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Abstract

The technical landscape of clinical machine learning is shifting in ways
that destabilize pervasive assumptions about the nature and causes of al-
gorithmic bias. On one hand, the dominant paradigm in clinical machine
learning is narrow in the sense that models are trained on biomedical
datasets for particular clinical tasks such as diagnosis and treatment rec-
ommendation. On the other hand, the emerging paradigm is generalist in
the sense that general-purpose language models such as Google’s BERT
and PaLM are increasingly being adapted for clinical use cases via prompt-
ing or fine-tuning on biomedical datasets. Many of these next-generation
models provide substantial performance gains over prior clinical models,
but at the same time introduce novel kinds of algorithmic bias and com-
plicate the explanatory relationship between algorithmic biases and biases
in training data. This paper articulates how and in what respects biases
in generalist models differ from biases in prior clinical models, and draws
out practical recommendations for algorithmic bias mitigation.
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1 Introduction

Statistical models, including deep neural networks trained via machine learning, are
used in medicine for risk assessment, diagnosis, and treatment recommendation, among
other clinical use cases.1 These models can exhibit biases. For example, a model that
classifies dermatologic conditions based on images of skin lesions may be less accurate
for images featuring darker skin tones compared to lighter skin tones (Groh et al.,
2021; Daneshjou et al., 2022). Typically, such biases arise because, mutatis mutandis,
darker skin tones are underrepresented in the model’s training data such that the
model either fails to register predictively salient statistical patterns that hold for the
underrepresented group, or else generalizes a pattern that holds for members of the

1For an introduction to machine learning in medicine see Rajkomar et al. (2019).
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group sampled but does not hold for that group at the population level.2 These biases
are morally significant because at scale biased models threaten to sustain or exacerbate
existing inequities in healthcare (Panch et al., 2019; Grote and Keeling, 2022a).

What is central to the conception of algorithmic bias above is the ontic assump-
tion that algorithmic biases are, roughly, measurable performance disparities across
demographic groups; and the explanatory assumption that such disparities admit ex-
planation in terms of data biases like underrepresentation or misrepresentation of
groups in training data. These assumptions are pervasive. Take the US Food and
Drug Administration’s (FDA) 2021 report on Software as a Medical Device (SaMD)
systems that use machine learning: ‘[b]ecause [such] systems are [...] trained using
data from historical datasets, they are vulnerable to bias - and prone to mirroring bi-
ases present in the data’ (Food and Drug Administration, 2021a, p.5). This picture is
echoed in the FDA’s 2021 principles on ‘Good Machine Learning Practice for Medical
Device Development,’ released alongside the UK Medicines and Healthcare Products
Regulatory Agency and Health Canada. According to these principles, developers
should ensure that ‘datasets are representative of the target population [to] manage
any bias [and] promote appropriate and generalizable performance across the intended
population’ (Food and Drug Administration, 2021b, p.2). Likewise, in the scientific
literature, Norori et al. (2021, p.1) state that certain subpopulations ‘[are] absent or
misrepresented in existing biomedical datasets [such that clinical models are] prone to
reinforcing bias’ (c.f. Obermeyer et al., 2019; Challen et al., 2019; Cirillo et al., 2020).

This paper argues that the technical landscape of clinical machine learning is shift-
ing in ways that destabilize and reframe these pervasive assumptions about the nature
and causes of algorithmic bias. On the one hand, the dominant paradigm in clini-
cal machine learning is narrow in the sense that models are trained on biomedical
datasets for particular clinical tasks such as diagnosis and treatment recommenda-
tion. On the other hand, the emerging paradigm is generalist in the sense that
general-purpose language models such as Google’s BERT (Devlin et al., 2018) and
Meta’s OPT (Zhang et al., 2022) are increasingly being adapted for clinical use cases
via fine-tuning on biomedical datasets (Bommasani et al., 2021, pp.54-58). Indeed,
BERT has already been adapted for a range of clinical functions including BioBERT
for biomedical text mining (Lee et al., 2020), G-BERT for treatment recommenda-
tion (Shang et al., 2019), Med-BERT for disease prediction (Rasmy et al., 2021), and
ClinicalBERT for predicting hospital readmission (Huang et al., 2019). Many of these
next-generation models provide substantial performance gains over prior clinical mod-
els, but at the same time introduce novel kinds of algorithmic bias, and complicate
the explanatory relationship between demographic performance disparities and biases
in training data. This paper articulates how and in what respects biases in generalist
models differ from biases in previous clinical models, and draws out practical recom-
mendations for algorithmic bias mitigation in SaMD technologies built using generalist
language models.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces the narrow paradigm alongside
the ontic and explanatory assumptions about algorithmic bias that it gave rise to.
Section 3 characterizes the emerging generalist paradigm and shows how biases in this
paradigm challenge the prevailing assumptions. Section 4 explores bias mitigation

2Performance biases can also arise, among other reasons, from misrepresentative training
data such as datasets that employ proxy variables or data labels that systematically distort the
circumstances of a disadvantaged group (Obermeyer et al., 2019; Jiang and Nachum, 2020).
See Section 2.3 for discussion.
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strategies for generalist models. Section 5 concludes.

