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Rejection sensitivity and negative cognitive bias are risk factors for depression. Rejection sensitivity is a concept that explains

individual differences in the perception of and reactions to rejection. Individuals with high rejection sensitivity anxiously ex-

pect, readily perceive, and overreact to rejection. Cognitive bias is a pattern of deviation that occurs when people interpret

and remember given information or situations. Depressed people have negative cognitive bias. This study aimed to investi-
gate the dual mediating effect of negative interpretation bias and negative memory bias in the relationship between rejection
sensitivity and depression among undergraduate and graduate students. A total of 159 undergraduate and graduate students
completed the Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire, Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression, and Similarity Rating
Task using E-prime Software. The research model was constructed based on previous research in this field. To compare the
research model and the two alternative models, structural equation modeling was conducted. The complete dual mediation
model attained the best fit for present study. The finding suggests that high rejection sensitivity may contribute to depression

through the increase of negative interpretation bias and negative memory bias. Our findings support the combined cognitive

bias hypothesis proposed by Hirsch and colleagues in the relationship between rejection sensitivity and depression. Finally,
the therapeutic implications and limitation of the study were discussed.
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Figure 1. Study model of this study: Partial dual mediation model of
the relationship between rejection sensitivity and depression through
negative interpretation bias and negative memory bias including
pathway from rejection sensitivity to depressive symptom through in-
terpretation bias.
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Figure 2. Alternative model 1 of this study: Partial dual mediation
model of the relationship between rejection sensitivity and depression
through negative interpretation bias and negative memory bias.
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Figure 3. Alternative model 2 of this study: Complete dual mediation model of the relationship between rejection sensitivity and depression through

negative interpretation bias and negative memory bias.
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Figure 4. Example of Similarity Rating Task (SRT).
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A4 &#]4=2] Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RM- Thsl=d|(Finch & West, 1997), 2= HolE50] o] 7]&£& wh=E3}
SEA)} Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)S 118 8}%I ). RMSEAE A| A0 2 Jeh AFA 71 S5l E 4= QITH(Table 1).
QIR YA] Al A= 0-1 A0]9] g 7HA]H, B .90 of/o]H

o] At 7} Fesital kgt RMSEA= T2 7158 7 BOIN QOIR A D 3 Ml

AT K, 10 olol B4 S B, J0 olstoldl HES B Py m B4 ] Bl 2 pEelS T B
%, .08 oJstolH ¥t B, .05 ofstolH F mgolet s FHQlo] BsAl HAEEA] ahetslr] flsf gheld] 2l
4 ck(Hong, 2000). A2 9] F-2]4-S &rotr 7] $J3)| Bootstrap- (Confirmatory factor analysis, CFA)& AASIGATE AH RIS
ping 2 AH8315Ick A Bl - 8710 AL B AR, S
ko T1al olo]] e BHH A2l A Ujste] £ Aol
i AT Ee R 7ol

A3} Uh g4 % o 2 Ak -8 ALk Chon

2
il i
22
i
g‘L
K
ox
Bl
1w ox

ool

i
o]
U A

FQ HOISO| MEHARM A 7|28 S(2001)0] Ao¥et 479] 519 Mg LAEATE FEAGR]|
G- AR Fof Rt A A E Hal(r=.55), 74—:— Ql TLI= 7|2 21Q1 9% 428 ghe H.om, CFI: 7]5A]Q1 9%
1739 ekl AR-ERHr=47), 871 (r=-39) <=

L O AlulalAlE vl 0.9 0 WA s A]Hsk S+ A
B GRS R S A s Jj]r ki Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices
H ABEAT BERG= 50, $E2 R Tl fo .
3N IS Bl =69, ZHg oo g X 4 TG g0y confidence intervals
(r=.56)1} <5(r=.56) Lol F 2] AJHoA S Kok ARRIZE 54707 29 965 945 933 075
RS R SEYT RO AR Y= 49, peol

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Skewness, Kurtosis and Pearson Correlations of Depression, Rejection Sensitivity, Negative Interpretation
Bias, and Negative Memory Bias

