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Abstract
Many current and past theories of social categorization acknowledge

and even underline the critical role that visual processing plays in

intergroup misperceptions and biases, yet research that directly

measures or manipulates these processes is limited. In the present

paper, we reviewed the current literature on visual attention to own

and other group faces. First, we explored the development of prefer-

ential attention in face processing. Next, we examined these

processes in adults and show different patterns of attention for own

and other group faces. Although we briefly consider cross‐cultural

variations, the focus of this review is on within‐culture differences in

visual attention. In particular, we explore preferential attention to

specific features on own versus other group faces and to their overall

faces.We also discuss potential determinants for differential attention

such as experience, threat, individuation and a desire to know in‐

groups, and liking. Finally, we explore the implications of differential

attention to own and other groups. These consequences range from

reduced recognition of other group faces, to impaired identification

of emotional expressions, to impeded interaction intentions, and to

increased discrimination. Together our analyses provide strong evi-

dence for differences in attention to the faces and eyes of own versus

other group members and their role in intergroup biases.
1 | INTRODUCTION

When people view social scenes, their visual attention is typically directed toward people over nonsocial objects, par-

ticularly, the faces and eyes of others (Birmingham, Bischof, & Kingstone, 2007, 2008). This occurs because the face is

highly important for impression formation. To understand others—identities, intentions, emotions, and personalities—

we read their faces (Hugenberg & Wilson, 2013; Kawakami, Amodio, & Hugenberg, 2017; Todorov, Pakrashi, &

Oosterhof, 2009; Zebrowitz, Fellous, Mignault, & Andreoletti, 2003). Our ability to extract information from facial

cues is critical to successful interpersonal interactions (Baron‐Cohen, Wheelwright, Hill, Raste, & Plumb, 2001;
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Baron‐Cohen, Wheelwright, & Jolliffe, 1997; Yardley, McDermott, Pisarski, Duchaine, & Nakayama, 2008).

Importantly, visual attention is influenced not only by social contexts but also by the social category membership of

targets (Gregory et al., 2015; Simons & Levin, 1998).

Many theories of social categorization acknowledge and emphasize the critical role that visual processing plays in

intergroup misperceptions and biases, and yet research that directly measures or manipulates these processes is

limited. For example, one of the most influential frameworks of impression formation, the Continuum Model (Fiske

& Neuberg, 1990), posits that both motivation and attention to individuating features drive how we conceptualize

and respond to people from our own and other groups. Likewise, the Categorization–Individuation Model

(Hugenberg, Young, Bernstein, & Sacco, 2010; see also Levin, 2000) suggests that attention to identity‐diagnostic

versus category‐diagnostic facial characteristics determines downstream biases in facial recognition. More recent

theorizing has emphasized how initial attention to perceptual cues related to basic social categories such as race,

age, and gender interacts with stereotypes, prejudice, and motivations to ultimately determine the categories we

use to define and respond to people (Freeman & Ambady, 2011; Kawakami et al., 2017).

How our patterns of attention shift based on expectations and associations with social groups is critical to how

we interact with members of those categories. Changing what we see by selectively attending to or avoiding certain

faces or features changes the input for further processes and judgements often regardless of whether this direct

attention occurs unintentionally or through instruction (Adolphs et al., 2005; Firestone & Scholl, 2016; Hills, Cooper,

& Pake, 2013; Kawakami et al., 2014). Therefore, it is not surprising that recent models of person perception in an

intergroup context not only highlight the scarcity of research on visual attention but also actively encourage

researchers to investigate these processes (Fincher, Tetlock, & Morris, 2017; Xiao, Coppin, & Van Bavel, 2016).

We have three goals in this paper. First, we review differences in visual attention to faces from racial categories in

both infants and adults. Second, we explore potential determinants of these biases. In particular, we discuss what

directs attention and why people attend differently to certain faces or characteristics of members of different groups.

Last, we examine consequences of preferential visual attention. Specifically, we examine how differences in attention

to own and other groups are related to biases in intergroup relations.
2 | DEVELOPING PREFERENTIAL ATTENTION IN INFANCY

Newborn infants orient to stimuli with a face‐like structure. They look longer at an intact than a scrambled face

(Macchi Cassia, Turati, & Simion, 2004) and at other stimuli with more elements in the top half than bottom half, such

as an upright versus an inverted “T” (Johnson, Dziurawiec, Ellis, & Morton, 1991; Simion, Valenza, Macchi Cassia,

Turati, & Umiltà, 2002; Valenza, Simion, Cassia, & Umiltà, 1996). These early preferences ensure that infants attend

to the faces of their caregivers.

