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1 HERBIF KRR

IRAESE AT O RME T, RAMVEMEY R E2RE, BAMNFSEENEEEE. AMTXHEER
b FRES AR , 80%~90% FYANAE B E AMRARE ', BTG IR AR TAE IR 234 3 3L
MR Bkiz 3 5 AN TRORS PR UIAROC, RMGTEHSORAL BAE R i b, S AR 8o R A s
hi oy HEAE RIS S o RS 19 20T R B R AR — I IR S (5 R, Xl
INEIN TS BT I, 19 fiH20 AT E 2GBTS IR ST 5.0 B ShZ i e R . 26 L0 H
HKEUHE (Just) . RAIEE (Carpenter) " #2H T “HAEEUL”  (Immediacy Assumption ) F1 “HR Ak i
(Eye-mind Assumption ) PIFFECSE, MATIA RIS 35 A0 RN E BALFAFAEE VIR C R . L
MRS i — S A AR T R e T7 1%, X T EE5 e S A B RG89 1

EEME: STHBMRERASIERAFITRINE (MB%HwS: SJICX22.1099) MR,

BINWES: BRER, SIAZEEREE, ARAE: IMNEUK. REiR%l.

WEsSIA: BER, KFE, R RaIEANE: EFEMSSHASHERSR (J] . PEINESENS. 2024, 6 (1) @ 15-31
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WFFEIRENAT N (4 T EAE B AR AL BLAR . TERUIHT] . HRBEEEES | JEALGPESs . mefLEAeny e bz
W2 i — S8, BT RL B S M sl B 2 SR RS AL 5 i A TE AR 8] 9 1
REF tH Bl X B S B R R SR R G, I T USRS AR Bz sl i 4 A7 st A5 200, DA 7 R IA
RN TAR S i e s ARBEAY I (7 S S REAS S et B0 R SR R AT AR i e s T B el
ZFPIRSVBAR AL A, RES BV, A At b Sz et IR Koz Sy A e 1) F s [AVRR P o el 3 %) 25 iR 5
EAREEE S, ATRUAZOBIX 3 AR e BE NS035, N S sh 2 1R it .

2 ERENIEFRERE

FTE 19 AR, BIFSEF T 46 1 ] R i AR R WA A IR Bz 31, Lo FZRp0 Y. G 3
20 b4l 50 AFARLIK, BROCAH A NRSNEEAFAIHEM . ML IRBESFESIR S T P2 i5E. A 20 thad
80 4FAUHE, ENTFZ ¥ HIEZ LI L RIS AU SE 1l B MR I DR A ] A7 1, —LEHIR Bhids
PRAmTEAL . ARBE . B2 ARR A L EARAR rI AR b S A I i) TR, FFRBAT i R, A2 A
MHHIESE T HELEIR Shis bt e 5 A A RS H T, TR BT E A .

2.1 FEVEIRZDIENR

KT E AR E TR, AR R0 B ARl & e e ny X, BRI B
JEOGHRZ AL, B R ] s R A X S B s ] . BB FFSE N (Charlotte et al., 2012) X4
R E BRI PR AN AIR ST 31T Tot5E, S53RM, AT E REMEARRAIAMZY, &
P S T B R XTI R ) BOGERFR B B IR S BRI Z MR B VI R R, XT3
R LA AMTE T R K o B N/R (Kirchner, 2006) 38 H, B RN B iS5 Z 7N
IR R, 45 fREAP R SetE (528, Bt SEBMERN XN ) | &k (Bahiik
WG R ) Mk (. ). %) &

ST TR EL, IETHTRRRIR AR “H B 5 IR PR, KRBT R,
NATTR A 1 e A 249 55 T I B T ORI TR E] 0, SR aZ 3R A e, AT
AEAAT T SRS o Bl AN (Ryan et al., 2013 ) &I, #E A 2GR AN AR A A A 1]
MBI . Heist JJ (2011) 20K 2 5 0a A AR IR S VRN RIBY , R BRI S o5 0 5
SPGB IFRAEAE CHRIG . SR ) LR BRI AMEREE (IR, Sk . hess) -7
FH I AT O AT LJAR PR s ] 98 2R R A s P 0 A1 R R W o B Y AR AR B

