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Abstract 
Nearly 150 million doses of FDA-authorized COVID vaccines have been 

administered in the United States. Sex-based differences of adverse events remain poorly 
understood, mandating the need for real-world investigation from Electronic Health 
Records (EHRs) and broader epidemiological data sets. Based on an augmented curation 
of EHR clinical notes of 31,064 COVID-vaccinated individuals (19,321 females and 11,743 
males) in the Mayo Clinic, we find that nausea and vomiting were documented significantly 
more frequently in females than males after both vaccine doses (nausea: RRDose 1 = 1.67, 
pDose 1 <0.001, RRDose 2 = 2.2, pDose 1 < 0.001; vomiting: RRDose 1 = 1.58, pDose 1 < 0.001, RRDose 2 
= 1.88, pDose 1 = 3.4x10-2). Conversely, fever, fatigue, and lymphadenopathy were more 
common in males after the first dose vaccination (fever RR = 0.62; p = 8.65x10-3; fatigue 
RR = 0.86, p = 2.89x10-2; lymphadenopathy RR = 0.61, p = 3.45x10-3). Analysis of the Vaccine 
Adverse Events Reporting System (VAERS) database further confirms that nausea 
comprises a larger fraction of total reports among females than males (RR: 1.58; p<0.001), 
while fever comprises a larger fraction of total reports among males than females (RR: 
0.84; p<0.001). Importantly, increased reporting of nausea and fever among females and 
males, respectively, is also observed for prior influenza vaccines in the VAERS database, 
establishing that these differences are not unique to the recently developed COVID-19 
vaccines. Investigating the mechanistic basis underlying these clinical findings, an 
analysis of bulk RNA-sequencing data from 12,158 human blood samples (8626 female, 
3532 male) reveals 85 genes that are not only significantly different in their gene 
expression between females and males at baseline, but also have established literature-
based associations to COVID-19 as well as the vaccine-related adverse events of clinical 
consequence. The NLRP3 inflammasome and the NR3C1 glucocorticoid receptor emerge 
as particularly promising baseline links to sex-associated vaccine adverse events, 
warranting targeted investigation of these signaling pathways and associated cell types. 
From a public health standpoint, our clinical findings shall aid in educating patients on the 
sex-associated risks they should expect for COVID-19 vaccines and also promote better 
clinical management of vaccine-associated adverse events. 
 
Introduction 

Different types of COVID vaccines are being authorized across the world and mass 
vaccination efforts are underway. Recently, we and others analyzed the safety1 and effectiveness2 
of the Pfizer/BioNtech and the Moderna COVID-19 vaccines based on the analysis of patient 
records from large health systems. Although males and females were similarly represented in the 
safety cohorts of the COVID-19 vaccine trials, the safety and tolerability outcomes were only 
reported at the whole cohort level without a discussion of differences between sexes. Monitoring 
conducted as part of the U.S. vaccination program reported that the most reported adverse events 
involving persons not residing in long-term care facilities were women3. However, whether there 
are any differences in the adverse events between men and women remains unclear, warranting 
a real-world data-based analysis of the adverse event profiles.   
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It is well-known that vaccination outcomes differ by sex which may be explained by various 
genetic, immunologic, and hormonal distinctions4. In a recent literature review adverse events to 
the influenza vaccine were reported to be higher in females over males5. The availability of 
vaccine associated adverse events from Mayo Clinic’s multi-state healthcare system provides an 
excellent opportunity to systematically investigate where there are any sex-specific differences in 
the COVID vaccine associate adverse events. We have previously developed augmented 
curation methods that facilitate rapid and real-time extraction of phenotypic data from the Mayo 
Clinic6. In addition, the vaccine adverse events reported in the Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting 
System (VAERS) is also a larger and diverse resource complimentary to the data present in 
patient records. Here, we leverage the augmented curation methods on Mayo Clinic patient 
records along with the analysis of the VAERS database to assess the sex-based differences in 
the COVID-19 vaccine associated adverse event profiles. 

 
Methods 
Study Population 

The study involves assessment of two sets of data: (i) the individuals from Mayo Clinic 
Electronic Health Records (EHR) and (ii) the analysis of the adverse events reports submitted in 
the VAERS online database.  

For the dataset from Mayo Clinic Health systems, we identified individuals who underwent 
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) testing at the Mayo Clinic and hospitals affiliated with the Mayo 
Clinic Health System. This study was reviewed by the Mayo Clinic Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) and determined to be exempt from the requirement for IRB approval (45 CFR 46.104d, 
category 4). Subjects were excluded if they did not have a research authorization on file. The 
cohorts of vaccinated inclusion in this study are identical to the cohorts considered in our previous 
analysis on the safety7 and effectiveness2 of vaccines.  The following inclusion criteria were used 
in these studies: (1) at least 18 years old; (2) no positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test before December 
1, 2020; (3) resides in a locale (based on Zip code) with at least 25 individuals who have received 
BNT162b2 or mRNA-1273. This data set did not include Ad26.COV2.S (Johnson and Johnson 
vaccine). Individuals with zero follow-up days after vaccination (i.e. those who received the first 
vaccine dose on the date of data collection) were also excluded, leaving 31,064 individuals in the 
final vaccinated cohort. Overall, we mainly assessed a cohort of 31,064 individuals who were 
administered with a COVID-19 vaccine at the Mayo Clinic Health system between the time period 
December 15, 2020 and February 8, 2021.  31,064 individuals (19,321 females, 11,743 males) 
had received the first dose of the vaccine and 17,063 individuals had received the second dose 
of the vaccine.  

