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[Abstract] Familiarity plays a crucial role in the recognition of faces. Familiar faces mainly consisted of three types: fa-
mous face, personally familiar faces and one’ s own face. This article introduced the differences in the cognitive neural
mechanism in the recognition of the three types of familiar faces from the following aspects: (DThe differences between the
familiar faces and stranger faces; @The differences between the different types of familiar faces. Based on the previous stud-

ies, the paper proposed the potential confounders for inconsistent results among the current studies and provided some sug-

gestions for future studies.
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