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Gender differences in age-related decline in
glomerular filtration rates in healthy people and
chronic kidney disease patients
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Abstract

Background: Since men with chronic kidney disease (CKD) progress faster than women, an accurate assessment of
CKD progression rates should be based on gender differences in age-related decline of glomerular filtration rate
(GFR) in healthy individuals.

Methods: A Chinese sample population from a stratified, multistage, and clustered CKD screening study was
classified into healthy, at-risk, and CKD groups. The gender differences in estimated GFR (eGFR) and age-related
eGFR decline were calculated for each group after controlling for blood pressure, fasting glucose levels, serum
lipids levels, education level, and smoking status. After referencing to the healthy group, gender-specific
multivariate-adjusted rates of decline in eGFR and differences in the rates of decline were calculated for both CKD
and at-risk groups.

Results: The healthy, at-risk, and CKD groups consisted of 4569, 7434, and 1573 people, respectively. In all the
3 groups, the multivariate-adjusted eGFRs in men were lower than the corresponding eGFRs in women. In
addition, in the healthy and at-risk groups, the rates of decline in eGFR in men were lower than the corresponding
rates of decline in women (healthy group: 0.51 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. 0.74 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 and at-risk
group: 0.60 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. 0.73 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1). However, in the CKD group, the rates of decline in
eGFR in men were similar to those in women (0.96 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. 0.91 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1). However,
after referencing to the healthy group, the rates of decline in eGFR in men in the at-risk and CKD groups were
greater faster than the corresponding rates in women (at-risk group: 0.10 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. -0.03 mL·min-
1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 and CKD group: 0.44 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. 0.15 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1).

Conclusion: To accurately assess gender differences in CKD progression rates, gender differences in age-related
decline in GFR should be considered.
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Background
Men with chronic kidney disease (CKD) progress to
end-stage CKD at a faster rate than women[1,2]. This
gender-specific difference cannot be fully explained on
the basis of differences in blood pressure, glucose meta-
bolism, or serum cholesterol levels. It is speculated that
this difference may be related to gender-specific differ-
ences in glomerular structure, hemodynamic condition,
activity of local cytokines and hormones, gene

expression, and/or the effects of sex hormones on kid-
ney cells[3,4]. However, these differences also exist in
healthy genders[5,6] and cause gender difference in age-
related loss of glomerular filtration rate (GFR) in healthy
population[7-9]. Thus, an accurate assessment of the
gender-specific CKD progression rate should be based
on the gender differences in age-related decline in GFR
in healthy individuals. In addition, some previous studies
did not observe a faster progression of CKD in men
[10,11]. The gender-specific difference in CKD progres-
sion rates reflect not only biological differences but also
differences in environmental, socioeconomic, lifestyle,
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and health care factors, which are not usually considered
as risk factors for CKD and its progression[12,13].
Therefore, to determine the effect of gender alone on
CKD progression, these factors should be adjusted.
Therefore, we used a randomly sampled population
from a well organized CKD screening study to deter-
mine gender-specific difference in CKD progression
rates after adjusting for the normal age-related GFR
decline and after controlling for potential confounding
variables, such as health status, socioeconomic status,
and lifestyle behaviors.

Methods
Participants and methods
We extracted a database of subjects from a stratified
CKD cluster sampling study performed in Beijing in
2006[14]. A total of 15,370 adults were selected from 53
primary sampling units and invited to participate.
Women needed to be oversampled to obtain sufficient
data due to the high male to female sex ratio in China.
After weighting, the ratio of men to women in the study
was 1:1.18. Ultimately, 13,925 subjects completed the
survey and physical examination. Overall, the enrollment
rate was 90.6% (92.1% of females and 89.6% of males).
The ethics committees in Peking university first hospital
approved this study. After obtaining informed consent
from all subjects, they completed a screening question-
naire to collect information about socioeconomic status
(e.g., gender, age, and education), personal and family
health history, and lifestyle behaviors (e.g., smoking).
Laboratory measurements also were made by well-
trained professionals using uniform standards.
Serum creatinine (Scr) was measured by using a

kinetic-rate method described by Jaffe. The glomerular
filtration rate was estimated by using a modified Modifi-
cation of Diet in Renal Disease (MDRD) Study formula
[15]: estimated GFR (eGFR, mL·min-1·1.73 m-2) = 175 ×
standard (Scr)

