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Abstract 

Objectives: This study aims to examine the evolution and influencing factors of women’s authorship 

in randomized controlled trials (RCTs) published in rheumatology. 

Methods:  

This study included all rheumatology RCTs published from 2009 to 2023. The gender of authors was 

determined using forenames and countries of affiliation via the gender API service. The percentage 

of women in RCT publications and its association with potential factors was assessed using 

generalized estimating equations, considering women gender as the main binary outcome and the 

RCT's continent, international collaboration status, industrial funding, intervention type, sample size, 

journal adherence to ICMJE recommendations, impact factor, publication year, author's non-

academic affiliation, and author position as covariates.  

Results:  

Among the 1,092 RCTs authored by 10,794 persons, women accounted for 34.1% of authors. Woman 

authorship was more frequent in African-based RCTs compared to North America, when the author 

had a non-academic affiliation and when the last author was a woman (1.83 [1.46, 2.29], +6.1 

percentage points – pp). Woman authorship was less frequent in Asian and European-based RCTs, 

industry-funded RCTs (OR 0.64 [0.56-0.73]; -10.3pp). Women were less often in the last (0.63 [0.54-

0.74]; -10.2 pp) and second to last author position (0.73 [0.62-0.85]; -7.3pp). There were no 

difference looking at international status or year of publication.  

Conclusion:  

The overall presence of women authors was 34.1%. The stagnant year-over-year representation of 

women in RCTs, and the lower likelihood of a woman having a position as senior author, underscores 

the need for more effective strategies to bridge the gender gap. RCTs with a woman last author were 

more likely to have a woman first author, suggesting a potential role-model effect. 
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Introduction 
Gender disparities are a pervasive issue in the realm of academia, consistently observed across 

diverse scientific fields and affecting various facets of academic life. Women face diverse challenges 

such as achieving fewer tenured positions, higher attrition rates during their careers (1,2), limited 

access to research funding (3–5), reduced opportunities for publication (6) and less frequent 

participation in editorial boards of scientific journals (7). When they do publish, women tend to be 

underrepresented as last authors (8) and are less credited than men for their work (9).  

In recent years, there has been some progress in narrowing the gender publication gap, but the pace 

of improvement has shown signs of slowing down (10), particularly exacerbated by the challenges 

posed by the COVID-19 pandemic (11,12). In medicine, numerous studies have documented similar 

trends across subfields (10,13,14) and in various medical subspecialties (15–21). The field of 

rheumatology is no exception (22). Women face a scarcity of invited speaking opportunities at major 

conferences (23), reduced likelihood of attaining professorial positions, and a diminished chance of 

securing research grants, particularly in the United States (24). While there has been a recent move 

towards gender equity among authors in medical publications, women continue to be 

underrepresented in national and international organizations (25,26), as last authors (22), and are 

notably less present in randomized controlled trials (RCTs) (27). 

The underrepresentation of women in RCTs is concerning for multiple reasons. First, the gender gap 

in RCT participation can have repercussions for the quality of science itself. Previous studies suggest 

that minorities tend to produce more scientific novelties (28), and women can  exhibit superior 

scientific conduct (29), emphasizing the importance of gender diversity in research. Second, at a 

more individual level, it can be detrimental to the academic careers of women, as participation in 

RCTs is considered a significant milestone, given their status as the gold standard for scientific 

evidence in medicine. Inclusion as a first or last author on an RCT can be pivotal for one's academic 

trajectory.  

In this work, we aim to evaluate the factors influencing women’s authorship using a comprehensive 

analysis of all RCTs published in rheumatology since 2009. The objectives of this study are to assess 

the association of women’s authorship with RCTs and journal-specific factors, analyze how woman 

authorship correlates with author characteristics, and examine the temporal trends in women’s 

authorship.  

Methods 
Identification of RCT and associated data 
For this study we included all RCTs in rheumatology published from 2009 to 2023, based on a 

previous work concerned with RCT registration in rheumatology (30). Briefly, we identified RCTs 

using the highly sensitive search Strategy for identifying randomized trials in MEDLINE-Pubmed 

developed by the Cochrane Collaboration (31,32) within all journals referred in the category 

rheumatology of the 2022 Journal Citation Reports of Clarivate, or in combination with a list of 

rheumatologic conditions within the five top journals in internal medicine. 

