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A B S T R A C T   

Objective: The aim of this study is to investigate the time to affective recovery from daily-life stressors between 
healthy controls (HC) and two groups with an increased risk for developing depression: individuals with sub-
clinical symptoms of depression (SSD), and individuals remitted from a depressive episode with residual 
symptoms of depression (RRS). 
Method: The experience sampling method (ESM) was used to measure affective recovery to daily-life stressors. 
Affective recovery was defined as the moment that negative affect (NA) returned to baseline level following the 
first stressful event of the day. We assessed two different operationalizations of the baseline: NA at the moment 
before the stressful event (t− 1), and mean-person NA. The effect of stress intensity, and cumulative stress were 
also assessed. 
Results: Survival analyses showed significantly longer recovery times for the at risk groups in comparison to 
healthy individuals, albeit no significant difference was found between the two at risk groups (i.e. SSD and RRS). 
There was also an effect of cumulative stress, but not stress intensity on time to recovery in that cumulative stress 
resulted in significantly longer recovery times for all three groups. 
Limitations: The present study is limited by the ESM sampling design, assessments take place post-stress and 
therefore do not capture peak stress. Additionally, we are only able to assess patterns at the group level. Finally, 
there is a significant age difference between groups. 
Conclusion: Individuals at risk for depression display a delayed recovery to daily-life stressors when compared to 
healthy controls, which is not explained by differences in stress intensity or cumulative stress. Understanding 
what is driving this delay may help combat the development of depression.   

1. Introduction 

Stress is thought to be an adaptive process essential to promote ho-
meostasis in the short term, but detrimental to health when recurrent or 
prolonged (McEwen, 2017). The diathesis-stress model posits that a 
genetic predisposition interacts with exposure to stressors, putting in-
dividuals at risk for mental illness (Ingram and Luxton, 2012). More 
concretely, sensitization of the stress system occurs through repeated or 

prolonged exposure to stressors, leading to exaggerated responses to 
smaller stressors, or daily hassles, and in turn facilitating the develop-
ment of mental illness (Collip et al., 2008; Harkness et al., 2015). 
Sensitization to daily hassles has been consistently demonstrated in 
studies using experience sampling methodology (ESM). This is a diary 
method where participants report their momentary affect, context, and 
appraisals a number of times a day for multiple days (Myin-Germeys 
et al., 2009; Myin-Germeys et al., 2018). These studies have shown that 
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individuals at a greater risk of mental illness display larger affective 
reactivity (higher levels of negative affect) to daily-life stressors 
compared to healthy individuals (Husky et al., 2009; Lataster et al., 
2013; Myin-Germeys et al., 2003; Myin-Germeys et al., 2018; Reining-
haus et al., 2016; Palmier-Claus et al., 2012; Pruessner et al., 2017; van 
der Steen et al., 2017; van der Stouwe et al., 2019; van Winkel et al., 
2015). However, less is known about the period following this initial 
reactivity: the recovery aspect of the stress response during which affect 
returns to baseline level. Individuals who take longer to recover from 
minor daily stressors are exposed to the harmful effects of stress for 
longer periods of time, thereby enhancing its detrimental effects on 
health. It follows that in the context of mental health, stress recovery 
may in fact be more relevant than initial reactivity. Existing studies do 
point to a link between delayed affective recovery from daily-life stress 
and a risk for mental illness. For instance, recovery appears especially 
slow for individuals in the early stages of psychosis over individuals at 
an already chronic stage (Vaessen et al., 2019). More generally, in-
dividuals at a subclinical level of any mental illness who showed an 
increase in symptoms at a one-year follow-up took, on average, an 
additional 90 min to recover from a daily stressful situation compared to 
those whose symptoms remained stable (Kuranova et al., 2020), high-
lighting the transdiagnostic nature of this process. Delayed stress re-
covery may therefore already signal a risk for mental illness before it 
develops. 

Depression may be a disorder in which delayed recovery plays a 
particularly important role. Depression has been conceptualized as a 
disorder of emotion dysregulation in which individuals engage in 
dysfunctional emotion regulation strategies (Ehring et al., 2008), and is 
marked by cognitive and affective inflexibility, leading individuals to 
become “stuck” in negative affective states (Koval et al., 2012). Findings 
from an ESM study provide an initial indication that recovery to daily 
stressors may also be delayed in depression, with affect from prior 
negative events persisting in individuals with depression (Peeters et al., 
2003). Laboratory studies mirror this finding, with prolonged levels of 
negative affect (NA) following a psychosocial stressor (Schiweck et al., 
2019). It may be that, like in psychosis (Vaessen et al., 2019), recovery 
to stress may already be delayed in the early stages of the illness, in 
individuals at risk for depression, indicating that it may be a meaningful 
vulnerability factor for depression. 

Individuals with depression report negative events as more un-
pleasant, important, and stressful than healthy individuals (Peeters 
et al., 2003), resulting in a more salient affective reactivity (Myin-Ger-
meys et al., 2003; Wichers et al., 2007) that may consequentially result 
in longer recovery periods. Similarly, experiencing multiple successive 
stressors has been shown to lead to an additive effect of NA (Schilling 
and Diehl, 2014) that may likewise delay recovery. Although individuals 
with depression appear to encounter an equivalent number of stressful 
events during the day as healthy individuals (Peeters et al., 2003), a 
differential effect of cumulative stress (i.e., exposure to multiple 
stressors before complete recovery) between groups might influence 
recovery. The influence of stress intensity and cumulative stress on af-
fective recovery thus has to be taken into account when interpreting 
potential differences in the time to recovery between groups. 

