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Background
Antidepressant medication and interpersonal psychotherapy
(IPT) are both recommended interventions in depression treat-
ment guidelines based on literature reviews and meta-analyses.
However, ‘conventional’meta-analyses comparing their efficacy
are limited by their reliance on reported study-level information
and a narrow focus on depression outcome measures assessed
at treatment completion. Individual participant data (IPD) meta-
analysis, considered the gold standard in evidence synthesis,
can improve the quality of the analyses when compared with
conventional meta-analysis.

Aims
We describe the protocol for a systematic review and IPD meta-
analysis comparing the efficacy of antidepressants and IPT for
adult acute-phase depression across a range of outcome mea-
sures, including depressive symptom severity as well as func-
tioning and well-being, at both post-treatment and follow-up
(PROSPERO: CRD42020219891).

Method
We will conduct a systematic literature search in PubMed,
PsycINFO, Embase and the Cochrane Library to identify rando-
mised clinical trials comparing antidepressants and IPT in the
acute-phase treatment of adults with depression. We will invite
the authors of these studies to share the participant-level data of

their trials. One-stage IPDmeta-analyses will be conducted using
mixed-effects models to assess treatment effects at post-treat-
ment and follow-up for all outcome measures that are assessed
in at least two studies.

Conclusions
This will be the first IPDmeta-analysis examining antidepressants
versus IPT efficacy. This study has the potential to enhance our
knowledge of depression treatment by comparing the short- and
long-term effects of two widely used interventions across a
range of outcome measures using state-of-the-art statistical
techniques.
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Background

As depression is ranked as the single largest contributor to global
disability,1 there is a great need for effective and efficient depression
treatments. Antidepressant medications and different psychological
therapies constitute the predominant treatments for depressive
disorders.2 Concerning psychological treatments, interpersonal psy-
chotherapy (IPT) is a structured, time-limited intervention specific-
ally developed for the treatment of major depression that focuses
on current salient relational and interpersonal experiences. Both
antidepressant medication and IPT are recommended treatment
options in major practice guidelines for depression.3,4

When comparing their efficacy in the acute treatment phase,
‘conventional’ meta-analyses have either reported no significant
outcome differences or small effect sizes favouring antidepressants
in post-treatment depression levels.5–7 However, these meta-ana-
lyses have focused on treatment acceptability and depression out-
comes assessed at treatment completion, whereas other outcome
measures (such as quality of life, social functioning, health status)
and longer-term effects are also important to consider when com-
paring depression treatment efficacy. Moreover, conventional

meta-analyses, being based on study-level characteristics extracted
from publications, are limited by their dependence on the quality
of the published data in which treatment effects can be overesti-
mated.8 Thus, they can produce biased results.8,9

Individual participant data meta-analysis

Individual participant data (IPD) meta-analysis is an alternative to
traditional meta-analysis that examines treatment effects by com-
bining participant-level data from multiple clinical trials.
Although it takes more time, effort and resources to conduct an
IPD meta-analysis than a conventional meta-analysis, the IPD
approach has a number of advantages. It can facilitate standardisa-
tion across studies by applying the same analytic approaches for
handling missing data and statistical modelling. It allows the verifi-
cation of results presented in the original studies, and makes it pos-
sible to implement novel, more powerful statistical techniques that
were not available at the time of the initial publication.10 For these
reasons, IPD provides the least biased, most reliable means of evi-
dence synthesis and is considered the ‘gold standard’ in meta-
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analysis.9 We, therefore, aim to conduct a systematic review and
IPD meta-analysis to examine the efficacy of antidepressants and
IPT as compared in randomised clinical trials of acute-phase treat-
ments for adults with depression on a range of outcome measures
assessed at post-treatment and follow-up. Here, we describe the
protocol for this study.

Method

Design

This study is a systematic review and IPD meta-analysis registered
in the PROSPERO International prospective register of systematic
reviews (PROSPERO: CRD42020219891). Additional important
protocol amendments will be updated in this register. This paper
accords with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review
and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) statement.11 The
1 September 2019 was the funding date for this study, after which
work on the protocol started. Data extraction will start after
PROSPERO registration. The study is expected to be completed
31 March 2023. This protocol builds on and extends prior work
by our group.12,13

Eligibility criteria

We will include (a) randomised clinical trials (b) comparing anti-
depressant medication and IPT (c) in the acute-phase treatment
of (d) adults with depression.

