Causes and consequences of major depressive disorder:
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Abstract

Background: Major depressive disorder (MDD) is a prevalent and debilitating disorder that has been
associated with a range of risk factors and outcomes. Causal pathways between MDD and other traits
can be studied using genetic variants as instrumental variables.

Methods: A literature review was conducted to identify 201 MDD-associated traits. For 115 traits,
there were well-powered genome-wide association study (GWAS) results available that could be used
to assess the genetic correlation with MDD. Of these, there were 89 meeting criteria for investigating
causal associations in both directions using two-sample Mendelian randomization (TSMR). Of the
traits that were not captured by GWAS, 43 could be included as outcomes of MDD using one-sample
MR (OSMR). A range of methods and sensitivity tests was applied to gauge robustness of results,
together with statistical power analyses to aid interpretation.

Outcomes: Moderate to strong genetic overlap was found between MDD and most traits. Support for
causal effects of MDD liability were found for circadian, cognitive, diet, medical disease, endocrine,
functional, inflammatory, metabolic, mortality, physical activity, reproduction, risk behavior, social,
socioeconomic, and suicide outcomes. Most associations were bidirectional, although there was less
evidence for diet, disease, and endocrine traits causing MDD risk. Results were robust across
sensitivity analyses.

Interpretation: This study provides a systematic overview of traits putatively causally related to MDD,
confirming previous findings as well as identifying new associations. Our results highlight the
importance of MDD as a risk factor cross-cutting across medical, functional, and psychosocial domains
and emphasize the need for concerted efforts at reducing this highly prevalent disorder.



Introduction

Major Depressive Disorder (MDD) is a highly prevalent and debilitating mental disorder. It is crucial to
increase understanding in what causes MDD, but also how MDD impacts other aspects of health and
well-being. Although treatment provision has increased, prevalence is not decreasing’: one in every
three women and one in five men experience MDD at some point in their life (Our World in Data?).
MDD significantly impacts quality of life?, accounting for 4.3% of Years Lived with Disability (YLD?). It
is related to high treatment use, lower socioeconomic outcomes, and adverse clinical outcomes>. Also,
it is highly co-morbid with a range of medical diseases, most notably with cardiovascular disease® and
all disease-related mortality’. Moreover, MDD is in the top 3 predictors of suicide ideation (after
previous suicide ideation and hopelessness), which in turn is a strong predictor of suicide death?®, Still,
for many outcomes, it is unclear if MDD is causal. For instance, the association with suicide is at least
in part driven by psychiatric comorbidity®. For other outcomes, there may be reverse causation, with
cardiovascular disease for instance being identified as both a risk factor for and outcome in MDD,

Many risk factors have been identified for MDD. For instance, low income, low educational
attainment, not having a romantic partner, and loneliness are important social risk factors%?,
Psychiatric and medical diseases may also predispose for MDD>'3, Diet, substance use, and metabolic
traits such as BMI are associated with MDD, too**. Childhood trauma and stressful events may be the
most robust risk factors for MDD*>®, Many risk factors may be subject to bidirectional associations,
and there may be other, non-causal pathways driving the association. For instance, the well-
established effect of stressful life events might be largely non-causal’. It is notoriously difficult to infer

causality from observational data, requiring longitudinal or within-family designs.

In contrast, genetic risk factors fixed at conception cannot be affected by reverse causation. The
heritability of MDD has been estimated at 30-50% in family-based studies®®. Genome-wide
association studies (GWAS) have been able to identify numerous common variants that contribute to

1920 explaining up to 7% of the variance?!. Using genetic variants associated with a trait

the disorder
as instruments to capture it alleviates some of the difficulty in testing causal, directional associations.
Such Mendelian Randomization (MR) analysis can support causal interpretations if instrument variants
have an effect on the outcome through their association with the risk factor, without having a
relationship with the outcome or unmeasured confounders. Previous broad-ranging MR studies in
MDD have largely focused on modifiable risk factors for MDD, or the causal link between MDD and
disease outcomes. Support has been found for causal effects in both directions between MDD and
health behaviors, cognitive measures, social behaviors, cardiovascular disease, and metabolic traitss-
s, In this study, we include traits that have been associated with MDD in previous observational
studies, for which large-scale GWAS data was available. In addition, we assess causal effects of MDD
on outcomes for which there are currently no GWAS data available (including outcomes related to
daily functioning), relying on one-sample MR techniques. This approach allows us to give a systematic
overview of putatively causal associations and will inform which traits should be targeted in

prevention and intervention of MDD and its consequences.



Methods

We used instruments from GWAS summary statistics to assess putative causal effects between MDD
and a broad selection of traits associated to MDD in observational studies. For MDD, we used the
newest publicly available GWAS that identified 243 risk loci and explained 7% of the variability in
MDD?, We used summary statistics leaving out the UK-Biobank to limit sample overlap, with 166,773
cases and 507,679 controls. We investigated genetic correlations and one- and two-sample MR
associations with a wide range of literature-identified traits.

Trait selection

The selection of risk factors and outcomes of MDD was guided by literature search and restricted by
the availability of GWAS with sufficient sample size and power. To identify risk and outcome factors

1171526729 Eor trait groups suggested by the review papers

we relied on a selection of review papers
(e.g. gastrointestinal disease) we searched the literature additionally for specific reports of
associations (e.g., gastroesophageal reflux disease). The considered traits (164 traits), their literature
source, as well as any available corresponding GWAS sources are summarized in Table S1.
Subsequently, we searched corresponding GWAS sources for each trait, and included them if they met
the following criteria: N210,000 for continuous traits, or N cases25,000 for binary traits; 3% SNP-based
heritability; and at least 5 GW-SNPS. Though not formally pre-registered, these criteria and all
downstream methods were established before conducting any analyses. Criteria are explained in more

depth in Supplementary Information 1.

