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While age-related decline in face recognition memory is well-established, the degree of decline in face perceptual
abilities across the lifespan and the underlying mechanisms are incompletely characterized. In the present study,
we used the part-whole task to examine lifespan changes in holistic and featural processing. After studying an
intact face, participants are tested for memory of a face part (eyes, nose, mouth) with the target and foil part
presented either in isolation or in the context of the whole face. To the extent that parts are encoded into a holistic
face representation, an advantage is expected for part recognition when tested in the whole face condition. The
task therefore provides measures of holistic processing (whole-over-isolated-part trial advantage) and featural
processing for each part when tested in isolation. Using a large sample of 3,341 online participants aged 18-69
years, we found that while discrimination of the eye region decreased beginning in the 50s, both mouth
discrimination accuracy and the holistic advantage of whole versus part trial discrimination were stable with age.
In separate analyses by gender, we found that age-related declines in eye region accuracy were more pronounced
in males than females. We discuss potential mechanistic explanations for this eye region-specific decline with
age, including age-related hearing loss directing attention toward the mouth. Further, we discuss how this could
be related to the age-related positivity effect, which is associated with reduced sensitivity to eye-related emotions
(e.g., anger) but preserved mouth-related emotion sensitivity (e.g., happiness).
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Public Significance Statement

The present study had 3,341 participants aged 18—69 years perform a task measuring the ability to
process faces as a “whole” and sensitivity to facial feature changes. The results demonstrated that
holistic face processing and sensitivity to the mouth region remained stable across the lifespan while eye
region discrimination ability significantly declined, starting in the 50s. These age-related declines in eye
region accuracy were more pronounced in males than in females. These results may help explain
changes in social cognition with age, including challenges in learning new faces and slightly decreased
sensitivity to emotions that involve the eye region, such as anger and sadness.
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The decline in face recognition ability with age has been consistently
observed (Ferris et al., 1980; Germine et al., 2011; Lamont et al., 2005;
Norton et al., 2009; Obermeyer et al., 2012; Smith & Winograd, 1978),
and comparisons between younger (18-35) and older adults (65+) have

been associated with large effect sizes (face learning and immediate
memory, Cohen’s d = 1.46; delayed recognition, Cohen’s d = 1.77,
Hildebrandt et al., 2010). These declines in face recognition ability in
older adults are independent of general age-related cognitive decline

This article was published Online First August 17, 2023.

Regan Fry "2 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6002-626X

Jeremy B. Wilmer "= https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1526-4271

Laura T. Germine " https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8690-8412

Joseph DeGutis "=/ https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7148-9654

This study was funded by ROl from the National Eye Institute Grant
#RO1EY026057 awarded to Joseph DeGutis. The authors do not have any
known conflicts of interest to declare. Prior dissemination of this work as a

548

preprint can be found at https:/psyarxiv.com/d89tj/. The study design,
analytic plan, and hypotheses were not preregistered. The task stimuli/
materials, deidentified data, and analysis code are available at https://osf.io/
fumt5/.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Joseph
DeGutis, Boston Attention and Learning Laboratory, VA Boston
Healthcare System, 150 South Huntington Avenue, 182JP, Boston, MA
02130, United States. Email: degutis@wjh.harvard.edu


https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000759.supp
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6002-626X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1526-4271
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8690-8412
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7148-9654
https://psyarxiv.com/d89tj/
https://osf.io/fumt5/
https://osf.io/fumt5/
mailto:degutis@wjh.harvard.edu
https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000759

publishers.

gical Association or one of its allied

This document is copyrighted by the American Psycholo

nated broadly.

is not to be diss

ded solely for the personal use of the ir

%
L
Q
B
x
2
=

AGING AND FACE PERCEPTION 549

(Boutet & Meinhardt-Injac, 2021; Boutet et al., 2015; Hildebrandt
et al., 2011) and are more pronounced for upright faces than for
other visual recognition tasks including objects (Boutet & Faubert,
2006; Meinhardt-Injac et al., 2014) and inverted faces (Boutet &
Faubert, 2006). This suggests that age-related declines in general visual
recognition and/or general perceptual abilities are unlikely to be the
sole contributing factor(s) to worsening face recognition. In younger
adults, poor recognition of both familiar and unfamiliar faces has
been associated with greater social anxiety (Davis et al., 2011), and
it is possible that older adults, who are already vulnerable to social
isolation and loneliness (Cudjoe et al., 2020), may have an increased
risk for worse functional outcomes due to worsening face recognition
ability (Shankar et al., 2017). Despite research showing impaired face
recognition in older adults, the specific mechanisms of age-related
changes in face perception, a crucial contributor to declines in face
recognition performance (Stantic et al., 2021), are currently under
debate. While studies have found age-related decline in face perception
abilities, including the ability to accurately detect (Carbon et al.,
2013) and match/discriminate unfamiliar faces (Grady et al., 2000;
Owsley et al., 1981; Stantic et al., 2021), the exact nature of these
impairments is still unclear. The goal of the present study was to use a
large web-based sample (N = 3,341) to better characterize changes in
face perception across the lifespan by focusing on holistic face
processing and investigating differential feature discrimination of both
the eye and mouth regions separately.

Holistic processing and feature discrimination ability are two
important aspects of face perception (Cabeza & Kato, 2000; Sergent,
1984; Taubert et al., 2011). The holistic face perception hypothesis
proposes that upright faces are automatically processed as an
integrated “whole,” rather than simply as a collection of parts (Farah
et al., 1998; Richler & Gauthier, 2014; though inverted faces may
eventually be processed holistically, see Richler, Mack, et al., 2011,
also see Gold et al., 2012). Behavioral evidence for holistic face
processing comes from the (a) face inversion effect, where an
inverted face is less efficiently processed than an upright face (FIE;
Yin, 1969), (b) composite face effect, where the alignment of two
different face halves makes it more difficult to selectively attend to
an individual face half (CFE; Young et al., 1987), and (c) part-whole
effect (PWE; Tanaka & Farah, 1993), the phenomenon where, after
studying a whole face, recognition of a facial feature improves when
the feature is viewed in the context of the whole face rather than when
viewed in isolation. Several studies in younger adults have found that
greater holistic processing is associated with both better face
perception ability (Rezlescu et al., 2017) and better face recognition
ability (DeGutis et al., 2013; Richler, Cheung, & Gauthier, 2011;
though see Konar et al., 2010) across both familiar and unfamiliar
faces (Ramon et al., 2016; Rossion, 2018). One study found that the
holistic processing/face recognition association was even more
pronounced in older than younger adults (Konar et al., 2013).

Studies have consistently shown that holistic processing, as
measured by part-whole and inversion tasks, develops as early as
preschool age (Pellicano et al., 2006; Pellicano & Rhodes, 2003;
Tanaka et al., 1998). However, the pattern of holistic processing in
adulthood through older age is less clear, perhaps due to studies using
a variety of tasks measuring different aspects of holistic processing
(and having low between-task correlations, e.g., part-whole vs.
composite, » = .05, Rezlescu et al., 2017, though see DeGutis et al.,
2013). Many studies have found a similar magnitude of the CFE
(Boutet & Meinhardt-Injac, 2019; Konar et al., 2013; Meinhardt-Injac

et al., 2017) and FIE (Boutet & Faubert, 2006; Bowles et al., 2009) in
younger and older adults, while others have failed to find either an FIE
(Chaby et al., 2011) or CFE (Boutet & Faubert, 2006) in older adults,
despite demonstrating robust effects in younger adults. In terms of the
PWE, a 2006 study found that while general face recognition was
reduced in older adults, older and younger adults had a similar holistic
whole-over-part trial advantage (Boutet & Faubert, 2006). One
potential explanation for these inconsistent holistic processing results in
older adults could be the way holistic processing is measured. Measures
of holistic processing often have little to no correlation with one another
(Boutet et al., 2021; Rezlescu et al., 2017; for an exception, see DeGutis
et al., 2013), indicating that they may reflect distinct mechanisms. The
CFE, which operationalizes holistic processing as a failure of selective
attention, has more often failed to show significant associations with
overall face matching ability (e.g., Rezlescu et al., 2017; Verhallen
et al.,, 2017). In contrast, the PWE, which operationalizes holistic
processing as the degree to which “the whole is greater than the sum of
its parts,” and the FIE, which quantifies the degree of specialized face
processing that is recruited for upright versus inverted faces, have
consistently found significant holistic/face matching individual
differences associations (e.g., Rezlescu et al., 2017). A benefit of
the part-whole task is its ability to more specifically measure holistic
processing, whereas the face inversion effect may also reflect other
mechanisms (e.g., feature processing, see McKone & Yovel, 2009).
Additionally, the part-whole task can be used to separately quantify
feature discrimination ability (e.g., using part trials) and holistic
processing of separate features (e.g., by examining the holistic
advantage for each feature, DeGutis et al., 2012).

