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Abstract 

Due to its ability to reflect the capacity to engage in context-appropriate responses, tonic heart 

rate variability (HRV) is considered a putative biomarker of stress resilience. However, most 

studies are cross-sectional, precluding causal inferences. The high levels of uncertainty and 

fear at a global level that characterize the COVID-19 pandemic offer a unique opportunity to 

investigate the longitudinal role of HRV in stress resilience. The present study examined 

whether HRV, measured about 2 years earlier (Time 0), could predict emotion regulation 

strategies and daily affect in healthy adults during the May 2020 lockdown (Time 1). Moreover, 

we evaluated the association between HRV measures, emotion regulation strategies, subjective 

perception of COVID-19 risk, and self-reported depressive symptoms at Time 1. Higher tonic 

HRV at Time 0 resulted a significant predictor of a stronger engagement in more functional 

emotion regulation strategies, as well as of higher daily feelings of safeness and reduced daily 

worry at Time 1. Moreover, depressive symptoms negatively correlated with HRV and 

positively correlated with the subjective perception of COVID-19 risk at Time 1. Current data 

support the view that HRV might be not only a marker but also a precursor of resilience under 

stressful times. 

 

Keywords: Heart Rate Variability; longitudinal; worry; suppression; reappraisal; safeness. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On March 11, 2020, the COVID-19 outbreak was declared a global pandemic (1), and 

almost all countries in the world have introduced national lockdowns. Psychosocial efforts to 

resist the lockdown situation first and overcome the negative consequences of the pandemic 

have caused mental health problems and continue to challenge vulnerable individuals (2-4). 

Indeed, the identification of risk, vulnerability and protective factors for mental health has been 

recognised as a research priority (5-7). 

Tonic vagally-mediated heart rate variability (vmHRV), an index of parasympathetic cardiac 

modulation, has been indicated as a biomarker of stress resilience, as it reflects the ability to 

effectively regulate emotions in a changing environment (8-10). Unfortunately, the majority of 

such investigations is cross-sectional and longitudinal studies on the putative role of vmHRV 

as a predictor of stress resilience are sparse. For example, preliminary studies have shown that 

lower HRV before or in the aftermath of a traumatic experience predicts the development of 

PTSD symptoms in adults (11). To the best of our knowledge, the association between vmHRV 

and COVID-19-related stress was examined only in one study, in which changes in HRV 

parameters during and after the lockdown period appeared to be in line with subjective well-

being (12). Moreover, in a study conducted on U.S. residents between March and May 2020, 

self-reported autonomic reactivity measured by The Body Perception Questionnaire Short 

Form (13) mediated the relation between past traumatic experiences and mental health indices 

during the COVID-19 pandemic (14). However, a recent study in adolescents found that 

susceptibility to mental health difficulties associated with COVID-19 stress was predicted by 

higher resting vmHRV assessed 4 years earlier (15), which is inconsistent with cross-sectional 

and longitudinal findings in adults. 

The present investigation aimed at extending previous findings, with the hypothesis that higher 

resting vmHRV, assessed ~22 months earlier, would predict the use of more functional emotion 
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regulation strategies and daily affective states in healthy adults during COVID-19-related 

forced lockdown. Furthermore, we tested the cross-sectional relationship between vmHRV, 

depressive symptomatology, and subjective perception of COVID-19 risk during the 

lockdown. 

 

METHODS 

Procedure 

One-hundred and seventy-two healthy individuals, whose resting vmHRV was assessed 

between May 2018 and October 2019 (Time 0; T0) during participation in previous studies 

(16-19), were recruited. Specific information about vmHRV assessment can be found in the 

original studies (16-19). After the exclusion of 2 participants with current diagnosis of medical 

disorders, a total of 69 individuals were considered for this investigation, which includes data 

collected during national lockdowns in Italy and United Kingdom from May 1 to May 31, 2020 

(Time 1; T1) (ClinicalTrials.gov identification code: NCT04382560). Participants provided 

informed consent, and the study was approved by the IRBs of King’s College London (LRS-

19/20-18429:COVID-19) and Sapienza University of Rome (Prot. 0000653). 

Initially, participants filled out online questionnaires including (i) the Perceived Coronavirus 

Risk scale (PCRS;(20)), which measures the subjective perception of COVID-19 risk; (ii) the 

Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D;(21)), which assesses self-

reported depressive symptoms experienced in the previous week; and (iii) the 10-item Emotion 

Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ; (22)), which measures the habitual use of several emotion 

regulation strategies. Among them, the present study focused on cognitive reappraisal and 

emotional suppression as examples of functional and dysfunctional strategies, respectively. 