In an attempt to untangle the various effects on delayed affective 
recovery to daily stress, we will employ survival analysis to model the 
time to recover from a stressor. To our knowledge, this method has yet to 
be used in the context of ESM; rather it is primarily used in clinical trials 
to model the time to a specific event, typically illness recovery or relapse 
(Clark et al., 2003). In the current context, this event denotes affective 
recovery from a stressor, or the moment that affect returns to the 
baseline value. Since the exact moment of recovery happens between 
assessments, survival analysis is especially relevant as it can account for 
censoring, that is either when the event does not happen or when the 
exact moment that it happens is not known. 

In sum, we will apply survival analysis to investigate the patterns of 
affective stress recovery between healthy controls (HC) and two groups 

with an increased risk for developing depression: individuals with sub-
clinical symptoms of depression (SSD), and individuals remitted from a 
depressive episode with residual symptoms of depression (RRS). Aligned 
with existing literature, we investigated: (1) if affective recovery from an 
unpleasant event is longer for both SSD and RRS groups in comparison to 
HC, (2) if stress intensity, and cumulative stress result in longer recovery 
periods, and (3) if potential group differences in recovery can be 
explained by stress intensity and/or cumulative stress. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Participants 

Data collected in three previous studies (i.e. SMARTSCAN: van Aubel 
et al., 2020, MindMaastricht: Geschwind et al., 2011, and Genetic Risk 
and Outcome of Psychosis (GROUP): Collip et al., 2011; GROUP, 2011) 
were combined to form a total sample of 349 participants between the 
ages of 16 and 65 years with varying risk for depression. Data collection 
for all three studies was carried-out in the Dutch language, and extracted 
to create three groups: HC (GROUP, and SMARTSCAN studies), SSD 
(SMARTSCAN), and RRS (MindMaastricht study). All studies obtained 
ethical permission from their local ethical committee and were carried- 
out in agreement with the world medical association declaration of 
Helsinki. 

2.1.1. GROUP study 
The GROUP study (Collip et al., 2011; GROUP, 2011) is a large study 

assessing patients with non-affective psychotic disorder, siblings of pa-
tients with a non-affective psychotic disorder, and healthy controls be-
tween 16 and 50 years. Individuals with a first-degree relative with a 
psychotic disorder were excluded from the healthy control group. We 
used the data from the 84 healthy controls as part of our HC group. 

2.1.2. SMARTSCAN study 
The SMARTSCAN study (van Aubel et al., 2020) is a randomized 

controlled trial in a sample of individuals with subclinical symptoms of 
depression and healthy controls between the ages of 16 and 25 years. 
Participants took part in ESM prior to randomization and allocation to 
the experimental condition. Individuals who were undergoing any form 
of treatment for mental health concerns, reported using psychotropic 
drugs, required significant care or were not indicated for MRI were all 
excluded from the study. The ESM data from 48 healthy controls were 
combined with data from the GROUP study to form the HC group. In 
addition, 88 individuals with subclinical symptoms of depression were 
used to form the SSD group. 

2.1.3. MindMaastricht study 
The MindMaastricht study (Geschwind et al., 2011) was conducted 

in the Netherlands in adults with a life-time history of depression and 
current residual depressive symptoms. This is a randomized controlled 
trial testing the effectiveness of a mindfulness-based cognitive therapy in 
increasing positive emotions. Individuals with a current or recent (past 
four weeks) depressive, or psychotic episode were excluded from the 
study, as were those who had recently changed their treatment (i.e. 
psycho- or pharmacological). Participants between the ages of 19 and 
65 years all took part in six consecutive days of ESM prior to being 
randomly assigned to a condition. Data from 129 participants were used 
to form the RRS group. 

2.2. Experience sampling method 

In all three samples, participants took part in a six-day ESM study 
(Myin-Germeys et al., 2009; Myin-Germeys et al., 2018; Wichers et al., 
2008). In case participants continued ESM for more than six days, only 
the first six consecutive days were used in our study. Participants 
received 10 semi-random beeps a day, for six days, on a digital 
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wristwatch. Each beep signalled the participant to fill a paper and pencil 
diary assessing their current mood, thoughts, and context. Assessments 
took place between 07:30 h to 22:30 h, with an average of a 90-minute 
interval between assessments. 

2.3. Measures 

2.3.1. Demographic items 
Participants all completed a baseline questionnaire that included 

several demographic items such as age and gender. Additionally, the 
inventory of depressive symptomatology-self report (IDS-SR: Rush et al., 
2000) was used to measure depressive symptoms. The IDS-SR is a thirty- 
item questionnaire assessing mood and behaviour in the past seven days. 
Each item is scored from 0 to 3 and results in a total score ranging from 
0 to 84. 

2.3.2. Negative affect 
The measure of NA is a composite measure of mood items. NA is the 

mean score per participant per day on the items “down”, “insecure”, 
“lonely”, “anxious”, and “guilty”. These items were the same across all 
three studies and have been used in other studies to compute NA as well. 
All items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1. not at all to 7. 
very much (Myin-Germeys et al., 2018). Person mean-centered items 
provided a moderately high internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha 
of 0.72 and 0.91 for within- and between-person respectively. 

Since operationalization of baseline NA differs in the literature, we 
identified baseline levels of NA in two ways to compare results. First, 
baseline was defined as the level of NA before onset of the stressful event 
(i.e., t− 1) (NA− 1) (Vaessen et al., 2019). Second, baseline affect was 
defined as the mean-person NA (NAm) throughout the entire ESM period 
(Kuranova et al., 2020). 