Variables 1 2 2-1 2-2 3 4 4-1 4-2
1. Depression 1
2. Rejection Sensitivity 55X 1

2-1 Anxious Expectation AT 1) el 1

2-2 Acceptance Expectation -390 -840 -.62%%% 1
3. Negative Interpretation Bias 50 490 430 .36 1
4. Negative Memory Bias 65 50 350 - 440 520 1

4-1 Content 56%* 350 26 -.300* G 780 1

4-2 Intrusion 56X 490 330 - 420 A6 920 49 1
N 159 159 159 159 157 159 159 159
M 12.36 8.43 47.08 76.38 19.45 1.30 0.38 0.92
SD 11.12 4.58 16.71 13.28 5.98 1.76 0.77 1.25
Skewness 1.27 0.95 0.47 -0.36 0.97 1.46 1.94 1.58
Kurtosis 1.35 0.69 -0.40 0.05 0.78 1.65 2.69 2.46

Note. 1=Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression (CES-D); 2=Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ); 3 = Interpretation Bias-Similarity
Rating Task (SRT); 4=Memory Bias-Free Recall Task.
p<.01.**p<.001.
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Th 22 7S Boleh AojREAI40 GRLES 71249 95tk o] s el 2 ukodsle Ao 2 wekw e

2 Gh& ML, RMSEA (90%2] Al=)77h 71521 10k} &

© Zhe Ueblick(Table ) HNHA 0.2 B3 APEE Be| W) HEED tiotmdol vl

2ol 214 8ol W A3t Ao 2 gaEgick v ot Awga AR F N didhey F Ao B st 1t
A aQlEAoA 2 FEuRlo] Al Ads Hgehs WY Y AHsl| Sl A} thetol cigh Aghe A
A shotal7] s, clEe] 09) HalEH(@ S sk 1 4159} Bentler} Bonett(1980)) Aol 5-& AN T
AT} ARl LA BE FHEwol0] go] Haleko] EA4 A, CFL TLL GFI, RMSEA 225 ¥] gk A}, At 3, oot
O R fof8lL, 89l Bl 4] 5 oo R et USRS W, tiobF2E vSd A3 A4S HIrk wetA] Bentler

Table 3. Model Fit of Study Model and Alternative Models

RMSEA
Models X 4 CF LI GFI (90% Confidence intervals)
Study Model 55.76** 30 .965 .947 932 074
Alternative Model 1 56.24** 31 .965 .950 932 072
Alternative Model 2 59.35%* 32 .962 .947 929 074
*p<.0L
Table 4. Direct Effect of the Final Model
Path B SE B CR. p
Rejection Sensitivity > Negative Interpretation Bias .03 .01 .70 5.87%** <.001
Negative Interpretation Bias > Negative Memory Bias 1.55 27 .84 5.77%** <.001
Negative Memory Bias > Depression 1.70 25 .85 6.89*** <.001
**p<.001.
() (o) (es) (o)
NN NN \__/ -
v v v v
. Negatlve.: . Negatlve. Negative Negative
interpretation interpretation . .
factor 1 factor 2. intrusion contents
- Negative . -
N >
(D)= interpretation Negatlve' <—(D2\1\
— bias memory bias N4
Rejection Depressive e ’3\‘
sensitivity symptom N
82 75 91 83 80 74
Rejection Rejection Dep. Dep. Dep. Dep.
anxiety expectiations factor 1 factor 2 factor 3 factor 4
(e1) () (e7) (e8) (e9) (e10)
NI N NI \ ) NI N

Figure 5. Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between rejection sesitivity and depression as mediated by negative interpreta-
tion bias and negative memory bias.

https://doi.org/10.15842/kjcp.2018.37.1.006 73



Park and Lee

} Bonett(1980)2] y2to] A% Baj 4] 13 7t -5-0]5t 2jo]7} 9]
25 ol T A HA 2, Aty EH?_E‘&I% | skl
=Hl(Ay’ =048< x>, =3.84, Adf=1, p>.05), T 5 7k y*2] Z}o]
7} 3.841 T} 21Qk7| W&o, 71 o]z}t _I_'._/]g};(] or}y TehE|o)