Author data information (name, surname, affiliation) was retrieved from Medline metadata. Also, we 

obtained the trial registration number (TRN), abstract and full text using a validated dictionary of 

regular expression patterns. Trial information for RCTs with a registration number was retrieved from 

the International Clinical Trials Registry Platform of the World Health Organization webpage (planned 

sample size, disease, countries involved, intervention, funding source, date of registration and, date 

of first enrollment). For non-registered RCTs, information was retrieved from published full text. 
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Identification of gender of each author  
Gender was assessed based on the first name  and the country of affiliation of each  author using the 

gender API service, demonstrated to be one of the most accurate tools available for this task (33,34). 

The gender prediction algorithm is based on a database of more than six million names within 190 

countries. Each gender prediction is associated with a probability corresponding to the estimated 

gender frequency of the given first name in the specified country. When the first name was not 

reported, the gender was left missing. To account for the uncertainty of the gender determination, 

the analysis consisted of a pooled analysis of 50 datasets, where the gender was set to according to 

the probability given by the gender determination algorithm (see statistical analysis section). 

Outcome and covariates 
The analysis is made at the author level and the main outcome in our study is whether a given author 

of a published RCT is a woman.  

The covariates evaluated for their influence on women authorship in the main model were the 

geographical location of the RCT (Europe, Asia, North America, South America, Africa, Oceania, 

Transcontinental), the type of sponsorship (Industry sponsor or not), the type of intervention 

(pharmacological or not),  planned sample size, compliance of the journal publishing the RCT with the 

International Committee of Medical Journal Editors recommendations for the conduct, reporting, 

editing and publication of scholarly work in medical journals (ICMJE recommendations), journal  

impact factor by year of publication categorized in three categories (between 0 and 2, between 2 and 

5, or above 5), year of publication (expressed as years since 2009), if authors had a pharmaceutical 

industry affiliation, and author’s position in the author list (first, second, middle, penultimate, last). If 

the publication had only two authors, they were considered first and last; if the publication had three 

authors, first, middle, and last; if the publication had four authors, first, second, penultimate, and 

last. In cases with more than four authors, the first, second, penultimate, and last authors were 

classified accordingly, while all remaining authors were grouped as middle authors. 

 

Statistical analysis 
 

The percentage of women that were authors in published RCTs and the effects of the considered 

covariates were determined using generalized estimating equations (GEE), with the main outcome as 

dependent variable and the covariates as independent variables. The publications were the clusters, 

and we considered an exchangeable correlation structure. A gaussian distribution was used to obtain 

an estimate corresponding to percentages for estimating differences in % (using a Gaussian link with 

robust SE)(35), and the models were also conducted using a binomial distribution and a logistic link 

function to obtain odds ratio. Both percentage and odds ratio are reported.  

In a first model, the independent variables were: continent where the RCT was performed, journal 

adherence to the ICJME recommendations, journal impact factor, planned sample size, year of 

publication, type of sponsor, type of author affiliation (academic or non-academic), and author 

position. In a second model, the independent variables additionally included whether the last author 

was identified as a woman. To avoid spurious association between the outcome (authors being a 

woman) and this additional variable, all last authors were removed from the dataset for this model. 

 

To account for the uncertainty in gender determination, 50 imputed datasets were built in which 

gender was imputed with the probability given by the gender determination algorithm of genderize 

API. If the first name was not provided or if the gender API did not provide gender with the 

associated probability, the gender was imputed using chained equation algorithm with predictive 
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mean matching for numerical data and logistic regression imputation for categorical data, 

considering gender and all covariates in the model. Analysis was then performed on each imputed 

dataset, and estimates were pooled according to Rubin’s rule (36). All analysis were performed using 

R 4.3.1 (37), with the library geepack (38) for the generalized estimating equations and the library 

mice (39) for the multiple imputation. All data and analysis code are publicly available at the 

following Gitlab repository: https://gitlab.unige.ch/trial_integrity/gender_rct_public. 