The first face that an infant typically sees frequently is the mother's. Within hours of accumulated looking time,

infants show an attentional preference for the mother's face over a stranger's face, with the strength of the prefer-

ence related to the amount of accumulated looking time (Bushnell, 2001). Over subsequent months, infants typically

accumulate further experience with the faces of parents and close family members (Sugden, Mohamed‐Ali, &

Moulson, 2014). At 3 months, they demonstrate a looking preference for own over other race faces (Bar‐Haim, Ziv,

Lamy, & Hodes, 2006; Kelly et al., 2007, 2005). Own race preferences appear experience‐driven; 3‐month‐olds living

in an environment with both Black and White faces do not show this pattern (Bar‐Haim et al., 2006).

Over the same time span, infants begin to show the rudiments of adult‐like face processing. Three‐month‐olds

(but not 1‐month‐olds) show evidence of being able to form a prototype of four faces (de Haan, Johnson, Maurer,

& Perrett, 2001). They also start to scan faces differently: From 1 to 2 months, infants look at faces more frequently

(Haith, Bergman, & Moore, 1977; Hunnius & Geuze, 2004; Maurer & Salapatek, 1976), and their visual attention shifts

from a focus primarily on the perimeter to the internal features of the face on static stimuli (Haith et al., 1977; Maurer

& Salapatek, 1976). At 3 months, infants also start to fixate more on the eyes of static faces (Haith et al., 1977).
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Over the next 6 months, infants develop hallmarks of adult‐like face processing as they amass experience with

own race, upright faces. By 5 months, they are sensitive to changes in the spacing of facial features for upright, but

not inverted faces (Hayden, Bhatt, Reed, Corbly, & Joseph, 2007), an aspect of configural processing. Additionally,

while 4‐month‐olds process all faces featurally, 8‐month‐olds demonstrate holistic processing of upright own race

faces and featural processing of other race faces. They also process inverted faces featurally, regardless of the race

(Ferguson, Kulkofsky, Cashon, & Casasola, 2009). During this time period, infants' recognition of other race faces also

shifts. While 3‐month‐olds discriminate between two own race or two other race faces in a habituation procedure,

9‐month‐olds only discriminate between two own race faces and not between two other race faces (Kelly et al.,

2007, 2009). During this period of perceptual narrowing, face processing becomes increasingly tuned to faces within

the infants' environment.

Around this time, infants also begin to form categories. After habituating to faces from one race category,

6‐month‐olds demonstrate similar looking times to faces of the familiar race and a novel race, suggesting that the

infants habituated to faces in general. However, 9‐month‐olds look longer at novel race faces, suggesting categoriza-

tion processes that exclude faces of the other racial group (Anzures, Quinn, Pascalis, Slater, & Lee, 2010; Hayden,

Bhatt, Zieber, & Kangas, 2009). Infants' eye gaze to own and other race faces also changes during this period. White

6‐ to 10‐month‐olds look increasingly at the eyes and less at the mouths of own race faces with age, while their visual

attention to the eyes of other race faces does not change (Wheeler et al., 2011; Xiao, Xiao, Quinn, Anzures, & Lee,

2013). By contrast, Asian infants look less at the internal features of other race faces with age, with the most

prominent decline in attention to the nose (Liu et al., 2011). These findings may reflect the development of cultural

differences in visual attention (Wheeler et al., 2011).

In sum, infants begin life with looking preferences that ensure that they will attend to faces. Over the next

9 months, they develop the rudiments of adult‐like face processing mechanisms as the system tunes to faces to which

infants are exposed (Maurer & Werker, 2014). Differences in processing of experienced versus unexperienced faces

(typically own versus other race faces) emerge and by 9 months, infants show behavior that indicates racial categori-

zation processes.
3 | PREFERENTIAL ATTENTION IN ADULTS

Although infants show a marked tendency to prefer familiar faces as their attention becomes more fine‐tuned over

time, adults' attentional preferences are more varied and determined not only by visual experience but other factors.