2 The Narrow Paradigm

2.1 Narrow Models and Supervised Learning

The core idea of the narrow paradigm is that machine learning models are trained
with a particular clinical task in mind. An example of a clinical task is predicting
whether a nodule depicted in a computed tomography (CT) image is malignant or
benign (Uthoff et al., 2019). Another is predicting based on features of a patient’s
medical history whether or not that patient will be readmitted to hospital within 30
days if discharged (Hasan et al., 2010).

The dominant approach to machine learning within the narrow paradigm is called
supervised learning. Here a model is trained to predict an outcome variable based
on one or more input features via a large number of examples. So given a dataset
comprising a series of CT images each depicting a nodule correctly labeled as ‘benign’
or ‘malignant,’ a model can learn which features of the images predict malignancy
through a trial-and-error process where the model parameters are iteratively updated
to correct for erroneous predictions (Uthoff et al., 2019). Supervised learning accounts
for much of the recent success in clinical machine learning. This includes image clas-
sification models that rival the performance of clinicians at dermatologic diagnosis
(Tschandl et al., 2019), and similarly performant models for radiological tasks such as
image-based diagnosis, segmentation, and identification (Kelly et al., 2022).

Sometimes supervised learning is supplemented with a technique called transfer
learning (Weiss et al., 2016). Standardly, training data reflects the kind of inputs and
outputs that the model will operate with in practice. Hence a model for identifying
malignant nodules is typically trained on labeled images of malignant and benign
nodules. But in some domains - including medicine - training data is expensive to
collate because experts are required to label the data and the quantity of data needed
is substantial (Rahimi et al., 2021). Transfer learning offers a partial solution. Here
the model is pre-trained on a generic task and then fine-tuned for a specific task. The
idea is that statistical associations learned in the generic task are applicable in (and
thus transfer to) the domain-specific task. This reduces the amount of clinical data
that is required to train the model. Hence a model for identifying malignant nodules
might first be trained to classify images on a generic image dataset such as ImageNet
(Deng et al., 2009), and subsequently be fine-tuned to detect malignant nodules by
holding fixed the model weights in the main body of the neural network that account
for lower level features such as edges and corners, and re-training the top layers to
account for higher level clinically significant features using the nodule image dataset
(c.f. Chowdhury et al., 2021).

Importantly: Whether or not transfer learning is used the background assumption
is that each model is trained to perform a particular clinical task. Pervasive assump-
tions about the nature and causes of algorithmic bias in medicine have developed on
the backdrop of this narrow paradigm. The next two sections articulate and make
precise these assumptions.
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2.2 What are Biases?

On first approximation the ontic assumption holds that algorithmic biases admit anal-
ysis in terms of measurable performance disparities across demographic groups. So
one respect in which a model for identifying the presence or absence of a particu-
lar dermatologic condition based on images of skin lesions might be biased is if the
area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC-ROC) is lower for im-
ages with Fitzpatrick skin types I-II compared to images with Fitzpatrick skin types
V-VI (Daneshjou et al., 2022). Here AUC-ROC is a metric that measures the degree
to which a binary classifier is able to distinguish between the two classes (in this
case the presence or absence of the relevant dermatologic condition). The implica-
tion of different AUC-ROC scores for Fitzpatrick skin types I-II and V-VI is that the
model is better able to identify the relevant condition for White patients compared
to Black patients, as race and Fitzpatrick skin type are correlated, albeit imperfectly
(Ware et al., 2020). Performance disparities across demographic groups like the one
described is typically what is at issue when clinical models are claimed to exhibit
algorithmic bias (Hellström et al., 2020).

Whether a model exhibits performance disparities across demographic groups is
not always clear. Reasonable people can disagree about what counts as good perfor-
mance. For example, individuals with different attitudes to risk may disagree about
the comparative importance of precision and recall in a screening task. Here precision
is the fraction of actually positive cases among those classified as positive and recall is
the fraction of actually positive cases that end up classified as positive. Risk-neutral
people who are indifferent between errors in which actually negative cases are classi-
fied as positive and errors in which actually positive cases are classified as negative
may advocate for the F1 score as a performance metric, i.e. the harmonic mean of
precision and recall. In contrast, risk-averse people who prefer actually negative cases
to test positive than for actually positive cases to test negative may advocate for an
Fβ score, which is a weighted harmonic mean where recall has β times the weight of
precision for some β > 0. Hence even if algorithmic bias is understood in the sense of
measurable demographic performance disparities, there may be disagreements about
which models are biased given the lack of consensus on how to measure performance
(c.f. Dieterich et al., 2016).3

2.3 How are Biases Explained?

The explanatory assumption holds that algorithmic biases are typically explained by
biases in training data. Performance disparities obtain at the model level because the
model’s training data underrepresents or misrepresents particular demographic groups.
To use the FDA’s term, algorithmic biases are ‘prone to mirroring biases present in
the data’ Food and Drug Administration (2021a, p.5, emphasis mine). The relevant
sense of mirroring is that performance disparities which disadvantage group G are
explained by underrepresentation or misrepresentation of G in the training data.4

3The problem is underscored by the fact that absent equal base rates across subpopula-
tions or perfect predictive performance binary classifiers cannot equalize precision and false
positive/negative rates (Chouldechova, 2017). See Kleinberg et al. (2016) for an analogous
result for continuous risk scores. For discussion of the significance of the fairness impossibility
theorems for healthcare see Grote and Keeling (2022a) and Grote and Keeling (2022b).

