
Conclusions

Perceptual Load Effects in Rejection Sensitivity Across Facial 
and Non-Facial Stimuli.

Bradley Buchanan, Rachel Gaynor, Harold Rocha, Ashlee Ross, Sofia Laporte, Emma Sonenblum, Emily Rancorn, & Geoffrey Potts 

Cognitive Electrophysiology &
Clinical Neuroscience Lab

Background

Department of Psychology, University of South Florida

• High RS - Low RS scores ΔM = 5.75 [F(1,64) = 71.92, p<.05, η2 =.529, β = 1.0 ].

Methods

Results

o There was no main effect of distractor type or any interaction effects. A main effect of RS was 
observed with High RS (M= 2.19, SD= 1.80) groups displaying greater overall amplitudes [ΔM = 
.716, p<.001, η2 =.179, β = .929 ] than Low RS groups (M= 1.47, SD= 1.48) .

RS Amplitude Differences

• Increased P3b amplitudes and increased RTs in highly RS groups show an overall increase in 
attentional resource allocation compared to low RS groups.

• Non-Faces reduced accuracy greater in the visual search task compared to faces. Suggesting 
facial distractors may not have an effect on performance.

§ However, facial stimuli increased RTs greater in highly RS groups than low RS—
suggesting a potential for bias in performance in highly RS.

• Significant load effects were seen in all measures. Suggesting that high loads reduced 
attentional resources in both low and high RS groups similarly

§ A lack of a significant interaction between load, distractor, and RS suggests that 
this holds true regardless of distractor type present.

§ A significant interaction between load and distractor type suggests that 
meaningful stimuli may be affected by load differently. Further testing is 
required.

Load Amplitude Differences

ACC RT μV
RS F(1,64) = 4.53* F(1,130) = 12.20***

Distractor F(1,64)= 4.39*
Load F(1,65)= 31.41*** F(1,65)= 194.21*** F(1,65) = 64.89***

RS x Distractor F(1,64) = 6.61*

RS x Load
Load x Distractor F(1,65)= 6.40*

Load x Distractor 
x RS

HydroCel Geodesic Sensor Net
128 Channel Map

Version 1.0

For questions or additional assistance please refer to the EGI Sensor Net Technical Manual or contact us at:

Electrical Geodesics, Inc.
1600 Millrace Drive, Suite 307
Eugene, Oregon USA 97403
Phone: (541) 687-7962     Fax: (541) 687-7963
Email: support@egi.com or info@egi.com         N-PRT-LAM-4300-001

12

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
Fp1

23

24
F3

43

44

45
T3

46
47

38

39

41

42

32

34

35

37

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

48

49

50 51 52
P3

53
54

55

56 57
LM

58
T5

61

COM

63
64 65

66

67

68

71

72

73

74

75
Oz

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

84

86

87

88

89

90

92
P4

93

S/N

94

95

96
T6

97

98

99

100
RM

101

102

103

105
106

107

108
T4

110
111

112

113

115

116117118

114

119
120

121

122
F8

124
F4

125

126127

128
9 9
9
Fp2

12333
F7

36
C3

40

59
60

69

70
O1

83
O2

85
91

104
C4

REF
Cz

109

11
Fz

62
Pz

5

ERP ROI

o There was no significant three-way interaction between load, distractor, and RS. A main effect of 
load was observed with High load (M= .94, SD= 1.14) conditions displaying lower overall 
amplitudes [ΔM = -1.62, p<.001, η2 =.537, β = 1.0] than Low load conditions (M= 2.73, SD= 1.18) .

Predictions:
• H1: Facial images compared to non-facial images should be more salient distractors to 

highly RS individuals compared low RS individuals resulting in increased RTs, lower 
ACC, and increased P3b amplitudes when faces are present in highly RS individuals.

• H2: Facial images compared to non-facial images should be more salient in highly RS 
compared to low RS individuals in low loads only compared to high loads. High loads 
should show similar RT, ACC, and P3b amplitudes across both high and low RS when 
facial stimuli are present compared to non-facial stimuli.
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Results
RS RT Differences RS x Distractor RT Differences

Distractor ACC Differences Load x Dis. ACC Differences

Load ACC DifferencesLoad RT Differences

o Non-Face – Face ΔM = -.016 [p = .04, 
η2 = .064, β = .541] 

o Low – High (Face) ΔM = .031 [p = .012, 
η2 =.09, β = .702 ]

o Low – High (Non-Face) NS

o High – Low RS ΔM = 46.97 ms [p = 
.037, η2 =.066, β = .554] 

o High – Low (Face) ΔM = 16.66 ms, [p = 
.012, η2 =.094, β = .717 ] 

o High – Low (Non-Face) NS

o High - Low ΔM = -.063 [p<.001, η2
=.326, β = 1.0]

o High - Low ΔM = 215.32 ms [p<.001, 
η2 =.749, β = 1.0] 

* = p < .05, **= p < .01, *** = p < .001

M SD N

Low RSQ Scores (Bottom 50%) 13.01 3.53 33

High RSQ Scores (Top 50%) 7.26 1.66 33

Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ) – 18 Item 

Visual- Search Task
• Adapted by Theodorou and 

colleagues (2021)
• Objective: select target 

letter (X or Z) from set.
• Blocked by load (Low & 

High)
• 128 trials per block

Foveal Distractors
• Facial images: pulled from 

the Complex Emotional 
Expression Database 
(CEED)1.

• Non-Facial images: Facial 
images scrambled into 4x4 
matrix 
ERP Parameters

• P3b region of interest (ROI) 
and extraction window pulled 
from a collapsed localizer 

• ROI: 54, 55, 61, 62, 78, 79
• Time Window: 470-670 ms

• Rejection Sensitivity (RS) - a personality trait that encourages maladaptive responses to 
rejection8.

• RS is predictive of Social Anxiety Disorder (SAD)17,27,18.
• RS shows an attentional bias (AB) to facial stimuli similarly to the AB found in 

SAD8,9,21,18.

• Perceptual Load Theory – selective attention is dependent on the amount of attentional 
resources not consumed by visual information within the current visual field15.

• P3b- Neural index of attentional resource allocation and attention orienting19,20,11.
• AB in SAD is affected by load2,24. Some associated traits of SAD show a resilience to 

load22,23,25,3.
Research Question: Does too much visual information block AB in highly RS groups?


