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Abstract—Data imbalance is a fundamental challenge in ap-
plying language models to biomedical applications, particularly
in ICD code prediction tasks where label and demographic
distributions are uneven. While state-of-the-art language models
have been increasingly adopted in biomedical tasks, few studies
have systematically examined how data imbalance affects model
performance and fairness across demographic groups. This study
fills the gap by statistically probing the relationship between
data imbalance and model performance in ICD code prediction.
We analyze imbalances in a standard benchmark data across
gender, age, ethnicity, and social determinants of health by state-
of-the-art biomedical language models. By deploying diverse
performance metrics and statistical analyses, we explore the
influence of data imbalance on performance variations and
demographic fairness. Our study shows that data imbalance
significantly impacts model performance and fairness, but feature
similarity to the majority class may be a more critical factor. We
believe this study provides valuable insights for developing more
equitable and robust language models in healthcare applications.

Index Terms—Data imbalance, clinical language models, ICD
coding.

I. INTRODUCTION

Data imbalance is a common yet unresolved challenge in
building classifiers to support health decision making when
the data has uneven distributions. The uneven distributions
can exist in various forms in health data, such as tokens,
data sources, document class, and patient populations. For
example, there are more non-medical tokens than medical
tokens in radiology reports [1], and medical codes can have a
skewed distribution [2]. Phenotype inference is an important
classification task in healthcare, such as ICD code prediction,
suffering from code class imbalance to build accurate classi-
fiers [3]. The International Classification of Diseases (ICD) is
a comprehensive coding system (e.g., over 71K codes in ICD-
10-PCS) to categorize diseases, symptoms, and health-related
conditions. While increasing studies [4] have deployed clinical
language models to achieve state-of-the-art performance across
diverse downstream tasks, very few studies have systematically
examined the effects of data imbalance on those clinical
language models.

Health data collected from patients thus centers at patients
and contains rich patient attributes, such as demography and
social determinants of health (SDoH), which naturally root
with imbalance patterns. For example, our data analysis in Sec-
tion III on a standard data benchmark shows varying imbalance

patterns on demographic groups and their subgroups, such
as Hispanic/Latino female patients. Unfortunately, existing
studies [3], [5]–[8] primarily focus on class imbalance and
usually leave the other imbalance factors (e.g., demography)
overlooked. The demographic and SDoH factors have been
demonstrated their strong associations with patient outcomes
and health disparities [9]–[11]. However, how the demographic
and SDoH imbalance patterns (e.g., racial/ethnicity) may im-
pact clinical language models remain an unsolved question.

In this study, we will fill the gap by analyzing a fundamental
task utilizing clinical language models across diverse imbal-
ance factors. The following three questions drive our analysis
throughout the experiments:

• To what extent does imbalance exist in benchmark
datasets for ICD code prediction, both in terms of de-
mographic variables and label distribution?

• If present, how does this imbalance influence perfor-
mance disparities across demographic groups?

• What patterns emerge in the relationship between data
imbalance and model performance and fairness across
different demographic groups?

To answer these questions, we include a standard benchmark
dataset for ICD code prediction [12], examining imbalances
across gender, age, ethnicity or race, and social determinants of
health (e.g., insurance status). We evaluate two state-of-the-art
Biomedical Language Models: ClinicalBERT [13] and Clinical
Longformer [14], the latter being more suitable for long
documents. Our analysis explores whether performance and
demographic fairness issues are consistent across both models
and if they follow similar patterns. Furthermore, we con-
duct statistical analyses to investigate the correlation between
data imbalance and model performance. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first systematic study of demographic
imbalance in medical code prediction datasets and its impact
on performance and fairness across demographic groups. We
expect that our findings can provide valuable insights for the
health informatics community utilizing clinical language mod-
els for diverse applications, contributing to the development of
more equitable and robust models in healthcare.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Automatic ICD Coding
Automatic ICD coding is a challenging task in healthcare

informatics. This process has traditionally been costly, time-
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TABLE I
INSURANCE AND AGE PROPORTIONS BY THE INTERSECTION OF RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Insurance Proportion (%) Age Proportion (%) Average
Subgroups Medicaid Medicare Other Median 18-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ Label Count
Hispanic/Latino-F 25.67 24.82 49.52 52 13.54 29.64 35.48 20.29 1.05 5.08
Hispanic/Latino-M 18.96 29.47 51.56 51 8.67 35.33 39.67 15.67 0.66 5.39
Asian-F 15.38 21.78 62.84 57 11.22 23.84 34.62 27.38 2.93 3.92
Asian-M 17.48 22.80 59.72 62 7.78 18.05 39.14 32.93 2.09 4.99
Black/African American-F 13.66 36.09 50.25 56 9.54 25.46 37.73 24.71 2.56 5.82
Black/African American-M 12.45 36.26 51.29 57 6.68 24.88 45.75 21.48 1.21 6.10
White-F 4.87 46.47 48.66 63 6.26 17.85 36.00 33.97 5.92 5.62
White-M 5.80 43.71 50.50 63 4.55 15.74 44.14 32.29 3.28 6.16
Other/Not reported-F 9.53 34.01 56.46 60 9.29 23.16 34.15 29.20 4.20 5.41
Other/Not reported-M 9.85 31.43 58.73 59 8.64 19.75 41.79 27.12 2.71 5.66

consuming. Recently, the application of large language models
(LLMs) has led to significant advancements in automated ICD
coding systems, demonstrating enhanced ability to capture
complex patterns in clinical narratives [15]. Despite these
advancements, a common challenge faced by these models
is the imbalanced distribution of ICD codes in benchmark
datasets, which results in varying performance across different
codes. Studies have observed that model performance tends
to decline for ICD codes with fewer training instances [16].
[17] introduced a method leveraging hierarchical category
knowledge by incorporating high-level codes and additional
loss terms to help models learn general concepts for low-level
codes. [18] developed a multimodal machine learning model
that assigns higher weights to minority class samples. [19]
utilized a reweighting mechanism within positive-unlabeled
learning to compensate for imbalances between positive and
negative samples.