KFEMIM, 2 Rk T " B/REAE T (Mann, Carolyn, and Aldert, 2010) , FHif "
EN (Jundi et al., 2013 ) SEXF LR BE Ml 5 202 M PEROR HE1T TR, 45K, Rk hE
% K PR Z2 IR R, (ER LR MR AR VA T (B B ek X B . 2 A2 4% (Mann and Samanth,
2012) TEHLGRENLIIHRE , XTRITE AL % I HRML FURA T S LA R R I T 25 Fhdia), I B R Al
15 BIVE S BRI AR A 52, (HURIREA PAF U AR . RIS AE S0 50 = I BIAHBAEE X B 4L 5
TR L AE MRS, IKIHNEA KB ST E ZRFERR o WTRAE N, YaiH B m
K —SHOFARE IS P T 2
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2.2 BRBESEEREHIEIR

KTHRBE, ¥R (Schall, 2002) & HRBEIE—FfPos (7 DL RS, 2oH 100 I JIEE 114 r sk (1 B3
LB SE S S B — A B b, DOHCRRARE O I vE I el se o AR R IDT 248 DRI 4 B 3]
MR BkAT Ry T e A 22 1B B I e TR B, S e DA B A% AR 1 22 ) e 22 v A A T TR ], — ey
150 ~ 175ms, B HIBIRE & AR, RINPGE I THA, LB, R, JFd i MR BT 8
TR (2014 ) KBARXTHPER DR, S48 5 R 5 R RIRBEE R, Bl veserh i s 2 i 0] 715
PR R o X T3 — T T B o B A TR 2 R, AR B DRIY] mT L — 5 e B s gl 5 ) 38
TR

AR BEEE RS, WPRFSHLN E—DER RS N — NER N, PR R, x84k
AR R . IRBRIE S S e T AT A PO, et . seoiilr . AR, BT T (Bo-hme et
al., 2004) AFFERM, YAMREZERR, 0 T8 E S 2RI, IRBE A R s T8N 7
BHAFN (Vrij et al., 2014) MFEVLITHEMBLTEPIAEOL T AIIRBEEAE AT ToRE, 40P2RFH, fEdii
oL T RIS BHCR TR, (HR MRS Z 8] 14 22 1) A 2 RIE T2t — D SHEDFE .

2.3 [E3LRIREDIENR

X i FLIS AR Shdapn oy S BR M AL AR . ML AR Py v s — AN BRI LI, 2 eekii A
MRS 1) S B Sl A B T, RER i R AL R B, AT T E IR D2k i
FLR/INZ I CLR 5 55 A — 2 BT R 50, T LR AR TR, B, WL BRI RNV
THREAE AR FE 1) — > T BEHE R .

FURFFwAF N (Walezyk et al., 2012 ) X WA 58 ELSALIRAUM 09 FL3E 2 AR = 4N D3 AL AR Y22
RHEAT T REST, RS AN FHEAERERSGZ 7 H5EE R A (Proudfoot | G et
al., 2015) B3E T ABRAEH (0 AL AR 09I A AR IR B BB R R T LR o b
3. EHBAIK (Vrij A, Mann S A, and Fisher R P, 2008 ) il it — 34Dl ¥ 57 S X LU AIFSE , #5300 T
GLARET MEEFLE A B, WIS LN A LEE Y o MR - 8K (Rebecca
Dyer, 2007 ) @i ZUMBPAL TR SLS, RIMAEMEALTEIAH R R it “JRIR#H" ML AR 2] K
T, MWSESLRRG IR R, —HNESARE

E /N (2008 ) B SGis FHIR DA ISR, S5 LR L BARVE e de bn, JF5 GKT )
PR G, GERRY, 78 GKT &RIrh, Xb “HAR” Bk 1R A IR 5 80%, 11X JC 54 1 ] i
IERfPEIR ] 100%, TEB TINREE 535 4 GKT BRI ERT, [RIBFSGIE T REFL A/ N AT LUIX 345 Fh 3z
. HAMXIE (2014) | A/hHE (2018 ) [AIREE S CKT MHRERTIE T HE LA/ NEZAFEFR G DL Bk ) 1

DAL Se e 5 SRR, ARG ML BLAR 32 BN 0 RS B 28 B, FLZ B M U R R
FEE TR, R, R L AR AR A I IR Sl e AR H A SR AR e i . (HIREFL AR
(9 K/INES 5 52 B S0 F TR 3R T PR 1 AT O 155 0 RO i 90 55 R B A R R 2, /0 5 gy 2 T R A
RARERI— 2, RE XTSI BT

