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B @LAeA AN, AR A BN A SHT BB GoAt ik, Al )@ ILeg R4 247 TR A &
B @ FLEG ARG, R B @ ILIRA 6 XA f RBRRA AT T SRR, MAFRE T EEEHA
AR N Ko T Y Bk R AR A Se e TAUE], T R LA A AR AL e L AR AR AL ) RN P A 2 e 4 B e A
AR B QF . AR ES @ ILIRA A KRB G QA EAIH AT T AR, W TR0 A 0 e
EMAESF R FA A RBRBE N R. RIBDILIRS A KRB RGO ESRE, MEERSMIESER
AB IR I AR LR RARRFRN TR TG

XER @ILRA, AREBRBE; SRR %H; AAikdeit; EA-ASEAER, AR

SEE B842; B849:C91

WAL — RSN EE RN 1 BRERREERNESS RN
7% 20 SINF G5 1 2 57 HEES
fre 3R RS IR 2E5F, I 1 3% P G 0 1 295 M X3 B G P T 7L
)T FL AR 2 7 A 4R AL 2T R ), 03 3 A _ AW . . o .
15 11 7 BEF B 1 (own-gr bias) (Hills, Pake, & AR A FRIA B © 8 B AR P g . PR B
WEoWETOup Pl L e A ) L1 5B 045 T A T A T L 1 4
Dempsey, 2018), BEARNF AN 1F Fl Kk B B 3 N - , o .
R A e S T AR B 1 B G 1 1Y 0> ¥ BE 4 (Blandon-Gitlin, Pezdek, Saldivar, &
= ’ A Steelman, 2014; Rule, Ambady, Adams, & Macrae,

DRSNS ERARIE, QRIS T EROE 00 s e i m AL I SUSY £ 3% B

f”k%(;)l‘;‘; Craf’ & L,‘lpp’ 2‘8”8; ;eYl & EIIL 5 B Gingroup. bias) 17 AR,
oven, ’ “ﬁle“ erg, Wilson, hei’ OUNS: ST A7 I S BR824 2 T 330 A 1 R BE A i) 15 B
2013; Man & Hills, 2017; Martschuk & Sporer, 1¢?§F§ﬂzfﬁ2|ﬁ|‘E‘iﬁ?éﬁ?ﬁ(Bernstein, Sacco, Young,

2018; Proietti, Macchl C‘ass,.la, & Mondloch, 2015; & Hugenberg, 2014), T FL2 5% Py U RIS (K
Short, Semplonius, Proietti, & Mondloch, 2014; IR T S1# (processing motivation) 4 % .
Tham, Bremner, & Hay, 2015; Wan, Crookes, P RAE VR S X4 1 3% 5 A At A

Reynolds, Irons, & McKone, 2015; Wiese, Komes, B =" (big three)Ht 2422k B (13t

&Schweinbzger, 2013;Yan‘et al., 2)0‘17; HE, X WIS, R, (R, 2019), 16 [ IR BEMRR
WA, FERFE, 2011; J5 T, skme, Bk, & [ o B A 06 v . Hodn, A JR 1] (own-race

i, XA, 2017)0 2800, T EALVUIRIREEE g mmrgr e m, e Rk EAL, AT A 5
fiin i RSN AL . REM L DAL B3 A A A7 Ji% 18 L (Tanaka, Heptonstall, & Hagen, 2013).
UK 2B, QT HICHERRIE AL o rg 0 ] 5 1) (own-age bias) 9 F554
DL RS R TR LS 4 RFEAR - W, AT 5 T RE A AR I 46 86 4 1 A
M fL(Rhodes & Anastasi, 2012; Wiese et al., 2013),

&) 7% fhi 17] (own-gender  bias) L FR1E #5151 2%
. (cross-sex effect) H F P51 4] (own-sex bias),

