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ABSTRACT

Deep Learning (DL) has made significant strides in various medical applications in recent years,
achieving remarkable results. In the field of medical imaging, DL models can assist doctors in disease
diagnosis by classifying pathologies in Chest X-ray images. However, training on new data to expand
model capabilities and adapt to distribution shifts is a notable challenge these models face. Continual
Learning (CL) has emerged as a solution to this challenge, enabling models to adapt to new data while
retaining knowledge gained from previous experiences. Previous studies have analyzed the behavior
of CL strategies in medical imaging regarding classification performance. However, when considering
models that interact with sensitive information, such as in the medical domain, it is imperative to
disaggregate the performance of socially salient groups. Indeed, DL algorithms can exhibit biases
against certain sub-populations, leading to discrepancies in predictive performance across different
groups identified by sensitive attributes such as age, race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and socioeconomic
status. In this study, we go beyond the typical assessment of classification performance in CL and
study bias evolution over successive tasks with domain-specific fairness metrics. Furthermore, we
investigate how different CL strategies influence this bias evolution. Specifically, we evaluate the CL
strategies using the well-known CheXpert (CXP) and ChestX-ray14 (NIH) datasets. We consider
a class incremental scenario of five tasks with 12 pathologies. We evaluate the Replay, Learning
without Forgetting (LwF), LwF Replay, and Pseudo-Label strategies. LwF and Pseudo-Label exhibit
optimal classification performance, but when including fairness metrics in the evaluation, it is clear
that Pseudo-Label is less biased. For this reason, this strategy should be preferred when considering
real-world scenarios in which it is crucial to consider the fairness of the model.

Keywords Fairness · Continual Learning ·Medical Imaging

1 Introduction

In recent years, Deep Learning (DL) models have been successfully applied to various domains in the medical
field, including pathology classification, anatomical segmentation, lesion delineation, image reconstruction, synthesis,
registration, and super-resolution ([1]), exhibiting impressive performance ([2]).

Despite these advancements, DL models encounter significant challenges when trained on real-world data, especially
when considering dynamic settings such as the medical imaging domain. Indeed, changes in the environment can cause
distributional shifts within the data, requiring the model to adapt to the new distribution. For instance, modifications in
equipment could lead to variations in image quality, while demographic changes might impact the population under
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screening, thus altering the distribution of input data. On the other hand, there may be instances where the model
needs to classify additional classes beyond those it was initially trained on. For example, in the case of pathology
classification, new diseases may arise after training the model, or technological advancements may make it possible for
new pathologies to be detected.

In other words, it is necessary to adapt when new data appears. However, it is also essential to have DL models that
can expand their capabilities while preserving the knowledge gleaned from past experiences. A common practice
to update the model is Fine-Tuning, which trains the model on new data. However, Fine-Tuning suffers from the
Catastrophic Forgetting phenomenon, which causes the model to lose all the previously learned knowledge. On the
other hand, retraining the whole model from scratch is not always feasible, due to computational costs and privacy
concerns. Medical data is extremely sensitive and governed by strict data protection laws. Therefore, in realistic medical
applications, when updating a model with new data, the original training data is often inaccessible. Continual Learning
has emerged as a promising solution to this challenge, offering a framework that enables models to update to new data
streams while retaining previously acquired knowledge. Previous works considered the application of CL strategies in
the medical imaging domain on a stream of data to maintain high classification accuracy on previously seen data while
learning new distributions or classes. However, when evaluating models that handle sensitive information, such as in
the medical domain, accuracy metrics alone do not suffice to assess performance comprehensively: it is also essential
to consider Fairness metrics. Indeed, these models may exhibit performance discrepancies across groups defined by
protected attributes such as age, ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic status, resulting in poorer performance in minority
groups. Assessing the bias of such models is crucial to evaluating their employability in real-world scenarios.

Figure 1: An example of the Continual Learning setting studied to evaluate Fairness in the medical domain. In this
setting, the model needs to adapt to the evolving medical knowledge by incorporating newly labeled diseases that appear
over time.

For these reasons, we go beyond the typical classification performance assessment in this study by studying the bias
evolution over successive tasks, considering Fairness metrics. Furthermore, we investigate how different CL strategies
influence the evolution of bias. Specifically, we consider a class incremental scenario using CheXpert (CXP) [3] and
ChestX-ray14 (NIH) [4] two well-known Chest X-ray image classification datasets. In both cases we consider a task
stream of five tasks, each containing information on two or three pathologies, for a total of 12 pathologies for CXP and
14 for NIH.

Our contributions can be outlined as follows:

• Introduction of the analysis of Fairness metrics in a CL setting for medical imaging.
• Analysis of the bias evolution on the task stream, based on the commonly used datasets CXP and NIH in the

Class Incremental scenario.
• Comparison of the different behaviors regarding Fairness metrics of different CL strategies considered for the

analysis.

