneself is a well-known phenomenon of sensory attenuation. The predicted sensory feedback of a self-touch is generated prior to the actual action (i.e., touch of one’s own skin), and when the actual sensory feedback is received via the skin, it undergoes a process of “central cancellation” in the brain and therefore, this stimulus tickles less than another’s touch (Blakemore et al., 1998). Self-produced touch, sound, and visual stimuli have all been reported to be less intense compared to externally produced stimuli (Synofzik et al., 2006; Gentsch and Schütz-Bosbach, 2011; Timm et al., 2014; Gentsch et al., 2015; Kilteni and Ehrsson, 2017). However, the mechanism of sensory attenuation remains controversial. Besides the theory of central cancellation, the pre-activation theory suggests that when neurons are prepared to receive the feedback and are pre-activated before the actual sensory feedback, resulting in a larger activation in the baseline but a smaller difference between the actual activation and the baseline (Roussel et al., 2013). Such smaller differences from the baseline, rather than weakened processing, explain sensory attenuations (Roussel et al., 2013).

Nevertheless, sensory attenuation is a robust phenomenon for measuring self-produced feedback and is useful as an implicit measure of the sense of agency in some circumstances. However, sensory attenuation is not suitable as a graded measure, as it shows a fading effect. Specifically, when the self-produced feedback is delayed longer, the sensory attenuation becomes weaker, but the effect of delay does not further increase along with increased action-effect intervals when the effect is delayed by more than 200 ms (Blakemore et al., 1999). In short, sensory attenuation is not suitable for measuring the sense of agency when the effect may be delayed by more than 200 ms. Furthermore, because sensory attenuation is considered to occur in low-level processes, it often does not correlate with subjective judgments of agency when high-level processes are involved (Dewey and Knoblich, 2014; Wolpe and Rowe, 2014).

The intentional binding effect is another well-known implicit measure of the sense of agency. It refers to the phenomenon in which the perceived time codes of an action and its consequence are attracted to each other when people feel a sense of agency over the consequence (Haggard et al., 2002). The experimenter asks participants to make a temporal judgment of their own actions and the subsequent stimulus, such as “When did you press the button?” and “When did you hear the tone?,” under the hypothesis that when people have a sense of agency over an external effect (e.g., a tone), the time perception of their action would shift toward the timing of the effect, and the time perception of the effect would also shift toward the timing of the action. The original procedure used to study intentional binding involves four separate stages. In each trial, participants watch a clock hand rotating with a period of 2,560 ms (this length is from Libet et al. (1982) original work, but the exact length is not essential) and report the onset time of an event. In the voluntary action block, participants perform an action (e.g., press a key) at a time of their own choice, and judge the time at which they performed the action by reporting the number on the clock face. Participants’ response in the voluntary action block provides a baseline of participants’ time perception of an action when the action does not cause any effect. In the stimulus only condition, participants are presented with a stimulus (i.e., a tone) at a random time and report the onset of the stimulus. This provides a baseline of time perception for an event when the event is not caused by participants themselves (i.e., participants feel no sense of agency over the events). In the action-operant condition, participants perform an action, and the action causes an event at an interval of 250 ms. Participants only report the onset of their action. On the other hand, in the stimulus-operant condition, participants perform an action that causes an event, and they report the onset of the event. The two operant conditions indicate participants’ time perception of their voluntary action and the event caused by the action, which is compared with the above two baselines. The extents to which the action and event are perceived to shift toward each other are called action binding and effect binding, respectively.

Intentional binding is useful in measuring the sense of agency while minimizing the influence of judgment bias, as it basically involves a perceptual task. The most important feature of the binding is that the effect disappears if the action is involuntary (Haggard et al., 2002). Haggard’s group and many other researchers worldwide have used intentional binding to measure the sense of agency in many tasks. Some researchers also compared intentional binding with other measures of sense of agency but found diverging results. Some studies indeed found that intentional binding coincides with explicit agency judgments (Braun et al., 2014; Imaizumi and Tanno, 2019), but others reported that the two measures do not involve the same self-attribution processes (Ebert and Wegner, 2010; Dewey and Knoblich, 2014; Saito et al., 2015; Wen et al., 2015a). This may due to the different processes underlying the sense of agency that intentional binding and explicit judgment measure. Explicit judgment of agency may integrate more high-level processes, including inference, expectation, and bias, while intentional binding may reflect the influence of causal relationships on time perception. A recent study proposed a Bayesian inference model to estimate the sense of agency through the influence of the accuracy of timing estimation on the intentional binding effect (Legaspi and Toyoizumi, 2019). This Bayesian approach provides a possible way to measure the sense of agency trial by trial using the intentional binding effect while controlling the noise in time perception. In addition, besides the original clock paradigm, researchers also used a simpler method to measure the time perception of the action-effect interval, by asking participants to estimate the interval rather than report the onset time of the action and effect (e.g., Ebert and Wegner, 2010; Wen et al., 2015a). The interval estimation method cannot distinguish action binding from effect binding, but can be used for continuous action tasks (Wen et al., 2017b) and reduce participants’ loads.



PHYSIOLOGICAL SIGNALS LINKED TO THE SENSE OF AGENCY

All of the measures mentioned above have some obvious limitations. The explicit judgment of agency could easily be biased. Sensory attenuation is not suitable for continuous actions and events. Intentional binding is very noisy and requires many trials to compare the mean values between conditions, so it cannot be used for single-trial measurements. Most importantly, all the above methods require responses from participants and therefore involve continual interruptions of actions. However, psychologists and neurosciences have since explored the usefulness of measuring electroencephalogram (EEG) signals.

EEG signals are weak electric signals we can measure on the scalp using precise electrodes and amplifiers. The signals derive from neuron activities in the human brain. After passing through and spreading on the skull and scalp, the signals greatly decay relative to their strength on the surface of the cortex and contain significant noise from muscle activities and the environment. However, thanks to the progress in development of hardware and signal processing methods, the quality of EEG signals and usability of EEG devices have been greatly improved. Neuroscientists found many useful features in EEG signals that are linked to sensory processing, attention, arousal, motor imagination, and error detection. EEG signals can be continuously measured from a person; therefore, they are very useful anchors to examine humans’ perceptions without interrupting their behavior or asking a person to engage in introspection. Numerous prior studies have proposed brain-machine interfaces using EEG signals, decoding a human’s intention to control the machine. However, because of the noisy nature of EEG signals, such decoding techniques are far less accurate than a human’s voluntary control.