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002
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3 Wit

31 k59D

AR AAASERE 33 A, FiA BRI S R IE S . Hrh k3L 12 A, KPuZ
FISE 12 N, B TAIEZE0 AL 33 AJE0 0 11 41, 453 A —24l, /N 3 JGEiiassess 1 A
fir, HABGAE TR,

1 ERWIXEIR

Table 1 Composition of experimental subjects

RN A HorL

K—AFHPRH 12 36.4%
KU 12 36.4%
HIRT gl 9 27.2%
it 33 100%

3.2 MB5E5{YZE

(1) #fE R

CIRBMANER IR BARR DA R . “2FET R WE LA SUK R . BT
ARG, SR X K/AN—3, #IER R bR, APy .

(2) ARSEREIE

BRI L TTR 1A ZARUE S EEE R I M B R (BRI AR Wt )

(3) BdEmRAES /30T
i%%mEWMHMWMDmﬂW%N(m%ﬁSRm%wmAﬂ)Nﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬂ%% PRER
BARICRARAE, SR HNEAEE R Experiment Builder B TS , AR AIEEZ5d Data Viwer 2
WM, HH Spass #1700, HEE “HHT 5 IR galE S BEE R Ry 22000k, AR R
J CRRT s AR, RS ROE RSB, ST RS I . iR AR BT
RO 355 2 RO BN DX I SR B AR ¢ 50 . FUER — IR DU SR T = i 2 ) B0l 25 S, ko

AR ZE ANOVA K56 .

33 STHEt

AR AP BE

BrEc 1. Wi s

BAXE R A BRI A, e M- R By, LURBEA “RIRBLS” W)Y, 3
N — A3y /M, HR AR F R BRI sh PR &7, RS h2r R, $—
ANHEA RIS MBI UM &3”, WA B M, SR A EEA CILIRELET o A2
TN E — KK, —RIEEDTHLN “520H " e —g, (et — MR — A

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002 Www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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FERARH b BT Bl E TG “JUIRIY” W, MR ORA REEAE FE M EN G, /IMANE T BEAEAR Y 52
FH” RO TRLEE A . I paE e ST IR m A A SE ok, SR A 1k 38

BrEt 2. 1ExUSLE

N T ARAS R (7 B A HERIC S, T BT AR E X IR sh O AT e . FEReHEIE R, it Ts
LB DR DB TR " — BB, HRIMEERAS, WTE AT 58, S idfis,
PR L A B 17 R 27 SR F X B IE B TCEN G . B E RIS B O M A R
Py B I )

FL I 23 4 BRI Y S B LR IE R, 4352 LIRS IR . S0 SRS IR IR, B
A AR BERE BB E USRI (e . AT s PR S Ri) |, EL5H
Gy R . AR X R R

N HESHE “17 , TLmk 2
bR S5 B 0 1 2R

[&]B% 2000 ms

x> BB 5 M

[&]B% 2000 ms

. 32 AR
IEASS SEUR, SRGER

1 EWHRTREE

Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the experimental process

FRgerp, e ST
¥ POkHER LIPS, T4, MK

Fifi B0V LR AR BRI 9 M
K342 1000 ms

32 5KIE R BEHL— ik
— H RGPS RN 1k

RIS EL

TR, RIS R

* F— Ak

2 ZERRRETEE

Figure 2 Schematic diagram of experimental trial process
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4 SCIRZEHR

41 WL "B A5 "I ARIREUELLR

SLEIRAE T 33 ARIIRSEEE, Horh— ANBAR BT LR, SEPrdeR 2] 32 NMARCE . 18
ARG O YGRS ARBRER RS | CPRImEALN . BT LS AR A
TERLEER . I ) RS EOEAT T MR AR EE R0 e 2 B

F2 “ARE A5 “KFE” ANRINEE

Table 2 Eye tracking data for the “guilty” and “innocent” groups

wy TOEURT /SRR W s OO b R
ms ms WA E 12 1 FAXHE N 1% ms
[a] /ms

K— “HH” & 222.92 1081.83 6.85 972.89 43 2.76 387.19
KM “fHHR FH 217.14 1289.72 6.08 1141.1 5.66 2.65 709.38
HIRT “HEE” & 143.97 889.47 6.12 587.28 5.03 3.09 335.22

