Supplemental table 1. Table of study characteristics.
	Drug
	Trial
	Ref.
	Duration (weeks)
	Antidepressant dose (mg/day)
	Sample size (week 6 analyses)
	Mean baseline score (SD)
	Mean age in years (SD)
	Gender (% female)

	
	
	
	
	
	Placebo
	Drug
	
	
	

	Paroxetine (immediate release)
	01/001
	(1)
	6
	10 – 50 
	18
	19
	25.0 (3.2)
	42.8 (12.3)
	35.1

	
	02/001 - 004
	(2–5)
	6
	10 – 50
	100
	112
	23.5 (4.0)
	41.5 (12.2)
	53.3

	
	03/001 - 006
	(6)
	6
	10 – 50 
	117
	141
	23.3 (3.7)
	41.3 (11.7)
	49.6

	
	07
	(7)
	6
	10 – 60 
	7
	8
	25.1 ( 4.2)
	41.0 (7.5)
	53.3

	
	09
	(8)
	6
	10, 20, 30, 40
	31
	262
	22.5 (3.0)
	41.4 (12.5)
	54.3

	
	115
	(9)
	12 
	20
Fluoxetine (20)
	92
	206
215
	22.3 (3.6)
	42.4 (11.8)
	66.1

	
	128
	(10)
	12
	20	
Fluoxetine (20)
	115
	257
276
	23.1 (3.8)
	41.2 (11.7)
	63.9

	
	276
	(11)
	6
	30
	13	
	15
	22.8 (3.9)
	42.0 (13.1)
	46.4

	
	279
	(12)
	6
	30
	7
	14
	20.8 (3.7)
	42.1 (18.9)
	71.4

	Paroxetine (controlled release)
	448
	(13)
	12
	IR 20 – 50
CR 25 – 62.5
	94
	173
	23.3 (2.8)
	39.0 (10.2)
	61.4

	
	449
	(13)
	12
	IR 20 – 50
CR 25 – 62.5
	97
	193
	23.6 (3.1)
	41.0 (11.4)
	67.2

	
	487
	(14)
	12
	IR 10 – 40
CR 12.5 – 50
	97
	189
	22.1 (3.1)
	69.8 (5.9)
	55.9

	
	810
	(15)
	8
	12.5, 25
	128
	267
	23.5 (3.1)
	39.4 (11.6)
	58.7

	Duloxetine
	HMAQ-A
	(16)
	8
	40 – 120
Fluoxetine 20
	56
	56
27
	18.5 (4.4)
	41.3 (11.6)
	65.8

	
	HMAQ-B
	(17)
	8
	40 – 120
Fluoxetine 20
	60
	67
29
	18.1 (5.2)
	41.1 (11.1)
	68.0

	
	HMAT-A
	(18)
	8
	40, 80
Paroxetine 20
	76
	142
73
	17.5 (5.3)
	43.6 (14.3)
	60.1

	
	HMAT-B
	(19)
	8
	40, 80
Paroxetine 20
	71
	142
66
	17.9 (5.2)
	40.3 (11.1)
	60.2

	
	HMAY-A
	(20)
	8
	80, 120
Paroxetine 20
	87
	171
79
	20.0 (3.7)
	43.4 (11.0)
	71.5

	
	HMAY-B
	(21)
	8
	80, 120
Paroxetine 20
	96
	184
89
	21.0 (3.6)
	45.1 (11.0)
	69.9

	
	HMBH-A
	(22)
	9
	60
	102
	99
	21.2 (4.0)
	42.7 (13.4)
	67.7

	
	HMBH-B
	(23)
	9
	60
	112
	99
	20.5 (3.4)
	42.3 (13.6)
	67.8

	
	HMBU
	(24)
	12
	60 - 120
Venlafaxine 75 - 225
	-
	137
153
	23.1 (3.7)
	43.9 (13.2)
	70.0

	
	HMCQ
	(24)
	12
	60 - 120
Venlafaxine 75 - 225
	-
	133
294
	22.3 (3.3)
	42.4 (11.9)
	63.2