Results 
Published RCTs 
Of the 1,092 rheumatology RCTs published since 2009, 42.8% assessed a pharmacological 

intervention (Table 1). Concerning the geographic location of the RCT sites, 36.2% were based in 

Europe only, 24.1% in Asia, followed by 13.1% in North America and 11.5% were transcontinental 

RCTs. Only 1% of the included RCTs were based in Africa. The conditions most often evaluated were 

rheumatoid arthritis (20.3%), followed by osteoarthritis (20.1%) among others. There was an increase 

in the number of RCTs published across years.  

 

Table 1. Characteristics of included randomized controlled trials (RCTs) 

 Overall  

Number of trials  1092 

Intervention (%)   

Drug  467 (42.8)  

Non Drug  625 (57.2)  

Sponsor (%)  

Industry  421 (38.6)  

Non-industry  631 (57.8)  

Not reported    40 (3.7)  

Impact Factor  

0-2  114 (10.4)  

2-5  617 (56.6)  

5+  360 (33.0)  

Geographic location  (%)   

   Europe  395 (36.2)  

   Asia  263 (24.1)  

   North America  143 (13.1)  

   Transcontinental  126 (11.5)  

   Oceania   81 (7.4)  

   South America   43 (3.9)  

   Africa   11 (1.0)  

Not reported    30 (2.7)  

Medical condition (%)   

Rheumatoid arthritis  222 (20.3)  

Osteoarthritis  220 (20.1)  

Fibromyalgia   55 (5.0)  

Lupus   54 (4.9)  

Low back pain   46 (4.2)  
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Knee arthroplasty   38 (3.5)  

Psoriatic arthritis   37 (3.4)  

Systemic sclerosis   27 (2.5)  

Gout   24 (2.2)  

Spondyloarthritis   24 (2.2)  

Ankylosing spondylitis   20 (1.8)  

Fractures   19 (1.7)  

Multiple diseases   19 (1.7)  

Juvenile idiopathic arthritis   18 (1.6)  

Other type of arthritis   15 (1.4)  

Sjogren's syndrome    15 (1.4)  

Knee pain   14 (1.3)  

Anterior cruciate ligament Injuries   12 (1.1)  

Neck pain   12 (1.1)  

Subacromial impingement syndrome   11 (1.0)  

Other  190 (17.4)  

Year of publication (%)   

2009   14 (1.3)  

2010   32 (2.9)  

2011   45 (4.1)  

2012   49 (4.5)  

2013   57 (5.2)  

2014   66 (6.0)  

2015   67 (6.1)  

2016   81 (7.4)  

2017   98 (9.0)  

2018   71 (6.5)  

2019  103 9.4)  

2020   97 (8.9)  

2021  159 (14.6)  

2022  153 (14.0)  

 

Authorship 
The included RCTs were authored by 10,794 individuals. Most of the authors were affiliated to a non-

industry institution, and only 7 % of the authors were affiliated to an industry. Most authors were 

affiliated to institutions in the United States of America and Great Britain, followed by France, China, 

the Netherlands, Australia and Japan.  

 

Table 2 Description of the authors of the included RCTs 

 Overall Missing 

Number of authors 10794  

Author position (%) 0 

   First 1091 (10.1)  

   Second 1072 (9.9)  
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   Middle 6508 (60.3)  

Penultimate 1033 (9.6)  

   Last 1089 (10.1)  

Median [Inter Quartile Range] number of 

authors per publication 
8 [6, 13]  

Gender (%)  0 

   Women 3684 (34.1)  

   Men 5912 (54.8)  

   Undefined 1198 (11.1)  

Pharmaceutical Industry affiliation (%) 746 (6.9) 0 

Country of affiliation (%)  2.9 

   United States of America 2057 (19.6)  

Great Britain 1131 (10.8)  

   France 770 (7.3)  

   China 691 (6.6)  

   Netherland 626 (6.0)  

   Australia 586 (5.6)  

   Japan 553 (5.3)  

   Germany 401 (3.8)  

   Denmark 337 (3.2)  

   Brazil 324 (3.1)  

   other 8904 (85.0)  

 

 

Women authorship 
From these authors, the gender API was able to propose a gender for 9596 authors. Among them, 

3684 (34.1%) were women and 5912 (54.8%) were men with a median probability of 0.99 [0.97, 

0.99], leaving 10.8% without defined gender (1159 because first name was not provided, 39 because 

the algorithm could not propose a gender). In the crude, non-imputed analysis (Supplementary Table 

1), for the first author position there were 401 (36.8%) women and 546 (50%) men authors, with 

13.2% of undetermined gender. For the last author position there were 284 (26.1%) women and 666 

(61.2%) men authors, with 12.8% of undetermined gender.  

