Supplementary Table 1: Search strategy using Embase
	No.
	Query
	Results

	1.
	'lupus erythematosus nephritis'/exp OR 'lupus nephritis' OR 'lupus erythematosus nephritis' OR 'lupus kidney' OR 'lupus nephropath*' OR ((lupus* OR 'libman sacks*' OR lupoid* OR 'lupus erythematosus'/exp) AND (nephriti* OR glomerulonephriti* OR 'nephritis'/exp))
	26650

	2.
	'sex difference'/exp OR 'sex factor*' OR 'sex differen*' OR 'sexual differen*' OR 'gender differen*' OR 'sex characteristic*' OR 'male'/mj OR male:ti OR males:ti OR men:ti OR sex:ti OR gender*:ti
	790050

	3.
	#1 AND #2
	481

	4.
	#3 NOT (('animal'/de OR 'nonhuman'/de) NOT 'human'/de)
	436

	5.
	#4 NOT (([infant]/lim OR [child]/lim OR [adolescent]/lim) NOT ([adult]/lim OR [aged]/lim))
	379

	6.
	#5 NOT ('editorial'/it OR 'note'/it OR 'review'/it OR 'short survey'/it)
	317

	7.
	#6 NOT ('animal cell'/de OR 'animal experiment'/de OR 'animal model'/de OR 'animal tissue'/de OR 'case report'/de OR 'case study'/de OR 'consensus development'/de OR 'practice guideline'/de OR 'systematic review'/de)
	269



Supplementary Table 2: Search strategy using PubMed/Medline
	No.
	Query
	Results

	1.
	"Lupus Nephritis"[Mesh] OR lupus-nephriti* OR lupus-erythematosus-nephritis OR Lupus-kidney OR lupus-nephropath* OR ((Lupus* OR Libman-Sacks* OR lupoid* OR "Lupus Erythematosus, Systemic"[Mesh]) AND (Nephriti* OR Glomerulonephriti* OR "Glomerulonephritis"[Mesh:NoExp] OR "Nephritis"[Mesh:NoExp]))
	14266

	2.
	"Sex Factors"[Mesh] OR "Sex Characteristics"[Mesh] OR Sex-factor* OR sex-differen* OR sexual-differen* OR gender-differen* OR sex-characteristic* OR male[ti] OR males[ti] OR men[ti] OR sex[ti] OR gender*[ti]
	612863

	3.
	#1 AND #2
	261

	4.
	#3 NOT ("animals"[mesh] NOT "humans"[mesh])
	216

	5.
	#4 NOT (("Infant"[Mesh] OR "Child"[Mesh] OR "Adolescent"[Mesh]) NOT Adult[Mesh])
	197

	6.
	#5 NOT ("case reports"[Publication Type] OR "comment"[Publication Type] OR "editorial"[Publication Type] OR "guideline"[Publication Type] OR "introductory journal article"[Publication Type] OR "meta analysis"[Publication Type] OR "news"[Publication Type] OR "retracted publication"[Publication Type] OR "review"[Publication Type] OR "systematic review"[Publication Type])
	166



Supplementary Table 3: Search strategy using Cochrane
	No.
	Query
	Results

	1.
	(lupus-nephriti* OR lupus-erythematosus-nephritis OR Lupus-kidney OR lupus-nephropath* OR ((Lupus* OR Libman-Sacks* OR lupoid*) AND (Nephriti* OR Glomerulonephriti*))):ti,ab,kw
	892

	2.
	(Sex-factor* OR sex-differen* OR sexual-differen* OR gender-differen* OR sex-characteristic*):ti,ab,kw OR (male OR males OR men OR sex* OR gender*):ti
	46843

	3.
	#1 AND #2
	4



Supplementary Table 4: Search strategy using Web of Science
	No.
	Query
	Results

	1.
	((TS=(Sex-factor* OR sex-differen* OR sexual-differen* OR gender-differen* OR sex-characteristic*) OR TI=(male OR males OR men OR sex* OR gender*)) AND TS=(lupus-nephriti* OR lupus-erythematosus-nephritis OR Lupus-kidney OR lupus-nephropath* OR ((Lupus* OR Libman-Sacks* OR lupoid*) AND (Nephriti* OR Glomerulonephriti*)))  NOT TS=(mouse OR murine OR animal OR mice)) NOT (DT==("REVIEW" OR "EDITORIAL MATERIAL"))

	116





Supplementary Table 5: Definitions for remission used in each study
	Study
	Definitions

	Wang 2012 [46]
	a.	CRa: urinary protein excretion <0.3 g per day, with normal urinary sediments (red blood cells (RBC) < 3/high-power field (HP), white blood cells (WBC) < 5/HP), normal serum albumin and normal serum creatinine
b.	PRb: presence of the following items: stabilization (±25%), or decrease of serum creatinine, but not to normal, plus decrease of urinary protein excretion by more than 50%, and below 3 g per 24 hours, with a serum albumin ≥30 g/L
c.	NRc (treatment failure): sustained 25% increase in serum creatinine

