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Abstract

This study addresses the critical issue of reliability for AI-assisted medical
diagnosis. We focus on the selection prediction approach that allows the diagnosis
system to abstain from providing the decision if it is not confident in the diagnosis.
Such selective prediction (or abstention) approaches are usually based on the
modeling predictive uncertainty of machine learning models involved.

This study explores uncertainty quantification in machine learning models for
medical text analysis, addressing diverse tasks across multiple datasets. We focus
on binary mortality prediction from textual data in MIMIC-III, multi-label medical
code prediction using ICD-10 codes from MIMIC-IV, and multi-class classification
with a private outpatient visits dataset. Additionally, we analyze mental health
datasets targeting depression and anxiety detection, utilizing various text-based
sources, such as essays, social media posts, and clinical descriptions.

In addition to comparing uncertainty methods, we introduce HUQ-2, a new
state-of-the-art method for enhancing reliability in selective prediction tasks. Our
results provide a detailed comparison of uncertainty quantification methods. They
demonstrate the effectiveness of HUQ-2 in capturing and evaluating uncertainty,
paving the way for more reliable and interpretable applications in medical text
analysis.

1 Introduction
Artificial intelligence (AI) plays an important role in the classification and analysis of
medical texts [1, 2], offering improvements in efficiency and precision compared to
traditional text processing pipelines [3]. Using AI-based solutions, healthcare profes-
sionals can automate complex decision-making processes [4, 5] and minimize human
error [6, 7]. These advancements hold immense potential, particularly in clinical deci-
sion support [8], medical coding [9], and diagnostic report generation [10].

Classifying medical texts, a critical component of Electronic Health Records (EHR)
processing pipelines, is essential for interpreting unstructured data such as clinical
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notes and doctor reports. These tasks are uniquely challenging due to the complexity
and specialized language of medical texts, which often include domain-specific terms,
abbreviations, and varied writing styles. For example, the medical code assignment
problem is an inherently highly ambiguous multi-label classification task [11], requiring
the selection of multiple codes for a single document from extensive and highly intricate
classification systems, such as the International Classification of Diseases (ICD)1. This
complexity demands careful consideration of hierarchical and interdependent code rela-
tionships while ensuring that all relevant ones are identified accurately, making medical
text classification a particularly demanding area within natural language processing [12].

Given the critical role of working with medical texts in healthcare, the accurate
classification of medical documents becomes even more critical, as these systems rely
on precise information extraction to generate reliable diagnoses. Misclassification can
result in significant consequences, including misdiagnosis [6], improper treatment [9],
or even increased mortality [7]. Therefore, improving the classification methods for
medical texts is crucial to enhancing the performance of automatic diagnosis systems
and ensuring better patient outcomes.

To address these challenges and reduce the risks associated with errors in classifica-
tion, the medical domain imposes stringent requirements on AI algorithms, particularly
regarding the reliability and transparency of their decision-making processes. The
need for explainability is critical, as healthcare decisions often involve high stakes,
where the accuracy and trustworthiness of AI predictions are paramount. As a result,
there is a strong demand for methods that ensure high predictive performance and the
ability to explain how to reach conclusions. One such method involves a qualitative
approach to model validation, which assesses the model’s behavior systematically and
interpretably. Validation workflows include statistical rigor, such as cross-validation and
performance metrics, alongside clinical interpretability by testing models in real-world
medical scenarios [13]. This estimation ensures that models are evaluated for accuracy
and practical utility in clinical contexts. Additionally, transparency in describing the AI
model’s architecture, including its training pipeline, data preprocessing, and decision
rules, is essential for building trust with medical practitioners and ensuring compliance
with regulatory standards [14].

Nevertheless, even with robust validation methods and transparent architectures,
relying solely on model predictions remains risky, as incorrect predictions can mislead
doctors, causing potential harm to patients. In medical applications, where decisions can
have life-altering consequences, assessing and communicating predictions’ reliability
is paramount. A potential solution to mitigate this risk is incorporating a degree
of confidence in the model’s predictions, a technique commonly called uncertainty
quantification (UQ; [15]). This research direction is crucial for medical processing
systems, as it aims to enhance the reliability and safety of AI models by providing
mechanisms to assess and quantify the confidence in their predictions [16]. This
capability is particularly valuable for identifying cases that require additional scrutiny,
such as those involving inherent ambiguity [17], rare diseases [18], or out-of-distribution
samples [19], which are common challenges in healthcare applications.

Based on uncertainty quantification methods, selective prediction [20], also known

1ICD: https://icd.who.int/browse10/2019/en
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Figure 1: An illustration of the verification pipeline in medicine based on uncertainty
quantification. The most uncertain predictions are checked additionally by medical
professionals.

as abstention [21], has emerged to improve the reliability of machine learning models.
Leveraging uncertainty quantification allows models to abstain from predictions when
uncertainty is high, ensuring they make only confident predictions. This capability is
crucial in medicine since selective prediction ensures that critical decisions are based
only on reliable outputs, safeguarding against potential harm. For instance, in detecting
critical diseases such as heart failure or diabetes [22], uncertainty quantification helps
prioritize predictions with higher confidence, particularly for rare or severe cases. We
illustrate the resulting medical diagnosing pipeline powered with selective prediction in
Figure 1.

This approach enhances diagnostic accuracy by reducing overconfident errors and
ensuring that ambiguous cases are flagged for further review, ultimately supporting
safer and more reliable medical decision-making [23]. In other words, by integrating
UQ-based methods, medical systems can enhance patient safety, build trust in AI-driven
healthcare, and provide a transparent mechanism for balancing automation with human
oversight [24].

In this work, we focus on selective prediction for medical diagnosis tasks based
on medical textual data. While numerous recent methods have been developed for
uncertainty quantification and selective prediction using texts [25, 26, 27, 28], their
application in medicine remains limited [29, 30]. This work comprehensively evaluates
state-of-the-art uncertainty quantification techniques across diverse tasks, including
mortality prediction, mental disorder detection, and multi-class and multi-label medical
code prediction (MCP) using medical texts. In particular, we focus on modeling of
epistemic2 and aleatoric3 uncertainty, and demonstrate the importance of both of them
for the efficiency of selective prediction. Additionally, we highlight the challenges and
opportunities of uncertainty quantification for multi-label classification, where selective
prediction can be performed not only on the instance level but also for particular
diagnoses, leading to improved performance.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

2Epistemic (model) uncertainty is a part of predictive uncertainty that is due to the lack of knowledge
about the observed phenomenon and modeling it based on the finite data sample.

3Aleatoric (data) uncertainty is a part of predictive uncertainty that is due to the inherent randomness in
the data such as label noise or label ambiguity
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1. We perform the largest to date study of state-of-the-art uncertainty quantifica-
tion methods in the task of selective prediction for mortality prediction, mental
disorder detection, multi-class, and multi-label medical code prediction based
on EHR data. Our experiments include not only public benchmarks but also a
new comprehensive real-world dataset, which is essential to test methods under
realistic clinical conditions.

2. For binary and multi-class problems, we show that accurate modeling of aleatoric
and epistemic uncertainties with state-of-the-art methods and combining them
helps to improve the quality of selective prediction. In particular, we propose a
new hybrid uncertainty quantification method, HUQ-2, that combines aleatoric
and epistemic uncertainty and further boosts the quality.

3. For the multi-label MCP task, we observe a significant increase in prediction
accuracy from selective prediction on the label level compared to the instance
level.

We organize the rest of the paper as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe
the experimental setup for evaluating UQ methods and present the results of selective
prediction with multiple uncertainty quantification approaches for medical diagnosis
tasks. Discussion of Section 3 addresses challenges such as the limited application of
UQ methods to medical text-based tasks and the limited use of label-level uncertainty
in multi-label classification. We explore how label-wise and instance-wise selective
prediction can enhance diagnostic reliability while reflecting on the study’s limitations
and contributions. Finally, in Section 4, we review related work on UQ, describe the
baseline and advanced methods used for analysis, and provide a comprehensive overview
of the experimental setup, including datasets, tasks, metrics, and implementation details.

2 Results
We conducted experiments on several medical tasks using diverse datasets to evalu-
ate uncertainty quantification methods in selective prediction. These tasks include
binary mortality prediction derived from MIMIC-III [31] dataset, multi-label medi-
cal code prediction (MCP) from MIMIC-IV [32, 33] dataset focusing on the top 50
ICD-10 codes, and multi-class diagnosis classification using the collected private Out-
patient Visits (OV) dataset comprising anonymized outpatient visits records from a
large European city’s Central Medical Information and Analysis System. Using the
OV dataset in addition to public benchmarks reflects real-world scenarios, capturing
the complexity and heterogeneity of clinical data, making it important to evaluate the
methods under realistic conditions. Additionally, we explored mental health datasets
targeting depression and anxiety detection, leveraging text-based tasks from sources
like Depression-Essays (DE; [34]), Depression-Social Media (DSM; [35]), data derived
from the RusNeuroPsych [36] corpus (Anxiety-Letter (AL) and Anxiety-Description
(AD) datasets) and the Anxiety-COVID dataset (AC; [37]). Standard preprocessing
pipelines ensured consistency across datasets, facilitating fair comparisons [38, 39].
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UQ Method MIMIC Mortality OV Dataset MCP MIMIC MCP

SR 0.38±0.01 0.4 0.25±0.01
Entropy -0.27±0.01 0.37 0.17±0.01
Delta -0.27±0.01 0.38 0.14±0.01
Beta 0.37±0.02 0.4 -0.07±0.00

MC (PV) 0.49±0.01 0.28 -0.04±0.01
MC (SMP) 0.48±0.01 0.44 -0.23±0.01
MC (BALD) 0.49±0.01 0.33 -0.12±0.02

NUQ ep. 0.44±0.03 0.05 0.14±0.00
DDU 0.39±0.02 0.0 0.24±0.01
RDE 0.45±0.02 0.17 0.15±0.00
MD 0.37±0.02 -0.06 0.26±0.01

HUQ-DDU 0.45±0.01 0.41 0.30±0.01
HUQ2-DDU 0.47±0.01 0.4 0.34±0.01
HUQ-RDE 0.45±0.01 0.47 0.26±0.01
HUQ2-RDE 0.45±0.02 0.44 0.24±0.05
HUQ-MD 0.45±0.01 0.4 0.31±0.01
HUQ2-MD 0.47±0.01 0.4 0.34±0.01

Table 1: Results for the selective classification task for MIMIC mortality, OV, and
MIMIC MCP datasets. We use normalized RC-AUC↑ on the first 50% of the curve
metric for the MIMIC mortality detection and OV datasets. For the MIMIC medical
code prediction task, we use the area under the first 50% of the F1-micro rejection curve
(FR-AUC↑). The best results for each dataset are shown in bold. We underline top-3
methods after the best.