However, there remains a lack of comprehensive research
on the patterns of how imbalance effects impact model per-
formance across different demographic and groups. This study
aims to address this gap by systematically analyzing the impact
of data imbalance on model performance and thus offering
insights for future strategies of mitigating imbalance effects.

B. Model Robustness
Model robustness, the ability of a model to maintain con-

sistent performance across varied input conditions, remains
a critical yet incompletely resolved challenge in the field of
natural language processing (NLP). Significant advancements
in NLP models, particularly the emergence of large pre-trained
language models, been successfully applied to various biomed-
ical tasks [20]. (e.g. clinical document classification [21]–
[23], question answering [24], and biological reasoning [25]).
However, these models still exhibit vulnerabilities to var-
ious perturbations and biases. The inherent imbalance in
biomedical data poses a unique challenge to the robustness
of language models [6]. For instance, [1] demonstrated that
token imbalance can lead to underfitting on medical tokens
and reduce the quality of radiology reports. Similarly, [26]
explored imbalance patterns in FDA drug datasets, revealing
overfitting issues in BERT-based classifiers [27] on majority
labels. While these studies highlight the impact of data imbal-
ance on model performance, a comprehensive understanding

of how data imbalance affects model performance and fairness
across different demographic groups remains elusive. Our
research aims to address this gap by examining imbalance
patterns in benchmark datasets, analyzing model performance
across diverse demographic groups, and conducting statistical
analyses to elucidate the relationship between performance
metrics and data characteristics.

III. DATA

Our study examines imbalance effects on clinical language
models on the phenotype inference task that predicts codes
of clinical notes. We collected the clinical notes and their
codes from the Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care
IV Notes v2.2 [12], [28] (MIMIC-IV), a publicly available
collection of de-identified clinical notes, including discharge
summary and radiology reports. Our study experiments with
the discharge summary corpus and predicts International Clas-
sification of Diseases 10 (ICD-10) codes. The corpus contains
331,794 de-identified discharge summaries from 145,915 pa-
tients admitted to the hospital and emergency department at the
Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center in Boston, MA, USA.
We sourced patient demographic attributes (e.g., gender and
ethnicity/race) from MIMIC-IV database [2]. Our experiment
has several preprocessing steps, including tokenization, code
version convert, and integration. We include those details
in Appendix-A for reproduction purposes. While imbalance
naturally exists in data, there is no prior study that system-
atically examined imbalance patterns of the MIMIC-IV data.
Close studies [5]–[7] mainly focus on label imbalance, while
ignoring the other imbalance patterns and the fundamental
cause of imbalance, diverse patient demography and their
subgroups. Thus, to better understand imbalance effects, we
probe into the data imbalance patterns from three perspectives,
ICD-10 codes, demographic groups, and their subgroups (e.g.,
Hispanic/Latino patients with split by insurance types).

A. Varying Demographic Imbalance

Our dataset exhibits significant skew patterns across various
demographic attributes, notably in race, age, and label dis-
tributions. While gender appears relatively balanced overall,
imbalances emerge within specific race and ethnicity groups.
The detailed tables and analysis of single demographic char-
acteristic imbalances are provided in the Appendix -B. In
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Fig. 1. Overview of label distribution (ICD-10 codes) by ethnicity group. The codes are arranged in descending order of frequency based on the overall data.

this section, we focus on cross-demographic characteristics
to uncover deeper insights of gender and racial intersections,
insurance coverage, age distribution, and ICD-10 codes.

a) Imbalance patterns can vary significantly across inter-
sectional groups: Table I shows that the intersectional groups
of gender and race unveils notable disproportions in insur-
ance coverage, leading to the data and label imbalance. For
example, the majority group, White patients, has the highest
proportion of Medicare coverage among all ethnicity/racial
groups, with 46.47% of females and 43.71% of males en-
rolled. In contrast, minority groups exhibit different imbalance
patterns. Hispanic or Latino females have higher Medicaid
coverage (25.67%) than males (18.96%), yet despite having
a higher proportion of elderly individuals aged 70 and above
(20.29% vs. 15.67% for males), they have lower Medicare
coverage (24.82% vs. 29.47%). This discrepancy might sug-
gests that elderly Hispanic or Latino females face challenges
in accessing Medicare benefits, possibly due to socioeconomic
factors or lack of support. Furthermore, in the Black or African
American population, females have slightly higher Medicaid
coverage (13.66%) than males (12.45%), which contrasts
with the general trend in other group where males typically
have higher Medicaid enrollment. The variations in insurance
coverage across gender and race highlight potential causes
of data imbalance distributions across demographic groups,
which could indicate potential health inequality and impact
the fairness of predictive models trained on this data.

b) Minority groups have younger population structures:
The age distribution across gender and race reveals notable
differences (Table I). Hispanic or Latino individuals are gener-
ally younger, with median ages of 52 years for females and 51
years for males. A significant proportion of Hispanic or Latino
females (43.18%) are under the age of 50, compared to 44.00%
of males. This contrasts sharply with the White population,
where the median age is 63 years for both genders, and over
70% are aged 50 and above. Among Asian individuals, females
have a lower median age (57 years) compared to males (62
years), a pattern not as pronounced in other racial groups.
This age difference may be influenced by recent immigration
trends, cultural factors, or differences in life expectancy. These
imbalances mean that minority groups are underrepresented in
older age brackets within the dataset. The lack of sufficient
representation of older individuals in minority populations
could result in models that are less accurate for these groups,
impacting both fairness and overall model effectiveness, which
is examined in this study.

c) Imbalance patterns of health diagnosis records vary
significantly across gender and races: Table I shows that the
average label count—a proxy for the number of diagnosis
records health conditions—reveals that males have higher
counts across all racial groups. For instance, White males have
an average count of 6.16 ICD-10 codes, compared to 5.62 for
females. Similarly, Black or African American males have an
average of 6.10 ICD-10 codes, slightly higher than the 5.82
for females. This observation indicates that there are gender
differences in healthcare utilization and diagnosis outcomes.
The varying patterns may suggest the demographic factors are
critical contributions to the data imbalance. Thus, understand-
ing these nuances is essential, as they could influence the
performance of predictive models. If models are trained on
data reflecting variations and disparities, they may perpetuate
biases and lead to unequal outcomes.

d) Uneven disease prevalence: ICD-10 code variations
across demography: While existing studies only focus on
class imbalance, our analysis uncovers such imbalance patterns
can significantly vary across gender and race combinations
(e.g., Hispanic/Latino female vs male) in Figure 1. While
Overall male and female patients exhibit a similar trend in the
leftist sub-figure, certain medical conditions show pronounced
gender differences. For example, cardiovascular diseases may
be more prevalent among males [29], while autoimmune
disorders are more common among females [30].

