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Supplementary Figure 1d
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Study Estimate [95% CI]
Hoffeditz, E. L. (1934) 0.16 [-0.04, 0.36]
Terman, L. M. & Buttenwieser, P. (1935) 0.11 [-0.07, 0.28]
Terman, L. M. & Buttenwieser, P. (1935) : 0.22[0.08, 0.35]
Patterson, C. H. (1946) ! 0.19[0.00, 0.38]
Eysenck, H. J. (1974) o w 0.22[0.09, 0.35]
Farley, F. H. & Davis, S. A. (1977) : 0.04 [-0.16, 0.24]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (1980) -y 0.07 [-0.05, 0.19]
Donahue, R. P, et al. (1980) : 0.02 [-0.15, 0.19]
Eysenck, H. J. & Wakefield Jr., J. A. (1981) b 0.13[0.05, 0.21]

Mascie-Taylor, C. G. N. (1989)
Mascie-Taylor, C. G. N. (1989)
Tambs, K., et al. (1991)
Gleiberman, L., et al. (1992)
Sutton, G. C. (1993)

Sutton, G. C. (1993)

Feng, D. & Baker, L. (1994)
Botwin, M. D., et al. (1997)
Beer, J.M., et al. (1998)

Lake, R. I, et al. (2000)
Dubuis-Stadelmann, E., et al. (2001)
Watson, D. et al. (2004)
Donnellan, M.B., et al. (2004)

Barelds, D. P. (2005)

McCrae, R. R. et al. (2008)
McCrae, R. R. et al. (2008)
McCrae, R. R. et al. (2008)
Rammstedt, B. & Schupp, J. (2008)
Rammstedt, B. & Schupp, J. (2008)
Dijkstra, P. & Barelds, D. (2008)
Dijkstra, P. & Barelds, D. (2008)
Watson, D., et al. (2014)

Mosca, |. & McCrory, C. (2016)
Abdellaoui et al. (2018)
Vandermeer et al. (2018)

Leikas, S., etal. (2018)

van Scheppingen, M. A, et al. (2019)
Chopik, W. J. & Lucas, R. E. (2019)
Lake, R. I, et al. (NA)

0.07 [-0.07, 0.21]
0.05[-0.11, 0.21]
0.04 [-0.09, 0.17]
0.03 [-0.12, 0.18]
0.33[0.14, 0.52]
0.24 [ 0.10, 0.37]
0.14 [ 0.02, 0.26]
0.04 [-0.15, 0.23]
0.16 [-0.01, 0.32]
0.09 [ 0.06, 0.12]
0.05 [-0.05, 0.15]
0.02 [-0.10, 0.14]
0.16 [ 0.06, 0.26]
0.01 [-0.10, 0.12]
0.04 [-0.03, 0.11]
0.14 [-0.00, 0.28]

-0.08 [-0.25, 0.09]
0.22[0.11, 0.33]
0.16 [ 0.14, 0.18]
0.09 [ 0.02, 0.16]
0.08 [-0.05, 0.21]
0.18 [ 0.09, 0.27]

-0.13 [-0.29, 0.03]
0.15[0.09, 0.21]
0.11[0.08, 0.14]
0.12[0.02, 0.22]
0.11 [-0.00, 0.22]
0.17 [ 0.14, 0.20]
0.09 [ 0.05, 0.13]
0.07 [ 0.04, 0.11]

—a—
b
—a—
P
r—a—y
—a—
Rushton, J. P. & Bons, T. A. (2005) I—i—!
.
| e |
—a—
i1l
—.—
——a—
—a—i
-
HH
—a—
[E=5
RE Model L 2

Partner Correlation

0.11[0.09, 0.13]

B Europe @ Southwest Asia & North Africa
B8 US & Canada Latin America & the Caribbean
O Sub-Saharan Africa B East Asia

B Australia & Oceania




73

74

75

Supplementary Figure 1e

Openness
Study Estimate [95% CI]
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Drinking Quantity

Study Estimate [95% CI]
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Supplementary Figure 1g
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Supplementary Figure 1h

Waist-to-Hip Ratio

Study Estimate [95% CI]
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Supplementary Figure 1i

Depression
Study Estimate [95% CI]
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Supplementary Figure 1j

Diabetes
Study Estimate [95% CI]
Hippisley-Cox, J. et al. (2002) v—-—I—u 0.10 [-0.03, 0.23]
Jurj, A. L. et al. (2006) - 0.12[0.09, 0.16]
Nordsletten, A. E. etal. (2016) . 0.07 [ 0.07, 0.08]
Nordsletten, A. E. etal. (2016) | 0.05[0.04, 0.05]
Al-Sharbatti, S. S., et al. (2016) q -0.01 [-0.20, 0.18]
Sun, J. et al. (2016) . 5 3 0.11[0.08, 0.13]
Patel, S. A. etal. (2017) —— 0.31[0.19, 0.43]
Jun, S.Y, et al. (2020) — 0.27[0.10, 0.45]
Watanabe, T., et al. (2020) ¢ 3 0.17[0.15,0.19]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) —a— 0.25[0.20, 0.30]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) —.— 0.16 [ 0.07, 0.25]
Silverman-Retana, O., etal. (2021) = 0.21[-0.02, 0.45]
RE Model —— 0.14 [ 0.09, 0.20]
| | | [ |
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Supplementary Figure 1k

Generalized Anxiety

Study

14

Estimate [95% CI]

McLeod, J. D. (1995)

Galbaud Du Fort, G., et al. (1998)
Maes, H. H. et al. (1998)

Maes, H. H. et al. (1998)

0.32[0.16, 0.48]
0.13 [-0.05, 0.32]
0.21[0.07, 0.34]