-mTE?ﬂ PAE 2fol7t Qe Ao 2 M A{Er e 2

9,

ol ek 1 ’SEHO}OI‘E}. theo & tjotnd} tfotual
= ‘ﬂ‘ﬂ&"“‘hﬁl 23 2h¢Afol7} §10151) o A0 2 Tk
OJ(Ay? =3.11< )’ s =3.84, Adf=1, p>.05), FH3}oF 3= H= A

50 AP A2 By F ARt 2 Byl SR
(R H2)S 2|50 e O & A eIt Table 3).

HEZDo| XHET US

wgo) 7t AR AFE] F- /S A Ak, AR Izdol A #
A e & 7= A A RE A O R FosiA LRl
(B=.70,p<.001), 54 sl AlgFol A K42 7| HEO & 7H=

A AR Ao 7 Q-0l5H L]-E]-\/d—_g_uz](ﬁ 84,p< .001), &4
A 71 HgFol M S-E= 7k AH = (B= .85, p<.001) EFF -2
3} 7.0 2 LRI TH(Table 4, Figure 5).

WISl 7k A BAS F o A8 spershar, vl ate] el
HE AFI) Q18] NS LA WA REAEY

(Bootstrap)& Fofl A At (PJad}, RO 27|15 AH=s)
I, 2 eldE ASstitt 2TRER ATEE dioheg2ef sy

500091] S 2B AXJBkIck T 2 ARUYE £
4 710l 018 o] L TIAB= 50, p< on, 534

£ Ao 2 vyt

o] JFFS A= ﬁi ok ME}(Table 5)

Table 5. Direct and Indirect Effect of the Final Model

= o

= o
# A7 B ARUGAL UG 71U D S2F
79] BAE Pobu T, 5] ARYIZAT $LFA 21 AR
A QUG 2491 $3H BT Zoluge] &
W] L RS ool 31 toliek 1 Q1 A
of uhe ol chga g

S, AR, R SHHHG B S0 9834
29| JTBAE Lohghet. 71 Axk FAUNE BE 30 o]
FOIR A Lhehich. 53], 9254 AR Aol 55
o] folat 4 ARl Lhebgti, ol 71%e] mgeh
S3He AgEol AR-E AYsh He A o=, AslEer 9
980l FHOPAL HUITH: tho] MHAT Aol $315Hs At

2kl & = Qth(Ayduk et al., 2001; Kwak, 2016; Tops, Riese, Olde-
hinkel, Rijsdijk, & Ormel, 2008). -4 4] 3l 4] H aFu} A4 7]]H
G Aolofl= ot A Aol U=t o= she] Q1A
o] the QXA Gk nRitke A-ATEol 485t
Avte}ar 3 4= QJch(Everaert et al., 2012; Hertel, Brozovich, Joor-
mann, & Gotlib, 2008; Tran et al., 2011). = 2 ¢1519] sj|4H3}F 1}
AlolA 7S] SHA AU L5 912 & sl TAlolA
A S ETs R S| b e BUA ALt 9o
P e

o2 v o] BUBHHE-S ulTie EE ARNIZA} 2
SR

rlr r‘~1

3
b= B9 7|7 =245 SH A el sl £8H 0= ¢
A3tk ZE onlst, Normansell?t Wisco(2016)2] -2}
oF dx|gich

sl -85 Aol ol A=, ARRNAAI £-25
020 AR ZASH wYolth 45 At ATmo] thet
23 2} e B A RS Heom, AR $-2 54

Independent variable Dependent variable

Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

Rejection Sensitivity Negative Interpretation Bias 700 - .70

Negative Interpretation Bias Negative Memory Bias 840 - .84

Negative Memory Bias Depression .85%¢ - .85

Rejection Sensitivity - Negative Interpretation Bias > Negative Memory Bias > - .50%* .50
Depression

Note. Bootstrapping = Bias-corrected percentile method.
p<.01, **p<.001.
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