4The implication here is not that all performance biases are explained by biases in training
data, as biases can arise at every stage of the machine learning pipeline (Rajkomar et al.,
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The explanatory assumption allows for multiple explanatory pathways which chart
the way that biases in model performance depend on data biases. One common ex-
planatory pathway that arises in cases of underrepresentative training data is where the
model generalizes a statistical association that holds for an overrepresented group to
the entire population such that the association fails to hold for the underrepresented
group. For example, HbA1c level and stroke are associated in that poor glycemic
control is a risk factor for stroke (Mitsios et al., 2018). Yet the association between
HbA1c level and stroke for women is more pronounced for women over age 55 com-
pared to women under 55 (Zhao et al., 2014). Hence training data for an HbA1c based
stroke risk assessment model that undersamples women over 55 may lead the model
to generalize the association that holds for women under 55 to all women, resulting in
suboptimal predictive performance for women over 55. Here the underrepresentation
of a given demographic group in training data leads the model to underfit for that
group.

Misrepresentative training data can also lead to performance disparities. What is
at issue in some instances of misrepresentation is the use of proxy variables that mis-
represent a group’s circumstances. For example, Obermeyer et al. (2019) found that
a model used in the US to enroll sufficiently sick patients into a narrow care program
exhibited racial bias. The model was such that, for any given risk score, Black patients
at that risk score were sicker than White patients at that risk score, where sickness
is measured by number of active chronic conditions. Patients are automatically re-
ferred into the narrow care program only if their risk score is above some threshold.
Hence Black patients need to be sicker than White patients to qualify for automatic
enrolment in the program. The bias arose because the variable health cost was used
as a proxy for health need. Because Black and White patients matched on health need
are on average such that less money is spent on the Black patient, the effect of using
health cost as a proxy for health need was to misrepresent the healthcare needs of the
Black patients.

Other cases of misrepresentation involve misrepresentative data labels. This can
occur if there are diagnostic disparities across groups. For example, in the United
States, clinical screening tools for dementia are known to be less reliable for racial mi-
norities (Stephenson, 2001; Gianattasio et al., 2019). Models trained on labeled data
such that the labels reflect patterns of systematic misdiagnosis are liable to replicate
those patterns in their predictions (Rajkomar et al., 2018; Hellström et al., 2020). Yet
more instances of misrepresentation arise given differential missingness across groups.
For example, longitudinal EHR datasets are liable to systematically exclude vulnerable
populations such as immigrants who are more likely to receive fractured care across
multiple healthcare institutions (Gianfrancesco et al., 2018). Hence models trained on
longitudinal EHR data may fail to detect clinically significant statistical patterns that
pertain to the relevant populations. The downstream impact may then be underper-
formance for certain vulnerable populations.

The significance of the explanatory assumption relates to bias mitigation. A recent
paper by Willemink et al. (2020, p.9) on ‘Preparing Medical Imaging Data for Machine
Learning’ states that ‘[i]f an AI algorithm is trained with images from a European
institution and the algorithm is used in an Asian population, then performance may

2019). Rather, the claim is that performance biases (at least in healthcare where demographic
data biases are widespread and pervasive) in a broad class of cases arise due to biases in
datasets such as under-representative or misrepresentative training data. Such is the extent of
data biases that it makes sense for organizations like the to orient their general bias mitigation
advice around data representativeness (c.f. Food and Drug Administration, 2021a).
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be affected by population or disease prevalence bias.’ They continue: ‘It is thus
advised to use images from multiple diverse sources, or at least images representing
the target population or health system in which the algorithm is to be deployed.’
What is evidenced here is how the explanatory link between algorithmic biases and
biases in training data informs algorithmic bias mitigation strategies. In particular,
avoiding demographic performance disparities typically requires ensuring that training
data appropriately represents the target population.

3 The Generalist Paradigm

The main commitment of the narrow paradigm in clinical machine learning is that
models are trained for particular clinical use cases such as risk assessment, diagnosis
and treatment recommendation. The emerging generalist paradigm differs in that its
core focus is on training generalist models that can be adapted for multiple clinical
use cases via fine-tuning on narrow biomedical datasets. This section introduces the
generalist paradigm and examines in what respects this paradigm challenges the ontic
and explanatory assumptions about algorithmic bias in medicine.

3.1 Self-Supervised Learning

The models with which we are concerned are large language models such as Open AI’s
GPT-2 and GPT-3 (Radford et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020), Google’s BERT and
LaMDA (Devlin et al., 2018; Thoppilan et al., 2022), and Meta’s OPT (Zhang et al.,
2022). These models are pre-trained for natural language understanding, and can
be fine-tuned on domain-specific datasets for particular use cases including clinical
use cases. To illustrate: Initially, BERT is pre-trained on English Wikipedia and
BooksCorpus for natural language understanding (Devlin et al., 2018, p.5). BERT can
then be fine-tuned for specific clinical tasks, such as biomedical text mining, through
further training on biomedical text datasets such as PubMed (c.f. Lee et al., 2020).

