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Major depressive disorder (MDD) is a heterogeneous clinical syndrome
with widespread subtle neuroanatomical correlates. Our objective was

® Check for updates toidentify the neuroanatomical dimensions that characterize MDD and
predict treatment response to selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor (SSRI)
antidepressants or placebo. In the COORDINATE-MDD consortium, raw
MRI data were shared from international samples (VN =1,384) of medication-
free individuals with first-episode and recurrent MDD (N = 685) ina current
depressive episode of at least moderate severity, but not treatment-resistant
depression, as well as healthy controls (N = 699). Prospective longitudinal
dataontreatment response were available for a subset of MDD individuals
(N=359). Treatments were either SSRI antidepressant medication
(escitalopram, citalopram, sertraline) or placebo. Multi-center MRl data
were harmonized, and HYDRA, a semi-supervised machine-learning
clustering algorithm, was utilized to identify patterns in regional brain
volumes that are associated with disease. MDD was optimally characterized
by two neuroanatomical dimensions that exhibited distinct treatment
responses to placebo and SSRI antidepressant medications. Dimension1was
characterized by preserved gray and white matter (N =290 MDD), whereas
Dimension 2 was characterized by widespread subtle reductions in gray
and white matter (V=395 MDD) relative to healthy controls. Although there
were no significant differences in age of onset, years of illness, number of
episodes, or duration of current episode between dimensions, there was a
significant interaction effect between dimensions and treatment response.
Dimension 1showed a significantimprovementin depressive symptoms
following treatment with SSRI medication (51.1%) but limited changes
following placebo (28.6%). By contrast, Dimension 2 showed comparable
improvements to either SSRI (46.9%) or placebo (42.2%) (8 =-18.3,95% CI
(-34.3t0-2.3), P=0.03). Findings from this case-control study indicate
that neuroimaging-based markers can help identify the disease-based
dimensions that constitute MDD and predict treatment response.
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Fig.1|Neuroanatomical patterns across the dimensions. False discovery
rate- (FDR-) corrected voxel-wise comparison of gray-matter volume differences
in Dimension 1 (top row) and Dimension 2 (bottom row) versus controls are

presented in transverse, sagittal, and coronal sections. Color bar indicates
strength of group differences (MIDAS statistic) between MDD and healthy
control participants.

Major depressive disorder (MDD) is both highly prevalent and debili-
tating. MDD affects over 320 million people worldwide, is the main
precursor of suicide, and is the leading cause of disability globally, with
profound impacts on daily life, work, and relationships'™*. The remis-
sionrateisabout30% for theinitial treatment, but 30-40% of patients
continue to have significant symptoms despite full treatment trials
of antidepressant medication or psychotherapy®®. Individuals with
MDD show significant heterogeneity in their symptoms and treatment
outcomes andinthelongitudinal course of the illness. We do not have
any biomarkers to aid in identifying the disorder or to predict treat-
ment response. Consequently, MDD is currently best conceptualized
asasyndrome rather than a disease with a distinct pathophysiology.

Data-driven approaches can delineate the heterogeneity that
constitutes the clinical diagnosis by identifying potential neurobio-
logical dimensions. Itis likely that distinct brain mechanisms underlie
heterogeneous clinical presentations, treatment outcomes, and lon-
gitudinal course’”. Neuroimaging subtypes might be able to quantify
heterogeneity in clinical presentation and identify optimal treatment
strategies best suited to distinct subtypes, including identifying treat-
mentresistance early in the course of the illness'.

On the basis of functional connectivity measures, two to four
MDD subtypes have been reported" . A common pattern of altered
connectivity that included ventromedial prefrontal, orbitofrontal,
and posterior cingulate cortices, insula, and subcortical regions was
observed along with distinct patterns of functional connectivity and
clinical symptom profiles in four subtypes®. By addressing hetero-
geneity, these studies reveal the potential to identify neuroimaging
subtypes that constitute major depression. However, the variety of
functional connectivity measures and clinical heterogeneity, namely,
disparate depressive states, medication status, comorbid disorders,
and forms of depression, including treatment-resistant depression,
have limited interpretationand rendered the subtypes less comparable
across studies'®".

The high reliability of structural MRI and its derived measures
could offer a marker of disease'". Initial studies were limited by
small samples from single sites’® 2. Recent multisite cohorts show
classification accuracies ranging from 52% to 75%* . However, the
classification outcomes have been binary (MDD versus control). The
highest classification accuracy was achievedina cohort with aformal
MDD diagnosisinacurrent depressive episode, but the sample size
was limited (230 MDD, 77 controls)®. In the Enhancing Neuroimaging
Genetics through Meta-analysis (ENIGMA) consortium, consisting

of 2,288 MDD and 3,077 controls, the classification accuracy was
found to be up to 62%*. However, there was significant clinical het-
erogeneity, including treatment-resistant depression and a mixture
of depressive states, symptom severities, and comorbid psychotic
symptoms, and classifications require replications inindependent
patient cohorts. Inalarge but more clinically homogeneous sample,
Wen et al’. identified two distinct dimensions in late-life depression
(501 late-life depression, 495 controls), one with relatively preserved
gray matter and a second with widespread atrophy and white-matter
disruptions that showed an accelerated progressionto Alzheimer’s
disease. As predictors of treatment response, reduced baseline pre-
treatment gray-matter volumes, in particular in the hippocam-
pus and lingual gyrus, have been predictors of poorer treatment
response, while increased volumes, including in the anterior and
posterior cingulate cortices and middle frontal gyrus, have predicted
treatment remission?%?*?,

Inthe present study, we sought to delineate heterogeneity in MDD
inalarge multisite consortium of raw individual magnetic resonance
imaging (MRI) datawith deep phenotypic characterization (COORDI-
NATE-MDD?%). We used a semi-supervised machine-learning method,
heterogeneity though discriminative analysis (HYDRA)*, which defines
dimensions of the disease (here MDD) using healthy controls as a
reference group, thus avoiding clustering based on disease-irrelevant
features. The present sample consists of raw individual structural MRI
inindividuals with MDD, defined by structured clinical diagnostic crite-
ria, obtained duringa current depressive episode of at least moderate
severity, in first-episode or recurrent MDD, not treatment-resistant
depression, and medication free (685 MDD, 699 controls). Because
the consortium studies shared anonymized raw data, we are able to
optimize characterization of the precise location and magnitude of
effectsin each participant.

Our aimwas toidentify whether MDD is characterized by distinct
neuroanatomical patterns and to examine the relation between dimen-
sions and treatment response. We hypothesized that the optimal solu-
tion in our sample would be two dimensions, as observed in late-life
depression using structural MRI data’. Because we had longitudinal
treatment outcomesinasubsample (359 MDD), we further examined
whether the dimensions would demonstrate distinct predictive profiles
for response to placebo or to selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor
(SSRI) medications based onindividual treatment responses. Due to the
data-driven nature of the methods used here, itis difficult to predict the
neuroanatomical characteristics of the subtypes that willemerge and
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Table 1| Demographic and clinical variables for MDD and healthy control participants

Healthy controls MDD participants MDD D1 MDD D2
Sample size 699 685 290 395
Age (yr) 38.4(15.4) 35.3(12.3) 35.3(12.6) 35.3(12.2)
Age range (yr) 16-72 18-65 18-65 18-64
Sex
Female (number, percentage) 404 (58) 439 (64) 181(62) 258 (65)
Male (hnumber, percentage) 295 (42) 246 (36) 109 (38) 137 (35)
Ethnicity (number, percentage) 621(89) 470 (68) 179 (62) 290 (73)
Asian 167 (27) 173 (37) 80 (45) 93(32)
Black 16 (3) 16 (3) 2(1) 14 (5)
Hispanic 9(1) 9(2) 1(0.6) 8 (3)
Middle Eastern 0 2(0.4) 1(1) 1(0.3)
Mixed 10 (1.6) 10(2) 2(0.6) 8(3)
Native American 3(0.4) 1(2) 1(0.6) 10 (3)
Pacific Islander 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 1(0.6) 1(0.3)
White 415 (67) 247 (53) 91(5) 155 (53)
Years of education 15.3 (2.7) 14.5(2.7) 14.8 (2.5) 14.4 (2.8)
HAM-D 0.9 (1.5) 21.4(5.) 21.0 (4.8) 217 (5.3)
MADRS 0.5(11) 29.0 (5.1) 28.9(5.2) 29.0 (5.0)
First-episode/recurrent MDD 128/355 52/168 76/187
Age of onset (yr) 24.5 (10.8) 22.5(9.8) 25.3 (11.1)
Years of illness 6.5(9.9) 6.3(8.8) 6.7(10.4)
MDD episodes 7.7 (20.3) 8.1(20.8) 7.4(20.)
Duration of current episode (weeks) 57.9 (119.2) 55.6 (97.7) 59.5(132.2)
Prospective treatment sample
Total (number MDD participants) 359 165 218
Escitalopram 16 38 102
Citalopram 36 16 20
Sertraline 98 56 42
Placebo 109 55 54
HAM-D score
Baseline 20.5(4.) 20.0 (4.0) 20.9 (4.1)

Values presented are mean (s.d.) except where indicated. Montgomery-Asberg Depressive Ratings Scale (MADRS) ratings were available from CAN-BIND and Manchester samples. There is a
significantly greater number of women than men participants (P=0.02). Healthy controls had a higher mean age (P=0.003) and greater number of years of education (P=5.7x10") than MDD
participants. Chi-squared test of independence was used for the categorical variable (sex), and the Mann-Whitney U test was used for continuous variables (age and years of education). For
some sites, the number of years of education was estimated from text data; this is detailed in the Supplementary Information. One healthy control participant was 16 years old, and three were
17 years old. Treatment with SSRI antidepressants showed a significantly greater reduction in HAM-D score (post-treatment HAM-D 10.6) relative to placebo (post-treatment HAM-D 12.5) (t=2.23,
P=0.03). Ethnicities for Stratifying Resilience and Depression Longitudinally, Oxford, Manchester Remedi, and King’s College London studies (Methods) were estimated to be around 90%, 90%,

90%, and 95% white, respectively.

therefore to derive ahypothesisregarding treatment outcomesin the
subtypes. However, on the basis of previous findings, we hypothesized
thatasubtype with smaller volumes would predict a poorer response
to antidepressant treatment.