-0.01[-0.22, 0.19]

RE Model - 0.17 [-0.04, 0.39]
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Supplementary Figure 11

Political Values

Study Estimate [95% CI]
SiIverman—Re:tana, O.,etal. (1978) = 0.68 [0.48, 0.87]
Eysenck, H. J.etal. (1981) —a— 0.51[0.43, 0.59]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (1986) —_— 0.51[0.43, 0.59]

Rozin, P. (1991)

Feng, D. & Baker, L (1994)

Eaves, L. et 4l. (1999)

Abrahamson; A.C., et al. (2002)

Watson, D. et al. (2004)

Zietsch, B.P.,g etal. (2011) ——

0.56 [0.37, 0.75)
0.54 [0.43, 0.66]
0.62[0.59, 0.65)
0.63 [0.52, 0.74]
0.63[0.51, 0.75)]
0.61[0.58, 0.64]

Bell, E., et al. (2018) —— 0.47 [0.38, 0.56]
Bell, E., etal:(2018) — 0.53 [0.40, 0.67]
Leikas, S., etial. (2018) ——— 0.57 [0.46, 0.69]
RE Model - 0.57 [0.53, 0.61]
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Supplementary Figure 1m

Religiosity

Study Estimate [95% CI]
Donahue, R.P., etal. (1991) : 0.35[0.16, 0.54]
Feng, D. & Baker, L. (1994) 0.64 [0.52, 0.75]
Silverman-Retana, O., et al. (1998) 0.42 [0.26, 0.59]
Eaves, L. et al. (1999) 0.45[0.42, 0.48]
Abrahamson, A.C., et al. (200'2) 0.53[0.42, 0.64]
Watson, D. et al. (2004) 0.75[0.63, 0.87]
Koenig, L.B., et al. (2009) 0.69 [0.53, 0.85]
Koenig, L.B., et al. (2009) 0.64 [0.52, 0.76]
RE Model ; —— 0.56 [0.45, 0.68]
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Supplementary Figure 1n

Smoking Initiation

Study Estimate [95% CI]
Price, R. A. & Vandenberg, S. G. (51 980) —m—-— 0.37 [0.20, 0.55]
Price, R. A. & Vandenberg, S. G. (1980) 0.39[0.14, 0.64]
Venters, M. H., etal. (1984) | 0.46 [0.35, 0.58]
Boomsma, D. I., et al. (1994) D o— 0.18 [0.08, 0.28]
Pyke, S. D., et al. (1997) —— 0.41 [0.34, 0.48)
Dufouil, C. & Alpérovitch, A. (200(?) ' m 4 0.46 [0.22, 0.71]
Stimpson, J. P., et al. (2006) : 0.38 [0.25, 0.51]
Jurj, A. L. et al. (20086) fus 0.17 [0.14, 0.19]
Di Castelnuovo, A. et al. (2007) —a— 0.50[0.39, 0.60]
Cobb, L. K. etal. (2014) 0.37 [0.33, 0.41]
Maes, H. H. et al. (2018) E 0.38[0.34, 0.42)
Maes, H. H. et al. (2018) - 0.42[0.38, 0.46]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (2021) —— 0.70[0.58, 0.82]
Clarke, TK., et al. (2021) E e 0.30[0.23, 0.37]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) - 0.38 [0.36, 0.40]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) = 0.29[0.24, 0.33]
RE Model — 0.38 [0.31, 0.44]
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Supplementary Figure 10

Study

Smoking Cessation

Estimate [95% CI]

Venters, M; H., et al. (1984)
Pyke, S. D etal. (1997)
Jurj, A. L. ét al. (2006)
Cobb, L. K etal. (2014)

0.52 [0.35, 0.68]
0.70 [0.62, 0.79]
0.46 [0.36, 0.56]
0.47 [0.40, 0.53]

RE Model ! 0.54 [0.35, 0.73]
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106 Supplementary Figure 1p
107
108
Problematic Alcohol Use
Study Estimate [95% CI]
Galbaud Du Fort, G., etal. (1998) 0.30[0.12, 0.49)
Maes, H. H. et al. (1998) 0.12 [-0.08, 0.32]
Ostermann, J., et al. (2005) 0.36 [ 0.30, 0.43]
Grant, J. D. et al. (2007) ' —_— 0.25[0.17, 0.33]
RE Model : ———— 0.28[0.13, 0.43]
| | [ [ |
-0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
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Supplementary Figure 1q

Study

Substance Use Disorder

Estimate [95% CI]

Sakai, J. T. et al. (2004)
Kirillova, G. P., et al. (2008)
Nordsletten, A. E. etal. (2016)
Nordsletten, A. E. et al. (2016}

0.35 [0.13, 0.56]
0.63 [0.51, 0.75]
0.29 [0.29, 0.30]
0.29 [0.28, 0.30]

RE Model 0.39[0.13, 0.64]
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Supplementary Figure 1r