Additionally, Figure 1 may reflect the distributional rela-
tion between overall and individual demographic groups. The
majority group (White patients) closely mirrors the overall
dataset’s distribution, but minority groups display distinct
patterns with different peaks. These variations are critical
because they can affect the fairness and accuracy of predictive
models, which have been statistically analyzed in Section V:
models trained predominantly on data from the majority group
may not generalize well to minority populations with differ-
ent disease prevalence patterns, potentially leading to biased
predictions and exacerbating healthcare inequalities.

B. What Effects of the Imbalance Patterns will be for Model
Performance and Fairness?

The complex patterns of demographic imbalances identified
in the dataset may have significant implications for language
models in healthcare, which have rarely been explored in the
existing studies. The skewed distributions of age, insurance
coverage, and health condition documentation across gender
and race suggest that models could inherit these biases if



TABLE II
DATA PERCENTAGE PER GROUP AND PERFORMANCE TABLE OF CLINICAL BERT AND CLINICAL TRANSFORMER. WE BOLDEN THE WORST PERFORMANCE

IN EACH GROUP.

Data Clinical BERT Clinical LongFormer
% Acc Precision Recall AUC F1-mi F1-ma FPR Acc Precision Recall AUC F1-mi F1-ma FPR

All test data 100 9.30 62.30 41.90 72.10 56.00 40.50 0.97 12.60 69.80 60.50 82.10 70.70 60.50 1.21
Male 48.72 8.40 62.20 41.80 72.10 56.10 39.70 1.03 11.40 70.20 60.20 81.90 70.40 59.80 1.26
Female 51.28 10.20 62.40 42.00 72.00 55.90 39.20 0.92 13.70 69.60 60.70 82.40 71.00 59.10 1.15
Age 18-29 7.45 26.10 29.30 18.40 63.40 38.30 31.40 0.31 30.50 44.80 36.80 75.40 59.20 51.10 0.48
Age 30-49 20.11 15.80 49.20 31.90 68.90 49.90 38.80 0.59 19.90 60.50 50.90 79.70 66.60 58.90 0.81
Age 50-69 40.05 7.40 66.00 43.90 71.70 55.50 39.70 1.00 10.70 72.80 62.50 81.70 70.10 60.00 1.25
Age 70-89 29.06 3.90 73.30 51.00 73.90 59.30 40.30 1.34 6.30 77.60 69.10 83.50 73.10 59.90 1.58
Age 90+ 3.33 2.70 74.30 51.10 73.90 59.30 38.60 1.38 5.40 78.90 71.30 84.30 74.30 57.90 1.55
White 68.99 8.70 63.30 42.70 72.20 56.20 40.20 1.00 11.80 70.50 61.20 82.20 70.70 60.20 1.24
Black/African American 14.68 8.80 62.90 42.80 72.40 56.70 41.10 1.00 12.40 70.80 61.70 82.50 71.40 60.60 1.20
Hispanic/Latino 5.15 12.80 56.50 39.00 72.40 56.40 41.10 0.87 16.40 65.80 57.80 82.40 70.90 60.30 1.06
Asian 3.15 14.40 53.80 35.70 70.80 53.40 37.70 0.76 19.20 65.00 56.00 82.10 70.60 60.00 0.92
Other 8.04 11.30 59.40 37.90 70.70 53.80 39.90 0.85 14.30 67.40 56.00 80.80 69.10 59.20 1.08
Medicare 41.18 4.10 70.30 48.20 73.10 58.00 40.60 1.27 6.80 75.80 67.30 83.10 72.20 60.50 1.52
Medicaid 7.84 11.40 54.10 34.70 69.60 51.20 39.30 0.76 15.20 64.20 54.30 80.20 67.40 58.50 0.99
Other 50.98 13.20 57.10 37.90 71.10 54.30 40.10 0.77 16.80 65.90 56.00 81.20 69.30 60.30 0.99

not appropriately addressed. Thus, a concrete question yet
not been answered: What will the imbalance patterns impact
model performance and fairness, especially for the demo-
graphic minority groups? In the following sections, we conduct
experiment and delve into the analysis of model performance
and fairness across different demographic groups.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate the imbalance effects, we experimented clinical
language models on the fundamental health task, phenotype
inference, which predicts ICD-10 codes by the discharge
summaries. We include necessary demographic attributes for
the evaluation purpose and split the data 80/10/10 for the
training, validation, and testing, respectively. Our choice of
models depended heavily upon on what data was used to
pretrain the model. For better performance and consistency,
we evaluated multiple state-of-the-art clinical language models
(both generative and discriminative) for phenotype inference
and finalized two models pretrained on MIMIC data, Clini-
calBERT [13] and Clinical Longformer [14]. Our experiments
examined imbalance effects by broad performance metrics and
included fairness by using Equality Differences across diverse
demographic groups and their combinations, including (1) the
overall test data, genders, age ranges, ethnicity groups, and
types of insurance, (2) the combinations of ethnicity and gen-
der attributes (e.g., Asian - Male), and (3) the combinations of
each type of insurance and each gender (e.g., Medicare - His-
panic). Our study also include statistical analyses to provide
more insights of relations between performance, fairness, and
various imbalance distributions. We include implementation
details in Appendix-C to allow for reproduction.

