

[image: ]



‘Are people better able to recall and identify
faces that belong in – their ‘in-group’?


















Abstract:

Would a group of participants be more successful at recognising and recalling the faces of people from within their own ethnicity group when compared to their ability to recognise faces of people who fall outside their group. The study was designed to test if this hypothesis still holds true in our present day and reflect on the possible reasons for the findings. The subjects were a group of all white1st year students who were shown a set of faces on a powerpoint presentation, half of which were white and half black. After a short distraction faces were displayed again mixed amongst other new faces and the participants recorded the faces they recalled from the original presentation. The expectation was that a significantly higher number of white faces would be recalled correctly when compared to the results of black faces recalled correctly. Results however showed the converse, with the mean of white faces recalled 2.6, SD 1.97 and the mean of black faces recalled 3.34 SD 2.42. Suggestions as to why this may possibly have occurred were discussed.   

Introduction:
[bookmark: _GoBack] It was hypothesised that participants in a study would be able to correctly recognise and recall significantly more faces that belonged to their own ethnic group than faces from another race, Malpass & Kracitz (1969) found white subjects identified more white faces and black subjects identified more black faces. This further concurs with the findings of (Malpass 1981) & (Shepherd 1981) as cited in Meissner & Brigham 2001, whose findings suggest we are 1.4 times more likely to correctly identify a previously viewed own race face as opposed to a face of another race. 

In 1995 however Chiroro and Valentine expanded this hypothesis to suggest that this phenomenon can be further defined to encompass the level of contact and familiarity subjects have with other ethnic groups as this also has a bearing on the ability to recall cross race faces. Could colour alone not be the main factor for recognition but also distinctiveness of features, typical faces being less easily recalled whatever their colour.  The multidimensional space (MDS) framework of face encoding, developed by Valentine in 1991 (as citied in Chiroro & Valentine1995). suggests that faces are encoded as points in a multidimensional space. If therefore our experience consists only of faces from our own race we are accustomed to encoding the dimensional space of these faces and this ability may not translate to the encoding of faces from other races. Even within own-race, faces that are rated as typical are more difficult to recognize than are distinctive faces (Valentine, 1991) This is because of a proximity to the central tendency which interferes more with our memory of the typical than of the distinctive. 
If indeed it is more difficult to recognize people of another race social and legal implications can follow including wrongful identification. In 1971, five Black men, known as the "Quincy Five," were wrongfully indicted for the murder of Khomas Revels during a burglary. There was no forensic evidence linked to the men, however five White eyewitnesses positively identified them as the perpetrators, and this was accepted as proof beyond all reasonable doubt.
Could racial attitude lie behind the tendency to recall faces from our in-group more accurately than other race faces? Would subjects actively seeking to be non-racial therefore be more motivated to distinguish faces between other race members when compared with racially prejudiced subjects. Secord, Bevan, & Katz(1956 as cited in Meissner & Brigham 2001).Could this be a reason to expect  a fall in present day results in Own Race Bias?. 


Method:
Participants:
29 all white participants were recruited from 1st year psychology students.  7 males and 22 females with an age range of 18 to 60. M = 27.31, SD = 10.81 
Design: 
The study was designed to identify differences within-subjects on the correct recognition and recall of faces. The Individual variable (IV) was race and ethnicity, and the categorical IV black and white faces. Results were to be measured with a paired sample t-test to establish if a significant difference had occurred between the identifying of faces from the two groups. The dependent variable being the number of faces correctly identified.


Materials:
A power point presentation was created in two parts both of which held written instructions to be followed by the subjects. 
Part one commenced with a countdown followed by a slide show of 12 faces displayed individually at two second intervals. Six of these faces were white and six black, participants were requested to remain silent throughout the viewing. 
Between part one and two of the study it was arranged for the lecturer to speak for approximately one minute providing a short distraction. All participants were provided with a demographic and recall sheet to complete with details of their gender age and ethnicity.
In the second part of study subjects were informed in advance that they would be shown 6 pages of images containing 6 faces per page. They were required to write down the numbers of the faces which they believed they had already seen in part one on of the study on the recall sheet provided. Advice was also given that some pages may contain no previously seen faces, some may contain one, or two.


Procedure:
Participants all signed a consent form, read a brief outline of the study, and were  then asked to watch the screen for further instructions which were presented on the prepared PowerPoint. All participants were expected to remain silent for the study and following a countdown the slides displaying the selected faces were viewed at 2 second intervals. Six black and six white faces were shown. After this has concluded and before the second part of the study commenced the lecturer spoke to the class for approximately one minute to provide the planned distraction. Recall sheets were then distributed to be completed with the subjects’ gender and age and further Instructions for the second part of the study were then displayed on the screen. A presentation of 6 pages of images each containing 6 faces per page was then shown. The subjects were asked to write down on their recall sheets the numbers of the faces which they believed they had already seen in part one of the study. To conclude the study a debrief slide was presented on screen.