Results

HYDRA reveals two-dimension optimal model

The highest Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (0.61) was achieved with a
HYDRA model for k=2 dimensions, consisting of 290 participants
with MDD assigned to Dimension1(D1) and 395 participants with MDD
assigned to Dimension 2 (D2). Split-sample and leave-site-out (LSO)
analyses replicated the optimal k = 2 dimension solution. Inleave-site-
out analysis, the percentage overlap for MDD participants assigned
to the same dimension ranged from 86.26% to 94.86% with an aver-
age overlap of 92.70%. D1 was characterized by preserved gray- and

white-matter volumesinall regions relative to healthy controls, while
D2 was characterized by subtle widespread decreased volumesrelative
to controls (Fig. 1and Supplementary Figs.1and 2).

When the analysis was restricted to MDD participants in the pro-
spective treatment trials (N =359 MDD), D1 was characterized by pre-
served gray- and white-matter volumes, while D2 was characterized by
widespread gray-and white-matter reductions compared with healthy
controls, although there were no differences in anterior cingulate or
hippocampal volumes.

Clinical variables across dimensions

There were nosignificant differences between D1and D2in age of onset
(P=0.3),yearsof illness (P=0.2), number of episodes (P= 0.07), dura-
tion of current episode (P=0.9), age (P=1.0), sex (P=0.5), or years of
education (P=0.4) (Table1).
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Fig.2|Depressive symptoms across the dimensions and treatment groups.
Difference in percentage change in HAM-D scores across HYDRA dimensions
(D1(n=164)and D2 (n=195), n =359) and binary treatment groups following
treatment with SSRImedications (n =250) and placebo (n=109). Dataare
presented using a bar plot as mean values and 95th percentile error bars. The
asterisks (*) indicate significant differences between the two subgroups using
linear regression model (two-sided P < 0.05).

Interaction between HYDRA dimensions and treatment
outcomes

Treatment with SSRI medications was associated with a significantly
greaterimprovementin depressive symptoms (-48.7%) relative to pla-
cebo (-35.4%) across both D1and D2 (8 = 37.8,95% confidence interval
(CI) (12.4 t0 63.1), P=0.004). Treatment with SSRI antidepressants
showed asignificantly greater reductionintotal Hamilton Depression
Rating Scale (HAM-D) score (post-treatment HAM-D 10.6) relative to
placebo (post-treatment HAM-D 12.5) (¢ =2.23, P=0.03).

There was a significant dimension-by-treatment interaction
effect in which D1 showed a greater improvement in depressive
severity following SSRI medication (51.1%) compared with placebo
(28.6%). By contrast, D2 showed a general improvement in depres-
sive symptoms that did not achieve treatment response to either
SSRImedication (46.9%) or placebo (42.2%) (8 = -18.3,95% CI (-34.3
to-2.3), P=0.03) (Fig.2).

To examine whether the interaction between dimensions and
treatment group differed according to SSRImedication, we performed
asecond linear regression with the treatment group variable including
allfour treatment categories (SSRIsertraline, SSRl escitalopram, SSRI
citalopram, and placebo) instead of a binary category (SSRI medica-
tionsand placebo). The effect size (Cohen’s 2 = 0.13) of the interaction
term has an F statistic of 4.361 based on our analysis using a linear
regression model. With a sample size of 359, assuming that we adjust
for 10 additional covariates in the model and the same effect size, we
have over 99% power to detect a significantinteraction term between
treatment and HYDRA dimension under 5% Type I error. The outcome
variable and covariates of the linear model remained unchanged. Treat-
ment with citalopram (N =36 MDD) was associated with the greatest
improvement in symptoms compared with placebo (N=109 MDD)
(mean reduction = 68.8%, 8 =74.1,95% CI (30.0 to 118.4), P=0.001),
followed by escitalopram (N =116 MDD) (mean reduction = 48.8%,
L =48.6,95% CI (14.0 to 83.3), P=0.006) and then sertraline (N =98
MDD) (meanreduction =41.3%, 5 =41.8,95% CI (12.8t070.9), P= 0.005).

Therewasasignificantinteraction between dimensions and treat-
ment response to sertraline: D1 showed a greater improvement in
depressionseverity following sertraline treatment relative to placebo,
whereas D2 showed a greaterimprovementin depression severity fol-
lowing placebo relative to sertraline (8 =-24.6,95% Cl (-43.4 t0 -5.7),

P=0.01). There were no significant interactions between dimensions
and escitalopram (P = 0.17) or citalopram (P = 0.17) (Fig. 3).

In the machine-learning analysis with linear regression using
the calculated hyperplane distance in place of the binary dimension
label, we similarly found that treatment response to placebo tended
toincrease with likelihood of being clustered in D2, while response to
sertraline tended to decrease (Fig. 4).

Case-control comparisons of gray-matter volume
The voxel-wise regional analysis of volumes in normalized space
(RAVENS) showed several areas of significant gray-matter volume
reductions in MDD participants relative to healthy controls, includ-
inginbilateral medial orbital gyri, bilateral subgenual, pregenual and
dorsal anterior cingulate cortices, and bilateral insula. Significant gray-
matter volumeincreases were evidentin MDD participants relative to
healthy controls in the left parahippocampal gyrus, bilateral ventral
diencephalon, and extended into the left brainstem (Fig. 5a).
Controlling for medication history or recurrent MDD as a proxy
measure of previous medication use, significant gray-matter volume
reductions remained in the anterior cingulate and insula, and addi-
tional gray-matter volume reductions became significant, includ-
ing in the right superior frontal gyrus, left parahippocampal gyrus,
bilateral basal forebrain, and left cuneus (Fig. 5b). No regions showed
significantly increased volumes in MDD relative to healthy controls.
Furthermore, after excluding MDD participants withrecurrent depres-
sion, MDD participantsinafirst episode of depression (n=262) showed
more-pronounced gray-matter reductionsinthe sameregions, in par-
ticular in the bilateral anterior cingulate, frontal pole, medial frontal
gyri, middle frontal gyri, gyrus rectus, orbital gyri, insula, inferior and
superior temporal gyri, as well as bilateral lingual gyri (Fig. 5¢).

Discussion

Inthe present study, MDD was characterized by two reproducible neu-
roanatomical dimensions that showed distinct responses to placebo
and SSRI antidepressant medications. D1 demonstrated preserved
regional volumes compared with healthy controls and significantly
greater treatment responses to SSRI antidepressants relative to pla-
cebo. By contrast, D2 was characterized by widespread volumetric
reductions and no significant differences in the clinical response to
placebo or SSRIantidepressants. The dimensions were revealed using
afully data-driven analysisin alarge multisite consortium consisting of
rawindividual datafrom deeply phenotyped MDD individuals who were
medication free with first-episode or recurrent MDD, not treatment-
resistant depression,and who wereinacurrent depressive episode of
at least moderate severity without psychotic features.

Early classification studies were hampered by small sample sizes
fromasingle site?®*, While recent studies have included large multisite
samplesizes, only binary case-control classification has been achieved
using structural MRI, perhaps limited by clinical heterogeneity in the
MDD samples®?**.In amore clinically homogeneous MDD sample that
was in a current depressive episode, a higher accuracy was achieved,
butthis wasalso abinary case-control classification, which could be due
to the limited sample size. The present study sought to address these
twoissues of size and clinical heterogeneity in alarge multisite sample
andrelatively homogeneous deeply phenotyped clinical cohorts, which
revealed two neuroanatomical dimensions.

Dimension D1showed generally preserved neuroanatomy, while
D2 showed widespread decreased volumes. In D2, the greatest deficits
were observedintheinsula, limbic,and temporal lobes. Volumetric pre-
dictors of clinical response in major depression haveincluded the left
middle frontal and right angular gyri for treatment with SSRI medica-
tions, escitalopram or sertraline, or to the serotoninand noradrenaline
reuptake inhibitor (SNRI), venlafaxine, in the International Study to
Predict Optimized Treatment in Depression study’®, increased hip-
pocampal tail volumes for the SSRI medication, escitalopram, in the
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Fig.3|Depressive symptoms across the dimensions and all four treatment
groups. Difference in percentage change in HAM-D scores across HYDRA
dimensions (D1 (n =164) and D2 (n=195), n=359) and four different treatment
groups following treatment with SSRIsertraline (SER, n = 98), SSRI escitalopram

PLA

SER

. i

Dimension

(ESC, n=116), SSRI citalopram (CIT, n = 36), and placebo (PLA, n=109). Data are
presented using a bar plot as mean values and 95th percentile error bars. The
asterisks (*) indicate significant differences between the two subgroups using
linear regression model (two-sided P < 0.05).

Canadian Biomarker Integration Network in Depression (CAN-BIND)
study”, as well as anterior and posterior cingulate cortex and left mid-
dlefrontal gyrifor the SSRImedication, fluoxetine?’. The present find-
ingsindicate that widespread preserved neuroanatomy in MDD might
further distinguish clinical response to either SSRI medications or to
placebo. Furthermore, early changes observed after a week of treat-
ment (for example, increased anterior cingulate cortical thickness
being associated with better clinical responsesto the SSRI, sertraline,
in the Establishing Moderators and Biosignatures of Antidepressant
Responsein Clinical Care (EMBARC) study* and increased hippocam-
pal volume being associated with improved clinical responses to the
SNRI, duloxetine®®) could provide additional predictive markers and
suggest potential mechanisms.

The whole-brain case-control analysis of gray-matter volumes
revealed reductions in the anterior cingulate, medial orbital gyri, and
insula. In first-episode MDD, gray-matter reductions were observed
more widelyin bilateral anterior cingulate, medial and middle frontal
gyri, gyrusrectus, orbital gyri, insula, and inferior and superior tempo-
ral gyri. Meta-analyses have reported widespread gray-matter deficits
fromthe anterior cingulate, medial prefrontal and orbitofrontal corti-
ces, insula, hippocampus, parietal, and temporal regions in recurrent
MDD?** with more-limited reductions in first-episode MDD, including
the anterior cingulate, gyrus rectus, medial orbital gyri, and tempo-
ral gyri®. In the ENIGMA-MDD consortium, widespread reductions
were found in cortical gray matter, which included the orbitofrontal
cortex, anterior and posterior cingulate, insula, and temporal lobes*®.
Recent meta-analyses have also reported regional increases in cortical
thicknessin the anterior cingulate, posterior cingulate, ventromedial
prefrontal, and orbitofrontal and supramarginal cortices**, which are
evident in medication-free MDD* and predominantly in first-episode
medication-naive MDD**°, While cortical gray matter is the product
of cortical thickness and surface area, which have distinct genetic
and developmental origins*, gray-matter volume is more affected
by surface area*. The regional distributions include the medial pre-
frontal-limbic network, which is posited to be important for affec-
tive regulation and modulated by serotonin function*® as well as the
orbitofrontal-striatal network implicated in reward processing and
modulated by dopamine function*.

