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FIEZR R, AP AEREEETIERE SRS 7
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ZRELAT S (AN TR A W 8 S i, A ATTHE A WL AR I
BT O T R BEBE B 5 5 37 B (Keizer, Lindenberg,
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GONFNTE S, BAIE T DR EFHXELGEE,
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INAE — KR B R BT, K2 A BRI
BB 2565 B, AT B R B TR
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H 817052 B WA AR LAe T E 2 AR A (Oda
et al., 2011; Bradley, Lawrence, & Ferguson, 2018;
Cafiigueral & Hamilton, 2019), XJ& A 3T
B PLL B R AR B — PP RN, Horh AR
AR THT DX 32 % HIR 5 3R 3857 £ i B ) 2 B (Tong,
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BRI G0 A5 5] T — SE SRR 5T ) KRR,
B A — S BF 5% 3 o & BRIR I 208 (A7 7E, s
KA A BB B, MNE A SCHORE, HRIES0N
R Al S e ANB U . SR E M. A
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2012), HABAFIE LB T RMLER, E— K%
Wi T R ke G B A AR R R AR, R B Y
HRDIIRIE R RA SRR T, #AEI5 ANIk
A 5L B AT IS T — 2 (Ernest-Jones, Nettle,
& Bateson, 2011); V1§ 2% & 7L & T 1948 Wk 4 40
Ui 2 TR T (Powell, Roberts, & Nettle, 2012),
XL G R RW], AL N B D SO BT B R
AR 0O fs o B PR AT BEAT S — R ST HL,
ZNTEG AR T A A S ol g 2 al getk; —
ROHER S, SN B S 8T8
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WS S80I P AR R I 555

b A 7 08 WL I 200107 194 5 Wi 30 A B A 195 5% 114
INTT A AE b, AR TT 55 o IR B A i AT
DL B B SR G A7, (B AR N B 4 1 5
T H TN 5¢ R A BSL (Amrisha et al., 2017),
42 ESHREM

M TS AR T I F AN B0 T B A B BY A, T
SEIBSRBUT B R, DR, 54 P A HR I 2500
PN AR BEAESE AR S5 . WFoE R B, TELHR S o
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A NIRRT 55 T I A 84T R (Vieider, 2011),

AT 55 A2 EL A X HIR A 2007 4 BR ) RT by G 07
KT, S DMNES ML, EHAT S i
AR TR B9 A R RE AN TR mE,  He i, Kiyonari,
Tanida 1 Yamagishi (2000)# 1 7775 —Fh 4 Bh T 52
A E S 1ER“th 238488 &3 (social exchange
heuristic), S AH B A5 £ A 1E(Kiyonari et al.,
2000), RIS K258 0 A Gk TR S8 A — R PR e
X, HAMEAER IO s A 2ok, X
— 7 A B TR0 2 A S T S
FEAHEBE . IRIFLR T S EAT Jyml fE IE 2 A
T X Fhest 2524 n R A0S R, e il
PR 1) 235 B R AR A 6 $E (Oda et al., 2011).
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M NSPATINSE D=8 1AE2 S A ] Y 33 YA e o
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A BRI A AR A FR R A A S R AR R A Bl
B R R A 2, MO AT S A 2 b A
fih A A 1947 4 (Pfattheicher & Keller, 2015), It
Sb, B3 BRI ) R B — i /YIRS AE L, LA
AL H IR B2 prevention-focused orientation)
MEEIEEANNZE, A BRI B AR PR
W, HARSMESTE, TERHRRA S =070
SE ) TR 2 & Hi 2 AR OR IS, KA
Hh T A AR, TR B A PR X R R AT O R
PHLHE 45055 1 7 (Keller & Pfattheicher, 2011).

AR 1 B A B 1 2 5 IR G 2800 1Y) R 2
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T B AL 18 24 A S 1 T Bl X G b B B, T
Al — L X AL 615 A O A T R e, R,
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FE i 1o ) B2 T Ok MURFI A AT, o3 e B8
i LA
44 ZHEEMANX

HIR 15 3550 7 346 37 KR HIR i (] e A AN ) 22 0 X,
Ll 01 2 SR e 7 1) 2 TR HR 1 AR 11 R sk P A e
[ 5 T S B A DA AY (R ) 7 (Haley &
Fessler, 2005), 4 HR i &% B & ] 0L L 1k AN A
i, W E (5 AR R b i B BV A B i (Fehr &
Schneider, 2010), i [ {7 &2 20 4 B A S 2K 19
AN PR TG A M BE Y SR W I RLTT, AR A
SEAL T W E G, B 2R RSN A . N
1 S )R A, o A 2 5 4 0 i 7 2 2 2 U
X A A A B 0 3 T T R R L
¥ 24 (Sparks & Barclay, 2013); 1< B {4 7 40 R 3
TR B2 TH 4 JLAE Ih 338 1 3R P (9 B VE AT R (Vogt
et al., 2015). AJ UL, RN —FC RN TR ML,
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( fREIHR ) >l<

A

AR G 250 AN A 0 T 2 6 h R AU . T B R
WUESE T 3K — 5, 5 B R 2] 22 30 3 AR (R e
A AR SOV, {H 4K e 22 2 B AN E (Sparks &
Barclay, 2013), {HJ2, 145K 5 [a] B 5 80 A HR B
[ I A 23 92 B3 B R 1K 5247 S (Cai et al,
2015), BPAEAE S AEIMEE A MS 5 E
JaWIRIAT i

Sl e 2 B S TR IR B SO0 2 B SR INh
AT ER A e BRI TR MR . S IRk 2 Y
R B R AR A B (AT, A A X 300 98 1 e )i
e S1 2 T B (McSweeney & Murphy, 2000) ., > 54k
A RE SRR I T R P R B, — 5 T, Rk
2 IUAR I LR 2 Bl A R L A s s S —
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FRM B S AT e OB T % 105 B EAl . 4
AR — A A S IR B 2 R Bk e 2 R4S
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BRI NI ARG, T8 25502 BUE X200 %
HIPEAL, (2 AN 3 ARG ] R A9 520 (Haley &
Fessler, 2005),
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YEAT A AR L 1), B 76 58 B B0
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RS N0 e G 7 e e S = = g = A
FE AT RN RN BR AR, X TE— R b &
AR BRI AT Al LE 3 058 23 5 X
Rl BT, Xl B OG0 L R AN H
B A B, FRE e R A S R A,
INE A S EBEMAT N . X~ BT, 50
ZH M BEVR B T AR TR 23 s Xl A A R
TEMEESEH, MR AR, Hshid &P IRiR i
) O 445 ) g o JFE B VE AT Sl 77 A 5% i (Fischbacher
& Gachter, 2010), M2 fi o A B H R AL 225
fiE, BAMmIFERFRICAT N, ST P
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The “watching-eyes effect” in cooperative behavior:
Potential mechanisms and limiting factors

WU Qin; CUI Liying
(Department of Psychology, College of Education, Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai 200234, China)

Abstract: The watching-eyes effect is a phenomenon where an individual’s behavior changes in response to
images depicting eyes. Multiple experiments have shown that this effect occurs during cooperative behavior.
Several psychological processes can explain the watching-eyes effect, including reputation, the rule
mechanism, reward and punishment, as well as various cognitive mechanisms. Additionally, some factors
seem to limit the effect, including presence of others, task type, individual public consciousness, group
identity, and cue (i.e., eyes image) presentation method. Currently, the stability of the watching-eyes effect
remains controversial. Thus, future studies should examine individual or intergroup differences that could
potentially influence stability. Notable variables include gender, culture, brain physiology, and social-
application value.
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