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ABSTRACT
This article investigates the critical issue of dataset bias in
medical imaging, with a particular emphasis on racial dis-
parities caused by uneven population distribution in dataset
collection. Our analysis reveals that medical segmentation
datasets are significantly biased, primarily influenced by
the demographic composition of their collection sites. For
instance, Scanning Laser Ophthalmoscopy (SLO) fundus
datasets collected in the United States predominantly feature
images of White individuals, with minority racial groups
underrepresented. This imbalance can result in biased model
performance and inequitable clinical outcomes, particularly
for minority populations. To address this challenge, we
propose a novel training set search strategy aimed at re-
ducing these biases by focusing on underrepresented racial
groups. Our approach utilizes existing datasets and employs
a simple greedy algorithm to identify source images that
closely match the target domain distribution. By selecting
training data that aligns more closely with the character-
istics of minority populations, our strategy improves the
accuracy of medical segmentation models on specific mi-
norities, i.e., Black. Our experimental results demonstrate
the effectiveness of this approach in mitigating bias. We
also discuss the broader societal implications, highlighting
how addressing these disparities can contribute to more
equitable healthcare outcomes. Our code is available at
https://github.com/yorkeyao/SnP.

Index Terms—Training set search, Ethnic minorities, Medical
segmentation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Artificial intelligence plays a crucial role in various
fields[1], [2], [3], especially in medicine, where it is increas-
ingly significant in identifying diseases and abnormalities[4],
[5], especially in medical image segmentation tasks. How-
ever, a critical issue that is often overlooked is that minority
ethnic groups, such as black patients, are severely under-
represented in existing datasets. This data imbalance can
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14.73% Black
9.19% Asian

76.08% White

Fig. 1. Image samples
and race composition
statistics of the SLO
fundus dataset. Left
columns present the
target samples, while the
pie chart illustrates the
unbalanced distribution
across races.

bias the performance of medical models in different racial
groups. There are differences between races in anatomical
characteristics, such as body shape, breast density, disease
distribution, and tissue specificity. These characteristics are
critical for accurate medical image segmentation [6]. When a
model is trained primarily on data from a single racial group,
its accuracy and reliability tend to drop significantly on other
racial groups. For example, studies have shown that when
predicting the health status of black patients, AI models
mistakenly believed that they were healthier than white
patients with the same condition, reflecting the injustice of
the model in minority groups [7].

Traditional medical segmentation models are often biased
toward specific races, leading to poor performance among
ethnic minority groups. As shown in Fig. 1, the FairSeg
dataset is 76% white patients, with only 24% black and
Asian patients. This imbalance reduces the effectiveness
of the model for minorities and may worsen healthcare
disparities. To address this, we propose a training set search
strategy using a greedy algorithm to better match the data
distribution of minority groups, improving model perfor-
mance by optimizing the selection of images that represent
target racial groups, such as black patients.

Specifically, our training set search process consists of
three key steps. First, we divide the data pool into K clus-
ters to organize similar data points into structured groups,
which provides the basis for subsequent analysis. Next,
we calculate the difference in distribution between each
clustered group and the target domain (such as the data of
black patients) to quantify its similarity. This step provides
guidance in selecting the relevant samples. Finally, based
on the differences in distribution, we calculate the sampling
score and construct an optimized training set by selecting
the data points that best match the distribution of the target
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domain, ensuring that this subset can effectively reduce bias
in the dataset and improve the fairness of the model sex.

Our experimental results show that the greedy search al-
gorithm consistently outperforms random selection in terms
of segmentation accuracy and fairness across different train-
ing set sizes. The greedy approach leads to significant
improvements in both FID scores and Dice/IoU metrics,
demonstrating its effectiveness in mitigating dataset bias and
enhancing model performance on underrepresented minority
groups. This validates the potential of our strategy to reduce
racial disparities in medical imaging models. Through this
strategy, we are not only able to improve the accuracy of
medical image segmentation models in minority groups, but
we also hope that this work can play a positive role in
reducing racial inequalities in healthcare.

II. RELATED WORK
Medical Image Segmentation is critical for tasks like

diagnosis and treatment evaluation. Traditional methods like
thresholding faced challenges with complex images, whereas
deep learning enhanced segmentation by learning features.
Meta AI’s SAM [8] based on the Transformer [9] used
large-scale pre-training to handle diverse tasks. SAMed [10]
adapted SAM for medical imaging but lacked racial labels in
the training data, reducing accuracy in diverse populations.
This limitation is significant in fundus image segmentation,
where retinal differences can cause biased results.

