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[bookmark: _GoBack]Own-race bias (ORB), also known as Cross-race effect/bias and other-race bias, is a tendency to recognise faces of one’s own race compared to those of another. The first research into this phenomenon came from Feingold (1914) who looked at what influence the environment had on the way people identify others and things around them. Findings from this study show evidence of the own-race bias regarding false identification of suspect, stating that similar objects and people get mistaken for each other 2.5% of the time. This topic is a highly researched, although during a literature review, there seems to be a lack of research directly searching for the evidence of the own-race bias when regarding eyewitness testimonies in a British context, and in this case, university students, although this is a highly debated topic which has scepticism surrounding it. 

During the following study, as part of a Dissertation, own-race bias will be looked at to see if there is evidence in eyewitness testimonies, especially when considering a suspect identification, which can result in people being falsely being identified as committing crimes when they have not. When considering eyewitness testimonies, it should be made aware that there are many distractions in an environment to a person witnessing a crime which means their memory of an event can be susceptible to inconsistencies and errors, such as how long they are exposed to a person’s face. Implications of studies into the validity of eyewitness accounts could potentially have an impact on the legal system and the way suspects are identified.

Researchers, such as Wells, Memon and Penrod (2006), examine Probative value of eyewitness evidence. A reason for the choice of topic is the fact that eyewitness testimonies are still have their validity questioned after all these years and own race bias may have an effect on people when it comes to eyewitness. Distractions are also present during a crime, so a distractor task will add that element to the study. Literature that has been reviewed comes from Meissner and Brigham (2001) who conducted a 30-year investigation in own race bias in memory for faces using eyewitness testimonies as evidence. The researchers found that people recognised faces of their own race 1.4 times more than when compared to a less familiar race suggesting that the own race bias is in effect in eyewitness testimonies. The researchers identified a ‘mirror effect’ with faces of a person’s own race being correctly identified with a smaller amount of false alarms when participants identified these faces compared to faces of another race. Thus, supporting the presence of ORB regarding eyewitness’.

Another piece of evidence for the own-race bias comes from Ackerman, Shapiro, Neuberg, Kenrick, Vaughn Becker, Griskevicius, Maner, and Schaller (2006) who found that people had trouble recognise people from other races, unless emotion i.e. anger was present. For example, participants identified angry black faces more successfully compared to white angry faces. This suggests emotions present on faces may have an impact on face recognition, however, it will not be explored in this study but could be an area for further research.
Brigham and Ready (1985) also provide evidence for own-race bias in line-up construction. The researchers found that participants showed own-race bias due to being more selective about their own-race photos, i.e. black participants and white participants, compared to other race photos. Both race groups, i.e. black and white participants, showed evidence for own-race bias. Due to this finding, it may provide further information, such as whether one race has more own-race bias than another, if ethnicity of participants is recorded to see if there is a link. 

Marcon, Susa and Meissner (2009) assess the role familiarity and recollection play in recognising both other- and own-race faces. Using 54 Hispanic participants, in experiment one, they used a repetition lag paradigm to demonstrate that, in this study, participants had a higher chance of committing repetition errors when identifying face of another race. In a second experiment, the researchers used process-dissociation equations to look at differences in familiarity and recollection of faces. This experiment looked at 22 Hispanic participants who showed they had a greater reliance on recollection processes when identifying own-race faces. This appears to support the ORB; however, the researchers later discuss that using recollection to interpret the ORB would lead to moderating the effect during a suspect identification, during a line-up, becoming difficult.

Due to reliance on eyewitness identifications in verdict decisions and the criticisms on eyewitness accuracy, research has been conducted in how well individuals predict their own abilities in correctly recognising face, of their own- and other-race faces. Hourihan, Benjamin, and Liu (2013) used Caucasian and Asian participants who were asked to look at face of the respective races mentioned. Discrimination of own-race faces was greater, in both groups, when compared to other-race faces. The researchers also found that meta-mnemonic  accuracy, again in both groups, was higher when looking at own-race faces, thus supporting the ORB. Race would appear to be a factor that has an influence on face recognition. Finding such as these would suggest that eyewitness accounts are not accurate, and this could be problematic when asking an eyewitness to identify suspects that are of another race to them.
Arnold (2013) finds similar results, participants monitor their own memory for own-race faces better compared to other-race faces, which contribute to an own-race bias.