We will include studies in which antidepressant medication and
IPT are directly compared among participants randomly assigned to
these treatments. We will consider any type of standard oral anti-
depressant medication within the therapeutic dose range (such as,
selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs), selective sero-
tonin–noradrenaline reuptake inhibitors (SNRIs), tricyclic antide-
pressants (TCAs) and monoamine oxidase inhibitors (MAOIs)).

An intervention will be considered to be an IPT when it is a psy-
chotherapy based on the manuals developed by Klerman &
Weissman for IPT or for the briefer version called interpersonal
counselling.14–18 We will include IPT in any delivery format (such
as individual, group, face to face, telephone or video-conferencing),
as long as a clinician delivers the therapy. Unguided bibliotherapy or
unguided internet interventions will thus be excluded. The IPT can
be delivered in any setting (for example primary care, out-patient
and in-patient psychiatric care) and we will place no restrictions
on the number of IPT sessions and the duration of follow-up.

We will only include studies of acute-phase depression treat-
ment. Thus, we will exclude, for example, studies that randomised
participants to antidepressants and IPT as maintenance treatments
after successful acute treatment. Only data from the relevant phases
and comparisons of eligible studies will be included. For example,
for studies involving augmentation of antidepressants and IPT fol-
lowing non-response to monotherapy, only study data up until the
first triage point for augmentation will be included.

Participants must be at least 18 years old. Studies concerning
older adult populations will be included as well. Participants will
be considered to have depression if they meet specified criteria
(for example DSM, ICD-10) for major depressive disorder or
another unipolar mood disorder assessed by means of a semi-struc-
tured interview or clinicians’ assessment, or if they present an ele-
vated score above the ‘no depression’ cut-off on an evaluator-
assessed, clinician-assessed or self-reported measure of depression.
Comorbid mental and somatic disorders will be allowed.

Participant criteria will be assessed at study level. Thus, eligible
participants from a study including a wider population (for example
adults from a study including both adolescents and adults) will not

be included, because the integrity of randomisation within the sub-
group of eligible participants could be compromised. No restrictions
will be placed concerning the years when the study was conducted,
or with regard to publication language, date or status.

Information sources, search strategy and selection
process

To identify studies, we will search a database of randomised clinical
trials examining the efficacy and effectiveness of psychological treat-
ments for depression that has been used in a series of published
meta-analyses (www.metapsy.org). This METAPSY database was
developed through comprehensive literature searches in the biblio-
graphic databases PubMed, PsycINFO, Embase and the Cochrane
Library and is updated annually. The search strings use a combin-
ation of index terms and free-text words indicative of depression
and psychotherapies, with filters for randomised clinical trials.
The exact terms for the searches are available from https://osf.io/
nv3ea/. Searches will be performed until 1 January 2020.

Two experienced depression treatment researchers will inde-
pendently screen all records, assess full-text papers for METAPSY
database eligibility, and rate the treatment comparison(s) examined.
Next, two other experienced depression treatment researchers will
independently assess all full-text papers of studies marked as com-
paring a psychotherapy monotreatment condition against another
active monotreatment condition for meeting the inclusion criteria
for this work. Disagreements will be resolved through consensus
in each phase.

In addition, wewill check the references of IPT5–7,19 and of psycho-
therapy versus pharmacotherapy20 efficacy and effectiveness reviews,
as well as the reference lists of the included studies. We will contact
a listserv of members of the International Society of Interpersonal
Psychotherapy to request ongoing or unpublished studies, and
studies that were missed.

Data collection

We will contact authors of the included studies and invite them to
contribute the participant-level data of their studies. Researchers
who share their data will be offered co-authorship for all publica-
tions that are based on their study data, inasmuch as they meet
internationally accepted criteria for authorship of scientific publica-
tions (www.icmje.org). In addition, the collected data will be made
available to investigators who contribute data to examine other
research questions in the combined data-set. This strategy, used in
previous IPD meta-analyses concerning depression treatments,12,21

has successfully convinced researchers to share their data.
Contact details of all corresponding authors will be collected

from the relevant publications, or if not reported there, through
internet searches or personal contacts with other researchers.
Corresponding authors will be contacted by email with an invitation
outlining the project’s goals and asking if they would be willing to
collaborate by sharing their participant-level trial data. If the corre-
sponding author does not respond after 3 weeks, a second and third
email will be sent. If these attempts fail, the other authors will be
contacted in the same way, in this order: first, last, second, third,
fourth, etc. In case of non-response to email, a letter will be
mailed to the corresponding author (again with three attempts). If
still no response is received, we will try to contact the corresponding
author by telephone. If the corresponding author does not respond,
we will contact the other authors by letter and telephone. If none of
the authors respond to these efforts, we shall seek other ways of con-
tacting one of the authors (for example via colleagues who might
know them).

