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ABSTRACT  21 

Introduction: Active and passive surveillance studies have found that a greater 22 
proportion of females report adverse events (AE) following receipt of either the COVID-23 
19 or seasonal influenza vaccine compared to males. We sought to determine the 24 
intersection of biological sex and sociocultural gender differences in prospective active 25 
reporting of vaccine outcomes, which remains poorly characterized.  26 
Methods: This cohort study enrolled Johns Hopkins Health System healthcare workers 27 
(HCWs) who were recruited from the annual fall 2019-2022 influenza vaccine and the 28 
fall 2022 COVID-19 bivalent vaccine campaigns. Vaccine recipients were enrolled the 29 
day of vaccination and AE surveys were administered two days post-vaccination (DPV) 30 
for bivalent COVID-19 and Influenza vaccine recipients. Data were collected regarding 31 
the presence of a series of solicited local and systemic AEs. Open-ended answers 32 
about participants’ experiences with AEs also were collected for the COVID-19 vaccine 33 
recipients.  34 
Results: Females were more likely to report local AEs after influenza (OR=2.28, 35 
p=0.001) or COVID-19 (OR=2.57, p=0.008) vaccination compared to males, regardless 36 
of age or race. Males and females had comparable probabilities of reporting systemic 37 
AEs after influenza (OR=1.18, p=0.552) or COVID-19 (OR=0.96, p=0.907) vaccination. 38 
Exogenous hormones from birth control use did not impact the rates of reported AEs 39 
following COVID-19 vaccination among reproductive-aged female HCWs. Women 40 
reported more interruptions in their daily routine following COVID-19 vaccination than 41 
men and were more likely to seek out self-treatment. More women than men scheduled 42 
their COVID-19 vaccination before their days off in anticipation of AEs.  43 
Conclusions: Our findings highlight the need for sex- and gender-inclusive policies to 44 
inform more effective occupational health vaccination strategies. Further research is 45 
needed to evaluate the potential disruption of AEs on occupational responsibilities 46 
following mandated vaccination for healthcare workers and to more fully characterize 47 
the post-vaccination behavioral differences between men and women.  48 
 49 
KEY MESSAGE  50 
What is already known on this topic 51 
⇒ Among diversely aged adults 18-64 years, females report more AEs to vaccines, 52 

including the influenza and COVID-19 vaccines, than males.  53 
⇒ Vaccine AEs play a role in shaping vaccine hesitancy and uptake.  54 
⇒ Vaccine uptake related to influenza and COVID-19 are higher among men than 55 

women. 56 
⇒ Research that addresses both the sex and gender disparities of vaccine 57 

outcomes and behaviors is lacking.  58 
What this study adds 59 
⇒ This prospective active reporting study uses both quantitative and qualitative 60 

survey data to examine sex and gender differences in AEs following influenza or 61 
COVID-19 vaccination among a cohort of reproductive-aged healthcare workers.  62 

How this study might affect research, practice, or policy 63 
 64 
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⇒ Sex and gender differences in AEs and perceptions relating to vaccination should 65 
drive the development of more equitable and effective vaccine strategies and 66 
policies in occupational health settings.  67 
 68 

