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ITFAE. L, TIsMERSH A M, ghlas
651 111) 5 3h 1 A 25 S A B e 4k 465 . Obhifll
Hall > WL i A B TR A TRR A A /4T g vh A A A
PR Je B, AT, M ABRA S 51T
i, SR BAT X —H B RGOy, Wi Ao
— NS AT R TN B 25 AT T RE 5| A k) B
FRIFMA.

NS R EHE T IRAT RS T—E AR .
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AFA RE S A AT R, ()R, XFhEE T REM T4
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FE—EFEE FIAT AR, X — AR T oA
SE I O RS, BAh, —Seo R B, KA
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il Az s, (R RS AR E Y, BT
ZI—FhRATYER. BIL, YRR shafot & B
TR NFRIE T BE R R T AL HIE S RHE, &
ANGIZ, 20 BRI ZSUEE RS 2R %
JE LA AE TR BE L2 FEAX SRR TR, AR — A
PRE TG L.
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17 R By F shas R e A B T X SR I R AT
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HEDELRMERIE. GnATErIR, AR E IR RN B A,
BEENS 5 REZENRRAE. AT N 0w
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AT . Fried%s A LSS H 37 ) 00
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TR P Bl 2 A5 bR AR 45 B I IR, FH 28 T
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P TIET Ske [ RGN O RIF 5 3 B T B 3 3 X
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(O FESR 4. AE T fz 232408 14 26 FHEE 28 %% (apraxic
patients) & & B, 4 A A AR FHAMFERE, H
BARMEX 43 =3, WP N AT e 2t Tl T TAR X
TEBRAEFPTAS ShAE R Py A R 5™, PR, Je il
Tt 2 2 rT 4 it T E Esh RS, JEEIIEE A
=L E S SR, FREE-12 3 A —5
MIZESR. UGB R AT, JEMT0r: K 260 50k
AR5 AT, M5 — Al X —— i 5, X 24
RIS B TR A E BRI . AW, T
TESEAT AFRIT N, AFEHAG L, EAEsERIE
SR I VCRCRE b TR i i 9 (0

PRI, HiA Bz 3 X A] B 5 A i s R I R AR OG,
A &2 TG0 7Nk DU 5 %o TR A AN S PR e 5t 2
] L. — Pl RERYAILI S, A K27 A sh PRy ik
Poo BEEAUEEE ST, T R 2 00 5T W e
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ST HOE . R T RN X, ST IESE T I
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(dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, DLPFC). #ZHijI (precu-
neus)ZF i X L2 5 T Ehfa il ka2, %L
A XS A RS BN T AL BB S A O Y X
W IS T AT AR SRR I, X
SEHERRE N TAT I B I R — e YRR, ARk BB
FEA] DA — 2D ARG I3 S i X A s A =R D e i 1 Y
255, P RAMARX AT R B HIKOE

5 LEihey

E S PR I 2 P SR R A
MRS A BT A E E— R, JFTE
TR AR X PR R R 4 R L2 0
VFRERAT, X TR AR A IRIZ AT, R AE e 53]
Jok. ik, FEah Pl g vrar LA — 20 T IE A
ISR E . fEREF A, SR SRR fE
SRR USR] AR R ORI 3 AE R LR — T,
SRS B R A ST IR b AR S bRl Il
Ab. TP 2 LIAT N ST R B A R ST AT LA
IR SR AL S Z A A 220, AR AIWTFE AT LA
PAR A1 BRI N AT i) Esh Pl S s R s
fRHR.

B, BT SN 2Rl T B 5,
PRI RBVERUE. Pl BT TS R AE R I H T
SEPRE FITE HA R, BT T AR E F . B
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A I T B R A , W RB TGRS SR
PEASAMATEA T N R i 4 IR Fids il B . AR
5] LA & Z R B, AT il o pL
A RIS, -4k B8 L2 ] DA R4 i SRk S A 5 LR
b, B0, JSEARAALE— R T s il B i X sk ph
25 [H] H2

S, MRS T BOISCE AR R, 2
o sh P R g T AT, BT T R v 32 s
S TR E IR AR R B B ZP e . M
SER AR B R S TR AR A, AR TS R RLE .
Fe A i T St S AR T, HARSRUE T RE LR
fIK. BEESRAIFT AR AR, — 7 R FEIE I SL 54
BHOZRENE, W ALSE . e e E s SR RAE
HMVELESR; 5 — B (R AL, R
SRR SR TR MR, Hin, BRI SE (virtual
reality) FE AR IR, AN, FEAARAT A v g il = A=
TURH BB — MESRERAF R RS, WAEEL
N H AN [R] ()4 2 i skt A A T R B B ) 2
i i SR s (AR AT 5 1) 7 1)

RO LA KRBT, MERFREARTT R
F s A S ST A VA8 [l R SR A 24 B 2,
I T T AR AN A A B IS A R B . X
S ) L) B 2 AR AR T Bl L N R
2. e, SUEF 2R e L.
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The sense of agency refers to subjective experience of controlling external environment through voluntary actions. When
individuals interact with the outside world through their behaviors, the feeling of “I am the initiator of this action” may
induce a self-attributed responsibility. Moreover, a sense of agency may allow individuals to choose between different
options by predicting their consequences. Therefore, the ability to control one’s own behavior can be used as an index for
responsibility attribution in moral and legal fields. Here, we review the factors influencing sense of agency and
responsibility attribution. Some empirical studies highlight the intention of actions and the value of outcomes. The
intention is a prerequisite for sense of agency and responsibility, and the characteristics of subsequent events affect how we
perceive our behaviors. Other studies support the internal comparator model, which suggests that the match between
prediction based on efferent copy of motor command and actual sensory feedback is the premise of sense of agency. In joint
actions, the generation and level of sense of agency and responsibility are related to group identity, social status and other
factors. When two individuals cooperate as equals in the management of an event, the new identity of “we” is a force that
results in a sense of control over their partners’ behavior. But participating as a follower in the teamwork, being in the
presence of another agent (even if it has no causal effect on the outcome) will lead to a reduction in or disappearance of the
sense of agency. The fundamental assumption of law is that individuals have the ability to control their own behaviors and
are responsible for their actions and the consequences of those actions. Following this supposition, the factors that affect
sense of agency can also have effect on the responsibility attribution. The level of sense of agency can be used to explain
individuals’ responsibility. For instance, people with abnormal agency, such as schizophrenia patients, can have their
sentences pardoned or commuted. Therefore, disorders of brain activities could be taken into account by the court in
sentencing. Neuroimaging studies have highlighted the role of fronto-parietal network, including pre-supplementary motor
area (pre-SMA), posterior parietal cortex (PPC), temporo-parietal junction (TPJ), dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC)
and etc. One possible mechanism may be that the frontal cortex generates the action signals of selection, intent and
initiation, while the parietal lobe, acting as a comparator model, monitors and compares these signals with the actual
feedbacks. The TPJ and DLPFC play important roles in self-referential processing and the theory of mind task, and are also
involved in the judgement of moral and criminal responsibility. Future investigations need to explore the activation patterns
and functional connectivity of these brain regions under different levels of sense of agency and responsibility, to qualify
and quantify the levels of individuals’ control over their behaviors.

sense of agency, responsibility attribution, intentional binding, behavioral control, action volition
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