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Additional self-report analysis
Experiment 1a
Compared to the No-effect condition (M=25.73, SD=22.63), participants reported higher levels of enjoyment in the Immediate effect condition (M=45.75, SD=30.53) and in the Long lag effect condition (M=43.17, SD=23.4) (t45=-2.54, p<.01, d=.74, and t44=-2.56, p<.01, d=.75), respectively. Importantly, participants’ enjoyment level did not correlate with their reaction time r=-.01, p=.89. No other differences in self-reported judgments were observed. 
Experiment 2a
A contrast between the five effect conditions (Overlapping, Half overlapping, Touching Distant and Random) versus the No Effect condition reveals that participants reported a higher level of enjoyment in the Effect condition (F1, 128=8.6, p<.05, d=.68). Participants’ enjoyment level did not correlate with their reaction time (r=.03, p=.66). No other differences in self-reported judgments were observed.
Experiment 2b
A contrast revealed that participants also reported numerically higher enjoyment levels in the Overlapping effect (M=67.7, SD=29.22) versus the No-effect (M=55, SD=29.52) conditions (F1, 112=2.89, p=.09, d=.43); and in the Overlapping Effect (M=67.7, SD=29.22) versus Random Effect (M=53.73, SD=25.84) conditions (F1, 112=3.41, p=.06, d=.5). Importantly, participants’ enjoyment level did not correlate with their reaction time (r=-.03, p=.71). No other differences in self-reported judgments were observed.



Table S1-Temporal contiguity (Experiment 1b) and action-effect contingency (Karsh & Eitam, 2015) awareness scores
	Experiment 1b
	
	
	Karsh & Eitam, 2015 
	
	

	Temporal Contiguity Awareness score 
(0-8)
	Frequency (n)
	Percent (%)
	Action-Effect Contingency Awareness score (0-8)

	Frequency (n)
	Percent (%)

	0
	7
	20
	0
	4
	5.19

	1
	5
	14.28
	1
	11
	14.28

	2
	6
	17.14
	2
	10
	12.98

	3
	7
	20
	3
	14
	18.18

	4
	5
	14.28
	4
	10
	12.98

	5
	2
	5.71
	5
	8
	10.38

	6
	2
	5.71
	6
	10
	12.98

	7
	0
	0
	7
	2
	2.59

	8
	1
	2.85
	8
	8
	10.38




	Experiment 1a
	
	
	
	

	Conditions
	Immediate (standard)
	Short Lag
	Long Lag
	No-Effect

	
Perceived control
Enjoinment
Perceived success
	
52.66 (27.85)
45.75 (30.43)
72.41 (27.31)


	
53.92 (33.52)
36.76 (25.27)
71.16 (24)
	
49.17 (27.36)
43.17 (23.4)
74.91 (19.83)

	
37.39 (35.3)
25.73 (22.63)
75.13 (21.34)





	Experiment 1c
	

	Perceived randomness
Intention for effect
	86.31 (17.04)
42.97 (32.76)










	Experiment 2a
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Condition
	Overlapping
(standard)
	Half-Overlapping
	Touching
	Distant
	Random
	No-Effect

	Perceived control
Enjoinment
Perceived success
	56.68 (33.16)
59.06 (27.57)
76.69 (18.5)
	57.21 (22.32)
54.43 (22)
72.96 (18.79)
	46.76 (26.84)
48.49 (25.09)
72.5 (22.4)
	68.05 (22.08)
62.37 (27.05)
74.05 (27.02)
	55.44 (21.30)
55.71 (26.25)
71.77 (23.06)
	40.34 (28.43)
38.54 (25.01)
73.47 (21.19)

	Experiment 2b
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived control
Enjoinment
Perceived success
	50.45 (31.99)
67.7 (29.22)
83.54 (16.64)

	

	42.13 (32.72)
69.77 (22.93)
83.63 (19.97)
	46.62 (29.71)
70.70 (20.61)
88.41 (11.56)
	51.82 (31.67)
53.73 (25.84)
76.95 (20.74)
	38.95 (35.03)
55 (29.52)
81.16 (24.32)
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