Research on measuring individuals’ sense of agency using EEG is in its infancy. Neuroscientists are currently mainly employing hypothesis-driven approaches to determine candidate features in EEG signals that may be linked to the sense of agency. For example, previous studies reported that the N1 and P3 event-related components (ERPs), which are negative and positive potentials observed 100 and 300 ms after the onset of an action consequence, respectively, are attenuated in the condition when there is a sense of agency compared to the conditions when the sense of agency diminishes (Figure 1; Gentsch and Schütz-Bosbach, 2011; Kühn et al., 2011; Timm et al., 2014; Bednark et al., 2015). The explanation behind the attenuated ERPs is similar to that of sensory attenuation: processes for predicted sensory feedback may be centrally canceled, or the difference between the baseline (i.e., usually 200 ms before the onset of the event) and the peak of post-stimulus potentials is smaller due to pre-activation prompted by predicted events.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1. Grand-averaged ERPs across the Fz and FCz electrodes showing attenuated N1 response for an event that is caused by one’s action. (A) shows the EPRs time-locked to the onset of the one. (B) shows the amplitude of N1 in each condition. Original figure from Bednark et al. (2015). Permission was not required according to APA Permissions Policy.


Few studies have examined how EEG signals may be linked to the sense of agency during continuous actions. During many daily circumstances such as driving, people receive a stream of feedback while continuously performing a series of actions. People may receive both positive and negative evidence of the sense of agency. When the accumulated evidence reaches a threshold, people conclude a sense of agency or non-agency. During such continuous action and feedback cycles, ERP for each single event may interfere and overlay with each other, making it impossible to measure. Instead, time-frequency analysis provides a better monitoring of mental status relating to the sense of agency. Wen et al. (2017a) and Kang et al. (2015) reported a suppression of alpha-mu rhythm linked to the sense of agency during movements (Figure 2; Kang et al., 2015; Wen et al., 2017a). Alpha-mu suppression is also called alpha-mu event-related desynchronization (ERD). ERD is a short-lasting and localized amplitude decrease of rhythmic activity and is frequently found in the alpha (8–12 Hz) and beta (12–30 Hz) rhythm during or prior to some behavior or mental state. It can be induced by motor preparation (Leocani et al., 1997; Cochin et al., 1999; Ramoser et al., 2000; Muthukumaraswamy et al., 2004; Pineda, 2005) and selective attention (van Winsun et al., 1984; Dujardin et al., 1993; Suffczynski et al., 2001; Polich, 2007). It has also been widely used in brain-machine interfaces to classify humans’ motor commands (e.g., move left vs. move right) (e.g., Doud et al., 2011). Regarding a sense of agency during continuous movements, the alpha-mu suppression may reflect the conversion from explorative action to exploitative action, as when people feel a sense of agency they can then better plan and prepare for subsequent actions (Wen et al., 2017a). In short, alpha-mu suppression during the experience of agency may reflect changes in the human internal motor system and therefore may be useful as a feature to decode the sense of agency.

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2. Average spectral power of 1–60 Hz frequency bands at the C3 electrode showing a suppression at the alpha-mu band in the self-control condition. Original figure from Wen et al. (2017a). The reproduction of the figure is permitted under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).


Hypothesis-driven approaches provide clear theoretical accounts for phenomena but do not identify an inevitable phenomenon. In laboratory experiments, researchers designed conditions with and without the sense of agency, compared the EEG signals between the conditions, and reported the differences in some proposed features. However, this does not mean that if we observe a difference in these EEG features, we can make certain conclusions about the human sense of agency. The same feature may also be influenced by numerous other cognitive functions. It is very challenging to decode the sense of agency from brain activities, as the experience of agency is integrated from multiple cognitive processes, both at high and low levels. A recent study reported a high accuracy in decoding subliminal prediction errors (Ganesh et al., 2018). Prediction error is known as a dominant contributor to the sense of agency. Therefore, Granesh et al.’s (2018) work implied a potentially feasible direction to decode the experience of agency through probing it with a subliminal stimulus.



HOW TO MEASURE THE SENSE OF AGENCY IN DRIVING AUTOMATION

Given the circumstances of driving, the methods used in psychological experiments to measure the sense of agency face certain obstacles. Subjective judgment (e.g., binary judgment, agency rating) is the easiest way to measure agency. However, as discussed in section “Measurement of the Sense of Agency,” subjective judgment can be easily biased or influenced by the categorization of experimental conditions. Besides these issues, asking a driver to report his/her sense of agency might interrupt driving. Therefore, it may be useful for measuring the overall sense of agency after each driving trial, but less applicable in a situation where the sense of agency dynamically changes.

Sensory attenuation and the intentional binding effect are even more difficult to apply in a driving task, principally because these two methods are mainly designed for single instead of continuous feedback. Intentional binding also requires an interval between an action and its effect. Such delay is unnatural for a driving task and can greatly disturb driving performance.

To measure the sense of agency in driving automation, especially when the sense of agency may dynamically change, we suggest three potentially useful approaches. The first approach is to use physiological signals to decode the sense of agency. As introduced in section “Physiological Signals Linked to the Sense of Agency,” studies in neuroscience and psychology have reported some useful features of the signals linked to a sense of agency. However, physiological signals were usually used as dependent variables in most of the previous studies, and as these features can be also influenced by other extraneous variables that were controlled in the previous studies, they might not provide high accuracy as indices of agency if the extraneous variables are not sufficiently controlled. Nevertheless, future studies to decode agency using physiological signals would be necessary for this approach.