In Section 2, we review the current literature on Continual Learning, Fairness, and their intersections within the
Medical domain. We begin by exploring the concept of Fairness and its relevance to medical imaging in Section 2.1.
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Following this, we introduce the Continual Learning framework and a series of employed methods in Section 2.2.
Subsequently, Section 2.3 presents an overview of studies conducted in medical imaging for the Continual Learning
setting. Transitioning to Section 3, we describe the considered scenario alongside the metrics and methodologies
employed. We present the results of the experiments in Section 4. Here, we first analyze the classification performance
of various CL approaches in Section 4.1, followed by examining Fairness metrics in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. Finally,
we conclude with Section 5, by discussing the obtained results in our study and delineating potential future research
directions.

2 Related Work

2.1 Fairness

As mentioned in the previous sections, Machine Learning and Deep Learning models trained for automatic decision-
making and employed in real-world scenarios, in which sensitive attributes about people are handled, may sometimes
exhibit an undesirable bias in their performance [5]. This bias, if not correctly identified and mitigated, may lead to
unwanted discriminatory behavior towards minority groups.

For these reasons, Fairness has emerged in recent years as the field of Artificial Intelligence, in which methods are
developed to identify and mitigate such bias, aiming to create fair models. In particular, the bias may arise for several
reasons. Hence, different types of bias exist. For instance, the ML or DL models may learn spurious correlations
between the sensitive attributes of the input data and the outcome, a phenomenon sometimes referred to as shortcut
learning [6]. For example, a model trained on a college admission problem may learn that people of a certain ethnicity
should be admitted with a lower probability with respect to the others because, in the input data, they are admitted with
said probability. This type of bias is called prediction outcome discrimination [7].

In the situation above, it is desirable to have similar acceptance rates across different groups; for this reason, the fairness
metric utilized in this case is demographic parity [5], which measures the difference in acceptance rates across different
groups. On the other hand, there are situations where it is not desirable to have similar acceptance rates across groups
[8].

For example, considering the problem of pathology classification in the medical field, groups may have a different
target condition prevalence. For this reason, enforcing similar acceptance rates across groups is generally unsuitable in
disease prediction [9]. Instead, in these situations, the type of bias that may arise is called prediction quality disparity:
the model’s performance quality may differ across different demographic groups. The reasons for this phenomenon may
be related to the difference in the prevalence of each group in the input dataset, which may lead the model to overfit the
majority population, penalizing minority groups [7]. In this situation, Fairness metrics measuring the disparity of the
model’s performance on different groups on different groups are preferable; these include AUC disparity, F1 disparity,
and TPR disparity.

The study of Fairness in medical AI is rather recent [10]. [9] discuss the importance of choosing the most appropriate
definition of Fairness in the medical field. It explores the root causes of bias in this domain, addressing the issue
of the lack of diversity and accurate representation of the target population in the training datasets. Moreover, the
authors analyze the issues that arise when bias mitigation techniques are applied in the medical field, often leading
to poorer performance in all groups. The study [11] analyzes the bias of state-of-the-art pathology classifiers trained
on Chest X-ray images. In particular, the authors train models on the three most common Chest X-ray datasets:
MIMIC-CXR [12], Chest-Xray14 [4], and CheXpert [3], together with a combination of all three, and analyze the
performance of the trained models concerning these protected attributes: sex, age, race, and the insurance type as a
proxy of socioeconomic status. Their main finding is that in state-of-the-art classifiers, there’s a systematic bias that
penalizes these minority groups: females, Hispanic people, people with Medicaid insurance, which is a proxy for low
socioeconomic status, and people younger than 20. In [13], the authors train binary models on the datasets MIMIC-CXR
and CheXpert to predict the following targets: No Finding, Pneumothorax, Fracture, and evaluate the performance of
different groups based on ethnicity, sex, and age. Their main finding is that methods that achieve group fairness do so
by worsening the performance of all groups. For this reason, these methods are not considered fair because they violate
the non-maleficence bioethics principle. Lastly, the study [14] performs an in-depth analysis of the causes of bias in
Deep Learning models in the medical field. In particular, the authors explore the hypothesis that breast tissue leads to
underexposure of the lungs and causes lower model performance and test different sampling methods on both CXP and
NIH, finding that only keeping one image per patient in the training set improves the Fairness of the models without
significantly impacting the performance accuracy.
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2.2 Continual Learning

In the traditional Machine Learning setting, models are trained on fixed datasets, and their performance may degrade
when presented with new or unseen data that differs significantly from the training distribution. However, when
considering real-world applications, it is easy to assume that the environments where the model is deployed could see
new data in the future with a different data distribution than that observed in training. Continual Learning addresses
this limitation by allowing models to adapt and learn from new data without forgetting what they have already learned.
Indeed, one of the main challenges CL tries to solve is the effect known as catastrophic forgetting, where the model’s
performance on previous tasks deteriorates as it learns new tasks.

Typically, the majority of literature explores three Continual Learning scenarios. The first scenario, called Task-
Incremental, involves training a model on a sequence of tasks and then assessing its performance during testing on
all tasks [15]. In this scenario, during testing, the model receives assistance by being provided with both the input
sample and the corresponding task identification, making the prediction process easier. Moreover, in the Domain-
Incremental scenario, it is assumed to have a sequence of tasks where each task differs because of a shift in the input
data distribution while the set of classes remains common for all tasks. Concerning the previous scenario, only the input
is provided without additional information during testing, which makes the problems more challenging [15]. Similarly,
Class-Incremental cannot access the task provenience during the test. The difference with the previous scenario is that,
in this case, each task contains new classes; in other words, the set of classes is not constant among the tasks. Hence,
in this scenario, during the testing phase, the model must be able to internally deduce to which task the given sample
belongs and then perform the prediction on the sample.