2.3.3. Stressful events 
To identify stressful events, participants were asked at every 

assessment-point to think about the most important event since the last 
assessment and rate how pleasant it was from − 3. very unpleasant to 3. 
very pleasant. Positive scores (i.e., non-stressful events) were converted 
to 0 and the remaining scores reversed so that a higher score reflected a 
higher stress intensity. Stress intensity was thus scored from 0 to 3 with 
0 reflecting no stressful event and the higher the score, the more stressful 
the event. Only the first stressful event of a day was used for our recovery 
estimation to prevent influences by potential incomplete recovery from 
previous stressors. The first stressful event of a day was designated as t0 
and was used to assess recovery; any following stressors on the same day 
were used to compute the cumulative stress measure. Cumulative stress 
was computed and coded as 1 if any additional stressful events were 
experienced and coded as 0 if no additional stressor was experienced 
prior to full recovery. 

2.4. Statistical analysis plan 

2.4.1. Data preparation 
To reliably investigate the recovery of a stressor separate from the 

experience of additional stressors, data had to be carefully pre-processed 
and restructured. This process was performed for each day per indi-
vidual and resulted in several observations being discarded. The first 
stage was to identify for every participant and for every day if a stressful 
event occurred. Days when no stressful event had occurred, or when the 
data after the stressful event at t0 are missing were discarded. For the 
model with NA− 1 as baseline, days were discarded if the stressful event 
occurred on the first assessment of the day or if NA− 1 was missing, as 
there was no information on baseline NA. 

The second stage was to delineate the event interval, i.e. the time 
between stressor (t0) and the moment that negative affect had recovered 
to baseline values. The event, in this case the moment of affective re-
covery, happened between assessments meaning that the exact minute 

of recovery was unknown, but the time interval in which recovery took 
place could be derived. The moment of stress at t0 marked the start of the 
interval which ended at the moment of recovery, when NA ≤ NAb (see 
Fig. 1.a and b). Recovery was understood to have already happened by t0 
in cases where NA at t0 (NA0) was lower or equal to NA at baseline 
(NAb), meaning that NA0 marked the end of the interval of recovery (see 
Fig. 1.c and d) 

In case the participant had not yet recovered by end of day (see 
Fig. 1.e) or the data is missing before recovery happened (see Fig. 1.f), 
data were treated as right censored, meaning that this observation was 
computed as showing no recovery by the time of the last assessment of 
the day. 

2.4.2. Data analyses 
First, we calculated descriptive statistics (i.e. mean, sd, range, %) for 

all variables, and performed ANOVA tests to assess differences in par-
ticipants' averages between groups. When the ANOVA test was signifi-
cant, the Tukey's honest significant difference test served to perform 
multiple pairwise-comparisons between the three groups. 

Second, to test the effect of depression group on time to affective 
recovery (hypothesis 1.), we estimated a Weibull regression model for 
time interval-censored data (Bellamy et al., 2004). We included 
depression group (i.e., HC, SSD, RRS) as a predictor and the interval in 
which recovery took place as the dependent variable. Stress intensity, 
cumulative stress, age, and gender (i.e. male = 0, and female = 1) were 
included as covariates in all models. Finally, the model was run with 
baseline NA− 1 and baseline NAm seperately. 

Data analysis was conducted in R version 4.0.3 (R Core Team, 2020) 
using the survival package (Therneau and Grambsch, 2000; Therneau 
et al., 2020) that includes a function to estimate Weibull regression 
models. We estimate the model using Generalized estimating equation 
with adjusted covariance matrix that supports interval-censored data 
and accounts for the multilevel nature of the data, with intervals nested 
within participants (Liang and Zeger, 1986). We report hazard ratios, 
indicating how much higher (if larger than 1) or lower (if below 1) the 
hazard rate of non-recovery is in the SSD and RRS groups relative to the 
HC group. A hazard ratio larger than 1 indicates a longer time to recover 
while a ratio below 1 reflects a shorter time to recover compared to the 
HC group (Barraclough et al., 2011). 

Finally, to assess whether there was a significant difference in time to 
affective recovery between SSD and RRS, we performed a linear hy-
pothesis test. Code is available at the OFS page: https://osf.io/u92t3/? 
view_only=f73d706c68c745b38349300a51fc7427. 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive statistics 

A total of 349 participants were included: HC (N = 132), SSD (N =
88), and RRS (N = 129). The majority (77 %) of participants was female. 
Age and percentage of completed questionnaires are significantly 
different across all three groups with participants in the RRS group being 
the oldest and most compliant and vice versa for participants in the SSD 
group. Moreover, the depression score (i.e., IDS-SR) and all NA averages 
(i.e., NA, NA− 1, NAm, NA0) were significantly lower for HC in compar-
ison to the two at risk groups. Likewise, the RRS group reported on 
average significantly higher stress intensity than the other two groups. 
See Table 1 for details on the reliability of NA across assessments. 
Finally, the number of stressful events differed between models: the 
model with baseline NA− 1 included 684 stressful events, while baseline 
NAm included 1102 events. Further details on the frequency of the dis-
tribution of stressful events per individual can be found in the Supple-
mentary material in Fig. 2. By contrast, there were no significant group 
differences in gender distribution and cumulative stress (see Table 2). 
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3.2. Effect of depression group on recovery 

3.2.1. Model with baseline NA− 1 
Depression group had a significant effect on the time to recovery, 

with both at risk groups (SSD and RRS) taking significantly longer than 
HC to recover. More specifically, SSD and RRS had a hazard ratio of non- 
recovery of 1.53 and 1.49 respectively, meaning that participants in 
these group were approximately 53 % and 49 % less likely to have 
recovered at any given time point in comparison to HC (see Table 3). 

The median estimate values provide the distribution of the survival 
time, in this case that refers to the probability of not recovering. Here the 
median estimates show that there is a 50 % chance of participants in the 
HC group not recovering after 56 min or below. On the other hand, 
individuals in the SSD and the RRS groups show a 50 % probability of 
not recovering by 89 min, and 78 min respectively when no additional 
stressor occurs prior to full recovery (see Table 4, and Fig. 3). 