Next, participants were asked to download a free-avilable smartphone application 

(https://ecg4everybody.com/) and instructed to record vmHRV using finger tip 
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photoplethysmography under resting conditions. Specifically, they were asked to refrain from 

drinking coffee and alcholic and energizing drinks, eating a meal, smoking, and physical 

exercising for at least two hours prior to the recording, similar to the T0 assessment. 

Subsequently, participants were asked to rate their current levels of feeling anxious, sad, 

worried, optimistic, and safe on 5-point Likert scales every 2 hours during wake for 2 

consectuive days, using electronic diaries delivered by Qualtrics (23).  

 

Analyses 

The root mean square of successive differences between normal heartbeats was considered as 

an index of vmHRV (24). Pearson’s correlations and t-tests were performed to investigate the 

influence of age, sex, lifestyle factors (e.g., smoking) and recording procedures on vmHRV 

values at T0 and identify the potential covariates to include in the subsequent regression 

models. First, we evaluated whether vmHRV values at T0 would predict reappraisal and 

suppression ERQ scores at T1, by applying linear regressions. Next, we tested whether vmHRV 

values at T0 would predict momentary mood ratings at T1, by applying random effects 

regression models with maximum likelihood estimation. Lastly, Pearson’s correlations were 

computed between vmHRV, CESD, PCRS, and ERQ scores at T1, controlling for the effects 

of age and sex. 

 

RESULTS 

The final sample size, excluding incomplete responses (n = 3), was n = 66 (Table 1). No 

significant associations emerged between baseline participants’ demographic, anthropometric, 

and lifestyle characteristics (e.g., age, sex, BMI, smoking status) and vmHRV at T0. Therefore, 

only the months elapsed between T0 and T1 were controlled for in the regression models. As 

shown in Table 2, vmHRV at T0 positively and negatively predicted the use of cognitive 
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reappraisal and emotional suppression at T1, respectively. As to momentary mood, the models 

having safe and worried at T1 as outcomes yielded a significant role of vmHRV at T0 as 

predictor (Table 3), whereas no significant associations emerged for anxious, sad, and 

optimistic.  

Partial correlation analyses (controlling for age and sex) revealed that vmHRV at T1 was 

positively associated with vmHRV at T0 (r = .631, p < .001) and negatively associated with 

CESD (r = -.261, p = .050) and ERQ suppression (r = -.255, p = .055) scores. Importantly, a 

positive significant correlation was found between CESD and PCRS scores (r = .391, p < .001). 

No significant correlations were found between vmHRV at T1 and PCRS (r = -.210, p = .117) 

and ERQ reappraisal (r = .147, p = .117) scores.  

 

DISCUSSION 

The major and novel findings of the current study is that higher tonic HRV - assessed almost 

2 years before - predicted a stronger engagement in more functional emotion regulation 

strategies, as well as higher daily feelings of safeness and reduced daily worry during COVID-

19-related forced lockdown. These longitudinal findings strengthen previous cross-sectional 

studies showing that resting vmHRV is negatively correlated with dysfunctional emotion 

regulation strategies, such as the inability to accept negative emotions and subsequent 

emotional suppression (25), and positively correlated with more functional strategies, such as 

cognitive reappraisal (26, 27), acceptance (27, 28), self-compassion (29), and overall 

accessibility to emotion regulation strategies (30, 31). Of note, a negative correlation between 

vmHRV and emotional suppression strategies was also found in the present investigation. 

These results are particularly relevant in the context of stressful situations such as the COVID-

19 pandemic, considering that maladaptive emotion regulation has been associated with 

negative psychological and somatic health outcomes (32). Relatedly, we found that self-
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reported depressive symptoms over the forced lockdown were positively correlated with the 

subjective perception of COVID-19 risk and negatively correlated with concurrent measures 

of vmHRV. Remarkably, in line with the neurovisceral integration theoretical perspective (10), 

higher pre-COVID-19 tonic vmHRV levels predicted reduced worrisome affective state and 

increased sense of safeness experienced for two consecutive days over the course of the 

lockdown, suggesting that HRV might be not only be a marker of but also a precursor of 

vulnerability/resilience to stress. Notably, momentary levels of sadness, anxiety and optimism 

were not significantly predicted by HRV at T0, pointing to the specificity of this biomarker for 

the inner sense of safeness. This is in line with the idea that HRV measures index the activity 

of a core set of neural structures that continuously assess the environment for signs of threat 

and safety and prepare the organism to adaptively regulate cognition, behavior, and physiology 

(33). 