Body Mass Index
Study Estimate [95% Cl]
Mueller, W. H. & Malina, R. M. (1976) 2 0.15[0.05, 0.25]
Mueller, W. H. & Malina, R. M. (1976) : " 0.19[0.09, 0.29]
Pennock-Roman, M. (1984) y = 0.25[0.09, 0.41]
Longini Jr, I. M., et al. (1984) ! & 0.11[0.04,0.18]
Longini Jr, I. M., et al. (1984) : = 0.13 [-0.02, 0.28]
Staessen, J. et al. (1985) e 0.22[0.08, 0.36]
Province, M. A. & Rao, D. C. (1985) H - 0.15[0.09, 0.21]
Bouchard, C., et al. (1988) ] 0.10 [-0.03, 0.23]
Friedlander, Y., et al. (1988) —— 0.05 [-0.02, 0.13]
Friedlander, Y., et al. (1988) ¢ —— 0.13[0.086, 0.21]
Friedlander, Y., et al. (1988) —a— 0.09[0.01, 0.16]
Friedlander, Y., et al. (1988) ——— 0.04 [-0.05, 0.13]
Tambs, K. et al. (1991) 1 - 0.12[0.11,0.14]
Moll, P.P., et al. (1991) @ 0.17 [ 0.04, 0.30]
Sutton, G. C. (1993) L e | 0.18 [-0.01, 0.36]
Sutton, G. C. (1993) ——a— 0.09 [-0.04, 0.22)
Sanchez-Andres, A. & Mesa, M. (1994) P 0.08 [-0.11, 0.27]
Knuiman, M. W., et al. (1996) e 0.12[0.08, 0.16
Pyke, S. D. (1997) ' —a— 0.21[0.16, 0.26
Dufouil, C. & Alpérovitch, A. (2000) 1 F—a— 0.32[0.21,0.43
Katzmarzyk, P.T., et al. (2002) . —a— 0.14[0.09, 0.19]
Jee, S. H., et al. (2002) ' 0.06 [ 0.02, 0.10]
Hur, Y.-M. (2003) —a— 0.09 [-0.01, 0.19]
Wu, D.-M. et al. (2003) e 0.11[0.02, 0.20]
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) \ —a— 0.21[0.14,0.28
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) i —— 0.22[0.17,0.27
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) ' —a— 0.25[0.19,0.31
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) . - 0.19[0.14,0.24]
Salces, |, et al. (2004) e 0.07 [-0.12, 0.26)
Knight, B. et al. (2005) —a 0.10[0.02,0.19]
Heude, B. et al. (2005) o 0.14 [-0.04, 0.32]
Kim, H. C. et al. (2006) e 0.04[0.00, 0.07]
Stimpson, J. P., et al. (2006) ; = 0.18[0.10,0.27]
Di Castelnuovo, A. et al. (2007) . —a— 0.25[0.18,0.32]
Chien, K.L. et al. (2007) —— 0.01[-0.15, 0.17)
Sear, R. & Marlowe, F. W. (2009) ; -0.03 [-0.16, 0.11]
Zietsch, B. P., et al. (2011) ! - 0.14[0.11,0.17]
van Dongen, J., et al. (2013) ' HaH 0.22[0.19, 0.25]
George, D. et al. (2015) : w 0.24[0.16,0.32]
Ponzo, M. & Scoppa, V. (2015) H ] 0.23[0.22, 0.25]
Zahra, J., Jago R. & Sebire S.J. (2015) e — 0.20[0.08, 0.32)
Prichard, |. et al. (2015) —a— 0.35[0.27,0.43]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (2017) e @ | 0.17 [-0.01, 0.35]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (2017) . | 0.18[0.11, 0.25)
Davillas, A. & Pudney, S. (2017) ! - 0.41[0.38, 0.44]
Donahue, R. P., et al. (2021) —a— -0.03 [-0.14, 0.08]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) H -m 0.21[0.18,0.24]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) ' - 0.26 [ 0.24, 0.27]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) - 0.26 [ 0.24, 0.29]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) ! - 0.28[0.23, 0.33]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) [ 0.12[0.00, 0.23]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) o —e 0.14[0.07, 0.20]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) : - 0.13[0.09, 0.16]
Nakaya, N. et al. (2021) —a— 0.15[0.10, 0.20]
RE Model < 0.17[0.14,0.19]
| [ | |
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Supplementary Figure 1s