The mechanisms for increased volumes could reflect disease-
related as well as compensatory responses. Synaptic pruning is a
fundamental process in brain development and maturation®. Neu-
ron-glial cell signaling has a crucial role in synaptic pruning, which can
strengthen more active synapses and remove less-active connections,
improving neuronal signal-to-noise ratio*’, while aberrant pruning
might contribute to neurodevelopmental disorders. Compensatory
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Fig. 4 | Relationship between dimension membership and change in
depressive symptoms following treatment. Relationship between the support
vector machine hyperplane (x axis) distance for each participant and the
percentage change in HAM-D scores (y axis) following treatment with sertraline,
escitalopram, citalopram, or placebo. Positive and negative values represent

the distance from the hyperplane separating patientsinto D1and D2. The larger
the value, the more certain the classification within that dimension. Linear
regression model shows a significant interaction between hyperplane distance
and sertraline treatment (8=2.73, P= 0.046 (two-sided), 95% C1 (0.04 to 5.4).
Theshaded areas represent the 95% confidence intervals.

responses include structural plasticity as an adaptive response to a
neuralinsult, resulting inincreases inactivity, such as hyperexcitability
inconnected areas with increased synaptogenesis that can be observed
in morphometric changes*.

Altered immune activation and inflammatory responses have
been documented in MDD, including hypothalamic-pituitary-
adrenal- (HPA-) axis hyperactivity. Prefrontal gray-matter volumes
have shown an inverse relation with serum levels of high-sensitivity
C-reactive protein*’, and an inverse correlation has been found for
orbitofrontal cortical thickness with interleukin-6*¢ as well as serum
cortisol in MDD*, Inflammatory responses, neurotransmitter levels,
and neurotrophicfactors further modify neuronal and glial cells, which
might be more subtle for neuronal cell bodies relative to glial cell den-
sity*°. Elevated levels of inflammation, however, are most evident in
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Fig. 5| Neuroanatomical case-control differences. a,b, FDR-corrected
voxel-wise comparison of gray-matter volume differences between the whole
MDD participant group versus healthy controls (a) and after controlling

for medication status (b). ¢, Gray-matter volume differences between MDD

participantsinafirst episode of depression and healthy controls. The color bars
indicate the strength of the group differences (MIDAS statistic) between MDD
and healthy control participants.

treatment-resistant depression®, while the present sample consisted
of first-episode and recurrent MDD.

Functional connectivity withinintrinsic brain networks offers com-
plementary measures. Reduced baseline resting-state connectivity
within the orbitofrontal component of the default mode network (DMN)
hasbeenfoundto predict clinical response to the antidepressant medica-
tion duloxetine®. Pre-treatment connectomic signatures within the DMN
as well as inter-network connectivity distinguished MDD participants
who achieve remission with antidepressant medication and those with
persistent symptoms™. There were no significant differences between
the antidepressant medication classes (escitalopram, sertraline, and
venlafaxine), although there was no placebo treatment®. Inthe EMBARC
placebo-controlled trial, higher connectivity within the DMN as well
as between the DMN and executive control networks predicted better
outcomes specifically for sertraline. From a seed-based connectivity
analysis, low functional connectivity in the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex
and subcallosal cingulate cortex and high connectivity in the ventral
striatum and amygdala were associated with a greater improvement
from the antidepressant medication sertraline relative to placebo®.

Our findings reveal that medication-free first-episode and recur-
rent MDD are characterized by two neuroanatomical dimensions that

suggest distinct responses to SSRlantidepressant medications and pla-
cebo. D1showed asignificantly greater clinicalimprovement with SSRI
antidepressant medication relative to placebo, whereas D2 showed
no significant differences in treatment effects between SSRI antide-
pressants and placebo. Antidepressant medications demonstrate
significantly greater treatment efficacy than placebo in randomized
controlled MDD trials***. The effects are clinically significant with
greater symptom severity, as defined by the UK National Institute of
Health and Social Care. How measures of treatment efficacy translate
into a clinically meaningful benefit has important implications at the
individual level’*. Moreover, receiving placebo treatment as part of a
clinical trialinvolves systematic follow-up visits, which is not the same
asreceiving ‘no treatment’’,

Yetitis not possible to predict treatment response to any antide-
pressant medication or to placebo. We found that D1 shows distinct
responses to SSRIs and placebo in MDD participants in a current epi-
sode of moderate severity. The present findings support the possibility
of identifying at the individual level MDD participants who will show
a greater likelihood of treatment response to SSRI antidepressant
medication relative to placebo. Choosing the right treatment would
lead to earlier improvements in depression symptoms and reduce
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morbidity associated with persistent symptoms. The dimensions
reveal a potential neuroimaging-based marker that can predict treat-
mentoutcome to SSRIand placebo, offering animportant step toward
treatment stratification.

Limitations of the present study include the lack of repeated longi-
tudinal MRImeasures for each treatment arm. The analysis was focused
on the baseline measurements during a current depression episode,
limiting the analysis to depressive state rather than as a trait-like fea-
ture. Macroscopic structural abnormalities have been linked with
microstructural cytoarchitectonic properties®®. How neuroanatomy
might change following treatment and effects on the observed dimen-
sionsisunclear but willbe examined in the studies that have acquired
repeated MRIscans. The present analysis was limited to asingle modal-
ity; preliminary functional connectivity measures indicate that there
are additional dimensions®. Surface and thickness indices are geneti-
callyindependent, potentially providing distinct contributions to treat-
mentresponse predictions®. Functional connectivity in combination
with neuroanatomical dimensions has the potential to yield a novel
neuroanatomical-neurofunctional coordinate system”. As previous
history of antidepressant medication treatment has been associated
with a greater response to antidepressant medication relative to pla-
cebo?, itis possible that medication history might distinguish the two
dimensions. Of note, we did not include treatment-resistant depres-
sion, which is characterized by a history of multiple serial treatment
trials and often combination of treatments. The present findings were
fully data-driven, and it is not possible to predict treatment response
attheindividual patient level solely on the basis of treatment history.
Nonetheless, the findings might reflect previous antidepressant use
or the neurobiological impact of other clinical factors, which are not
clinically predictive at theindividual patient level.

In summary, MDD is a heterogeneous disorder with widespread
subtle neuroanatomical correlates. In the present study, we used a
semi-supervised clustering method inalarge multisite sample consist-
ing of deeply phenotyped, medication-free MDD individualsina cur-
rent depression episode. We found two neuroanatomical dimensions
that showed distinct treatment responses to SSRI medications and to
placebo. D1 demonstrated preserved volumes and showed greater
clinical improvements with SSRI antidepressant medication relative
to placebo, while D2 was associated with widespread reduced volumes
and no significant difference in treatment responses to either SSRIs
or placebo. The present findings indicate that MDD is composed of
neuroanatomical dimensions that have distinct treatment responses,
offering the potential to develop neuroimaging-based markersin com-
bination with other markers for disease identification and prediction
of treatment response.

Methods
Participants
COORDINATE-MDD is an international consortium consisting of raw
individual MRI data with deep phenotypic characterizationin MDD,
Ethical approvals were acquired by institutional review boards for each
study site. The subset of MDD participantsincludedinthe present study
satisfied the followinginclusion criteria: (1) Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders 4th Edition (DSM-1V) based diagnosis of
MDD; (2) in current depression episode of at least moderate severity,
defined as a17-item Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression score equal
toorgreater than14; (3) medication free at the time of scanning. Exclu-
sion criteria were as follows: (1) current comorbid psychiatric, medical,
orneurological disorders; (2) treatment-resistant depression, defined
as not achieving clinical response to two or more trials of antidepres-
sant medications. A flowchart depicting the screening process is in
Supplementary Fig. 3.

The present study consists of a total of 685 MDD participants
from10studies (datasets are described in detail in the Supplementary
Information): CAN-BIND®* (N =92), EMBARC®® (N = 257), Huaxi MR

Research Center SCU (HMRRC®*, N =111), King’s College London (KCL®,
N=20), Manchester Remedi®**’ (N = 40), Laureate Institute for Brain
Research (LIBR®*%°, N = 554), Oxford”® (N = 39), Predictors of Remission
in Depression to Individual and Combined Treatments (PReDICT”,
N=63),Stanford SNAP”* (N = 8), and Stratifying Resilience and Depres-
sion Longitudinally (STRADL”, N=1); and a total of 699 healthy control
(HC) participants from10 studies: CAN-BIND (V=23), EMBARC (N =39),
KCL (N=20), LIBR (N=141), Manchester Blame (N = 46), Manchester
Remedi (N=30), Oxford (N =31), HMRRCSCU (N =139), Stanford SNAP
(N=50),and STRADL (N=180). EMBARC s a publicly available dataset.
Allother datawere shared and aggregated through the COORDINATE-
MDD consortium?®. We obtained anonymized demographic, clinical,
and MRI data from the principal investigators of the original studies
that contributed to the present analysis. The datawere acquired under
a data-sharing agreement that allows us to access and analyze the
data as collaborators in the consortium. The data do not contain any
information that couldidentify the participants in the original studies.

The pooled age range was 18-65 years for MDD and 16-72 years
for healthy control participants. MDD diagnosis was based on DSM-1V
or DSM-1V Text Revision diagnostic criteria. The number of MDD par-
ticipants who were treatment-naive is 128. Information about ethnicity
(self-reported) canbe foundin Table 1. Missing information is because
dataeitherwerenot collected or were not shared. Image protocols, scan-
ner acquisition parameters, and study characteristics can be foundin
Table1and Supplementary Information. Demographicinformation by
site, for patients and controls, can be found in Supplementary Tables 2
and 3. Each study was approved by the local ethics committee, and all
participants gave written consent to participate and share de-identified
dataaccordingtoeachinstitution’slocal legislative and/or ethical poli-
cies. Ethical approval numbers are as follows: Manchester (Stockport
Research Ethics Committee 07/H1012/76), SNAP (IRB approval 12104),
EMBARC (STU 092010-151), Oxford (REC reference 11/SC/0224), LIBR
(WCGIRB1136261and1136947), STRADL (NHS Tayside committee 14/
S$S/0039), PReDICT (Emory IRB # 00024975), KCL (Bromley NHS REC
13/L0/0904), and SCU (IRB2020(54)).