V. RESULTS ANALYSIS

A. Performance Analysis

After training each model on the multi-label classification
task of predicting the ICD-10 code(s) (if any) based on the
patient’s discharge summary, the models were evaluated on
various metrics, including precision, recall, f1 scores (both

micro and macro-weighted), area under ROC curve (AUC),
and false positive rate (FPR). We evaluate the two models’
performance on the entire test dataset (overall performance) as
well as across different subgroups based on gender, ethnicity
or race, and Social Determinants of Health (SDOH) factors,
such as insurance. The results are presented in Table II. We
present several critical findings on the performance result:

a) Clinical Longformer outperforms Clinical BERT:
Analyzing the overall performance metrics in Table II, it
is evident that the Clinical Longformer model significantly
outperforms the Clinical BERT model across almost all eval-
uation metrics. For example, Clinical Longformer achieved a
F1-micro score of 70.7% on the entire test dataset, whereas
ClinicalBERT only reached 56%. We infer that Clinical Long-
former’s ability to process a lengthier input allows it to capture
more context and enhance the ability to model dependencies
in long clinical texts [31].

b) Performance disparities in age group: A noteworthy
pattern emerges when examining performance across different
age groups. Among the age groups, the youngest group (18-
29 years) exhibits the greatest performance variance compared
to other groups. As shown in Table II, this group achieved
the highest accuracy but scored lowest in all other metrics,
including precision, recall, F1 scores, and AUC. Given that
the young age group represents a smaller percentage of the
dataset (only 7.45%), this may suggest that data imbalance
negatively impacts the model’s performance. The divergence
between accuracy and other metrics for the youngest age group
is intriguing. This could be attributed to the model’s tendency
to predict fewer positive labels for this group, leading to
high accuracy due to correct negative predictions, but lower
precision and recall for the positive cases.

c) Performance disparities in race and ethnicity group:
A similar trend is observed when analyzing race and ethnicity
groups. White and Black/African American individuals gen-
erally achieved higher performance across all metrics except
accuracy, while other groups, such as Hispanic/Latino and
Asian, relatively lower performance. Subgroups of different



insurance type also follow this same trend. Medicare and Other
insurance is the majority of the data, and the performances
of Medicare and Other insurance are higher across all metrics
except accuracy, than Medicaid insurance group. This disparity
may reflect underlying data distribution imbalances or poten-
tial biases in the dataset.

d) Data representation does not solely determine per-
formance: The relationship between data representation and
model performance is not statistically correlated. For instance,
the 90+ age group, despite comprising only 3.33% of the
test data, achieved the highest performance across all met-
rics except accuracy. This suggests that raw data percentage
alone does not determine model performance. We infer that
the eldest age group may share more similarities with the
majority age groups (50-69 and 70-89) in terms of health
conditions and corresponding diagnoses. This similarity in
features (both in text encoding and label encoding) could
explain the high performance despite low proportion. From
these observations, we infer that while data imbalance plays
a role, feature similarity to the majority class may be a more
critical factor in determining model performance. The model
may overfit to majority data characteristics, leading to better
performance on subgroups with similar features, regardless of
their proportion in the dataset. To verify this hypothesis, we
conducted statistical analyses in Section V-C to examine the
correlation between data distances of subgroups and model
performance.

B. Fairness Analysis

To assess the fairness of our models across different
demographic groups, we employ the Equality Differences
(ED) [32]. The equality difference quantifies the deviation of a
group’s performance from the overall performance, providing
a measure of how equally a model performs across various
subgroups. For each performance metric m and demographic
group g in G, the equality difference is defined as:

EDg,m =
∑
g∈G

|Pg,m − Pm| (1)

Where Pg,m is the performance of the model on group g with
respect to metric m, and Pm is the model’s performance on the
entire test dataset for the same metric. For example, the AUC
equality difference is calculated by

∑
g∈G |AUCg − AUC|,

where G is the gender and g is a gender group (e.g., female).
A lower ED indicates that the model performs more similarly
between the specific group and the overall population, sug-
gesting greater fairness. The fairness evaluations over gender,
age, race and insurance groups of two models are in Table III.

a) Unequal performance across age groups: The fairness
evaluation in Table III reinforces the disparities observed in
model performance across age groups. The Equality Dif-
ference (ED) for age is significantly higher than that for
gender, race, or insurance type, with values such as 37.20%
for accuracy and 72.80% for precision in the Clinical BERT
model. This substantial ED indicates that the models are less
fair across different age groups, performing inconsistently and

TABLE III
EQUALITY DIFFERENCE OVER ALL METRICS

Model % Acc P R AUC F1-mi F1-ma FPR

Clinical
BERT

Gender 1.80 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.20 2.10 0.11
Age 37.20 72.80 53.80 15.90 30.90 13.70 1.85
Race 11.70 18.80 14.80 3.40 6.10 4.90 0.49
Insurance 11.20 21.40 17.50 4.50 8.50 1.70 2.80

Clinical
Longformer

Gender 2.30 0.60 0.50 0.50 0.60 2.10 0.11
Age 40.60 54.20 54.70 13.10 22.20 14.70 1.88
Race 13.10 12.90 13.60 2.10 2.60 2.40 0.61
Insurance 12.60 15.50 17.50 3.80 6.20 2.20 0.75

favoring certain age demographics over others. In contrast, the
ED for gender is minimal (e.g., 1.80% for accuracy in Clinical
BERT), suggesting that the models are relatively fair across
male and female groups.

b) Fairness across race and insurance types: While the
ED values for race and insurance are lower than those for age,
they are still notable. For race, the Clinical BERT model shows
an ED of 11.70% for accuracy and 18.80% for precision,
indicating some degree of performance variation among racial
groups. Similarly, insurance types exhibit ED values such
as 11.20% for accuracy and 21.40% for precision. These
findings suggest that although the models are more equitable
across race and insurance subgroups than across age groups,
disparities still exist and warrant further investigation

Given the observed disparities in model performance across
different demographic groups, it becomes essential to investi-
gate the underlying factors contributing to these differences.
In the next section we conduct statistical analysis to uncover
potential biases in data representation that may influence
model fairness.

