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ABSTRACT

BACKGROUND:

To assess the correlation between regional body fat and cardiovascular diseases in
middle-aged and young adults.

METHODS:

Information on the regional body fat, including the mass and percentage of fat in the
head, arms, trunk, and legs, was collected. Data for the observational study were derived
from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey 2011-2018. The relationship
between exposure and outcomes was primarily assessed using restricted cubic splines
(RCS), weighted multivariable logistic regression, and subgroup analysis. In the
Mendelian randomization (MR) analysis, the outcome was precisely defined as coronary
heart disease (CHD), and the data primarily originated from the IEU OpenGWAS project.
RESULTS:

A total of 10,158 participants aged 20-59 years were included, with a prevalence of
cardiovascular diseases at 3.4%. Regional body fat was primarily associated with heart
disease rather than with stroke. The RCS indicated a positive linear correlation between
all body fat masses and the percentage of heart disease. After adjusting for confounding
factors, logistic regression analysis revealed significant associations between heart
disease and head fat mass (unit: 0.1 kg, odds ratio [OR] = 1.31, p = 0.002), head fat
percentage (unit: 1%, OR = 1.37, p = 0.018), arm fat mass (unit: 1 kg, OR = 1.18, p =

0.047), and trunk fat mass (unit: 2.5 kg, OR = 1.14, p = 0.027). Leg fat mass and
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percentage of fat in the arms, trunk, and legs showed no significant correlation with
heart disease (p > 0.05). The IEU OpenGWAS database does not include head-fat
information. MR meta-analysis indicated that the fat mass and percentage in the arms,
trunk, and legs were all causally related to CHD.

CONCLUSION:

Head fat mass, head fat percentage, arm fat mass, and trunk fat mass were all
associated with heart disease and were likely causally related.

KEY WORDS

head fat, arm fat, trunk fat, leg fat, cardiovascular disease, heart disease

WHAT IS KNOWN

Trunk fat mass is positively associated with certain cardiovascular risk factors, while leg
fat mass is the opposite.

Dual-Energy X-ray Absorptiometry measures regional body fat, characterized by its
speed, low radiation exposure, and cost-effectiveness, making it suitable for community
settings.

WHAT THE STUDY ADDS

In middle-aged and young adults, regional body fat mass and percentage are not
associated with stroke.

Head fat mass, head fat percentage, arm fat mass, and trunk fat mass are all associated
with heart disease and are likely causally related.

Measurement of fat in the head, arms, and trunk may contribute to early screening for
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heart diseases in middle-aged and young adults.
Non-standard Abbreviations and Acronyms
NHANES National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
CVD cardiovascular disease

CHD coronary heart disease

MR mendelian randomization

SNPs  Single Nucleotide Polymorphisms

DXA Dual-Energy X-ray Absorptiometry

RFM  regional fat mass

HFM head fat mass

AFM arm fat mass

TFM  trunk fat mass

LFM leg fat mass

RFP  regional fat percentage

HFP head fat percentage

AFP arm fat percentage

TFP  trunk fat percentage

LFP leg fat percentage

RCS restricted cubic splines

MCQ medical conditions questionnaire

BMI  body mass index
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IVW inverse variance-weighted

PIR poverty income ratio

OR odds ratio

INTRODUCTION

Cardiovascular Disease (CVD) is a major cause of death and disease burden among
residents in many countries worldwide, and the problem of premature death is
becoming increasingly severe in many regions ‘. The United Nations member states
hope to reduce the premature death rate of CVD by 25% by 2025°; however, it is difficult
for all regions to achieve this goal®. Exploring the risk factors for CVD onset in
middle-aged and young adults to facilitate early screening and timely intervention can

help reduce the incidence and premature mortality in this population.

The distribution of fat in different regions is associated with various health risks. Early

research found that trunk fat mass (TFM) and leg fat mass (LFM) are associated with

11,12

certain risk factors for CVD’™. These include metabolic syndrome™", insulin

13,14

resistance™", hypertension, and risk of systemic inflammation”, although the

mechanisms are not yet fully understood. Most studies consider TFM to be a risk factor

17-19 16,20
)

and LFM to be a protective factor, which has been confirmed in adolescents ", and

21,22

older adults™ . However, these studies were observational and lacked causal inferences.
There has been no research to confirm whether TFM and LFM truly influence the

occurrence of CVD or to assess their potential as risk screening indicators for CVD,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.19.24304562
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.19.24304562; this version posted March 20, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

6

particularly in middle-aged and young adult populations. Body regional fat includes
head fat mass (HFM) and arm fat mass (AFM); however, few studies have focused on
HFM and AFM. Regional body fat was measured using Dual-Energy X-ray
Absorptiometry (DXA). DXA is characterized by speed, ease of use, and low radiation

exposure, making it suitable for primary care or physical examination settings.

The National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) is a cross-sectional
survey based on a stratified population across the United States that provides a
large-sample, nationally representative, and high-quality data. To date, no systematic
study has been conducted on body regional fat mass (RFM) information in the NHANES
2011-2018. Mendelian randomization (MR) analysis is a tool that utilizes genetic data to
analyze the causal relationship between exposure factors and outcomes®, with a lower
risk of confounding bias and reverse causation®. Therefore, MR is considered a
complementary method to randomized controlled trials, effectively serving as a strong

supplement to observational studies.