Language models are pre-trained for natural language understanding using a ma-
chine learning technique called self-supervised learning (Bommasani et al., 2021, pp.4-
5). Recall that supervised learning involves labeled data. For example, a supervised
model for named entity recognition might be trained on ordered pairs containing a
biomedical noun and the type of entity to which each noun refers, e.g. (TP53, gene),
(thrombin, enzyme). In contrast, self-supervised models are trained on unlabelled text
datasets like English Wikipedia (Devlin et al., 2018). Training tasks on unlabelled text
data are automated prediction tasks. For example, one of BERT’s training tasks is
called masked language modeling, in which particular words from sentences in the
training data are masked such that the model must predict the missing words based
on the surrounding words. This task teaches BERT bidirectional context. Given text
datasets with the scale and breadth of English Wikipedia, masked language modeling
allows language models to learn a broad class of capabilities including arithmetic (‘100
x 20 = ’), general knowledge (‘ is the capital of France), specialist knowl-
edge (‘The LD50 of ricin for mice is mg/kg’), translation (‘Ospedale is the Italian
word for ’), and unit conversion (‘The adult spleen is approximately 14cm (
inches) in length’). Hence the generalist character of these models.

To be precise: What is learned in the pre-training stage is a mathematical rep-
resentation of a language called a word embedding. Roughly, a word embedding is a
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function that maps words to vectors (or points) in a high-dimensional space.5 The
geometry of the vector space encodes semantic information in that distances between
vectors represent the degree to which words are semantically related. Words with
similar meanings map to vectors which are close together. The large language models
that we are considering complicate this picture slightly. Notice that certain words have
multiple meanings. For example, ‘bank’ can mean the side of a river or it can mean a
type of financial institution. Hence it is problematic to map each word to a vector that
encodes its meaning, as some words do not have one meaning. Large language models
learn what is called a contextual embedding, namely, a function that maps each word in
an input sequence to a vector in a high-dimensional space, where the vector’s location
depends on the entire input sequence as opposed to individual words (Liu et al., 2020).
This allows the model to discriminate between different senses of the same word.

Fine-tuning for clinical use cases differs depending on the pre-trained model’s ar-
chitecture. It is helpful to distinguish two cases.6 First, encoder models such as
BERT take text sequences as inputs and output embeddings for each inputted word.
Fine-tuning these models for clinical uses typically involves additional pre-training
on biomedical text datasets such as PubMed abstracts and MIMIC clinical notes
(Peng et al., 2019). The result is an embedding that better registers the seman-
tic nuances of biomedical text data; although in practice whether domain-specific
pre-training improves downstream model performance depends on the task at issue
(Lin et al., 2020). Biomedical embeddings can then be used as inputs for supervised
models that are trained for particular clinical use cases. To illustrate: Suppose the
task at issue is hospital readmission prediction using free-text discharge summaries (c.f.
Huang et al., 2019). Given a labeled dataset comprising discharge summaries plus the
ground truth for whether patients were readmitted within the relevant time-window,
the idea is to train a supervised model to predict readmission using embeddings for
the discharge summaries as inputs.

Second, decoder models like GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019) and LaMDA (Thoppilan et al.,
2022) take sequences of text as their inputs and output a prediction for the next word.
Feeding the outputs back into the model allows passages of text to be generated. Fine-
tuning decoder models for clinical use cases involves next-word prediction tasks on
tailored biomedical text datasets. For example, Wang et al. (2021) fine-tuned GPT-
2 using transcripts of therapy sessions to evidence the in principle use of language
models in therapeutic contexts. Likewise, Sirrianni et al. (2022) fine-tuned GPT-2 on
dental clinical notes to evidence the in principle use of language models for medical
charting. In addition to fine-tuning, there is also promising evidence suggesting that
pre-trained language models that have not been fine-tuned on domain-specific clinical
data encode clinical knowledge (Singhal et al., 2022). The idea is that appropriately
tailored prompts can enable the model to accurately answer medical questions.

3.2 Semantic Biases

The ontic assumption holds that algorithmic biases in clinical medicine admit analy-
sis in terms of measurable performance disparities across demographic groups. Self-
supervised models challenge this conception of algorithmic bias by introducing uniquely

5This formulation is rough because strictly speaking tokens and not words are inputted
into the function, i.e. input sequences of text are first tokenized (see Grefenstette, 1999).

6A third case bracketed here is sequence-to-sequence models such as Google’s T5 that
include an encoder and a decoder (Raffel et al., 2020).
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semantic biases that are non-reducible to measurable demographic performance dis-
parities. To be clear, semantic biases are understood as a subset of algorithmic biases.
What makes these biases semantic is that the nature of these biases has to do with
meaning. Consider three examples.7

Call the first kind of semantic bias perspectival bias. What is at issue here is that
evaluative commitments may be implicit in the way that words are used or defined.
Weidinger et al. (2021, p.13) give an example in which a language model asked ‘What
is a family?’ responds ‘A family is a man and a woman who get married and have
children.’ Here the meaning attached to the word ‘family’ reflects a heteronormative
conception of the family, which is incompatible with conceptions of the family that, for
example, make room for families involving same-sex couples or polyamorous familial
relationships involving more than two partners.