A linear hypothesis test was performed to assess whether the dif-
ference between the SSD and the RRS group is significant. Results 
showed no significant difference in recovery between the two groups 
X2(1) = 0.02, p = .89. 

In addition, the main effects of cumulative stress and stress intensity 
(see Table 3) suggest that there was a significant effect of the former but 
not the latter on the time to recovery. Namely, cumulative stress was 
related to a significantly longer time to recovery for all groups (see 
Table 3, and Fig. 3). For example, when no cumulative stress is experi-
enced, HC have a 50 % probability of not recovering by 56 min following 
the stressor, compared to 301 min if they experience an additional 
stressor prior to affective recovery (see Table 4, and Fig. 3). 

3.2.2. Model with baseline NAm 
Similar to the model with baseline NA− 1, the depression group 

showed a significant effect on the time to recovery, with SSD and RRS 
taking significantly longer than HC to recover. More specifically, the 
SSD and RRS group have a hazard ratio of non-recovery of 1.29 and 1.27 
respectively, meaning that participants in these group were approxi-
mately 29 % and 27 % less likely than HC to have recovered at any given 
time point (see Table 3). 

The median estimate values showed that individuals in the HC, SSD, 
and RRS groups have a 50 % probability of not recovering by 63, 84, and 
75 min respectively following the stressor if no additional stressor is 
experienced during the window of recovery (see Table 4, and Fig. 3). 

A linear hypothesis test was performed to assess whether the dif-
ference between the SSD and RRS group was significant. Results show no 
significant difference in time to recovery between the two groups X2(1) 
= 0.004, p = .95. That is, while SSD and RRS took significantly longer to 
recover from a daily-life stressor in comparison to HC, differences be-
tween the SSD and the RRS group were not significant. 

Finally, the main effect of cumulative stress and stress intensity on 
time to recovery show that there was a significant effect of cumulative 
stress but not stress intensity on the time to recovery (see Table 3, and 
Fig. 3). That is, on average, when no cumulative stress is experienced, 
HC have a 50 % probability of not recovering by 63 min following the 
stressor, compared to 160 min if they experience cumulative stress (see 
Table 4, and Fig. 3). 

4. Discussion 

Our results show that individuals at risk of depression display a 

Fig. 1. Illustrative cases with NA at baseline (NAb), at the moment of stress (t0) and following assessments (t+1, t+2, t+3, t+4, t+5, t+6, t+7, t+8).  
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delayed affective recovery to stress from an unpleasant event in daily- 
life in comparison to healthy individuals. Occurrence of additional 
stressors significantly increased the time to recovery in all groups, but 
does not explain group differences. Finally, findings were consistent 

across both operationalisations of baseline, albeit with baseline NA− 1 
presenting a larger effect than NAm. 

4.1. Affective recovery in individuals at risk for depression 

Previous laboratory (Sanchez et al., 2013; Schiweck et al., 2019) and 
daily-life research (Peeters et al., 2003) pointed to a potential delayed 
stress recovery in depression, mirroring findings in early psychosis 
(Vaessen et al., 2019), and general psychopathology (Kuranova et al., 
2020). The current study adds further support for this association with a 
significant effect of depression risk on the time to recovery. More spe-
cifically, individuals in the SSD or the RRS groups are significantly less 
likely to have recovered from a daily stressor in comparison to HC at any 
given time point. Ergo, as is the case for psychosis (Vaessen et al., 2019), 
delayed affective recovery to daily stressors also seems relevant in the 
groups at risk for depression. 

Differences in recovery could not be explained by group differences 
in stress intensity or cumulative stress. The consistent finding that more 
intense stressors elicit a larger immediate increase in NA (Lataster et al., 
2013; Myin-Germeys et al., 2018; Pruessner et al., 2017; van Winkel 
et al., 2015) led us to hypothesize that higher stress intensity may pre-
dict longer recovery times and hence that prolonged recovery in in-
dividuals at risk for depression could be a result of them experiencing 
more intense stressors than HC (as was the case with our RRS in-
dividuals). Our findings do not support this theory, but add support for 
exploratory findings showing that greater NA reactivity was associated 
with a larger drop in NA on the next assessment than lower NA reactivity 
(Almeida et al., 2020). 

In contrast to stress intensity, experiencing additional stressors did 
result in significantly longer recovery times. This is in line with existing 
findings on cumulative stress where cumulative and concurrent stressors 
lead to a greater increase in NA (Schilling and Diehl, 2014) and aversive 
health outcomes (Grzywacz and Almeida, 2008). However, cumulative 
stress did not differ between our groups and did not explain the longer 
recovery times of SSD and RRS individuals. 

4.2. Stress recovery and emotion regulation 

Instead of stress intensity or cumulative stress, cognitive and 
behavioural processes may be responsible for the delayed recovery in 
individuals at risk for depression. For example, individuals with SSD and 
RRS struggle to regulate their emotions appropriately, and are more 
likely to engage in ruminative behaviour in comparison to healthy in-
dividuals (Berking et al., 2014; Ehring et al., 2008; Papadakis et al., 
2006). Consequently, individuals at risk for depression may require 
more resources to cope with the stressor and therefore take longer to 
recover. Likewise, an inability to disengage from negative stimuli has 
also been shown to slow affective recovery in depression (Sanchez et al., 

Table 2 
Descriptive statistics by group: healthy controls (HC), subclinical symptoms of 
depression (SSD), and remitted with residual symptoms (RRS).   

