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Objective: Stressful life events are known
to precipitate major depression. However,
it remains unclear why some individuals
who experience adverse events develop
depression whereas others do not, and
how the occurrence of life events affects
treatment outcome. Emerging models
posit that the effect of adverse life events
varies by cognitive-personality style. This
study examines the direct and interactive
effects of stressful life events and cognitive-
personality style in predicting 1) episode
onset in patients with DSM-IV unipolar de-
pression versus community comparison
subjects and 2) depressive symptom sever-
ity at the completion of a 6-week standard
antidepressant regimen.

Method: Multivariate models were used
to test the effects of adverse life events,
cognitive-personality style, and the con-
gruence of event type (interpersonal
versus achievement) with cognitive-per-
sonality style on depressive onset and
treatment outcome in 43 patients with
major depression and 43 healthy compar-
ison subjects. Cognitive-personality char-

acteristics were assessed by using Beck’s
measures of sociotropy (interpersonal de-
pendency) and autonomy (need for inde-
pendence and control).

Results: Adverse life events, sociotropy,
and an autonomy factor need for control
were each significantly related to depres-
sive onset and predicted group status for
88% of the subjects. Event types affected
outcome differently, and specific life
event types interacted with cognitive-per-
sonality styles in predicting response to
treatment. A multivariate model ac-
counted for 65% of the variance in pre-
dicting outcome.

Conclusions: Adverse life events are a
potent factor in predicting depression.
However, cognitive-personality characteris-
tics also confer susceptibility to depression.
Better outcome is associated with occur-
rence of adverse interpersonal events (e.g.,
death of a loved one) rather than adverse
achievement events (e.g., loss of job) and
occurs when the event type is congruent
with cognitive-personality style.

(Am J Psychiatry 2000; 157:896-903)

r]?he association between stressful life events and ma-
jor depression has been clearly documented both in pa-
tient populations (1-5) and in community samples (2, 6-
11). The critical issues for contemporary stress research
are why some individuals who experience severe events
develop adverse health outcomes, such as depression,
whereas others do not and how the occurrence of life
events affects our treatments for depression.

Initial attempts to predict depression by using multi-
variate models have found that stressful life events are a
potent predictor of depression and that other risk factors
independently contribute to the potential for major de-
pression. Such factors include previous history of depres-
sion (12, 13), gender (13), age (13), genetics (12), and per-
sonality style (12). Emerging models for understanding
why life events precipitate depression in some individuals
and not in others posit that the effect of events varies by
cognitive-personality style. Beck’s cognitive theory of de-
pression, for example, proposes that the cognitive-per-
sonality characteristics of sociotropy and autonomy act as
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“vulnerability markers for depression by sensitizing indi-
viduals to certain types of negative life experiences” (14).
Interactions between sociotropy (or interpersonal depen-
dency, characterized by a high need for close relationships
and concern about disapproval) (15) and negative inter-
personal events (e.g., death of a loved one) have been re-
ported to predict depression (16), as has the interaction
between autonomy (characterized by a heavy emphasis
on personal independence and control) (16) and negative
achievement events (e.g., loss of employment) (17). Spe-
cifically, prior work has suggested that a negative experi-
ence best predicts the onset of depression when a specific
type of event (e.g., a negative interpersonal event) affects a
personal vulnerability (e.g., concern about disapproval)
(18). Further examination of the effects of adverse life
events and cognitive-personality characteristics requires
consideration of these variables in the context of multiple
known risk factors for depression.

The limited number of studies on the relationship of an-
tecedent life stress to treatment response have reported
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mixed findings. Two studies showed no association be-
tween pretreatment life stressors and outcome (19, 20),
whereas others have found that pretreatment adverse life
events were correlated both with a good treatment re-
sponse (21-24) and with a poor response (25). In general,
these studies have used nonstandardized treatments and
have not used multivariate models to test the effects of
other variables such as cognitive-personality style. Only
one placebo-controlled study has examined the relation-
ship of cognitive-personality characteristics to antide-
pressant response (26). This work, without examining life
events, found that autonomous traits were associated with
greater response to drug treatment than were sociotropic
traits.

The current investigation used a multivariate approach
to test how adverse life events, cognitive-personality style,
and the congruence of cognitive-personality style with ad-
verse event type were related to 1) the onset of depressive
illness (through a case-control, cross-sectional design)
and 2) treatment response (through a prospective design)
in conjunction with other known risk factors. Of particular
interest to us was the interaction of adverse life events and
the cognitive-personality style autonomy, characterized
by need for control, in predicting onset and response. Cur-
rent work by our group has found that a reduced sense of
personal control, as assessed by a measure of self-efficacy,
mediates the effects of stressful life events in predicting
depression (27). In addition, personal control in relation
to events has long been hypothesized to be a critical factor
in determining health outcomes (28, 29).

Method

Subjects

Forty-three patients with a DSM-IV diagnosis of unipolar major
depression and 43 age-, race-, and sex-matched community com-
parison subjects were studied. After a complete description of the
study was provided, informed consent was provided by all partic-
ipants.