In the present review, we initially consider cross‐cultural variations, however, our focus is on within‐culture differ-

ences in visual attention. In particular, we explore preferential attention to specific features and faces of members

of own versus other groups.

Cross‐cultural studies on face processing have shown distinct patterns of eye movements and fixations for people

raised in different geographical locations and/or in different cultures. For example, research has shown that in a face

recognition task White participants from a Western culture fixated more on the eye regions and mouths of both White

and Asian targets, while Asian participants from an Eastern culture focused more globally on the nose and center of

the face (Blais, Jack, Scheepers, Fiset, & Caldara, 2008; Caldara, Zhou, & Miellet, 2010; Miellet, Vizioli, He, Zhou, &

Caldara, 2013). When instructed to identify facial expressions of emotions, however, Western participants tended to

sample all facial features, while Eastern participants attended to the eyes more than the mouth (Jack, Blais, Scheepers,

Schyns, & Caldara, 2009). Although these studies, for the most part, found no differences in visual processing by race

of the target face, additional studies have provided evidence for preferential attention to the eyes of own groups. For

example, research has shown that Western participants attended more to the eyes of White than Asian faces (Goldinger,

He, & Papesh, 2009; Wu, Laeng, & Magnussen, 2012), and Eastern participants attended more to the eyes of Asian than

White faces (Goldinger et al., 2009). Although together these findings provide evidence for cultural effects, where

preferences for the processing of specific features are distinct to perceiver culture and similar across targets of different
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social categories (Caldara, 2017), they also suggest that the processing of specific facial features can be determined by the

target's group membership (e.g., whether own or other group).

Research on visual attention in intergroup contexts but within a single culture provides further evidence for

preferential processing of specific facial features of own and other race faces. In an early investigation examining

responses to Black and White targets, using taped interviews and manually coded data, White interviewers,

particularly those low in implicit prejudice, made more visual contact with Black than White interviewees (Dovidio,

Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997). Although this initial study showed a preference for outgroup rather

than ingroup eyes, a growing body of work in recent years usingmore precise eye tracking procedures indicates greater

attention to the eyes of own versus other groups (Arizpe, Kravitz, Walsh, Yovel, & Baker, 2016; Kawakami et al., 2014).

In particular, in two experiments, Kawakami et al. (2014) presented White participants simultaneously with a

Black and White face while their visual attention was monitored with an eye tracker (Figure 1). Participants in both

studies attended more to the eyes of White than Black faces, across both free‐viewing instructions and in the context

of a recognition task. These participants, however, also attended more to the nose and mouth of Black than White

faces. Subsequent research that presented single faces related to race and age categories found a similar pattern of

attention (Friesen et al., 2017; Proietti, Macchi Cassia, dell'Amore, Conte, & Bricolo, 2015).

These findings were replicated in a minimal group paradigm with all White targets (Kawakami et al., 2014). In this

paradigm, although participants were ostensibly assigned to a particular category based on responses to a task, they

were actually randomly allocated to one of two groups. The researchers found that once categorized, participants

attended more not only to the eyes of ingroup relative to outgroup faces but also the mouths.

While these experiments demonstrate a consistent pattern of preference for the eyes of own group members,

attention to other features appears to differ. Because of the special status of the eyes and their critical role in impres-

sion formation (Adams et al., 2010; Adams & Kleck, 2003, 2005; Baron‐Cohen et al., 2001; Mason, Hood, & Macrae,

2004; Vinette, Gosselin, & Schyns, 2004), attention to this feature may be independent from the extent to which it is
FIGURE 1 Sample stimuli of Black andWhite faces presented in an eye tracking task (a) and the demarcation of Areas
of Interest (eyes, nose, and mouth) to assess attention to specific facial features (b)
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associated with a particular social category (Ellis, 1975; Itier, Alain, Sedore, & McIntosh, 2007; Itier & Batty, 2009).