“HEET FR 199.29 1104.96 6.37 928.89 4.99 2.81 490.18
K— “FTip” & 220.03 1256.89 5.44 828.61 5.13 2.7 603.82
K xR & 259.73 1263.92 4.7 1015.11 4.72 2.79 496.66
HURT. “ToiR” HF 231.43 2186.41 7.57 626.37 7.71 2.84 1454.45

TR Y 239.33 1538.56 5.78 842.54 5.74 278 816.14

411 “HFEHA” 1 “TKREA” PR

(1) Z5WEER

“HART mplE R CToIR” MR, fE=NEAR BRI, R HBRIGEI R L ER B,
REREARLIX At a7 RN “TCER” M2ER . SFRRTERL SN (p<0.001) |, XA E U AL (A1
(p<0.05) , “FIEIHLEFEED (p<0.001) o

P, TEPBRTEIRTT -, AR PO BT e Mok, JF Hik gt es WA AR e
/N (p<0.001) ;

B, EFHEREMEELE, IR gl R ERT AR gk, I HiARIG s bR
¥om (p<0.05) ;

8=, AR b, IR gk A B E T IR gk, IF BB E B E AR i
> (p<0.001) ;

WFRRY],  “AIR” ORI EE L ] P E ORI ] P I ] = AN FE bR TR
B, REMSA LM HIR” R CTCIR” Mz, BREEE S HTIT

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002 www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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#3 “AR 5 “ZFE FHEREEFELR

Table 3 Comparison of the differences in average reflex time Between “guilty” and “innocence”

B AW R O3) KRR EEE OB OB CRO) R

RREETT 268.389" 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HLAMEBIE " 268.022 1 <0.001
IR He 266.780 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
A IR <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 268.383° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

S 43430

F4 "BEE ‘TR FHERIFNMEZEREILER
Table 4 Comparison of the difference in average total fixation time between “guilty” and “innocent”

individuals

{IE! Al #tREdE o) RsEEE U)K EENE (M) SRR
FeoRAEIT 111.901° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HEEPHEIE"  111.741 1 <0.001
ISR L 111.863 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
A RS TR <0.001 <0.001
Al 111.900° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

LSS 85852

#5 “AF’ 5 ‘TR FHEXENREZERELR

Table 5 Comparison of the difference in average first fixation time between “guilty” and “innocent” individuals

B HME AR CO) R EE OB OREER R BRI R

KOR#ETT 9.411° 1 0.002 0.002 0.001
HELEPEBEIE"  9.299 1 0.002
UK He 9.408 1 0.002 0.002 0.001
P IR R 0.002 0.001
BT QLS 9.410° 1 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.000

LSS 13957

(2) ZRAEERR

XF FUMiE/MATAY AT TR ALRRIE R R TGRS PR A e IR BRI S . SERmESL RN . R
T RTEALT I a] . AL R AR, 220N, EZIH#E X (p>0.05) .

412 AFEEEARBAS “FRA” M “TRA" R

(1) Z5BEHER

PE—2 AR —2 . KV SR T2 A SE A

OR—H “FHI" WealFR LR WealHE, £ LRI, JFHRRIgE L,
ZRBE, BBEAKXSH AR M BT 20 EEREREEEN (p<0.05) , FXEFLE
B (p<0.05) , ~F¥EIETEE (p<0.001) .

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002
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S, TEFRREMA R E, R4 FIR” #old B AT TR sk, JF HiRRIGi e BE
PRt/ (p<0.05) ;

B, EPBmEL R B, K—4 AR sl B ERT AR gk, IR HARIST R B R
RGN (p<0.05) ;

U € 2 3 1 7N 1 O R N2 N T EN 37 2 T e W | M 9 1 W 3 Ol = a3 S n g = 3 e 7
W (p<0.001)

WEoEafN, K—4 “FI8” PO PR ST a] . PR mEAL AR . P I ] =8 bR R
PR, RRMSA X AR R CTEHR” p9Z. BEREEE AT

F6 XK—HEH “GF” 5 “TR” HiETHEWAEEREILE
Table 6 Comparison of the difference in average gaze time between “guilty” and “innocent” subjects

of freshmen

6 AWmE EREE (U)K ) KSR E () SRR

RORIETT 46.987 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HEAMEBIE"  46.690 1 <0.001
IR He 46.787 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
e R R <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 46.982° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