Patients (mean age=39.3 years, SD=11.4) were referred for re-
cruitment by local treatment centers and group practices after an
initial evaluation by treating clinicians determined both the pres-
ence of nonpsychotic unipolar major depression and that antide-
pressant drug treatment was indicated. Potential patients were
then administered the Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV
Axis I Disorders (SCID) (30) by a trained interviewer to establish
the presence of a current major depressive episode and deter-
mine exclusionary diagnoses. Exclusion criteria were any lifetime
history of mania, hypomania, psychosis, or a substance abuse
history within the past 6 months. For 16 patients, the current de-
pressive episode was their first; 27 patients were diagnosed with
recurrent depression. Each patient was then prescribed a stan-
dard antidepressant drug regimen by the treating physician. All
patients included in the current study completed 6 weeks of the
prescribed antidepressant drug regimen. Although different stan-
dard regimens could be prescribed, selection of medications,
doses, and dosing schedules were consistent with current clinical
practice guidelines for treatment of nonpsychotic major depres-
sive disorder (31, 32). As might be anticipated in this design, most
patients (N=29) were prescribed selective serotonin reuptake in-
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hibitors (SSRIs). However, other standard acute-phase pharma-
cotherapy regimens were also used: tricyclic antidepressants (N=
6), an SSRI plus a tricyclic (N=3), venlafaxine (N=2), an SSRI plus
lithium (N=2), and a monoamine oxidase inhibitor (N=1). The 17-
item Hamilton Depression Rating Scale (33) was used to assess
severity of depressive symptoms at pretreatment and at the end
of 6 weeks of treatment. Entry into treatment required having a
pretreatment Hamilton Depression Rating Scale score 216. The
Yale Depression Inventory, for which the reliability and validity of
individual Hamilton Depression Rating Scale items have been
previously reported (34), was used to provide a structured format
for administering the Hamilton Depression Rating Scale. All pa-
tient assessments were conducted in person.

Comparison subjects (mean age=40.2 years, SD=11.6) were
selected from New Haven respondents interviewed in 1981 for
the Epidemiologic Catchment Area (ECA) study and tracked
through the ECA mortality follow-up study in 1990 (35). Only
those ECA participants who did not have a history of major de-
pression at time of last contact were considered for matching
and recruitment.

To establish a negative history for major depression or other
exclusionary diagnoses in potential comparison subjects, we
used a short-form version of a previously described modification
of the Composite International Diagnostic Interview (36). This in-
terview had been developed to assess the psychiatric status of
community-based respondents. Blind comparisons with SCID in-
terviews yielded a predictive value of 0.96 for screening out a life-
time diagnosis of major depression (36). Stringent application of
the short-form version has shown similar results in screening out
those who meet diagnostic criteria for major depression and for
the other disorders listed as exclusions (37). Because of the im-
portance of excluding comparison subjects with current major
depression, the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression
Scale (CES-D Scale) (38) was also administered to potential com-
parison subjects as an additional eligibility measure. A cutoff
score of 16 on the CES-D Scale was used to identify nondepressed
comparison subjects on the basis of prior work showing that
specificity for identifying nondepressed individuals in a commu-
nity sample was as high as 94% with the use of this threshold (39).
Comparison subjects were administered the modified Composite
International Diagnostic Interview by telephone; however, all
other assessments, including the CES-D Scale, were conducted in
person.

Comparison subjects were selected by random within age, sex,
and race strata to match the patients with depression. Ages were
matched within 4 years except for two subject pairs, who were
matched within 6 and 7 years of age, respectively. Socioeconomic
status was assessed using education and income level to classify
respondents (40). This method allows for four possible levels of
classification ranging from low, lower middle, upper middle, and
high socioeconomic status. Demographic and clinical character-
istics of the two study groups are provided in Table 1.

Measures

Acute stressful life events were assessed for both patients and
comparison subjects by means of the Structured Event Probe
and Narrative Rating Interview (41, 42). This interview provides a
structured method of inquiry, similar to the Life Events and Diffi-
culties Schedule (2), from which the undesirability and severity
or disruptiveness of each reported event can be rated. The Struc-
tured Event Probe and Narrative Rating Interview allows for as-
sessment of all possible types of life events, enhances subject re-
call (43), and reduces variability in rating the stressfulness of
events by eliciting information about the context in which events
occurred (2, 43). The context is constructed to take into account
the meaning of an event on the basis of the particular circum-
stances surrounding the event for an average individual. How-

897



ADVERSE LIFE EVENTS

TABLE 1. Demographic Characteristics and Adverse Life
Events During Preceding 6 Months for 43 Patients With
First-Episode or Recurrent Depression and 43 Healthy
Comparison Subjects

Patients
With Comparison
Depression Subjects Analysis
Characteristic N % N % X2 df p
Sex 0.00 1 n.s.
Male 20 47 20 47
Female 23 53 23 53
Race 0.00 1 n.s.
Caucasian 37 86 37 86
Non-Caucasian 6 14 6 14
Socioeconomic status® 6.92 2 <0.05
Lower middle 9 21 5 12
Upper middle 22 51 14 33
High 12 28 24 56
Adverse life events in
previous 6 months® 1335 1 <0.001
None 24 56 39 91
One or more 19 44 4 9

a Status determined by education and income level (40).

b The 6-month time frame represents for the patients with depres-
sion the period before episode onset and for the comparison sub-
jects the period before the interview.

ever, the context does not include an individual’s personal reac-
tion to an event; thus, the Structured Event Probe and Narrative
Rating Interview reduces the potential to confound stressors
with other variables (e.g., personality) that may prove to be risk
factors (44).

Interviewers received extensive training in the use of the Struc-
tured Event Probe and Narrative Rating Interview before the on-
set of the study. Narrative reports of each reported life event were
compiled by the interviewer and then rated, in terms of undesir-
ability and severity, by judges (M.L.B. and S.C.J.) who were blind
to subject status. Excellent interrater reliability was established
across interviewers (undesirability of events, intraclass r=0.93; se-
verity of events, intraclass r=0.93) and across judges (undesirabil-
ity of events, intraclass r=0.93; severity of events, intraclass r=
0.90). Life events assessed as adverse (i.e., undesirable and severe)
were used in the analyses. Events were also classified as primarily
interpersonal (e.g., death of a loved one) or related to achieve-
ment (e.g., loss of employment).

