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The sociomotor framework outlines a possible role of social action effects on human
action control, suggesting that anticipated partner reactions are a major cue to represent,
select, and initiate own body movements. Here, we review studies that elucidate
the actual content of social action representations and that explore factors that can
distinguish action control processes involving social and inanimate action effects.
Specifically, we address two hypotheses on how the social context can influence effectbased action control: first, by providing unique social features such as body-related,
anatomical codes, and second, by orienting attention towards any relevant feature
dimensions of the action effects. The reviewed empirical work presents a surprisingly
mixed picture: while there is indirect evidence for both accounts, previous studies that
directly addressed the anatomical account showed no signs of the involvement of
genuinely social features in sociomotor action control. Furthermore, several studies show
evidence against the differentiation of social and non-social action effect processing,
portraying sociomotor action representations as remarkably non-social. A focus on
enhancing the social experience in future studies should, therefore, complement the
current database to establish whether such settings give rise to the hypothesized
influence of social context.
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THE SOCIOMOTOR APPROACH TO SOCIAL INTERACTIONS
Human interaction is action. It necessarily involves the generation of efferent activity of the involved
partners, like gesturing, facial expressions, eye movements, or speaking. The question of how the
generation of such efferent activity depends on a social interaction context is a key question in
contemporary research on human motor control (Wolpert et al., 2003; Knoblich et al., 2011). Here
we adopt the perspective of sociomotor action control, a theoretical framework that focuses on
the impact of action-contingent events in the agent’s social environment (Kunde et al., 2018).
The sociomotor framework rests on classical ideomotor theorizing by assuming that actions are
represented and controlled in terms of their perceivable effects (Harleß, 1861; James, 1890). When
interacting with the inanimate environment, these effects include body-related signals such as
proprioceptive changes produced by the moving limb (Rowe, 1910; Pfister, 2019) and movementcontingent events in the agent’s body-external environment (Kunde, 2001; Hommel, 2009). In
ideomotor theorizing, action-effect anticipation, i.e., the mental recollection of previous action
effects, is a means to select and initiate body movements, a process that is made possible by
bi-directional associations between sensory effects and motor activity that had preceded the effect.
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setup and corresponding instructions, this approach usually
results in situations that do not capture all facets of social
interaction proper. However, in more naturalistic settings,
the influence of the link between action and its social effect
is difficult to separate from other factors that contribute to
the planning and execution of actions. In those interactions,
several parallel but interconnected predictive models might be
involved (Pesquita et al., 2018), and it is difficult to isolate their
contributions to individual action control. The reductionist
approach of the sociomotor framework, on the other hand,
focuses on the link between the action of the leader and the
reaction of the follower, which makes it possible to assess the
influence that predictions regarding the partners’ responses
to one’s own actions have on the planning and execution
of actions.
While early sociomotor studies have provided proof-ofprinciple evidence for the role of social action effects on human
action control, lately, attention shifted towards factors that
may distinguish control over social as compared to non-social
events. As we will demonstrate in the following sections,
currently, differences between interactions with the social and
with the inanimate environment are less apparent in sociomotor
paradigms than in other areas that are related to action-effect
binding (e.g., sense of agency and temporal binding: Stephenson
et al., 2018; Silver et al., 2021; Vogel et al., 2021). Thus, the goal of
the current review is to re-orient research on sociomotor action
control by incorporating insights from related fields of study.