HC SSD RRS Total 

Demographics 
N 132 88 129 349 
Age (mean (sd), 

range)†‡ §

28.38 
(10.41), 
16–58 

20.66 
(2.37), 
16–25 

43.79 
(9.55), 
19–65 

32.13 
(12.84), 
16–65 

Female (N (%)) 100 (76) 70 (80) 98 (76) 268 (77) 
IDS-SR†‡ (mean (sd), 

range) 
5.96 (4.16), 
0–20 

22.37 
(10.35), 
4–46 

23.08 
(9.97), 
2–52 

17.75 
(11.80), 
0–52 

Compliance†‡§ (N 
(%)) 

5497 (69) 3279 (62) 6168 (80) 14, 994 (72) 

NA†‡ (mean (sd), 
range) 

1.32 (0.55), 
1–7 

2.17 (1.04), 
1–7 

2.15 
(1.11), 1–7 

1.85 (1.01), 
1–7  

Baseline NA− 1 

Days with stress§ (N 
(%)) 

227 (4.1) 148 (4.5) 309 (5) 684 (4.6) 

NA− 1
†‡ (mean (sd), 

range) 
1.42 (0.67), 
1–7 

2.30 (1.11), 
1–6 

2.27 
(1.16), 1–7 

2 (1.09), 
1–7 

NA0
†‡ (mean (sd), 

range) 
1.58 (0.76), 
1–4.5 

2.66 (1.12), 
1–5.5 

2.67 
(1.20), 1–7 

2.30 (1.17), 
1–7 

stress intensity‡§

(mean (sd), range) 
1.74 (0.81), 
1–3 

1.60 (0.78), 
1–3 

1.97 
(0.82), 1–3 

1.81 (0.82), 
1–3 

cumulative stress 
(mean (sd), range) 

0.15 (0.36), 
0–1 

0.26 (0.44), 
0–1 

0.29 
(0.46), 0–1 

0.24 (0.43), 
0–1  

Baseline NAm 

Days with stress‡§ (N 
(%)) 

336 (6.1) 257 (7.8) 509 (8.3) 1102 (7.4) 

NAm
†‡ (mean (sd), 

range) 
1.39 (0.36), 
1–3 

2.31 (0.69), 
1–4 

2.21 
(0.74), 1–4 

1.98 (0.75), 
1–4 

NA0
†‡ (mean (sd), 

range) 
1.59 (0.73), 
1–4.5 

2.68 (1.12), 
1–7 

2.65 
(1.24), 1–7 

2.33 (1.19), 
1–7 

stress intensity ‡§

(mean (sd), range) 
1.81 (0.83), 
1–3 

1.68 (0.80), 
1–3 

2.04 
(0.83), 1–3 

1.89 (0.84), 
1–3 

cumulative stress 
(mean (sd), range) 

0.28 (0.45), 
0–1 

0.41 (0.49), 
0–1 

0.37 
(0.48), 0–1 

0.35 (0.48), 
0–1 

NA = negative affect, NA− 1 = negative affect at t-1, NAm = mean person 
negative affect, NA0 = negative affect at the moment of stress (t0), N = number, 
% = percentage, sd = standard deviation, compliance = number of filled-in 
questionnaires, and † signifies a significant difference (<0.05) between HC 
and SSD, ‡ a difference between HC and RRS, and § a difference between SSD and 
RRS. 
Note: IDS-SR for HC is computed only on the SMARTSCAN study data. 

Table 3 
Weibull survival model for time to affective recovery by depression group: healthy controls (HC), subclinical symptoms of depression (SSD), and remitted with residual 
symptoms (RRS), with baseline NA− 1 and NAm.  

Covariates Baseline NA− 1 Baseline NAm 

B z p HR B z p HR 

Intercept 4.63 18.45 ≤0.01  4.76 22.59 ≤0.01  
Gender − 0.07 − 0.56 0.57 0.93 − 0.03 − 0.33 0.74 0.97 
Age <− 0.01 − 1.06 0.29 0.99 ≤− 0.01 − 0.83 0.40 1 
Stress intensity ≤0.01 0.16 0.87 1.01 − 0.03 − 0.68 0.50 0.97 
Cumulative stress 1.68 13.62 ≤0.01 5.35 0.93 0.09 ≤0.01 2.53 
Group         

HCa         

SSD 0.43 2.44 0.01 1.53 0.25 2.05 0.04 1.29 
RRS 0.40 3.17 ≤0.01 1.49 0.24 2.05 0.04 1.27 

Log (scale) 0.08 1.62 0.11  0.12 0.03 ≤0.01  
AIC 1813.138 3060.516  

a Stands for control group, other groups are compared against it, HR = the hazard ratio. NA− 1 = negative affect at t− 1, NAm = person-mean negative affect. 
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Table 4 
Estimate in minutes (E) and confidence interval (CI) for 10, 50, and 90th percentiles of the survival times (i.e. not recovery) by depression group: healthy controls (HC), 
subclinical symptoms of depression (SSD), and remitted with residual symptoms (RRS), with baseline NA− 1 and NAm for model with and without cumulative stress.  

Group Percentile Baseline NA− 1 Baseline NAm 

Cumulative stress = 0 Cumulative stress = 1 Cumulative stress = 0 Cumulative stress = 1 

HC  0.1 7 (5–10) 39 (26–52) 8 (5–10) 19 (14–24)  
0.5 56 (43–70) 301 (226–376) 63 (51–75) 160 (128–191)  
0.9 205 (165–245) 1100 (807–1393) 246 (206–286) 621 (492–750) 

SSD  0.1 12 (7–16) 62 (43–82) 10 (7–13) 25 (19–31)  
0.5 89 (62–116) 477 (345–609) 84 (67–100) 211 (174–249)  
0.9 326 (230–421) 1744 (1194–2294) 326 (264–288) 822 (653–991) 

RRS  0.1 10 (7–14) 54 (39–69) 9 (7–11) 23 (17–28)  
0.5 78 (63–92) 416 (331–501) 75 (64–87) 190 (161–219)  
0.9 284 (241–326) 1519 (1155–1883) 293 (256–329) 738 (613–863) 

E (CI: 95 %) for the model without (i.e. cumulative stress = 0) and with the effect of cumulative stress (i.e cumulative stress = 1), NA− 1 = negative affect at t-1, NAm =

person-mean negative affect. 