LD Score regression

SNP-based heritability (h%np), which was used as a selection criterion for the GWAS traits, was derived
using LD Score Regression®®. We used the sample prevalence as an approximation for the population
prevalence for the computation of h%ye on the liability scale for binary traits. The use of sample
prevalence as an approximation for population prevalence was deemed sufficient because we only
used h%yp as a selection criterion and were not interested in the heritability per se. Subsequently, we
used LD Score Regression to estimate the genetic correlation between MDD and each of the other
traits. To correct for multiple testing, we applied a conservative Bonferroni correction of p = 0.05/ 115
(the number of tested traits), resulting in a threshold of p < 4.4E-4. Although causal associations may
exist in the absence of genetic overlap, for polygenic traits it is expected to be accompanied by
corresponding genetic correlation®!. To investigate this, we assessed the relationship between the
genetic correlation and the MR effect estimate.

Two-Sample Mendelian Randomization (TSMR)

Next, the putative causal associations between MDD and the traits were tested using Two-Sample MR
(TSMR). We assessed the effects in both directions, with MDD as exposure and as outcome. In TSMR,
both the exposure and the outcome are proxied by GWAS summary statistics. Instruments were
created by selecting the independent (clumping at R?< 0.001, distance < 10,000 kb) genome-wide
significant SNPs (p < 5E-8) that were present in both the exposure and outcome trait GWAS. When



there were fewer than 10 instruments remaining after this procedure, we increased the p-value
threshold until there were 10 to maximum p < 1E-5. After aligning with the outcome data the final
number of instruments could still fall below 10, but was never smaller than 5. We used the Two-
Sample MR R-package®? to conduct Inverse Variance Weighted (IVW) meta-analysis of effects, which
is the standard in the literature and is the estimate that is reported in the main text. We use a broad
selection of state-of-the-art alternative methods, sensitivity analyses, and robustness checks,
including Generalised Summary-data-based MR (GSMR), Latent Heritable Confounder (LHC) MR, and
Steiger-filtering (Supplementary Information 2).

Although it is often recommended to avoid causal language when describing results from MR analyses
(i.e., preferrable would be to say ‘liability to X causes risk for Y’) , we sometimes use causal language
for brevity and clarity throughout the paper, following previous recommendations®. Although the
scale and specific features of this study did not allow for full adherence to the STROBE checklist (a
well-established protocol developed to ensure the quality of MR reports®*), we have followed it as
much as possible throughout the analyses (Supplementary Information 3).

One-Sample Mendelian Randomization (OSMR)

Subsequently, we performed One-Sample Mendelian Randomization (OSMR) in the UK-Biobank with
MDD as exposure and electronic health record- and survey-based outcomes. The OSMR analysis is
conducted using individual-level data in two stages. First, SNPs are used as instruments to predict the
exposure. Then, the genetically predicted exposure variable is used to predict the outcome. The
advantage with respect to TSMR is that traits that have not been captured by GWAS can still be used
as outcome. The advantage compared to standard polygenic risk score analysis is that assumptions
are tested to assess if results are in line with a causal interpretation. We focus on the traits that the
literature review suggested were of importance, but could not be tested with TSMR due to the lack of
suitable GWAS sources. The selected outcomes and the MDD exposure are described in
Supplementary Information 4.1.

For the OSMR analyses we used a set of two-stage methods as well as MR methods that are also used
in the two-sample context. To create the MDD instrument, we created a polygenic risk score (PRS)
with Plink®> based on the MDD GWAS leaving out UK-Biobank to prevent bias due to sample overlap.
Effects of birth year, sex, and the first 10 principal components capturing genetic ancestry differences
were regressed out of the PRS. We used the same SNP selection criteria as for TSMR and created per-
individual weighted sum scores of these SNPs. Because this score included only a small subset of SNPs
and would have limited power, we repeated the analyses with a PRS created with LDpred23®
(Supplementary Information 4.2). For each trait, we then computed the OSMR causal estimate using
two-stage least squares (2SLS) regression as implemented in the ivreg R-package, relying on medical
records of MDD diagnosis as the observed variable (N=28,861 cases, N=103,065 controls, average birth
year M=1950, SD=8.1) and the PRSs as instrumental variables. Wu-Hausman diagnostics were used to
test endogeneity: if all regressors are exogenous, the 2SLS and OLS estimates are consistent. Thus, a
significant Wu-Hausman indicates that one or more regressors is endogenous and the 2SLS outcome
is preferrable over the OLS estimate. Instrument strength F was derived in a parallel manner as for
TSMR (Supplementary Information 4.3). As a comparison, we also derived the ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression estimates for the effect of observed MDD diagnosis on the outcomes (Supplementary
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Information 4.4). To be able to conduct sensitivity analyses including IVW, weighted median, and MR
Egger, we also computed the relationship between each instrument SNP and the outcomes in UK-
Biobank using Plink association analysis (Supplementary Information 4.5).

Power and multiple testing correction

We used power calculation to prioritize traits which were more likely to yield reliable results in the
TSMR and OSMR¥. For TSMR, we used the R-app https://sb452.shinyapps.io/power/3®¢. For OSMR, we
used the app https://shiny.cnsgenomics.com/mRnd/ 3°. To arrive at an approximation of the range of

effect sizes in observational studies, we used effect sizes as reported in the literature that we used for
trait selection. We chose a plausible effect size range of $=0.1-0.3/ OR=1.1-1.3 (based on literature
summarized in Table S1). We used our own observations of the variance explained by the instruments
(R?) in the exposure as input for the power analyses.

