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Abstract:  

Major Depressive Disorder (MDD) is a leading cause of disability and there is a paucity of tools 

to personalize and manage treatments. A cluster-randomized, patient-and-rater-blinded, 

clinician-partially-blinded study was conducted to assess the effectiveness and safety of the 

Aifred Clinical Decision Support System (CDSS) facilitating algorithm-guided care and 

predicting medication remission probabilities using clinical data. Clinicians were randomized to 

the Active (CDSS access) or Active-Control group (questionnaires and guidelines access). 

Primary outcome was remission (<11 points on the Montgomery Asberg Depression Rating 

Scale (MADRS) at study exit).  Of 74 eligible patients, 61 (42 Active, 19 Active-Control) 

completed at least two MADRS (analysis set). Remission was higher in the Active group (n = 

12/42 (28.6%)) compared to Active-Control (0/19 (0%)) (p = 0.01, Fisher’s exact test). No 

adverse events were linked to the CDSS. This is the first effective and safe longitudinal use of 

an artificial intelligence-powered CDSS to improve MDD outcomes. 
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Introduction  

Major depressive disorder (MDD) is a leading cause of disability and socioeconomic 
burden1 impacting more than 300 million people worldwide2. Unfortunately, only a minority of 
patients will improve with the first treatment trial, and repeated treatment trials have diminishing 
probabilities of success3. Many patients undergo an arduous “ trial and error” treatment 
selection approach, resulting in poorer outcomes, longer time in treatment, and greater patient 
and family burden4. To improve outcomes, it would be valuable to have a scalable point-of-care 
tool which can help personalize treatment choice without requiring expensive testing56.  

There have been several efforts in recent years to use artificial intelligence (AI) to predict 
treatment outcomes in order to better match patients to specific treatments (see7. Most studies 
have differentiated between two treatments (e.g. two drugs) or treatment types, (two types of 
psychotherapy), limiting clinical utility when many treatments are available. In addition, clinicians 
are often concerned about model bias and being able to interpret the outputs of AI predictive 
models which are often considered to be “black boxes”8,9-10. In addition, while improving 
predictions about treatment outcome may be helpful to personalize treatment, previous work 
has shown that treatments are often not managed in accordance with guidelines in terms of 
dosage and monitoring11–13. There is a need for a solution to both the treatment selection and 
the treatment management problems while integrating into existing clinical workflows14.  

To address this, Aifred investigators developed the Aifred Clinical Decision Support 
System (hereinafter referred to as the CDSS). This is a digital platform which supports clinicians 
in the implementation of guidelines (2016 CANMAT depression guidelines15) and measurement-
based care15 in order to solve the treatment management problem, and which includes an AI 
(deep learning) powered module to assist in baseline treatment selection by providing predicted 
probabilities of remission for 10 commonly used first line antidepressants and combinations of 
these. Extensive feasibility and ease of use testing of this CDSS was previously performed in 
both simulation center and in vivo feasibility studies16–19. With in silico testing demonstrating that 
the AI component should help improve remission rates6,20–22 and in vivo testing demonstrating 
that the platform was feasible, easy to use and likely safe16–19 the current study was undertaken 
with the main objective of determining the efficacy of the platform in improving depression 
treatment outcomes in patients with moderate to severe depression, as well as to assess 
platform safety.  

Results 
 
Sites  
 
Ten sites were recruited and were cleared to recruit patients; of these 1 site was closed early 
because of lack of capacity to complete the trial. 8 sites recruited patients into the study. Sites 
were located in Canada (5) and the United States (4) and included U.S.Veterans Affairs 
hospitals and mood disorders programs in university-affiliated psychiatric departments.  
 
Recruitment - Clinicians  
 
50 clinicians were recruited, consistent with the recruitment target. 26 were randomized in the 
Active group and 24 in the Active-Control group. 39 of these clinicians were psychiatrists; 2 
were nurse practitioners specialized in psychiatry, and 9 were psychiatry residents. Of the 47 
clinicians recruited who were cleared to recruit patients prior to early study termination, 25 were 
randomized to the Active group and 22 to the Active-Control group. 27 clinicians recruited at 
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least one patient (57%); 16 in the Active group (64%) and 11 in the Active-Control group (50%). 
Active and Active-Control clinicians spent essentially the same mean number of months in the 
study (Active = 9.9 months; Active-Control = 10.1 months). Further details are available in the 
Supplementary Material.  
 
