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[bookmark: _Toc113352249]Supplementary Table 1. PRISMA guidelines for systematic reviews and meta-analysis
	#
	Section/topic
	Checklist item and brief description of how the criteria were handled
	Section, page

	TITLE

	1
	Title
	Identify the report as a systematic review, meta-analysis, or both.
The study has been identified as a systematic review and meta-analysis of the studies that assessed brain levels of NAA in MDD patients using 1H-MRS.
	Title
 

	ABSTRACT

	2
	Structured summary
	Provide a structured summary including, as applicable: background; objectives; data sources; study eligibility criteria, participants and interventions; study appraisal and synthesis methods; results; limitations; conclusions and implications of key findings; systematic review registration number.
All relevant information has been included in the abstract.
 
	Abstract

	INTRODUCTION

	3
	Rationale
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what is already known.
MDD is a common and serious mood disorder that must be recognized by all physicians and health professionals, since its progressive nature towards cognitive and functional decline is not unstoppable. Recent advances in 1H-MRS technique allowed an increasingly accurate measurement of brain neuro-metabolites, in particular NAA, considered a marker of integrity and metabolic function of neuron cells.  The role of NAA as a marker and/or pathogenetic factor in MDD is still unclear, since previous studies showed discordant results.
	Introduction

	4
	Objectives
	Provide an explicit statement of questions being addressed with reference to participants, interventions, comparisons, outcomes, and study design (PICOS).
We aimed to conduct a meta-analysis of the studies that assessed brain levels of NAA in FED and cMDD using 1H-MRS. We tested the hypothesis that NAA concentration could be lower in different brain regions in FED and cMDD patients relative to healthy controls. 
	Introduction

	METHODS

	5
	Protocol and registration
	Indicate if a review protocol exists, if and where it can be accessed (e.g., Web address), and, if available, provide registration information including registration number.
The protocol has been registered on PROSPERO (ID CRD 42020221050).
	Methods, Search strategy and selection criteria

	6
	Eligibility criteria
	Specify study characteristics (e.g., PICOS, length of follow-up) and report characteristics (e.g., years considered, language, publication status) used as criteria for eligibility, giving rationale.
We included: a) randomized and case-control studies written in English; b) recruiting adult subjects (age>18) with a diagnosis of MDD according to DSM or ICD criteria and healthy controls (HC); c) measuring NAA levels in MDD and HC using 1H-MRS. We excluded: a) non-original studies written in languages other than English; b) recruiting patients with diagnosis other than MDD or whose MDD was secondary to drugs or general medical conditions; c) conducted in children and adolescents; d) using 1H-MRS to investigate brain levels of other cerebral metabolites, such as Glu, Gln, mI, Cho, but not NAA.
	Methods, Search strategy and selection criteria

	7
	Information sources
	Describe all information sources (e.g., databases with dates of coverage, contact with study authors to identify additional studies) in the search and date last searched.
Two-step search strategy: 1) a systematic search on Scopus® and Web of Knowledge℠ databases extended until October, 2021; 2) manual search of the reference lists of the retrieved articles.
	Methods, Search strategy and selection criteria

	8
	Search
	Present full electronic search strategy for at least one database, including any limits used, such that it could be repeated.
The following terms were used: “n-acetylaspartate OR naa AND major depressive disorder OR mdd OR depression”
	Methods, Search strategy and selection criteria

	9
	Study selection
	State the process for selecting studies (i.e., screening, eligibility, included in systematic review, and, if applicable, included in the meta-analysis).
The identified articles were screened by title and abstract, and the full text of surviving articles were further inspected for eligibility against a priori defined inclusion and exclusion criteria. Study types different from original articles were excluded.
	Methods, Search strategy and selection criteria, Fig. 1

	10
	Data collection process
	Describe method of data extraction from reports (e.g., piloted forms, independently, in duplicate) and any processes for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.
Data were independently extracted by MT and FT. The extracted data were cross-checked, and discrepancies were resolved by discussion between MT, FT and the independent arbiter 1.
	Methods, Data extraction

	11
	Data items
	List and define all variables for which data were sought (e.g., PICOS, funding sources) and any assumptions and simplifications made.
Extracted variables: author, publication year, sample size, brain region, NAA mean, NAA standard deviation or standard error, p value, socio-demographic moderators (age, % female), methodological moderators (1H-MRS field strength and acquisition sequence, NAA quantification, cefalo spinal fluid (CSF) correction, time echo, time relaxation) and clinical moderators (illness duration, depression symptom severity, antidepressant treatment).
	Methods, Data extraction

	12
	Risk of bias in individual studies
	Describe methods used for assessing risk of bias of individual studies (including specification of whether this was done at the study or outcome level), and how this information is to be used in any data synthesis.
Risk of bias was assessed with the  Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale 2.
	Methods, Data analysis

	13
	Summary measures
	State the principal summary measures (e.g., risk ratio, difference in means).
Hedges’ g (standardized mean difference) and relative standard error.
	Methods, Data analysis

	14
	Synthesis of results
	Describe the methods of handling data and combining results of studies, if done, including measures of consistency (e.g., I2) for each meta-analysis.
Effect sizes were pooled using a random-effect model; heterogeneity and bias were assessed by performing influence analyses with the leave-one-out method and the Graphic Display of Heterogeneity (GOSH) plot analysis; moderators were tested with subgroup analyses and meta-regressions for categorical and continuous moderators, respectively.