We used false discovery rate (Benjamini-Hochberg FDR) p-values to correct for the number of traits
tested, separately for the OSMR and TSMR analyses. For interpretation of the TSMR results, we
weighed the consistency of effect sizes across different sensitivity analyses rather than only relying on
any single p-value falling below the prpr = .05 threshold.


https://sb452.shinyapps.io/power/
https://shiny.cnsgenomics.com/mRnd/

Results

Trait selection

In the literature review, 201 relevant traits associated with MDD were identified (Fig. 1, Table S1). In
many cases, the associations were framed as bidirectional, such that MDD could plausibly be the
exposure as well as the outcome for the trait of interest. Of the identified traits, 133 were captured in
a publicly accessible GWAS (Table S2). The genetic correlation with MDD could be assessed for 115
traits. From those, 25 were excluded for TSMR, because they had insufficient SNP-heritability or had
too few genome-wide significant SNPs (Fig.1, Table S2. We excepted traits related to suicide which
were kept because they are pertinent outcomes of MDD (though results should be interpreted
cautiously). In the end, 89 traits were included for TSMR. Of the traits that did not meet the criteria
for TSMR, 43 were captured (in a total of 48 variables) in the UK-Biobank data and could be included

in the OSMR analysis (Table S3).
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Fig 1. Trait selection procedure with the final number of traits included in each analysis.



Genetic correlations

In Fig. 2 the genetic correlations between MDD and the selected outcome traits are displayed. The
strongest associations (in positive or negative direction) were found for subjective health and pain-
related disease, trauma and stress, divorce, loneliness, suicide, and functional outcomes. Most other
traits showed moderate (.20-.50) levels of genetic overlap. Detailed results are in Table S4.
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Fig 2. Genetic correlation (standard error) between MDD and manually categorized traits. Asterisks indicate a significant
correlation at a Bonferroni-corrected p < 4.4E-4 (for 115 traits). In blue the SNP-based heritability is reported as computed
using LDSC (on the liability scale for binary traits, using sample prevalence to stand in for population prevalence). The shading
indicates the strength of the correlation, with the strongest correlations reported on top and in the darkest shade.



Two-Sample Mendelian Randomization (TSMR)

The main results (IVW estimates) from the TSMR are summarized in Fig. 3, along with the estimated
explained variance by the instrument in the exposure R? and the statistical power. Among the 89
disorders and traits studied, we found more support for MDD having a causal effect on a trait (57
traits; average absolute effect size M=0.18, average SE=0.05) than for traits having causal effects on
MDD (24 traits, M=0.13, SE=0.06). Of the 24 traits with support for an effect on MDD there was only
one that did not also show an effect in the other direction. There was a sizable association between
the genetic correlation and the effect size from TSMR, for the analyses with MDD as exposure r=0.81
(95% confidence interval [Cl]= 0.73-0.87) and with MDD as outcome r=0.59 (Cl=0.43-0.71; Fig. S1).
Average power was 57-87% for the analyses with MDD as exposure and 64-94% with MDD as outcome
under hypothesized ‘true’ effect sizes 3=0.1-0.3 (or OR=1.1-1.3). A generalized power curve showing
which sample sizes and effect sizes would be needed to achieve sufficient power is displayed in Fig.
S2. The effect sizes should be interpreted in light of these power estimates, although there was no
clear positive relationship between power and the MR effect size (Fig. S3).

For the circadian traits, we found support for a positive bidirectional effect of MDD on insomnia, such
that genetic liability to MDD increased insomnia risk, and vice versa, while there was limited evidence
for a similar effect on sleep duration or chronotype from either direction. Likewise, in the cognition
category, there was support for a bidirectional causal negative effect for executive function and
educational attainment, whereas there was a negative effect of MDD on fluid intelligence which was
not observed in the other direction. For diet, the statistical power was mostly limited, but we still
detected small positive effects of MDD on taking zinc supplements and dietary variation. There was
evidence for a causal effect of MDD on a number of diseases, including gastrointestinal diseases,
COVID-19, chronic pain, a number of cardiovascular diseases, and others (the effects on multiple
sclerosis, HIV susceptibility and atrial fibrillation were pleiotropic and should not be interpreted).
There was little evidence for an effect on cancer or neurological disease, although power was limited
for many of these analyses. In the other direction, there was only support for a causal effect of chronic
pain, the self-reported total number of somatic illnesses, and gastroesophageal reflux disease. For
endocrine traits, MDD increased risk for hypothyroidism, and a younger age of menarche marginally
increased MDD risk. There were bidirectional causal associations with most functional outcomes. For
the inflammatory traits, there was only evidence for a causal effect of MDD liability on elevated CRP
levels. In the metabolic category, there was evidence that MDD increased the risk for all outcomes
except low-density lipoprotein and total cholesterol. In the other direction, there was evidence for an
effect of BMI and a small effect of type Il diabetes. MDD liability had a positive effect on parental
mortality. In the physical activity category, there was a negative effect of MDD on physical activity,
exercise and oxygen uptake (a measure of fitness), and a negative effect of exercise on MDD. In the
reproduction category, there was evidence for a positive effect of MDD on erectile dysfunction and
the number of children, and bidirectional effects with pregnancy terminations and a younger age at
last giving birth. There was support for a causal effect of MDD on all risk behavior outcomes except
alcohol dependence (this analysis was underpowered). In the other direction, there was evidence for
a causal effect of externalizing behavior, smoking initiation, and risky behaviors on MDD. For the 2
social traits, MDD lowered chances of living together with a partner and increased loneliness, while
loneliness had an out-of-bounds effect on MDD (IVW=2.17, SE=0.63, prpr=.003). In the socioeconomic
category, there was evidence for a bidirectional association with a lower income and a higher chance
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of experiencing financial difficulties. There were effects of MDD liability on all suicide outcomes with
an out-of-bounds effect on suicide death (IVW=1.12, SE=0.14, prpr=.2E-15, though power was 4-8%),
and smaller but significant effects of suicidal behavior and thought on MDD. Finally, MDD increased
the chances of self-reported traumatic injury, whereas traumatic injury had no effect on MDD.