INTRODUCTION 69 
Females report more adverse events (AEs) than males to many vaccines, including the 70 
influenza[1-3] and COVID-19[1-5] vaccines. These differences have been attributed to 71 
biological differences between males and females (e.g., sex steroid effects on 72 
inflammatory immune responses) as well as gender differences (e.g., the socio-cultural 73 
differences between men and women), including gender reporting bias[2 ,4-10], with 74 
few studies considering both sex and gender facets in the same study population[2].  75 
AEs occur when the body mounts an immune response to the vaccine antigen, 76 
increasing secretion of inflammatory cytokines and recruitment of immune cells to the 77 
injection site, which can also enter the bloodstream and lead to more systemic AEs, 78 
such as fever, malaise, and fatigue[11]. Sex steroid hormones (e.g., estrogens, 79 
androgens, and progesterone) and their receptors have been hypothesized as critical 80 
regulators of immune cell responses that cause differential cytokine secretion between 81 
males and females[10 ,12-15]. In response to infection and vaccination, females have 82 
been shown to have greater immune activation, higher production of antibodies, and 83 
increased T cell activation, possibly making them more likely to experience AEs 84 
compared to males[5 ,10 ,12 ,14 ,16 ,17].  85 
 86 
Beyond the physical impacts of AEs, experiences with AEs following vaccination can 87 
influence vaccine attitudes and patterns of uptake[18 ,19]. The World Health 88 
Organization lists vaccine hesitancy as one of the top ten threats to global health[20]. 89 
Vaccine hesitancy related to influenza and COVID-19 is higher among women than men, 90 
which has been hypothesized to be due to the increased likelihood of AEs in females 91 
than males[21-25]. Men consistently have higher influenza vaccine acceptance than 92 
women, with White men often having less hesitancy than either Black or White women 93 
or Black men[26-28]. Similarly, male healthcare workers (HCWs) have also been found 94 
to have lower COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy with higher vaccine uptake than women[29-95 
32]. 96 
 97 
In the United States, the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) recommends annual 98 
influenza vaccination for anyone aged 6 months or older[33]. Among HCWs, many 99 
employment or state laws require receipt of annual influenza vaccination to slow 100 
disease transmission between providers and patients[34]. During the COVID-19 101 
pandemic, COVID-19 vaccination was nationally mandated for HCWs as terms of 102 
employment[35]. Despite SARS-CoV-2 becoming endemic with consistent spread and 103 
mutations noted[36 ,37], COVID-19 vaccination requirements were terminated for 104 
HCWs when federal legislation lifted the public health emergency in May 2023[35]; 105 
those policy changes have and are anticipated to significantly impact future vaccine 106 
uptake. During the COVID-19 pandemic, we conducted a cohort study through the 107 
Johns Hopkins Health System to explore sex and gender differences in active, self-108 
reported AEs following both seasonal quadrivalent influenza and bivalent COVID-19 109 
vaccines. We further explored AEs by race/ethnicity and age among the influenza and 110 
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COVID-19 vaccine recipients. Gender-related responses were collected with open-111 
ended questions about AEs after receipt of the COVID-19 vaccine among women and 112 
men. Our goal was to provide a thorough assessment of sex and gender differences in 113 
AE reporting among HCWs to improve policies and messaging around mandatory 114 
vaccine programs. 115 
 116 
METHODS 117 
Study design and participants 118 
Our study involved two separate survey-based cohorts of human participants, which 119 
were approved by the Johns Hopkins Institutional Review Boards (IRB00259171, 120 
IRB00091667). Consent was obtained for all participants as part of the enrollment 121 
process. Influenza vaccination has been a long-standing requirement at Johns Hopkins 122 
for anyone working directly with patients or in a clinical setting; additionally, during the 123 
pandemic from 2020-2022, a policy requiring the same workers to receive COVID-19 124 
vaccination was established. Reproductive-aged adult (18-49) HCWs of the Johns 125 
Hopkins Health System (JHHS) receiving the inactivated quadrivalent influenza vaccine 126 
were considered eligible. Adult (>18) HCWs receiving the 2022 Pfizer-BioNTech 127 
ancestral/Omicron BA.5 bivalent COVID-19 vaccine were also considered eligible. 128 
Influenza vaccine AE data was collected as part of a larger study designed to compare 129 
immunological vaccine responses by sex with equal sample sizes of females and males 130 
enrolled. HCWs were recruited by fliers, emails, and announcements about the annual 131 
vaccination program and were enrolled upon receipt of the influenza vaccine at the 132 
hospital. For the COVID-19 vaccine study, participants were recruited using flyers 133 
distributed at the time of vaccination at key locations around the hospital.  134 
 135 
Data collection 136 
Annual influenza AE vaccination data were collected from September through October 137 
of 2019-2022. COVID-19 vaccine AE data was collected from September through 138 
October 2022. Influenza vaccine AE survey forms, provided as a hard copy at the time 139 
of consent/enrollment, were to be completed within two days post-vaccination (DPV) by 140 
participants and returned to study coordinators in-person at their next scheduled visit. 141 
COVID-19 bivalent vaccine AE surveys were electronically administered and collected 142 
via REDCap at two DPV for those who agreed to participate at the time of vaccination. 143 
Participants’ experience of local AEs at the site of injection (i.e., warmth, redness, 144 
swelling, short-duration pain, long-duration pain, and itchiness), and systemic AEs (i.e., 145 
sweating, malaise, muscle aches, insomnia, headaches, fever, and chills) were 146 
collected as yes/no answers and tallied by category. The level of inconvenience was 147 
measured by multiple choice answers. Open-ended questions were included within the 148 
COVID-19 vaccine study to explore reasons for vaccine uptake and responses to AEs. 149 
All survey responses and demographics were self-reported by participants. Male and 150 
female terminology was used to refer to biological differences. Man and woman 151 
terminology was used to refer to gender differences in behaviors or outcomes. 152 
 153 
Quantitative statistical analysis 154 
Statistical analyses were performed using Stata 17.0 and GraphPad Prism. Any AE was 155 
defined as having at least one local or systemic AE. Sex differences in the reporting of 156 
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AEs were analyzed using logistic regression models. Interaction terms were also 157 
included in the model to examine age, race/ethnicity, or hormonal birth control effects on 158 
the probabilities of AEs by sex. Probabilities were plotted along with 95% confidence 159 
intervals by sex. P-values less than 0.05 were considered statistically significant.  160 
 161 
Qualitative analysis of open-ended questions within COVID-19 vaccine AE survey 162 
Open-ended questions regarding reasons for vaccine uptake, and response to AEs 163 
were analyzed using thematic analysis. Completed free-response answers from 164 
participants were explored and grouped into themes and responses from men and 165 
women were compared.  166 
 167 
RESULTS  168 
Participant characteristics  169 
A total of 300 influenza vaccines (n=50 for females and n=50 for males per year) were 170 
administered across the three years (2019-20, 2021-22, and 2022-23) with AE data 171 
available for 265 (88%) of the participants and missing for 35 (12%; Table 1). Of these, 172 
50.2% were female (n=133) and 49.8% male (n=132). The average age across the 173 
study years was 30.75 years. Participants were predominately White at 60.8% (n=160), 174 
followed by Asian at 19.4% (n=51), with 12.9% Black or African American (n=34). For 175 
the influenza cohort, 13.2% (n=35) identified as Hispanic or Latino.  176 
 177 
For the COVID-19 bivalent vaccine cohort, 212 HCWs enrolled and received 178 
vaccination with AE survey data missing for 16 (8%) and available for 196 (92%) of 179 
those participants, consisting of 76.5% (n=150) females and 23.5% (n=46) males (Table 180 
1). The average age was 38.4 years and the cohort predominately consisted of White 181 
participants at 64.8% (n=160) followed by Asian participants at 20.9% (n=41), and 182 
Black/African American participants at 8.7% (n=17).  183 
 184 
Table 1. Study participant demographics  185 