Medical Fairness Datasets aimed to mitigate healthcare
disparities, especially for minority groups. Despite advance-
ments in disease detection, model bias persisted. Most fair-
ness datasets [11], [12], [13] focused on image classification
and limited attributes like age and race, overlooking seg-
mentation tasks. The Harvard-FairSeg dataset [14] addressed
this by offering a large segmentation dataset for optic disc
and cup in SLO fundus images, annotated for six attributes,
supporting fairness research across diverse demographics.

Model-Centric Fairness Learning addressed bias from
data imbalance, which affected model predictions. Fairness
strategies were applied in three stages: preprocessing (e.g.,
resampling) reduced bias before training but often lowered
efficiency due to data operations [15], [16], [17]. Internal
processing integrated fairness constraints into training, of-
ten by modifying loss functions, which sometimes reduced
overall accuracy [18], [19], [20]. Post-processing applied
corrections after prediction to improve fairness but could
not fully address training biases [21], [22], [23].

Training Set Search included innovative data-efficient
training approaches [24], [25], [26], focusing on selecting
representative training data to optimize learning. Xu et
al. developed a classifier that used attention-based multi-
scale feature extraction to select informative subsets from
unlabeled data [27], while Yan et al. focused on pre-training
data selection to better align with target domains [24], [28].
SnP [25] dynamically adjusted the training set size based
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Fig. 2. The proposed minority-specific training set search
algorithm consists of three steps. First, the data pool is par-
titioned into K clusters. Second, the distributional differences
between the clusters and the target are computed. Third,
sampling scores are calculated, and the searched training set
is constructed based on these scores.

on budget constraints but was specifically designed for re-
identification (re-ID) tasks rather than general use.

III. METHOD
III-A. Motivation

Dataset bias commonly exists in medical datasets, es-
pecially concerning different racial groups. Depending on
how medical data are collected and the racial demographics
involved, there are four major types of racial bias in existing
medical datasets. We provide examples of each type in
Fig. 1. This becomes problematic when the training and
testing data have different racial distributions. Suppose that
we are targeting a medical treatment for a black person,
such a biased training dataset will lead to a significant
performance. Given a target domain with a specific racial
bias, we aim to identify a target-specific training set with a
similar distribution or bias to target. To this end, we propose
a training set search algorithm for ethnic minorities.

III-B. The Minority-specific Search Algorithm
Given a data pool D and a target set T , our objective is

to sample data from D and construct a searched training set
P̂ such that FID(T, P̂ ) is minimized. The Fréchet Inception
Distance (FID) is defined as:

FID(S∗,DT ) = ∥µs − µt∥22 +
Tr(Σs +Σt − 2(ΣsΣt)

1
2 ). (1)

In Eq. 1, µs ∈ Rd and Σs ∈ Rd×d are the mean and co-
variance matrix of the image descriptors of S∗, respectively.
µt and Σt are those of DT . Tr(.) represents the trace of a
square matrix.

Through this approach, we aim to generate a high-quality
training set that closely matches the target domain. As



Algorithm 1 Greedy Search for Training Set Selection
1: Input: Data pool D, Target set T , Number of clusters

K, Number of samples N
2: Output: Searched training set P̂
3: Cluster (D,K) → {S1, . . . , SK} ▷ Apply k-means

clustering
4: for each subset Sk ∈ {Sk}Kk=1 do
5: Compute FID(T, Sk) ▷ Calculate FID for subsets
6: end for
7: wk = softmax(−FID(T, Sk))
8: Assign probability weight wk

|Sk| for each identity
9: Sample N examples from D based on the probabilistic

weights of the identities
10: Construct the searched training set P̂
11: Return: P̂

illustrated in the Fig. 2, our training set search method can
be divided into three main steps:

First, we partition the data pool D into K subsets
{Sk}Kk=1. To do this, we compute the identity-averaged
feature for each image, reducing dimensionality while re-
taining global identity information. Then, we apply the k-
means algorithm to cluster these features into K groups,
forming K subsets where each contains images associated
with identities within a cluster. This approach efficiently
organizes similar data points for further analysis.

Next, we compute the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID)
between the target set T and each subset Sk, denoted
as FID(T, Sk). The FID measures the similarity between
two distributions of data, where lower FID values indicate
that the subset Sk is more similar to the target set T
in the feature space. By calculating the FID, we quantify
the difference between each subset and the target domain,
providing guidance for the subsequent sampling process.