The patients were asked about events that occurred during the
6-month period before the onset of the current depressive epi-
sode. The comparison subjects were asked about events during
the 6-month time period immediately preceding the interview.
The 6-month time frame was used because it has been shown to
be the optimal time period for detecting an effect of life events on
subsequent depressive onset (45), and other studies have used
this standard (46). The rate of adverse events for both groups is
presented in Table 1.

The cognitive-personality styles of sociotropy and autonomy
were assessed by using the Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale (47). The
30-item measures of sociotropy and autonomy were standardized
and used as continuous variables by converting each to z scores.
Prior work supports the stability of these characteristics over time
(48). In addition, Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale scores were as-
sessed at two time points (at entry into the study and at posttreat-
ment) for 36 of the 43 patients. Scores were found to be stable
over time for the 36 patients (sociotropy: t=-1.66, df=35, p=0.10;
autonomy, t=—0.48, df=35, p=0.63, two-tailed tests) as well as for
16 of these patients whose depression had remitted at the post-
treatment assessment (sociotropy: t=—0.83, df=15, p=0.41; auton-
omy: t=—1.61, df=15, p=0.12, two-tailed tests).
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The technique developed by Hammen and colleagues (16) was
used to test how the congruence between event type and cogni-
tive-personality style predicted the onset of depression. Specifi-
cally, the term for the interaction between sociotropy and adverse
interpersonal events was constructed from the sociotropy mea-
sure and a second term derived by examining the difference be-
tween the number of adverse interpersonal events and the num-
ber of adverse achievement events experienced by the subject.
This second term provided a continuous measure of the prepon-
derance of adverse interpersonal events. Similarly, the interaction
between autonomy and adverse achievement events was studied
by constructing a variable that used the autonomy measure and a
measure of the preponderance of adverse achievement events
(the difference between the number of adverse achievement
events and the number of adverse interpersonal events experi-
enced by the subject). The cognitive-personality styles and con-
gruence with specific adverse life events for the two groups are
presented in Table 2.

Models and Statistical Tests

Models were constructed to determine the effects of adverse
life events, cognitive-personality characteristics, and the congru-
ence of cognitive-personality characteristics and event type on 1)
the onset of major depression and 2) the severity of depressive
symptoms at the completion of a 6-week standard antidepressant
drug regimen. A case-control, cross-sectional design was used to
study the first specific aim, and a prospective design was used to
study the second. Within each of these specific aims, two different
models were considered.

Risk factors for onset. The probability of onset of a major de-
pressive episode was modeled by using a logistic regression proce-
dure. For model 1, the independent variables were the frequency
of adverse events, the degree of sociotropy, the interaction be-
tween the degree of sociotropy and adverse interpersonal events,
the degree of autonomy, and the interaction between the degree of
autonomy and adverse achievement events. Patients and compar-
ison subjects were matched on age, sex, and race; socioeconomic
status was entered into the model as a control variable.

Although studies of cognitive-personality styles and event
congruency have found an association between depressive
symptoms and the interaction of negative interpersonal events
and sociotropy, the match between autonomy and negative
achievement events has been less well documented in predicting
depression (17). One hypothesis for the lack of congruency be-
tween autonomy and events is that the assessment of autonomy
measures more than a single cognitive-personality style (49, 50).
Consequently, the values of the individual autonomy factors from
the Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale in predicting depression were ex-
amined. These factors reflect an interest in preserving and in-
creasing control over one’s life (i.e., need for control), individual-
istic achievement, and a solitary self-focused lifestyle (49, 51, 52).
Only need for control was significantly associated with depres-
sion (Wald x?=4.98, df=1, p=0.03). Consequently, we used this fac-
tor of the composite measure of autonomy in a second model.
Model 2 was constructed from model 1 by replacing degree of au-
tonomy with the 12-item factor need for control and by replacing
the interaction between degree of autonomy and adverse
achievement events with the interaction between need for con-
trol and adverse achievement events. The overall fit of each model
was assessed by means of its chi-square based on the -2 log L cri-
terion, and the significance of individual terms within each
model was assessed by means of its Wald chi-square. For each
model, the degree of association between predicted probabilities
and observed responses was reported as a rank correlation index
¢, which is a measure of the proportion of instances in which the
model accurately discriminates between patients and compari-
son subjects (53).
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TABLE 2. Cognitive-Personality Style and Congruence With Specific Adverse Life Events for 43 Patients With First-Episode or

Recurrent Depression and 43 Healthy Comparison Subjects

Patients With Depression  Comparison Subjects Analysis
Variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p
Cognitive-personality style?
Sociotropy 0.34 0.98 -0.34 0.91 3.34 84 <0.01
Autonomy 0.25 0.95 -0.25 1.00 2.34 84 <0.05
Need for control 0.42 0.87 -0.42 0.94 4.33 84 <0.001
CongruenceP
Sociotropy with adverse interpersonal events 0.07 0.64 -0.02 0.14 0.85 46 n.s.
Autonomy with adverse achievement events 0.13 0.59 -0.05 0.28 1.80 60 n.s.
Need for control with adverse achievement events 0.10 0.63 -0.05 0.28 1.45 58 n.s.

2 From the Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale (47). Values represent standardized z scores.
b Continuous measure that reflects the interaction of a cognitive-personality style with the type of adverse event.