	Methods, Data analysis

	15
	Risk of bias across studies
	Specify any assessment of risk of bias that may affect the cumulative evidence (e.g., publication bias, selective reporting within studies).
Publication bias was assessed by plotting funnel plots and p-curves, with the Egger’s test to quantify funnel plot asymmetry.
	Methods, Data analysis

	16
	Additional analyses
	Describe methods of additional analyses (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, metaregression), if done, indicating which were pre-specified.
Outlier analysis. Sensitivity analysis with leave-one-out method. Subgroup analysis for categorical moderators: 1H-MRS acquisition Sequence; NAA quantification (Cr scaling vs absolute concentration); CSF quantification (yes vs no); antidepressant treatment (yes vs no); field strength (1.5 vs > 1.5). Meta-regression models to investigate the influence of pre-specified continuous predictors: year of publication, age, % female, ¹H-MRS field strength, time echo, time relaxation, illness duration and Ham-D score.
	Methods, Data analysis, supplementary influence diagnostics

	RESULTS

	17
	Study selection
	Give numbers of studies screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at each stage, ideally with a flow diagram.
All details are depicted in the PRISMA flow-chart and described in the main text.
	Results; Fig. 1 

	18
	Study characteristics
	For each study, present characteristics for which data were extracted (e.g., study size, PICOS, follow-up period) and provide the citations.
Characteristics of the included studies are presented in Table 1.
	Results; Table 1

	19
	Risk of bias within studies
	Present data on risk of bias of each study and, if available, any outcome level assessment (see item 12).
The results of quality assessment with NOS are reported in table 9.
	Results; Table 9

	20
	Results of individual studies
	For all outcomes considered (benefits or harms), present, for each study: (a) simple summary data for each intervention group (b) effect estimates and confidence intervals, ideally with a forest plot.
Results of individual studies, in terms of Hedges’ g, standard error, 95%CI, and weight, are represented in the forest plots of each brain area section and described in the Result section.
	Results

	21
	Synthesis of results
	Present results of each meta-analysis done, including confidence intervals and measures of consistency.
Results of the meta-analysis, in terms of overall Hedges’ g, 95%CI, prediction interval, and measures of consistency, are represented in Table.2 and Fig.2 and described in the Result section. Results of the meta-analyses conducted for each illness phase and brain region, in terms of Hedges’ g, 95%CI, prediction interval, and measures of consistency, are reported in each brain area section. 
	Results; Table.2; Fig. 2

	22
	Risk of bias across studies
	Present results of any assessment of risk of bias across studies (see Item 15).
Funnel plots for publication bias are shown in each brain area section. Results of Egger’s test for publication bias, when present, are reported in each brain area section.  
	Results

	23
	Additional analysis
	Give results of additional analyses, if done (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression [see Item 16]).
Results of outlier and sensitivity analysis are presented in each brain area section. Results of meta-regressions are reported in each brain area section.
	Results

	DISCUSSION

	24
	Summary of evidence
	Summarize the main findings including the strength of evidence for each main outcome; consider their relevance to key groups (e.g., healthcare providers, users, and policy makers).
	Discussion

	25
	Limitations
	Discuss limitations at study and outcome level (e.g., risk of bias), and at review-level (e.g., incomplete retrieval of identified research, reporting bias).
	Discussion

	26
	Conclusions
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence, and implications for future research.
	Discussion

	FUNDING

	27
	Funding
	This work was supported by the University of Pisa, Fondi di Ateneo 2019 to G.R. G.R. is supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under the MSC grant agreement n° 101026235.

	Acknowledgements


 



[bookmark: _Toc113352250]Supplementary Table 2. Search strategy according to the Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcomes and Study Design (PICOS) model
	Parameter
	Inclusion criteria
	Exclusion criteria

	Population
	Patients aged 18 years or older
with a diagnosis of MDD as assessed by DSM, ICD, or consensus expert evaluation. 
	Children or adolescents;
diagnosis of any other mental disorder, particularly bipolar disorder, schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorder.


	Interventions
	Brain levels of NAA measured with 1H-MRS.

	Brain levels of other cerebral metabolites, such as glutamate, glutamine, myo-inositol, choline.

	Comparison
	Comparison between patients with MDD and healthy control subjects. Controls can also be subjects with a non-psychiatric illness.
	Comparison between patients with a diagnosis of MDD and patients with any other mental disorder, i.e. the absence of a healthy control group.

	Outcomes
	Measures of NAA concentrations in different brain regions (both absolute or scaled to creatine).
	Measures of NAA T2 relaxation times.   

	Study design model
	Cross-sectional and randomized controlled trials (RCT). In the case of RCT, we used the NAA measures prior to treatment allocation. 

	Case studies, case series, pilot studies and reviews.





[bookmark: _Toc113352026]Data extraction
We extracted sample size, mean NAA concentration and standard deviation or standard error of the mean for patients with MDD patient and healthy controls. If the normality assumption allowed parametric statistics in the original paper, t-test or p-value were extracted alongside with direction of the effect size. In this case, we adopted the following a priori rules: 
· Statistically significant differences in p-value were implied as 0.05, where not directly specified.
· Not statistically significant differences in p-value were implied as 0.90 where not directly specified.
· Null hypothesis significance tests were considered two-tailed if not otherwise specified. 
If non-parametric statistic were used we computed the effect size from the z-value provided in the paper as follow 3:

Where r is the effect size, z is the z-score and N is the sample size.