Recruitment and Dropout - Patients  
 
Patients were recruited between 2022-06-15 and 2023-11-16, a total of 17 months. The study 
was terminated early because of lack of funds due to delays in study initiation related to COVID-
19. Recruitment and dropout are summarized in the CONSORT diagram (Figure 1). Of the 74 
eligible patients after screening and enrollment, 61 had at least 2 MADRS available, forming the 
Analysis set (n = 42 Active, n = 19 Active-Control). The groups did not differ in terms of 12 week 
completion (Active = 36/53 (68%); Active-Control = 18/21 (86%) (p = 0.15, Fisher’s exact test)). 
Considering only patients who attended visit 1 (V1), 36/48 (75%) of Active patients completed 
all 12 weeks, and 18/19 (95%) completed visit 5 (V5); this was not statistically significant (p = 
0.09, Fisher’s exact test). Further details can be found in the Supplementary Material.  
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Figure 1. Patient Consort Diagram 
 
Demographics and baseline clinical characteristics  
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Intervention and Active-Control groups did not differ with regards to important clinical and 
demographic characteristics (Table 1). The group had substantial chronicity of illness with 33 
Active patients (78.6%) and 13 Active-Control patients (68.4%) having recurrent MDD. Further 
details are available in the Supplementary Material.  
 

 Active group (n = 42) Active-Control group (n = 19) 

Mean age (SD) 44.0 (15.2) 39.3 (12.4) 

Sex - n female (%) 20 (47.6) 10 (52.6) 

Mean baseline MADRS (SD)  33 (7.3) 30 (5.8) 

Race n = 40 n = 18 

- White 30 (75.0) 13 (72.2) 

- Other** 10 (25.0) 5 (27.8) 

Mean yearly household 
income (USD)  

n = 37 n = 15 

- Mean (SD) 42,206.87 (29103.3) 44,817.10 (17975.4) 

Highest level of education 
achieved* 

n = 40 n = 17 

- Some high school/ 
high school diploma 
or  equivalent (GED) 

5 (15) 5 (27.8) 

- Some university or 
college 

12 (30.0) 4 (22.2) 

- Bachelor’s degree 11 (27.5) 6 (33.3) 

- Graduate or 
Professional Degree  

7 (17.5)  1 (5.6) 

- Trade/technical 
training or other 

5 (12.5) 1 (5.6) 

Graduated high school 39 (97.5) 17 (94.4) 

Currently employed n = 39 n = 18 

 18 (41.5) 12 (66.7) 

Marital Status   

- Single 22 (55.0) 12 (66.7) 
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- Partnered 18 (45.0) 6 (33.3) 

Mean number of medications 
(all indications) prescribed at 
baseline (n = 57) 

3.18 3.06 

Adverse Childhood 
Experiences (mean, (SD)) 

2.62 (2.59) 3.61 (2.59) 

MINI Comorbidities: n (%)   

- Suicidality (current- 
past month) 

22 (53.5) 13 (68.4) 

- High suicidality score 
category  

15 (35.7) 6 (31.6) 

- Generalized anxiety 
disorder current 

15 (35.7) 9 (47.4) 

- Social anxiety 
disorder current 

11 (26.2) 4 (21.1) 

- Posttraumatic Stress 
Disorder current 

10 (23.8) 1 (5.3) 

- Panic Disorder current
  

7 (16.7) 2 (10.5) 

- Alcohol Use Disorder 
Past 12 months 

6 (14.3) 6 (31.6) 

- Agoraphobia current  5 (12) 2 (10.5) 

- Substance Use 
Disorder (Non-
Alcohol), Past 12 
months 

5 (11.9) 2 (10.5) 

SAPAS-SA (Personality 
disorder screening) N(%) 

n = 41 n = 17 

Those meeting cutoff 
score of 3 or more for 
positive screening 

25 (61) 8 (47.1) 

Table 1: Baseline Clinical and Demographic Characteristics per Group  
*Note: participants could select more than one option; the graduated high school entry was 
constructed based on the available data.  
** Lower count rows have been collapsed into the ‘other’ category in order to preserve 
confidentiality 
Further demographic details are available in the Supplementary Materials.  
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 13, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.13.24308884doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.13.24308884
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

 

Treatment Outcome - Remission at Study Exit  
 
On the primary outcome, remission, there were significantly more remitters in the Active (n = 
12/42 (28.6%)) than in the Active-Control (0/19, (0%)) group (p = 0.01, Fisher’s exact test). 
Outcomes are summarized in table 2.  
 
Treatment Outcome - Response and Change from Baseline  
 
With respect to treatment response (defined as a 50% or greater decrease in total MADRS 
score between screening and study exit), 17 Active patients (40.5%) and 3 Active-Control 
patients (15.8%) responded at study exit. This was a large numerical difference, however, it did 
not reach significance (X2 = 3.6, p = 0.06). The proportion of responders was not significantly 
different at visit 3 or 5, but was significantly different at visit 4 (p = 0.04, Fisher’s exact test).   
 
With respect to change from baseline to study exit, patients in the Active group experienced a 
mean 12.0 point improvement in MADRS score (SD = 13.5) while those in the Active-Control 
group experienced a change of 4.9 (SD = 10.9). Again, while a large numerical difference, it did 
not reach significance (F(1) = 4.006; p = 0.05). This corresponds to a between-group difference 
of 7.1 points, which exceeds the accepted threshold for a minimum clinically important 
difference between groups on the MADRS 23.  
 