Prediction of treatment response. The level of depressive
symptoms for patients at the end of the treatment phase of the
study was analyzed by using general linear models. For model 1,
the independent variables were the frequency of adverse inter-
personal events, degree of sociotropy, the interaction between
degree of sociotropy and adverse interpersonal events, the fre-
quency of adverse achievement events, degree of autonomy, the
interaction between degree of autonomy and adverse achieve-
ment events, episode status (first episode versus recurrent), and
sex. In contrast to the onset model, events were divided into inter-
personal and achievement events because preliminary analyses
suggested that interpersonal events and achievement events ap-
pear to play opposite roles in predicting treatment response.
Once again, model 2 was constructed from model 1 by replacing
degree of autonomy with the factor need for control and by re-
placing the interaction between degree of autonomy and adverse
achievement events with the interaction between need for con-
trol and adverse achievement events. The overall fit of each
model was assessed by means of an F statistic, and the signifi-
cance of each individual term within each model was assessed by
means of a t statistic. Baseline Hamilton Depression Rating Scale
score, age, race, socioeconomic status, and drug regimen were
entered as control variables into both models. The design of the
current study did not permit a comparison of response across
drug types because antidepressants were prescribed on an indi-
vidual basis by the treating clinician rather than by random as-
signment. However, drug type (SSRI, tricyclic antidepressant,
SSRI plus tricyclic, or other pharmacotherapy) was entered as a
control variable to account for possible differential effects by
drug class in our analyses.

Results

A comparison of the two models constructed for the
probability of onset of major depression is presented in
Table 3. In model 1, only adverse life events and degree of
sociotropy were significantly associated with a diagnosis
of depression, whereas degree of autonomy and the inter-
action terms between the cognitive-personality measures
and event types were nonsignificant. In model 2, however,
adverse life events, sociotropy, and the autonomy factor
need for control were significant, whereas both interac-
tion terms were nonsignificant. Socioeconomic status was
not significant in either model 1 (x?=1.78, df=1, p=0.18) or
model 2 (x?=1.46, df=1, p=0.23).

The results for predicting severity of depressive symp-
toms after completion of 6 weeks of antidepressant treat-
ment displayed a different pattern than that observed in
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TABLE 3. Logistic Regression Analysis of Adverse Life
Events, Cognitive-Personality Style, and Their Interaction
in Predicting Onset of Major Depression in 43 Patients
With First-Episode or Recurrent Depression and 43 Healthy
Comparison Subjects?

0dds AnalysisP
Model and Variable Ratio c¢¢ x> df p
Model 1 0.86 38.90 6 <0.001
Frequency of adverse events 9.00 8.43 1 <0.01
Degree of sociotropy 2.80 8.77 1 <0.01
Interaction of sociotropy and
adverse interpersonal events  1.72 043 1 n.s.
Degree of autonomy 1.73 226 1 n.s.
Interaction of autonomy and
adverse achievement events  5.04 237 1 n.s.
Model 2 0.88 44.00 6 <0.001
Frequency of adverse events 9.98 7.82 1 <0.01
Degree of sociotropy 2.14 4.67 1 <0.05
Interaction of sociotropy and
adverse interpersonal events  2.74 130 1 n.s.
Need for control 2.84 6.33 1 <0.05

Interaction of need for control
and adverse achievement
events 7.40 265 1 n.s.

a Controlling for socioeconomic status; groups matched for age,
race, and sex.

b Chi-square values for the independent variables within each
model represent Wald chi-square tests.

€ Rank correlation index, which represents the proportion of in-
stances in which the model accurately discriminates between the
two groups.

the models for onset of depression, as illustrated in Table 4.
In model 1, adverse interpersonal life events, the interac-
tion between degree of sociotropy and adverse interper-
sonal events, the interaction between degree of autonomy
and adverse achievement events, and male gender pre-
dicted better outcome, whereas adverse achievement
events predicted a worse outcome. Degrees of sociotropy
and autonomy as well as episode status were all nonsignif-
icant. The control variables of baseline Hamilton Depres-
sion Rating Scale score (F=22.90, df=1, 26, p=0.0001) and
drug type (F=3.57, df=3, 26, p=0.03) were significant in
model 1, but socioeconomic status (F=0.22, df=2, 26, p=
0.80), age (F=0.11, df=1, 26, p=0.75), and race (F=3.46, df=1,
26, p=0.07) were nonsignificant. In model 2, adverse inter-
personal life events, the interaction between degree of so-
ciotropy and adverse interpersonal events, the interaction
between need for control and adverse achievement events,
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TABLE 4. Logistic Regression Analysis of Adverse Life Events, Cognitive-Personality Style, and Their Interaction in Predicting
Antidepressant Response of 43 Patients With First-Episode or Recurrent Depression After 6 Weeks of Treatment?

F t

Model and Variable Beta SE R2 (df=16, 26) (df=26) p

Model 1 0.64 2.90 <0.01
Frequency of adverse interpersonal events -6.83 1.84 -3.71 <0.001
Degree of sociotropy 1.19 1.05 1.14 n.s.
Interaction of sociotropy and adverse interpersonal events -4.96 1.58 -3.13 <0.01
Frequency of adverse achievement events 6.94 2.47 2.81 <0.01
Degree of autonomy -0.28 1.16 -0.24 n.s.
Interaction of autonomy and adverse achievement events -5.04 1.92 -2.62 <0.05
Episode status” -3.73 1.99 -1.87 n.s.
Sex, male -5.12 2.25 -2.27 <0.05