We fine-tuned state-of-the-art Transformer-based architectures [40] such as GatorTron-
base [41], Clinical-Longformer[42], and private Longformer [43] for model training
tailored to specific tasks. At the same time, we employed RuBioRoBERTa [44] for
mental health tasks. These models served as the foundation for computing uncertainty
metrics, emphasizing their role in evaluating selective prediction. We used RC-AUC [45]
for binary and multi-class tasks and introduced the FR-AUC metric for multi-label tasks.
This novel metric measures the area under the F1-micro rejection curve and evaluates
the model’s ability to reject predictions at the label level based on uncertainty scores.
To enhance interpretability, we normalized RC-AUC and FR-AUC against random and
oracle uncertainty scores, focusing on rejection scenarios with up to 50% coverage. This
approach underscores the models’ effectiveness in balancing predictive performance
with robust uncertainty management. Importantly, any values of normalizedRC-AUC
and FR-AUC greater than zero indicate the benefit of the uncertainty-informed selective
prediction over the random abstention.
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UQ Method DE DSM AL AD AC

SR 0.53±0.13 0.01±0.19 0.02±0.11 -0.29±0.15 0.16±0.16
Entropy 0.53±0.13 0.01±0.19 0.02±0.11 -0.29±0.15 0.16±0.16
Delta 0.53±0.13 0.01±0.19 0.02±0.11 -0.29±0.15 0.16±0.16
Beta 0.07±0.42 0.04±0.18 0.02±0.13 -0.08±0.26 0.01±0.32

MC (PV) 0.37±0.27 0.01±0.21 0.02±0.34 -0.16±0.27 0.02±0.13
MC (SMP) 0.43±0.28 0.08±0.13 0.00±0.11 -0.28±0.19 0.17±0.19
MC (BALD) 0.34±0.29 0.01±0.20 0.02±0.37 -0.15±0.27 0.02±0.12

NUQ ep. 0.45±0.07 0.09±0.18 -0.01±0.25 -0.06±0.24 0.16±0.12
DDU 0.53±0.08 0.17±0.18 -0.02±0.20 -0.04±0.25 0.17±0.10
RDE 0.55±0.08 -0.06±0.14 -0.11±0.21 -0.06±0.29 0.12±0.10
MD 0.10±0.11 0.03±0.10 0.11±0.16 0.11±0.17 0.09±0.14

HUQ-DDU 0.55±0.06 0.13±0.17 0.01±0.12 -0.14±0.21 0.18±0.10
HUQ2-DDU 0.54±0.06 0.24±0.20 0.06±0.09 -0.15±0.25 0.10±0.09
HUQ-RDE 0.57±0.07 0.01±0.19 0.02±0.11 -0.20±0.20 0.14±0.10
HUQ2-RDE 0.55±0.06 0.11±0.24 0.04±0.08 -0.01±0.28 0.05±0.08
HUQ-MD 0.49±0.15 -0.04±0.22 0.01±0.10 -0.17±0.23 0.11±0.14
HUQ2-MD 0.50±0.15 -0.03±0.16 0.04±0.17 -0.16±0.28 0.05±0.22

Table 2: Results for the selective classification task for mental disorder detection datasets.
The best results for each dataset are shown in bold. The top-3 methods after the best are
underlined. The metric is normalized RC-AUC↑ on the first 50% of the curve.

2.1 General results for Instance-wise Selective Prediction
2.1.1 Medical Tasks

Table 1 presents the results for the first 50% of the curves for the selective prediction
task for the MIMIC mortality, OV, and MIMIC MCP datasets. Table 5 of Appendix A
presents the results on the full curves. For the mortality prediction task, the HUQ
methods significantly improved over the baselines on the entire rejection curve, out-
performing the MC dropout at 2% and the RDE at 4%. However, in the initial 50% of
the rejected instances, MC Dropout is slightly superior to HUQ. The results for the OV
dataset demonstrate that the HUQ-RDE method outperforms MC (SMP) by 3% and SR
by 7% as evaluated by RC-AUC 50%, showing the best result in a real-world scenario.
Finally, the MIMIC dataset’s medical code prediction task results demonstrate that
HUQ2-DDU outperforms the best-performing baseline method MD by 8%. Similarly,
the HUQ2-DDU method significantly outperforms other methods on the full curve.
Furthermore, MC Dropout with various aggregation techniques performs worse than a
random choice.

Figure 2 presents the first 50% of the rejection curves for the considered task for
the selected methods. Figure 4 of Appendix A presents the full rejection curves. We
choose the best methods from each group based on their performance. For the mortality
prediction task, the curves illustrate that MC (PV) in the first part of the curve is
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Figure 2: Rejection curves for the selected methods for the considered tasks.

marginally higher than HUQ2-MD. Nevertheless, these methods are significantly higher
than SR and MD and slightly higher than RDE.

For the OV dataset, we see that the MD and DDU methods cannot enhance the
accuracy and perform only marginally better than random estimates. Furthermore,
we see that HUQ-RDE on the initial part of the curve performs comparably with
MC (SMP). Nevertheless, starting from 30% of rejected instances, HUQ-RDE shows
notable improvement over all other methods. Moreover, HUQ-RDE enhances the overall
accuracy of the model by 15% when rejecting 40% of the most uncertain instances.
These improvements are crucial for safety-critical applications in the medical field,
where methods must be tested on real-world data to ensure reliability and effectiveness
in complex and diverse clinical scenarios.

For the medical code prediction task, the MC (PV) curve is considerably behind the
random estimates and, therefore, is unsuitable for this particular task. Moreover, the
curve for the HUQ2-DDU is markedly higher than that of all other selected methods.
Overall, the results demonstrate the robustness of the HUQ methods, which are the
best or second-best methods for all datasets, while introducing only a small amount of
overhead compared to the MC Dropout.
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Figure 3: Rejection curves for the selected methods for the MIMIC medical code
prediction task for general rejection methods vs label-wise MP approach. HUQ hyperpa-
rameters are fitted using the accuracy rejection metric. The HUQ and HUQ-2 methods
overlap with the MP method due to the selected hyperparameters on the validation set.

2.1.2 Mental Disorders Detection Task

Table 2 presents the results for the first 50% of the curves for the selective prediction
task on the datasets for mental disorders detection. Table 6 of Appendix A presents
the results on the full curve. The best results were achieved on the DE dataset with
HUQ2-RDE, which improves over the SR baseline by 20% by RC-AUC. The initial
50% HUQ2-RDE is comparable with RDE and still outperforms all other methods.
HUQ2-DDU achieves the best results in DSM on both the full rejection curve and the
initial part, while HUQ-DDU performs better than all other methods in the AC data
set. On the contrary, hybrid methods on the AL and AD datasets perform worse than
density-based methods. MD achieved the best results on these datasets on both the
initial 50% and 100% of the rejection curve. Overall, hybrid methods and density-based
methods show the best performance over all datasets for mental disorders detection. At
the same time, MC Dropout only slightly improves over baseline on DSM and AD.

2.2 Results for Label-wise Selective Prediction for Multi-label Data
We summarize the results for label-wise selective prediction for multi-label data in
Figure 3. The patterns observed here are interesting and differ substantially from
the ones for instance-wise selective prediction. In Figure 3-(a), we observe that in
terms of accuracy, the label-wise approach gives a consistent and very significant boost
compared to label-wise methods. For the F1-micro score, the situation is more involved;
see Figure 3-(b). On the one hand, one can improve significantly over instance-wise
methods by rejecting just 10% of points. At the same time, we observe a notorious
drop in the F1-micro score for higher rejection rates. The reason is that individual class
probabilities are not well calibrated, and using common thresholds for them leads to
throwing out too many true positive examples for some of the classes. The HUQ and
HUQ-2 methods overlap with the MP method due to the hyperparameters selected on
the validation set.
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3 Discussion
In deploying artificial intelligence systems in clinical settings, the ability to estimate
and interpret uncertainty is crucial to ensure reliable and trustworthy decision-making.
Despite significant advances in deep learning, the inherent variability of medical data
and the high stakes of clinical decisions require robust uncertainty estimation methods.
Techniques such as Bayesian approaches, Monte Carlo dropout, and ensemble methods
have shown promise in quantifying uncertainty. However, challenges remain with
comparing different uncertainty quantification methods across various classification
tasks involving medical texts. These challenges arise from the diversity of tasks, such as
disease classification and ICD code prediction, as well as differences in how methods
handle ambiguity, domain-specific terminology, and the variability of annotations.
Addressing these challenges is vital to bridge the gap between technical developments
and clinical adoption, ultimately providing physicians with more reliable tools to support
decision-making and improve patient communication. To this end, we demonstrate the
capabilities of state-of-the-art uncertainty quantification methods in selective prediction
(or abstention) for medical diagnosis based on the medical texts. We show that abstention
allows us to boost the prediction quality significantly in various tasks. To achieve these
results, it is crucial to correctly model various types of uncertainty and carefully consider
the peculiarities of the particular prediction problem.

