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Abstract

Artificial Intelligence (AI) fairness in healthcare settings has attracted significant attention due to the concerns to propagate existing health
disparities. Despite ongoing research, the frequency and extent of subgroup fairness have not been sufficiently studied. In this study, we
extracted a nationally representative pediatric dataset (ages 0-17, n=9,935) from the US National Health Interview Survey (NHIS) concerning
COVID-19 test outcomes. For subgroup disparity assessment, we trained 50 models using five machine learning algorithms. We assessed
the models’ area under the curve (AUC) on 12 small (<15% of the total n) subgroups defined using social economic factors versus the on the
overall population. Our results show that subgroup disparities were prevalent (50.7%) in the models. Subgroup AUCs were generally lower,
with a mean difference of 0.01, ranging from -0.29 to +0.41. Notably, the disparities were not always statistically significant, with four out
of 12 subgroups having statistically significant disparities across models. Additionally, we explored the efficacy of synthetic data in mitigating
identified disparities. The introduction of synthetic data enhanced subgroup disparity in 57.7% of the models. The mean AUC disparities for
models with synthetic data decreased on average by 0.03 via resampling and 0.04 via generative adverbial network methods.

1. Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) models are increasingly used in healthcare. Many shareholders have high expectations that Al
would revolutionize healthcare and healthcare research, and there have been some early signs of success. (1, 2) One example
is using machine learning (ML) methods to detect diabetic retinopathy. Several classification models trained using different
datasets have achieved good (>90%) sensitivity, specificity, or AUC. (3) The recent development of significant language
model-based generative Al has further increased the enthusiasm. Since the introduction of Generative Pre-Trained
Transformers (GPT), several studies have shown that it was able to generate answers that have accuracy to pass the United
States Medical Licensing Exam. (4-6)

Meanwhile, serious concerns have been raised that Al may perpetuate health disparity (7-9). Real-world data are subjected to
biases as they may contain missing entries, suffer from class imbalance, be affected by sampling biases, and not have been
collected for modeling. Al models that are trained on biased information thus can yield biased results. Sampling bias, for
example, can be introduced in a dataset when only some with a particular characteristic are recruited into a study while others
are systematically excluded. (10) In this case, an Al algorithm trained on the data can inadvertently make a poor prediction
for the underrepresented subgroup and further exasperate the inequalities within the health care system. Commonly used
fairness metrics include the disparity between subgroups regarding AUC (area under curve, measures overall distinguishing
power), accuracy, and true positive and false positive rates. (11) Some studies assessed the fairness of health risk prediction
models focusing on specific vulnerable populations such as African Americans. (12) Other studies developed mitigation
strategies, including generating and adding synthetic data to an existing dataset. (13, 14)

Many knowledge gaps exist despite the strong interest in Al fairness in the biomedical domain. Literature has shown that
some trained models perform better in one subgroup than another, but it is unclear how often and to what extent subgroup
disparity exists in health risk prediction. Similarly, more experiments are needed to determine how often and to what extent
the new mitigation strategies, such as synthetic data generation, can enhance disparity.

In this study, we use pediatric COVID-19 risk prediction as the use case. Since 2020, COVID-19 has affected millions of
children. Children, including teenagers, tend to have milder COVID-19 symptoms. Nevertheless, COVID-19 became one of
the leading causes of death among those between 0-19 years of age. (15) Children, like adults, suffer from health disparities.
For example, most children are healthy, but a small subpopulation has underlying conditions (e.g. diabetes) and is thus
particularly at risk for (severe) COVID-19. {Bishop, 2024 #1290}

While researchers have discussed the fairness and biases of Al pediatric health risk prediction models, (25) among the studies
that trained ML models for pediatric COVID-19, (26, 27) few assessed the subgroup disparity of the ML models (i.e., the
disparity of model performance between different subgroups of the population). Our study is novel in that we sought to assess
the preWlEhcEhsTrigbdrbigpadispari tesedieh thebted it CCENVEDLEY bystesutedenednthsohildma bhdsasstoifulse eisjsaniastisre
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effectiveness of using synthetic training data to reduce subgroup disparities.

2. Methods

2.1 Dataset

We obtained a set of the US National Health Interview Survey (NHIS) data (2020-2022) from the IPUMS (16) and identified
a cohort of children (ages 0-17). (Table 1) NHIS is a nationally representative sample. It is “the principal source of information
on the health of the civilian noninstitutionalized population of the United States and is one of the major data collection programs
of the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), which is part of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC).”(17) Comparing to electronic medical record data, NHIS has more detailed information on social determinants health
such as citizenship and health insurance status which we used to define subgroups.