 

Definition of adverse effects of interest 

 We followed the adverse effects described in our prior study7, which were primarily derived 
from those assessed in Phase III trials of BNT162b2 and mRNA-12738,9, including fatigue, fever, 
chills, myalgia, arthralgia, headache, lymphadenopathy, erythema, diarrhea, vomiting, and local 
pain and swelling. Anaphylaxis and facial paralysis (Bell’s palsy) were also included as these rare 
events have been reported in individuals receiving COVID-19 vaccines as well10,11. We mapped 
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each adverse effect to a set of synonyms intended to capture the most common ways that a given 
phenotype would be referenced in the context of a clinical note.  

Curation of adverse effects from clinical notes 

 To curate the adverse effects experienced by each patient from the electronic health 
record, we used a Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT)-based 
neural network model12 to classify the sentiment for the phenotypes (described above) mentioned 
in the clinical notes. Specifically, this classification model categorizes phenotype-containing 
sentences into one of four categories: (1) confirmed diagnosis, (2) ruled-out diagnosis, (3) 
possibility of disease, and (4) alternate context (e.g. family history). This classification model was 
trained on 18,500 sentences and has shown an out-of-sample accuracy of 93.6% with precision 
and recall scores above 95%6. For each individual, we applied the sentiment model to the clinical 
notes in the Mayo Clinic electronic health record during our defined intervals of interest: (1) Day 
V1 to 21 days after Day V1, and (3) Day V2 to 21 days after Day V2. For each phenotype, we 
identified the first date on which the given individual had at least one sentence in which the 
phenotype was categorized as “confirmed diagnosis” with a confidence score of at least 90%. For 
the severe phenotype anaphylaxis, each such sentence was manually reviewed to verify the 
positive sentiment (i.e. confirmed diagnosis) and to assess the tense of this sentiment (i.e. past 
vs. present). Only sentences which confirm a present diagnosis were used to count anaphylaxis 
events in this study. 

Curation of adverse effects from VAERS database 

We obtained the adverse events related to COVID-19 vaccine for all three approved 
vaccines in the US (Pfizer/BioNtech - BNT162b2, Moderna - mRNA-1273 and Janssen - 
Ad26.CoV2.S) from the VAERS database. Our inclusion criteria for considering an adverse event 
for analysis was i) the onset of symptom date for the adverse event should be between December 
15th 2020 to March 12th 2021. We removed (i) mislabeled adverse events where symptoms 
occurred earlier than December 15, 2020, ii) reports which were filed without a specified vaccine 
manufacturer, iii) adverse events whose date of onset of symptom was before the date of 
vaccination iv) adverse events which were filed without a specified gender, and v) adverse events 
which were obviously not untoward/abnormal. The frequencies of the adverse events were 
computed at the level of unique VAERS id. We considered all the adverse events which fit under 
these criteria but we restricted our focus only to the adverse events phenotype described above. 
For the comparator, we also obtained the adverse events for influenza (seasonal) flu vaccine. The 
following Flu vaccine types were considered: 'FLUR3', 'FLUN3', 'FLU4', 'FLUA3', 'H5N1','FLU3', 
'FLUC4', 'FLUX', 'FLUR4', 'FLUN4', 'FLUC3'. We assessed the data separately for 2019 (January 
1st 2019 to December 31st 2019), 2020 (January 1st 2020 to January 31th 2020). We applied 
the inclusion criteria iii, iv and v described above for COVID-19 vaccine to the flu vaccines and 
filtered out the adverse events. The rest of the analysis for the Flu vaccine are the same as that 
of COVID-19 vaccine. We stratified the adverse events profiles based on gender and age (<55 
years and ≥ 55 years). 
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Statistical analysis 

To assess the probability of an adverse event for a given demographic, we calculated 
relative risk (RR) ratios for patients experiencing adverse events reported across cohorts, 
grouped by sex.  
 

𝑅𝑅!" =
(𝐶#,!"/(𝐶#)
(𝐶%,!"/(𝐶%)

 

 
Where,  
RRAE = Risk Ratio of Adverse Event appearing in Group 1 over Group 2 
C1AE = Number of Adverse Event for Group 1 
C1 = Total Group 1 Population 
C2AE = Number of Adverse Events for Group 2 
C2 = Total Group 2 Population 
 
We calculated 95% adjusted confidence intervals for relative risk ratios by the adjusted Wald 
method.  
 
To test significance between groups, we calculated Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted χ2 p-values for 
adverse events.  The contingency table constructed for the analysis was  

 Specific AE (e.g. nausea) Without AE 

Females Number of vaccinated female 
patients with the AE (e.g. 
nausea) 

Number of vaccinated female 
patients without the AE (e.g. 
nausea) 

Males Number of vaccinated male 
patients with the AE  

Number of vaccinated males 
without the AE 

 
For comparison of the proportion of vaccine-related adverse events in Mayo Clinic with VAERS, 
we computed a conditional RR (cRR) with the denominator as the number of vaccinated females 
or vaccinated males reporting any adverse event. 