	
	HMCR
	(25)
	8
	60
Escitalopram 10
	113
	225
237
	17.7 (5.0)
	43.1 (12.1)
	65.9

	
	HMCV
	(26)
	8
	60
Paroxetine 20
	-
	183
204
	21.2 (3.9)
	37.7 (13.8)
	68.2

	
	HMFA
	(27)
	12
	60
	89
	205
	18.8 (6.3)
	72.5 (5.8)
	64.3

	
	HMFS-A
	(28)
	12
	60
	103
	221
	22.9 (4.2)
	43.0 (12.3)
	63.0

	
	HMFS-B
	(28)
	12
	60
	111
	225
	22.8 (4.7)
	45.0 (12.0)
	64.9

	New chemical entities
	NKD20006
	(29)
	8
	Paroxetine 20
	95
	83
	24.5 (2.8)
	38.0 (11.8)
	58.4

	
	NKF100096
	(30)
	8
	Paroxetine 20 - 30
	97
	88
	22.2 (5.6)
	43.9 (10.8)
	73.5
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Supplemental table 2. Model coefficients for response at week 6.
	
	Baseline

	Total improvement
	Item improvement
	Item interactions

	Constant
	-0.874 (0.457)
	-0.952 (0.082)
	-1.680 (0.100)
	-1.271 (0.124)

	Age
	-0.059 (0.034)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 1
	0.736 (0.452)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 6
	0.135 (0.066)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 9
	0.052 (0.063)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 12
	0.058 (0.063)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 16
	0.107 (0.077)
	
	
	

	HAM-D item 17
	0.157 (0.082)
	
	
	

	Total improvement
	
	1.606 (0.067)
	0.600 (0.094)
	0.734 (0.099)

	Improv item 1
	
	
	0.351 (0.077)
	0.326 (0.138)

	Improv item 2
	
	
	0.376 (0.069)
	0.077 (0.146)

	Improv item 4
	
	
	0.182 (0.069)
	-0.122 (0.112)

	Improv item 5
	
	
	0.302 (0.070)
	0.219 (0.143)

	Improv item 6
	
	
	0.243 (0.070)
	0.119 (0.093)

	Improv item 7
	
	
	0.197 (0.072)
	-0.128 (0.125)

	Improv item 8
	
	
	0.148 (0.070)
	-0.094 (0.117)

	Improv item 9
	
	
	0.220 (0.069)
	0.172 (0.127)

	Improv item 10
	
	
	0.274 (0.070)
	0.091 (0.149)

	Improv item 11
	
	
	0.231 (0.068)
	-0.029 (0.134)

	Improv item 12
	
	
	0.195 (0.079)
	0.066 (0.103)

	Improv item 13
	
	
	0.328 (0.073)
	-0.044 (0.148)

	Improv item 14
	
	
	0.319 (0.081)
	-0.013 (0.174)

	Improv item 16
	
	
	
	-0.120 (0.113)

	Improv 1 * improv 2
	
	
	
	0.034 (0.149)

	Improv 1 * improv 5
	
	
	
	0.014 (0.146)

	Improv 1 * improv 9
	
	
	
	-0.015 (0.144)

	Improv 1 * improv 10
	
	
	
	-0.025 (0.150)

	Improv 1 * improv 14
	
	
	
	0.163 (0.184)

	Improv 2 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.220 (0.140)

	Improv 2 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.075 (0.139)

	Improv 2  * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.202 (0.137)

	Improv 2  * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.173 (0.146)

	Improv 4 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.333 (0.137)

	Improv 5 * improv 9
	
	
	
	0.130 (0.141)

	Improv 5 * improv 10
	
	
	
	-0.015 (0.140)

	Improv 5 * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.037 (0.141)

	Improv 6 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.192 (0.142)

	Improv 6 * improv 14
	
	
	
	0.255 (0.171)

	Improv 8 * improv 12
	
	
	
	0.232 (0.163)

	Improv 10 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.240 (0.142)

	Improv 10 * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.067 (0.138)

	Improv 10 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.055 (0.149)

	Improv 11 * improv 4
	
	
	
	0.268 (0.141)

	Improv 13 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.142 (0.148)

	Improv 13 * improv 16
	
	
	
	0.788 (0.213)

	Improv 14 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.217 (0.170)

	Observations
	4,847
	4,847
	4,847
	4,847

	Log Likelihood
	-3,291.889
	-2,982.251
	-2,864.412
	-2,834.873

	AIC
	6,601.778
	5,970.503
	5,760.824
	5,749.746

	BIC
	6,660.153
	5,989.961
	5,864.602
	6,009.191





Supplemental table 3. Model coefficients for remission at week 6.
	