Finally, we calculate a sampling score {wk}Kk=1 for
each subset based on the FID values {FID(T, Sk)}Kk=1 and
assign probabilistic weights to each identity. Specifically, the
sampling score is computed based on the negative of the FID
values, as there is a negative correlation between FID and the
quality of the training set. The sampling score is calculated
as follows:

{wk}Kk=1 = softmax({−FID(T, Sk)}Kk=1) (2)

In Eq. 2, we negate each FID value and apply the softmax
function to normalize the values into probabilistic weights.
Subsequently, each identity in a cluster is assigned a proba-
bilistic weight of wk

|Sk| , where |Sk| denotes the total number
of identities in subset Sk. This ensures that each identity is
sampled fairly according to its weight and that the sampled
training set better aligns with the distribution of the target set.
Finally, we sample N examples from the data pool D using
the probabilistic weightings of the identities, generating the
searched training set.

Disk MaskCup Mask

SAMed

Fig. 3. SLO fundus
segmentation task using
SAMed [10], illustrating
the segmentation of the
optic cup and disk with
corresponding masks
applied.

III-C. The Minority-specific Segmentation Model
Shown in Fig. 3, we utilized SAMed [10], an adaptation

of SAM [8], designed for medical imaging tasks targeting
minority groups. We use the SAMed algorithm as to the
best of our knowledge it is the SOTA medical segmentation
model [10]. A key component of SAMed is the integration
of Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [29], which facilitates
efficient fine-tuning of the SAM image encoder. This method
reduces the need for full retraining while maintaining perfor-
mance, especially in contexts where labeled medical data for
minority groups is limited. LoRA modules are incorporated
into both the prompt encoder and mask decoder, optimizing
segmentation accuracy with minimal computational over-
head. By fine-tuning SAMed on minority-specific datasets,
the model enhances its ability to identify complex structures
and rare pathologies, maintaining robust performance despite
data imbalances.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL
IV-A. Settings

DataSet. The FairSeg dataset consists of 10,000 fundus
images collected via scanning laser ophthalmoscopy (SLO)
from 10,000 individuals between 2010 and 2021, including
919 Asian, 1,473 Black, and 7,608 White participants. It
provides segmentation labels for the optic disc and cup.
The test-set contains 2,000 samples with 169 Asian, 299
Black, and 1,532 White participants. In our experiments,
we maintained the distribution of the training and test sets,
conducting the search on the training set while testing on
the dataset samples.

Training settings. In the training process, we employed
a composite loss function, combining cross-entropy loss and
Dice loss, similar to the approach used by Yu et al. The
balance between these two loss components was adjusted
using weight parameters λ1 and λ2, respectively. For opti-
mization, we selected the AdamW optimizer and applied an
exponential learning rate decay strategy, setting the initial
learning rate to 0.005. The momentum, weight decay, and
batch size were set to 0.9, 0.1, and 28, respectively.

Search configuration. The sample sets we selected were
much smaller than the original dataset and test set. Running
tests for many epochs risked overfitting and could affect the
validity of our results. To address this, we applied early
stopping for the 100, 500, and 1000-sample sets selected
through two sampling strategies. Specifically, we evaluated



Table I. Performance Comparison of Training Set Selection

training set FID Overall Cup Rim
Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU

100 random 170.80 49.15 36.84 64.71 51.15 33.59 21.54
greedy 99.51 50.76 37.68 65.14 52.00 36.39 23.35

500 random 130.36 64.02 50.75 68.61 57.53 59.43 43.97
greedy 75.38 65.59 52.14 69.07 57.58 62.11 46.49

1000 random 139.50 72.37 59.69 79.39 68.66 65.35 50.72
greedy 94.34 74.75 62.09 79.54 68.76 69.96 55.42

the model using weights from the 10th, 5th, and 3rd epochs,
respectively, for a more reliable performance comparison.

Computation Resources. We run experiments on an 8-
GPU machine. The 8-GPU machine has 8 NVIDIA 3090
GPUs and its CPU is AMD EPYC 7343 Processor. We
use PyTorch version 1.12 for the training set search for
segmentation tasks.

IV-B. Results
Random sampling vs. Greedy sampling. We applied our

search algorithm using samples from the black population as
the target set, and the results in Table I compare segmenta-
tion accuracy across different search methods and selection
sizes. Segmentation performance is evaluated using the Dice
coefficient and Intersection over Union (IoU).