-1.234 × age-0.179 × 0.79 (if female).
Urine albumin and creatinine measurements were

made from morning spot urine samples. Urine albumin
was measured by using an immunoturbidimetric assay
(Audit Diagnostics, Cork, Ireland) and urine creatinine
was measured by using Jaffe’s kinetic method on a Hita-
chi 7170 chemistry analyzer (Tokyo, Japan). Albumi-
nuria was diagnosed if the urine albumin/creatinine
ratio was ≥17 mg·g-1 for men or ≥25 mg·g-1 for women
[16] and proteinuria was diagnosed if this ratio was
≥300 mg·g-1 for either men or women.
Hypertension was defined as measurement of systolic

blood pressure ≥140 mmHg or diastolic blood pressure
≥ 90 mmHg, having been diagnosed with hypertension
at least twice, or taking an antihypertensive medication
at the time of the survey.

Diabetes was defined as measurement of a fasting glu-
cose level > 6.9 mmol·L-1, a previous diagnosis of dia-
betes, or taking insulin or anti-diabetic medication at
the time of the survey.
Dyslipidemia was defined as measurement of total

cholesterol (TC) ≥6.22 mmol·L-1, triglyceride (TG)
≥2.26 mmol·L-1, high-density lipoprotein (HDL)
< 1.04 mmol·L-1, or low-density lipoprotein (LDL)
≥4.14 mmol·L-1; a previous diagnosis of dyslipidemia; or
taking lipid-lowering medication at the time of the
survey.
Obesity was defined as having a body mass index

(BMI) ≥28 kg·m-2 (BMI = weight/(height2)).
Individuals whose eGFR was > 200 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2

(n = 33) or < 15 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2 (n = 57) were
excluded from this study. Participants were divided into
3 groups according to their health status: those with
albuminuria or eGFR < 60 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2 were placed
in the CKD group; those without CKD but with hyper-
tension, diabetes, dyslipidemia, or obesity were placed in
the at-risk group; those without CKD or other medical
conditions were placed in the healthy group. We also
used proteinuria as a definition of CKD and performed a
separate statistical analysis as described below because
currently there is no consensus about defining CKD by
microalbuminuria or macroalbuminuria. Some authors
only consider microalbuminuria to be a risk factor for
CKD such as (pre)hypertension or diabetes and its repro-
ducibility of microalbuminuria tests is limited [34].

Statistical analyses
General characteristics in each health status group
Sociodemographic characteristics (age, highest education
level), health indicators (BMI, fasting glucose level,
serum lipid levels, eGFR), and lifestyle behaviors (smok-
ing) of each gender were described by descriptive statis-
tics. The differences in these variables among genders
were examined by using chi-square statistics for catego-
rical variables and Student’s t-test for continuous values.
Gender-specific adjusted eGFRs in each health status group
For each health status group, a linear model was con-
structed with eGFR as the dependent variable, gender as
the independent variable, and confounding factors (sys-
tolic blood pressure, diastolic blood pressure, BMI, fast-
ing glucose level, serum lipid levels, highest education
level, and smoking) as covariates. This model was used
to calculate the least squares means of eGFR (adjusted
eGFR) and to compare eGFRs between genders within
each health status group.
Gender-specific rates of decline of eGFR in each health
status group
A linear model was constructed for each health status
group. In these models, the dependent variable was
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eGFR and the independent variables were age, gender,
and interaction of age and gender. These models were
used to calculate the gender-specific rates of decline of
eGFR and to test gender-specific differences. Subse-
quently, confounding factors were added to these mod-
els as covariates to calculate the adjusted gender-specific
rates of decline of eGFR.
Adjusted gender-specific rates of decline of eGFR
(referenced to healthy group) in CKD and at-risk groups
A linear regression model was constructed for each gen-
der. In these models, the variables were (1) eGFR
(dependent variable); (2) age, health status, and interac-
tion of age and health status (independent variables);
and (3) the aforementioned confounding factors (covari-
ates). This model was used to calculate the adjusted
gender-specific rates of decline of eGFR (referenced to
the healthy group) for the CKD and at-risk groups. In
addition, a linear regression model was constructed with
the following variables: (1) eGFR (dependent variable);
(2) age, health status, gender, and interactions of age
and health status, age and gender, health status and gen-
der, age and health status and gender (independent vari-
ables); and (3) the aforementioned confounding factors
(covariates). This model was used to test for statistically
significant differences between men and women for the
adjusted gender-specific rates of decline of eGFR (refer-
enced to the healthy group) for the CKD and at-risk
groups.
All statistical analyses were performed using Statistical

Analysis System software, version 9.0 (SAS Institute
Inc., Cary, NC, USA). Tests for association were consid-
ered to be statistically significant when the p-values
were less than 0.05.