In terms of percent change of MADRS score from baseline to score at study exit, the Active 
group experienced a mean 35% change (SD = 41.1) and the Active-Control group experienced 
a mean 13.2% change (SD = 36.2); this difference was again numerically large but non-
significant (F(1) = 3.95, p = 0.05).  
 
Treatment outcome - Rate of Change  
 
Investigators observed a significantly faster rate of improvement in MADRS score (change in 
MADRS score divided by treatment weeks a patient spent in the study) in the Active group 
compared to Active-Control. The mean change in total MADRS score per week in the Active 
group was 1.26 points (SD = 1.63); in the Active-Control group this was 0.37 points per week 
(SD = 0.91), (F(1) = 4.99; p = 0.03; eta-squared = 0.08, 95% CI [0,0.23],  ANOVA). See Figure 
2.  
 

Outcome Active  Active-Control p-value 

Remission 12 (28.6%) 0 (0%) 0.01 

Response 17 (40.5%) 3 (15.8%) 0.06 

Mean change from 
baseline 

12 (SD = 13.5) 4.9 (SD = 10.9) 0.05 

Percent change from 
baseline  

35 (SD = 41.1) 13.2 (36.2) 0.05 

Slope of improvement 
(amount of change 
per week) 

1.26 (SD = 1.63) 0.37 (SD = 0.91) 0.03 
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Table 2: Summary of Outcomes  
 
Treatment Adherence  
 
Patients reported high levels of treatment adherence across visits in the study on the BARS 
questionnaire (mean 96.4% adherence, SD = 13 in Active; 95% adherence, SD = 10.9 Active-
Control, F(1) = 0.76, p = 0.40).  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2: MADRS Slope by Group - bar plot displaying significantly different mean MADRS 
slope per group (F(1) = 4.99; p = 0.03; eta-squared = 0.08, 95% CI [0,0.23],  ANOVA) Error bars 
represent standard deviation.   
 
 
Safety Outcomes  
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With respect to safety, adverse event rates (e.g., medication side effects) and serious adverse 
event rates (e.g., hospitalizations) were examined in the Safety population (all patients who 
completed at least the first treatment visit; this included 48 Active and 19 Active-Control 
patients). With respect to adverse events, 89 were reported for the Active group, a rate of 1.9 
events per patient. 51 adverse events were reported in the Active-Control group, a rate of 2.7 
events per patient. As such, the intervention was not associated with an increase in adverse 
event rate. There were 3 serious adverse events in the Active group, and none in the Active-
Control group. All three events were determined to have been unrelated to the CDSS by the 
site's primary investigator. The three events included a visit to a psychiatric emergency 
department because of suicidal ideation; a brief hospitalization in a psychiatric short stay unit 
because of a panic attack and suicidal ideation; and a visit to general emergency department for 
a suicidal attempt gesture (overdose with 6 pills of 60mg duloxetine). All patients recovered from 
these events and none required prolonged hospitalization. As all three patients were known for 
cluster B personality traits or borderline personality disorder, the site PIs categorized these as 
expected events. Further details of the events and clinician perception of application safety can 
be found in the Supplementary Material.  
 
Patient Engagement  
 
Patient engagement was primarily determined by their responses to questionnaires sent to them 
regularly in the application, on a weekly or bi-weekly basis. Taking the PHQ-9, which was sent 
weekly, as an exemplar, investigators examined the completion rates during the 12 treatment 
weeks (Fig. 3). The total PHQ-9 completion rate was 70% (67% in active, 77% in the Active-
Control group). These completion rates are in line with investigators’ previous feasibility 
study18,19. Completion rates for the other regular application questionnaires can be found in the 
Supplementary Material.  
 

 
Figure 3: PHQ-9 completion rates for the 12 treatment weeks. 
 
Clinician Engagement  
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Over the course of the study, 81.25% of doctors in the Active group who recruited patients 
accessed the CDSS at least twice (e.g. at least once after training); 81.25% accessed the 
treatment algorithm at least twice (e.g. at least once after training), and 81.25% accessed the AI 
results at least once (note: AI results were not available during training). Per visit, investigators 
reported the number of Active clinicians who accessed the application; of these, the number that 
accessed the treatment algorithm and the AI results were reported. Of note, the majority of AI 
result accesses happened at visit 1 or 2, as expected, as the AI results were intended to be 
generated early in treatment (one access later in treatment was a result of an error made by a 
clinician and logged as a protocol deviation).  
 

Visit 
App Access 

(%) 
Algorithm Access 

(%) 
AI Result Access 

(%) 

Treatment Visit 1 (Day 0) 0.88 0.69 0.67 

Treatment Visit 2 (W2) 0.80 0.80 0.07 

Treatment Visit 3 (W4-6) 0.74 0.74 0.00 

Treatment Visit 4 (W8) 0.71 0.68 0.03 

Treatment Visit 5 (W12) 0.56 0.47 0.00 

 
Table 3: Clinician Platform Usage by Visit App access = proportion of clinicians in the active 
group who logged into the app at each visit; Algorithm Access = proportion of clinicians who 
went beyond logging in and access the clinical algorithm module; AI Result Access = proportion 
of clinicians who accessed the AI results at the end of one session of the clinical algorithm, 
which was intended to occur at Visit 1 or 2.  
 