The study design was depicted in Figure 1. In this study, we combined a large
observational study from NHANES from 2011-2018 with an MR meta-analysis to
comprehensively evaluate the relationship between body RFM (including HFM, AFM,
TFM, and LFM) and CVD in middle-aged and young adult populations. Furthermore, we

also analyzed the relationship between body regional fat percentage (RFP) and CVD.
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METHODS

Cross-sectional study design

Study population

This study extracted population data from four cycles of the NHANES 2011-2018, as
other cycles did not contain information on RFM and RFP. In the NHANES, the age
distribution of the population undergoing RFM and RFP measurements ranged from 8
to 59 years. After excluding individuals with missing information on the main exposure
factors and outcome indicators, the age distribution of the population was concentrated
between 20 and 59 years old. Therefore, this study focused on the middle-aged and
young adult populations. All participants in the NHANES provided informed consent,
and the information was publicly anonymized and authorized by the NCHS Ethics
Review Committee.

Definition and extraction of body RFM, RFP, and CVD

The measurement of RFM and RFP was conducted using DXA. RFM included HFM, AFM,
TFM, and LFM, with the original units in grams (g). RFP included head fat percentage
(HFP), arm fat percentage (AFP), trunk fat percentage (TFP), and leg fat percentage (LFP).
DXA measurements excluded individuals who were pregnant, weighed more than 450
pounds, or were taller than six feet five inches.

In this study, data on CVD were extracted from the Medical Conditions Questionnaire
(MCQ) module in the NHANES, where MCQ information was obtained through personal

interviews. In this study, CVD was defined to include congestive heart failure, coronary
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heart disease, angina, heart attack, and stroke, with the corresponding variables in MCQ
being MCQ160B, MCQ160C, MCQ160D, MCQ160E, and MCQ160F. CVD includes other
diseases as well, but owing to the lack of related information in the NHANES, CVD in this
study was defined based on the aforementioned diseases.

Definition of covariates

The main covariates in this study were age, sex, race, educational level, poverty level,
smoking status, body mass index (BMI), obesity, diabetes, hypertension, and
dyslipidemia. Smoking was defined as the smoking of at least 100 cigarettes per day.
Obesity was defined as a BMI = 28. Diabetes was defined based on a history of
diabetes, hemoglobin Alc level = 6.5%, or a fasting blood glucose level = 126 mg/dL.
Hypertension was defined based on a history of hypertension, the use of
antihypertensive medication, or having a systolic blood pressure = 140 mmHg or
diastolic blood pressure = 90 mmHg on at least 3 days in the examination module.
Dyslipidemia included a history of lipid disorder, total cholesterol = 6.2 mmol/L,
low-density lipoprotein = 1.4 mmol/L, high-density lipoprotein < 1.0 mmol/L,
non-high-density lipoprotein = 4.9 mmol/L, and triglycerides = 2.3 mmol/L, with any
one of these criteria being met.

Statistical analysis

Continuous variables were presented as medians (IQR), while categorical variables were
presented as n (%). The chi-square test with Rao & Scott's second-order correction and

the Wilcoxon rank-sum test were used for complex survey samples. Baseline
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investigations were conducted using CVD and RFM as separate outcomes. CVD was
categorized as heart disease or stroke, and RFM was stratified into quartiles (Q1 to Q4).
Pearson’s correlation coefficient analysis was conducted to examine the correlation
between different RFMs in the body. Restricted cubic splines (RCS) were used to assess
the linear relationship between exposure and outcome. Three logistic regression models
were established to analyze the association between exposure and outcomes. The first
model was unadjusted, the second model was further adjusted for age, sex, and race,
and the third model was additionally adjusted for education, poverty level, BMI, and
smoking. In the logistic regression analysis, the units of RFM were readjusted as follows:
HFM to 0.1 kg, AFM to kg, TFM to 2.5 kg, and LFM to kg. Subgroup analyses were
conducted based on sex, age, poverty level, smoking status, obesity, hypertension,
diabetes, and dyslipidemia, and the interactions between exposure and subgroups were

analyzed.

In this study, important variables with missing values were excluded, and no imputation
was performed. All analyses of NHANES data were weighted to account for the complex
sampling design. In this study, the minimum sample weight used was the MEC
examination weight spanning four cycles. The weight variable was defined as
1/AWTMEC2YR. All statistical analyses were performed using R version 4.1.3 (The R
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria), with the significance level set at

0.05.
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MR meta-analysis

Based on the results of the cross-sectional study, exposure in the MR analysis was
defined as RFM and RFP, and the outcome was defined as coronary heart disease (CHD),
with data primarily sourced from the IEU OpenGWAS project. Initially, a two-sample MR
analysis was conducted, in which the selected instrumental variables (Single Nucleotide
Polymorphisms, SNPs) had to meet the following criteria: 1) genome-wide significance
level (P < 5x10A-8); 2) not in linkage disequilibrium (r2 < 0.001, 10,000 kb); and 3) not a
weak instrumental variable (F-statistic > 10). Five methods were used to determine the
causal relationship between exposure and outcome: inverse variance-weighted (IVW),
MR-Egger, weighted median, simple mode, and weighted mode. Among these, the IVW
was the primary method, and secondary methods were used to evaluate the robustness
of the IVW results. Heterogeneity was assessed using IVW and MR-Egger tests, and
pleiotropy was evaluated using the MR-Egger intercept test. A sensitivity analysis was
conducted using the leave-one-out method and funnel plots. The criteria for inclusion
in the MR meta-analysis were that the odds ratio (OR) values from all five MR analysis
methods were consistent in direction and that there was no horizontal pleiotropy. The
MR meta-analysis was based on the IVW results. If there was heterogeneity in the
statistical results, a random-effects model was used, and if there was no heterogeneity,
a fixed-effects model was used.

