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Abstract 

Aims/Hypothesis 

Higher maternal BMI during pregnancy results in higher offspring birth weight, but it is not 
known whether this is solely the result of adverse metabolic consequences of higher maternal 
adiposity, such as maternal insulin resistance and fetal exposure to higher glucose levels, or 
whether there is any effect of raised adiposity through non-metabolic (e.g. mechanical) 
factors. We aimed to use genetic variants known to predispose to higher adiposity coupled 
with a favourable metabolic profile, in a Mendelian Randomisation (MR) study comparing 
the effect of maternal “metabolically favourable adiposity” on offspring birth weight with the 
effect of maternal general adiposity (as indexed by BMI).   

Methods  

To test the causal effects of maternal metabolically favourable adiposity or general adiposity 
on offspring birth weight, we performed two sample MR. We used variants identified in large 
genetic association studies as associated with either higher adiposity and a favourable 
metabolic profile, or higher BMI (N = 442,278 and N = 322,154 for metabolically favourable 
adiposity and BMI, respectively). We then used data from the same variants in a large genetic 
study of maternal genotype and offspring birth weight independent of fetal genetic effects (N 
= 406,063 with maternal and/or fetal genotype effect estimates). We used several sensitivity 
analyses to test the reliability of the results. As secondary analyses, we used data from four 
cohorts (total N = 9,323 mother-child pairs) to test the effects of maternal metabolically 
favourable adiposity or BMI on maternal gestational glucose, anthropometric components of 
birth weight and cord-blood biomarkers. 

Results 

Higher maternal adiposity with a favourable metabolic profile was associated with lower 
offspring birth weight (-94 (95% CI: -150 to -38) grams per 1 SD (6.5%) higher maternal 
metabolically favourable adiposity). By contrast, higher maternal BMI was associated with 
higher offspring birth weight (35 (95% CI: 16 to 53) grams per 1 SD (4 kg/m2) higher 
maternal BMI). Sensitivity analyses were broadly consistent with the main results. There was 
evidence of outlier SNPs for both exposures and their removal slightly strengthened the 
metabolically favourable adiposity estimate and made no difference to the BMI estimate. Our 
secondary analyses found evidence to suggest that maternal metabolically favourable 
adiposity decreases pregnancy fasting glucose levels whilst maternal BMI increases them. 
The effects on neonatal anthropometric traits were consistent with the overall effect on birth 
weight, but the smaller sample sizes for these analyses meant the effects were imprecisely 
estimated. We also found evidence to suggest that maternal metabolically favourable 
adiposity decreases cord-blood leptin whilst maternal BMI increases it. 

Conclusions/Interpretation 

Our results show that higher adiposity in mothers does not necessarily lead to higher 
offspring birth weight. Higher maternal adiposity can lead to lower offspring birth weight if 
accompanied by a favourable metabolic profile.  

Key Words: Adiposity, ALSPAC, BiB, BMI, EFSOCH, glucose, HAPO, insulin, Mendelian 
randomisation, UKB 
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Abbreviations: ALSPAC (Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children), BiB (Born in 
Bradford), EFSOCH (Exeter Family Study of Childhood Health), EGG (Early Growth 
Genetics consortium), HAPO (Hyperglycaemia and Adverse Pregnancy Outcomes), MAGIC 
(Meta-Analysis of Glucose and Insulin related traits Consortium), MR (Mendelian 
Randomisation), UKB (United Kingdom Biobank), SEM (Structural Equation Modelling), 
WLM (Weighted Linear Modelling) 
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Research in Context 

What is already known about this subject? 

• Studies in non-pregnant people with obesity suggest many people can have a 
“metabolically healthy” form of obesity, but effects in pregnancy and on offspring are 
not known.  

• Multiple lines of evidence show that higher maternal BMI is causally associated with 
higher offspring birth weight, and that this may be mediated by the fetal insulin 
response to higher maternal gestational glucose. 

• Recently, genetic variants have been identified, where one allele is associated with 
higher adiposity but lower risk of type II diabetes and favourable metabolic profile, 
including lower insulin and glucose levels, so called “metabolically favourable 
adiposity”; the mechanism is thought to be due to greater subcutaneous adipose 
storage capacity that leads to higher insulin sensitivity.  

What is the key question? 

• What is the effect of maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on birth weight, and 
how does it compare with the effect of maternal BMI on birth weight? 

What are the new findings? 

• Higher maternal adiposity can lead to lower, not higher birth weight, if it is also 
associated with a metabolically favourable profile; this contrasts with the effect of 
higher maternal general adiposity (BMI), on higher birth weight.  

• Higher maternal metabolically favourable adiposity causes lower maternal fasting 
plasma glucose levels, most likely due to higher insulin sensitivity; in contrast higher 
maternal general adiposity leads to higher maternal fasting plasma glucose levels, 
most likely due to lower insulin sensitivity. 

How might this impact on clinical practice in the foreseeable future? 

• Identifying ways of stratifying overweight and obese pregnant women into those with 
and without metabolically favourable adiposity could allow for targeted management 
to obtain healthy fetal growth and birth weight. 
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Introduction 

Maternal body mass index (BMI), an index of general adiposity, is strongly associated with 
higher offspring birth weight in observational studies[1]. Mendelian Randomisation (MR) 
studies of BMI in pregnant women support these associations as causal[2, 3]. High birth 
weight is associated with adverse perinatal and neonatal outcomes[4]. It is also positively 
correlated with BMI in adulthood[5], which is associated with increased risk of type II 
diabetes and cardiovascular disease[6].  

A likely mechanism for the association of higher maternal BMI with higher offspring birth 
weight is via its adverse metabolic consequences. For example, increased maternal BMI 
results in increased maternal insulin resistance and consequently raised maternal circulating 
glucose levels. As glucose crosses the placenta via facilitated diffusion, this results in 
increased insulin secretion by the fetus (maternal insulin cannot cross the placenta[7]). 
Insulin acts as a growth hormone, and higher fetal insulin secretion leads to increased fetal 
skeletal growth and fat deposition, resulting in higher birth weight due to greater fat and lean 
mass[8].  

Common genetic variants have been identified where one allele is associated with higher 
adiposity yet a lower risk of type II diabetes and favourable levels of other metabolic 
traits[9]. These “metabolically favourable adiposity” alleles may have these effects because 
they are associated with increased adiposity in the more metabolically stable subcutaneous 
adipose tissue and with decreased adiposity in the liver[9]. These variants strongly overlap 
with those identified by a different approach, which search for alleles associated with higher 
fasting insulin and triglycerides levels, and lower HDL-cholesterol levels independent of 
BMI[10] Such alleles define a phenotype of “limited peripheral adipose storage capacity” i.e. 
the opposite alleles to those we describe here as metabolically “favourable”. It is unknown 
whether the metabolically favourable adiposity alleles in pregnant women affect offspring 
birth weight. Lack of a positive association of maternal metabolically favourable adiposity 
alleles with offspring birth weight would be compatible with the hypothesis that the effect of 
maternal BMI on birth weight is driven by the metabolic consequences of general adiposity 
and not by adiposity per se. 