The second approach is to use attention as a proxy for the sense of agency. Previous studies showed that the sense of agency captures human attention (Salomon et al., 2011, 2013; Kumar et al., 2015). A recent study using steady-state evoked potentials (SSVEP: a flicker-triggered synchronized EEG potential; see Norcia et al., 2015 for a review) showed that people implicitly pay more attention to an object that they can better control (Wen et al., 2018). This study indicates that attention, which can be measured by eye gazing behavior, SSVEP, and many other behaviors, may be useful for monitoring the sense of agency.

Finally, control-motivated action may be another useful proxy for the sense of agency (Wen, 2019). Previous research in psychology showed that the sense of agency motivates actions (Eitam et al., 2013; Karsh and Eitam, 2015; Karsh et al., 2016). In order words, the stronger people feel a sense of agency, the more they may intend to exert control. In driving automation, the driver’s steering, gaze, and foot behavior can be potentially associated with the sense of agency. However, such behaviors can also be affected by environmental conditions, decision-making, and the driver’s reliance on driving assistance. A probe stimulus that creates a small prediction error and may trigger recovery behavior (to reduce prediction error) may be useful to probe the sense of agency. Such recovery behavior would be triggered only when people still feel a sense of agency and are monitoring potential prediction errors.



SENSE OF AGENCY IN JOINT CONTROL

In the past decade, joint actions have become a research interest in social interaction. Joint actions affect both the predictive and postdictive processes underlying the sense of agency. Because actors in joint actions do not have access to co-actors’ intentions, motor commands, or sensory feedback, the accurate matching between sensory feedback and the self’s and co-actors’ action becomes impossible, and the attribution of control is vague. Gallotti and Frith (2013) proposed the existence of a “we-mode” in social interaction, in which people automatically track co-actors’ attention (Samson et al., 2010; Böckler et al., 2012), performance (Sebanz et al., 2005), and beliefs (Apperly and Butterfill, 2009; McClure et al., 2010). van der Wel (2015) examined the influence of “we-mode” on the sense of agency when an actor and co-actor were either a decider or a follower. The results showed that when the actor and co-actor shared an intention, the sense of agency was high for both the decider and the follower. By contrast, conflicting intentions broke down the “we-mode” and shifted toward “I-mode” processing, resulted in a high sense of agency for the decider but a low sense of agency for the follower (van der Wel, 2015). Furthermore, van der Wel et al. (2012) examined the sense of agency experienced when people learned a novel motor skill in individuals and dyads, and found that the sense of agency did not change when people first learned the skill individually and then shifted to joint control, but the sense of agency greatly increased when whey performed individually after having performed with someone else, although there was no significant difference in performance between the individual and joint control conditions. This result indicated that when joint control is a baseline, individual control results in a higher sense of agency. This is likely an influence of social interaction in judgment of agency. By contrast, when individual control is treated as a baseline, the sense of agency in joint control is probably most affected by joint task performance.

During SAE level 1–2 driving automation, a driver and a system share control over the vehicle. For example, when the driver is steering, the moving direction of the car may be modified by the system for safety and performance purposes. Dewey et al. (2014) examined individuals’ judgment of control in such control-sharing conditions. Participants used joysticks to keep a cursor centered on a moving target with a co-actor. The sense of agency decreased in the condition of shared control compared to the condition of controlling the cursor alone. However, predictable effects produced by cooperative co-actors also increased the sense of agency, even when the effects (i.e., cursor movements) were not correlated with self-generated joystick movements. This indicates that the sense of agency during joint actions is evaluated with respect to both egocentric and group-level intentions (Dewey et al., 2014).

Furthermore, Wen et al. (2015c) designed a computer assistance program in a dot moving game, in which the computer only ignored participants’ erroneous commands. The results showed that when there is a delay in response in the game, making the game very difficult, the computer assistance greatly increased participants’ sense of agency compared with the condition when all participants’ commands were executed. Wen et al.’s results showed that the influence of goal achievement plays a dominant role in the sense of agency in the complex control condition (Wen et al., 2015c). Later, researchers from another group replicated Wen et al.’s (2015c) finding, adding an extended finding that this effect of assistance held even when the participants were explicitly aware of the assistance (Inoue et al., 2017). In summary, the above studies showed that shared control weakens the sense of agency but that the sense of agency can be maintained at a high level if the co-actor shares the agent’s intention and the joint action achieves a good performance.



SENSE OF AGENCY IN ROBOTICS

When interacting with robots, feedback is usually more complicated than in the case of simple machines, because robots are designed to execute tasks automatically. Below, we discuss the following aspect of the sense of agency in robotics: the sense of agency over the robot, the sense of agency over external events via the robot, and the sense of agency over external events when collaborating with the robot.

The sense of agency over the robot probably relies on similar processes as the sense of agency over external events: whether the robot acts as predicted, and whether the task performance matches an individual’s prediction and expectation. Usually the sense of agency can be improved if a robot is responsible and performs as a user intended. A recent study on brain-computer interfaces (BCI) reported that when a user controlled a humanoid robot through BCI-SSVEPs (SSVEPs: steady-state evoked potentials), the additional feedback of audio-visual synchrony between a footstep sound and an actual humanoid’s walk reduced the time required for steering the robot and increased the feeling of control over the robot (Tidoni et al., 2014). This study implicated the importance of multisensory feedback during the remote control of a humanoid robot, especially when the control is complicated and difficult. In addition, a recent study reported an enhanced intentional binding effect when people tapped on their own arms compared to tapping a button, indicating that bodily feedback may enhance the sense of agency when interacting with machines (Coyle et al., 2012).

Decoding operators’ intention is crucial for providing operators with a sense of agency over external events via a robot. Recent studies showed that when a BCI successfully decoded operators’ motor commands and provided corresponding visual feedback of the movement of a humanlike robot hand (or virtual hand), people not only experienced a sense of agency over the robot hand, but also felt an illusion of bodily ownership over it (Perez-Marcos et al., 2009; Slater et al., 2009; Alimardani et al., 2013). The sense of agency in such cases was high, because the system provided both proximal and distal outcomes consistent with the user’s intention (Metcalfe et al., 2013; Vinding et al., 2013). During the embodiment of a robot, people usually do not feel that they are sharing control with the robot; instead, they feel that the robot hand is a part of their body and is under the full control of their own (in ideal decoding conditions).

