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Abstract—Gender diversity enhances research by bringing
diverse perspectives and innovative approaches. It ensures eq-
uitable solutions that address the needs of diverse populations.
However, gender disparity persists in research where women
remain underrepresented, which might limit diversity and inno-
vation. Many even leave scientific careers as their contributions
often go unnoticed and undervalued. Therefore, understanding
gender-based contributions and collaboration dynamics is crucial
to addressing this gap and creating a more inclusive research
environment. In this study, we analyzed 2,000 articles published
over the past decade in the Journal of Systems and Software
(JSS). From these, we selected 384 articles that detailed authors’
contributions and contained both female and male authors to
investigate gender-based contributions. Our contributions are
fourfold. First, we analyzed women’s engagement in software
systems research. Our analysis showed that only 32.74% of the
total authors are women and female-led or supervised studies
were fewer than those of men. Second, we investigated female
authors’ contributions across 14 major roles. Interestingly, we
found that women contributed comparably to men in most
roles, with more contributions in conceptualization, writing, and
reviewing articles. Third, we explored the areas of software
systems research and found that female authors are more actively
involved in human-centric research domains. Finally, we analyzed
gender-based collaboration dynamics. Our findings revealed that
female supervisors tended to collaborate locally more often than
national-level collaborations. Our study highlights that females’
contributions to software systems research are comparable to
those of men. Therefore, the barriers need to be addressed to
enhance female participation and ensure equity and inclusivity
in research.

Index Terms—Diversity, Software Systems, Gender-based Con-
tributions

I. INTRODUCTION

Diversity boosts innovation when actively maintained and
protected from stereotypes [ 1]-[3]]. Gender diversity enhances
efficiency and fosters ideas for robust, user-centered systems
[4]-[6]. However, significant gender disparity in research
persists, with women underrepresented, which might limit
the usability and functionality of complex systems [7], [8].
For example, UNESCO reported in 2023 that as of 2020,
women made up only 31% of researchers in science and
engineering [9], with their contributions primarily confined to
specific regions (e.g., European countries) [[10]. This gender
disparity in research contributes to biased software design
[11]], negative gender stereotypes [12], and reduced mentorship
opportunities [|13]].

Several studies have examined female participation in the
software industry [14]-[16] and software research [17]-[21]].
For instance, Cavero et al. [21] reported an annual 3.5%
growth in women’s participation from 1960 to 2010. However,
they focused mainly on the human-computer interaction (HCI)
field. Mathew et al. [22]] highlighted women’s underrepresen-
tation in software engineering articles. Studies also showed
that many women leave scientific careers due to the lack
of recognition for their contributions [23], [24]. Therefore,
despite several studies on software research focusing primarily
on participation statistics, an in-depth analysis of women’s
specific contributions, leadership, and collaboration dynamics
is warranted.

In this study, we conducted a gender-based exploration of
software systems research, focusing on four key aspects: a)
women’s participation and leadership in the field, b) their
contributions and level of involvement in research work, c)
their specialization and interests in specific areas of software
systems, and d) their collaboration dynamics at local, national,
and international levels. We addressed four research questions
and presented four key findings.

RQq(participation and leadership): What percentage of
software systems articles have female author(s), and how
often do they lead and supervise these articles? We aim to
evaluate the prevalence of female authorship and leadership
roles (e.g., as lead authors and supervisors), which is crucial
for understanding the overall gender representation in software
systems research.

RQy(commitment and contribution): What are the most
common contributions by female authors to various aspects
of research projects in software systems? We aim to explore
the key contributions of female authors to better highlight
their roles, influence, and impact within the field of software
systems research.

RQs(specialization and interest): Which key areas of
software systems research showcase the most prominent fe-
male leadership and contributions? We examine subdomains
with strong female leadership and contributions to provide
insight into areas where women are excelling in software
systems research.

RQq(collaboration dynamics): Do female authors in soft-
ware systems research collaborate more within their or-
ganization, nationally or internationally? We aim to un-



derstand the collaboration patterns of female authors, which
is crucial to reveal their networking reach and engagement
levels in software system research (SSR).

Replication Package is available in our online appendix [25].