Using GEE, the overall non adjusted estimated percentage of women authors across all positions and 

years was 39.8% (95%CI [38.4-41.2%]) overall, and 39.0% [37.5%-40.5%] if excluding pharmaceutical 

industry-affiliated authors.  

In the adjusted analysis (table 3), compared to being a middle author, the odds ratio (OR) of being a 

woman author was lower for the last and penultimate position as author (0.72 [0.61-0.86]; 

corresponding to a -7.3 absolute percentage point (pp) decrease in woman author, and 0.70 [0.60-

0.83]; -8.0pp respectively), and similar for first and second authorship. 

Compared to RCT performed in North American, the OR of having a woman author was increased in 

African-based RCTs (OR 2.34 [95%CI 1.02-5.38]), + 19.5pp), and decreased in European based (0.79 

[0.66, 0.93]; -5.9pp), transcontinental (0.73 [0.58, 0.91]; -7.7pp), and especially  in Asian-based (0.49 

[0.39-0.61]; -16.6pp) RCTs. There were also fewer women authors in industry-funded RCTs (OR 0.64 

[0.56-0.73]; -10.3pp), and for RCTs of more than 500 patients (OR 0.77 [0.64, 0.93]; -5.9pp). Industry 
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affiliation increased the chance of having a woman author (OR 1.88 [1.52-2.33]; +14.5pp). There 

were no changes in the proportion of women authors by year of publication.  

Having a woman last-author increased the odds of having a woman author for the other authorship 

positions of 1.83 [1.46, 2.29], corresponding to an increase of woman authorship of 6.1pp [3.0-9.1].  

Table 3 Factor associated with having a women as author in a randomized controlled trial (RCT) 

Factor Odds ratio  

[CI 95%] 

p Absolute percentage point 

change (%) 

Intercept   53.11 [46.97, 59.25] 

Author position    

Middle author - - - 

First author 1.05 [0.90, 1.23] 0.52 1.24 [-2.46, 4.94] 

Second author 0.94 [0.80, 1.11] 0.48 -1.31 [-5.02, 2.40] 

Penultimate author 0.73 [0.62, 0.85] <0.001 -7.32 [-10.73, -3.92] 

Last author 0.63 [0.54, 0.74] <0.001 -10.19 [-13.64, -6.74] 

Geographic location of RCT    

     North America - - - 

     Africa 2.34 [1.02, 5.38] 0.04 19.46 [2.22, 36.69] 

     Asia 0.49 [0.39, 0.61] <0.001 -16.59 [-21.69, -11.49] 

     Europe 0.79 [0.66, 0.93] 0.006 -5.85 [-10.04, -1.67] 

     Oceania 0.99 [0.77, 1.27] 0.92 -0.24 [-6.29, 5.80] 

     South America 1.05 [0.75, 1.46] 0.79 1.43 [-6.76,  9.62] 

     Transcontinental 0.73 [0.58, 0.91] 0.005 -7.67 [-12.80, -2.54] 

Journal ICMJE compliance 1.08 [0.92, 1.26] 0.36 1.72 [-1.95, 5.38] 

Journal Impact factor    

0-2 1.19 [0.95, 1.48] 0.12 3.99 [-1.12, 9.10] 

2-5 - - - 

5+ 0.92 [0.79, 1.07] 0.25 -2.06 [-5.58, 1.45] 

Non-pharmacological intervention 

RCT (ref Pharmacological 

intervention) 1.10 [0.96, 1.26] 0.18 2.07 [-1.09, 5.23] 

Sample size    

     <100 - -  

     100-500 0.91 [0.80, 1.03] 0.12 -2.15 [-5.03, 0.73] 

     >500 0.77 [0.64, 0.93] 0.006 -5.91 [-10.07, -1.75] 

Industry funded (ref non- industry 

funded) 0.64 [0.56, 0.73] <0.001 -10.29 [-13.37, -7.22] 