Longitudinal treatment outcomes were available in a subset of
five prospective clinical treatment trials: CAN-BIND (N = 81), EMBARC
(N=207), Oxford (N = 35), Manchester (N=36),and PReDICT (N = 63).
The treatments were an SSRI antidepressant medication (citalopram
(Manchester), escitalopram (CAN-BIND, Oxford, PReDICT), or sertra-
line (EMBARC)), an SNRI medication (duloxetine (PReDICT), placebo
(EMBARC), or cognitive behavioral therapy (PReDICT). Treatment
duration was 6 weeks (Oxford), 8 weeks (CAN-BIND, EMBARC,
Manchester), or 12 weeks (PReDICT). Depression symptom sever-
ity was assessed by clinician-rated scales: 17-item HAM-D (EMBARC,
Oxford, PReDICT)”* and Montgomery-Asberg Depressive Ratings Scale
(CAN-BIND, Manchester)”. Montgomery-Asberg ratings were con-
verted into HAM-D rating using conversion tables”. Symptomratings
wereacquired at baseline and following treatment for all studies (Table1).
Trial registration numbers are as follows: CAN-BIND (NCT01655706),
EMBARC (NCT01407094), and PReDICT (NCT00360399). Oxford and
Manchester do not have clinical trial registration because it was not a
national or funder requirement at the time.

Image preprocessing

Each participant’s quality-controlled T1-weighted MRIimage was pre-
processed with a containerized processing pipeline. Preprocessing
steps consisted of correction for magnetic field intensity inhomogene-
ity followed by multi-atlas skull-stripping”’. Images were segmented
using a state-of-the-art multi-atlas, label fusion method (MUSE) to
derive 259 pre-defined anatomical regions of interest (ROIs) of the
segmented tissue maps"” (the list of ROIs can be found in Supplemen-
tary Table 4). Voxel-wise regional volumetric maps (RAVENS) were
generated for each tissue volume” by spatially aligning the skull-
stripped images to a template in the Montreal Neurological Institute
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coordinate-space using a registration method’® and harmonizing for
site, age, and sex effects®’.

Application of HYDRA to identify neuroanatomical
dimensions

HYDRA is a nonlinear semi-supervised machine-learning clustering
method to distinguish patients from controls by combining multiple
linear classifiers, whereby each hyperplane separates a dimension
of patients from the control group resulting in a ‘1-to-k’ mapping®.
Therefore, HYDRA clusters disease effects by comparing brain
patterns with those of healthy controls rather than by comparing
patients with one another. The Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) isameasure
of similarity between iterations of the clustering process. The Rand
Index is the sum of the number of pairs of participants that are clus-
tered in the same subtype in two separate iterations and the number
of pairs of participants that are clustered in different subtypes in
both iterations, divided by the total possible number of pairs. The
ARlisthe Rand Index adjusted for chance such that the upper bound
ARI =1indicates thatall participants are clustered identically across
iterations whereas an ARl = O indicates that participants arerandomly
assigned into clusters. The ARl is used to identify the optimal number
of dimensions (k) from a range between 2 and 5. Since HYDRA is a
multivariate method, we applied it to the raw MUSE ROIs. To evalu-
ate the robustness of the optimal k clusters scheme, we performed
additional analyses. First, we used split-sample analyses to evaluate
the robustness of the optimal k dimension solution to assess whether
the dimensionsin each halfexhibit similar neuroanatomical patterns,
given that the two halves have similar cohort characteristicsin terms
of age, sex, and site. Second, we conducted leave-site-out cross-
validation to examine whether the dimensions were being driven by
any one particular site.

Voxel-wise RAVENS of regional tissue volumes

Voxel-wise RAVENS gray- and white-matter maps’® were used to identify
the brain regions that differentiate each HYDRA dimension from the
healthy control group. Statistical parametric maps estimating devia-
tions from healthy controls for each dimension were calculated using
regionally linear multivariate discriminative statistical mapping®
with age and sex as covariates and filtering out non-significant voxels
(pror < 0.05). Covariate effects were first removed from the datausing a
linear model and then the core method for detecting group differences
was run for theremaining variable of interest (patients versus controls).
For completeness, we examined the gray-matter differences between
the MDD participant group asa whole and healthy controls while con-
trolling for age, sex, and years of education. In asecond model, we also
controlled for medication history as an additional covariate. Medica-
tion history, which was measured by the number of antidepressant
medication trials, was available for only one site (CAN-BIND). Since
we did not have individual medication information for the rest of the
sample, we used a proxy measure as an estimate of previous medication
use. MDD participantsinafirst episode of depression were medication-
naive and would not have taken previous antidepressant medications,
whereas MDD participants with recurrent depression would have. Last,
to better understand the regional gray-matter differences in first-
episode MDD participants relative to healthy controls, we excluded
the MDD participants with recurrent depression (all other covariates
remained the same). Regions have been labeled with reference to the
MUSE atlas”. HYDRA and all voxel-wise analyses were performed in
MATLAB 2018A.

Statistics

Demographic and clinical variables. Group comparisons for demo-
graphic (age, sex, and years of education) and clinical (age of onset,
years of illness, and duration of current episode in weeks) variables
were examined across the HYDRA dimensions using Mann-Whitney

Utests for continuous variables (for example, age) and chi-square tests
for categorical variables (for example, sex).

Evaluation of HYDRA dimensions and their treatment response to
antidepressant and placebo. The subset consisted of four cohorts
of MDD participants from the prospective, longitudinal clinical treat-
ment trials that had included healthy control participants from the
same sites: CAN-BIND (N =81), EMBARC (N =207), Oxford (N = 35),
and Manchester (N =36). Treatment was SSRI antidepressant (citalo-
pram (Manchester), escitalopram (CAN-BIND, Oxford), or sertraline
(EMBARC)) or placebo (EMBARC). Treatment duration was six weeks
(Oxford) or eight weeks (CAN-BIND, EMBARC, and Manchester).

Of the five cohorts with longitudinal treatment outcomes,
PReDICT (N =63) had included only MDD participants. As robustness
of the optimal dimensional clustering involves comparison of the
patterns between patients and healthy controls, we could not be certain
abouttheresults for the five cohorts; therefore, we present the results
forfour cohorts here, and the results including PReDICT are presented
inSupplementary Figs. 4 and 5.

To examine interactions between HYDRA dimension and treat-
ment group, we used a linear regression model with the percentage
change in the clinician-rated depressive symptom scale (continu-
ous) as the outcome variable and HYDRA dimension (categorical,
two groups) and treatment group (categorical, two groups: SSRland
placebo) as the independent variables while controlling for age, sex,
and site. Percentage change in score was calculated as follows: (pre-
treatment baseline score - post-treatment score)/pre-treatment
score x 100. The effect size (Cohen’s f2= 0.06) of the interaction
term has an F statistic of 3.607 on the basis of our analysis using a
linear regression model. With a sample size of 359, assuming that we
adjust for six additional covariates in the model and the same effect
size, we have over 99% power to detect a significant interaction term
between treatment and HYDRA dimension under 5% Type I error.
We chose P=0.05 (two-sided) as the threshold for significance. The
analyses were repeated while controlling for additional confounding
factors (years of education and medicationstatus) and are presentedin
Supplementary Results 2.

Thelinearregressionmodels were conducted using the statsmodels
0.13.1 Python module®. Power analyses, Mann-Whitney U tests, and
chi-square tests were conducted in R version 4.2.2.

In a machine-learning analysis, we trained a support vector
machineto classify patients between the identified HYDRA dimensions
and performed an additional linear regression using the calculated
hyperplane distance in place of the dimension label.

Reporting summary
Furtherinformation onresearch designisavailablein the Nature Port-
folio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability

CAN-BIND data are available from https://www.braincode.ca/;
EMBARC data are available from https://nda.nih.gov/edit_collection.
html?id=2199; original data are available fromindividual co-authors,
andthe derived dataare available onreasonable request to correspond-
ingauthors C.H.Y.F.and C.D.

Code availability

The MUSE algorithm for image segmentation is available at https://
www.nitrc.org/projects/cbica_muse. The HYDRA algorithm is avail-
able at https://github.com/evarol/HYDRA. The MIDAS algorithm
is available at https://github.com/evarol/MIDAS. The following
R packages were used: WebPower 0.8.6 (https://cran.r-project.org/
web/packages/WebPower/WebPower.pdf), effectsize 0.8.2, and
ggplot2 3.4.0. (https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/ggplot2/
gegplot2.pdf).

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176

m


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
https://www.braincode.ca/;
https://nda.nih.gov/edit_collection.html?id=2199
https://nda.nih.gov/edit_collection.html?id=2199
https://www.nitrc.org/projects/cbica_muse
https://www.nitrc.org/projects/cbica_muse
https://github.com/evarol/HYDRA
https://github.com/evarol/MIDAS
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/WebPower/WebPower.pdf)
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/WebPower/WebPower.pdf)
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/ggplot2/ggplot2.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/ggplot2/ggplot2.pdf

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w

References

1.

10.

mn

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Bostwick, J. M. & Pankratz, V. S. Affective disorders and

suicide risk: a reexamination. Am. J. Psychiatry. 157, 1925-1932
(2000).

James, S. L. et al. Global, regional, and national incidence,
prevalence, and years lived with disability for 354 diseases and
injuries for 195 countries and territories, 1990-2017: a systematic
analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2017. Lancet 392,
1789-1858 (2018).

Kessler, R. C. The costs of depression. Psychiatr. Clin. North Am.
35, 1-14 (2012).

Vos, T. et al. Years lived with disability (YLDs) for 1160 sequelae of
289 diseases and injuries 1990-2010: a systematic analysis for
the Global Burden of Disease Study 2010. Lancet. 380, 2163-2196
(2012).

Rush, A. J. The varied clinical presentations of major depressive
disorder. J. Clin. Psychiatry. 68, 4-10 (2007).

Trivedi, M. H. et al. Evaluation of outcomes with citalopram

for depression using measurement-based care in STAR*D:
implications for clinical practice. Am. J. Psychiatry 163, 28-40
(2006).