RESULTS

NHANES population characteristics and baseline features

10
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In total, 10,158 participants were included in this study, comprising 52% males and 48%
females, with an average age of 39 years. In the weighted analysis, CVD accounted for
2.8%, heart disease for 2.1%, and stroke for 1.0%. As shown in Table 1, except for LFM and
LFP, patients with CVD and heart disease had significantly higher HFM, AFM, TFM, HFP,
AFP, and TFP values. Patients who experienced a stroke did not show differences in
body RFM and RFP, with only AFP being slightly higher (24.07% vs. 24.29%, p = 0.003).
Upon further dividing RFM into quartiles (Q1-Q4) for the outcome, it was observed that
CVD and heart disease significantly increased with an increase in HFM, AFM, and TFM,
while no difference was observed in LFM. Stroke patients with stroke showed a
significant difference only in AFM (p = 0.022). This information can be found in
(TableS1-TableS4). AFM, TFM, and LFM exhibited very strong positive correlations, and
HFM showed a positive correlation with these three variables; however, the correlation
was relatively weaker (Table 2).

The relationship between RFM and RFP with heart disease in NHANES

As shown in Figure 2, the RCS indicated a positive linear correlation between heart
disease and all four types of body RFM and RFP. Table 3 shows the relationship
between the four types of body RFM and RFP with heart disease under three models.
Body RFM, HFM, AFM, and TFM showed consistent results across all three models. For
every 0.1 kg increase in HFM, the risk of heart disease increased by 31% (OR = 1.31, 95%
Cl: 1.11-1.54, p = 0.002, Model 3). For every 1 kg increase in AFM, the risk of heart

disease increased by 18% (OR = 1.18, 95% CI: 1.00-1.38, p = 0.047, Model 3). For every

11
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2.5 kg increase in TFM, the risk of heart disease increased by 14% (OR = 1.14, 95% Cl:
1.02-1.28, p = 0.027, Model 3). LFM was not significantly associated with heart disease
in any of the three models. In terms of body RFP, only HFP showed consistent and
significant results across all three models. For every 1% increase in HFP, the risk of heart
disease increased by 37% (OR = 1.37, 95% CI: 1.06 -1.77, p = 0.018, Model 3). AFP and

TFP were non-significant in Model 3, and LFP was not significant in any of the models.

The results of the subgroup analysis are shown in Figure 3. Interaction with the poverty
income ratio (PIR) was present in all four types of RFM and RFP, hypertension interacted
with AFM and TFM, and dyslipidemia interacted with AFM, TFM, LFM, TFP, and LFP. In
the subgroup analyses, HFP showed the most consistent performance, whereas the
associations of the rest of the RFM and RFP with heart disease weakened in some
subgroups.

MR meta-analysis

No studies on HFM or HFP have been published in the IEU OpenGWAS databases. For
AFM, LFM, AFP, and LFP, 12 studies each were identified, and for TFM and TFP, six
studies each were found. After screening the SNPs, four studies on AFM, LFM, AFP, and
LFP and two studies on TFM and TFP met the criteria. Based on the results of the
observational study, we chose CHD as the exposure source and identified six studies in
the IEU OpenGWAS database. The results of each MR analysis are detailed in the

TableS5 to TableS10. Heterogeneity was present in all MR meta-analyses in this study

12
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(p < 0.05); hence, all were based on random effects models. The MR meta-analysis
results showed a causal relationship between AFM and CHD (OR = 1.174, 95% CI:
1.092-1.261, p < 0.001), between TFM and CHD (OR = 1.084, 95% CI: 1.022-1.149, p =
0.007), between LFM and CHD (OR = 1.161, 95% CI: 1.083-1.245, p < 0.001), between
AFP and CHD (OR = 1.260, 95% CI: 1.139-1.134, p < 0.001), between TFP and CHD (OR
=1.170, 95% CI: 1.044-1.310, p = 0.007), and between LFP and CHD (OR = 1.237, 95% CI:
1.119-1.367, p < 0.001).

DISCUSSION

This study explored, for the first time, the relationship between regional body fat and
CVD in the middle-aged and young populations using data from the NHANES
2011-2018 and MR meta-analysis. An observational study showed that HFM, AFM, TFM,
and HFP were significantly associated with heart disease, whereas AFP and TFP had a
weaker association, and LFM and LFP had no association with heart disease. An
observational study also found that regional body fat was not associated with stroke. As
the primary heart disease in the observational study was CHD, the MR meta-analysis
selected CHD as the outcome and confirmed the causal relationship between AFM, TFM,
AFP, and TFP and CHD. However, the MR meta-analysis results for LFM and LFP were
inconsistent with those of observational studies. Owing to a lack of data, MR analyses of
HFM and HFP were not conducted. The findings of this study are important for early
screening and prevention of heart disease in middle-aged and young individuals. The

detection of body regional fat is characterized by low cost, low radiation exposure,

13
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convenience, and speed, making it suitable for screening in the community. By focusing
on fat accumulation in specific body regions, doctors may be able to identify high-risk

individuals more accurately and implement targeted intervention measures.