[bookmark: _Toc113352251]Supplementary Table 3. Merging of continuous variables
	
	Subgroup 1
	Subgroup 2
	Combined group

	Sample size
	N1
	N2
	N1+ N2

	Mean
	M1
	M2
	

	SD
	SD1
	SD2
	


Abbreviations: M, mean; N, sample size; SD, standard deviation.




[bookmark: _Toc113352027]Supplementary Results

1. [bookmark: _Toc76639793][bookmark: _Toc113352028]Frontal lobe

[bookmark: _Toc113352029]Main results
We included 26 studies: 517 patients and 452 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352263]Supplementary Figure 1. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 26, Hedges’ g = -0.33, 95% CI -0.598 to -0.062; p = 0.018; Q = 102.84, I² = 75.7%, p < 0.0001). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352030]Heterogeneity
We identified and removed four outliers 4-7. 
 The updated meta-analysis confirmed a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 22, Hedges’ g = -0.300, 95% CI -0.505 to -0.094; p = 0.006), with significant moderate heterogeneity (Q = 42.84, I² = 51%, p = 0.003).

[bookmark: _Toc113352264]Supplementary Figure 2. Heterogeneity assessment in the frontal lobe meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. No studies were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung 8. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.

[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc113352265]Supplementary Figure 3. GOSH diagnostics in the frontal lobe meta-analysis
A. GOSH plot showing the meta-analysis models of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe, fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies (x-axis, pooled effect size; y-axis, between-study heterogeneity). The GOSH plot highlighted two distinct clusters, one with greater heterogeneity and more negative effect size, and the other with lower heterogeneity and smaller effect size B. DBSCAN Algorithm. C. K.means Algorithm. The GOSH diagnostics confirmed the presence of 4 studies with a large influence on the effect size and heterogeneity, the same previously identified as outliers (2-4, 7) D. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without the outlier with most extreme effect size 5. 

[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352031]Subgroup Analyses

[bookmark: _Toc113352252]Supplementary Table 4. Subgroup analysis of the meta-analyses of all studies examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
	
	Subgroup sample size
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	NAA quantification method
	0.717

	Cr scaling
	11
	-0.384
	-0.803, 0.034
	0.072
	78%
	62, 88%
	

	Absolute
	15
	-0.286
	-0.616, 0.044
	0.089
	74%
	57, 85%
	

	CSF correction
	0.757

	Yes
	11
	-0.380
	-0.840, 0.080
	0.105
	83%
	70, 90%
	

	No
	15
	-0.294
	-0.592, 0.005
	0.054
	69%
	46, 82%
	

	Field strength
	0.297

	1.5 T
	12
	-0.185
	-0.504, 0.134
	0.255
	61%
	26, 79%
	

	> 1.5 T
	14
	-0.450
	-0.833, -0.068
	0.021
	81%
	69, 88%
	





[bookmark: _Toc113352032]Metaregressions

[bookmark: _Toc113352253]Supplementary Table 5. Results of the meta-regressions in the frontal lobe.
	
	beta
	SE
	p

	Age
	-0.0003
	0.0114
	0.982

	Female %
	0.005
	0.0093
	0.587

	Illness duration
	0.0563
	0.0379
	0.172

	Ham-D scale
	-0.0012
	0.0167
	0.9421

	1H-MRS field strength
	-0.1807
	0.174
	0.3094

	TE
	-0.0009
	0.0023
	0.7160

	TR
	0.0001
	0.0001
	0.5253




[bookmark: _Toc113352266]Supplementary Figure 4. Meta-regression assessing the relationship between publication year and Hedges’ g of the meta-analysis of all studies examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe of patients with cMDD as compared to healthy controls.
Intercept = 99.009, β = -0.049, p = 0.025; R² = 15.92%
[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc113352033]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352267]Supplementary Figure 5. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe of cMDD.
The Egger’s test yielded non-significant results (Intercept = 1.651, p = 0.479).
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352268]Supplementary Figure 6. P-curve for the analysis of cMDD in the frontal lobe.
The analysis of the p-curve confirmed the presence of evidential value: the right-skewness test was significant for both the full and half curve, while the flatness test was not significant for both the full and half curve. Overall, the p-curve appears right-skewed, since highly significant results (p-values = 0.01) are over-represented. This can be interpreted as evidence of no p-hacking nor selective reporting.
[image: ] 


[bookmark: _Toc76639794]

[bookmark: _Toc113352034]2. Dorsolateral prefrontal region

[bookmark: _Toc113352035]Main results

We included 13 studies: 259 patients and 275 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352269]Supplementary Figure 7. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 13, Hedges’ g = -0.024, 95% CI -0.274 to 0.225; p = 0.836; Q = 17.63, I² = 31.9%, p = 0.127). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls.
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc113352036]Heterogeneity
No outliers could be found and removed. 
Between-study heterogeneity was not significant (Q = 17.63, I² = 31.9%, p = 0.127).


[bookmark: _Toc113352270]Supplementary Figure 8. Heterogeneity assessment in the dorsolateral prefrontal region meta-analysis
A. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. No studies were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung 8. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.