Results
The healthy, at-risk, and CKD groups consisted of 4569,
7434, and 1573 people, respectively. There were 1396
individuals (10.04%) with microalbuminuria, 104 (0.75%)
with proteinuria, and 261 (1.88%) with eGFR < 60
mL·min-1·1.73 m-2. In the healthy group, men had
higher BMIs, blood pressures, fasting glucose levels,
serum lipid levels, and lower education levels than
women of similar ages. In the at-risk group, men were
younger, had higher diastolic blood pressures, TG levels,
and education levels but lower levels of LDL, TC, and
HDL than women. In the CKD group, men had higher
blood pressures, TG levels, and education levels but
lower HDL levels than women. In each health status
group, men were more likely to be smokers. Compared
to individuals in the healthy group, those in the at-risk
and CKD groups were older and fatter and had higher
blood pressures and serum lipid levels. For men, the
prevalence of smoking was similar in all health status
groups and the CKD group had significantly lower

education levels than the healthy or at-risk groups. For
women, the at-risk and CKD groups had significantly
lower education levels and more smokers than the
healthy group (Table 1).
The gender differences of adjusted eGFRs in each

health status and age groups are shown in Table 2. In
the healthy group, men younger than 60 years old had
significantly lower eGFRs than women of similar ages.
After age 60, this relationship reversed but the differ-
ence was not significant. In the at-risk group, men
younger than 70 years old had significantly lower eGFRs
than women of similar ages. However, in the CKD
group, both men and women had similar eGFRs in each
age group.
As shown in Table 3, the unadjusted rates of decline of

eGFR were 0.51 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for men and
0.75 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in the healthy
group (p < 0.05), 0.53 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for men and
0.67 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in the at-risk
group (p < 0.05), and 0.89 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for men
and 0.88 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in the CKD
group (p > 0.05). After adjusting for covariates, the rates
of decline of eGFR were 0.51 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for
men and 0.74 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in the
healthy group (p < 0.05), 0.60 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for
men and 0.73 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in the
at-risk group (p < 0.05), and 0.96 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1

for men and 0.91 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 for women in
the CKD group (p > 0.05). In addition, we calculated the
variation in the rates of decline of eGFR before and after
the age of 50. However, there was no significant differ-
ence for either gender in each health status group.
Table 3 also shows that the adjusted rates of decline

of eGFR (referenced to the healthy group) was
0.10 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 (p < 0.05) for men and
-0.03 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 (p > 0.05) for women in
the at-risk group and 0.44 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1

(p < 0.05) for men and 0.15 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1

(p < 0.05) for women in the CKD group. The gender
difference of the adjusted rate of decline of eGFR (refer-
enced to the healthy group) was statistically significant
for the CKD group (0.29 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1, p < 0.05)
but not the at-risk group (0.10 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1,
p > 0.05).
When we used proteinuria to define CKD, we

obtained different results for the CKD group (Table 4).
For men, the difference of the adjusted rate of decline
of eGFR between the CKD and healthy groups increased
from 0.44 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 (p < 0.05) (Table 3) to
0.51 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 (p < 0.05) (Table 4). For
women, this difference increased from 0.15 mL·min-
1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 (p < 0.05) (Table 3) to 0.20 mL·min-1·1.73
m-2·yr-1 (p < 0.05) (Table 4). However, the gender differ-
ence of the adjusted rate of decline of eGFR in the CKD
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group did not show any significant change (0.29
mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1 vs. 0.31 mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1).
Moreover, these changes were quantitative but not qua-
litative, which was partly due to the significantly smaller
sample size in the CKD group when proteinuria was
used to define CKD.