	Urrestarazú 2017 [45]
	a.	CR: drop of serum creatinine values to baseline values (or eGFR > 60 ml/min), associated with a reduction in proteinuria to < 0.5 g/24 h.
b.	PR: stabilization of serum creatinine levels (±25%), together with a drop of at least 50% in the baseline level of proteinuria.
c.	NR: patients not included in above tagged as non-responders

	Singpan 2021 [41]
	a.	CR: decline in urine protein creatinine ratio (UPCR) to < 0.5 g/g (<50 mg/mmol); return of serum creatinine to previous baseline
b.	PR: >50% decrease in UPCR; if there was nephrotic-range proteinuria, then reduction to <3000 mg/g (<300 mg/mmol) also; stabilization (±25%), or improvement of serum creatinine, but not to normal
c.	NR: failure to achieve a complete or partial remission

	Peng 2018 [38]
	a.	CR: urinary protein excretion < 0.5 g/day, with normal urinary sediments, normal serum albumin and creatinine levels
b.	PR: decrement of serum creatinine to normal or by > 50% and decrement of urinary protein excretion by > 50% (if there was nephrotic-range proteinuria, improvement requires a > 50% reduction in urine protein–creatinine ratio and a urine protein–creatinine ratio of < 3000 mg/g)
c.	NR: serum creatinine level failed to decrease to normal or by < 50% and urinary protein decreased by < 50% or to > 3 g/day

	Liu 2017 [34]
	a.	CR: urinary protein excretion of ≤500 mg/24 h, accompanied by normal serum concentrations of albumin and serum creatinine, and SLEDAI score of ≤9
b.	PR: urinary protein excretion between ≥0.5 g and ≤3.5 g/24 h, and improvement or normalization of serum albumin concentration, a stable level of serum creatinine, and SLEDAI score of ≥10 and ≤14.
c.	NR: no improvement in the urinary protein excretion and serum albumin levels, and SLEDAI of ≥15.


acomplete, bpartial and cno remission 

[bookmark: _Hlk129785414]Supplementary Table 6. Studies reporting kidney and mortality outcomes with associated variables.
	[bookmark: _Hlk127793259]Study
	Age, years,
MD (95% CI)
	Baseline Cr, mg/dL,
MD (95% CI)
	Proteinuria, g/24hr,
MD (95% CI)
	Hypocomplementemia, 
OR (95% CI)
	Diffuse Proliferative LN (class IV ± V), OR (95% CI)
	Activity Index,
MD (95% CI)
	Chronicity Index,
MD (95% CI)
	Treatment with cyclophosphamide, 
OR (95% CI)
	Complete remission, 
OR (95% CI)
	Composite kidney outcome, OR (95% CI)
	Mortality, 
OR (95% CI)

	De Carvalho 2010 [26]
	3.00 (-4.38, 10.38)
	1.17 (-0.34, 2.68)
	-1.00 (-2.66, 0.66)
	2.00 (0.49, 8.18)
	0.76 (0.20, 2.84)
	2.80 (0.57 5.02)
	1.70 (-0.47, 3.87)
	NR
	NR
	2.29 (0.59, 8.91)
	2.89 (0.49, 17.16)

	Farah 2019 [29]
	-2.06 (-10.74, 6.62)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	0.61 (0.16, 2.26)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	2.94 (0.79, 11.00)
	NR

	Hsu 2011 [30]
	-0.75 (-2.35, 0.85)
	0.80 (0.61, 0.99)
	2.15 (1.38, 2.92)
	NR
	NR
	0.12 (-0.18, 0.43)
	1.00 (0.75, 1.25)

	1.29 (0.44, 3.76)
	NR
	4.25 (1.44, 12.49)
	NR

	Khajehdehi 1997 [31]
	-1.86 (-5.71, 1.99)
	NR
	NR
	6.39 (1.39, 29.41)
	6.44 (1.74, 23.85)
	4.42 (3.67, 5.17)
	0.02 (-1.27, 1.31)
	13.33 (2.88, 61.63)
	NR
	4.79 (1.64, 14.06)
	4.21 (1.21, 14.67)

	Kono 2014 [33]
	NRa separately for M vs F
	NR separately for M vs F

	NR separately for M vs F

	NR
	NR separately for M vs F
	NR separately for M vs F
	NR separately for M vs F
	NR
	NR separately for M vs F
	3.63 (0.92, 14.26)
	1.15 (0.30, 4.35)

	Liu 2017 [34]
	NR separately for patients with LN 
	NR
	NR
	NR
	1.26 (0.65, 2.42)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	0.49 (0.30, 0.81)
	NR
	1.83 (0.85, 3.96)