Our aim was to determine the effect of metabolically favourable adiposity on birth weight 
and to compare this with the effect of maternal general adiposity on birth weight. In our 
primary analysis, we used alleles associated with higher maternal metabolically favourable 
adiposity as genetic instruments to measure the effect of maternal adiposity on birth weight 
when coupled with “favourable” metabolic effects, using data from large genome-wide 
association studies (GWAS)[2, 9]. We hypothesised that higher maternal metabolically 
favourable adiposity would either not associate with birth weight or would associate with 
lower birth weight if it resulted in lower maternal circulating glucose levels. We compared 
any effects of maternal favourable adiposity to those of general adiposity (assessed by BMI). 
In a secondary (exploratory) study, we used available individual-level data on mothers and 
babies to explore potential effects of maternal favourable vs general adiposity on birth weight 
related metabolic (e.g. maternal glucose, cord insulin) and anthropometric (e.g. head 
circumference, skinfold thickness) traits. 
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Methods 

The study design and different data sources are summarized in Figure 1 and sFigure1, with 
Table 1 and Table 2, providing more data on each contributing study. Further details, 
including details of participant consent and ethics approvals, are described in the 
supplementary methods.  

Primary Study: Mendelian Randomisation to test the effect of maternal metabolically 
favourable adiposity vs general adiposity on offspring birth weight 

Exposures: sample 1 

Metabolically favourable adiposity SNPs were identified from the most recent GWAS 
(N=442,278)[9]. The GWAS of metabolically favourable adiposity uses a composite 
phenotype characterized by increased body fat percentage and a metabolic profile related to a 
lower risk of type 2 diabetes, hypertension and heart disease (see supplementary methods 
and reference[9] for more details); 14 SNPs associated with higher body fat percentage and a 
“favourable” metabolic profile were identified at p < 5 x 10-8

  and replicated[9]. To facilitate 
the interpretation of our results we weighted these SNPs by the effect estimates of their 
association with body fat percentage using the latest GWAS of body fat percentage[11].  

We used 76 BMI SNPs as instruments for general adiposity from the most recent GWAS of 
BMI that did not include the UKB sample GWAS (N=322,154), with their weights being 
extracted from the same GWAS[12]. We did not use the more recent GWAS that did include 
UKB[13] as that would result in an overlap between sample 1 (genetic instruments-BMI) and 
sample 2 (genetic instruments-birth weight), which can result in over fitting of the data, and 
bias towards confounded associations, if there is weak instrument bias[14] 

Further details of the metabolically favourable adiposity and BMI GWAS are provided in 
sTable 1, and the characteristics of the SNPs used in our MR analyses are provided in sTable 
2. 

Outcome: sample 2 

For our second sample we used the latest GWAS of offspring birth weight from the Early 
Growth Genetics (EGG) consortium. There was a total of 406,063 participants who 
contributed to the weighted linear model analyses (WLM, see below), of which 101,541 were 
UK Biobank (UKB) participants who reported their own birth weight and birth weight of 
their first child, 195,815 UKB and EGG participants with own birth weight data, and 108,707 

UKB and EGG participants with offspring birth weight data (see supplementary 
methods)[2]. 

Birth weight was standardized within UKB and each of the EGG cohorts so that our 
measurements are in SD units (1 SD of birthweight ≈ 484g, the average SD for birth weight 
in 18 studies in an early birth weight GWAS[15]). To ensure our analyses considered only the 
effect of the maternal genotype, and not the correlated fetal genotype, we used the maternal 
genetic effect on offspring birth weight that had been estimated using a WLM[2]. WLM is a 
linear approximation of a structural equation model (SEM) that was developed to combine 
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data from disparate study designs to estimate independent maternal and fetal genetic effects, 
equivalent to conditional analysis in mother-child pairs. The WLM/SEM method combines 
studies with own genotype data available in addition to own birth weight and offspring birth 
weight data, with data from studies with only their own birth weight or offspring birth weight 
(see supplementary methods and references[2, 16] for more details). To confirm we 
obtained similar causal effect estimates with both the WLM and SEM adjusted summary 
statistics for birth weight, we applied the SEM method to obtain the maternal specific genetic 
effect on offspring birth weight at each of the SNPs, adjusted for the fetal genotype, using 
UKB participants only (own birth weight N = 211,815; offspring birth weight N = 187,120) 
and repeated the main MR analysis.  

Main Mendelian Randomisation analysis and sensitivity analyses 

We performed two-sample MR using Wald ratios[17], which were calculated by dividing 
each SNP’s effect on offspring birth weight (maternal genetic effect estimated using WLM) 
by the same SNP’s effect on the exposure (maternal metabolically favourable adiposity or 
BMI). Standard errors were calculated by dividing the standard error of the SNP’s effect on 
offspring birth weight by each SNP’s effect on the exposure. Standard MR methods, such as 
fixed effect pooled Wald ratios, assumes that genetic influences i) robustly (replicated) and 
statistically strongly related to the exposure (i.e. metabolically favourable adiposity and 
BMI), ii) are not related to confounders of exposure on the outcome and iii) only influence 
the outcome (i.e. birth weight) through the exposure. The third assumption can be violated by 
horizontal pleiotropy and between SNP Wald ratio heterogeneity is indicative of that. 
Therefore we used Cochran’s Q test, I2 and leave-one-out analysis to explore between SNP 
heterogeneity[18]. We also used MR-Egger[19], weighted-median estimator[20] and Radial 
MR[21] as sensitivity analyses to explore the extent horizontal pleiotropy may have biased 
the results (see supplementary methods for further details of these methods and their 
assumptions).  

The resulting effect estimates from our MR analyses are reported as the mean difference in 
offspring birth weight per 1 SD higher maternal body fat percentage (1 SD of body fat 
percentage = 6.5%; see supplementary methods) for metabolically favourable adiposity, 
and the mean difference in offspring birth weight per 1 standard deviation increase in 
maternal BMI (1 SD of BMI = 4 kg/m2 [3]) for BMI. 