NHIS data contain thousands of variables, though most are not included in every survey for every age group. In the surveys
between 2020 and 2022, NHIS added a set of questions related to COVID-19. For the ML experiments described here, COVID-
19 test result (positive vs negative) was chosen as the outcome variable. Some other COVID-19 outcome questions were only
included in the surveys for one or two quarters, limited to adults, or had very few positive answers. In pre-processing, we
treated various ‘“unknown” answers (e.g., “unknown-refused” or “unknown-don’t know”) as missing values. Variables with
high amounts of missing values were removed from consideration as predictive features. We also focused on selecting variables
discussed as risk factors in the COVID-19 literature. (18-24) The demographics and other characteristics of the study sample
are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographics and other characteristics of the NHIS study cohort. NHIS has detailed demographics with limited
clinical data.

N=9935
Mean/N Std/%

Age 9.1 53
Gender

Female 4811 48.2%
Male 5124 51.6%
Race

White 7151 72.0%
Black 1159 11.7%
Asian 722 7.30%
Mixed Race 649 6.50%
Alaska Native/Native American 250 2.50%
Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic/Spanish Origin 8029 80.8%
Mexican 1147 11.5%
Other Hispanic 759 7.60%
Other characteristics

US Citizen 9701 97.6%
Receives Food Stamps 1879 18.9%
Free or Reduced Lunch 4338 43.7%
Have Insurance Coverage 9500 95.6%
Excellent Health 6451 64.9%
Very Good Health 2261 22.8%
Good Health 983 9.9%
Fair Health 205 2.1%
Poor Health 35 0.4%
Received Flu Vaccine 4903 49.4%
ADD 1026 10.3%
Asthma 1094 11.0%
Positive COVID-19 test 2612 26.3%
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For the subgroup disparity assessment, we selected five ML algorithms (gradient boosting machine (GBM), neural network
(NN), penalized logistic regression (PLR), support vector machine with linear kernel (SVM), and k nearest neighbor (KNN)),
that are very different in their modeling approach. For example, PLR and SVM with linear kernels yield linear models, while
GMB, NN, and KNN can model complex, non-linear relationships: PLR is a variant of logistic regression that incorporates
regularization techniques to prevent overfitting and improve generalization by adding penalty terms to the cost function. SVM
is an algorithm that finds a hyperplane that best separates different classes in the feature space. GBM is an ensemble algorithm
that combines multiple decision trees. NN models consist of interconnected nodes intended to mimic human neurons organized
in layers. KNN is a simple algorithm that predicts the class of a new data point based on the majority class or average value of
its k-nearest neighbors in the feature space.

Before fitting each model, the data was randomly split into 90% training and 10%. We then fitted the models on the training
data with parameter selection using a five-fold cross-validation. The trained model was then applied to the testing data. The
training and testing were repeated 10 times per ML algorithm. This yielded 50 different models for the evaluation of fairness.

To assess the subgroup disparity, 12 small (<15% of the total n) subgroups, including 6 racial and ethnic minorities, were
selected. For each model, we calculated and compared the AUCs (area under the curve, measuring overall distinguishing power)
of the overall population and each subgroup in the testing data. Theoretically, any difference in model performance between
two subgroups can be called subgroup disparity. In this study, we defined subgroup disparity as a model with worse AUC on a
small subgroup than the overall population.

We calculated the prevalence and magnitude of subgroup disparity measured as AUC differences. Because the AUCs are
affected by the ML algorithm and the partition of training and testing data, we used paired t-tests to assess the statistical
significance of the subgroup disparity between a subgroup and the overall population.

2.3 Use synthetic data to reduce subgroup disparity

To reduce subgroup disparity, we tested the use of synthetic data. Two subgroups with AUCs statistically significantly lower
than the general population were selected. Two methods, oversampling and generative adversarial network (GAN), were used
to generate synthetic data. For oversampling, we used the built-in resample function in R. A GAN learns to generate synthetic
data by learning the joint distribution in the actual data through two neural networks, one function as the generator and the
other as the discriminator. We used the RGAN package in R for this experiment. (28)

We set the synthetic data sample size to the sample size of the two selected subgroups in the training data. In other words, we
doubled the sample size of the subgroups by adding synthetic data. We fitted NN models with and without synthetic data but
evaluated them using the same testing data.