The methods in the CL literature can be grouped into three big families of strategies known as rehearsal-based,
regularization-based, and architecture-based approaches.

Rehearsal-based techniques assume storing and reusing past data samples during training. Within this category,
various approaches exist, but one of the most renowned methods is referred to as Experience Replay [16], also known
as Replay. In this method, the old data is combined with the data of the new task to maintain knowledge during the
training of the current task. The model can retain information about earlier tasks by periodically revisiting previous data
while learning new ones. This method has demonstrated remarkable performance in multi-class classification problems,
consistently demonstrating its efficacy in all three CL scenarios (DIL, CIL, TIL).

Regularization-based approaches consider additional constraints or penalties during training to maintain memory
of old tasks. Two well-known methods belonging to this category are Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC) [17]
and Learning without Forgetting (LwF) [18]. The rationale behind EWC is to assign higher penalties to changes in
parameters that are important for previously learned tasks, thus protecting them from significant updates during the
training of the next tasks. However, while the literature confirms the effectiveness of this approach in the Domain
Incremental Learning scenario, it was also found that EWC does not perform well in the Class Incremental Learning
scenario [15].

LwF is based on the idea of Knowledge Distillation proposed originally by [19]. In distillation, the knowledge learned
by a model on previous tasks is distilled into a compact form (e.g., soft target probabilities) and used during the training
of the new task to retain the old knowledge. Therefore, during training, the loss function includes terms for the current
task’s classification error and a distillation loss. This additional loss encourages the model to produce similar outputs
for old and new tasks, using the previous model output as soft labels for previous tasks.

This method proved to be very effective when dealing with the problem of Object Detection, where old classes are not
shown in the new tasks [20].

Pseudo-Label has also emerged recently as a successful approach in Continual Object Detection [21]. In this method,
as in LwF, the model trained on the previous task is saved in memory and used while training on a new task. More
specifically, while visiting the data of task i, since there is no information available on the labels of previous tasks, the
ground truth for the old labels is derived using the old model. The method derives this information by passing the new
inputs to the old model and attaching the corresponding output labels for the old classes after applying a threshold to
binarize them to the ground truth targets.

Architecture-based approaches, as the name suggests, are methods that focus on changing the original model’s
architecture to help maintain the old knowledge, and the methods to perform this differentiate significantly among them
[22, 23, 24].

Moreover, in CL literature, some methods propose combining different strategies families to obtain better and more
robust performance [25]. For example, in [26], samples from previous tasks are periodically replayed to the current
model, and an adaptive distillation loss is used. Similarly [27] combines a distillation-based approach with Replay for
the Semantic Segmentation problem in the CL setting.
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2.3 Continual Learning in the Medical domain

Deep Learning (DL) has recently made significant advancements in various fields, like Computer Vision and Audio,
achieving remarkable results. For example, in the medical imaging field, DL models can assist doctors in disease
diagnosis using Chest X-ray images [28].

Despite these advancements, DL models encounter a significant challenge when deployed after training in the real
world. The data passed to the model can change distribution because of changes in the environment. For example, new
diseases could not be labeled before since it was time-consuming to label them, or patients with new diseases appeared
after the initial model was trained. Another change could be due to changes in the equipment used, which could result
in variations in image quality, thereby requiring adjustments in the input data distribution. In other words, it is necessary
to adapt when new data appears. However, it is also essential to have DL models that can expand their capabilities while
preserving the knowledge gleaned from past experiences. Therefore, Continual Learning has emerged as a promising
solution to this challenge, offering a framework that enables models to update the model to new data streams while
retaining previously acquired knowledge [29, 30].

Several works are proposed for the medical domain in the CL setting [30, 31, 32, 33, 34]. When considering multi-label
classification in the CL setting [35, 36], an important application is the medical domain, where it is possible to perform
disease diagnosis using chest x-ray images.

Recently, a series of works about multi-label image classification in the medical domain using chest x-ray images have
been proposed in literature. Specifically, both DIL and CIL scenarios have been explored within this context. For the
DIL scenario, in [28], a study is conducted based on two tasks based on ChestX-ray14 and MIMIC-CXR datasets,
while in [37], similar challenges are addressed considering a replay-based approach. In the realm of CIL scenarios,
[38] considers three tasks encompassing 12 classes, with new classes gradually introduced over time using mainly
replay-based approaches. Similarly, [39] studies a CIL scenario with five tasks, each with only one class, for a total of 5
classes considered. To solve the problem, they propose the use of the LwF approach.