Study Estimate [95% Cl]
Pearson, K. & Lee, A. (1903) . - 0.28[0.22, 0.34)
Willoughby, R.R. (1933) V —a— 0.17 [ 0.05, 0.29
Willoughby, R.R. (1933) p—a— 0.10 [-0.01,0.21
Willoughby, R.R. (1933) by 0.11[0.00, 0.22
Willoughby, R.R. (1933) L—— 0.12[0.02, 0.22
Pomerat, C.M. (1936) ! I - 0.63[0.44,0.82
Donahue, R. P., et al. (1944) ' - — 0.31[0.25,0.37
Smith, M. (1946) ' t ® 0.38[0.18, 0.57]
Harrison, G. A,, et al. (1976) v —e— 0.23(0.12,0.34
Mueller, W. H. & Malina, R. M. (1976) s [ i 0.34[0.24,0.44
Mueller, W. H. & Malina, R. M. (1976) — 0.06 [-0.04, 0.16
Susanne, C. (1977) V —— 0.24[0.06, 0.42]
Roberts, D.F., etal. (1978) . 0.10 [-0.07, 0.26
Garn, S. M., etal. (1979) ' - 0.20 [ 0.16, 0.24
Garn, S. M., et al. (1979) . -8 0.37[0.33, 0.41
Nance, W.E., et al. (1980) . ® i 0.22[0.03, 0.41
Price, R. A. & Vandenberg, S. G. (1980) o { 0.12 [-0.05, 0.29]
Price, R. A. & Vandenberg, S. G. (1980) ¢ —a— 0.27[0.15,0.39
Pieper, U. (1981) ' e 0.30[0.21,0.39
Pieper, U. (1981) ¢ 0.13(0.04, 0.22
Annest, J. L., et al. (1983) ¢ . 0.25[0.15,0.35
McManus, |. C. & Mascie-Taylor, C. G. (1984) . - 0.26 [ 0.24,0.28
Pennock-Roman, M. (1984) — ] 0.13 [-0.02, 0.28]
Siniarska, A. (1984) ——a— 0.10 [-0.07, 0.27]
Siniarska, A. (1984) ! —a— 0.26[0.14,0.38
Ahmad, M. & Gilbert, R. |. (1985) ' —a— 0.32[0.24, 0.40
Silverman-Retana, O., et al. (1985) f——y 0.08 [-0.05, 0.21
Province, M. A. & Rao, D. C. (1985) T 0.17[0.11,0.23
Staessen, J. et al. (1985) : b 0.29[0.15,0.43
Mascie-Taylor, C. N. (1987) . ™ 0.28[0.25, 0.30
Nagoshi, C. T. & Johnson, R. C. (1987) b 0.12[0.01,0.23
Nagoshi, C. T. & Johnson, R. C. (1987) A som 0.22[0.15,0.29
Byard, P. J., et al. (1989) v —— 0.29[0.12,0.46
Tambs, K. et al. (1992) ' ] 0.18[0.17,0.19]
Sutton, G. C. (1993) ' Pt 0.30[0.16, 0.44]
Sanchez-Andres, A. & Mesa, M. S. (1994) 'V —— 0.29(0.10,0.48
Dasgupta, |, et al. (1997) —a— -0.07 [-0.26, 0.12
Ginsburg, E., et al. (1998) ' i 0.34[0.15,0.54
Ginsburg, E., et al. (1998) L ! 0.13[0.01,0.25
Ginsburg, E., et al. (1998) y —a— 0.28[0.17,0.40
Luo, Z. C., et al. (1998) . L3 0.27[0.23,0.31
To, WWK,, etal. (1998) Cooe 0.21[0.11,0.31
Dalmia, S. & Lawrence, P. G. (2001) ' - 0.46 [ 0.39, 0.52
Eckman, R.E., et al. (2002) ] - 0.13[0.03,0.23
Eckman, RE., etal. (2002) . e~ 0.22[0.16,0.28
Xu, J. et al. (2002) L 0.16 [ 0.04,0.28
Hur, Y.-M. (2003) . — 0.04 [-0.05, 0.13]
Mukhopadhyay, N. (2003) J P 0.38[0.33,0.43
Raychaudhuri, A., et al. (2003) ——— 0.08 [-0.09, 0.25]
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) . om 0.34[0.25,0.43
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) . - 0.34[0.27,0.41
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) ' - 0.36[0.28, 0.44
Silventoinen, K., et al. (2003) ‘ - 0.37[0.31,0.43
Salces, |., Rebato, E. & Susanne, C. (2004) Vv —— 0.29[0.10,0.49
Heude, B. et al. (2005) 4 —a— 0.40[0.22, 0.58
Knuiman, M. W., et al. (2005) ' HH 0.27[0.23,0.31
Ellis, J. A. et al. (2007) ‘ . 0.42[0.35,0.49
Sear, R. & Marlowe, F. W. (2009) ' 0.10 [-0.03, 0.24
Ajala, O. et al. (2011) L —— 0.18[0.05, 0.31
Zietsch, B. P., etal. (2011) ' HH 0.20[0.17,0.23
Seki, M., Ihara, Y. & Aoki, K. (2012) e 0.12[0.04, 0.20
Keller, M. C. et al. (2013) ' Ll 0.20[0.13,0.27
Stulp, G., et al. (2013) : —a— 0.29[0.16, 0.42
Stulp, G., et al. (2013) ) E 0.18 [ 0.16, 0.20
Stulp, G., et al. (2014) ‘ L] 0.20 [ 0.20, 0.20
Ponzo, M. & Scoppa, V. (2015) ' » 0.27[0.25,0.28
Prichard, |. etal. (2015) ' —a— 0.33[0.25,0.41)
Tenesa, A., etal. (2015) ‘ - 0.26 [ 0.24, 0.28]
RE Model : * 0.24[0.21, 0.26)
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Supplementary Figure 1t