However, significant obstacles remain in applying UQ to medical text classification
tasks, which we address in this work. First, the application of UQ methods to medical
text-based tasks has been limited, reducing their demonstrated utility. To overcome this,
we systematically evaluate state-of-the-art UQ techniques across various tasks, including
mortality prediction, mental disorder detection, and multi-class and multi-label medical
code classification.

Second, existing approaches often fail to effectively model and combine aleatoric
(data-related) and epistemic (model-related) uncertainties, which reduces their predictive
performance. We address this by introducing HUQ-2, a novel hybrid UQ method that
combines these uncertainties, significantly improving selective prediction quality for
binary and multi-class classification tasks.

Third, current UQ techniques in multi-label classification are typically applied at
the instance level, missing the opportunity to leverage label-level uncertainty. We
demonstrate that performing selective prediction at the label level substantially enhances
accuracy for multi-label tasks, such as medical code prediction.

Finally, prior work often focuses on narrow, task-specific evaluations, limiting UQ
methods’ generalizability. In response, we evaluate UQ techniques on various medical
classification tasks, showcasing their robustness and effectiveness across binary, multi-
class, and multi-label problems. We use public benchmarks and a new real-world dataset
to ensure practical applicability and relevance.

Despite the encouraging results obtained with the hybrid uncertainty quantification
methods, it is important to acknowledge their limitations. Firstly, none of the considered
methods can guarantee high uncertainty for erroneous predictions. Even with the most
advanced uncertainty quantification techniques, there remains a possibility of estimating
a high uncertainty for a correct prediction and vice versa. Secondly, hybrid uncertainty
quantification methods require the utilization of a validation dataset for hyperparameter
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tuning. This reliance on a validation dataset presents potential limitations in scenarios
where labeled data is unavailable. Lastly, our research explores uncertainty quantifi-
cation methods for the classification tasks with the encoder-only models and does not
address the large language models (LLMs). However, modern LLMs have shown re-
markable success in solving specific applications within the medical domain [46], such
as medical question answering.

In conclusion, we see great potential in employing selective prediction approaches
in real-world automated medical diagnosis pipelines, allowing doctors to refer complex,
uncertain cases to the doctor and increasing the quality of the diagnostics. At the same
time, it will significantly boost confidence in such systems, as patients will know that
the diagnosis will not be based solely on the automated system.

For future research, we see great importance in further studies on uncertainty
quantification for the text data. Although an ultimate uncertainty measure might not
exist, the results might be improved by considering parameterized UQ measures with
parameters optimized for the particular applied problem. At the same time, label-wise
approaches are very relevant for applications and promising for further studies. One
more direction for future work is to explore uncertainty quantification methods for the
LLMs in the medical domain.

4 Methods

4.1 Related Work
Uncertainty quantification methods have evolved to include various techniques to im-
prove model reliability. For example, softmax response [20], one of the simplest UQ
methods, estimates the confidence of a model by the softmax output, assuming high
probability indicates high certainty. Additionally, a group of Monte Carlo Dropout
approaches [47, 48, 49] addresses this problem by applying dropout during inference,
generating multiple predictions from the same model and estimating uncertainty from
their variability. Another group of methods, density-based methods [50, 51, 52, 53],
focuses on analyzing the distribution of points in a model feature space using the
Gaussian distribution. Moreover, a recent state-of-the-art method named Hybrid Un-
certainty Quantification (HUQ; [27]) integrates different strategies, such as combining
density-based methods with the neural softmax response, to capture both model and
data uncertainties comprehensively.

While the described methods are well-established in uncertainty quantification,
their application in medicine, particularly in electronic health records (EHRs), remains
limited. However, there is a growing trend toward using UQ to enhance decision-making
processes. For example, the work [54] explored the uncertainty of models in the tasks
of in-patient mortality prediction and diagnosis prediction at discharge. This paper
considered using ensembles of models [55] and various Bayesian neural networks [56].
After each prediction, they calculated the degree of model uncertainty and analyzed the
resulting value. The findings demonstrated that significant diversity in predictions and
decisions tailored to individual patients may signal the potential fragility of a model’s
decision. This type of decision presents a chance to use supplementary data to mitigate

10



the extent of uncertainty associated with the model.
However, it is important not only to estimate the model’s uncertainty for subsequent

analysis and interpretation but also to influence the model’s decision in real time. For
example, in dynamic environments like emergency rooms or intensive care units, real-
time inference ensures that decisions are based on current data, improving patient
safety and treatment effectiveness. To solve this problem, a special approach mentioned
earlier, namely selective prediction, is used. This method relies on the model deciding to
classify a sample based on confidence in its prediction. Namely, in [57], the authors used
stochastic attention to obtain the “I don’t know” prediction to solve several problems,
such as mortality prediction, cardiac condition, and surgery recovery on physiological
signals and vital patient information. Making this decision reduced the number of false
positives/negatives and demonstrated the feasibility of using UQ for selective prediction
in the medical field.

In [58], when solving the problem of in-hospital mortality using the Bayesian deep
learning approach on patient monitor records, the authors demonstrated that when
dealing with patients who present lower uncertainty in their health conditions, the
final performance metric significantly improves compared to the outcomes observed in
patients with higher uncertainty. This result suggests that the model is more effective
and accurate when the uncertainty value is small. These findings highlight the impact of
patient uncertainty on model performance and underscore the critical role of selective
prediction in the medical domain, where careful decision-making can lead to more
reliable results and better overall patient outcomes.

The authors of [23] proposed an algorithm leveraging deep kernel learning [59]
and Bayesian neural networks to tackle the task of detecting heart failure, diabetes,
and depression using medical codes and medication information sequences. Their
architecture demonstrated improved final metrics by discarding samples with high
uncertainty. Moreover, it revealed the greater significance of uncertainty in smaller
classes when addressing data imbalances.

In the case of selective prediction, the prediction outcome can not only be filtered
based on uncertainty assessment but also subjected to an additional classification process.
For example, in [29], the authors estimated model uncertainty in diagnostic predictions
by demographics and clinical details using the evidential deep learning approach [60].
When the confidence level of prediction is low, the model triggers a secondary classi-
fication step by searching for the nearest neighbors within the ICD code space. This
approach ensures that cases with higher uncertainty should be handled more cautiously,
enhancing the overall reliability of the prediction system.

The described works demonstrate the importance and relevance of studying the
uncertainty quantification when working with selective prediction on such types of EHR
data as patient monitor records [57, 58], visit history [29] and ICD code sequences [23].
However, selective prediction studies specifically on medical texts are also needed since
this approach has great potential to work and obtain high-quality results in the medical
field. Textual data contains context, details, and nuances that are difficult to express
through codes and numeric parameters only. This information provides a more complete
picture of the patient’s condition, including symptoms and anamnesis description that
may not be reflected in described EHR data. Integrating text information improves the
accuracy of diagnostic models and prognoses, facilitating a more personalized approach
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to medical decisions.
Thus, in [30], the authors applied various selective prediction techniques to enhance

the efficiency of cancer registries by automating the extraction of disease-related infor-
mation from electronic pathology reports at the stages of diagnosis and surgery. They
explored multiple approaches to evaluate uncertainty, including fixed confidence score,
delta difference score, entropy ratio confidence score, and Bayes beta confidence score.
The findings showed that these selective prediction methods successfully achieved the
desired level of accuracy in a trade-off analysis, which aimed to reduce the rejection
rate.

4.2 UQ Methods
In this section, we describe the baselines and consider various state-of-the-art uncertainty
quantification methods used in our experiments, which leverage different information
from the model. Specifically, we utilize Monte Carlo Dropout, density-based methods,
and a hybrid uncertainty quantification approach.

4.2.1 Baseline Methods

Softmax Response. The softmax response is the most well-known and straightforward
method (SR; [20]). This method uses the probability derived from the output softmax
layer from the model to quantify uncertainty. SR computes the maximum probability
p(y = c | x) over classes c ∈ C. Lower probabilities correspond to more uncertain
predictions:

USR(x) = 1−max
c∈C

p(y = c | x). (1)

SR is fast and computationally cheap as it requires almost no additional computations.
However, modern models are often overconfident in their predictions. Consequently,
SR is not always an optimal choice and may not be robust across different tasks.

For the label-wise rejection, we use the SR method for the binary classification task.
For each class, we compute the probability using the sigmoid function. The uncertainty
for the class i of instance x based on the maximum probability (MP) is defined as
follows:

UMP(x, i) = 1−max (pi, 1− pi). (2)

Delta. In cases where the model is confident, the highest probability over classes
should be significantly larger than the other probabilities. Consequently, this method
calculates the difference between the two highest predicted probabilities [61]:

USR(x) = p(1)(x)− p(2)(x), (3)

where c̄ = argmaxc∈C p(y = c | x), p(1)(x) = maxc∈C p(y = c | x) = p(y = c̄ | x)
and p(2)(x) = maxc∈C\c̄ p(y = c | x). The lower this difference is, the more uncertain
the model is.
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Entropy. This method considers variations in the probabilities of all classes and
computes the entropy of the probability distribution derived from the output softmax
layer to quantify uncertainty [49]. Smaller entropy indicates more uncertain prediction:

UEntropy(x) = −
∑
c∈C

p(y = c | x) log p(y = c | x). (4)

Bayes Beta. This method utilizes the Bayes theorem for the binary variable, where
correct and incorrect predictions are mutually exclusive occurrences. The uncertainty
score, according to the Bayes Beta method [30], is as follows:

UBeta(x) = 1− p(y | correct) p(correct)
p(y | correct) p(correct) + p(y | incorrect) p(incorrect)

, (5)

where y = argmaxc∈C p(y = c | x) is a prediction for a test instance x, p(correct)
and p(incorrect) are prior probabilities and are estimated by the frequencies of the
total number of correct or incorrect predictions on the validation data, p(y | correct)
and p(y | incorrect) are estimated assuming p(y | correct) ∼ Beta(αc, γc) and p(y |
incorrect) ∼ Beta(αinc, γinc) and the hyperparameters αc, γc, αinc, γinc are obtained
via maximum likelihood estimation on the validation data.