Featural processing is another important and dissociable aspect of
face processing (Berger et al., 2022; Cabeza & Kato, 2000) and it is
currently debated whether aging is associated with a general decline in
featural processing, no decline, or a facial feature-specific decline. The
importance of the eye region for face recognition has been well-
documented (Peterson & Eckstein, 2012; Royer et al., 2018; Tardif
etal., 2019), and Slessor et al. (2013) found that, compared to younger
adults, older adults were significantly less sensitive to spacing changes
within the eye region (e.g., change in distance between the eyes) but
did not differ from younger adults in their sensitivity to mouth region
changes (e.g., change in distance between the nose and mouth).
Consistent with this, using classification images during a simultaneous
face matching task, Creighton et al. (2019) found that their older adult
group used the eye/eyebrow region less consistently than younger
adults. Older adults have also demonstrated decreased viewing of the
eye region compared to younger adults, with more time spent viewing
the nose and mouth regions (Firestone et al., 2007). Sullivan et al.
(2007) also found that older adults were significantly worse at
recognizing eye-dependent emotions (anger, sadness, fear) and that
older males showed additionally reduced time looking at the eye
region compared to older females. In contrast to these studies showing
eye-specific deficits with age, Murray et al. (2010) found that older
adults performed similarly to younger adults at perception of featurally
distorted faces regardless of whether the eye or mouth region was
distorted. However, the distortions they included were quite
pronounced, suggesting that the task may have lacked sensitivity.
Finally, regarding facial features, spatial frequency information has
shown to range from low (broad, spacing information among features)
to high (fine-grained feature details; Rotshtein et al., 2007). Boutet and
Meinhardt-Injac (2019) found that, compared to younger adults,
middle-aged, and older adults had particularly impaired face
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discrimination ability when shown only high-spatial frequency (HSF)
information. This suggests that age-related reductions in face
perception could be specific to HSF information and may therefore
affect the perception of fine-grained changes to all facial features. A
goal of the present study was to better understand the feature
specificity versus generality of potential face perception declines with
age through separately examining eye and mouth performance across
the lifespan.

Gender differences in face processing are widely reported and
may further illuminate the mechanisms underlying age-related
changes in face perception. Females have been shown to generally
outperform males on tasks of face perception (Bowles et al., 2009),
face recognition (Herlitz & Lovén, 2013; Mishra et al., 2019), and
face emotion recognition (J. A. Hall, 1978; J. K. Hall et al., 2010). A
recent study by Knudsen et al. (2021) suggests this advantage is not
likely to be due to differences in holistic processing, as both male
and female participants showed similar-sized face inversion effects
during face perception and recognition. Notably, females have been
shown to attend to and use the eye region more compared to males
during emotion recognition (J. K. Hall et al., 2010), and this female
eye advantage may be greater in older than younger adults (Sullivan
et al., 2007). Despite these effects observed during emotion
recognition, gender differences in featural and holistic processing
and their relation to age-related changes have yet to be investigated
during a nonemotional face perception task and this was an
exploratory aim of the present study.

The goal of the present study was to compare the relationship
between age, eye, and mouth feature sensitivity, and holistic
processing across the lifespan using the part-whole task (Tanaka
etal., 2004) in a large online sample (N = 3,341) from the https://Te
stMyBrain.org website. TestMyBrain.org has previously been used
to investigate age-related differences in cognition, and its samples
have replicated several findings from more traditional in-lab studies
(e.g., Hartshorne & Germine, 2015). TestMyBrain.org has also
previously been used to effectively examine age-related changes in
face processing, specifically face recognition (Germine et al., 2011;
Susilo et al., 2013) and facial emotion recognition (Hartshorne &
Germine, 2015; Rutter et al., 2019). By using a much larger sample
size than previous studies and including ages ranging from 18 to 69
years, we could more thoroughly investigate the patterns of holistic
processing and eye and mouth feature sensitivity across the lifespan
and determine whether an interaction exists between aging and
gender in terms of holistic and featural processing. Based on the
previous finding that the part-whole holistic advantage was similar
in younger and older adults (Boutet & Faubert, 2006), we predicted
a similar pattern in our larger sample. Though the stimuli used to
examine age-related differences in the present study included
variations of younger male and female Caucasian and Asian faces,
notably, studies have suggested that middle-aged and older adults
perform similarly with own-age and younger faces (e.g., Wolffetal.,
2012, though see Wiese et al., 2012), suggesting that any age-related
processing differences we observed are not likely due to the own-
age bias. We hypothesized that there would be differential effects in
the eye versus the mouth region with age, based on the theory that
older adults attend less to and have less sensitivity to the eye region
across both emotional and nonemotional face tasks. Finally, in terms
of potential gender differences, based on the theory that older
females attend to and use the eye region more than males (J. K. Hall
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et al., 2010; Sullivan et al., 2007), we predicted that older females
would outperform males in featural processing of the eye region.

Method
Transparency and Openness

The study design, analytic plan, and hypotheses were not
preregistered. The stimuli/paradigm, deidentified data, and analysis
code are all available in an Open Science Framework repository (see
author note).

Participants

Participants were 3,341 online visitors to https://TestMyBrain.org, a
cognitive testing website, and data were collected during the summer of
2013 (2,428 females—72.7%, M. = 33.9, SD = 12.9). The ages of
participants ranged from 18 to 69 years (for a distribution, see
Supplemental Figure S1) and were located in the United States. Three
participants declined to state their gender (only male or female options
were provided) and were excluded from the gender analyses. Before
participating, all subjects provided informed consent according to the
guidelines set by the Committee on the Use of Human Subjects at
Harvard University and the Wellesley College Institutional Review
Board (Protocol No. 15795, web-based behavioral experiments to
understand human variation).

Our sample size was guided by the previous studies characterizing
age-related face processing differences (Rutter et al., 2019; Susilo
et al., 2013) as well as individual differences studies in face
recognition (Wilmer et al., 2012). Given that Susilo et al. (2013) found
significant face recognition changes from the ages of 18—33 using sample
sizes of 2,032 (r=.075) and 1,055 (r =.086), Rutter et al. (2019) found a
relationship between age and facial emotion sensitivity (R* ranging from
.03 to .06), and Wilmer et al. (2012) found dissociations between face
recognition and more general visual and verbal abilities using a sample
size of 1,471, we used a similar-sized sample of 3,341 to examine
changes in face perception across the lifespan.

Using our sample size of 3,341, we performed age-related sensitivity
analyses for our continuous regression as well as analysis of variance
(ANOVA) approaches using five and 13 bins. We found that for the
regression approach assuming three predictors (stimulus version, age,
and age?) and using o = .05, we would have .80 power to detect an age
effect size of Cohen’s f* = .0029 (where small Cohen’s f* > .02,
medium > .15, large > 35). For the ANOV As with five age bins, using
o =.05 we would have .80 power to detect an effect size of Cohen’s f=
.060 (where small Cohen’s f > .10, medium > .25, large > .40). For the
ANOVAs with 13 age bins, using a = .05, we would have .80 power to
detect an effect size of Cohen’s f = .072. Thus, the current sample
should be adequate to allow us to detect very small to small effects.

Part-Whole Task

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four versions of the
part-whole task from Tanaka et al. (2004): Asian female, Asian
male, Caucasian female, or Caucasian male. For each part-whole
version, different target faces were created by modifying a grayscale
face template, generated from digitally scanned college yearbook
photographs, by changing the eyes, nose, and mouth features to
create six unique target faces for each stimulus version. For “whole”
face trials, foils for the target were created by switching one of the
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Figure 1
Part-Whole Task Procedure

1000ms

Note.

Whole Trials

On each trial a target face was presented for 1,000 ms, then a brief 500 ms mask, then either

a part or whole trial (in this case eye trials), where participants indicated which face or feature was
from the target face. Note that the faces shown are composites of features from multiple individuals.

target face’s features (eyes, nose, or mouth) with the corresponding
feature from a different face. For “part” trials, a feature from a
different target face was shown as a foil to the target feature (see
Figure 1). Target faces were presented in the center of the screen for
1,000 ms followed by a scrambled face mask displayed for 500 ms.
Participants were then presented with either two whole faces (whole
trials) or two isolated features (part trials) and selected the image that
matched the target. Participants selected either “1” to indicate that
the left image is the target or “2” to indicate that the right image is the
target and stimuli remained on the screen until a selection was made.
The task included 72 randomized trials (36 parts trials and 36 whole
trials), with 24 trials for each feature category.

Statistical Analysis
Age Groups

We ran all key analyses on three different levels of age grouping.
First, we examined the individual level where age was a continuous
measure. Second, since previous aging studies in this literature
typically focus on older (65+) versus younger (18-30) groups, to
connect to this literature, we binned our data by decade (five bins;
see Table 1). This also provided additional power to examine gender
differences. Finally, since the decade age bins had unequal »’s, to
examine bins of roughly equal sample size, we also used an
intermediate approach taking all participants at each consecutive age
until we reached over 200 participants in a bin (13 bins; see Table 2).
Performing key analyses using these three approaches also provided
a robustness check of the effects observed.

Measuring Holistic Processing and Eye/Mouth
Discrimination Ability

Using the part-whole task, we calculated the holistic advantage
by regressing the part trial “control condition” from the whole trial

“condition of interest.” Because there has been mixed evidence
regarding the presence of intact holistic processing in older adults
(Boutet & Faubert, 2006; Boutet & Meinhardt-Injac, 2019; Chaby
et al., 2011; Konar et al., 2013; Meinhardt-Injac et al., 2017), we
used the regression equation from the current sample of 18—29-year
olds' to ensure that the part-whole residuals reflected a typical
sample, and then applied this equation to calculate the residuals for
each participant (see DeGutis et al., 2012). To assess the reliability
of the part-whole residuals, we used the equation described in
Malgady and Colon-Malgady (1991).” This resulted in reliability of
the holistic processing residuals of 0.23 using Guttman’s A2 and
0.21 using Cronbach’s a. The reliability of the individual “part” and
“whole” measures were A2 = .40 and A2 = .59, respectively. “Part”
trials had lower reliability than “whole” ftrials, similar to other
studies using this identical task (DeGutis et al., 2012, 2013;
Rezlescu et al., 2017). This is likely because greater attention to
particular parts of the face at encoding could lead to more variable
“part” trial performance whereas “whole” trial performance may be
less dependent on where participants attend at encoding. To
improve reliability within the measures, we averaged the “whole”
and “part” trials for the eye and mouth conditions (eyes: A2 = .58,
a = .57; mouth: A2 = 45, a = .43). “Whole” and “part” trials
significantly correlated with one another in the entire sample (r =
378, p < .001), as did “whole” and “part” eye trials (r = .361, p <
.001) and “whole” and “part” mouth trials (r = .261, p < .001).
These correlations were stronger than the correlations between
either “whole” eyes and “part” mouth trials (r = .136, p < .001) or

! We focused on the residual regression equation from younger adults, but
the results replicate when using the residual regression equation from the
entire sample (see Supplemental Materials).