Fig. 3. The survival curve (i.e. Not recovery probability) of each depression group (i.e. HC, SSD, and RRS) for models with baselines NA− 1 and NAm, without (i.e. 0) 
and with (i.e. 1) the effect of cumulative stress. HC = healthy controls, SSD = individuals with subclinical symptoms of depression, RRS = individuals remitted from a 
depressive episode with residual symptoms of depression, NAb = negative affect at baseline, NA− 1 = negative affect at t− 1, i.e. assessment before stressor = negative 
affect NAm = person-mean negative affect. 
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2013). Nevertheless, daily-life studies investigating the relationship 
between emotion regulation and recovery to stress are necessary. Tar-
geting these mechanisms may help promote efficient recovery and limit 
the risk of a depressive episode. Indeed, there is evidence that in-
terventions geared towards emotion regulation and/or attentional bias 
are effective in reducing symptoms of depression, as well as stress 
(Jenaabadi, 2017), in some cases with a greater effect on individuals 
with mild symptoms over severe symptoms (Baert et al., 2010). 

4.3. Baseline operationalization 

An important challenge in the study of stress is how to operationalize 
the baseline. There is no consistent measure of baseline NA in the ESM 
literature. Both our operationalisations show a similar pattern in re-
covery per depression group, suggesting that baseline selection may not 
be a critical factor in the analysis. Baseline NAm is more sensitive to 
extraneous factors such as stressor frequency and/or reactivity than NA- 

1. On the other hand, it should be noted that baseline NA− 1 required 
observations to be removed due to missingness of the n− 1th assessment, 
resulting in only 684 total observations as opposed to 1102 for mean- 
person NA (NAm). Therefore, while NA− 1 may be more reflective of a 
baseline mood state, more data is necessary to acquire sufficient statis-
tical power. 

4.4. Strenghts and limitations 

The novel use of survival analyses to estimate the time to recover 
from the stress of an unpleasant event is an important strength of this 
study. This method proves to be suitable to more accurately estimate 
recovery, while accounting for the clustered nature of the data. We 
assumed a Weibull distribution after checking for model fit. However, it 
is not possible to ensure that this distribution is in fact accurate as we did 
not validate the performance of the model in out-of-sample data. 
Moreover, survival analysis using frailty models (Balan and Putter, 
2020) could not be performed, as these models are not currently 
implemented in the survival package in R. As such the current models 
should be further validated in a separate dataset to ensure that findings 
replicate. 

Survival analyses require large datasets to be able to effectively 
conduct this type of analyses. Only between four and 8 % of all events 
are stressful resulting in only a few relevant observations. Moreover, 
given that the time to recovery estimates are based on interval data, the 
more time-points are available the smaller the intervals will be, and 
consequently the more precise the estimates, and vice versa. These data 
demands mean that, for studies with only six days of data collection, 
these models are unable to provide reliable information at the individual 
level, but are nevertheless useful to inform on patterns at the group 
level. 

Time-contingent ESM is currently the most effective way to track 
affect in daily-life. Still, assessment randomness means that it is unable 
to catch the stressor in the precise moment that it occurs. Rather, ESM 
captures the moment that follows the stressor. The time between stressor 
and assessment can vary between a mere few minutes to a total of 90 
min, meaning that affect at t0 is not peak affect. Nevertheless, the time 
between stressor and assessment is random and similar between groups 
therefore it should not bias the results. 

It is important to note that the period between assessments provides 
a large window of time where unmeasured events can take place. It is 
therefore possible that recovery may take place between these assess-
ments and an elevated NA reflect a reactivity to another event instead of 
an absence of recovery. Although it is expected that the measure of 
cumulative stress help minimize this risk, future studies could use a 
burst-design whereby a stressor triggers a cascade of assessments at 
shorter time intervals to more closely follow the recovery. 

Finally, participants were not randomly assigned to each group 
instead, groups were drawn from three separate studies resulting in 

variability between groups that could not be accounted for. Namely, 
there is a significant age difference between groups. 

5. Conclusion 

This is the first study to utilize survival analyses to estimate the time 
to recovery from a daily stressor in individuals at risk for depression. 
This study has both theoretical and practical implications. Namely, 
delayed recovery to daily-life stressors is present in individuals who are 
at risk for depression, which is not explained by differences in stress 
intensity and cumulative stress. Consequently, to further our under-
standing of what is driving the delayed recovery, it is necessary to 
investigate its link with emotion regulation. 

There are also practical points to consider when using survival an-
alyses in daily-life. While in essence baseline selection does not seem to 
have an effect on our findings, low data quantity may cause important 
limitations. In fact, large datasets are necessary to properly conduct 
these types of analyses, which means that it's not possible to assess in-
dividuals' daily-life stress recovery. However, if available, survival an-
alyses are useful in investigating group-level daily-life patterns. 
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Ehring, T., Fischer, S., Schnülle, J., Bösterling, A., Tuschen-Caffier, B., 2008. 
Characteristics of emotion regulation in recovered depressed versus never depressed 
individuals. Personal. Individ. Differ. 44 (7), 1574–1584. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
paid.2008.01.013. 