 Specific AE (e.g. nausea) Without AE 

Females Number of vaccinated female 
patients with the AE (e.g. 
nausea) 

Number of vaccinated female 
patients with any of the  adverse 
events but not the AE under 
consideration (e.g. nausea) 

Males Number of vaccinated male 
patients with the AE (e.g. 
nausea) 

Number of vaccinated male 
patients with any of the  adverse 
events but not the AE under 
consideration (e.g. nausea) 
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Comparison of expression levels of all genes at baseline in blood samples of males and 
females 

Gene expression data was processed from raw sequencing files obtained from the Gene 
Expression Omnibus (GEO)13. Briefly, our pipelines consisted of pre-processing FASTQ files with 
fastp14 and gene expression quantification using GRCh38 human genome as reference with 
salmon15. For quantification we utilized Transcripts per Million (TPM) as the gene expression 
values. Metadata was scraped from the GEO database and entity type was extracted from the 
textual characteristics field using an internal Named Entity Recognition service. This provided 
labels for both Blood-related and sex-related categories. All downstream analyses were 
performed in R. Significance for gene expression difference were calculated using Welch’s t-test, 
and p-values were corrected using the Bonferroni method. Literature-based associations were 
calculated using conditional probabilities of co-occurrence in the biomedical literature (incl. 
PubMed abstracts, PMC full articles, pre-prints, grants, patents and media articles), and have 
been described in detail elsewhere16.  

Results 
To identify COVID-19 vaccine associated adverse events which may be disproportionately 

experienced between males and females, we performed augmented curation of EHR notes from 
19321 females and 11743 males who received at least one dose of either BNT162b2 or mRNA-
1273 at the Mayo clinic. Of these, 1735 females and 1052 males reported at least one adverse 
event within 21 days following the first vaccine dose. Among 11483 females and 5580 males who 
received two doses of either vaccine, 727 females and 294 males reported at least one event 
within 21 days after the second dose. Nausea and vomiting were more documented more 
frequently in females than males after both doses (nausea: RRDose 1 = 1.67, pDose 1 = 2.90x10-9, 
RRDose 2 = 2.2, pDose 1 = 2.68x10-6; vomiting: RRDose 1 = 1.58, pDose 1 = 7.95x10-4, RRDose 2 = 1.88, 
pDose 1 = 0.034; Table 1), while fever, fatigue, and lymphadenopathy were more common in males 
(fever RR = 0.62; p = 8.65x10-3; fatigue RR = 0.86, p = 2.89x10-2; lymphadenopathy RR = 0.61, 
p = 3.45x10-3; Table 1). Other adverse events were experienced at similar rates among females 
and males, including arthralgia, myalgia, and headache (Table 1). 

One limitation of studying vaccine associated adverse events through EHR curation is that 
it will only capture events in individuals who experience side effects serious enough to warrant 
clinical attention or who happen to have a routine clinical visit shortly after their vaccination. 
Alternatively, any vaccinated individual can report their experience of adverse events through the 
FDA Vaccine Adverse Events Reporting System (VAERS), even outside of the clinical care 
context. To triangulate our observations from the Mayo Clinic system, we thus analyzed the 
34,666 COVID-19 vaccine associated adverse event reports (26,249 females and 8,417 males) 
in the VAERS database. Since the data we analyzed from VAERS is based on reports that had 
any adverse event, we compared the adverse events in females and males from Mayo Clinic as 
a proportion of vaccinated females and males that reported any adverse event (conditional RR; 
cRR). Consistent with our EHR-based analysis, reports of nausea and vomiting comprised a 
larger fraction of reports from females than males (nausea cRR: 1.58, p<0.001; vomiting cRR: 
1.19, p = 0.002; Table 1). Conversely, reports of fever/pyrexia comprised a larger fraction of 
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reports from males than females (cRR = 0.84; p<0.001). Several other adverse events were 
disproportionately reported in females (e.g. erythema, pain, diarrhea, headache, anaphylaxis) or 
males (e.g. facial paralysis, myalgia) in VAERS but not per EHR curation. These discrepancies 
may be due to differences in the underlying populations and sources of bias in the reporting and 
recording of adverse events through these systems. 

To understand whether the predisposition of females to experience nausea and vomiting, 
or predisposition of males to experience fever, after receiving the COVID-19 vaccine should be 
viewed as surprising or concerning, we performed a similar analysis of VAERS reports associated 
with the influenza vaccine in 2019 and 2020. Interestingly, nausea comprised a higher fraction of 
these reports among females than males in both years, and fever comprised a higher fraction of 
these reports among males in 2019. Several other effects which were more prevalent among 
COVID-19 vaccine associated reports from females (e.g. erythema, local pain, diarrhea, and 
headache) were also disproportionately reported among females after receiving the flu vaccine in 
2020 and/or 2019. 

Taken together, this triangulation effort highlights that while there are indeed likely sex-
based differences in the adverse event profiles associated with COVID-19 vaccination. 
Specifically, our analyses of a single EHR and a national surveillance database highlight nausea 
and fever as side effects that disproportionately affect females and males, respectively. It is 
important to note, however, that these differences mirror prior experience with flu vaccines and 
thus should not be portrayed as phenomena which are specific to or particularly concerning for 
the recently developed COVID-19 vaccines. 