Study data will be considered unavailable only if all these
attempts fail, or if an author indicates that the participant-level
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data have not been retained or declines to share these data. This
strategy has also been used in a previous IPD meta-analysis of
depression treatment12 and has proven to be successful in reaching
authors.

If the author is willing and able to share their trial IPD, the
author will transfer the participant-level data-set, including all
outcome variables assessed during and after treatment, both in
the antidepressant medication and the IPT condition of the study.
Data-sets will be anonymised by the authors prior to transfer,
so that no personal data are transferred.

Data integrity check

After the data-set has been transferred, the file will be checked to
examine whether the data received match the data reported in the
publication, following Driessen and colleagues.12 For both the anti-
depressant medication and the IPT condition, sample size, number
of female participants, mean age, observed mean pre-treatment
depression scores, observed mean post-treatment score for the
primary depression outcome and the number of missing cases for
the latter will be calculated from the data-set received and checked
against the published article for this purpose. Discrepancies will be
resolved with the authors. In addition, the data will be checked for
invalid, out-of-range or inconsistent items.

For each study, we will list all outcomemeasures and assessment
points. From the published articles, we will extract multiple study-
level characteristics (country, recruitment method, target group,
depression inclusion criteria) and treatment characteristics (anti-
depressant type, number of IPT sessions, IPT format).

To ascertain antidepressant treatment quality, studies will be
assessed for the use of a therapeutic dosage and titration schedule
(i.e. therapeutic dose achieved within 3 weeks). Study pharmaco-
therapy will be deemed adequate if both criteria are met. To ascer-
tain IPT quality, studies will be assessed with respect to using a
treatment manual, provision of therapy by specially trained thera-
pists and verification of treatment integrity.22,23

Two raters will independently assess the Cochrane risk-of-bias
tool for randomised trials at outcome level.24 Disagreements will
be resolved by consensus. When publications omit reporting rele-
vant information, we will ask the authors. For studies for which
IPD were not obtained, we will extract effect-size data at baseline,
post-treatment and follow-up for each outcome measure reported.

After checking the data, the data-sets will be standardised.12 For
this purpose, a copy of each trial’s raw data file will be recoded into a
data file that matches the IPD meta-analysis database in terms of
variables. Next, the individual study data files will be merged into
a single database in which each participant is identified by a study
ID and a unique individual participant ID. After all data files have
been recoded and entered, the data for each study will be checked
with the original data file for accuracy.

Measures

The primary outcome for this study is treatment efficacy as assessed
by a continuous measure of depression symptom severity at post-
treatment. We have chosen depressive symptoms at post-treatment
as the main outcome for this study as we consider this the primary
target of antidepressant and IPT treatment. For each trial, we will
identify the primary continuous measure of depressive symptom
severity defined by the study authors. All instruments explicitly
measuring depression qualify in this regard. To account for the like-
lihood that different primary depression measures will have been
used, we will standardise depression outcomes by converting
depression scores into z-scores within each study12 as well as by
exploring novel approaches based on equipercentile linking25 and
item-response theory.26 Sensitivity analyses will be conducted

using unstandardised scores for each specific measure that is
assessed in two or more studies included in the meta-analysis
(for example the Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression,27 the
Beck Depression Inventory28).12 Sensitivity analyses will also
be conducted for studies that include outcomes within specific
time windows (for example 12–16 weeks).

Secondary outcomes for this study are depression outcomes at
follow-up as well as all outcome measures other than depression
symptom severity that are assessed at post-treatment or follow-up
in at least two of the included studies. These include quality of
life, social functioning and health status. As individual studies will
likely assess these domains differently, they will be standardised
by converting scores into z-scores within each study. The sensitivity
analyses described previously for the primary outcome will also be
conducted for the secondary outcomes.