II. METHODOLOGY

Fig. [I] shows the schematic diagram of our exploratory
study. The individual steps are discussed as follows.
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Fig. 1: Study methodology

A. Dataset Construction

We collected 2,000 JSS articles from 2015 to 2024. JSS is
one of the leading journals dedicated to software systems re-
search, and it started in 1979. Another reason for choosing JSS
is its inclusion of the CRedit authorship contribution statement
(CRedit for short) section, which explicitly outlines authors’
contributions—an important focus of our investigation (RQ2).
The Contributor Role Taxonomy (CRediT) was introduced to
address the limitation of simple-ordered author lists, which fail
to reflect the diverse contributions researchers make [26], [27]].
Thus, a 14-role taxonomy (refer to Table [I) was developed to
provide a more accurate representation and has been widely
adopted since 2015 [28]]. We then filtered the 2,000 articles
based on the availability of the CRedit section. Table [[Ij shows
the breakdown of articles with and without the CRedit section.
We found a total of 763 articles that had the CRedit section.
Out of 763 articles, we excluded 364 that had only male
authors and 15 that had only female authors. This left us with
384 articles featuring both female and male authors, which we
selected for further analysis of contribution and collaboration
patterns.

B. Analyzing the Prevalence of Female Authorship and Their
Leadership

To analyze the prevalence of female authors, we first
recorded the names of all authors for each article. We deter-
mined their genders using the biographies provided at the end
of the articles. We then analyzed female authors’ prevalence
and their leadership and supervisory roles. Specifically:

e An article was labeled as female-led if the first author
was female.

e An article was labeled as female-supervised if a female

author held a supervisory role.
The same criteria were applied to identify male-led and
male-supervised studies. For analyzing collaboration dynamics
(RQ4), we focused on studies with supervisors of a single
gender. Out of 384 studies, we identified:

e One hundred sixty-three articles with both male and
female supervisors.

e Two hundred twenty-one articles with a single-gender
supervisor (45 female-supervised and 176 male-supervised).
To ensure clarity in studying gender-specific collaboration
dynamics, we excluded the 163 articles with mixed-gender
supervisors, narrowing the focus to the 221 single-gender-
supervised studies.

C. Analyzing the Contributions of Female Authors

We analyzed the CRediT section of each article to identify
the roles contributed by each author. The CRediT taxonomy
includes 14 distinct roles (Table [[) to which an author may
contribute. For each role, we assigned a value of 1 if an
author contributed and 0 otherwise. We followed a paper-wise
approach to calculate contribution ratios for female and male
authors. For each paper, we determined the number of female
and male contributors for a specific role and divided it by the
total number of female or male authors in that paper. This
paper-level analysis ensured fair representation by preventing
the potential biases of an aggregated overall ratio, which might
overestimate contributions in larger teams or underestimate
them in smaller ones. By focusing on individual papers, we
better understood the contribution dynamics within each study.

For a given paper:

e Let F; be the number of female authors contributing to
a specific role and Fix the total number of female authors.
The female contribution ratio (CRfemaie) for that role is:
CR female = %

e Similarly, let M; be the number of male authors contribut-
ing to a specific role, and My be the total number of male
authors. The male contribution ratio (C'R,,,4;.) for that role is
calculated as: C R, 000 = ]\]\f;

For example, in a paper with two female authors and five male
authors, if one female author and two male authors contributed
to a specific role, the contribution ratios would be:

e Female contribution ratio: C R female = % =1 =0.50

e Male contribution ratio: C'R,,q1e = ]]‘f—é = % =0.40
We used box plots to analyze and visualize the quartiles
to understand the distribution of these contribution ratios,




TABLE I: Details of Contributor Roles [26]], [27]]

ID | Contributions

Cl ‘ Conceptualization: Refining the core ideas, establishing the research objectives, and outlining the overall direction or goals of the study.

Cc2 \ Data Curation: Managing activities to produce metadata, scrubbing data, and maintaining research data for initial use and later re-use.

C3 ‘ Formal analysis: Applying statistical, mathematical, computational, or other formal techniques to investigate study data.

C4 ‘ Funding acquisition: Securing financial support for the project leading to this publication.

C5 \ Investigation: Carrying out research and investigation, specifically performing experiments or collecting data/evidence.

C6 ‘ Methodology: Developing or designing the methodology and creating models.