Perspectival biases are morally significant in clinical use cases for at least two
reasons. First, patient-facing conversational interfaces such as therapeutic chatbots
or question answering systems may alienate particular patient subpopulations by ex-
hibiting perspectival biases that diminish or deny the significance of certain beliefs,
values, identities, or cultural practices. For example, a therapeutic chatbot that in-
dicates a commitment to a hetronormative conception of the family may alienate
LGBTQ+ patients and engender the perception that clinical machine learning tools
are not developed with LGBTQ+ individuals in mind. What is concerning here is
that perspectival biases may be difficult to anticipate in practice and need not involve
any explicit diminution of beliefs, values, identities, or practices. For example, an
entertainment chatbot on a pediatric ward may ask children whether they are missing
home. If pressed to clarify the question, the chatbot may associate ‘home’ with a static
residence, which may be alienating for children in the Irish Traveller community or
other nomadic communities. Or consider a sexual health chatbot that when pressed to
define or elaborate upon terms relevant to gender identity does so using pathologizing
or otherwise stigmatizing terminology.

Second, dialogue-based health information systems may exhibit undue influence
over the patient’s decision if certain outputs are loaded with perspectival bias. The
concern is that a system’s explanation of the costs and benefits of particular treatments
may fail to be value neutral in such a way that amounts to the inappropriate distortion
of information material to the patient’s decision. This could happen if, for example,
qualitative categories reflecting the probability of outcomes (e.g. ‘likely’, ‘unlikely’) or
the severity of outcomes (‘severe’, ‘mild’) are used by chatbots to communicate risks of
particular interventions (McNeil et al., 1982; Halpern et al., 2013). To illustrate: The
claim that Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP) for HIV is likely to cause a mild reduction
in kidney function may be interpreted by the patient as the claim that the risk can
justifiably be ignored. Yet whether the risk can justifiably be ignored depends on the
patient’s risk tolerance and the anticipated benefit of PrEP for them given their beliefs
and values. Hence the usage of these qualitative risk descriptions may inadvertently
impose a particular perspective on the risks of PrEP that inappropriately biases the
patient’s decision.

Call the second class of semantic biases stereotype associations. To illustrate: In
one recent study, Abid et al. (2021) found that in 66/100 cases GPT-3 completed the
prompt ‘two Muslims walked into a’ with violent phraseology including references to
killing and shooting. Relevantly analogous stereotype associations have been observed
for LGBTQ individuals, alongside women and people of color Sheng et al. (2019).

7These examples are illustrative and are not intended as an exhaustive taxonomy.
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Roughly speaking, the technical explanation for these stereotype biases is that the
model infers semantic dependence between, for example, the terms Muslim and ter-
rorism due to frequent co-occurrence of the terms in the training data (Brown et al.,
2020). What is concerning about the possibility of language models exhibiting stereo-
type associations in conversational interfaces for clinical use cases is the idea that
clinical technologies may in some way exacerbate existing stigma and clinical harm
faced by marginalized populations.

Call the third kind of semantic bias semantic haze. Some discourses can be better
represented than others in the internet text datasets such that language models are
pre-trained on. It may be the case, for example, that discourse on the United States
is more prevalent than discourse on Honduras on particular Reddit datasets, i.e. there
is more text about the United States than Honduras on the relevant Reddit pages.
That certain discourses feature less prominently as part of text datasets can result in
language models having a coarser-grained or ‘hazy’ semantic representation of those
discourses. For example, in BERT’s embedding space, the term ‘United States’ is
a greater distance from the names of other countries (and thus more semantically
distinct) compared to Global South countries which are clustered together and thus less
semantically distinct. BERT has a finer-grained semantic representation of discourse
pertaining to the United States than to Global South countries (Zhou et al., 2021,
pp.7-8).

The ethical significance of semantic haze in clinical use cases is at least threefold.
First, there is a clear sense in which patient-facing conversational interfaces that ex-
hibit semantic haze on particular topics may perform less well for some patient groups
compared to others. Consider a chatbot that provides sex and relationship information
for teenagers. The kinds of questions and concerns that teenagers have around sex
and relationships may depend at least in part on cultural circumstances. Indeed, some
concerns may require specific cultural knowledge to understand and provide appropri-
ate responses to. Suppose, for example, that a 16-year-old female from a Christian
family is engaged in a sexually active relationship with a 15-year old male from an Is-
lamic family. There are concerns within the male’s family around premarital sex, and
the family is suggesting to the female to make nikah (the Islamic marriage contract),
and potentially to take the Shahada (a declaration of belief in God and acceptance
of Muhammad as God’s messanger). Semantic haze around Islamic marriage customs
given limited exposure to text on Islamic marriage customs in the pre-training dataset
may result in suboptimal model performance with respect to providing sex and rela-
tionships advice on cases like these. A related issue is that language models may be
more likely to hallucinate false information in domains of discourse that are underrep-
resented in the training data (Ji et al., 2023). For some clinical use cases, this may
result in lower health information quality for certain groups.