Previous studies demonstrated impressive results in training Deep Learning models on Chest X-ray images through
Continual Learning strategies [28, 39]. However, the analysis has typically focused solely on classification performance,
while Fairness metrics are not considered. Nevertheless, in domains like medical imaging, where model outcomes can
profoundly impact individuals’ lives, it is imperative to not only evaluate model performance quality but also assess
potential discrimination towards minority groups. Additionally, within a Continual Learning framework, it is crucial to
examine how the incorporation of new data and inevitable forgetting of old data influence model bias. Currently, two
studies about Fairness in the Continual Learning framework have been conducted to the best of our knowledge. The
study [40] considered the problems of Facial Expression Recognition and Action Unit Detection. In the second study,
[41] evaluated the Fairness of the BIOS and Biased MNIST datasets.

Therefore, this study evaluates and analyzes the Fairness of models in a Continual Learning scenario for the medical
imaging domain that was not considered previously, although of extreme practical impact.

3 Experimental Setting

3.1 Considered scenario

We model a medical imaging scenario where a computer-aided diagnosis system assists specialist diagnoses from X-ray
scans. The model is updated over time to support a growing number of pathologies. At each iteration, the system is
enriched with information about additional pathologies; model developers receive images with annotations for new
classes and bundle them into tasks to continually update the model. Therefore, we consider a Class Incremental setting
defined on the CXP dataset [3] and one defined on the NIH dataset [4]. As happens in multi-label Continual Learning
settings, the information about the old classes is not shown in the new tasks, even though they may be present in the
images. Therefore, the model may see similar images in different tasks but with different associated ground truth
targets. This setting resembles in spirit the same challenge faced for the problems of Object Detection and Semantic
Segmentation in the Continual Learning framework.

The detailed sequence of labels considered in the CL setting for each dataset is described in Appendix.

Following the Continual Learning setting for Object Detection [20], each task considers all and only the images in
which at least one of the corresponding pathologies appears. Therefore, there is some intersection between tasks, which
depends on the correlation of the corresponding pathologies. Moreover, the images with the label "No Finding", hence
the ones with no diseases associated, are not considered since they belong to no task. Additionally, we only considered
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one image per patient since previous works ([14]) showed that this step could improve the Fairness of the model without
significantly affecting the performance accuracy.

3.2 Evaluated methods

As discussed before, several CL strategies are proposed in the literature to solve the catastrophic forgetting problem in a
stream of data. We are going to consider and evaluate the following strategies:

• Fine-Tuning: The model is trained sequentially using the new incoming data. This approach is usually
considered a lower bound of the performance for the results obtained by CL approaches. Indeed, since no
specific technique is employed to maintain old knowledge, we can expect the worst results regarding forgetting
for this approach.

• Replay: Here, we indicate the Experience Replay approach described previously in Section 2.2. In this
approach, a subset of samples belonging to old data is stored and used during the training of the new batch to
maintain the old knowledge.

• LwF: This method based on distillation is commonly employed to address the challenge of missing labels for
old classes when encountering new tasks in Object Detection problems. This strategy based on distillation is
commonly used to solve the issue of missing labels for old classes in the new tasks in the Object Detection
problem.

• Pseudo-Label: Similar to LwF, Pseudo-Labeling has shown promise in resolving this issue in Object Detection.
Therefore, here we assess its effectiveness in the context of multi-label image classification.

• LwF Replay: This method combines the Replay approach, in which samples from previous tasks are shown to
the model while training on the current task, with LwF, in which a distillation loss term is added to the loss.

• Joint Training: The model is trained on all tasks simultaneously, which is usually considered as an upper
baseline for the CL strategies since they are not affected by the phenomenon of Catastrophic Forgetting.

3.3 Evaluation metrics

To assess the performance of the models resulting from training using the various strategies, we considered the ROC
AUC, hence the Receiver Operating Characteristic Area Under the Curve, a metric that is commonly used when
evaluating this kind of classification problem. In particular, the AUC represents the probability of randomly chosen
positive instance being ranked higher than a randomly chosen negative instance by the model, and it’s computed by
plotting the True Positive Rate (TPR) on the y-axis against the False Positive Rate (FPR) on the x-axis for various
threshold values, and computing the area under this curve.

Since the considered setting includes a stream of tasks, to evaluate the performance at some point, we consider the
average AUC over all the pathologies of all tasks seen so far, as usually done in CL. Therefore, we evaluate the final
performance after the model was trained on the entire stream using the average AUC on all the classes. When evaluating
the Fairness of a model, it is possible to consider various metrics depending on the considered context [42]. In the
medical field, an impactful consequence of the use of biased models is the underdiagnosis of minority groups [43].
Therefore, verifying whether the true positive rates (TPR) are consistent across different groups is essential. We report
groupwise differences in TPR as a fairness measure. This metric is very close to patient interests, since TPR is of
utmost importance to correctly diagnose a disease, and it is relevant, since we ensure a reasonable model performance,
quantified by AUC. Specifically, our attention is drawn to measuring the disparities between the model performance
of females and males, and of different age groups, defined as: 0-20, 20-40, 40-60 and 60-80. In other words, we will
examine how the TPR varies between the different groups, shedding light on any potential biases or inequalities in the
model’s predictions. As discussed before, for the classification performance, to evaluate the Fairness in the CL setting,
we calculate the TPR gap based on all the diseases seen so far. This metric is computed considering the difference in
the TPR between one group (the most favored) and another (the least favored), for each label i, as shown in the formula
1. In the formula, Sj represents the most favored group and Sk the least favored. The gap is then averaged over all
pathologies seen so far. In our case, for the gender, we consider the male patients as the most favored group, hence
females represent the unfavored group, while in terms of age people younger than 20 are considered as the advantaged
group, while patients older than 60 represent the disadvantaged group.