Secondary study: exploring the potential effects of maternal metabolically favourable 
adiposity vs. general adiposity (BMI) on maternal glucose, cord insulin and neonatal 
anthropometric traits 

We undertook exploratory studies of the effects of metabolically favourable adiposity and 
BMI on fasting glucose and postload glucose in the general population and in pregnancy, the 
fetal insulin response to changes in circulating glucose levels (assessed using cord-blood 
insulin, c-peptide or cord-blood adiponectin) and additional (to birth weight) infant 
measurements of anthropometry, including head circumference, body length, ponderal index, 
and triceps and subscapular skinfolds, as well as cord-blood leptin as a marker of total fat 
mass. Individual participant data from four birth cohorts contributed to one or more of the 
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analyses with these outcomes. Although we made every effort to bring together all relevant 
studies with maternal and offspring genotype and these outcomes, these analyses are 
considered exploratory analyses because of the relatively small sample sizes for MR studies 
that we were able to obtain. As these were exploratory analyses we undertook main analyses 
using the Wald ratio method (see above) but did not undertake MR sensitivity analyses, such 
as MR-Egger, to explore horizontal pleiotropy.  

Contributing cohorts 

The four birth cohorts we used to perform these exploratory analyses were the Avon 
Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children (ALSPAC)[22, 23], Born in Bradford (BiB)[24], 
the Exeter Family Study of Childhood Health (EFSOCH)[25] and Hyperglycemia and 
Adverse Pregnancy Outcomes (HAPO)[26] (maximum N = 9,323 mother-child pairs). 
Further information on these cohorts and their contribution to the study can be found in 
Table 2 and sFigure 1. See supplementary methods for the cohort descriptions and for 
additional information on the data extraction, genotyping and phenotype assessment as well 
as how ethnicity was defined for each study. 

Mendelian Randomisation analysis and sensitivity analysis 

We used fixed effect pooled Wald ratio analysis to determine the effect of maternal 
metabolically favourable adiposity and BMI on offspring birth weight in each of these studies 
and compared the pooled result of that with the same result in our main analyses of effects on 
birth weight. The maternal genotype effects on offspring birth weight were directly adjusted 
for the fetal genotype, this being done to avoid violating the third assumption of MR analyses 
(that the instrument only influences the outcome via the exposure). 

In the absence of any publically available GWAS of fasting glucose in pregnancy, we used 
published GWAS summary statistics from the Meta-Analyses of Glucose and Insulin-related 
traits Consortium (MAGIC) to investigate the effects of the metabolically favourable 
adiposity and BMI SNPs on fasting glucose. The MAGIC consortium GWAS reported data 
from 46,186 White-European (non-pregnant and including women and men) adults on fasting 
glucose from 17 population cohorts and four case control studies in the discovery data set 
(there were 122,743 adults in the total data set)[27]. We checked the consistency of these 
associations with those for pregnancy fasting glucose in BiB, EFSOCH and HAPO (no 
pregnancy fasting glucose data was available for ALSPAC).  

Assessing the plausibility of MR assumptions for primary and secondary studies 

Sensitivity analyses for assessing the plausibility of the assumption that the genetic 
instruments are not related to other factors (i.e. through horizontal pleiotropy) that also 
influence birth weight are described above for the primary study. Full details of how we 
explored the validity of the genetic instrumental variables and other potential violations of 
MR assumptions in both the primary and secondary study are provided in the supplementary 
methods.    
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Results 

The associations between the SNPs analysed in the primary study and UKB+EGG birth 
weight are shown in sTables 3 and the association between the same SNPs and all the 
outcomes analysed for the secondary study (fasting glucose, pregnancy fasting glucose, 
pregnancy two hour glucose, birth weight, birth length, ponderal index, head circumference, 
triceps skinfold thickness, subscapular skinfold thickness, sum of skinfold thickness, cord-
insulin, cord-c-peptide, cord-leptin and cord-adiponectin) are shown in sTables 4, 5 and 6.   

Maternal metabolically favourable adiposity and maternal general adiposity, indexed by BMI, 
have opposite effects on offspring birth weight 

We found evidence that higher maternal metabolically favourable adiposity causes lower 
offspring birth weight (Figure 2). The main estimate (-94g (95% CI, -150 to -38) of 
difference in mean birth weight per 1 SD (6.5 %) higher maternal metabolically favourable 
body fat percentage) was consistent with both the MR-Egger and weighted-median estimates 
(Figure 2).There was evidence of heterogeneity between the Wald ratios across the SNPs 
(Cochrans Q = 33.46 (d.f. = 13), I2 = 61.1 %), yet results were consistent across leave-one-
out analysis (sFigure 2). Using the SEM to adjust for fetal genotype effects also gave very 
similar results (sFigure 3).  

The two-sample MR estimates for BMI are consistent with higher maternal general adiposity 
leading to increased offspring birth weight (Figure 3). The main MR estimate was 35g (95% 
CI, 16 to 53) of difference in mean birth weight per 1 SD (4 kg/m2) higher maternal BMI. 
MR-Egger (20g (95% CI, -51 to 92)) and weighted-median (14g (95% CI, -20 to 48)) 
estimates were directionally the same, though smaller than the main estimate (Figure 3).In 
this analysis, there was also evidence of heterogeneity between the Wald ratios for each SNP 
(Cochrans Q = 178.42 (d.f. = 75), I2 = 58 %), yet again results were consistent across leave-
one-out analysis (sFigure 4). Using the SEM to adjust for fetal genotype gave very similar 
results (sFigure 5). 

We used the radial MR-Egger method to detect the presence and impact of outlier SNPs. The 
radial MR-Egger estimate for the effect of maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on 
offspring birth weight was close to null (-2g (95% CI, -184 to 180)) (sFigure 6 and sFigure 
7), and four MR-Egger outliers were identified. In analysis with these removed the effect 
estimate was stronger than in the main analysis (-248g, (95% CI, -490 to -6)) (sFigure 6).  

The radial MR-Egger estimate of the effect of maternal BMI on offspring birth weight was 
weaker (13g (95% CI, -37 to 64), see sFigure 8 and sFigure9) compared to the main 
estimate, and 18 outliers were identified. In analysis with these removed the effect estimate 
became more consistent (22g (95% CI, -32 to 77)) with the main result (sFigure 8).  

Secondary study results 

Using published data from MAGIC we showed that higher metabolically favourable 
adiposity resulted in lower fasting glucose in men and non-pregnant women, whilst higher 
maternal BMI resulted in higher fasting glucose (Figure 4). The relationship between 
maternal metabolically favourable adiposity, or BMI, and fasting glucose in pregnancy were 
consistent with this, as was 2 hour post-prandial glucose in pregnancy (Figure 4). The point 
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estimate for the effect of metabolically favourable adiposity on 2 hour post prandial glucose 
was greater than that for fasting glucose, but confidence intervals were wider (Figure 4).   