Finally, in order to identify potential mechanisms behind sex-associated sensitivity to the 
COVID vaccines we compared the expression levels of all genes in blood samples of males and 
females. This data was assembled from a host of studies taken from the Gene Expression 
Omnibus (GEO) where the sample source was described as blood, and it includes 3,532 male 
blood samples and 8,626 female blood samples. By comparing these cohorts, we identified 8,257 
genes out of ~60,000 gene-entities from Ensembl that were significantly different (Bonferroni 
adjusted p-value < 0.05 and log2 Fold Change > 0.5) between males and females 
(Supplementary Figure 1). We next obtained the amount of literature associated with these 
differential genes to COVID19 and the adverse events that have been reported for the SARS-
CoV-2 vaccine. Out of these, 85 genes also had a significant literature-based association to 
COVID19 and the vaccine related adverse events. Several of these genes stand out as potential 
mechanisms for sex-specific sensitivity to the vaccine. Interestingly, we found the inflammasome 
(through NLRP3 expression) to be higher in males compared to females and in the top differential 
genes (Supplementary Figure 2) and has a strong association with ‘fever’ in literature. This is 
concordant with the observation from the analysis of adverse events from Mayo Clinic data and 
VAERS, motivating the need to explore whether inflammasome could have a sex-specific role in 
the adverse events. In the hormone receptor family, we identified the glucocorticoid receptor 
NR3C1 as being highly expressed in females over males and also having a strong literature 
association with COVID19 (Supplementary Figure 3), fatigue, nausea and vomiting. This gene 
has been previously implicated in COVID19 severity17 and could be linked to the increased 
nausea and vomiting to the vaccine in females. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


8 

Discussion 
 Our findings in the current study demonstrate higher reported nausea and vomiting in 
women, and higher reported fever in men who experience adverse events (AE) related to the 
COVID-19 vaccine across all datasets assessed. We additionally find that erythema, local pain 
and swelling, headache, diarrhea, and anaphylaxis have an increased prevalence in females with 
AEs and facial paralysis and myalgia are increased in men with AEs in the VAERS database. It 
should be noted that our findings do not demonstrate that women are more likely to experience 
any adverse events, as we did not assess the entire population who received the COVID vaccine. 
Rather, our findings suggest that there is a wider range of AEs that women are more likely to 
experience than men, if they experience any at all. While these findings are important for public 
health messaging, it is also important to note that they are similar to findings seen before with the 
influenza vaccine, and therefore should not cause reason for vaccine fear or skepticism.  

There are several potential explanations for the differences in the adverse event profiles 
of females and males. A recent review of vaccine-induced hormonal immunity suggests that 
women experience enhanced immune reactogenicity, leading them to be more immune to 
infectious diseases, but also resulting in a higher rate of adverse events18. These sex-based 
differences could be do to hormonal, genetic, and microbiota responses, with a particular 
emphasis on the role of sex hormones and immune response to vaccines. Indeed, interactions 
between estrogen and flu vaccines have been hypothesized to boost immunity in other 
studies19,20, and increased levels of estrogen are linked to both nausea and vomiting21, the two 
most salient adverse events that we see in the female population. 

In addition to biological reasons for sex-based differences in AE profiles, there are 
explanations for these differences that are related differences between men and women in the 
way that they perceive pain and how they interact with the healthcare system22. There is a growing 
body of literature to suggest that men and women experience pain and noxious stimuli differently, 
with women showing a greater sensitivity to pain.23–25 This is in line with our findings, where the 
more female-dominant AEs are those related to pain (headache, local soreness, and even 
nausea) and the more male-dominant AEs are not associated with pain. A more behavioral 
explanation for our findings relates to sex-based differences in utilization of the healthcare system. 
It is well-known that men and women are treated differently by the healthcare system, and this in 
turn leads to sex-based differences in overall utilization. Women tend to use outpatient care and 
self-report lower health statuses than men2627, and while men tend to suffer more from severe and 
chronic conditions, they are much less likely to seek treatment for or report acute symptoms28. 
Our findings are likely due to a combination of all of these factors. 

There could be potential confounders for the sex-associated adverse events observed in 
this study. These include pre-existing conditions, prior history of COVID, demographic 
characteristics such race/ethnicity and vaccination history of other vaccines. Future studies 
accounting for these demographic variables and patient history would help delineate the sex-
associated differences in adverse events. The dataset from Mayo Clinic was limited to individuals 
who had undergone PCR testing for SARS-CoV-2, and this could introduce potential confounders 
related to the reason for testing, such as an illness, planned procedure, or travel. 
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Overall, though there are differences in the COVID vaccine associated adverse event 
profiles between females and males, such differences have been seen in Flu vaccines previously. 
Our findings will help in educating the patients and healthcare practitioners on the expected sex-
specific risks to COVID vaccines as well as managing these adverse events prophylactically or 
therapeutically. With the roll-out of new COVID vaccines and the observation of sex-associated 
side effects such as cerebral venous sinus thrombosis (CVST) seen in some younger women 
after receiving the AstraZeneca vaccine29, there is a need to monitor the adverse events for all 
the COVID vaccines in near real-time in order to guide public health policies. Finally, the findings 
here motivate the need for clinical studies on causality and the biological mechanisms underlying 
the differences in the sex-associated adverse event profiles for COVID-19 vaccines. 

 
Data Availability 
 After publication, the data will be made available upon reasonable requests to the 
corresponding author. A proposal with detailed description of study objectives and the statistical 
analysis plan will be needed for evaluation of the reasonability of requests. Deidentified data will 
be provided after approval from the corresponding author and the Mayo Clinic. 
 
Declaration of Interests 
 AJV, PK, ES, MS, RS, PL, EG, EL, and VS are employees of nference and have financial 
interests in the company and in the successful application of this research. JCO receives personal 
fees from Elsevier and Bates College, and receives small grants from nference, Inc, outside the 
submitted work. ADB is a consultant for Abbvie, is on scientific advisory boards for nference and 
Zentalis, and is founder and President of Splissen therapeutics. JCO, GJG, AWW, AV, MDS, and 
ADB are employees of the Mayo Clinic. The Mayo Clinic may stand to gain financially from the 
successful outcome of the research. This research has been reviewed by the Mayo Clinic Conflict 
of Interest Review Board and is being conducted in compliance with Mayo Clinic Conflict of 
Interest policies. 
 