Discussion  
 

This study is the first of its kind in mental healthcare to integrate an AI-powered CDSS in 
a longitudinal fashion to assist clinicians in making more effective clinical decisions about 
treatment selection and management while providing patients with more information about their 
own symptoms and trajectories. Investigators have demonstrated that this CDSS is safe and 
effective in improving remission rates (28.6% in the Active group compared to no remitters in 
the Active-Control group) and the rate of symptom improvement in adult patients with moderate 
or greater severity depression. In addition, engagement with the platform by both clinicians and 
patients was high throughout the majority of the study, and no adverse events were linked to the 
CDSS. Questionnaire completion rates were consistent with what investigators observed in 
feasibility testing18, and the rate at which Active clinicians chose AI-consistent treatments was 
close to the consistent treatment rate estimated in a previous simulation center study 16.   
 

In this study, no experimental treatments were introduced, the same treatments were 
permitted in both groups, and patients were treated by their own clinician who was free to use or 
discard the information provided by the CDSS as they saw fit. In addition, patients had access 
to the same platform in both treatment groups. Despite both groups having the same baseline 
depression severity, and the same treatment options permitted, patients in the Active group had 
significantly improved remission rates and more rapid improvement. Given this, investigators 
suggest that it is likely that the CDSS had a positive impact on clinical decision-making, and 
potentially shared decision-making between clinicians and patients. The study therefore 
demonstrates the potential for a CDSS which can organize information, present it at the 
clinically appropriate time at the point of care, and provide personalized treatment outcome 
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predictions to significantly improve the treatment of patients who experience significant suffering 
and whose illness can generate significant societal and healthcare costs. Results echo those of 
AI decision support studies in other areas of medicine, where AI powered tools have been 
shown to be potential augmentors of clinical decision making 24–26. Further discussion of 
potential mechanisms of action for the CDSS is presented in the Supplementary Material.   
 

It is important to discuss the potential generalizability of these results. Sites were diverse 
in nature and demographics show that patients were diverse in terms of their backgrounds and 
comorbidities. All treating clinicians were psychiatrists, psychiatry residents, or specialized 
nurse practitioners. This occurred despite best efforts to recruit primary care providers, which 
proved to be difficult due several factors (lack of embedded research staff, time-consuming 
clinic-level onboarding in busy clinical practices, and primary care service adaptation to the post 
COVID-19 environment). However, previous work has shown that the CDSS is feasible in 
primary care 19, 18, and AI training data included patients in both primary and specialized 
services 22. Given that the majority of MDD is treated by primary care physicians, and that 
patients in primary care are more likely to have less treatment resistant or recurrent depression, 
future work will need to confirm similar if not improved results in primary care27. Indeed, 
previous work demonstrated that primary care clinicians found the CDSS to be more useful than 
psychiatrists did; given the complexity of MDD management, the CDSS could be a valuable tool 
in primary care 16,17. In addition, given the lack of safety concerns identified in this and previous 
studies 18,19, it would seem reasonable to introduce the CDSS to primary care in future work. 
Finally, while the clinical algorithm based on the guidelines might be applicable across many 
jurisdictions, the AI model was trained on data mostly from European and North American 
populations and as such would need to be validated and potentially re-trained before being used 
outside of these populations given potentially different patterns of symptom expression in 
different cultures 28–30.  
 

This study has several strengths. The first is a design that intended to replicate realistic 
use of the CDSS, where clinicians and patients were not required to use the platform or adhere 
to it in any particular manner. Robust findings of improved outcomes in the Active group are 
therefore likely indicative of benefits which would be derived in real clinical practice. The second 
major strength is the comparison of the CDSS with an Active-Control group that approximated 
realistic best practices in-clinic today, which suggests that the CDSS will be able to improve 
outcomes over and above these best practices. Finally, the CDSS was simple to introduce into 
a diverse array of clinical environments and had high patient and clinician engagement, which 
increases its potential for rapid adoption.  
 