The first column shows that the subset selected by the
greedy method is more similar to the target set in terms of
feature-level similarity than the randomly selected subset.
Moreover, comparisons across various selection sizes indi-
cate that the greedy-selected subset consistently outperforms
the random selection in both performance metrics. This
implies that subsets more aligned with the target domain tend
to achieve faster convergence during training. Overall, these
results suggest that our unsupervised method helps reduce
data bias, improving model fairness after training.

Computational cost in searching for a training set. As
illustrated in Fig. 2, our training set search process involves
three distinct steps. Using 8000 samples as the source and
300 samples as the target, feature extraction and clustering
take approximately 300 seconds. Subsequently, computing
the FID takes around 600 seconds. The time required for
image sampling is negligible, resulting in a total run time
of approximately 900 seconds for our algorithm. To be
mentioned, the results of feature extraction and clustering
can be reused, and changing the sample rate will not lead to
additional cost in the first step.

Numbers of clusters K and images N of searched
training set Set. In our approach, we partition the data
pool into K clusters using image features and sample N
identities to construct the searched training set. Through
experimentation shown in Fig. 4, we observed that selecting
an excessively small or large value for K can slightly degrade
the quality of the searched training set. Moreover, as N
increases, the results tend to stabilize. Therefore, we set K

Fig. 4. Impact of the
number of clusters K to
the domain gap between
searched and target.

to an intermediate value of 100 and N from (100, 500, 1000)
to achieve relatively optimal results.

V. DISCUSSION
Broad social impact. Accurately representing underrep-

resented minority populations, like black individuals, in
medical datasets is vital for ensuring equitable healthcare
outcomes. Biases in segmentation models can lead to misdi-
agnosis or inadequate treatment, reinforcing existing health
disparities. By adopting strategies to reduce these biases,
such as the proposed training set search approach, we
enhance model performance and promote fairer diagnostic
practices. This helps reduce systemic healthcare inequalities,
providing minority groups with better access to accurate
diagnoses and personalized treatments. As AI’s role in
healthcare expands, fairness in medical models is essential
for fostering trust and inclusivity.

Further improvement. Our experiments used Incep-
tionV3 pre-trained on ImageNet, a strong model for image
classification and feature extraction in natural images. How-
ever, medical images, such as fundus data, may benefit from
more specialized networks. In future work, replacing Incep-
tionV3 or incorporating multi-scale feature fusion strategies
could capture finer image details, improving clustering and
ranking accuracy. This would narrow the gap between train-
ing and target sets, leading to even better results.

VI. CONCLUSION
This paper addresses racial bias in medical imaging

datasets, particularly in segmentation tasks. Our proposed
training set search strategy effectively targets underrepre-
sented racial groups by selecting images that match the target
domain’s distribution, offering a promising approach to
mitigate bias. Our method does not rely on labels, making it
applicable not only to segmentation tasks but also potentially
to other medical imaging applications.

However, the method is limited by the diversity of avail-
able datasets and race labeling, and future work should focus
on integrating more diverse data sources and addressing
other forms of bias. Our study highlights the need for fair-
ness in medical AI systems, as biased models can negatively
impact healthcare outcomes for minority populations.



VII. REFERENCES
[1] Jacob Devlin Ming-Wei Chang Kenton and

Lee Kristina Toutanova, “Bert: Pre-training of deep
bidirectional transformers for language understanding,”
in Proceedings of naacL-HLT. Minneapolis, Minnesota,
2019, vol. 1, p. 2.

[2] Alexey Dosovitskiy, “An image is worth 16x16 words:
Transformers for image recognition at scale,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2010.11929, 2020.

[3] Ruining Yang and Yuqi Peng, “Ploc: A new evaluation
criterion based on physical location for autonomous
driving datasets,” in 2024 12th International Confer-
ence on Intelligent Control and Information Processing
(ICICIP). IEEE, 2024, pp. 116–122.

[4] Jun et al. Ma, “Segment anything in medical images,”
Nature Communications, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 654, 2024.

[5] Yunyi Liu and Ruining Yang, “Federated learning
application on depression treatment robots (dtbot),” in
2021 IEEE 13th International Conference on Computer
Research and Development (ICCRD). IEEE, 2021, pp.
121–124.

[6] Judy Wawira et al. Gichoya, “Ai recognition of patient
race in medical imaging: a modelling study,” The
Lancet Digital Health, vol. 4, no. 6, pp. e406–e414,
2022.