The training and testing were repeated 10 times with different random 90:10 split of training and testing data. The AUC
differences in models fitted with and without synthetic data were compared. (Fig. 1) Given the goal of reducing subgroup
disparity, the evaluation focuses on models with AUC disparities associated with the two selected subgroups. This experiment
used NN as the ML algorithm because it had one of the best mean AUCs.
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Figure 1. Experimental design for testing the effect of increasing the sample size of selected small subgroups using synthetic
data.

3. Results

In the subgroup disparity assessment, we compared the AUCs of 50 models (5 algorithms with 10 different data partitions) in
the 12 small subgroups vs those in the general population. (Table 2) Our results showed that 50.7% of the time, the AUC of a
small subgroup was lower than that of the general, suggesting that subgroup disparity is prevalent. There is, however, a large
variation in the AUC differences: Mean: 0.01, Min: -0.29, Max: 0.41, SD: 0.09. (A positive difference indicates an AUC
disparity.)

Table 2. Average AUC and AUC disparity by ML method. A positive number indicates disparity, i.e., the ML model(s)
performed worse on the subgroup than the overall population. KNN: K nearest neighbor; GBM: Gradient boost machine; PLR:
Penalized logistic regression; NNET: neural network.

ML Method [Mean AUC on overall population (SD) AUC Disparity (SD)
KNN 0.58(0.01) -0.01(0.10)
GBM 0.63(0.01) 0.00(0.09)
SVMLinear  |0.63(0.03) 0.02(0.10)
PLR 0.64(0.01) 0.03(0.09)
NN 0.64(0.01) 0.00(0.09)

The paired-t tests found that in four of the 12 subgroups (Non-Citizen, Good Health, Black, and Native American), the AUC
disparities were statistically significant. (Table 3) A few of the other subgroups, on the other hand, has better AUCs than the
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sizes.

Table 3. The mean and AUC of each subgroup. Four subgroups had statistically significantly worse AUC than the general
population. *Since most survey participants have excellent and very good health, good health is a subgroup with less optimal
outcomes.

Subgroup Mean AUC (SD) |Mean AUC difference (P value
Non-Citizen 0.58 (0.13) 0.05 0.02
Good Health* 0.60 (0.06) 0.02 <0.01
Black 0.60 (0.06) 0.02 <0.01
Native American 0.67 (0.14) 0.05 <0.01
Very Good Health 0.63(0.13) -0.01 0.72
No Insurance Coverage 0.62(0.12) 0.01 0.74
Mexican 0.61(0.07) 0.02 0.08
Other Hispanic 0.61(0.07) 0.01 0.11
ADD 0.63(0.07) -0.01 0.25
Asthma 0.64(0.05) -0.02 <0.01
Asian 0.65(0.07) -0.02 0.01
Other Race and Multiple

Race 0.57(0.09) -0.02 0.22

In the synthetic data experiment, we focused only on models that showed disparity in regard to the two selected subgroups.
(Figure 2) The addition of synthetic data reduced the subgroup disparity in 57.7% of these models: oversampling reduced AUC
disparity by 63.6%, and GAN reduced the AUC disparity by 53.3%. In the cases where AUC disparity was reduced, the
disparity was decreased by an average of 0.03 from 0.08 to 0.05, with the average reduction associated with resampling being
0.03 and the average reduction associated with GAN being 0.04. As shown in Figure 3, the disparity results from a combination
of the increase of the subgroup AUC and the decrease in the overall AUC.

Compare NN Models on Overall and Selected Subgroups

Disparity
(n=14)

Without Group

Train R
Without e Rgduc.ed
Synthetic p Disparity
Data I - (n=15)
(n=40)
With Group ]
Disparity
(n=26) Train
With

Synthetic
Data Did Not
(n=26) Reduce
Disparity (n=9)

Figure 2. The synthetic data experiment showed that most original models had subgroup disparities, and the addition of
synthetic data to model training led to reduced disparities in most cases where subgroup disparities were observed.
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Figure 3. The mean AUCs of the selected subgroups vs. overall subgroup in models with subgroup disparity were reduced by
adding synthetic data.

4. Discussion
4.1. Findings

Most of the prior publications that measured subgroup disparity of Al prediction in the biomedical domain focused on one or
two models and reported findings of disparities. In our experiments, using five different machine learning algorithms, random
data partitions, and twelve subgroups, we found that subgroup disparity is prevalent (50.7%) when modeling COVID-19
outcomes in children (0-17 years old). In other words, MLmodels often performs worse on a small subgroup than on the overall
population.