The sociomotor framework is based on the assumption that
action-triggered changes in the social environment can also
play a role in ideomotor action control processes. The most
common variant of such social action effects are movements
that co-actors perform in response to an agent’s own action:
when we greet a friend arriving at the airport by waving at
them, they usually respond by performing the same action. At
other times, we do not perceive the movements of the person
directly but only the remote effects of these reactions, e.g.,
when ringing the doorbell and hearing the lock being opened.
Whereas common ideomotor accounts do not assume a special
role of social action effects, the sociomotor framework departs
from this ‘‘conservative’’ assumption by highlighting likely
peculiarities of social interactions as compared to interactions
with the inanimate environment (e.g., delayed and inconsistent
effects, the similarity of action, and effect). Early studies in
this area have focused on demonstrating that bi-directional
associations between actions and their social effects (i.e., the
behavior of others in response to these actions) are established
as assumed by the sociomotor framework (e.g., Herwig and
Horstmann, 2011; Pfister et al., 2013; Müller, 2016). These
studies usually adapted tried-and-tested paradigms of ideomotor
research to social settings: studies on response-effect compatibility
(Kunde, 2001; Kunde et al., 2004; Pfister and Kunde, 2013)
suggest that whenever actions and intended, action-contingent
events vary on a shared dimension, action planning, and
initiation is efficient in case of matching features on this
dimension as compared to non-matching features. In twostage learning studies (Hommel, 1996; Elsner and Hommel,
2001; Pfister et al., 2011), participants first establish actioneffect associations in an acquisition phase. In a subsequent
test phase, the effects of the first session are presented before
the response to measure effect-induced response tendencies
via reaction times or choice frequencies. Sociomotor studies
have leveraged these designs by replacing the inanimate
effects of the initial methods with social effects (Figure 1).
Response-effect compatibility phenomena and learning effects
generalized to these social settings, showing that action
representations indeed incorporate action effects in the agent’s
social environment.
Sociomotor studies usually utilize a leader-follower
setup with one participant initiating the interactions, and a
second participant reacting to these actions by performing
predetermined responses. Tasks involve direct face-to-face
interactions between two participants or interactions with a
virtual co-agent (e.g., Herwig and Horstmann, 2011; Pfister
et al., 2013, 2017; Lelonkiewicz et al., 2020). In the latter case,
the follower’s response is replaced with stimuli representing the
reactions of a human partner, e.g., images of facial expressions
or animated body movements. As a starting point, higher
level goals and mutual coordination of movements that play
a role in both everyday social interactions and in joint action
research (Vesper et al., 2010; Sacheli et al., 2015) were typically
excluded by design, and are yet to be implemented in this
framework (for a recent step in this direction, see Müller and
Jung, 2018; Müller, 2020). Since the action options of both
participants are limited to a large degree by the experimental
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CHALLENGES OF SOCIAL
ACTION-EFFECT REPRESENTATION
Predictability of action effects arguably is a key component of any
action control mechanism (e.g., Watson, 1997). Efficient action
selection requires that the effects associated with various action
options can be accurately predicted, and the same holds true for
action planning and initiation via ideomotor mechanisms. Social
contexts seem to pose a special challenge in this regard. First,
social interactions are usually more ‘‘noisy’’ than interactions
with the inanimate environment: large and variable actioneffect delays and inconsistent action effects are commonplace
in social settings since the identity and timing of social action
effects depend on reactions by a human interaction partner
(Kunde et al., 2018). Second, social effects are often complex
stimuli. Current ideomotor theorizing suggests that actions are
represented in a distributed manner (Hommel et al., 2001),
meaning, it is not the action effects as a whole that must
be predictable, but features that can effectively distinguish
between various action options. However, complex stimuli can
be described along multiple feature dimensions, so identifying
relevant dimensions of social effects can be a difficult task.
And yet, we seem to complete such tasks effortlessly. For
example, a study by Herwig and Horstmann (2011)—showing
that saccades were directed more towards the mouth region
when an action (eye movement) elicited a smiling face and more
towards the eyebrow region when a frowning face was generated
by the action—indicated that even in the case of complex facial
responses, participants were able to select and predict relevant
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FIGURE 1 | The structure of ideomotor paradigms with social and non-social effects. In the response effect compatibility paradigm (A) actions elicit effects with
either matching (compatible condition; here: right button presses trigger stimuli presented on the right side of the screen or rightward eye movement of the partner)
or non-matching features (incompatible condition; here: right button presses trigger stimuli presented on the left side of the screen or leftward eye movement of the
partner). Studies compare action initiation times for actions with compatible and non-compatible effects. In the acquisition phase of the two-stage learning paradigm
(B), participants learn associations between actions and elicited effects (here: left and right button presses are associated with different geometric shapes or with
different facial expressions). In the subsequent test phase, participants have to execute responses after stimuli that served as action effects in the acquisition phase
are presented to them. Studies compare response times or choice frequencies for stimulus-response pairings that are congruent and incongruent with the previously
acquired action-effect associations.