Educational Attainment

Estimate [95% CI]
. & Meredith, W. (11981) : — 0.51(0.37, 0.65]
& Moos, R. H. (1984) ' ® i 0.46 [0.34, 0.58]
al. (1985 H —a— 0.59 [0.50, 0.68
B {1983 ' = 05304k 061
al. ' —a— .53 [0.45, 0.
al. (1985 v . 0.56 [0.49, 0.63]
al. (1985 ' —a— 0.550.49, 0.61
] & Furstenberg Jr., F. F. (1986 ’ P 0.60 [0.56, 0.64
i & Furstenberg Jr., F. F. (1986, ' R 0.58 [0.54, 0.62]
0Cl . & Rogler, L. H. (198! (. » I 0.29 [0.09, 0.49|
roci . & Rogler, L. H. (1989’ . b H] | 0.46 [0.26, 0.66|
Carmelli, D., e al.f1 ' ®— 0.50 [0.42, 0.58]
Tellegen, A. (1993) ] [ 0.56 [0.50, 0.62
er, L. ) ' - 0.52[0.42, 0.61
Botwin, M. D., et al. (1997) ' b ® { 0.310.12, 0.50]
Jin-Tan, L., et al. (2000 ' —a— 0.63 10.57, 0.69]
Dufouil, C. & Alpérovitch, A. (2000) ' —— 0.54 10.43, 0.65]
Dalmia, S. & Lawrence, P. G. (200 ¥ —a— 0.50 {0.44, 0.57]
Dalmia, S. & Lawrence, P. G. (2001 ; - 0.66 [0.63, 0.68
Hur, R ' —a— 0.67 [0.58, 0.76)
Luo, S. & Klohnen, E. C. (2005) ' —a— 0.4510.33, 0.57]
Peek, MK., etal (20068 ' - 0.54 [0.46, 0.62]
Blackaay. D.H,, etal. (2007) ' =) 0.53 [0.52, 0.54]
Chen, H., et al. (2009 : —a— 0.66 [0.56, 0.76]
Chen, H., etal. (2009 ' [ 0.62 [0.52, 0.72]
Johnson, W.,_et al. (2009, ' ] 0.57 [0.52, 0.62]
Shikishima, C et al. (2011 ' —a— 0.4410.34, 0.54]
Alford, J. R., etal. (2011 ' . 0.46 [0.43, 0.49]
Alford, J. R., etal. (2011 ' oom 0.58 [0.51, 0.66]
Zietsch, B. P., et al. (201 E ' - 0.45[0.43, 0.47]
Kye, B. & Mare, R.D. (201 2 e 0.57 [0.52, 0.62|
Kye, B. & Mare, R.D. (2012 ' —a— 0.6710.61,0.73]
Kye, B. & Mare, R.D. (201 ' —a— 0.7210.67, 0.78]
Al G. &Leo, TW. (20 N —a— 0.52 [0.46, 0.58]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' [ = 0.64 [0.60, 0.68
Anderson, G. & Leo, TW. (20 . - 0.69[0.63,0.74
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' —a— 0.350.30, 0.41
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' o 0.38 [0.34, 0.42]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 X - 0.4410.39, 0.49
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' - 0.34 10.29, 0.39]
Anderson, G. & Leo, TW. (20 ' - 0.46 [0.43, 0.50}
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 H e 0.47 [0.42, 0.52]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' e 0.39 [0.34, 0.44]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 : . 0.52 [0.48, 0.56
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' —a— 0.52 0.46, 0.59]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' o 0.40 0.35, 0.44]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 , 3 0.4510.42, 0.48]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' o 0.56 [0.51, 0.60]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 ' e 0.3110.25, 0.36]
Anderson, G. & Leo, T.W. (20 H o 0.53 [0.48, 0.58]
Anderson, Leo, T.W. (20 ' —a— 0.54[0.47,0.61
Michra, V. & Smy Rh a ! ] 0.58 [0.48, 0.69|
Verbakel, E. & ( ' [] 0471047, 047
Silverman-Reta ' ——i 0.47 [0.39, 0.55)
'onzo, M. 3 El 0.62 0.60, 0.63]
Torvik, F. A., ' 0.49 [0.48, 0.50}
Anning, H. & 2 —a— 0.77 10.67, 0.86
Anning, H. & j ' —a— 0.70 10.58, 0.83]
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Estimates within each phenotype are sorted by year of publication (from top to bottom) and
are color-coded to indicate the region from which the sample was taken, as indicated in the
legend
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Supplementary Figure 2: PRISMA flow diagrams.
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e  No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 252)

o Review/meta-analysis (n = 44)

e Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 4)

e Included UK Biobank (n = 1)

e Partners were not all currently
co-habitating, married, or
engaged (n = 3)
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638 Previous studies Identification of new studies via databases and registers
639
640 Studies included in
641 | § previous v_er65|on of Records identified from*
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2  studi n ScienceDirect = 413) = 459 »| Duplicate records removed (n = 2)
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! 1
653 .
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656 | £ l
657 §
658 | & N Reports excluded***
659 Ref)c;fr;sgassessed for eligibility — «  Book/chapter (n = 3)
660 (n= ) e  Sample overlap (n = 13)
e  No subsamples with N<100, or
661 sufficient data for partner
662 concordance not available for
663 this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 352)
664 e Review/meta-analysis (n = 31)
665 e  Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
— . .
666 and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 39)
667 e  Study did not include
668 o ) _ new/original data (n = 8)
669 New studies included in review e Report notin English (n = 1)
670 (n=7) _ _ e Ascertainment (n = 1)
Reports of new included studies o Partners were not all currently
671 (n=7) co-habitating, married, or
672 engaged (n = 2)
673
674 | -
(3]
675 5
676 | 2
677
678 o . .
Total studies included in review
(n=13)
Reports of total included
studies**+*
(n=17)
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Identification of new studies via databases and registers

Identification

Studies included in
previous version of
review (n =7)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n =7)

Screening

Included

Records identified from*
Databases (nh PubMed =65 +
n PubMed from other search
term = 2 + n ScienceDirect =
269) = 336
Registers (n = NA)

!

Records screened

\ 4

Records removed before screening
Duplicate records removed (n = 3)
Records marked as ineligible by
automation tools (n = NA)

Records removed for other reasons (n
= NA)

(n = 333)
|

Reports sought for retrieval

A\ 4

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

(n = 333)
}

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =333)

New studies included in review
(n=4)

Reports of new included studies
(n=6)

Total studies included in review
(n=10)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=12)

Reports not retrieved
(n=NA)

Reports excluded***
e No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner

concordance not available for this
trait, and/or study is irrelevant (n =

319)

¢ Review/meta-analysis (n = 4)

e  Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate for
this analysis (n = 4)

e Ascertainment (n = 3)

e Paper notin English (n = 4)

e Expected cell frequency <5 (n=
1)

e Covariates (n=1)
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Identification

Screening

Included

Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 19)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n =
27)

Records identified from*
Databases (n =n
ScienceDirect = 525)
Registers (n = NA)

v

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed (n =

0)

Records marked as ineligible by
automation tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

Records screened
(n = 525)

\4

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

Reports sought for retrieval
(n = 525)

Reports not retrieved
(n=NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 525)

New studies included in review
(n=23)

Reports of new included studies
(n=59)

Total studies included in review
(n=42)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=86)

Reports excluded***

No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 451)
Review/meta-analysis (n = 2)
Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 42)
Co-sanguinity (n = 1)

Sample overlap (n = 4)
Book/chapter (n = 1)

Partners were not all currently
co-habitating, married, or
engaged (n = 2)

N not specified (n = 2)
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Identification

Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 13)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n =
15)

Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed =62 +
n ScienceDirect =389 + n
from other search term = 2) =
453
Registers (n = NA)

Screening

Included

!