2 Reliability of residuals = (rxx + mxy? X ryy — 21 — my?), where rxx =
reliability of control condition x; ryy = reliability of condition of interest y; rxy =
correlation between x and y.
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Table 1
Demographics of Participants Grouped by Decade

Age group N Mge (SD) Female:Male
18-29 1,591 23.0 (3.4) 1,062:528
30-39 705 33.8 (2.8) 501:202
40-49 516 44.4 (2.9) 418:98
50-59 391 54.2 (2.8) 328:63
60-69 138 63.0 (2.7) 119:19

Note. Three participants declined to state their gender.

“whole” mouth and “part” eye trials (r =.202, p < .001), suggesting
that it was valid to create eye and mouth composites. Performance
on trials with changes to the nose region were excluded from
analyses due to poor or near-chance performance even in the
younger participants (similar to DeGutis et al., 2012; A2 = .35,
o = .34).

Because face processing ability has shown to be nonlinear and
may improve until the early-to-mid 30s (e.g., Germine et al., 2011),
we included regression models with stimulus version and linear and
quadratic effects of age predicting either holistic or feature
processing ability. Adding a cubic term failed to explain additional
variance in any of the models. We also analyzed discrete groups by
comparing the magnitude of the holistic advantage/feature
discrimination abilities using an ANOVA approach and performed
follow-up tests when significant interactions were observed. The
ANOVAs were conducted using both the decade age bins and the
consecutive 200+-person age bins. Because we included four
stimulus versions in the part-whole task (Asian female, Asian male,
Caucasian female, and Caucasian male), stimulus version was
included as a factor, and we assessed potential Age X Version
interactions.

It has previously been demonstrated that the ability to integrate
the eyes into the context of the face is reduced in developmental
prosopagnosics, those with severe lifelong face recognition
difficulties (DeGutis et al., 2012). Given this, we also performed
ANOVAs investigating age-related differences between “part” and
“whole” performance for the eyes and mouth separately (see

Table 2
Demographics of Participants Grouped by Consecutive Ages Into
Minimum Bin Sizes of 200 People

Bin N Mg (SD) Female:Male
1 301 18.47 (.50) 215:85
2 344 20.49 (.50) 235:109
3 252 22.49 (.50) 161:91
4 238 24.47 (.50) 144:94
5 244 26.50 (.50) 155:89
6 212 28.50 (.50) 152:60
7 275 30.97 (.83) 193:81
8 222 33.89 (.82) 155:67
9 263 37.95 (1.46) 199:63

10 263 42.90 (1.43) 208:55

11 241 48.00 (1.38) 195:46

12 212 53.02 (1.40) 183:30

13 274 60.23 (3.49) 234:40

Note. Three participants declined to state their gender.

FRY ET AL.

Supplemental Materials). This allowed us to determine whether
potential holistic processing deficits found in older adults show a
similar pattern to individuals with developmental prosopagnosia.

Reaction Time Analyses

The instructions for the part-whole task did not emphasize
responding as quickly as possible. Still, we analyzed changes in
reaction time across the lifespan to determine whether potential age-
related changes in holistic processing or feature discrimination
ability could be due to speed—accuracy tradeoffs. Reaction time
analyses were conducted using correctly answered trials only,
following the procedure used by Tanaka et al. (2004). We reran both
the regression models and the ANOV As using the reaction time data
from all correct eye and mouth trials to investigate any potential
differences in reaction time between features.

Exploratory Participant Gender Analyses

Finally, to investigate whether there was an interaction between
gender and age on holistic processing and eye sensitivity, we
divided each of the age groups by gender and ran ANOVAs to
determine whether an interaction between participant gender,
stimuli gender, age, and holistic processing or feature sensitivity
could be found. Because of the small number of male participants in
the older age groups, to achieve adequate statistical power, we
combined the 50-59 and 60-69-year-old age groups into one group
of 50+ year olds for the decade bin analyses. Because the group of
50+-year-old males was comparatively smaller (n = 82) than the
other age groups, we also ran post hoc robust regressions looking at
the effects of gender and age (both young/old and continuous) on
eye sensitivity to further check the robustness of the interaction
effects using SPSS Version 25 (IBM Corp., 2017).

Results
Participants

The 3,341 participants were analyzed at the individual level,
binned by age decade (five groups, see Table 1), and binned by
taking participants at each consecutive age until we reached over
200 participants in a bin (13 groups, see Table 2). All groups had a
significantly higher proportion of females than males. Chi-square
tests revealed that the decade, X2(8, N =3,338) =88.17, p < .001,
w = .16, and the minimum 200-person bins, X2(24, N = 3,338) =
108.17, p < .001, w = .18, differed in their female:male ratios, with
the female:male ratio increasing with age. Because there were fewer
males in the older age bins, for the exploratory participant gender
analyses, we collapsed across 50s and 60s age bins (see below).

In terms of the four different part-whole stimulus versions, 8§02
participants completed the Asian female version, 831 completed the
Asian male version, 816 completed the Caucasian female version,
and 892 completed the Caucasian male version. There were no
significant age or gender differences between participants taking
each version (Asian female version: M,,. = 33.40, SD = 12.77,
72.06% female; Asian male version: My, = 34.52, SD = 13.13,
74.12% female; Caucasian female version: M,,. = 33.76, SD =
12.80, 74.50% female; Caucasian male version: M, = 33.87, SD =
12.91, 70.17% female, all p’s > .10). While the versions did not
interact with participant age or gender, we did find a main effect of
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reduced holistic processing of the Asian face versions compared to
Caucasian face versions, holistic advantage residuals: #(3339) =
13.94, p < .001, mean difference = .048, Cohen’s d = .49. Given the
sample was from the United States, and presumably predominantly
Caucasian, this is consistent with previous studies showing reduced
holistic processing of other-compared to own-race faces when using
this paradigm (e.g., Tanaka et al., 2004) as well as others (Michel et
al., 2006). Participants also performed better on male face stimuli
compared to female for the eye trials, #3339) = 5.59, p < .001, and
the mouth trials, #3339) = 5.37, p < .001, but there was no
difference in holistic advantage for male versus female stimuli,
#(3339) = .63, p = .526.

Age-Related Changes in Holistic Processing

We first examined the holistic processing advantage residuals (whole
trial accuracy after regressing out part accuracy) across the lifespan at
the individual level, including stimulus version and linear/quadratic
effects of age as predictors, with holistic advantage being the dependent
variable. Neither the overall model (adjusted R? = 017), nor the linear
or quadratic terms were significant for age (linear: p = .177, p = .102;
quadratic: f = —.202, p = .062; see Table 3); however, there was a
significant effect of stimulus version (f = —.129, p < .001), with overall
reduced holistic processing on Asian male faces compared to the other
versions (see Supplemental Figures S2 and S3).

When investigating group differences in holistic processing
residuals, the binned data demonstrated a very similar pattern. We
first ran a 5 decade bin X 4 version between-subjects ANOVA and
found neither a main effect of decade bin, F(4,3321) =1.49, p = .204;
n2 =.002, nor a Decade Bin X Version interaction, F(12,3321)=0.73,
p = .723. However, there was a significant main effect of stimulus
version, F(33, 321) = 33.45, p < .001; n2 = .029. This was again
driven by reduced holistic processing of the Asian face versions,
particularly the Asian male eye trials, compared to Caucasian face
versions, #3339) = 13.94, p < .001, mean difference = .048, Cohen’s
d = 49, see Supplemental Figures S2 and S3. This is consistent with
previous studies showing reduced holistic processing of other-race
compared to own-race faces when using this paradigm (e.g., Tanaka
et al., 2004) as well as others (Michel et al., 2006) and the fact that the
current sample was from the United States, which is predominantly
Caucasian. We found a very similar pattern of results when examining
the 13-bin groups, with the 13 (bin) X 4 (version) between-subjects
ANOVA. There was no main effect of bin, F(12, 3289) = 1.42,
p=.149; n2 =.005, or Bin X Version interaction, F(36, 3289) = 0.92,
p = .607, but again there was a significant main effect of stimulus
version, F(3, 3289) = 61.88, p < .001; n2 =.053.

To complement these holistic advantage residual analyses, we
also examined holistic processing across the life span by performing

Table 3
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Part/Whole Trial Type X Version X Age bin repeated-measure
ANOVAs for overall performance as well as split up by eyes and
mouth trials (see Supplemental Materials). Consistent with the
analyses of the residuals, we found a whole-over part trial main
effect that did not interact with age bin (either decade bin or 200+
bin) and there were no Part/Whole Trial X Age X Version
interactions. Very similar patterns of results were found when
separately examining the eyes and mouth trials.

Age-Related Changes in Feature Discrimination Ability

We next sought to examine eye and mouth region accuracy across
the lifespan. We first performed regressions predicting accuracy for
each feature using stimulus version and linear/quadratic effects of
age as predictors. When predicting eye region accuracy, both
the linear and quadratic effects of age were significant (adjusted
R* = 013, linear: p = 232, p = .032; quadratic: p = —.341, p =
.002), and there was not a significant effect of stimulus version
(adjusted R? = .001, p = .006, p = .716). In contrast, when predicting
mouth region accuracy, neither linear nor quadratic effects of age
were significant predictors (adjusted R* = .025, linear: p = .066, p =
.541; quadratic: p = —.034, p = .749; see Table 3). However,
stimulus version was a significant predictor (f = .156, p < .001),
with worse overall performance on Asian female mouth trials.