Discussion
Currently information about gender differences in GFRs
in healthy individuals is limited and conflicting. For
example, our observation that men younger than
60 years old had lower eGFRs than women of similar
ages is both consistent[17] and inconsistent[7,18-21]
with previous studies. In addition, the information about
gender differences in age-related rates of decline of GFR
is not very consistent. For instance, our observation that
healthy men had lower rates of decline of eGFR than
healthy women is in agreement with some previous stu-
dies[8,22] but not others[7,21,23]. Unlike the partici-
pants in previous studies, who were voluntary kidney
donors[7,8,18,20,21,23] or local residents[17,19], partici-
pants in this study were selected from a prior stratified
cluster sampling study, which represented the study
population well and minimized selection bias.
Some earlier studies showed an increase in the rates of

decline of GFR in healthy individuals older than 40 or
50 years old[18,19,21] or a constant GFR for women
younger than 50 years old[23]. However, other studies
observed a linear relationship between GFR and age
[8,20]. In this study, we did not find any significant

difference in the rate of decline of eGFR before or after
the age of 50 for either gender. In addition, although we
observed that older healthy subjects had significantly
lower eGFRs than young healthy subjects, the difference
was not as large as we expected. This finding is consis-
tent with the hypothesis that kidney function may not
decrease with age but rather with age-related increases
in the incidence of degenerative diseases and risk factors
for vascular and kidney disease. In most former studies,
few study participants were elderly and exclusion criteria
were more relaxed than in our study. Any study about
the rate of decline of GFR in healthy individuals that
does not exclude all possible confounding factors that
can affect the GFR, which are common in the elderly,
would be expected to show an increased rate of decline
of GFR in the elderly.
Our observation that the rate of decline of eGFR in

men was slower in the healthy group but faster in the
CKD group could be explained by epidemiology studies.
In general, men have a higher incidence and prevalence
of end-stage renal disease (ESRD) than women [24,25];
however, most population-based CKD screening studies
show that men have a similar[14,26] or lower[27-29]
prevalence of CKD than women. This discrepancy sug-
gests 2 potential mechanisms for the rate of decline of
GFR between non-CKD and CKD stages. One possible
explanation is that renal function is preserved as healthy
individuals age at the expense of a gradual decrease in
the renal functional reserve[30]. Men may have a higher
renal functional reserve to compensate for the

Table 1 Characteristics of study participants in healthy, at-risk, and CKD groups

Healthy group At-risk group CKD group

male(n = 1311) female(n = 3258) male(n = 3338) female(n = 4096) male(n = 676) female(n = 897)

Age (years) 38.58 ± 13.23 38.00 ± 10.59 47.25 ± 13.14*# 50.54 ± 12.07& 51.62 ± 14.64# 50.92 ± 14.56&

BMI (kg·m-2) 22.93 ± 2.54* 22.44 ± 2.56 26.05 ± 3.32# 26.12 ± 3.72& 26.30 ± 3.81# 25.98 ± 4.11&

FG (mmol·L-1) 5.04 ± 0.45* 4.95 ± 0.43 5.72 ± 1.69# 5.79 ± 1.72& 6.28 ± 2.39# 6.09 ± 2.38&

HDL (mmol·L-1) 1.36 ± 0.25* 1.48 ± 0.27 1.19 ± 0.30*# 1.34 ± 0.33& 1.24 ± 0.33*# 1.34 ± 0.31&

LDL (mmol·L-1) 2.79 ± 0.69* 2.66 ± 0.64 3.29 ± 0.93*# 3.40 ± 0.94& 3.27 ± 1.03# 3.25 ± 0.97&

TC (mmol·L-1) 4.41 ± 0.71* 4.37 ± 0.68 4.97 ± 0.99*# 5.11 ± 1.01& 5.02 ± 1.04# 5.05 ± 1.06&

TG (mmol·L-1) 0.97 ± 0.44* 0.82 ± 0.37 1.93 ± 1.59*# 1.60 ± 1.20& 1.99 ± 1.78*# 1.65 ± 1.37&

DBP (mmHg) 76.07 ± 7.37* 72.83 ± 7.58 86.16 ± 10.98*# 84.27 ± 11.47& 88.75 ± 13.45*# 84.52 ± 12.93&

SBP (mmHg) 121.45 ± 9.24* 113.78 ± 10.97 137.23 ± 18.45# 136.92 ± 22.11& 144.51 ± 22.85*# 140.10 ± 26.68&

Low education (%) 34.23* 24.09 34.18* 46.67& 42.94*# 48.59&

Smoker (%) 56.29* 3.13 59.04* 5.74& 54.59* 7.15&

eGFR
(mL·min-1·1.73 m-2)

102.07 ± 19.23* 107.72 ± 20.60 94.74 ± 19.54*# 98.24 ± 19.89& 88.49 ± 25.98*# 92.32 ± 28.72&

adj-eGFR
(mL·min-1·1.73 m-2)