Data analysis

Following Driessen et al,29 all data-sets received that contain IPD
and at least one relevant outcome measure will be considered for
quantitative synthesis. We will conduct IPD meta-analyses accord-
ing to the one-stage approach, because that provides a more exact
likelihood estimate in the case of small studies.30 We will conduct
IPD meta-analyses using mixed models with restricted maximum
likelihood to estimate between-study heterogeneity, which is recom-
mended when there are few studies in the meta-analysis or studies
have small sample sizes.31 Analyses will be based on intention-to-
treat samples including all randomised participants. Follow-up
data will be excluded from post-treatment analyses, because add-
itional treatment cannot be controlled. We will assess heterogeneity
with the I2 statistic, which describes the variance between studies as
a proportion of the total variance. Mixed-model analyses will be
conducted with MLwiN (version 2.35 for PC, Centre for Multilevel
Modelling, University of Bristol).

We shall start with a basic model including a main effect for
time and a time × treatment interaction.29 Twisk and colleagues rec-
ommend this approach,32 because it adequately accounts for base-
line values and has favourable properties concerning missing data,
allowing participants with only a baseline value but missing post-
treatment and/or follow-up assessments to remain included in the
analyses. Time will be treated as a categorical variable to facilitate
treatment comparison at the different time points.

To account for clustering of participants within studies, we will
estimate a random intercept with respect to the study. We will also
estimate a random intercept with respect to participants, and fixed
slopes. If adding a random slope for the time × treatment inter-
action on study level results in a model improvement, models
including this random slope will be used for effect estimation.

Using this approach, treatment effects can be directly obtained
from the regression coefficient of the time × treatment inter-
action.29,32 The regression coefficients of the time × treatment inter-
actions at post-treatment and follow-up represent the treatment
comparisons at these assessment moments. These can be inter-
preted as Cohen’s d effect sizes for analyses with z-scores as
outcome measure, and as mean differences for analyses with
unstandardised scores as outcome measure.

A number of sensitivity analyses will be conducted to examine
the robustness of the findings. Because outcomes of IPT for depres-
sion have been found to be associated with the number of sessions,7

we will repeat the analyses in subgroups of studies examining IPT
and the briefer interpersonal counselling. Because there are indica-
tions that psychological treatments of dysthymia are less effective
than psychological treatments of major depressive disorder,33 we
will repeat the analyses in subgroups of studies that include partici-
pants meeting diagnostic criteria for dysthymia versus studies that
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include participants meeting diagnostic criteria for other unipolar
mood disorders.

To examine potential effects of study setting, depression inclu-
sion criteria, age and antidepressant type, we will also repeat the
analyses in the following subgroups of studies: primary versus sec-
ondary or tertiary care, studies that enrolled participants meeting
diagnostic criteria for depression versus studies that enrolled parti-
cipants presenting an elevated score on a standardised measure of
depression, studies that enrolled adult versus studies that enrolled
older adult populations, and for subgroups of studies examining dif-
ferent classes of antidepressants (such as SSRI, SNRI, TCA, MAOI).

We will also conduct sensitivity analyses to control for the
effects of additional non-study treatment during the trial and in
the follow-up period by adding collected data in this regard as cov-
ariates to the mixed-effects models. To examine the impact of risk
of bias, we will conduct analyses in which we add risk-of-bias items
as covariates to the mixed-effects models.34 In addition, we will
conduct sensitivity analyses only including those studies that score
negative on all risk-of-bias criteria assessed. We will examine the
impact of treatment quality in the same way.

Furthermore, we will examine possible data-availability bias
following prior work.12 We will conduct t-tests and χ2 analyses,
comparing the included studies with studies for which no partici-
pant-level data were obtained with regard to the extracted study
characteristics using SPSS Statistics (version 25 for PC). For
studies for which IPD were not obtained, we will calculate
Cohen’s d effect sizes for each relevant outcome measure based
on data extracted from the publications. Conventional meta-ana-
lysis techniques will be utilised to examine differences in effect
sizes between studies that contributed data and studies that did
not. More specifically, we will conduct subgroup analyses compar-
ing studies for which IPD were versus studies for which IPD were
not obtained using Comprehensive Meta-analysis (version 3.3.070
for PC, Biostat). We will apply a fully random-effects analysis and
pool study-to-study variance across subgroups, as is recommended
when subgroups involve small numbers of studies.35 We will assess
potential publication bias by assessing asymmetry in funnel plots for
meta-analyses including ten or more trials (regardless of whether or
not IPD were obtained), as is recommended by Sterne and collea-
gues.36 We will assess the strength of the body of evidence for
each outcome measure based on the number of included studies
and participants as well as the quality of the included studies.