4.2.2 Monte Carlo Dropout

This group of methods is based on multiple stochastic inference with the activated
dropout in all hidden layers of the model. Supposing we perform T stochastic forward
passes, the following approaches are used to estimate uncertainty based on the multiple
predictions via MC dropout:
Sampled maximum probability (SMP) is defined as follows:

USMP(x) = 1−max
c∈C

1

T

T∑
t=1

pct(x), (6)

where pct(x) represents the probability of the class c for the t-th stochastic forward pass.
Probability variance (PV; [48, 49]) is defined as following:

UPV(x) =
1

C

C∑
c=1

(
1

T − 1

T∑
t=1

(
pct(x)− p̄c(x)

)2)
, (7)

where p̄c(x) = 1
T

∑T
t=1 p

c
t(x) is the probability for a given class c averaged across T

stochastic forward passes.
Bayesian active learning by disagreement (BALD; [62]) is defined as following:

UBALD(x) = −
C∑

c=1

p̄c(x) log p̄c(x) +
1

T

C∑
c=1

T∑
t=1

pct(x) log p
c
t(x). (8)

These methods are well-established and represent strong baselines. Previously, it was
shown that MC dropout outperforms the SR baseline only when all dropout layers in
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the Transformer model are activated [63]. Therefore, in our work, we follow the same
setting. We also note that MC dropout requires multiple stochastic forward passes,
which makes it computationally expensive, incurring a considerable overhead. This
requirement makes MC dropout less suitable for practical applications.

4.2.3 Density-based Methods

Recently, various computationally cheap alternatives to MC dropout were proposed that
do not require multiple inferences of the model. Among the most notable approaches
are density-based methods. These methods assume the class-conditional distribution
of the hidden representations of instances in the training dataset follows a multivariate
Gaussian distribution.

Mahalanobis Distance. One of the foundation methods from this group is Maha-
lanobis Distance (MD; [50]). For a given training dataset D, h(x) represents a hidden
representation of an instance x from the trained model. The penultimate layer of the
model is used to extract embeddings. MD fits C Gaussians for each class c ∈ C using
the training dataset D. We compute class centroids {µc}c∈C and shared across classes
covariance matrix Σ. Finally, the Mahalanobis distance between h(x) and the closest
Gaussian represents the uncertainty of the model prediction:

UMD(x) = min
c∈C

(h(x)− µc)
TΣ−1(h(x)− µc). (9)

Robust Density Estimation. Recent work introduces Robust Density Estimation
(RDE; [51]), which is a modification of MD. This method computes the covariance
matrix Σc for each class using the Minimum Covariance Determinant (MCD) esti-
mation [64] and reduces the dimensionality of the hidden representations via PCA
decomposition with an RBF kernel. The use of MCD aims to reduce the impact of
outliers for density estimation by minimizing the determinant of the covariance matrix
using a subset of the entire training dataset.

Deep Deterministic Uncertainty. The next approach is Deep Deterministic Uncer-
tainty (DDU; [52]), which fits a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) p(h(x) | y) with a
single mixture component per class, which is also a modification of the MD method. In
order to quantify uncertainty, the probability density of h(x) under the GMM is used:

UDDU(x) =
∑
c∈C

p(h(x) | y = c) p(y = c), where (10)

p(h(x) | y = c) ∼ N (h(x) | µc, Σc) and p(y = c) = 1
|D|

∑
(xi,yi)∈D 1[yi = c].

Nonparametric Uncertainty Quantification. The final approach in this group is
Nonparametric Uncertainty Quantification (NUQ; [53]). This method constructs an
asymptotic approximation of the expected value of an upper bound for the total Bayes
risk. It applies the Nadaraya-Watson estimator with an RBF kernel to obtain conditional
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label probabilities p̂(y = c | x) and the variance σ̂2
c (x), leading to the following

epistemic uncertainty score:

UNUQ(x)=2

√
2

π
τ̂(x), τ̂2(x)=

C̃

|D|
maxc σ̂

2
c (x)

p̂(x)
, (11)

where p̂(x) is the probability density estimated with a kernel density estimator and C̃ is
a constant of the kernel. C̃ = hd

2
√
π

is a constant computed for an RBF kernel, and d is a
dimension of the hidden representation.

Contrary to MC dropout, density-based methods do not require multiple inferences.
Therefore, these methods are fast and computationally cheap. Additionally, density-
based methods provide good performance for out-of-distribution detection [65] and, in
some cases, for selective prediction [25].

4.3 Hybrid Methods
Hybrid Uncertainty Quantification (HUQ). The state-of-the-art Hybrid Uncertainty
Quantification (HUQ; [27]) method combines epistemic uncertainty quantification,
represented by density-based methods with SR, into a single score. The main idea
behind HUQ is to use different types of uncertainty depending on whether the instance
lies close to the out-of-distribution area of the feature space or around the discriminative
border between classes.

Firstly, we need to define the set of in-distribution instances from D as follows:
DID = {x ∈ D : UE(x) ≤ δmin}. We also defined the set of arbitrary in-distribution
instances XID = {x : UE(x) ≤ δmin} and ambiguous in-distribution instances (in-
stances that lie around the discriminative border of the trained classifier) XIDA =
{x∈ XID : UA(x) > δmax} using δmin, δmax are thresholds selected on the validation
dataset.

Consider we compute measures of aleatoric UA(x) and epistemic UE(x) uncertainty.
In order to make different uncertainty scores comparable, we define a ranking function
R(u,D) as a rank of u over a sorted dataset D, where u1 > u2 implies R(u1,D) >
R(u2,D). For a given measure of aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty, we compute
the total uncertainty UT(x) as a linear combination UT(x) =(1 − α)R(UE(x),D) +
αR(UA(x),D), where α is a hyperparameter selected on the validation dataset. As a
result, we define HUQ as follows:

UHUQ(x) =


R(UA(x),DID),∀x ∈ XID \ XAID,

R(UA(x),D),∀x ∈ XAID,

UT(x),∀x /∈ XID.

(12)

Recently, it was shown that the HUQ method provides the best performance in case
of ambiguous tasks [27]. Given that medical tasks are typically ambiguous and not
trivial for modern models, HUQ may be a highly suitable approach for uncertainty
quantification in such settings.
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Our Modification of the Hybrid Method (HUQ-2). We note that the original version
of the HUQ method has several shortcomings. In some cases, instances from the
ambiguous in-distribution may have greater uncertainty than those from the out-of-
distribution area around the decision boundary. Furthermore, it also introduces an issue
with ranking across different subsets of the validation set. To address these issues, we
propose a modification of HUQ, namely HUQ-2. We employ the squared ranks of
instances, weighted with the inverse dependency from another type of uncertainty. This
dependency on another type of uncertainty helps to achieve a more precise balance
between the types of uncertainty. At the same time, the squared ranks are necessary
to prioritize one type of uncertainty for cases in out-of-distribution or ambiguous in-
distribution areas. The total uncertainty score according to HUQ-2 is:

UHUQ-2(x) = (1− α)R
(
UE(x),D

)2
l1
(
UA(x)

)
+ αR

(
UA(x),D

)2
l2
(
UE(x)

)
, (13)

where li(u) = 1− R(u,D)
c∗N , i ∈ [1, 2], N is a number of instances in the validation set,

and c ∈ [1, 2, 3] is a hyperparameter, which is used to indicate the rate at which the
weight will decrease with an increase of the rank.

Given that we assume that UE(x) is relatively small in the in-distribution area, then
we obtain UT(x) ≈ UA(x) in this area similarly to the original HUQ approach.

4.4 Experimental Setup
In this section, we overview the experimental design considered in this article. We start
by describing the datasets, used models, and evaluation metrics. In the second part, we
present and analyze the obtained results.

4.4.1 Datasets

MIMIC-III. In our work, we consider several different medical tasks. The first is
a binary classification task for the mortality prediction generated from the MIMIC-
III [31] dataset. It consists of hospital admissions collected between the years 2001 and
2012. MIMIC-III includes comprehensive clinical data such as patient demographics,
laboratory results, vital signs, caregiver notes, procedures, and discharge summaries
and has been widely used for machine learning research in healthcare. For our task, we
follow the standard procedure [38] of deriving binary labels for mortality prediction.

MIMIC-IV. The second task is multi-label medical code prediction (MCP), generated
from the MIMIC-IV [32, 33] dataset. MIMIC-IV, an updated version of MIMIC-
III, contains hospital admissions from 2008 to 2019, featuring improvements in data
accuracy and a shift toward ICD-10 coding. For our specific MCP task, we focus on
predicting the top 50 most frequent diagnoses using ICD-10 codes, a standard approach
in similar studies, which span a wide range of medical conditions [66, 67]. MIMIC-
IV offers more structured and granular information than MIMIC-III, with enhanced
coverage of patient encounters, making it suitable for modern machine learning tasks.
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OV Dataset MIMIC-IV Top-50 MIMIC-III

Number of patients 1,133,811 61,265 34,692
Number of records 9,000,988 115,250 260,195
Number of unique classes 363 50 2
Avg. number of codes / record 1 5 1
Avg. number of words / record 475 1,587 246
Avg. number of records / patient 8 2 7

Table 3: Mortality and ICD codes prediction datasets descriptive statistics.

DE DSM AL AD AC

Number of patients (records) 557 224 202 190 413
Number of unique classes 2 2 2 2 2
Avg. number of words / record 325 289 153 91 14

Table 4: Descriptive statistics for datasets for mental disorders detection. Each patient
has only one record.