Author Contributions 
 VS and AJV conceived the study. AJV, PL, MS, EL, PK and VS wrote the manuscript and 
reviewed the findings. AJV, PK, ES, MS, RS, PL and EG, contributed methods, analysis, and 
software. JCOH, GJG, AWW, ADB, MDS, AV, and JH reviewed the study, findings, and the 
manuscript. All authors revised the manuscript. 
 
References 

1. McMurry, R. et al. Real-time analysis of a mass vaccination effort confirms the safety of FDA-authorized mRNA 
vaccines for COVID-19 from Moderna and Pfizer/BioNtech. medRxiv 2021.02.20.21252134 (2021). 

2. Pawlowski, C. et al. FDA-authorized COVID-19 vaccines are effective per real-world evidence synthesized 
across a multi-state health system. medRxiv 2021.02.15.21251623 (2021). 

3. Gee, J. et al. First Month of COVID-19 Vaccine Safety Monitoring - United States, December 14, 2020-January 
13, 2021. MMWR Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 70, 283–288 (2021). 

4. Klein, S. L., Marriott, I. & Fish, E. N. Sex-based differences in immune function and responses to vaccination. 
Trans. R. Soc. Trop. Med. Hyg. 109, 9–15 (2015). 

5. Is there a difference in the immune response, efficacy, effectiveness and safety of seasonal influenza vaccine in 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


10 

males and females? – A systematic review. Vaccine 38, 444–459 (2020). 
6. Wagner, T. et al. Augmented curation of clinical notes from a massive EHR system reveals symptoms of 

impending COVID-19 diagnosis. Elife 9, (2020). 
7. Pawlowski, C. et al. FDA-authorized COVID-19 vaccines are effective per real-world evidence synthesized 

across a multi-state health system. medRxiv (2021) doi:10.31219/osf.io/y6pdw. 
8. Baden, L. R. et al. Efficacy and Safety of the mRNA-1273 SARS-CoV-2 Vaccine. N. Engl. J. Med. 384, 403–416 

(2021). 
9. Polack, F. P. et al. Safety and Efficacy of the BNT162b2 mRNA Covid-19 Vaccine. N. Engl. J. Med. 383, 2603–

2615 (2020). 
10. Shimabukuro, T. T., Cole, M. & Su, J. R. Reports of Anaphylaxis After Receipt of mRNA COVID-19 Vaccines in 

the US-December 14, 2020-January 18, 2021. JAMA 325, 1101–1102 (2021). 
11. Bell’s Palsy after second dose of Pfizer COVID-19 vaccination in a patient with history of recurrent Bell’s palsy. 

Brain, Behavior, & Immunity - Health 13, 100217 (2021). 
12. Devlin, J., Chang, M.-W., Lee, K. & Toutanova, K. BERT: Pre-training of Deep Bidirectional Transformers for 

Language Understanding. (2018). 
13. Barrett, T. et al. NCBI GEO: archive for functional genomics data sets--update. Nucleic Acids Res. 41, D991–5 

(2013). 
14. Chen, S., Zhou, Y., Chen, Y. & Gu, J. fastp: an ultra-fast all-in-one FASTQ preprocessor. Bioinformatics 34, 

i884–i890 (2018). 
15. Patro, R., Duggal, G., Love, M. I., Irizarry, R. A. & Kingsford, C. Salmon: fast and bias-aware quantification of 

transcript expression using dual-phase inference. Nat. Methods 14, 417 (2017). 
16. Park, J. et al. Recapitulation and Retrospective Prediction of Biomedical Associations Using Temporally-enabled 

Word Embeddings. Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory 627513 (2019) doi:10.1101/627513. 
17. Park, J. H. & Lee, H. K. Re-analysis of Single Cell Transcriptome Reveals That the NR3C1-CXCL8-Neutrophil 

Axis Determines the Severity of COVID-19. Front. Immunol. 11, 2145 (2020). 
18. Fischinger, S., Boudreau, C. M., Butler, A. L., Streeck, H. & Alter, G. Sex differences in vaccine-induced humoral 

immunity. Semin. Immunopathol. 41, 239–249 (2019). 
19. Cook, I. F. Sexual dimorphism of humoral immunity with human vaccines. Vaccine 26, 3551–3555 (2008). 
20. Fish, E. N. The X-files in immunity: sex-based differences predispose immune responses. Nat. Rev. Immunol. 8, 

737–744 (2008). 
21. Depue, R. H., Bernstein, L., Ross, R. K., Judd, H. L. & Henderson, B. E. Hyperemesis gravidarum in relation to 

estradiol levels, pregnancy outcome, and other maternal factors: a seroepidemiologic study. Am. J. Obstet. 
Gynecol. 156, (1987). 

22. Harris, T., Nair, J., Fediurek, J. & Deeks, S. L. Assessment of sex-specific differences in adverse events 
following immunization reporting in Ontario, 2012-15. Vaccine 35, 2600–2604 (2017). 

23. Paller, C. J., Campbell, C. M., Edwards, R. R. & Dobs, A. S. Sex-based differences in pain perception and 
treatment. Pain Med. 10, 289–299 (2009). 

24. Hussain, A. M., Khan, F. A., Ahmed, A., Chawla, T. & Azam, S. I. Effect of gender on pain perception and 
analgesic consumption in laparoscopic cholecystectomy: An observational study. J. Anaesthesiol. Clin. 
Pharmacol. 29, 337–341 (2013). 