The full TSMR results including all sensitivity analyses are presented in Table S5. Steiger-filtered IVW,
MR Egger, simple mode, weighted median and mode estimates were consistent with the IVW, though
sometimes significance was reached in one, and not the other. Results were more pronounced in the
GSMR and MR-PRESSO analyses (Fig. S4-S5), but confidence intervals were overlapping with the IVW
confidence intervals in all analyses. The LHC analysis, that aims to correct for heritable confounders
and sample overlap, mostly showed effects in the same direction, though with less precision. Finally,
few trait combinations showed evidence of pleiotropy, as evidenced by the MR Egger intercept
(asterisks in Fig. 3). Overall, the sensitivity analyses were in line with a causal interpretation of the
IVW.
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umber of children 154 0.9 99-100 - 8 04 16-76 27
Age first birth 69 04 83-100 182 94 100-100 101 |
Age at menopause 152 09  80-100 22 03 42100 29
Age last birth 153 0.9 55-100 ———— 10 041 23-91 36 .‘
g 154 09  60-100 - 175 08 79100 48
n 45 03 96-100 - 193 08  8-100 37 ——
erna 145 08 100-100 - 19 03  38-100 57 ——
CRgarettes per day 45 0.3 98-100 —-— 74 03 42-100 42
isky behaviours 153 0.9 100-100 - 75 05 59-100 44 ‘ —
Smoking cessation 45 0.3 59-100 - 37 08 79-100 69
Alcohol per week 45 0.3 100-100 - 15 02 24-93 35 ‘
ohol abuse 150 0.9 91-100 . 24 05 60-100 25 l
Alcohol dependence 152 0.8 11-50 13 07 74-100 25
Age at smoking initiation 154 0.9 100-100 - 10 04 19-83 37
oneliness 154 09  60-100 . 11 041 15-72 36 —
Living with partner 152 09 86-100 - 38 02 27-96 24
Financial difficulties 152 0.9 —— 7 041 10-49 33 ‘ —
Management demands 151 09 14 02 28-97 30
Household income 148 0.9 - 115 1 88-100 44 —— ‘
Suicide death 146 0.9 - —_— 21 01 13-65 31
Suicidal behavior 147 0.9 31-98 —— 42 02 20-97 25 -
Suicidal thought 154 09 77-100 - a 18 99-100 34 —_—
Traumatic injury 152 09 40-100 —-— a o 10-48 25 1
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -0.5 0. 1.0
vw IVW

Figure 3. Putatively causal effects of MDD on 89 other disorders and traits (left) and vice versa with MDD as outcome (right).
The forest plots show the IVW estimate with 95% Cl. Estimates printed in black survive correction for multiple testing (psdr
<0.05). Estimates highlighted with an asterisk are significant estimates that showed evidence of horizontal pleiotropy (at a
conservative MR Egger intercept p<.05). The columns show the number of instrument SNPs for each analysis (“N”), the
percentage variance explained by the instruments in the exposure (“%R?”), the achieved level of power under an effect size
of $=0.1-0.3/ OR=1.1-1.3; “power”; estimates where the upper limit fell short of 80% printed in red), and the instrument
strength of the exposure (“F”). In the left panel, the exposure is always MDD, but R still varies somewhat due to the variation
in the number of SNPs present in the outcome summary statistics (F varied little [F=40.1-42.6] and is not shown). Note that
the estimate of the effect of loneliness on MDD was out of the range of the plot (IVW=2.17, SE=0.63). Also note that the
summary statistics for anemia, atrial fibrillation, chronic sinusitis, severe covid-19, cholesterol, alcohol dependence and
cannabis dependence were based on analyses in multi-ancestry populations (with the largest sub group being European).
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One-Sample Mendelian Randomization (OSMR)

We conducted OSMR to test the effect of MDD on 48 outcomes for which no GWAS were available.
Compared to TSMR, the statistical power of OSMR was much more limited (average 7-27% assuming
effect sizes $=0.1-0.3 or OR=1.1-1.3) because the instrument SNPs explained only minute amounts of
variance in the MDD exposure (R?>=0.08%, F=0.58). Nevertheless, the OSMR diagnostics indicated that
the MDD instrument did not suffer from weak instrument bias (for the significant findings at prpr<.05,
average weak instrument test F=39.9, average p=3.5E-6).

Despite the overall limited power in the OSMR, we found evidence that MDD has an effect on a range
of functional outcomes, increasing pain, problems with daily life, and hospitalizations, while reducing
health satisfaction (Table S6). Results are presented in Fig. 4 alongside the ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression results relying on observational data only (MDD diagnosis predicting each outcome). The
strongest OLS associations were found in the disease and functional outcomes category, with
protective effects of MDD on disease outcomes. These protective effects are not in line with previous
literature and findings from TSMR. They could be the effect of censoring in the hospital record data
or, speculatively, be driven by a lower likelihood of an MDD being diagnosed in the presence of a
medical disease that can be an alternative explanation for the observed symptoms. Regardless, the
OSMR findings suggest that the protective effects of MDD on disease are not causal, while the negative
impact on functional outcomes is. In addition, according to the OSMR results, genetic liability to MDD
decreased the likelihood of being a fruit consumer and of having an accident, increased the chance of
alcohol-related mortality, living in a socially deprived region, engaging in self-harm, and of
experiencing partner violence.

Diagnostic tests and sensitivity analyses indicated that, for most analyses, the OSMR results were
robust (Table S6). The Wu-Hausman diagnostic indicated that the data were more in line with the 2SLS
OSMR estimate (with a causal interpretation) than the OLS (non-causal; for the significant
relationships, average Wu-Hausman=20.0, p=.004; full OLS results are in Table S7). The sensitivity
analyses based on per-instrument association tests were generally in line with 2SLS, without strong
evidence for pleiotropy for the outcomes that showed a significant effect in the main OSMR analysis,
and generally consistent effects in the IVW and weighted median analysis. The 2SLS analyses using the
LDpred?2 instrument PRS showed similar results, but the causal estimates had smaller confidence
intervals, so that almost all effects reached significance (Fig. S6 and Table S6). LDpred2 results are
discussed in more detail in Supplementary Information 5.
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Ntotal Ncases 9%R? power 28LS estimate OLS estimate