Wk H: 2019-04-04
* R AR 4 T ORI H (18ZDA33 1) Fil b o 5 A B AR

RHIF L %5 35 105 42 391 H (CCNU19ZN02 1) 11 T AR SR R O B2 ) — S F ST (Herliz &
BEMEE: o, E-mail: zuobin@mail.ccnu.edu.cn Love'n, 2013; Hills et al., 2018), [ 1 s 1] A L A
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UEBEAE HcAZ kAL, AT B 2B v
B T FL RE % T 47 Hb PN FE 4 (Lovén, Herlitz, &
Rehnman, 2011) 5 ABFFE 8 13 F7 45T TH FIATE =0
(standard old/new recognition paradigms) (Hills et
al., 2018). &I#F i fLiC 42 M X (Cambridge Face
Memory Test, CFMT) (McKone et al., 2011) A X I
fLIEIFE 4T %5 (Man & Hills, 2017)% 2 4% 5 E
LU I 2 SR G 1) B . B, — 2t
WEE R I, Lo P e TR 2 P T LA HE 55 1
T FLHE HERf (Herlitz & Lovén, 2013; Lewin & Herlitz,
2002; Lovén et al., 2011); [, A —LH5EN
S5 P 2 B (R s e, 55 MR L 2t T AL
M0 2 58 P 1 fL (Hugenberg, Young, Bernstein,
& Sacco, 2010; Man & Hills, 2017; Rhodes &
Anastasi, 2012; Rule, Garrett, & Ambady, 2010;
Sporer, 2001),

2 BEREEEEEIARNIZE

A PR AE T AL AR IAE 55 v X DR A 18 0 7 T
FLRIL N T AF L2k B, SR AR S 2E A
TS AR AR — B B th A 7 R AT A A2
SAAE R EXT AN T B B Em? 5
BRI A, 5 LA DG B XA B RS Bl 7
B IR AR AR 7] 1A DGR 5T R AR F LR IS E T T
BIFIIRE
2.1 EFLIRAI B HBARR AR ITIE

H AT AL YU B TR ] 4 AR N T ik
FRAHCHER M A 2, ARk EFERET =4
JiiE s B, Am ) R A LE S B B R IS g B
Bt? #Un, Young, Bernstein Al Hugenberg (2010)
38 2o 7 T AL 2 T 1 R T AL 2 B S 43 i RS 2
R, TP i ) Y e DR 0 55 1) A St B B R
A, PR BH 1) R AR E AL GRS B B R 2R L AR
=, WAL TR, dEEE A 2EM? flin
Loven 5 A(2011) HeAg 1 4= i B A 23 BT 70T [R]
PEAR 0] B 5200, 255 R B, R A A i O AR
FAARW R, 55 =, #hox 3 S0 ) i L2x 7 A4 /8
FERYFZmE 2 BN, 43208 W AR RN SR IR B
By X5 T B FRAE A 0] (1477 £ K 453 2 OC A
A (Young et al., 2010),

2.2 EFLIRAI B HEARIAHDHREH

B ABIESE 2 B0 TR AL R B A A i 1],

B R0 15 I B IA I 28 0o At A 1 52

BT, — SO 2L AR T4 I T X 1 fL IR 50
B FBEAAR 0 RIS EER, IR Sl . W . A
1% % (Wiese & Schweinberger, 2018; Wolff, Kemter,
Schweinberger, & Wiese, 2014), EMORE, HF5
HRAMR B EEFHAR, &I F ik B
A7 AE TR B 1) DL R R A (g P LR [, 5 Ry 4R R
P [ P 3 A A5 e i A P P R R A T L B
H BT B S5 (Kawakami et al., 2014), G HF5EE
T8 3 0 L 5 (ERPs) & BRI M 1T FL 5 | % T <otk
KR N170 BiR(E B 4%, 2011); HABIRHE
e A FLR A A R R ) AT A AT B, & B
AL AL, HA RGN I FL S R B A
FR A N170 43 (Ofan, Rubin, & Amodio, 2011);
Yo 5 R L Y N170 B4 TR 91 K (Wesiss, 2012),
B 5 45 AN (201 1) & 30 T 85 1H 18 FL AE & ik
Wk TR PR, {H2, P1 A& B IE R
e T T Lo B A 22 S5 4k T R ) T LR B AR AR AR
E e

3 WA RIBEBEERRERNEE

ESE

TATFL AR 1 FRFE A AR 1) 7 52 M) PR 38 AT L3 ek
TN E . TN RS ST RE B MRS
SATEMUARE . WA E T e E A KSR
(self-reference) A1 4~ A X . 5) 45 5 1 1 758 26 I R
MM RN X R 24 5 E R KR W aiE
SR EST REHEE MW, PR TS5
HRFIEE R AN TR EE R RN,