[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352271]Supplementary Figure 9. GOSH diagnostics in the dorsolateral prefrontal region meta-analysis
A. GOSH plot showing the meta-analysis models of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region, fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies (x-axis, pooled effect size; y-axis, between-study heterogeneity). The GOSH plot highlighted two distinct clusters, one with higher heterogeneity and slightly positive effect sizes, and the other one with lower heterogeneity and slightly negative effect sizes. B. K.means Algorithm. C. Gaussian Mixture Model. The GOSH diagnostics detected the presence of Grachev et al., 2003 4 as a study with an influence on the effect size and heterogeneity. D. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without the outlier with most extreme effect size 4. 
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[bookmark: _Toc113352037]Subgroup Analyses

[bookmark: _Toc113352254]Supplementary Table 6. Subgroup analysis of the meta-analyses of all studies examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
	
	Subgroup sample size
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	NAA quantification method
	0.716

	Cr scaling
	5
	0.019
	-0.475, 0.513
	0.939
	57%
	0, 84%
	

	Absolute
	7
	-0.062
	-0.325, 0.201
	0.643
	22%
	0, 65%
	

	CSF correction
	0.901

	Yes
	5
	-0.003
	-0.239, 0.233
	0.980
	0%
	0, 74%
	

	No
	8
	-0.030
	-0.390, 0.329
	0.869
	51%
	0, 78%
	

	Field strength
	0.248

	1.5 T
	8
	0.077
	-0.233, 0.387
	0.626
	30%
	0, 69%
	

	> 1.5 T
	5
	-0.182
	-0.495, 0.131
	0.253
	25%
	0, 70%
	





[bookmark: _Toc113352038]Metaregressions

[bookmark: _Toc113352255]Supplementary Table 7. Results of the meta-regressions in the dorsolateral prefrontal region.
	
	beta
	SE
	p

	Age
	0.0121
	0.0180
	0.5218

	Female %
	-0.0243
	0.014
	0.1413

	Illness duration
	-0.0144  
	0.0518
	0.794

	Ham-D scale
	-0.0504
	0.0149
	0.28

	1H-MRS field strength
	-0.2902
	0.1888
	0.1628

	TE
	-0.0015
	0.0037
	0.6975

	TR
	-0.0001
	-0.0001
	0.6092




[bookmark: _Toc113352272]Supplementary Figure 10. Meta-regression assessing the relationship between publication year and Hedges’ g of the meta-analysis of all studies examining NAA levels of all studies examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region of patients with cMDD as compared to healthy controls.
Intercept = 89.156, β = -0.044, p = 0.014; R² = 41.60% 
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352039]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352273]Supplementary Figure 11. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the dorsolateral prefrontal region of cMDD.
The Egger’s test yielded non-significant results (Intercept = 1.534, p = 0.399).
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352274]Supplementary Figure 12. P-curve for the analysis of cMDD in the dorsolateral prefrontal region.
The analysis of the p-curve confirmed that evidential value was absent: the right-skewness test was not significant for neither the full and half curve, while the flatness test was significant with p < 0.05 for the full curve. Overall, the p-curve appears left-skewed, since p-values close to 0.05 are over-represented, while highly significant results (p-values < 0.03) are poorly represented. This can be interpreted as evidence of p-hacking and selective reporting.
[image: Chart, line chart
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[bookmark: _Toc113352040]Sensitivity analysis on the influence of geriatric populations

The sensitivity analysis omitting one study including geriatric subjects 9 revealed no difference between patients and controls (n = 6, Hedges’ g = 0.007, 95% CI -0.560 to 0.573; p = 0.977), with a significant between-study heterogeneity (Q = 13.25, I² = 62.3%, p = 0.021).


[bookmark: _Toc76639795]

[bookmark: _Toc113352041]3. Prefrontal cortex 

[bookmark: _Toc113352042]Main results
We included 4 studies: 82 patients and 89 controls.

[bookmark: _Toc113352275]Supplementary Figure 13. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the prefrontal cortex of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no difference between patients and controls (n = 4, Hedges’ g = -0.801, 95% CI -1.644 to -0.043; p = 0.057; Q = 6.79, I² = 55.8%, p = 0.079). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ] 

[bookmark: _Toc113352043]Heterogeneity
No outlier was identified. 
The between-study heterogeneity was not significant (Q = 6.79, I² = 55.8%, p = 0.079). 



[bookmark: _Toc113352044]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352276]Supplementary Figure 14. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the prefrontal cortex of cMDD.
Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc76639796]



[bookmark: _Toc113352045]4. Medial prefrontal cortex

[bookmark: _Toc113352046]Main results
We included 7 studies: 156 patients and 114 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352277]Supplementary Figure 15. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the medial prefrontal cortex of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no difference between patients and controls (n = 7, Hedges’ g = -0.096, 95% CI -0.632 to 0.440; p = 0.677; Q = 16.81, I2 = 64.3%, p = 0.01). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc113352047]Heterogeneity

No outlier was identified. 
The between-study heterogeneity was significant and moderate (Q = 16.81, I2 = 64.3%, p = 0.01). 