AR 10344

F7 K—EH "BF 5 ‘TR HRETHELEREREILE
Table 7 Comparison of differences in average pupil diameter between “guilty” and “innocent” subjects

of freshmen

B HME e C3) KRR EEE OB OREERRETE CRO) R

RORIES 5.273° 1 0.022 0.022 0.011
HEMEBIE" 5203 1 0.023
RISK L 5.274 1 0.022 0.022 0.011
WA IR R 0.022 0.011
BT QTS 5.272° 1 0.022 0.022 0.011 0.001

S 17726

#8 XK—HH “BF” 5 “TR” HREFTEHEFNHEEREILE
Table 8 Comparison of differences in average total fixation time between “guilty” and “innocent”

subjects of freshmen

B HHE e O3) KRR EEE OB OB CRO) R

FORBET  5.966" 1 0.015 0.015 0.008
HEMEBIE"  5.901 1 0.015
ISR L 5.967 1 0.015 0.015 0.008
WA R R 0.015 0.008
et Ik 5.966° 1 0.015 0.015 0.008 0.001

AR 23737

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002 Www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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QRMAH “FHR" WpalFER LR R, ER R BRI, R ARIC R AR
ACTEAR” B9ZER: PR RIS (p<0.001) , PR IR EDE D (p<0.001) o

S, TEFRREMA R B, R4 FIR” #OldH B EMT TR woak, JF ARG BE
PRl (p<0.001) ;

S, TR, KA AR Pk R E T e gk, Jf HIABIGE e B bR
R (p<0.001)

WIERB, KIUH “FIR”7 MO A S TR a] | PS4 [l B P Fahr ERIBI R, BRfA
RO AR R CTeaR” m2Enl. BAAREEE TR

#9 XKNEH “BF” 5 “TR” #HiE YRR EERELE
Table 9 Comparison of the difference in average return time between “guilty” and “innocent” subjects

of graduates

B AW e O3) KRR EEE OB OB CRO) R

RoRIRTT 257.854° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HLMEBIE " 257.283 1 <0.001
IR He 257.123 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
e R IR <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 257.836° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

S 13622

F10 KOEL “BFR” 5 “TF” #HilEEHRENRBEZEREILER
Table 10 Comparison of the difference in average total fixation time between “guilty” and “innocent”

subjects of graduates

B HME e C3) KRR REE OB OREERRETE CRO) R

ROREETT 24422 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HELEMHBIE " 24.302 1 <0.001
IR He 24.406 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
A IR <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 24.421° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000
ARAZE 30541

QAT “FIE” WsilF R o MPnkE , 7EMAahs FRMIIE., BEARIX ) AR
ATCIR” W22 5 B YR Al ( p<0.001 ), STEAL 8D ( p<0.001 ), ~F-X5E fL B A2/ ( p<0.05 ),
X I A ((p<0.001)

S—, FREUEMEE, R TH FIR” gald B ENT TR ok, JF ARG BE
FrufEW> (p<0.001) ;

B, PRSI E], R T4 AR ghld R ENT IR gk, I BRI G eE B aE bR
N> (p<0.001) ;

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002
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=, PHmEALEAR, BORTA AR gadd /N T ARl JF Hak NGt g AR
Wb (p<0.05) ;5

S0, PRI, BORTA AR gadd T AR, JF Hak NGt AR
Wb (p<0.001)

F11 BRI “GF” 5 “T#R” HiE YRR EERELE
Table 11 Comparison of the difference in average return time between “guilty” and “innocent” subjects

of faculty members

6 AWmE R ()  ORERREE ) KSR E () SRR

FR#ET 194.610° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HEAEBIE " 193.952 1 <0.001
IR HE 194.424 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
e ORI R 8 <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 194.600° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

S 19465

F12 HERI “BAR” 5 “THR” #HiFTHEILIEERERHRR
Table 12 Comparison of the difference in average pupil diamete between “guilty” and “innocent”

subjects of faculty members

51 AEE  drtR gt o) KR EPE OGO AR rE CFp) MR
B IR R T 8.738" 1 0.003 0.003 0.002
WEMEEIE"  8.617 1 0.003
RISK L 8.731 1 0.003 0.003 0.002
WA IR R 0.003 0.002
RSN 8.737° 1 0.003 0.003 0.002 .000
ARAZTE 11039

45§ 13 %&E/D\I “ﬁ?ﬁ;”

5 “Z8” #ilE TR EZERMEILER
Table 13 Comparison of the difference in average first fixation time between “guilty” and “innocent”

subjects of faculty members

i1

F

Wk CXU)

e e CO0U)