31 EMEREER
.11 BHER

B B RS RS X H AR A R
B0 . Rogers, Rogers I Kuiper (1977) L3 T A &
Z: RN T 5 oA BN T(&5 4 | 18 L 18 SOXT Bk
Widtzmsgm, R EMARS I TS T
A 8 VA i 0 TRE A ICI S e . BT
I, R E A A RS IR —FE ) BN E 12
Mgt TH . B4, BIRSHEEEES LR
) FRFEAAARS 1] 77 £ 5 M W8 7

AR ERM, ARS RIS A
B, B, Ebner (201 )#EAT T & F i fL
TR R8O 1) AT, Gt % B4 [R] 4F % H AR X 5
HA T LA T ke BB AR TSR Y 1 FRAH G, 7R
TR L TR 31 g AR ] 4 48 O 1) 30 4 ot 3 T o AR



1166 O B R 2 it B

%28 %

o A HARAE R B bR 0t 2 a0 1E L, #RAE g i
5 H CARIS AT H FR%T G2 00 18 LB AT R v 2 3T
ZH ARSI, B X H o E L5 gl & o
WG o 33 o i S B (5 7+ A k%o [ T L fm L 1 2%
AR FN B HLTE TR, B abb %ok A 0 A 4 ) R 58 N R
N ORE NN IINTIE (B W i # i NiE A
FRANS 2 = -
312 MEMEERAEAF

I FRAE AR 1] 18— ORI RS E R R AT
I I B T AN 2 AN B R A
MEEZENED), ARREY, MR A
B B3 25 R AE B FHE A 1w v A 5 3 T AR Y
(van Bavel & Cunningham, 2012), & 52 |, WH#EK
JE A B 0 SCHF RIS E AR, XA i B
1M 5 UL, R G A AT PR A 1 R 1 B 3l 30 i R O
HEATEZEA, INEIN T8 F 2 . mixt
TOMREAAR R ORI AN A R O
BN IR R, (H2 9S8 5 /MR
B E B A5, AR MR A AT e 2x
AL T.(Wilson, See, Bernstein, & Hugenberg,
2014), van Bavel #1 Cunningham (2012)#f53+ &
W, Y AR 5 T A e AR S A
W2 R, IR0y IR AR 0 AR T,
B S R 2 5 N AN A B 53 4 B A ) 4 001 25
FIEE LA BB, FRAE A 1) 23 B S A R
B3R PR AR T 35
32 WHMMEMNBEESEREER
3.2 HEIERE

PEA T G2 1T FL 175 28 155 R TE 1A FRAF A i )
hmERHERZEM. G, mLEIA QR GR
AR ] — T 5T &R, FE PR AL AR T
SN 3o S PN N RS NG & s B RO - YN ]
LA FRA RS, R I W1 Y B RN A A i 1],
IEIN SRR 0 SR FLZ R Ay . (HJ2, 4
LG MBS L, A ABERICIZr A KRR %
FEA i 18] SN, 5 2278 2% (Ackerman et al., 2006).
[FIRE, Wang (2013)7E 56 T 1 FLAHIA F B MG
g 1) ) — BRI 58 T AT A B FRAR L T AR LA
PRI & 0 T R FRE, I a0 S [ 17 45 1 FL Y
g te g, SRk, oM BURCNS 25
B P LA TR A R TR, i B T T FL R
S BB A R 177 . T 0L, H b AL A1 2
T IERAE B 1) e 47 £ 2 IR PR

322 4£35E=R

DATERIFE R 22 R FH b o 0 285 T LA A kA
B HEEHFESEI T, ATEZX AR
LA BEA ST S E LT IR, BEE LA
B Z L B A AR, EFL IR B 3R AR )
M2 A . #il4N, Freeman %8 A (2013)2K
JH I BE A 8 4R AR (MR T4 AR X3 50 il 75 5 )
IR 2 v Rt R v [ AR 2 b i T AL A B R A T
AT, KRI85 K2 i (retrosplenial cortex,
RSC)F1 IR 5% Fij 4% Kz fi (orbitofrontal cortex, OFC)
T ) R T LR D R B 00 73 S — S A A A R
S, LI Al S 2 B A S AR S [ A v ) T AL
AR R AR N, DL B AR ] R R T L
AR ER GO I A e .
3.3 MRIESSHME
331 BHEER