	Baseline
	Total improvement
	Item improvement
	Item interactions

	Constant
	-0.775 (0.071)
	-1.880 (0.088)
	-2.610 (0.229)
	-2.170 (0.149)

	Baseline score
	-0.424 (0.037)
	-0.493 (0.039)
	-0.709 (0.047)
	-0.732 (0.044)

	HAM-D item 2
	
	
	-0.167 (0.121)
	

	HAM-D item 12
	
	
	0.160 (0.091)
	

	HAM-D item 13
	
	
	-0.241 (0.165)
	

	HAM-D item 16
	
	
	0.139 (0.166)
	

	Total improvement
	
	1.591 (0.080)
	0.395 (0.110)
	0.692 (0.121)

	Improv item 1
	
	
	0.390 (0.088)
	0.218 (0.170)

	Improv item 2
	
	
	0.539 (0.081)
	0.107 (0.182)

	Improv item 4
	
	
	0.238 (0.073)
	-0.127 (0.161)

	Improv item 5
	
	
	0.321 (0.074)
	0.108 (0.171)

	Improv item 6
	
	
	0.205 (0.075)
	-0.055 (0.170)

	Improv item 7
	
	
	0.283 (0.077)
	-0.179 (0.181)

	Improv item 8
	
	
	0.274 (0.074)
	-0.031 (0.142)

	Improv item 9
	
	
	0.192 (0.073)
	-0.232 (0.149)

	Improv item 10
	
	
	0.274 (0.076)
	-0.177 (0.161)

	Improv item 11
	
	
	0.251 (0.073)
	0.046 (0.137)

	Improv item 12
	
	
	0.097 (0.099)
	0.056 (0.107)

	Improv item 13
	
	
	0.442 (0.076)
	0.008 (0.168)

	Improv item 14
	
	
	0.433 (0.081)
	-0.129 (0.194)

	Improv item 16
	
	
	0.250 (0.181)
	-0.007 (0.216)

	Improv item 17
	
	
	0.274 (0.125)
	0.086 (0.140)

	Improv 1 * improv 2
	
	
	
	-0.197 (0.172)

	Improv 1 * improv 4
	
	
	
	0.147 (0.177)

	Improv 1 * improv 5
	
	
	
	0.106 (0.175)

	Improv 1 * improv 6
	
	
	
	-0.022 (0.175)

	Improv 1 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.222 (0.173)

	Improv 1 * improv 14
	
	
	
	0.272 (0.203)

	Improv 1 * improv 16
	
	
	
	0.167 (0.232)

	Improv 2 * improv 6
	
	
	
	0.195 (0.149)

	Improv 2 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.107 (0.158)

	Improv 2 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.256 (0.150)

	Improv 2 * improv 9
	
	
	
	0.225 (0.150)

	Improv 2 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.208 (0.153)

	Improv 2 * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.083 (0.147)

	Improv 2 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.015 (0.154)

	Improv 4 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.243 (0.153)

	Improv 4 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.190 (0.150)

	Improv 5 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.048 (0.151)

	Improv 5 * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.144 (0.145)

	Improv 5 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.027 (0.149)

	Improv 6 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.102 (0.149)

	Improv 6 * improv 9
	
	
	
	0.277 (0.147)

	Improv 7 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.203 (0.155)

	Improv 9 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.288 (0.154)

	Improv 10 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.215 (0.156)

	Improv 11 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.201 (0.147)

	Improv 14 * improv 12
	
	
	
	0.250 (0.184)

	Improv 14 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.491  (0.167)

	Improv 16 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.233 (0.203)

	Improv 16 * improv 12
	
	
	
	0.225 (0.210)

	Improv 16 * improv 17
	
	
	
	1.010 (0.334)

	Observations
	4,847
	4,847
	4,847
	4,847

	Log Likelihood
	-2,947.784
	-2,712.485
	-2,547.361
	-2,512.073

	AIC
	5,901.569
	5,432.971
	5,140.722
	5,122.146

	BIC
	5,921.027
	5,458.915
	5,289.903
	5,439.966





Supplemental table 4. Model coefficients for response at week 12.
	