Influenza Vaccine Cohort COVID-19 Vaccine 
Cohort 

Season 2019-20 2021-22 2022-23 Total 2022-23 

Sex, n (%)      

Male 45 (50.6%) 40 (45.45%) 47 (53.4%) 132 (49.8%) 46 (23.5%) 

Female 44 (49.4%) 48 (54.55%) 41 (46.6%) 133 (50.2%) 150 (76.5%) 

Ethnicity, n (%)      

Hispanic or Latino 15 (16.9%) 11 (12.5%) 9 (10.2%) 35 (13.2%) n/a 

Race, n (%) 
     

White 44 (50.6%) 67 (76.1%) 49 (55.7%) 160 (60.8%) 127 (64.8%) 

Asian 15 (17.2%) 12 (13.6%) 24 (27.3%) 51 (19.4%) 41 (20.9%) 
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Black 16 (18.4%) 6 (6.8%) 12 (13.6%) 34 (12.9%) 17 (8.7%) 

American Indian 2 (2.3%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0%) 3 (1.1%) 0 (0%) 

Native Hawaiian 0 (0%) 2 (2.3%) 0 (0%) 2 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 

Other 8 (9.2%) 0 (0%) 3 (3.4%) 11 (4.2%) 11 (5.6%) 

Unknown 2 (2.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 

Age, mean (SD) 30.45 (6.9) 31.01 (6.7) 30.8 (7.6) 30.75 (7.0) 38.4 (12.3) 

Any AE, n (%) 63 (71.8%) 55 (62.5%) 46 (52.3%) 164 (61.9%) 169 (86.2%) 

Any local AE, n (%) 52 (58.4%) 41 (46.6%) 36 (40.9%) 129 (48.7%) 138 (70.4%) 

Any systemic AE, n (%) 24 (27.0%) 26 (29.6%) 20 (22.7%) 70 (26.4%) 118 (60.2%) 