Gapi = TPRSj ,i − TPRSk,i (1)
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4 Results

In this section, we present the plots from the experiments conducted on the CXP dataset. The outcomes for the NIH
dataset can be found in Table 1, with corresponding plots provided in the Appendix. The findings presented here pertain
to the CXP results but are also applicable to the NIH dataset due to the similarities in their results.

4.1 Analysis on the classification performance

Figure 2: AUC metric, evaluated on each strategy, averaged on all the pathologies seen so far (CXP).

As is notable from figure 2, the average AUC on the model trained in the Joint Training on CXP is 0.781. This value is
similar to the state-of-the-art result [11], only slightly lower since the images with the label "No Finding" were removed
from the dataset, and only one image per patient was considered. When examining the Fine-Tuning approach, it is clear
that it cannot maintain the previously seen knowledge. Indeed, when considering a new task, the AUC of pathologies of
past tasks gets corrupted, affecting the overall average AUC. Similarly, we can observe that Replay cannot work in
this Class Incremental multi-label setting. The reason is the same as that encountered for the object detection problem
[20]. For this setting, it can happen that the same (or similar) images are seen in different tasks, each with different
labels, causing interference in the learning of the model. For example, if an image is labeled as "dog" in one task
and as "animal" in another task, the model might struggle to consistently associate the correct label with the image.
The evidence supporting this is illustrated in Figure 2, where the performance of the Replay method only marginally
outperforms that of the Fine-Tuning approach.

Specifically, the replay method achieves a final ROC AUC of 0.60, compared to the 0.55 achieved by the Fine-Tuning
approach.

On the other hand, both the LwF [20] and Pseudo-Label [21] strategies can solve the challenge of predicting correctly
the previously seen classes while accumulating knowledge on new classes. Indeed, we can observe that both can
perform much better than Replay, achieving an average AUC of 0.68 and 0.69. While this is a significant improvement
concerning the Replay approach, there is still a notable gap between the optimal performance represented by the Joint
Training strategy and the best CL strategy, i.e., Pseudo-Label. Indeed, the optimal setting reaches 0.78 while the best
method, Pseudo-Label, reaches 0.7.

Lastly, the results of the LwF Replay approach are suboptimal: the strategy performs slightly worse than both LwF and
Pseudo-Label. The reasons for these results can be found in the interference issue that affects the Replay approach in
this multi-label scenario: while certain replayed samples benefit the model and aid the LwF approach, others affect the
model negatively, providing it with information that contradicts the data from the current task samples.

4.2 Analysis on the Fairness evolution on the gender attribute

As discussed in previous sections, while performance analysis is crucial to guarantee that the model can operate on a
data stream, other metrics are likewise relevant. After ensuring overall model accuracy, disaggregated analyses across
protected attributes should be conducted to ensure fairness.

It is imperative to note that among the range of CL methods examined, our focus will primarily be on those demonstrating
a respectable level of performance in terms of Area Under the Curve (AUC). This choice is justified by the principle
that assessing fairness metrics becomes meaningful only when the model exhibits satisfactory performance in accuracy
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(a) Sex TPR gap on CXP of all the considered CL strategies.
(b) Male and female TPR evolution over the task stream of
the three best CL strategies.

Figure 3: Fairness metric results on CXP.

and avoids satisfactorily the catastrophic forgetting phenomenon. Indeed, if a CL model fails to mitigate forgetting and
lacks accuracy, the fairness metrics derived from such a model would be of limited utility.

In the case of the Joint Training on the whole dataset, previous work had found that the models trained on CXP and on
NIH were biased [11], favoring the performance of males. In our case, we find that, in the case of CXP, even though the
average TPR on all pathologies is higher for males, the gap is smaller, achieving a value of only 0.008.

This difference with the state-of-the-art may be due to the choice of only keeping one image per patient, which was
already proved to improve the gap [14]; moreover, an additional cause for this improvement may be the removal of the
images with the label "No Finding". However, even though the gap is not significant in the static setting, it’s important
to assess whether this statement holds for the models trained on the Continual Learning scenario as well.

In figure 3a, we display the plots of the gap disparity between males and females for all strategies. The results regarding
the Fine-Tuning and the Replay approach are highly influenced by the poor performance of the resulting models on
the old tasks. Therefore, analyzing bias in the performance of the previous and current tasks of models that have
significantly forgotten past tasks is not relevant. For this reason, these two approaches will not be considered any further
in the analysis of the gender bias evolution in the CL setting.

On the other hand, since the LwF, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay strategy exhibit good classification performance, it is
interesting to analyze the results obtained regarding Fairness. For this reason, we additionally report the plot of the TPR
for males and females relative to these strategies in Figure 3b.

