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Abstract. Deep learning has made significant strides in medical imag-
ing, leveraging the use of large datasets to improve diagnostics and prog-
nostics. However, large datasets often come with inherent errors through
subject selection and acquisition. In this paper, we investigate the use
of Diffusion Autoencoder (DAE) embeddings for uncovering and under-
standing data characteristics and biases, including biases for protected
variables like sex and data abnormalities indicative of unwanted proto-
col variations. We use sagittal T2-weighted magnetic resonance (MR)
images of the neck, chest, and lumbar region from 11186 German Na-
tional Cohort (NAKO) participants. We compare DAE embeddings with
existing generative models like StyleGAN and Variational Autoencoder.
Evaluations on a large-scale dataset consisting of sagittal T2-weighted
MR images of three spine regions show that DAE embeddings effectively
separate protected variables such as sex and age. Furthermore, we used t-
SNE visualization to identify unwanted variations in imaging protocols,
revealing differences in head positioning. Our embedding can identify
samples where a sex predictor will have issues learning the correct sex.
Our findings highlight the potential of using advanced embedding tech-
niques like DAEs to detect data quality issues and biases in medical
imaging datasets. Identifying such hidden relations can enhance the re-
liability and fairness of deep learning models in healthcare applications,
ultimately improving patient care and outcomes.
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1 Introduction

Historically, deep learning in medicine has relied on large datasets, which have
been difficult to obtain. However, in recent years, significant progress has been
made. Notable examples include extensive datasets such as chest radiographs
[10,11], as well as images from comprehensive epidemiological studies like the
UK-Biobank [1] and the German National Cohort ("NAKO Gesundheitsstudie")
[2]. Nevertheless, the sheer size of these datasets makes it difficult to detect data
shifts and biases visually. Biases can occur through various sources, such as
deviations from the examination protocol, the subjects themselves, changes in
framing, or data processing errors [5]. Detecting biases in large data sets is a
laborious and time-consuming task and would require a large survey to strongly
evaluate the data [9,13]. For disease prediction, it is paramount to know what
biases exist to compensate for them or at least observe them if they have an influ-
ence on a classifier. Other approaches tried to reduce biases to force disentangling
[3,13,16] or use unsupervised embeddings [21,4,17]. Unsupervised clustering is a
particularly promising option to overcome this hurdle. To better cluster images,
we can first reduce the image to an embedding. Then, the whole dataset can be
visualized with t-SNE [14]. Embeddings are representations of data generated,
in our case, through an unlabeled reconstruction task. In large language models,
embeddings are crucial in learning relationships between words, sentence struc-
tures, and meaning. For images, these embeddings are often used to manipulate
generative networks because they reorder images so that image features, like
age or skin tone, are split into individual hyperplanes. We aim to utilize this
property of embeddings to gain insight into data properties and thereby iden-
tify potential biases. For instance, visualizing embeddings concerning acquisition
location or date can reveal biases stemming from differences in acquisition pro-
tocols or variations in imaging equipment. Additionally, we can investigate how
protected variables like sex and age correlate with the data. Generative embed-
dings are either generated with the VAEs [8] or StyleGAN2 [12]. In VAE, the
bottleneck output is the embedding of the input. StyleGAN models use inversion
networks like "encoder for editing" [22] to generate embeddings from real data.
The inversion model gets the input and output pairs of StyleGAN and predicts
the noise from a given image. Presently, diffusion-based techniques have out-
performed GANs, and the Diffusion Autoencoder (DAE) [18] may offer superior
embeddings while requiring only a single end-to-end training process.