Outpatient Visits (OV). The last is the multi-class medical code prediction task,
derived from the private healthcare data source named Outpatient Visits (OV) dataset,
which comprises anonymized health records collected from the Central Medical Infor-
mation and Analysis System of a large European city between 2017 and 2021. Each
record includes patient demographics, outpatient doctor visits (complaints, medical
history, diagnoses with ICD codes), laboratory results (test names, results, and reference
values), and instrumental examination details (protocols and conclusions). We use the
same preprocessing pipeline for all three described datasets to ensure consistency and
fair comparison across tasks [38] and provide their detailed statistics in Table 3.

Mental Disorder Detection. In addition to the aforementioned tasks, we consider
five datasets for detecting mental disorders. Two datasets are targeted at depression
detection, while three others are aimed at anxiety detection. The first dataset, Depression-
Essays (DE; [34]), contains essays, part of which are written by subjects with clinically
diagnosed depression. The second one, Depression-Social Media (DSM; [35]), consists
of text messages from a social network with targets based on the Beck Depression
Inventory [68] questionnaire. The preprocessing pipeline for this dataset and all mental
disorder detection datasets employs the approach from [39]. The Anxiety-Letter (AL)
and Anxiety-Description (AD) datasets are based on the RusNeuroPsych corpus [36]
and employ Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale [69] to obtain target variables. In the
AL dataset, subjects were asked to write an informal letter to a friend, while in AD, the
same subjects described a picture. Finally, the Anxiety-COVID dataset (AC; [37]) uses
SCL-90-R [70] questionnaire to determine the anxiety level of subjects, while subjects
were asked to write a commentary about the pandemic and self-isolation. Labels for
AL, AD, and AC datasets were built according to the same procedure as in [39]. Table 4

17



shows the statistics for all these datasets.

Dataset Selection Rationale. The selection of datasets is based on a strategy that
covers both standard medical tasks and specific scenarios, contributing to a more com-
prehensive investigation. The MIMIC-III and MIMIC-IV datasets are well-established
benchmarks for research in healthcare machine learning, providing tasks related to
mortality prediction and multi-class classification based on widely used and validated
clinical data [31, 32]. The OV dataset also considers a multi-class diagnosis classifica-
tion. It complements the MIMIC data with a more narrowly focused example, providing
real-world collected data reflecting clinical practice’s complexity and diversity. The
inclusion of additional datasets related to depression and anxiety disorders (DE, DSM,
AL, AD, AC) broadens the range of tasks to include multi-label classification in the
field of mental health, adding diversity to the study and deepening the analysis. This
approach allows us to generalize the findings to various medical contexts and thoroughly
investigate uncertainty quantification methods in complex, real-world scenarios.

4.4.2 Models

We conduct experiments with state-of-the-art Transformer-based models [40] in the
medical domain. Specifically, we utilize GatorTron-base [41] for mortality detection
in the MIMIC dataset, Clinical-Longformer [42] for medical code prediction in the
MIMIC dataset, and Longformer [43] for medical code prediction in the OV dataset.
For the mental disorders detection tasks, we used the RuBioRoBERTa model [44]. Each
model was fine-tuned for the specified task. The training hyperparameters are presented
in Table 7 of Appendix B.

4.4.3 Metrics

We utilize the standard metrics to evaluate uncertainty quantification methods for the
selective prediction task [20]. In this task, the model abstains from predictions with the
highest uncertainty scores, and rejected instances are removed from the dataset to other
alternate procedures. Therefore, to evaluate the performance of the methods in this task
in mortality prediction and multi-class medical diagnosis, we use the standard metric:
area under the risk coverage curve (RC-AUC; [45]).

The predictions in a dataset are sorted in ascending order by uncertainty to abstain
from some percentage of the most uncertain predictions. The percentage of predictions
that are not removed is called a coverage rate, and the total loss of the remaining
predictions is called the selective risk. The curve obtained when varying the rejection
threshold is called the risk coverage (RC) curve and demonstrates a dependence of the
selective risk from the coverage rate. Finally, the RC-AUC represents a cumulative
sum of the selective losses for each coverage rate. Lower absolute values of RC-AUC
indicate better performance.γ(θ) = 1

|D|
∑

(xi,yi)∈D qi,

r(θ) =
∑

(xi,yi)∈D qili∑
(xi,yi)∈D qi

,
(14)
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where qi = 1[U(xi) < θ], binary loss li = L(h(xi), yi), R(U,D) =
∑

xi∈D 1[U(xi) <
U ].

However, this metric does not apply to the multi-label classification task since it
uses a binary loss function in practice. Therefore, we measure the area under the multi-
label task’s F1-micro rejection curve (FR-AUC). This metric is calculated similarly
but computes the F1-micro of the remaining predictions for the specified coverage rate.
Higher values of FR-AUC indicate better performance.

The absolute values of RC-AUC and FR-AUC are unnormalized, making analyzing
these metrics challenging. Moreover, RC-AUC is meaningful only when comparing
methods, while its absolute value for a single method is not informative. Following
previous work [71], to enhance the interpretability, we normalize both metrics using the
AUC for the random uncertainty scores and the oracle (the best possible) scores:

AUCnorm =
AUC − AUCrand

AUCoracle − AUCrand
. (15)

A rejection curve for the oracle scores goes linearly up to a quality of 1.0, representing
the optimal increase rate. A rejection curve for the random uncertainty scores for all
points is close to the base model quality, representing the random rejection order. A
AUCnorm of 1.0 indicates optimal rejection, while a value of 0.0 indicates random
rejection.

Finally, for both metrics, we calculate the area under the entire curve and the first
50% of the curve. In most applications, we are interested in rejecting only the predictions
with the highest uncertainty values, and rejecting more than 50% incoming objects is
rarely an option. That is why the part of the rejection curve corresponding to higher
rejection rates is less informative for practitioners, and we focus on the area under the
first 50% of the curve.

The case of multi-label classification should be additionally discussed due to the
peculiarities of this problem. It is natural to expect the model to be confident in
some diagnoses while uncertain in others. Thus, one may consider a task of selective
prediction where one rejects to predict not for the instances but only the particular labels
of these instances. The FR-AUC can still be computed based on the F1-micro metric
for the remaining label-instance pairs. We call such a selective prediction approach
label-wise selective prediction instead of the standard instance-wise selective prediction.

4.4.4 Implementation Details

In our experiments with density-based and hybrid methods, we use the following
pipeline:

1. Extract embeddings from the penultimate layer of the trained model on the training
and validation datasets. We use the entire training dataset for the MIMIC and
Mental Disorders datasets, while for the OV dataset, we use a subsample of 300
thousand instances.

2. Fit the parameters of the density-based methods using the extracted embeddings
from the training dataset.
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3. On the validation dataset, compute SR and density-based uncertainty scores.
Using these scores, we fit the hyperparameters of the HUQ and HUQ-2 methods,
which optimize RC-AUC or FR-AUC depending on the task.

4. During the inference for the test instance, we use the fitted parameters and
hyperparameters for density-based and HUQ methods for calculating the final
uncertainty scores.

To ensure the results’ robustness and provide standard deviation, we train five models
with different random seeds for all datasets except the OV dataset. Due to its large size,
we trained only a single model for the OV dataset. We use 20 stochastic forward passes
for each test instance for the Monte Carlo dropout methods.

5 Data Availability
For the tasks of mortality prediction and ICD-code assignment, we utilized two publicly
available datasets: MIMIC-III4, and MIMIC-IV5. Both datasets require a formal appli-
cation process, including a data use agreement and CITI training on human research
protection. Additionally, we used a private Outpatient Visits (OV) dataset that is not
publicly available due to institutional restrictions on data privacy, with access limited to
authorized researchers under strict ethical and confidentiality agreements. The same
limitations apply to datasets for the detection of mental disorders.

6 Code Availability
The source code and scripts necessary to reproduce the experiments presented in this
paper are available online6.

References
[1] Sammani, A. et al. Automatic multilabel detection of icd10 codes in dutch

cardiology discharge letters using neural networks. npj Digital Medicine 4, 37
(2021). URL https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-021-00404-9.

[2] Juhn, Y. & Liu, H. Artificial intelligence approaches using natural language
processing to advance ehr-based clinical research. Journal of Allergy and Clinical
Immunology 145, 463–469 (2020). URL https://www.sciencedirect.
com/science/article/pii/S0091674919326041.

[3] Lu, H., Ehwerhemuepha, L. & Rakovski, C. A comparative study on deep learning
models for text classification of unstructured medical notes with various levels

4https://physionet.org/content/mimiciii/1.4/
5https://physionet.org/content/mimiciv/3.1/
6https://anonymous.4open.science/r/medical_uncertainty_

quantification-64E7/

20

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-021-00404-9
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0091674919326041
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0091674919326041
https://physionet.org/content/mimiciii/1.4/
https://physionet.org/content/mimiciv/3.1/
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/medical_uncertainty_quantification-64E7/
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/medical_uncertainty_quantification-64E7/


of class imbalance. BMC Medical Research Methodology 22, 181 (2022). URL
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-022-01665-y.

[4] Comendador, B. E., Francisco, B., Medenilla, J., Nacion, S. & Serac, T. Pharmabot:
A pediatric generic medicine consultant chatbot. Journal of Automation and
Control Engineering 3, 137–140 (2015). URL https://www.joace.org/
uploadfile/2014/0801/20140801025000959.pdf.

[5] Ni, L., Lu, C., Liu, N. & Liu, J. Mandy: Towards a smart primary care
chatbot application. In Chen, J., Theeramunkong, T., Supnithi, T. & Tang,
X. (eds.) Knowledge and Systems Sciences, 38–52 (Springer Singapore, Singa-
pore, 2017). URL https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/
978-981-10-6989-5_4.

