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= Novel distinctive faces tend to be better recognised than typical faces (e.g. Wickham et al., 2000)
but familiarity and distinctiveness would have independent effects when recognizing small sets of
familiar faces (e.g. Valentine & Bruce, 1986).
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= Using ratings from 35 judges on pictures of 96 familiar faces (i.e. more or less famous actors)
and 96 unfamiliar faces, we found a strong association between perceived familiarity and
perceived distinctiveness in the former (r = .7512) but not in the latter (r = .1743).

= This may represent an illusion of distinctiveness whereby the more familiar a face is, the more 5. o
distinctive it looks, regardless of its actual appearance. g, t,
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Aims & Hypotheses

= Test If the association between familiarity and distinctiveness ratings on famous faces Is reproducible on a larger sample, as biased
distinctiveness judgments would be an obstacle to the construction of well-controlled sets of famous faces to study familiar face processing.

PREREGISTERED

= This association should be reduced by collecting distinctiveness ratings on isolated facial features, since recognition of facial features In
Isolation is more difficult than recognition in the context of a face (Tanaka & Farah ,1993).

= Distinctiveness ratings of isolated eyes should be higher than those of other isolated parts since the eyes are more diagnostic of facial
identity than other features (e.g. Mohr et al., 2018; Nemrodov et al., 2014).
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Results & Discussion
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