However, the high prevalence of subgroup disparity is partly due to random effects associated with partitioning training and
testing data and the use of random seeds in algorithms. We observed that the mean difference between the subgroup AUCs and
overall AUCs is only 0.01, with a minimum of -0.29, a maximum of 0.41, and a standard deviation of 0.09. This suggests that
the average AUC of the small subgroups was only slightly lower than that of the overall population. Sometimes, the small
subgroups’ AUC are higher and sometimes lower than the overall population AUC.

The subgroup disparities are not always statistically significant. We found that four out of the twelve subgroups had statistically
significantly lower AUCs than the general population in the paired t-test. This suggests that these four subgroups had different
predictor-outcome relationships from the general population.

Synthetic data has been reported to boost Al model performance and used as a bias-mitigation strategy. We experimented with
generating synthetic data through oversampling and GAN to reduce the prediction disparities in two subgroups that with
statistically significant disparities. Our results suggest that the oversampling and GAN methods can but do not always lead to
lower subgroup disparity.

4.2. Implications

When training for healthcare risk prediction models, researchers and developers often optimize for the overall performance,
such as AUC, accuracy, and positive and negative predictive values. As our analyses suggest, the subgroup disparity is
prevalent. The mean disparity in our study was small (0.01) but the maximum disparity was very large (0.41). Selecting a model
with low average or low maximum subgroup disparity would be desirable when choosing a risk prediction model. A model,
however, cannot be expected to achieve the exact performance in every subgroup since subgroups often have somewhat
different characteristics and may have somewhat different underlying relationships between predictors and outcomes.

Statistically significant subgroup disparities may be caused by several factor. (29) In our study, for example, the non-citizens
and Native Americans have a very small smple size. It has been reported that native youths suffered the most considerable loss
rate of caregivers. (30) Hill et al discussed immigration status as a health care barrier in the US during COVID-19 in their 2021
paper. (31) To improve the model performance on these subgroups, we do not only need to increase the sample size but should
also examine confounders (e.g., body mass index, diabetes diagnosis, length in the US for immigrants) that were not captured
by the NHIS data on children.

While it is possible for a given model to perform better on specific smaller subgroups (as shown in our experiments), ML
algorithms are typically designed to optimize their performance for the majority subgroup. As a result, de-biasing strategies
have been designed to boost modeling training on the small subgroups through weighing, oversampling, and synthetic data
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generation. (32) Our results show 'tiafadevatapR1Edaid GARYDIScH A yHeieaowriticeRsreration could sometimes reduce the
bias. Even when the reduction was achieved, they do not always completely eliminate the disparities.

4.3. Limitations

One limitation is that we only measure AUC, while other ML performance measures include sensitivity, specificity, and
accuracy may be more relevant in some clinical tasks. We did not choose those other metrics in our experiment because they
are threshold- specific. However, based on the use case, a threshold-specific metric may be more appropriate.

Another limitation is the sample size. While a sample of almost 10,000 patients is not too small for ML in general, GAN
typically requires a larger amount data to train. The size of the small subgroups may be simply too small to take advantage of
GAN’s capabilities. This is also why we did not select non-citizen and native American subgroups for synthetic data generation.

A very challenging issue for most existing de-basing algorithms is the multi-minority status. Re-weighting methods, for
example, are usually designed to enhance the performance of one sensitive variable or subgroup. While we examined multiple
sensitive variables in this study, we did not consider multi-minority status.

In addition, there is sometimes a tradeoff between overall group performance and subgroup performance. When we added the
synthetic data for model training, the average overall AUC was reduced by 0.02, while the disparity in AUC was reduced by
0.04. In other words, the reduction in disparity came with a cost in overall performance. One way to address this issue may be
to create a subgroup-specific model that optimize the subgroup performance through transfer learning. (33)

4.4. Future work

In future studies, we would like to test other bias mitigation methods on larger samples. We also plan to study the subpopulation
with multi-minority status, which may be the most vulnerable patient subgroup.

5. Conclusions

We assessed Al fairness in the context of pediatric COVID-19 test result outcome prediction as well as experimented with the
use of synthetic data to reduce subgroup disparities. Our results suggest that subgroup disparity is prevalent in ML models,
though often not statistically significant, and synthetic data can sometimes enhance subgroup parity.