Discussion

We have described the study protocol of a systematic review and
IPDmeta-analysis examining the efficacy of antidepressant medica-
tion versus IPT for adult acute-phase depression. The study aim is to
collect the participant-level data of randomised clinical trials com-
paring these two effective antidepressant treatments and to
combine these data in order to conduct IPD meta-analyses on a
broad range of outcome measures assessed at both post-treatment
and follow-up.

Strengths and limitations

IPD meta-analysis has a number of advantages over conventional
meta-analysis.12 Collecting the studies’ primary data provides
access to outcome variables that might not have been reported in
the published articles. Other advantages include facilitating stand-
ardisation across studies by allowing the same analytic approaches
to be used for handling missing data and statistical modelling,
allowing verification of results presented in the original studies,
and making it possible to implement novel, more powerful

statistical techniques than were available at the time of publication
of older studies.10

IPD meta-analyses involve collection of original data from all
the relevant trials worldwide. These data require preparation and
checking before being included in the meta-analysis, and sometimes
demand complex decisions on the data to ensure the accuracy of
outcomes. It therefore takes more time, effort and resources to
conduct an IPD meta-analysis than a conventional meta-analysis
based solely on results extracted from published trial reports.10

However, the IPD approach can improve the quality of both the
data and the analyses, and thus the reliability of the results.
Therefore, it is considered the ‘gold standard’ of meta-analysis.9

IPD meta-analyses also have limitations.12 First, although IPD
meta-analyses are generally considered the most reliable approach
to evidence synthesis,9 this does not mean that they are bias-free:
reviewer selection bias, publication bias and data-availability bias
require consideration.37We will attempt to reduce such bias by con-
ducting a systematic literature search, posing no restrictions con-
cerning publication language, date and status, and by empirically
examining publication bias as well as data-availability bias.
Second, IPD meta-analyses rely on variables previously assessed
in individual studies and available across multiple trials. For this
reason, it is possible that not all outcome variables of interest can
be examined. It is also possible that meta-analyses of different out-
comes will be based in different subgroups of studies. Third, it will
be necessary to standardise outcome variables in order to conduct
meta-analyses including all relevant studies, and doing so can
change the original variables’ properties. We aim to overcome this
limitation by conducting sensitivity analyses using unstandardised
scores. Fourth, although we will combine data frommultiple clinical
trials with different inclusion criteria, target populations, settings
and antidepressant types, generalisability of the findings might
still be limited to individuals who volunteer to participate in rando-
mised clinical studies.

Clinical and scientific relevance

Although IPD meta-analyses have now been used to compare the
acute treatment efficacy of antidepressant medication with cogni-
tive–behavioural therapy,21 with the cognitive–behavioural analysis
system of psychotherapy (CBASP),38 as well as with combined
treatment of antidepressants and CBASP,38 and with combined
treatment of antidepressants and psychodynamic therapy,29 to
date no IPD meta-analysis has been conducted examining the
efficacy of IPT.With its focus on current salient relational and inter-
personal experiences, IPT provides an important alternative to these
interventions and it is included as a treatment of choice in major
practice guidelines for depression.3,4 Therefore, we believe this
study has the potential to contribute to our understanding of treat-
ment for depression by comparing the efficacy of two frequently
applied therapies in both the short and longer term on a range of
outcome measures across studies using state-of-the-art statistical
techniques.

Ellen Driessen , Department of Clinical Psychology, Behavioural Science Institute,
Radboud University, the Netherlands; and Depression Expertise Center, Pro Persona
Mental Health Care, the Netherlands; Zachary D. Cohen , Department of Psychiatry,
University of California Los Angeles, USA; Myrna M. Weissman, Columbia University
Vagelos College of Physicians & Surgeons, New York State Psychiatric Institute, USA;
John C. Markowitz, Columbia University Vagelos College of Physicians & Surgeons,
New York State Psychiatric Institute, USA; Erica S. Weitz, Department of Psychology,
University of Pennsylvania, USA; Steven D. Hollon, Department of Psychology,
Vanderbilt University, USA; Dillon T. Browne, Department of Psychology, University of
Waterloo, Canada; Paola Rucci, Department of Biomedical and Neuromotor Sciences,
University of Bologna, Italy; Carolina Corda, Department of Experimental, Diagnostic
and Specialty Medicine, University of Bologna, Italy; Marco Menchetti, Department of
Biomedical and Neuromotor Sciences, University of Bologna, Italy; R. Michael Bagby,
Departments of Psychology and Psychiatry, and Graduate Department of Psychological
Clinical Science, University of Toronto Scarborough, Canada; Lena C. Quilty,