Total 89 (33.6%) 88 (33.2%) 88 (33.2%) 265 196 

 186 
 187 
AEs were predominately localized and mild  188 
Among the 265 total influenza HCW recipients across the three years, 164 (62%) 189 
reported having at least one AE with 57% (n=94) having only local AEs, 21% (n=35) 190 
having only systemic AEs, and 21% (n=35) having both local and systemic AEs. Of the 191 
178 that responded to the question about level of inconvenience, the majority of 192 
recipients (n=142, 80%) did not experience any inconvenience when surveyed two DPV. 193 
Seventeen percent of HCWs (n=31) reported mild inconvenience where they were able 194 
to do 75-99% of their daily activities, 2% (n=4) reported moderate inconvenience where 195 
they were able to do 25-75% of their daily activities, and only 1% (n=1) reported severe 196 
inconvenience with capacity to do 0-25% of their daily activities.  197 
 198 
Among the 196 COVID-19 bivalent vaccine recipients in 2022, 86% (n=169) of 199 
participants reported at least one AE. Of those, 30% reported only local AEs, 18% 200 
reported only systemic AEs, and 51% reported having both local and systemic AEs. The 201 
majority (53%, n=90) did not experience any inconvenience with their daily activities. 202 
Twenty-three percent reported mild inconvenience where they were able to do 75-99% 203 
of their daily activities. Eighteen percent of HCWs reported moderate inconvenience 204 
and were able to do 25-75% of their daily activities. Only 5% reported being severely 205 
inconvenienced with the ability to do 0-25% of their daily activities. Overall, these data 206 
suggest that experiencing mild AEs is common following vaccination with minimal 207 
impairment to daily activities.  208 
 209 
Females are more likely to report local AEs, regardless of age  210 
For the influenza vaccine cohort, logistic regression models (Figure 1A) for probabilities 211 
of reporting any AE, any local, or any systemic AE, adjusted for sex, demonstrated that 212 
age was not significantly associated with AE reporting. Inclusion of an age-by-sex 213 
interaction term in the models (Figure 1A) revealed that the effect of age on the 214 
probability of reporting any AE, any local AE or any systemic AE after influenza 215 
vaccination of HCWs did not vary by sex. The average age of our HCW cohorts 216 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 18, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.17.24301440doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.17.24301440


 7

receiving the influenza vaccine (30.45 ± 6.9, range: 21-49) was relatively young and 217 
reproductive-aged (18-49).  218 
 219 
Logistic regression models for probabilities of reporting any AE (at least one local or 220 
systemic AE) among influenza vaccine recipients across all three seasons showed that 221 
females had a significantly greater probability of reporting AEs compared to males 222 
(OR=2.02, 95% CI: 1.2-3.4, p=0.007; Figure 1B). Females had a significantly greater 223 
probability of reporting any local AE compared to males (OR=2.28, 95% CI: 1.4-3.7, 224 
p=0.001; Figure 1C), whereas the probability of reporting any systemic AE was 225 
comparable between males and females (OR=1.18, 95% CI: 0.68-2.0, p=0.552; Figure 226 
1D).  227 
 228 
For the COVID-19 vaccine cohort, logistic regression models (Figure 2A) also did not 229 
find a significant association of age with the probabilities of reporting any AE, any local, 230 
nor any systemic AE after adjusting for sex among the COVID-19 vaccine cohort. The 231 
probability of reporting any AE, any local AE, or any systemic AE was similar across 232 
ages for both male and female HCWs following bivalent COVID-19 vaccination (Figure 233 
2A). The average age of our HCW cohort receiving the bivalent COVID-19 vaccine 234 
(38.4 ± 12.3; range: 22-75) was relatively young with less than 25% of the participants 235 
over 50 years-old. Taken together, these data suggest that age does not contribute to 236 
the probability of reporting an AE, regardless of vaccine type.  237 
 238 
There was no significant difference in the probability of reporting any AE following 239 
bivalent COVID-19 vaccination between males and females (OR=2.14, 95% CI: 0.89-240 
5.1, p=0.09; Figure 2B). Female HCWs, however, had a significantly greater probability 241 
of reporting any local AE compared to males (OR=2.57, 95% CI: 1.3-5.2, p=0.008; 242 
Figure 2C). Systemic AEs were similarly reported by males and females (OR=0.96, 95% 243 
CI: 0.49-1.9, p=0.907; Figure 2D).  244 
 245 
Sex differences of AEs are consistent across race categories in response to the 246 
influenza vaccination 247 
Among the influenza vaccine HCW cohort, there were more females than males among 248 
those identifying as White (n=84, 52.5% females; n=76, 47.5% males) or Black (n=21, 249 
61.8% females; n=13, 38.2% males; Figure 3A). For those identifying as Asian (n=22, 250 
43.1% females; n=29, 56.9% males) or other (n=5, 27.8% females; n=13, 72.2% males), 251 
there were more males than females (Figure 3A). The logistic regression model for the 252 
probability of any AE with an interaction term for race and sex, adjusted for age, 253 
revealed that regardless of race, females consistently had greater probabilities of 254 
reporting any AE compared to males (Figure 3B). The interaction model did not show 255 
statically significant differences for reporting of any AE between males and females 256 
across race categories except for Black/African Americans, likely due to smaller sample 257 
sizes (Figure 3A-B). The probability of reporting any local AE consistently had a female 258 
bias with White and Black/African American females having significantly greater 259 
probabilities of reporting any local AE (Figure 3C). Systemic AEs were not significantly 260 
different between males and females across all race categories (Figure 3D). Race-261 
disaggregated analyses were not performed with the COVID-19 AE dataset due to 262 
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insufficient numbers of males to compare against females across race/ethnicity 263 
categories in the cohort.  264 
 265 
Hormonal birth control use among females was not associated with the 266 
probability of reporting AEs  267 
Birth control use (e.g., barrier method, oral contraceptives, IUD, etc.) data was collected 268 
at enrollment for 132 females with 55% (n=72) on birth control and 45% (n=60) not on 269 
birth control (Figure 4A) in the influenza vaccine cohort only. The average ages of 270 
female birth control users and non-users were 32.5 and 30.3 years, respectively. Among 271 
birth control users, hormonal birth control was the most common method with 44% 272 
(n=32) using oral contraceptives and 36% (n=26) using IUDs. Females who used the 273 
barrier method (n=2 of 72) were excluded to limit the birth control users to those on 274 
hormonal methods. Using logistic regression models, we assessed if the probability of 275 
reporting any AE (Figure 4B), any local (Figure 4C), and any systemic AE (Figure 4D) 276 
differed by hormonal birth control use among females. The probabilities of reporting any 277 
AE (OR=1.43, 95% CI: 0.66-3.1, p=0.36), any local (OR=0.94, 95% CI: 0.46-1.9, 278 
p=0.85), or any systemic AE (OR=1.78, 95% CI: 0.8-3.95, p=0.16) were similar between 279 
females using and not using birth control. These data suggest that exogenous 280 
hormones are no more likely than endogenous hormones to impact experiencing AEs in 281 
young adults of reproductive ages. 282 
 283 
Women are more likely to report daily life disruptions following COVID-19 284 
vaccination  285 
Analyses of the open-ended survey answers completed by n=195 bivalent COVID-19 286 
vaccine recipients revealed that female HCWs were more likely to report disruptions in 287 
their daily activities than males after receipt of the COVID-19 vaccination. There were 288 
58 (38.7%) women who mentioned experiencing sleep disruption or changes in daily 289 
routine due to AEs following vaccination as compared to 14 (31.1%) men. Women also 290 
mentioned that AEs affected their ability to take care of their families.  291 
 292 