features that conceivably mediate their own action production.
In the following we suggest two hypotheses that could separate
action control processes involving social effects from common
ideomotor mechanisms and that might explain how sociomotor
action representations accommodate the challenges described
above: (1) via the representation of additional feature dimensions
and (2) via attentional pre-selection.
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Studies that use social stimuli as action effects convincingly
show that despite the challenges detailed in the previous section,
social effects are integrated into action representations and
can contribute to the planning and initiation of movements.
However, it is an open question whether—or under what
conditions—the role of social action consequences differs
from that of inanimate effects. Studies that addressed this
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reactions could help predict the effectors that they will use to
execute their responses. Thus, it could support the extraction
of anatomical features during the acquisition of action-effect
associations and it could also enhance effect anticipation,
thereby contributing to the selection and initiation of actions.
A mechanism based on action simulation would also be well
suited to handle delays inherent in social interactions: simulation
could help in estimating the time that it takes to perform a
response and form relatively accurate predictions about actionresponse delays.
Indirect support for anatomical coding in sociomotor action
control comes from studies on automatic imitation (Catmur
and Heyes, 2011; Boyer et al., 2012). Here, observing a finger
movement was shown to prime actions that shared either spatial
or anatomical features, with independent contributions of both
feature types. Interestingly, not only actually perceived actions
of the model but also their predicted actions can induce the
execution of corresponding movements in the observer: while
observing videos about people who had their hair falling into
their face, or who were wrinkling their nose, participants showed
an increased tendency to perform actions related to the relevant
body part (hair stroking, nose scratching) even though these
actions were never performed by the model (Genschow and
Brass, 2015; Genschow et al., 2018). This shows that not only
observed movements can activate actions but also stimuli that
share their anatomical features. In imitation studies, the impact
of social events was mediated by stimulus-response and not by
action-effect associations, thus, it is an open question to what
extent such effects could also contribute to sociomotor action
control as captured in corresponding paradigms. Since imitation
and action initiation by effect anticipation might be closely
related (Bunlon et al., 2015), these observations still suggest that
a similar role for anatomical features might also apply to actioneffect binding.
A recent direct test of the hypothesized role of anatomical
features returned surprisingly negative results, however (Weller
et al., 2019). It has been observed previously that actions
that are imitated by a partner in a leader-follower setup, are
initiated faster than counterimitated movements (Pfister et al.,
2013; Müller, 2016; Lelonkiewicz et al., 2020). In the study of
Weller and colleagues, followers, seated opposite the leaders,
were imitating the leaders’ right-handed finger movements with
either their right hand (spatial and anatomical compatibility are
separated and have opposite effects) or their left hand (spatial
and anatomical compatibility overlap). The results indicated
that spatial and anatomical compatibility jointly affected the
follower’s performance (confirming previous findings on action
imitation), but only spatial compatibility had a significant
influence on action initiation for the leader. The latter finding
portrays sociomotor action representations as surprisingly
non-social in the sense that they mainly draw on features that
also characterize events in the non-social environment.
At the same time, the absence of anatomical feature
representation in this study does not necessarily generalize across
different types of interactions. First, anatomical features might
only be represented under certain conditions (Weller et al.,
2019). There is arguably a difference in the contribution of