Genetic Risk and Outcome in Psychosis (GROUP) Investigators, 2011. Evidence that 
familial liability for psychosis is expressed as differential sensitivity to cannabis: an 
analysis of patient-sibling and sibling-control pairs: an analysis of patient-sibling and 
sibling-control pairs. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 68 (2), 138–147. https://doi.org/ 
10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2010.132. 

Geschwind, N., Peeters, F., Drukker, M., van Os, J., Wichers, M., 2011. Mindfulness 
training increases momentary positive emotions and reward experience in adults 
vulnerable to depression: a randomized controlled trial. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 79 
(5), 618–628. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024595. 

Grzywacz, J.G., Almeida, D.M., 2008. Stress and binge drinking: a daily process 
examination of stressor pile-up and socioeconomic status in affect regulation. Int. J. 
Stress. Manag. 15 (4), 364–380. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013368. 

Harkness, K.L., Hayden, E.P., Lopez-Duran, N.L., 2015. Stress sensitivity and stress 
sensitization in psychopathology: an introduction to the special section. J. Abnorm. 
Psychol. 124 (1), 1–3. https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000041. 

Husky, M.M., Mazure, C.M., Maciejewski, P.K., Swendsen, J.D., 2009. Past depression 
and gender interact to influence emotional reactivity to daily life stress. Cogn. Ther. 
Res. 33 (3), 264–271. 

Ingram, R.E., Luxton, D.D., 2012. Vulnerability-stress models. In: Development of 
Psychopathology: A Vulnerability-Stress Perspective. SAGE Publications, Inc, 
pp. 32–46. 

Jenaabadi, H., 2017. Effect of emotion regulation training on depression, anxiety, and 
stress among mothers of children with mental disorders. J. Res. Health 7 (1), 
663–671. https://doi.org/10.18869/acadpub.jrh.7.1.663. 

Koval, P., Kuppens, P., Allen, N.B., Sheeber, L., 2012. Getting stuck in depression: the 
roles of rumination and emotional inertia. Cognit. Emot. 26 (8), 1412–1427. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2012.667392. 

Kuranova, A., Booij, S.H., Menne-Lothmann, C., Decoster, J., van Winkel, R., 
Delespaul, P., De Hert, M., Derom, C., Thiery, E., Rutten, B.P.F., Jacobs, N., van 
Os, J., Wigman, J.T.W., Wichers, M., 2020. Measuring resilience prospectively as the 
speed of affect recovery in daily life: a complex systems perspective on mental 
health. BMC Med. 18 (1), 36. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-020-1500-9. 

Lataster, T., Valmaggia, L., Lardinois, M., van Os, J., Myin-Germeys, I., 2013. Increased 
stress reactivity: a mechanism specifically associated with the positive symptoms of 
psychotic disorder. Psychol. Med. 43 (7), 1389–1400. https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
S0033291712002279. 

Liang, K.Y., Zeger, S.L., 1986. Longitudinal data analysis using generalized linear models. 
Biometrika 73 (1), 13–22. 

McEwen, B.S., 2017. Stress: homeostasis, rheostasis, reactive scope, allostasis and 
allostatic load☆. In: Reference Module in Neuroscience and Biobehavioral 
Psychology. Elsevier. 

Myin-Germeys, I., Peeters, F., Havermans, R., Nicolson, N.A., DeVries, M.W., 
Delespaul, P., Van Os, J., 2003. Emotional reactivity to daily life stress in psychosis 
and affective disorder: an experience sampling study. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 107 (2), 
124–131. https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0447.2003.02025.x. 

Myin-Germeys, I., Oorschot, M., Collip, D., Lataster, J., Delespaul, P., van Os, J., 2009. 
Experience sampling research in psychopathology: opening the black box of daily 
life. Psychol. Med. 39 (9), 1533–1547. https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
s0033291708004947. 

Myin-Germeys, Inez, Kasanova, Z., Vaessen, T., Vachon, H., Kirtley, O., Viechtbauer, W., 
Reininghaus, U., 2018. Experience sampling methodology in mental health research: 

new insights and technical developments. World Psychiatry 17 (2), 123–132. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20513. 

Palmier-Claus, J.E., Dunn, G., Lewis, S.W., 2012. Emotional and symptomatic reactivity 
to stress in individuals at ultra-high risk of developing psychosis. Psychol. Med. 42 
(5), 1003–1012. 

Papadakis, A.A., Prince, R.P., Jones, N.P., Strauman, T.J., 2006. Self-regulation, 
rumination, and vulnerability to depression in adolescent girls. Dev. Psychopathol. 
18 (3), 815–829. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579406060408. 

Peeters, F., Nicolson, N.A., Berkhof, J., Delespaul, P., deVries, M., 2003. Effects of daily 
events on mood states in major depressive disorder. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 112 (2), 
203–211. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843x.112.2.203. 

Pruessner, M., Cullen, A.E., Aas, M., Walker, E.F., 2017. The neural diathesis-stress 
model of schizophrenia revisited: an update on recent findings considering illness 
stage and neurobiological and methodological complexities. Neurosci. Biobehav. 
Rev. 73, 191–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.12.013. 

R Core Team, 2020. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. In: 
R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria (Rproject.org. Accessed 
December 7, 2021. https://www.Rproject.org/).  

Reininghaus, U., Kempton, M.J., Valmaggia, L., Craig, T.K., Garety, P., Onyejiaka, A., 
Morgan, C., 2016. Stress sensitivity, aberrant salience, and threat anticipation in 
early psychosis: an experience sampling study. Schizophr. Bull. 42 (3), 712–722. 

Rush, A.J., Carmody, T., Reimitz, P.-E., 2000. The Inventory of Depressive 
Symptomatology (IDS): Clinician (IDS-C) and Self-Report (IDS-SR) ratings of 
depressive symptoms. Int. J. Methods Psychiatr. Res. 9 (2), 45–59. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/mpr.79. 