Attention to other facial characteristics such as the nose and the mouth, however, may vary depending on whether

the feature is prototypical of particular target groups. For example, when processing Black faces, White participants

may attend more to Afrocentric features such as the skin tone, hair quality, noses, and mouths (Blair, Judd, &

Chapleau, 2012; Blair, Judd, & Fallman, 2004; Livingston & Brewer, 2002; Maddox, 2004). Because in Kawakami

et al. (2014) differences in skin tone were held constant and hair was cropped from each image, greater attention

to the nose and mouth of Black compared to White targets may indicate attention to prototypic characteristics of

outgroup members (Hugenberg et al., 2010; Levin, 1996, 2000) and suggest that participants responded to targets

as category members rather than individuals. Recent research has demonstrated that participants high compared to

low in explicit prejudice were more likely to focus on the mouth of Black but not White faces (Hansen, Rakhshan,

Ho, & Pannasch, 2015). Importantly, attention to outgroup‐prototypic facial features is an effect that will only occur

with preexisting social groups and not with minimal groups, because, by definition, these social categories are not

associated with specific facial features (but see Ratner, Dotsch, Wigboldus, van Knippenberg, & Amodio, 2014).
4 | DETERMINANTS OF PREFERENTIAL ATTENTION

In sum, people look at outgroupmembers differently—by attending less to their faces generally and by focusing on distinct

facial features. Why this occurs is multi‐determined. Next, we review evidence that biases in intergroup attention are

caused by perceptual experience, threat, and weaker motivations to individuate and affiliate with outgroup members.
4.1 | Experience and vigilance

As reviewed earlier, research on developing preferential attention in infancy indicates that perceptual experience with

members of own relative to other groups results in preferential attention to own group faces (Kelly, Quinn, et al., 2007;

Wheeler et al., 2011). Experiments using an eye tracker (Proietti et al., 2015) and a dot probe paradigm (Richeson &

Trawalter, 2008) provide evidence for this same preference in adults. For example, Richeson and Trawalter (2008) pre-

sentedWhite participants with a Black andWhite face on the left and right side of the screen, followed by a dot in the

same position as one of the earlier facial images. The participants' task was to identify whether the dot was on the left

or right side. Results demonstrated that when presented with faces for a relatively longer duration (450 ms), partici-

pants, especially those high in an external motivation to respondwithout prejudice, were faster to locate the dot behind

White than Black faces. Presumably because participants have more experience and are more familiar with White

faces, these faces grabbed attention faster and held it longer, thereby increasing the speed with which participants

could identify a dot in the same location. Multiple studies using different social groups, such as race (Lovén et al.,

2012), age (He, Ebner, & Johnson, 2011), and lab‐created minimal groups (Van Bavel & Cunningham, 2012) have found

that when faces are presented for longer periods (e.g., several seconds), participants attend more to ingroup faces.

Interestingly, although Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, and Davies (2004) also replicated this ingroup preference, they

further found that when White participants were first primed with crime‐related concepts, they were faster to locate

the dot behind Black than White faces. Although Bean et al. (2012), using an eye tracker, found a pattern of prefer-

ential attention forWhite faces byWhite participants (especially those high in an external motivation to respond with-

out prejudice) under longer face presentation times, they also demonstrated an early attentional preference for Black

faces. Based on a growing literature on the impact of threat on visual attention to members of particular groups, the

authors proposed that this initial visual response was driven by vigilance.

In particular, just like physically threatening stimuli such as spiders or angry faces can capture attention (Öhman,

Flykt, & Esteves, 2001; Rinck & Becker, 2006), White participants in North America may be vigilant for the faces of

Black men because of aggression‐related stereotypes (Devine, 1989). Researchers have replicated Bean et al.'s

(2012) findings using a dot probe detection paradigm. When faces were presented for very short durations
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(33–45 ms), participants were faster to identify the dot if it appeared in the location of the Black compared to White

face (Trawalter, Todd, Baird, & Richeson, 2008). Presumably, because Black faces are threatening to Whites, in initial

stages of face perception, these faces grab and hold attention. Researchers have found similar threat effects with

Hispanic target faces (Guillermo & Correll, 2016).

Additional studies have identified moderating factors. For example, Trawalter et al. (2008) found that when Black

targets displayed averted eye‐gaze, selective attention for Black compared toWhite faces was eliminated. Presumably

because averted‐gaze signals submission, this expression is less threatening than direct‐gaze on Black faces (Richeson,

Todd, Trawalter, & Baird, 2008). Individual differences in stereotyping and motivations can also affect attention. Spe-

cifically, Black faces captured attention quicker and held it longer for participants with highly accessible Black‐danger

associations (Donders, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2008). Likewise, White participants high in an external motivation to

respond without prejudice were more likely to exhibit early vigilance for (and later avoidance of) Black faces, presum-

ably because these participants perceived Black individuals as threatening (Richeson & Trawalter, 2008). A similar

threat response has been demonstrated with a startle blink paradigm (Amodio, Harmon‐Jones, & Devine, 2003).