From figure 3b, we can see that, in the case of the LwF strategy, from the second task, the model performs better for
males in terms of TPR, resulting in a more significant gap concerning the one noticed in the model resulted from the
Joint Training. In other words, we can observe a disparity between the groups that should be considered and that, if used
in an application, could result in the underdiagnosis of women. When examining the TPR on Pseudo-Label showed in
3b, we can observe that, in general, the TPR disparity oscillates between tasks and converges to almost zero. Similarly,
the final gap resulting from training using the LwF Replay strategy is almost null.

4.3 Analysis on the Fairness evolution on the age attribute

Additionally, we analyzed the performance of the various strategies on the different age groups defined in Section 3.3.
The results on the joint training on the CXP dataset show that the age group with the highest TPR is 0-20, while the
group with the lowest TPR is 60+, and the gap is of 0.148. In figure 4, the gap between these two groups is plotted over
the whole task stream for all strategies. Similarly to the gender TPR gap, the results of the Fine-Tuning and Replay
strategy in terms of TPR gap are not relevant due to their poor performance in terms of AUC. Instead, the results on the
TPR for all age groups relative to the three best methods (LwF, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay) are displayed in Figure
5.

From the plots we can notice that, considering the LwF and Pseudo-Label approaches, after training on all tasks, the
TPR is the highest on people younger than 20 and the lowest on people older than 60. Moreover, the two strategies
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Figure 4: Age TPR gap on CXP of all the considered CL strategies.

(a) TPR of each age group considering
the LwF approach.

(b) TPR of each age group considering
the Pseudo-Label approach.

(c) TPR of each age group considering
the LwF Replay approach.

Figure 5: TPR evolution relative to each age group, of the three best CL strategies.

display very similar gaps: in the case of CXP the difference between the highest TPR exhibited by LwF and the lowest
is 0.059, while considering Pseudo-Label it’s 0.061.

When considering the LwF Replay approach, we observe that the final gap is very small, taking the value of 0.023.

In table 1 the results of all strategies on both datasets are reported. Overall, the LwF Replay approach seems to be the
best in terms of age gap; however, its suboptimality in terms of classification performance, on both datasets, and the
gender gap on the NIH dataset limit its employability. On the other hand, Pseudo-Label performs better in terms of
AUC and sex TPR, exhibiting a slightly higher gap in terms of age TPR. In other words, Pseudo-Label exhibits the best
combination of results considering both classification and Fairness metrics.

It’s worth mentioning that, in the case of the LwF Replay approach, the most favored and disfavored age groups do not
correspond to the age TPR results of the models resulted from the joint training. Moreover, the sex TPR gap favoring
males observed in the results of the LwF strategy is not present in the static setting in which the joint model was trained.
This further emphasizes the unpredictability of Fairness results when considering a CL scenario, hence the need of
considering Fairness metrics in these settings.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

In this study, we used Continual Learning strategies to address the medical image diagnosis problem. More in detail,
we explored the Class Incremental Learning scenario where new diseases are incrementally introduced. Moreover, we
assessed how biases evolve as the model adapts to new tasks, providing a novel analysis of bias behavior for the CL
setting in the medical imaging domain. In this scenario, we assessed that traditional approaches like Replay struggle to
retain past knowledge. The paper explores three alternative CL approaches to address this challenge: Learning without
Forgetting, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay. Experimental results demonstrate that both LwF and Pseudo-Labeling
outperform the Replay and LwF Replay methods, with Pseudo-Labeling showing slightly better performance in retaining
past knowledge.

9



Dataset CXP Dataset NIH Dataset
Strategy\Metric AUC Sex TPR Gap Age TPR gap AUC Sex TPR Gap Age TPR gap

Joint Training 0.78 0.008 0.148 0.78 -0.010 -0.024
Fine-Tuning 0.55 0.002 0.014 0.57 0.016 -0.115

Replay 0.60 -0.013 0.065 0.60 -0.022 -0.005
LwF 0.68 0.028 0.059 0.65 0.013 0.046

Pseudo-Label 0.69 0.001 0.061 0.68 0.003 0.043
Replay LwF 0.67 -0.002 0.023 0.65 -0.021 -0.002

Table 1: Results of the CL strategies on both datasets (CXP and NIH), considering both classification performance and
Fairness metrics. In bold is highlighted the best method for each metric in each dataset and for each sensible attribute.

Moreover, we evaluate the Fairness of CL strategies by analyzing True Positive Rates (TPR) between male and female
groups, and among different age groups. The results obtained show that Pseudo-Label exhibits the best Fairness in
terms of gender, and the best classification performance while maintaining a reasonable gap in terms of age. On the
other hand, LwF and LwF Replay exhibit a bigger bias in terms of gender in at least one dataset, and have slightly lower
values of AUC. This highlights the importance of considering Fairness metrics alongside classification performance,
especially in medical applications where biases could lead to underdiagnosis in certain demographic groups.

Therefore, Pseudo-Label emerges as a promising CL strategy for medical image diagnosis, striking a balance between
classification performance and Fairness considerations. By effectively retaining past knowledge while adapting to
new tasks and maintaining Fairness across demographic groups, Pseudo-Label offers a robust solution for Continual
Learning in medical imaging applications.