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed
(n=2)
Records marked as
ineligible by automation
tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

Records screened

(n = 451)
|

Records excluded**
(n =NA)

Reports sought for retrieval

(n = 451)

Reports not retrieved
(n=NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 451)

New studies included in review
(n=8)

Reports of new included studies
(n=10)

Reports excluded***:

e No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 410)

e Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 11)
Review/meta-analysis (n = 6)
Covariate(s) (n = 2)

Report not in English (n = 3)

Ascertainment (n = 4)

Expected cell frequency <5 (n

= 1)

e Partners were not all currently
co-habitating, married, or
engaged (n =1)

e Sample overlap (n = 4)




Total studies included in review
(n=20)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=27)
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Smoking initiation
{ Previous studies J { Identification of new studies via databases and registers J
)
Studies included i Records removed before
udies included in ;
h ) . s N screening
€ || previous version of Records identified from B Duplicate records removed
= review (n = 10) Databases (n PubMed = 62 + (n=2)
I . ) - =
. oo o 0 - Rocords mared a5
= || Reports of studies 0 € erm =2) = ineligible by automation
@ || included in previous 453 tools (n = NA)
= i i = Registers (n = NA)
version of review (n Records removed for other
12) reasons (n = NA)
\4
)
Records screened
n=451
( ) Records excluded**
i (n = NA)
ReEchlréslsought for retrieval Reports not retrieved
(n=451) (n = NA)
(@]
=
£ i
[}
9
(8]
w . . e
Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =451)
Reports excluded***:

e No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 412)

e Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)

— and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 11)
—_— e Review/meta-analysis (n = 6)

e Covariate(s) (n=2)

New studies included in review * Reportnotin English (n = 3)

(n=3) e Ascertainment (n = 4)

Reports of new included studies Partners were not all currently

(n=4) co-habitating, married, or
engaged (n =1)

e Sample overlap (n =4)

o

Q

o

=)

©

=
Total studies included in review
(n=13)
Reports of total included
studies****
(n=16)
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Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed =62 +
n ScienceDirect =389 +n
from other search term = 2) =
453
Registers (n = NA)

'

Records screened

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed
(n=2)
Records marked as
ineligible by automation
tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

y

(n = 451)
)

Reports sought for retrieval
(n = 451)

Records excluded**
(n = NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 451)

)
S Studies included in
= previous version of
ks review (n = 4)
=
= .

[} Reports of studies
2 || included in previous
version of review (n = 4)
—/
)
(o))
=
=
Q
(&)
S
O
n
—
)
o
Q
o
=
o
=

New studies included in review
(n=0)

Reports of new included studies
(n=0)

A4

Total studies included in review
(n=4)

Reports of total included
studies**+*

(n=4)

Reports not retrieved
(n=NA)

Reports excluded***:

No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 419)
Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate
for this analysis (n = 11)
Review/meta-analysis (n = 6)
Covariate(s) (n = 2)

Report not in English (n = 3)
Ascertainment (n = 4)
Partners were not all currently
co-habitating, married, or
engaged (n =1)

Sample overlap (n = 4)
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Identification of new studies via databases and registers

Identification

Screening

Included

Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 4)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n = 6)

Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed =61 +
n ScienceDirect =389 + n
from other search term = 2) =
452
Registers (n = NA)

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed
(n=2)
Records marked as
ineligible by automation
tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

A4

Records screened

(n = 450)

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

Reports sought for retrieval

(n = 450)
!

Reports not retrieved
(n=NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 450)

Reports excluded***:

New studies included in review
(n=3)

Reports of new included studies
(n=4)

¢ No subsamples with N<100,
or sufficient data for partner
concordance not
available for this trait,
and/or study is irrelevant (n
=413)

e  Phenotype(s) and/or
statistic(s) and/or design not
appropriate for this analysis
(n=11)

e Review/meta-analysis (n =

6)

Covariate(s) (n = 2)

Report not in English (n = 3)

Ascertainment (n = 4)

Partners were not all

currently co-habitating,

married, or engaged (n = 1)

e Sample overlap (n = 4)

l

Total studies included in review
(n=6)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=9)




950
951

952
953
954

955
956
957
958
959
960
961
962
963
964
965
966
967
968
969
970
971
972
973
974
975
976
977
978
979
980
981
982
983
984
985
986
987
988
989
990
991
992
993
994
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Screening

Included
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Identification of new studies via databases and registers

Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 5)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n = 5)

Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed = 27 +
n ScienceDirect = 502) = 529
Registers (n = NA)

Records screened

\ 4

A\ 4

Records removed before
screening

Duplicate records removed (n
= 1)

Records marked as ineligible
by automation tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

(n =528)
!

Reports sought for retrieval
(n =528)

Records excluded**
(n =NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =528)

Reports not retrieved
(n =NA)

New studies included in review
(n=2)

Reports of new included studies
(n=3)

Total studies included in review
(n=7)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=8)

Reports excluded***

e Book/chapter (n =3)

e Ascertainment (n =1)

e Partner/relative reported
participant's phenotype (n =
1)

e  Study did not include
new/original data (n = 1)

e No subsamples with N<100,
or sufficient data for partner
concordance not
available for this trait,
and/or study is irrelevant (n
= 504)

¢ Review/meta-analysis (n =
6)

e Phenotype(s) and/or
statistic(s) and/or design not
appropriate for this analysis
(n=12)

e Partners were not all
currently co-habitating,
married, or engaged (n = 1)
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Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 8)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n = 9)

Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed = 27 +
n ScienceDirect = 502) = 529
Registers (n = NA)

A4

Records screened

\4

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed (n =

1)

Records marked as ineligible by
automation tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

(n =528)
!