	Ongajyooth 1994 [35]
	1.90 (-2.07, 5.87)
	0 (-0.42, 0.42)
	1.00 (0.13, 1.87)
	NR
	1.46 (0.73, 2.90)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	0.63 (0.26, 1.52)

	Peng 2018 [38]
	3.50 (0.56, 6.44)
	0.36 (0.08, 0.64)
	1.45 (0.39, 2.51)
	1.45 (0.86, 2.45)
	1.74 (0.98, 3.10)
	1.00 (0.58 1.42)
	0, (-0.24, 0.24)
	1.05 (0.55, 1.98)
	0.42 (0.25, 0.72)
	1.77 (0.87, 3.57)
	NR

	Ramírez-Sepúlveda 2019 [39]
	6.40 (1.77, 11.03)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	3.21 (1.32, 7.81)
	1.08 (0.47, 2.46)

	Singpan 2021 [41]
	-5.00 (-7.47, -2.53)
	0.14 (-0.21, 0.49)
	-2.13 (-3.16, -1.10)
	1.87 (1.10, 3.16)
	2.24 (1.32, 3.82)
	2.00 (1.39, 2.61)
	0, (-0.34, 0.34)
	NR
	0.63 (0.33 1.23)
	0.57 (0.17, 1.95)
	NR

	Urrestarazu 2017 [45]
	2.00 (-4.72, 8.72)
	0.29 (-0.26, 0.84)
	1.51 (0.23, 2.79)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	1.38 (0.55, 3.43)
	0.88 (0.39, 1.98)
	0.83 (0.34, 2.06)
	1.02 (0.19, 5.35)

	Wang 2012 [46]
	-0.27 (-4.55, 4.01)
	0.39 (0.28, 0.50)
	1.03 (0.49, 1.57
	NR
	1.35 (0.71, 2.57)
	0 (-0.53, 0.53)
	1.00, (0.81, 1.19)
	0.63 (0.33, 1.21)
	0.39 (0.18, 0.89)
	2.08 (0.91, 4.74)
	6.23 (0.85, 45.42)

	Yang 2015 [48]
	-2.80 (-4.24, -1.36)
	0.30 (0.14, 0.46)
	1.06 (0.59, 1.52)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	2.44 (1.67, 3.55)
	NR

	Pooled estimates
	For Kidney Outcome:b
-0.22 (-2.29, 1.85)
I2= 75.47%
Het. p<0.001

For Mortality:c
1.57 (-0.94, 4.08)
I2= 38.27%
Het. p=0.15
	For Kidney Outcome:
0.42 (0.24, 0.59)
I2= 72.1%
Het. p=0.001

For Mortality:
0.31 (0.08, 0.54)
I2= 29.62%
Het. p=0.23
	For Kidney Outcome:
0.66 (-0.24, 1.56)
I2= 88.19%
Het. p<0.001

For Mortality:
0.84 (0.15, 1.54)
I2= 51.15%
Het. p=0.10
	For Kidney Outcome:
1.82 (1.24, 2.67)
I2= 9.66%
Het. p=0.34

For Mortality:
3.44 (1.10, 10.70)
I2= 16.7%
Het. p=0.27
	For Kidney Outcome:
1.67 (1.05, 2.64)
I2= 46.21%
Het. p=0.09

For Mortality:
1.49 (0.94, 2.37)
I2= 34.82%
Het. p=0.19
	For Kidney Outcome:
1.63 (0.45, 2.79)
I2= 96.31%
Het. p<0.001

For Mortality:
2.38 (-1.02, 5.79)
I2= 97.77%
Het. p<0.001
	For Kidney Outcome:
0.52 (0.001, 1.03)
I2= 92.14%
Het. p<0.001

For Mortality:
0.89 (0.32, 1.46)
I2= 22.94%
Het. p=0.27
	For Kidney Outcome:
1.41 (0.68, 2.90)
I2= 70.01%
Het. p=0.01

For Mortality:
1.93 (0.46, 8.17)
I2= 84.88%
Het. p=0.001
	For Kidney Outcome:
0.53 (0.38, 0.74)
I2= 0%
Het. p=0.39

For Mortality:
0.53 (0.37, 0.78)
I2= 0.97%
Het. p=0.36
	For Mortality:
2.33 (1.38, 3.92)
I2= 34.56%
Het. p=0.18
	


a Not reported.
b Pooled estimate for studies reporting kidney outcomes.
C Pooled estimate for studies reporting mortality.
 