[6] Gunderson, C. G. et al. Prevalence of harmful diagnostic errors in hospitalised
adults: a systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ Qual Saf 29, 1008–1018
(2020). URL https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32269070/.

[7] Hautz, W. E. et al. Diagnostic error increases mortality and length of hospital
stay in patients presenting through the emergency room. Scandinavian journal
of trauma, resuscitation and emergency medicine 27, 54 (2019). URL https:
//europepmc.org/articles/PMC6505221.

[8] Sutton, R. T. et al. An overview of clinical decision support systems: benefits,
risks, and strategies for success. NPJ digital medicine 3, 17 (2020). URL https:
//www.nature.com/articles/s41746-020-0221-y.

[9] Alyahya, M. S. & Khader, Y. S. Health care professionals’ knowledge and
awareness of the ICD-10 coding system for assigning the cause of perinatal
deaths in jordanian hospitals. J. Multidiscip. Healthc. 12, 149–157 (2019). URL
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6385764/.

[10] Park, J., Oh, K., Han, K. & Lee, Y. H. Patient-centered radiology reports with
generative artificial intelligence: adding value to radiology reporting. Scientific
Reports 14, 13218 (2024). URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
s41598-024-63824-z.

[11] Liu, L., Concha, Ó. P., Nguyen, A. N., Bennett, V. & Jorm, L. Automated
ICD coding using extreme multi-label long text transformer-based models. Artif.
Intell. Medicine 144, 102662 (2023). URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
artmed.2023.102662.

[12] Mujtaba, G. et al. Clinical text classification research trends: Systematic literature
review and open issues. Expert Systems with Applications 116, 494–520 (2019).
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0957417418306110.

[13] Eloranta, S. & Boman, M. Predictive models for clinical decision making: Deep
dives in practical machine learning. J Intern Med 292, 278–295 (2022). URL
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35426190/.

21

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-022-01665-y
https://www.joace.org/uploadfile/2014/0801/20140801025000959.pdf
https://www.joace.org/uploadfile/2014/0801/20140801025000959.pdf
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-10-6989-5_4
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-10-6989-5_4
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32269070/
https://europepmc.org/articles/PMC6505221
https://europepmc.org/articles/PMC6505221
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41746-020-0221-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41746-020-0221-y
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6385764/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-024-63824-z
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-024-63824-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.artmed.2023.102662
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.artmed.2023.102662
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417418306110
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417418306110
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35426190/


[14] Hernandez-Boussard, T., Bozkurt, S., Ioannidis, J. P. A. & Shah, N. H. MINI-
MAR (MINimum Information for Medical AI Reporting): Developing report-
ing standards for artificial intelligence in health care. Journal of the Amer-
ican Medical Informatics Association 27, 2011–2015 (2020). URL https:
//doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa088.

[15] Gawlikowski, J. et al. A survey of uncertainty in deep neural networks. Ar-
tif. Intell. Rev. 56, 1513–1589 (2023). URL https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10462-023-10562-9.

[16] Kompa, B., Snoek, J. & Beam, A. L. Second opinion needed: communicating
uncertainty in medical machine learning. npj Digital Medicine 4, 4 (2021). URL
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-020-00367-3.

[17] Newman-Griffis, D. et al. Ambiguity in medical concept normalization: An
analysis of types and coverage in electronic health record datasets. Journal
of the American Medical Informatics Association 28, 516–532 (2020). URL
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa269.

[18] Chen, J., Li, X., Xi, J., Yu, L. & Xiong, H. Rare codes count: Mining inter-code
relations for long-tail clinical text classification. In Naumann, T., Ben Abacha, A.,
Bethard, S., Roberts, K. & Rumshisky, A. (eds.) Proceedings of the 5th Clinical
Natural Language Processing Workshop, 403–413 (Association for Computational
Linguistics, Toronto, Canada, 2023). URL https://aclanthology.org/
2023.clinicalnlp-1.43.

[19] Zadorozhny, K., Thoral, P., Elbers, P. & Cinà, G. Out-of-Distribution Detection
for Medical Applications: Guidelines for Practical Evaluation, 137–153 (Springer
International Publishing, Cham, 2023). URL https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-031-14771-5_10.

[20] Geifman, Y. & El-Yaniv, R. Selective classification for deep neural net-
works. In Guyon, I. et al. (eds.) Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information Process-
ing Systems 2017, December 4-9, 2017, Long Beach, CA, USA, 4878–4887
(2017). URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/
hash/4a8423d5e91fda00bb7e46540e2b0cf1-Abstract.html.

[21] Xin, J., Tang, R., Yu, Y. & Lin, J. The art of abstention: Selective prediction and
error regularization for natural language processing. In Zong, C., Xia, F., Li, W. &
Navigli, R. (eds.) Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natural
Language Processing (Volume 1: Long Papers), 1040–1051 (Association for
Computational Linguistics, Online, 2021). URL https://aclanthology.
org/2021.acl-long.84.

[22] The top 10 causes of death (2024). URL https:
//www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/
the-top-10-causes-of-death.

22

https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa088
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa088
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10562-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10562-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-020-00367-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa269
https://aclanthology.org/2023.clinicalnlp-1.43
https://aclanthology.org/2023.clinicalnlp-1.43
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-14771-5_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-14771-5_10
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/4a8423d5e91fda00bb7e46540e2b0cf1-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/4a8423d5e91fda00bb7e46540e2b0cf1-Abstract.html
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.84
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.84
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/the-top-10-causes-of-death
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/the-top-10-causes-of-death
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/the-top-10-causes-of-death


[23] Li, Y. et al. Deep bayesian gaussian processes for uncertainty estimation in
electronic health records. Scientific Reports 11, 22254 (2021). URL https:
//doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-01680-x.

[24] Deuschel, J., Foltyn, A., Roscher, K. & Scheele, S. The Role of Uncertainty
Quantification for Trustworthy AI, 95–115 (Springer, 2024). URL https://
link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-64832-8_5.

[25] Vazhentsev, A. et al. Uncertainty estimation of transformer predictions for mis-
classification detection. In Muresan, S., Nakov, P. & Villavicencio, A. (eds.)
Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 8237–8252 (Association for Computational
Linguistics, Dublin, Ireland, 2022). URL https://aclanthology.org/
2022.acl-long.566.

[26] Fadeeva, E. et al. LM-polygraph: Uncertainty estimation for language models. In
Feng, Y. & Lefever, E. (eds.) Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing: System Demonstrations, 446–461
(Association for Computational Linguistics, Singapore, 2023). URL https:
//aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-demo.41.

[27] Vazhentsev, A. et al. Hybrid uncertainty quantification for selective text classifi-
cation in ambiguous tasks. In Rogers, A., Boyd-Graber, J. & Okazaki, N. (eds.)
Proceedings of the 61st Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 11659–11681 (Association for Computational
Linguistics, Toronto, Canada, 2023). URL https://aclanthology.org/
2023.acl-long.652.

[28] Ren, J. et al. Out-of-distribution detection and selective generation for conditional
language models. In The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, ICLR 2023, Kigali, Rwanda, May 1-5, 2023 (OpenReview.net, 2023).
URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=kJUS5nD0vPB.

[29] Ashfaq, A., Lingman, M., Sensoy, M. & Nowaczyk, S. Deed:
Deep evidential doctor. Artificial Intelligence 325, 104019 (2023).
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0004370223001650.

[30] Peluso, A. et al. Deep learning uncertainty quantification for clinical
text classification. Journal of Biomedical Informatics 149, 104576 (2024).
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S1532046423002976.

[31] Johnson, A. E. W. et al. MIMIC-III, a freely accessible critical care database.
Sci. Data 3, 160035 (2016). URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
s41597-022-01899-x.

[32] Johnson, A. E. et al. Mimic-iv, a freely accessible electronic health record dataset.
Scientific data 10, 1 (2023). URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
s41597-022-01899-x.

23

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-01680-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-01680-x
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-64832-8_5
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-64832-8_5
https://aclanthology.org/2022.acl-long.566
https://aclanthology.org/2022.acl-long.566
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-demo.41
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-demo.41
https://aclanthology.org/2023.acl-long.652
https://aclanthology.org/2023.acl-long.652
https://openreview.net/forum?id=kJUS5nD0vPB
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0004370223001650
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0004370223001650
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1532046423002976
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1532046423002976
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01899-x
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01899-x
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01899-x
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01899-x


[33] Nguyen, T. et al. Mimic-iv-icd: A new benchmark for extreme multilabel classi-
fication. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.13998 (2023). URL https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2304.13998. 2304.13998.

[34] Stankevich, M., Kuznetsova, Y., Smirnov, I., Kiselnikova, N. & Enikolopov, S.
Predicting depression from essays in russian. In Komp’juternaja Lingvistika i In-
tellektual’nye Tehnologii, 647–657 (2019). URL https://www.dialog-21.
ru/media/4629/stankevichmaplusetal-125.pdf.

[35] Ignatiev, N., Smirnov, I. V. & Stankevich, M. Predicting depression
with text, image, and profile data from social media. In ICPRAM, 753–
760 (2022). URL https://www.scitepress.org/Papers/2022/
109861/109861.pdf.

[36] Litvinova, T. & Ryzhkova, E. Rusneuropsych: open corpus for study rela-
tions between author demographic, personality traits, lateral preferences and
affect in text. International Journal of Open Information Technologies 6,
32–36 (2018). URL http://injoit.ru/index.php/j1/article/
viewFile/542/525.

[37] Medvedeva, T. I., Enikolopov, S. N., Boyko, O. M., Vorontsova, O. Y. & Stanke-
vich, M. A. Lexical analysis of statements about covid-19 of people with a high
level of somatization. Lomonosov Psychology Journal 14, 39–64 (2021). URL
https://msupsyj.ru/en/articles/article/9189/.