[7] Natalia Norori, Qiyang Hu, Florence Marcelle Aellen,
Francesca Dalia Faraci, and Athina Tzovara, “Address-
ing bias in big data and ai for health care: A call for
open science,” Patterns, vol. 2, no. 10, 2021.

[8] Alexander et al. Kirillov, “Segment anything,” in
CVPR, 2023, pp. 4015–4026.

[9] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Lukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin, “Attention is all you
need,” in NeurIPs, 2017, pp. 5998–6008.

[10] Kaidong Zhang and Dong Liu, “Customized seg-
ment anything model for medical image segmentation,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.13785, 2023.

[11] Jeremy et al. Irvin, “Chexpert: A large chest radiograph
dataset with uncertainty labels and expert comparison,”
in AAAI, 2019, vol. 33, pp. 590–597.

[12] Alistair EW et al. Johnson, “Mimic-cxr-jpg, a large
publicly available database of labeled chest radio-
graphs,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.07042, 2019.

[13] Matthew et al. Groh, “Evaluating deep neural networks
trained on clinical images in dermatology with the
fitzpatrick 17k dataset,” in CVPR, 2021, pp. 1820–
1828.

[14] Yu Tian et al., “Fairseg: A large-scale medical image
segmentation dataset for fairness learning using seg-
ment anything model with fair error-bound scaling,” in
ICLR, 2024.

[15] Vikram V Ramaswamy, Sunnie SY Kim, and Olga
Russakovsky, “Fair attribute classification through

latent space de-biasing,” in CVPR, 2021, pp. 9301–
9310.

[16] Yi Zhang and Jitao Sang, “Towards accuracy-fairness
paradox: Adversarial example-based data augmentation
for visual debiasing,” in Proceedings of the 28th
ACM International Conference on Multimedia, 2020,
pp. 4346–4354.

[17] Sungho et al. Park, “Fair contrastive learning for facial
attribute classification,” in CVPR, 2022, pp. 10389–
10398.

[18] Mhd Hasan et al. Sarhan, “Fairness by learning
orthogonal disentangled representations,” in Computer
Vision–ECCV 2020: 16th European Conference, Glas-
gow, UK, August 23–28, 2020, Proceedings, Part XXIX
16. Springer, 2020, pp. 746–761.

[19] Muhammad Bilal et al. Zafar, “Fairness constraints:
Mechanisms for fair classification,” in Artificial intel-
ligence and statistics. PMLR, 2017, pp. 962–970.

[20] Brian Hu Zhang, Blake Lemoine, and Margaret
Mitchell, “Mitigating unwanted biases with adversarial
learning,” in Proceedings of the 2018 AAAI/ACM
Conference on AI, Ethics, and Society, 2018, pp. 335–
340.

[21] Zhibo et al. Wang, “Fairness-aware adversarial per-
turbation towards bias mitigation for deployed deep
models,” in CVPR, 2022, pp. 10379–10388.

[22] Michael P Kim, Amirata Ghorbani, and James Zou,
“Multiaccuracy: Black-box post-processing for fair-
ness in classification,” in Proceedings of the 2019
AAAI/ACM Conference on AI, Ethics, and Society,
2019, pp. 247–254.

[23] Pranay K et al. Lohia, “Bias mitigation post-processing
for individual and group fairness,” in Icassp 2019-2019
ieee international conference on acoustics, speech and
signal processing (icassp). IEEE, 2019, pp. 2847–2851.

[24] Xi Yan, David Acuna, and Sanja Fidler, “Neural data
server: A large-scale search engine for transfer learning
data,” in CVPR, 2020, pp. 3893–3902.

[25] Yue Yao, Huan Lei, Tom Gedeon, and Liang Zheng,
“Large-scale training data search for object re-
identification,” in CVPR, 2023, pp. 15568–15578.

[26] Ruining Yang and Lili Su, “Data-efficient trajec-
tory prediction via coreset selection,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2409.17385, 2024.

[27] Yixing Xu, Yunhe Wang, Hanting Chen, Kai Han,
Chunjing Xu, Dacheng Tao, and Chang Xu, “Positive-
unlabeled compression on the cloud,” NeurIPs, vol. 32,
2019.

[28] Burr Settles, “Active learning literature survey,” 2009.
[29] Edward J et al. Hu, “Lora: Low-rank adaptation of large

language models,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09685,
2021.


	 Introduction
	 Related Work
	 Method
	 Motivation
	 The Minority-specific Search Algorithm
	 The Minority-specific Segmentation Model

	 Experimental
	 Settings
	 Results

	 Discussion
	 Conclusion
	 References