[bookmark: _Toc113352278]Supplementary Figure 16. Heterogeneity assessment in the medial prefrontal cortex meta-analysis
A. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the medial prefrontal cortex, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. B. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the medial prefrontal cortex, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.
[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc113352048]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352279]Supplementary Figure 17. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the medial prefrontal cortex of cMDD.
Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
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[bookmark: _Toc76639797]

[bookmark: _Toc113352049]5. Parietal lobe

[bookmark: _Toc113352050]Main results
We included 2 studies: 52 patients and 52 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352280]Supplementary Figure 18. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the parietal lobe of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 2, Hedges’ g = -1.264, 95% CI -12.481 to 9.953; p = 0.388; Q = 15.37, I2= 93.5%, p < 0.0001). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ] 

[bookmark: _Toc76639798]

[bookmark: _Toc113352051]6. Temporal lobe

[bookmark: _Toc113352052]Main results
We included 3 studies: 66 patients and 60 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352281]Supplementary Figure 19. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the temporal lobe of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no difference between patients and controls (n = 3, Hedges’ g = -0.217, 95% CI -3.042 to 2.608; p = 0.772; Q = 23.63, I2= 91.5%, p < 0.0001). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc113352053]Heterogeneity

No outlier was identified. 
The between-study heterogeneity was significant and substantial (Q = 23.63, I2= 91.5%, p < 0.0001). 



[bookmark: _Toc113352054]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352282]Supplementary Figure 20. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the temporal lobe of cMDD. 
No evidence of publication bias emerged from the funnel plot. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc76639799]

[bookmark: _Toc113352055]7. Occipital lobe

[bookmark: _Toc113352056]Main results
We included 4 studies: 87 patients and 89 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352283]Supplementary Figure 21. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the occipital lobe of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 4, Hedges’ g = -0.677, 95% CI -1.013 to -0.341; p = 0.007; Q = 1.39, I2= 0%, p < 0.708). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 

[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352057]Heterogeneity
No outliers were detected.
The between-study heterogeneity was not significant (Q = 1.39, I2= 0%, p < 0.708). 

[bookmark: _Toc113352284]Supplementary Figure 22. Heterogeneity assessment in the occipital lobe meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the occipital lobe. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. One study 5 was identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung, 2010 8. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the occipital lobe, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the occipital lobe, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352058]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352285]Supplementary Figure 23. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the occipital lobe of cMDD.
No evidence of publication bias seemed to emerge from the funnel plot. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc76639800]


[bookmark: _Toc113352059]8. Anterior cingulate cortex

[bookmark: _Toc113352060]Main results
We included 17 studies: 388 patients and 314 controls.

[bookmark: _Toc113352286]Supplementary Figure 24. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 17, Hedges’ g = -0.141, 95% CI -0.4174; 0.1358; p = 0.297; Q = 41.45, I2= 61.4%, p = 0.0005). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 

[image: Table

Description automatically generated]



[bookmark: _Toc113352061]Heterogeneity
We identified and removed one outlier 10.
 The updated meta-analysis confirmed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 16, Hedges’ g = --0.077; p = 0.5444), with significant moderate heterogeneity (Q = 31.07, I2= 51.7%, p = 0.008).

[bookmark: _Toc113352287]Supplementary Figure 25. Heterogeneity assessment in the anterior cingulate cortex meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. No studies were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung 8. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.

[image: ]

 


[bookmark: _Toc113352288]Supplementary Figure 26. GOSH diagnostics in the anterior cingulate cortex meta-analysis
A. GOSH plot showing the meta-analysis models of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex, fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies (x-axis, pooled effect anterior cingulate cortex; y-axis, between-study heterogeneity). The GOSH plot did not highlight distinct clusters of heterogeneity. B. DBSCAN Algorithm. C. Gaussian mixture model. D. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without the outlier with most extreme effect size (Merkl et al., 2011) 10.

[image: A picture containing graphical user interface
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[bookmark: _Toc113352062]Subgroup Analyses

[bookmark: _Toc113352256]Supplementary Table 8. Subgroup analysis of the meta-analyses of all studies examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
	
	Subgroup sample size
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	NAA quantification method
	0.110

	Cr scaling
	8
	0.019
	-0.345, 0.382
	0.920
	57%
	6, 81%
	

	Absolute
	8
	-0.368
	-0.688, -0.05
	0.023
	53%
	0, 79%
	

	CSF correction
	0.261

	Yes
	8
	-0.290
	-0.722, 0.14
	0.186
	70%
	38, 86%
	

	No
	9
	0.007
	-0.283, 0.297
	0.962
	42%
	0, 73%
	

	Field strength 
	0.435

	1.5 T
	6
	-0.229
	-0.618, 0.159
	0.247
	47%
	0, 79%
	

	> 1.5 T
	11
	-0.093
	-0.436, 0.250
	0.596
	68%
	40, 83%
	








[bookmark: _Toc113352063]Metaregressions

[bookmark: _Toc113352257]Supplementary Table 9. Results of the meta-regressions in the anterior cingulate cortex.
	
	beta
	SE
	p

	Age
	-0.0040
	0.0092
	0.668

	Female %
	-0.0149  
	0.0086
	0.1046

	Illness duration
	0.0076
	0.0422
	0.866

	Ham-D scale
	-0.0008
	0.0263
	0.976

	1H-MRS field strength
	-0.0587
	0.0881
	0.515

	TE
	0.0027
	0.0028
	0.35

	TR
	-0.0003
	0.0002
	0.125



[bookmark: _Toc113352064]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352289]Supplementary Figure 27. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the anterior cingulate cortex of cMDD.
[image: Diagram
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[bookmark: _Toc113352290]Supplementary Figure 28. P-curve for the analysis of cMDD in the anterior cingulate cortex.
The analysis of the p-curve confirmed the presence of evidential value: the right-skewness test was significant for the half p-curve (p<0.05), while the flatness test was not significant for both the full and half curve. Overall, the p-curve appears right-skewed, with highly significant results (p-values = 0.01) representing 50% of all p-values. This can be interpreted as evidence of no p-hacking nor selective reporting.
[image: Chart, line chart
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[bookmark: _Toc113352065]Sensitivity analysis on the influence of geriatric populations

We proceeded to make a sensitivity analysis omitting three studies analyzing geriatric subjects  11-13. No difference was found between patients and controls (n = 15, Hedges’ g = -0.140, 95% CI -0.435 to 0.155; p = 0.326). Between-study heterogeneity remained significant and moderate (Q = 36.76, I² = 61.9%, p < 0.001).