C7 ‘ Project administration: Managing and coordinating the planning and execution of research activities.

C8 \ Resources: Providing study materials, reagents, samples, patients, laboratory samples, animals, instruments, computing resources or other analytical tools.

C9 ‘ Software: Programming and software development, including designing programs, implementing code and algorithms, and testing existing code components.
C10 ‘ Supervision: Providing oversight and leadership for research planning and execution, including mentorship outside the core team.

Cl11 \ Validation Verifying the replication and reproducibility of results, experiments, and other research outputs, either as part of the activity or as a separate process.
CI12 ‘ Visualization: Preparing, creating, and presenting the published work, with a focus on visualization and data presentation.

Cl13 ‘ Writing - original draft: Preparing, creating, and presenting the published work, specifically by writing the initial draft, including any substantive translation.

Cl4 | Writing - review & editing: Preparing, creating, and presenting the published work by original research group member, specifically through critical review,

commentary, or revisions, including pre-and post-publication stages.

TABLE II: Dataset details

Year | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2015-2024

Total Articles | 181 | 228 | 207 | 207 | 174 | 182 | 159 | 182 | 236 | 244 |

2000

# of articles with CRedit | 0 | 0 | O | 0

0 | 96 | 128 | 116 | 196 | 227 | 763

providing a clearer picture of the collaboration patterns across
roles.

D. Identifying Female Authors’ Contributions in the Key Areas
of Software Systems Research

We conducted open coding on the selected 384 articles to
identify the sub-domains of software systems research where
female contributions and leadership are either prominent or
underrepresented. The first two authors collaboratively labeled
each article based on its title, abstract, and keywords, using
open codes that reflected the study’s focus. For instance, we
coded the study by Zhu et al. [29] with labels such as “testing
techniques” and “code quality and maintenance” because these
were the primary topics of the research. All 384 articles were
manually labeled, and any disagreements during the coding
process were resolved through discussion until a consensus
was reached.

Consequently, a coding book was developed that included
107 labels. These labels were then organized into broader
categories. For example, labels like “Al Safety and Ethics,”
“Al in Testing and Bug Detection,” and “Al in Development
Tools” were grouped under the main area of “Applied Al in
Software Engineering.” This approach is similar to the one
used by Sagdic et al. [30]]. As a result, we identified a total of
23 key areas within software systems.

After our initial round of coding, we identified that SSR
in the JSS can be categorized into 13 key areas (i.e., scopes
[31]]), which closely resemble those in our codebook. To align
with their framework, we first merged several of our key
areas and subsequently renamed them. For instance, the JSS
scope titled “Methods and tools for software requirements,

design, architecture, verification and validation, testing, main-
tenance, and evolution” is quite broad. We combined our
three main key areas—“Software Architecture and Design,”
“Software Quality and Testing,” and “Software Maintenance
and Evolution”—into this single category. This approach of
integrating our identified key areas with JSS’s established
scopes ensures that our categorization is closely aligned with
the journal’s focus and accurately represents the recognized
areas within SSR.

E. Exploring the Collaboration Dynamics of Female Authors

We analyzed each author’s affiliation, including their coun-
try and institution, to determine the type of collaboration
involved in each study. Collaborations were categorized as
follows:

e Local Collaboration: All authors were from the same
institution.

e National Collaboration: Authors were from different
institutions within the same country.

e International Collaboration: Authors were from institu-
tions in different countries.

We examined these collaboration patterns across all articles
and then specifically focused on studies led or supervised by
female authors, comparing their collaboration dynamics with
those led or supervised by male authors. Additionally, we
identified whether the collaborating institutions were academic
or industrial to gain insights into the nature of these collabo-
rations (e.g., industry-academia collaboration).
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Fig. 2: Comparison of different ratios across publications and author roles

III. STUDY FINDINGS
A. Participation and Leadership of Female Authors (RQ;)

Overall, approximately half of the articles include one or
more female authors, while 47.71% have no female authors
at all. Furthermore, only 15 out of 763 articles are authored
exclusively by females (Fig ??). Although a slight majority
of the articles involve female participation, the significant
proportion of studies without any female authors highlights a
persistent gender imbalance in the field. To further investigate
gender representation, we analyzed 384 articles that included
both male and female authors. As shown in Fig. ??, there is a
noticeable underrepresentation of females in software systems
research. Among the 1,771 authors across these articles, only
580 (32.7%) are female, while 1,191 (67.3%) are male. This
disparity indicates that women may also be underrepresented
in influential roles like leadership and supervision.