Furthermore, in a minimal group experiment, once categorized, the more participants perceived the out‐group to

be dangerous, the more their attention was captured and held by images of outgroup men on a dot probe task (Maner

& Miller, 2013). Notably, this effect did not occur with female targets.

Perceiving an out‐group as threatening, however, may not be mandatory for an outgroup face to capture early

visual attention. Brosch and Van Bavel (2012) found similar selective attention for outgroups that were not associated

with threat—students from a different university. Furthermore, they found that for participants who identified more

with their university in‐group, attention was captured more by previously viewed outgroup than ingroup members.

Similarly, researchers found that although East Asian and White female faces did not differ in threat ratings, Asian

female faces captured the attention of White participants more than White female faces (Al‐Janabi, MacLeod, &

Rhodes, 2012). Together these finding suggest that although threat may be one reason why certain outgroups capture

and hold attention in the early stages of face processing, more general social categorization processes and familiarity

may also impact visual attention.
4.2 | Individuation

The need or desire to know others and see them as individuals can be an important determinant of visual attention

(Hugenberg, Wilson, See, & Young, 2013; Kawakami et al., 2014; Levin, 2000; Rodin, 1987). Because people are more

likely to see ingroup members as socially relevant (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990), the mere act of categorizing someone as

part of an in‐group can provoke patterns of face processing related to individuation (Hugenberg & Corneille, 2009;

Ratner & Amodio, 2013; Van Bavel & Cunningham, 2012; Van Bavel, Packer, & Cunningham, 2008, 2011).

Direct manipulations of the motivation to individuate may affect attention to specific features of ingroup and

outgroup faces. In particular, Kawakami et al. (2014) proposed that because the eyes are central to perceiving people

as individuals (Henderson, Williams, & Falk, 2005; Itier et al., 2007; Kleinke, 1986; Letourneau & Mitchell, 2011),

instructing and paying participants to “try to remember the [White/Black] faces that you are presented with as indi-

viduals … what makes them unique” would particularly drive visual attention toward the eyes. While participants in

the individuate Whites condition spontaneously attended more to the eyes of White ingroup than Black outgroup

targets, participants in the individuate Blacks condition attended more to the eyes of Black targets. These findings

suggest that weaker motivation to individuate outgroup members may in part be responsible for attentional biases

in processing outgroup faces.
4.3 | Liking

People like others who are similar (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, Clore, & Griffitt, 1967; DeBruine, 2002; Montoya & Horton,

2013; Walton, Cohen, Cwir, & Spencer, 2012). Furthermore, similarity produces attraction both within and across
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racial groups (Byrne & McGraw, 1964; Byrne & Wong, 1962; Insko, Nacoste, & Moe, 1983; Rokeach, Smith, & Evans,

1960). Recently, research has demonstrated that perceived interpersonal similarity also increases attention to the

eyes (Kawakami et al., under review).

In particular, in a series of studies, participants completed a bogus personality survey before viewing individually

presented faces of Blacks and Whites while gaze was monitored with an eye tracker. Participants were informed that

the student targets had also completed the same survey and that the background color of the image depicted the

amount of overlap between their responses and the target's response—ranging from little to a lot. As predicted,

participants' visual attention to the eyes increased for own and other race faces as perceived interpersonal similarity

increased, suggesting a close link between interpersonal attraction and preferential attention.
5 | CONSEQUENCES OF PREFERENTIAL ATTENTION

We have described multiple ways in which individuals attend differently to members of own versus other groups, as

well as potential mechanisms for this process. These attentional biases are not innocuous; they dramatically affect

both interpersonal interactions and intergroup attitudes. For example, recent research suggests that preferential

attention can reduce recognition of outgroup faces, impair identification of emotional expressions, impede interaction

intentions, and increase discrimination.
5.1 | Identity

Because attending to the face is critical to obtaining information about identity and individuating others (Bahrick,