Chand, G. B. et al. Schizophrenia imaging signatures and their
associations with cognition, psychopathology, and genetics in
the general population. Am. J. Psychiatry 179, 650-660 (2022).
Lalousis, P. A. et al. Neurobiologically based stratification of
recent-onset depression and psychosis: identification of two
distinct transdiagnostic phenotypes. Biol. Psychiatry 92, 552-562
(2022).

Wen, J. et al. Characterizing heterogeneity in neuroimaging,
cognition, clinical symptoms, and genetics among patients with
late-life depression. JAMA Psychiatry 79, 464-474 (2022).

Fu, C. H.Y., Fan, Y. & Davatzikos, C. Addressing heterogeneity
(and homogeneity) in treatment mechanisms in depression and
the potential to develop diagnostic and predictive biomarkers.
Neuroimage Clin. 24,101997 (2019).

Dunlop, B. W. et al. Functional connectivity of the subcallosal
cingulate cortex and differential outcomes to treatment with
cognitive-behavioral therapy or antidepressant medication for
major depressive disorder. Am. J. Psychiatry 174, 533-545 (2017).
Drysdale, A. T. et al. Resting-state connectivity biomarkers define
neurophysiological subtypes of depression. Nat. Med. 23, 28-38
(2017).

Liang, S. et al. Biotypes of major depressive disorder:
neuroimaging evidence from resting-state default mode network
patterns. Neuroimage Clin. 28, 102514 (2020).

Tokuda, T. et al. Identification of depression subtypes and relevant
brain regions using a data-driven approach. Sci. Rep. 8, 14082
(2018).

Wang, Y. et al. Data-driven clustering differentiates subtypes of
major depressive disorder with distinct brain connectivity and
symptom features. Br. J. Psychiatry. 219, 606-613 (2021).

Dinga, R. et al. Evaluating the evidence for biotypes of depression:
methodological replication and extension of Drysdale et al. 2017.
Neuroimage Clin. 22, 101796 (2019).

Grosenick, L. et al. Functional and optogenetic approaches

to discovering stable subtype-specific circuit mechanisms in
depression. Biol. Psychiatry Cogn. Neurosci. Neuroimaging 4,
554-566 (2019).

Hedges, E. P. et al. Reliability of structural MRI measurements: the
effects of scan session, head tilt, inter-scan interval, acquisition
sequence, FreeSurfer version and processing stream. Neuroimage
246, 118751 (2022).

Doshi, J. et al. MUSE: Multi-atlas Region Segmentation Utilizing
Ensembles of registration algorithms and parameters, and locally
optimal atlas selection. Neuroimage 127, 186-195 (2016).

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Costafreda, S. G., Chu, C., Ashburner, J. & Fu, C. H. Prognostic
and diagnostic potential of the structural neuroanatomy of
depression. PLoS ONE. 4, e6353 (2009).

Kambeitz, J. et al. Detecting neuroimaging biomarkers for
depression: a meta-analysis of multivariate pattern recognition
studies. Biol. Psychiatry 82, 330-338 (2017).

Sankar, A. et al. Diagnostic potential of structural neuroimaging
for depression from a multi-ethnic community sample. BJPsych
Open. 2, 247-254 (2016).

Belov, V. et al. Multi-site benchmark classification of major
depressive disorder using machine learning on cortical and
subcortical measures. arXiv https://doi.org/10.48550/
ARXIV.2206.08122 (2022).

Stolicyn, A. et al. Automated classification of depression
from structural brain measures across two independent
community-based cohorts. Hum. Brain Mapp. 41, 3922-3937
(2020).

Yang, J. et al. Development and evaluation of a multimodal
marker of major depressive disorder. Hum. Brain Mapp. 39,
4420-4439 (2018).

Fu, C. H. Y., Steiner, H. & Costafreda, S. G. Predictive neural
biomarkers of clinical response in depression: a meta-

analysis of functional and structural neuroimaging studies of
pharmacological and psychological therapies. Neurobiol. Dis. 52,
75-83 (2013).

Nouretdinoy, I. et al. Machine learning classification with
confidence: application of transductive conformal predictors

to MRI-based diagnostic and prognostic markers in depression.
Neuroimage 56, 809-813 (2011).

Fu, C. H. Y. et al. Al-based dimensional neuroimaging system
for characterizing heterogeneity in brain structure and
function in major depressive disorder: COORDINATE-MDD
consortium design and rationale. BMC Psychiatry. 23,

59 (2023).

Varol, E., Sotiras, A. & Davatzikos, C. HYDRA: revealing
heterogeneity of imaging and genetic patterns through a multiple
max-margin discriminative analysis framework. Neuroimage 145,
346-364 (2017).

Korgaonkar, M. S. et al. Magnetic resonance imaging measures
of brain structure to predict antidepressant treatment outcome
in major depressive disorder. EBioMedicine. 2, 37-45 (2015).
Nogovitsyn, N. et al. Hippocampal tail volume as a predictive
biomarker of antidepressant treatment outcomes in

patients with major depressive disorder: a CAN-BIND report.
Neuropsychopharmacology 45, 283-291(2020).

Bartlett, E. A. et al. Pretreatment and early-treatment cortical
thickness is associated with SSRI treatment response in major
depressive disorder. Neuropsychopharmacology 43, 2221-2230
(2018).

Fu, C. H. et al. Multimodal functional and structural neuroimaging
investigation of major depressive disorder following treatment
with duloxetine. BMC Psychiatry 15, 82 (2015).

Arnone, D. et al. Computational meta-analysis of statistical
parametric maps in major depression. Hum. Brain Mapp. 37,
1393-1404 (2016).

Jiang, J. et al. A voxel-based meta-analysis comparing
medication-naive patients of major depression with treated
longer-termill cases. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 144, 104991 (2023).
Schmaal, L. et al. Cortical abnormalities in adults and adolescents
with major depression based on brain scans from 20 cohorts
worldwide in the ENIGMA Major Depressive Disorder Working
Group. Mol. Psychiatry 22, 900-909 (2017).

Li, Q. et al. Meta-analysis of cortical thickness abnormalities

in medication-free patients with major depressive disorder.
Neuropsychopharmacology 45, 703-712 (2020).

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176

172


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2206.08122
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2206.08122

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Suh, J. S. et al. Cortical thickness in major depressive disorder:

a systematic review and meta-analysis. Prog. Neuropsycho-
pharmacol. Biol. Psychiatry 88, 287-302 (2019).

Qiu, L. et al. Regional increases of cortical thickness in untreated,
first-episode major depressive disorder. Transl. Psychiatry 4, e378
(2014).

Yang, X. H. et al. Increased prefrontal and parietal cortical
thickness does not correlate with anhedonia in patients with
untreated first-episode major depressive disorders. Psychiatry
Res. 234,144-151 (2015).

Panizzon, M. S. et al. Distinct genetic influences on cortical
surface area and cortical thickness. Cereb. Cortex 19, 2728-2735
(2009).

Winkler, A. M. et al. Cortical thickness or grey matter volume?
The importance of selecting the phenotype for imaging genetics
studies. Neuroimage 53, 1135-1146 (2010).

Harmer, C. J., Goodwin, G. M. & Cowen, P. J. Why do antidepressants
take so long to work? A cognitive neuropsychological model of
antidepressant drug action. Br. J. Psychiatry 195, 102-108 (2009).
Jenni, N. L., Rutledge, G. & Floresco, S. B. Distinct medial
orbitofrontal-striatal circuits support dissociable component
processes of risk/reward decision-making. J. Neurosci. 42,
2743-2755 (2022).

Neniskyte, U. & Gross, C. T. Errant gardeners: glial-cell-dependent
synaptic pruning and neurodevelopmental disorders. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 18, 658-670 (2017).

Kolb, B. & Teskey, G. C. Age, experience, injury, and the changing
brain. Dev. Psychobiol. 54, 311-325 (2012).

Opel, N. et al. Large-scale evidence for an association between
low-grade peripheral inflammation and brain structural
alterations in major depression in the BiDirect study. J. Psychiatry
Neurosci. 44, 423-431(2019).

Kakeda, S. et al. Relationship between interleukin (IL)-6 and

brain morphology in drug-naive, first-episode major depressive
disorder using surface-based morphometry. Sci. Rep. 8, 10054
(2018).

Liu, X. et al. Relationship between the cortical thickness and
serum cortisol levels in drug-naive, first-episode patients with
major depressive disorder: a surface-based morphometric study.
Depress. Anxiety 32, 702-708 (2015).

Rajkowska, G. & Miguel-Hidalgo, J. J. Gliogenesis and glial
pathology in depression. CNS Neurol. Disord. Drug Targets 6,
219-233 (2007).

Strawbridge, R. et al. Inflammation and clinical response

to treatment in depression: a meta-analysis. Eur.
Neuropsychopharmacol. 25, 1532-1543 (2015).

Korgaonkar, M. S., Goldstein-Piekarski, A. N., Fornito, A. &
Williams, L. M. Intrinsic connectomes are a predictive biomarker
of remission in major depressive disorder. Mol. Psychiatry 25,
1537-1549 (2020).

Chin Fatt, C. R. et al. Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex and
subcallosal cingulate connectivity show preferential
antidepressant response in major depressive disorder. Biol.
Psychiatry Cogn. Neurosci. Neuroimaging 6, 20-28 (2021).
Cipriani, A. et al. Comparative efficacy and acceptability of 21
antidepressant drugs for the acute treatment of adults with major
depressive disorder: a systematic review and network meta-
analysis. Focus (Am. Psychiatr. Publ.) 16, 420-429 (2018).

Kirsch, I. et al. Initial severity and antidepressant benefits: a meta-
analysis of data submitted to the Food and Drug Administration.
PLoS Med. 5, €45 (2008).

Hieronymus, F., Jauhar, S., @stergaard, S. D. & Young, A. H.

One (effect) size does not fit at all: interpreting clinical
significance and effect sizes in depression treatment trials.

J. Psychopharmacol. 34, 1074-1078 (2020).

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

7.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Cleare, A. et al. Evidence-based guidelines for treating
depressive disorders with antidepressants: a revision of the
2008 British Association for Psychopharmacology guidelines.

J. Psychopharmacol. 29, 459-525 (2015).

Zhang, Y. et al. Microstructural deficits of the thalamus in major
depressive disorder. Brain Commun. 4, fcac236 (2022).