Wright, Boyd & Tredoux (2001) investigated own-race bias in South Africa and England using confederates, either black or white, approaching people. Later, when these people were asked to identify who approached them from a line up consisting of photographs. The study found that people from both countries where able to correctly identify the confederate of their own race. Only when the confederate was of a person’s own race were the witness confidence and accuracy found to be correlated by the researchers. As the studies were conducted in two countries, with different racial profiles, this study is seen to be higher in validity and more ecological with the researcher’s confidence in the own-race bias being present in real eyewitness testimonies.

In contrast to the research above, Zhao and Bentin (2008) examines own and other race face categorisation, with factors such as gender, age and race being examined also. Participants were both Chinese and Israeli, living in their home countries, who had their visual experiences of faces of races investigated to see how subordinate group-level categorisations were affected. Both Chinese and Israeli participants identified other-race face quicker and at a higher accuracy compared to their own-race faces. Finding show that the participants race did not appear to interact with their age or their gender. The researchers conclude that race determination is not an imposed first step in face processing, suggesting that there are other category-defining physiognomic processes are involved. These findings do not support the proposed research hypothesis.

Research would suggest that there is a preference for own-race faces, even in infancy which could be due to factors such as nature and nurture. Bar-Haim, Ziv, Lamy, & Hodes (2006) look at the role these two factors play in the way own-race faces are processed. The study used Caucasian and African three-month olds taking part in a visual preference task, which measured the time they looked at own-race faces compared to other-race. The Caucasian infants lived in a predominant Caucasian environment, on the other hand, the African infants were either in an African environment or a Caucasian environment. Results from the study suggest that there is a preference, in ages as young as three-months, for own-race faces. Conclusions include that this preference is due to the prototypical facial environment the infants are exposed to. This would suggest that the own-race bias could be due to the environment an individual matures in and the exposure they have growing up, to other races, seems to be an important factor.

When looking at younger participants, Walker and Hewstone (2006) found that own-race bias (effect) was significantly larger in secondary school and university students compared to primary school students. This supports my research question involving own-race bias but also suggests age may play a role in face recognition which could warrant further investigation in further studies. However, the researchers found that a bias in perception was found in people’s processing of faces amongst all three categories of participants, at Primary school, Secondary school and University level.

After conducting their above research, Walker and Hewstone (2008) later looked at social factors and racial bias and the influence they may have on a generalised own-race effect. Participants, who were White and South Asian, completed a  discrimination computer task consisting of White, South Asian and Black faces. A generalised own-race effect was found in both groups of participants, who had a discrimination advantage when identifying own- compared to other-race faces. The findings suggest that social factors could be playing a role on the ORB and a link was identified to implicit racial bias. This would support the ORB’s presence when identifying faces.

Additionally, Komes, Schweinberger and Wiese (2014) investigated facial memory and perception in older adults with a mean age of 69 years. Participants were given a memory recognition task and were divided into high and low performers. High performers, in the memory task in this study, were still below levels of face recognition found in younger participants in similar studies, i.e. Wiese (2012), as cited in Komes, Schweinberger and Wiese (2014). These findings suggest that older adults, even those who had a less efficient process for memorising face, can still show a preserved specialisation towards faces of their own race. These findings appear to show support the ORB and that the own-race bias can be preserved in later life, even thought not all participants performed highly on the recognition test.

Research conducted by Pezdek, O’Brien and Wasson (2012) conducted a study into cross-race effect (own-race bias) using 44 college students, presents target faces individually to one group of students, then asks another group of participants to identify faces when present to them in a group. One of the conclusions states that cross-race faces are harder to encode, or remember, than same-race faces, and this explains why in both the experiment conducted recognition memory was reduced when identifying target faces. 

Havard, Memon & Humphries (2017) conducted research on school children, 176 were Caucasian and 143 were Asian, in Britain investigating the presence of own-race bias. They found that the Caucasian participants were better at identifying faces that were their own race from a target line up while they had a higher rate, compared to the other group of participants, of not correctly identifying Asian faces, which was the other ethnic group involved in the study. On the other hand, the Asian participants had correctly identified faces of both races, in a line up, equally and performed better than the Caucasian participants. The researchers suggested the difference in performance was due to the exposure the participants had to other races, i.e. the Caucasian participants had little to no exposure to Asians in their everyday life while Asian participants were exposed to Caucasians at higher levels. 