Author Contributions:

Conceptualization, Alexander Libin and Yijun Shao; Data curation, Jonah Treitler; Formal analysis, Jonah Treitler and Yijun
Shao; Funding acquisition, Tadas Vasaitis; Methodology, Yijun Shao; Project administration, Alexander Libin; Resources,
Alexander Libin and Yijun Shao; Supervision, Alexander Libin; Visualization, Jonah Treitler and Yijun Shao; Writing —
original draft, Alexander Libin and Jonah Treitler; Writing — review & editing, Alexander Libin and Tadas Vasaitis.
Funding:

This project is funded by the pilot project 10T20D032581-02-388 under the NIH AIM-AHEAD initiative.

Institutional Review Board Statement:

The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. No IRB approval is needed because the dataset being
used is publicly available.

Data Availability Statement:
The datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the current study are publicly available.
Acknowledgments:

We thank the NHIS and the IPUMS for making their data available to us. This research was, in part, funded by the National
Institutes of Health (NIH) Agreement No. 10T20D032581. The views and conclusions contained in this document are those
of the authors and should not be interpreted as representing the official policies, either expressed or implied, of the NIH.
Conceptual approach reported in this publication was supported in part by the National Center For Advancing Translational
Sciences of the National Institutes of Health under Award Number UL1TRO001409. The content is solely the responsibility of
the authors and does not necessarily represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

References


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24313889
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24313889; this version posted September 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

1. Gulshan V, Peng L, CoratiVTadaauplalVrcunien af;, NErn4<WiaiaRpatioseldicaneselopment and Validation of a Deep
Learning Algorithm for Detection of Diabetic Retinopathy in Retinal Fundus Photographs. JAMA. 2016;316(22):2402-10.

2. Pastur-Romay LA, Cedron F, Pazos A, Porto-Pazos AB. Deep Artificial Neural Networks and Neuromorphic Chips
for Big Data Analysis: Pharmaceutical and Bioinformatics Applications. Int J Mol Sci. 2016;17(8).

3. Tsiknakis N, Theodoropoulos D, Manikis G, Ktistakis E, Boutsora O, Berto A, et al. Deep learning for diabetic
retinopathy detection and classification based on fundus images: A review. Computers in biology and medicine.
2021;135:104599.

4, Kung TH, Cheatham M, Medenilla A, Sillos C, De Leon L, Elepano C, et al. Performance of ChatGPT on USMLE:
Potential for Al-assisted medical education using large language models. PLOS Digit Health. 2023;2(2):e0000198.

5. Mihalache A, Huang RS, Popovic MM, Muni RH. ChatGPT-4: An assessment of an upgraded artificial intelligence
chatbot in the United States Medical Licensing Examination. Med Teach. 2023:1-7.

6. Brin D, Sorin V, Vaid A, Soroush A, Glicksberg BS, Charney AW, et al. Comparing ChatGPT and GPT-4 performance
in USMLE soft skill assessments. Sci Rep. 2023;13(1):16492.

7. Alonso A, Siracuse JJ. Protecting patient safety and privacy in the era of artificial intelligence. Semin Vasc Surg.
2023;36(3):426-

8. Bragazzi N, Crapanzano A, Converti M, Zerbetto R, Khamisy-Farah R. Queering Artificial Intelligence: The Impact
of Generative Conversational Al on the Queer Community. A Scoping Review. J Med Internet Res. 2023.

9. Tran Z, Byun J, Lee HY, Boggs H, Tomihama EY, Kiang SC. Bias in artificial intelligence in vascular surgery. Semin
Vasc Surg. 2023;36(3):430-4.

10. Pannucci CJ, Wilkins EG. Identifying and avoiding bias in research. Plast Reconstr Surg. 2010;126(2):619-25.

11. Castelnovo A, Crupi R, Greco G, Regoli D, Penco IG, Cosentini AC. A clarification of the nuances in the fairness
metrics landscape. Sci Rep. 2022;12(1):4209.

12. Hong XL, Cheng LJ, Feng RC, Goh J, Gyanwali B, Itoh S, et al. Effect of physio-cognitive dual-task training on
cognition in pre-ageing and older adults with neurocognitive disorders: A meta-analysis and meta-regression of randomized
controlled trial. Arch Gerontol Geriatr. 2023;116:105161.

13. Li F, Wu P, Ong HH, Peterson JF, Wei WQ, Zhao J. Evaluating and mitigating bias in machine learning models for
cardiovascular disease prediction. J Biomed Inform. 2023;138:104294.

14. Barbara Draghi, Zhenchen Wang, Puja Myles, Tucker A, editors. BayesBoost: Identifying and Handling Bias Using
Synthetic Data Generators. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research; 2021.