Reports sought for retrieval

A\ 4

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

(n =528)
!

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n=528)

New studies included in review
(n=3)

Reports of new included studies
(n=3)

Total studies included in review
(n=11)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=12)

Reports not retrieved
(n = NA)

Reports excluded***

Book/chapter (n = 3)

Sample overlap (n = 2)
Partner/relative reported
participant's phenotype (n = 1)

No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for this
trait, and/or study is irrelevant (n =
497)

Review/meta-analysis (n = 6)
Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate for
this analysis (n = 15)

Study did not include new/original
data(n=1)

Ascertainment (n = 1)

Partners were not all currently co-
habitating, married, or engaged (n
= _']_)




Identification

Screening

Included

Depression
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Studies included in
previous version of
review (n = 5)

Reports of studies
included in previous
version of review (n =7)

Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed =99 +
n ScienceDirect = 717) = 816
Registers (n = NA)

Records screened
(n =796)

A4

Records removed before screening
Duplicate records removed (n = 20)
Records marked as ineligible by
automation tools (n = NA)

Records removed for other reasons (n
= NA)

Reports sought for retrieval

\4

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

(n =796)
}

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =796)

—

New studies included in
review
(n=1)
Reports of new included
studies
(n=1)

Total studies included in review
(n=5)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=7)

Reports not retrieved
(n =NA)

Reports excluded***

Sample overlap (n = 4)

No controls (n = 5)

Paper not retrievable (n = 1)

No subsamples with N<100, or
sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for this
trait, and/or study is irrelevant (n =
727)

Review/meta-analysis (n = 15)
Phenotype(s) and/or statistic(s)
and/or design not appropriate for
this analysis (n = 30)
Ascertainment (n = 4)

Paper not in English (n = 4)
Partners were not all currently co-
habitating, married, or engaged (n
= 1)

All probands were patients, but
partners were not required to be (n
= 3)

Inconsistencies in phenotypes or
data (n = 5)

Expected cell frequency <5 (n =
2)
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Records identified from*
Databases (n PubMed =10

+nScienceDirect=103)= [ 5

113
Registers (n = NA)

Records screened +—>

(n=111)

Reports sought for retrieval
(n=111)

Records removed before
screening
Duplicate records removed (n =

2)

Records marked as ineligible by
automation tools (n = NA)
Records removed for other
reasons (n = NA)

Records excluded**
(n=NA)

Reports assessed for eligibility

(n=111)

New studies included in review
(n=0)

Reports of new included studies
(n=0)

)
Studies included in
5 previous version of
= review (n = 4)
S
= .
= Reports of studies
Z included in previous
- version of review (n =5)
—r
)
(@]
£
=
()
()
S
(8]
)
©
()
©
=
o
=
——

Total studies included in review
(n=3)

Reports of total included
studies****

(n=4)

Reports not retrieved
(n =NA)

Reports excluded***

No subsamples with N<100,
or sufficient data for partner
concordance not available for
this trait, and/or study is
irrelevant (n = 105)
Review/meta-analysis (n = 2)
Phenotype(s) and/or
statistic(s) and/or design not
appropriate for this analysis (n
= ]_)

Inconsistencies in phenotypes
ordata (n =1)

Expected cell frequency <5
(n=1)

The PRISMA diagrams depict the number of records each search engine returned for each phenotype
and the number of reports excluded for various reasons.
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*Consider, if feasible to do so, reporting the number of records identified from each database or register searched (rather than the
total number across all databases/registers).

**|f automation tools were used, indicates how many records were excluded by a human and how many were excluded by
automation tools.

***Total may exceed number of reports assessed for eligibility minus new studies included because some reports were excluded
for more than one reason.

****Total may differ from number of reports in previous version plus number of new reports if any reports from the original
version were since excluded

Supplementary Note

The following lists the traits we meta-analyzed and citations corresponding to each study that
was meta-analyzed for that trait, followed by descriptions of the more specific construct(s) that
we measured for that trait. For the specific measure(s) that each study used for less standardized

traits, see Supplementary Tables 1 and 2:

Educational attainment'~#2: Defined on an ordinal scale (e.g. range of years/schooling level
completed), or by number of years of schooling. All ordinal measures of educational attainment
with fewer than four points were excluded.

Intelligence quotient score®>*3-°*: Any measure of general intelligence quotient.

Political values’®44°5-62: We considered continuous or ordinal measures of attitudes toward
political issues instead of specific party affiliation/support.

Religiosity’445°5961.6364: \we considered continuous measures of religious ideals/practices,
rather than specific religious affiliation or only attendance at a place of worship.

Problematic alcohol use®-®8: This was measured as a dichotomous trait encompassing alcohol
abuse, alcoholism, alcohol dependence, and problem drinking.

Drinking quantity®28%%-"5>: Amount of alcohol (e.g. milliliters, grams, ounces, or kilocalories)

consumed per day or week.