	Baseline
	Total improvement
	Item improvement
	Item interactions

	Constant
	0.773 (0.140)
	0.081 (0.130)
	0.007 (0.161)
	-0.051 (0.155)

	Age
	
	-0.228 (0.065)
	-0.235 (0.066)
	-0.222 (0.066)

	HAM-D item 4
	
	
	-0.580 (0.134)
	

	Total improvement
	
	1.202 (0.104)
	0.394 (0.146)
	0.452 (0.149)

	Improv item 1
	
	
	0.456 (0.126)
	0.475 (0.163)

	Improv item 2
	
	
	0.306 (0.116)
	0.010 (0.173)

	Improv item 4
	
	
	0.536 (0.129)
	0.237 (0.201)

	Improv item 7
	
	
	0.168 (0.120)
	0.119 (0.143)

	Improv item 6
	
	
	
	-0.416 (0.176)

	Improv item 10
	
	
	0.293 (0.116)
	-0.331 (0.180)

	Improv item 12
	
	
	
	-0.285 (0.185)

	Improv item 13
	
	
	0.411 (0.124)
	-0.046 (0.274)

	Improv 1 * improv 4
	
	
	
	-0.028 (0.239)

	Improv 1 * improv 13
	
	
	
	-0.042 (0.274)

	Improv 2 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.505 (0.222)

	Improv 4 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.195 (0.247)

	Improv 10 * improv 6
	
	
	
	0.675 (0.231)

	Improv 10 * improv 12
	
	
	
	0.793 (0.272)

	Improv 13 * improv 2
	
	
	
	0.138 (0.248)

	Improv 13 * improv 6
	
	
	
	0.494 (0.247)

	Improv 13 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.161 (0.254)

	Improv 13 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.127 (0.245)

	Observations
	1,961
	1,961
	1,961
	1,961

	Log Likelihood
	-1,200.156
	-1,125.716
	-1,085.160
	-1,076.193

	AIC
	2,404.312
	2,259.431
	2,192.319
	2,196.386

	BIC
	2,415.474
	2,281.756
	2,253.712
	2,319.172





Supplemental table 5. Model coefficients for remission at week 12.
	
	Baseline
	Total improvement
	Item improvement
	Item interactions

	Constant
	0.305 (0.150)
	-0.425 (0.160)
	-1.034 (0.183)
	-0.552 (0.226)

	Age
	-0.135 (0.059)
	-0.142 (0.059)
	-0.139 (0.061)
	-0.065 (0.079)

	Gender
	
	
	
	-0.063 (0.149)

	Baseline score
	-0.270 (0.056)
	-0.328 (0.058)
	-0.398 (0.062)
	-0.436 (0.066)

	HAM-D item 3
	-0.298 (0.102)
	-0.231 (0.106)
	-0.173 (0.109)
	-0.160 (0.113)

	HAM-D item 4
	-0.322 (0.109)
	-0.395 (0.113)
	-0.588 (0.134)
	-0.593 (0.138)

	HAM-D item 16
	0.355 (0.121)
	0.361 (0.124)
	0.430 (0.129)
	0.474 (0.222)

	Total improvement
	
	1.151 (0.103)
	0.096 (0.148)
	0.261 (0.163)

	Improv item 1
	
	
	0.557 (0.125)
	0.487 (0.207)

	Improv item 2
	
	
	0.388 (0.108)
	-0.200 (0.246)

	Improv item 4
	
	
	0.480 (0.124)
	0.194 (0.245)

	Improv item 5
	
	
	0.233 (0.108)
	0.078 (0.151)

	Improv item 6
	
	
	
	-0.001 (0.190)

	Improv item 7
	
	
	0.322 (0.111)
	-0.066 (0.263)

	Improv item 8
	
	
	
	-0.268 (0.158)

	Improv item 9
	
	
	
	-0.133 (0.191)

	Improv item 10
	
	
	0.244 (0.110)
	-0.091 (0.170)

	Improv item 11
	
	
	0.167 (0.104)
	-0.029 (0.175)

	Improv item 13
	
	
	0.268 (0.111)
	-0.178 (0.213)

	Improv item 14
	
	
	0.262 (0.122)
	-0.086 (0.258)

	Improv item 15
	
	
	
	0.010 (0.121)

	Improv item 16
	
	
	
	-0.294 (0.274)

	Age * improv 8
	
	
	
	-0.130 (0.107)

	Age * improv 14
	
	
	