This study also has several limitations. The first is the smaller than intended sample 
size. This was caused by early study termination due to resource restrictions resulting from 
delays related to COVID-19. This limits the power of subgroup and secondary analyses. It is 
reassuring, however, that significant clinical benefit was observed in line with the a priori 
estimated effect size. As discussed in the methods and in investigators’ companion paper 
(Perlman et al. 2024), the AI model used in this study was limited to providing initial treatment 
outcome predictions and could not adapt to treatment failure, and it had a preference for 
escitalopram being predicted as the treatment most likely to be effective, while providing more 
variable predictions for the other medications (see31 for detailed discussion). Future versions of 
the model will continue to be improved by more and more diverse data, which will likely continue 
to improve the performance of the platform. Another limitation is the fact that the CDSS is a 
composite intervention, consisting of measurement based care, a rule-based algorithm, and the 
AI model. It would be important to be able to identify which elements of the intervention are 
most responsible for the clinical improvements seen. This could have been accomplished by 
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adding further arms to the trial, but this was not possible. To compensate, the design matched 
the Active and Active-Control interventions closely, such that the main differences between 
groups were the clinical algorithm and the AI predictions. The clinical algorithm, in turn, was 
approximated in the Active-Control group by the guideline training and questionnaire data 
provided to clinicians. The objective of the study was to determine the impact of the CDSS as a 
unitary intervention; future implementation research could focus on separating the platform’s 
component parts in order to study their independent effects. Another limitation is the imbalance 
in the number of patients recruited into the Active and Active-Control groups. This may speak to 
the interest that Active group clinicians may have had in using the tool with patients (resulting in 
more rapid recruitment). Efforts were underway to improve recruitment in the Active-Control 
group prior to the premature end of the study.  
 
Conclusions 

In this paper, investigators demonstrate the clinical effectiveness and safety, in a cluster-
randomized study, of an innovative AI-powered CDSS to support clinical decision making in the 
treatment of adult patients with MDD of moderate and greater severity. Use of this and similar 
systems, which could be implemented rapidly into clinical practice with minimal training, has 
significant potential to improve the effectiveness and speed of treatment for MDD. Future work 
on CDSS systems like this which are intended to be integrated into longitudinal care may benefit 
from the study methods discussed here. Future work could also be directed at further expanding 
and improving the AI model implemented in the intervention, potentially using data collected 
during real-world use of the CDSS. Further analyses based on this dataset will examine 
qualitative and quantitative data about clinician and patient perceptions of the platform. Similar 
methods as the ones presented here could potentially be used to assess clinical decision 
support in other disease areas.  
 
Registration at clinicaltrials.gov: NCT04655924 
 
The full protocol and statistical analysis plan are available in the Supplementary Material.  
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review boards for each site. The study was conducted in accordance with Good Clinical 
Practice. Written informed consent was obtained from all study participants.   

Design  
 
The current study is a two-arm, cluster-randomized trial, with clinicians serving as the cluster. 
Clinicians were allowed to recruit a maximum of 10 patients in order to reduce the impact of 
within physician intra-class correlation on inference. The expected cluster size was 7. Clinicians 
rather than patients were randomized as they were the ones receiving the decision support 
intervention, and to avoid contamination 33. Patients entered the intervention arm of their 
treating clinician. No changes were made to study design after study initiation other than 1) to 
allow clinicians to participate longer than the originally planned 9 months in order to reach 
recruitment targets and 2) once the need for early study termination was determined, all 
participants currently enrolled were invited to complete exit interviews rather than being 
randomly selected.  
 
Participants - Clinicians  
 
Clinicians were recruited by the site primary investigator and treated as research participants for 
the purpose of the study, signed consent forms, and were overseen by site primary 
investigators. Clinicians could include primary care doctors, psychiatrists, residents overseen 
within their primary residency program by a participating clinician, nurse practitioners (with or 
without specialized mental health training), or nurse practitioner students overseen by a 
participating nurse practitioner. They needed to see at least one patient with depression per 
month, on average, before study start.  
 
Participants - Patients  
 
Patient recruitment criteria were intended to be broad in order to replicate a naturalistic 
outpatient depression population with moderate to severe depression. This was done as the 
CDSS is intended to be helpful at scale. Patients were recruited from the practices or hospital-
based clinics of the participating clinicians. Inclusion criteria were as follows: 1) age 18 and over 
2) diagnosed by their treating clinician with MDD using DSM-5 criteria 34 3) MDD diagnosis 
confirmed via a blinded rater who completed the Mini Neuropsychiatric Interview (MINI) 35 and 
4) at least moderate severity, as assessed by a blinded rater completing the Montgomery 
Asberg Depression Rating Scale (using a cutoff of 20) 36. Patients must have been able to 5) 
provide their own informed consent and 6) needed to agree to be treated by their clinician for 
depression, understanding that they might use a range of approved treatments which might be 
presented in the CDSS, and understanding they were able to provide or withhold consent for 
any particular treatment. Contraception was used as per usual clinical practice. Exclusion 
criteria were as follows: 1) age under age 18; 2) presence of bipolar disorder of any type (e.g. 
by clinician diagnosis or identified on the MINI) or in the patient history (except in cases where 
the history of bipolar disorder in the medical record was vague and was not confirmed by repeat 
clinical assessment or the MINI); 3) inability or unwillingness to give informed consent; 4) 
inability to manage patient safely as an outpatient (importantly, patients with suicidal ideation 
who were deemed safe to be managed as outpatients by the treating clinicians were eligible); 5) 
an active major depressive disorder was not the main condition being treated; and 6) an inability 
to use the tool (e.g. because of severe cognitive impairment). An active major depression meant 
that the depression, in the judgment of the treating clinician, required an initiation or a change in 
treatment. In addition, psychiatric comorbidities (aside from bipolar disorder) were permitted. 
There were no inclusion or exclusion criteria related to input data to the AI.  
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Settings 
 