Evidence suggested that maternal metabolically favourable adiposity consistently resulted in 
lower neonatal anthropometric outcomes (Figure 5). In contrast, evidence suggested that 
maternal BMI consistently resulted in higher neonatal anthropometric outcomes (Figure 5).  

Higher maternal metabolically favourable adiposity showed suggestive evidence of causing 
lower cord-blood leptin levels, in contrast there was strong evidence of higher maternal BMI 
resulting in higher cord-blood leptin levels (Figure 6). There was no detectable effect of 
maternal metabolically favourable adiposity or BMI on cord-blood insulin, c-peptide, or 
adiponectin levels, though the small sample sizes made these results imprecise (Figure 6).  

Validity of the genetic instrumental variables 

The BMI SNPs were positively and consistently associated with pregnancy BMI across all of 
the cohorts used for our secondary analyses. There was no evidence that collider bias 
influenced the results of maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on outcomes (see 
supplementary methods). 

The metabolically favourable adiposity genetic score was not associated with maternal 
smoking or maternal education level in UKB, ALSPAC, EFSOCH or BiB, but was associated 
with lower female educational level in HAPO (sTable 8). The BMI genetic score was 
associated with an increased prevalence of current smoking status in women in UKB and 
pregnancy smoking status in ALSPAC and with lower female educational level in UKB 
(sTable 8). Given these findings, we undertook further analyses using multivariable MR[28] 
to see whether maternal education and smoking status confounded the association (for more 
details see supplementary methods). Results from the multivariable adjusted MR analyses 
were consistent with those from the unadjusted MR analyses, for both smoking and years in 
education, adjusted for individually and when both were included in the multivariable model 
(sTable 9).  
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Discussion 

This study applied Mendelian Randomization to compare the effects of maternal favourable 
adiposity with general adiposity (BMI) on offspring birth weight. We found evidence of 
contrasting effects; while higher maternal favourable adiposity was related to lower offspring 
birth weight, the opposite was the case for maternal general adiposity. Our secondary 
analyses provided some evidence that higher maternal favourable adiposity causes lower 
fasting glucose both inside and outside of pregnancy, i.e. has the opposite effect to that of 
higher BMI. Additional analyses of effects of maternal favourable vs. general adiposity on 
different neonatal anthropometric outcomes were consistent in direction with those of birth 
weight, but there was insufficient power to determine whether effect sizes varied between 
outcomes that capture fat mass (e.g. skinfolds) vs. lean mass (e.g. length). There was also 
evidence to suggest that higher maternal favourable adiposity causes lower cord-blood leptin 
levels whilst higher maternal BMI causes higher cord-blood leptin levels. As cord-blood 
leptin is a biomarker for fetal fat-mass this provides some support that higher maternal 
metabolically favourable adiposity might result in lower fetal fat accumulation while higher 
maternal BMI results in greater fetal fat accumulation. There was insufficient power to detect 
precise effects on cord-blood markers of fetal insulin response as studies used different 
measures of this (insulin, c-peptide or adiponectin).  

The causal effects of metabolically favourable adiposity have previously been investigated 
for other health outcomes, such as type II diabetes, hypertension, heart disease, fatty liver and 
depression in adults[9, 29, 30]. With the exception of depression (where both higher BMI and 
metabolically favourable adiposity were associated with higher risk of depression[30]), 
metabolically favourable adiposity has been found to have the opposite causal effect to 
BMI[9, 29]. Thus our novel finding of higher maternal metabolically favourable adiposity 
being associated with lower offspring birth weight has consistency with this emerging 
literature on other adult outcomes. 

Metabolically favourable adiposity is a composite of individual traits, many of which have 
been found to be causally associated with birth weight. In particular, higher maternal fasting 
glucose (often resulting from insulin resistance, a component of the metabolically favourable 
adiposity trait) has consistently been found to be causally associated with higher offspring 
birth weight in MR studies[2, 3]. We have shown higher metabolically favourable adiposity 
to be tentatively associated with lower fasting glucose, both outside and during pregnancy, 
suggesting that the effect of higher maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on lower 
offspring birth weight may be mediated by its effect on fasting glucose levels. Though we 
have focussed on fasting glucose, metabolically favourable adiposity is also associated with 
other exposures, in particular lower triglyceride levels[9]. However, MR studies have failed 
to find any evidence of an association between maternal circulating triglyceride levels and 
offspring birth weight[3, 31], furthermore glucose has been shown to cross the placenta[32] 
(thus be able to directly influence the fetus), for that reason our focus in this study was on 
maternal fasting glucose.  

Study Strengths and Limitations  

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to use MR to investigate the effect of 
maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on offspring birth weight. We used data from a 
very large GWAS of birth weight and also for the first time examined potential effects on 
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maternal glucose traits, additional (to birth weight) infant anthropometric measurements and 
cord-blood measurements in exploratory analyses. We have explored the validity of our 
genetic instrumental variables using multiple sensitivity analyses, including the recently 
developed Radial MR method[21], and found that overall results from these sensitivity 
analyses were consistent with our main findings. Our BMI genetic variants explained 2.7% of 
the variance in BMI[12]. As metabolically favourable adiposity is not a directly measured 
single trait, it is not possible to measure how much “variance” is explained by the genetic 
variants. However for the primary study with birth weight the MR estimates were precise. 

A potential limiting factor may be the low response rate for UKB and the maternal report of 
offspring birth weight years after the birth in that study. Research suggests that a highly select 
cohort (as in the case of UKB with a 5% response[33]) can result in selection bias in genetic 
or MR analyses[34, 35]. The fact that the birth weight results from the secondary study, using 
four birth cohorts with response rates of at least 70%, were consistent in magnitude and 
direction with the primary study suggests this is unlikely to be a major source of bias. 
However, three of the four cohorts used (ALSPAC, EFSOCH and HAPO) were also used in 
the EGG consortium GWAS of birth weight and thus are not independent of the main result. 
Self-report of own and first child’s birth weight and the rounding to the nearest 1 pound 
(~0.454kg, first child’s birth weight only) may have introduced error in the birth weight 
measure in UKB, but this would be random with respect to genotype and expected to bias 
results towards the null. In UKB there is a relatively lower reported birth weight than in most 
of the other cohorts used in this study, which is likely to reflect secular trends of increasing 
birth size over time, given that the women in UKB were born between the early 1940s and 
early 1960s, whereas the majority of the participants in the other EGG cohorts were born 
after the mid-1980s.  

In UKB, genetically instrumented BMI was found to be associated with both educational 
attainment and with smoking status. Smoking has been shown to correlate with lower birth 
weight, and educational attainment is a marker of socioeconomic position, hence both these 
traits could result in violation of the assumption that the genetic instruments do not relate to 
other (than the exposure of interest) risk factors for the outcome[36]. However, results of the 
multivariable IVW analyses of maternal BMI on offspring birth weight adjusted for smoking 
and years in education were not substantially different from the main result, suggesting the 
association was not heavily confounded.  