Complementing this regression-based approach, we next exam-
ined the relative eye versus mouth accuracy across the lifespan
averaged across part and whole trials. We first performed a 2
(eye/mouth) X 5 (decade bin) X 4 (version) repeated-measures
ANOVA and found a main effect of participants performing better
overall on eye than mouth trials, F(1, 3321) =46.83, p < .001; r]2 =
.014, and importantly, a significant eye/mouth by decade bin
interaction, F(4, 3321) = 12.71, p < .001, with eye performance
decreasing with age and mouth performance remaining more stable
with age (see Figure 2). Notably, though the relative eye and mouth
accuracy varied across versions, Eye/Mouth X Version interaction,
F(3, 3321) = 11.48, p < .001, driven by higher performance on
Caucasian versus Asian stimuli for both eyes and mouth, Eyes:
#(3339) = 8.67, p < .001; Mouth: #3339) = 3.26, p = .001, see
Supplemental Figure S4, we did not find a significant Eye/Mouth X
Decade Bin X Version interaction, F(12,3321) =0.98, p =.469, and
each version showed either a significant or a trend toward significant
Age Bin X Eye/Mouth interaction (see Supplemental Materials).
These effects were similar when examining the 13 age bins. When
performing a 2 (eye/mouth) X 13 (bin) X 4 (version) repeated-
measures ANOVA, we found a significant eye/mouth difference,
F(1, 3289) = 213.20, p < .001; nz = .061, and an Eye/Mouth X
Version interaction, F(3, 3289) = 16.38, p < .001. Critically,
we found an Eye/Mouth X Age Bin interaction, F(12, 3289) = 4.98,

Regression Analysis Summary for Age Predicting Eye Accuracy, Mouth, Accuracy, or the Part-Whole Residuals

2

Age Age Stimulus version
Dependent variables R R? Standardized P Standardized P Standardized f P
Model 1: Eye average™** 118 014 232 .032* —.341 .002%% .008 .631
Model 2: Mouth average 159 025 .066 541 —-.034 749 156 <.001%**
Model 3: Part/whole effect residual 135 018 177 .102 —.202 .062 —.129 <.001%**

*p <05 *p<.0l. *p< .00l
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Figure 2

Part-Whole Task Eye and Mouth Trials Across the Life Span
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Note. (A) Part-whole average eye and average mouth performance across decade bins and with age as a
continuous variable (with locally estimated scatterplot smoothing). Average eye performance declines with age
while mouth performance is stable. Part and whole eye trials (B) and mouth trials (C) across decade bins and with
age as a continuous variable. Holistic processing of the eyes and mouth are maintained throughout the lifespan.
Error bars in decade bins and shaded areas in the continuous plots indicate the standard error of the mean. See the

online article for the color version of this figure.

p < .001, but no Eye/Mouth X Age Bin X stimulus version
interaction, F(36, 3289) = 0.85, p = .723.

Finally, focusing on just the eye trials, we sought to determine
whether the age-related decreases in eye region accuracy interacted
with stimulus version. Using the decade bins, we first ran a

5 (decade bin) X 4 (version) between-subjects ANOVA and found
a main effect of decade bin, F(4,3321)=11.04, p <.001; n2 =.013,
with eye region accuracy decreasing across the lifespan. We also
found a main effect of version, F(3, 3321) = 25.73, p < .001; n2 =
.023, with participants performing particularly worse on the Asian
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female eye trials (see Supplemental Figure S4). We did not find a
significant Decade Bin X Version interaction, F(123,321)=0.85,p =
.598, and three out of four versions showed a significant effect of age
bin on eye accuracy except for the Caucasian male version, p = .195
(see Supplemental Materials). The pattern of results was very similar
when examining the 13 age bins. When performing a 13 (bin) X 4
(version) ANOVA, there was a main effect of age bin, F(12, 3289) =
5.32,p <.001; n2 =.019, and stimulus version, F(3, 3289) = 44.85,
p <.001; 1% = .039, but no significant Age Bin X Version interaction,
F(36, 3289) = 1.19, p = .199.

Together, these analyses converge to demonstrate that eye region
accuracy significantly declined with age, whereas mouth region
accuracy was relatively stable with age or showed a slight increase.

Reaction Time

We next examined reaction time (RT) to determine if the age-
related declines in eye region accuracy might be due to a speed—
accuracy tradeoff. We first ran regression models predicting eye and
mouth RT using stimulus version and linear and quadratic effects of
age as predictors. Although age and age® were not independent
predictors, combined they predicted significant variance in eye RT
(7.10%) and to a lesser extent variance in mouth RT (.70%). Stimulus
version did not explain additional variance beyond age/age®. We next
performed a repeated-measures ANOVA on the decade bins, testing
for an age by feature (eye/mouth RT) interaction with stimulus
version as a factor. We found a main effect of age group, F(4, 3321) =
18.03, p < .001, n* = .021; see Figure 3, but did not find a significant
Age Group X Feature interaction, F(4, 3321) = .97, p = .420, nor an
Age Group X Feature X Stimulus Version interaction, F(12, 3321) =
.67, p = .782. Using the consecutive 200+-person bins resulted in
similar findings, with a main effect of age, F(12, 3289) = 6.68, p <
001, n*> = .024, and neither a significant Age Group x Feature
interaction, F(12, 3289) = .73, p = .725, nor an Age Group X Feature
X Version Type interaction, F(36, 3289) = .82, p = .769. This
consistent age-related slowing for both the eye and mouth trials

Figure 3
Part-Whole Task Eye and Mouth Trial Reaction Time Across
Decade Bins
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figure.
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suggests that the age-related eye region accuracy decline is not due to
a shift in participants’ speed versus accuracy tradeoff.

Exploratory Participant Gender Analyses

Finally, we examined potential gender differences in age-related
changes in face perception. Because there were so few males in the
older age groups, to increase power to discover effects, we collapsed
the 50-59 and 60—69-year-old age groups into one group of 50+
year olds. Using a decade-binned approach with 50s/60s collapsed
and including stimulus gender as a factor, there was a significant
Age Bin X Participant Gender interaction, F(4, 3322) = 2.65, p =
.031, but we failed to find either a significant Age Bin X Feature
(eye/mouth) X Participant Gender interaction, F(4, 3322) =.70,p =
.592, or a significant Age Bin X Feature X Participant Gender X
Stimulus Gender interaction, F(3, 3322) = 44, p = .727. No
significant interaction between either age bin and participant gender,
F(33, 322) = .79, p = .532) or Stimulus Gender X Age Bin X
Participant Gender, F(33, 322) = .17, p = .919, was evident when
holistic processing residuals were the dependent variable, although
there was a main effect of gender, F(33, 322) = 7.02, p = .001,
driven by a greater whole-over-part advantage in females.

Because females have shown greater eye sensitivity and attention
to the eyes than males (Hall et al., 2010; Sullivan et al., 2007), we
also specifically examined whether male versus female participants
had a larger decrease in eye accuracy with age and whether this
interacted with the part-whole stimulus version. We ran a 2 (male/
female participants) X 4 (age bin: 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-69) x 4
(stimulus version) between-subjects ANOVA. We found significant
main effects of participant gender, F(13,322) =9.19, p < .001, 1% =
.006, females outperforming males, and age bin, F(3, 3322) = 14.59,
p < .001, n* = .013, performance declining with age. Importantly,
we found a significant Age Bin X Participant Gender interaction,
F(43,322) =2.99, p = .018, with males having a more pronounced
decline in eye accuracy with age than females (see Figure 4).
Notably, we did not find a significant Age Bin X Participant Gender X
Version interaction, F(33, 322) = 0.47, p = .70, see Supplemental
Figure S5.

One potential issue is that the group of 504+ males was still
significantly smaller (N = 82) than the other age groups. To further
check the robustness of the interaction effects observed, we
additionally ran analyses looking at the effects of gender and age
(both young/old and continuous) on eye sensitivity. When
participants were dichotomized by age (under 50/over 50), there
was a significant Age Group X Gender interaction when eye
processing was the dependent variable (p = .008, though we did not
find significant interactions when examining each stimulus version
separately, all p’s > .130, see Supplemental Materials). Also, when
age was included as a continuous variable, there was only a trend
toward an Age X Gender interaction when predicting eye accuracy
(p = .090).

Discussion

Prior studies have shown that older adults experience declines in
face perception ability, but the mechanisms underlying these deficits
remain incompletely characterized. Administering the part-whole
task to a large, age-diverse adult sample, we found that overall
holistic face processing abilities remained consistent across the
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Figure 4
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Eye and Mouth Average Accuracy of Age Groups Split by Participant Gender
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lifespan. Notably, compared to younger adults (18—40s), older
adults (50s/60s) showed decreased eye region accuracy but had
similar mouth region accuracy. Exploratory gender analyses also
revealed that males showed a significantly greater age-related
decline in eye region accuracy compared to females, but we found
no evidence for age-related gender differences in holistic processing
or mouth accuracy. Together, our results suggest that age-related
decreases in face perception are not due to changes in the ability to
process faces holistically, but rather that older adults have a specific
decreased ability to discriminate the eye region. Notably, the effects
observed were very similar across stimuli that differed both in
ethnicity and gender. These results have important implications for
understanding age-related changes in face perception and recogni-
tion and may have implications for socioemotional models of
lifespan development such as the age-related positivity effect.

The current results demonstrate that holistic processing ability, as
measured by the part-whole effect, is maintained throughout the
lifespan. We also found that although eye region accuracy decreased
with age (see below), the magnitude of the holistic advantage for the
eye region remained stable with age. These findings differ from
impairments on the identical task found in developmental
prosopagnosics (DPs), those with lifelong face recognition deficits,
who showed reduced holistic processing specifically on eye trials
(DeGutis et al., 2012). This suggests that, in contrast to perceptual
deficits found in DPs, older adults do not experience holistic
processing deficits and are able to holistically process the eye region.
The current finding of a robust and stable holistic advantage across
the lifespan is consistent with several studies showing similar
holistic processing abilities in younger and older adults using the
composite face effect (Boutet & Meinhardt-Injac, 2019; Konar et al.,
2013; Meinhardt-Injac et al., 2017), face inversion effect (Boutet &
Faubert, 2006; Bowles et al., 2009), and part-whole effect (Boutet &
Faubert, 2006). The current results extend these findings by using a
substantially larger sample with more fine-grained age bins and
showing these holistic effects are maintained with age across both
the eye and mouth regions.