Eligible settings included any public or private outpatient setting in the United States or Canada 
which provided outpatient care for patients presenting with MDD, with the exception that highly 
specialized settings where treatments were generally pre-determined (such as ketamine clinics) 
were not approached for participation. Both primary care and psychiatric services were invited 
to participate. Given these broad requirements, a diverse array of sites joined the study. These 
included public sector psychiatric clinics in Canada and university-affiliated and Veteran’s Affairs 
mental health services in the U.S. Participating sites included: the Douglas Mental Health 
University Institute, the McGill University Health Centre, the Jewish General Hospital, the Centre 
for Addiction and Mental Health, Michigan University, Emory University, the Salem VA Health 
Care System and VA Connecticut Health Care. 
 
Intervention - Aifred CDSS  

The Aifred CDSS platform consists of the following elements. The patient portal, accessible by 
web browser or mobile phone application, allows patients to complete questionnaires, receive 
email reminders to complete questionnaires, visualize questionnaire scores and interpretations, 
and track treatments which they or their clinicians enter. The clinician portal, accessible by web 
browser, allows clinicians to see all the information patients enter, while at the same time giving 
them access to the clinical algorithm module. This module is a rule-based decision tree based 
on the CANMAT 2016 guidelines for depression treatment 15. This module presents the clinician 
with patient-specific, guideline derived information about treatment options based on the 
patient’s depression severity, change in depression severity over time (measured using the 
Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) 37, and current treatments. For example, if a patient has 
been on a treatment that has not resulted in early improvement (25% decrease in baseline 
PHQ-9 score) after four weeks, the algorithm will remind clinicians that the guidelines 
recommend treatment switch (or augmentation if, for example, this is not the first treatment 
trial). The algorithm provides new information at each patient visit, based on patient progress. 
The clinician portal and its clinical algorithm are mainly focused on solving the treatment 
management problem and do not utilize AI. The AI component is focused on assisting with 
treatment selection by generating remission probabilities for 8 commonly used first line 
antidepressants (Citalopram, Paroxetine, Duloxetine, Venlafaxine, Fluoxetine, Bupropion, 
Sertraline and Escitalopram) and two commonly used combinations of first line antidepressants 
(Venlafaxine-XR plus Mirtazapine, and Escitalopram plus Bupropion). At the point where the 
clinical algorithm presents a page for the clinician to select treatment, these probabilities are 
displayed and, in accordance with clinician feedback during development, the  treatments are 
ranked in order of their probability of remission. All other treatments present in the guidelines 
which do not have treatment probabilities associated with them are also presented on the page; 
these were treatments for which no or insufficient training data was available. The AI is a deep 
learning model trained on 9042 patients from depression treatment trials, with remission as the 
training objective. It takes symptom and demographic questionnaire-based data as inputs, with 
both the clinician and the patient each completing a short, dedicated questionnaire at the 
beginning of treatment to provide this data (the AI-related or “custom” questionnaires). When 
responding to these questionnaires, full responses are required, meaning that there was no 
missing data when AI predictions were made; all questions were previously validated 
standardized questions, a decision investigators made in order to improve data reliability. The 
input data is based on feature selection performed during model training  38 aidme model paper]. 
Patients responding to the patient version of the custom questionnaire did not require any 
expertise, as they were responding to questions previously validated for patient self-report. 
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Clinicians responding to the clinician version of the custom questionnaire (which consisted of 6 
questions from the HAM-D scale and one from the HAM-A scale 39 were provided with interview 
guides and written prompts to help them ask and respond to these questions, but in keeping 
with the naturalistic design of the trial were not provided separate training on how to administer 
these questionnaires. The model predictions are intended to be used to inform the first 
treatment initiation or change in the study; the model does not update predictions after 
treatment failure. In order to improve interpretability, a list of the 5 most important item 
responses for each treatment’s prediction are displayed. In order to help the clinician 
understand the remission probability in context, they are provided with the baseline probability 
of remission in the training data; the patient’s mean probability of remission across predicted 
treatments (i.e. the average of the 10 predicted probabilities), which provides a sense of initial 
overall treatment success likelihood for the patient; and the relative increase or decrease 
relative to the patient’s mean remission probability for each treatment (which helps clinicians get 
a sense of the ranking of each treatment relative to the others). The choice to present remission 
probability, rather than a class prediction (e.g. remit or non-remit) was made in order to provide 
clinicians with more nuanced information and avoid an overly-prescriptive approach to AI that 
would infringe on clinician autonomy40. The version of the AI model used in this study is 
extensively described in these publications 38, aidme model paper].  