We then analyzed the prevalence of women in leadership
and supervisory roles. As shown in Fig.??, female-led studies
represent an impressive percentage (41.92%), but they re-
main fewer than male-led studies, which account for 58.07%.
Similarly, women are underrepresented in supervisory roles,
with their participation nearly 8% lower than that of men.
This underrepresentation may be influenced by perceptions,
such as the belief that female leaders are less effective than
their male counterparts [32]], potentially limiting mentorship
opportunities and career growth for female researchers.

Summary of RQ;: More than 47% of studies lack female
authors, and the overall participation of female authors is
low. Although over 40% of studies have female authors in
lead positions, the presence of female authors is 8% less in
supervisory positions than men.

B. Commitment and Contributions of Female Authors (RQ>)

The previous section highlighted the overall prevalence of
women’s participation in SSR. This section analyzes their
involvement across various contributory roles. Fig. B]illustrates
notable patterns in female authors’ involvement in contribution
roles. We excluded the funding acquisition and resources
roles from the figure as participation from both male and
female authors in these roles is minimal for quartile analysis.
Specifically, 343 out of 384 studies had no female authors con-
tributing to funding acquisition, and 312 out of 384 studies had
no female authors involved in resource-related tasks. Similarly,
278 studies lacked male contributors in funding acquisition,
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Fig. 3: Contribution Ratio (ClI: Conceptualization; C2: Data Cura-
tion; C3: Formal analysis; C5: Investigation; C6: Methodology; C7: Project
administration; C9: Software; C10: Supervision; C11: Validation; C12: Visu-
alization; C13: Writing - original draft; C14: Writing - review & editing).

and 297 studies had no male authors in the resources role.
This suggests that both male and female authors contributed
very little to funding and resource management tasks, with
these roles mostly handled by very few individuals considered
outliers (Section [[I-C).

For the rest of the contributory roles, our analysis reveals
that female authors are contributing almost equally in formal
analysis, investigation and methodology roles with males.
However, their contributions are notable, particularly in con-
ceptualization, writing the original draft, and reviewing it. For
example, in at least half of the research articles, 78% of female
authors participated in conceptualization compared to male
authors (50%). Similarly, in the role of writing and reviewing
the original draft, female authors are ahead of male authors.
From 50% to 100% of female authors and from 40% to 75%
of male authors are contributing in at least half of the articles.
This finding can also be supported by a study based on top
economics journals by Hengel [33]], which found that female
economists often excel in writing clarity, surpassing men in
that area.

On the contrary, female participation sharply declines in
supervision and validation roles. In at least half of the articles,
female authors did not contribute to either of these roles at all,
while male authors contributed in supervision and validation
roles at rates of 33% and 25%, respectively. Lindahl et al.



[34] found that men often produce more research output than
women during and after doctoral studies. Since women are less
often involved in supervision and validation, they may have
fewer chances to co-author with senior researchers and build
strong networks. However, female authors also contribute in
a relatively balanced way with male authors in data curation,
project administration, software, and visualization roles, with
average contributions ranging from 0.05 to 0.35 compared to
male authors’ range of 0.09 to 0.35.

Summary of RQ,: The results indicate that female authors
contribute almost equally in formal analysis, investigation,
and methodology, excelling in conceptualization, writing, and
reviewing. However, their contributions are less recognized in
supervision and validation.

C. Leadership and Contribution of Female Authors’ Across
Key Areas (RQ3)

Previously, we found women contribute nearly as much as
men. In this section, we analyze the broader context to explore
the research domains of these articles, focusing on where
female researchers are more or less involved than their male
counterparts. A quantitative comparison in Table shows
that men-led studies outnumber women in the key areas of
Artificial Intelligence (AI), data analytics, and big data in
software systems research (S5). Specifically, 22.4% of men-led
studies were in S5, while only 12.4% of women-led studies
fell into this category. Interestingly, no other major areas in
SSR exhibited such a gender-based difference. This trend is
concerning; first-authored studies by women in Al for software
systems research are significantly lower than those by men,
highlighting the scarcity of female leadership in the most
progressive sector of software systems research.