Second, the moral significance of semantic haze is also at least in part accounted
for in terms of respect for persons. To illustrate: A known problem in palliative
care is that a non-trivial fraction of patients feel ignored, misunderstood, or even si-
lenced by clinicians (Norton et al., 2003; Frosch et al., 2012; Gramling et al., 2016).
This phenomenon is morally significant not only because it causes patients to experi-
ence psychological discomfort, but also because failing to listen to and appropriately
register patient wishes and concerns plausibly amounts to a failure to afford due re-
spect to patients as persons. There are plausible use cases for language models in
palliative care including dialogue agents for companionship (van Wezel et al., 2021)
and entertainment (Garćıa-Méndez et al., 2021). Here it is at least foreseeable that
models exhibiting semantic haze around certain topics may engender a sense of not
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being heard on the part of patients, such that deployment of models exhibiting the
relevant semantic haze may amount to a failure to afford due respect to the patient.
Indeed the problem is not restricted to palliative care. Minority patient groups such
as transgender patients or patients with disabilities may have a pre-existing sense of
being misunderstood or silenced in the healthcare system, and conversational systems
exhibiting semantic haze around health topics specific to those groups may invite a
sense of their person or their identity having been disrespected among members of the
relevant minority groups.

Third, in practice, it may be the case that models which perform poorly or unpre-
dictably for certain groups are not made available to those groups or are subject to
certain restrictions on how the models can be used that are not applied to other groups.
Consider an online medical question answering tool that reliably answers questions in
English but not Spanish. Such a tool may screen prompts with a language classifier so
as to detect and refuse prompts written in Spanish. In doing so, the potential benefits
of the tool for Spanish speaking users who do not speak English are withheld because
the safety risk to that group is intolerably high. Obviously, product decisions like these
may compound across multiple tools resulting in patterns of inequity with respect to
health information availability across demographic groups.

3.3 New Explanatory Pathways

The last section showed how language models may introduce novel and uniquely se-
mantic biases. These biases matter for conversational use cases such as therapeutic
chatbots and question-answering systems. But their significance for non-conversational
use cases such as risk assessment or diagnosis based on clinical notes is less apparent.
This section argues that in non-conversational use cases language models can compli-
cate the explanatory relationship between biases in training data and familiar model
performance biases such as disparities in accuracy across demographic groups. This
complication is significant because it destabilizes the standard bias mitigation strategy
of ensuring appropriately representative training data.

Semantic associations learned in pre-training may in some cases partly explain
performance disparities in downstream clinical prediction tasks. Consider an example.
Suppose that BERT is fine-tuned for the psychiatric use case of EHR-based violence
risk assessment (Mosteiro et al., 2022; Karystianis et al., 2021). In pre-training BERT
will have learned semantic associations between terms like ‘violence,’ ‘resist,’ and ‘non-
compliance,’ and these associations may inform the model’s predictions in the down-
stream task. The presence of such terms under the right contextual circumstances
may be good predictors of violence. Indeed, the principal advantage of BERT-based
models for EHR-based violence risk assessment is that BERT embeddings are sensitive
to context. Hence the expectation is that semantic associations learned in pre-training
affect and improve performance in the downstream clinical task.

However, there is evidence that negative descriptors such as ‘resist’ and ‘non-
compliant’ are more likely to feature in EHRs for Black patients compared to non-
Black patients (Sun et al., 2022). Suppose for the purposes of the example that a racial
disparity in the use of negative descriptors obtains and is at least partly explained by
implicit racial biases on the part of clinicians.8 To clarify: What is being assumed here

8Sun et al. (2022, p.206) note that ‘the use of negative descriptors might not necessarily
reflect bias among individual providers; rather, it may reflect a broader systemic acceptability
of using negative patient descriptors as a surrogate for identifying structural barriers.’
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is that negative descriptors are in fact used more for Black patients compared to non-
Black patients and that the explanation for the disparity is that clinicians as a group
are disposed at least to some extent to use more negative language when describing
interactions with Black patients compared to relevantly similar interactions involving
non-Black patients. Given these assumptions, it may be the case that a fine-tuned
BERT model for violence risk assessment ends up overpredicting violence for Black
patients because the kinds of negative language that best predict violent behavior
are disproportionately used to characterize interactions with Black patients. More
precisely, the descriptive bias in the EHR data may result in a failure of calibration
across racial groups, such that for any given risk score the fraction of actually violent
Black patients at that risk score is greater than the fraction of actually violent non-
Black patients at that same risk score (Hedden, 2021; Kleinberg et al., 2016).

What explains the calibration failure in the above example is misrepresentative
training data. Yet the way in which the training data is misrepresentative is novel.
What is not at issue is a proxy variable that misrepresents the circumstances of Black
patients - as was the case in the Obermeyer et al. (2019) example in which the model
used health cost as a proxy for health need. Neither is data missing or mislabelled.
Rather the problem is that (by assumption) free-text descriptions of Black patients
in EHRs are disproportionately negative in the sense of exaggerating the degree of
non-adherence in contrast to non-Black patients who display comparable levels of
non-adherence. Language models can register differences in the language used to char-
acterize different demographic groups. Biases encoded in those textual descriptions
may translate into model performance biases in a way that is hard to detect.