Sahoo, D., Antoniades, M., Fu, C. & Davatzikos, C. Robust
hierarchical patterns for identifying MDD patients: a multisite
study. arXiv https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2202.11144 (2022).
Beliveau, V. et al. Generalizability of treatment outcome
prediction in major depressive disorder using structural MRI:

a NeuroPharm study. Neuroimage Clin. 36, 103224 (2022).
Hunter, A. M. et al. Antidepressant treatment history and
drug-placebo separation in a placebo-controlled trial in major
depressive disorder. Psychopharmacology 232, 3833-3840
(2015).

MacQueen, G. M. et al. The Canadian Biomarker Integration
Network in Depression (CAN-BIND): magnetic resonance imaging
protocols. J. Psychiatry Neurosci. 44, 223-236 (2019).

Trivedi, M. H. et al. Establishing moderators and biosignatures of
antidepressant response in clinical care (EMBARC): rationale and
design. J. Psychiatric Res. 78, 11-23 (2016).

Zhang, J. et al. Disrupted brain connectivity networks in drug-
naive, first-episode major depressive disorder. Biol. Psychiatry 70,
334-342 (20M).

Wise, T. et al. A morphometric signature of depressive symptoms
in unmedicated patients with mood disorders. Acta Psychiatr.
Scand. 138, 73-82 (2018).

Arnone, D., Mcintosh, A. M., Ebmeier, K. P., Munafo, M. R. &
Anderson, |. M. Magnetic resonance imaging studies in unipolar
depression: systematic review and meta-regression analyses.
Eur. Neuropsychopharmacol. 22, 1-16 (2012).

Dutta, A. et al. Regional default mode network connectivity in
major depressive disorder: modulation by acute intravenous
citalopram. Transl. Psychiatry 9, 116 (2019).

Misaki, M., Suzuki, H., Savitz, J., Drevets, W. C. & Bodurka, J.
Individual variations in nucleus accumbens responses associated
with major depressive disorder symptoms. Sci. Rep. 6, 21227
(2016).

Victor, T. A. et al. Tulsa 1000: a naturalistic study protocol

for multilevel assessment and outcome prediction in a large
psychiatric sample. BMJ Open 8, e016620 (2018).

Vai, B. et al. Fronto-limbic effective connectivity as possible
predictor of antidepressant response to SSRI administration.

Eur. Neuropsychopharmacol. 26, 2000-2010 (2016).

Dunlop, B. W. et al. Predictors of remission in depression to
individual and combined treatments (PReDICT): study protocol
for a randomized controlled trial. Trials 13, 106 (2012).

Sacchet, M. D., Livermore, E. E., Iglesias, J. E., Glover, G. H. &
Gotlib, I. H. Subcortical volumes differentiate major depressive
disorder, bipolar disorder, and remitted major depressive
disorder. J. Psychiatr. Res. 68, 91-98 (2015).

Habota, T. et al. Cohort profile for the Stratifying Resilience and
Depression Longitudinally (STRADL) study: a depression-focused
investigation of Generation Scotland, using detailed clinical,
coghnitive, and neuroimaging assessments. Wellcome Open Res.
4,185 (2019).

Hamilton, M. Development of a rating scale for primary
depressive illness. Br. J. Soc. Clin. Psychol. 6, 278-296 (1967).
Montgomery, S. A. & Asberg, M. A new depression scale
designed to be sensitive to change. Br. J. Psychiatry. 134,
382-389 (1979).

Leucht, S., Fennema, H., Engel, R. R., Kaspers-Janssen, M. &
Szegedi, A. Translating the HAM-D into the MADRS and vice versa
with equipercentile linking. J. Affect. Disord. 226, 326-331(2018).

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176

173


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2202.11144

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w

77. Tustison, N. J. et al. N4ITK: improved N3 bias correction.
IEEE Trans. Med. Imaging 29, 1310-1320 (2010).

78. Davatzikos, C., Genc, A., Xu, D. & Resnick, S. M. Voxel-based
morphometry using the RAVENS maps: methods and validation
using simulated longitudinal atrophy. Neuroimage 14, 1361-1369
(20071).

79. Ou, Y., Sotiras, A., Paragios, N. & Davatzikos, C. DRAMMS:
deformable registration via attribute matching and mutual-
saliency weighting. Med. Image Anal. 15, 622-639 (2011).

80. Pomponio, R. et al. Harmonization of large MRI datasets for
the analysis of brain imaging patterns throughout the lifespan.
Neuroimage 208, 116450 (2020).

81. Varol, E., Sotiras, A. & Davatzikos, C. MIDAS: regionally linear
multivariate discriminative statistical mapping. Neuroimage 174,
111-126 (2018).

82. Seabold, S. & Perktold, J. statsmodels: econometric and statistical
modeling with python (2010). https://www.statsmodels.org/
stable/index.html#citation

Acknowledgments

I.M.A. received funding from the Medical Research Council (MRC)
(G0601526). C.D. received funding from the National Institute of
Health (RO1 MH112070), as did H.S. (RF1-AG054409, RO1-MH123550,
UO01-AG068057), I.H.G. (R37MH101495), and Y.F. (RO1 AG066650 and
RO1EB022573). EMBARC study (NCT01407094) was supported by the
National Institute of Mental Health of the National Institutes of Health
under award numbers UOTMH092221 (M.H.T.) and UOTMH092250

(P. J. McGrath, R. V. Parsey, M. M. Weissman), and in part by the Hersh
Foundation. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors
and does not necessarily represent the official views of the National
Institutes of Health. Valeant Pharmaceuticals donated the Wellbutrin
XL used in the study. This work was supported by the EMBARC
National Coordinating Center at UT Southwestern Medical Center,
M.HT., coordinating Pl, and the Data Center at Columbia and Stony
Brook universities. In addition, the work was funded in part by the
Center for Depression Research and Clinical Care (Pl: M.H.T.). R.E.
received funding from the National Institute for Health and Care
Research (NIHR) and the Medical Research Council (MRC). B.N.F.,
S.H.K.,S.H.,S.C.S., S.R.A,, and S.R. received funding from Ontario
Brain Institute and Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) (for
CANBINDO1 data). C.H.Y.F. received grant funding from Baszucki Brain
Research Milken Trust (BDOO0O00029), Brain and Behavior (NARSAD),
Medical Research Council (G0802594), National Institute of Mental
Health (ROTMH134236), Rosetrees Trust (CF20212104). Q.G. received
funding from the National Natural Science Foundation of China
(81820108018; 81621003). C.J.H. received support from the Medical
Research Council (GO701421) and is supported by the Oxford Health
NIHR Biomedical Research Centre. G.M.K., M.G., and V.G.F. received
funding from the Lundbeck Foundation (R279-2018-1145 (BrainDrugs)).
H.S.M., BW.D., and W.E.C. received funding from the National Institute
of Mental Health (P50MHQ077083, IROTMHO080880). M.P.P. received
funding from The William K. Warren Foundation, National Institute on
Drug Abuse (UO1 DA041089), and National Institute of General Medical
Sciences Center Grant award number 1P20GM121312. M.D.S. received
funding from the National Institute of Mental Health (RO1IMH125850).
J.S. received funding from the National Institute of Mental Health
(KOTMH096077; ROIMH098099). STRADL study was supported and
funded by the Wellcome Trust Strategic Award, Stratifying Resilience
and Depression Longitudinally (ref104036/Z2/14/Z), and the Medical
Research Council (MRC-MC/PC/17209). A.M.M. received funding
from the Wellcome Trust (220857/2/20/Z, 216767/Z/19/Z). A. Stolicyn.
was funded as part of the STRADL study and indirectly through

the Lister Institute of Preventive Medicine award ref. 1773096. Data
processing used the resources provided by the Edinburgh Compute
and Data Facility (ECDF) (http://www.ecdf.ed.ac.uk/). SWU dataset

was supported by the following: National Natural Science Foundation
of China (31571137; 31500885), the National Outstanding Young
People Plan, the Program for the Top Young Talents by Chongging,
the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities
(SWU1509383; SWU1509451; SWU1609177), Natural Science
Foundation of Chongging (cstc2015jcyjA10106), the Fok Ying Tung
Education Foundation (151023) to J.Q. and D.W. DT. received funding
from the National Institute of Mental Health (SROTMH101472). TW.
received funding from the Anthony and Elizabeth Mellows Charitable
Foundation. C.-G.. was supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China (82122035) and Beijing Nova Program of Science
and Technology (Z191100001119104). A.H.Ys independent research is
funded by the National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR)
Maudsley Biomedical Research Centre at South London and Maudsley
NHS Foundation Trust and King’s College London. R.Z. received
funding from the Medical Research Council (MRC) (MR/T017538/1).

Author contributions

C.HY.F. and C.D. led the project. C.HY.F,, G.E., M.A., J.LA.G., and C.D.
were responsible for the study concept and the design of the study.
BW.D.,, CC.F., S.HK., M.HT, TAV.,, M.P.P, D.A., LM.A., B.R.G., H.S.M,,
W.E.C.,Q.G.,M.D.S,, .LH.G., A.M.M., A. Stolicyn, and H.C.W. contributed
to the data acquisition. M.A. and J.A.G. conducted the data analysis
and created the figures. H.S., A. Singh, C.H.Y.F., and C.D. supervised
the statistical analysis. C.H.Y.F. and C.D. interpreted the data. Y.F.,
D.A.,S.H.,AM.M., R.Z., H.S.M., and C.C.F. provided crucial advice for
the study. M.A. and C.H.Y.F. wrote the manuscript. S.R.A., T.C., K.S.C,,
B.N.F., VG.F., MG.,B.RG., K.-H.,K.Q., S.R., M.D.S., J.S., A. Stolicyn, |.S.,
S.C.S., DT, TAV., DW., TW., LM.A., WEC., JFW.D.,BW.D., R.E., QG.,
I.LH.G., C.JH.,S.HK.,, GM.K,, H.S.M., M.P.P, J.Q.,, M.HT.,, HCW., C.-GY.,
and A.H.Y. made substantial contributions to the manuscript and
provided critical comments.