[The vaccine] made me sleep for 10 hours, with other symptoms, usually sleep 7-293 
8 hr. Felt harder to do activities of daily living and needed to lie down the next 294 
afternoon [White_W_4] 295 
 296 
Didn't clean up from dinner or do my usual heavy lifting in terms of getting the 297 
kids to bed. [White_W_31] 298 
 299 
[I was] not able to take care of my baby. [White_W_113] 300 

 301 
Women and men differed in how they responded to AEs  302 
Women and men differed in how they responded to AEs. There were 36 (24%) women 303 
who reported self-administration of medications to mitigate symptoms of their AEs after 304 
receiving the COVID-19 vaccine as compared to 7 (15.6%) men, which is likely a 305 
reflection of more women experiencing AEs overall. Ibuprofen, acetaminophen, and 306 
over-the-counter pain relief medications were commonly used among those who did 307 
self-treat. 308 
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 309 
I took the recommended dose (2 capsules) of Tylenol every 6 hours for 18 hours 310 
starting 24 hours after the vaccination. [White_W_69] 311 

 312 
[I took] Acetaminophen and ibuprofen as well as increased electrolytes and 313 
hydration. [White_W_48] 314 

 315 
Some women expected to experience AEs and intentionally scheduled their COVID-19 316 
vaccinations prior to days off; for example, scheduling the vaccine on a Friday so they 317 
did not have to miss work should they experience an AE.  318 
 319 

Just know to plan for a Friday. Glad it was the weekend as I would have missed a 320 
day of work. I got the shot on a Friday on purpose as I had a bad reaction before 321 
with one of the others. [White_W_71] 322 

 323 
Planned the timing of the injection based on previous reactions so that I would be 324 
able to rest at home, [White_W_57] 325 