Model 2 0.65 3.08 <0.01
Frequency of adverse interpersonal events —6.06 1.71 -3.55 <0.01
Degree of sociotropy 1.41 1.01 1.40 n.s.
Interaction of sociotropy and adverse interpersonal events -8.07 1.97 -4.10 <0.001
Frequency of adverse achievement events 6.92 2.37 2.92 <0.01
Need for control 0.30 1.21 0.25 n.s.
Interaction of need for control and adverse achievement events -5.45 1.90 -2.86 <0.01
Episode status® -3.32 1.93 -1.72 n.s.
Sex, male -5.44 2.22 -2.45 <0.05

a Controlling for baseline Hamilton Depression Rating Scale score, socioeconomic status, age, race, and drug type.

b First episode versus recurrent.

and being male were all significantly associated with better
outcome, whereas adverse achievement events were asso-
ciated with worse outcome. Degree of sociotropy, need for
control, and episode status were nonsignificant. The con-
trol variables of baseline Hamilton Depression Rating Scale
score (F=24.67, df=1, 26, p=0.0001) and drug type (F=4.31,
df=3, 26, p=0.01) were significant in model 2. Socioeco-
nomic status (F=0.36, df=2, 26, p=0.70), age (F=0.86, df=1,
26, p=0.36), and race (F=3.98, df=1, 26, p=0.06) were non-
significant. In both model 1 and model 2, better outcome
(lower Hamilton Depression Rating Scale score) was signif-
icantly associated with more interpersonal events, fewer
achievement events, and a positive match of cognitive-
personality style and associated event type.

In the context of the multivariate model, men had a bet-
ter treatment response than women. Differences were not
found between women and men in terms of the variables
that significantly predicted treatment response except for a
higher occurrence of negative achievement events in men.
Despite the higher occurrence of these events, which inde-
pendently predicted worse outcome, men appeared to ben-
efit more from antidepressant drug treatment. Closer ex-
amination of responders by episode status (first episode
versus recurrent) indicated an interaction of sex and first
versus recurrent episode status within the model. Com-
paring the least squares means for these groups, we found
that women with recurrent depression had a significantly
poorer outcome than men with first-episode (t=2.94, df=25,
p=0.007) or recurrent (t=2.28, df=25, p=0.03) depression
and a nonsignificantly worse outcome than women with
first-episode depression (t=1.49, df=25, p=0.15).

Discussion

Results of the current work indicate that occurrence of
adverse life events and cognitive-personality styles are risk
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factors for onset of a unipolar major depressive episode.
Both negative interpersonal events and achievement
events were found to contribute to onset, and the model
was enhanced if events were considered without regard to
type (interpersonal versus achievement). Congruency be-
tween cognitive-personality style and event type in predict-
ing onset was not found in this study. Some studies have
found congruency between a sociotropic style and negative
interpersonal life events in predicting depressive symptoms
(16-18, 54-56), and one study supported a match between
autonomy and negative achievement events (17). However,
these studies of congruency almost exclusively used non-
clinical study groups, most used checklist measures of life
events, and none used a clinical diagnosis as an outcome.
The current work differs from prior investigations in that we
used a clinically diagnosed group relative to healthy com-
parison subjects, a comprehensive objective assessment of
stress, and a multivariate model that controlled for other
risk factors. Although we did not find that interactions be-
tween cognitive-personality styles and congruent stressors
predicted depression, this does not preclude the possibility
that there exists some other form of interplay between ad-
verse life events, cognitive style, and depression. For exam-
ple, we found that self-efficacy, a measure of perceived con-
trol over life circumstances, mediates the effect of negative
stressful life events on symptoms of depression for those
with prior depression (27).

The current findings are consistent with a large litera-
ture on the role of personality in precipitating major de-
pression (e.g., references 57, 58), and the findings specifi-
cally support work by Clark and Beck (49), which showed
that the cognitive-personality characteristic of sociotropy
is significantly associated with depressed mood states. Re-
sults of our study indicated that depression was nine times
more likely after a major adverse event and was almost
three times more likely in the presence of cognitive-per-
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sonality characteristics that emphasized either concern
about disapproval or need for control. It is well known that
major depression is not always associated with an ante-
cedent adverse life event. The results of this study are con-
sistent with that observation and suggest that depression
might also be dependent upon one’s view of the world as
characterized by a cognitive-personality style.

Research investigating cognitive-personality features
that are comparable to sociotropy is limited. However, the
concept of dependent personality is consistent with that
of sociotropy and has been shown to be arisk factor for de-
pression (57, 58). Also, the related concept of rejection
sensitivity, which has been incorporated into DSM-IV as a
symptom of atypical depression, is defined as “a long-
standing pattern of extreme sensitivity to perceived inter-
personal rejection.” Thus, it is clear by definition that this
behavioral pattern actually would predate the onset of de-
pression and might likely contribute to a depressive onset
as well as describe a subtype. Further, two studies that ex-
amined interpersonal sensitivity (59, 60) both indicated
that depressed participants had elevated scores on an in-
terpersonal awareness factor, a factor that approximates
the need for approval feature of sociotropy.

The finding that need for control was associated with
depression was of particular interest to us because theo-
retical formulations and empirical studies have suggested
that perceived lack of control over life circumstances is a
critical component in the etiology of depression (28). Ex-
posure to uncontrollable (versus controllable) stress has
been found to result in behavioral and neurobiological ef-
fects consistent with depressive states in animal studies
(29, 61, 62) and human investigation (63). Although the ac-
tual mechanisms by which these cognitive-personality
styles may contribute to depressed states is not known,
some have begun to theorize that believing one cannot
control the effects of untoward events induces hopeless-
ness, which is likely to be a proximal cause of depressive
onset (64-66).