[bookmark: _Toc76639801]

[bookmark: _Toc113352066]9. Posterior cingulate cortex

[bookmark: _Toc113352067]Main results
We included 3 studies: 47 patients and 38 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352291]Supplementary Figure 29. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the posterior cingulate cortex of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 3, Hedges’ g = -0.503, 95% CI -2.321 to 1.262; p = 0.331; Q = 6.19, I2= 67.7%, p = 0.045). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc113352068]Heterogeneity
No outlier was identified. 
The between-study heterogeneity was significant and moderate (Q = 6.19, I2= 67.7%, p = 0.045), but no other analyses were performed because of the shortage of the studies (n = 3). 



[bookmark: _Toc113352069]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352292]Supplementary Figure 30. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the posterior cingulate cortex of cMDD.
We found no evidence of publication bias. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
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[bookmark: _Toc76639802]

[bookmark: _Toc113352070]10. Hippocampus

[bookmark: _Toc113352071]Main results
We included 9 studies: 211 patients and 157 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352293]Supplementary Figure 31. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the hippocampus of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 9, Hedges’ g = -0.093, 95% CI -1.628 to 1.442; p = 0.892; Q = 150.85, I2= 94.7%, p < 0.0001). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc113352072]Heterogeneity
We identified and removed 2 outliers 14, 15.
 The updated meta-analysis did not find a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 7, Hedges’ g = -0.047, 95% CI -0.283 to 0.190; p = 0.647). However, the between-study heterogeneity became null (Q = 2.96, I² = 0%, p = 0.814), meaning that these two outliers explained the whole heterogeneity.

[bookmark: _Toc113352294]Supplementary Figure 32. Forest plot of studies examining NAA levels in the hippocampus of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls after removing the outliers.
Positive values favour MDD, while negative values favour controls.
[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc113352295]Supplementary Figure 33. Heterogeneity assessment in the hippocampus meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of chronic MDD examining NAA levels in the hippocampus. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. Two studies 14, 15 were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung, 2010 8 . C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the hippocampus, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the hippocampus, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.


[image: ]




[bookmark: _Toc113352296]Supplementary Figure 34. GOSH diagnostics in the hippocampus meta-analysis
A. GOSH plot showing the meta-analysis models of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the hippocampus, fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies (x-axis, pooled effect size; y-axis, between-study heterogeneity). The GOSH plot highlighted 4 clusters: 3 with high heterogeneity and with negative, null and positive effect size, respectively; the 4th one with low heterogeneity and effect size around 0. GOSH diagnostics confirmed the presence of two studies with a large influence on the heterogeneity, corresponding to the two identified outliers 14, 15. B. DBSCAN Algorithm. C. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without Njau et al., 2017 15. D. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without Kotb et al., 2020 14.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352073]Subgroup Analyses

[bookmark: _Toc113352258]Supplementary Table 10. Subgroup analysis of the meta-analyses of all studies examining NAA levels in the hippocampus of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
	
	Subgroup sample size
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	Field strength 
	0.125

	1.5 T
	5
	0.759
	-0.796, 2.314
	0.339
	91%
	81, 95%
	

	> 1.5 T
	4
	-1.152
	-3.029, 0.726
	0.229
	96%
	93, 98%
	







[bookmark: _Toc113352074]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352297]Supplementary Figure 35. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the hippocampus of cMDD.
We found no evidence of publication bias. The two outliers are extremely out of the funnel: Njau et al 2017 toward very low effect size and low standard error, Kotb et al., 2020 towards very high effect size and standard error.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _heading=h.sfmffqmgxsfg][bookmark: _Toc113352075]Sensitivity analysis on the influence of geriatric populations

We proceeded to make a sensitivity analysis omitting two studies analyzing geriatric subjects 16, 17. The meta-analysis revealed still no difference between patients and controls (n = 7, Hedges’ g = -0.091, 95% CI -2.232 to 2.049; p = 0.920), with a significant between-study heterogeneity (Q = 149.49, I² = 96%, p < 0.001).

[bookmark: _Toc76639803]

[bookmark: _Toc113352076]11. Thalamus

[bookmark: _Toc113352077]Main results
We included 5 studies: 91 patients and 71 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352298]Supplementary Figure 36. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the thalamus of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 5, Hedges’ g = -0.4234, 95% CI -1.085 to 0.239; p = 0.15; Q = 8.95, I2= 55.3%, p = 0.062). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352078]Heterogeneity
We identified no outliers4-7. 
The between-study heterogeneity had a trend toward significance (Q = 8.95, I2= 55.3%, p = 0.062).