Regional body fat refers to the fat accumulated in specific areas of the body. It can
accurately differentiate between fat and nonfat tissues (such as muscles), providing
detailed information about fat distribution. The distribution of fat in different regions is
associated with various health risks; hence, regional body fat offers a more
comprehensive health assessment. Previous studies have discovered associations
between TFM, LFM, and certain cardiovascular health factors, which inspired the
scientific hypothesis for this study. Notably, the previously understudied HFM and HFP
levels were identified as significant risk factors for heart disease. Based on the results of
the baseline analysis, stroke, whether as an outcome or a contributing factor, showed no
significant correlation with fat in any of the four body regions ( Tablel,
TableS1-TableS4 ) . Therefore, in subsequent studies, we specifically refined the
outcomes of CVD to include heart disease. This study aimed to determine the strength
of the causal relationship between regional body fat and heart disease to aid in early
screening of heart disease. We did not intend to prove this to be an independent risk
factor. Therefore, excessive confounding factors such as hypertension, dyslipidemia, and
diabetes were not adjusted for. Instead, a subgroup analysis was used as a substitute.

Next, we discuss the results of head fat, arm fat, trunk fat, and leg fat in this study in

14
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seguence.

Previous studies, which are few in number on head fat, have found that the
accumulation of head fat is closely related to dyslipidemia and hyperuricemia®,
consistent with the results of this study. The baseline survey in this study showed that an
increase in HFM was not only associated with heart disease, but also significantly
correlated with hypertension, dyslipidemia, and diabetes (TableS1). While there is
currently limited research on head fat, we believe that it affects the occurrence of CHD
by influencing certain cardiovascular risk factors, similar to trunk fat. In this study, after
adjustment, HFM and HFP were not only the most stable among all indicators but were
also the most clinically significant (Table3). In all subgroup analyses of the PIR, there
was evidence of an interaction, which was an interesting finding. This suggests that
differences in socioeconomic status may lead to variations in various lifestyles and
health behaviors, potentially influencing the risk of heart disease. The association
between HFM and heart disease weakened in some subgroups, possibly because other
risk factors present in these subgroups diminished the effect of HFM. However, HFP
showed stable performance across all subgroups. Unfortunately, there have been no
studies on HFM and HFP in GWAS databases. However, by combining observational
studies with MR meta-analyses of other regional fats, we believe that head fat,

especially HFP, has great potential as a screening indicator for heart disease risk.

15
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Although both are limb fats, compared to leg fat, there are fewer studies on arm fat and
its association with health risks, and the findings are contradictory. Sanchez et al.'s
cross-sectional study of 683 university students aged 18-30 found no association
between arm fat and risk factors such as dyslipidemia, insulin resistance, and
hypertension®. In a study of 9,930 middle-aged and older individuals, Shi et al. found
that mid-upper arm circumference was positively correlated with metabolic syndrome”.
Gavi et al. found a negative correlation between the limb fat-to-trunk fat ratio
(LFM/TFM) and insulin resistance risk in older adults *, whereas Travis et al. found no
association between LFM/TFM and any markers of cardiovascular metabolic risk in older
individuals™. However, it is important to note that both of these studies had relatively
small sample sizes, with 38 participants in the former and 136 in the latter, and did not
differentiate between arm and leg fat but instead studied limb fat collectively. Leg fat is
traditionally recognized as a protective factor for health and combining arm fat and leg
fat with limb fat is inappropriate. The baseline survey of this study revealed a significant
association between the occurrence of heart disease and high AFM and AFP (Tablel).
High AFM was significantly associated with heart disease and cardiovascular risk factors
(TableS2), as indicated by the RCS curves, which showed a clear positive linear
correlation (Figure2B, 2F). In further logistic regression and subgroup analyses, AFM
performance remained stable, whereas AFP levels showed weaker statistical and clinical
significance. MR meta-analysis further confirmed the causal relationship between AFM

and CHD (Figure 4B). Therefore, we believe that AFM is a risk factor for heart disease

16
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and has clinical value in risk screening.

As mentioned earlier, previous studies have generally considered TFM as a health risk
factor, whereas LFM is a protective factor. These health risks include metabolic
syndrome, insulin resistance, high blood pressure, and overall risk of inflammation,
among others. However, there has been limited research analyzing CVD or heart disease
as endpoints. Trunk fat accumulates primarily in the chest, abdomen, and back. Its
composition and effects on health are complex, and encompass the influence of both
visceral and subcutaneous fat. However, the underlying mechanisms are not well
understood. Current research suggests that visceral fat in the trunk region secretes more
free fatty acids?>*° but has reduced adiponectin expression and secretion rates33*
leading to insulin resistance®>®¢, concentric left ventricular remodeling®’, and left atrial
dysfunction®. Deep subcutaneous fat in the trunk exhibits a phenotype similar to that of
visceral fat, whereas superficial subcutaneous fat in the legs possesses stronger
metabolic characteristics®**!. The results of this study are consistent with those of
previous studies showing a significant association between increased TFM and both
cardiovascular risk factors and CHD (TableS3). After logistic regression, subgroup
analysis, and MR meta-analysis, the performance of the TFM remained consistently
stable, with a weakened association with the outcomes observed only in two subgroups:
PIR<1 and high blood pressure. Although TFP also demonstrated a causal relationship

in the MR meta-analysis, it showed moderate performance in logistic regression analysis
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and had limited clinical significance (Table3). Thus, we believe that TFM is a risk factor

for heart disease and has a clinical value in risk screening.