Contributions We propose DAE [18] embeddings as a better replacement for
existing embedding models for medical images. First, we want to investigate
if the improved DAE embeddings can better disentangle images than previous
generative embeddings. Second, we want to highlight the ability to detect data
shifts that could impact fairness by investigating two example anomalies we
observed in the DAE embeddings and get an explanation for those outliers.
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Fig. 1. t-SNE plots of our DAE embeddings. The embeddings are colored with the
patient sex, height, weight, and age. The Region label describes the body region; the
acquisition location is the city where the image was recorded.
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2 Materials and Methods

This study included 11186 [5745 male; 5441 female] subjects from the NAKO.
Each subject provides sagittal T2-weighted (T2w) magnetic resonance images
(MRI) of the neck, chest, and lumbar region. We used sagittal slices to train
our DAE. We normalized the data to [-1, 1] for training by linear rescaling from
[0, max-value] and random cropping to 256 × 256. We employed a fixed center
cropping approach to create an MRI volume embedding, concatenating 12 center
slices into a single embedding. 12 slices are guaranteed to be available, and the
number of images must be constant. We want to avoid embedding differences
through random cropping; therefore, all embeddings and predictions are made
with the same fixed field of view. Three embeddings (neck, chest, lumbar) were
evaluated separately for each subject. Subjects were then divided into training,
validation, and test sets using an 80%, 5%, and 15% split ratio throughout.
The t-SNE visualization encompassed all images. We studied two classes of bias.
First, we analyzed individual characteristics like sex, age, weight, and height.
These protected variables can cause the prediction to get worse; for instance, in
face recognition, most models performed worse for dark-skinned women due to
training and testing data imbalance and the difficulty of cameras to collect light
from darker skin [15]. The second class of bias is the acquisition location and
date. In an ideal scenario, we would be unable to identify the time and location
where any of the scans were taken. In a multi-center study that took over three
years to collect, there is a risk that we could reidentify different institutes or
the time when a scan was taken. We first trained the DAE and extracted the
image embeddings. Support Vector Machines (SVMs) [7] were then trained on
balanced embedding data sets. We compared the classification results with other
established generative modeling approaches to evaluate the performance of DAE
embeddings.

3 Experiments and Results

In an initial step, we generated the DAE embeddings and visualized them in
a t-SNE plot using a perplexity value of 50 (Figure 1). We observed that the
model can differentiate protected properties even though the process is fully
unsupervised. The DAE especially well separates sex, weight, and age. Sex and
age are something a radiologist would not be confident in estimating from a spine
image alone. The acquisition year had no visible clustering, but the acquisition
locations had multiple unexpected clusters in the cervical region. For StyleGAN,
we observe the same location-dependent clustering, but the split into sex is not
as clear as the DAE embedding in the t-SNE plots.

Embedding Quality To assess embedding quality, we employed SVMs to train
a predictor and compare it with networks trained on the images and labels them-
selves. We used ResNet10, ResNet34, and DenseNet121 to learn the data dis-
tribution. We compared DAE with β-VAE and StyleGAN. To show that DAE



Diffusion Autoencoder Embeddings for Bias Detection 5

outperforms other generative embedding methods, we considered age, weight,
height, body region, and sex as training objectives. Body region and sex were
treated as a classification task, while age, weight, and height were subject to re-
gression analysis to minimize mean-absolute error. Optimization involved care-
fully rebalancing the training data to ensure equal representation across all pre-
dicted value ranges. This was especially important for age since the networks
would otherwise predict the average age for all samples. Further, weight decay
between 0.01 to 0.0001 can drastically improve the final prediction of the NN
classifiers. Subject age ranges from 20 to 72 years, height ranges from 1.25 to
2.05 meters, and weight varies from 38 to 192 kilograms. All participants self-
reported their sex, either male or female. Our DAE embeddings outperformed

Table 1. Regression and classification with images and embedding.