While our initial findings are significant, further research is needed to understand and address biases in CL applications
fully. Moreover, although our analysis focuses on a Class Incremental Learning (CIL) setting, which introduces new
diseases gradually, we acknowledge that more complex scenarios may exist in real-world medical applications worth
studying. Therefore, our study may serve as a foundational exploration, prompting further investigation into diverse
and intricate CL scenarios to establish robust benchmarks for Fairness evolution analysis. In addition, while methods
like LwF and Pseudo-Label proved to help in avoiding forgetting, there is still a notable gap in terms of performance
between these methods and the optimal performance obtained in the static scenario. Therefore, additional novel methods
should be evaluated to improve the final performance further while ensuring Fairness.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Label distribution for CXP and NIH dataset

Here we present the visual representation of the frequency of each pathology in each task for CXP and NIH datasets
respectively. The blue bars correspond to the pathologies associated with the current task, while the light blue bars
correspond to the other pathologies, and the blue contour represents the frequency of each disease in the original dataset.
During each task, we keep all the images in the dataset containing at least one of the pathologies associated to the
task; however, other diseases may be present even though the information on the presence of such pathologies is not
available, hence they’re hidden pathologies.

Figure 6: Visual representation of the frequency of each pathology in each task on CXP.

Figure 7: Visual representation of the frequency of each pathology in each task on NIH.

In the case of CXP, Task 0 contains information on the classes Consolidation, Pneumonia, and Pneumothorax, Task 1
involves Lung Opacity, Enlarged Cardiomediastinum, and Fracture, Task 2 considers Lung Lesion and Pleural Other,
while Task 3 includes Atelectasis and Cardiomegaly and finally Task 4 revolves around Edema and Effusion.
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Instead, concerning the NIH dataset, Task 0 contains information on the classes Consolidation, Pneumonia, and
Pneumothorax, Task 1 involves Atelectasis, Cardiomegaly, Edema, Task 2 considers Effusion, Emphysema and Fibrosis,
while Task 3 includes Hernia and Infiltration and finally Task 4 revolves around Mass, Nodule and Pleural Thickening.

6.2 female/male frequency for each task

Figure 8: Visual representation of the frequency of the two genders in the whole dataset (on the top) and in all tasks (on
the bottom), considering the CXP dataset.

Figure 9: Visual representation of the frequency of the two genders in the whole dataset (on the top) and in all tasks (on
the bottom), considering the NIH dataset.

Here we present the visual representation of the frequency of the two genders in the whole dataset (on the top) and in
all tasks (on the bottom), considering both the CXP and NIH datasets.
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6.3 Age groups frequency for each task

Here we present the visual representation of the frequency of the four age groups in the whole dataset (on the top) and
in all tasks (on the bottom), considering the CXP and NIH datasets.

Figure 10: Visual representation of the frequency of the four age groups in the whole dataset (on the top) and in all
tasks (on the bottom), considering the CXP dataset.

Figure 11: Visual representation of the frequency of the four age groups in the whole dataset (on the top) and in all
tasks (on the bottom), considering the NIH dataset.
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6.4 PseudoCode of Lwf and Pseudo-Label

6.4.1 LwF

LwF is a technique that uses knowledge distillation to transfer knowledge from previous tasks to new ones. During
training on a new task, the model is trained to mimic its own predictions on the previous task, in addition to making
predictions on the new task. This helps the model retain knowledge about the previous task while learning the new one.

Algorithm 1 Learning without forgetting

Require: Current task dataset Dnew, previous model parameters θold
Ensure: Updated model parameters θnew for the current task

1: Initialize model parameters θnew
2: for (Xnew, Ynew) in Dnew do
3: Yold ← fθold(Xnew)

4: Ŷold, Ŷnew ← fθnew(Xnew)

5: L = L(Ynew, Ŷnew) + λ · LKD(Yold, Ŷold) ▷ Compute total loss
6: Update model parameters: θnew ← θnew − η · ∇θnewL ▷ Update model parameters
7: end for
8: return θnew

6.4.2 Pseudo-Label

Initially, we start by initializing the model parameters. These parameters will be updated throughout the training process
to adapt to the current task. After training on previous tasks, it uses the previous model to make predictions on new data
encountered in the current task. To filter out unreliable predictions, a confidence threshold τ is applied to the model’s
predictions. This threshold τ determines the level of confidence required for a prediction to be considered reliable.
Predictions with confidence scores below this threshold are discarded. Then this pseudo-predictions are incorporated in
the ground-truth labels of the data from the current task. At this point, the loss for the mini-batch is computed and the
model is updated accordingly. By iteratively repeating these steps for each mini-batch in the current task dataset, the
model learns not only from the labeled data of the current task but also from the pseudo-labeled data generated from
the previous model. This allows the model to retain knowledge from previous tasks while adapting to new tasks, thus
addressing the challenge of catastrophic forgetting in CL scenarios.
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Algorithm 2 Pseudo-Label Algorithm

Require: Current task dataset Dnew, previous model parameters θold, set of old classes Lold, threshold τ
Ensure: Updated model parameters θnew for the current task

1: Initialize model parameters θnew
2: for (Xnew, Ynew) in Dnew do
3: Ŷold ← fθold(Xnew)
4: Yold ← ∅
5: for do(xnew, ŷold) in (Xnew, Ŷold)
6: yold ← ∅
7: for do l in Lold

8: if thenŷlold ≥ τ
9: ylold ← 1

10: else
11: ylold ← 0
12: end if
13: end for
14: Yold ← Yold ∪ yold
15: end for
16: Y ← Yold ∪ Ynew
17: Ŷ ← fθnew(Xnew)

18: L = L(Y, Ŷ )
19: θnew ← θnew − η · ∇θnewL
20: end for
21: return θnew

6.5 Results on NIH

Figure 12: AUC metric, evaluated on each strategy, averaged on all the pathologies seen so far.