95.64 ± 0.60 * 102.08 ± 0.41 96.51 ± 0.34* 101.97 ± 0.34 92.28 ± 0.74*# 95.85 ± 0.67&

BMI: body mass index; FG: fasting glucose; HDL: high-density lipoprotein; LDL: low-density lipoprotein; TC: total cholesterol; TG: triglyceride; DBP: diastolic blood
pressure; SBP: systolic blood pressure; eGFR: estimated glomerular filtration rate; adj-eGFR: eGFR adjusted for age, blood pressure, fasting glucose level, serum
lipid level, education level, and smoking

*: Compared to women in the same health status group, p < 0.05

#: Compared to men in the healthy group, p < 0.05

&: Compared to women in the healthy group, p < 0.05
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Table 2 Gender differences of adjusted eGFR† (mL·min-1·1.73 m-2, mean ± standard error) in each age group in
healthy, at-risk, and CKD groups

Age group Healthy group At-risk group CKD group

Men Women Men Women Men Women

18-30 years Creatinine 83.94 ± 0.59* 64.41 ± 0.32 84.70 ± 0.66* 64.55 ± 0.70 86.72 ± 7.17* 66.61 ± 1.69

eGFR 109.13 ± 1.03* 118.89 ± 0.76 107.63 ± 1.27* 117.87 ± 1.63 111.38 ± 4.70 116.48 ± 3.30

adj-eGFR 107.83 ± 1.07* 119.56 ± 0.75 107.59 ± 1.22* 117.94 ± 1.81 108.39 ± 4.13 118.52 ± 3.34

N 384 729 328 162 47 69

30-40 years Creatinine 81.79 ± 0.63* 65.47 ± 0.28 84.76 ± 0.51* 66.29 ± 0.41 87.96 ± 1.57* 68.45 ± 1.41

eGFR 105.13 ± 1.04* 109.00 ± 0.57 100.89 ± 0.97* 107.14 ± 0.86 104.27 ± 2.41 106.62 ± 2.35

adj-eGFR 104.50 ± 1.08* 109.22 ± 0.58 101.42 ± 0.93* 106.62 ± 0.97 106.25 ± 2.73 105.11 ± 2.27

N 344 1077 556 514 90 126

40-50 years Creatinine 82.84 ± 0.61* 65.89 ± 0.30 84.82 ± 0.35* 66.45 ± 0.27 88.83 ± 1.97* 72.87 ± 1.50

eGFR 98.48 ± 0.94* 103.93 ± 0.61 95.82 ± 0.54* 102.65 ± 0.54 93.69 ± 1.64 96.38 ± 1.57

adj-eGFR 98.66 ± 1.09* 103.88 ± 0.58 96.13 ± 0.58* 102.42 ± 0.52 94.85 ± 1.83 95.56 ± 1.52

N 310 1026 1053 1308 175 248

50-60 years Creatinine 84.13 ± 0.79* 68.20 ± 0.51 86.19 ± 0.39* 68.85 ± 0.28 92.02 ± 1.91* 76.72 ± 2.06

eGFR 93.47 ± 1.15* 96.31 ± 0.95 90.91 ± 0.57* 94.94 ± 0.49 87.49 ± 1.74 90.32 ± 1.86

adj-eGFR 93.26 ± 1.29* 96.42 ± 0.92 90.89 ± 0.60* 94.95 ± 0.49 88.21 ± 1.92 89.71 ± 0.75

N 184 340 845 1212 170 204

60-70 years Creatinine 83.57 ± 1.37* 70.74 ± 1.28 87.53 ± 0.61* 70.14 ± 0.41 101.27 ± 3.22* 85.45 ± 4.76

eGFR 91.14 ± 1.87 88.76 ± 2.08 86.13 ± 0.78* 89.83 ± 0.70 76.30 ± 2.26 80.74 ± 2.45

adj-eGFR 91.20 ± 2.02 88.70 ± 2.08 86.03 ± 0.88* 89.76 ± 0.67 75.54 ± 2.43 81.63 ± 2.19

N 62 59 351 580 100 125

70-years Creatinine 84.92 ± 2.42* 72.16 ± 1.77 88.77 ± 0.79* 72.72 ± 0.55 109.46 ± 2.99* 86.89 ± 1.95

eGFR 87.46 ± 3.11 84.33 ± 2.66 82.48 ± 0.95 83.75 ± 0.85 67.07 ± 1.94 71.39 ± 2.14

adj-eGFR 90.17 ± 3.10 81.62 ± 3.10 82.69 ± 1.06 83.50 ± 0.84 65.82 ± 2.30 71.83 ± 1.97