	-0.128 (0.125)

	Gender * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.196 (0.213)

	Improv 1 * improv 2
	
	
	
	-0.015 (0.248)

	Improv 1 * improv 4
	
	
	
	-0.095 (0.241)

	Improv 1 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.226 (0.246)

	Improv 1 * improv 14
	
	
	
	0.350 (0.294)

	Improv 2 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.022 (0.229)

	Improv 2 * improv 8
	
	
	
	0.395 (0.216)

	Improv 2 * improv 10
	
	
	
	0.435 (0.218)

	Improv 2 * improv 11
	
	
	
	0.201 (0.210)

	Improv 2 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.147 (0.228)

	Improv 4 * improv 6
	
	
	
	0.396 (0.217)

	Improv 4 * improv 7
	
	
	
	0.002 (0.220)

	Improv 4 * improv 9
	
	
	
	0.477 (0.215)

	Improv 6 * improv 9
	
	
	
	-0.788 (0.220)

	Improv 7 * improv 9
	
	
	
	0.451 (0.213)

	Improv 10 * improv 13
	
	
	
	0.289 (0.223)

	Improv 11 * improv 5
	
	
	
	0.251 (0.210)

	Improv 13 * improv 6
	
	
	
	0.445 (0.221)

	Improv 15 * improv 16
	
	
	
	0.631 (0.309)

	Observations
	1,961
	1,961
	1,961
	1,961

	Log Likelihood
	-1,315.276
	-1,249.787
	-1,195.004
	-1,164.499

	AIC
	2,644.551
	2,515.574
	2,424.008
	2,416.998

	BIC
	2,683.620
	2,560.224
	2,518.889
	2,662.571



Supplemental table 6. Model performance in the test dataset for secondary analyses investigating interactions with treatment group
	Model
	Main effect only or interactions with treatment group?
	AUC

	
	
	Week 6
	Week 12

	
	
	Response
	Remission
	Response
	Remission

	Baseline 
	Main effect 
	0.61
	0.66
	0.63
	0.62

	
	Interactions 
	0.60
	0.66
	0.60
	0.61

	Total improvement
	Main effect 
	0.74
	0.75
	0.69
	0.69

	
	Interactions 
	0.74
	0.75
	0.68
	0.68

	Item improvement
	Main effect 
	0.78
	0.79
	0.72
	0.72

	
	Interactions 
	0.77
	0.78
	0.70
	0.70

	Item interactions
	Main effect 
	0.78
	0.79
	0.72
	0.73

	
	Interactions 
	0.77
	0.78
	0.69
	0.72




Supplemental table 7. Model performance in the test dataset for post-hoc analyses with improvement as a continuous variable.
	Model
	AUC

	
	Week 6
	Week 12

	
	Response
	Remission
	Response
	Remission

	Baseline
	0.60
	0.63
	0.62
	0.63

	Total improvement
	0.79
	0.79
	0.71
	0.75

	Item improvement
	*
	0.79
	0.71
	0.74

	Item interactions
	*
	0.79
	0.71
	0.74



* These models contained the same variables as the total improvement model for response at week 6. 


Supplemental table 8. Characteristics of antidepressant-treated participants who were excluded from the main analyses due to not having a week 6 or week 12 visit (“dropouts”) compared to included participants. Characteristics of all dropouts and of only those dropouts with a week 2 visit are examined.
	
	Week 6
	Week 12

	
	Included 
	Dropouts
	Included 
	Dropouts

	
	
	All
	Week 2 visit
	
	All
	Week 2 visit

	Sample size
	6058
	1511
	1018
	2451
	1079
	865

	Baseline HAM-D score (SD)
	21.5 (4.5)
	22.1 (4.5)
	22.1 (4.5)
	22.5 (4.1)
	22.6 (3.9)
	22.6 (3.9)

	Age (SD)
	43.8 (13.9)
	41.9 (14.6)
	42.2 (14.6)
	46.8 (15.0)
	43.5 (15.8)
	43.5 (15.8)

	% female
	64
	62
	59
	64
	64
	62

	% early improvers
	62.7
	-
	41.1
	64.7
	-
	48.3





Supplemental table 9. Model performance in the test dataset with missing week 6 or week 12 outcomes imputed.