A visual depiction of the Aifred CDSS is available in the Supplementary Material.  

Intervention - Patients  
 
All patients received access to the same patient portal of the CDSS, where they were able to 
respond to questionnaires, track their responses over time using graphs, and enter and track 
their current and past treatments. Patients were trained to use the platform by study staff 
Patients did not have access to the AI or the clinical algorithm. Patient experiences differed only 
in their interaction with their clinicians, who had different information available based on their 
group assignment. Patients remained in the study for 12 weeks from their first treatment visit, 
and were required to see their clinician, in person or via telemedicine, at week 2, weeks 4-6, 
week 8 and week 12. 
 
Intervention - Clinicians  
 
There were two intervention groups: an Active group and an Active-Control group (hereinafter 
referred to as the Active-Control group)41,42. The Active-Control group was provided with all the 
tools required to perform best-practice measurement-based and guideline-informed care15. 
Clinicians in the Active-Control were provided with the results of questionnaires patients 
completed as well as training on the guidelines15. Guideline training involved a powerpoint 
presentation by DB on the guideline document as well as provision of the clinician with a copy of 
the CANMAT guidelines. Active-Control group clinicians were not required to use the 
information they were provided in any specific manner, in keeping with the naturalistic objectives 
of the study.  
 
Active group clinicians received guideline training, and were provided with full access to the 
clinician portal of the Aifred CDSS. They were provided with training on the CDSS and on how 
to interpret AI results (i.e. probabilities of remission). They were instructed to consider their 
clinical judgment and the limitations of the AI (for example, that it only considered the data 
provided in the AI-related questionnaires; that it did not adapt after treatment failure; that the 
training data had limited demographic features available, meaning that a thorough assessment 
of social determinants of health was warranted for every patient; and that the model, consistent 
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with the training data, would usually rank escitalopram as the most effective treatment, while 
providing more variable rankings for the other treatments (see31) when making treatment 
decisions. Active clinicians were also not required to use the information provided to them or to 
adhere to the AI’s predictions or to the guideline information provided by the clinical algorithm. 
They were required to at least log in to the CDSS at each visit. While clinicians were not 
removed from the study if they failed to log in at each visit, they were reminded to do so. 
 
As all raw data provided to clinicians was the same in the Active and Active-Control groups, the 
only group differences consisted of the provision of the data processed by the clinical algorithm 
and AI model to the Active group. In addition, the Active-Control group was given the tools to 
approximate the clinical algorithm as they were trained on the guidelines and provided with 
regular questionnaire data.  
 
Measures  
 
At baseline, patients were asked to complete a demographics questionnaire as well as several 
clinical questionnaires. These included the Mini International Neuropsychiatric Interview (MINI) 
and Montgomery–Åsberg Depression Rating Scale (MADRS), assessed by the blinded rater; 
Patient Health Questionnaire  (PHQ-9), self-report Quick Inventory of Depressive 
Symptomatology (QIDS-SR-16, depression), General Anxiety Disorder (GAD-7, anxiety), 
Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT, alcohol use disorder), Drug Abuse Screen 
Test (DAST-10, drug use), Self-Administered Standardized Assessment of Personality – 
Abbreviated Scale (SAPAS-SA, personality disorder screening), Adverse Childhood 
Experiences (ACE ), Life Events Checklist for DSM-5 (LEC-5) (both assess trauma history), and 
the World Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule (WHODAS V 2.0, disability 
assessment) all via self-report. They were asked to complete the patient AI-related custom 
questionnaire no more than 2 weeks prior to their first visit, in order to ensure the AI results 
were reflective of their current condition. They were also asked to complete a PHQ-9 and GAD-
7 weekly once they had accounts on the CDSS.   
 
The MADRS was administered by the blinded rater at screening (no more than 2 weeks prior to 
the first treatment visit), visit 3 (weeks 4-6 of treatment), visit 4 (week 8) and visit 5 (week 12). 
Trained study staff also administered the Brief Adherence Rating Scale (BARS)  after every visit 
to assess treatment adherence 43. 
 
Clinicians were asked to complete the clinician version of the AI “custom questionnaire” at visit 1 
(on paper in the Active-Control, and in the CDSS in the Active group). All clinicians were asked 
to complete a post appointment questionnaire within 48 hours of each patient visit detailing 
patient safety information, their assessment of patient status, any treatment changes made, 
and, for Active clinicians, their impression of the CDSS.  
 
Outcomes  
 
The pre-specified primary outcome of the study was remission of depressive symptoms, defined 
as a score of <11 44,45 on the MADRS at study exit for those patients with at least two MADRS 
scores.Remission was chosen as the main outcome as it is the outcome which guidelines 
recommend 15. Safety outcomes included an examination of the nature and number of adverse 
and serious adverse events in each group. Secondary outcomes included response (50% 
reduction in symptoms) on the MADRS, rate of change of the MADRS score, and medication 
adherence using the BARS score. Subgroup analyses aimed at examining whether patients 
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receiving AI-prediction consistent treatments had improved outcomes and other secondary and 
exploratory analyses are available in the Supplementary.  
 