Two points are made in closing: (1) It is plausible that clinicians harbor implicit
or even explicit biases against disadvantaged groups including racial minorities, peo-
ple with disabilities, and transgender individuals (see Hall et al. (2015) for a review).
Such biases may affect clinical notes written about such patients in respects that are
not yet well understood and in respects that language models may register. (2) This
complicates the standard bias mitigation advice to ensure that clinical training data
is representative of the target population.9 For it may be unclear in what respects
textual data fails to appropriately represent disadvantaged subpopulations. In partic-
ular, where negative leaning language is involved or pathologizing language is used to
characterize patient concerns.

4 Mitigating Bias

The emerging generalist paradigm in clinical machine learning complicates the prevail-
ing ontic assumption that algorithmic biases admit analysis in terms of performance
disparities across demographic groups. The generalist paradigm also puts question
to the prevailing explanatory assumption that biases in model performance mirror
biases in training datasets such that bias mitigation strategies ought to focus on
demographic representation in biomedical datasets. The upshot is that regulatory
policy developed on the backdrop of the narrow paradigm - such as the FDA’s rec-
ommendation that ‘[d]ata collection protocols should ensure that the relevant char-
acteristics of the intended patient population [...] are sufficiently represented in [...]

9Note that this issue is not unique to LLMs. Similar considerations hold for models and
research studies that rely on discrete EHR data, which can also encode biases (c.f. Ross et al.,
2020).
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test datasets so that results can reasonably be generalized to the population of inter-
est’ - has limited practical significance for clinical developers using generalist models
(Food and Drug Administration, 2021a, p.2).

To be sure, biomedical datasets have typically been used to fine-tune generalist
models for clinical use cases; and to that end, ensuring appropriate representation
within the datasets used for fine-tuning is actionable and relevant advice. Yet two
caveats are needed. On one hand, bias mitigation guidance that focuses exclusively
on model performance biases that are explained by biases in biomedical datasets oc-
cludes considerations relevant to bias mitigation in generalist models. In particular,
performance biases in clinical models may be explained by biases in pre-training data
which is not specifically biomedical, so there is good reason not to provide bias miti-
gation guidance which pertains uniquely to biomedical data. On the other hand, there
now exist promising examples of clinical information extraction from generalist models
that are not fine-tuned on biomedical data (Singhal et al., 2022). Bias guidance that
focuses uniquely on the representativeness of biomedical data does not apply to these
models and thus excludes an important emerging class of clinical machine learning
systems.

What follows are some plausible directions for bias mitigation guidance in the
context of generalist language models applied to clinical use cases.

4.1 Pre-Processing and Data Collection

The first bias mitigation strategy targets the data pre-processing and data collection
stages. Pre-processing is an umbrella term for a set of data practices including cleans-
ing datasets for incorrect or missing data and wrangling raw data into an appropriate
format for machine learning development. Internet text datasets can be filtered for
inappropriate content in the pre-processing stage. The Colossal Clean Crawled Cor-
pus, for example, is a 156 billion token text dataset that has been filtered using the
open access ‘Dirty, Naughty, Obscene or Otherwise Bad Words List’ (Raffel et al.,
2020). The rationale behind filtering text datasets for inappropriate content is that
language models are unable to reproduce the kinds of harmful stereotype associations
and perspectival biases that arise in, for example, pornographic websites or websites
containing far-right political content, if all such websites are removed from the model’s
training corpus (Bender et al., 2021, p.614). Hence data filtration is a plausible ap-
proach to mitigating semantic biases that may arise in conversational clinical use cases
such as therapeutic chatbots.

Nevertheless, filtering text datasets for problematic content involves trade-offs that
require articulation and judicious negotiation. On one hand, removing toxic language
from training data precludes models from identifying situations in which they are
confronted with toxic language and identifying situations in which the model’s own
outputs are toxic. Hence data filtration may actually hinder the model’s ability to
counteract biases. On the other hand, data filtration can also result in semantic haze
around marginalized discourses. Bender et al. (2021, p.614) discuss one example in
which the term ‘twink’ features on the ‘Dirty, Naughty, Obscene or Otherwise Bad
Words List,’ such that text datasets filtered by this list may systematically exclude
LGBTQ+ online spaces. Such exclusion may render the model less able to regis-
ter semantic distinctions and draw appropriate semantic associations for LGBTQ+
terminology (Zhou et al., 2021), which may be problematic in patient-facing conversa-
tional use cases such as therapeutic chatbots and question-answering systems. These
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concerns underscore the importance of active dataset diversification efforts as an im-
portant complementary technique alongside filtration for problematic content.

In addition to these concerns there is a more fundamental worry about who is best
placed to decide which content is appropriate for text datasets used to train language
models that are subsequently adapted for clinical use cases. These assumptions are
potentially problematic in clinical use cases in that patients and clinicians represent a
plurality of worldviews and there is an expectation of reasonable disagreement between
stakeholders about what counts as appropriate content. While there are plausible
mitigations such as accommodating a diversity of cultural backgrounds and political
opinions in data filtration decisions, the question of how to establish such an effort in
a way that is politically legitimate admits no easy answer.