Regarding feature processing with age, our results demonstrate a
clear association between aging and reduced eye region discrimina-
tion ability, with a pronounced decline beginning in the 50s and
continuing into the 60s. This could not be explained by a general

Mouth Trials: Female vs. Male

Male
40-49 50+

Female

=18-29 m=30-39

Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean of each age bin. See the online article for the color version of this

featural processing decline as we found that mouth accuracy was
maintained or in some analyses showed small effects of improvement
with age. The finding of declining eye region performance with age is
consistent with previous studies showing that (a) compared to
younger adults, older adults are less sensitive to configural changes in
the eyes but perform similarly with mouth configural changes (Slessor
et al., 2013), (b) older adults less consistently use the eye/eyebrow
region during face matching compared to younger adults (Creighton
etal., 2019), and (c) older adults both spend less time viewing the eye
region and more time viewing the nose and mouth regions compared
to younger adults (Firestone et al., 2007). This suggests that older
adults may be less able to detect both configural/spacing and feature
differences in the eye region, which could be a cause or consequence
of reduced eye region viewing time in older adults. Interestingly,
older adults’ preserved whole-over-part advantage for the eye region
suggests that they have an intact ability to integrate the eye region
with the rest of the face into a holistic representation. Our finding of an
age-related decrement in eye accuracy is consistent with face emotion
recognition findings in older adults showing worse recognition of eye-
mediated emotions (anger, sadness, fear) and longer and more
frequent lower face fixations (e.g., Chaby et al., 2017; Firestone et al.,
2007; Sullivan et al., 2007, 2017). The current results extend these
studies by showing that an eye processing decrement occurs during a
nonemotional face perception task and together, suggests that there
may be a general age-related attentional shift downward on the face
resulting in poorer eye region accuracy (see more on this below). Since
the eye region has been shown to be critical for face recognition (Royer
etal., 2018; Tardif et al., 2019), one important potential implication of
decreased eye discrimination in older adults is its potential contribution
to age-related decreases in face recognition ability. This would be an
important association to characterize in future studies.

The current results also revealed an interesting gender difference
in age-related declines for the eye region but not the mouth region or
holistic processing. We found that females performed better than
males at all aspects of the part-whole task, including more accurate
eye and mouth region performance and a greater holistic advantage.
Better overall performance in females compared to males is
consistent with previous face perception tasks (e.g., Bowles et al.,
2009) but contrasts a recent study showing similar holistic
processing between males and females (using the face inversion
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effect, Knudsen et al., 2021). Notably, our results demonstrated that
females had a smaller age-related decline in eye region accuracy
compared to males, who showed a more precipitous decline in the
50s and 60s. This pronounced eye accuracy advantage in older
females versus older males aligns with previous findings that
females attend to the eye region more than males during a facial
emotion recognition task (J. K. Hall et al., 2010) and that during an
emotion recognition task older females spent over 70% of their time
looking at the eyes versus 56.9% for males, although this gender
effect was absent in younger adults (Sullivan et al.,, 2017).
Importantly, the current results extend these findings by showing
that the older females-over-older males advantage for the eye region
extends to a nonemotional face perception task.

Though the current findings clearly show an age-related decline in
eye region accuracy and that males have a more pronounced decline
than females, the specific cause of this decline remains to be
characterized. One potential contributing factor is that decreased
ability to comprehend speech with age (speech-frequency hearing
impairment affects 39.3% of adults 60-69, Hoffman et al., 2017)
and the use of lipreading as a compensatory strategy could cause a
general downward attentional shift toward the mouth. This
explanation is supported by studies showing that loss of hearing
ability is correlated with increased fixation of the mouth for visual
speech cues (e.g., Tye-Murray et al., 2007), and a study of deaf
versus hearing participants found that deaf participants spent over
20% more time viewing the mouth when perceiving spoken
language than hearing participants (Mastrantuono et al., 2017).
Further, hearing sensitivity declines twice as fast in males as it does
in females (Agrawal et al., 2008; Pearson et al., 1995) and males are
less likely than females to regularly use corrective hearing aids
(Staehelin et al., 2011), increasing the chances that they would need
to rely on visual cues from the mouth to help with deciphering
speech. Our result demonstrating greater age-related decreases in
eye region accuracy in males versus females is consistent with this.
That being said, Thompson and Malloy (2004) showed that while
older adults demonstrated better detection performance of the mouth
region during speech compared to younger adults, there was no
difference between younger and older adults attending to the mouth
when audible speech was removed. This suggests that we may not
expect to see hearing-related attentional biases toward the mouth in
tasks lacking audible speech, such as in the present study. Thus,
though hearing loss may lead some older adults to shift focus away
from the eye region during speech, it may not fully explain
decreased eye region discrimination ability when viewing non-
speaking or static faces such as in the current task.

Age-related decreases in lower level vision or oxytocin levels
could also contribute to the age-related decreases in eye region
accuracy we observed. Reduced lower level visual abilities, such as
contrast sensitivity or sensitivity to high-spatial frequencies (HSF),
may differentially affect perception of the eyes versus mouth. For
example, impaired HSF processing in older adults with age-related
macular degeneration has shown to lead to increased reliance on the
mouth region rather than the eyes to identify emotional expressions
(Boucart et al., 2008). However, the onset of age-related macular
degeneration is significantly later (>70 years old, Friedman et al.,
2004) than the effects observed in the present study (50s/60s) and
there is mixed evidence regarding the effects of healthy aging on
HSF sensitivity (e.g., Govenlock et al., 2010), though Boutet and
Meinhardt-Injac (2019) demonstrated that middle-aged and older
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adults had particularly impaired face discrimination ability when
shown HSF information. Further, in contrast to the greater eye
region accuracy declines observed in males, females typically show
earlier and more severe lower level visual deficits (Bergman &
Rosenhall, 2001; Zetterberg, 2016). Besides these lower level vision
changes with age, an additional factor that may contribute to age-
related eye region accuracy declines is oxytocin, a neuropeptide
shown to play an important role in emotion and face recognition.
Intranasal oxytocin has been shown to increase attention to the eyes
(Guastella et al., 2008; Le et al., 2020; Lopatina et al., 2018) and
temporarily improves face perception and recognition in develop-
mental prosopagnosics (Bate et al., 2014). Regarding gender
differences, a 2014 study found that older males who received
oxytocin improved in their general emotion recognition ability,
while no effect was found for older females or younger adults
(Campbell et al., 2014). However, evidence for changes in oxytocin
levels with age has been mixed (for a review, see Ebner et al., 2013),
with some studies finding age-related decreases in oxytocin levels
(Arsenijevic et al., 1995) and others finding increases in older female
rhesus monkeys but not in males (Parker et al., 2010). Additional
studies will be needed to characterize whether lower level vision and
oxytocin changes significantly contribute to age-related perfor-
mance decrements in eye region processing.

The current finding of reduced eye region discrimination ability
with age could also be at least partially driven by an age-related
positivity effect (Mather & Carstensen, 2005), or conversely, could
contribute to this bias. The socioemotional selectivity theory of
aging suggests a motivational shift following the perception of
limited time that typically accompanies aging (Carstensen, 1991,
1993). According to the theory, younger adults have a greater
perceived time horizon and tend to focus on acquisition of
knowledge, while perceived limited time leads older adults to focus
on nurturing the more emotionally meaningful aspects of their life
(Carstensen et al., 1999). This motivational shift is thought to
increase attention to and preference for positive information in older
adults (age-related positivity effect, Charles et al., 2003). This is
relevant in the context of differential feature attention because the
eyes are more strongly associated with negative valence expressions
including anger, sadness, and fear, whereas the mouth region is
associated more with recognizing happiness (Dunlap, 1927; Iwasaki
& Noguchi, 2016; Wegrzyn et al., 2017). Thus, a stronger
inclination toward positive information with age could explain a
movement from a preferential fixation location around the eye
region down toward the mouth region, leading to a decrease in eye
region accuracy. To our knowledge, no studies have convincingly
demonstrated gender differences in the age-related positivity effect,
so this phenomenon may not fully explain the significant gender by
age interaction we observed for eye region accuracy. If the age-
related positivity effect were a driving factor in the decline of eye
region accuracy, we would predict that females would show reduced
age-related positivity since they are more likely to retain their
sensitivity to negative facial emotions such as anger (Abbruzzese
et al., 2019) and attend more to the eye region with age than males
(Sullivan et al., 2017). In addition to age-related positivity
potentially influencing face perception, it also could be that age-
related decreases in eye region performance contributes to the age-
related positivity effect in the context of processing facial
information. Increased attention toward the lower half of the face
may lead to decreased memory for negative emotional face stimuli
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with age (Grady et al., 2007). Previous studies have argued that the
age-related positivity effect primarily reflects a change in motivation
but have not thoroughly examined whether age-related sensory or
perceptual changes contribute to this positivity effect (Carstensen &
DeLiema, 2018), which would be an important future direction.

