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Results

Introduction
• Intended and unintended actions are evaluated differently. An accidental
harm is forgiven, whereas a failed-attempt is condemned (1).
• Pain received from an intentional vs. an unintentional agent is perceived
to be more painful (2). Anger towards an agent delivering an aversive
stimulus is greater if the agent is known to be intentional in her actions
(3).
Question
• Although perceived agency impacts both evaluations of a harm-doer
and the resulting harm, little is known about how agency influence
learning and memory about harm
• How is learning and memory regulated by perceived agency?

Representational Similarity Analysis
within-stimulus RSA
Results

dmPFC
Intentavers.

0.75

dmPFC

Intentnon-aver.
Unintentiavers.

•

Participants over-estimated the number of shocks received
via intentional decisions.

•

dmPFC integrated the aversive value of the decision outcome
with the intentionality of the actor (BF10 = 20) .

•

The amygdala tracked the actor’s intentionality, (BF10 = 2.91),
whereas the ACC tracked the aversive outcome of the
decision (BF10= 2.33).

•

The experimental manipulation had no effects on the memory
test, following 24 hours later. Participants did not report
receiving greater number of shocks from the intentional actor.
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Methods
• Forty healthy adults were recruited. Seven were excluded due to
excessive motion for neuroimaging analyses, and nine due to
technical difficulties for pupil dilation analysis.
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o 13 trials per decision , 23
trials per confederate.
o 50% reinforcement: only
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Day 2

o 13 trials per image type,
23 trials per confederate.
o 50% reinforcement: only 6
of the negative decisions
preceded with a shock.
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•

Our results support previous
demonstrations of differential
representations of others
intentionality and the
outcome of their decisions.

•

Searchlight MVPA on the
test phase. The model
will be trained on the
faces of the individuals
during learning, and
tested on the stimuli that
represent decisions.
Personality measure will
be added to the analysis.
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Conclusion
• We established a novel
experimental paradigm to
test the role of an actor’s
intentionality and decision in
learning and memory.
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