Driessen et al

4
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. 31 Jan 2022 at 15:32:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9602-1548
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4883-1028
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Department of Psychiatry, University of Toronto, Canada; Michael W. O’Hara ,
Department of Psychological and Brain Sciences, University of Iowa, USA;
Caron Zlotnick, Departments of Psychiatry and Human Behavior, Medicine, and
Obstetrics and Gynecology, Brown University, USA; and Butler Hospital, USA;
Teri Pearlstein, Alpert Medical School of Brown University, USA; Marc B. J. Blom,
Parnassia Groep, the Netherlands; Mario Altamura, Department of Clinical and
Experimental Medicine, University of Foggia, Italy; Carlos Gois, Department of
Psychiatry, University of Lisbon, Portugal; Lon S. Schneider, Department of Psychiatry
and Neuroscience, Keck School of Medicine of USC, USA; Jos W. R. Twisk, Department
of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Amsterdam University Medical Centers, the
Netherlands; Pim Cuijpers , Department of Clinical, Neuro and Developmental
Psychology, Amsterdam Public Health Research Institute, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam,
the Netherlands

Correspondence: Ellen Driessen. Email: E.Driessen@psych.ru.nl

First received 14 Sep 2020, final revision 27 Nov 2020, accepted 7 Jan 2021

Data availability

Data availability is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analysed for this
study protocol paper.

Author contributions

E.D., Z.D.C., E.S.W., S.D.H., J.W.R.T. and P.C. made substantial contributions to the study design.
E.D., Z.D.C., M.M.W., J.C.M., E.S.W., S.D.H., D.T.B., P.R., C.C., M.M., R.M.B., L.C.Q., M.W.O., C.Z.,
T.P., M.B.J.B., M.A., C.G., L.S.S. and P.C. made substantial contributions to the acquisition of
individual participant data. E.D., E.S.W. and P.C. drafted the manuscript. All authors revised it
critically for important intellectual content and approved the final version of this manuscript.
E.D. is the guarantor of the review.

Funding

The Netherlands Organisation of Scientific Research (NWO) supported this work (E.D., 016.
Veni.195.215 6806). The funder had no role in the development of this study protocol, nor
was there editorial direction or censorship from the sponsor in this manuscript.

Declaration of interest

E.D. and Z.D.C. report a grant from the Netherlands Organisation of Scientific Research (NWO)
during the conduct of the study. Z.D.C. previously held stock options in Joyable and AbleTo,
which he received as compensation for advice on the clinical content of a digital cognitive ther-
apy. M.M.W. reports grants from National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), Brain and Behavior
Foundation, Templeton Foundation and Sackler Foundation, and royalties from Perseus Press,
Oxford Press, APA Publishing and Multihealth Systems. J.C.M. has minor book royalties to dis-
close. M.W.O. reports grants from NIMH during the conduct of the study. T.P. reports grants
from NIMH and non-financial support from Pfizer (study drug and matching placebo) during
the conduct of the study. M.B.J.B. reports personal fees from ‘Leerboek Interpersoonlijke psy-
chotherapie’ outside the submitted work. L.S.S. reports personal fees from Eli Lilly, Boehringer
Ingelheim, Cognition, Inc, Eisai, Takeda, vTv and Roche/Genentech outside the submittedwork.
The other authors have nothing to disclose.

References

1 World Health Organization [Internet]. Depression and Other Common Mental
Disorders. Global Health Estimates. WHO, 2017 (http://apps.who.int/iris/
bitstream/10665/254610/1/WHO-MSD-MER-2017.2-eng.pdf?ua=1).

2 Marcus SC, OlfsonM. National trends in the treatment of depression from 1998
to 2007. Arch Gen Psychiatry 2010; 67: 1265–73.