AN A B 1 1, B TE 2 2T B B e U
[ AE 55, ok 23 %o e FL R B FRAF AR 1) A K1
PRSI AN, ASTERON PIRFFE R, BRI
P27 X TH AL R ] 58 22 M B S T L B A AR
sl +g 31 (motivation-individuate instructions)Zs
2 BRARAS AR 7] %% (Y oung et al., 2010; Young
& Hugenberg, 2012), 17 [F) 1 fw 17 B 55 b, BF
FH FEBIT Wil X B AR LA [R5 1 i 5
FREE . Ban, Xt T B S, 5P R
(anmT 22 AR L, PO 55 PEARR T (An S e 1Y) ) A 1Y
[F) 4 i [71] 5K (Motta-Mena, Picci, & Scherf, 2016),
BORBRTE 7 T B B AT W 5 | 40 W sk A 7 A
PRI, 5 RS RAE m LW R BO A T
285, R Y T AL A S Kk A A8 AR (Hills et
al., 2018) o FHXTAURFPE 2 W, ST G| J1HI W2k
B 1) TR AT 5E £ S 1AL A T I T (Rhodes,
Simmons, & Peters, 2005), M i 5 2w 4 51 fi )
LYAVREEE
332 MIRE

SO RE B < TR BE 23 X6 B A i 1] 7
A REA o AATIX T LR AT SRR Y 4 BIRRAIE 4] W i
W HFREHATIRZIN T, MR AT A R A
T BHEATIRZ N T i, W5 E A AN W] i 52
B AT 55 (190 G bk ) 0 e . T R LRSI BE R A
PRI TR, S5 R R WX H pr i LA HE e 5
(Chn s 52 ) b 40 BRI 2 00T T LS 3 1 o T
PR T IO F I, T X T FLAE B e v
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ST Can 1 0 R S SO R 2 R N T, PR s R
fRiCIZE M (Bower & Karlin, 1974), WHPITRE
HE—2E A AT 2 B0 LATE S B 51 v L B3R 31
AR A, 2 PR AT SRR 5 T L A o
T 245 B8 #E 2218 7K - (Sporer, 2001),

H Bower Fl Karlin (197403 M55,
AW R H — R B E 014 55 % 18 FL 1 12 R
20 T2 8] B 2% 5 84T K 38 (Mueller, Bailis, &
Goldstein, 1979). Bk 7, KR LU
PRI AS ] 28 T B 1) 1) 4 51 2 S BOpAS 8] 1Y
FRAEI, (HJE A — BT 45 1 5 e U s A P
J& o 4N, Sporer (199 ) TERFFTH LLAE T 8 FhANIH
(A A SR, M B2 T i vR B . RS 4nfem T
FIFEEE, L& A3 AEBLAIPEM R, 255 & B0 Y
Bt R FH X T FLABCEE (A I TR SR mE B, LA
e SN EIENERCZ SR TE S S M PN TN
1EL 25 gl i R 8 56 T 1 L Y B — 2 JBE 2 e B
BER,

4 MRBEIRMRTREOELRKRE

Xof T LR BB A O 1 1) 7 A D, H
HIA “HIW 45014 (Perceptual Expertise Hypothesis)
L4t £ i8> (Social-Cognitive Approach)iFl
PRI A B o 288 Ak — A4 {45 B (Categorization-
Individuation Model) I X # 42 £ Y (Dual-Route
Approach to Other-Race Effect)iz K] A ] 4 £ B
P R0 28 1% AL 25 TA R PR R A R TS in LA
P AN

4.1 HREWH

HIBE 22 58 U A Ry 55 AN TR A A A 114 422 ok 22 56
ANTR) BT X 3 FRAE AR A A 1AL Y TR 22
5+ (Michel, Corneille, & Rossion, 2010), X} F %
T L3 = 28 5055 S50 AT 1 FL B 9 SE AR BN
IR PR T AR AL