Previous studies have commonly regarded leg fat as a protective factor against
cardiovascular risk; however, this study did not find an association between leg fat and
CVD or heart disease. Indeed, RCS and MR meta-analyses suggested that leg fat is a risk
factor for heart disease. First, from the baseline survey, it is evident that different RFMs
in the body are positively correlated. With an increase in the LFM, the other RFMs also
increase (TableS1-TableS4). The Pearson correlation coefficient revealed that LFM was
strongly correlated with AFM and TFM, but weakly correlated with HFM (Table2). The
protective effect of leg fat may be overshadowed by risk effects in other regions. This
could also explain why the results of the RCS and MR meta-analyses indicate that LFM is
a risk factor for heart disease. Correcting for other RFMs before analyzing the
relationship between LFM and heart disease was not the aim of this study, and it has no
practical significance for the risk assessment of heart disease. Second, previous studies

did not focus on the disease itself as the endpoint but rather on risk factors such as

26,42 43-45 19,4647

dyslipidemia>*, insulin resistance™®*, cardiometabolic functions , and inflammatory

markers®. Leg fat itself may not be a suitable risk indicator for CVD; it merely affects the
upstream indicators of CVD, which was the aim of this study. Third, most previous

19,20,42,44,46,47

studies focused on the ratio of trunk to leg fat, not on leg fat alone . This study

was an independent investigation of fat in various regions of the body. Fourth, although
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leg fat has been shown to be beneficial for some aspects of cardiovascular health, the
population with high LFM in this study was more prone to obesity, hypertension, and
even diabetes (TableS4). However, whether these risk factors are associated with LFM
remains unclear. This could also explain why LFM appeared to be a risk factor for heart
disease in the RCS and MR meta-analyses as these two analyses did not adequately
adjust for confounding factors. Finally, the study population consisted of middle-aged
and young adults aged 20-59 years, which differed from the populations studied in
previous studies. With advancing age, there are changes in fat distribution patterns.
Older adults often experience a loss of fat in their limbs and an increase in abdominal fat.
Therefore, leg fat may be more important in older individuals than in middle-aged or
young adults. In conclusion, we believe that LFM has no value in risk screening for heart
disease, and further research is needed to explore its relationship with cardiovascular

health.

This study utilized nationally representative data and an MR meta-analysis, making it the
first comprehensive analysis of the relationship between regional body fat and heart
disease. This is the first study to target middle-aged and young adults. Overall, based
on the results of logistic regression, HFM, HFP, AFM, and TFM were all correlated with
heart disease, with only a slight decrease in correlation in some subgroups. Currently,
there is very little research on head fat, and in our study, it was a highly promising

indicator. Specifically, for every 0.1 kg increase in HFM, the risk of heart disease
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increased by 31%, whereas for every 1% increase in HFP, the risk of heart disease
increased by 37% (Table3). HFP exhibited even more stable performance in the
subgroup analysis. In Pearson correlation analysis, the correlation between head fat and
fat in other regions was not strong (Table2), indicating that the influence of head fat on
heart disease was relatively independent of other regions. Unfortunately, there is no
information on HFM and HFP in the IEU OpenGWAS project, leading to a lack of MR
meta-analyses specifically for head fat. However, by combining MR analysis with other
RFMs, we believe there is a strong likelihood of a causal relationship between head fat
and heart disease. The primary aim of this study was to establish the correlation
between regional body fat and cardiovascular diseases in middle-aged and young
adults, with the goal of providing a basis for the early screening of cardiovascular
diseases in this population. Measurement of regional fat is convenient, economical, and

low in radiation, making it suitable for community-based settings.

This study had certain limitations. First, in conducting the correlation analysis, we did not
consider the mutual influence between different RFMs because this was not the primary
focus of this study. This study aimed to analyze the relationship between body RFMs
and heart disease to understand which RFM would be suitable as screening indicators
for heart disease in the real world. Second, the MR analysis in this study was not solely
focused on middle-aged and young adults; hence, the population characteristics did

not fully match those of observational studies. Third, when conducting an MR analysis, it
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is generally preferred to have different populations for exposure and outcomes.
However, due to the scarcity of relevant studies, we included all studies from the IEU
OpenGWAS for analysis. In this study, the MR analysis, serving as a supplementary
analysis to observational studies, could not conclusively prove causality but offered

substantial potential.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we believe that HFM, HFP, AFM, and TFM are risk factors for the onset of
heart disease in middle-aged and young adults, and that there may be a causal
relationship. Our study may provide new references for the early screening and

intervention of heart disease in the middle-aged and young population.
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FIGURE LEGENDS

Figure 1. Schematic diagram of body region fat and study flowchart

NHANES, National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey; CVD, cardiovascular disease; CHD, coronary
heart disease; DXA, Dual-Energy X-ray Absorptiometry; MR, mendelian randomization; SNPs, Single
Nucleotide Polymorphisms; HFM, head fat mass; AFM, arm fat mass; TFM, trunk fat mass; LFM, leg fat
mass; RFP, regional fat percentage; HFP, head fat percentage; AFP, arm fat percentage; TFP, trunk fat
percentage; LFP, leg fat percentage.