N 27 27 205 320 94 125
†: Controlled for age, blood pressure, fasting glucose level, serum lipid level, education level, and smoking frequency

*: Compared to women in the same health status group, p < 0.05

Table 3 Differences in rates of decline in eGFR (mL·min-1·1.73 m-2·yr-1, mean ± standard error) between genders and
between groups

Health group (n = 4569) Risk group (n = 7434) CKD group (n = 1573)

Male
(n = 1311)

Female
(n = 3258)

Male
(n = 3338)

Female
(n = 4096)

Male
(n = 676)

Female
(n = 897)

Unadjusted rates of decline in eGFR 0.51 ± 0.04* 0.75 ± 0.03 0.53 ± 0.02* 0.67 ± 0.02 0.89 ± 0.06 0.88 ± 0.06

Covariate-adjusted rates of decline in eGFR† 0.52 ± 0.04* 0.75 ± 0.04 0.62 ± 0.03* 0.71 ± 0.03 0.94 ± 0.06 0.90 ± 0.08

Covariate-adjusted rates of decline in eGFR†

(referenced to healthy group)
- - 0.10 ± 0.05& -0.03 ± 0.04 0.44 ± 0.06& 0.15 ± 0.06&

Gender difference in covariate-adjusted rates
of decline in eGFR† (referenced to healthy
group)

- 0.10 ± 0.06 0.29 ± 0.09#

*: Compared to women in the same health status group, p < 0.05

&: Compared to healthy group in the same gender, p < 0.05

#: p < 0.05
†: Controlled for age, blood pressure, fasting glucose level, serum lipid level, education level, and smoking frequency
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accumulation of sclerotic glomeruli during aging.
Indeed, previous studies show that healthy men have a
greater ability to maintain their GFRs by increasing the
filtration fraction than women[31]. In addition, gender-
specific differences in glomerular hemodynamic may
contribute to differences in age-related decline of GFRs.
Another possible explanation is that although the
whole-body levels[6] and renal levels[32] of nitric oxide,
a vasodilator, are higher in healthy premenstrual women
than healthy men, which may cause a higher GFR in
premenstrual women, the renal vasculature of men may
become increasingly dependent on nitric oxide with age
compared with that of women[5]. If this is true, then
any renal disease that interferes with nitric oxide pro-
duction may cause kidney damage to progress more
quickly in men than in women.
This study had 3 potential limitations. First, the use of

estimated GFR to assess renal function in healthy indivi-
duals could be prone to measurement bias[17]. However,
when we used the Cockcroft-Gault formula, which was
developed from healthy individuals and is more accurate
than the MDRD formula[17], to assess renal function in
healthy individuals, men still had lower eGFRs and slower
age-related rates of decline of eGFR than women. Further-
more, when we excluded individuals younger than 30
years old (who are healthier), our results were similar. Sec-
ond, we had to estimate GFRs rather than measure them
directly and only a single measurement of serum creati-
nine was available for each participant. In addition, morn-
ing spot urine samples were collected rather than first
morning void urine samples. It is known that first morning
void urine samples may provide more accurate results of
albuminuria [33] and that the reproducibility of microal-
buminuria tests is limited (60-70%) [34]. Despite these
limitations, the procedures used in this study were chosen
due to the expense and inherent difficulties of directly
measuring GFRs and collecting first-morning void urine
samples and many blood and urine samples in a study
with more than 10,000 participants. Third, estimating age-
related rates of decline of eGFR from a cross-sectional
study undoubtedly produced bias; however, appropriate

mathematical models were used to reduce the bias as
much as possible. In addition, since men had a higher risk
of cardiovascular disease and death with increasing age,
especially those with chronic renal insufficiency, the
regression line of GFR against age would deviate from its
actual trend for a higher non-response rate in men than in
women. However, in this study, men had a similar
response rate as that in women (89.6% vs. 92.1%). More-
over, if a correction were made for the higher non-
response rate in unhealthy men, who tended to have lower
GFRs than participants who responded, then the gender
differences in the rate of decline of eGFR would be greater.

Conclusion
There are gender differences in the decline in GFR and
among different health statuses. To accurately evaluate
the gender differences in CKD progression rate, the
baseline gender differences in age-related decline in
GFR in healthy individuals should be considered.
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