AN TR BIFGE 25 DA [ D T 4 L T 3 ol % 0 G R
FIAN R, A HE SN T/ B2 5 3508 240080 1 3%
F R BN T.(Hayward, Crookes, & Rhodes, 2013),
DAL T FL 23 6] 4 I i 3 ik (Valentine, 1991), %
T 5560 1 it R 2R WH GT T AN [ R 1 L 422 e 194 00 o
BT 2 X0 i W 114 O 22 77 AR T AR T . Ao L
MR E, mALIN Ty X EE Ik, X
Ml AL, AT A B A AL £ ok R
P T.(Michel, Corneille, & Rossion, 2007), HI%}

BT AL R PG B 1 07 AT i, R fR v
AT AT 225, W 2 IC R A gk
L, ARMERIE F RIL, HaEHS, AR T RIA
1844 . 73— )51, Valentine (199 1) i FL45 [A]A %
(face-space model)¥d BT il 3R T 42 56 4nfay X T L.
SRR A S, R A A Sy g ok T LA A T AL
ZHEAEL A2 ], BADUERRAE T iR 8 E
A4 T FL A9 TR AH (McKone, Aitkin, & Edwards, 2005),
PN DT LA By XA, AT AT i i L
25 (B 4E R R B X 03 o BEAE 2B il n, AT B
B HEBR B 20 DA A B, AR T R
N5 A5G N 2 T BOE D WU E LY
T L2 ] i 7 S 25 T L 2 ] P PR

AT A 1] (4 BIF 90 A 6 T 28 6 1) A A A3t 1k
%, Sporer Fl Horry (201 1)4% 85 4E 764 [ i) + H-H:
PN i Y S U o B NI R =R R AN N e
& 225, AR I 7 ) 7 I v LA B R
LRI I B FA L
42 #AxIAEE

R Y oAt N =37 17w o DN [ E < 2
U T AL IRE 2 AR 2R 0 A4 1 3l 23 Y A4 AL
AL, A4 A & b N BRI AL #E AT Ak
N, g8 AR 2 M, X R A
HEAT IR MR AR AR BN T, 100058 SR A B
P D) 5 32 T L A R A e ] 48 A0 1 22 A R AR
KL, RN BE MERR R0 T 1H SN TR FL (Hehman,
Mania, & Gaertner, 2010; Hugenberg et al., 2010;
Pauker et al., 2009; Sporer, 2001),

— BB 5 3 BT Il a0 A A e AL 1
R B AL 2RI EL 215 B 57 e &40 (Hehman et al.,
2010; Young et al., 2010; Young & Hugenberg,
2012)0 X LExf LAY ERAE (45 45 T ik sal 1L
T T A R T L B 45 53 (Hugenberg et al., 2007
Young et al., 2010; Young & Hugenberg, 2012), £
PG| S b5 1AL 5328 9 N BRI ) 28 %K (Hehman et
al., 2010), & I Hi7& L 3= 1% 09 1 fL (Young &
Hugenberg, 2012)%,

(7 1% i 1 140 285 2R b Sh AL e B 4 1 UE B, 491
n, AN LT, T AT L B A R
U I 6] (Picci, Gotts, & Scherf, 2016), BRI Ky JL
A REAE B S E/NY LB AL, W /N L
T A B O LA AT

Sporer F 2001 472 H [ 11 FL 0 T 4 S A A5
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B4 (In-Group/Out-Group Model of Face Processing)
SCRF T IR PR S P AR 2 E, BN
e HASARE B Y REAOR S LR, BOAL A
AN T 42 LIAS 8 (configural 4R A% T 46 . Y
2t 1 RSORS00 2 b T AL OC &R 2 A
O E, EREREITTR M ICRZ B R R, X
U IE R TR H B AL L A TR R E . 24
38 BN SN B W AL, XA RRE LR R
FIR SRR 2 T T A H A S AR T L R 3Rt TR O
et AR X HE TN B B 53 THT AL AP AAC
G LA R, AR A REOR B B LI, AT
Beid 72t AR, o S R E A
PR AL S — 2L o T UL, SRR S A
FHE A 10 0 7 T AL I B 8 O T Oy 2 R A R AR,
PR S Xof A1 A A 1l 5% T FL 18 R 031 o S B Y B
S IH] o