25. Templeton, K. J. Sex and Gender Issues in Pain Management. J. Bone Joint Surg. Am. 102 Suppl 1, 32–35 
(2020). 

26. Bertakis, K. D., Azari, R., Helms, L. J., Callahan, E. J. & Robbins, J. A. Gender differences in the utilization of 
health care services. J. Fam. Pract. 49, 147–152 (2000). 

27. Novak, J. R., Peak, T., Gast, J. & Arnell, M. Associations Between Masculine Norms and Health-Care Utilization 
in Highly Religious, Heterosexual Men. Am. J. Mens. Health 13, 1557988319856739 (2019). 

28. Farrimond, H. Beyond the caveman: rethinking masculinity in relation to men’s help-seeking. Health  16, (2012). 
29. Brennan, Z. Rare blood clot events more common among women receiving AstraZeneca Covid-19 vaccine, 

EMA says. Endpoints News https://endpts.com/rare-blood-clot-events-more-common-among-women-receiving-
astrazeneca-covid-19-vaccine-ema-says/ (2021). 

  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.01.21254798
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11 

 
Figure 1. Overview of the comparison of COVID-associated adverse events between 
females and males extracted from Mayo Clinic EHRs. a. Extract adverse events from females 
and males vaccinated with a COVID vaccine. b. Comparison of the rates of adverse events after 
first dose in females (N = 19,321) vs. males (N = 11,743). c. Comparison of the rates of adverse 
events after the second dose in females (N = 11,483) vs. males (N = 5,580). 
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Table 1: Sex-based risk ratios of experiencing AEs after 1st and 2nd shots (based on 
symptoms extracted from Mayo Clinic EHRs). 
 

AE 

% of 
females 

who 
experience
d AE after 

1st shot out 
of all 

females 
who got 1st 

shot (n = 
19321) 

% of males 
who 

experienced 
AE after 1st 
shot out of 
all males 

who got 1st 
shot (n = 
11743) 

F/M risk 
ratio (exact 

95% CI) 
(after 1st 

shot) 
Corrected P-

value 

% of females 
who 

experienced 
AE after 2nd 

shot out of all 
females got 

2nd shot (n = 
11483) 

% of males who 
experienced AE after 

2nd shot out of all 
males got 2nd shot 

(n = 5580) 

F/M risk 
ratio (exact 

95% CI) 
(after 2nd 

shot) 
Corrected P-

value 

Nausea 
2.85% (n = 

550) 
1.7% (n = 

200) 
1.67 (1.42, 

1.98) 2.90E-09 
1.97% (n = 

226) 0.9% (n = 50) 
2.2 (1.61, 

3.05) 2.68E-06 

Vomiting 
1.31% (n = 

254) 
0.83% (n = 

98) 
1.58 (1.24, 

2.01) 7.95E-04 0.81% (n = 93) 0.43% (n = 24) 
1.88 (1.19, 

3.09) 3.36E-02 

Soreness 
0.67% (n = 

130) 
0.43% (n = 

50) 
1.58 (1.13, 

2.24) 1.62E-02 0.53% (n = 61) 0.34% (n = 19) 
1.56 (0.92, 

2.77) 3.74E-01 

Local pain 
0.04% (n = 

7) 0.03% (n = 3) 
1.42 (0.32, 

8.5) 7.34E-01 0.01% (n = 1) 0.04% (n = 2) 
0.24 (0.0, 

4.67) 4.21E-01 

Myalgia 
1.05% (n = 

203) 
0.89% (n = 

104) 
1.19 (0.93, 

1.52) 3.30E-01 0.72% (n = 83) 0.57% (n = 32) 
1.26 (0.83, 

1.96) 4.21E-01 

Diarrhea 
1.49% (n = 

287) 
1.37% (n = 

161) 
1.08 (0.89, 

1.32) 7.33E-01 0.65% (n = 75) 0.86% (n = 48) 
0.76 (0.52, 

1.11) 3.74E-01 

Erythema 
1.34% (n = 

259) 
1.28% (n = 

150) 
1.05 (0.85, 

1.29) 7.34E-01 0.82% (n = 94) 0.81% (n = 45) 
1.02 (0.7, 

1.48) 9.34E-01 

Arthralgia 
1.46% (n = 

282) 
1.48% (n = 

174) 
0.99 (0.81, 

1.2) 8.75E-01 
0.98% (n = 

113) 0.9% (n = 50) 
1.1 (0.78, 

1.56) 8.11E-01 

Headache 
0.06% (n = 

12) 0.07% (n = 8) 
0.91 (0.34, 

2.57) 8.75E-01 0.09% (n = 10) 0.04% (n = 2) 
2.43 (0.52, 

22.81) 4.21E-01 

Chills 
0.39% (n = 

75) 
0.43% (n = 

51) 
0.89 (0.62, 

1.3) 7.33E-01 0.36% (n = 41) 0.32% (n = 18) 
1.11 (0.62, 

2.05) 8.32E-01 

Fatigue 
3.54% (n = 

683) 
4.1% (n = 

481) 
0.86 (0.77, 

0.97) 2.89E-02 2.3% (n = 264) 1.92% (n = 107) 
1.2 (0.95, 

1.52) 3.74E-01 

Facial 
paralysis 

0.04% (n = 
7) 0.05% (n = 6) 

0.71 (0.2, 
2.55) 7.33E-01 0.03% (n = 3) 0.02% (n = 1) 

1.46 (0.12, 
76.53) 8.32E-01 

Fever 
0.42% (n = 

82) 
0.68% (n = 

80) 
0.62 (0.45, 

0.86) 8.65E-03 0.26% (n = 30) 0.36% (n = 20) 
0.73 (0.4, 

1.35) 4.21E-01 

Lymphadenop
athy 

0.49% (n = 
95) 0.8% (n = 94) 