[38] Wen, Z., Lu, X. H. & Reddy, S. MeDAL: Medical abbreviation disambigua-
tion dataset for natural language understanding pretraining. In Rumshisky, A.,
Roberts, K., Bethard, S. & Naumann, T. (eds.) Proceedings of the 3rd Clini-
cal Natural Language Processing Workshop, 130–135 (Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics, Online, 2020). URL https://aclanthology.org/
2020.clinicalnlp-1.15.

[39] Kuzmin, G., Strepetov, P., Stankevich, M., Shelmanov, A. & Smirnov, I. Men-
tal disorders detection in the era of large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2410.07129 (2024). URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.07129.
2410.07129.

[40] Vaswani, A. et al. Attention is all you need. In Guyon, I. et al. (eds.) Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 30 (Curran Associates, Inc., 2017).
URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/
2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf.

[41] Yang, X. et al. A large language model for electronic health records.
npj Digit. Medicine 5 (2022). URL https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41746-022-00742-2.

[42] Li, Y., Wehbe, R. M., Ahmad, F. S., Wang, H. & Luo, Y. A comparative study
of pretrained language models for long clinical text. J. Am. Medical Informatics
Assoc. 30, 340–347 (2023). URL https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/
ocac225.

24

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.13998
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.13998
2304.13998
https://www.dialog-21.ru/media/4629/stankevichmaplusetal-125.pdf
https://www.dialog-21.ru/media/4629/stankevichmaplusetal-125.pdf
https://www.scitepress.org/Papers/2022/109861/109861.pdf
https://www.scitepress.org/Papers/2022/109861/109861.pdf
http://injoit.ru/index.php/j1/article/viewFile/542/525
http://injoit.ru/index.php/j1/article/viewFile/542/525
https://msupsyj.ru/en/articles/article/9189/
https://aclanthology.org/2020.clinicalnlp-1.15
https://aclanthology.org/2020.clinicalnlp-1.15
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.07129
2410.07129
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-022-00742-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-022-00742-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocac225
https://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocac225


[43] Beltagy, I., Peters, M. E. & Cohan, A. Longformer: The long-document trans-
former. arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.05150 (2020). URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2004.05150. 2004.05150.

[44] Yalunin, A., Nesterov, A. S. & Umerenkov, D. Rubioroberta: a pre-trained
biomedical language model for russian language biomedical text mining. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2204.03951 (2022). URL https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2204.03951. 2204.03951.

[45] El-Yaniv, R. & Wiener, Y. On the foundations of noise-free selective classification.
J. Mach. Learn. Res. 11, 1605–1641 (2010). URL https://dl.acm.org/
doi/10.5555/1756006.1859904.

[46] Singhal, K. et al. Towards expert-level medical question answering with large
language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.09617 (2023). URL https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09617. 2305.09617.

[47] Gal, Y. & Ghahramani, Z. Dropout as a bayesian approximation: Representing
model uncertainty in deep learning. In Balcan, M. F. & Weinberger, K. Q. (eds.)
Proceedings of The 33rd International Conference on Machine Learning, vol. 48
of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 1050–1059 (PMLR, New York,
New York, USA, 2016). URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/
gal16.html.

[48] Kampffmeyer, M., Salberg, A. & Jenssen, R. Semantic segmentation of small
objects and modeling of uncertainty in urban remote sensing images using deep
convolutional neural networks. In 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition Workshops, CVPR Workshops 2016, Las Vegas, NV,
USA, June 26 - July 1, 2016, 680–688 (IEEE Computer Society, 2016). URL
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPRW.2016.90.

[49] Gal, Y., Islam, R. & Ghahramani, Z. Deep bayesian active learning with image data.
In Precup, D. & Teh, Y. W. (eds.) Proceedings of the 34th International Conference
on Machine Learning, ICML 2017, Sydney, NSW, Australia, 6-11 August 2017,
vol. 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 1183–1192 (PMLR, 2017).
URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/gal17a.html.

[50] Lee, K., Lee, K., Lee, H. & Shin, J. A simple unified frame-
work for detecting out-of-distribution samples and adversarial attacks.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31: Annual
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems 2018, NeurIPS
2018, December 3-8, 2018, Montréal, Canada, vol. 31, 7167–7177
(2018). URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/
hash/abdeb6f575ac5c6676b747bca8d09cc2-Abstract.html.

[51] Yoo, K., Kim, J., Jang, J. & Kwak, N. Detection of adversarial examples in
text classification: Benchmark and baseline via robust density estimation. In

25

https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.05150
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.05150
2004.05150
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2204.03951
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2204.03951
2204.03951
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/1756006.1859904
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/1756006.1859904
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09617
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09617
2305.09617
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/gal16.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/gal16.html
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPRW.2016.90
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/gal17a.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/abdeb6f575ac5c6676b747bca8d09cc2-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/abdeb6f575ac5c6676b747bca8d09cc2-Abstract.html


Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2022, 3656–
3672 (Association for Computational Linguistics, Dublin, Ireland, 2022). URL
https://aclanthology.org/2022.findings-acl.289.

[52] Mukhoti, J., Kirsch, A., van Amersfoort, J., Torr, P. H. S. & Gal, Y. Deep
deterministic uncertainty: A new simple baseline. In IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2023, Vancouver, BC, Canada,
June 17-24, 2023, 24384–24394 (IEEE, 2023). URL https://doi.org/10.
1109/CVPR52729.2023.02336.

[53] Kotelevskii, N. et al. Nonparametric uncertainty quantification for sin-
gle deterministic neural network. In Koyejo, S. et al. (eds.) Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems 35: Annual Conference on
Neural Information Processing Systems 2022, NeurIPS 2022, New Or-
leans, LA, USA, November 28 - December 9, 2022 (2022). URL
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/
eb7389b039655fc5c53b11d4a6fa11bc-Abstract-Conference.
html.

[54] Dusenberry, M. W. et al. Analyzing the role of model uncertainty for elec-
tronic health records. In Proceedings of the ACM Conference on Health, Infer-
ence, and Learning, CHIL ’20, 204–213 (Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 2020). URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3368555.
3384457.

[55] Lakshminarayanan, B., Pritzel, A. & Blundell, C. Simple and
scalable predictive uncertainty estimation using deep ensembles. In
Guyon, I. et al. (eds.) Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems 2017, December 4-9, 2017, Long Beach, CA, USA, 6402–6413
(2017). URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/
hash/9ef2ed4b7fd2c810847ffa5fa85bce38-Abstract.html.

[56] Fortunato, M., Blundell, C. & Vinyals, O. Bayesian recurrent neural networks.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1704.02798 (2017). URL http://arxiv.org/abs/
1704.02798. 1704.02798.

[57] Heo, J. et al. Uncertainty-aware attention for reliable interpretation and pre-
diction. In Bengio, S. et al. (eds.) Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 31: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems 2018, NeurIPS 2018, December 3-8, 2018, Montréal, Canada, 917–
926 (2018). URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/
hash/285e19f20beded7d215102b49d5c09a0-Abstract.html.

[58] Qiu, R. et al. Modeling the uncertainty in electronic health records: a bayesian
deep learning approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.06162 (2019). URL http:
//arxiv.org/abs/1907.06162. 1907.06162.

26

https://aclanthology.org/2022.findings-acl.289
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52729.2023.02336
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR52729.2023.02336
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/eb7389b039655fc5c53b11d4a6fa11bc-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/eb7389b039655fc5c53b11d4a6fa11bc-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/eb7389b039655fc5c53b11d4a6fa11bc-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.1145/3368555.3384457
https://doi.org/10.1145/3368555.3384457
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/9ef2ed4b7fd2c810847ffa5fa85bce38-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/hash/9ef2ed4b7fd2c810847ffa5fa85bce38-Abstract.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.02798
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.02798
1704.02798
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/285e19f20beded7d215102b49d5c09a0-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/285e19f20beded7d215102b49d5c09a0-Abstract.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.06162
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.06162
1907.06162


[59] Wilson, A. G., Hu, Z., Salakhutdinov, R. & Xing, E. P. Deep kernel learning.
In Gretton, A. & Robert, C. C. (eds.) Proceedings of the 19th International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, vol. 51 of Proceedings of
Machine Learning Research, 370–378 (PMLR, Cadiz, Spain, 2016). URL https:
//proceedings.mlr.press/v51/wilson16.html.

[60] Sensoy, M., Kaplan, L. M. & Kandemir, M. Evidential deep learning to quantify
classification uncertainty. In Bengio, S. et al. (eds.) Advances in Neural Informa-
tion Processing Systems 31: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems 2018, NeurIPS 2018, December 3-8, 2018, Montréal, Canada, 3183–3193
(2018). URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/
hash/a981f2b708044d6fb4a71a1463242520-Abstract.html.

[61] Luo, T. et al. Active learning to recognize multiple types of plankton. J. Mach.
Learn. Res. 6, 589–613 (2005). URL https://jmlr.org/papers/v6/
luo05a.html.

[62] Houlsby, N., Huszar, F., Ghahramani, Z. & Lengyel, M. Bayesian active learning
for classification and preference learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1112.5745 (2011).
URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.5745. 1112.5745.

[63] Shelmanov, A. et al. How certain is your Transformer? In Proceedings of the
16th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Main Volume, 1833–1840 (Association for Computational Linguis-
tics, Online, 2021). URL https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2021.
eacl-main.157.

[64] Rousseeuw, P. Least median of squares regression. Journal of The American
Statistical Association - J AMER STATIST ASSN 79, 871–880 (1984). URL
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2288718.

[65] Podolskiy, A., Lipin, D., Bout, A., Artemova, E. & Piontkovskaya, I. Revis-
iting mahalanobis distance for transformer-based out-of-domain detection. In
Thirty-Fifth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2021, Thirty-Third
Conference on Innovative Applications of Artificial Intelligence, IAAI 2021, The
Eleventh Symposium on Educational Advances in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI
2021, Virtual Event, February 2-9, 2021, 13675–13682 (AAAI Press, 2021). URL
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v35i15.17612.