Figure 2. Restricted cubic spline analysis of the linear relationship between regional
body fat and heart disease
Figure 3. Subgroup analysis of the association between regional body fat and heart

disease
PIR, poverty income ratio; OR, odds ratio.

Figure 4. Mendelian randomization meta-analysis of the relationship between

regional body fat and coronary heart disease

CHD, coronary heart disease; OR, odds ratio.
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Tablel Baseline characteristics of the population

Overall Cardiovascular Disease Heart Disease Stroke
NO YES NO YES NO YES
n=10158
Characteristic n =9811 n =347 P n=9913 n =245 P n = 10029 n=129 P
N = 119,389,349
N = 116,094,464 N = 3,294,885 N = 116,939,940 N = 2,449,409 N = 118,284,799 N = 1,104,550

Male 5,171 (52%) 4,991 (52%) 180 (54%) 0.6 5,040 (52%) 131 (55%) 0.4 5,107 (52%) 64 (47%) 0.4
Age 39 (12) 39 (12) 49 (9) <0.001 39 (12) 49 (8) <0.001 39 (12) 48 (11) <0.001
Education <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

9-11th Grade 1,229 (9.2%) 1,161 (8.9%) 68 (17%) 1,182 (9.0%) 47 (15%) 1,203 (9.0%) 26 (24%)

College Graduate or above 2,792 (33%) 2,741 (33%) 51 (14%) 2,750 (33%) 42 (15%) 2,780 (33%) 12 (11%)

High School Grad/GED or 2,214 (22%) 2,123 (21%) 91 (28%) 2,159 (21%) 55 (25%) 2,172 (21%) 42 (31%)

Equivalent

Less Than 9th Grade 639 (4.0%) 616 (4.0%) 23 (4.6%) 622 (4.0%) 17 (4.8%) 630 (4.0%) 9 (5.1%)

Some College or AA 3,282 (33%) 3,168 (33%) 114 (36%) 3,198 (33%) 84 (40%) 3,242 (33%) 40 (29%)

degreek
Race 0.021 0.053 0.004

Mexican American 1,521 (11%) 1,486 (11%) 35 (7.6%) 1,501 (11%) 20 (6.0%) 1,506 (11%) 15 (9.5%)

Non-Hispanic Black 2,095 (11%) 2,000 (11%) 95 (16%) 2,033 (11%) 62 (14%) 2,052 (11%) 43 (23%)

Non-Hispanic White 3,483 (61%) 3,346 (61%) 137 (59%) 3,378 (61%) 105 (65%) 3,437 (61%) 46 (50%)
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Overall Cardiovascular Disease Heart Disease Stroke
NO YES NO YES NO YES
n=10158
Characteristic n=9811 n =347 P n=9913 n =245 P n = 10029 n=129 P
N = 119,389,349
N = 116,094,464 N = 3,294,885 N = 116,939,940 N = 2,449,409 N = 118,284,799 N = 1,104,550

Other Hispanic 1,062 (7.5%) 1,025 (7.5%) 37 (7.7%) 1,034 (7.5%) 28 (7.6%) 1,052 (7.5%) 10 (6.6%)

Other Race 1,997 (9.9%) 1,954 (9.5%) 43 (9.7%) 1,967 (9.5%) 30 (7.3%) 1,982 (9.5%) 15 (5.5%)
PIR.group <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Below poverty(<1.0) 2,102 (16%) 1,994 (16%) 108 (28%) 2,024 (16%) 78 (28%) 2,060 (16%) 42 (38%)

Above poverty(=1.0) 7,249 (84%) 7,041 (84%) 208 (72%) 7,104 (84%) 145 (72%) 7,175 (84%) 74 (62%)
Smoke.group <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Current smoker 2,256 (21%) 2,106 (21%) 150 (45%) 2,158 (21%) 98 (42%) 2,189 (21%) 67 (59%)

Former smoker 1,691 (19%) 1,619 (19%) 72 (23%) 1,632 (19%) 59 (26%) 1,675 (20%) 16 (11%)

Never smoker 6,204 (59%) 6,079 (60%) 125 (32%) 6,116 (60%) 88 (32%) 6,158 (59%) 46 (30%)
Height (inches) 67.0 (3.9) 67.0(3.9) 67.0 (4.1) 0.8 67.0(3.9) 67.0(4.2) 0.7 67.0(3.9) 66.3 (4.3) 0.3
Weight (pounds) 178 (43) 178 (43) 193 (49) <0.001 178 (43) 196 (50) <0.001 178 (43) 184 (51) 0.6
BMI.group <0.001 <0.001 0.3

<24 2,610 (26%) 2,553 (26%) 57 (16%) 2,571 (26%) 39 (15%) 2,589 (26%) 21 (22%)

24-28 2,686 (27%) 2,612 (27%) 74 (22%) 2,638 (27%) 48 (20%) 2,657 (27%) 29 (22%)
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Overall Cardiovascular Disease Heart Disease Stroke
NO YES NO YES NO YES
n=10158
Characteristic n=9811 n =347 P n=9913 n =245 P n = 10029 n=129 P
N = 119,389,349
N = 116,094,464 N = 3,294,885 N = 116,939,940 N = 2,449,409 N = 118,284,799 N = 1,104,550
>28 4,830 (47%) 4,616 (47%) 214 (63%) 4,674 (47%) 156 (65%) 4,751 (47%) 79 (56%)