4.3 HEEWMEINU-MEURBFIVNEBERE

AT AL AR 1 BAE A i 17 1) 22 S B A

28 B~ P AR TR R UL A A 78 359 3 F s R o
L VA 2SR G, O DL R H R
P ] (R 25 A PR (R, ZE P AR AR
A 2 B Ul AL 2 A LR R Jr X G e 36
A=A AR Y iR 9 4 floh 28 56 5 4+ 2> Zh AL ) i
Xof A A By T LR AR T, T X R AR A AL I A
TE PN A 6 G2 (T FL B, 325 il 22 56 FnkE 25 sh AL
ZHEZERA MR ERER
431 EJL-MELER

WS ety 2 A — PR AR Y, 2 T X
Z A LN -SRI LA R, Sk | R
A 1y i LA S ¢ (Hugenberg et al., 2013; Hugenberg
etal., 2010), MRIFEIHIL—MEAAR, —LihifL
PO Y A FREA i 0] ZEAR AR BE B (558 42) 2 th
AR ZKF B A PE AL ShAIL T 2, 41 G P A 1A 95
VAL B LS i18 T LR 22 555 T A 46 1 A A 0 1)
TEAR KA b (3058 42) 2 th AN ) AKF By el 22
B R, A X A S Y T LSR5
) 14 T FLRR R B 22 55 30 A B8 DN AR g 22 () Fef
Z RV S LA AL 2 B S, ] anxg B
O 7 I T L 09 J SR R G Al o 6 T L 1 J R Y 22
S i ETE R, AR WS A
2 A PEAL BT REAEAE 22 5

25 Tk — AN M AR AR TR L) << 22 06 A Ry A A,
“BIHLAE R AR g FFRAE AR 1) S 4L T R

ZHINFIRESE, — Jr T 60 98 28 oy vl AL 25 A
LIS HEAT T AL S, Wi 3 [E 1R R
HET BAR R R REARAREG]; D) — 5 AR 28
RIFE AR NS . PO . U L A SR #E 28001k
A VAR B 22 56 - S AL AR BRI R o T Ak A4
T I A 2 A Akt FI BT, ShPLYE 3 3R
Mg g ol 3 AR, SRS, SivlAnE
W R B BB, JF B AZ A B FRHE
A g 1) 4 S RTARAIE T AR B S BRI R
432 WEKEERH

Wan 5¢ A (2015120 A [R1TA 0 A2 1) 1
P58 28 B0 U AL SN HE AT — R B
G, A RXF TR AR 18 AL AEAE A TR 9 A
WAz, I B A e AR i FL RS0 A B TR f 17,
2 T 0 H Al B 1 1 T PR A SR R T AT RE A
%o YBARE SSRGS M HEFLE, S W
BEARTE 1) B 2 < SRR, RV A 4R B A T
FLI R B SRAIL T A AR

BEAE 1 BB AE VY Oy SO P A Y AR
FIE 2R 7 Sk P B B4 30 I A T 7 il i A 2
H LA, B B AR R 250, 3 ER
IR 05 i T, 3 T xS A i T L A R A
TEGRIG . XFIFOLT, $Emah 2 sh LR F HAb Fh
T B 5% B T LA A B R A VR Y, AR
W, ATLCR AR B AR RS R LA
FE B 22 50 T FL A 7 25 (Sporer, 2001), A2 A% G
Z IAIA B R 2 S 1 R At o B 53 ) T L, o

AR 20 R M 3E E A A S 2L E BT
LB, BT 36 R T IR A 2 b o7 g 2 At 4
ErEEREAANZES, EEAAEEEREAN
AT FL AT <A N, DR IOoRE T 8 A R e 2 5K
LR R, MR R L AE R, SE %X
J7 i AL BRI AR B . SRRSO T, AR
P2 15 35 1) (A6 35 ] BB N1 T LB 2 1T A
PRt 2Pk LY

X% AR ABE IR 5 J3l) VTR 35 << Bl 2 R 0 26 96
Mt Z 4t S R EREE T, M4E 8 H AR
T B B4 R T 77 A < S5 TR AL 18 A 5 S Tl DA R i
T, A EE A B 0B 2 50 Ul AL S A AT - B ALig
AT REASWHISKRIE, — i, WK
TRy 1 FRAE A 1) 7= A= PP 6 E AR AT g
FELE R BN L5081 0 5 DR (] A 14 25 S 2
AT T MR A2, J) — 0, WA H
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TN 1Y 75 RS [ AR B DA O T R R AT 1T TR
AT, 9 B BRI 1] 7 2B A DRI ) HA
S SIS