Competinginterests

S.R.A. has consulted for Indoc Research Canada. B.W.D. has received
research support from Boehringer-Ingelheim, Compass, Pathways,
NIMH, Otsuka, and Uson and honoraria for consulting from Aya
Biosciences, Myriad Neuroscience, Otsuka, Sophren Therapeutics,
Cerebral Therapeutics, Sage. C.H.Y.F. has received grant funding
from Brain and Behavior (NARSAD), Eli Lilly and Co. Milken Institute,
Flow Neuroscience, MRC, NIMH, Rosetrees Trust, and Wellcome Trust
and is Section Editor of Brain Research Bulletin. C.J.H. serves as a
consultant for Plvital, Lundbeck, Servier, and Compass Pathways. She
holds grant income from Zogenix and J&J. S.H.K. has received funding
for consulting or speaking engagements from Abbvie, Boehringer-
Ingelheim, Janssen, Lundbeck, Lundbeck Institute, Merck, Otsuka
Pfizer, Sunovion, and Servier. He has received research support from
Abbott, Brain Canada, CIHR (Canadian Institutes of Health Research),
Janssen, Lundbeck, Ontario Brain Institute, Otsuka, Pfizer, and SPOR
(Canada'’s Strategy for Patient-Oriented Research). He has stock/
stock options in Field Trip Health. G.M.K. has received honoraria as

a speaker for Sage Biogen and as a consultant for Sanos. H.S.M. has
received grant funding from NIH and consulting and IP licenses fees
from Abbott Labs. A.M.M. has received research support from Eli Lilly,
Janssen, and The Sackler Trust. A.M.M. has also received speaker fees
from Illumina and Janssen. W.E.C. serves on the National Advisory
Board of the George West Mental health Foundation, as a board
member of Hugarheill ehf (an Icelandic company dedicated to the
prevention of depression), and on the scientific advisory boards of
AIM for Mental Health and the Anxiety and Depression Association of
America; he is supported by the Mary and John Brock Foundation, the
Pitts Foundation, and the Fuqua family foundations, and he receives
book royalties from John Wiley. H.S. has received grant funding

from NIH. S.C.S. received research support from Brain Canada, CIHR
(Canadian Institutes of Health Research), Ontario Brain Institute,

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176

174


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
https://www.statsmodels.org/stable/index.html#citation
https://www.statsmodels.org/stable/index.html#citation
http://www.ecdf.ed.ac.uk/

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w

and CFl (Canadian Foundation for Innovation). S.C.S. is a founder

and shareholder of ADMdX, Inc. DT. has received grant funding from
NIH. M.H.T. received research support from NIH, PCORI, and AFSP,

is a consultant for Alkermes Inc., Alto Neuroscience Inc, Axsome
Therapeutics, Boegringer Ingelheim, GH Research, GreenLight
VitalSign6 Inc, Heading Health, Inc., Janssen Pharmaceutical,

Legion Health, Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp., Mind Medicine Inc.,
Navitor, Neurocrine Biosciences Inc., Noema Pharma AG, Orexo US
Inc., Otsuka Canada Pharmaceutical Inc, Otsuka Pharmaceutical
Development & Commercialization, Inc. (MDD section adviser), SAGE
Therapeutics, Signant Health, and Takeda Pharmaceuticals Inc and
receives editorial compensation from Oxford University Press. A.H.Y.
reports the following conflicts of interest: paid lectures and advisory
boards for the following companies: Astrazenaca, Eli Lilly, Lundbeck,
Sunovion, Servier, Livanova, Janssen, Allegan, Bionomics, Sumitomo
Dainippon Pharma, COMPASS, Sage, Novartis; consultant to Johnson
& Johnson and to Livanova; received honoraria for attending advisory
boards and presenting talks at meetings organized by LivaNova;
principal investigator in the Restore-Life VNS registry study funded by
LivaNova; UK chief investigator for Novartis MDD study MIJ821A12201;
principal investigator on ESKETINTRD3004: ‘An Open-label, Long-
term, Safety and Efficacy Study of Intranasal Esketamine in Treatment-
resistant Depression’; principal investigator on ‘The Effects of
Psilocybin on Cognitive Function in Healthy Participants’; principal
investigator on ‘The Safety and Efficacy of Psilocybin in Participants
with Treatment-Resistant Depression (P-TRD)’; no shareholdings in
pharmaceutical companies; deputy editor of BJPsych Open. Grant
funding (past and present): NIMH (USA); CIHR (Canada); NARSAD
(USA); Stanley Medical Research Institute (USA); MRC (UK); Wellcome
Trust (UK); Royal College of Physicians (Edin); BMA (UK); UBC-VGH
Foundation (Canada); WEDC (Canada); CCS Depression Research
Fund (Canada); MSFHR (Canada); NIHR (UK); Janssen (UK). R.Z. is

a private psychiatrist service provider at The London Depression
Institute and co-investigator on a Livanova-funded observational study
of vagus nerve stimulation for depression. R.Z. has received honoraria
for talks at medical symposia sponsored by Lundbeck as well as
Janssen. He has collaborated with EMIS PLC and advises Depsee Ltd.
He is affiliated with the D'Or Institute of Research and Education,

Rio de Janeiro, and advises the Scients Institute, USA. Authors A. Singh,
A. Stolicyn, B.R.G., B.N.F,, C.C.F.,, C.-GY., C.D.,D.A.,DW., G.E., HCW.,
I.LH.G., IM.A,, LS., JFW.D., J.Q., J.S., JAG, K H., KS.C., KQ., M.P.P,
M.A., M.D.S., MG., QG., R.E,,S.H,S.R, TAV,, TC,TW.,, V.G.F, and

Y.F. declare that they have no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains supplementary
material available at https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Cynthia H. Y. Fu or Christos Davatzikos.

Peer review information Nature Mental Health thanks Taylor Braund
and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for their contribution to the
peer review of this work.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format,
as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024, corrected publication 2024

CynthiaH.Y.Fu®'?%

, Mathilde Antoniades ® **’, Guray Erus?®, Jose A. Garcia®, Yong Fan®, Danilo Arnone?,

Stephen R. Arnott®*, Taolin Chen®%, Ki Sueng Choi®’, Cherise Chin Fatt?, Benicio N. Frey ®°°, Vibe G. Frokjaer"'2*®,
Melanie Ganz® "4, Beata R. Godlewska ® *'¢, Stefanie Hassel ® '8, Keith Ho'®, Andrew M. MclIntosh® %°, Kun Qin®%?,
Susan Rotzinger'®??, Matthew D. Sacchet®, Jonathan Savitz® ?*, Haochang Shou®*?, Ashish Singh®3, Aleks Stolicyn®?°,
Irina Strigo?%, Stephen C. Strother*?’, Duygu Tosun ® %8, Teresa A. Victor?*, Dongtao Wei?°, Toby Wise*°, Roland Zahn®?2,
lan M. Anderson®, W. Edward Craighead ® 3233, J. F. William Deakin®', Boadie W. Dunlop ® 2, Rebecca Elliott*',

Qiyong Gong ®°%, lan H. Gotlib®*, Catherine J. Harmer ® *°, Sidney H. Kennedy ® *?, Gitte M. Knudsen ® ",

Helen S. Mayberg ®7, Martin P. Paulus ® %, Jiang Qiu®®, Madhukar H. Trivedi ® 8, Heather C. Whalley?’, Chao-Gan Yan® %,

Allan H. Young>*® & Christos Davatzikos ® 2

'School of Psychology, University of East London, London, UK. 2Centre for Affective Disorders, Department of Psychological Medicine, Institute of
Psychiatry, Psychology, and Neuroscience, King’s College London, London, UK. *Center for Biomedical Image Computing and Analytics, Perelman

School of Medicine, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA, USA. “Rotman Research Institute, Baycrest Centre, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. *Huaxi
MR Research Center, Department of Radiology, West China Hospital, Sichuan University, Chengdu, China. ®Research Unit of Psychoradiology, Chinese
Academy of Medical Sciences, Chengdu, China. "Nash Family Center for Advanced Circuit Therapeutics, Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, New
York, NY, USA. ®Department of Psychiatry, Center for Depression Research and Clinical Care, University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center, Dallas,
TX, USA. °Department of Psychiatry and Behavioural Neurosciences, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada. '°Mood Disorders Treatment and
Research Centre and Women’s Health Concerns Clinic, St Joseph’s Healthcare Hamilton, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada. "Neurobiology Research Unit,
University Hospital Rigshospitalet, Copenhagen, Denmark. ?Department of Clinical Medicine, Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences, University of
Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. *Department of Psychiatry, Psychiatric Centre Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. “Department of Computer
Science, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. ®Department of Psychiatry, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK. ®*Oxford Health NHS
Foundation Trust, Warneford Hospital, Oxford, UK. "Mathison Centre for Mental Health Research and Education, University of Calgary, Calgary,

Alberta, Canada. ®Department of Psychiatry, Cumming School of Medicine, University of Calgary, Calgary, Alberta, Canada. *Department of Psychiatry,

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176 175


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4313-3500
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8241-835X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0616-7771
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6446-0677
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8267-943X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9120-8098
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5973-3765
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7240-1581
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0198-4588
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8143-182X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4486-3636
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1147-7539
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8644-7724
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8447-1453
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9957-0027
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4653-0483
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5912-4871
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1609-8335
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5339-7185
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1508-6866
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1672-2716
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0825-3606
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2983-1110
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3413-5977
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1025-8561

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s44220-023-00187-w

University Health Network, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 2°Division of Psychiatry, Royal Edinburgh Hospital, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK.
ZDepartment of Radiology, Taihe Hospital, Hubei University of Medicine, Shiyan,, China. 2Centre for Depression and Suicide Studies, Unity Health
Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 2Meditation Research Program, Department of Psychiatry, Massachusetts General Hospital, Harvard Medical School,
Boston, MA, USA. *Laureate Institute for Brain Research, Tulsa, OK, USA. **Penn Statistics in Imaging and Visualization Endeavor (PennSIVE) Center,
Department of Biostatistics, Epidemiology and Informatics, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA, USA. 2Department of Psychiatry, University

of California San Francisco, San Francisco, USA. ¥Department of Medical Biophysics, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 2Department

of Radiology and Biomedical Imaging, University of California San Francisco, San Francisco, CA, USA. ®School of Psychology, Southwest University,
Chongaqing, China. **Department of Neuroimaging, Institute of Psychiatry, Psychology and Neuroscience, King’s College London, London, United
Kingdom. *'Division of Neuroscience and Experimental Psychology, University of Manchester, Manchester, UK. *Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral
Sciences, Emory University School of Medicine, Atlanta, GA, USA. **Department of Psychology, Emory University, Atlanta, GA, USA. **Department of
Psychology, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA. **Key Laboratory of Behavioral Science, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Beijing, China. **South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust, Bethlem Royal Hospital, London, UK. ¥ These authors contributed equally:

Cynthia H. Y. Fu, Mathilde Antoniades. <le-mail: cynthia.fu@kcl.ac.uk; christos.davatzikos@pennmedicine.upenn.edu

Nature Mental Health | Volume 2 | February 2024 | 164-176 176


http://www.nature.com/natmentalhealth
mailto:cynthia.fu@kcl.ac.uk
mailto:christos.davatzikos@pennmedicine.upenn.edu

nature portfolio

Corresponding author(s): Mathilde Antoniades

Last updated by author(s): Feb 15, 2023

Reporting Summary

Nature Portfolio wishes to improve the reproducibility of the work that we publish. This form provides structure for consistency and transparency
in reporting. For further information on Nature Portfolio policies, see our Editorial Policies and the Editorial Policy Checklist.