Bahrick, & Wittlinger, 1975; Hugenberg & Wilson, 2013; McKelvie, 1976; Zebrowitz, 2006), attentional neglect of

outgroup members can result in the own race bias (Brigham & Malpass, 1985; Hugenberg et al., 2010; Levin, 2000;

Sporer, 2001). Decades of research have shown a reduced recognition of other compared to same race faces (Chance

& Goldstein, 1996; Meissner & Brigham, 2001). The misidentification of members of racial outgroups can have

deleterious effects ranging from mild embarrassment, to feelings of insult or threat, to wrongful conviction and

incarceration (Brigham & Malpass, 1985; Hugenberg et al., 2010). For example, the Innocence Project (2009) estimates

that 40% of wrongful convictions where race was known involved mistaken eyewitness identifications of other race

suspects.

Research by Hills and colleagues have proposed that distinct patterns of attention to facial features may be one

reason for the own race bias (Hills & Lewis, 2006, 2011; see also Correll, Hudson, Guillermo, & Earls, 2017). In partic-

ular, they suggest that because of physiognomic differences in faces from different races, distinct features may be

more useful in differentiating between members of some races than others. For example, while hair color and iris color

may be useful in distinguish between White faces, a greater variety of features including the nose may be useful in

distinguishing between Black faces. Because people typically have more experience with their own than other races,

they learn to attend to features that are most useful in distinguishing between faces within their own race. However,

when this same strategy is used to process faces in other races, it may be less effective. In accordance with this

theorizing, Hills et al. (2013) found that when the attention of White participants was focused on the lower compared

to the upper part of the face, differences in face recognition between Whites and Black was reduced. Alternatively,

when the attention of Black participants was focused on the upper compared to the lower part of the face, differences

in face recognition between Whites and Black was reduced.

Alternatively, research by Kawakami et al. (2014) based on the Categorization–Individuation model (Hugenberg

et al., 2013) suggests that it is attention to features that differentiate between individuals in most, if not all, categories

such as the area around the eyes (Ellis, 1975; Hills & Lewis, 2011) that drives own race bias effects. Consistent with

this theorizing, these researchers manipulated White participants' motivation to individuate either White or Black

faces in an eye tracker study. When participants were induced to individuate White faces in an initial learning phase,
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they attended more toWhite targets' eyes and subsequently showed greater recognition of White than Black faces. In

contrast, when participants were motivated to individuate Black faces, they attended more to Black targets' eyes in

the learning phase and exhibited no difference in facial recognition between Black and White faces.

Recent research provides further evidence for the importance of motivation rather than physiognomic differ-

ences in the own race bias. In particular, Van Bavel and Cunningham (2012) found preferential attention to ingroup

faces led to reduced memory for outgroup faces even for lab‐created minimal groups. Nonetheless, further research

on what features are key to individuating people from different racial categories and the importance of attention to

these features is clearly warranted.
5.2 | Emotions

Accurately understanding others' emotions is a critical skill in social interactions (Hugenberg & Wilson, 2013;

Niedenthal & Brauer, 2012) and when emotional processing is impaired, social relations suffer (Adolphs, 2002; Ekman,

1992; Haxby, Hoffman, & Gobbini, 2002; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Like face recognition, accuracy in emotion identifi-

cation is influenced by social categorizations, such that people are typically worse at identifying affective expressions

on outgroup relative to ingroup faces (Bijlstra, Holland, Dotsch, Hugenberg, & Wigboldus, 2014; Hugenberg &

Bodenhausen, 2003; Kang & Chasteen, 2009). Theorizing suggests that attention to the eyes is critical for emotional

recognition (Korb, With, Niedenthal, Kaiser, & Grandjean, 2014; Niedenthal, Mermillod, Maringer, & Hess, 2010;

Wood, Rychlowska, Korb, & Niedenthal, 2016). Few studies, however, have specifically investigated the role of visual

attention in decoding expressions on outgroup faces.