Conversely, we found that women are leading the majority
of research in the key area of human factors and manage-
ment in software development (S4), with 33.3% under female
supervision compared to just 10.8% for male supervision.
Furthermore, we have identified a statistically substantial dif-
ference (p = 0.0005), specifically in the S4 subdomain. Once
again, no other major areas in software systems exhibit such
a significant gender-based difference in supervision. Cavero
et al. [21] also found that women are indeed more engaged
in human-centered areas of computer science, and this pattern
seems to extend into research on software systems. This trend
may stem from historical perceptions that women are more
skilled in “people-oriented” roles [35]], [36]], which may have
influenced their research choices toward human-centric studies
rather than technical fields like Al

Summary of RQj3: The results show that female first authors
are less common than males in Al in software systems
research. However, female faculty supervise research on the
human aspects of software more, indicating a focus on so-
cial implications, while men are more inclined to emphasize
improving systems with Al

D. Collaboration Dynamics of Female Authors (RQy4)

Previously we found that women are underrepresented in the
leading and supervisory roles. Moreover, despite their under-
representation, they have significant involvement in the con-
tributory roles. Therefore, we further attempted to explore how
female authors can influence different collaboration patterns,
especially when they are in the lead or supervisory position.
At first, we explored the overall collaboration pattern for all
384 studies. We found that over 54.43% (209 out of 384) of
the articles have international collaboration. However, local
(93 out of 384 studies) and national (82 out of 384 studies)
collaboration have comparatively balanced ratios ranging from
21% to 24%.

Next, we investigated the collaboration dynamics when a
female author holds the lead or supervisory position and
conducted a similar analysis for male authors as well. For
investigating the collaboration dynamic in the supervisory
positions, we focused on studies where either a female or a
male was in a supervisory position (Section, |[I-B).

Fig. [] shows that both female-led and male-led studies
prioritize international collaboration ranging from 53% to
55%. However, slightly notable differences exist in the lo-
cal and national collaboration. Female-led studies show 6%
more national collaboration but 5% less local collaboration
compared to male-led studies. Similarly, we also found that
both female and male-supervised studies heavily emphasize
international collaborations. However, unlike female-led stud-
ies, female-supervised studies have a notably higher ratio
of local collaboration (33.33%), with a 20% difference over
national collaboration (13.33%). In contrast, male-supervised
studies maintain a more balanced distribution between local
and national collaborations (up to 25%). The higher difference
in local collaboration for female-supervised studies may be
attributed to the tendency of female supervisors to prioritize
local collaborations, likely due to strong connections within
their immediate academic or professional communities. In con-
trast, female lead authors seem to favor national collaborations
slightly more, possibly because they are relatively new to the
profession and seek to connect with researchers in similar
fields to expand their networks. However, female supervisors
seem less willing to conduct national collaborations, poten-
tially because their research domains may not align with those
of other lab supervisors at the national level.

Lastly, we examined collaboration types at the industrial
and academic levels. Both female-led and female-supervised
studies demonstrate similar levels of industrial collaboration,
ranging from 25% to 27%. Interestingly, male-led and male-
supervised studies follow a similar trend, showing a consistent
engagement in industry collaboration. This similarity across
both female and male leadership types highlights a consistent
preference for industrial partnership, regardless of gender.

Summary of RQ4: Both female-led and female-supervised
studies prioritized international collaborations. Male-led and
male-supervised studies had a balanced mix of local and na-
tional collaborations, while female-supervised studies showed



TABLE III: Gender-Based Leadership and Supervision of Articles in Key Areas of Software Systems Research