Diabetes 1,056 (7.8%) 966 (7.4%) 90 (22%) <0.001 984 (7.4%) 72 (25%) <0.001 1,029 (7.7%) 27 (17%) <0.001
Hypertension 2,639 (25%) 2,413 (24%) 226 (60%) <0.001 2,474 (24%) 165 (59%) <0.001 2,556 (24%) 83 (66%) <0.001
Dyslipidemia 4,296 (42%) 4,042 (41%) 254 (75%) <0.001 4,113 (42%) 183 (76%) <0.001 4,204 (42%) 92 (73%) <0.001
Head Fat Mass (g) 1,166 (162) 1,164 (161) 1,216 (185) <0.001 1,165 (161) 1,224 (186) <0.001 1,166 (161) 1,186 (202) 0.7
Arm Fat Mass (g) 3,322 (1,522) 3,307 (1,511) 3,850 (1,785) <0.001 3,310 (1,513) 3,935 (1,803) <0.001 3,320 (1,519) 3,628 (1,814) 0.3
Trunk Fat Mass (g) 13,105 (6,076) 13,030 (6,042) 15,757 (6,649) <0.001 13,040 (6,046) 16,222 (6,688) <0.001 13,092 (6,066) 14,510 (6,983) 0.10
Leg Fat Mass (g) 9,648 (4,054) 9,636 (4,045) 10,086 (4,374) 0.2 9,636 (4,045) 10,222 (4,434) 0.2 9,649 (4,052) 9,607 (4,360) 0.8
Head Fat Percent (%) 24.07 (0.65) 24.06 (0.64) 24.34 (0.75) <0.001 24.06 (0.65) 24.38 (0.74) <0.001 24.07 (0.65) 24.29 (0.74) 0.003
Arm Fat Percent (%) 33 (11) 33 (11) 36 (12) 0.016 33(11) 36 (11) 0.021 33 (11) 35(12) 0.12
Trunk Fat Percent (%) 32(9) 32(9) 34 (8) <0.001 32(9) 35(8) <0.001 32(9) 33(9) 0.2
Leg Fat Percent (%) 35 (10) 35 (10) 35 (10) 0.5 35 (10) 36 (9) 0.5 35 (10) 35 (10) 0.8

N,weight;

PIR, poverty income ratio; BMI, body mass index
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Table 2 Correlation coefficients between fat mass in different body regions

Head Fat Mass Arm Fat Mass Trunk Fat Mass Leg Fat Mass
Head Fat Mass 1 0.331975 0.426939 0.209801
Arm Fat Mass 0.331975 1 0.923785 0.856195
Trunk Fat Mass 0.426939 0.923785 1 0.796021
Leg Fat Mass 0.209801 0.856195 0.796021 1

Table 3 Weighted logistic regression between fat mass and percentage in various body regions and heart disease

Model | OR (95%Cl) P Model 1l OR (95%Cl) P Model 11l OR (95%Cl) P

Regional Fat Mass

Head Fat Mass (Unit:0.1kg) 1.22(1.09,1.37) 0.001 1.31(1.11 ,1.55) 0.002 1.31(1.11 ,1.54) 0.002
Arm Fat Mass (Unit: kg) 1.24 (1.12 , 1.38) <0.001 1.25 (1.10 ,1.41) 0.001 1.18 (1.00 ,1.38) 0.047

<0.00
Trunk Fat Mass (Unit:2.5kg) 119 (1.12,1.28) <0.001 117 (1.07 ,1.27) 1.14 (1.02 ,1.28) 0.027
1

Leg Fat Mass (Unit: kg) 1.03 (0.99 , 1.08) 0.12 1.05 (1.00, 1.11) 0.069 1.01 (0.94 ,1.08) 0.874
Regional Fat Percentage

Head Fat Percent (%) 1.68 (1.37 , 2.05) <0.001 1.58(1.23, 2.03) 0.001 1.37(1.06 ,1.77) 0.018
Arm Fat Percent (%) 1.02 (1.00 , 1.04) 0.016 1.05 (1.01 , 1.08) 0.009 1.03 (0.99 ,1.07) 0.154
Trunk Fat Percent (%) 1.05 (1.02 , 1.07) <0.001 1.05 (1.01 , 1.09) 0.008 1.04 (0.99 ,1.09) 0.138
Leg Fat Percent (%) 1.01(0.99, 1.02) 0.428 1.02 (0.99, 1.06) 0.218 1.00 (0.96 ,1.04) 0.801

Model | adjusted for: none
Model Il adjusted for: age, gender, race

Model Ill adjusted for: age, gender, race, education, poverty income ratio, body mass index, smoking
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1.007 (1.004 to 1.010) 0.000
1.004 (1.002 to 1.006) 0.000
1.009 (1.006 to 1.012) 0.000
1.006 (1.005 to 1.007) 0.000
1.084 (1.022 to 1.149) 0.007

185

OR (95% CI) pval
1.084 (0.950 to 1.236) 0.231

—— 1.553(1.253 to 1.926) 0.000

1.219 (0.992 to 1.497) 0.060
1.096 (0.970 to 1.238) 0.139
1,519 (1.269 to 1.818) 0.000
1,421 (1.195 to 1.690) 0.000
1.008 (1.005 to 1.012) 0.000
1.005 (1.003 to 1.007) 0.000
1.011 (1.008 to 1.015) 0.000
1.007 (1.005 to 1.008) 0.000
1.170 (1.044 to 1.310) 0.007