 326 
DISCUSSION 327 

We performed sex- and gender-disaggregated analyses of AE survey data for 328 
two different vaccines—the quadrivalent influenza and bivalent COVID-19 vaccine—to 329 
examine vaccine outcomes and vaccine-related behaviors among a cohort of adult 330 
HCWs, which can inform public and occupational health vaccine strategies and policies.  331 
Our study supports the existing evidence that influenza and COVID-19 vaccines do not 332 
cause serious AEs with localized, mild AEs being the most common experience[38 ,39]. 333 
The bivalent COVID-19 vaccine recipients reported higher rates of AEs compared to 334 
influenza vaccine recipients in our cohorts, consistent with a retrospective analysis of 335 
VAERS data[40]. Increased AE reporting rates among COVID-19 vaccine recipients 336 
may be potentially confounded by the heightened scrutiny and vaccine hesitancy 337 
against mRNA COVID-19 vaccines at the time but is nonetheless important to note for 338 
public health and education purposes. While the term “adverse event” may suggest 339 
harmful or negative effects, non-serious AEs are normal and healthy manifestations of 340 
the immune system’s response to the vaccine antigen[11]. Transparent and consistent 341 
reporting of AEs is imperative to normalize these vaccine-related experiences, mitigate 342 
fear and misinformation, and encourage vaccine uptake.  343 

 344 
Studies identifying age effects on the reporting of AEs are most common among 345 

older aged vaccinees. For example, Shapiro et al. found a female-specific effect where 346 
the probability of reporting any AE, either local or systemic, significantly decreased with 347 
increasing age for females, but not for males, 6-8 days after influenza vaccination 348 
among older adults (75+)[2]. Xiong et al. found that the proportion of COVID-19 vaccine 349 
AEs was greatest among younger adults (18-64) while the proportion of serious AEs 350 
was greatest among older adults[41]. Our analyses did not identify a significant age 351 
effect on the reporting of AEs following influenza or COVID-19 bivalent vaccination, 352 
likely because the cohort was predominately younger and reproductive-aged individuals.  353 
 354 
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Sex-disaggregated analyses revealed that female HCWs were significantly more 355 
likely to report local AEs, but not systemic AEs, after receipt of either the influenza 356 
vaccine or COVID-19 vaccine. Similarly, an active surveillance study of predominately 357 
younger adults (20-49) in South Korea reported females having significantly more AEs, 358 
local or systemic, after receiving the first dose of ChAdOx1 nCoV-359 
19(AstraZeneca/Oxford) vaccine as compared to males based on self-reported survey 360 
results at 3 days post-vaccination[42]. In another highly vaccinated population of older 361 
adults (75+), females had greater probabilities of reporting local AEs, but not systemic 362 
AE, compared to males 7 days after receipt of the high-dose quadrivalent influenza 363 
vaccine as measured by AE surveys[2]. Xiong et al. utilized real-world data extracted 364 
from the Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System (VAERS) to reveal that although 365 
more adult (18-64) females reported AEs within one week of COVID-19 vaccination, 366 
males had 1.5 times greater odds of reporting serious AEs[41].  367 

 368 
Further disaggregation by sex and self-reported race demonstrated that females, 369 

regardless of race, consistently had a higher probability of experiencing local AEs with 370 
sex comparisons of White or Black participants reaching statistical significance. The 371 
probability of experiencing a systemic AE was comparable between sexes, regardless 372 
of race. While we did not find differences between racial categories, consideration for 373 
race and ethnicity analyses are important for vaccine studies. Race is not a biological 374 
variable associated with AEs, but race and ethnicity have been widely reported as 375 
important predictors of vaccine behaviors and perceptions[1 ,43-47]. In a survey study 376 
of over 10,000 HCWs, Momplaisir et al. found that COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy was 377 
highest among Black and Hispanic or Latino HCWs when compared to White HCWs 378 
with worries about side effects as the most frequently cited reason[43].  379 

 380 
These sex differences in adverse events are not specific to vaccines and have 381 

also been reported for other therapies, such as cancer immunotherapies, suggesting an 382 
underlying biological mechanism[48-50]. In a study of small-cell lung cancer patients 383 
receiving chemotherapy, Singh et al. reported that although a greater proportion of 384 
females were found to have more chemotherapy toxicity (e.g., hematologic toxicity, 385 
stomatitis, and vomiting) than males, females also had higher response rates and 386 
longer median survival time[49]. Unger et al. performed a meta-analysis of 202 clinical 387 
trials of cytotoxic therapy, immunotherapy, and targeted therapies[42] and found that 388 
females had significantly greater odds of severe toxicity and had a 66% increased risk 389 
of symptomatic AEs compared to males. Unlike vaccines that are mass-produced, 390 
personalized medicine may provide new avenues for other therapies or drugs, 391 
especially those with more severe AEs, to address sex differences in AEs[51 ,52].   392 
 393 
 The role of sex steroid hormones in the manifestation of vaccine AEs for males 394 
and females is not clearly understood. Although our study was not designed to evaluate 395 
the hormonal and immunological responses associated with post-vaccination AEs, we 396 
were able to use hormonal birth control data (e.g., contraceptive use, IUD, implant, etc.) 397 
among females to assess if exogenous hormones mediated the reporting of AEs. Our 398 
data revealed that reporting of AEs did not differ by hormonal birth control use among 399 
young, reproductive-aged female HCWs. This may be due to reproductive-aged females 400 
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already having sufficient endogenous sex steroid hormones such that birth control (i.e., 401 
exogenous hormones) did not change experience of vaccine AEs. Whether exogenous 402 
hormone use among postmenopausal women affects experiences of vaccine AEs 403 
requires consideration. 404 
 405 