question directly do not provide a clear picture. Some did
not observe any differences in the utilization of social and
non-social effects: For instance, Neszmélyi and Horváth (2021)
reported a similar influence of auditory action effects on the
force of the movements when tones were elicited directly
and when they were produced in a leader-follower setup
with the follower being directly responsible for generating
the tones. A similar pattern was also observed with action
initiation times in a study investigating spatial compatibility
effects: compatible action effects boosted performance compared
to incompatible effects to the same degree, irrespective of
whether these effects were produced with or without reliance
on the responses of a second agent (Experiment 1 and
2 in Müller, 2016). Although these studies confirm that
social action effects contribute to action control, they do
not support the idea that specific social features of the
stimuli would be represented, but rather suggest that social
effects are also represented in a non-social manner. However,
other studies reported effects that seem unique to social
stimuli, indicating differences in the contribution of social
and inanimate effects to action control: For example, Kunde
et al. (2011) observed a faster generation of facial gestures
(smiling, frowning) that foreseeably triggered the presentation
of faces with corresponding rather than non-corresponding
gestures, while this was not observed when own facial gestures
triggered inverted faces. Flach et al. (2010) reported a directional
compatibility effect that was only observed with social effects,
that is, when the initiation of a handshake resulted in the
image of a hand pointing towards the participant’s hand
(representing the acceptance of the handshake). For non-social
action consequences (i.e., when the handshake-initiating actions
elicited arrow stimuli), the influence of directional compatibility
was not significant.
In the studies of Kunde et al. (2011) and Flach et al. (2010),
social stimuli offer a particular type of feature that is not
encountered in interactions with the inanimate environment:
Anatomical information that maps directly onto the bodily
makeup of the agent (see also Colton et al., 2018). Although these
studies do not demonstrate the representation of anatomical
features directly, they show that in some cases, when non-social
effects do not have an influence on action selection, action
effects that can be characterized by anatomical features are
still involved in motor control processes. The representation
of these features could plausibly solve issues related to the
complexity of social effects. When relevant differences between
action effects are difficult to capture with basic spatiotemporal
dimensions, anatomical coding might provide a simpler solution.
The visual representation of bodily movement is necessarily
specific to either own actions or actions of social interaction
partners, which can be expected to exert a unique impact
on action control (Kunde et al., 2018). This is especially
plausible in light of current theories on action observation, which
usually assume that using one’s own motor system to simulate
observed movements is a key component in interpreting other
people’s actions and making predictions about the outcome of
these actions (Knoblich and Flach, 2001; Keller et al., 2007;
Sacheli et al., 2021). Using similar simulations for partners’
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various effects are most likely to appear. If attentional processes
limit the number of feature dimensions that are available
for action-effect binding and increase the relative salience of
relevant dimensions during social interactions, basic stimulus
features might be sufficient for representing actions, making
the representation of additional features redundant. Identifying
the relevant features of social effects might also be aided by the
action simulation mechanism discussed in the previous section.
Attentional pre-selection that supports quick identification of
relevant features could aid in faster integration of such features
into action representations (Herbort and Butz, 2012) and it
could also increase the weight of those features in the action
representations (Hommel, 2004).
Tentative support for the pre-selection account comes from
studies on monitoring the social as compared to non-social
action effects (Pfister et al., 2020). Here, participants either
interacted with a social partner or with a computer and were
confronted with either partner errors or machine malfunctions
from time to time. These oddball events systematically slowed
down the immediately following response of the observing
participant, replicating previous demonstrations of post-oddball
slowing (Notebaert et al., 2009; Saunders and Jentzsch, 2012).
The slowing was more pronounced in the case of social effects
as compared to effects in the inanimate environment, indicating
that more attentional resources are allocated to the processing
of social effects, which is consistent with the attentional
pre-selection hypothesis.

various effect features to action control (Mocke et al., 2020).
The weighting of features could be influenced by factors like
task relevancy or saliency. It is possible that the contribution
of anatomical features to effect-based control processes would
be apparent in tasks where, due to coordination demands or
interaction costs, the representation of anatomical features is
salient or relevant. Second, the setting of the study (participants
seated facing each other, with their hands aligned) might have
primed spatial coding. In real interactions, the spatial relation
of participants is usually dynamically changing, and in such
cases, anatomical representations arguably could be more useful
than spatial coding. Thus, the role of anatomical features might
be stronger in settings where spatial feature representation is
not dominant (e.g., seating participants orthogonally instead of
opposite each other: Bunlon et al., 2015). Approaching these
issues will certainly allow for a more definite answer on the role
of anatomical features for sociomotor action representations.
Even if future studies were to confirm an absent contribution
of anatomical features to effect-based action control,
prioritization of socially relevant information could still
distinguish social effects from inanimate action consequences:
challenges caused by the perceptual complexity of social effects
and by the presence of irrelevant effect dimensions could be
solved by an attentional pre-selection mechanism (Herbort and
Butz, 2012). The goal of this mechanism would be to orient
attention towards relevant feature dimensions or towards parts
of the stimulus where features that can distinguish between
TABLE 1 | Factors that influence the social experience in interactive tasks.
Task sharing vs. shared goals

Studies often highlight goal sharing as an essential building block of joint action (e.g., Vesper et al., 2010; Sacheli
et al., 2021). Working towards a shared goal might separate real interactions from actions that are perceived as
independent despite causal links between them. In previous sociomotor paradigms, however, such higher-level
goals are often neglected: leader’s actions are interpreted as being solely aimed at eliciting a response from the
follower, while the followers are to execute predetermined responses without any consideration, reducing their role
to that of a “human light switch” (Müller, 2016).

Intention communication

When verbal channels are limited, co-actors might communicate their intentions through actions that they perform in
the shared task. For example, when carrying furniture up the stairs, grabbing an item at the top or at the bottom can
signal the intention to lead or to follow when going up the stairs. The possibility of communication through actions
might be required to perceive the context as social and process the action effects accordingly (Grynszpan et al.,
2019).