In many human-machine interactions, people share control with machines, and, usually, are aware of that fact. Recalling the studies on the sense of agency in joint action, the sense of agency is usually weakened by sharing control with a co-actor. The presence of another human (Beyer et al., 2017) or robot (Ciardo et al., 2018) reduces the sense of agency over external events, even when people actually have full control. In short, in ordinary circumstances, the sense of agency is usually lower when people share control with robots, compared to the condition when people perform actions alone.

Shared control is often promoted for purposes of safety and efficiency. Machines remove a proportion of control from users, while ensuring more reliable and safer control of outcomes. The sense of agency and system performance seem like a trade-off. However, Wen et al. (2015c) showed that the sense of agency and performance can also be compatible. Specifically, in Wen et al.’s (2015c) study, the computer assistance was designed to ignore user’s erroneous commands in a goal-directed motor task. The results showed that computer assistance significantly improved the task performance, and, at the same time, significantly improved the sense of agency compared with the condition when the user’s commands were all executed. This result indicates that the dominance of each of the various processes underlying the sense of agency may change in different circumstances, and semi-automation that promotes the dominant process (e.g., task performance) but slightly impairs the non-dominant process (e.g., action-outcome comparisons) can achieve both good task performance and strong sense of agency at the same time. In a recent study, a semi-automatic system for teleoperation of a construction machine combining ideal working trajectory with the operator’s manual trajectory maintained the operator’s sense of agency at a high level, similar to the level of manual control, while improving the performance (Tanimoto et al., 2017). More importantly, Tanimoto et al. (2017) also found that the sense of agency was greatly weakened if the semi-automatic system performed a goal-directed assistance rather than a trajectory assistance. This is consistent with findings in cognitive science that both proximal and distal outcomes are important for the sense of agency (Metcalfe et al., 2013), as the goal assistance provided poor proximal feedback. In summary, an ideal assistance aiming for compatibility between performance and sense of agency should provide both proximal feedback to maintain users’ sense of agency and distal feedback that matches users’ intention.



SENSE OF AGENCY IN AUTOMATION

A French group used the intentional binding effect to examine how the degree of automation influenced the sense of agency in an aircraft supervision task (Berberian et al., 2012). Specifically, participants performed an aircraft navigation task in a simulator to change the aircraft’s horizontal trajectory to avoid conflict (Figure 3). Participants chose a heading command when the screen showed a conflict alarm, implemented the command using a scroll wheel, and finally executed it by pressing an engagement button. After the execution of the command, feedback concerning the success of the action was presented to the participants. Participants estimated the temporal interval between the keypress to engage the command and the feedback indicating success. The procedure of deciding, implementing, and executing the command to resolve a conflict was automated at four different levels. The results revealed a gradual increase of interval estimation with the increasing level of automation. In other words, the intentional binding, as an implicit of sense of agency, became weaker when the procedure was more automated (Berberian et al., 2012). Berberian et al.’s (2012) study was the first to show that automation not only affected explicit agency attribution, but also weakened the perception of the causal relationship between an action and its effect. That is, automation not only weakens the attribution of one’s own agency, but also influences people’s perception of the causes of events.

[image: Figure 3]

FIGURE 3. Experimental setup with the navigation display and the autopilot interface. Original figure from Berberian et al. (2012). The reproduction of the figure is permitted under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).


In the case of driving automation, the driver may be relieved from cognitive load and fatigue from driving tasks but may also stop monitoring the environment and preparing for action. A previous study that examined emergency braking during the use of cruise control found that the reaction time for braking was significantly longer when people used cruise control rather than controlling the speed of the vehicle manually (Jammes et al., 2017). This result was probably due to a lack of motor preparation and the cost of task shifting. The effect of cruise control was larger in older participants than in younger participants (Jammes et al., 2017). Furthermore, research in cognitive science showed that the sense of agency greatly influences attention allocation. People efficiently monitor events that are relevant to themselves (i.e., under their control), but do not pay much attention to events that are out of their control (Wen and Haggard, 2018). In the case of driving a car, if people have a sense of agency over the car, their monitoring of the car and dynamic changes in the environment would be more sensitive and efficient. If people do not have a sense of agency or become too reliant on the car’s self-control, delay or even dismissal of intervention responses by the driver is highly possible. In summary, in the case of human-machine joint control, if the human party’s monitoring and intervention are still required, the sense of agency is critical to making such joint control fluent and efficient.



THE SENSE OF AGENCY IN DRIVING ASSISTANCE

While the research on driving automation in engineering and computer science has mainly focused on challenges in technique, some research has indeed shed light on human behavior and performance during driver-automation joint control. Yun et al. (2018) directly measured the driver’s sense of agency during assisted and automated driving in a driving simulator using an agency questionnaire. The results showed that even under the assisted driving condition, under which the simulator only intervened in steering when the vehicle went away from the road, the sense of agency was significantly lower than under the manual driving condition (Yun et al., 2018). The reduced sense of agency under the driving assisted condition was probably due to the fact that the drivers could easily detect the intervention of the system, and reflected the error detection in their agency report. Furthermore, research on the human-machine interface showed that driving support indeed decreased the driver’s control activity (Mulder et al., 2012) and is linked to driver disengagement (Navarro et al., 2016), indicating the loss of a sense of agency. This lack in a sense of agency can cause problems when the driver needs to resume manual control (Navarro et al., 2016).

According to psychological research on joint control, a “we-mode” may be essential to preserve the sense of agency during driving assistance (van der Wel et al., 2012; van der Wel, 2015). To form the “we-mode,” the system should not take over all the control from a driver. Instead, it is critical to detect the driver’s intention and assist in its fulfillment without disturbing the sense of agency. Recent research by engineers has sought to determine the driver’s intention through the use of vehicle sensors (Kuge et al., 2000; Berndt and Dietmayer, 2009; Wang et al., 2018b). For example, one research group tried to estimate the driver’s steering intention through gaze behavior, and provided haptic guidance to indicate the level of assistance during driver-automation shared control (Wang et al., 2018a,b). Their results showed that the correlation between gaze and steering movements decreased when the level of automation increased (Wang et al., 2018b). This may indicate a lack of control motivation when drivers did not have much control over the vehicle. The group further showed that the driver’s reliance on the assistance system greatly affected lane changing performance, especially in the case of a system failure (Wang et al., 2018a). This means that the extent to which people actively decide to take over control of the vehicle is important in driving performance, not only how they passively feel about the control. Although research in engineering does not always directly focus on the human sense of agency, the findings regarding human behavior, attention, and performance provide many insights into the importance of the sense of agency and how it might change during driving assistance. Identifying the intention of the human driver and providing less obtrusive assistance represent a necessary step in future research on driver-automation collaborative driving systems.