Whilst there was evidence of between SNP heterogeneity of both metabolically favourable 
adiposity and BMI, results were directionally consistent across the main estimate, leave-one-
out analyses, MR-Egger and weighted-median analyses. The Radial MR analyses for both 
maternal metabolically favourable adiposity and maternal BMI found evidence of SNPs with 
outlier effects (four for maternal metabolically favourable adiposity, 18 for maternal BMI), 
suggesting that pleiotropic effects may bias the main estimates. However, in both cases, 
removal of the outlier SNPs from the analyses resulted estimates consistent with the main 
estimates, suggesting horizontal pleiotropy is unlikely to be a major source of bias for our 
analyses. In our secondary studies we had insufficient power to undertake these sensitivity 
analyses.  

Our analyses hinged on using various methods (including WLM, SEM and mother-child pair 
analyses) to adjust for fetal effects on offspring birth weight. Adjustment for fetal genotype 
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introduces a spurious association between maternal and paternal genotype due to collider bias 
effects. Nonetheless, it seems mechanistically unlikely that adiposity of the father could 
directly (i.e. not via offspring genetic inheritance of paternal genetic variants) influence 
offspring birth weight and in previous sensitivity analyses it has been shown that any bias 
from not being able to adjust for the paternal genotype is small in comparison to the bias that 
would be introduced if the fetal genotype is not controlled for[37, 38].  

In conclusion, our results suggest that maternal metabolically favourable adiposity has the 
opposite effect on offspring birth weight to that of maternal BMI. This means that higher 
adiposity in mothers does not necessarily lead to higher offspring birth weight, and may 
result in lower offspring birth weight if accompanied by a favourable metabolic profile. In the 
future, methods to stratify overweight and obese pregnant women by their metabolically 
favourable adiposity status could allow for targeted interventions to achieve healthy birth 
weight. 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Acknowledgements: This research has been conducted using the UKB Resource under 
application number 7036. We would like to thank the participants and researchers from the UKB 
who contributed or collected data. We are extremely grateful to all of the families who took part 
in ALSPAC, the midwives for their help in recruiting them, and the whole ALSPAC team, which 
includes interviewers, computer and laboratory technicians, clerical workers, research scientists, 
volunteers, managers, receptionists and nurses. BiB is only possible because of the enthusiasm 
and commitment of the children and parents. We are grateful to all the participants, practitioners, 
and researchers who have made BiB happen. We are also grateful for the families that took part 
in EFSOCH and the researchers that collected data. We are grateful to the Genetics of Complex 
traits team at the University of Exeter, for their assistance in learning the methods and navigating 
the study data; in particular we are grateful to Francesco Casanova who helped with the data 
extraction for BiB. The authors would like to acknowledge the use of the University of Exeter 
High-Performance Computing (HPC) facility in carrying out this work. 

Data Availability: Our study uses two-sample Mendelian randomization (MR). We used both 
published summary results (i.e. taking results from published research papers and websites) and 
individual participant cohort data as follows: 

Journal published and website summary data were used for sample one of the two sample 
Mendelian randomization (published GWAS of BMI and body fat percentage). The references to 
those published data sources are provided in the main paper. The data for the GWAS of BMI is 
available here. 

https://portals.broadinstitute.org/collaboration/giant/index.php/GIANT_consortium_data_files 

The data for the GWAS of body fat percentage is available here. 

https://walker05.u.hpc.mssm.edu  

We used individual participant data for the second MR sample and for undertaking sensitivity 
analyse from the UKB, ALSPAC, BiB, EFSOCH and HAPO cohorts.  

The data in UKB, ALSPAC and BiB are fully available, via managed systems, to any researchers. 
The managed system for both studies is a requirement of the study funders but access is not 
restricted on the basis of overlap with other applications to use the data or on the basis of peer 
review of the proposed science. Researchers have to pay for a dataset to be prepared for them. 

UKB. Full information on how to access these data can be found here - 
https://www.ukbiobank.ac.uk/using-the-resource/ 

ALSPAC. The ALSPAC data management plan 
(http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/researchers/data-access/documents/alspac-data-management-
plan.pdf) describes in detail the policy regarding data sharing, which is through a system of 
managed open access. The steps below highlight how to apply for access to the data included in 
this paper and all other ALSPAC data. 

1. Please read the ALSPAC access policy (PDF, 627kB) which describes the process of accessing 
the data and samples in detail, and outlines the costs associated with doing so. 

2. You may also find it useful to browse the fully searchable ALSPAC research proposals 
database, which lists all research projects that have been approved since April 2011. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


3. Please submit your research proposal for consideration by the ALSPAC Executive Committee. 
You will receive a response within 10 working days to advise you whether your proposal has 
been approved. 

If you have any questions about accessing data, please email alspac-data@bristol.ac.uk. 

BiB. Full information on how to access these data can be found here - 
https://borninbradford.nhs.uk/research/how-to-access-data/ 

EFSOCH. Requests for access to the original EFSOCH dataset should be made in writing in the 
first instance to the EFSOCH data team via the Exeter Clinical Research Facility 
crf@exeter.ac.uk. 