While more studies are implementing sex-disaggregated analyses, gender-406 
disaggregated analyses are sparse in biomedical research due to the lack of an 407 
objective, standardized methodology for measuring gender and persistent 408 
misunderstanding of gender and sex. Examining vaccine outcomes and behaviors with 409 
a gender lens can inform public health messaging strategies and improve vaccine 410 
uptake. For instance, studies have found women have greater influenza and COVID-19 411 
vaccine hesitancy compared to men worldwide[26 ,27 ,44 ,53-55]. A survey study of 412 
HCWs in New York found that men had a higher likelihood of planning to get the 413 
COVID-19 vaccine within the next six months than women[31]. Although pregnancy and 414 
breastfeeding have been hypothesized as factors contributing to reduced vaccine 415 
uptake among women, Ciardi et al. did not find differences in vaccination uptake 416 
between reproductive-aged and non-reproductive-aged women[31]. HCWs are a unique 417 
population with increased access to accurate vaccine and medical information, yet 418 
vaccine hesitancy, particularly due to AEs, is still persistent even when vaccines are 419 
mandatory because of occupational exposure and spread[29 ,30 ,32]. 420 
 421 

Gender differences in vaccine behaviors pertaining to AEs are understudied. To 422 
our knowledge, we are among the first to utilize both quantitative and qualitative 423 
measures through open-ended survey questions to provide insight and context for the 424 
findings in a vaccine AE study. Our qualitative thematic analysis of open-ended answers 425 
revealed that women were more likely to seek out self-treatment (e.g., over-the-counter 426 
pain medications, ibuprofen, and acetaminophen) for their AEs and to experience 427 
disruptions in their daily routines than men after COVID-19 vaccination. In the meta-428 
analysis conducted by Beyer et al.[9], the authors reported more women experiencing 429 
moderate to severe levels of inconvenience after influenza vaccination. In our study, 430 
experience of AEs from prior vaccinations motivated some women, but not men, to 431 
schedule their COVID-19 vaccinations on a day prior to their scheduled time off. Further 432 
interrogation of these gender differences in vaccine AE-related behaviors may inform 433 
vaccine campaign strategies or messaging, particularly among working-aged 434 
populations.  435 