In this paper, we discussed the importance of the sense of agency in driving automation. Two main questions remain to be solved in future research on this topic: (1) how to monitor the sense of agency when people use driving automation and (2) how to design the driving automation to ensure the compatibility of driving safety and the sense of agency. These questions are important for human-machine interaction in driving automation when the human is considered as a driver or supervisor instead of a passenger. Here, we suggest two directions for further research. The first is to monitor the sense of agency in real-time when using driving automation. Further study on measuring the sense of agency using onboard vehicle sensors, such as cameras and force sensors at steering wheel, brake, and accelerator, is necessary. The second is to design the driving automation system by carefully measuring the sense of agency in the laboratory using all possible sensors and methods (see section “Measurement of the Sense of Agency”) in different driving circumstances. Having said this, the establishment of the model of human sense of agency in driving automation is important. With such a model, researchers can estimate the threshold of sense of agency in different situations, and provide a good solution that ensures both safety and human agency according to the situation.



CONCLUSION

In this review, we focused on the role of the sense of agency in driving automation within its current commercial context, in which driver-automation joint control is required. Usually, the more reliable the driving automation, the less the driver might be engaged. The lack of a sense of agency is considered a reason for driver disengagement, which can be problematic when the driver’s decision-making is required. For research on driving automation, we suggest first that monitoring drivers’ sense of agency under different circumstances of use of driving automation is important. Physiological signals, attention (e.g., gaze behavior), and control-motivated actions (e.g., prediction-error probed actions; see details in section “How to Measure the Sense of Agency in Driving Automation”) may be more useful to measure the sense of agency than the traditional methods used in psychological experiments such as self-report, sensory attenuation, and intentional binding effect. Second, we suggest that in order to maintain a sense of agency at a good level, generating a “we-mode” is essential for driver-automation joint control. To achieve this, techniques decoding the driver’s intention are critical. Recent research in engineering is attempting to do so using onboard vehicle sensors (Kuge et al., 2000; Berndt and Dietmayer, 2009; Wang et al., 2018b). However, in most of the previous studies, vehicles usually executed steering/accelerating/decelerating for the driver after the recognition of the driver’s intention, which might result in the driver’s loss of sense of agency over the vehicle. It remains unsolved how to combine the driver’s and the automation system’s control over the vehicle to optimize both driving performance and the sense of agency. Indeed, combining the knowledge and methodologies of cognitive science and techniques such as sensing and modeling in engineering may yield a good solution for a driver-automation collaborative driving system that ensures efficient joint control characterized by high safety, performance, and cognitive efficiency.
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FOOTNOTES

1SAE International, 2014: “Dynamic driving task includes the operational (steering, braking, accelerating, monitoring the vehicle and roadway) and tactical (responding to events, determining when to change lanes, turn, use signals, etc.) aspects of the driving task, but not the strategic (determining destinations and waypoints) aspect of the driving task.”

2SAE International, 2014: “Driving mode is a type of driving scenario with characteristic dynamic driving task requirements (e.g., expressway merging, high speed cruising, low speed traffic jam, closed-campus operations, etc.).” Driving mode-specific execution refers to the execution of steering and acceleration/deceleration in this driving mode.



REFERENCES

 Alimardani, M., Nishio, S., and Ishiguro, H. (2013). Humanlike robot hands controlled by brain activity arouse illusion of ownership in operators. Sci. Rep. 3:2396. doi: 10.1038/srep02396 

 Apperly, I. A., and Butterfill, S. A. (2009). Do humans have two systems to track beliefs and belief-like states? Psychol. Rev. 116, 953–970. doi: 10.1037/a0016923 

 Bednark, J. G., Poonian, S. K., Palghat, K., McFadyen, J., and Cunnington, R. (2015). Identity-specific predictions and implicit measures of agency. Psychol. Conscious. Theory Res. Pract. 2, 253–268. doi: 10.1037/cns0000062

 Berberian, B., Sarrazin, J.-C., Le Blaye, P., and Haggard, P. (2012). Automation technology and sense of control: a window on human agency. PLoS One 7:e34075. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0034075 

 Berndt, H., and Dietmayer, K. (2009). “Driver intention inference with vehicle onboard sensors” in 2009 IEEE international conference on vehicular electronics and safety (ICVES) (IEEE), 102–107.

 Beyer, F., Sidarus, N., Bonicalzi, S., and Haggard, P. (2017). Beyond self-serving bias: diffusion of responsibility reduces sense of agency and outcome monitoring. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 12, 138–145. doi: 10.1093/scan/nsw160 

 Blakemore, S.-J., Frith, C. D., and Wolpert, D. M. (1999). Spatio-temporal prediction modulates the perception of self-produced stimuli. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 11, 551–559. doi: 10.1162/089892999563607 

 Blakemore, S.-J., Wolpert, D. M., and Frith, C. D. (1998). Central cancellation of self-produced tickle sensation. Nat. Neurosci. 1, 635–640. doi: 10.1038/2870 

 Blakemore, S.-J., Wolpert, D. M., and Frith, C. D. (2002). Abnormalities in the awareness of action. Trends Cogn. Sci. 6, 237–242. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(02)01907-1 

 Böckler, A., Knoblich, G., and Sebanz, N. (2012). Effects of a coactors focus of attention on task performance. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 38, 1404–1415. doi: 10.1037/a0027523 

 Braun, N., Thorne, J. D., Hildebrandt, H., and Debener, S. (2014). Interplay of agency and ownership: the intentional binding and rubber hand illusion paradigm combined. PLoS One 9:e111967. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0111967 

 Ciardo, F., De Tommaso, D., Beyer, F., and Wykowska, A. (2018). “Reduced sense of agency in human-robot interaction” in International conference on social robotics (Springer International Publishing), 441–450.