[bookmark: _Toc113352299]Supplementary Figure 37. Heterogeneity assessment in the thalamus meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the thalamus. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. One study 18 was identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung, 2010. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the thalamus, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the thalamus, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352300]Supplementary Figure 38. Forest plot of studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the thalamus after removing one influential study.
The updated meta-analysis found significant results: NAA levels in the thalamus of cMDD patients were significantly lower than controls (n = 4, Hedges’ g = -0.673, 95% CI -1.108 to -0.238; p = 0.016; Q = 1.49, I² = 0%, p = 0.686). Positive values favour MDD, while negative values favour controls.
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc113352079]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352301]Supplementary Figure 39. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the frontal lobe of cMDD.
We found no evidence of publication bias. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
 [image: ]
[bookmark: _heading=h.17kyo6w7a7vg]
[bookmark: _Toc76639804][bookmark: _Toc113352080]
12. Basal ganglia

[bookmark: _Toc113352081]Main results
We included 10 studies: 252 patients and 219 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352302]Supplementary Figure 40. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 10, Hedges’ g = -0.1684, 95% CI -0.495 to 0.159; p = 0.274; Q = 18.52, I2= 51.4%, p = 0.03). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ] 



[bookmark: _Toc113352082]Heterogeneity
The between-study heterogeneity was significant and moderate (Q = 18.52, I2= 51.4%, p = 0.03), but no outliers were detected. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352303]Supplementary Figure 41. Heterogeneity assessment in the basal ganglia meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. No studies were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung, 2010 8 C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352304]Supplementary Figure 42. GOSH diagnostics in the basal ganglia meta-analysis
A. GOSH plot showing the meta-analysis models of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia, fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies (x-axis, pooled effect size; y-axis, between-study heterogeneity). The GOSH plot highlighted 3 clusters: one with high heterogeneity, one with moderate heterogeneity and the other with low heterogeneity. The cluster with high heterogeneity was also the one with the largest negative effect size, although there were no substantial effect size variations across clusters.  B. K-means algorithm. C. Gaussian Mixture Model. The GOSH diagnostic function confirmed the presence of one study 19 with a quite large influence on the heterogeneity. D. GOSH plot fitted to all 2k-1 possible combinations of the included studies with and without this study 19.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352083]Subgroup Analyses

[bookmark: _Toc113352259]Supplementary Table 11. Subgroup analysis of the meta-analyses of all studies examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
	
	Subgroup sample size
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	NAA quantification method
	0.753

	Cr scaling
	7
	-0.193
	-0.523, 0.138
	0.253
	58%
	3, 82%
	

	Absolute
	3
	-0.071
	-0.755, 0.614
	0.840
	53%
	0, 87%
	

	CSF correction
	0.093

	Yes
	5
	0.030
	-0.160, 0.220
	0.756
	0%
	0, 54%
	

	No
	5
	-0.395
	-0.853, 0.063
	0.091
	69%
	19, 88%
	

	Field strength 
	0.375

	1.5 T
	6
	-0.052
	-0.386, 0.282
	0.760
	32%
	0, 73%
	

	> 1.5 T
	4
	-0.325
	-0.829, 0.178
	0.205
	69%
	11, 89%
	



[bookmark: _Toc113352084]Metaregressions

[bookmark: _Toc113352260]Supplementary Table 12. Results of the meta-regressions in the basal ganglia.
	
	beta
	SE
	p

	Age
	-0.9195
	1.4103
	0.5327

	Female %
	-1.4563
	2.5372
	0.5818

	Illness duration
	0.0058
	0.0271
	0.835

	Ham-D scale
	15.5835
	9.3816
	0.156

	1H-MRS field strength
	-4.8517
	11.8114
	0.692

	TE
	0.0020
	0.0027
	0.468

	TR
	0.0058
	0.0271
	0.835





[bookmark: _Toc113352085]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352305]Supplementary Figure 43. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the basal ganglia of cMDD.
The funnel plot showed an asymmetric pattern, with Ende et al. 2007 20, the study having the smallest sample size (largest standard error), deviating toward large positive - albeit non-significant - effect sizes. There was a single study with highly significant effect size (p < 0.01), that is Li et al. 2016(b), which was indeed found to distort the pooled effect through influence analysis. Nonetheless, the Egger’s test yielded non-significant results (Intercept = -0.197, p = 0.941). 
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[bookmark: _Toc113352086]Sensitivity analysis on the influence of geriatric populations

The sensitivity analysis upon omission of the study assessing geriatric subjects 21 did not change the overall results (n = 9, Hedges’ g = -0.150, 95% CI -0.522 to 0.222; p = 0.379; Q = 18.19, I² = 56%, p = 0.020).
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[bookmark: _Toc113352087]13. Cerebellum
[bookmark: _Toc113352088]Main results
We included 3 studies: 78 patients and 68 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352306]Supplementary Figure 44. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the cerebellum of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed no significant difference between patients and controls (n = 3, Hedges’ g = -0.033, 95% CI -0.655 to 0.588; p = 0.839; Q = 1.52, I2= 0%, p = 0.467). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls.
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc113352089]Heterogeneity

The between-study heterogeneity was not significant (Q = 1.52, I2= 0%, p = 0.467) without outliers, and no other analyses were performed because of the shortage of the studies (n = 3). 



[bookmark: _Toc113352090]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352307]Supplementary Figure 45. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the cerebellum of cMDD.
We found no evidence of publication bias. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352091]14. White matter: Frontal white matter

[bookmark: _Toc113352092]Main results
We included 6 studies: 144 patients and 105 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352308]Supplementary Figure 46. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the frontal white matter of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 6, Hedges’ g = -0.471, 95% CI -0.891 to -0.052; p = 0.034; Q = 7.71, I2= 35.1%, p = 0.173). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ] 


[bookmark: _Toc113352093]Heterogeneity
The between-study was not significant (Q = 7.71, I2= 35.1%, p = 0.173. No outliers were detected.