	Time
	Outcome
	Model
	AUC
	Accu-racy
	Sensi-tivity
	Speci-ficity
	PPV
	NPV

	Week 6
	Response
	Baseline 
	0.60
	0.57
	0.54
	0.60
	0.58
	0.56

	
	
	Total improvement
	0.72
	0.68
	0.76
	0.60
	0.66
	0.71

	
	
	Item improvement
	0.76
	0.70
	0.70
	0.69
	0.70
	0.69

	
	
	Item interactions
	0.76
	0.69
	0.68
	0.71
	0.70
	0.68

	
	Remission
	Baseline 
	0.62
	0.71
	0.10
	0.97
	0.63
	0.71

	
	
	Total improvement
	0.73
	0.72
	0.29
	0.91
	0.59
	0.75

	
	
	Item improvement
	0.78
	0.74
	0.41
	0.89
	0.61
	0.78

	
	
	Item interactions
	0.77
	0.74
	0.41
	0.88
	0.61
	0.78

	Week 12
	Response
	Baseline 
	0.61
	0.66
	0.96
	0.09
	0.67
	0.54

	
	
	Total improvement
	0.70
	0.69
	0.90
	0.29
	0.71
	0.61

	
	
	Item improvement
	0.73
	0.70
	0.87
	0.37
	0.72
	0.60

	
	
	Item interactions
	0.72
	0.69
	0.86
	0.38
	0.72
	0.58

	
	Remission
	Baseline 
	0.62
	0.59
	0.50
	0.68
	0.58
	0.60

	
	
	Total improvement
	0.71
	0.65
	0.61
	0.68
	0.63
	0.66

	
	
	Item improvement
	0.75
	0.68
	0.65
	0.71
	0.66
	0.69

	
	
	Item interactions
	0.75
	0.69
	0.62
	0.74
	0.68
	0.69





Supplemental figures
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Supplemental figure 1: Receiver-operating characteristic curve for the baseline, total improvement, item improvement, and item interactions model for response at week 6 in the test dataset.
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Supplemental figure 2: Receiver-operating characteristic curve for the baseline, total improvement, item improvement, and item interactions model for remission at week 6 in the test dataset.
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Supplemental figure 3: Receiver-operating characteristic curve for the baseline, total improvement, item improvement, and item interactions model for response at week 12 in the test dataset.
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Supplemental figure 4: Receiver-operating characteristic curve for the baseline, total improvement, item improvement, and item interactions model for remission at week 12 in the test dataset.
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Supplemental figure 5: Actual probability of remission at week 6 according to participants’ predicted outcome (non-remission vs. remission) in the test dataset. The dashed line indicates the baseline probability of remission. The models predicted non-remission for 96% (baseline), 85% (total improvement), 78% (item improvement), and 78% (item interactions) of participants.



[image: ]

Supplemental figure 6: Actual probability of response at week 12 according to participants’ predicted outcome (non-response vs. response) in the test dataset. The dashed line indicates the baseline probability of response. The models predicted non-response for 0% (baseline), 13% (total improvement), 16% (item improvement), and 16% (item interactions) of participants.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Supplemental figure 7: Actual probability of remission at week 12 according to participants’ predicted outcome (non-remission vs. remission) in the test dataset. The dashed line indicates the baseline probability of remission. The models predicted non-remission for 48% (baseline), 45% (total improvement), 47% (item improvement), and 51% (item interactions) of participants.
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Supplemental figure 8: Actual probability of response at week 6 according to risk quantiles and model in the test dataset. For each model, participants’ predicted probability of response was used to divide participants into quintiles of “risk”, with the lowest quintile having the lowest predicted probability of response. 
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Supplemental figure 9: Actual probability of remission at week 6 according to risk quantiles and model in the test dataset. For each model, participants’ predicted probability of remission was used to divide participants into quintiles of “risk”, with the lowest quintile having the lowest predicted probability of remission. 
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Supplemental figure 10: Actual probability of response at week 12 according to risk quantiles and model in the test dataset. For each model, participants’ predicted probability of response was used to divide participants into quintiles of “risk”, with the lowest quintile having the lowest predicted probability of response. 
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Supplemental figure 11: Actual probability of remission at week 12 according to risk quantiles and model in the test dataset. For each model, participants’ predicted probability of remission was used to divide participants into quintiles of “risk”, with the lowest quintile having the lowest predicted probability of remission. 
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