Well-defined vs. dynamic leader and
follower roles

In most real-life situations, leader and follower roles are not as clearly defined as in sociomotor tasks. During
interactions, a change of roles might occur. Furthermore, roles might not be predetermined, but evolve dynamically
as the result of intention communication (see previous point). Limiting such natural dynamics might negatively affect
the social experience.

Action-effect delays

Generally, action-effect delays are longer in social interactions than in interactions with the inanimate environment.
This is, however, not always considered in studies on social action effects.

Action-effect contingency: errors and
free choice

Human partners are expected to commit errors. If there is a perfect contingency between leaders’ and followers’
actions, the experience of social interaction might not be elicited. It is possible that in such cases, leaders do not
distinguish between social and non-social action effects.

Output modalities

Some effector systems are used primarily to affect other people’s behavior, while others are used both when
interacting with other humans and with the inanimate environment (Kunde et al., 2018). Using a dedicated “social”
effector for generating action effects might affect the impact of the social context on action-effect binding, although
to our knowledge there is currently no published work on this topic yet.

Input modalities

Specialized systems are activated when observing human movement (Thompson, 2005; Kilner et al., 2007; Elsner
et al., 2012). These systems might be also involved in action effect prediction when human movements are the
consequences of one’s own actions. However, not all social effects are perceived as human movement: in some
cases, only the effects produced by the co-actor are available and the movement itself cannot be perceived.
Although systems dedicated to the processing of human movement might also be active when only perceiving the
effects of a movement, there could be differences in action-effect binding when social effects are perceived as
human movement and when they appear in a similar way as inanimate effects.
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effect representation might harness specific resources, like
action simulation, and this could affect both the content of
action representations and the efficiency of motor control
mechanisms that rely on action effect anticipation. On the
other hand, currently available data do not provide strong
grounds to argue for the hypothesized influence of social context,
and in several sociomotor studies, similarities in the role of
social and non-social action effects are more apparent than
differences between them. Results that indicate a non-social
representation of social action consequences seem surprising
against the background of classic findings from joint action
and automatic imitation, which indicate a strong impact of
social factors on action control (Kilner et al., 2003; Sebanz
et al., 2006; Tsai et al., 2008; Liepelt and Brass, 2010; Sahaï
et al., 2019; Sebanz and Knoblich, 2021). Deciding whether
this apparent contradiction resembles a genuine difference
between the processes investigated in these fields or whether
it is fueled by the specific approach of previous sociomotor
paradigms requires a paradigm shift in the latter field.
Drawing on methods that are utilized in the field of joint
action research, the sociomotor approach could provide further
valuable contributions by either yielding evidence for unique
social aspects or by gathering additional evidence why this
area of social action control might indeed be remarkably
non-social in nature.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Disentangling the anatomical feature representation and
attentional pre-selection hypotheses is challenging. However,
there are a few points where predictions based on the two ideas
diverge. For example, if anatomical features can be part of the
action representations, binding them with other features into
an event representation should make them more difficult to
access for perceptual processing (Schütz-Bosbach and Prinz,
2007). Thus, an experiment complementing social action effect
production by a secondary task that requires the perceptual
processing of stimuli that share features with the action effects
could be a future option to contrast the two approaches.
More importantly, however, identifying circumstances where
differences can be observed in the utilization of social and
non-social effects could also contribute to a better understanding
of the role of social factors in effect-based control processes. The
lack of social influence in previous sociomotor studies might
be explained by their conservative methodological approach
of using reductionist paradigms to isolate effect-related action
control processes from other factors that could have an
impact on action parameters during social interactions (e.g.,
communication of intention between participants; Pezzulo et al.,
2013; Sacheli et al., 2013; Vesper et al., 2017; Grynszpan
et al., 2019). Yet, factors like shared goals (Vesper et al., 2010;
Sacheli et al., 2013), the possibility of communicating intentions,
intention sharing (Knoblich et al., 2011), or reciprocity might
be necessary prerequisites of a genuine social experience and
limiting their influence might contribute to the lack of unique
social effects in some of the sociomotor studies. An important
goal of future research therefore should be to assess the influence
of social effects with new methods that incorporate factors that
could enhance the experience of social interaction (Table 1).
Taken together, ideomotor-inspired research in social settings
has been successful in showing that social effects are utilized
during movement planning and initiation. What the current
database does not allow is the crucial question of whether
there is a unique social aspect to sociomotor action control.
On the one hand, indirect evidence suggests that social action

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
BN, LW, WK, and RP contributed to conception of the core
ideas. BN wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors
contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.