FERRETE CRM) SRR

KORIETT 15974 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HELEMHBIE " 15.664 1 <0.001
IR H 15.976 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
e R R 8 <0.001 <0.001
BT QTS 15.970° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

G SES

3640

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601002
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F 14 HEAT “AFE” 5§ “ZR HilEFHEEAREZEFELILR
Table 14 Comparison of the difference in average total fixation time Between “guilty” and “innocent”

subjects of faculty members

B AW SR e O3) KRR EEE O3 OB CRO) R

RREETT 138.399° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
HLAEBIE " 138.046 1 <0.001

IR He 138.472 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
e R IR 8 <0.001 <0.001

BT QTS 138.395° 1 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.000

S 31574

(2) ZHRARFRRS

XHER—4 AR BpaAE M “ToAR” AR R B E AT ARBRER RS A
MR FEREER, Z0ARIE, Jegeit i (p>0.05) .

XFEERPUAL AR BpaE A “TodR” ARl o L B e B UTE AT ) ARBREE R | S
fLEAR . FrA EEF ] FRELEAR, Z2RIBABI, gt L (p>0.05) .

XA T A “HIR" AgalE M “ IR Bl Xt B R 7e IR BRI RS | P TS
SEEIE] . LA, 220, RS E S (p>0.05) .

42 LEBCR—, KOUAE, FERTENRBEEREISE

TESER PR RAE D 32 AA RS, $ioR— . RDU . FORT A0 2, e lOs TR 1] |
SEAUNTR] . HRBEETEY | PRI AL/ PR L TE R I R LR [T R i S Rt AT
PO MEEARES R AN 15 P

F 15 K—. K@M, HERTHERNHTE

Table 15 Eye tracking data for freshmen, graduates, and faculty members

waryy PP SERT / WBRER / PRIEAL i fﬁfﬁgﬁ; FERLE E
ms ms A 2 1 FEXHE N 1% ms
[E] /ms
K—2H 221.19 1186.86 6.01 886.32 4.8 2.73 517.17
L] 245.53 1272.52 5.16 1057.11 5.03 2.74 567.56
AR T 2H 202.27 1754.09 7.09 613.34 6.81 2.92 1081.38

SR E UL ] 22 57 1 2 ( p<0.01 ), BOR TR/ N, RIUA R P4 S it ) 22 5 i 3 ( p<0.01 ),
K—dlfg/h, RNARK; FHRBIER2ZEREE (p<0.01) , KUdE/h, B THER; FHEA
HAEZERDE (p<0.01) , BORTHER/N, RNHFK; FraERSCFERR R 2E 2 2% (p<0.01) ,
K—2fFe/h, RIMARK; FHERILEZERRE, K-/, BORTHRK; FH R 2 5
W3 (p<0.01) , KR—41f/, BORTHEKR.
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F 16 K—. XM, HIATAHBERIHEEERHELLE

Table 16 Comparison of differences in eye movement data among freshmen, graduates, and faculty

members
T AmE I F W EE
EHUEMEE 2] 5169735.600 2 2584867.800 1222.677 <0.001
EEN| 91807140.453 43426 2114.105
Bt 96976876.053 43428
SR AR T 2 7] 30834839789.601 2 15417419894.801 8747.793 <0.001
HN 76535521588.475 43426 1762435.444
it 107370361378.076 43428
i[53 ER== 2 ] 82259.432 2 41129.716 10770.879  <0.001
G| 165826.682 43426 3.819
it 248086.114 43428
SERmEALRN 4 1944101826.181 2 972050913.090 38106.734  <0.001
HN 1107738145.468 43426 25508.639
it 3051839971.648 43428
e DAy
B’rﬁ$§;§ﬁ%ﬂ% 2 ] 221138.114 2 110569.057 7731.553 <0.001
HHN 621035.899 43426 14.301
Bt 842174.013 43428
TR R e 85.412 2 42706 94.171 <0.001
N 19693.433 43426 0.453

F17 K—. XM, HERTHBREEE RS (4)
Table 17 Comparison of differences in eye movement data among freshmen, graduates, and faculty

members(continued)

P A F ¥y F Y
FREM LR
Bt 19778.845 43428
[ 4R i) 4llm]  29093451187.555 2 14546725593.777 7877412 <0.001
419 80192084608.202 43426 1846637.604
Mdb 109285535795.757 43428