0.61 (0.46, 
0.83) 3.45E-03 0.33% (n = 38) 0.36% (n = 20) 

0.92 (0.52, 
1.67) 8.32E-01 

Local swelling 
0.02% (n = 

3) 0.03% (n = 3) 
0.61 (0.08, 

4.54) 7.33E-01 0.0% (n = 0) 0.0% (n = 0) inf (nan, inf) nan 

Anaphylaxis 
0.01% (n = 

1) 0.0% (n = 0) 0.0 (nan, inf) nan 0.0% (n = 0) 0.0% (n = 0) inf (nan, inf) nan 
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Table 2. Sex-based risk ratio of reporting AEs across the Mayo Clinic and VAERS. Purple-
colored rows are biased towards females (Risk Ratio > 1 AND adjusted P-Value < 0.05) and 
blue-colored rows are  biased towards males (Risk Ratio < 1 AND adjusted P-Value < 0.05).  

Adverse Event Variables 
 

Adverse events 
reported after 

First Dose (Mayo 
EHRs) (Females: 

1735, Males: 
1052) 

Adverse events 
reported after 
Second Dose 
(Mayo EHRs) 
(Females: 727, 

Males: 294) 

COVID-19 
VAERS Reports 

(Females: 
26249, Males: 

8417) 

Seasonal Flu 
2020 VAERS 

Reports 
(Females: 5047, 

Males: 2312) 

Seasonal Flu 
2019 VAERS 

Reports 
(Females: 5533, 

Males: 2395) 

Nausea 

Risk Ratio 1.67 1.83 1.58 1.48 1.36 

95% CI 1.42-1.97 1.34-2.54 1.47-1.7 1.22-1.79 1.11-1.67 

Adj. P-Val 3.67E-12 6.30E-05 3.29E-35 0.0003097 0.0209834 

% 
Females(n) 31.7 (550) 31.09 (226) 14.5 (3806) 8.1 (409) 6.36 (352) 

% Males(n) 19.01 (200) 17.01 (50) 9.18 (773) 5.49 (127) 4.68 (112) 

Erythema 

Risk Ratio 1.05 0.84 3.18 1.75 1.59 

95% CI 0.85-1.29 0.59-1.23 2.64-3.83 1.46-2.1 1.34-1.88 

Adj. P-Val 0.725 0.5454 6.13E-38 1.98E-08 7.99E-07 

% 
Females(n) 14.93 (259) 12.93 (94) 4.57 (1200) 10.14 (512) 10.55 (584) 

% Males(n) 14.26 (150) 15.31 (45) 1.44 (121) 5.8 (134) 6.64 (159) 

Local pain/injection site 
pain 

Risk Ratio 1.41 0.2 1.33 1.56 1.34 

95% CI 0.32-8.48 0.0-3.88 1.22-1.45 1.34-1.82 1.18-1.52 

Adj. P-Val 0.725 0.4112 3.70E-11 3.53E-08 6.81E-05 

% 
Females(n) 0.4 (7) 0.14 (1) 9.96 (2614) 13.04 (658) 15.07 (834) 

% Males(n) 0.29 (3) 0.68 (2) 7.48 (630) 8.35 (193) 11.27 (270) 

Fever/Pyrexia 

Risk Ratio 0.62 0.61 0.84 0.8 0.9 

95% CI 0.45-0.86 0.33-1.13 0.79-0.88 0.7-0.91 0.79-1.02 

Adj. P-Val 0.00493 0.2547 1.02E-10 0.0027546 0.2322697 

% 
Females(n) 4.73 (82) 4.13 (30) 15.52 (4073) 10.4 (525) 11.22 (621) 

% Males(n) 7.6 (80) 6.8 (20) 18.57 (1563) 13.06 (302) 12.48 (299) 

Diarrhoea 

Risk Ratio 1.08 0.63 1.18 1.96 0.98 

95% CI 0.89-1.32 0.43-0.93 1.03-1.34 1.31-2.93 0.71-1.34 

Adj. P-Val 0.725 0.05286 0.01859687 0.00275465 0.959757 

% 
Females(n) 16.54 (287) 10.32 (75) 3.86 (1014) 2.46 (124) 2.24 (124) 

% Males(n) 15.3 (161) 16.33 (48) 3.28 (276) 1.25 (29) 2.3 (55) 

Headache Risk Ratio 0.91 2.02 1.26 1.34 1.24 
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95% CI 0.34-2.57 0.43-18.98 1.2-1.32 1.12-1.61 1.04-1.47 

Adj. P-Val 0.843 0.5454 5.00E-19 0.00275465 0.068102 

% 
Females(n) 0.69 (12) 1.38 (10) 22.98 (6033) 8.78 (443) 8.46 (468) 

% Males(n) 0.76 (8) 0.68 (2) 18.28 (1539) 6.53 (151) 6.85 (164) 

Local swelling/injection 
site swelling 

Risk Ratio 0.61 inf 3.66 1.7 1.18 

95% CI 0.08-4.53 nan-inf 3.07-4.36 1.42-2.03 1.01-1.37 

Adj. P-Val 0.725 nan 1.89E-54 3.53E-08 0.09502 

% 
Females(n) 0.17 (3) 0.0 (0) 5.78 (1517) 10.28 (519) 10.46 (579) 

% Males(n) 0.29 (3) 0.0 (0) 1.58 (133) 6.06 (140) 8.89 (213) 