3 American Psychological Association. Clinical Practice Guideline for the
Treatment of Depression Across Three Age Cohorts. APA Press, 2017.

4. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Depression in Adults:
Recognition and Management. Clinical Guideline [CG90].National Institute for
Health and Care Excellence, 2009 (https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/CG90).

5 Feijo de Mello M, de Jesus Mari J, Bacaltchuk J, Verdeli H, Neugebauer R.
A Systematic review of research findings on the efficacy of interpersonal
therapy for depressive disorders. Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 2005;
255: 75–82.

6 Cuijpers P, GeraedtsAS, vanOppenP, AnderssonG,Markowitz JC, van StratenA.
Interpersonal psychotherapy for depression: a meta-analysis. Am J Psychiatry
2011; 168: 581–92.

7 Cuijpers P, Donker T, WeissmanMM, Ravitz P, Cristea IA. Interpersonal psycho-
therapy for mental health problems: a comprehensive meta-analysis. Am J
Psychiatry 2016; 173: 680–7.

8 Turner EH, Matthews AA, Linardatos E, Tell RA, Rosenthal R. Selective publica-
tion of antidepressant trials and its influence on apparent efficacy.N Engl J Med
2008; 358: 252–60.

9 Stewart LA, Parmar MKB. Meta-analysis of the literature or of individual patient
data: is there a difference? Lancet 1993; 341: 418–22.

10 Riley RD, Lambert PC, Abo-Zaid G. Meta-analysis of individual participant data:
rationale, conduct, and reporting. BMJ 2010; 340: c221.

11 Shamseer L, Moher D, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al.
Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015: elaboration and explanation. BMJ 2015; 350: g7647.

12 DriessenE, AbbassAA, Barber JP, ConnollyGibbonsMB, Dekker JJM, FokkemaM,
et al. Which patients benefit specifically from short-term psychodynamic
psychotherapy (STPP) for depression? Study protocol of a systematic review
and meta-analysis of individual participant data. BMJ Open 2018; 8: e018900.

13 Weitz E, Kleiboer A, van Straten A, Hollon SD, Cuijpers P. Individual patient data
meta-analysis of combined treatments versus psychotherapy (with or without
pill placebo), pharmacotherapy or pill placebo for adult depression: a protocol.
BMJ Open 2017; 7: e013478.

14 Klerman GL, Weissman MM, Rounsaville BJ, Chevron E. Interpersonal
Psychotherapy of Depression. Basic Books, 1984.

15 Weissman MM, Markowitz JW, Klerman GL. Comprehensive Guide to
Interpersonal Psychotherapy. Basic Books, 2000.

16 Weissman MM, Markowitz JW, Klerman GL. Clinician’s Quick Guide to
Interpersonal Psychotherapy. Oxford University Press, 2007.

17 Weissman MM, Markowitz JC. Klerman GL: The Guide to Interpersonal
Psychotherapy. Oxford University Press, 2018.

18 Weissman MM, Hankerson SH, Scorza P, Olfson M, Verdeli H, Shea S, et al.
Interpersonal counseling (IPC) for depression in primary care. Am J
Psychother 2014; 68: 359–83.

19 van Hees ML, Rotter T, Ellermann T, Evers SM. The effectiveness of individual
interpersonal psychotherapy as a treatment for major depressive disorder in
adult outpatients: a systematic review. BMC Psychiatry 2013; 13: 22.

20 Cuijpers P, Noma H, Karyotaki E, Vinkers CH, Cipriani A, Furukawa TA. A net-
work meta-analysis of the effects of psychotherapies, pharmacotherapies
and their combination in the treatment of adult depression. World Psychiatry
2020; 19: 92–107.

21 Weitz ES, Hollon SD, Twisk J, van Straten A, Huibers MJ, David D, et al. Baseline
depression severity as moderator of depression outcomes between cognitive
behavioral therapy vs pharmacotherapy: an individual patient data meta-ana-
lysis. JAMA Psychiatry 2015; 72: 1102–9.

22 Chambless DL, Hollon SD. Defining empirically supported therapies. J Consult
Clin Psychol 1998; 66: 7–18.

23 Cuijpers P, van Straten A, Bohlmeijer E, Hollon SD, Andersson G. The effects of
psychotherapy for adult depression are overestimated: a meta-analysis of
study quality and effect size. Psychol Med 2010; 40: 211–23.
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