15. Flaxman S, Whittaker C, Semenova E, Rashid T, Parks RM, Blenkinsop A, et al. Assessment of COVID-19 as the
Underlying Cause of Death Among Children and Young People Aged 0 to 19 Years in the US. JAMA Netw Open.
2023;6(1):2253590.

16. Blewett LA, Drew JAR, King ML, Williams KCW, Chen A, Richards S, et al. [IPUMS Health Surveys: National
Health Interview Survey. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS; 2023.

17. About the National Health Interview Survey: CDC; [Available from: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/about_nhis.htm.
18. Nguyen KH, Levisohn A, McChesney C, Vasudevan L, Bednarczyk RA, Corlin L. Disparities in child and adolescent
COVID-19 vaccination coverage and parental intent toward vaccinations for their children and adolescents. Ann Med.
2023;55(1):2232818.

19. Rowland R, Schauble A, Cornett B. COVID-19 Disease Characterization and Outcomes Comparison in Pediatrics.
HCA Healthc J Med. 2023;4(4):283-90.

20. LeWinn KZ, Trasande L, Law A, Blackwell CK, Bekelman TA, Arizaga JA, et al. Sociodemographic Differences in
COVID-19 Pandemic Experiences Among Families in the United States. JAMA Netw Open. 2023;6(8):e2330495.

21. Frey SM, Rowe RK, Halterman JS. The prevalence of childhood asthma: interpreting falling rates in the context of
shifting measurement and the COVID-19 pandemic. Curr Opin Pulm Med. 2023;29(3):197-201.

22. Woolley AE, Dryden-Peterson S, Kim A, Naz-McLean S, Kelly C, Laibinis HH, et al. At-home Testing and Risk
Factors for Acquisition of SARS-CoV-2 Infection in a Major US Metropolitan Area. Open Forum Infect Dis.
2022;9(11):0fac505.

23. Schneiderman M, Rumain B, Kaganovskiy L, Geliebter A. Incidence and Relative Risk of COVID-19 in Adolescents
and Youth Compared With Older Adults in 19 US States, Fall 2020. JAMA Netw Open. 2022;5(7):¢2222126.

24. Campbell JI, Dubois MM, Savage TJ, Hood-Pishchany MI, Sharma TS, Petty CR, et al. Comorbidities Associated
with Hospitalization and Progression Among Adolescents with Symptomatic Coronavirus Disease 2019. J Pediatr.
2022;245:102-10 e2.

25. Shah N, Arshad A, Mazer MB, Carroll CL, Shein SL, Remy KE. The use of machine learning and artificial intelligence
within pediatric critical care. Pediatr Res. 2023;93(2):405-12.

26. Dobrijevic D, Vilotijevic-Dautovic G, Katanic J, Horvat M, Horvat Z, Pastor K. Rapid Triage of Children with
Suspected COVID-19 Using Laboratory-Based Machine-Learning Algorithms. Viruses. 2023;15(7).

27. Piparia S, Defante A, Tantisira K, Ryu J. Using machine learning to improve our understanding of COVID-19
infection in children. PLoS One. 2023;18(2):¢0281666.

28. Goodfellow 1J, Pouget-Abadie J, Mirza M, Xu B, Warde-Farley D, Ozair S, et al. Generative Adversarial Nets.
Proceedings of the International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NIPS 2014). 2014:2672-80.

29. Nazer LH, Zatarah R, Waldrip S, Ke JXC, Moukheiber M, Khanna AK, et al. Bias in artificial intelligence algorithms
and recommendations for mitigation. PLOS Digit Health. 2023;2(6):e0000278.

30. Hillis SD, Blenkinsop A, Villaveces A, Annor FB, Liburd L, Massetti GM, et al. COVID-19-Associated Orphanhood
and Caregiver Death in the United States. Pediatrics. 2021;148(6).



https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/about_nhis.htm
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24313889
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24313889; this version posted September 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

31. Hill J, Rodriguez DX, MdDamaip R alahie grseo Siathy N@ hdteemiopattiraie the USA during COVID-19. J Migr

Health. 2021;4:100036.
32. Max Hort ZC, Jie M. Zhang, Mark Harman, and Federica Sarro. Bias Mitigation for Machine Learning Classifiers: A

Comprehensive Survey. ACM Journal on Responsible Computing [Internet]. 2023; arXiv:2207.07068v4.
33. Gao Y, Cui Y. Deep transfer learning for reducing health care disparities arising from biomedical data inequality. Nat

Commun. 2020;11(1):5131.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24313889
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