Job involves night shifts 10121 NA 0.02 5-16
Age completed education 74507 NA 0 14-74 =CE o
Oily fish intake 104509 NA 0 17-87 L
Fruit consumer 38238 33047 0.04 512 - .
Fish consumer 38238 16663 0.02 5-11 .
Magnesium intake 35651 NA 0 943
Calcium intake 35651 NA 0.01 9-43
Iron intake 35651 NA 0.01 9-43 L
Psoriasis™ = 105567 5243 0.01 4-8 d i i .
Tinnitus™ =~ 105587 1963 0.03 3-5 » H : H .
Varicella® = 105567 18 0 33 i i P —.—
Chronic sinusitis® = 105567 4327 0 48 P.
Stroke* 105567 8441 0 4-10 -
Herpes simplex infection® = 105567 620 0.08 3-4 -
Celiac disease™ = 105567 3167 0.03 4-7 o . d
Ever used contraceptive pill 55620 43781 0.01 5-18 Category
Cushing's syndrome”™ 105567 203 012 3-3 - Gircadian
Age voice broke 44355 NA 0 10-52 Gognition
Oestradiol levels 14342 NA 0.03 6-21 Diet
Pain/discomfort | 27669 NA 0.14 835 —e— ! | . Disease
Health dissatisfaction = 41707 NA 0.07 9-49 — o Endocrine
Hospitalizations 87587 NA 0.08 15-80 — . Functional
Problems deing usual activities =~ 27669 NA 0.08 8-35 — . Mortality
Mobility problems = 27668 NA 0.08 835 —_— H - : Reproduction
Self-care problems =~ 27669 NA 0.03 835 — i f . f Risk behav
Unable to work | 104201 889 0.08 5-11 - | f . i Social
Highschaol drop-out = 105567 = 23570 0.01 6-18 - f i f . ] Socioecon
Length working week 48080 NA 0 10-56 — i b i Suicide
Employment status =~ 104201 49725 0.02 7-24 - . Trauma
Subjective health rating 27534 NA 0.09 835 —_— . H
Alcohol-related death” 105587 11505 0.02 512 i [+
Accidents™ 105567 63534 0.03 7-26 - .
Pregnancy terminations 18847 8298 0.03 4-8
Number of stillbirths 18978 NA 0 6-26 ; i +
Birth weight first child 44509 NA 0 10-52 } :
Cannabis use disorder” 105567 360 0.09 34 H i -
Marital separation/ divorce 54857 4044 0.03 47
Townsend deprivation index 105441 NA 0.03 18-87 == | *
Self-harm* 105587 3984 0.08 47 . .
Attempted suicide 2124 1355 0.04 34 -
Partner violence 26524 NA 0.07 7-34 —_— .
Exposure to war 26598 112 0.01 3-5
Family relationship satisfaction 25922 NA 0 7-33 | |
Been in serious accident 26583 3824 0 4-7 | i i
-5.0 =25 0.0 25 5.0 -5.0 -2.5 0.0 25 50

Figure 4. Results from the follow-up OSMR analysis for traits for which there was no GWAS available suited for TSMR. The
instrument was the polygenic risk score for MDD, the outcomes were electronic health recorded ICD-codes (marked with *)
or survey-based phenotypes from UK-Biobank. Sample size (N), the number of cases for binary phenotypes (N cases; ‘NA’ for
continuous phenotypes), explained variance by the instrument in the outcome (R2), and the achieved level of power under
an effect size of $=0.1-0.3/ OR=1.1-1.3; “power”; estimates where the upper limit fell short of 80% printed in red) are given
in the columns. NOTE: RZis used here to represent variance explained in the outcome rather than the exposure (as in the
TSMR analyses) because the exposure was the same across analyses in the OSMR. The interpretation is accordingly different,
such that it represents instrument strength in the TSMR, and effect size in the OSMR.
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Discussion

Using a literature-based selection of 115 traits captured in GWAS and 48 additional traits for which no
GWAS was available, this study assessed the genetic overlap between MDD and its risk factors and
outcomes, and applied a range of MR methods to investigate putatively causal associations. We
observed genetic overlap between MDD and traits from all categories, with the strongest correlations
observed for subjective health and pain-related disease, stress, loneliness, suicide, and functional
outcomes. In addition to such pleiotropic associations, there was also support for a causal effect of
MDD liability on circadian, cognitive, diet, disease, endocrine, functional, inflammatory, metabolic,
mortality, physical activity, reproduction, risk behavior, social, socioeconomic, suicide, and traumatic
injury. In the other direction (in the TSMR analyses only), there were fewer associations, with less
evidence for diet, disease, and endocrine traits causing MDD risk. The effects were overall robust
across sensitivity analyses and consistent in different MR methods, and, to the extent that this can be
assessed using current tools, most were robust to violation of the assumptions of MR.

Our TSMR results were more in line with a causal effect of MDD liability on other traits than vice versa,
although for 24 traits we found evidence that they act both as consequence and cause to MDD.
Especially in the medical disease category, most traits were consequences of MDD, which follows
results from an earlier report based on the UK-Biobank?*, but is contrary to other work suggesting the
relationship with medical disease is mostly bidirectional®. Potential exceptions to this pattern of
unidirectional effects of MDD on disease are liability to chronic multisite pain, number of illnesses,
and gastroesophageal reflux disease, that also had a putatively causal effect on MDD. The first two
traits were measured through self-report and may be confounded by a third variable influencing self-
report as well as MDD, such as negative recall bias, even though this is not suggested by the sensitivity
analyses (i.e., no evidence for pleiotropy). Regardless, these findings suggest that there may be
something specific about these traits that impacts MDD in a way that other disease traits do not,
potentially through psychological and health behavior mechanisms*. The OSMR results underline the
negative consequences of MDD and show a significant impact on daily functioning. The wide range of
adverse effects of MDD illustrates its universal negative impact across domains that could be mediated
through chronic stress, inflammation, and unhealthy behavior associated with the condition.