197

C)
study leg fat mass to CHD

nsnp
ukb-a-275 | ukb-b-1668 284
ukb-a-275 | ieu-a-6 146
ukb-a-275 | ieu-a-9 87
ukb=-a=275 | ukb-b-1668 284
ukb-a-275 | ukb-b-7436 217
ukb-a-275 | ukb-d-19_CHD 288
ukb-a-279 | finn-b-19_CHD 286
ukb-a=279 | ieu-a-6 151
ukb-a-279 | ieu-a-9 87
ukb-a-279 | ukb-b-1666 287
ukb-a-279 | ukb-b-7436 279
ukb-a-279 | ukb-d-19_CHD 291
ukb-b-7212 | finn-b-19_CHD 422
ukb-b-7212 | ieu-a-6 231
ukb-b-7212 | ieu-a-9 108
ukb-b-7212 | ukb-b-7436 405
ukb-b-7212 | ukb-b-7436 405
ukb-b-7212 | ukb-d-I9_CHD 424

ukb=p=18096 | finn-b=19_CHD 425

ukb-b-18096 | ieu-a2—6 237
ukb-b-18096 | ieu-a-9 108
ukb-b-18096 | ukb-b-1668 417
Ukb=-b-18096 | ukb-b-7436 410

ukb-b-18096 | ukb-d-I18_CHD 427
Fixed effect model
Random effect model

F
! s)tudy leg fat precent to CHD  nsnp
ukb-a-274 | ukb-d-19_CHD 251
ukb-a-274 | ieu-a-6 129
ukb-a-274 | ieu-a-9 7
ukb-a-274 | ukb-b-1668 249
ukb-a-274 | ukb-b-7436 243
ukb-a-274 | ukb-d-IS_CHD 251
ukb-a-278 | finn-b-19_CHD 248
ukb-a-278 | ieu-a-6 126
ukb-a-278 | ieu-a-9 68
ukb—a-278 | ukb—b-1668 250
ukb-a-278 | ukb-b-7436 243
ukb-a-278 | ukb-d-19_CHD 252
ukb-b-7212 | finn—b-19_CHD 422
ukb-b-7212 | ieu-a-6 231
ukb-b-7212 | ieu-a-9 108
ukb~b-7212 | ukb-b-1668 414
ukb-b=7212 | ukb-b-7436 405
ukb-b-7212 | ukb-d-19_CHD 424
ukb-b-18377 | finn-b-I9_CHD 379
ukb-b-18377 | ieu-a-6 209
ukb-b-18377 | ieu-a-9 101
ukb-b-18377 | ukb-b-1668 377
ukb—b-18377 | ukb-b-7436 368
ukb—b-18377 | ukb-d-19_CHD 383

Fixed effect model
Random effect model

-
.
-

OR (95% CI)

1.014 (1011 to 1.018)
1446 (1.168 to 1.792)
1.455 (1220 o 1.736)
1.014 (1011 t0 1.018)
1.008 (1.005 to 1.010)
1.017 (1.013 10 1.022)
1.303 (1.145 to 1.482)

——=——  1.464 (1.181 to 1.816)

1.495 (1.237 to 1.808)
1.014 (1.010 to 1.018)
1.007 (1.005 to 1.010)
1.018 (1014 to 1.022)
1.301 (1.142 to 1.482)

———— 1575 (129610 1.915)

1.458 (1.199 t0 1.773)
1.007 (1.005 to 1.009)
1.007 (1.005 to 1.009)
1,015 (1.011 o 1.019)
1.302 (1.150 to 1.475)

——— 1.567 (1.290 to 1.904)

1.518 (1.267 to 1.819)
1.014 (1.010 10 1.017)
1.007 (1.005 to 1.010)

pual
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

1.015 (1.011 to 1.019) 0.000
1.010 (1.009 to 1.011) 0.000
1.161 (1083 to 1.245) 0.000

1.96

OR (95% CI} pval

1.023 (1.017 to 1.029) 0.000
1.738 (1.327 to 2.277) 0.000
1.720 (1.326 to 2.232) 0.000
1.022 (1.016 to 1.027) 0.000
1.011 (1.008 to 1.014) 0.000
1.023 (1.017 to 1.029) 0.000
1.377 (1.139 to 1.665) 0.001
1.679 (1.260 to 2.235) 0.000
1.950 (1.489 to 2.552) 0.000
1.022 (1.016 to 1.027) 0.000
1.012 (1.008 to 1.015) 0.000
1.024 (1.018 to 1.030) 0.000
1.301 (1.142 to 1.482) 0.000
1.575 (1.296 to 1.915) 0.000
1458 (1.199 to 1.773) 0.000
1.014 (1.010 to 1.017) 0.000
1.007 (1.005 to 1.008) 0.000
1.015 (1.011 to 1.018) 0.000
1.601 (1.346 to 1.904) 0.000
2.067 (1.589 to 2.688) 0.000
2.000 (1.524 to 2.625) 0.000
1.022 (1.017 to 1.027) 0.000
1.011 (1.008 to 1.014) 0.000
1.024 (1.018 to 1.028) 0.000
1.014 (1.013 to 1.015) 0.000
1.237 (1.119 ta 1.367) 0.000
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