In predicting treatment response, adverse interpersonal
and achievement events appeared to play opposite roles
in that interpersonal events were associated with better
outcome, and achievement events were associated with
worse outcome. The relationship of specificity of event
type to outcome has not been previously studied, and so
this finding cannot be compared to prior work. It would be
of interest to know whether such specificity might account
for at least some of the variability in previous reports re-
garding the effect of stressors on treatment outcome. One
speculation regarding this finding is that those with more
negative interpersonal events have larger social networks,
and such individuals can avail themselves of support even
in the context of negative interpersonal events emanating
from that network. Such support may aid in ameliorating
or coping with negative interpersonal events and, thus, fa-
cilitate antidepressant treatment.
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The interaction, or congruency, of cognitive-personality
style and event type predicted better outcome when indi-
viduals with higher degrees of sociotropy experienced
negative interpersonal events and when those with a
greater need for control experienced negative achieve-
ment events. Prior reports on the relationship of pretreat-
ment life stressors to treatment outcome have not studied
these interactions. Because this congruency predicts bet-
ter outcome, it seems a particularly useful finding to pur-
sue. One speculation regarding this finding is that a con-
gruent event may be better understood as a personal
vulnerability to depression, thus facilitating remedial cog-
nitive and behavioral strategies that the patient may ini-
tiate in combination with antidepressant treatment.

Despite support for our findings, there are limitations to
the current investigation. The examination of risk factors
for depressive onset was conducted by means of a cross-
sectional study and would be enhanced by a prospective
examination of the relationship of cognitive-personality
styles to depressive onset. Selection, assessment, and fol-
low-up of nondepressed individuals for the purpose of
identifying subsequent cases of diagnosed major depres-
sion would be costly and require a very large sample. Nev-
ertheless, a prospective study would provide a more defin-
itive test of cognitive-personality characteristics as a risk
factor for depression. In addition, the effect of other vari-
ables implicated in the onset of depression and in re-
sponse to treatment, such as social support, coping, and
early trauma (67), were not included in our multivariate
model. Future multivariate models should consider these
variables and further investigate the effects of gender on
outcome. In the context of the multivariate model that
predicted outcome, women were found to have a worse
response to 6 weeks of antidepressant pharmacotherapy
after controlling for other factors related to outcome. More
specifically, women with recurrent depression had a sig-
nificantly poorer outcome than men with either first-epi-
sode or recurrent depression as well as a nonsignificantly
worse outcome than women with first-episode depres-
sion. Finally, our data did not permit examination of
whether treatment response was affected by the interac-
tion of drug type by gender. Consideration of this interac-
tion is warranted in future work, since there are emerging
data that suggest that response to antidepressant drug
type may vary by gender (68).

Multivariate models are needed to understand the com-
plex interplay of factors that contribute to the develop-
ment of major depression. The current findings indicate
that it remains important to examine cognitive-personality
characteristics as direct predictors of depression within
such models. Cognitive-personality styles are learned pat-
terns that are stable and long-lasting but potentially ame-
nable to change (49). If cognitive-personality styles are
modifiable risk factors, then preventive interventions di-
rected at altering styles that pose a risk for depression
could be developed. Our data also suggest that specific in-
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terventions, aimed at either reducing exposure to certain
types of stressors or facilitating compensatory styles of
coping in response to those stressors, might be particularly
helpful for those at risk after certain types of events (69).

Received May 3, 1999; revisions received Sept. 3 and Oct. 19, 1999;
accepted Nov. 24, 1999. From the Department of Psychiatry and
Donaghue Women’s Health Investigator Program, Yale University;
and the Department of Psychiatry, Weill Medical College of Cornell
University, New York. Address reprint requests to Dr. Mazure, Yale
University, P.O. Box 208091, New Haven, CT 06520.

Supported by NIMH grant MH-52905 (Dr. Mazure).

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Bebbington P, Tennant C, Hurry J: Adversity and the nature of
psychiatric disorder in the community. J Affect Disord 1981; 3:
345-366

. Brown GW, Harris T: Social Origins of Depression: A Study of

Psychiatric Disorder in Women. New York, Free Press, 1978

. Paykel E, Myers ], Dienelt M, Klerman G, Lindenthal J, Pepper

M: Life events and depression: a controlled study. Arch Gen
Psychiatry 1969; 21:753-760

. Roy A, Breier A, Doran AR, Pickar D: Life events in depression:

relationships to subtypes. | Affect Disord 1985; 9:143-148

. Shrout P, Link B, Dohrenwend B, Skodol A, Stueve A, Mrotznik

J: Characterizing life events as risk factors for depression: the
role of fateful loss events. ] Abnorm Psychol 1989; 95:460-467

. Bebbington PE, Sturt E, Tennant C, Hurry J: Misfortune and re-

silience: a community study of women. Psychol Med 1984; 14:
347-363

. Brown G, Prudo R: Psychiatric disorder in a rural and an urban

population, 1: aetiology of depression. Psychol Med 1981; 11:
581-599

. Brown G, Andrews B, Harris T, Adler Z, Bridge L: Social support,

self-esteem and depression. Psychol Med 1986; 16:813-831

. Campbell E, Cope S, Teasdale J: Social factors and affective dis-

orders: an investigation of Brown and Harris’s model. Br J Psy-
chiatry 1983; 143:548-553

Finlay-Jones R, Brown GW: Types of stressful life event and the
onset of anxiety and depressive disorders. Psychol Med 1981;
11:803-815