Super-
vision Type Body Region

accuracy ↑
Sex

accuracy ↑
Weight
ℓ1 kg ↓

Height
ℓ1 meter ↓

Age
ℓ1 years ↓

β-VAE + Hessian semi embed. 0.998 0.870 6.75 0.055 7.80
StyleGAN semi embed. 1.000 0.885 5.66 0.047 5.62
DAE (ours) semi embed. 1.000 0.988 4.32 0.032 3.84
ResNet10 fully image 0.997 0.993 10.26 0.072 4.15
ResNet34 fully image 1.000 0.999 3.28 0.029 3.12
DenseNet121 fully image 0.997 0.999 4.09 0.028 2.84

StyleGAN and β-VAE by a considerable margin. Only for body regions, Style-
GAN also reaches perfect accuracy. The unsupervised embedding and SVM clus-
tering were good enough to beat ResNet10 in all but one task. The larger fully
supervised models performed better. Still, the gap between DAE embeddings
and supervised classification is smaller than the gap between other embedding
methods and DAE embeddings. Our tested age models are in line with other age
predictors. For example, dedicated architectures on the full-body excluding the
head achieved on the UK-Biobank [1] are MAE of 2.38 [6] and 2.76 [20] with
an age range of 44-82. The age range and larger 3D field of view can noticeably
impact the MAE, so they are not perfectly comparable. Starck and Kini et al.
[20] show that their model mainly focuses on the spine, which is the area we
exclusively look at.

3.1 Bias detection

In order to investigate the unknown systemic biases, we first delineated clus-
ters in the t-SNE plots. Then, we resorted to training image classifiers on the
new cluster labels from the delineation and employed explainability methods to
discover the feature’s location causing the clustering.

Location To unravel unexpected findings behind unexpected clusters, we im-
plemented a classifier trained on images where we manually delineate cervical
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Fig. 2. Location Biases. Three clusters separate from the head images when we color
them by the examination center where the MRI was taken. For each cluster and the
rest class, we show two images. The left is a selection of the right edges of the images,
and on the right are the images summed together. Both are made from 1000 images
and are averaged. We observe that the neck curve differs in the clusters. On the top
left, we visualized this by plotting the mean line of all 4 clusters.

location clusters using t-SNE. For better explainability, we used GradCAM[19],
which allowed us to visualize the salient features influencing decision-making.
The GradCAM activation for the cluster in the cervical area highlighted the
right edge (back of the neck). To provide a more straightforward depiction of
location bias, we employed an averaging technique across 1000 images from a
specific cluster, revealing common shapes and patterns (Figure 2). We observed
that the clusters have other neck curvature by printing the right edge and over-
laying 1000 images. We found that the neck is shifted in a constant way in all
clusters, which can only be explained by an altered physical or software setup
in the scanner. For the red "Essen" cluster, we observed that the whole person
is shifted in superior direction by about 50 voxels (43 mm). This could be a
technical or human error, where the subjects were sent deeper into the MRI
device than other centers or a software issue where the field of view selection
diverged from the other scanning locations. The thoracic and lumbar regions,
in contrast, are unaffected. The separated green/purple clusters from "Neubran-
denburg" and "Mannheim" are created by a difference in a neck rest position
determined by the MR device’s neck support. The neck curve is much flatter in
the "Neubrandenburg" clusters. We also checked for time-dependent clustering
and found no clustering. Nonetheless, we observe that subjects in the separated
"Neubrandenburg" clusters were scanned in the second and third years but not
in the first year. Our embeddings unveiled framing differences in head images.
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For a subset of images, we can deduce the potential scanning location. In a more
extreme case, this would be a privacy concern to be able to re-identify subjects.

Fig. 3. Sex Biases. Left: A subset of subjects are clustered between the male and female
blobs, and others are completely pushed to the opposite sex. They must have a set of
features that indicate that the spine is the opposite sex. We have no further evidence
of how this is reflected in the sex and gender of those persons overall. Right: The
training curves of a male/female classifier of ResNet10 and ResNet34. We train only
on the male/female label but measure the misclassified group separately and observe
that they clearly lag behind during training.