Funding: This study was supported by the US National Institute of Health (R01 DK10324), the 
European Research Council under the European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme 
(FP7/2007-2013) / ERC grant agreement no 669545, the British Heart Foundation 
(CS/16/4/32482 and AA/18/7/34219) and the NIHR Biomedical Centre at the University 
Hospitals Bristol NHS Foundation Trust and the University of Bristol. Core funding for ALSPAC 
is provided by the UK Medical Research Council and Wellcome (217065/Z/19/Z) and the 
University of Bristol. Genotyping of the ALSPAC maternal samples was funded by the 
Wellcome Trust (WT088806) and the offspring samples were genotyped by Sample Logistics and 
Genotyping Facilities at the Wellcome Trust Sanger Institute and LabCorp (Laboratory 
Corporation of America) using support from 23andMe. A comprehensive list of grants funding is 
available on the ALSPAC website (http://www.bristol.ac.uk/alspac/external/documents/grant-
acknowledgements.pdf). Born in Bradford (BiB) data used in this research was funded by the 
Wellcome Trust (WT101597MA) a joint grant from the UK Medical Research Council (MRC) 
and UK Economic and Social Science Research Council (ESRC) (MR/N024397/1) and the 
National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) under its Collaboration for Applied Health 
Research and Care (CLAHRC) for Yorkshire and Humber and the Clinical Research Network 
(CRN). The Exeter Family Study of Childhood Health (EFSOCH) was supported by South West 
NHS Research and Development, Exeter NHS Research and Development, the Darlington Trust 
and the Peninsula National Institute of Health Research (NIHR) Clinical Research Facility at the 
University of Exeter. Genotyping of the EFSOCH study samples was funded by Wellcome Trust 
and Royal Society grant 104150/Z/14/Z. WDT is supported by the GW4 BIOMED DTP awarded 
to the Universities of Bath, Bristol, Cardiff and Exeter from the UK Medical Research Council 
(MRC). M-CB is supported by a UK MRC Skills Development Fellowship (MR/P014054/1). 
RMF and RNB are funded by a Wellcome Trust and Royal Society Sir Henry Dale Fellowship 
(104150/Z/14/Z). M-CB, RMF and DAL work in / are affiliated with a unit that is supported by 
the University of Bristol and UK Medical Research Council (MC_UU_00011/6). DAL is a NIHR 
Senior Investigator (NF-0616-10102). ATH is supported by a NIHR Senior Investigator award 
and also a Wellcome Trust Senior Investigator award (098395/Z/12/Z). The funders had no role 
in the design of the study, the collection, analysis, or interpretation of the data; the writing of the 
manuscript, or the decision to submit the manuscript for publication. The views expressed in this 
paper are those of the authors and not necessarily those of any funder. 

Conflict of Interests: DAL has received support from Medtronic LTD and Roche Diagnostics 
for biomarker research that is not related to the study presented in this paper. The other authors 
report no conflicts. 

Author Contributions:  

DAL and RMF designed this study, with WDT further developing the design. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


DAL (ALSPAC), ATH and BAK (EFSOCH), DS and WLL (HAPO) and GS, RA, DM and DAL 
(BiB) contributed to the collection of and management of cohort data. 

ARW, RNB and JT prepared the imputed genotype and phenotype data for the UKB sample of 
European ancestry participants. 

TMF, HY and YJ performed a multivariable GWAS to discover favourable adiposity genetic 
variants. 

NMW and DME performed a Weighted Linear Model GWAS using the UKB + EGG genetic and 
birth weight data.  

WDT, RMF, DAL and MC-B wrote the analysis plan, and WDT undertook most of the analyses 
with support from JT, M-CB, RB, RMF and DAL. 

AK carried out data analyses using the HAPO dataset in Chicago, and in this task he was 
supervised by DS. 

WDT wrote the first draft of the paper with support from M-CB, RMF and DAL; all other authors 
read and made critical revisions to the paper. 

WDT, RMF and DAL act as guarantors for the paper’s integrity 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


References  

[1] McDonald SD, Han Z, Mulla S, Beyene J (2010) Overweight and obesity in mothers and risk of 

preterm birth and low birth weight infants: systematic review and meta-analyses. BMJ 341: c3428. 

10.1136/bmj.c3428 

[2] Warrington NM, Beaumont RN, Horikoshi M, et al. (2019) Maternal and fetal genetic effects 

on birth weight and their relevance to cardio-metabolic risk factors. Nature Genetics 51(5): 804-814. 

10.1038/s41588-019-0403-1 

[3] Tyrrell J, Richmond RC, Palmer TM, et al. (2016) Genetic evidence for causal relationships 

between maternal obesity-related traits and birth weight. Jama 315(11): 1129-1140. 

10.1001/jama.2016.1975 

[4] Rossi AC, Mullin P, Prefumo F (2013) Prevention, management, and outcomes of 

macrosomia: a systematic review of literature and meta-analysis. Obstetrical & gynecological survey 

68(10): 702-709. 10.1097/01.ogx.0000435370.74455.a8 

[5] Zhao Y, Wang SF, Mu M, Sheng J (2012) Birth weight and overweight/obesity in adults: a 

meta-analysis. European journal of pediatrics 171(12): 1737-1746. 10.1007/s00431-012-1701-0 

[6] Riaz H, Khan MS, Siddiqi TJ, et al. (2018) Association Between Obesity and Cardiovascular 

Outcomes: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of Mendelian Randomization StudiesAssociation 

Between Obesity and Cardiovascular OutcomesAssociation Between Obesity and Cardiovascular 

Outcomes. JAMA Network Open 1(7): e183788-e183788. 10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2018.3788 

[7] Lawlor DA, Relton C, Sattar N, Nelson SM (2012) Maternal adiposity--a determinant of 

perinatal and offspring outcomes? Nature reviews Endocrinology 8(11): 679-688. 

10.1038/nrendo.2012.176 

[8] Group HSCR (2009) Hyperglycemia and Adverse Pregnancy Outcome (HAPO) Study: 

associations with neonatal anthropometrics. Diabetes 58(2): 453-459. 10.2337/db08-1112 

[9] Ji Y, Yiorkas AM, Frau F, et al. (2019) Genome-Wide and Abdominal MRI Data Provide 

Evidence That a Genetically Determined Favorable Adiposity Phenotype Is Characterized by Lower 

Ectopic Liver Fat and Lower Risk of Type 2 Diabetes, Heart Disease, and Hypertension. Diabetes 

68(1): 207. 10.2337/db18-0708 

[10] Lotta LA, Gulati P, Day FR, et al. (2017) Integrative genomic analysis implicates limited 

peripheral adipose storage capacity in the pathogenesis of human insulin resistance. Nature genetics 

49(1): 17-26. 10.1038/ng.3714 

[11] Lu Y, Day FR, Gustafsson S, et al. (2016) New loci for body fat percentage reveal link between 

adiposity and cardiometabolic disease risk. Nature Communications 7: 10495. 

10.1038/ncomms10495 

https://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms10495#supplementary-information 

[12] Locke AE, Kahali B, Berndt SI, et al. (2015) Genetic studies of body mass index yield new 

insights for obesity biology. Nature 518: 197. 10.1038/nature14177 

https://www.nature.com/articles/nature14177#supplementary-information 

[13] Pulit SL, Stoneman C, Morris AP, et al. (2018) Meta-analysis of genome-wide association 

studies for body fat distribution in 694 649 individuals of European ancestry. Hum Mol Genet 28(1): 

166-174. 10.1093/hmg/ddy327 

[14] Burgess S, Davies NM, Thompson SG (2016) Bias due to participant overlap in two-sample 

Mendelian randomization. Genetic epidemiology 40(7): 597-608. 10.1002/gepi.21998 

[15] Horikoshi M, Yaghootkar H, Mook-Kanamori DO, et al. (2013) New loci associated with birth 

weight identify genetic links between intrauterine growth and adult height and metabolism. Nature 

genetics 45(1): 76-82. 10.1038/ng.2477 

[16] Warrington NM, Freathy RM, Neale MC, Evans DM (2018) Using structural equation 

modelling to jointly estimate maternal and fetal effects on birthweight in the UK Biobank. 