 436 
According to the 2019 U.S. Census Bureau women comprised 76% of healthcare 437 

jobs with 85% of nursing and health aide positions held by women[56]. We found that 438 
women HCWs were more likely to experience AEs than men and were more likely to 439 
seek out self-treatment and/or schedule vaccination prior to their days off from work. In 440 
a California survey of over 2,000 HCWs studying COVID-19 vaccine side effects, 28% 441 
experienced side effects that were disruptive to work and 18% missed work[57]. The 442 
authors also found that 6.7% of physicians missed work as compared to 21.2% of other 443 
HCW roles. Presenteeism, working despite feeling unwell or sick, and absenteeism are 444 
linked to occupational expectations and pressures that may differ across HCW roles, 445 
and can impact the quality of patient care, occupational burnout, and employee 446 
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morale[57]. With nearly 9 million HCWs nationwide receiving mandated vaccinations, 447 
we can expect that millions of workers (the majority of whom are women) will 448 
experience AEs annually with potential occupational health and labor force implications, 449 
including increased vaccine hesitancy, missed work, and disruptions to recognized time 450 
off. Our data add gender to the list of factors that need to be considered in policies 451 
surrounding mandatory vaccines, including, for example, receipt of paid medical leave. 452 
 453 
LIMITATIONS 454 
There are several limitations to this study. First, the enrollment criteria (e.g., age) were 455 
different and did not allow for direct comparison between the two cohorts. The sample 456 
size of males and females enrolled were only pre-specified and balanced for the 457 
influenza vaccine cohort and not the COVID-19 vaccine cohort; therefore, the COVID-458 
19 vaccine cohort may be more representative of the HCW demographics at JHHS. 459 
Highly vaccinated HCWs are more likely to be biased towards vaccine acceptance and 460 
the interpretations made from this unique demographic may not be applicable to non-461 
HCW populations. Second, the criteria and definitions for local and systemic AEs used 462 
may differ from other studies. AEs were surveyed two days post-vaccination, so we 463 
were unable to assess AEs after administration of the questionnaires. Lastly, biological 464 
samples were not collected from participants; therefore, we were unable to study the 465 
immunological mechanisms by which sex causes differences in AEs.   466 
  467 
CONCLUSIONS 468 
Our AE survey study of HCWs following influenza or COVID-19 vaccination 469 
demonstrates that females were more likely to experience local AEs than males. 470 
Women were more likely to experience interruptions in their daily routines and to self-471 
treat AEs. Additionally, more women reported scheduling their vaccines on a day before 472 
their scheduled time off in anticipation of AEs. These data highlight the importance of 473 
considering sex and gender in public health and occupational health vaccine strategies 474 
and communications, particularly when targeting the predominately female healthcare 475 
workforce. Further sex- and gender- disaggregated research is needed to build more 476 
equitable and effective vaccine strategies with consideration for differences in AEs. 477 
Development of such strategies is not only important for seasonal vaccination planning, 478 
but also for planning effective vaccination campaigns for HCWs during pandemics. 479 
 480 
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FIGURE LEGENDS 532 
Table 1. Table of study participant demographics 533 
 534 
Figure 1. A greater proportion of female healthcare workers report local adverse events 535 
(AE) than males following annual inactivated quadrivalent influenza vaccination, 536 
regardless of age. A total of 300 quadrivalent influenzas vaccines were administered (151 males 537 
and 149 females) to healthcare workers (HCWs) from the 2019-2022 seasons, but AE data were 538 
only available for 265 of those participants (132 males and 133 females). (A) Logistic regression 539 
models for any AE, any local, and any systemic AE were used to assess the effect of continuous 540 
age, after adjusting for sex, or with an age-sex interaction term. Coefficients and p-values are 541 
shown for the models. Age and age-sex interactions were not significantly associated with the 542 
probability of reporting AEs following quadrivalent influenza vaccination; therefore, we focused 543 
on the effect of sex. (B-D) We performed sex-disaggregated analyses of local and systemic AE 544 
using logistic regression models to compare probabilities for (B) any AE, (C) any local AE, or (D) 545 
any systemic AE. Probabilities of AEs along with 95% confidence intervals are shown along 546 
with p-values for sex comparisons. P<0.05 was considered statistically significant.  547 
 548 
Figure 2. Females, regardless of age, have a higher probability of reporting any local 549 
adverse event (AE) than males following the bivalent Omicron ancestral/BA.5 COVID-19 550 
vaccination. A total of 196 HCWs (46 males and 150 females) received bivalent COVID-19 551 
vaccines, enrolled, and completed AE data in the 2022-23 season. (A) Logistic regression models 552 
for any AE, any local, and any systemic AE were used to assess the effect of continuous age, 553 
after adjusting for sex, or with an age-sex interaction term. Coefficients and p-values are shown 554 
for the models. Age and age-sex interactions were not significantly associated with the 555 
probability of reporting AEs following bivalent COVID-19 vaccination; therefore, we focused on 556 
the effect of sex. (B-D) We performed sex-disaggregated analyses of local and systemic AE 557 
using logistic regression models to compare probabilities for (B) any AE, (C) any local AE, or (D) 558 
any systemic AE. Probabilities of AEs along with 95% confidence intervals are shown along 559 
with p-values for sex comparisons. P<0.05 was considered statistically significant.  560 
 561 
Figure 3. Females have a higher probability of reporting local adverse events (AEs) than 562 
males following annual inactivated quadrivalent influenza vaccination, regardless of race. 563 
(A) Descriptive table showing the breakdown of race categories by biological sex across the 564 
cumulative seasonal influenza seasons among healthcare workers. (B) Age-adjusted logistic 565 
regression model with a race and sex interaction term for any AE, (C) any local AE, or (D) any 566 
systemic AE. Probabilities of AEs along with 95% confidence intervals are shown along with p-567 
values for sex comparisons. P<0.05 was considered statistically significant.  568 
 569 
Figure 4. Hormonal birth control (BC) use among female healthcare workers did not 570 
impact the probability of reporting adverse events (AEs) after influenza vaccination. (A) 571 
Table of female healthcare workers, disaggregated by hormonal birth control use. Logistic 572 
regression models were used to examine probabilities of local and systemic adverse events (AE) 573 
following (B-D) annual influenza vaccination from 2019-2022 seasons among healthcare 574 
workers. Comparisons of probabilities for (B) any, (C) any local, or (D) any systemic AE 575 
following influenza vaccination are shown, respectively, with p<0.05 for birth control differences 576 
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considered statistically significant. Probabilities of AEs along with 95% confidence intervals are 577 
shown.  578 
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