C. Statistical Analysis

Understanding the factors that influence model performance
across different subgroups is essential for identifying potential
biases and ensuring equitable outcomes. To this end, we
conducted a statistical analysis to investigate whether the
performance of our model is correlated with two possible
factors: (a) the dissimilarity between a subgroup and the entire
data, and (b) the proportion of each subgroup within the data.

Specifically, we sought to determine whether there is a
significant correlation between (a) the cosine distance between
the globally averaged label vectors of each subgroup and that
of the test data, and the performance of that subgroup, and (b)
the proportion of the subgroup relative to the entire test data
and its performance. We evaluated the correlation under the
null hypothesis that there was no correlation between these
factors, calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient and the
p-value for each comparison.

H0 : There is no correlation present between the factors.

H1 : There is a correlation present between the factors.

Pearson Correlation Coefficient:

ri =

∑
(xi −mxi)(y −my)√∑

(xi −mxi)
2
∑

(y −my)2



TABLE IV
COSINE DISTANCES BETWEEN EACH GROUP’S GLOBALLY AVERAGE LABEL VECTOR.

All M F 18-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ White Black Hispanic Asian Other Medicare Medicaid Other
All .000 .014 .015 .357 .095 .007 .026 .092 .002 .026 .029 .039 .009 .008 .050 .007
Male .014 .000 .057 .421 .141 .021 .024 .099 .017 .037 .051 .046 .021 .015 .079 .027
Female .015 .057 .000 .309 .075 .021 .056 .112 .017 .043 .034 .060 .026 .030 .048 .015
18-29 .357 .421 .309 .000 .128 .353 .508 .569 .361 .363 .310 .456 .366 .427 .213 .310
30-49 .095 .141 .075 .128 .000 .080 .211 .300 .106 .09 .064 .158 .102 .147 .025 .066
50-69 .007 .021 .021 .353 .080 .000 .049 .140 .012 .025 .023 .046 .012 .024 .044 .004
70-89 .026 .024 .056 .508 .211 .049 .000 .038 .023 .067 .085 .052 .038 .008 .132 .055
90+ .092 .099 .112 .569 .300 .140 .038 .000 .086 .139 .168 .106 .106 .057 .208 .138
White .002 .017 .017 .361 .106 .012 .023 .086 .000 .042 .043 .051 .014 .008 .06 .011
Black .026 .037 .043 .363 .090 .025 .067 .139 .042 .000 .017 .043 .034 .039 .05 .030
Hispanic .029 .051 .034 .310 .064 .023 .085 .168 .043 .017 .000 .051 .034 .050 .034 .025
Asian .039 .046 .060 .456 .158 .046 .052 .106 .051 .043 .051 .000 .031 .045 .093 .048
Other .009 .021 .026 .366 .102 .012 .038 .106 .014 .034 .034 .031 .000 .022 .054 .011
Medicare .008 .015 .030 .427 .147 .024 .008 .057 .008 .039 .050 .045 .022 .000 .085 .029
Medicaid .050 .079 .048 .213 .025 .044 .132 .208 .06 .050 .034 .093 .054 .085 .000 .038
Other .007 .027 .015 .310 .066 .004 .055 .138 .011 .030 .025 .048 .011 .029 .038 .000

In our analysis, xi represents the vector of performance
metrics (accuracy, precision, etc.) across various groups, with
mxi being the mean of xi. y denotes the vector of the values
for which the metrics are being related (cosine distances in
case (a) and proportion of subgroup in case (b)), and my is
the mean of y. In other words, the possible values of xi and
y are:

x = [accuracy, precision, recall, f1-scores, roc-auc score]
y = [cosine distances, proportion of subgroup]
We used a significance level α of 0.5 to determine whether

to reject the null hypothesis. As previously determined, Clini-
cal Longformer outperformed ClinicalBERT during the perfor-
mance evaluation and is able to capture more context, we used
Clinical Longformer for this correlation analysis, the results
for which are presented in Table V and Table VI.

1) Performance of subgroups is more correlated with data
dissimilarity, not data proportion: We observe significant cor-
relations in Table V and no significant correlation in Table VI
This indicate that model performance is significantly corre-
lated with data dissimilarity (cosine distances) but not with
the proportion of the subgroup within the test data. This result
verifies our previous hypothesis that while data imbalance
plays a role, feature similarity to the majority class may be a
more critical factor in determining model performance. The
model may overfit to majority data characteristics, leading
to better performance on subgroups with similar features,
regardless of their proportion in the dataset.

2) Accuracy is not a robust metric in imbalance issue:
Contrary to other metrics, we observed a positive correlation
between accuracy and the cosine distances in the overall data,
indicating that subgroups more dissimilar to the entire test
data (higher cosine distance) tend to have higher accuracy.
This phenomenon may be due to how accuracy is calculated.
Accuracy considers the number of predicted label vectors that
exactly match the true label vector for a patient. Subgroups that
are more different from the overall test data (e.g. young age
group) may have fewer health issues or simpler ICD-10 code
distributions, making it easier for the model to predict the exact

label vector, thus resulting in higher accuracy. While other
metrics are less strict and capture more nuanced information
about individual ICD-10 code predictions. Therefore, when
data has imbalance issues, accuracy may not be a robust metric
and should be used with caution.

3) Macro scores are more stable under diverse imbal-
ance correlation analysis: Although the overall data showed
significant correlations across all metrics, the insurance-
ethnicity/race subgroups showed significant correlations only
in the macro-averaged metrics. One possible explanation is the
impact of label imbalance within subgroups. Macro-averaged
metrics give equal weight to each class and are more sensitive
to class imbalances. In subgroups with fewer samples or
uneven distributions of ICD-10 codes, the statistical power to
detect significant correlations in other metrics is reduced. Ad-
ditionally, smaller subgroup sizes increase variability, making
it harder to achieve statistical significance. These may suggest
that in subgroups with significant imbalance, performance
metrics such as micro and samples scores may not reliably
reflect the model’s true performance (due to model’s overfitting
to majority).