Sample Size  
 
We proceeded with the effect size calculation for a cluster randomized trial46. The intracluster 
correlation coefficient was set at 0.0547. The baseline remission value was set at 35%, based on 
studies in similar populations3,48. Cluster size was set at 7, and minimum effect size to detect 
was set at a 20% difference in remission rate. This was intended to be a conservative estimate 
based on machine learning results (see6,20–22 and previous studies using measurement based 
care and algorithm-guided treatment which found larger differences in remission rate49,50. At 
90% power, these parameters generated a requirement for 47 clinicians and 325 patients. 
Investigators aimed to recruit 350 patients and up to 50 clinicians. No interim analyses were 
planned. 
 
Randomization, Sequence Generation, Allocation Concealment, and Implementation  
 
Randomization of clinicians proceeded at 1:1 to the Active and Active-Control groups. 
Randomization was stratified by clinician type: primary care clinicians and non-specialized nurse 
practitioners were coded as being “primary care” and psychiatrists and nurse practitioners with 
mental health specialization were coded as being “specialized care”. Block randomization with a 
block size of 4 was used. Sequence generation proceeded using cluster randomization where 
clinicians were randomized and any patients allocated to those clinicians were assigned to the 
same arm as the clinician. This randomization was programmed and performed in SAS.  
Allocation was concealed until the participating clinician completed enrollment procedures by 
using an interactive web response system. The sequence was generated by Hong Chen at 
Alimentiv Inc. and then retrieved by local site coordinators after clinician enrollment who then 
informed clinicians of their intervention group.  
 
Blinding  
 

Patients  
 
Patients were fully blinded to group assignment. They were told that they were entering 

a study where they would be using a new digital technology and that there were two groups. It 
was explained that while their experience of the platform in each group would be the same, and 
that they would provide the same information, the clinicians in each group would use the 
information in different ways. They were told that their clinician would explain how they were 
using the information. Clinicians were instructed not to reveal group allocations or to tell patients 
what the clinicians in the other group were provided with.  

 
Clinicians  
 
Clinicians were aware of their group assignments as they were the ones receiving the AI 

predictions and investigators judged that, at this early stage in clinical AI research, providing 
clinicians with fake predictions would have been ethically questionable. Clinicians were instead 
partially blinded in the following manner to reduce expectation bias51: they were not told the 
study endpoints, and they were not informed of the expected effect sizes of the interventions. 

 
Raters  
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Raters who collected the primary outcome (MADRS) and conducted the MINI were blind 
to group allocation.  

 
Study Staff  
 
Study staff were not blind to group allocation as they needed to provide technical 

support to the clinicians in the study, conduct study interviews, and provide clinicians in the 
Active-Control with the weekly questionnaires. Researchers conducting the analysis and those 
supporting the sites were likewise not blinded to group allocation.  

 
Statistical Analysis  
 
Outcome data were analyzed, as prespecified in the Statistical Analysis Plan, on an intent-to-
treat basis for patients who had at least two ratings of the MADRS (the Analysis set). Safety 
data were analyzed for the Safety population, pre-specified as all patients who attended at least 
the first treatment visit. Missing data were not imputed. Analyses were carried out using SPSS 
(IBM) version 29.0.1.1, Microsoft Excel, and R studio. Data were collected using the Aifred 
CDSS (Aifred Health) and TrialStat (TrialStat). Those conducting analysis were not blinded.  
 
Demographic and baseline clinical data were summarized and are presented in Table 1. 
Baseline MADRS was compared between groups using one-way ANOVA. The primary outcome 
(MADRS remission) was assessed using a Fisher’s exact test due to the lack of remitters in the 
Active-Control group. As pre-specified, sensitivity analyses were carried out (see 
Supplementary Material). Secondary outcomes were compared using one-way ANOVAs, and 
proportions were compared using two-sided X2 or two-sided Fisher’s exact tests, as appropriate. 
Cox models were initially to be used to assess time to remission; as this was not possible 
because of the lack of remitters in the control group, this analysis was replaced with an analysis 
of slope of MADRS change (change in score over time in study). While the analysis plan called 
for adjustment by clinician type, this was not relevant or necessary as only specialist clinicians 
were recruited. To assess patient engagement, investigators calculated the percentage of the 
self-report questionnaires completed by patients during the 12 treatment weeks, accounting for 
study dropout. Physician engagement was determined by examining clinician access logs for 
the platform at each visit. Secondary and exploratory analyses were not corrected for multple 
comparisons. Further pre-specified Supplementary analyses are detailed in the Supplementary 
Material.  
 
Early Study Termination 
 
Unfortunately, due to lack of funding caused by delays related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the  
study was terminated early.  
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