Sex The DAE embeddings separate the subjects by sex. We observe that a few
hundred people have an embedding that puts their images into the cluster of the
other sex. In cases where embeddings deviate from their true sex class, we scru-
tinized individual instances to detect labeling errors but found that the sexes of
the patients were correctly labeled. We defined sex by their primary sex organ as
visible in different full-body MRI acquisitions. 411 thoracic (3.7%), 347 lumbar
(3.1%), and 211 cervical (1.9 %) images out of 11,186 subjects were classified
towards the opposite sex. Out of the misclassified images, 585 (77.0 % of mis-
classed) had a single region misclassified, 141 (18.6 % of misclassed) subjects had
two regions that were misclassified, and 34 (4.5 % of misclassed) subjects had
all three regions classified as a different sex. Assuming the independent prob-
ability of separate regions, we would expect a count of 26.6 subjects with two
misclassified regions and 0.24 subjects for all three regions; therefore, the num-
ber of subjects with more than one switch in sex clustering is far above random
chance. Misclassifications are equally frequent in both sexes. The cervical region
probably has the lowest misclassification because, unlike the other images, it has
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more non-spine tissue visible, especially parts of the skull. The other regions are
shadowed towards the front. The back is fully visible in the images. First, we
delineated clusters in the t-SNE plot and separated the misclassified images. We
trained different networks and observed that the GradCAM highlights the whole
spine image. This indicates that it is unclear what image features the network
uses because we can not pinpoint a location. We hypothesized that the feature is
a texture or structure difference that can be observed in the whole image, thus in-
troducing a potential bias in classification tasks. To study this effect, we trained
a classifier on the given sex label, but we plot the loss curve for the embedding
misclassified group separately. We varied the model and hyperparameter. After
one epoch, the classifiers reach 96-98% and converge to 98%-99%, but the mis-
classified group clearly underperforms. After one epoch, the accuracy is 40-70%
and reaches a maximum of 70-95%. The validation is consistent with training
or swings between overpredicting either male or female. The model picks up on
the same feature as the embedding network within the first epoch. Our selected
subgroup is clearly biased (See Figure 3) by the classifier and receives worse
prediction results than the rest of the population. Furthermore, we aim to study
whether this effect originates from the T2w images alone or from the patient’s
anatomy. We replaced the T2w image with T1-weighted Dixon technique im-
ages. We received the same results with our classifier when using a similar field
of view. We conclude that we observe a real phenomenon where a network picks
up subtle image changes between the two sexes, which are not always reliable
for all subjects. The models detect features that can identify the sex of most
people, but some persons have the indication of the opposite sex for those fea-
tures. We believe that this previously unknown bias is a normal variant, and
after discussing it with multiple radiologists, we discussed many hormonal and
growth differences that could cause this effect but are not visible to the human
eye. With large datasets and longer training time, the larger supervised networks
can learn additional features to distinguish some of the remaining persons into
their correct sex. Still, they take longer to fit into the model, and we expect that
smaller datasets do not have enough samples to provide this level of detail.

4 Conclusion

We used DAE to visualize properties of T2-weighted MR images of the neck,
chest, and lumbar region based on data from the German National Cohort re-
lated to individual characteristics and detecting image acquisition abnormalities
indicative of protocol violations. We compared DAE with StyleGAN and VAE
and showed that DAEs yielded better embeddings. Especially sex, which is de-
pendent on subtle image differences, is better distinguished in DAE embeddings.
DAE successfully differentiated sex on spine MRI but were not 100% identical
to the self-reported sex, an issue we can reproduce in a supervised setting, and
found a subpopulation that was consistently difficult for a DL-Model to learn.
We found inconsistent head positions in the cervical images in different exami-
nation centers. We believe that embedding can be used to find consistent data
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biases that may hurt learning tasks towards protected properties like sex, age,
or race.
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Fig. 4. t-SNE plots of StyleGAN embeddings. The embeddings are colored with the
patient sex, height, weight, and age. The Region label describes the body region; the
acquisition location is the city where the image was recorded.
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