International Journal of Epidemiology: dyy015-dyy015. 10.1093/ije/dyy015 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


[17] Stephen B, Dylan SS, Simon GT (2015) A review of instrumental variable estimators for 

Mendelian randomization. Statistical Methods in Medical Research 26(5): 2333-2355. 

10.1177/0962280215597579 

[18] Steichen T (2001) METANINF: Stata Module to Evaluate Influence of a Single Study in Meta-

analysis Estimation 

[19] Bowden J, Davey Smith G, Burgess S (2015) Mendelian randomization with invalid 

instruments: effect estimation and bias detection through Egger regression. International Journal of 

Epidemiology 44(2): 512-525. 10.1093/ije/dyv080 

[20] Bowden J, Davey Smith G, Haycock PC, Burgess S (2016) Consistent Estimation in Mendelian 

Randomization with Some Invalid Instruments Using a Weighted Median Estimator. Genetic 

Epidemiology 40(4): 304-314. 10.1002/gepi.21965 

[21] Davey Smith G, Spiller W, Bowden J, et al. (2018) Improving the visualization, interpretation 

and analysis of two-sample summary data Mendelian randomization via the Radial plot and Radial 

regression. International Journal of Epidemiology 47(4): 1264-1278. 10.1093/ije/dyy101 

[22] Boyd A, Golding J, Macleod J, et al. (2013) Cohort Profile: The ‘Children of the 90s’—the 

index offspring of the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children. International Journal of 

Epidemiology 42(1): 111-127. 10.1093/ije/dys064 

[23] Fraser A, Macdonald-Wallis C, Tilling K, et al. (2013) Cohort Profile: The Avon Longitudinal 

Study of Parents and Children: ALSPAC mothers cohort. International Journal of Epidemiology 42(1): 

97-110. 10.1093/ije/dys066 

[24] Wright J, Small N, Raynor P, et al. (2012) Cohort Profile: The Born in Bradford multi-ethnic 

family cohort study. International Journal of Epidemiology 42(4): 978-991. 10.1093/ije/dys112 

[25] Knight B, Shields BM, Hattersley AT (2006) The Exeter Family Study of Childhood Health 

(EFSOCH): study protocol and methodology. Paediatric and Perinatal Epidemiology 20(2): 172-179. 

10.1111/j.1365-3016.2006.00701.x 

[26] (2008) Hyperglycemia and Adverse Pregnancy Outcomes. New England Journal of Medicine 

358(19): 1991-2002. 10.1056/NEJMoa0707943 

[27] Dupuis J, Langenberg C, Prokopenko I, et al. (2010) New genetic loci implicated in fasting 

glucose homeostasis and their impact on type 2 diabetes risk. Nature genetics 42(2): 105-116. 

10.1038/ng.520 

[28] Sanderson E, Davey Smith G, Windmeijer F, Bowden J (2018) An examination of 

multivariable Mendelian randomization in the single-sample and two-sample summary data settings. 

Int J Epidemiol: dyy262. 10.1093/ije/dyy262 

[29] Yaghootkar H, Lotta LA, Tyrrell J, et al. (2016) Genetic Evidence for a Link Between Favorable 

Adiposity and Lower Risk of Type 2 Diabetes, Hypertension, and Heart Disease. Diabetes 65(8): 2448-

2460. 10.2337/db15-1671 

[30] Tyrrell J, Mulugeta A, Wood AR, et al. (2019) Using genetics to understand the causal 

influence of higher BMI on depression. Int J Epidemiol 48(3): 834-848. 10.1093/ije/dyy223 

[31] Hwang L-D, Lawlor DA, Freathy RM, Evans DM, Warrington NM (2019) Using a two-sample 

Mendelian randomization design to investigate a possible causal effect of maternal lipid 

concentrations on offspring birth weight. International Journal of Epidemiology 48(5): 1457-1467. 

10.1093/ije/dyz160 

[32] Hay WW, Jr. (2006) Placental-fetal glucose exchange and fetal glucose metabolism. Trans Am 

Clin Climatol Assoc 117: 321-340 

[33] Fry A, Littlejohns TJ, Sudlow C, et al. (2017) Comparison of Sociodemographic and Health-

Related Characteristics of UK Biobank Participants With Those of the General Population. Am J 

Epidemiol 186(9): 1026-1034. 10.1093/aje/kwx246 

[34] Munafo MR, Tilling K, Taylor AE, Evans DM, Davey Smith G (2018) Collider scope: when 

selection bias can substantially influence observed associations. Int J Epidemiol 47(1): 226-235. 

10.1093/ije/dyx206 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


[35] Sallis H, Taylor AE, Munafò MR, et al. (2018) Exploring the association of genetic factors with 

participation in the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children. International Journal of 

Epidemiology 47(4): 1207-1216. 10.1093/ije/dyy060 

[36] Yang Q, Sanderson E, Tilling K, Borges MC, Lawlor DA (2019) Exploring and mitigating 

potential bias when genetic instrumental variables are associated with multiple non-exposure traits 

in Mendelian randomization. medRxiv: 19009605. 10.1101/19009605 

[37] Lawlor D, Richmond R, Warrington N, et al. (2017) Using Mendelian randomization to 

determine causal effects of maternal pregnancy (intrauterine) exposures on offspring outcomes: 

Sources of bias and methods for assessing them. Wellcome open research 2: 11-11. 

10.12688/wellcomeopenres.10567.1 

[38] Evans DM, Moen GH, Hwang LD, Lawlor DA, Warrington NM (2019) Elucidating the role of 

maternal environmental exposures on offspring health and disease using two-sample Mendelian 

randomization. Int J Epidemiol 48(3): 861-875. 10.1093/ije/dyz019 

[39] Beaumont RN, Warrington NM, Cavadino A, et al. (2018) Genome-wide association study of 

offspring birth weight in 86 577 women identifies five novel loci and highlights maternal genetic 

effects that are independent of fetal genetics. Hum Mol Genet 27(4): 742-756. 10.1093/hmg/ddx429 

[40] Hartwig FP, Davies NM, Hemani G, Davey Smith G (2016) Two-sample Mendelian 

randomization: avoiding the downsides of a powerful, widely applicable but potentially fallible 

technique. International Journal of Epidemiology 45(6): 1717-1726. 10.1093/ije/dyx028 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.20112441
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Table 1: Characteristics of studies contributing maternal genotype and offspring birth weight data to the GWAS of offspring birth weight (data 
from Warrington et al 2019[2] and Beaumont et al 2018[39]) 