Parry G, Shapiro DA: Social support and life events in working
class women: stress buffering or independent effects? Arch
Gen Psychiatry 1986; 43:315-323; correction, 1987; 44:168
Kendler KS, Kessler RC, Neale MC, Heath AC, Eaves LJ: The pre-
diction of major depression in women: toward an integrated
etiologic model. Am J Psychiatry 1993; 150:1139-1148
Lewinsohn PM, Hoberman HH, Rosenbaum M: A prospective
study of risk factors for unipolar depression. ] Abnorm Psychol
1988; 97:251-264

Beck AT: Cognitive model of depression. ] Cognitive Psycho-
therapy 1987; 1:2-27

Clark D, Beck AT, Brown G: Sociotropy, autonomy, and life
event perceptions in dysphoric and nondysphoric individuals.
Cognitive Therapy and Res 1992; 16:635-652

Hammen C, Ellicott A, Gitlin M, Jamison KR: Sociotropy/auton-
omy and vulnerability to specific life events in patients with
unipolar depression and bipolar disorders. ] Abnorm Psychol
1989; 98:154-160

Segal Z, Shaw B, Vella D, Katz R: Cognitive and life stress predic-
tors of relapse in remitted unipolar depressed patients: test of
the congruency hypothesis. ] Abnorm Psychol 1992; 101:26~
36

Robins C: Congruence of personality and life events in depres-
sion. ] Abnorm Psychol 1990; 99:393-397

902

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Billings A, Moos R: Life stressors and social resources affect
posttreatment outcomes among depressed patients. ] Abnorm
Psychol 1985; 94:140-153

Lloyd C, Zisook S, Click M, Jaffee KE: Life events and response
to antidepressants. ] Human Stress 1981; 7:2-15

Monroe SM, Bellack AS, Hersen M, Himmelhoch JM: Life
events, symptom course, and treatment outcome in unipolar
depressed women. ] Consult Clin Psychol 1983; 51:604-615
Monroe SM, Thase ME, Hersen M, Himmelhoch M, Bellack AS:
Life events and the endogenous-nonendogenous distinction in
the treatment and posttreatment course of depression. Compr
Psychiatry 1985; 26:175-184

Monroe SM, Roberts JE, Kupfer DJ, Frank E: Life stress and treat-
ment course of recurrent depression, Il: postrecovery associa-
tions with attrition, symptom course, and recurrence over 3
years. ] Abnorm Psychol 1996; 105:313-328

Reno RM, Halaris AE: The relationship between life stress and
depression in an endogenous sample. Compr Psychiatry 1990;
31:25-33

Monroe SM, Kupfer D], Frank E: Life stress and treatment
course of recurrent depression, I: response during index epi-
sode. ] Consult Clin Psychol 1992; 60:718-724

Peselow ED, Sanfilipo MP, Robins CJ, Block P, Fieve RR: Sociot-
ropy and autonomy: relationship to antidepressant drug treat-
ment response and endogeneous-nonendogeneous dichot-
omy. ] Abnorm Psychol 1992; 101:479-486

Maciejewski PK, Prigerson HG, Mazure CM: Self-efficiacy as a
mediator between stressful life events and depressive symp-
toms: differences based on history of prior depression. Br J Psy-
chiatry 2000; 176:373-378

Seligman M: Helplessness: On Depression, Development, and
Death. San Francisco, WH Freeman, 1975

Drugan RC, Basile AS, Ha JH, Healy D, Ferland RJ: Analysis of the
importance of controllable versus uncontrollable stress on
subsequent behavioral and physiological functioning. Brain
Res Brain Res Protoc 1997; 2:69-74

First MB, Spitzer RL, Gibbon M, Williams JBW: Structured Clini-
cal Interview for DSM-IV Axis | Disorders (SCID). New York, New
York State Psychiatric Institute, Biometrics Research, 1995
Depression Guideline Panel: Depression in Primary Care, vol 2:
Treatment of Major Depression: Clinical Practice Guideline
Number 5: AHCPR Publication 93-0551. Washington, DC,
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research, April 1993
Crismon ML, Trivedi M, Pigott TA, Rush AJ, Hirschfeld RM, Kahn
DA, DeBattista C, Nelson JC, Nierenberg AA, Sackeim HA, Thase
ME: The Texas Medication Algorithm Project: report of the
Texas Consensus Conference Panel on Medication Treatment
of Major Depressive Disorder. ] Clin Psychiatry 1999; 60:142—
156

Hamilton M: A rating scale for depression. ] Neurol Neurosurg
Psychiatry 1960; 23:56-62

Mazure C, Nelson J, Price L: Reliability and validity of the symp-
toms of major depressive illness. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1986; 43:
451-456

Bruce ML, Leaf PJ, Rozal GPM, Florio L, Hoff RA: Psychiatric sta-
tus and 9-year mortality in the New Haven Epidemiologic
Catchment Area study. Am J Psychiatry 1994; 151:716-721
Kessler RC, McGonagle KA, Nelson CB, Hughes M, Swartz M,
Blazer DG: Sex and depression in the National Comorbidity
Survey, Il: cohort effects. J Affect Disord 1994; 30:15-26
Kessler RC, Andrews G, Mroczek D, Ustun B, Wittchen H-U: The
World Health Organization Composite International Diagnostic
Interview Short Form (CIDI-SF). Int | Methods in Psychiatr Res
1998; 7:171-185

Radloff LS: The CES-D Scale: a self-report depression scale for
research in the general population. ] Applied Psychol Measure-
ment 1977; 1:385-401

Am | Psychiatry 157:6, June 2000



39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.
47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Boyd J, Weissman M, Thompson W, Myers J: Screening for de-
pression in a community sample. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1982;
39:1195-1200