One exception is a series of recent experiments by Friesen and colleagues (under review) that examined the relation-

ships between preferential attention and differentiating between true and false smiles. An important distinction between

these expressions is the Duchenne marker, a contraction of muscles around the eyes. While true smiles include this

marker, false smiles do not (Duchenne de Bologne, 1962; Ekman & Friesen, 1982; Miles & Johnston, 2007; Rychlowska

et al., 2017). Friesen et al. proposed that if people attend less to the eyes of in‐groups compared to outgroups and if

distinguishing between true and false smiles is determined by attendance to the eyes, participants should differentiate

less between true and false smiles on outgroup than ingroup faces. That is exactly what they found. Specifically, White

participants attended less to Black thanWhite targets' eyes which reduced differences in happiness ratings between true

and false smiles. Moreover, highlighting the role of the eyes, when perceivers were forced to attend to the eyes, they

differentiated to the same extent between true and false smiles for Black and White faces.

While the above experiments utilized happiness ratings as an index of emotion identification, Young (2017)

instructed participants to classify smiles as real or false in a minimal group study. Notably, when responding according

to this criterion, perceivers were more accurate at discriminating between smiles displayed by outgroup than ingroup

members, presumably because they were vigilant for falsity on outgroup faces. Similarly, Black participants who

reported high suspicion of Whites' egalitarian motives demonstrated preferential attention to false smiles on Whites,

as measured by a dot probe paradigm (Kunstman, Tuscherer, Trawalter, & Lloyd, 2016).
5.3 | Interaction intentions and discrimination

Attention to the eyes also regulates social behavior. Direct gaze, for example, can signal an intention to interact or

approach (Adams, Albohn, & Kveraga, 2017; Adams & Kleck, 2003, 2005; Mason, Tatkow, & Macrae, 2005). Approach

intentions are especially important within intergroup contexts because they promote positive interracial interactions

and prejudice reduction (Kawakami, Phills, Steele, & Dovidio, 2007; Phills, Kawakami, Tabi, Nadolny, & Inzlicht, 2011).

Kawakami et al. (2014) found that preferential attention as measured by an eye tracker was associated with approach

behavior. Specifically, they found that greater attention byWhite participants to the eyes of White compared to Black

faces was associated with a reduced willingness to interact with Black over White partners.
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Attention can also drive other types of discriminatory behavior toward outgroup members. Madera and Hebl

(2012) found that when participants interacted with an ostensible job applicant with a facial scar, they attended more

to this stigma, which led to impaired recall of information about the applicant and ultimately lower ratings of job suit-

ability. In another study, participants were assigned to a minimal group and presented with a videotaped physical

altercation in which an outgroup target's culpability was ambiguous (Granot, Balcetis, Schneider, & Tyler, 2014).

Participants who fixated on outgroup members and who were more strongly identified with their ingroup advocated

harsher punishment for the outgroup member.

Finally, recent theorizing has proposed that biases in visual attention to faces may be associated with dehuman-

ization (Haslam, 2006). In particular, Fincher et al. (2017) suggest that processing faces featurally instead of holistically

can impact the extent to which we perceive others as less than fully human. Initial studies found that this piecemeal

style of face processing was associated with dehumanization of people categorized as social norms violators (Fincher

& Tetlock, 2016). Notably, patterns of nonholistic face processing have been observed for members of other

outgroups (Hugenberg & Corneille, 2009), suggesting that dehumanization, which is often found in intergroup con-

texts (Kteily, Bruneau, Waytz, & Cotterill, 2015), may in part be a function of biased visual processes. Together, these

results provide strong evidence for the potential for attention to divide rather than unite (Granot et al., 2014).
6 | CONCLUSIONS

Misperceptions are more likely to occur in intergroup than same‐group contexts (Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner,

2002; Holoien, Bergsieker, Shelton, & Alegre, 2015; Karmali, Kawakami, & Page‐Gould, 2017; Kawakami, Dunn,

Karmali, & Dovidio, 2009; Vorauer, Main, & O'Connell, 1998). In the present paper, we review one potential reason

for these biases, differences in visual attention to own and other group members. Despite being in its fledgling stage,

research on intergroup visual attention has provided results that are promising. Further studies that include a more

diverse set of tasks and target social categories are however recommended. One limitation of the current research

and therefore this review is that it is difficult to discern if results are specific to responses to particular target groups

by particular perceiver groups. Although the inclusion of minimal group experiments suggest more general ingroup/

outgroup processes, we advise researchers to recruit a variety of participants (e.g., Blacks, Arabs, Asian, and elderly)

to further investigate the nature of these effects. Nonetheless, analyses of these initial findings indicate the

existence of preferential attention to own groups under many circumstances that can be detrimental to intergroup

relations.
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