 Cochin, S., Barthelemy, C., Roux, S., and Martineau, J. (1999). Observation and execution of movement: similarities demonstrated by quantied electroencephalography. Eur. J. Neurosci. 11, 1839–1842. doi: 10.1046/j.1460-9568.1999.00598.x 

 Coyle, D., Moore, J., Kristensson, P. O., Fletcher, P., and Blackwell, A. (2012). “I did that! Measuring users’ experience of agency in their own actions” in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (ACM), 2025–2034.

 Dewey, J. A., and Knoblich, G. (2014). Do implicit and explicit measures of the sense of agency measure the same thing? PLoS One 9:e110118. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0110118 

 Dewey, J. A., Pacherie, E., and Knoblich, G. (2014). The phenomenology of controlling a moving object with another person. Cognition 132, 383–397. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2014.05.002 

 Doud, A. J., Lucas, J. P., Pisansky, M. T., and He, B. (2011). Continuous three-dimensional control of a virtual helicopter using a motor imagery based brain-computer interface. PLoS One 6:e26322. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0026322 

 Dujardin, K., Derambure, P., Defebvre, L., Bourriez, J. L., Jacquesson, J. M., and Guieu, J. D. (1993). Evaluation of event-related desynchronization (ERD) during a recognition task: effect of attention. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 86, 353–356. doi: 10.1016/0013-4694(93)90049-2 

 Ebert, J. P., and Wegner, D. M. (2010). Time warp: authorship shapes the perceived timing of actions and events. Conscious. Cogn. 19, 481–489. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2009.10.002 

 Eitam, B., Kennedy, P. M., and Higgins, E. T. (2013). Motivation from control. Exp. Brain Res. 229, 475–484. doi: 10.1007/s00221-012-3370-7 

 Frith, C. D., Blakemore, S.-J., and Wolpert, D. M. (2000). Explaining the symptoms of schizophrenia: abnormalities in the awareness of action. Brain Res. Rev. 31, 357–363. doi: 10.1016/S0165-0173(99)00052-1 

 Gallagher, S. (2000). Philosophical conceptions of the self: implications for cognitive science. Trends Cogn. Sci. 4, 14–21. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(99)01417-5 

 Gallotti, M., and Frith, C. D. (2013). Social cognition in the we-mode. Trends Cogn. Sci. 17, 160–165. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2013.02.002 

 Ganesh, G., Nakamura, K., Saetia, S., Tobar, A. M., Yoshida, E., Ando, H., et al. (2018). Utilizing sensory prediction errors for movement intention decoding: a new methodology. Sci. Adv. 4:eaaq0183. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.aaq0183 

 Gentsch, A., and Schütz-Bosbach, S. (2011). I did it: unconscious expectation of sensory consequences modulates the experience of self-agency and its functional signature. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 23, 3817–3828. doi: 10.1162/jocn_a_00012 

 Gentsch, A., Weiss, C., Spengler, S., Synofzik, M., and Schütz-Bosbach, S. (2015). Doing good or bad: how interactions between action and emotion expectations shape the sense of agency. Soc. Neurosci. 10, 1–13. doi: 10.1080/17470919.2015.1006374

 Haggard, P. (2017). Sense of agency in the human brain. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 18, 197–208. doi: 10.1038/nrn.2017.14 

 Haggard, P., and Chambon, V. (2012). Sense of agency. Curr. Biol. 22, R390–R392. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2012.02.040 

 Haggard, P., Clark, S., and Kalogeras, J. (2002). Voluntary action and conscious awareness. Nat. Neurosci. 5, 382–385. doi: 10.1038/nn827 

 Imaizumi, S., and Tanno, Y. (2019). Intentional binding coincides with explicit sense of agency. Conscious. Cogn. 67, 1–15. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.005 

 Inoue, K., Takeda, Y., and Kimura, M. (2017). Sense of agency in continuous action: assistance-induced performance improvement is self-attributed even with knowledge of assistance. Conscious. Cogn. 48, 246–252. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2016.12.003 

 Jammes, Y., Behr, M., Llari, M., Bonicel, S., Weber, J. P., Jammes, Y., et al. (2017). Emergency braking is affected by the use of cruise control. Traffic Inj. Prev. 18, 636–641. doi: 10.1080/15389588.2016.1274978 

 Kang, S. Y., Im, C.-H., Shim, M., Nahab, F. B., Park, J., Kim, D.-W., et al. (2015). Brain networks responsible for sense of agency: An EEG study. PLoS One 10:e0135261. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0135261 

 Karsh, N., and Eitam, B. (2015). I control therefore I do: judgments of agency influence action selection. Cognition 138, 122–131. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.002 

 Karsh, N., Eitam, B., Mark, I., and Higgins, E. T. (2016). Bootstrapping agency: how control-relevant information affects motivation. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 145, 1333–1350. doi: 10.1037/xge0000212 

 Kilteni, K., and Ehrsson, H. H. (2017). Body ownership determines the attenuation of self-generated tactile sensations. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 114, 8426–8431. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1703347114 

 Kuge, N., Yamamura, T., Shimoyama, O., and Liu, A. (2000). A driver behavior recognition method based on a driver model framework (No. 2000-01-0349). SAE Technical Paper.