The TSMR analysis shows evidence for many more causal associations than previous studies, which is
likely due to the inclusion of a broader range of phenotypes and the use of the newest, high-powered
summary statistics for MDD as well as many other traits. For instance, to our knowledge, previous
studies have not found consistent evidence for an effect of MDD on diet or infectious disease?>?44%,
Also, by adding OSMR analyses we were able to show putatively causal effects of MDD liability on
traits that have not been (reliably) captured in GWAS. For instance, this study may be the first to use
this method to support the interpretation that MDD causally impacts quality of life. OSMR has been
little leveraged in previous studies due to the limited power associated with this method*. By relying
on a strong GWAS source and a broad range of OSMR tools, we show that OSMR can still be used to

show relative support for a causal interpretation.

Interpreting the nature of these causal associations is in many cases not straightforward. For instance,
depressive mood is a well-established symptom of hypothyroidism, but we find evidence for
hypothyroidism causing MDD, and not the other way around (opposing findings from*). This could be
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due to the phenotypes used in the source GWASs; especially in the case of MDD it has been argued
that broad, inclusive definitions may dilute the genetic signal and amplify unimportant correlations®.
Even if methodological and statistical issues are likely part of the explanation (e.g., there could be
some residual pleiotropy not picked up in the sensitivity analyses, especially given MDD’s highly
polygenic nature), this paper should be viewed as a starting point to explore such potential pathways
to further elucidate the etiology of MDD as well as its consequences.

This study has some key strengths and limitations to consider. One important strength is the wide
selection of traits, methods, sensitivity analyses, and robustness checks employed. The MR method is
continuously being expanded and improved so that a comprehensive, robust, and flexible toolbox has
become available. Another key strength is the integration of statistical power, in the selection and
creation of instruments, as well as in the interpretation of the findings. Our comprehensive, literature-
based selection of traits is a strength as it provided a broad overview of the important risk factors and
outcomes. However, it also resulted in limited space to develop hypotheses and interpretations for
each tested association, a practice that is recommended in MR research®. Likewise, we have not
triangulated our findings using different non-MR methods and observational datasets*. Our
application of stringent selection criteria for trait inclusion ensured statistical power, but has led to
the exclusion of key known risk factors for MDD, especially in the trauma category. Even in the light
of these stringent criteria, there was a power imbalance in many cases, such that the MDD GWAS was
better powered than the GWAS for the other trait, which could partly explain the pattern where we
observed more effects of MDD than vice versa. Another limitation lies in the fact that we did not
stratify outcome summary statistics for exposures that are measured only in a subset of individuals.
For instance, the effect of alcohol dependence should ideally be tested in alcohol-exposed individuals,
and the effect of ovulation should only be assessed in women (although, on the other hand,
stratification can lead to collider bias)®. Relatedly, most binary traits included in this study are
dichotomizations of underlying continuous traits. This can lead to violation of the assumption that the
instrument can only influence the outcome through the exposure: it can have an effect via the
underlying continuous trait, without changing the level of the binary variable?’. Although there is no
real solution to this issue, the interpretation of results relying on dichotomized exposures as pertaining
to the liability to this trait is still valid.

While mindful of these caveats, we conclude that this study provides evidence for putatively causal
effects of a wide range of traits on MDD liability, and vice versa. We offer support for the causal nature
of known risk factors that can provide efficient targets for prevention and intervention efforts,
including a wide range of health behaviors, loneliness, cognitive traits, pain, and gastroesophageal
reflux disease. Particularly relevant to highlight are potentially modifiable risk factors, including BMI,
loneliness, exercise, and (maternal) smoking. The evidence for a causal effect of MDD liability on a
plethora of outcomes, including disease, suicide, and mortality, emphasizes the need for better
treatment of this prevalent and debilitating disorder. Our results demonstrate the key role of MDD as
risk factor cross-cutting across medical and psychosocial domains. As such, this study provides strong
weight to the call for concerted action aimed at decreasing this highly prevalent and debilitating
disorder®,
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Preterm birth
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Job involves night shifts
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Fish consumption
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Total testosterone levels
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0.02 (0.01)
-0.01 (0.03)
0.01 (0.17)
0.01 (0.03)
0.00 (0.04)

0.12
0.60
0.02
0.23
0.10

Endocrine

0.24 (0.02)*
-0.14 (0.04)*
-0.07 (0.04)
-0.06 (0.02)*
-0.05 (0.02)
-0.04 (0.03)

0.14
0.03
0.02
0.15
0.23
0.08

Unable to work

Medication and treatment use

IL6 levels
CRP levels

Metabolic syndrome
Type |l diabetes
Triglycerides

High density lipoprotein
BMI

Cholesterol

Low density lipoprotein
Type | diabetes

Healthspan
Parental mortality
Parental longevity

Exercise (self report)
Physical activity
Oxygen uptake
Sedentary behavior
Heart rate variability

Erectile dysfunction
Age last birth

Still births

Number of children
Pregnancy terminations
Age at menopause
Offspring birth weight
Age first birth

Cannabis dependence
Externalizing
Smoking initiation
Age at smoking initiation
Maternal smoking
Alcohol abuse
Smoking cessation
Cigarettes per day
Risky behaviours
Alcohol per week
Alcohol dependence

Separation/ divorce
Loneliness
Living with partner

Financial difficulties
Household income

Infant mortality rate birth region

Management demands

Suicidal thought
Suicidal behavior
Suicide death

Childhood maltreatment
Traumatic injury
Serious accident
Death of relative

Inflammation

0.23 (0.0 0.05
0.16 (0.02* 0.1

0.09
0.05
0.09
0.11
0.21
0.09
0.08
0.03

0000000
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Mortality

0.23 (0.03)* 0.03
-0.22 (0.05 0.05

-0.33 (0.03)*
-0.14 (0.03)*

0.04
0.14

-0.12 (0.03)* 0.1
0.02 (0.03) 0.11
-0.01 (0.06) 0.11

Reproduction

-0.33 (0.03)* 0.09
0.24 (0.09) 0.01
0.19 (0.03)* 0.06
0.17 (0.05) 0.05
-0.11 (0.02* 0.17
-0.02 (0.03) 0.09
-0.01 (0.01) 0.06