Vomiting 

Risk Ratio 1.57 1.57 1.19 1.03 1.01 

95% CI 1.24-2.0 0.99-2.57 1.07-1.33 0.82-1.29 0.81-1.27 

Adj. P-Val 0.0003077 0.1657 0.00249657 0.83928738 0.95975 

% 
Females(n) 14.64 (254) 12.79 (93) 5.5 (1444) 4.64 (234) 4.36 (241) 

% Males(n) 9.32 (98) 8.16 (24) 4.62 (389) 4.5 (104) 4.3 (103) 

Lymphadenopathy 

Risk Ratio 0.61 0.77 2.04 1.17 2.67 

95% CI 0.46-0.82 0.44-1.39 1.7-2.45 0.66-2.09 1.13-6.32 

Adj. P-Val 0.002145 0.5454 1.59E-14 0.73251448 0.0950268 

% 
Females(n) 5.48 (95) 5.23 (38) 3.18 (834) 0.81 (41) 0.67 (37) 

% Males(n) 8.94 (94) 6.8 (20) 1.56 (131) 0.69 (16) 0.25 (6) 

Anaphylaxis/anaphylactic 
reaction 

Risk Ratio 0 inf 3.15 1.68 1.15 

95% CI nan-inf nan-inf 2.03-4.88 0.47-6.02 0.45-2.95 

Adj. P-Val nan nan 1.38E-07 0.73251448 0.959757 

% 
Females(n) 0.06 (1) 0.0 (0) 0.82 (216) 0.22 (11) 0.29 (16) 

% Males(n) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.26 (22) 0.13 (3) 0.25 (6) 

Arthralgia 

Risk Ratio 0.98 0.91 1.06 1.5 0.98 

95% CI 0.81-1.19 0.65-1.3 0.96-1.17 1.17-1.93 0.74-1.29 

Adj. P-Val 0.843 0.7885 0.30843191 0.00285338 0.959757 

% 
Females(n) 16.25 (282) 15.54 (113) 6.0 (1575) 5.07 (256) 2.86 (158) 

% Males(n) 16.54 (174) 17.01 (50) 5.68 (478) 3.37 (78) 2.92 (70) 

Facial paralysis 
Risk Ratio 0.71 1.21 0.55 1.31 0.7 

95% CI 0.2-2.55 0.1-63.69 0.44-0.68 0.55-3.09 0.29-1.69 
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Adj. P-Val 0.725 0.9333 4.77E-08 0.73251448 0.846879 

% 
Females(n) 0.4 (7) 0.41 (3) 0.86 (225) 0.4 (20) 0.23 (13) 

% Males(n) 0.57 (6) 0.34 (1) 1.57 (132) 0.3 (7) 0.33 (8) 

Fatigue 

Risk Ratio 0.86 1 1.04 1.14 1.07 

95% CI 0.77-0.97 0.79-1.26 0.98-1.1 0.93-1.4 0.86-1.33 

Adj. P-Val 0.003646 0.9806 0.20144335 0.42707483 0.8468798 

% 
Females(n) 39.37 (683) 36.31 (264) 15.79 (4146) 5.9 (298) 4.88 (270) 

% Males(n) 45.72 (481) 36.39 (107) 15.17 (1277) 5.19 (120) 4.55 (109) 

Myalgia 

Risk Ratio 1.18 1.05 0.79 1.08 0.99 

95% CI 0.93-1.51 0.69-1.63 0.73-0.85 0.84-1.38 0.77-1.26 

Adj. P-Val 0.2958 0.9333 1.48E-09 0.732514489 0.959757853 

% 
Females(n) 11.7 (203) 11.42 (83) 7.85 (2060) 3.86 (195) 3.58 (198) 

% Males(n) 9.89 (104) 10.88 (32) 9.99 (841) 3.59 (83) 3.63 (87) 

Chills 

Risk Ratio 0.89 0.92 1.01 0.91 1.17 

95% CI 0.62-1.3 0.52-1.7 0.96-1.07 0.77-1.08 0.97-1.4 

Adj. P-Val 0.725 0.9333 0.70340217 0.50237425 0.2290618 

% 
Females(n) 4.32 (75) 5.64 (41) 15.66 (4111) 7.23 (365) 7.23 (400) 

% Males(n) 4.85 (51) 6.12 (18) 15.48 (1303) 7.92 (183) 6.18 (148) 
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Supplementary Figures 

 

 

Supplementary Figure 1. Volcano plot of the differential expression of genes in female vs male 
blood samples. The x-axis shows the log2 fold change between females and males for the 
mean Transcript per Million (TPM) expression. Y-axis represents the bonferroni adjusted p-
value of a Welch’s t-test between the female and male mean TPM expression. The size of each 
dot represents the literature association strength between the gene and “COVID19”. Red lines 
shown at log2 fold change of 1 and adjusted p-value of 0.05. 
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Supplementary Figure 2. Literature associations between top differential genes (log2 fold 
change > 1) and the adverse events reported for the SARS-CoV-2 vaccine. Each cell within the 
heatmap contains the Literature Local Score between the column’s concept and the gene. Also 
shown on the left of the heatmap is the log2FoldChange for female vs. male expression as a 
color scale.  
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Supplementary Figure 3. Literature-based associations between hormone receptor genes and 
the adverse events reported for the COVID vaccines. Each cell within the heatmap contains the 
Literature Local Score between the column’s concept and the gene. Also shown on the left of 
the heatmap is the log2FoldChange for female vs. male expression as a color scale.  
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