D Key Arcas Female Led Male Led Female Sup Male Sup
€y Areas (out of 161 papers) | (out of 223 papers) | (out of 45 papers) | (out of 176 papers)
st Me_thoz_ls and‘ _tools fqr software requlrements, design, architecture, verification and 38 (23.6%) 64 (28.7%) 9 (20.0%) 46 (26.1%)
validation, testing, maintenance and evolution
S2 ‘ Agile, model-driven, service-oriented, open source and global software development ‘ 8 (5.0%) ‘ 10 (4.5%) ‘ 0 (0%) ‘ 13 (7.4%)
S3 ‘ Approaches for cloud/fog/edge computing and virtualized systems ‘ 11 (6.8%) ‘ 14 (6.3%) ‘ 2 (4.4%) ‘ 9 (5.1%)
S4 | Human factors and management concerns of software development | 28 (17.4%) | 29 (13%) | 15 (33.3%) | 19 (10.8%)
S5 | Artificial Intelligence, data analytics and big data applied in software engineering | 20 (12.4%) | 50 (22.4%) | 7 (15.6%) | 42 (23.9%)
S6 ‘ Metrics and evaluation of software development resources ‘ 0 (0%) ‘ 2 (0.9%) ‘ 0 (0%) ‘ 0 (0%)
S7 ‘ DevOps, continuous integration, build and test automation ‘ 5 (3.1%) ‘ 1 (0.4%) ‘ 1(2.2%) ‘ 3 (1.7%)
S8 ‘ Business and economic aspects of software development processes ‘ 3 (1.9%) ‘ 3 (1.3%) ‘ 0 (0%) ‘ 1 (0.6%)
S9 ‘ Software Engineering education ‘ 7 (4.3%) ‘ 6 (2.7%) ‘ 3 (6.7%) ‘ 2 (1.1%)
S10 ‘ Ethical/societal aspects of Software Engineering ‘ 3 (1.9%) ‘ 1 (0.4%) ‘ 0 (0%) ‘ 1 (0.6%)
S11 | Software Engineering for Al systems | 3(1.9%) | 2(0.9%) | 2 (44%) | 3 (1.7%)
S12 | Software Engineering for Sustainability | 2 (1.2%) | 0 (0%) | 0 (0%) | 0 (0%)
S13 ‘ Methods and tools for empirical software engineering research ‘ 33 (20.5%) ‘ 41 (18.4%) ‘ 6 (13.3%) ‘ 21.0 37%)
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IV. KEY FINDINGS

Fading Women, Rising Disparity. Our studies found that
over 47% (364 out of 763) of studies do not have any
female authors at all (Section [[II-A). Even in those studies,
female participants are significantly low. While female-led
studies have a higher ratio (41.92%) than female-supervised
studies (25.34%), Fig. [5] shows that female-led studies have
been declining over the past five years. After reaching its
highest point at 53.33% in 2021, the percentage of female-
led studies has steadily declined through 2024. Conversely,
female-supervised studies (Fig. [6) have gradually increased,
but their ratio is still lower than male-supervised studies. Even
when male-supervised studies were at their lowest in 2023,
female-supervised studies did not reach a similarly high level.
These findings align with research by Kohl et al. [37], which
highlights the challenges women face in software engineering
management roles. Women in leadership roles often feel they
must work harder than their male peers to gain the same level
of recognition. There is a perception that when men perform
the same work, it is praised, whereas when women do it, it
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Fig. 6: Female-supervised and male-supervised studies over
the last 5 years

is viewed with question, highlighting the additional pressures
women face in these roles.

Women in Software Systems Research: Still Undervalued.
Our study found that out of 14 contributory roles, women are
involved equally or similarly in most of the roles (Section
[I-B). Moreover, their contribution is significantly higher in
outlining the study objective and preparing the manuscript.
However, as shown in Fig. [/} the number of studies where
women had no contribution to a specific role is consistently
lower than that of men. The lower rate of contribution by
women in SSR teams may stem from their undervaluation
within these groups. Research indicates that women often
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face challenges such as gender bias, lack of recognition, and
limited access to leadership opportunities, which can hinder
their active participation and contribution. For instance, a
study by Guzman [38]] highlights that women in the software
industry frequently encounter socio-cultural challenges that
discourage their involvement, leading to feelings of isolation
and undervaluation.

Unequal footing of females in AI for software systems
research. In 2011, Marc Andreessen, co-author of the first
widely used web browser, stated, “Software is eating the
world,” [39] noting that companies embracing software at
that time would become market leaders. Today, the top five
companies by market capitalization all offer software solutions
[40]. Presently, Gen Al is transforming software across all
engineering phases—development, testing, and maintenance.
Thus, companies embracing Al may be the future leaders and
may boost developer productivity by 20% to 45% [41], adding
significant value to their Al tools. Companies that do not adopt
Al into their workflows might be wiped out. Similarly, at the
individual level, our research statistically shows that studies
on Al in software systems research are male-dominant. As a
result, female researchers may risk falling further behind, es-
pecially considering that future software systems are expected
to increasingly incorporate Al.