FUNDING
The writing of this review was supported by a grant of the
German Research Council (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft;
DFG) to RP (PF 853/2-2). Publication was supported by the Open
Access Publication Fund of the University of Würzburg.

REFERENCES

Elsner, C., Falck-Ytter, T., and Gredebäck, G. (2012). Humans anticipate
the goal of other people’s point-light actions. Front. Psychol. 3:120.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00120
Elsner, B., and Hommel, B. (2001). Effect anticipation and action control. J. Exp.
Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 27, 229–240. doi: 10.1037//0096-1523.27.1.229
Flach, R., Press, C., Badets, A., and Heyes, C. (2010). Shaking hands:
priming by social action effects. Br. J. Psychol. 101, 739–749.
doi: 10.1348/000712609X484595
Genschow, O., and Brass, M. (2015). The predictive chameleon: evidence for
anticipated social action. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 41, 265–268.
doi: 10.1037/xhp0000035
Genschow, O., Klomfar, S., d’Haene, I., and Brass, M. (2018). Mimicking and
anticipating others’ actions is linked to social information processing. PLoS One
13:e0193743. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0193743
Grynszpan, O., Sahaï, A., Hamidi, N., Pacherie, E., Berberian, B., Roche, L., et al.
(2019). The sense of agency in human-human vs human-robot joint action.
Conscious. Cogn. 75:102820. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2019.102820

Boyer, T. W., Longo, M. R., and Bertenthal, B. I. (2012). Is automatic imitation
a specialized form of stimulus-response compatibility? Dissociating imitative
and spatial compatibilities. Acta Psychol. 139, 440–448. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.
2012.01.003
Bunlon, F., Marshall, P. J., Quandt, L. C., and Bouquet, C. A. (2015).
Influence of action-effect associations acquired by ideomotor learning
on imitation. PLoS One 10:e0121617.doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.01
21617
Catmur, C., and Heyes, C. (2011). Time course analyses confirm independence of
imitative and spatial compatibility. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 37,
409–421. doi: 10.1037/a0019325
Colton, J., Bach, P., Whalley, B., and Mitchell, C. (2018). Intention insertion:
activating an action’s perceptual consequences is sufficient to induce
non-willed motor behavior. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 147, 1256–1263.
doi: 10.1037/xge0000435

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org

6

June 2022 | Volume 16 | Article 837495

Neszmélyi et al.