Research conducted by Wan, Crookes, Dawel, Pidcock, Hall and McKone (2017) into face-blindness for other-race faces suggests that the own-race bias effect is a genuine but has a ’minor’ effect on eyewitness identification. The researchers state that, due to their finding, the way in which to identify if an eyewitness had misidentified a suspect is to look at the individual’s ability of face recognition. This has some serious implications in a real-world setting, more specifically in legal settings, as this could imply that it is not the individual’s fault if someone identified by them is wrongfully convicted and that this area needs further exploration. This piece of research seems to downplay the effects the own-race bias, and contradict the evidence previously reviewed, has when identifying faces, with researchers even mentioning prosopagnosia could play a role in misidentification of faces.

There is research that contradicts the own-race bias while simultaneously supporting it. Zhang, Jiang, Bentin & Zhao (2017) found that Caucasian participants recognised Chinese faces, and rejected them in a search task, much quicker than they did with faces of their own race (Caucasian), which was not the case for Asian participants whose results were the other way around. The researchers suggest that as Chinese faces have a face space that is more densely clustered and have a lower variation compared to the Caucasian faces used in the study (Byatt & Rhodes, 2004), as cited in Zhang et al (2017), which could lead to participants processing Chinese faces at a faster rate. This piece of research does not support the own-race bias in this study completely. It would appear that in this study that the own-race bias may be more prevalent in some ethnic groups compared to others, as found by the researchers.  

Furthermore, Sadozai, Kempen, Tredoux, and Robbins (2019) looked at the role holistic processing played when looking at own-race bias. The study found white participants had a significant own race bias, as they identified more whole white faces correctly compared to black faces and parts of faces. Black participants, from South Africa, had better scores identifying the faces regardless of race and regardless of the face being whole or parts. This, like the research above, supports own-race bias in white participants, in this case, but there does not seem to be any evidence in this study. The researchers put this finding due to the experiential factor of a race.

Evidence, from Ho & Pezdek (2016), suggests that categorisation processes occur at recognition of faces, i.e. post encoding. This would account for the differences in recognition of own-race and cross- race faces. The researchers found that, using a divided attention paradigm, the encoding occurred at the point of recognition, which hindered accuracy more in same race-faces compare to cross-race faces. Taking part in the task impaired recognition more for cross-race faces compared to own-race faces, however, this was not apparent in black participants. This would suggest that own-race bias may be present in white participants, which could be due to individuation and the categorisation processes that occur at recognition.

Research into racial bias and how that may play a role in own-race bias, which leads to an increase of false identification of black suspects, comes from Vitriol, Appleby and Borgida (2019). This study found that an activation in crime related concepts, which appeared to happen unconsciously in white participants, seemed to hinder white participants abilities to identify black faces in a line up compared to white faces. This ultimately leads to people being wrongly identified due to this bias and provides further support for the own-race bias in line ups and suspect identification. 

Racial bias, and own-race bias, may be a result of nonverbal behaviours displayed to people through television. Weisbuch, Pauker and Ambady (2009) examined this and found that there was a high amount of negative behaviour towards black characters, when compared to white characters of the same status. Exposure to ‘pro-white’ shows, compared to ‘pro-black’, that a nonverbal bias, in individuals, seemed to increase. This would suggest that there does seem to be a subtle transmission of racial bias shown on television through behaviour, which could potentially strengthen an own-race bias in people.

Overall, research into the own-race bias seems to generally provides support for the own-race bias. There is evidence that appears to contradict the own-race bias, but this is outweighed by supporting evidence, even though not all literature available on this topic could be reviewed. Based on the evidence and literature reviewed above, the hypothesis for the proposed study will be that Participants will be able to recognises faces of their own race better compared to faces that are not. Participant results will be used to determine if the ORB is present, with results compared against a base rate of recognition to see if people can recognise faces at above chance level. Findings for the study will then be linked with eyewitness accounts. Recommendations for further research will be examined and implication of the study will be considered in a legal setting. 
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