5 MRRE

A SR 1 BRI 1) AR50 . AR
TR 2 AL LS RS A R S T T TS L R L
T A CR o (HE, T LIRS A 3
A 100 © A DFFE R 0B, AT LU i DUTEIESE
FAAE—SE AL, (EARAELL R J7 i — PR

B, mALREE 2 MERZ —, 1
TETFL AU 1 FE A Gl 1) v 4 8 R . LA
TR FE R 2 R F b o 1 S i A i AL, AR A3 K
LY B PR O, s A JRy B AR AR | TE S/
VARG S SR DO NS B i LN N Dae Nl
M REAR AR B S AR A S S LS, A
AT AR X0 o o 5 285 T AL FE AT SRR, T S 22 1T X )
SEECSE AR AL, 275 BT AL 4% ) F R AR
B WAL B AR RN 4R, BAETE
PEREE FHV BT AR S, e, AL S Sl
AR S AR BN G — B A — B, A7 28 RAFTE AT
AT AL LU A1), 30T 63 55 DU 4T 55 11 P B Ay 4
SRR R, IR A SE i FLA R 28 A )
Az AU S R BB D 1) 7 A T R Y R
M 73k 2 1T FL PR A A i 7 4 2 A 285 1) At
HIFRABE,

LU, A X 5 i T AL AR ) A A i 1 Fg A
R A T B R B Rl DUR < H 3R
FE T ALUN A AR 15 P A B O . 2R
M, ARTHRBERE R 25 T A, RO%IE
A SCHR AR B (SRR B 22 5 L AR 220 W BT
G AR T A @5 B Rt 2 8 R )X A 3K
FEAA i T DA RN AL B2, STk, BE—2
B i R DR A S 48 7 THT AL ARUR 11 A D 1)
o PHBIL AR A9 B A MRS 1k R A S 1 T 2T 1]

PR, HR B4 IR L BEAR © 22 ] T T
FLARUI A FAE A 1 AF 5T, (H R B D
] YRI5 R Z AR AT A, s = X A FRARA
i 1) A 22 A BRAL A ) R SRR TS, NI, >R A A
AR ARAEA . HRBB ER, DL AR IE BR H ARk
S T AL AR 1 AR A i 1 A T BIL ] 42 2 By
BRI L AT H 22 AR (L

R, X LY TR i 1) F) BT 5

REAEWTTHE 2T R T AT, WA FE Sk
WA A A 22 56 RSP AL S HIL AT REAFAE 22
S, TR LIRS A AN T A A AL
BABEIE A AW I BI85 A oA, I SCAE
RAEHALIRG P A TR VR R A BT
PR R R A AOC R A SCETT ST, A T
PR ] 2 A RSB RE RN 7 PRIk, o SR 7 X T £L
PRI 11 T A 16 AT A A E SIS, AT LK SC
24 FAR RN IE, R B AR S
a5 I SCAL 8 A A TR 30 T AL R 0 B AR
FEFRE 2 A F Xk — SR T R R

&k
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Own-group bias in face recognition
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Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior, Ministry of Education, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Research about face recognition shows that people are better at recognizing faces of their own
groups (e.g. race, sex, and age) compared to faces of other groups. In recent years, researchers have
conducted experiments to explore such own-group biases in face recognition. Two competing theoretical
explanations for this own-group bias are the Perceptual Expertise Hypothesis and the Social-Cognitive
Approach. Researchers proposed two models based on an integration of these two approaches: the
Categorization- Individuation Model and Dual-Route Approach, and explored its neural mechanisms,
implications for cognitive processing, and sensitivity to factors such as perceivers, targets, and
evaluationtasks. Important future directions include improving the ecological validity of the study, putting
forward with a comprehensive theoretical model and strengthening cross-cultural comparative studies.

Key words: face recognition; own-group bias; perceptual expertise hypothesis; social-cognitive approach;
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