Social Action Effects

Harleß, E. (1861). Der Apparat des Willens (the apparatus of will). Zeitschrift für
Philosophie und philosophische Kritik 38, 50–73.
Herbort, O., and Butz, M. V. (2012). Too good to be true? Ideomotor theory
from a computational perspective. Front. Psychol. 3:494. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.
2012.00494
Herwig, A., and Horstmann, G. (2011). Action-effect associations revealed by
eye movements. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 18, 531–537. doi: 10.3758/s13423-011
-0063-3
Hommel, B. (1996). The cognitive representation of action: automatic integration
of perceived action effects. Psychol. Res. 59, 176–186. doi: 10.1007/BF00
425832
Hommel, B. (2004). Event files: feature binding in and across perception and
action. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8, 494–500. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.08.007
Hommel, B. (2009). Action control according to TEC (theory of event coding).
Psychol. Res. 73, 512–526. doi: 10.1007/s00426-009-0234-2
Hommel, B., Müsseler, J., Aschersleben, G., and Prinz, W. (2001). The theory of
event coding (TEC): a framework for perception and action planning. Behav.
Brain Sci. 24, 849–878. doi: 10.1017/s0140525x01000103
James, W. (1890). The Principles of Psychology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.
Keller, P. E., Knoblich, G., and Repp, B. H. (2007). Pianists duet better when
they play with themselves: on the possible role of action simulation in
synchronization. Conscious. Cogn. 16, 102–111. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2005.
12.004
Kilner, J. M., Friston, K. J., and Frith, C. D. (2007). Predictive coding: an account
of the mirror neuron system. Cogn. Process. 8, 159–166. doi: 10.1007/s10339007-0170-2
Kilner, J. M., Paulignan, Y., and Blakemore, S. J. (2003). An interference
effect of observed biological movement on action. Curr. Biol. 13, 522–525.
doi: 10.1016/s0960-9822(03)00165-9
Knoblich, G., and Flach, R. (2001). Predicting the effects of actions: interactions
of perception and action. Psychol. Sci. 12, 467–472. doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.
00387
Knoblich, G., Butterfill, S., and Sebanz, N. (2011). ‘‘Psychological research on joint
action: theory and data,’’ in Psychology of Learning and Motivation, Vol. 54, ed
Brian H. Ross (Amsterdam, Netherlands: Elsevier), 59–101. doi: 10.1016/B9780-12-385527-5.00003-6
Kunde, W. (2001). Response-effect compatibility in manual choice reaction tasks.
J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 27, 387–394. doi: 10.1037//0096-1523.
27.2.387
Kunde, W., Koch, I., and Hoffmann, J. (2004). Anticipated action effects affect the
selection, initiation and execution of actions. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. A. 57, 87–106.
doi: 10.1080/02724980343000143
Kunde, W., Lozo, L., and Neumann, R. (2011). Effect-based control of facial
expressions: evidence from action-effect compatibility. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 18,
820–826. doi: 10.3758/s13423-011-0093-x
Kunde, W., Weller, L., and Pfister, R. (2018). Sociomotor action
control. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 25, 917–931. doi: 10.3758/s13423-0171316-6
Lelonkiewicz, J. R., Gambi, C., Weller, L., and Pfister, R. (2020). Action-effect
anticipation and temporal adaptation in social interactions. J. Exp. Psychol.
Hum. Percept. Perform. 46, 335–349. doi: 10.1037/xhp0000717
Liepelt, R., and Brass, M. (2010). Top-down modulation of motor priming by
belief about animacy. Exp. Psychol. 57, 221–227. doi: 10.1027/1618-3169/a0
00028
Mocke, V., Weller, L., Frings, C., Rothermund, K., and Kunde, W. (2020).
Task relevance determines binding of effect features in action planning.
Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 82, 3811–3831. doi: 10.3758/s13414-020
-02123-x
Müller, R. (2016). Does the anticipation of compatible partner reactions facilitate
action planning in joint tasks? Psychol. Res. 80, 464–486. doi: 10.1007/s00426015-0670-0
Müller, R. (2020). How do partner reactions affect task set selection: Specific
imitation or abstract tasks? Q. J. Exp. Psychol. (Hove) 73, 2008–2025.
doi: 10.1177/1747021820937918
Müller, R., and Jung, M. L. (2018). Partner reactions and task set selection:
compatibility is more beneficial in the stronger task. Acta Psychol. 185, 188–202.
doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.02.012