D. Case Studies

To delve deeper into the implications of our statistical find-
ings, we conducted a case study focusing on the combinations
of insurance types and ethnicity/race. By examining these
subgroups, we aimed to uncover potential factors contributing
to the observed performance differences and provide deeper in-
sights into the model’s behavior across different demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics.

We found that Clinical Longformer performed better overall
for patients with Medicare and worse for patients with Medi-
caid. This trend was consistent across most ethnicities, except
for the Hispanic/Latino group, where the model performed
worse for those with other types of insurance. These results are
similar to those in Table II, which shows how well each model
performed across different genders, age ranges, and other
demographics, because both models reported better scores for
older patients—the main beneficiaries of Medicare.



TABLE V
CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF COSINE DISTANCE AND CLINICAL LONGFORMER PERFORMANCE METRICS, CORRELATION IS FLAGGED WITH AN

ASTERISK (*) WHEN P VALUE IS LESS THAN 0.05

Overall Data including all test data and each
individual gender, age range, race/ethnicity

group and type of insurance
Ethnicity/Race - Gender Insurance - Ethnicity/Race

Metric Correlation P-Value Metric Correlation P-Value Metric Correlation P-Value
Accuracy 0.763* 2.43E-03* Accuracy 0.572 0.084 Accuracy 0.377 0.227
Precision (Micro) -0.823* 5.54E-04* Precision (Micro) 0.248 0.489 Precision (Micro) -0.566 0.055
Precision (Macro) -0.906* 2.03E-05* Precision (Macro) -0.139 0.702 Precision (Macro) -0.653* 0.021*
Precision (Weighted) -0.808* 8.24E-04* Precision (Weighted) 0.507 0.135 Precision (Weighted) -0.388 0.213
Precision (Samples) -0.808* 8.22E-04* Precision (Samples) -0.423 0.224 Precision (Samples) -0.436 0.157
Recall (Micro) -0.821* 5.82E-04* Recall (Micro) 0.269 0.452 Recall (Micro) -0.442 0.150
Recall (Macro) -0.958* 2.56E-07* Recall (Macro) -0.290 0.416 Recall (Macro) -0.632* 0.028*
Recall (Weighted) -0.821* 5.82E-04* Recall (Weighted) 0.269 0.452 Recall (Weighted) -0.442 0.150
Recall (Samples) -0.763* 2.40E-03* Recall (Samples) -0.302 0.396 Recall (Samples) -0.388 0.213
F1 Score (Micro) -0.829* 4.54E-04* F1 Score (Micro) 0.341 0.334 F1 Score (Micro) -0.485 0.110
F1 Score (Macro) -0.977* 1.05E-08* F1 Score (Macro) -0.471 0.169 F1 Score (Macro) -0.689* 0.013*
F1 Score (Weighted) -0.824* 5.27E-04* F1 Score (Weighted) 0.310 0.383 F1 Score (Weighted) -0.476 0.118
F1 Score (Samples) -0.774* 1.89E-03* F1 Score (Samples) -0.380 0.279 F1 Score (Samples) -0.414 0.181
ROC-AUC (Micro) -0.825* 5.13E-04* ROC-AUC (Micro) 0.336 0.343 ROC-AUC (Micro) -0.438 0.154

TABLE VI
CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF PROPORTION OF SUBGROUP AND CLINICAL LONGFORMER PERFORMANCE METRICS

Overall Data including all test data and each
individual gender, age range, race/ethnicity

group and type of insurance
Ethnicity/Race - Gender Insurance - Ethnicity/Race

Metric Correlation P-Value Metric Correlation P-Value Metric Correlation P-Value
Accuracy -0.271 0.310 Accuracy -0.467 0.174 Accuracy -0.210 0.452
Precision (Micro) 0.170 0.530 Precision (Micro) -0.269 0.452 Precision (Micro) 0.112 0.690
Precision (Macro) 0.409 0.116 Precision (Macro) 0.341 0.335 Precision (Macro) 0.422 0.117
Precision (Weighted) 0.205 0.446 Precision (Weighted) 0.034 0.925 Precision (Weighted) 0.153 0.586
Precision (Samples) 0.263 0.326 Precision (Samples) 0.494 0.147 Precision (Samples) 0.213 0.447
Recall (Micro) 0.218 0.417 Recall (Micro) 0.213 0.555 Recall (Micro) 0.170 0.546
Recall (Macro) 0.329 0.213 Recall (Macro) 0.442 0.201 Recall (Macro) 0.249 0.372
Recall (Weighted) 0.218 0.417 Recall (Weighted) 0.213 0.555 Recall (Weighted) 0.170 0.546
Recall (Samples) 0.238 0.375 Recall (Samples) 0.607 0.063 Recall (Samples) 0.192 0.494
F1 Score (Micro) 0.208 0.440 F1 Score (Micro) 0.123 0.734 F1 Score (Micro) 0.160 0.568
F1 Score (Macro) 0.364 0.165 F1 Score (Macro) 0.557 0.094 F1 Score (Macro) 0.346 0.207
F1 Score (Weighted) 0.212 0.431 F1 Score (Weighted) 0.212 0.557 F1 Score (Weighted) 0.185 0.509
F1 Score (Samples) 0.242 0.366 F1 Score (Samples) 0.568 0.087 F1 Score (Samples) 0.197 0.481
ROC-AUC (Micro) 0.209 0.437 ROC-AUC (Micro) 0.147 0.686 ROC-AUC (Micro) 0.159 0.572

Conversely, eligibility for Medicaid is based on income, not
necessarily age, so it’s possible that, due to the wider age
range and varying circumstances, those with Medicaid may
have less consistent label distributions. This may also explain
the larger distance between the globally averaged label vectors
of White individuals with Medicaid and Asian individuals with
Medicare, as indicated by the heat map in Figure 2 and the
corresponding distances in Table VIII.

These observations highlight the importance of considering
both demographic and socioeconomic factors when evaluating
and improving model performance. Understanding how these
factors influence model behavior can help in developing strate-
gies to mitigate biases and enhance generalizability across di-
verse patient populations. Future work could involve adjusting
for label imbalance or incorporating subgroup-specific training
to improve performance where needed.