There are several limitations to the present study. First, the current
sample is cross-sectional, and the age range only extends to 69 years
old. Including a gender-balanced longitudinal sample of adults ages
70 and older in future studies would help to create a more
comprehensive characterization of changes to face perception
abilities in old age. Second, although stimulus version (Asian/
Caucasian male and female faces) did not significantly interact with
any key effects of age, patterns of results varied across stimulus
versions (see Supplemental Materials). Though this is likely due to
the other-race effect, it would be important for future studies to
collect detailed information on demographics and frequency of
contact with members of other races to characterize perceptual
changes in own- and other-race face processing. Additionally, it
would be informative to examine how stimulus factors (e.g., faces
with higher vs. lower contrast eye regions) interact with the
perceptual aging effects we observed. Third, our use of an online
sample may have resulted in a higher functioning sample of older
adults than the general population, since participation requires both
proficiency with a computer and the motivation to seek out cognitive
tests online. This may be underestimating potential age-related
declines. Additionally, the part-whole task measures face perception
abilities but not face recognition memory and including a measure of
face memory would help further disentangle the independent
contributions of eye sensitivity and holistic processing to age-related
declines in face recognition. While this study provides important
evidence regarding face perception declines with age, future studies
would benefit from measuring objective hearing ability, lower level
visual abilities, and incorporating eye-tracking to measure
attentional changes (e.g., Peterson et al., 2019). Including tasks
measuring biases toward positively versus negatively valenced
social information along with measures of face recognition would
also help to assess if changes in the age-related positivity effect are
related to changes eye region discrimination ability. Finally, it
would be important for future studies to investigate if gender
differences in eye performance are driven more by biological factors
(e.g., oxytocin) or differences in socialization (e.g., greater social
engagement).

Overall, this study provides important evidence that while feature
sensitivity to the eye region decreases with age, particularly in older
males, mouth discrimination ability and holistic processing is
similar in older and younger adults. While the exact mechanisms of
these age-related eye region-specific declines will require additional
research, the current findings provide an important step forward in
characterizing the specificity and trajectory of face perception
changes across the lifespan.

References

Abbruzzese, L., Magnani, N., Robertson, I. H., & Mancuso, M. (2019). Age
and gender differences in emotion recognition. Frontiers in psychology,
10, Article 2371. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02371

Agrawal, Y., Platz, E. A., & Niparko, J. K. (2008). Prevalence of hearing loss
and differences by demographic characteristics among US adults: Data
from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey, 1999-2004.

Archives of Internal Medicine, 168(14), 1522-1530. https://doi.org/10
.1001/archinte.168.14.1522

Arsenijevic, Y., Dreifuss, J. J., Vallet, P., Marguerat, A., & Tribollet, E.
(1995). Reduced binding of oxytocin in the rat brain during aging. Brain
Research, 698(1-2), 275-279. https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(95)
01020-v

Bate, S., Cook, S. J., Duchaine, B., Tree, J. J., Burns, E. J., & Hodgson, T. L.
(2014). Intranasal inhalation of oxytocin improves face processing in
developmental prosopagnosia. Cortex, 50, 55-63. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-cortex.2013.08.006

Berger, A., Fry, R., Bobak, A. K., Juliano, A., & DeGutis, J. (2022). Distinct
abilities associated with matching same identity faces versus discriminat-
ing different faces: Evidence from individual differences in prosopagno-
sics and controls. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 75(12),
2256-2271. https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221076817

Bergman, B., & Rosenhall, U. (2001). Vision and hearing in old age.
Scandinavian Audiology, 30(4), 255-263. https://doi.org/10.1080/01050
390152704779

Boucart, M., Dinon, J. F., Despretz, P., Desmettre, T., Hladiuk, K., & Oliva,
A. (2008). Recognition of facial emotion in low vision: A flexible usage of
facial features. Visual Neuroscience, 25(4), 603—609. https://doi.org/10
.1017/50952523808080656

Boutet, I., & Faubert, J. (2006). Recognition of faces and complex objects in
younger and older adults. Memory & Cognition, 34(4), 854-864. https://
doi.org/10.3758/BF03193432

Boutet, I., & Meinhardt-Injac, B. (2019). Age differences in face processing:
The role of perceptual degradation and holistic processing. The Journals of
Gerontology: Series B, 74(6), 933-942. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/
gbx172

Boutet, 1., & Meinhardt-Injac, B. (2021). Measurement of individual
differences in face-identity processing abilities in older adults. Cognitive
Research: Principles and Implications, 6(1), Article 48. https://doi.org/10
.1186/s41235-021-00310-4

Boutet, I, Shah, D. K., Collin, C. A., Berti, S., Persike, M., & Meinhardt-Injac, B.
(2021). Age-related changes in amplitude, latency and specialization of ERP
responses to faces and watches. Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition,
28(1), 37-64. https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2019.1708253

Boutet, I, Taler, V., & Collin, C. A. (2015). On the particular vulnerability of
face recognition to aging: A review of three hypotheses. Frontiers in
Psychology, 6, Article 1139. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01139

Bowles, D. C., McKone, E., Dawel, A., Duchaine, B., Palermo, R., Schmalzl,
L., Rivolta, D., Wilson, C. E., & Yovel, G. (2009). Diagnosing
prosopagnosia: Effects of ageing, sex, and participant-stimulus ethnic
match on the Cambridge Face Memory Test and Cambridge Face
Perception Test. Cognitive Neuropsychology, 26(5), 423-455. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02643290903343149

Cabeza, R., & Kato, T. (2000). Features are also important: Contributions of
featural and configural processing to face recognition. Psychological
Science, 11(5), 429-433. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00283

Campbell, A., Ruffman, T., Murray, J. E., & Glue, P. (2014). Oxytocin
improves emotion recognition for older males. Neurobiology of Aging,
35(10), 2246-2248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021

Carbon, C. C., Griiter, M., & Griiter, T. (2013). Age-dependent face
detection and face categorization performance. PLOS ONE, 8(10), Article
€79164. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079164

Carstensen, L. L. (1991). Socioemotional selectivity theory: Social activity in life-
span context. Annual Review of Gerontology & Geriatrics, 11, 195-217.

Carstensen, L. L. (1993). Motivation for social contact across the life
span: A theory of socioemotional selectivity. In J. E. Jacobs (Ed.),
Nebraska symposium on motivation (pp. 209-254). University of
Nebraska Press.

Carstensen, L. L., & DeLiema, M. (2018). The positivity effect: A negativity
bias in youth fades with age. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 19,
7-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009


https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000759.supp
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02371
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02371
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02371
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02371
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.168.14.1522
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.168.14.1522
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.168.14.1522
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.168.14.1522
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.168.14.1522
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(95)01020-v
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(95)01020-v
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(95)01020-v
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221076817
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221076817
https://doi.org/10.1080/01050390152704779
https://doi.org/10.1080/01050390152704779
https://doi.org/10.1080/01050390152704779
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523808080656
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523808080656
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193432
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193432
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193432
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx172
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx172
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx172
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-021-00310-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-021-00310-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2019.1708253
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2019.1708253
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2019.1708253
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2019.1708253
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01139
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01139
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01139
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01139
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643290903343149
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643290903343149
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643290903343149
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00283
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00283
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00283
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.021
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079164
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079164
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079164
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.07.009

publishers.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

This document is copyri

This

personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

article is intended solely for the t

AGING AND FACE PERCEPTION

Carstensen, L. L., Isaacowitz, D. M., & Charles, S. T. (1999). Taking time
seriously: A theory of socioemotional selectivity. American Psychologist,
54(3), 165-181. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165

Chaby, L., Hupont, L., Avril, M., Luherne-du Boullay, V., & Chetouani, M.
(2017). Gaze behavior consistency among older and younger adults when
looking at emotional faces. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Atticle 548. https:/
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548

Chaby, L., Narme, P., & George, N. (2011). Older adults’ configural
processing of faces: Role of second-order information. Psychology and
Aging, 26(1), 71-79. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020873

Charles, S. T., Mather, M., & Carstensen, L. L. (2003). Aging and emotional
memory: The forgettable nature of negative images for older adults.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 132(2), 310-324. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310

Creighton, S. E., Bennett, P. J., & Sekuler, A. B. (2019). Classification
images characterize age-related deficits in face discrimination. Vision
Research, 157, 97-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002

Cudjoe, T. K. M., Roth, D. L., Szanton, S. L., Wolff, J. L., Boyd, C. M., &
Thorpe, R. J., Jr. (2020). The epidemiology of social isolation: National
health and aging trends study. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B,
75(1), 107-113. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby037

Davis, J. M., McKone, E., Dennett, H., O’Connor, K. B., O’Kearney, R., &
Palermo, R. (2011). Individual differences in the ability to recognise facial
identity are associated with social anxiety. PLOS ONE, 6(12), Atticle
€28800. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028800

DeGutis, J., Cohan, S., Mercado, R. J., Wilmer, J., & Nakayama, K. (2012).
Holistic processing of the mouth but not the eyes in developmental
prosopagnosia. Cognitive Neuropsychology, 29(5-6), 419-446. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745

DeGutis, J., Wilmer, J., Mercado, R. J., & Cohan, S. (2013). Using regression
to measure holistic face processing reveals a strong link with face
recognition ability. Cognition, 126(1), 87-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.cognition.2012.09.004

Dunlap, K. (1927). The role of eye-muscles and mouth-muscles in the
expression of the emotions. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 2(3),
196-233.