Risk behav

-0.22 (0.03)" 0.04

Socioecon

-0.33 (0.02* 0.08
0.17 (0.04)* 0.02
0.01 (0.02) 0.05

Suicide

Trauma

0.28 (0.05)* 0.01



N %R? power MDD -> trait N  9%R? power F trait -> MDD

Insomnia 154 09  50-100 | | - | 13 01 2189 41 | | | |
Sleep duration 154 0.9 79-100 | | | | 1 05  63-100 45 | | | .
Chronotype 154 09  100-100 | , , , 149 16 98100 48
Executive function = 149 | 09 | 100-100 15 03 1100 23 L ——— ! !
Fluid intelligence = 152~ 09 31-98 ! U —o—| ! U 484 35 100100 55 ! ! ! !
Educational attainment = 150 09  100-100 ! ! - ! ! 75 07  76-100 42 ! I . ! !
Zinc supplements 153 0.9 22-91 ! ! —.— I I 1 0.1 17-79 36 ! ! - I I
Variation in diet 154 0.9 100-100 | | o 1 | 1 0.1 12-56 25 | | ——t+—+—
Tea consumption 152 09  20-86 I I —— I I 28 09 85100 21 | I <+ | |
25-Hydroxyvitamin D level 151 0.9 45-100 | | -+ | | 16 0.7 72-100 27 | | < | |
Coffée consumption 152 09 19-83 | | —e | | 13 05  57-100 23 | | -+
Vegetable consumption ~ 153 09 2087 . . —e] 18 59  100-100 136 b ! !
Gastroesoph_agbeal refluxdisease = 151 = 09 | 28-97 - ! 30 03 3799 36 ! ! — J
Irritable bowel disease =~ 153 = 0.9 14-67 : 0 —e— 0 39 04 50100 39 : 0 + ! !
Self-reported illnesses = 154 ~ 0.9 = 100-100 ! ! - ! 20 0.2 29-97 34 ! ! —— !
n's disease = 146 09 7-24 ! | — | 16 0.1 12-60 24 ! ! ! !
X Severe covid 19 = 153 = 09 18-83 1 1 — 1 172 14 91-100 75 | | | |
Peripheral artery disease = 154 0.9 16-77 | | —_—— | 12 0.9 84-100 46 | | - | |
oronary artery disease = 153 0.9 89-100 | | - | 20 1.2 92-100 58 | | d | |
Multisite chronic pain =~ 153 = 09  100-100 ) - 0 ) 10 0 -42 40 ) ——
Pelvic organ prolapse 151 09 | 3108 i ‘ —- ‘ 6 79 100100 116 | | t : |
sthma X -69 —— 8 05 59100 50
Systolic blood pressure = 81 05  68-100 : : L : 476 37 100100 82 : : : :
‘Heart failure = 154 09  48-100 ! ! T ! ! 24 02 3198 53 ! ! -+ | |
Multiple sclerosis = 150 0.9 8-33 ! ! | ! ! m 0.9 -100 83 ! ! ! !
Staphylococcus aureus = 147 09 10-47 | | j__ | | 18 31 100-100 40 | | + | |
HIV susceptibility = 144 0.9 11-54 | | | | 504 3.9  100-100 80 | | [ | |
Inflammatory bowel disease = 146 09 11-51 | | —— | | 14 0.1 16-74 23 | | | |
~Atrial Fibrillation = 154 = 09 = 50-100 ] ] =+ ] ] 81 158 100-100 79
Diastolic blood pressure =~ 81 = 05  90-100 B D— 106 14 100-100 70 ! ! ! !
Rheumatoid arthritis =~ 151 = 0.9 19-84 ! ! —— ! ! 56 99  100-100 72 ! ! ! !
_Adenocarcinoma = 154 = 0.9 13-62 U U —t— U U 11 15 97100 73 U U o U U
Amyotrophic lateral sclerosis = 152 09 17-80 ! ! —f— ! ! 1 15 96-100 73 ! ! > ! ! Category
X Ulcerative colitis =~ 145 09 8-30 ! | —_— | | 39 259  100-100 96 | I I I
Systemic lupus efy‘hgma-ﬁosus 123 g.g g»;g | | — | | 64 101 100-100 66 | | | | Circadian
)  Generalized epileps ) - | | —— 27 02 2097 35 . p
Chronic obstructive pulmenary dsease | 151 = 08 = 1288 | | . —o— ! ! 2 02 stes & | : T } } Cognition
X Parkinson disease =~ 55 03 5-12 ] e i i 15 0.1 16-77 27 o Diet
Malignant neoplasms of skin =~ 154 ~ 09 = 13-63 — 8 04 52100 68 ! ! q ! ! ,
_ eimer's disease = 154 = 09 = 2201 0 0 — ! 0 35 48  100-100 76 | 0 0 0 Disease
Malignant neo Iasn?hof baeast EA g,g 11-54 : : —r U U 14 15 97-100 46 . . . . Endocrine
othyroidism 5 I 44-100 —— [ 120 2 99-100 84 ! ! P ! ! i
Total testodlerone levels 153 09 100100 | | - | | 15 08 77100 58 | | 4 | | Functional
e at men?rtc_he gg g.g gﬂgg | I —1 | | 193 74 100-100 88 | | L | | Inflammation
o ‘ears ovulatin i - | ——1— | 181 56 100-100 63 i
Medication and fraatment uss 184 | 09" | o700 | | | —-— 1 45 04 5000 29 | 1 1 ! Metabolic
Long |I|Ifness ?tr %uiabulittg 152 g.g g;lgg ] ] == ] 17 02 29-97 46 , , , } Mortality
elf-reported hea 5; . - 52 06 66100 43 Ph tivit
CRPlevels 150 09  100-100 ! J o ) ! 9 12 92100 66 f f b T T ys activity
6 levels 71 04 31-99 ! ! te- ! ! 238 52 100-100 125 ! ! —— ! ! Reproduction
Metabolic syndrome = 153~ 09 = 98-100 i | —— I 490 48 100100 70 i y . . Risi beha
Type |l diabetes = 154 0.9 -10 | | —— | 448 49  100-100 136 | | . | | N v
TnglycengcﬁllsI 16593 g.g 1gg7100 | | - | | 75 19 9-100 73 | | & | | Social
. -100 —— 181 15  97-100 76 - i
Low density lipoprotein ~ 183~ 09 = 100-100 | : o : : 426 59 100100 183 | ! o ! ! Socioecon
) “Cholesterol ~ 154 ~ 09 = 100100 for 34 56 100-100 187 | ! 2 ! ! Suicide
High density lipoprotein = 154 0.9  100-100 ! - ! ! 478 7 100-100 181 ! ! 3| ; ; Trauma
Parental mortality 151 09  100-100 U U . J U 10 0.2 29-97 80 : e — ! U
Parental longevity 147 0.9 45-100 J J —et ! ! 15 0.8 79-100 24 ! ! —e- ! !
Heart rate variability | 73 04 18-88 | | o 1 1 13 06  71-100 35 1 1 fo— 1 1
Sedentary behavior = 154 09 80-100 I I + I I 17 25  100-100 40 1 1 —— 1 1
hysical activity =~ 154 = 0.9 = 79-100 | | | | | 12 04 49100 29 | , —e— ) )
Oxygen uptake =~ 148 = 09 = 68-100 | | - | | 12 04 48100 28 ) ) o 0 0
Exercise (self report) = 154 0.9 92-100 y y - ] y 14 0.1 5-72 " ——
Erectile dysfunction 152 09 10-48 ‘ —_— 18 07 72100 24 ! -+ ! !
Pregnancy tefminations ~ 154 0.9  67-100 J - J J 14 02 3399 35 J J —— ! 0
Number of children ~ 154 09  99-100 J 0 - ! 0 8 0.1 16-76 27 J J —f— ! 0
Age firstbirth 69~ 04  83-100 ! ! - ! ! 182 94 100-100 101 ! —_—— ! !
Age a}\ merlwo%abqst% 125 09  80-100 | 1 —e—y I I 22 03 100 29 I I I |
e last bir 09 55100 ——e—— | I I 10 01 23-91 36 -
Matergal smoking 154 09  60-100 | | - | 175 08 79100 48 : : o : :
Smoklr)\(? initiation 45 03 96-100 | | = | | 193 09 83100 37 | | —— |
. Exernalizng 145 09  100-100 ] - ] ] 19 03 38100 57 ] ] | ——
C;garettes perday 45 03 98-100 7 - 74 03 42-100 42 —e— !
isky behaviours 153 09  100-100 ] o ] ] 75 05  59-100 44 ] ] — ! !
Smoking cessation 45 03  59-100 ! ! —-- ! ! 37 08 79100 69 ! ! " !
Alcohol per week 45 03 100-100 | ! - ! ! 15 02 2493 35 ! ! 1+ !
Alcohol abuse ~ 150 09 ~ 91-100 I 1 0 I 1 24 05  60-100 25 1 -t 1
Alcohol dependence 152 09 11-50 I I I I 13 07  74-100 25 I I - I I
Age at smoking initiation = 154 09  100-100 | | - | | 10 0.1 9-83 37 | —_— | |
" Loneliness 154 09  60-100 ] ] . ] ] 1 0.1 1572 36 ; ; ; -—
Living with partner 152 0.9 86-100 " " - 38 0.2 27-96 24 —e—
Financial difficulties 152 09 46-100 L ! 7 0.1 10-49 33 ! ! —_— ! !
Management demands 151 09  99-100 : : + : : 14 02 2897 30 : e ! U
usehold income 148 09  100-100 ] ! - ! ! 115 1 88-100 44 ! —— ! !
Suicide death 146 0.9 4-8 ! ! ! —= 21 0.1 13-65 31 ! [ [ [
Suicidal behavior 147 09  31-98 | | I —— 42 02 2997 25 I I - I I
Suicidal thought 154 09  77-100 | | e I 9 18 99100 34 | I —— |
Traumatic injury 152 0.9  40-100 | | -, | 9 0 10-48 25 ) ) —+— 0 ;
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0