In interpreting our findings, we must acknowledge several limitations. First, due to difficulties 

in recruiting participants with reliable measures of vmHRV before the pandemic, the sample 

size is modest and should be extended in the future. Second, we obtained vmHRV measures at 

T1 with the use of a smartphone app, which could be suboptimal because smartphone apps 

acquire data using photoplethysmography and cannot discriminate between sinus and non-

sinus beats. Nevertheless, we found a significant correlation between vmHRV measures at T1 

and T0. Lastly, we do not have measures of emotional regulation strategies at T0, which would 

have allowed to obtain stronger evidence of the role of HRV as a predictor of coping styles 

during stressful situations. Notwithstanding these limitations, the present results support the 

implementation of HRV assessment to identify individuals who are at higher risk to suffer from 

stress-related symptoms (34) and encourage the use of early interventions such as 

transcutaneous vagus nerve stimulation, HRV biofeedback and compassion focused 
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interventions to increase vmHRV as a way to foster resilience during challenging pandemic 

periods and beyond (35, 36). 
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics (n = 66). 

 
Sex Females 63.6% 

Age (years) at Time 0 24.0 ± 5.9 

BMI (kg/m2) at Time 0 23.2 ± 3.8 

Smoking status at Time 0 Smokers 55% 

HR (bpm) at Time 0 73.1 ± 13.0  

lnvmHRV at Time 0 3.73 ± 0.59 

Months elapsed between Time 0 and Time 1 21.5 ± 2.4 

ERQ score (reappraisal subscale) at Time 1 28.3 ± 8.4 

ERQ score (suppression subscale) at Time 1 13.9 ± 4.6 

CESD score at Time 1 15.3 ± 4.7 

PCRS score at Time 1 22.6 ± 3.9 

HR (bpm) at Time 1 72.9 ± 10.2 

lnvmHRV at Time 1 3.66 ± 0.46 

 
Data are reported as means ± standard deviation. Abbreviations: BMI = body mass index; HR 

= heart rate; lnvmHRV = natural logarithm of vagally-mediated heart rate variability; ERQ = 

emotion regulation questionnaire; CESD = Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression 

Scale; PCRS = Perceived Coronavirus Risk scale.   
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Table 2. Linear regressions for the prediction of scores on the cognitive reappraisal and 

emotional suppression subscales of the ERQ based on vmHRV values at Time 0 and months 

elapsed between Time 1 and Time 0. 

 

Dependent: ERQ reappraisal 
 
 Unstandardized B SE t p 95% CI 

Lower 
Bound 

95% CI 
Upper 
Bound 

Model 1 
(Constant) 15.09 2.06 7.33 < .0001 11.05 19.13 
lnvmHRV 3.42 .54 6.37  < .0001 2.36 4.47 

 
Model 2 
(Constant) 20.03 3.04 6.59 < .0001 14.07 25.99 
lnvmHRV 2.99 .57 5.27 < .0001 1.88 4.11 
Months -.16 .07 -2.20 .028 -.29 -.017 
Dependent: ERQ suppression 
 
 Unstandardized B SE t p 95% CI 

Lower 
Bound 

95% CI 
Upper 
Bound 

Model 1 
(Constant) 16.55 1.08 15.37 < .0001 14.44 18.66 
lnvmHRV -.69 .281 -2.44 .015 -1.24 -.13 

 
Model 2 
(Constant) 20.61 1.58 13.05 < .0001 17.50 23.71 
lnvmHRV -1.03 .29 -3.49 .001 -1.61 -.45 
Months -.13 .04 -3.48 .001 -.20 -.04 

 

Abbreviations: lnvmHRV = natural logarithm of vagally-mediated heart rate variability; ERQ 

= emotion regulation questionnaire; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.  
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Table 3. Random effects regression models for the prediction of momentary levels of feeling 

“worried” and “safe” at Time 1 based on vmHRV values at Time 0 and months elapsed between 

Time 1 and Time 0. 

 

Dependent: Worried 

 Estimate SE df t p 95% CI 

Lower 

Bound 

95% CI 

Upper 

Bound 

Intercept 6.67 1.79 63.82 3.73 < .0001 3.09 10.24 

lnvmHRV -1.27 .42 63.03 -3.01 .004 -2.12 -.43 

Months -.21 .08 63.86 -2.67 .010 -.37 -.05 

lnvmHRV*Months .04 .019 63.27 2.29 .025 -.01 -.08 

Dependent: Safe 

 Estimate SE df t p 95% CI 

Lower 

Bound 

95% CI 

Upper 

Bound 

Intercept -1.20 2.25 66.37 -.53 -.534 -5.70 3.29 

lnvvmHRV 1.20 .54 65.98 2.25 .028 .14 2.27 

Months .08 .10 66.37 .77 .442 -.12 .28 

lnvmHRV*Months -.04 .02 66.08 -1.77 .082 -.09 .01 

 

Abbreviations: lnvmHRV = natural logarithm of vagally-mediated heart rate variability; SE = 

standard error; CI = confidence interval. 
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