Ebner, N. C., Maura, G. M., Macdonald, K., Westberg, L., & Fischer, H.
(2013). Oxytocin and socioemotional aging: Current knowledge and
future trends. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7, Article 487. https:/
doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487

Farah, M. J., Wilson, K. D., Drain, M., & Tanaka, J. N. (1998). What is
“special” about face perception? Psychological Review, 105(3), 482—-498.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482

Ferris, S. H., Crook, T., Clark, E., McCarthy, M., & Rae, D. (1980). Facial
recognition memory deficits in normal aging and senile dementia.
Journal of Gerontology, 35(5), 707-714. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/
35.5.707

Firestone, A., Turk-Browne, N. B., & Ryan, J. D. (2007). Age-related deficits
in face recognition are related to underlying changes in scanning behavior.
Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition, 14(6), 594-607. https://doi.org/
10.1080/13825580600899717

Friedman, D. S., O’Colmain, B. J., Muiioz, B., Tomany, S. C., McCarty, C.,
de Jong, P. T., Nemesure, B., Mitchell, P., Kempen, J., & the Eye Diseases
Prevalence Research Group. (2004). Prevalence of age-related macular
degeneration in the United States. Archives of Ophthalmology, 122(4),
564-572. https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1941.00870100042005

Germine, L. T., Duchaine, B., & Nakayama, K. (2011). Where cognitive
development and aging meet: Face learning ability peaks after age 30.
Cognition, 118(2), 201-210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002

Gold, J. M., Mundy, P.J., & Tjan, B. S. (2012). The perception of a face is no
more than the sum of its parts. Psychological Science, 23(4), 427-434.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427407

Govenlock, S. W., Taylor, C. P., Sekuler, A. B., & Bennett, P. J. (2010). The
effect of aging on the spatial frequency selectivity of the human visual

559

system. Vision Research, 50(17), 1712-1719. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vi
sres.2010.05.025

Grady, C. L., Hongwanishkul, D., Keightley, M., Lee, W., & Hasher, L.
(2007). The effect of age on memory for emotional faces. Neuropsychol-
0gy, 21(3), 371-380. https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371

Grady, C. L., McIntosh, A. R., Horwitz, B., & Rapoport, S. I. (2000). Age-
related changes in the neural correlates of degraded and nondegraded face
processing. Cognitive Neuropsychology, 17(1), 165—186. https://doi.org/
10.1080/026432900380553

Guastella, A. J., Mitchell, P. B., & Dadds, M. R. (2008). Oxytocin increases
gaze to the eye region of human faces. Biological Psychiatry, 63(1), 3-5.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026

Hall, J. A. (1978). Gender effects in decoding nonverbal cues. Psychological
Bulletin, 85(4), 845-857. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845

Hall, J. K., Hutton, S. B., & Morgan, M. J. (2010). Sex differences in
scanning faces: Does attention to the eyes explain female superiority in
facial expression recognition. Cognition and Emotion, 24(4), 629-637.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930902906882

Hartshorne, J. K., & Germine, L. T. (2015). When does cognitive functioning
peak? The asynchronous rise and fall of different cognitive abilities across
the life span. Psychological Science, 26(4), 433—443. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0956797614567339

Herlitz, A., & Lovén, J. (2013). Sex differences and the own-gender bias in
face recognition: A meta-analytic review. Visual Cognition, 21(9-10),
1306-1336. https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2013.823140

Hildebrandt, A., Sommer, W., Herzmann, G., & Wilhelm, O. (2010).
Structural invariance and age-related performance differences in face
cognition. Psychology and Aging, 25(4), 794-810. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0019774

Hildebrandt, A., Wilhelm, O., Schmiedek, F., Herzmann, G., & Sommer, W.
(2011). On the specificity of face cognition compared with general
cognitive functioning across adult age. Psychology and Aging, 26(3), 701—
715. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023056

Hoffman, H. J., Dobie, R. A., Losonczy, K. G., Themann, C. L., & Flamme,
G. A. (2017). Declining prevalence of hearing loss in US adults aged 20 to
69 years. JAMA Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery, 143(3), 274-285.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.3527

IBM Corp. (2017). IBM SPSS statistics for Windows (Version 25.0)
[Computer software].

Iwasaki, M., & Noguchi, Y. (2016). Hiding true emotions: Micro-
expressions in eyes retrospectively concealed by mouth movements.
Scientific Reports, 6(1), Article 22049. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22049

Knudsen, C. O., Rasmussen, K. W., & Gerlach, C. (2021). Gender differences
in face recognition: The role of holistic processing. Visual Cognition, 29(6),
379-385. https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2021.1930312

Konar, Y., Bennett, P. J., & Sekuler, A. B. (2010). Holistic processing is not
correlated with face-identification accuracy. Psychological Science, 21(1),
38-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797609356508

Konar, Y., Bennett, P. J., & Sekuler, A. B. (2013). Effects of aging on face
identification and holistic face processing. Vision Research, 88, 38—46.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003

Lamont, A. C., Stewart-Williams, S., & Podd, J. (2005). Face recognition
and aging: Effects of target age and memory load. Memory & Cognition,
33(6), 1017-1024. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193209

Le, J., Kou, J., Zhao, W., Fu, M., Zhang, Y., Becker, B., & Kendrick, K. M.
(2020). Oxytocin biases eye-gaze to dynamic and static social images and
the eyes of fearful faces: Associations with trait autism. Translational
Psychiatry, 10(1), Article 142. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41398-020-0830-x

Lopatina, O. L., Komleva, Y. K., Gorina, Y. V., Higashida, H., & Salmina,
A. B. (2018). Neurobiological aspects of face recognition: The role of
oxytocin. Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, 12, Article 195. https:/
doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195

Malgady, R. G., & Colon-Malgady, G. (1991). Comparing the reliability of
difference scores and residuals in analysis of covariance. Educational and


https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00548
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020873
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020873
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.132.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby037
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gby037
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028800
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028800
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028800
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028800
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.754745
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00487
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/35.5.707
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/35.5.707
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/35.5.707
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/35.5.707
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/35.5.707
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580600899717
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580600899717
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580600899717
https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1941.00870100042005
https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1941.00870100042005
https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1941.00870100042005
https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1941.00870100042005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427407
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.21.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1080/026432900380553
https://doi.org/10.1080/026432900380553
https://doi.org/10.1080/026432900380553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.06.026
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.85.4.845
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930902906882
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930902906882
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614567339
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614567339
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2013.823140
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2013.823140
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2013.823140
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2013.823140
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019774
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019774
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023056
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023056
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.3527
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.3527
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.3527
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2016.3527
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22049
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22049
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2021.1930312
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2021.1930312
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2021.1930312
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2021.1930312
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797609356508
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797609356508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193209
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193209
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41398-020-0830-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41398-020-0830-x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00195

publishers.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

This document is copyri

This

personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

article is intended solely for the t

560

Psychological Measurement, 51(4), 803-807. https://doi.org/10.1177/
001316449105100401

Mastrantuono, E., Saldafia, D., & Rodriguez-Ortiz, 1. R. (2017). An eye
tracking study on the perception and comprehension of unimodal and
bimodal linguistic inputs by deaf adolescents. Frontiers in Psychology, 8,
Article 1044. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01044

Mather, M., & Carstensen, L. L. (2005). Aging and motivated cognition: The
positivity effect in attention and memory. Trends in Cognitive Sciences,
9(10), 496-502. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005

McKone, E., & Yovel, G. (2009). Why does picture-plane inversion
sometimes dissociate perception of features and spacing in faces, and
sometimes not? Toward a new theory of holistic processing. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 16(5), 778=797. https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778

Meinhardt-Injac, B., Boutet, L., Persike, M., Meinhardt, G., & Imhof, M.
(2017). From development to aging: Holistic face perception in children,
younger and older adults. Cognition, 158, 134-146. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020

Meinhardt-Injac, B., Persike, M., & Meinhardt, G. (2014). Development of
visual systems for faces and objects: Further evidence for prolonged
development of the face system. PLOS ONE, 9(6), Article €99942. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942

Michel, C., Rossion, B., Han, J., Chung, C. S., & Caldara, R. (2006). Holistic
processing is finely tuned for faces of one’s own race. Psychological Science,
17(7), 608-615. https://doi.org/10.1111/).1467-9280.2006.01752.x

Mishra, M. V., Likitlersuang, J., Wilmer, J. B., Cohan, S., Germine, L., &
DeGutis, J. M. (2019). Gender differences in familiar face recognition and
the influence of sociocultural gender inequality. Scientific Reports, 9(1),
Article 17884. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54074-5

Murray, J. E., Halberstadt, J., & Ruffman, T. (2010). The face of aging:
Sensitivity to facial feature relations changes with age. Psychology and
Aging, 25(4), 846-850. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019864

Norton, D., McBain, R., & Chen, Y. (2009). Reduced ability to detect facial
configuration in middle-aged and elderly individuals: Associations with
spatiotemporal visual processing. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B,
64(3), 328-334. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp008

Obermeyer, S., Kolling, T., Schaich, A., & Knopf, M. (2012). Differences
between old and young adults’ ability to recognize human faces underlie
processing of horizontal information. Frontiers in Aging Neuroscience, 4,
Article 3. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2012.00003

Owsley, C., Sekuler, R., & Boldt, C. (1981). Aging and low-contrast vision: Face
perception. Investigative Ophthalmology & Visual Science, 21(2), 362-365.

Parker, K. J., Hoffman, C. L., Hyde, S. A., Cummings, C. S., & Maestripieri,
D. (2010). Effects of age on cerebrospinal fluid oxytocin levels in free-
ranging adult female and infant rhesus macaques. Behavioral Neurosci-
ence, 124(3), 428-433. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019576.