4.2 Fine-Tuning

The second bias mitigation strategy is to fine-tune the model to avoid harmful or
otherwise problematic content. For example, Google’s LaMDA is fine-tuned using su-
pervised learning to ensure appropriate model outputs (Thoppilan et al., 2022). In
particular, crowdworkers were used to generate conversational material with LaMDA
including conversations on sensitive topics and adversarial conversations in which
crowd workers attempted to elicit inappropriate model outputs. These outputs were
subsequently annotated to identify problematic content, and also the type of problem-
atic content at issue (e.g. religious stereotypes). The resultant dataset was used to
fine-tune LaMDA to predict the appropriateness of its outputs which in turn allowed
LaMDA to screen-out problematic outputs.10

Ethical fine-tuning is a promising technique for addressing semantic biases in clini-
cal use cases including stereotype associations and perspectival biases. Certain clinical
use cases require the model to engage with sensitive content and do so appropriately,
such as therapeutic use cases in which the model may need to engage in discussions
about suicide, drug use, or sex. This gives ethical fine-tuning the advantage over data
filtration. Removing a chatbot’s ability to discuss sex by filtering all sexual content
from the training data caps the therapeutic utility of the chatbot substantially. In
contrast, ethical fine-tuning offers a plausible avenue for chatbots to engage in dia-
logue around sensitive topics and to do so appropriately. Presumably, mental health
professionals as opposed to crowdworkers would be required to construct and label
training data involving appropriate and inappropriate therapeutic conversational in-
teractions. This may render ethical fine-tuning for clinical use cases costly given the
need for expert clinical labelers. But what matters here is that ethical fine-tuning
provides a plausible and scalable mechanism for automated appropriateness checks on
clinical model outputs.

There are, however, at least two limitations to fine-tuning. First, using human
annotators to discover failure modes in which the model exhibits harmful biases limits
the diversity of failure modes that can be accounted for (Perez et al., 2022). Because
clinical models can reasonably be expected to encounter a much broader class of bias-
eliciting stimuli in the real-world deployment context, it is at least plausible that fine-
tuning based on human-labeled dialogical interactions will lead to critical oversights.
The practical significance of this concern depends in large part on the success or failure

10Ethical fine-tuning can also be achieved via non-supervised approaches such as Reinforce-
ment Learning from Human Feedback (Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022). The ethical
issues discussed in this section apply to these non-supervised approaches also.
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of emerging strategies for upscaling ethical fine-tuning via automated case generation
(Perez et al., 2022; Ganguli et al., 2022), and in particular on the applicability of these
techniques to conversational clinical use cases. Second, the capacity of generalist
language models to exhibit biases is virtually unbounded, especially with respect to
perspectival biases which are pervasive in internet text corpora. For that reason it is
unclear if the appropriate goal of ethical fine-tuning ought to be perspectival neutrality
or rather the adoption of a perspective that is broadly acceptable within the bounds of
a pluralistic society. The issue here is that ethical fine-tuning is not itself a solution to
the problem of semantic biases in clinical models, but rather a technical method that
if supplemented with an appropriate set of evaluative commitments can address the
problem. The questions of who is doing the fine-tuning and by what criteria cannot be
overlooked. This underscores the need for inclusive and open discussion around how
ethical fine-tuning is performed in practice.

5 Conclusion

This paper examined how certain pervasive assumptions about the nature and causes
of algorithmic bias in medicine are challenged by an emerging class of generalist mod-
els such as BERT and GPT-2 that can be fine-tuned for clinical use cases. Specifically,
medical regulators such as the FDA in the US and the MHRA in the UK are operating
with a conception of bias that is tailored to the dominant narrow paradigm in clinical
machine learning, in which supervised models are trained to perform particular tasks
such as diagnosis and risk assessment. On this picture, models exhibit biases if and
to the extent that they admit measurable performance disparities across demographic
groups such as differences in classification accuracy or miscalibrated risk scores. These
biases are typically explained by analogous biases in training data such as underrepre-
sentation or misrepresentation of the relevant demographic groups. Generalist models
complicate this picture. Not only do these models introduce novel and uniquely seman-
tic biases such as stereotype associations and perspectival biases, they also complicate
the explanatory relationship between biases in training data and measurable perfor-
mance disparities across demographic groups for regression and classification tasks.

Three recommendations are made in closing. First, there is good reason for SaMD
medical regulators to explore emerging techniques for bias mitigation in large lan-
guage models such as data filtration and ethical fine-tuning and to incorporate such
techniques into guidance and regulatory policy on the safe and ethical development
of clinical machine learning models (Bender et al., 2021; Laurençon et al., 2022). Sec-
ond, healthcare providers seeking to use generalist models for clinical applications
ought to consider algorithmic bias not only from the perspective of performance dis-
parities across demographic groups relative to regression and classification metrics, but
also consider auditing models for clinically significant semantic biases. Third, medi-
cal ethicists have good reason to examine the moral significance of biases in clinical
models beyond considerations pertaining to the equitable distribution of benefits and
burdens in healthcare. For example, examining the class of respect-based moral com-
plaints that patients may have towards models exhibiting biases that reflect harmful
stereotype associations.
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