 Kühn, S., Nenchev, I., Haggard, P., Brass, M., Gallinat, J., and Voss, M. (2011). Whodunnit? Electrophysiological correlates of agency judgements. PLoS One 6:e28657. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0028657 

 Kumar, N., Manjaly, J. A., and Sunny, M. M. (2015). The relationship between action-effect monitoring and attention capture. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 144, 18–23. doi: 10.1037/xge0000032 

 Legaspi, R., and Toyoizumi, T. (2019). A Bayesian psychophysics model of sense of agency. Nat. Commun. 10:4250. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-12170-0 

 Leocani, L., Toro, C., Manganotti, P., Zhuang, P., and Hallett, M. (1997). Event-related coherence and event-related desynchronization/synchronization in the 10 Hz and 20 Hz EEG during self- paced movements. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 104, 199–206. doi: 10.1016/S0168-5597(96)96051-7 

 Libet, B.,  Wright, E. W. Jr., and Gleason, C. A. (1982). Readiness-potentials preceding unrestricted “spontaneous” vs. pre-planned voluntary acts. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 54, 322–335. doi: 10.1016/0013-4694(82)90181-X 

 Limerick, H., Coyle, D., and Moore, J. W. (2014). The experience of agency in human-computer interactions: a review. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8, 1–10. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00643

 Loeffler, J. (2019). Tesla driver caught falling asleep while using autopilot…twice! Available at: https://interestingengineering.com/tesla-driver-caught-falling-asleep-while-using-autopilottwice (Accessed October 1, 2019).

 McClure, B. A., Lewis, D., Crowe, L. K., Chetelat, R. T., Deverna, J. W., Bernacchi, D., et al. (2010). The social sense: susceptibility to others’ beliefs in human infants and adults. Science 330, 1830–1834. doi: 10.1126/science.1190792

 Metcalfe, J., Eich, T. S., and Miele, D. B. (2013). Metacognition of agency: proximal action and distal outcome. Exp. Brain Res. 229, 485–496. doi: 10.1007/s00221-012-3371-6 

 Moore, J. W., and Fletcher, P. C. (2012). Sense of agency in health and disease: a review of cue integration approaches. Conscious. Cogn. 21, 59–68. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2011.08.010 

 Moore, J. W., Wegner, D. M., and Haggard, P. (2009). Modulating the sense of agency with external cues. Conscious. Cogn. 18, 1056–1064. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2009.05.004 

 Mulder, M., Abbink, D. A., and Boer, E. R. (2012). Sharing control with haptics: seamless driver support from manual to automatic control. Hum. Factors 54, 786–798. doi: 10.1177/0018720812443984 

 Murata, A., Wen, W., and Asama, H. (2016). The body and objects represented in the ventral stream of the parieto-premotor network. Neurosci. Res. 104, 4–15. doi: 10.1016/j.neures.2015.10.010 

 Muthukumaraswamy, S. D., Johnson, B. W., and McNair, N. A. (2004). Mu rhythm modulation during observation of an object-directed grasp. Cogn. Brain Res. 19, 195–201. doi: 10.1016/j.cogbrainres.2003.12.001 

 Navarro, J., François, M., and Mars, F. (2016). Obstacle avoidance under automated steering: impact on driving and gaze behaviours. Transport. Res. F: Traffic Psychol. Behav. 43, 315–324. doi: 10.1016/j.trf.2016.09.007

 Norcia, A. M., Appelbaum, L. G., Ales, J. M., Cottereau, B. R., and Rossion, B. (2015). The steady-state visual evoked potential in vision research: a review. J. Vis. 15:4. doi: 10.1167/15.6.4 

 Nyholm, S. (2018). Attributing agency to automated systems: reflections on human-robot collaborations and responsibility-loci. Sci. Eng. Ethics 24, 1201–1219. doi: 10.1007/s11948-017-9943-x 

 Perez-Marcos, D., Slater, M., and Sanchez-Vives, M. V. (2009). Inducing a virtual hand ownership illusion through a brain-computer interface. Neuroreport 20, 589–594. doi: 10.1097/WNR.0b013e32832a0a2a 

 Pineda, J. A. (2005). The functional significance of mu rhythms: translating “seeing” and “hearing” into “doing”. Brain Res. Rev. 50, 57–68. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresrev.2005.04.005 

 Polich, J. (2007). Updating P300: An integrative theory of P3a and P3b. Clin. Neurophysiol. 118, 2128–2148. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2007.04.019 

 Ramoser, H., Müller-Gerking, J., and Pfurtscheller, G. (2000). Optimal spatial filtering of single trial EEG during imagined hand movement. IEEE Trans. Rehabil. Eng. 8, 441–446. doi: 10.1109/86.895946 

 Roussel, C., Hughes, G., and Waszak, F. (2013). A preactivation account of sensory attenuation. Neuropsychologia 51, 922–929. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.02.005 

 Saito, N., Takahata, K., Murai, T., and Takahashi, H. (2015). Discrepancy between explicit judgement of agency and implicit feeling of agency: implications for sense of agency and its disorders. Conscious. Cogn. 37, 1–7. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2015.07.011 

 Salomon, R., Lim, M., Kannape, O., Llobera, J., and Blanke, O. (2013). “Self pop-out”: agency enhances self-recognition in visual search. Exp. Brain Res. 228, 173–181. doi: 10.1007/s00221-013-3549-6 

 Salomon, R., Szpiro-Grinberg, S., and Lamy, D. (2011). Self-motion holds a special status in visual processing. PLoS One 6, 2–8. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0024347

 Samson, D., Apperly, I. A., Braithwaite, J. J., Andrews, B. J., and Scott, S. E. B. (2010). Seeing it their way: evidence for rapid and involuntary computation of what other people see. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 36, 1255–1266. doi: 10.1037/a0018729 

 Sebanz, N., Knoblich, G., and Prinz, W. (2005). How two share a task: Corepresenting stimulus–response mappings. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 31, 1234–1246. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.31.6.1234 

 Slater, M., Perez-Marcos, D., Ehrsson, H. H., and Sanchez-Vives, M. V. (2009). Inducing illusory ownership of a virtual body. Front. Neurosci. 3, 214–220. doi: 10.3389/neuro.01.029.2009 

 Suffczynski, P., Kalitzin, S., Pfurtscheller, G., and Lopes Da Silva, F. H. (2001). Computational model of thalamo-cortical networks: dynamical control of alpha rhythms in relation to focal attention. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 43, 25–40. doi: 10.1016/S0167-8760(01)00177-5 

 Synofzik, M., Thier, P., and Lindner, A. (2006). Internalizing agency of self-action: perception of one’s own hand movements depends on an adaptable prediction about the sensory action outcome. J. Neurophysiol. 96, 1592–1601. doi: 10.1152/jn.00104.2006 

 Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., and Lindner, A. (2009). Me or not me - An optimal integration of agency cues? Conscious. Cogn. 18, 1065–1068. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2009.07.007 

 Synofzik, M., Vosgerau, G., and Newen, A. (2008). Beyond the comparator model: a multifactorial two-step account of agency. Conscious. Cogn. 17, 219–239. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2007.03.010 

 Tanimoto, T., Shinohara, K., and Yoshinada, H. (2017). Research on effective teleoperation of construction machinery fusing manual and automatic operation. ROBOMECH J. 4:14. doi: 10.1186/s40648-017-0083-5

 Tidoni, E., Gergondet, P., Kheddar, A., and Aglioti, S. M. (2014). Audio-visual feedback improves the BCI performance in the navigational control of a humanoid robot. Front. Neurorobot. 8:20. doi: 10.3389/fnbot.2014.00020 

 Timm, J., SanMiguel, I., Keil, J., Schröger, E., and Schönwiesner, M. (2014). Motor intention determines senseory attenuation of brain responses to self-initiated sounds. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 26, 1481–1489. doi: 10.1162/jocn_a_00552 

 van der Wel, R. P. R. D. (2015). Me and we: metacognition and performance evaluation of joint actions. Cognition 140, 49–59. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2015.03.011 

 van der Wel, R. P. R. D., Sebanz, N., and Knoblich, G. (2012). The sense of agency during skill learning in individuals and dyads. Conscious. Cogn. 21, 1267–1279. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2012.04.001 

 van Winsun, W., Sergeant, J., and Geuze, R. (1984). The functional significance of event-related desynchronization of alpha rhythm in attentional and activating tasks. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 58, 519–524. doi: 10.1016/0013-4694(84)90042-7 

 Victor, T. W., Tivesten, E., Gustavsson, P., Johansson, J., Sangberg, F., and Aust, M. L. (2018). Automation expectation mismatch: incorrect prediction despite eyes on threat and hands on wheel. Hum. Factors 60, 1095–1116. doi: 10.1177/0018720818788164 

 Vinding, M. C., Pedersen, M. N., and Overgaard, M. (2013). Unravelling intention: distal intentions increase the subjective sense of agency. Conscious. Cogn. 22, 810–815. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2013.05.003 

 Wang, Z., Kaizuka, T., and Nakano, K. (2018a). “Effect of haptic guidance steering on lane following performance by taking account of driver reliance on the assistance system” in 2018 IEEE International Conference on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics (SMC) (IEEE), 2717–2723.

 Wang, Z., Zheng, R., Kaizuka, T., and Nakano, K. (2018b). Relationship between gaze behavior and steering performance for driver–automation shared control: a driving simulator study. IEEE Trans. Intell. Veh. 4, 154–166. doi: 10.1109/tiv.2018.2886654

 Wegner, D. M., Sparrow, B., and Winerman, L. (2004). Vicarious agency: experiencing control over the movements of others. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 86, 838–848. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.86.6.838 

 Wen, W. (2019). Does delay in feedback diminish sense of agency? A review. Conscious. Cogn. 73:102759. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2019.05.007 

 Wen, W., Brann, E., Di Costa, S., and Haggard, P. (2018). Enhanced perceptual processing of self-generated motion: evidence from steady-state visual evoked potentials. NeuroImage 175, 438–448. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.04.019 

 Wen, W., and Haggard, P. (2018). Control changes the way we look at the world. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 30, 603–619. doi: 10.1162/jocn_a_01226 

 Wen, W., and Haggard, P. (2020). Prediction error and regularity detection underlie two dissociable mechanisms for computing the sense of agency. Cognition 195, 104074. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104074

 Wen, W., Yamashita, A., and Asama, H. (2015a). The influence of action-outcome delay and arousal on sense of agency and the intentional binding effect. Conscious. Cogn. 36, 87–95. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2015.06.004

 Wen, W., Yamashita, A., and Asama, H. (2015b). The influence of goals on sense of control. Conscious. Cogn. 37, 83–90. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2015.08.012

 Wen, W., Yamashita, A., and Asama, H. (2015c). The sense of agency during continuous action: performance is more important than action-feedback association. PLoS One 10:e0125226. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0125226

 Wen, W., Yamashita, A., and Asama, H. (2017a). Measurement of the perception of control during continuous movement using electroencephalography. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 11:392. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2017.00392

 Wen, W., Yamashita, A., and Asama, H. (2017b). The influence of performance on action-effect integration in sense of agency. Conscious. Cogn. 53, 89–98. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2017.06.008

 Wolpe, N., and Rowe, J. B. (2014). Beyond the “urge to move”: objective measures for the study of agency in the post-Libet era. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8, 1–13. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00450

 Yun, S., Wen, W., An, Q., Hamasaki, S., Yamakawa, H., Tamura, Y., et al. (2018). “Investigating the relationship between assisted driver’s SoA and EEG” in International Conference on NeuroRehabilitation (Springer, Cham), 1039–1043.


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Wen, Kuroki and Asama. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02691-g003.jpg
Command Command ‘Command
selected implementation engagement






OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		The Sense of Agency in Driving Automation



		Introduction



		The Sense of Agency: Definition and Concept



		Measurement of the Sense of Agency



		Physiological Signals Linked to the Sense of Agency



		How to Measure the Sense of Agency in Driving Automation



		Sense of Agency in Joint Control



		Sense of Agency in Robotics



		Sense of Agency in Automation



		The Sense of Agency in Driving Assistance



		Conclusion



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		Footnotes



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02691-g001.jpg
8
o s e N o 03

Amplitude (W) >

—— Initial Tone
~—Control - Predictable
—— Action - Predictable
—— Action - Unpredictable

-]
o

N1 amplitude (V)
& A

& b b b

M Initial Tone

W Control - Predictable
M Action — Predictable
W Action - Unpredictable





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02691-g002.jpg
No-control Self-control Difference between conditions

N
S
7
H
g
s
2
i
£
8
£
4
5
g
<






OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology










OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