43 ER “BIE WidENELRA S IFLERIBITHVIREDEE

TESER SR RAE B 32 AARUR S s, e i/ M) AR B IR s s . oy
YCEATTE] SRR e ARBEEEES | SFIREAL/DN L A LR ] FRERLEAR L Rl
I SEIR S 2 REA T e . MR ARG R e 18 B
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=18 “BR” HiXEWFLRIM S IFLRHE R EE

Table 18 Eye movement data of “guilty” subjects when watching target and non- target stimuli

weptaryy PO/ GEVE /WS ¢ PREAL i iﬁgﬁﬁ FRERLHR O /
ms ms WA E 7 1 FHE | 1% ms
[a] /ms
LYl 198.73 1077.69 6.2 887.69 4.77 2.65 491.52
AERE 199.84 1132.24 6.54 970.09 5.22 2.97 488.84

S “H IR FHWE SRS WA A A IR Zh B8, SE T UE I R (p<0.01) , F
PR 8> (p<0.01) , SEHIRBIEES WD (p<0.01) , FRESLERE/N (p<0.01) , FPA TN
SRR RSN (p<0.01) , FEEEM RN (p<0.01) , EXEIEERE N (p<0.01)

F 19 "B HilEVELRIHS IR AR BIREE SR
Table 19 Comparison of differences in eye movement data between “guilty” subjects watching target

and non-target stimuli

- ITE 2 - 241 95% B (51X 1A
: HHEE gy, wpp  TOEEE R
Pl el 198.803 4383 <0.001 <0.001 1.501 1.49 1.52

5 Z5ig

(1) g5ig—

PONEAN S | T T | S 9 W€ 12 € 2 e s O NS 1 BN 5 ol & R /1 T I 3 T Y 1 Rt
br BRI, BERSARIX o AR A TR my2Ed).

(2) #hig—

XFHER— . KIUA 2T, =HABESRAE S RO E] . SR e . IRBRER S . P X
LR/ A AT B ) PR LR . UL RN E bR A 25 . UEBHIR 34K
I N RATZ TS A LN

(3) Zhi=

XFEE AR W UL SR S AR RO R s B, o] DL R BAE B U A [R] L EREA [E]
IRBEFE RS . ML/ . A SO B R PR LS T ] -E AN e b A A o 3
2e5t o WARF AR RBOA AN TR EHC, RPN R | PR AR R . AR R,
XTREECE SO, RPAIRBRFE B /N | I A S, XU B i T b, sl S g
BRIGHINACREAE, TR A RE AR i =X, B B IR 2 S8 25 A R ]
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6 ig

6.1 5L

AV e G I, BETISEE RIS NH—WHE— 1" BiE, MRS MR
AL SR, AR O AR S IR S BE RS &, RIARAREZ I R — A A
IR AL, O] IRBERERS . Ml AR SFIR SR BOIOE S, KA T80, i
ghig: IRSEORMT “FA87 5 U A—E@mNKER, HARKIMHIEE L.

(1) AEEXTHR SRAAE = A AN RISE I, FESCI0 TP R IR AE A IR AR, B RRE ) L IR, AR kR
BEAERAC, (HE R ] P IREAL BARAE /N, XA S MR )4 B B 4 B A RO B A A A
25, SIRMETE BT . AR B RO B R S 2%, AR IR P05 2l s (E) 4, AR [ 8L
X A FHRCR A I o

(2) MEXTIRIFAEZ AR, IR YT TR $okL T e RS R, WA
ZEe8 S N L e S N T SR IR 2 P =B I | I S [ 3R W PN B V-a iR R i
Bl o TG shIFMe AN s 2, RBOFM . O BURSE, T “JCIR” BUA RN T A
ICICERIGE S, BB FEasE, RMHAMER A AR IR S8 bR a0 4 S 6] P2 s
HUIFTA] SR IR A ] A R 2 5

(3) RIERTIR SR = AR, X T “JCAR™ $akini s, SERIECCkE e A B 4%, e
VRV BRI HEAT BZ 0 T e T A 4R gl =, SURIAENS il & Ho Z TS 531 T oM IR Z1E 1L,
T RAETAR RGN T, #RREFCE ML IR, RICNIRSPRZSHITHER