[bookmark: _Toc113352309]Supplementary Figure 47. Heterogeneity assessment in the frontal white matter meta-analysis
A. Baujat plot of the contribution of each study to the overall heterogeneity (as measured by Cochran’s Q) and its influence on the pooled effect size. B. Influence analysis with the leave-one-out method of the meta-analysis of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal white matter. Parameters of the influence analysis: standardized residuals, dffits, Cook’s distance, covariance ratio, tau2, Q, hat, and weight. No studies were identified as influential according to the cut-offs proposed by Viechtbauer and Cheung, 2010 8. C. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal white matter, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by effect size. D. Forest plot of the overall effect sizes of the meta-analyses of all studies of cMDD examining NAA levels in the frontal white matter, recalculated with the leave-one-out method, ordered by heterogeneity. 
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[bookmark: _Toc113352094]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352310]Supplementary Figure 48. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the frontal white matter of cMDD.
Egger’s test could not be performed because there were not enough studies. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc113352095] Sensitivity analysis on the influence of geriatric populations

The difference between cMDD patients and healthy controls in the NAA levels in the frontal white matter remained significant one reanalysed after the removal of studies conducted on geriatric populations 12, 21, with unchanged effect size (n = 4,  Hedges’ g = -0.482, 95% CI -0.962 to -0.001; p = 0.050) and reduced between-study heterogeneity (Q = 2.65, I2= 0%, p = 0.449). 
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[bookmark: _Toc113352096]15. White matter: Periventricular white matter

[bookmark: _Toc113352097]Main results
We included 3 studies: 53 patients and 39 controls. 

[bookmark: _Toc113352311]Supplementary Figure 49. Forest plot of all studies examining NAA levels in the periventricular white matter of patients with cMDD compared to healthy controls.
The meta-analysis revealed a significant difference between patients and controls (n = 3, Hedges’ g = -0.4781, 95% CI -0.938 to -0.018; p = 0.047; Q = 0.49, I2= 0%, p = 0.784). Positive values favour cMDD, while negative values favour controls. 
[image: ]



[bookmark: _Toc113352098]Publication bias 

[bookmark: _Toc113352312]Supplementary Figure 50. Assessment of small sample publication bias with the contour-enhanced funnel plot for the studies examining NAA levels in the periventricular white matter of cMDD.
We found no evidence of publication bias. Egger’s test was not performed because there were not enough studies.
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[bookmark: _Toc113352099]Sensitivity Analysis for the effect of Antidepressants in frontal lobe and basal ganglia

[bookmark: _Toc113352261]Supplementary Table 13. Sensitivity Analysis for the effect of Antidepressants in frontal lobe and basal ganglia in cMDD patients.
	
	
	Hedges’ g
	95% CI
	p
	 I²
	95% CI
	p subgroups

	Frontal lobe
	Antidepressant
	0.900

	
	Yes
	-0.323
	-1.068, 0.423
	0.396
	88%
	78, 94%
	

	
	No
	-0.373
	-0.636, -0.110
	0.005
	67%
	45, 80%
	

	Basal ganglia
	Antidepressant
	0.990

	
	Yes
	-0.163
	-0.630, 0.304
	0.495
	32
	0, 76%
	

	
	No
	-0.168
	-0.765, 0.429
	0.582
	78
	39, 92
	





[bookmark: _Toc113352313]Supplementary Figure 51. Forest plot of subgroup analyses for the effect of antidepressants.
Subgroup analyses in frontal lobe (A) and basal ganglia (B).
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[bookmark: _Toc113352262]Supplementary Table 14. Quality assessment of the included studies with the Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale.
	Study
	Case definition
	Representativeness of cases
	Selection of controls
	Definition of controls
	Comparability of cases and controls
	Total score

	22
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	23
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	24
	*
	*
	_
	*
	**
	5

	25
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	26
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	27
	*
	*
	-
	-
	*
	3

	21
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	28
	*
	*
	_
	_
	*
	3

	29
	*
	*
	*
	_
	**
	5

	30
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	31
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	20
	*
	*
	_
	_
	**
	4

	16
	*
	*
	*
	_
	*
	4

	32
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	4
	*
	*
	*
	_
	**
	5

	33
	*
	*
	_
	*
	**
	5

	11
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	34
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	35
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	36
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	17
	*
	*
	_
	*
	**
	5

	37
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	38
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	39
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	5
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	40
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	41
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	14
	*
	*
	_
	*
	*
	4

	12
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	42
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	43
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	19
	*
	*
	_
	*
	**
	5

	44
	*
	*
	_
	*
	**
	5

	6
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	45
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	46
	*
	*
	_
	_
	_
	2

	47
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	10
	*
	*
	_
	*
	*
	4

	48
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	49
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	50
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	51
	*
	*
	*
	_
	**
	5

	52
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	15
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	53
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	54
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5

	55
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	56
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	57
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	58
	*
	*
	_
	*
	*
	4

	59
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	13
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	60
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	6

	61
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	7
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	62
	*
	*
	*
	_
	**
	4

	9
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	18
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	63
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	64
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	65
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	66
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6

	67
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	6
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