Job involves night shifts
Age completed education
Qily fish intake

Fruit consumer

Fish consumer
Magnesium intake
Calcium intake

Iron intake

Psoriasis*

Tinnitus*

Varicella*

Chronic sinusitis*

Stroke*

Herpes simplex infection*
Celiac disease*

Ever used contraceptive pill
Cushing's syndrome*

Age wice broke
Oestradiol levels
Pain/discomfort

Health dissatisfaction
Hospitalizations

Problems doing usual activities
Mobility problems
Self-care problems
Unable to work
Highschool drop-out
Length working week
Employment status
Subjective health rating
Alcohol-related death*
Accidents*

Pregnancy terminations
Number of stillbirths

Birth weight first child
Cannabis use disorder*
Marital separation/ divorce
Townsend deprivation index
Self-harm*

Attempted suicide
Partner violence

Exposure to war

Family relationship satisfaction
Been in serious accident

N total

10121

104509
38238
38238
35651
35651
35651

55620
105567
44355
14342

105567
105567
18847
18976
44509
105567
54857
105441
105567
2124
26524
26598
25922
26583

N cases

NA 0.02
R
NA 0

33047
16663
NA
NA

NA
43781
203
NA

NA
11505
63534
8298
NA
NA
360
4044
NA

3984
1355

112

3824

%R

0.04
0.02
0
0.01
0.01

0.01
0.12
0
0.03

0.02
0.03
0.03
0
0
0.09
0.03
0.03
0.06
0.04
0.07
0.01

power

2SLS estimate

5-16 !
T &

17-87
5-12
5-11
9-43
9-43
9-43

5-16
3-3
10-52
6-21

5-12
7-26
4-8
6-26
10-52
3-4
4-7
18-87
4-7
3-4
7-34

7-33
47

ey

-2.5 0.0 25

OLS estimate

Category

Circadian
' Cognition
Diet

| Disease
Endocrine

" Functional
Mortality
Reproduction
Risk behav
Social
Socioecon
Suicide
Trauma