Statistics

For all statistical analyses, confirm that the following items are present in the figure legend, table legend, main text, or Methods section.
Confirmed

IZ The exact sample size (n) for each experimental group/condition, given as a discrete number and unit of measurement

|:| A statement on whether measurements were taken from distinct samples or whether the same sample was measured repeatedly

< The statistical test(s) used AND whether they are one- or two-sided
Only common tests should be described solely by name; describe more complex techniques in the Methods section.

A description of all covariates tested
|:| A description of any assumptions or corrections, such as tests of normality and adjustment for multiple comparisons

|X’ A full description of the statistical parameters including central tendency (e.g. means) or other basic estimates (e.g. regression coefficient)
AND variation (e.g. standard deviation) or associated estimates of uncertainty (e.g. confidence intervals)

For null hypothesis testing, the test statistic (e.g. F, t, r) with confidence intervals, effect sizes, degrees of freedom and P value noted
N Gjve P values as exact values whenever suitable.

|:| For Bayesian analysis, information on the choice of priors and Markov chain Monte Carlo settings

|:| For hierarchical and complex designs, identification of the appropriate level for tests and full reporting of outcomes

OXX O O XOOXOS

Estimates of effect sizes (e.g. Cohen's d, Pearson's r), indicating how they were calculated

Our web collection on statistics for biologists contains articles on many of the points above.

Software and code

Policy information about availability of computer code

Data collection  No software was used for data collection

Data analysis Python version 3.9.7: statsmodels version 0.13.1
R version 4.2.2: WebPower 0.8.6; effectsize 0.8.2; ggplot2 3.4.0
MATLAB 2018A
MUSE for image segmentation available at: https://www.nitrc.org/projects/cbica_muse
HYDRA software available at: https://github.com/evarol/HYDRA

For manuscripts utilizing custom algorithms or software that are central to the research but not yet described in published literature, software must be made available to editors and
reviewers. We strongly encourage code deposition in a community repository (e.g. GitHub). See the Nature Portfolio guidelines for submitting code & software for further information.

>
Q
—
(e
(D
©
(@)
=
S
<
-
(D
©
O
=
>
(@)
w
[
3
=
Q
<

Lc0c Y21o




Data

Policy information about availability of data
All manuscripts must include a data availability statement. This statement should provide the following information, where applicable:

- Accession codes, unique identifiers, or web links for publicly available datasets
- A description of any restrictions on data availability
- For clinical datasets or third party data, please ensure that the statement adheres to our policy

Derived brain measures can be accessed on reasonable request to C.Fu@uel.ac.uk and Christos.davatzikos@Pennmedicine.upenn.edu.

Human research participants

Policy information about studies involving human research participants and Sex and Gender in Research.

Reporting on sex and gender In our study we report data on sex, not gender as the latter was not collected.
We include 404 female and 295 male healthy controls. There are 439 females and 246 male MDD subjects.
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Population characteristics The population consists of healthy controls and patients with major depressive disorder. Our sample has significantly more
females than males and the age range is between 16-72 for controls and 18-65 for patients. All patients were medication-
free at the time of scanning. The number of MDD participants who were treatment-naive is 128. A subset were part of
clinical trials and took one of the following selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor antidepressant medications: sertraline,
escitalopram, citalpram or placebo.

Recruitment Data was already collected - our study includes consortium data

Ethics oversight Each study was approved by the local ethics committe

Note that full information on the approval of the study protocol must also be provided in the manuscript.

Field-specific reporting

Please select the one below that is the best fit for your research. If you are not sure, read the appropriate sections before making your selection.

|:| Life sciences Behavioural & social sciences |:| Ecological, evolutionary & environmental sciences

For a reference copy of the document with all sections, see nature.com/documents/nr-reporting-summary-flat.pdf

Behavioural & social sciences study design

All studies must disclose on these points even when the disclosure is negative.

Study description Case-control

Research sample The present study consists of a total of 685 MDD participants from 10 studies: Canadian Biomarker Integration Network in
Depression (CAN-BIND) (N=92, (MacQueen et al., 2019)), Establishing Moderators and Biosignatures of Antidepressant Response in
Clinical Care (EMBARC) (N=257, (Madhukar H. Trivedi et al., 2016)), Huaxi MR Research Center SCU (HMRRC) (N=111, (J. Zhang et al.,
2011)), King’s College London (KCL) (N=20, (Wise et al., 2018)), Manchester Remedi (N=40, (Arnone, McIntosh, Ebmeier, Munafo, &
Anderson, 2012; Dutta et al., 2019)), Laureate Institute for Brain Research (LIBR) (N =554, (Misaki, Suzuki, Savitz, Drevets, & Bodurka,
2016; Victor et al., 2018)), Oxford (N=39, (Vai et al., 2016)), Predictors of Remission in Depression to Individual and Combined
Treatments (PReDICT) (N=63, (Dunlop et al., 2012)), Stanford SNAP (N=8, (Sacchet, Livermore, Iglesias, Glover, & Gotlib, 2015)),
STratifying Resilience and Depression Longitudinally (STRADL) (N=1, (Habota et al., 2019)); and a total of 699 healthy control (HC)
participants from 10 studies: CAN-BIND (N=23), EMBARC (N=39), KCL (N=20), LIBR (N=141), Manchester Blame (N=46), Manchester
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The rationale and design of the consortium is described here:

Fu CHY, Erus G, Fan Y, et al. Al-based dimensional neuroimaging system for characterizing heterogeneity in brain structure and
function in major depressive disorder: COORDINATE-MDD consortium design and rationale. BMC Psychiatry. Jan 23 2023;23(1):59.
doi:10.1186/512888-022-04509-7

Sampling strategy Of the larger consortium dataset, we included individuals for this analysis based on the following criteria:
1) DSM-based diagnosis of MDD
2) in current depressive episode of at least moderate severity, defined as a 17-item Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression score equal
to or greater than 14
3) medication-free at the time of scanning
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4) no current comorbid psychiatric, medical or neurological disorders
5) no treatment resistant depression, defined as not achieving clinical response to two or more trials of antidepressant medications.

Data collection Data was not collected in this study- our study includes consortium data
Researchers are aware of which subjects are patients and which are healthy

Timing Data was not collected in this study- our study includes consortium data

Data exclusions See inclusion and exclusion criteria in the 'Sampling Strategy' section

Non-participation Data was not collected in this study- our study includes consortium data

Randomization Participants were not allocated into experimental groups for this study- we included healthy subjects (no DSM diagnoses) and

patients diagnosed with major depressive disorder by trained clinicians.
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Reporting for specific materials, systems and methods

We require information from authors about some types of materials, experimental systems and methods used in many studies. Here, indicate whether each material,
system or method listed is relevant to your study. If you are not sure if a list item applies to your research, read the appropriate section before selecting a response.

Materials & experimental systems Methods
n/a | Involved in the study n/a | Involved in the study
X|[] Antibodies [] chipseq

|:| Eukaryotic cell lines g |:| Flow cytometry

|:| Palaeontology and archaeology |:| MRI-based neuroimaging

|:| Animals and other organisms
|:| Clinical data

|:| Dual use research of concern

X X X X X

Magnetic resonance imaging

Experimental design

Design type Consortium data pooling, data from multiple sources have been combined into a single dataset

Design specifications TMRI data from participants with the following characteristics:
1) DSM-based diagnosis of MDD
2) In current depressive episode of at least moderate severity, defined as a 17-item Hamilton Rating Scale for
Depression score equal to or greater than 14
3) Medication-free at the time of scanning
4) No current comorbid psychiatric, medical or neurological disorders
5) Not having treatment resistant depression, defined as not achieving clinical response to two or more trials of
antidepressant medications.
This study pooled together data that had already been acquired from the original study sites.

Behavioral performance measures MRI data was pooled from original studies in which various behavioral performance measures had been acquired.

Acquisition
Imaging type(s) Structural
Field strength 3Tand 1.5T
Sequence & imaging parameters The parameters for each study are described in the supplementary material
Area of acquisition Whole brain scan
Diffusion MRI [ ] used X] Not used

Preprocessing

Preprocessing software Brain mask, segmentation and ROI volumes calculated using MUSE, regional volumetric analysis using RAVENS (Davatzikos et
al., 2001)
HYDRA (https://github.com/evarol/HYDRA) was run using MATLAB 2018A
MUSE software available at: https://www.nitrc.org/projects/cbica_muse




Normalization Non-linear transformation

Normalization template Registration to common space using multiple atlases during MUSE segmentation
Noise and artifact removal N4 Bias Field Correction, FAST Bias Field Correction
Volume censoring None

Statistical modeling & inference

Model type and settings MIDAS - Multivariate voxel-wise analysis of group differences using locally linear discriminative learning
Effect(s) tested MIDAS used to identify significance and size of group differences in estimated brain volumes between each subtype and
controls

Specify type of analysis: Whole brain [ ] ROI-based [ ] Both
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Statistic type for inference Voxel-wise
(See Eklund et al. 2016)

Correction FDR

Models & analysis

n/a | Involved in the study
|Z| |:| Functional and/or effective connectivity

IZ |:| Graph analysis

|:| Multivariate modeling or predictive analysis

Multivariate modeling and predictive analysis  HYDRA used for identifying disease subtypes from extracted ROl volumes, age, sex, and diagnosis data.
Cluster stability (the Adjusted Rand Index) was used to evaluate model performance and optimal number of
subtypes.
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