Duncan O, Featherman D, Duncan B: Socioeconomic Back-
ground and Achievement. New York, Seminar Press, 1972
Dohrenwend BP, Raphael KG, Schwartz S, Stueve A, Skodol A:
The structured event probe and narrative rating method for
measuring stressful life events, in Handbook of Stress: Theoret-
ical and Clinical Aspects, 2nd ed. Edited by Goldberg L, Breznitz
S. New York, Free Press, 1993, pp 174-199

Stueve A, Dohrenwend BP, Skodol AE: Relationships between
stressful life events and episodes of major depression and non-
affective psychotic disorders: selected results from a New York
risk factor study, in Adversity, Stress, and Psychopathology. Ed-
ited by Dohrenwend BP. New York, Oxford University Press,
1998, pp 341-357

Kessler R, Wetherington E: The reliability of life event reports in
a community survey. Psychol Med 1991; 21:723-738

Paykel E: The interview for recent life events. Psychol Med
1997; 27:301-310

Surtees P: Adversity and psychiatric disorder: a decay model, in
Life Events and lliness. Edited by Brown GW, Harris TO. New
York, Guilford, 1989, pp 161-198

Brown GW, Harris TO: Depression. Ibid, pp 49-93

Beck A: Cognitive therapy of depression: new perspectives, in
Treatment of Depression: Old Controversies and New Ap-
proaches. Edited by Clayton P, Barrett ). New York, Raven Press,
1983, pp 265-290

Moore RG, Blackburn IM: The stability of sociotropy and auton-
omy in depressed patients undergoing treatment. Cognitive
Therapy and Res 1996; 20:69-80

Clark D, Beck A: Personality factors in dysphoria: a psychomet-
ric refinement of Beck’s Sociotropy-Autonomy scale. ] Psycho-
pathology and Behavioral Assessment 1991; 13:369-387
Ouimette PC, Klein DN, Anderson R, Riso LP, Lizardi H: Rela-
tionship of sociotropy/autonomy and dependency/self-criti-
cism to DSM-III-R personality disorders. ] Abnorm Psychol
1994; 103:743-749

Arieti S, Bemporad JR: The psychological organization of de-
pression. Am ] Psychiatry 1980; 137:1360-1365

Blatt SJ: Levels of object representation in anaclitic and in-
trojective depression. Psychoanal Study Child 1974; 24:107-
157

Bamber D: The area above the ordinal dominance graph and
the area below the receiver operating characteristic graph. ]
Math Psychol 1975; 12:387-415

Lakey B, Ross LT: Dependency and self-criticism as moderators
of interpersonal and achievement stress: the role of initial dys-
phoria. Cognitive Therapy and Res 1994; 18:581-599

Am | Psychiatry 157:6, June 2000

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

MAZURE, BRUCE, MACIEJEWSKI, ET AL.

Robins C, Block P: Personal vulnerability, life events, and de-
pressive symptoms: a test of a specific interactional model. )
Pers Soc Psychol 1988; 54:847-852

Rude S, Burnham B: Do interpersonal and achievement vul-
nerabilities interact with congruent events to predict depres-
sion? comparison of DEQ, SAS, DAS, and combined scales. Cog-
nitive Therapy and Res 1993; 17:531-548

Hirschfeld RM, Klerman GL, Clayton PJ, Keller MB: Personality
and depression: empirical findings. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1983;
40:993-998

Hirschfeld RM, Cross CK: Personality, life events, and social fac-
tors in depression, in Psychiatry Update: The American Psychi-
atric Association Annual Review, vol 2. Edited by Grinspoon L.
Washington, DC, American Psychiatric Press, 1983, pp 382-406
Boyce P, Hadzi-Pavlovic D, Parker G, Broadaty H, Hickie I, Mitch-
ell P, Wilhelm K: Depressive type and state effects on personal-
ity measures. Acta Psychiatr Scand 1990; 81:197-200

Boyce P, Parker B, Barnett B, Cooney M, Smith F: Personality as
a vulnerability factor to depression. Br ] Psychiatry 1991; 159:
106-114

. Weiss J: Stress-induced depression: critical neurochemical and

electrophysiological changes, in Neurobiology of Learning,
Emotion and Affect. Edited by Madden I. New York, Raven
Press, 1991, pp 123-154

Minor T, Saade S: Poststress glucose mitigates behavioral im-
pairment in rats in the “learned helplessness” model of psy-
chopathology. Biol Psychiatry 1997; 42:324-334

Breier A: Experimental approaches to human stress research:
assessment of neurobiological mechanisms of stress in volun-
teers and psychiatric patients. Biol Psychiatry 1989; 26:438—
462

Alloy L, Clements C: Hopelessness theory of depression—tests
of the symptom component. Cognitive Therapy and Res 1998;
22:303-335

Hilsman R, Garber J: A test of the cognitive diathesis-stress
model of depression in children: academic stressors, attribu-
tional style, perceived competence, and control. ] Pers Soc Psy-
chol 1995; 69:370-380

Metalsky Gl, Joiner J, Thomas E, Hardin TS, Abramson LY: De-
pressive reactions to failure in a naturalistic setting: a test of
the hopelessness and self-esteem theories of depression. ] Ab-
norm Psychol 1993; 102:101-109

Weiss EL, Longhurst JG, Mazure CM: Childhood sexual abuse as
a risk factor for adult depression in women: psychosocial and
neurobiological correlates. Am J Psychiatry 1999; 156:816-828
Yonkers KA: Depressive disorders in women, in Depression in
Women Pocketbook. Edited by Yonkers KA, Steiner M. London,
Martin Dunitz, 1998

Hollon S, DeRubeis R, Seligman M: Cognitive therapy and the
prevention of depression. Applied and Preventive Psychol
1992; 1:89-95

903