Sanchez, A., Vazquez, C., Marker, C., LeMoult, J., Joormann, J., 2013. Attentional 
disengagement predicts stress recovery in depression: an eye-tracking study. 
J. Abnorm. Psychol. 122 (2), 303–313. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031529. 

Schilling, O.K., Diehl, M., 2014. Reactivity to stressor pile-up in adulthood: effects on 
daily negative and positive affect. Psychol. Aging 29 (1), 72–83. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/a0035500. 

Schiweck, C., Gholamrezaei, A., Vaessen, T., Claes, S., Vrieze, E., 2019. Cardiac vagal 
adaptation to a recurrent laboratory stressor is exhausted in women with major 
depressive disorder. Psychoneuroendocrinology 107, 29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
psyneuen.2019.07.081. 

Therneau, T.M., Grambsch, P.M., 2000. The cox model. In: Statistics for Biology and 
Health. Springer, New York, pp. 39–77. 

Therneau, T., Crowson, C., Atkinson, E., 2020. Multi-state models and competing risks. 
CRAN-R. 

Vaessen, T., Viechtbauer, W., van der Steen, Y., Gayer-Anderson, C., Kempton, M.J., 
Valmaggia, L., McGuire, P., Murray, R., Garety, P., Wykes, T., Morgan, C., 
Lataster, T., Lataster, J., Collip, D., Hernaus, D., Kasanova, Z., Delespaul, P., 
Oorschot, M., Claes, S., Myin-Germeys, I., 2019. Recovery from daily-life stressors in 
early and chronic psychosis. Schizophr. Res. 213, 32–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
schres.2019.03.011. 

van Aubel, E., Bakker, J.M., Batink, T., Michielse, S., Goossens, L., Lange, I., Schruers, K., 
Lieverse, R., Marcelis, M., van Amelsvoort, T., van Os, J., Wichers, M., Vaessen, T., 
Reininghaus, U., Myin-Germeys, I., 2020. Blended care in the treatment of 
subthreshold symptoms of depression and psychosis in emerging adults: a 
randomised controlled trial of Acceptance and Commitment Therapy in Daily-Life 
(ACT-DL). Behav. Res. Ther. 128 (103592), 103592 https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
brat.2020.103592. 

van der Steen, Y., Gimpel-Drees, J., Lataster, T., Viechtbauer, W., Simons, C.J.P., 
Lardinois, M., Myin-Germeys, I., 2017. Clinical high risk for psychosis: the 
association between momentary stress, affective and psychotic symptoms. Acta 
Psychiatr. Scand. 136 (1), 63–73. 

van der Stouwe, E.C., Groenewold, N.A., Bos, E.H., de Jonge, P., Wichers, M., Booij, S.H., 
2019. How to assess negative affective reactivity to daily life stress in depressed and 
nondepressed individuals? Psychiatry Res. 279, 259–266. 

van Winkel, M., Nicolson, N.A., Wichers, M., Viechtbauer, W., Myin-Germeys, I., 
Peeters, F., 2015. Daily life stress reactivity in remitted versus non-remitted 
depressed individuals. European Psychiatry 30 (4), 441–447. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.eurpsy.2015.02.011. 

Wichers, M., Myin-Germeys, I., Jacobs, N., Peeters, F., Kenis, G., Derom, C., Vlietinck, R., 
Delespaul, P., Van Os, J., 2007. Genetic risk of depression and stress-induced 
negative affect in daily life. Br. J. Psychiatry J. Ment. Sci. 191 (3), 218–223. https:// 
doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.106.032201. 

Wichers, M., Kenis, G., Jacobs, N., Myin-Germeys, I., Schruers, K., Mengelers, R., 
Delespaul, P., Derom, C., Vlietinck, R., van Os, J., 2008. The psychology of 
psychiatric genetics: evidence that positive emotions in females moderate genetic 
sensitivity to social stress associated with the BDNF Val-sup-6-sup-6Met 
polymorphism. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 117 (3), 699–704. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
a0012909. 

J. De Calheiros Velozo et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2014.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2014.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6601118
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6601118
https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbm163
https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbm163
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291711000602
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291711000602
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2010.132
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2010.132
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024595
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013368
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0080
https://doi.org/10.18869/acadpub.jrh.7.1.663
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2012.667392
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2012.667392
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-020-1500-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291712002279
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291712002279
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0110
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0447.2003.02025.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291708004947
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291708004947
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20513
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0130
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579406060408
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843x.112.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.12.013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0155
https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.79
https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.79
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031529
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035500
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2019.07.081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2019.07.081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2019.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2019.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2020.103592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2020.103592
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0165-0327(22)01149-1/rf0205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2015.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2015.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.106.032201
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.bp.106.032201
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012909
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012909

	Delayed affective recovery to daily-life stressors signals a risk for depression
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.1.1 GROUP study
	2.1.2 SMARTSCAN study
	2.1.3 MindMaastricht study

	2.2 Experience sampling method
	2.3 Measures
	2.3.1 Demographic items
	2.3.2 Negative affect
	2.3.3 Stressful events

	2.4 Statistical analysis plan
	2.4.1 Data preparation
	2.4.2 Data analyses


	3 Results
	3.1 Descriptive statistics
	3.2 Effect of depression group on recovery
	3.2.1 Model with baseline NA−1
	3.2.2 Model with baseline NAm


	4 Discussion
	4.1 Affective recovery in individuals at risk for depression
	4.2 Stress recovery and emotion regulation
	4.3 Baseline operationalization
	4.4 Strenghts and limitations

	5 Conclusion
	Funding
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