As is notable from figure 12, the average AUC on the model trained in the Joint Training on NIH is 0.782.

As it was observed in the case of the CXP dataset, the Fine-Tuning approach fails at maintaining the knowledge of
previous tasks. Indeed, the trend on the overall average AUC is strongly decreasing. Similarly, Replay performs poorly
on this dataset, in this scenario, exhibiting only a small improvement with respect to the Fine-Tuning approach.

In particular, the replay method achieves a final ROC AUC of 0.60, compared to the 0.57 achieved by the Fine-Tuning
approach.

On the other hand, the LwF, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay strategies perform well on this dataset. The main difference
with respect to the results on the CXP dataset is that LwF Replay performs very similarly to LwF, and both exhibit
a slightly lower AUC with respect to Pseudo-Label. Indeed, the final value of AUC of both LwF Replay and LwF is
0.65, while the final value of the Pseudo-Label strategy is 0.68. As it was for the CXP dataset, there is a notable gap
between the optimal performance represented by the Joint Training strategy, which achieves a final value of 0.78, and
the optimal CL strategy, i.e., Pseudo-Label.
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(a) Sex TPR gap on NIH of all the considered CL strategies. (b) Male and female TPR of the three best CL strategies.

Figure 13: Fairness metric results on NIH.

Concerning the gender TPR gap, as mentioned in the previous sections, previous works had found that the models
trained on NIH were biased toward males ([11]). In the case of the NIH dataset, we find that the TPR is slighlty higher
for females, and it takes the value of −0.010, where the minus indicates that females are the advantaged group.

As previously stated, there are many factors that may contribute to the difference in results with respect to the SOTA,
for example the choice of only keeping one image per patient and of not considering "No Finding" images.

In figure 13a, we display the plots of the gap disparity between males and females for all strategies. As done in the case
of the CXP dataset, we decide to focus on the TPR of the three best methods: LwF, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay. The
plots relative to the male and female TPR of these approaches are reported in Figure 13b.

From the Figure we can notice that, as it was for the CXP dataset, the model resulting from training on all tasks using
the Pseudo-Label strategy displays an almost null gap, while instead the LwF approach slightly favours the performance
on males. However, the gap of the LwF approach is smaller with respect to the one observed on the CXP dataset. On
the other hand, the use of the LwF Replay approach results in a gap favoring the performance on females.

Figure 14: Age TPR gap on NIH of all the considered CL strategies.

Additionally, we report the results of TPR and TPR disparity relative to each age group. The results on the joint training
show that the group with the highest TPR is patients between 40 and 60, while the most unfavored group is patients
younger than 20, and the gap is of 0.053.

As depicted in the previous sections, we define the gap as the difference between the TPR of the youngest and the oldest
group, and we plot it in Figure 14, for each strategy, after training on each task. Instead, the results on the TPR for all
age groups relative to the three best methods (LwF, Pseudo-Label and LwF Replay) are displayed in Figure 15.
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(a) TPR of each age group considering
the LwF approach.

(b) TPR of each age group considering
the Pseudo-Label approach.

(c) TPR of each age group considering
the LwF Replay approach.

Figure 15: TPR evolution relative to each age group, of the three best CL strategies.

From the plots we can notice that, considering the LwF and Pseudo-Label approaches, after training on all tasks, the
TPR is the highest on people younger than 20 and the lowest on people older than 60. Moreover, the two strategies
display very similar gaps: in the case of LwF the gap is 0.046, while considering Pseudo-Label it’s 0.043. The two gaps
are slightly smaller with respect to the ones noticed in the CXP dataset.

When considering the LwF Replay approach, we observe that the disparity between the most and the least advataged
groups is marginally smaller: it takes the value of 0.032, favoring patients older than 60 and disfavoring patients
between 20 and 40. On the other hand, the TPRs on the youngest and oldest groups are very similar, hence the TPR gap
in this case is −0.002.

19


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Fairness
	Continual Learning
	Continual Learning in the Medical domain

	Experimental Setting
	Considered scenario
	Evaluated methods
	Evaluation metrics

	Results
	Analysis on the classification performance
	Analysis on the Fairness evolution on the gender attribute
	Analysis on the Fairness evolution on the age attribute

	Conclusion and Future Work
	Appendix
	Label distribution for CXP and NIH dataset
	female/male frequency for each task
	Age groups frequency for each task
	PseudoCode of Lwf and Pseudo-Label
	LwF
	Pseudo-Label

	Results on NIH