V. RELATED WORK

Several studies have been conducted to analyze diversity
in the context of software engineering research [10], [17]-
[20], [42]]-[45]. Studies reveal a gradual increase in women’s
participation in computing research, though disparities persist.
For instance, Cavero et al. [[17] reported a 3.5% annual growth
in women’s involvement in computing research from 1960 to
2010, with significant activity in Human-Computer Interaction.
Boekhout et al. [18] highlighted an increase in women starting
research careers (from 33% in 2000 to 40% recently), though
men still produce 15-20% more publications and dominate
senior authorship roles. Felizardo et al. [10] noted a global
rise in women’s research contributions to software engineer-
ing, primarily concentrated in European countries. However,
Hosseini et al. [44] observed fewer publications, citations, and
international collaborations for female researchers at Dublin
City University from 2013-2018. Frachtenberg and Kaner

[46] found women comprised only 10% of researchers in
computer systems, based on 53 peer-reviewed conferences
from 2017. Similarly, Mathew et al. [22] found that women are
underrepresented in the top-most cited papers in the software
engineering field.

Moreover, the lack of diversity in Al research remains
a pressing concern. Freire et al. [47] found that women
are more likely to participate in organizing committees than
as authors. The divinAl project (2019) highlighted women’s
low representation in Al research [48]. Even when women
engage in Al research, Stathoulopoulos and Mateos-Garcia
[49] found that many tend to focus on societal issues—such as
ethics, social impact, and policy—rather than purely technical
domains.

Despite these insights, there remains a critical research
gap in understanding the specific contributions of female
authors in SSR. While diversity-related studies have explored
broader trends and challenges, few have analyzed how women
contribute to different roles of research within this field.
Moreover, the impact of collaboration dynamics, particularly
when research is led or supervised by female authors, has not
been thoroughly investigated. Our study addresses this gap by
providing detailed insights into the contributions of women in
SSR and exploring how gender influences collaboration and
leadership dynamics in this domain.

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

Threats to external validity relate to the generalizability of
our findings. Our study focuses on software systems research
using the Journal of Systems and Software (JSS) as a key
source. While other journals cover related topics, they often
lack a dedicated section highlighting author contributions. By
analyzing all JSS articles since the introduction of CRediT,
we ensured thorough coverage for this journal. Our findings
can be applied to other journals using the CRediT taxonomy
but may not generalize to fields with different contribution
recording methods.

Threats to internal validity relate to experimental errors
and biases. Errors in gender prediction and biases in manual
categorization of research areas pose risks to internal validity.
To reduce bias, the first two authors worked together to code
articles, grouped codes into themes, and resolved disagree-
ments through discussion. For consistency, we also aligned
our themes with established JSS research areas.

Another issue is our binary approach to gender identifica-
tion, as biographies only mention male and female genders.
Including other gender identities would require direct input
from authors, which was beyond the scope of this study. We
recommend that future research adopt inclusive methods to
account for non-binary and other genders for a more accurate
analysis.

VII. CONCLUSION

This study investigates women’s participation, leadership,
contributions, and collaboration dynamics in SSR. We ana-
lyzed 384 JSS articles using the CRedit taxonomy and dis-
covered that nearly 48% of the studies had no female authors.



This finding highlights a continuing underrepresentation of
women in the field. Moreover, female-led studies accounted
for 41.92% of the total but have declined over the past five
years. Meanwhile, female-supervised studies have increased
gradually, though they still trail behind male-supervised stud-

ies.

Women have made significant contributions in roles like

conceptualization, writing, and reviewing, but their participa-
tion in supervisory and validation roles is still low. Female-

led

studies are less common in Al-focused research, while

studies supervised by women are more frequent in human-
centric fields. Collaboration patterns differed between female-
supervised and female-led studies. Female-supervised stud-
ies favored local collaborations, whereas female-led studies
preferred national collaborations. These findings reveal biases
affecting women in different roles and highlight the need for
targeted efforts to promote gender equity in SSR.
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