Results:
A paired samples t-test was conducted to determine whether following a distraction, participants were more able to recall white faces or, faces from their own race in comparison to black faces. The results obtained from the study were, White recall: M = 2.67, SD = 1.97 Black recall: M = 3.34m SD = 2.42. ; The t-value was found to be 3.12 , this was compared to the degrees of freedom for our paired samples t-test, 29-1 = 28, we can see a result of more than 2.05 is significant. It must be concluded that in this instance the original hypothesis that the subjects would recall significantly more white faces than black must be rejected. 



Discussion:
It was specifically hypothesised that participants would be able to recall significantly more faces that belonged to their in-group than their out-group. The results obtained in this study test can be seen to disagree with this statement. This may be in part due to the small size of the study and the demographic, as all participants were white and may have involuntarily compensated for this bias taking particular care viewing black faces in the study (Secord, Bevan, & Katz,1956). A future study using only black participants might be considered. Other limitations to consider concerning the demographic was the use of faces within a limited age range with many faces tending towards the typical on the multidimensional space framework (Valentine 1991). Having been conducted in a classroom environment all participants may not have had an equal view of the PowerPoint slide and undertaking the study in a lab environment individually may have produced a different result. 
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Appendix a
Research Methods: T-test data

	P. Id
	Gender
	Age
	Ethnicity
	Correct recall: White
	Correct recall: Black
	Difference (D)
	Difference Squared (D²)

	1
	M
	19
	White
	3
	5
	
	

	2
	F
	18
	White
	4
	4
	
	

	3
	M
	22
	White
	4
	6
	
	

	4
	F
	18
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	5
	F
	18
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	6
	F
	19
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	7
	F
	60
	White
	5
	5
	
	

	8
	F
	39
	White
	1
	5
	
	

	9
	F
	46
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	10
	F
	24
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	11
	F
	28
	White
	5
	6
	
	

	12
	M
	20
	White
	5
	4
	
	

	13
	F
	25
	White
	0
	0
	
	

	14
	F
	21
	White
	0
	1
	
	

	15
	F
	35
	White
	4
	6
	
	

	16
	F
	25
	White
	1
	0
	
	

	17
	F
	18
	White
	5
	6
	
	

	18
	M
	55
	White
	6
	6
	
	

	19
	F
	29
	White
	1
	1
	
	

	20
	M
	34
	White
	4
	5
	
	

	21
	M
	23
	White
	3
	2
	
	

	22
	F
	28
	White
	5
	6
	
	

	23
	F
	28
	White
	2
	6
	
	

	24
	F
	24
	White
	2
	2
	
	

	25
	F
	24
	White
	4
	6
	
	

	26
	F
	31
	White
	4
	5
	
	

	27
	F
	23
	White
	2
	3
	
	

	28
	F
	18
	White
	3
	3
	
	

	29
	F
	20
	White
	3
	4
	
	



























Appendix b



Study Consent Form


I understand that taking part in this research study will involve me viewing a number of faces and attempting to recall the faces I have already seen.
I understand that this study consists of two parts. Part one will take approximately two minutes and will consists of me viewing a number of faces. For part two, I understand that I need to pay attention to the faces being presented and record which faces were shown in part one. 
I understand that participation in this study is entirely voluntary and I am free to withdraw at any time without giving a reason. I am aware that if I have concerns about the study I can discuss these concerns with the researcher at any time during or after the study.
I understand that the information provided by me will be used for the purpose of providing data for analysis, but that this data will be held confidentially and anonymously, with a code assigned in place of my name. These data will be stored in accordance with the Data Protection Act.
I also understand that at the end of the study I will be provided with a debrief form and the opportunity to discuss any issues with the researcher.

I, ___________________________________( NAME) consent to participate in the study conducted by Stacey Coleman, School of Psychology, University of Wales Trinity Saint David,  Swansea.

Participant Signature:________________________________________________

Date:___________________

Name and signature of researcher taking consent:
Stacey


Appendix c
Research Methods Data Collection Study

Please specify your gender:
1. Male
1. Female
1. Other
1. Prefer not to say

Please state your age: _______________________________

Please state your ethnicity: ___________________________


	Please use the space below to record your responses to Part Two of this study.






Appendix d
 Debrief information

Thank you for taking part in this study.
The main aim of this study was to explore whether people are better able to recall and identify faces that belong to the same ethnicity as them – their ‘in-group’. We specifically hypothesised that participants would be able to recall significantly more faces that belonged to their in-group than their out-group.
If you wish to withdraw your data from the study you must tell the researcher now.  After this point, all of your data will remain confidential and we will not trace it back to you.




















Appendix e
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             t =                                           mean score of D , 21 divided by 29 =0.724


t = 0.724 / 0.232           t = 3.12
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