[bookmark: _Hlk136898249]Supplementary Table 7. Risk of Bias Assessments using the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale

	Low Risk of Bias
	

	Intermediate or Unknown (U) Risk of Bias
	

	High Risk of Bias
	


	Study
	
Outcome(s) assessed
	Representativeness of the exposed cohort
	Selection of the non-exposed cohort
	Ascertainment of exposure
	Demonstration outcome was not present at start of study
	Comparability of cohorts (/2)
	Assessment of outcome
	Length of follow-up
	Adequacy of follow-up
	Overall rating and TOTAL SCORE /9
	



Comments

	De Carvalho 2010 [26]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	U
	1
	High
	No mention of treatments used; no difference in age, disease duration, proteinuria, histopathology; significant difference in Cra and activity index

	Farah 2019 [29]
	Kidney
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	U
	High
	Baseline characteristics not reported based on sex; no mention of treatments used; mortality reported but not separately based on sex

	Hsu 2011 [30]
	Kidney
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	Low
	No difference in treatments and age and proteinuria; significant differences in Cr and histopathologic features

	Khajehdehi 1997 [31]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Baseline characteristics not reported based on sex except age for which there was no difference; significant difference in treatment

	Kono 2014 [33]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Baseline characteristics not reported based on sex

	Liu 2017 [34]
	Mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	High
	No mention of treatments used; baseline characteristics not reported/compared separately for patients with LNb 

	Ongajyooth 1994 [35]
	Mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Age, Cr, and histopathology comparable; significant difference in proteinuria; treatments not reported separately based on sex

	Peng 2018 [38]
	Kidney
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Significant differences in age, disease duration, proteinuria, Cr, serum albumin, histopathology; treatments reported but not controlled for; mortality reported but numbers not provided separately for each sex

	Ramírez-Sepúlveda 2019 [39]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	U
	1
	High
	Baseline characteristics not compared separately for patients with LN; no mention of treatments used; follow-up not reported for patients with LN

	Singpan 2021 [41]
	Kidney
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Significant differences in histopathology, proteinuria and hypocomplementemia; no difference in age and Cr; no mention of treatments

	Urrestarazu 2017 [45]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	Low
	Men and women matched for age, year of LN diagnosis, Cr, LN histology, and initial treatment; baseline proteinuria was significantly higher in men

	Wang 2012 [46]
	Kidney, mortality
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	Low
	No significant difference in age and histopathology; significant differences in LN disease duration before biopsy, proteinuria, and Cr; no difference in treatments used

	Yang 2015 [48]
	Kidney
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	High
	Significant differences in age, MAPc, proteinuria, Cr; histopathology not reported separately for each sex; treatments not reported 


aSerum Creatinine
bLupus Nephritis
cMean Arterial Pressure
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Supplementary Figure 1. Forest plot showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for proliferative (class III or IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 2. Leave-one-out analysis showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for diffuse proliferative (class IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 3. Forest plot showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for diffuse proliferative (class IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with only studies that recruited greater than 25 men included. CI, confidence interval
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 4. Forest plot showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for proliferative (class III or IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with only studies that recruited greater than 25 men included. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 5. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for diffuse proliferative (class IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with studies stratified by region. CI, confidence interval 

[image: A screenshot of a computer

Description automatically generated]
Supplementary Figure 6. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for proliferative (class III or IV ± V) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with studies stratified by region. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 7. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for membranous (class V only) lupus nephritis for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 8. Leave-one-out analysis showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for membranous (class V only) lupus nephritis for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 9. Forest plot showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for membranous (class V only) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with only studies that recruited greater than 25 men included. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 10. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for membranous (class V only) lupus nephritis for men compared to women, with studies stratified by region. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 11. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for activity index scores for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 12. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for chronicity index scores for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Supplementary Figure 13. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for age at diagnosis of lupus nephritis for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Supplementary Figure 14. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for duration of lupus nephritis before biopsy for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 

[image: A graph with black squares and lines

Description automatically generated]
Supplementary Figure 15. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for serum creatinine for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Supplementary Figure 16. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for proteinuria for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Supplementary Figure 17. Forest plot showing estimated mean differences with their 95% confidence intervals for serum albumin for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Supplementary Figure 18. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for nephrotic syndrome for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 19. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for hypertension for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 20. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for hypocomplementemia for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 21. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for ANA positivity for men compared to women. 
CI, confidence interval 
ANA, anti-nuclear antibody
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 22. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for anti-dsDNA positivity for men compared to women. 
CI, confidence interval 
anti-dsDNA, anti-double stranded DNA antibody
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 23. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for cyclophosphamide use for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 24. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for mycophenolate mofetil use for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 
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Description automatically generated]Supplementary Figure 25. Forest plot showing estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for any remission (complete or partial) for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval 

[image: ]Supplementary Figure 26. Leave-one-out analysis showing the estimated odds ratios with their 95% confidence intervals for the composite kidney outcome for men compared to women. CI, confidence interval
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Supplementary Figure 27. Funnel plot and Egger’s regression analysis of studies reporting kidney outcomes. 
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Supplementary Figure 28. Funnel plot of studies reporting mortality.
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