VI. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

In this study, we explored how data imbalance impacts the
ICD-10 code predictions of biomedical language models while
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Fig. 2. Cosine distances of label vectors between Insurance-Ethnicity.

examining this imbalance and scrutinizing their performance
and fairness for specific groups based on age, gender, ethnic
group, and type of insurance. We also investigated the various



TABLE VII
DATA PERCENTAGE PER GROUP AND PERFORMANCE TABLE OF CLINICAL BERT AND CLINICAL TRANSFORMER
FOR INSURANCE - ETHNICITY/RACE SUBGROUPS. WE BOLDED THE WORST PERFORMANCE IN EACH GROUP.

Clinical Longformer
Data

Proportion Accuracy Precision Recall F1-mi F1-ma AUC FPR

Medicare - White 31.17 6.80 75.80 67.30 72.20 60.20 83.10 1.53
Medicaid - White 3.61 13.40 65.20 54.80 67.00 57.50 79.90 1.00
Other Insurance - White 34.20 16.20 66.20 56.20 69.00 59.80 81.10 1.02
Medicare - Black/African-American 5.25 6.80 76.00 67.60 72.50 60.40 83.20 1.53
Medicaid - Black/African-American 1.83 15.30 65.40 54.30 68.00 57.10 80.40 1.01
Other Insurance - Black/African-American 7.60 15.50 68.40 59.40 71.20 60.80 82.30 1.03
Medicare - Hispanic/Latino 1.50 7.40 75.00 67.90 72.70 60.10 83.60 1.52
Medicaid - Hispanic/Latino 1.05 15.80 63.60 56.20 69.30 57.90 81.60 1.05
Other Insurance - Hispanic/Latino 2.59 21.90 61.30 52.50 69.90 60.20 81.50 0.81
Medicare - Asian 0.78 11.20 77.60 69.20 73.70 59.90 83.90 1.27
Medicaid - Asian 0.51 19.00 59.90 50.70 67.20 51.40 80.20 0.87
Other Insurance - Asian 1.86 22.50 61.10 51.90 69.30 58.10 81.30 0.79
Medicare - Other Race 2.48 5.80 76.30 65.40 71.00 58.50 82.10 1.51
Medicaid - Other Race 0.84 19.40 60.80 51.50 65.40 54.80 78.90 0.93
Other Insurance - Other Race 4.72 17.90 63.90 51.80 68.20 59.60 80.10 0.89

TABLE VIII
COSINE DISTANCES BETWEEN EACH GROUP’S GLOBALLY AVERAGE LABEL VECTOR FOR INSURANCE - ETHNICITY/RACE SUBGROUPS. WE BOLDEN

THE LARGEST AND UNDERLINE THE SMALLEST VALUE IN EACH ROW.

White Black/African American Hispanic/Latino Asian Other/Not Reported
All Medicare Medicaid Other Medicare Medicaid Other Medicare Medicaid Other Medicare Medicaid Other Medicare Medicaid Other

All Test Data .000 .011 .074 .009 .038 .072 .033 .041 .064 .040 .060 .077 .041 .014 .073 .019
Medicare .011 .000 .116 .032 .051 .122 .069 .059 .112 .085 .067 .100 .061 .013 .122 .046
Medicaid .074 .116 .000 .056 .131 .058 .103 .126 .067 .065 .183 .135 .138 .119 .058 .080White
Other .009 .032 .056 .000 .072 .074 .043 .070 .069 .031 .098 .091 .057 .036 .064 .018
Medicare .038 .051 .131 .072 .000 .067 .040 .019 .070 .077 .055 .112 .069 .049 .117 .070
Medicaid .072 .122 .058 .074 .067 .000 .049 .075 .031 .047 .134 .123 .112 .111 .061 .080

Black/
African
American Other .033 .069 .103 .043 .040 .049 .000 .044 .041 .033 .063 .088 .047 .053 .062 .036

Medicare .041 .059 .126 .070 .019 .075 .044 .000 .055 .060 .055 .105 .068 .055 .106 .063
Medicaid .064 .112 .067 .069 .070 .031 .041 .055 .000 .035 .101 .099 .087 .096 .053 .067Hispanic/

Latino Other .040 .085 .065 .031 .077 .047 .033 .060 .035 .000 .107 .105 .063 .077 .048 .035
Medicare .060 .067 .183 .098 .055 .134 .063 .055 .101 .107 .000 .072 .038 .048 .127 .070
Medicaid .077 .100 .135 .091 .112 .123 .088 .105 .099 .105 .072 .000 .055 .077 .093 .064Asian
Other .041 .061 .138 .057 .069 .112 .047 .068 .087 .063 .038 .055 .000 .048 .094 .036
Medicare .014 .013 .119 .036 .049 .111 .053 .055 .096 .077 .048 .077 .048 .000 .101 .032
Medicaid .073 .122 .058 .064 .117 .061 .062 .106 .053 .048 .127 .093 .094 .101 .000 .054

Other/
Not
Reported Other .019 .046 .080 .018 .070 .080 .036 .063 .067 .035 .070 .064 .036 .032 .054 .000

subgroups of these characteristics. In doing so, we found that
that the highest variance in performance was for the age
groups, with further analysis revealing that these disparities
were closely tied to the dissimilarity between subgroup data
and the overall test data. The models had more trouble pre-
dicting the ICD-10 codes of patients that belonged to groups
that were most dissimilar to the test data, regardless of the
subgroup’s representation within the test data.

In addition, the case study on ethnicity and insurance
revealed that the model performed better for patients with
Medicare but worse for those with Medicaid, suggesting
socioeconomic factors may play a role in these disparities.

While we have examined imbalance effects and perfor-
mance, two major limitations have be acknowledged to ap-
propriately interpret our findings. First, we used only two dis-
criminative clinical models pretrained on the MIMIC database,
limiting the generalizability of our findings to other models.
Second, cosine distance was the sole metric for data dissimilar-
ity, and alternative metrics may offer a more accurate reflection
of ICD-10 code distribution differences.