 UKB  

B58C-

WTCCC 

B58C-

T1DGC 

DNBC-

GOYA  

DNBC-

PTB- 

MoBa-

2008  NFBC1966 NTR QIMR TWINSUK ALSPAC EFSOCH HAPO  

Number of 

Participants 190,406 858 836 1,805 1,656 650 2,035 707 892 1,603 7304 855 1280 

Country UK UK UK Denmark Denmark Norway Finland Netherlands Australia UK UK UK USA 

Offspring 

years of 

birth 

1936-

1970 

1972-

2000 

1972-

2000 

1996-

2002 

1987-

2009 

1999-

2008 

1987-

2001 1946-2003 

1929-

1990 NA 

1991-

1992 

2000-

2004 

2000-

2006 

Maternal 

age at birth 

of child 

(years) 

25.3 

(4.5) 

26.2 

(5.2) 

26.1 

(5.4) 

29.2 

(4.2) 29.9 (4.2) 

28.5 

(3.3) 26.5 (3.7) 27.1 (3.7) 

24.5 

(4.0) N/A 

28.48 

(4.77) 

30.5 

(5.28) 

31.5 

(5.3) 

Maternal 

pre-

pregnancy 

BMI 

(kg/m2) 

27.07 

(5.03) NA NA 

23.57 

(4.27) 

23.57 

(4.27) 

23.93 

(3.94) NA NA 

22.79 

(5.13) NA 

22.93 

(3.76) 

24.07 

(4.42) 

24.5 

(4.64) 

Gestational 

age at 

delivery 

(weeks) NA 

40 (40-

41) 

40 (40-

41) 

40 (39-

41) 

40 (39-

40) 

40  

(0.86) 40 (2) 40 (38-42) NA NA 

40 (39-

41) 

40 (37-

43) 40 (1.7) 

Mothers 

smoking 

(%) 12 38 34.1 25.8 17.8 8.1 NA NA NA NA 17.5 13 13.5 

Birth 

weight (g) 

3227 

(477) 

3325 

(483) 

3379 

(469) 

3643 

(495) 

3595 

(497) 

3679 

(430) 

3525 

(461) 3469 (529) 

3344 

(532) N/A 

3481 

(475) 

3512 

(480) 

3557 

(517) 

a)  This table only shows the studies that contributed maternal genotype and offspring birth weight data (N = 210,267) to the final WLM 
adjusted GWAS of offspring birth weight (N = 406,063), more information regarding offspring genotype and own birth weight data can 
be found in Warrington et al 2019[2] 

b) For UKB, BMI was measured in non-pregnant individuals.  
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Table 2: Characteristics of the studies used for the secondary analyses. 

 ALSPAC BiB EFSOCH HAPO 1
a HAPO 2

a 
Number of Participants 7411 3308 1022 1052 815 
Country United Kingdom United Kingdom United Kingdom United States United States 
Offspring years of birth 1991-1993 2007-2011 2000-2004 2001-2006 2000-2006 
Maternal Age at birth of child (years) 28.5 (4.8) 27.1 (6) 30.4 (5.3) 32.1 (5.1) 29.9 (5.4) 
Maternal pre-pregnancy BMI (kg/m2) 22.9 (3.8) 26.6 (5.9) 24 (4.4) 24.2 (4.6) 24.6 (5.3) 
Gestational age at delivery (weeks) 39.6 (1.7) 39.7 (1.8) 39.9 (1.5) 40 (1.2) 40 (1.2) 
Offspring sex (% male) 49.8 51.6 51.6 47.9 50.9 
Mothers smoking (%) 17.2 33.1 13.3 12.9 15.1 
Birth Weight (g) 3495 (470.6) 3438.9 (481.8) 3513.2 (475.5) 3542.5 (509.1) 3539.5 (431.1) 
Birth Length (cm) 50.9 (2.2) NA 50.3 (2.1) 50.5 (2.2) 51.8 (2.5) 
Birth Ponderal Index (kg/m

3
) 26.4 (2.7) NA 27.7 (2.6) 27.4 (3.3) 25.4 (3.3) 

Birth Head Circumference (cm) 35 (1.4) 34.7 (1.4) 35.2 (1.3) 34.9 (1.6) 34.9 (1.4) 
Birth Triceps Skinfolds (mm) NA 5.2 (1.1) 4.9 (1.1) 4.1 (0.8) 4.1 (0.9) 
Birth Subscapular Skinfolds (mm) NA 4.9 (1.1) 4.9 (1.2) 4.6 (1) 4.3 (1) 
Sum of Birth Skinfolds (mm) NA 10.1 (2.1) 9.7 (2.1) 13.1 (2.5) 12.3 (2.4) 
Cord-blood C-Peptide (μg/mL)b NA NA NA 0.9 (0.7-1.3) 0.9 (0.7-1.3) 
Cord-blood insulin (pmol/mL)

b NA 24.3 (15-41) 37.6 (26-60) NA NA 
Cord-blood leptin (ng/mL)b NA 7.3 (4-13.1) NA NA NA 
Cord-blood adiponectin (μg/ml)b NA 33.3 (26.3-42.7) NA NA NA 
Fasting Glucose (mmol/l) NA 4.4 (0.42) 4.35 (0.38) 4.58 (0.37) 4.51 (0.34) 
2 hour postload glucose (mmol/l) NA 5.43 (1.3) NA 6.02 (1.2) 6.06 (1.19) 

a) For HAPO 1, genetic data was stored and analysed at the University Feinberg School of Medicine, Chicago. For HAPO 2, genetic data was stored and 

analysed at the University of Exeter. These were non-overlapping samples of European mothers and babies.  

b) For the cord-blood outcomes, because they have a non-standard distribution, the median and interquartile range are displayed. 
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Figure 1: Diagram summarising the key data sources and analysis steps for the primary analyses. 

a) The GWAS data used came from Ji et al (favourable adiposity)[9], Locke et al (BMI)[12], Lu et al (body fat percentage)[11] and Warringto

(birth weight)[2] 

b) The SNP associations were harmonized to the exposure increasing allele[40]  
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Figure 2: Causative effect estimates for maternal metabolically favourable adiposity on offspring birth weight 
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Figure 3: Causative effect estimates for maternal BMI on offspring birth weight 
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Figure 4: Causative effect estimates for maternal BMI and metabolically favourable adiposity on maternal pregnancy glucose outcomes 
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Figure 5: Causative effect estimates for maternal BMI and metabolically favourable adiposity on other birth anthropometric outcomes
for offspring genotype 
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Figure 6: Causative effect estimates for maternal BMI and metabolically favourable adiposity on infant cord-blood outcomes, adjusted for 
offspring genotype 
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