Pharmaceutical Industry affiliation  

(ref non-industry affiliation) 1.86 [1.50, 2.30] <0.001 14.17 [9.18, 19.16] 

Year of publication  0.995 [0.978, 1.01] 0.58 -0.12 [-0.52, 0.28] 

ICMJE: the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, RCT: randomized controlled trial 

 

*ICMJE: the journal of the published RCT publicly follows the International Committee of Medical 

Journal Editors recommendations for the conduct, reporting, editing and publication of scholarly 

work in medical journals 
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Discussion 
The overall presence of women authors (including non-academic authors) was 39.5%. Several factors 

were associated with the presence or not of women authors.  

First, when compared to North America, Europe, Asian and transcontinental RCTs had lower 

probability to have women authors, while African RCTS had a higher rate of women authorship. 

Industry-authors were also more likely to be women. While in North America the percentage of 

women in academia exceeds those of men (24), this is not the case in Europe (40), potentially 

explaining the lower odds of women in Europe being an author found in our analysis. On the other 

hand, the higher odds of women author in Africa is consistent with the higher rate of women 

rheumatologist (for example, more than 65% of rheumatologist are women in Egypt and Morocco 

(41,42), and represent more than 79% workforce in academic, with increasing trend in Arab countries 

(43)). 

Second, RCTs sponsored by industry also had a lower representation of women authors. Industry-

funded trials often involve high-profile studies, typically focusing on newly developed drugs that are 

critical to a company’s product pipeline. These trials generally require significant resources and offer 

substantial visibility in the medical community. The underrepresentation of women in these roles is 

particularly concerning given their importance and the potential for career advancement they 

represent.  

Finally, positions such as last or penultimate author, which typically denote seniority and significant 

contributions to the research, were less likely to be occupied by women. This trend underscores the 

gender gap in senior roles within academic research. However, it's important to note that while the 

first author position is generally considered to represent a more junior role, in the context of RCTs, 

the first author can often be a senior author as well. This variability in role significance highlights the 

complexity of interpreting author order and emphasizes the need for a thorough understanding 

when assessing gender disparities in research leadership. Our analysis also revealed that RCTs 

featuring a woman in the last author position were more likely to have a woman in the first author 

position as well. This pattern suggests a potential mentoring effect, where senior women researchers 

actively support and foster the development of emerging women scientists in their teams. 

Contrary to findings from another study that evaluated gender trends in authorship across various 

types of rheumatology research (22), our analysis revealed no significant change in the trend of 

woman authorship in RCTs. The persistent stagnation in the representation of women year over year 

in RCTs despite the clear increase of women among rheumatologist worldwide highlights an urgent 

need for more effective strategies to close the gender gap in rheumatology research.  

This research boasts several strengths. Our study utilizes a comprehensive database spanning almost 

15 years. This extensive temporal scope allows us to observe and analyze trends over a significant 

period. We employed a solid methodological framework designed to address the challenges inherent 

in this type of research. This includes techniques for handling missing data and the probabilistic 

nature of gender determination. Such approaches enhance the reliability and validity of our findings, 

allowing for more precise assessments of gender disparities. Our study highlights the multifaceted 

dimensions of gender disparities in academic research and contributes valuable insights to the 

ongoing efforts aimed at achieving gender equity in scientific endeavors. By systematically 

documenting and analyzing these disparities, our work helps to identify key areas for intervention 

and supports the development of more inclusive research practices. 
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One limitation of this study is its reliance on binary gender data, which does not encompass non-

binary or other gender identities. Additionally, the accuracy of gender determination from names, 

while robust, carries inherent limitations that could affect the interpretation of results.  

The stagnation in gender parity within rheumatology RCTs authorship calls for a concerted effort to 

understand and dismantle the barriers to equity. Implementing structured policies and supporting 

women through mentorship and leadership opportunities are crucial steps towards a more inclusive 

and dynamic research environment. Such initiatives are not only essential for fostering gender equity 

but also for enhancing the quality of scientific research through diverse perspectives. The possible 

role model effect provides a compelling argument for initiatives aimed at promoting women into 

leadership positions within the academic and clinical research settings of rheumatology. 
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