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org

Neszmélyi, B., and Horváth, J. (2021). Processing and utilization of auditory action
effects in individual and social tasks. Acta Psychol. 217:103326. doi: 10.1016/j.
actpsy.2021.103326
Notebaert, W., Houtman, F., Opstal, F. V., Gevers, W., Fias, W., Verguts, T.,
et al. (2009). Post-error slowing: an orienting account. Cognition 111, 275–279.
doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2009.02.002
Pesquita, A., Whitwell, R. L., and Enns, J. T. (2018). Predictive joint-action model:
a hierarchical predictive approach to human cooperation. Psychon. Bull. Rev.
25, 1751–1769. doi: 10.3758/s13423-017-1393-6
Pezzulo, G., Donnarumma, F., and Dindo, H. (2013). Human sensorimotor
communication: a theory of signaling in online social interactions. PLoS One
8:e79876. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0079876
Pfister, R. (2019). Effect-based action control with body-related effects:
implications for empirical approaches to ideomotor action control. Psychol.
Rev. 126, 153–161. doi: 10.1037/rev0000140
Pfister, R., and Kunde, W. (2013). Dissecting the response in response-effect
compatibility. Exp. Brain Res. 224, 647–655. doi: 10.1007/s00221-012-3343-x
Pfister, R., Dignath, D., Hommel, B., and Kunde, W. (2013). It takes two to imitate:
anticipation and imitation in social interaction. Psychol. Sci. 24, 2117–2121.
doi: 10.1177/0956797613489139
Pfister, R., Kiesel, A., and Hoffmann, J. (2011). Learning at any rate:
action-effect learning for stimulus-based actions. Psychol. Res. 75, 61–65.
doi: 10.1007/s00426-010-0288-1
Pfister, R., Weller, L., Dignath, D., and Kunde, W. (2017). What or when?
The impact of anticipated social action effects is driven by actioneffect compatibility, not delay. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 79, 2132–2142.
doi: 10.3758/s13414-017-1371-0
Pfister, R., Weller, L., and Kunde, W. (2020). When actions go awry: monitoring
partner errors and machine malfunctions. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 149, 1778–1787.
doi: 10.1037/xge0000748
Rowe, E. C. (1910). Voluntary movement. Am. J. Psychol. 21, 513–562.
Sacheli, L. M., Aglioti, S. M., and Candidi, M. (2015). Social cues to joint actions:
the role of shared goals. Front. Psychol. 6:1034. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01034
Sacheli, L. M., Arcangeli, E., Carioti, D., Butterfill, S., and Berlingeri, M. (2021).
Taking apart what brings us together: the role of action prediction, perspectivetaking and theory of mind in joint action. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 20, 1–16.
doi: 10.1177/17470218211050198
Sacheli, L. M., Tidoni, E., Pavone, E. F., Aglioti, S. M., and Candidi, M. (2013).
Kinematics fingerprints of leader and follower role-taking during cooperative
joint actions. Exp. Brain Res. 226, 473–486. doi: 10.1007/s00221-013-3459-7
Sahaï, A., Desantis, A., Grynszpan, O., Pacherie, E., and Berberian, B. (2019).
Action co-representation and the sense of agency during a joint Simon
task: comparing human and machine co-agents. Conscious. Cogn. 67, 44–55.
doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2018.11.008
Saunders, B., and Jentzsch, I. (2012). False external feedback modulates posterror
slowing and the f-P300: implications for theories of posterror adjustment.
Psychon. Bull. Rev. 19, 1210–1216. doi: 10.3758/s13423-012-0314-y
Schütz-Bosbach, S., and Prinz, W. (2007). Perceptual resonance: action-induced
modulation of perception. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 349–355. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.
2007.06.005
Sebanz, N., and Knoblich, G. (2021). Progress in joint-action research.
Curr. Direct. Psychol. Sci. 30:096372142098442. doi: 10.1177/09637214209
84425
Sebanz, N., Bekkering, H., and Knoblich, G. (2006). Joint action: bodies and
minds moving together. Trend. Cogn. Sci. 10, 70–76. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.
12.009
Silver, C. A., Tatler, B. W., Chakravarthi, R., and Timmermans, B. (2021). Social
agency as a continuum. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 28, 434–453. doi: 10.3758/s13423020-01845-1
Stephenson, L. J., Edwards, S. G., Howard, E. E., and Bayliss, A. P. (2018). Eyes
that bind us: gaze leading induces an implicit sense of agency. Cognition 172,
124–133. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2017.12.011
Tsai, C.-C., Kuo, W.-J., Hung, D. L., and Tzeng, O. J. L. (2008). Action
co-representation is tuned to other humans. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 20, 2015–2024.
doi: 10.1162/jocn.2008.20144
Thompson, J. C. (2005). Configural processing of biological motion
in human superior temporal sulcus. J. Neurosci. 25, 9059–9066.
doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2129-05.2005

7

June 2022 | Volume 16 | Article 837495

Neszmélyi et al.

Social Action Effects

Vesper, C., Butterfill, S., Knoblich, G., and Sebanz, N. (2010). A minimal
architecture for joint action. Neural Netw. 23, 998–1003. doi: 10.1016/j.neunet.
2010.06.002
Vesper, C., Schmitz, L., and Knoblich, G. (2017). Modulating action duration
to establish non-conventional communication. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 146,
1722–1737. doi: 10.1037/xge0000379
Vogel, D. H. V., Jording, M., Esser, C., Weiss, P. H., and Vogeley, K. (2021).
Temporal binding is enhanced in social contexts. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 28,
1545–1555. doi: 10.3758/s13423-021-01928-7
Watson, J. S. (1997). Contingency and its two indices within conditional
probability analysis. Behav. Anal. 20, 129–140. doi: 10.1007/BF03392770
Weller, L., Pfister, R., and Kunde, W. (2019). Sociomotor actions: anticipated
partner responses are primarily represented in terms of spatial, not
anatomical features. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 45, 1104–1118.
doi: 10.1037/xhp0000658
Wolpert, D. M., Doya, K., and Kawato, M. (2003). A unifying computational
framework for motor control and social interaction. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond.
B Biol. Sci. 358, 593–602. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2002.1238

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org

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.
Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.
Copyright © 2022 Neszmélyi, Weller, Kunde and Pfister. 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.

8

June 2022 | Volume 16 | Article 837495