In conclusion, our study highlights the critical need for
further investigation into the fairness and performance of
biomedical language models, particularly in relation to un-

derrepresented groups. Addressing these challenges will be
essential to ensure more equitable diagnostic predictions.
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APPENDIX

A. Data Preprocessing

Our study focuses on the imbalance effects on performance
and fairness under phenotype inference task, predicting Inter-
national Classification of Diseases (ICD) codes from clinical
notes. We utilize the top 100 most frequent ICD-10 codes as
our target labels. To accomplish this, we integrate data from
the MIMIC-IV Notes dataset and the MIMIC-IV database,
combining discharge summaries, patient information (age,
gender, ethnicity, insurance) and the diagnoses (ICD codes).
Our data preprocessing pipeline consists of several key steps:
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TABLE IX
MEDIAN AGE AND AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PATIENTS, BY GENDER,

ETHNICITY OR RACE, INSURANCE.

Median 18-
29

30-
49

50-
69

70-
89

90+

Gender
Male 61 7.61 20.40 36.09 31.05 4.85
Female 61 5.46 18.25 43.74 29.73 2.81

Ethnicity or Race
Hispanic/Latino 52 11.22 32.35 37.48 18.09 0.86
Asian 60 9.52 20.98 36.85 30.13 2.51
Black 57 8.41 25.23 40.91 23.43 2.03
White 63 5.39 16.78 40.12 33.12 4.59
Other 59 8.95 21.38 38.13 28.11 3.42

Insurance
Medicaid 48 13.49 37.02 42.51 6.59 0.39
Medicare 72 1.03 8.04 32.06 51.44 7.44
Other 55 9.92 25.68 45.70 17.19 1.51

a) Text Processing: We extract discharge summaries
from the MIMIC-IV-Notes dataset. Each summary undergoes
data cleaning and tokenization. To ensure sufficient content for
analysis, we exclude documents with fewer than 30 tokens.

b) Code Extraction and Mapping: We collect diagnosis
codes from the MIMIC-IV database, gathering both ICD-9
and ICD-10 codes for each hospital admission. To ensure
consistency across our label set, we convert ICD-9 codes
to ICD-10. We keep the original ICD-10 for each note if
available, and we convert the annotations into ICD-10 for notes
that only have ICD-9 labels, using the ICD-Mappings [33]
toolkit. After the mapping, we choose the top 100 frequent
ICD-10 codes as the label set.

c) Data Integration: We use the unique identifier for
each subject to integrate relevant patient information from the
MIMIC-IV database with the processed clinical notes from
MIMIC-IV-Note. This includes information on gender, age,
insurance type, and ethnicity or race, so we could further
analyze the data imbalances from these perspectives. By
incorporating these patient characteristics and linking them
to the corresponding discharge summaries, we create a com-
prehensive dataset that combines clinical text with potentially
influential demographic factors for phenotype prediction.

B. Data Imbalance

The dataset exhibits imbalances across various demographic
attributes and the labels.

a) Ethnicity Imbalance: The dataset exhibits significant
imbalance in terms of ethnicity. The White population pre-
dominates, comprising 68.90% of the dataset, as shown in the
first column of Table X. Black/African American individuals
form the second-largest group, accounting for 14.77%, while
Hispanic or Latino individuals represent only 5.28% and Asian
represents only 3.21%.

b) Gender Imbalance: In terms of gender, the overall
gender distribution is slightly imbalanced, with 52.08% fe-
males and 48.92% males. But when considering gender distri-
bution inside specific ethnic groups, the gender distribution can
be very imbalanced. For example, the female ratio is 60.37%

TABLE X
GENDER AND INSURANCE DISTRIBUTION BY ETHNICITY AND RACE

Gender Insurance
Ethnicity and Race Total F M Medicaid Medicare Other
Hispanic/Latino 5.28 52.37 47.63 22.48 27.03 50.49
Asian 3.21 50.57 49.43 16.42 22.28 61.30
Black 14.77 60.37 39.63 13.18 36.16 50.66
White 68.90 49.38 50.62 5.34 45.07 49.59
Other 7.84 47.83 52.17 9.69 32.66 57.64
All Data 100 51.08 48.92 8.10 41.10 50.80

in the Black/African American group, comparing to 49.37%
(very balanced) in the White group as shown in Table X.

c) Age Group Imbalance: The dataset exhibits significant
imbalance across age groups. Table IX presents the median
age and age distribution of patients, categorized by gender,
ethnicity or race, and Social Determinants of Health (SDOH),
such as insurance type. The dataset contains no samples under
17 years of age. The majority of the data is concentrated in
the 50-69 and 70-89 age groups across most demographic
categories. The median age for both males and females is 61
years, indicating a skew towards older populations.

d) Social Determinants of Health Imbalance: Insurance
is one of the social determinants of health. The patient
insurance distribution of the dataset also demonstrates imbal-
ance. As shown in Table X, the Other insurance category is
most prevalent overall at 50.80%, followed by Medicare at
41.10%, and Medicaid at 8.10%. Additionally, this distribution
varies considerably across ethnic and racial groups. The White
population closely mirrors the overall distribution, while other
groups show marked differences. Hispanic or Latino patients
have the highest proportion of Medicaid coverage (22.48%),
which is more than four times the overall average. Asian
patients have the highest proportion in the Other insurance
category (61.30%). Black or African American patients show a
more balanced distribution between Other insurance and Medi-
care, but still have higher than average Medicaid coverage.

e) Label Imbalance: For our phenotype inference task,
we employ ICD-10 codes as labels, selecting the top 100 most
frequent codes to form our label set. The label distribution is
notably imbalanced, with the frequency of individual ICD-10
codes in the set ranging from 2.19% to 38.87%.

C. Implementation Details

We trained the ClinicalBERT model using a maximum
sequence length of 512 tokens for the discharge summaries,
with a batch size of 4. The model was trained over 10 epochs
with a learning rate of 2× 10−5.

For the Clinical Longformer model, which is designed to
handle longer text sequences, we used the maximum supported
sequence length of 4,096 tokens. This model was trained with
a batch size of 2 over 10 epochs, using the same learning rate
of 2× 10−5.
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