[66] Mullenbach, J., Wiegreffe, S., Duke, J. D., Sun, J. & Eisenstein, J. Explainable
prediction of medical codes from clinical text. In North American Chapter of
the Association for Computational Linguistics (2018). URL https://api.
semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:3305987.

[67] Shi, H., Xie, P., Hu, Z., Zhang, M. & Xing, E. Towards automated icd coding
using deep learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.04075 (2017). URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/1711.04075.

27

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v51/wilson16.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v51/wilson16.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/a981f2b708044d6fb4a71a1463242520-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/a981f2b708044d6fb4a71a1463242520-Abstract.html
https://jmlr.org/papers/v6/luo05a.html
https://jmlr.org/papers/v6/luo05a.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1112.5745
1112.5745
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2021.eacl-main.157
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2021.eacl-main.157
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2288718
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v35i15.17612
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:3305987
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:3305987
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.04075
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.04075


[68] Beck, A. T., Steer, R. A. & Brown, G. Beck depression inventory–ii (1996). URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/t00742-000.

[69] Bjelland, I., Dahl, A. A., Haug, T. T. & Neckelmann, D. The validity of the
hospital anxiety and depression scale: an updated literature review. Journal of
psychosomatic research 52, 69–77 (2002). URL https://pubmed.ncbi.
nlm.nih.gov/11832252/.

[70] Derogatis, L. R. SCL-90-R Administration, Scoring and Procedures Manual-II
for the Revised Version and Other Instruments of the Psychopathology Rating
Scale Series (Clinical Psychometric Research, Towson, MD, 1986). URL https:
//api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:151843646.

[71] Malinin, A. & Gales, M. J. F. Uncertainty estimation in autoregressive structured
prediction. In 9th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR
2021, Virtual Event, Austria, May 3-7, 2021 (OpenReview.net, 2021). URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jN5y-zb5Q7m.

Author contributions
A.V., A.P., A.N., A.S., and M.P. were involved in conceptualization, study design and
methodology. A.V., I.S., G.K., and A.N. were responsible for data extraction and
preparation. A.V., A.B. and G.K. executed machine learning experiments and performed
data analysis. All authors contributed to writing the original draft of the manuscript.
A.N., A.S. and M.P. provided supervision for the project. All authors have read and
approved the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

28

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/t00742-000
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11832252/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11832252/
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:151843646
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:151843646
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jN5y-zb5Q7m


A Additional Experimental Results
In this section, we present some additional experimental results that complement those
in the main part of the paper.

A.1 Results for Full Rejection Curves
In the main part of the paper, we present the results only for rejection of up to 50% of test
points. We proceed in this way as, in practical scenarios, it is unlikely that one wants to
reject large fractions of points. Additionally, the results for high rejection rates are less
robust as they are based on a relatively small number of points. In Figure 4, we present
full rejection curves for MIMIC-III mortality prediction, OV medical code prediction,
and MIMIC-IV medical code prediction tasks. The corresponding AUC values are
shown in Table 5. Additionally, we plot full rejection curves for the experiments with
label-wise approaches in Figure 5. For the HUQ and HUQ-2 methods, we consider
calibration to be either the F1 score or accuracy and present results for both variants.
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Figure 4: Full rejection curves for the selected methods for the considered tasks.
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UQ Method MIMIC Mortality OV Dataset MCP MIMIC MCP

SR 0.55±0.01 0.48 0.10±0.01
Entropy -0.75±0.02 0.47 0.12±0.01
Delta -0.75±0.02 0.47 0.12±0.00
Beta 0.53±0.03 0.48 -0.30±0.01

MC (PV) 0.66±0.01 0.46 -0.22±0.01
MC (SMP) 0.64±0.01 0.51 -0.26±0.01
MC (BALD) 0.67±0.01 0.47 -0.21±0.01

NUQ ep. 0.65±0.03 0.18 0.11±0.01
DDU 0.47±0.03 0.08 0.20±0.03
RDE 0.65±0.02 0.3 0.06±0.01
MD 0.49±0.03 -0.07 0.24±0.02

HUQ-DDU 0.67±0.01 0.48 0.27±0.01
HUQ2-DDU 0.69±0.01 0.48 0.28±0.01
HUQ-RDE 0.65±0.02 0.56 0.12±0.01
HUQ2-RDE 0.66±0.02 0.5 0.11±0.03
HUQ-MD 0.67±0.01 0.48 0.26±0.02
HUQ2-MD 0.69±0.01 0.48 0.27±0.01

Table 5: Results for the selective classification task for MIMIC mortality, OV, and
MIMIC MCP datasets. For the MIMIC mortality detection and OV datasets, we use
normalized RC-AUC↑ on the full curve. For the MIMIC medical code prediction task,
we use the area under the full F1-micro rejection curve (FR-AUC↑). The best results for
each dataset are shown in bold. We underline top-3 methods after the best.
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Figure 5: Full rejection curves for the selected methods for the MIMIC medical
code prediction task for general rejection vs label-wise approach. Due to the selected
hyperparameters on the validation set, the HUQ and HUQ-2 methods overlap with the
MP, MD, and DDU methods.
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A.2 Rejection Curves for Mental Disorder Datasets
In this section, we present the rejection curves for mental disorder datasets, see Figure 6
for rejection rates up to 50%, while full rejection curves are shown in Figure 7. The
curves are noisy due to the relatively small size of the test set. The AUC values
corresponding to full rejection curves are shown in Table 6.
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Figure 6: Rejection curves for the selected methods for the mental disorders detection
tasks. The curves are noisy due to the relatively small size of the test set.
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Figure 7: Rejection curves for the selected methods for the mental disorders detection
tasks. The curves are noisy due to the relatively small size of the test set.
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UQ Method DE DSM AL AD AC

SR 0.62±0.26 0.16±0.28 0.06±0.29 -0.16±0.28 0.17±0.15
Entropy 0.62±0.26 0.16±0.28 0.06±0.29 -0.16±0.28 0.17±0.15
Delta 0.62±0.26 0.16±0.28 0.06±0.29 -0.16±0.28 0.17±0.15
Beta -0.09±0.64 0.07±0.21 0.10±0.17 -0.11±0.28 0.03±0.26

MC (PV) 0.39±0.48 0.17±0.29 0.05±0.31 -0.04±0.20 0.05±0.14
MC (SMP) 0.42±0.46 0.19±0.26 -0.01±0.26 -0.04±0.24 0.15±0.17
MC (BALD) 0.31±0.54 0.19±0.27 0.03±0.32 -0.03±0.21 0.03±0.13

NUQ ep. 0.49±0.24 0.15±0.18 0.11±0.24 -0.02±0.12 0.17±0.16
DDU 0.67±0.18 0.29±0.24 0.03±0.19 0.09±0.24 0.15±0.14
RDE 0.68±0.20 -0.01±0.20 -0.08±0.15 0.05±0.15 0.18±0.22
MD -0.18±0.22 -0.14±0.19 0.20±0.22 0.20±0.18 0.11±0.09

HUQ-DDU 0.73±0.11 0.19±0.24 0.07±0.29 -0.09±0.21 0.21±0.09
HUQ2-DDU 0.72±0.11 0.30±0.28 0.11±0.30 0.00±0.28 0.17±0.06
HUQ-RDE 0.68±0.21 0.16±0.33 -0.01±0.25 -0.05±0.22 0.20±0.20
HUQ2-RDE 0.74±0.11 0.26±0.31 0.09±0.27 0.01±0.34 0.10±0.22
HUQ-MD 0.58±0.24 0.02±0.31 0.11±0.26 0.02±0.26 0.12±0.09
HUQ2-MD 0.60±0.23 0.13±0.28 0.09±0.21 -0.04±0.31 0.08±0.16

Table 6: Results for the selective classification task for mental disorder detection datasets.
The best results for each dataset are shown in bold. We underline top-3 methods after
the best. The metric is normalized RC-AUC↑ on the full curve.
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B Hyperparameter Values
The optimal hyperparameters are presented in Table 7. These hyperparameters are
obtained using Bayesian optimization with early stopping. We train a model on the
entire training dataset, use the validation dataset for metric evaluation, and select the
optimal hyperparameters according to the best score on the validation set. We use the
F1-micro score for the medical code prediction task, the F1 score for pathology class
for the mental disorders detection task, and accuracy for others. We use the following
hyperparameter grid:

Learning rate: [5e-6, 6e-6, 7e-6, 9e-6, 1e-5, 2e-5, 3e-5, 5e-5, 7e-5, 1e-4];

Num. of epochs for the medical code prediction task: {n ∈ N | 2 ≤ n ≤ 6};

Num. of epochs for other tasks: {n ∈ N | 2 ≤ n ≤ 15};

Batch size: [8, 16, 32, 64];

Batch size for mental disorders detection task: [4, 8, 16, 32];

Weight decay: [0, 1e-2, 1e-4]

Weight decay for mental disorders detection task: [0, 1e-1, 1e-2]

Model Dataset Accuracy Score Learning Rate Num. Epochs Batch Size Weight Decay

GatorTron MIMIC-III mortality 0.840638 9e-6 4 16 0.01
Clinical Longformer MIMIC-IV MCP 0.611338 9e-6 6 8 0
Longformer OV Dataset MCP 0.724500 3e-5 3 16 0
RuBioRoBERTa DE 0.809523 9e-6 9 4 0
RuBioRoBERTa DSM 0.611111 5e-6 13 16 0.01
RuBioRoBERTa AL 0.571428 6e-6 9 16 0.01
RuBioRoBERTa AD 0.571428 2e-5 2 8 0.1
RuBioRoBERTa AC 0.556962 1e-5 8 4 0

Table 7: Optimal hyperparameters for each model and dataset.
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