6.2 RED

XHECARSR ORI A B, A L AR 55— S0 A N2 /i H DO AR, AR S A3 o0 ik
BHAH T RE RS, SR Z AR 2 . i ROBEES, AT RER LUR LA R 58
WA R I TR

(1) Wil % R L g A A ELREE R R SE SRR B 13RI . A L8 R BE X SE AR TN, i 53
— L N RTREGZ 248K, ARATADEE B IR, ok A AR RS AR DX, S 3P 4 R 5
SN W A P A BRI, RE e R HA 2, I a0 S EUR s SURBE
FHEEA MMEMEE . RINAMPOE LR, RA WA T B2 rmes, R
SEEANEIA

P, 7ESEB0BETHI 258702 RN B RE X SR I TR, e S A rp ] DU s SRR TR,
MGFATE, FEWERR, Wit s ESLH, RIS Iali e, HORSERCR .

(2) IR B2 BUWY Al RE RN 5246 A SEd0 T, Wil e 2L Xt 22 5K I A= 1A ED GO h
(R AT BLAY TR T REX e i B B R R, XA R SBAT o™ o NI g
AEAE “JRAREZ” RIULBIAASC S, (AT DL 0918 At n] fE A Se g d f g A e Mzt ke
2 AT A — S AR IR T R A AT T SR AR B, X ERE ARSI S BOA SOyl g, Sk igIA
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AR AT REAFAE I 2E o

R T YIRS, RS B NP BRSO, X P 0 £ B
TR PRI RE , I HIG AR I, T, s R ARAT A /R B R SR IR 4 . HAE AT LA
TEAFR P R i 2 BTSSR A I TR], R — eI, BN il mskag 5, s
Bl B

(3) IRBY S AL R 252 B Z TP N R BN o Aot 2 sz iR R, Sk FLE AR /) |
M2 HRBEAR D e, 1T e PR BRI 2 B M) S A SR, S (e s B A M P - I 25 5
POl H T ERIER ), TR SCIREE R AN INGE R . S, SO0EWIRRESE . fak:
PEAF DR A AT RE A B 22 .

B B AR 2 AR B SE I 5 7 AR . X — R RO T AL RGO LU, R S5 H0R
T2 NP ARG NG, $E52 5 TR, 5 2 S TS ST, X S e A R L I o8 P e A A
VEFRJE A BN G ZARCRAR A, X BRI T A ) TR B 2 L A P 2 B

Wr, SR R AR SR LI R A N . ARSI L T R S A R L, (EER
HALARIRSE A KR A TRl . AR AT, MIE T2 KRR o pial BN Gy, SO 28 8l
AR B B AR SR 0 SR A T X

Wit LUSTEBH ISR Sh Sy, F5 2™ kil i, RABfemiR s 5T s ; tn%
JEBALE R ANNER, BRG] E SC B A 7k, Pxs B2 k28 R — 3G (A
IS 2 SR ARSE &, IR0 IRMEE A DY O RLRES , W RIS 2 il Bz B Ml . VA SE, o
WArA PR R CA IR . DHRECR, TR0 BB, JR R AR AR
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Eye-movement Technique for Lie Detection: An Empirical

Study Based on Simulated Experiments
Mao Jialing”” Zhang Zipei’ Yin Ming’

1. Nanjing University of Information Science and Technology, Nanjing;
2. Jiangsu Police Institute, Nanjing

Abstract: Lie recognition is a significant part of Criminal Investigation, and eye movement technology
can be used as a powerful means to identify lies because of its high-precision and non-invasive
characteristics. By constructing a simulated theft crime scene eye movement experiment and comparing
the eye movement data of different subjects on target and non target stimuli, it was found that:
(1) when “guilty” and “innocent” subjects of the same age face the same stimulus type, there are
significant differences in the eye movement data of three groups: fixation time, eye skip distance, and
pupil diameter, resulting in a separation effect; (2) When facing different types of stimuli, “guilty” subjects
showed significant differences in the first fixation time, total fixation time, eye skip distance, average pupil
size, average fixation time at all fixation points, re fixation ratio, and return time of seven groups of eye
movement data, and also showed separation effects. This result provides a new enlightenment for eye
movement lie detection: by integrating various eye movement indicators, and considering multiple factors
such as subjects' attitudes, stimulation order and environment, it can effectively distinguish suspect and
innocent people to a certain extent, thus effectively promoting the development of case investigation.

Key words: Eye-tracking technology; Simulated experiments; Guilt and innocence; Lie detection
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