1153

1154

1155

1156

1157

1158

1159

1160

1161

1162

1163

1164

1165

1166

1167

1168

1169

1170

1171

1172

1173

1174

50

Smoking cessation’®"°: This was a dichotomous measure of whether subjects were former or
current smokers among couples in which both partners had a history of smoking. Because the
phenotype was only examined in couples in which both partners had ever smoked, whenever
“never smoked” was included as an option for participants, this cell was excluded from the
contingency table such that for this measure, the odds ratio reflected the odds of a partner being a
former smoker if their partner was a former smoker divided by the odds of a partner being a
former smoker if their partner was a current smoker.

Smoking initiation®%%-"1.7476-83; Thjs was a dichotomous measure of whether participants had
ever smoked tobacco, had ever smoked regularly, or had ever smoked 100 or more cigarettes,
depending on the study. When options for participants included “former,” “current,” and
“never,” cells from those who responded “former” and “current” were combined in the
contingency table such that for this measure, the odds ratio reflected the odds of a partner having
ever smoked (formerly or currently) if their partner ever smoked (formerly or currently) divided
by the odds of a partner having ever smoked if their partner never smoked.

Smoking quantity?>#+8: Number of cigarettes (or equivalent in tobacco) consumed per day
(not restricted to those with smoking histories).

Smoking status®6°76-78:80.82838688-98. Thjs \was a dichotomous measure of whether participants
currently smoked tobacco. When options for participants included “former,” “current,” and
“never,” cells from those who responded “former” and “never” were combined in the
contingency table such that for this measure, the odds ratio reflected the odds of a partner being a
current smoker if their partner was a current smoker divided by the odds of a partner being a

current smoker if their partner did not currently smoke (never smoked or formerly smoked).
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Substance use disorder®-1°: This was measured as a dichotomous trait also encompassing
substance dependence and substance abuse.

Agreeableness!?4456.102-110: A «Bjo Five” personality trait characterized by an individual’s level
of kindness, sympathy, cooperativeness, warmth, politeness, etc.!'! Scores for this trait were
typically based on the degree to which participants agreed with statements pertaining to
agreeableness or where they identified themselves on a set of spectra of bipolar adjectives
pertaining to agreeableness. Ratings were typically given on a 5-point or 7-point scale (see
Supplementary Table 1 for the measure used in each study).

Conscientiousness!24456102-110: A «Bjo Five” personality trait characterized by an individual’s
level of efficiency, organization, carefulness, tidiness, practicality, etc.!'* Scores for this trait
were typically based on the degree to which participants agreed with statements pertaining to
conscientiousness or where they identified themselves on a set of spectra of bipolar adjectives
pertaining to conscientiousness. Ratings were typically given on a 5-point or 7-point scale (see
Supplementary Table 1 for the measure used in each study).
Extraversion/81243-455556626369.85102-110,112-120. A «Bjg Five” personality trait characterized by
an individual’s level of energy, talkativeness, outgoingness, etc.!*! Scores for this trait were
typically based on the degree to which participants agreed with statements pertaining to
extraversion or where they identified themselves on a set of spectra of bipolar adjectives
pertaining to extraversion. Ratings were typically given on a 5-point or 7-point scale (see
Supplementary Table 1 for the measure used in each study).
Neuroticism?1244.45,56,62,63,69,85,102-110,112,113,115-124 (gtherwise characterized by its diametric
opposite, emotional stability*?): A “Big Five” personality trait characterized by an individual’s

level of enviousness, jealousy, (in)security, anxiety, moodiness, emotionality, etc.!'* Scores for
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this trait were typically based on the degree to which participants agreed with statements
pertaining to neuroticism or where they identified themselves on a set of spectra of bipolar
adjectives pertaining to neuroticism. Ratings were typically given on a 5-point or 7-point scale
(see Supplementary Table 1 for the measure used in each study).
Opennesst?4456:102,103,105,106,108,110.123.126 (otherwise characterized as Intellect or Openness to
experience): A “Big Five” personality trait characterized by an individual’s level of creativeness,
intelligence, imagination, etc.!** Scores for this trait were typically based on the degree to which
participants agreed with statements pertaining to openness or where they identified themselves
on a set of spectra of bipolar adjectives pertaining to openness. Ratings were typically given on a
5-point or 7-point scale (see Supplementary Table 1 for the measure used in each study).

Bodv mass index?!8.9.36.39,41,70,71,76,80,83,93,120,127-153: K jloarams/meters? or anv measure of
weight/height?.

Height*#836:41:49.69,75120,129,130,141,142,148-188. \\/g re-analyzed 68 samples from 53 studies from a
single meta-analysis of partner correlations for standing height*®® (see main text).

Waist-to-Hip ratio’0128:132140.147.190: \wajst circumference/hip circumference.
Depression®>66:99.191.192: This was measured as a dichotomous trait. In addition to a classic
diagnosis of major depression, we considered studies that presented partner concordance based
on whether participants lay below or above a cut-off score indicating a depressive
disorder/episode or a probable depressive disorder/episode. However, we excluded studies that
only presented partner concordance in the form of correlations for symptom count.
Diabetes’83:99.147.191,193-197- This was measured as a dichotomous trait. We only included studies
that examined prevalent diabetes, excluding studies that only measured participants with incident

diabetes (individuals who developed diabetes over the course of the study period). One study*®*



1221

1222

1223

1224

1225

1226

1227

1228

1229

1230

1231

1232

1233

53

reported concordance for type 2 diabetes, but we included it because 90-95% of people with

diabetes have type 2%,

Generalized anxiety®%¢19: This was measured as a dichotomous trait. In addition to a classic

diagnosis of generalized anxiety disorder, we considered studies that presented partner

concordance based on whether participants lay below or above a cut-off score, though we

excluded studies that only presented partner concordance in the form of correlation for symptom

count. We also excluded analyses measuring concordance for any anxiety disorder.
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