Pearson, J. D., Morrell, C. H., Gordon-Salant, S., Brant, L. J., Metter, E. J.,
Klein, L. L., & Fozard, J. L. (1995). Gender differences in a longitudinal
study of age-associated hearing loss. The Journal of the Acoustical Society
of America, 97(2), 1196-1205. https://doi.org/10.1121/1.412231

Pellicano, E., & Rhodes, G. (2003). Holistic processing of faces in preschool
children and adults. Psychological Science, 14(6), 618—622. https:/
doi.org/10.1046/1.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x

Pellicano, E., Rhodes, G., & Peters, M. (2006). Are preschoolers sensitive to
configural information in faces? Developmental Science, 9(3), 270-277.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x

Peterson, M. F., & Eckstein, M. P. (2012). Optimal eye movements for face
recognition. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America, 109(48), E3314-E3323. https://doi.org/10
.1073/pnas.1214269109

Peterson, M. F., Zaun, 1., Hoke, H., Jiahui, G., Duchaine, B., & Kanwisher, N.
(2019). Eye movements and retinotopic tuning in developmental proso-
pagnosia. Journal of Vision, 19(9), Article 7. https://doi.org/10.1167/19.9.7

Ramon, M., Busigny, T., Gosselin, F., & Rossion, B. (2016). All new kids on
the block? Impaired holistic processing of personally familiar faces in a

FRY ET AL.

kindergarten teacher with acquired prosopagnosia. Visual Cognition,
24(5-6), 321-355. https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2016.1273985

Rezlescu, C., Susilo, T., Wilmer, J. B., & Caramazza, A. (2017). The
inversion, part-whole, and composite effects reflect distinct perceptual
mechanisms with varied relationships to face recognition. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 43(12),
1961-1973. https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000400

Richler, J. J., Cheung, O. S., & Gauthier, 1. (2011). Holistic processing
predicts face recognition. Psychological Science, 22(4), 464—471. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0956797611401753

Richler, J. J., & Gauthier, 1. (2014). A meta-analysis and review of holistic
face processing. Psychological Bulletin, 140(5), 1281-1302. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0037004

Richler, J. J., Mack, M. L., Palmeri, T. J., & Gauthier, I. (2011). Inverted
faces are (eventually) processed holistically. Vision Research, 51(3), 333—
342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014

Rossion, B. (2018). Humans are visual experts at unfamiliar face recognition.
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 22(6), 471-472. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ti
¢s.2018.03.002

Rotshtein, P., Vuilleumier, P., Winston, J., Driver, J., & Dolan, R. (2007).
Distinct and convergent visual processing of high and low spatial
frequency information in faces. Cerebral Cortex, 17(11), 2713-2724.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhl180

Royer, J., Blais, C., Charbonneau, I., Déry, K., Tardif, J., Duchaine, B.,
Gosselin, F., & Fiset, D. (2018). Greater reliance on the eye region predicts
better face recognition ability. Cognition, 181, 12-20. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004

Rutter, L. A., Dodell-Feder, D., Vahia, I. V., Forester, B. P., Ressler, K. J.,
Wilmer, J. B., & Germine, L. (2019). Emotion sensitivity across the
lifespan: Mapping clinical risk periods to sensitivity to facial emotion
intensity. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 148(11), 1993—
2005. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000559

Sergent, J. (1984). An investigation into component and configural processes
underlying face perception. British Journal of Psychology, 75(2), 221—
242. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x

Shankar, A., McMunn, A., Demakakos, P., Hamer, M., & Steptoe, A. (2017).
Social isolation and loneliness: Prospective associations with functional
status in older adults. Health Psychology, 36(2), 179-187. https://doi.org/
10.1037/hea0000437

Slessor, G., Riby, D. M., & Finnerty, A. N. (2013). Age-related differences in
processing face configuration: The importance of the eye region. The
Journals of Gerontology: Series B, 68(2), 228-231, https://doi.org/10
.1093/geronb/gbs059

Smith, A. D., & Winograd, E. (1978). Adult age differences in remembering
faces. Developmental Psychology, 14(4), 443-444. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443

Staehelin, K., Bertoli, S., Probst, R., Schindler, C., Dratva, J., & Stutz, E. Z.
(2011). Gender and hearing aids: Patterns of use and determinants of
nonregular use. Ear and Hearing, 32(6), 26-37. https://doi.org/10.1097/
AUD.0b013e3182291f94

Stantic, M., Bird, G., Catmur, C., & Hearne, B. (2021). Use of the Oxford
face matching test reveals an effect of ageing on face perception but not
face memory. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/z8dju

Sullivan, S., Campbell, A., Hutton, S. B., & Ruffman, T. (2017). What’s
good for the goose is not good for the gander: Age and gender differences
in scanning emotion faces. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B, 72(3),
441-447. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv033

Sullivan, S., Ruffman, T., & Hutton, S. B. (2007). Age differences in emotion
recognition skills and the visual scanning of emotion faces. The Journals of
Gerontology: Series B, 62(1), P53—P60. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/62.1.P53

Susilo, T., Germine, L., & Duchaine, B. (2013). Face recognition ability
matures late: Evidence from individual differences in young adults.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Perfor-
mance, 39(5), 1212-1217. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033469


https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449105100401
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449105100401
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449105100401
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01044
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01044
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01044
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.16.5.778
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099942
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01752.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54074-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54074-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019864
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019864
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp008
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2012.00003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2012.00003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2012.00003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2012.00003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019576.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019576.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019576.
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.412231
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.412231
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.412231
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0956-7976.2003.psci_1474.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00489.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1214269109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1214269109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1214269109
https://doi.org/10.1167/19.9.7
https://doi.org/10.1167/19.9.7
https://doi.org/10.1167/19.9.7
https://doi.org/10.1167/19.9.7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2016.1273985
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2016.1273985
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2016.1273985
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506285.2016.1273985
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000400
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000400
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611401753
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611401753
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611401753
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037004
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037004
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2010.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhl180
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhl180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000559
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000559
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1984.tb01895.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000437
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000437
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000437
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs059
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs059
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.14.4.443
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3182291f94
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3182291f94
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3182291f94
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3182291f94
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/z8dju
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/z8dju
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/z8dju
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv033
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv033
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/62.1.P53
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/62.1.P53
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/62.1.P53
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/62.1.P53
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033469
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033469

publishers.

0

y the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

ghted b

This document is copyri
This article is intended solely for the personal us

e of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

AGING AND FACE PERCEPTION 561

Tanaka, J. W., & Farah, M. J. (1993). Parts and wholes in face recognition.
The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology Section A, 46(2), 225—
245. https://doi.org/10.1080/14640749308401045

Tanaka, J. W., Kay, J. B., Grinnell, E., Stansfield, B., & Szechter, L. (1998).
Face recognition in young children: When the whole is greater than the
sum of its parts. Visual Cognition, 5(4), 479-496. https://doi.org/10.1080/
713756795

Tanaka, J. W., Kiefer, M., & Bukach, C. M. (2004). A holistic account of the
own-race effect in face recognition: Evidence from a cross-cultural study.
Cognition, 93(1), B1-B9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011

Tardif, J., Morin Duchesne, X., Cohan, S., Royer, J., Blais, C., Fiset, D.,
Duchaine, B., & Gosselin, F. (2019). Use of face information varies
systematically from developmental prosopagnosics to super-recognizers.
Psychological Science, 30(2), 300-308. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976
18811338

Taubert, J., Apthorp, D., Aagten-Murphy, D., & Alais, D. (2011). The role of
holistic processing in face perception: Evidence from the face inversion
effect. Vision Research, 51(11), 1273-1278. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vi
sres.2011.04.002

Thompson, L. A., & Malloy, D. (2004). Attention resources and visible
speech encoding in older and younger adults. Experimental Aging
Research, 30(3), 241-252. https://doi.org/10.1080/03610730490447877

Tye-Murray, N., Sommers, M. S., & Spehar, B. (2007). Audiovisual
integration and lipreading abilities of older adults with normal and
impaired hearing. Ear and Hearing, 28(5), 656—668. https://doi.org/10
.1097/AUD.0b013e31812f7185

Verhallen, R. J., Bosten, J. M., Goodbourn, P. T., Lawrance-Owen, A. J.,
Bargary, G., & Mollon, J. D. (2017). General and specific factors in the
processing of faces. Vision Research, 141, 217-227. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014

Wegrzyn, M., Vogt, M., Kireclioglu, B., Schneider, J., & Kissler, J. (2017).
Mapping the emotional face. How individual face parts contribute to
successful emotion recognition. PLOS ONE, 12(5), Article e0177239.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177239

Wiese, H., Komes, J., & Schweinberger, S. R. (2012). Daily-life contact
affects the own-age bias and neural correlates of face memory in elderly
participants. Neuropsychologia, 50(14), 3496-3508. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022

Wilmer, J. B., Germine, L., Chabris, C. F., Chatterjee, G., Gerbasi, M., &
Nakayama, K. (2012). Capturing specific abilities as a window into
human individuality: The example of face recognition. Cognitive
Neuropsychology, 29(5-6), 360-392. https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294
.2012.753433

Wolff, N., Wiese, H., & Schweinberger, S. R. (2012). Face recognition
memory across the adult life span: Event-related potential evidence from the
own-age bias. Psychology and Aging, 27(4), 1066—1081. https://doi.org/10
.1037/20029112

Yin, R. K. (1969). Looking at upside-down faces. Journal of Experimental
Psychology, 81(1), 141-145. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027474

Young, A. W., Hellawell, D., & Hay, D. C. (1987). Configurational
information in face perception. Perception, 16(6), 747-759. https://doi.org/
10.1068/p160747

Zetterberg, M. (2016). Age-related eye disease and gender. Maturitus, 83,
19-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005

Received September 13, 2021
Revision received April 14, 2023
Accepted May 15, 2023 =


https://doi.org/10.1080/14640749308401045
https://doi.org/10.1080/14640749308401045
https://doi.org/10.1080/713756795
https://doi.org/10.1080/713756795
https://doi.org/10.1080/713756795
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2003.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618811338
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618811338
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618811338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2011.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610730490447877
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610730490447877
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31812f7185
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31812f7185
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31812f7185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2016.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177239
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177239
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177239
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177239
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.753433
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.753433
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.753433
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.753433
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029112
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029112
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027474
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027474
https://doi.org/10.1068/p160747
https://doi.org/10.1068/p160747
https://doi.org/10.1068/p160747
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.maturitas.2015.10.005

	Effects of Age on Face Perception: Reduced Eye Region Discrimination Ability but Intact Holistic Processing
	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Participants
	Part-Whole Task
	Statistical Analysis
	Age Groups
	Measuring Holistic Processing and Eye/Mouth Discrimination Ability
	Reaction Time Analyses
	Exploratory Participant Gender Analyses


	Results
	Participants
	Age-Related Changes in Holistic Processing
	Age-Related Changes in Feature Discrimination Ability
	Reaction Time
	Exploratory Participant Gender Analyses

	Discussion
	References


